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Agenda rev1sed 2127 .. \•o new uems added. Items reordered 

JUDJCJAL COUNCJL MEETJNG 
Administrative Office ofthe Courts 

San Francisco, California 
Februar)' 27, 2004 

8:00 a.m.-2:20p.m. 

AGENDA 

Public Comment Related to Trial Court Budget Jssues* 
!Subject to requests] 

*lf no pubhc comment. agenda Items may be advanced 

Approval of Minutes ofDecember 5, 2003 
rMmutes Tah] 

Judicial Council Committee Presentations 
Executive and Plannmg Committee 

Hon. Richard D Huffman, Chair 
Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee 

Hon Manm R Ba-..ter. Chmr 
Rules and ProJects Committee 

Hon Norman L Epstem, Chair 
rcouncii Committee Reports Tab] 

Consent Agenda (Tabs 1-3) 

ar1,0U 11/Sh 10 request that an.1' llem be moved {rom the Cohsent Agenda to the Dt!'JCUSSl011 

Agenda plea:,(' non.fi~ Son_1~a Snmh aJ-/ 15-865-7653 aJ leas/ 48 hours before the meeJmg) 

Item 1 

ltem 2 

Annual Report of Trial Court E~penditures for Fiscal Year 
2002-2003 (Action Required) 

Staff. Mr Stephen Nash, Finance DIVISion 

AOC staff recommends that the council approve the annual report io 
the Legislature on pnor year tnal court e"\penditures. as reported m 
the Quarter]) Fmancial Statements for fiscal year 2002-2003 

Jnternal Audit Sen ires Charter A pprm al (Action Required) 

Staff Mr John A .ludmd .. F mance DJvJ~Jon 



Item 3 

-

Agenda rev1sed 2127. No new Items added. Items reordered 

AOC staff recommends that the council approve the Internal Audit 
Serv1ces Charter Internal audit orgamzations are reqmred to be an 
mdependent appra1sal actn,ity \Vithm orgamzatwns That 
mdependence is acknowledged and apprm,ed through the Internal 
A udll Services Charter. 

Child Support Commissioner and Family Law Facilitator 
Midyear Funding Reallocation for Fiscal Year 2003-2004 
(Action Required) 

Staff Mr M1chael Wright 
Center for Fmmlies, Children & the Courts 

The Jud1c1al Council 1s required to allocate non-tnal court fundmg 
annually to local courts for the child support commissioner and family 
lav,, faCJhtator program Under an estabhshed procedure contamed in 
the standard agreement w1th each superior court. the JudicJal Council 
red1stnbutes at 1111dyear any unallocated funds and funds from courts 
that are proJected not to spend their full grants to other courts that 
ha,,e a documented need for additional funds The funds for this 
program are provided by a cooperative agreement between the 
California Department of Child Support Serv1ces (DCSS) and the 
Jud1c1al Council Two-th1rds of these funds are federal funds and the 
remammg one-third state General Funds (non-tnal court funding) 

I 
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' Jtem 11 
8 40-9 40 p m 

Jtem 7 
9 40-10 00 am 

Discussion Agenda (Tabs 4-11) 

Access to Electa·onic Court Records: lnterim Rule to Allow Trial 
Courts to Provide Internet Access to Electronic Court Records 
in Selected Criminal Cases (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 
2073.5) (Action Required) 

AOC staff recommends the adoptiOn ofmterim rule 2073 5, which 
\VOuld allov" courts to post criminal case records on the Internet m a 
high-publicity case under specified circumstances Rule 2073 
currently allmvs courts to provide remote (I e . Internet) access to all 
electromc court records m CIVll cases, but not m cnmmal cases, 
because of privacy concerns. However, in high-pubh'Cl'ty cnmmal 
cases, the use of the Internet may be appropnate, as It \viii 
sigmfi~:antly ease burdens on court staff and most information m the 
com1 file is already \VIdely disseminated through the media The 
rule would become effective immediately upon approval oy the 
Judicial .Councll and would be in affect onlv until the end of the 
year. at ,,,hich llme the ·council 'could consider v"hether to adopt a 
permanent rule 

Presemanon ( 15 mmwes) 
Speakers. Ms Mehssa Johnson, Office ofthe General Counsel 

Mr Joshua Wemstein, Office of the General Counsel 
DTscusswn!Councli AC!wn (45 mmutes) 

Juvenile Law: Responsibilities of Children "s Counsel in 
Delinquenc~' Proceedings (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 1479) 
(Action Required) 

The Family and .lm,emle LaYv Ad,,Isory Committee recommends 
adoption of a rule that Yvould clarify the extent of a chll<rs counsers 
respom:IbJht1es m delmquency proceedmgs B:, consolidating 
reJe,,ant statutory prm,JsJons. the rule helps to ensure protection of 
the chlld·s mterest at nery stage of the proceedmgs 

· Presemal7071 ( J 0 m mwe ') 
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Item 5 
1 0 00-1 0 2 0 a m 

Jtem 6 
1 0 2 0-1 0 4 0 a m 

Speakers. l-Ion Susan D Huguenor 
Supenor Court of San Diego County 
Co-chau, Family and Juvemle Lavv Advisory 
Committee 

Ms Diane Nunn 
Center for Famihes, Children & the Courts 

Ms. Audrey Ev.1e 
Center for Faimhes, Children & the Courts 

Ms. Melissa Ardaiz 
Center for Families, Children & the Courts 

DTscussTon/Councll Acuon ( 10 mmutes) 

Earl)' Mediation Pilot Programs: Evaluation Report and 
Recommendations (Action Required) 

As part of the legislation estabhshmg the Early Mediation Pilot 
Programs. Code of Civd Procedure section 17 42 reqmres the 
Judicial Council to submit a report to the Legislature and Governor 
on these pilot programs The council is asked to approve the report 
that vvas prepared to fulfill that statutory mandate. for submission to 
the Legislature and Governor. Based on the benefits of the pilot 
programs outlined m the report, the council IS also asked to support 
the continuation of early mediation programs as part of the core 
operatiOns in the existing pilot courts, support the expansiOn of such 
programs to other courts based on those courts· needs. and direct the 
CI\'Il and Small Claims Advisorv Committee and staff to take 
ac11ons to encourage and support the expansiOn of such programs 

Prese!7lal70n (] 0 mmwes) 
Speakers Mr Michael Bergeisen, Office of the General Counsel 

Ms. Heather ~nderson, Office of the General Counsel 
Mr. Ron Pi. E'.ecutive Office Programs 

DT'5Cii<;'J70111Councli Acnon no mmutes) 

Report of the Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants and 
Statewide Action Plan (Action Required) 
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10 40-10 55 am 

Jtem 4 
10 55-1~ ~5 am 

] ') ").:; 1~' .::~ -:-- --~- -'- _,_ pIll 

Jtem 8 
1255am-l.:J~, 

pm 

The Task Force on Self-Represented L111gants recommends that the 
councd approve the Statewide Action Plan for Self-Represented 
LJtigants The task force \Vas created by the .ludic1al Council to 
make recommendatiOns to the council on hov,· to respond to the 
grmvmg number of unrepresented litigants, who are having a great 
1mpact on the court system The task force was charged \Vith 
1-ev1ewmg current act1VJ11es and developmg a Statew1de Action Plan 
w1th recommendations for the future to assist the council in 
effic1ently and effect1vely implementmg 1ts goals of increasmg 
access to the courts and 1mprovmg the quality of Justice and serv1ce 
to the pubhc 

Presel11atzon (I 0 mmutl?.s) 
Speaker Hon Kathleen E o·Leary 

Court of Appeal. Fourth Appellate District 
Dtscusswn/Counczl Aown (10 mmutes) 

BREAK 

Facilities Planning: Trial Court Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan 
(Action Required) 

The councd "'Ill re\•lew <;taff recommendations and discuss proJect 
pnorit1zat10n for proposed capllal proJects for the tnal courts The 
council w11l be asked to approve a ranked hst of proJects to be 
submJtted to the Department ofFmance. to approve application of 
FY 2004-2005 funds to ten demonstration proJects, to approve 
subminal of a budget request for FY 2005-2006. and to d1rect staff 
to develop a broad range of financmg alternati,,es for discuss JOn at a 
future council mee11ng. 

Presenlallon (60 mmUII?<;) 

Speakers Ms Km1 Dav1s 
Office of Court ConstructiOn and Management 

Mr Robert Emerson 
Office of Court Construction and Management 

DzscztS'lton!C ounc li Acllon (30 mmutes) 

LUNCH BREAK 

Budget Status Report on Fiscal Years 200~-2004. 2004-2005. 
and 2005-2006 (Action Required) 



Jtem 9 
1.45-2·05 p m. 

Jtem 10 
2 05-2·20 p 111 

AOC staffv·nll provide mformation on budget issues affecting the 
JUdicial branch and recommend th~t the Judicial Council approve 
budget change proposal pnorities for fiscal year 2005-2006 Among 
the multiyear funding Issues discussed Will be shortfalls m fee 
revenues and the State Court Facilities ConstructiOn Fund loan: the 
.lud2es· Retirement Svstem I deficiencv. the Trial Court Trust Fund . .._ .; . " " 

and reductions m fundmg for court secunty and consolidated 
admmistrative services Budget change proposals and unallocated 
reductiOns for fiscal year 2004-2005 will also be discussed: as well 
as spnng Finance letters 

Pre'5enlat10n (30 mmutes) 
Speakers Ms Chnstme M. Hansen: Finance Division 

Mr. Stephen Nash: Finance DivisiOn 
D!scusslon/CouncTI Aozon (20 mmutes) 

AIJocation of $11 Million Trial Court Security and $2.5 Million 
Consolidated Administration Reductions for Fiscal Year 2003-
2004 (Action Required) 

AOC staffyvJll present recommendations on methodology for 
allocatmg the tnal court secunty reduction and the consolidated 
admmistration reduction. 

Presemanon (1 0 mmwes) 
Speakers Ms Christine M Hansen. Finance Division 

Mr Stephen Nash. Fmance Di\'Ision 
Discussion/Council AC11on (1 0 mmutes) 

Statement of Jnvestment Policy for the Trial Courts and 
Resolutions Regarding Investment Activities for the Trial 
Courts (Action Required) 

\ • 
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Many courts have esta~hshed tria' court operatmg funds separate 
from the county treasury, consistent with Government Code ·section 
77009 Often funds in these accounts \viii remam 1dle for periods 
ranging from a few days to several months Prudent financial 
management standards mandate that these 1dle funds should be 
mvested in accounts that combme hquidity 'vith safety of funds 
while maxunizing return 

In order to accomplish the mvestment of trial court funds \VIthin 
statutory reqmrements. AOC staff recommends that the Judic1al 
Counc1l approve the follmvmg. 

1 Statement of mvestment policy for the tnal courts, 
2 Resolution authonzmg development of an investment 

program for the tnal courts, 
3 ResolutiOn authorizmg investments for the tnal courts, and 
4 Resolution regardmg mvestment reporting requirements for 

the tnal courts 

PresenTatwn (1 0 mmUTes) 
Speakers· Ms Christme M. Hansen, Finance D1vision 

Mr John A .ludnick, Finance DivisiOn 
D1scusston/Counc tl Ac 11011 (5 mmutes) 

Cinulating Orders Approved Since Last Business Meeting 
j C1rculatmg Orders Tab] 

Judicial Council Appointment Orders Since Last Business 
Meeting 

fAppointment Orders Tab] 



3Juoiriul C!lounril of C!luHforniu 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

4 55 Golden G.11e A' enue • S.m Franct,co, Caldornta 94102-3688 

Telephone 415-865-4 200 • Fa_, 415-865-4 205 • TDD 415-865-4 2 7 2 

MEMORANDUM 

Date 

February 20, 2004 

To 
Members of the J ud1cwl Counc1l 

From 

Rules and ProJects Commlttee 
Hon Nonnan L Epstem, Chmr 
Ms Mehssa Johnson, Comm1ttee Counsk 
Mr Kenneth Kann, Commlttee Counsel !\. "f\ 
Subject 

RUPRO Recommendatwn 

Action Requested 

NIA 

Deadline 

NIA 

Contact 

Kenneth Kann 
415-865-7661 phone 
kenneth kann@Jud ca gov 

The Rules and ProJects Comm1ttee recommends approval of the two rules proposals on the 
agenda 1tems 7 and 1 1 on the d1scuss1on agenda 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETING 
Minutes of December 5, 2003, Meeting 

Los Angeles, California 

Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Ronald M. George; Associate Justices 
Norman L. Epstein, Richard D. Huffman, and Laurence Donald Kay; Judges Eric L. Du 
Temple, Michael T. Garcia, Jack Komar, William A. MacLaughlin, Heather D. Morse, 
William J. Murray, Jr., Michael Nash, Richard Strauss, and Barbara Ann Zufiiga; Mr. 
Rex S. Heinke, Mr. David J. Pasternak, Ms. Ann Miller Ravel, and Mr. William C. 
Vickrey; advisory members: Judges Frederick Paul Hom and Eric C. Taylor; 
Commissioner Patncia H. Wong; Ms. Tressa S. Kentner and Ms. Susan Null. 

Absent: Associate Justice Marvin R. Baxter, Assembly Member Ellen M. Corbett, 
Senator Martha M. Escutia, Judge William C. Harrison, Mr. Alan Slater, and Mr. Thomas 
Joseph Warwick, Jr. 

Others present included: Associate Justice Ronald B. Robie, Mr. Fernando Becerra, Jr., 
Ms. Karen Blank, Mr. Michael W. Boggs, Ms. Beth Jay, Ms. Miriam Krinsky, Ms. Alea 
Manners, Mr. James Partridge, Mr. Mtchael Planet, Ms. Carole Prescott, Mr. Chris 
Stewart, and Mr. Dean T. Stout; staff: Mr. Michael Bergeisen, Mr. Dennis Blanchard, 
Ms. Dianne Bolotte, Ms. Roma Cheadle, Ms. Kim K. Davis, Ms. Audrey EvJe, Mr. Bob 
Fleshman, Ms. Sheila Gonzalez, Ms. Christine M. Hansen, Ms. Lynn Holton, Ms. Susan 
M. Hough, Ms. Kate Howard, Ms. Tracy Kenny, Mr. Ray LeBov, Ms. Diane Nunn, Mr. 
Ronald G. Overholt, Ms. Christine Patton, Mr. Daniel Pone, Mr. Michael M. Roddy, Ms. 
Beth Shirk, Ms. Sonya Smith, Mr. Corby Sturges, Ms. Pat Sweeten, Ms. Marcia M. 
Taylor, Ms. Karen M. Thorson, Mr. Jack Urquhart, and Mr. Tony Wernert; media 
representative: Ms. Erica Williams, Los Angeles Daily Journal. 

Except as noted, each action item on the agenda was unanimously approved on the motion 
made and seconded. (Tab letters and item numbers refer to the binder of Reports and 
Recommendations dated December 5, 2003, that was sent to members in advance of the 
meetmg.) 

Public Comment Related to Trial Court Budget Issues 

Mr. Michael W. Boggs, president of the American Federation of State, County and 
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local910, which represents attorneys and law clerks 
who provide legal research support to judges, thanked the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) for assisting the courts by securing additional funding. He noted that the 
last time he addressed the Judicial Council he spoke of how the state financial crisis was 
affecting the legal research unit, resulting in the possible termination of some 
experienced employees to be replaced by less-expensive new employees. Mr. Boggs 

Judicial Council Meetmg Minutes December 5, 2003 



stated that he was hopeful the additional money would be applied to his unit and thanked 
the AOC for its role in secunng the funds. 

Mr. Boggs also spoke in favor of item 14 on the council agenda, Public Access to Trial 
Court Budget Information and Processes, and encouraged the council to adopt rule 6.620 
of the California Rules of Court. 

Chief Justice Ronald M. George thanked Mr. Boggs for his comments and noted that he 
was pleased that the AOC and the council could work together with the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles County and the employee groups to ameliorate the financial situation that 
the court was facing. 

Ms. Carole Prescott, president of AFSCME Local575, representing the court clerks of 
the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, stated that she also had come to thank the 
AOC and the council for their role in augmenting funds to the trial courts. She stated that 
she is seeking some of those funds to cover negotiated bonus items and is hopeful that 
such an allocation will pave the way for better relations between the employees and the 
court. 

Ms. Prescott also encouraged the council to adopt rule 6.620 concerning public access to 
trial court budget information and processes. 

Chief Justice Ronald M. George thanked Ms. Prescott for her comments. He commented 
that during difficult budgetary tlmes the courts' priorities remain to avoid court closures 
and employee layoffs. 

Approval of Minutes of October 21, 2003 

The council approved the minutes of its October 21, 2003, meeting. 

Judicial Council Committee Presentations 

Executive and Planning Committee 
Associate Justice Richard D. Huffman, chair, reported on the committee's activities since 
the October Judicial Council meeting. 

The Executive and Planning Committee acted on behalf of the council to approve a minor 
modification to the interim facilities guidelines applicable to two appellate court projects. 
The modification allows the Administrative Director of the Courts to appoint one or more 
public members to the facilities advisory project teams in order to expand the diversity of 
the representation. 

J udtcial Council Meeting Minutes 2 December 5, 2003 
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The committee met on November 12 to set the agenda for the December 5 Judicial 
Council meeting. At that meeting the committee also developed recommendations to the 
Chief Justice for appointments to the Advisory Committee on Civil Jury Instructions. 
Some members of the original Task Force on Jury Instructions continued as advisory 
committee members, while a public solicitation for nominations was conducted for the 
remaining positions. The committee reviewed the nominations and made 
recommendatiOns to the Chief Justice on appointments to the new advisory committee. 

The committee met again on November 21 to conclude its review of the agenda for the 
December council meeting. The committee had deferred consideration of two items 
dealing with juvenile law, one of which appears on the December council agenda-
children with dual status in juvenile court (iten;I13). The rule dealing with the duties of 
counsel in delinquency cases was deferred to the February meeting to allow the Family 
and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee to do some further work on the language and to 
confer with the stakeholders and representatives. 

Lastly, the committee allocated, on behalf of the council, $22.1 million in additional 
discretionary funding to the trial courts. This funding was approved following a series of 
discussions between the Director of the state Department of Finance, the Director of the 
Department of Personnel Administration, and the Administrative Director of the Courts 
in accordance with the Budget Act of 2003. Under the Budget Act, the funding is to be 
used to meet the various needs of the trial courts, mcluding the need to negotiate local 
memoranda of understanding with recognized bargaining agents and to meet other salary 
and benefits needs of the trial courts. The allocation to individual trial courts was based 
on each court's prorated share of total state salary and wage costs for authorized 
permanent and temporary Trial Court Trust Fund employees (excludmg commissioners, 
referees, hearing officers, and court interpreters pro tempore) as reported in the courts' 
FY 2003-2004 Salary and Position Worksheets (Schedule 7 A). 

Polley Coordznation and Liaison Committee 
Associate Justice Laurence Donald Kay, vice-chair, reported on the committee's 
activities since the October Judicial Council meeting. 

The committee met on October 20 and 28 to review and adopt recommendations for 
council-sponsored legislation in 2004. The committee's recommendations for council 
action appear in the December Judicial Council binder at tab 1, items A through E. The 
legislative proposals address a range of issues, including civil procedure filing fees, small 
claims, subordinate judicial officers, and family and juvenile law. 

Justice Kay announced that, as part of the ongoing focus on enhancing relationships with 
other court-related organizations, staff of the AOC Office of Governmental Affairs, on 
behalf of the Chief Justice, are arranging the annual liaison meetings. Those meetings 
will be held with the state Attorney General, State Bar, California State Sheriffs' 
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Association, California State Association of Counties, California Attorneys for Criminal 
Justice, Consumer Attorneys of California, California Defense Council, and California 
District Attorneys Association. Mr. William C. Vickrey, Mr. Ray LeBov, Justice Marvin 
R. Baxter, other members of the Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee, and AOC 
staff participate in these meetings, which have been highly successful in forging the solid 
relationships necessary to operate effectively in the Legislature. 

Justice Kay also announced that the Judicial Council will host the Tenth Annual Judicial 
Legislative Executive Forum at the state capitol in early 2004. The forum is an 
information event for legislators, the Governor, and executive branch officials. As in the 
past, the forum will take place in conjunction with the Chief Justice's State of the 
Judiciary address to the Legislature. This event will most likely take place in March. The 
date will be announced as soon as that information is available. 

Rules and Projects Committee 
Associate Justice Norman L. Epstein, chair, reported on the committee's activities since 
the October Judicial Council meeting. 

Justice Epstein reported that the committee met by conference call on November 20 and 
will meet again next week to review items for the spring cycle of proposed rule changes. 

The committee recommends approval of consent agenda items 2-6 and 8 and discussion 
agenda item 14. Item 14 proposes a rule on public access to trial court budget information 
and processes. The committee received and considered a number of letters expressing 
concern about that rule. It was the judgment of the committee that, while the matter is not 
perfect, it is in an acceptable form that respects the integrity of the branch and will be 
workable. Based on that, the committee recommends approval. 

Justice Epstein commented on two items on the consent agenda. He thanked Justice Kay 
for his assistance in reviewing and making suggestions on the probate rules, particularly 
item 3, concerning the implementation of the graduated probate filing fee. He also noted 
that the statute underlying the proposed rule is a complicated piece of legislation. Thus, 
while the rule is somewhat complicated, it is necessarily so and reflects the statute fairly. 

Justice Epstein also commented on consent agenda item 6, which recommends the repeal 
of two rules requiring the collection of data by the courts. The legislation requiring this 
data collection will sunset at the end of 2003. The committee welcomed the opportunity 
to strike a procedure that is no longer needed from the rules. 

Judicial Council Meeting Mmutes 4 December 5, 2003 



CONSENT AGENDA 

ITEM 1 JUDICIAL COUNCIL-SPONSORED LEGISLATION 

Item A Service and Filing of Motion Papers and Discovery Cutoff Dates (Code 
Civ. Proc., §§ 1005, 2024, and 2034) (Action Required) 

The Policy Coordmation and Liaison Committee recommends sponsoring legislation to 
amend sections 1005, 2024, and 2034 of the Code of Civil Procedure to clarify the proper 
dates for service and filing of law and motion papers. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to sponsor legislation amending sections 1005, 2024, and 
2034 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

ItemB Small Claims: Standing of Emancipated Minors (Code Civ. Proc., 
§ 116.410) (Action Required) 

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee recommends sponsoring legislation to 
clarify that a legally emancipated minor may be a party to a small claims actiOn, to be 
consistent with the Family Code. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to sponsor legislation to add a provision to the Small Claims 
Act that an emancipated minor may be a party to a small claims action. 

ItemC Filing Fees: Notice of Return for Nonpayment of Check (Code Civ. 
Proc., § 411.20) (Action Required) 

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee recommends sponsoring legislation to 
amend section 411.20 of the Code of Civil Procedure to clarify that the party in an action 
or a proposed action shall be given notice if a check tendered for payment of a filing fee 
is returned for nonpayment. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to sponsor legislation to amend section 411.20 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure to clarify that the party in an action or a proposed action shall be given 
notice if a check tendered for payment of a filing fee is returned for nonpayment. 
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ItemD Appellate Filing Fees: Eliminate Fees in Lanterman-Petris-Short Act 
Proceedings (Gov. Code,§§ 68926 and 68927) (Action Required) 

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee recommends sponsoring legislation to 
amend Government Code sections 68926 and 68927 to ( 1) eliminate appellate filing fees 
in Lanterman-Petris-Short Act proceedings both in the Courts of Appeal and in the 
California Supreme Court and (2) clarify that the exemptions from filing fees for juvenile 
cases and freedom-from-parental-custody-or-control cases that now apply in the Courts 
of Appeal under section 68926 also apply in petitions for review in the California 
Supreme Court. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to sponsor legislation to amend Government Code sections 
68926 and 68927 to: 

1. Ehminate appellate filing fees in Lanterman-Petris-Short Act proceedings both in 
the Courts of Appeal and in the California Supreme Court; and 

2. Clarify that the exemptions from filing fees for juvenile cases and freedom-from-
parental-custody-or-control cases that now apply in the Courts of Appeal under 
section 68926 also apply in petitions for review in the California Supreme Court. 

ItemE Subordinate Judicial Officers: Postretirement Compensation (Gov. 
Code, §§ 71622, 72190, and 72407) (Action Required) 

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee recommends that the Judicial Council 
cosponsor legislation to allow retrred subordinate judicial officers (SJOs) to serve on 
assignment subject to the applicable limits of the SJOs' retirement plan, at a rate of pay 
not to exceed 85 percent of a retired judge's compensation wlnle serving on assignment. 

This legislation will improve court administration by giving the courts flexibility to use 
the services of experienced and well-qualified retired SJOs to meet short-term SJO needs 
of the court. The proposal is consistent with postretirement service options that are 
available to analogous county employees. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to cosponsor legislation with the California Judges 
Association to allow retired subordinate judicial officers to serve on assignment subject 
to the applicable limits of the SJOs' retirement plan, at a rate of pay not to exceed 85 
percent of a retired judge's compensation while serving on assignment. 
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Item2 Jury Instructions: Format for Proposed Instructions (amend Cal. Rules 
of Court, rule 229) (Action Required) 

Rule 229 on the format of jury instructions should be updated. The Civil and Small 
Claims Advisory Committee recommends that the Judicial Council, effective January 1, 
2004, amend rule 229 of the California Rules of Court to clarify and specify the format 
for proposed jury instructions in more detail, to preempt any local forms or rules on the 
format of proposed jury instructions, and to delete the requirement that a judge endorse 
on refused instructions the reason for refusal. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, amended rule 229 of the California Rules 
of Court to specify the format for proposed jury instructions in more detail, to preempt 
any local forms or rules on the format of proposed jury instructions, and to delete the 
requirement that a judge endorse on refused instructions the reason for refusal. 

Item3 Probate: Mandatory Adjustments to the Graduated Filing Fee in 
Probate Filings (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 7.550, and adopt rule 
7 .552) (Action Required) 

The Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee recommends amendment of rule 
7.550 and adoption of rule 7.552 in title 7 of the California Rules of Court. Government 
Code section 26827 requires payment of a graduated filing fee to commence a decedent's 
estate proceeding, based on the estimated value of the estate. The statute requires an 
adjustment in the filing fee based on a comparison of the actual and estimated values of 
the estate when the final account is filed, after the estate's actual value has been 
determined. Proposed rule 7.552 would prescribe how this adjustment is to be made. 

Rule 7.550 specifies the showing that must be made in a report by the personal 
representative of a decedent's estate when a complete accounting has been waived. This 
rule would be amended to require the information necessary to make the filing fee 
adjustment described above, even when the final account has been waived. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, amended rule 7.550 and adopted rule 
7.552 of the California Rules of Court to provide a mechanism for adjusting the 
graduated filing fee in decedents' estate proceedings, as required by Government Code 
section 26827. 
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Item4 Probate: Reimbursement of Graduated Filing Fee Paid by Unsuccessful 
Petitioner (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 7.151) (Action Required) 

The Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee recommends adoption of rule 7.151 
in title 7 of the California Rules of Court. Recent legislation amending the statute that 
imposes a graduated filing fee on decedents' estates requires the personal representative 
of a decedent's estate to reimburse another party in the proceeding for a portion of the 
graduated filing fee paid by the other party under certain circumstances. The Legislature 
directed the Judicial Council to prescribe by rule the manner in which this reimbursement 
is to be made. Proposed rule 7.151 is a response to this directive. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, adopted rule 7.151 of the California 
Rules of Court to establish procedures for implementing the statutory requirement that a 
personal representative appointed on a later-filed petition for probate reimburse the party 
that filed the first petition for probate for a portion of the filing fee paid by that party. The 
rule will be circulated for public comment after it takes effect to determine whether any 
amendments are appropriate. 

ItemS Fees for Court Reporting Services (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 892) 
(Action Required) 

Existing rule 892 is authorized by Government Code section 68086, which was recently 
amended to provide that fees collected pursuant to that statute are only to be used to pay 
the cost for services of an official court reporter and that fees are to be collected for any 
proceeding lasting more than one hour. Rule 892 should be amended to conform to the 
statute. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, amended rule 892 of the California Rules 
of Court to delete subdivisions (b), (c), and (d) to conform the rule to amended 
Government Code section 68086(b) and to make other clarifying changes. 

Item6 Termination of Requirements to Collect and Forward Reference Orders 
and Reports (repeal Cal. Rules of Court, rules 244.1(h) and 244.2(i)) 
(Action Required) 

The Judicial Council adopted rules 244.1(h) and 244.2(i) of the California Rules of Court 
requiring that courts collect and forward orders and reports concerning references to the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, to carry out a study mandated by Code of Civil 
Procedure sections 638(c), 639(e), and 640.5. The statutory requirements that the council 
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collect information concerning references will expire on January 1, 2004. Staff are 
recommending that the Judicial Council repeal the reporting requirements of rules 
244.1(h) and 244.2(i), effective on the same date, to ehminate an unnecessary future 
administrative burden on courts of collecting and forwarding this information. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004: 

1. Repealed rule 244.1 (h) of the California Rules of Court to terminate the 
requirement that copies of orders and reports concerrung references under Code of 
Civil Procedure section 638 be forwarded to the office of the presiding judge and 
then to the Admmistrati ve Office of the Courts; and 

2. Repealed rule 244.2(i) of the California Rules of Court to terminate the 
reqmrement that copies of orders and reports concerning references under Code of 
Civil Procedure section 639 be forwarded to the office of the presiding judge and 
then to the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

Item 7 Conflict of Interest Code for the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(Action Required) 

AOC staff recommends that the Judicial Council adopt an amended conflict of interest 
code for the Administrative Office of the Courts that will reflect the addition of new job 
classifications over the past year. · 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective December 5, 2003, adopted the revised AOC Conflict of 
Interest Code, which adds 23 new job classifications and 6 that existed prior to this year 
but have not previously been included in the code or have been moved to other divisions. 

ItemS Family Law: Technical Revision to Judgment Form (revise form FL-
180) (Action Required) 

The council adopted a revision to form FL-180, Judgment, at its October 21, 2003, 
meeting. Because of a typographical error, the revised form deleted a line permitting the 
court to order custody and visitation as set forth in an attached marital settlement 
agreement, stipulation for judgment, or other written agreement. This text was present on 
previously adopted versions of form FL-180 and should not have been removed in the 
most recent revision. Staff recommends that the council adopt a revised form to correct 
this omission and clarify that the court may order custody as set forth in an attached 
agreement. 
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Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, revised form FL-180 to add a new line 
(4)(k)(l) to provide that child custody and visitation may be ordered as set forth in an 
attached marital settlement agreement, stipulation for judgment, or other written 
agreement. 

Item9 Model Jury Summons Pilot Study (Action Required) 

Over the past year the Administrative Office of the Courts, in conjunction with Polaris 
Research and Development, Inc., has conducted a test of the new model jury summons 
developed by the Task Force on Jury System Improvements. The test included focus 
group review of the proposed model summons, development of the summons in four test 
jurisdictions (Alameda, Shasta, San Diego, and Ventura Counties), implementing the 
summons in the test jurisdictions, and evaluating outcomes. As the report details, the new 
format achieved substantially greater benchmarks over the existing summonses in the 
four test jurisdictions. Staff recommends that the council encourage courts to implement 
the voluntary model summons. (A sample jury summons was inserted in the front pocket 
of binders.) 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council endorsed the voluntary use of the Model Jury Summons and "Court 
and Community" information pamphlet and endorsed their implementation statewide, on 
a voluntary basis, through a working group of participating courts. 

Item 10 Judicial Council Appointee to the California Council for Interstate Adult 
Offender Supervision (Action Required) 

The California Council for Interstate Adult Offender Supervision was created in 2001 by 
Senate Bill2023 (Stats. 2000, ch. 658). Under Senate Bill2023, the Judicial Council Is to 
appoint one superior court judge to serve on the state council. (Pen. Code, § 11181(c).) In 
March 2002, the Judicial Council appointed Judge Richard B. Iglehart to serve as the 
judicial representative on the state council. Judge Iglehart has recently passed away. 
Thus, it is recommended that the Judicial Council, effective December 5, 2003, appoint 
Judge J. Richard Couzens, of the Superior Court of Placer County, to the California 
Council for Interstate Adult Offender Supervision. 
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Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective December 5, 2003, appomted Hon. J. Richard Couzens, of 
the Superior Court of Placer County, to the California Council for Interstate Adult 
Offender Supervision. 

DISCUSSION AGENDA 

Item 11 Judicial Council Distinguished Service Awards for 2003 (Action 
Required) 

Associate Justice Richard D. Huffman presented this item. 

The chairs of the council's internal committees recommend approval of the wmners of 
the 2003 Distinguished Service A wards for significant and positive contributions to court 
administration in California. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council unanimously approved the recommendations to give Distinguished 
Service Awards to the following individuals: 

Hon. Leonard P. Edwards, Superior Court of Santa Clara County; and Associate Justice 
Carol A. Corrigan, Court of Appeal, First Appellate District, and Associate Justice 
James D. Ward, Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District (Joint Award)-Jurists of 
the Year. 

Ms. Jeanne Millsaps, Executive Officer, Superior Court of San Joaquin County, and Ms. 
Christine M. Hansen, Chief Financial Officer, California Judicial Branch, and 
Director, AOC Finance Division-Judicial Administration Award. 

Mr. James Herman, Immediate Past President, State Bar of California, and Hon. George 
Deukmejian, former Governor, Attorney General, Assembly Member, and Senator-
Bernard E. Witkin Amicus Curiae A ward. 

Item 12 Ralph N. Kleps Awards for 2003 (Action Required) 

Associate Justice Ronald B. Robie and Mr. Michael D. Planet presented this item. 

The Ralph N. Kleps A ward Committee recommends approval of the winners of the 2003 
Ralph N. Kleps Awards to recognize and honor the innovative contributions made by 
individual courts in California to the administration of justice. 
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Council action: 

The Judicial Council approved the following courts and programs as winners of the 2003 
Ralph N. Kleps Awards: 

Category 1 (courts with 0-6 authorized judicial positions (AJPs)) 

Superior Court of lnyo County 
Night Court for Child Support Calendar 

Superior Court of Siskiyou County 
Visual Guides to the Courts 

Category 2 (courts with 7-19 AJPs) 

Superior Court of Yolo County 
Guardianship Facilitation and Outreach Program 

Category 3 (courts with 20-49 AJPs) 

Superior Court of Fresno County 
Spanish Self-Help Center-Centro de Recursos Legales 

Superior Court of San Mateo County 
EZLegalFile Service Bureau 

Superior Court of Ventura County 
Tip of the Day Radio Program 

Category 4 (50+ AJPs) 

Superior Court of Los Angeles County 
Teachers' Courthouse Seminar 

Superior Court of Orange County 
I-CAN (Interactive Community Assistance Network) 

Category 5 (Appellate Courts) 

Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District 
Step-by-Step Civil Appellate Manual 
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Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District 
Courts as Curriculum 

Item 13 Juvenile Court: Children With Dual Status (Action Required) 

Ms. Tracy Kenny and Ms. Audrey Evje presented this item. 

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee and the Family and Juvenile Law 
Advisory Committee recommend sponsoring Assembly Bill129, which sets forth the 
Legislature's intent to enact provisions authorizing a county to create a dual-status 
protocol for children in juvenile court, allowing them to receive services as a dependent 
and a ward. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council voted to sponsor Assembly Bill129 to create dual-status protocol 
for children in juvenile court, allowing them to receive services as a dependent and a 
ward. 

Item 14 Public Access to Trial Court Budget Information and Processes (adopt 
Cal. Rules of Court, rule 6.620) (Action Required) 

Mr. Ray LeBov presented this item. 

Senate Bill 144 (Stats. 2003, ch. 367, Escutia) added section 68511.6 to the Government 
Code to require the Judicial Council to adopt rules providing for notice to the public and 
for public input to decisions concerning the administrative and financial functions of a 
trial court and requiring trial courts to give notice to the public of other appropriate 
decisions concerning the administrative and financial functions of the trial courts. Staff is 
recommending that the council adopt rule 6.620 to require trial courts to solicit input 
from the public before taking action on certain admimstrative and financial issues and to 
inform the public of action taken on other administrative and financial issues. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, adopted rule 6.620 of the California 
Rules of Court to: 

1. Require a trial court to seek public input-giving at least 15 court days' notice by 
varied means--on specified decisions concerning administrative and financial 
functions that are likely to have a significant impact on the public; 
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2. Require a trial court to give notice if it is planning to make recommendations in 
response to the annual request of the Judicial Branch Budget Advisory Committee 
concerning which items should be statewide budget priorities, and state that 
interested parties may also make recommendations on this subject; 

3. Require a trial court to give public notice, within 15 court days, of the specific 
major decisions that affect the public; and 

4. Provide for public availability of written factual materials that have been gathered 
specifically for the consideration of the person or entity making any decision for 
which public input is being sought. 

Item 15 Trial Court Improvement Fund and Judicial Administration Efficiency 
and Modernization Fund: Amended Guidelines (Action Required) 

Mr. Ronald G. Overholt and Ms. Christine M. Hansen presented this item. 

AOC staff recommends that the council approve the updated guidelines for the Trial 
Court Improvement Fund and Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization 
Fund and delegate authority to the Administrative Director of the Courts to approve or 
amend allocations consistent with the approved guidelines. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective December 5, 2003: 

1. Approved the amended Trial Court Improvement Fund and Judicial 
Administration Efficiency and Modernization Fund internal guidelines; and 

2. Delegated authority to the Administrative Director of the Courts to approve or 
amend allocations consistent with the approved guidelines. 

Item 16 Judicial Council Operational Plan for Fiscal Years 2003-2004 Through 
2005-2006: Scheduled Three-Year Revision of Plan (Action Required) 

Mr. William C. Vickrey presented this item. 

The council's inaugural operational plan, adopted in August 2000 on a three-year cycle, 
is currently due for revision. The revised operational plan represents a concerted effort 
by the council and many other judicial branch stakeholders to realign branch high priority 
objectives and desired outcomes with California's changing demographics and fiscal 
environments. 

A collaborative planning process, guided by the council's Executive and Planning 
Committee over a period of 11 months, identified the priorities contained in the 
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operational plan. The planning process was informed by an analysis of local court trends 
and priorities as reported in the 58 individual trial court operational plans. In addition to 
this trial court input, council members, presiding judges, court executive officers, 
advisory committee members, representatives of the bar and legislature, and AOC 
directors and managers all took part in the planning process. 

These efforts culminated on July 17-18, 2003, at the council's annual planning meeting, 
where council members participated in facilitated panel discussions, plenary sessions, and 
breakout workshops directed at achieving consensus on judicial branch priorities and 
objectives. The proposed operational plan, which will be evaluated annually, is the result 
of these collaborative efforts. It is presented for the council's approval. 

Council action: 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, adopted the Judicial Council Operational 
Plan for Fiscal Years 2003-2004 Through 2005-2006, following the Administrative 
Office of the Courts staff presentation of specifics for the plan's implementation and 
evaluation at the council's issues meeting of December 4, 2003. The council instructed 
the AOC to broadly communicate the plan within the courts and to judicial branch 
stakeholders. 

Circulating Orders 

No circulating orders were approved since the last business meeting. 

Appointment Orders 

Copies of appointment orders are for information only; no action was necessary. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11 :30 a.m. 

JudJcJal Counc1l Meetmg Mmutes 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~---'\ ----:..- ___ _ 

Administrative D ector of the Courts and 
Secretary to the Judicial Council 
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Committee Reports 



Executive and Planning Committee Minutes 
November 12, 2003 

By Telephone Conference Call, Room 5322 
11:45 a.m. - 12:45 p.m. 

Members Participating: Justice Richard D. Huffman; Judges M1chael T. Garcia, 
Fredenck P. Hom, M1chael Nash; Ms. Susan Null, Ms. Ann Ravel. 

Staff Participating: Mr. Denms Blanchard, Ms. Roma Cheadle, Ms. Melissa Johnson, 1 

Mr. Ken Kann, 1 Ms. Tracy Kenny, Mr. John Larson, 1 Mr. Douglas Miller, 1 Mr. Ronald 
Overholt, Ms. Sonya Smith, Ms. Pat Sweeten, Mr. W111iam C. V1ckrey, Mrc Jack 
Urquhart 1

• 

Advisory Committee Nominations 
Pursuant to 1ts responsibility to oversee the nommations process for Judictal Council 
Advisory Committees, the Execut1ve and Plannmg Commtttee d1scussed nommations for 
the Adv1sory Committee on Civil Jury InstructiOns and the Court Executives Advtsory 
Committee and made recommendations to the Chief Justice regardmg appointments to 
those committees. 

Agenda Settmg for the December 5, 2003 Business Meetmg 
Pursuant to Its responsJbihty to review the agenda and matenals for council busmess 
meetings, the committee took the followmg actions on the draft agenda: 

Item 11 Juvenile Law: Court Oversight of Attorneys for Children in 
Delmquency Proceedings 

The comm1ttee deferred dtscussion of this ttem until the conference call on 
November 21. 

ltem 12 Juvenile Court: Children with Dual Status 
The committee requested addttJOnal mformat10n.from staff about thts ttem and 
deferred further dtscusston until November 21. 

Executtve and Planmng Commtttee Meetmg Schedule 
The commtttee approved January 28, 2004 as the date for agenda settmg for the February 
27, 2004 Judtctal Council meetmg. 

Respectfully submitted, 

,/'{~) rc ( --lf-; CJ\ 
Ronald G. Overholt 
Ch1ef Deputy Director 

1 These staff members were not present for the discussions on nommations. 



Executive and Planning Committee Minutes 
November 21, 2003 

By Telephone Conference Call, Room 5427 
11:45 a.m. -12:45 p.m. 

Members Participating: Justice Richard D. Huffman; Judges Michael T. Garcia, Fredenck 
P. Hom, Jack Komar, Michael Nash; Ms. Susan Null, Ms. Ann Ravel 

Staff Participating: Mr. Denms Blanchard, Mr. Roma Cheadle, Ms. Audrey EvJe, Mr .. 
Ruben Gomez, Mr. Ken Karin, Mr. Stephen Nash, Mr. Ronald Overholt, Ms. Sonya Smtth, 
Ms. Pat Sweeten, Mr. Wilham C. VIckrey, Mr. Joshua Wemstem. 

Minutes 
The committee approved the mmutes of Its meetmgs on September 29, 2003, October 9, 2003, 
October 15, 2003, and October 20, 2003 and October 24, 2003 meetmgs. 

Agenda settmg for the December 5, 2003 busmess meetmg 
Pursuant to Its responsibility to review the agenda and matenals for council busmess 
meetmgs, the committee made the followmg changes to the draft agenda: 

Item 11 Juvenile Law: Court Oversight of Attorneys for Children in Delinquency 
Proceedings 

The committee permitted this Item to be deferred until the February 2004 busmess 
meetmg. _ 

Item 12 Juvenile Law: Children with Dual Status 
The committee approved this report, as modified, for mclus10n on the council 
busmess agenda. 

The committee also approved two additwnalitems for the consent agenda: 

• Judicial Council Appointee to Californza Council for Interstate Adult 
Offender Supervision. 

• Termmation ofrequzrements to collect andforward reference orders and 
reports (repeal Cal. Rules of Court, rules 244./(h) and 244.2(z)). 

Tnal Court Budget Augmentation 
Pursuant to Its authonty to act on behalf of the council between council meetmgs, the 

, committee approved the allocatiOn of $22.1 million m ongoing discretiOnary fundmg to the 
tnal courts. (See attachment for allocatton.) 

Respectfully submttted, 

~~ 
Chief Deputy Director · 

C \DOCUMENTS AND SETIINGS\ADMINISTRATOR\LOCAL SETTINGS\TEMPORARY INTERNET 
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Allocation of FV 2003-04 Trial 
Court Discretionary Funding (eff. 
7/1/03) 
Court Code Court Discretionary 

Funding 
C010000 Alameda $1,152,030 
C020000 AlpJne $7,274 
C030000 Amador $31,810 
C040000 Butte $102,660 
C050000 Calaveras $25,784 
C060000 Colusa $9,675 
C070000 Contra Costa $494,064 
co8oooo Del Norte $29,988 
c090000 ElDorado $97,130 
C100000 Fresno $448,825 
C110000 Glenn $17,896 
C120000 Humboldt $74,592 
C130000 lmpenal $88,371 
C140000 lnyo $17,597 
C150000 Kern $359,043 
C160000 Kmgs $69,991 
C170000 Lake $33,971 
C180000 Lassen $18,918 
C190000 Los Angeles $6,166,255 
C200000 Madera $70,664 
C210000 Mann $212,001 
C220000 MariQ_osa $10,103 
C230000 Mendocino $70,556 
C240000 Merced $81,303 
C250000 Modoc $7,173 
C260000 Mono $16,486 
C270000 Monterey $190,817 
C280000 Napa $110,288 
C290000 Nevada $60,215 
C300000 Orange $1,968,628 
C310000 Placer $127,216 
C320000 Plumas $16,466 
C330000 R1vers1de $902,751 
C340000 Sacramento $868,804 
C350000 San Benito $29,587 
C360000 San Bernardmo $940,023 
C370000 San D1ego $1,923,358 
C3BOOOO San Francisco $894,026 
C390000 San Joaqu1n $303,265 
C400000 San LUis Ob1spo $160,558 
C410000 San Mateo $494,648 
C420000 Santa Barbara $294,840 
C430000 Santa Clara $1,136,063 
C440000 Santa Cruz $164,846 
C450000 Shasta $143,151 
C460000 S1erra $5,930 
C470000 SISkiYOU $48,464 
C480000 Solano $266,529 
C490000 Sonoma $257,187 

C \DOCUMENTS AND SETTINGS\ADMINISTRATOR\LOCAL SETTINGS\TEMPORARY INTERNET 
FILES\OLKA\1 12103MIN DOC 
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Allocation of FY 2003-04 Trial 
Court Discretionary Funding (eff. 
7/1/03) 
Court Code Court Discretionary 

Funding 
C500000 Stanislaus $184,328 
C510000 Sutter $58,939 
C520000 Tehama $42,574 
C530000 Tnmty $12,084 
C540000 Tulare $182,649 
C550000 Tuolumne $36,481 
C560000 Ventura $397,610 
C570000 Yolo $104,559 
C580000 Yuba $51,918 

Total $22,092,960 

C \DOCUMENTS AND SEITINGS\ADMINJSTRATOR\LOCAL SETTJNGS\TEMPORARY INTERNET 
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Executive and Planning Committee Minutes 
January 7, 2004 

By Telephone Conference Call, Catalina Room 
11:45 a.m.- 12:45 p.m. 

Members Participating: Justice Richard D. Huffman; Judges EncL. Du Temple, 
Michael T Garcia, Fredenck P. Hom, Jack Komar, Michael Nash; Ms. Susan Null, Ms. 
Ann Ravel. 

Staff Participating: Mr. Denms Blanchard, Ms. Sheila Gonzalez, Ms. Bonnie Hough, 
Mr. Ronald Overholt, Ms. Chnstme Patton, Ms. Sonya Srruth, Ms Pat Sweeten, Mr. 
Wilham C. Vickrey. 

Members Absent: None. 

Minutes 
The committee approved the ffilnutes of the November 12, 2003 and November 21, 2003 
meetmgs. 

Equal Access Fund Partnership Grant Distnbutwn 
Pursuant to its authonty to act on behalf of the Judicial Council between meetings, the 
committee reviewed and approved the allocatiOn of Equal Access Fund Partnership 
Grants to twenty programs for a total of $950,000. The distnbutwn will be made by the 
State Bar Legal Trust Fund CommissiOn. 

Subordmate Judicial Officers 
The committee reviewed requests by the Supenor Courts of San Bemardmo, Impenal, 
and Humboldt Counties to authonze the e&tabhshment of subordinate JUdicial officer 
positiOns m those courts. Due to uncertamty regardmg the courts' budgets m both 03-04 
and 04-05, the committee voted to defer consideratiOn of these requests until their 
meetmg on January 28,2004. 

Executive and Plannmg Comffilttee Meetmg Dates 
The COIDIDlttee reviewed and tentatively approved a hst of meetmg dates for council 
agenda settmg m 2004. 

Respectfully subffiltted, 

Ronald G. Overholt 



Equal Access Fund-Distribution of Funds for Partnership Grants 
Approved by the Executive and Planning Committee January 7, 2004 

Bay Area Legal Aid- Contra Costa County 
Domestic VIolence Pro Per Chmc 

Central California Legal Services - Fresnoffulare Rural Access ProJect 

East Bay Community Law Center and Alameda County Bar Voluntary 
Legal Services CorporatiOn 

Greater Bakersfield Legal Assistance -Pro Se Guardianship Project 

Inland Counties Legal Services- Family Law 
Access Partnership Project - Riverside 

Inland Counties Legal Services - Proyecto Ayuda 
Legal/Legal Help Program - San Bernadmo 

Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
Inglewood Self-Help Legal Access Center 

Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
Torrance Family Law Chmc 

Legal Aid Society of Orange County- Compton Self-Help Center 

Legal Aid FoundatiOn of Santa Barbara- Self-Represented 
Litigant Resource Center 

Legal Aid of the North Bay- Legal Self-Help Center of Marin/ 
Centro Auto-Asistencia Legal de Mann 

Legal Aid Society of San Diego - Conservatorship Clinic at the 
Probate Court 

Legal Aid Society of San Diego - Unlawful Detamer 
Assistance Program at East County Courthouse 

Legal Services of Northern California- Mother Lode Pro Per Project 

Legal Services of Northern Cahforma- Shasta Pro Per Project 

Neighborhood Legal Services of Los Angeles County-
Antelope Valley Self-Help Legal Access Center 

35,000 

65,000 

10,000 

40,000 

20,000 

70,000 

68,000 

58,000 

75,000 

80,000 

40,000 

35,000 

63,000 

45,000 

47,000 

70,000 



Pubhc Counsel -Pro Per Guardianship Legal Chmcs Program 

San Diego Volunteer Lawyer Program- Domestic VIOlence Prevention 
Project 

San Franctsco Bar Association Volunteer Legal Services Program -
Famtly Law Assisted Self-Help 

Sonoma County Legal Aid- Self Help Access Center 

Total 

25,000 

48,000 

31,000 

25,000 

$950,000 



Executive and Planning Committee Meeting Minutes 
January 22,2004, JCCC, Catalina Room 

10:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m. 

Members Participating: Justice Richard D. Huffman; Judges Eric L. Du Temple, Michael T. 
Garcia, Fredenck P. Hom, Jack Komar, Michael Nash; Ms. Susan Null. 

Staff Participating: Mr. Denms Blanchard, Ms. Kim Davis, Mr. Bob Emerson, Mr. Clifford Ham, 
Ms. Tina Hansen, Mr. Dag MacLeod, Ms. Knstin Nichols, Mr. Ronald G. Overholt, Mr. Ron Pi, 
Ms. Kelly PopeJoy, Ms. Rona Rothenberg, Mr. David Smith, Ms. Sonya-Smith, Ms. Pat Sweeten, 
Mr. Wilham C. VIckrey, Mr. Lee Willoughby. 

Members Absent: Ms. Ann Ravel. 

Judicial Council Five-Year Capital Oytlay Plan 
AOC staff presented a report on the Tnal Court Five-Year Capital' Outlay Plan. The report applied 
a priontizatiOn procedure that the council approved m August 2003 to rank 199 capital outlay 
proJects and proposed that the council apply funding received m fiscal year 2004-2005 to ten 
demonstration projects and seek additional funding m 2005-2006 to continue the demonstration 
proJects and begm the mitial phases of the first 70 proJects on the ranked hst. Committee members 
reviewed and commented on the report. The revised report will be submitted to the full council in 
February. 

Resource AllocatiOn Study 
AOC staff presented an mformatiOnal overview of th~ methodology used in the resource allocation 
study, which will be presented to the full council at the issues meetmg on February 26, 2004. 

Budget Status Report 
AOC staff presented background mformat10n and an update on judicial branch funding issues m the 
current year and in fiscal year 2004-2005. Staff will report to the full council on these issues at the 
February council meetmgs. 

Allocation of Tnal Court Secunty ReductiOn 
The committee requested that staff review the committee's authority to allocate these reductions m 
hght of changes to the California Rules of Court on pubhc access to trial court budget information. 
The Item was deferred pendmg review of this Issue and pendmg additional mfonnation on the status 
of these reductions. 

The followmg agenda Items wer~ deferred to a future meeting due to a lack of time: 

Review of Advisory Committee Work Plans 
Presentation of Staff Momtoimg Procedures for Judicial Council Operational Plan 
Review of NommatiOns for a Vacancy on the Access and Fairness Committee 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ 
Ronald G. Overholt 
Chief Deputy Director 



' Executive and Planning Committee Meeting Minutes' 
January 28,2004 

11:45 a.m.-12:45 p.m. 
By conference call 

Members Participating: Justtce Rtchard D. Huffman; Judges Eric L. Du Temple, Michael T. 
Garcta, Fredenck P. Horn, Jack Komar, Mtchael Nash; Ms. Susan Null, Ms. Ann Ravel. 

Staff Participating: Ms. Mehssa Ardatz, Mr. Denms Blanchard, Ms. Roma Cheadle, Mr. Bob 
Fleshman, Mr. Ruben Gomez, Ms. Sheila Gonzalez, Ms. Tina Hansen, Ms. Bonnie Hough, Mr. 
Ken Kann, Ms. Dtane Nunn, Mr. Ronald Overholt, Ms. Christme Patton, Ms. Sonya Smith, Ms. 
Pat Sweeten, Mr. Wtlham C. Vtckrey, Mr. Michael Wright. 

Members Absent: None. 

Mmutes 
The committee approved the mmutes of the January 7, 2004 meeting. 

AB 1058 Child Support Program 
The committee received a staff report recommendmg a midyear (FY 2003-2004) funding 
reallocatton for the Child Support CommissiOner and Family Law Facilitator Program. The 
committee placed thts report on the consent agenda of the JudiCial Council's February 27, 2004 
business meetmg. 

Agenda settmg for the February 27, 2004 busmess meetmg 
The committee reviewed the draft Judtctal Council meeting agenda and 
matenals and took the followmg actions: 

Internal Audit Servzces Charter 
Approved the report for inclusiOn on the consent agenda provtded that the 
final report contams additiOnal explanatiOn requested by the commtttee. 

Juvenzle Law: Responszbility of Council for Children in Delinquency 
Proceedings 
Approved the report for mclus10n on the dtscusston agenda provtded that 
the Rules and ProJects Comrmttee also approves the Item. 

Facilitzes Planning: Trial Court F1ve-Year Capital Outlay Plan 
Based on 1ts January 22, 2004 review of a draft report on thi~ Item, the 
committee mcreased the presentatiOn time to one hour and the discussion 
time to 30 mmutes. 

Report of the Self-Represented Lztigant Task Force: Action Plan for 
Serving Self-Represented Lztigants 
Approved the report for mclus10n on the d1scuss1on agenda. 



Early Mediation Pilot Programs: Approve Evaluation Report and 
Recommendations 
Approved the report for inclusion on the discussion agenda With 10 
minutes for presentatiOn and 10 mmutes for discussion. 

The committee planned to review the remaming items on the council's February 27,2004 
business agenda at its meetmg on February 11. 

Subordmate Judictal Officers 
The committee reviewed requests by courts to authonze the establishment of: 

Two court commtssroner positions m the Superior Court of Imperial 
County. 
One court commissiOner positiOn m the Supenor Court of San 
Bemardmo County. 
A half-time court commissiOner position in the Superior Court of 
Humboldt County. 

Based on a review of the facts presented by each court, Judicial Council policy on the role of 
SJOs, and the cntena the Executive and Plannmg Committee has applied to such requests in the 
past, the committee approved the establishment of one court commissiOner position m the 
Superior Court of San Bemardmo County and one court COmmiSSioner position in the Superior 
Court of lmpenal County. This approval was contingent upon the courts' ability to fund the 
positions from their existmg budgets. The remaimng requests were denied, pendmg the 
council's adoptiOn of a statewide pohcy for addressmg such requests. The comnuttee directed 
staff to develop and present to the council a statewide pohcy for addressmg the full range of 
requests made by courts to mcrease the numbers of subordmate judicial officers. 

Advisory Committee Work Plans 
The conumttee approved the work plans of the following advisory committees without 
modification: Trial Court Presidmg Judges Advisory Committee, Court Executives Advisory 
Committee, Court Technology Advisory Conumttee, and Collaborative Justice Courts Advisory 
Committee. The committee recommended modtficatiOns to the work plans of the Judicial 
Service Advtsory Committee and the Court Interpreters Advisory Panel. 

\ 
Nommations 
The committee reviewed candidates nommated for an out-of-cycle vacancy on the Access and 
Fairness Advisory Committee and forwarded Its recommendatiOns to the Chief Justice. 

Respectfully submitted, 

t1JU1--
Ronald G. Overholt 
Chief Deputy Director 



RULES AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, October 7, 2003 
12:00 p.m.- 1 :30 p.m. 

Meetmg Mmutes 

Committee members present: Hon. Norman L. Epstein, Chair, Bon. Heather D. Morse, 
Vice-Chair, Hon. Wilham C. Hamson, Mr. Rex S. Heinke, Mr. David Pasternak, and 
Hon. Patricw Wong. 

Members absent: Ms. Tressa Kentner 

Committee staff present: Ms. Mehssa Johnson, Mr. Kenneth Kann, and Ms. Romunda 
Pnce. 

Item 1 

Item 2 

Item 3 

Trial Setting and Civil Case ·1\1 anagement (amend Cal. Rules of Court, 
rule 212) 

The Rules and Projects Committee reviewed this proposal and decided to 
g1ve 1t further cons1derat1on at a meetmg on October 14, 2003. 

Motion~ and Applications for Continuance of Trial (amend Cal. Rules of 
Court, rule 375; adopt rule 375.1; repeal Cal. Stands. of Jud. Admm., § 9) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee reviewed this proposal and decided to 
giVe it further consideratiOn at a meeting on October 14, 2003. _..; 

Trial Delay Reduction, Differential Case Management, and Case Disposition 
Time Standards (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 204, and amend rules 208 and 
209, amend Cal. Stds. Jud. Admm., §§ 2, 2.1, and repeal§§ 2.3 and 2 4) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee reviewed this proposal and decided to 
giVe 1t further consideratiOn at a meetmg on October 14, 2003. 



Item 4 

Item 5 

Item 6 

Item 7 

Item 8 

Small Claims: New Optwnal Fonn to Amend Claim Before Hearing 
(approve form SC-114) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda. 

Ethics training for Judicial Council Members and Judicial Branch 
Employees (adopt rule 6.301 of the California Rules of Court) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda. 

Circulating Orders 

'Vorking Groups on Court Security (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 
6.170 and renumber as rule 6.171; adopt rule 6.170) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval of this proposal 
and circulatmg it to the Judicial Council. 

Contractual Indemnification of Judicial Branch Entities- New 
Litigation Management Program (adopt rule 6.203 of the Cal. Rules of 
Court) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval of this proposal 
and circulating it to the Judicial Council. 

Circulation for Comment 

Trial Court Public Access (adopt rule 6.620 ofthe Cal. Rules of Court) 

The Rules and Projects Committee approved the proposal for.circulation in a 
special cycle 

Adjournment 

The Rules and ProJects Committee adJourned at 1 :30 p.m. 
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RULES AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, October 14, 2003 
12 p.m.- 1 p.m. 

Meetm2 Mmutes 

Committee members present Hon Norman L Epstem, Chair, Hon. Heather D. Morse, 
V1ce-Chmr. Hon Wilham C Hamson, Mr. Dav1d Pasternak, Ms. Tressa Kentner, Hon. 
Patncia Wong 

Members absent: Mr Rex S. Hemke and Hon R1chard Strauss 

Staff members present: Ms. Melissa Johnson. Mr Kenneth Kann, Ms Romunda Pnce. 

Guests: Mr. Patrick O'Donnell and Mr Dame] Pone 

The Rules and Pro_1ects Committee conducted further review ofltems 1-3 on the October 
7, 2003 meetmg agenda These Items are titled, Tnal Settings, Contmuances, and Case 
DispositiOn Time Standards RecommendatiOns to Improve the Fatr and Efficient 
AdrrumstratJOn ofCn'Il Cases The co~mmittee recommended approvalofthese three 
Items for the council's discussiOn agenda with the followmg modificatiOns: 

Rule 212( c) was modified to read· [ . should be reqmred to appear at an additional 
conference only If an appearance IS necessary . detern1Imng whether to hold an 
additiOnal conference, the court must...]. 

Section 2.1 (b) was modified to read [ ... Improve the admmistrahon of JUStice by 
encouragmg prompt dispositiOn of all matters commg before the courts. The standards 
estabhsh 2.oals for all cases filed and are not meant to create deadlines for mdJVidual 
cases Through 1ts case mana2ement practices. a court may ach1eve or exceed the goals 
stated m these standards for the- overall disposition of cases. The standards should be ... ). 

The Rules and ProJects Committee adJourned at 12.30 p.m 



RULES AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

Monday, October 20, 2003 
11 :30 a.m. - I p.m. 

Meeting Minutes 

Committee members present· Hon. Norman L. Epstem, Chmr, Hon. Heather D. Morse, 
Vice-Chmr, Hon. W1lham C. Hamson, Mr Rex S. Heinke, Ms. Tressa Kentner, Mr 
David Pasternak, Hon. Richard Strauss, and Hon. Patricia Wong. 

Committee staff present: Ms. Melissa Johnson, Mr. Kenneth Kann, and Ms. Romunda 
Pnce. 

The Rules and Projects Committee met for an onentation meeting. Justice Epstein 
provided an overview of the RUPRO January and July circulatwn process. He also 
indicated that proposals may also c1rculate outside of the norma] cycles. 

Ms. Johnson distnbuted an outhne of the Reorgamzatwn and Renumbenng of Rules of 
Court proJect. She reported that titles 2 and 3 will be commg before the commlttee to 
consider for clfcufatwn soon. Justice Epstein asked that staff subm1t to the committee a 
general description of options fo~ reorgamzatwn of the Standards of Jud1c1al 
Admm1stration 

Mr. Kann referred members to the committee's Reference Materials bmder d1stributed 
earlier. He highhghted Tab 5, the committee's Polic1es and Guidelmes for Rules and 
F orrns and pomted out Bryan A. Garner's Guzdelines for Drafizng and .(idztzng Court 
Rules. 

Ms. Johnson and Mr. Kann reported that the Rules and Projects Committee is also 
responsible for reviewing advisory committee and task force work plans for fiscal year 
2004. The work plans will be dJVided between RUPRO and the ExecutJVe and Planning 
Cormmttee 

' -
The Rules and ProJects Comm1ttee scheduled its next meeting for November 20, in which 
It wi1l rev1ew 1tems for recommendatwn to the council at its December 5 meetmg. 

The meetmg adjourned at 1 p.m. 
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RULES AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

Thursday, November 20, 2003 
12 p.m. - 2 p.m. 

Meeting Minutes 

Committee members present: Hon. Norman L. Epstem, Chatr, Hon. Wilham C. 
Harrison, Ms. Tressa S. Kentner, Mr David J . .Pastemak, and Hon. Patricia H. Wong 

:Members absent: Hon. Heather D. Morse, VIce-Chair, Mr. Rex Hemke, and Hon. 
Richard Strauss. 

Committee staff present: Ms. Mehssa Johnson, Mr. Kenneth Kann, Ms. Romunda 
Price. 

Guests: Ms. Heather Anderson, Mr. Peter Belton, Mr. Michael Fischer, Ms. Susan 
Goins, Hon. Brad Hill (by phone), Ms. Lyn Hinegardner, Ms. Bonnie Hough (by phone), 
Mr. Ray LeBov (by phone). 

Item 1 

Item 2 

Item 3 

Fees for Reporting Services (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 892) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda. 

I 

Juvenile Law: Responsibilities of Attorneys for Children in Delinquency 
Proceedings (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, :rule 1479) 

Thts Item was withdrawn for consideratwn. 

Family Law: Technical Revision to Jud~ment Form (revtse form FL-180) 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda. 



Item 4 

Item 5 

1tem 6 

]tern 7 

Item 8 

Public Access to Trial Court Budget Jnformation and Processes (amend Cal. 
Rules of Court, rules 6.5, 6.6, 6.45, and 6.702) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
.d1scusswn agenda with the following modification: 

On page three of the Judicial Council report m the first sentence of the 
paragraph above the headmg Alternative Actions Considered, RUPRO directed 
staff to replace the words "carefully negotiated" with "discussed." 

Revision of Appellate Rules: Fourth Jnstallment (repeal Cal. Rules of Court, 
rules 39, 39.1, 39.1A, 39.1 B, 39.2, 39.2A, 39.4, 39.8, 49, 49.5, 50, 56, 56.4, 
56.5, 57, 58, 59, 60; adopt revised rules 37, 37.1, 37.2, 37.3, 38, 38.1, 38.2, 38.3, 
38.4, 38.5, 38.6, 39, 39.1, 39.2, 49, 49.5, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee approved this item for circulation in a special 
cycle. 

Format of Jury Jnstructions (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 229) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda. 

Probate Rule Concerning Reimbursement of Graduated Filing Fee Paid by 
Unsuccessful Petitioner (adopt rule 7.151) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda and approved this Item for circulatiOn in the Winter 2004 cycle. 

Probate Rules Concerning Mandatory Adjustments to the Graduated Filing 
Fee in Probate Proceedings (amend rule 7.550; adopt rule 7.552) 

, The Rules and ProJects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
consent agenda with the following modificatiOns to rule 7.552: 

Sub<;livision (b) was amended as follows: [ ... for the payment, and, if applicable, 
a receipt or other evidence satisfactory to the court of payment of fet: the 
reimbursement required under. .. ]. 
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Item 9 

Item 10 

Subdivision ( d)(l) was also amended as follows: [ ... dismisses the petition at 
any time withm SJX months 90 days after it is filed ... ]. 

Reorganization of the Standards of Judicial Administration r 

The Rules and ProJects Committee authorized staff to go forward with a 
proposal to reorganize the Standards of Judicial Administration as follows: 

( 1) The standards are to remain as a separate single document in an appendix 
to the Rules of Court; 

(2) As a separate appendix to the Rules of Court, the standards wil1 be 
reorganized into subject categories that correspond to the respective titles of the 
Rules of Court, and 

(3) Those standards that are c1osely related to particular rules also will be 
placed verbatim in a comment section fo11owmg the rules. 

Termination of Requirements to Collect and Forward Reference Orders 
and Reports (repeal Cal. Rules of Court, rules 224.1 and 244.2) · 

The Rules and Projects Committee recommended approval on the council's 
discusswn agenda. 

The Rules and Projects Committee meetmg adjourned at 1 p.m. 
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RULES AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, December 9, 2003 
12:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. 

Teleconference Meeting Minutes 

Committee members present: Hon. Norman L. Epstein, Chair, Hon. Heather D. Morse, 
Vice-chair, Hon. William C. Harrison, Hon. Rex S. Hemke, Ms. Tressa S. Kentner, Mr. 
David J. Pasternak, Mr. Richard Straus, and Hon. Patricia H. Wong. 

Committee staff present: Ms. Mehssa Johnson, Mr. Kenneth Kann, 
Ms. Romunda Price. 

AOC Staff present: Ms. Susan Goms, Ms. Ruth McCreight, Ms. Bonnie Hough, Mr. 
John Sweeney, Mr. Douglas Miller, and Mr. Courtney Tucker. 

Item 1 

Item 2 

Item 3 

Item 4 

Approval of Meeting Minutes 
(October 7, October 14, October 20, and November 20, 2003) 

The Rules and Projects Committee approved the above meeting mmutes. 

Civil & Small Claims Advisory Committee 

Drop Box Filing (adopt rule 201.6 of the Cal. Rules of Court) 

The Rules and Projects Committee approved this item for circulation in the Wmter 
2004 cycle. 

Family & Juvenile Law Advisory Committee 

Child Support: Telephone Appearance in Title IV-D Hearings (adopt Cal. 
Rules of Court, rule 5.324; approve form FL-679) 

/ 

This Item was withdrawn from consideration·. 

Child Support: Low-Income Adjustment and Set-Aside of Order Based on 
Presumed Income (revise forms DV -160, FL-640, and FL-692) 

The Rules and Projects Committee apprqved this item for circulation in the Winter 
2004 cycle. 



Item 5 

Item 6 

Item 7 

Item 8 

Item 9 

Court-Appointed Special Advocates: Program Guidelines (amend Cal. Rules of 
Court, rule 1424) 

This Item was withdrawn from consideration. 

Family Law: Confidential Declaration of Social Security Number (adopt form 
FL-1 02; revise forms FL-115 and FL-117) 

The Rules and Projects Committee approved this item for circulation in the Winter 
2004 cycle. 

Juvenile Law: Findings Required for Termination of Parental Rights (revise 
form JV -320) 

The Rules and Projects Committee approved this item for circulation in the Wmter 
2004 cycle. 

Judicial Administration 

Court Construction and Management Rules (adopt rules 6.15, 6.180, 6.181, 
6.182, and 6.1 83 of the California Rules of Court) 

This Item was withdrawn from consideration. 

Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee 

Probate Rule Concerning the Personal Representative's Duty to Reimburse 
Unsuccessful First-Filer for a Portion of the Graduated Filing Fee (adopt rule 
7.151) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee approved this Item for circulation in the Winter 
2004 cycle. 

Traffic Advisory Committee 

Item 10, 2004, Uniform Bail and Penalty Schedules (revise schedules) 

The Rules and ProJects Committee recommended the distribution of the circulating 
order to the Judicial Council for adoption. 
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Other Business 

The Rules and Projects Committee scheduled its next meeting by telephone on 
Wednesday, January 21, at noon. The committee proposed that the following items 
be put on the agenda for discussion: 

Review of the advisory committee and task force work plans for consistency; 
review a proposed invitation to comment procedure for the civil jury instructions; 
possibly review the current agenda item 8 (court construction and management 
rules); possible review of proposed rule 14 79 (Juvenile Law: Responsibilities of 
Attorneys for Children in Delinquency Proceedings) for recommendation to the 
council for adoption; and the possible review of the reorganization of titles 2, 3, and 
the Standards of Judicia] Administration for circulation for comment. 

The m~eting adJourned at 1 p.m. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3660 

Report 

TO: Members ofthe Judicial Council 

FROM: Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director, 415-865-4235 
Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 
Stephen H. Nash, Assistant Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7584 
Ruben Gomez, Supervising Budget Analyst, Finance Division, 415-865-7686 

DATE: February 27,2004 

SUBJECT: Annual Report of Trial Court Expenditures for Fiscal Year 2002-2003 

Issue Statement 
The Administrative Office ofthe Courts (AOC) respectfully submits the attached report of trial 
court expenditures for fiscal year (FY) 2002-2003 (including accruals). In conformance with the 
provisions of Government Code §68502.5(b ), data is ,provided at the program component level. 
The report reflects information submitted by state trial courts as part of the year-end fiscal 
reporting process. The AOC has only summarized this information for presentation in this report 
and does not certify its completeness or accuracy. 

Tnal court expenditures are being reported for the following elements and components within 
the Trial Court Operations and Administration programs (for definitions, see attachment 1): 

Trial Court Operations Program 
Adjudication 
• Judges & Courtroom Support 

Case-Type Services 
• Criminal 
• Civil 
• Family & Children 

Operational Support 
• Other Support Operations 
• Court Interpreters 
• Jury Services 

Administration Program 
• Executive Office 
• Fiscal Services 

• Human Resources 
• Business & Facilities Services 
• Information Technology 



Funding Sources 
Trial court funding is derived from two pnmary sources: Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) and 
Non-Trial Court Trust Fund (Non-TCTF) monies. TCTF monies consist primarily of state 
General Fund transfers, county remittances of Maintenance of Efforts revenues and expenditures, 
as well as civil filing fees and criminal fines remitted to the state. Courts that are allocated 
funding from the Tnal Court Improvement Fund and Judicial Administration Efficiency and 
Modernization Fund report these funds as TCTF monies. Non-TCTF monies consist primarily of 
grants and court-designated fines, fees, and forfeitures. 

Summary 

• Total expenditures: $2,127,591,668 (Attachment 2) 

• Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) expenditures: $1,942,706,731 (Attachment 3) 

• Non-Trial Court Trust Fund (Non-TCTF) expenditures: $184,884,937 (Attachment 4) 

• TCTF expenditures accounted for 91 percent and Non-TCTF expenditures accounted for 
9 percent of total expenditures (Attachment 5) 

• Judges & Courtroom Support1 accounted for 40 percent, Case-Type Services (Criminal, 
Civil and Family & Children) for 26 percent, the five Administration elements (Executive 
Office, Fiscal Services, Human Resources, Business & Facilities Services, and 
Information Technology) for 25 percent,. and Operational Support (Other Support 
Operations, Court Interpreters, and Jury Services) for 9 percent of total expenditures at 
the element level (Attachment 6) 

• Notwithstanding Judges & Courtroom Support, Family & Children, Criminal, Business & 
Facilities Services and Information Technology accounted for 38 percent of total 
expenditures at the component level (Attachment 7) 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the Annual Report of Trial Court 
Expenditures for FY 2002-2003 for subsequent submission to the Legislature. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
The annual report is required by Government Code §68502.5(b ). 

Alternative Actions Considered 
Not apphcable. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
No comments solicited. Not apphcable. 

r 

1 Only three of the fifty-eight tnal courts report judges' salanes and benefits Judges m fifty-five tnal courts are paid directly by 
the State Controllers Office 
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ImplementatiOn Requirements and Costs 
No costs are associated with implementing this recommendation. 

Tables and Charts Included: 

Attachment 1 -Program Element Component Definitions (Chart) 
Attachment 2- Combmed Summary- Total TCTF and Non-TCTF Expenditures and Accruals 

by Court and Program Component (Table) 
Attachment 3- Total TCTF Expenditures and Accruals by Court and Program Component (Table) 
Attachment 4- Total Non-TCTF Expenditures and Accruals by Court and Program Component 

(Table) 
Attachment 5 - TCTF vs. Non-TCTF Expenditures (Pie chart) 
Attachment 6- Expenditures at Program Element Level (Pie chart) 
Attachment 7- Expenditures at Program Component Level (Pie chart) 
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Attachment 1 

Program Element Component Definitions 

Program, Element Definitions 
or Component 

Judges and 
Courtroom Support 

Case Type 
Services 

Criminal 

Civil 

Family & Children 

Operational 
Support 
Other Support 
Operations 

Includes salanes, benefits, and public agency retirement contributions for the followmg: 
• Judges 
• Temporary JUdges 
• Subordmated]ud1cial officers (1.e., court commJssioners and referees) 

Includes costs related to the assignment of active and retired Judges (assigned Judges) to expedite 
judicial business and to equalize JUdicial workload. 

Includes salanes, benefits and other resource costs of personnel that drrectly support case 
adjudication as follows. 

• Courtroom clerks 
• Secretanal support 
• Attorneys providmg legal research and other legal seiVJces to support case adJUdication 
• Court reporters, mcluding transcnpt costs 
• Badiffs, bailiff supemsors (who are least .25 FfE dedicated supervisors ofbaibffs), and court 

attendants providmg m-courthouse custody to secure housmg and movement of pnsoners 
withm the courtroom and court facility 

Does not mclude supeiVJsors of courtroom staff, unless perfonrung in court operations. 
The Case Type Services element proVIdes essential supportive programs and seiVJces that drrectly 
assist the court and parties in the adjudication and resolution of cases. This program element 
ensures the pubbc's access to a safe, farr, and CO!JlP_rehensible court s_ystem 
The seiVJces and actiVIties-separate from and m add1tion to Judges and Courtroom Support-
necessary to support cnmmal case processmg 1ssues. 

Includes costs for counter clerks processing traffic matters. 
SeiVJces and actiVIties-separate from and m add1tion to Judges and Courtroom Support-necessary 
to support ciVIl case processmg 1ssues related to actions other than family and children cases. Also 
includes services and actiVIties necessary to support a specialized cJVd calendar, provide assistance 
With the process and forms for small cla1ms (1.e., a mmor civd case for monetary judgment With a 
value of$5,000 or less), and prov1de dispute resolution assistance to the public and any auXIliary 
programs or semces that do not fit many of the above categones. 

Includes costs for counter clerks processmg filmgs related to c1vil cases. 
ActiVIties and services mclude the following: 

• Court-appomted counsel for chddren and parents m JUVemle dependency proceedmgs 
• Dependency mediation 
• Psychiatric evaluations 

Costs associated With CASA 
Activities that proVIde non-case-type spec1fic support for court operations, mcludmg the 
management of files and calendars of the courts. 

Staff and supemsory positions that are not dedJcated to a spec1fic courtroom or case-type seiVJces 
(1.e., crimmal, c1vil, or families and children). Examples mcludes staff who: 

• Perform actiVIties that proVIde pubbc access to the courts, mcludmg but not lJmJted to staff who 
are ded1cated to servmg the pubbc at the pubbc counter or on the telephone and who are 
ass1gned to exbJb1t rooms 

• Manage files and calendar 

Page I of3 
F \APPS\Hysoft\FiliiiiiCeiAnDual Report to Lqslaturc:IFY 2002-03\Attch I • PECT Dcfinn10ns doc: 



Program, Element 
or Component 

Court Interpreters 

Jury Services 

Administration 

Executive Office 

Fiscal Services 

Human Resources 

Business and 
Facilities Services 

Information 
Technology 

Definitions 

• Store and retrieve court records 
Perfonn clerical functions for the tnal court's appellate activities 
Includes seMces perfonned by Certified and Non-certified Contract Interpreters, Staff Interpreters, 
and Interpreter Coordinators, defined as follows: 

• Certified and non-certified Contract Interpreters are not court employees. Tberr services are 
provided on a per dtem basts and funded as professiOnal and consultant services. 

• Stafflnterpreters are regular employees of the court and receive salary and benefits. 
Interpreter Coordmators perfonn the daily assignment of qualified court interpreters. 
This program ensures the right to a Jury trial through the management of Juror summons, selection, 
faclltties m the court, and compensation. 

Under TCfF include only cnmmal but not civil and grand Jury costs for: 
• Jury Conunissioners, who are responsible for collecting hsts of quabfied prospective Jurors, 

subrmttlng bsts to the court, and managing the jury program 
• Jury fees, jury coordmation, child and dependent care for jurors, and jury sequestration 

The Court Admimstration Program proVIdes essential managertal, adrmmstrative, clerical, 
educational, and technological support to the courts. It also promotes effective relationshlps 
between the courts, employees, Judges, and the pubbc. 
The primarily responstbihty of the Executive Office is the drrection of all admmistrative actiVIties 
for the tnal courts, includmg the followmg: 

• Court Executive/ Admimstrative Officer 
• Deputy Court Executive or Court Administrative Officer 
• Secretarial and admimstrative support for the above. 

Includes costs for servtces proVIded to judicial officers. 
Includes the ChlefFinanctal Officer and personnel associated wtth the development of court 
budgets, mcludmg accounting and all aspects of fmancial management. 
Includes the followmg: 

• Personnel Director, Trammg Officer, staffresponstble for the recrwtment and retention of 
qualified court employees, and staff charged wtth employee relations, mcludmg labor relations 
and collective bargammg 

• Includes costs relatmg to m-house educatJon and trammg for judicial officers and court staff 
( CJER, local programs, and all other proVIders, as well as consultant costs) 

ActiVIties and seMces include the followmg 
• Personnel and costs associated with budding mamtenance, proVIdmg business seMces and 

supplies, and procurement 
• Telecommumcation costs 
• Contractual penrneter secunty services to control facility access 
• Costs associated wtth legal and contractual services, Intergovernmental charges and other 

charges associated with the courts, and any other adrmmstrative costs 
• ActiVIties associated With the management of court fixed assets 

The ability oftnal courts to proVIde adequate servtces to the pubbc depends upon efficacious and 
timely case processing and the expeditious proVIsion of case data. Adequate court management 
systems allow courts to comply With existmg statues, rules of court, standards of judtcial 
administratJon, and other mandates concermng pubbc access to court informatJon, records 
management, and electromc filmg. In additJon, adequate case management systems enable the 
courts to share data and mformatJon wtth local, state and federal partners m the JUSbce system. 

Includes costs for the followmg: 
• Chleflnfonnation Officer and support personnel 
• Computer eqmpment and activitJes needed to support the business of the court, mcludmg Case 

Management Systems, Crirmnal Justice InformatJon Systems and electromc commumcanon 
between law enforcement agencies and other courts. 
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Program, Element Definitions 
or Component 

• Technology consultmg servtces 
• Technology trammg act1vtt1es for JUdicial and non-Judicial employees 
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Attachment 2 



FY 2002-2003 Quarterly Financial Statement Expenditures at the Program Component Level and Higher 
Combined Trial Court Trust Funcr and Non-Trial Court Trust Fund Expenditures 
"lncludu Trllll Court Improvement Fund and Judicial Admlnr.lraUon Efficiency 1nd ModemlzaUon Fund axpetldlturu 

Trial c-t Opon8ono Pragrarn 

A~ C...Typo-- Oporallanll '-' ......_ 

Jud-•"" F...U, and Othor~ c-t l!xocutlwe 
Court ~ Criminal Civil Jury-

Bun_, Cltldron ~ -...-. Otllce 

Alameda 45 301853 9199 019 8 763,247 9738546 1043 796 2 338448 1800 401 2884772 
Afnlne 79031 112097 - 8781 102 683 270 36252 29758 
Amador 931 956 314109 280825 325842 - 21515 62487 362 428 
BuHe 3 111 678 1431069 467 742 2 359597 137713 198631 182.221 341 438 
calaveras 795 979 114 588 65811 362 989 11954 13101 54763 154.219 
Colusa 301 985 148148 45989 138531 67 154 89197 35 743 80 556 
Contra Costa 21 086 448 8 011:270 3 197 043 9579872 667 248 939 345 1281 494 1 265 525 
Del Norte 389657 475176 94562 805107 48795 32300 32529 226 261 
ElDorado 2 632 312 788 312 884436 1638325 871580 73502 190 059 140 430 
Fresno 18 082 512 5 420 308 997903 7 407 173 3 886 541 1656 489 979998 531 740 
Glenn 384 569 273 878 40 784 345 190 163 270 112431 54734 318 872 
Humboldl 2 759123 404 241 194 399 1548 624 13801 100 320 337639 475 117 
lmoerial 2 483 304 927 937 346282 776801 493 553 335 668 282 570 208 230 
lnvo 651146 91008 49348 467002 52009 13190 172 484 118 663 
Kem 14297448 3 465080 1 543887 5 788 732 2.248 957 1.285 284 631 729 736832 
KJnas 2 207 005 661187 474 285 791027 175 521 241 933 163410 377 854 
Lake 1 302102 305 954 196384 384 991 303 307 87029 181166 220 056 
Lassen 390 111 129691 61484 414 022 108571 11638 40857 107 062 
Los Anoeles 316 119 521 43104139 26 192714 49 215 188 20 155 384 28.243 600 19 669 220 52 007 408 
Madera 1 710 467 1017 693 620 647 663 709 169 357 270 217 482 397 568 
Mann 7 387 533 1 487 331 1 687088 1530 900 388 850 356690 316691 654 808 
Ma~sa 99629 - 87 395 2472 10081 
Mendocino 2 111 001 1 568130 227 308 1 265 741 481098 163 887 147 722 554 322 
Merced 2 880 027 1039 976 478812 1534652 369 875 488 287 213177 755 871 
Modoc' - - - -
Mono 222 930 193067 84 727 118 008 - 26230 12875 501 787 
Monlerev 7 881 777 3 532 632 611 709 1 487,284 724077 843999 611 355 493 841 
Naoa 3 451 752 1151656 313640 660611 340010 428 328 251 070 612161 
Nevada 1499 642 822 914 574 857 1130005 21 59479 110 357 308097 
Ora nile 57 219 393 16 313 520 8097 954 15223800 5478 508 5 157 911 3212 293 6 341 713 
Placer 3 881 900 1 455 248 6212_91 2 535 276 374 926 248025 303811 502 355 
Plumas 479970 205 401 96285 481007 32440 10339 49950 79117 
Rlverstde 36188966 8087 644 4 484185 11841 777 736 449 1999 302 1728028 2 984 466 
sacramento 30003 522 8365 807 4 395355 13,263 826 2152 472 1887 404 2 079 817 1415663 
San Benito 492 309 414 824 167961 469414 86674 57445 33404 31795 
San Bernardino 34 181 261 7 082 178 4 133 256 12 216 394 3067 304 2 591 650 2151 572 1614 855 
San Dleao 51 555 829 20 621 409 11395598 27 235 709 2 303 018 3370598 3092 044 5070 949 
San Franctsco 27 353226 14 187 384 4224318 10,211 632 2 509 662 1 559982 2 532 429 407 306 
San Joaalrin 8656059 4 523 388 2 247 430 3 839623 3 225100 778967 725843 965606 
San Luis Oblsoo 5 717 240 1 945 504 743895 2 131094 300030 186053 377 069 437153 
San Maleo 14881 088 4 954 356 2763317 3 737 318 1680 469 1080 465 876 927 1548 765 
Santa Barbara 9147 523 4155 633 1344 718 1 695 926 2 474.216 746071 540179 759009 
Santa Clara 34198 812 13161197 7 170 496 14 696 900 2 313834 2 695677 2 159 493 10 338 652 
Santa Cruz 5 330 945 1764151 1035570 186:1,535 170216 447 133 325984" 151684 
Shasta 3156 858 968 856 426873 1 953 788 1 503.232 100623 276 818 468.3o1 
Slemt 135219 42 697 19941 181334 56841 826 17288 49730 
SiskiYOU 1 019 436 604 177 212484 1388902 495 437 80724 145380 413131 
SOlano 10.409566 4 000 676 930259 2 402 381 314 374 671214 656 726 
Sonoma 10 537 907 1613 053 1261522 4 793 716 530 244 912093 492 497 522 021 
Stamslaus ' 8.210 634 2304223 1084 048 2678442 388884 509.202 509659 836 931 

Sutter 896115 666 501 225570 834 803 70726 134 076 76469 219 369 
Tehama f184385 306 450 614~~ 342 330 157161 74210 67.287 208665 
Tnnltv 351972 134.904 19750 174.265 34319 18014 30828 109691 

Tulare 6463 719 1830 754 332739 2104 234 1 410 757 675687 623007 440423 

Tuolumne 1631 328 410141 200621 404 321 224 638 21666 105.218 25: 419 

Venlura 19 007 304 2 204.248 1 376,202 2 951 942 2 598 415 985602 920169 1331315 

Yolo 3 726408 899811 3()8,783 910 885 67344 357 252 253192 482 441 

Yuba 1,083,101 549,499 218,433 810,530 40,694 74,884 169,313 327,496 

Statewide 842,27 4,283 2ll7 796,377 1 1 os.oss 850 244123 388 88,884,050 85,412.118 52,504,244 ll03 482 627 

• Modoc Superior Court's fourth quarter QFS no I submiHed as of 115/04 
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c-t Admlnlllratlan ..._ 

Flocat Human -& -Ftodllfloo Tollll - - - Tocln!OI-

2192 424 1~7045 8 488 474 8830 040 815040s.t 
54029 58 59769 71431 553 025 

119 19 54807 400 249 203089 3 088124 
338005 154.233 3409.290 894 688 13006~05 
133,229 28955 276 594 117 888 2130 088 
22408 702 103048 124821 1156 276 

678000 725803 8216 363 2 552887 M 101 088 
178 439 50157 8561 87772 2 205 556 
229934 121142 1431572 523 220 9 300 805 
870 405 406195 1800904 3 764 867 43 205 036 
119 813 - 91520 201 779 2106 638 
140067 123 411 259 782 598 538 8155 060 
116 198 42441 1406049 501 455 7111688 
91,252 40011 219 548 282 869 2128 549 

984 551 498595 6 693 638 2 814690 38 868 581 
128658 338879 886 874 216 362 8 841 748 
180 530 14884 261218 73363 3480172 
85037 108303 302 653 430 536 2187144 

7 323082 4 803 788 51073 671 41 820516 151728 330 
115129 79294 190 585 151 85 5 520137 
457 318 373 035 637 522 2 366 729 17 841 415 

- - 743808 943.285 
237157 291120 421418 373 361 7 880.251 
184 046 110 887 316 672 988919 8328 800 

- - - -
63497 - 167 239 31349 1 421 701 

544 957 317 728 195 112 489.277 17 393 528 
245 706 236.389 1361 366 1 299016 10 551 728 
256 218 212 420 843823 484 854 1.285 585 

11126.037 1708 452 22130 555 24 426 231 170 434185 
350 730 251734 1069599 696 374 12.289 070 

97229 65083 129095 132 489 1 858 404 
2040995 939593 10614 691 4.233 370 84 738 388 
1925130 1.242 515 7 752 717 3 762 616 78 281185 

109561 ' 62,247 162818 202,270 2 270 520 
1172,263 1267 438 4 454 660 3 841 194 77754 024 
9 881 793 1 000 665 15 052 072 16 981420 188.240 102 
1 427 613 1720 703 12 479016 7 461.261 88 014 730 

328 662 179853 802 165 1 969 447 21252 025 
448 740 208 398 936 906 2014 142 15 444.222 

1126621 404 664 2 302 495 4 629 719 31788 405 
799 413 361763 '726 288 2 401077 25152 018 

1495884 1119 008 14 526 708 10 765 620 114 812 477 
477 885 514 963 898 910 1 813 738 14 703 714 
499313 317 439 978 550 1045687 11 888 330 

25210 21825 39040 75350 867010 
257 043 100 872 134250 399.234 5.248 848 
401288 69744 1 316 988 1511482 22 584157 
908178 376 560 2.080 101 4104317 28150 207 
820 356 302 484 294.267 1637 434 17 338 241 
125650 100 633 307 452 292079 3 969 285 
167 345 97385 481111 159 680 3,277421 

4679 - 32.334 82386 en 042 
309 356 409656 2S34 388 1433 897 18 388 5H 

00.777 84419 70758 122196 3 501402 
3945 788 747 575 2963900 2870448 41 104103 

733108 250485 575689 599930 I 145 328 
59,805 535,737 283,999 4 131.210 

50,441,050 25,231,834 183.200,883 170,172 424 2 27 581,888 

112112004 10 51 AM 
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FY 2002·2003 Quarterly Financial Statement Expenditures at the Program Component Level and Higher 
Trial Court Trust Fund Expenditures• 
"lncludel Trial Court lmprovoment Fund and Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization Fund expenditure• 

Trial Court Opomlono Pr-
Ad(.........., c.-TypoSomcooEiornonl Opomlonol S.._t Elornonl 
~-... 

Judgnand Fomllyond Otlllf Support Court Exocutlve Court court._. Crtmlnol c~vn Jury-
s...,.,.rt Children Oporollono -rpnlmo 0111 .. 

Alameda 44 046 752 8824 930 8487 929 944S 510 1001305 2 302 758 1591827 2:558 29S 
A! Dine 74967 112097 - 8761 101458 270 35252 29558 
Amador 866 640 314109 280 592 246 530 21455 62487 352 428 
Butte 2 886 936 999065 420 618 1 746 273 137713 198631 147 756 341438 
Calaveras 722 761 114 568 65 811 257 989 11954 13101 48269 152 510 
Colusa 265729 146146 45989 74936 66034 89197 30654 80556 
Contra Costa 20 018 393 5 763 878 2 745188 8 763 649 622 366 895 218 1195055 1 266525 
Del Norte 359654 453 759 94 562 449088 46 795 31591 32 529 216 860 
ElDorado 2 717 615 766 712 662 630 1 298 525 576 934 70595 164.232 140430 
Fresno 15364190 4 912 417 434 660 5 745 417 3 810 399 1 856 469 864 863 513459 
Glenn 326 302 273876 40 764 189 662 150 733 107 724 54734 318672 
Humboldt 2 513337 404,241 194 399 1439204 10 723 100 320 267 116 475066 
lmpenal 2 372 966 927 937 346 282 638131 491 365 313 267 255 399 206 230 
lnyo_ 515980 69636 49346 360 966 52009 13155 150 242 118 863 
Kern 13 962.288 3465060 1 543 687 4 738 187 1.246 461 1.285 264 558602 733 295 
Ktnas 2 207 005 661167 474.265 515 620 241 933 163410 377 854 
Lake 1210719 305954 196 364 281.264 302 352 85332 154601 220 066 
Lassen 381341 129691 61 464 297 328 108571 11638 40657 107062 
LosAnaetes 303897 222 37 681 453 23 852 237 36 333 662 20 155 364 28 141 212 19 666 297 51 993 338 
Madera 1559171 1017 693 620647 532 032 - 335927 216 564 391515 
Mann 7 307 303 1487 331 1687 088 1 394 555 372060 349 834 316891 654 608 
Manpasa 72718 - 34185 2472 10081 -
Mendocino 1909005 657028 227 306 797 975 481098 183 887 147 722 554""322 
Merced 2 591624 1039975 478 812 1050 452 359 875 488 287 213177 755 871 
Modoc' 
Mono 192198 193067 84 727 73538 - 28230 12 875 494 975 
Montensv 7 452018 3116 645 811 709 1 033 812 724077 641 223 489000 493641 
Naoa 2 005 356 1 031 358 313 640 794 106 339018 424 546 210 336 561 768 
Nevada 763 271 822 905 567 993 812 063 21 59479 105 357 272 349 
Orange 53.269.943 16 313 520 8 097 954 13 991.245 5 342 855 4 907199 2 507 850 6 341 713 
Placer 3 775119 1455248 621 291 1 634 668 374 926 246025 303 499 502 355 
Plumas 437.249 205401 96 285 347193 11 827 10339 49950 79117 
Riverside 34095037 7 964102 3 927 875 8 932 020 735 449 1478224 1426 206 2 401 611 
Sacramen1o 29278928 7 738446 4.282 226 12 049 876 2146 963 1 857 316 1732 642 1 415 683 
San Benrto 400 571 414 624 167961 333 391 80210 51725 33404 25659 
San Bernardino 32 558 910 7003 765 3 391553 10856206 3 082 361 2543898 1716 456 1466248 
San Oleao 49672 892 19480124 11 395 598 24156 433 1 942 435 3368442 3092 044 5 047123 
San Francisco 28 852 463 5 814 827 4.224 316 8053 487 2 509862 1559982 2 174 300 407 306 
San JoaQuin 6 858059 4 122 622 2 198 270 2 872 000 3.225 100 778967 638012 985506 
San Luis Oblsoo 4 935654 1945504 730 330 1818951 300 030 180177 335973 415153 
San Mateo 14 568 380 4 651296 2 563 341 3 274 815 1680469 1080 485 667 467 1424188 
Santa Barbara 8 550164 2793839 1196.233 1102 630 2 470 984 746 071 540179 759009 
Santa Clara 32 422 185 13181197 7 017 287 13 923 204 2 017 038 2 618 063 2 030 951 8 794 441 
Santa Cruz 5 185 950 1717 799 1008 «4 1 726 775 128063 447133 312000 133 582 
Shasta 3 044666 968856 409 427 1 252 766 577008 100 623 246800 468 301 
Sierra 92797 42,697 19941 73068 58641 826 17266 49730 
Slsktvou 918036 804177 212 464 898 350 456877 80596 107 892 413131 
Solano 9 721107 3567680 892 818 1 979123 - 304 374 808068 640 879 
sonoma 10 082 702 1613063 950 347 4128.305 530 244 Q02 523 492497 514 205 
Stanislaus 5 996 817 2 285809 1.033.452 2025003 385.289 507 569 608879 785357 
.Sutler 848 728 886.501 225570 478 396 70728 132 845 38948 219 389 
Tehama 964663 306450 51432 342 330 157161 74210 87.287 208885 
Trtnltv 346784 134,004 19750 1591 9 34319 18014 30828 109891 
Tulam 8021654 1518464 332 739 1 730 458 1 410 757 832 254 555 218 440423 
Tuolumne 1.438375 410141 200 521 344 955 130666 21858 105218 226523 
Ventura 18 440 418 1.~ 8156 1 378.202 2 621001 2475 771 985802 777187 1 308 577 
Yolo 3 395 97 825007 308 783 715043 87,344 357 252 250 441 445 703 
Yuba 1,040,065 649,499 218,433 671,018 40,694 73,075 158,568 327,496 

Statewide 1011,411,57 4 185804,802 tt,H0,008 20 ,854,006 113.354 574 I 84,154 0111 48,1171 780 100,118.711 

'Modoc Superior Court's fourth quarter QFS not submitted as of 115104 
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Court A- Ptograrn 

Floool "-· lluolnou& lnfarrno6on Focllltloo Toll! Sorvlceo "-· - Tochnology 

2 103 175 1197 855 8 133 459 3 698 586 t1.2t0 377 
54029 58 58475 71431 544 352 

119219 64607 39S410 203088 2118 563 
312 896 164.233 1 909 805 782 827 10 017 gg1 
91962 27460 264 562 115 464 1 888 431 
22406 702 101899 124821 1 04i 089 

503157 725 803 4 738381 2 552687 4i 77e 298 
176 439 50157 8 561 27772 1 U7U7 
229934 114014 1 407.204 459064 8 sea oae 
852124 387 914 1 366 615 3 587 349 u 135 8eB 
98 614 80919 147 371 1 789 811 

133 75 122 972 245 546 544 635 11450 853 
112979 42441 1406 049 221425 7 338 4QO 
21292 40011 219104 262 669 1 i234U 

984 551 498 595 4 340 272 2.250077 35 804 5311 
128 656 338679 666674 215 352 111110 817 
142 987 13955 221874 73341 3 2011030 
78658 106303 73160 430 535 2 008 828 

7 323082 4603 788 60711964 39093 775 823855413 
115129 62590 100585 149014 5 1i0 885 
457 318 373035 638 758 2 385729 17 402 308 

- - 858 238 - 7778i4 
237 157 291120 421418 230211 8138 247 
164 046 110 687 318672 968 919 15561117 

60405 - 187.239 31349 1 331103 
544 957 317 728 136751 489 77 18 251039 
245 706 229944 561 386 695935 85131111 
258 216 198 364 715 803 382035 4Q77878 

4 087 094 1708452 15124640 24 264 266 1551178 750 
350 730 251 734 852 197 698 374 11 084187 

97 29 85063 129095 132 489 1 8111,257 
1 443 481 881934 8 428 289 2 889659 74 583 888 
1 871974 1 242 515 7 720 661 3 710127 75 040158 

109561 61524 117 548 193962 1 1170 141 
1163 006 1.282 810 3856811 2 376900 71.256112 
4333 524 1000 585 13 649 327 12 561 643 150 800 450 
1427 813 1 720 703 4 462422 5995182 15 202.243 

328 662 179853 755 824 1 9S9447 21701 422 
446 740 202 148 700093 1000 370 13101 323 

1126621 404 664 2 302 495 3 210 795 37154 i72 
797 580 358 681 499048 2 389 385 22.2011174 

1 495684 1 119 006 14 449 695 10785620 1011134 571 
264 721 466 791 688 007 1327 640 13 450 805 
499313 317 439 968950 614 834 14811784 

25210 21825 39040 75350 518 431 
248.608 100 872 134.250 399.234 4 574101 
246 799 89744 1188638 551,1!15 1i 8811821 
358042 378580 1413 795 1727135 23 081407 
585553 283899 2~2 207 712368 15 2811800 
125850 94433 307 452 243264 3 4711110 
167 345 96687 357094 159660 21173184 

4579 - 32.m 82368 1172.818 
309 358 409858 2,058596 1064 528 11475,2111 
00777 64419 70766 30424 3132 444 

1151548 747 575 2575955 2 480106 38 811101111 
864 366 246952 537 746 571308 1377145 

- 59,605 293,757 263,999 31114407 
38.224.0117 25,UIJ1 ,44 184,501,4611 14Z,785, 55 ,942 701,73 

1121/20!W 10 51 AM 
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FY 2002-2003 Quarterly Financial Statement Expenditures at the Program Component level and Higher 
Non-Trial Court Trust Fund Expenditures 

Trlol Court Ot>erotlona Prognm 

AdJudication!- ea-Typo8orvlcn!- Oporatlonal "-' !-

Judgooancltourtr-n Fomllyond Olhora._t Court Court Cflrnlool Civil Jury-
~~ Children o.-.- -...... 

Alameda 1255101 3 4089 275,318 291 036 42491 33692 208 574 
Alpine 4 064 . . 1125 . . 
Amador 65316 . 33 79312 . 60 . 
Bulle 224842 432 004 47124 613 324 . 14465 
Calaveras 73217 . 105 020 . . 6494 
Colusa 36 256 63595 1120 . 5089 
Contra Costa 1 066 053 247 392 451 857 826 224 44 882 44127 86439 
Del Norte 10003 21 417 156019 709 . 
ElDorado 114,697 19600 1608 337 600 94 626 2907 35627 
Fresno 698 322 507,891 563.242 1 661 756 76142 . 95 335 
Glenn 58267 155 308 12,537 4 706 
Humboldt 245 787 . . 109 620 2 878 . 70 523 
lmoertal 110 318 136 670 2188 22601 27172 
lnvc 35166 1171 86,037 35 12,242 
Kem 335160 . 1 032,545 1 002 496 73127 
Ktnos . 275 408 175521 . . 
Lake 91363 . . 103 707 955 1697 6365 
Lassen 26770 . 116694 . . 
Los Angeles 12 222 300 5422687 2 340 477 12 881 524 . 102-:288 923 
Madera 151296 . . 131677 189 21 343 898 
Marin 80230 . . 136 345 14 790 7 055 . 
Manoosa 26812 . . 53,210 . . 
Mendocino 201 996 929102 . 467 766 . 
Merced 288 403 . . 484 200 . . 
Modoc" 
Mono 30,732 . 44 471 . . 
Monterey 209 759 415,767 . 433 452 . 2 776 22355 
Napa 546 396 120,300 . 66 505 994 3 781 40 734 
Nevada 716371 9 6865 318 823 . . 5000 
Oranae 3 949450 . . 1,232 355 133 653 250 712 704 443 
Placer 106781 . . 900,608 112 
Plumas 42 721 . . 133814 20613 . 
Riverside 1 073 930 123 542 556 310 2 909 757 521 078 299822 
Sacramento 724 594 627 361 113130 1 234 149 3509 30089 347 175 
San Bentto 91 737 . . 136 023 6464 5 720 . 
San Bemardtno 1,624,351 58,413 741 705 1 360,187 4 943 47 752 435116 
San Otego 1 882,737 1141285 . 3079 276 360 583 2154 
San Francisco 500 763 8372 757 . 2158145 . . 358 129 
San Joaauln . 400 746 49160 966 723 . . 87 632 
San LUIS Oblsoo 781 386 . 13565 312143 . 7 876 41098 
San Mateo 112 729 303 060 199,975 462 704 . . 9461 
Sant11 Barbara 597 339 1 361 994 148 483 593,296 3234 
Santa Clara 1 776 627 . 153 209 973 696 296796 77 814 128 542 
Santa Cruz 144 995 46352 27 126 135,760 42153 13084 
Shasta 112192 . 17 445 701,022 926 224 30218 
Sierra 42 422 . . 108,246 . . 
SISkiyou 101 400 . . 488,552 38 760 128 37468 
Solano 688 459 413016 37 443 423,236 10000 65146 
Sonoma 455 204 331,175 665,411 9 570 
Stanislaus 214 017 38414 30594 653 439 3375 1633 2680 
Sutter 47 390 . 356 207 . 1431 37 541 
Tehama 199522 . . . 
Trinity 5,208 . 15146 . . . 
Tulare 441 865 112 290 . 373 778 . 43433 66 791 
TuolurMe 194 954 . 59366 93,972 . . 
Ventura 566 886 428 092 330 940 122 644 . 142 982 
Yolo 331 211 74 804 . 195 842 . . 2 751 
Yuba 43,036 . . 139,513 1,608 10,745 

Statewide !5.782 719 21993 575 8,105,842 42,289,382 3,529,478 1,258,7 3,532494 

"Modoc Superior Court's fourth quarter OFS not submllled as of 1 fS/04 

F \APPS\Hyloft\Financa\Annual Repotl to Leglsi-\FV 2002.o3\0FS OZ.Q3 PECT Total by Court Report for leglsl- XLS\AIIdl4 

Attachment 4 

Court_,_ 

Flscol H......, lluslnno& --OIIIco ,...._ Totol - R- - Tochnolow 
108 478 89,249 39190 355015 523 455 8 303 687 

200 . . 3284 . 8673 . . . 4 839 1 149 561 . 25309 . 1 499 485 131861 2.988 214 
1709 41,268 1495 12011 2 423 243 837 . . . 1147 . 107.207 . 74 643 0 1 477 962 . 4 321 798 
9421 . . 60000 257 569 

. 7128 24 368 64156 702 715 
18281 18261 18261 234 289 177 518 4 069 339 

. 20999 . 10602 54 408 316 827 
31 6792 439 14 236 53903 504 208 . 2219 . . 280030 583 198 

69959 . 444 205 055 
2537 . 1 253 564 564 613 4 264 042 

. . . . 450 928 

. 17 562 908 29342 23 251 642 

. 6 379 . 29473 181 318 
14 070 . . 361 906 2 726 742 38 072 916 
6,051 . 16704 . 2271 330 051 . . . 766 . 239186 . . 85570 . 185 591 . . . . 143140 1742 004 . . . . . 772802 . 
8,812 3092 . . 85107 

. . 58 361 . 1 142 490 
50 373 . 6446 600,000 403 081 2 038 609 
35748 . 14 055 126 020 82 819 1 307 709 . 1 036942 . 7 005 915 141 945 14 457 414 . . 217 402 . 1 224 903 . . . . 197 147 

562 877 597 514 57659 2086 302 1363 711 10 152 502 . 53157 . 32 056 52 490 3 217 708 
6136 . 723 45269 8 307 300 379 

148610 9257 4626 596 048 1 464 204 6 497 212 
23626 5 328 269 . 1 402 745 4 419 577 17 640 452 

. . . 8 016 594 1486 099 20 892 487 
. . 46342 . 1 550 603 

22000 . 4246 236,813 923 772 2 342 900 
124 580 . . 1 418 924 2 631 433 

. 1853 4 902 227 220 11 722 2 950 043 
1544 211 . . 77011 . 5 027 906 

18102 193164 26172 210 003 486198 1 343109 
. 0 9600 430,853 2 227 555 
. . . . . 150 668 

8436 . . 674 743 
16046 154 489 . 130 352 959647 2 898 036 
7 816 548136 . 666 308 2 377 161 5 080 800 

71574 34 802 18 785 52060 925 068 2 048 442 
. . 6200 48825 497 595 
. . 698 104 018 . 304 237 
. . . . . 20 354 
. . . 475 772 379,371 1 893 300 

26895 . . . 91771 466 958 
22738 2794.238 . 367945 410 340 5 206 804 
16 738 78742 1 533 37 941 28621 768164 . . . 241,980 . 436,882 

2.865,8H 11,211953 ~191 28,692,39 27,407,289 184,884,93 

1/21/20()& 10 51 AM 
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Trial Court Trust Fund vs. Non-Trial Court Trust Fund Expenditures 
FY 2002-2003 

DNon-TCTF 
go;o 
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Expenditures at the Element Level 
FY 2002-2003 

Clnfonma!lon Technology Element 
8% 

• Bus1ness & Fac1ht1es Serv1ces 
Element 

9% 

C Human Resources Element 
1% 

• Fiscal Services Element 
2% 

C Executive Office Element 
5% 

[J Operational Support Element 
9% 

• Case-Type Serv1ces Element 
26% 

I!! Judges and Courtroom Support 
Element 

40% 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco', California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Christine M. Hansen, Director, Fil).ance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27,2004 

SUBJECT: Internal Audit Services Charter Approval (Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
Internal audit organizations are required to be an independent appraisal activity within 
organizations. The acknowledgement of and approval of that independence status is done 
through the Internal Audit Services Charter. This is one of the first steps in officially 
establishing a comprehensive program for performing audits within the state court system ' 
as identified in the Operatzonal Plan for California's Jud1cial Branch. 

Recommendation 
AOC staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the Internal Audit Services 
Charter. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
The Internal Audit Services Charter formalizes the mission, objectives, scope, 
responsibility, authority, and independence of Internal Audit Services. 

Internal auditi~g is a key tool for the judicial branch to accomplish its goals and 
obJectives. This includes providing assistance to achieve equal access and participation 
in court proceedmgs, the appropriate accountability to the public, and the administration 
of justice in a timely, efficient, and effective manner. ' 

Independence and objectivity are critical to the effectiveness of the internal auditing 
function. Internal Audit Services was established with the intent that there would be a 
transition with respect to its reporting line or organization status over time. Currently, 
Internal Audit Services reports to the Director of the Admmistrative Office of the Courts' 
Finance Division. This reporting structure has been necessary due to the capacity in 
which Internal Audit Services has been serving on behalf of the Finance Division, 
including active consultation relating to many key initiatives such as Senate Bill 940 
Court Collections Task Force, Court Fees Working Group, and development of 
accounting systems. While able to maintain objectivity m auditing or reviewing Finance 
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Division activities or functions, Internal Audit Services does not have organizational 
independence with respect to Finance Division audits. A milestone is the administrative 
and reportmg line transition once the unit moves from a primary role in key initiatives to 
the primary role of performing comprehensive financial and administrative performance 
audtts. 

Alternative Actions Considered 
None 

Comments From Interested Parties 
None 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
Implementing this proposal will not result in any additional costs. 

Attachment 



MISSION 

Jjuhlrlal Qlmntcilnf Qlalifontia 
J\bministratifrr ®££itt nf i4e Qlnurls 

INTERNAL AUDIT SERVICES CHARTER 

The mission of Internal Audit Services is to assist the Judicial Council and its staff 
agency, the Administrative Office of the Courts, and all members of the judicial branch in 
the effective and efficient discharge of their administrative and operational 
responsibilities. 

NATURE 
Internal auditing is an independent appraisal activity established within an organization 
as a service to the organization. It IS an internal control that examines and evaluates the 
adequacy and effectiveness of other controls. 

Internal auditing IS a key tool for the judicial branch to accomplish its goals and 
objectives; this includes providing assistance to achieve equal access and participation, 
the appropnate accountability to the public, and the administration of justice in a timely, 
efficient, and effective manner. 

OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE 
The objective of internal auditing is to assist judicial branch organizations in the effective 
discharge of their responsibilities. To this end, internal auditing furrushes them with 
analyses, appraisals, recommendations, counsel, and information concerning the activities 
reviewed. 

Internal audit objectives include: 

• Providing an independent resource to inquiries and problems raised by the 
leadership of local courts. 

• Planning for the periodic audits of JUdicial branch organizations. 

• Providing appropriate management information to the lea~ership of the judicial 
branch (e.g., the Chief Justice, members of the Judicial Council, presiding justices 
and judges, Administrative Director of the Courts, court executive officers) 
regarding issues identified and any systemic problems requiring immediate 
decisions. 



• Promoting fiscal operations that are consistent with laws, rules, and practices to 
ensure cost effective and operational efficiencies and sound financial 
management. 

The scope of internal auditing encompasses the examination and evaluation of the 
adequacy and effectiveness of the organization's system of internal control and the 
quality of performance in carrying out assigned responsibilities. The scope of internal 
auditmg includes: 

• Reviewing the reliability and integrity of financial and operating mformation and 
the means used to identify, measure, classify, and report such information; 

• Reviewing the systems established to ensure compliance with those policies, 
plans, procedures, laws, and regulations that could have a significant Impact on 
operations and reports, and determining whether the organization is in 
compliance; 

• Reviewing the means of safeguarding assets and, as appropriate, verifying the 
existence of such assets; 

• Appraising the economy and efficiency with which resources are employed; and 

• Reviewing operations or programs to ascertain whether results are consistent with 
established objectives and goals and whether the operations or programs are being 
carried out as planned. 

RESPONSffiiLITY AND AUTHORITY 
Internal Audit Services was established by the Administrative Office of the Courts to 
perform audits of the operations of all judicial branch entities and funds. A primary 
responsibility of Internal Audit Services is to perform and oversee internal audits, 
reviews, investigations, and special projects of the judicial branch. This responsibility 
was authorized by Government Code sections 77009(h) and 77206(c). The purpose, 
authority, and responsibility of Internal Audit Services are defined in this formal written 
document (charter). 

Internal Audit Services can review all policies, plans, procedures, and operations, and has 
unlimited access to records, properties, and personnel. The function of Internal Audit 
Services does not, however, relieve members of the judicial branch of their assigned 
responsibilities. 

INDEPENDENCE 
Independence is essential to the effectiveness of the internal auditing function. This 
independence is obtained primarily through organizational status and objectivity. 

• Objectivity is essential to the internal audit function. Therefore, the Internal Audit 
Unit does not develop or install procedures, prepare operations records, or engage 
in any other activity that might be construed to compromise audit objectivity. 



Objectivity is not adversely affected, however, if Internal Audit Services determines and 
recommends standards of control to be applied in the development of systems and 
procedures, or provides general consulting services to management. 





JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS· 

455 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee 
Hon. Mary Ann Grilli and Hon. Susan Huguenor, Co-chairs 
Michael Wright, Supervising Attorney, 415-865-7619 
michael. wnght@ jud.ca.gov 

DATE: February 11, 2004 

SUBJECT: Child Support Commissioner and FamilY' Law Facilitator Midyear 
Funding Reallocation for Fiscal Year 2003-2004 (ActiOn Required) 

Issue Statement 
The Judicial Council is required to allocate non-trial court funding annually to 
local courts for the child support commissioner and family law facilitator program. 
Under an established procedure contained in the standard agreement with each 
superior court, the Judicial Council redistributes at midyear any unallocated funds 
and funds from courts that are projected not to spend their full grants to other 
courts that have a documented need for additiOnal funds. The funds for this 
program are provided by a cooperative agreement between the California 
Department of Child, Support Services (DCSS) and the Judicial Council. Two-
thirds of these funds are federal and the remaining one-third are state General 
Funds (non-trial court funding). 

Recommendation 
The Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee and the Executive and 
Planning Committee recommend that the Judicial Council, effectiv~ immediately: 

1. Approve the committee's recommended reallocation for funding of child 
support commissioners for 2003-2004 as set forth in Attachment A. 

2. Approve the committee's recommended reallocation for funding of family 
law facilitators for 2003-2004 as set forth in Attachment B. 

The attachments are at pages 3 and 4. 



Rationale for Recommendation 
Since the inception of the program in 1997, the funding received from DCSS has 
never been spent in full. DCSS has informed Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC) staff that increased funding for the program cannot be obtained until 
substantially all of the commissioner and facilitator funding is spent every year, as 
it is otherwise difficult to demonstrate the need for increased funding. This mid-
year reallocation process ensures that a_s high a percentage as possible of the total 
funds are spent. 

AOC staff therefore review the spending patterns of each superior court to identify 
courts that have sigmficantly "underspent." Under the AB 1058 program, courts 
do not receive funds, but are given an allocation against which they are supposed 
to invoice the AOC on a monthly basis for those costs that are allowable within 
the grant guidelines. Under an established midyear procedure contained m the 
standard agreement with each superior court, questionnaires were sent to 
determine which courts most hkely would not spend their full allocations and 
which courts needed additional funding. Courts with a historical pattern of 
underspending were asked to voluntarily relinquish funds for the existing fiscal 
year, so that these funds and any funds held in reserve or additional funds can be 
redistributed to courts with a documented need for the funds. 

A review of the questionnaires and all superior courts' invoicing to date for this 
fiscal year determined that three counties most likely would not spend all of their 
child support commissioner allocation, and that one county would not spend all of 
its facilitator allocation. The criteria for allocating additional funds to courts 
midyear include workload changes, a positive historical pattern of spending down 
all allocated funds, documented costs in excess of the original allocation, and any 
special circumstances indicated by the court. 

Alternativ'e Actions Considered 
The committee considered taking no action but this option was rejected as it would 
result in unspent funds reverting to the General Fund, which is not in accordance 
with Judicial Council goals. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
N/A 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
None. 
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FY 2003-2004 Attachment A 
AB 1 058-Proposed Contract Rev1s1ons 

Grant Accountmg 
2/11/2004 

Child Support Commissioner Program - Increase and Decrease 

Amount Returned Requested Change to Contract 
Base Allocation by Courts Increase Amount 

.County 

Alameda 1,102,155 125,589 54,083 
Amador 132,700 26,300 26,000 
Butte 355,055 58,945 55,083 
Calaveras 153,055 23,055 (23,055) 
Contra Costa 1,060,920 152,175 54,000 
Humboldt 120,000 20,000 20,000 
1m penal 163,150 15,000 15,000 
In yo 85,000 7,000 (7,000) 
K1ngs 201,675 70,963 37,083 
Lake 121,775 29,164 20,000 
Lassen 108,410 19,410 (19,410) 
Los Angeles 5,719,435 13,300 13,000 
Madera 203,765 13,133 13,000 
Mann 120,000 59,129 20,000 
Manposa 87,000 10,000 9,000 
Mendoc1no 153,055 16,945 16,000 
Merced 444,295 255,705 122,083 
Monterey 377,000 9,000 0 
Nevada & S1erra 326,290 12,300 12,000 
Orange 2,456,075 339,212 97,083 
Placer 363,830 107,648 40,000 
San Bernardino 1,174,100 358,729 66,083 
San D1ego 1,884,135 305,727 47,083 
San Franc1sco 905,930 8,582 8,500 
San Joaqum 740,545 45,057 35,000 
San Mateo 379,400 202,100 89,353 
Santa Clara 1,704,190 166,990 35,941 
Santa Cruz 183,410 40,012 12,000 
Shasta & Tnmty 501,960 18,558 18,000 
S1sk1you 203,765 66,235 59,084 
Solano 464,060 42,575 39,084 
Sonoma 458,660 99,929 56,084 
Stamslaus 601,165 100,580 77,084 
Sutter 183,410 16,570 16,000 
Tulare 550,600 26,250 26,000 
Tuolumne 183,410 5,125 0 
Yolo 168,515 36,784 31,000 
Yuba 183,410 12,440 12,000 

Total 49,465 2,886,751 1,202,246 
+49,465 

Unallocated amount +1,202,246 

Total available for reallocation 1,251,711 

Total amount reallocated 1,251,711 

Note· Courts not requestmg any change are not shown. 
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FY 2003-2004 Attachment B 
AB 1 058-Proposed Contract Rev1s1ons 

Grant Account1ng 
2/11/2004 

i Family Law Facilitator Program - Increase and Decrease 
~ - - -~ ~ ~ ~ - ¥-- ~ ~-~--- -~ --- r- ..., -- .. -..-A"""'"_,.....-. "" - - - ___ ___..., ~ ..., - ~ -r - ~ -.~ -~ - - ~ - -.--.- - --- --~ ~ - - -~-

-----····----------~-----+-- ·-·--- · -~ --ArtrotJnc+-·---- 1 

~ ! Returned by 1 Requested ; Change to Contract 
:Base Allocation : Courts , Increase ' Amount . -- -· -~- -- -- . ---------- -------- ----- -- I. . . . . ~ .. -. . .... -~-- --· . -.-·----·-··-

County : : • 

~--:~~~=-~-=--=-=-~=--=-==~-~--=-~-=. ~-= ~ ~t=-=-~~ -=- ---~~-~-=-- ·=-=~-==:~~~-= Alameda 1406,096 · 30,880· 0 ------- -----·-- ----------- -·-,"·~--- .. ~ -- --~---- ------- -~--~--------·--------· 

!3~!t~- -~ ----·· ---··-·----_ _ _ .. !_OE?,86_?_ _ . _ , ___________ L_ _______ gJ.QQJ___ ___ __ _ _ _ _o 
Calaveras '64 120 ' · 1 200: 1 200 
----~--- --- ·- .. - ·- -·- -· ·-J- ·--- -- .. --+----·- ··- ---r--- ___ .,!._ "·--- ·-- -~ ~- ··' ----
~~ 9.~~~9 -~-Alp1_ne:_ .. . '118,897 : 1 11,1 03 0 
_Gie~-- ____ ·- ···---·-_ .. _ -~~1?f __ -:_-=-~-=-: ~~-~-"--==i·.=-~~---3_,QQ9~ ~--=--= _· __ -~_"}.9QQ 
Humboldt 65,130 1 19,870' 0 

f~~~:~-----~----~·- -~~-~=~ =-~-=-~~~-~~ ~=~-=i -~ _-_-·--~.3"6.9!- -- ---~-~~~~oL~=~-=~=j2s~~gJ 
·-----~--------- ~--·~-~ -· -- ---. ·---- - _____ :...:..;:::..:; ___________ _ 
Los Angeles 2,049,601 : ! 8,500 8,500 --- --. -- ·-~-- -- ·----· --· ". ·--~ ~- -·- . ----- --- ---- __ ._ __ - . ----~--------··-·-- ·-
Madera 159,530 1 

, 71 ,270 • 0 
-------- -~-- ----- --- -- ----- -- .! -- -- -- -- J •• ~ .. - - ----..--·- -- . -· - -- ---- -·· •• ·-------
~~T!~ --··. ____ ·- _____ . ____ - __ j1_96,~?? ... -··-·----'--~--------r------~·-~~-~ __ . ______ _ J~~~-~ 
Manposa !52,130 240; 240 
·-·- - .. - . - - '-· - .. t- ... -·-- - -----·--··----+-----.. -- -- .. -- ----·-
t.J1.endo~ln0 •. ________ . --~~~!..?.9. ----~---------~---~- ____ ~§!-880J ______________ o_ 
Monterey ·106,867 31,982! 0 
N"eva"cia& s1errii .. ·· ------- ----;T28,24a·---~- --;-- --- · --- 1- -- ·1a,cioof'" -·- -- ---.. ---1·a~ooo 

....... .. -~ ~ ~~,. .... ----~ ~---,.-·~ ............ _____ _,.. ___ ~-- .__ .... .,. ... _~~-"]"'- - _,__ __ .,. ,.._.., ... """" --.- - ·- ........,.....,. ~-__,... _____ .... ~ ----
Q~a~g~--- --·-- ------------!.§~~!0.9.9_ ....... . -~ :_- __ J.§_9l~~?i.-.... _____ ________ Q 
:~~~~IIde _____ -----· --- ·---i~~2~~ci8 : ---- · -·r·-------s§~:~;~l ·-· ----·--· ·-- ~ 
• '"·---·······--·-~----·- ....... ··I -· •• ""~---- ---···- ·-- ----------·-•·---···------· .... • •• 
?.?~~~f!l~_n_!9 _____ ... ____ ____ _ . _ L277!~55. .. ~- --~-- _ _ __ ----~ ______ .l?_5~!.~~L ---~ _. __ _ ____ q 
San Benito 164,120 · ; 40,ooo: 0 ·---------- - ---~-. -··· .. ---·--· ----\..------------~--------. -:r- ...... -- - -~·-. 
§~~ ~~In~r~1no _ _ -·· -----~-- J34h~?§~ _____ :_ ____ • __ : ____ --~7!1~2, ___ .. ____ Q 
~ar1 I?1eg~ .. .• ____ '" _____ .1.~~8,84_~-----------i-- -·--- __ ; ____ 1!202J861j_ ____ _ _ __ _Q 
San Franc1sco 1235,1 08 . · 1 ,000 · 1 ,000 - --·. -- -- "'···----····-·- )"·----·------··------ -. - -. ·-·-- '-" ---------- ·----San Joaqum 1256,519 : , 23,3411 0 
·- . --- ... -------- -·---- -~· .... -·· - I -· --- - " """" --- -· -··;::;t--- - -· -----------San LUis Ob1spo ~64, 120 1 40,097 0 - .. -. --·-··- --------- ----- ·- -- ----·.- . -t· ------. ----- -·-··· -··--~------- -------
S?~-~_a.!_eo____________ _ ;]96.~6Z.. .. L------~~---1-----12~~83, _____________ _Q 
Santa Barbara 1170,987 85,760- 0 
santa-clara·---·-----· ----:4os:o96 -----236.536 .. -------- -~-- --o 
sallta-cl-uz· ·-· ~- ---- · · ··- --- --~s:4:12o"-· --- · ·t---~ ·- i--- ·-:r4o,241'. --- -· · ·- - · -a 
--- . ·-· - ---- - -· ----- --·-. --- ----~------ .. ·-+--- ... - ---. - -- ·- -·- - . -Shasta&Tnn1ty !180,600 1 17,727: 0 
Solano -·· ... -- - ·----- ---~1-2-8,241 ___ --·- --~ ·----·'" - · --! - 8(19o'· ·----·--·-·--·a 
sonom-a----- -------- ---------~-;149.61"5-·- ----: - ·· -.-- ----128,882~~---------· -·a 
-- ·-----· ·-----------------·- -·-· .. -. -~- --··--·.- -i---------------------Stamslaus :226,048 1 

• 62,516· 25,551 
-- -··---------- ·-·------- ... • -- - ·-- ---- """"""--L-..-- -------- ---·------Sutter :64,120 : 1 19,587, 0 "' .. --~--~--·~ ~- ~ .......... ¥~- - ....... -.-.-... -.. .., ... ~ ~ - ........... -~ ...... -~L ~~-----~ .. -__,..... ~~~-- -=--1--- - -... ~ ... ~~--~ ~ 
Tulare 270,735 , 5,000J · 5,000 --·---- -" -- -- -- - . "". ·- ----- ~- -------.------ ------- -----· --=--· ·- - ,.__ " ---
Y.S_!:ltUr?: .. ___ ---·-------~?..Z?.A!~-------~~----~--~------1~2,0?6· ..... __ _____ _Q 
Yolo ·85,494 · 3,955j 3,955 ... ··- --- ----·------~---------·--i·---- ----,-·- --- -~- -----------------
Yuba , 64,120 : 5,914. 5,914 

~ ----- ~ _- ~~-~----~---=--==-~=-~~-~---=--~- _:_:~~~--=-----~L. -~=-=----~-==~~===~ Total : : 2,360, 3,526,286· n,399 

=--~-~=~~~-~~~ -=-= =~:=-~---~---~ -:~--- ~~ -. .- ... '·- j -~~-=-~~--=~~=-==--====-~-=~~-~~~~~!~~~ 
Un~~~~£~t~~-!I~OI:I!!_t _______ -· __ -~ ___________ -+----_:t_n,3~~~ -------t·-___ . _______ . 
---- ·--·--- -· - --- "- . • - -- ---- ·---- ~ -·-· -. -~ .l- ------ ~------1----- --- - .- --· ·-- . . ~-- -
T~t!!~~~il!~e !o~_r_~all~~~i~~ _ _1 ____ ------~-----~~.7591 ------~--. ___________ _ 

.. -----.. ----'-------~-. ' ' i"otal.amount reallocated 1 · ----·--------~ i -- ·- --79,759 . --- "·---· --- ·-... ___...,..-------- ------. r-- --· . T - --· • -~ -·--·-.. ·---------

". --.--- ---------+-------------· ... -- "-
1 Note: Courts not re uestm an 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 941 02-368~ 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Kim Davis, Acting Director, Qffice of Court Construction and 
Management 
415-865-7971, kim.davis@jud.ca.gov 

Robert Emerson, Assistant Director for Business and 
Planning Services, Office of Court Construction and Management 
415-865-7981, robert.emerson@jud~ca.gov 

DATE: February 12, 2004 

SUBJECT: Facilities Planning: Trial Court Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan 

Issue Statement 
The Trial Court Facilities Act of2002 (Sen. Bill1732) specifies the authority and 
responsibility of the Judicial Council to "[r]ecommend to the Governor and the 
Legislature the projects [that] shall be funded from the State Court Facilities 
Construction Fund." In support of this resppnsibility of the council, the Office of 
Court Construction and Management (OCCM) of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) is developing a five-year capital outlay plan for the trial courts. 

At its August 2003 meeting, the council approved a procedure, Five-Year Trial 
Court Capital Outlay Plan-Prioritization Procedure and Forms, for prioritizing 
capital outlay projects which are described in 58 court master plans. The staff of 
the AOC and its consultants have applied the procedure and have developed a 
Total Weighted Score (score) for each proposed project to be initiated during the 
five-year planning period (3Q CY 2005 to 2Q CY 201 0). There are 201 proposed 
projects, with at least one project proposed for each superior court. The 
application of the procedure and the resulting score for each project is documented 
in two forms (Review of Capital Project- Prioritization, RCP-1 and RCP-2). A 
sample completed set of RCP forms is provided in Attachment A. The ranking of 
the proposed projects by score is provided in Attachment B, and the ranking of the 
proposed projects by score, including project descriptions and affected existing 
facilities, is provided in Attachment C. A summary of the projects, sorted by 
county, is provided in Attachment D, and a summary of total project costs is 



provided in Attachment E. A list of proposed demonstration projects is included 
in Attachment F. (These attachments are discussed in the Rationale for 
Recommendation section. Note that all project cost estimates in the attachments 
and in this report are given in 2002 dollars.) 

Recommendation 
(1) AOC staff, on behalf of the council, shall submit to the Department of Finance 
pursuant to AB 14 73 a Trial Court Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan consisting of the 
attached ranked list of projects. 

(2) AOC staff shall apply the $30.44 7 million (or the amount funded) requested 
under FY 2004/2005 BCP AOC2 (or follow-on submittal) to the initial phases of 
the attached list often demonstration projects. 

(3) AOC staff, on behalf of the council, shall submit to the Department of Finance 
a request for inclusion in the FY 2005/2006 Governor's Budget for funds of 
approximately $30 million to continue the projects included on the attached list of 
ten demonstration projects and to begin initial phases of the first 30 projects on the 
ranked list of projects. 

(4) AOC staff shall develop, in consultation with the Department ofFinance, a 
broad range of fmancing alternatives for the proposed projects for consideration of 
the council at a future meeting. 

(5) AOC staff shall develop a process for review by the council, or designated 
advisory body, of current facilities that have particular shortcomings that may not 
be uniquely characterized under the Five-Year Trial Court Capital Outlay Plan-
Prioritization Procedure and Forms approved by the council at its August 2003 
meeting. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
Summary of Prioritization Procedure and RCP Scoring and Forms 
The prioritization procedure and RCP forms, approved by the council at its August 
2003 meeting, are designed to evaluate a proposed capital project based on the 
nature of the project itself and the shortcomings of existing facilities that are 
addressed or mitigated by the proposed project. As described in the procedure, the 
measurable needs and identifiable benefits of each project are evaluated for each 
project and recorded on a set ofRCP forms. A sample of a completed set ofRCP 
forms is included as Attachment A. 

The Total Weighted Score for a project is the weighted average of the sums of the 
needs score and the benefits score of each existing facility affected by the new 
capital project. Each facility is weighted by its size relative to other facilities 
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affected by the same capital project. For example, two existing court facilities are 
affected by a capital project. Facility A is 80,000 square feet and facility B is 
20,000 square feet. Given this, the Total Weighted Score for the capital project 
will comprise 80 percent of the total score of facility A, and 20 percent .of the total 
score of facility B. 

The relative proportion of each need and benefit category in the procedure is 
' illustrated in the following chart: 

Bale fits 
30°~ oftotalocore 

\ 
Components of Total ~CP Score 

Over.lll Pbyslcal Condlnon 

Reduces Faalny ()perabons 

Filters 

Improved Dtstnbullon of Court 
Services 

Reduces Number of Custody S1tes 

Comohdales Openttons 

Increases Flexllxhty 

Def10enl Courtroom'; 

Needo 
70'Yo of totalocore 

Ovendl FIDICbonal 
Conchnan 

Five filters are available to establish additional priority approaches within the 
capital outlay plan. (The five filters are summarized here and described in more 
detail in Five-Year Trial Court Capital Outlay Plan-Prioritization Procedure· 
and Forms.) Priority Group 1 allows for projects that are needed to accommodate 
new approved judgeships. Since there are no new approved judgeships, Priority 
Group 1 is not active at this time, but is reserved for future use. Priority Group 2 
identifies projects that should be done in conjunction with county-funded 
remediation of deficiencies identified during the SB 1732 transfer process and 
negotiations. Priority Group 2 includes projects from three filters, each of which 
addresses one of the three areas of deficiencies that could affect the transfer of an 
existing facility to the state: seismic deficiency, health and safety deficiency, and 
functional de:f1ciency. Since no agreements have been reached with any county 
regarding the remediation of SB 1732 deficiencies, no projects are included in 
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Priority Group 2 at this time. Priority Group 3 identifies demonstration projects 
that should be expedited in the capital outlay process. (The demonstration projects 
which result from application of this filter are described later in this report.) 

Total RCP Score in Relation to Building Type and Condition, and Project 
Type 
There is a relationship between the total RCP score and building type and 
condition, and type of proposed capital project. A total of 70 percent of the total 
maximum score is comprised of the underlying need score. Consequently, high 
scoring projects generally are those that replace or improve buildings with high 
underlying need scores. These buildings are either undersized and in poor 
physical and functional condition with many deficient courtrooms, or are Level 1 
buildings. 

"Level 1" building is a term developed by the Task Force on Court Facilities to 
describe court facilities that were not considered by the task force to be viable 
long-term assets for court use. The task force did not complete a detailed physical 
or functional evaluation of Level 1 buildings because they were not viewed as 
candidates for future capital investment. Level 1 buildings include: 

• Modular buildings, which typically do not have a long useful life. 

• Leased facilities, which often result in split operations and may, in the case 
of leases involving courtrooms, be relatively expensive on a per square foot 
basis. 

• Minor occupancies of court space in a larger government building, which 
may also result in split operations. 

• Records storage facilities, which were not evaluated as part of the RCP 
process. 

All Level 1 buildings were assigned all 700 need points based on the presumption 
that these buildings cannot meet long term court needs and should be replaced. 

New construction projects generally score higher than renovations for several 
reasons: 

• New construction projects often replace buildings that are in very poor 
condition or are Level 1 buildings and thus have high underlying need 
scores. In addition, Levell facilities and buildings in poor condition 
typically score relatively high benefit points, including most or all points 
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for improved court efficiency, points for reduced physical operation costs, 
and points for replacing either a leased or owned facility. 

• New construction projects that also consolidate in-custody operations of 
several buildings would also score more benefit points. 

• Most buildings affected by renovation projects generally did not score high 
need scores because they are typically in good enough functional or 
physical condition to make renovation cost effective as compared to 
replacement. 

• Buildings affected by renovation projects often did not score many benefit 
points. F~w buildings affected by renovation projects scored points for 
reducing physical operations costs, improving adjacencies, increasing 
flexipility for case types, or replacing a leased or owned facility. 

• Many renovation projects do not substantially improve or replace all 
building systems with more energy efficient systems and therefore do not 
score points for reducing physical operations costs. 

• Many renovation projects capture space presently occupied by a non-court 
or court-related function and use this space for court functions. These 
projects may or may not result in improved adjacencies or flexibility for 
case types depending on the attributes of the space to be renovated. 

Summary of Results of Prioritization Process 
AOC staff and its consultants completed RCP forms for all proposed projects and, 
in mid-December, sent the forms to the affected superior court for review and 
comment. Preliminary results of the RCP evaluation process were presented to the 
Executive and Planning Committee of the council on January 22, 2004. . 
Incorporation of comments received from the superior courts was in process at the 
time of the presentation and the preliminary results did not include all the 
comments from the superior courts. Incorporation. of the comments from the . 
superior courts has now been completed. Comments received from a superior 
court were discussed with that court and appropriate changes were made in the 
RCP scoring and comments sections. The attached tables reflect the revised RCP 
forms. 

The scores and ranking are presented in four attachments to this report. · 
Attachment B presents a summary by project name of the ranking of proposed 
projects, sorted by descending score. Attachment C presents the ranking of 
proposed projects, aga!n sorted by descending score, but inch:iding additional 
information on the proposed projects such as a project description and a listing of 
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the existing facilities affected by the proposed project. Attachment D presents a 
summary of the projects, sorted by county, and gives the total cost of projects 
proposed for the superior court of that county. Attachment E presents a summary 
of total project costs, sorted by county in descending order of total project costs. 

The chart below summarizes the distribution of the RCP scores of the 201 
proposed capital projects that are planned to begin between the third quarter of 
2005 and the second quarter of2010. The average RCP score is 384 total points 
for these projects. 

Only 19 percent of all projects scored 600 points or higher out of a possible total 
of 1,000 points. On the other end ofthe spectrum, 37 percent of all projects 
scored between 0 and 299 points. A total of 44 percent of all projects scored 
between 300 and 599 points. Most high scoring projects are replacement projects. 
In fact, new construction projects that replace existing facilities have an average 
total score of 485, while renovation projects scored an average of 276 total points. 

Distribution of RCP Scores 

35~------------------------------------------~ 

30 +-------------
J!) 
g 25 ·e-
o. 20 -0 
.... 15 G) 
.Q 

E 10 :::s z 
5 

0 

~ OJOJ P;)OJ 90; <:)_)OJ 90; Q}OJ OJOJ 
(;:{ ~" ~'); ~":5 ~t>. r-..c:!<o ~ro ~A\ 

,...~ l),cs . ~cs ~cs ~v roes '\~ 

Total RCP Scores 

Discussion of Ranked Projects 
Below is an overview of the ranked project list. The projects are described in four 
groups of projects totaling approximately one billion dollars per group and one 
group totaling approximately two billion dollars. 
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Projects ranked 1 through 35 ($982 million total cost) 
Construction of the top 35 ranked capital projects will accomplish the following: 

• Replace 47 Levell buildings (30 percent of approximately 160 Levell , 
buildings), 20 of which are leased facilities. 

• Replace or improve 30 buildings in deficient physical or functional 
condition. These projects will improve operational efficiency and reduce 
physical operations costs. 

• Renovate or improve 145 existing deficient courtrooms of 178 total 
courtrooms. This will improve court operational efficiency and enhance 
security. 

• Renovate or expand six existing court facilities to meet current needs. 

• Improve access to the courts in 11 court service areas by construction of 
new courthouses or expansion of existing courthouses. 

• Improve court operational efficiency by consolidation of court facilities 
affected by 21 projects. 

• Reduce justice system operating costs by reduction of custody sites affected 
by 16 projects. , 

Projects ranked 36 through 72 (37 projects with a total cost of $992 million; 
cumulative total cost of $1,973 million) 
Construction of this group of37 capital projects will accomplish the following: 

• Replace 20 Level 1 buildings for a program total of 42 percent of all Level 
1 buildings. 

• Improve 181 existing deficient courtrooms of 292 total courtrooms. This 
will improve court operational efficiency and enhance security. 

' 
• Replace or improve 33 buildings in deficient physical or functional 

condition. These projects will improve operational efficiency and reduce 
physical operations costs. 

• Renovate or expand 12 existing buildings to meet current needs. This 
includes renovation of several historic courthouses such as the Santa 
Barbara Figueroa Building, Solano Historic Courthouse, Willows 
Courthouse in Glenn County and the Madera Courthouse. 
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• Improve access to the courts in five court service areas by construction of 
new courthouses or expansion of existing courthouses. 

• Improve court operational efficiency by consolidation of court facilities 
affected by 24 projects. 

• Reduce justice system operating costs by reduction of custody sites affected 
by 16 projects. 

Projects ranked 73 through 89 (17 projects with a total cost of $799 million; 
cumulative total cost $2,772 million.) 
Seventeen projects comprise this third group court capital projects which incl_udes 
several large (in excess of $50 million) projects. 

Implementing these projects will accomplish the additional following benefits: 

• Replace 22 Level 1 buildings for a program aggregate of 56 percent of all 
Level 1 buildings. 

• Replace or improve 92 existing deficient courtrooms of 284 total 
courtrooms, for a program total of 418 of754 total courtrooms affected by 
the projects implemented. This will improve court operational efficiency 
and enhance security. 

• Replace or improve 12 buildings in deficient physical or functional 
condition. These projects will improve operational efficiency and reduce 
physical operations costs. 

• Renovate or expand eight existing buildings to meet current needs. 

• Improve access to the courts in two court service areas by construction of 
new courthouses or expansion of existing courthouses. 

• Improve court operational efficiency by consolidation of court facilities 
affected by 14 projects. 

• Reduce justice system operating costs by reduction of custody sites affected 
by six projects. 

Projects ranked 90 through 119 (30 projects with a total cost of$1,216 
million; total cumulative cost of $3,989 million.) 
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Constructing the next group of proposed court capital projects includes 
implementing the $513 million New Flags,hip Civil and Family Project in 
downtown Los Angeles and several other large projects for the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles County. Completing these projects will accomplish the following: 

• Replace four Level I buildings for a program aggregate of 93 Level I 
buildings replaced, or 58 percent of all Level I buildings. 

• Replace or improve 88 existing deficient courtrooms of 460 total 
courtrooms, for a program total of 506 of I ,2I4 total courtrooms affected 
by the projects implemented. This will improve court operational 
efficiency arid enhance security. 

• Replace or improve I6 buildings in deficient physical or functional 
condition. These projects will improve operational efficiency and reduce 
physical operations costs. 

• .Renovate or expand I9 existing buildings to meet current needs. 

• Improve court operational efficiency by consolidation of court facilities 
affected by IS projects. 

• Reduce justice system operating costs by reduction of custody sites affected 
by six projects. 

Projects ranked 120 through 201 (82 projects with a total cost of$2,227 
million; total cumulative cost of $6,216 million) 
There are 82 projects that scored 309 or lower total RCP scores. A total of28 
projects have RCP scores of I 00 or below. These projects include: · 

• Renovations to buildings that are relatively new, recently constructed or 
recently renovated. Newer buildings or those that have been recently 
renovated are generally in better physical and functional condition and have 
nearly adequate space for current operations. 

• Projects designed to meet projected future growth. 

The 28 projects scoring IOO or below, I8 of which received a score of zero, 
received low RCP points for the following two reasons: 

• In some cases the growth only project could not be scored because it does 
not affect an existing facility, such as the proposed new court serving a 
projected developing area of a county. Examples include the two proposed 
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new courthouses in Riverside County and the New High Desert Courthouse 
in San Bernardino County. 

• In other cases, the project could be scored as it affects an existing building, 
but the project proposes construction of an addition for future projected 
judgeships and provides few if any of the nine benefits. The Addition to 
the Joshua Tree Courthouse in San Bernardino County is an example of this 
type of project. Any expansion to a relatively new building is often 
designed for projected future growth and scores few total RCP points using 
the adopted methodology. 

Demonstration projects 
AOC staff recommends that initial work begin on ten demonstration projects 
which are listed in Attachment F. Demonstration projects include projects which 
have leveraged funding arrangements, involve cross-jurisdictional courts, 
innovative or unique courthouse design, expeditious project occupancy, or cost-
effective contracting methods. AOC staff presented a description of the ten 
projects to_the Executive and Planning Committee at its meeting on January 22. 

Alternative Actions Considered 
None. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
The procedure, Five-Year Trial Court Capital Outlay Plan-Prioritization 
Procedure and Forms, provides that the scoring of projects for each superior court 
be sent to the court for review and comment prior to developing the statewide 
plan. Between December 11 and 18,2003, the completed RCP forms for the 
proposed projects for each superior court were sent to the court executive officer 
for review and comment. The comments submitted by a superior court were 
discussed with the court and, where appropriate, changes were made to the RCP 
forms. In addition to comments on the scoring of specific projects, several courts 
submitted comments related to more generic or policy aspects of the scoring 
process. These comments are summarized in Attachment G. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
Development of the trial court capital outlay plan is being performed by AOC staff 
with the assistance of an outside consultant, Jacobs Facilities. 

Attachments 

Attachment A - Sample of a completed set of RCP forms 

Attachment B -Ranking of proposed projects, sorted by descending score 
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Attachment C-Ranking of proposed projects with project descriptions and 
affected existing facilities, sorted by descending score 

Attachment D - Summary of projects, sorted by county 

Attachment E- Summary of total project costs, sorted by county 

Attachment 'F - Summary of proposed demonstration projects 

Attachment G - Summary of comments received on generic or policy aspects of 
the scoring procedure 

\ 
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Attachment A 

Sample of a completed set of RCP forms 



REVIEW OF CAPITAL PROJECT- PRIORITIZATION 
Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002 (SB 1732) 

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles (19) 

Section 1 - General Information 
A Project Name 

SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse (12) 
B Type of Protect 
Renovation 0 Addition 0 New Bu11d1ng [KJ 

C Project Locabon 

To be detemuned 

E Proposed PrOJect Start 

Q3 2005 

G Comments 

D EstJmated Total Project Cost (2002 Dollars) 

$66,803,395 

F Proposed Project Cornple!Jon 

Q2 2009 

The proposed capital project IS construction of a New Southeast Courthouse to be located in the South Gate 
and Huntmgton Park area. The 27 -courtroom building Will have 18 cnminal and mne CIVIl and fam1ly 
courtrooms. One of the fam1ly courtrooms will serve the South Central D1stnct. 

The new building, and assoc1ated structured parkmg, Will be built 1n two phases to meet projected service 
demand 1n the distr1ct. The first phase 1s a cnminal wmg w1th 18 courtrooms, handling cnminal and traff1c 
case types. The second phase 1s a fam1ly and c1vil wmg w1th mne courtrooms handling fam1ly, unlawful 
detamer and small cla1ms cases. 

The total space required for the new Phase I bu1ldmg IS 202,113 BGSF and 1s est1mated to be s1x levels w1th 
one below grade. The 27-courtroom bu1ld1ng requ1res a srte of approximately 6.4 acres. The project includes 
construction of structured parking for 476 cars and surface park1ng directly adjacent to the bwldmg for 10 
cars. 

The project cost Includes the cost of acqu1ring the s1te for the full development of the 27 -courtroom facility, 
but only the cost of s1te development and structured parking for the Phase I building. 

The phase I building Will replace the severely deficient Huntmgton Park and South Gate fac11it1es and replace 
the five cnminal courts now located 1n the Whltt1er Courthouse. The bU1Id1ng will also prov1de temporary 
swing space to vacate first the Wh1tt1er Courthouse, and then the Bellflower Courthouse, pnor to the1r 
renovat1on. Wh1le the court may be able to vacate the South Gate facility before th1s bu1ld1ng IS constructed 
due to temporary budget-driven reductions in court staff, the need to replace the South Gate facility is a 
pnmary dnvmg factor 1n the need to construct this new facility. 

Form RCP-1 (Vers1011 1 - July 2003) Page 1 



"'sf'~"' ' ,,,, . REVIEW OF CAPITAL PROJECT- PRIORITIZATION y~:e t' . , l~Rt'P::~.{~ ' 
fi'~i;f v 1 ,.·~ '> ' :' !?·.¥ Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002 (SB 1732) /1.;.' ""v _.,.. !.) j! '~ 

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles (19) 

Section 2 - Existing facilities 
E FaCility 

A Name of Exlsbng FaCility B S1te I C Current Area /Total F F aClhty Score from G Weighted Fac1hty 
Bu1ld1ng ID Faahty Area Area of RCP-2 Score 

FaCJhbes 

Huntmgton Park Branch-Southeast A1 16,199 .6 762 457 

Southgate Branch-Southeast Mumc B1 10,805 .4 674 270 

D. Total Area of Facihbes 27,004 H. Total Weighted Score 727 
I Comments (lndude diSCUSSion of results of apphcabon of filters for the eXJsbng faalibes from Section 5 of Form RCP-2 ) 

Form RCP-1 (Vers100 1 -July 2003) Page2 



• < .<<'!1li' .,. REVIEW OF CAPITAL PROJECT- PRIORITIZATION ~po'* 'f 'i~·· ~. ·' 
>' ~' •'~~~~~~ ·: v ·, " ! Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002 (SB 1732) " .... 4 ~ >' '?) 

l'f"'* l.~ . .:; ••.. '• 
Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles (19) 

Section 1 - General Information 
A. ProJect Name 

SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse (12) 

Section 2- Existing facility affected and evaluated on this form. 
If mulbple eXJsbng facilities are affected, hst others under ,Comments and complete a separate Form RCP-2 for each. 
A Name of E.xis!Jng Facdrty B Srte JD I Bwld1ng 10 

Huntington Park Branch-Southeast Mumcipal Court A1 
C Buddmg Address 
6548 M1les Avenue Huntington Park, Cahfom1a, 90255 
D Occupancy 

Court use only 0 Shared use [KJ 
E Is th1s a Level1 bu1ld1ng m the Task Force on Court Fae~hbes County Report? 

D [K] Yes No 
F If budding IS Level1, what type? 

Modular D Records Storage only D Regular leased D Small court space 1n larger budd1ng D 
See Explanabon of Forms for d1recbons to complete Secbon 3 fur Level1 buildings. 
G Comments 

As documented in the Facilities Assessment and Verification Report of the master plan, the ex1st1ng 
Huntington Park Courthouse, wh1ch has five courtrooms, has many phys1cal and functional problems. It was 
constructed in 1954 and all courtrooms are considered deficient for current use. The buildmg operates mostly 
crimmal tr1als. As a temporary measure to meet current needs, the county has plans to add a modular bu1ld1ng 
w1th one courtroom and a jury assembly room on the site of the Huntington Park Courthouse. 

Form RCP-2 {VeiSion 1 - July 2003) Page 1 



A. Overall BUilding Score= (100- Rating Used) /10 38 36.35 6.365 10 63.65 100 Physical Condition 
Rating Used Score 

5 10 

B. Ufe Safety 4 7.5 4 4 7.5 4 30 40 3 5 
2 2.5 
1 0 

Rating Used Score 
5 10 

C ADA Compliance 4 75 5 5 10 4 40 40 3 5 
2 25 
1 0 

D. Comments 

The master plan consultant lowered the overall phys1cal evaluation rating from 38.1 to 36.4 due to a decrease 
m rat1ngs for fire protection and electncal systems. The rat1ngs for graph1cs/signage and 
communication/technology systems Improved slightly. Refer to page 3-8 of the Southeast D1str1ct Facilities 
Assessment and Verification Report of the master plan. 

There was no change in the ratmg for life safety and ADA compliance. 

Form RCP·2 {VefSion 1 - July 2003) Page2 



Section 3- Scoring of Project Need (continued) 
Sconng is based on the Task Force on Court Faahbes rabng as modified by the Master Plan 

E. Overall Bu1ld1ng 
Funcbonal Condition 
F. Secunty 

1. JudiCial/Staff 
Circulation 

2. Secure 
C1rculabon 

3. Building 
Secunty 

G Comments 

Measure TF Rabng 

Score= (100- Rating Used) /10 12 

Score = 1 0 - Rating Used 0 

Score = 1 0 - Rabng Used 0 

Score = 1 0 - Rabng Used 5 

Rabng 
Used Here 

12 

0 

0 

5 

Score 

8.8 

10 

10 

5 

Weight 

14 

4 

4 

4 

Weighted 
Score 

123.2 

40 

40 

20 

Max~mum 

Weighted 
Score 

140 

40 

40 
40 

The master plan consultant made no changes on the overall functional evaluation rat1ng of 12.0. Refer to 
page 3-10 of the Southeast District Fac1ht1es Assessment and Verification Report of the master plan. 

There was no change in the ratmg for judicial/staff circulation, secure c1rculat1on and bu1ld1ng securtty 
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Section 3- Scoring of Project Need (continued) 
Sconng IS based on the Task Force on Court Fac1htJes ratJng as mod1fied b the Master Plan *eo ·rtro(f'"WCOilditiQ' #'it:- /,t'f -~::aflr 10~\iE'~\ ft ~~- ·""'- '1f¥ .; U. mr n, j • ., ,'<;>;J;.. ,_, w .:'ilY'rC 1,•Z :;., .:v:,. :Wi}'q "·P : ·~r ·77:'¢WWV •'#:···;· ;~· .::~ ft'* '1!?~6· 

No of Total Weighted Max~mum 

Measure Deficaent E.xlsbng Score We~ght Weighted 
Courtrooms Courtrooms Score Score 

H Current defiCient Score = (No of Deficient 

Courtrooms Courtroomsff otal Existing 5 5 10 10 100 100 
Courtrooms] x 10 

I. Comments 

As per the Task Force evaluation, the bu1ldmg had five deficient courtrooms. The master plan consultant did 
not make any change 1n the courtroom evaluation. Based on current evaluat1on, the building st1ll has five 
defic1ent courtrooms. 

;iSpaafSnorttaJIM''ftW':f~W~~-~-1*~\1[""~~· -£~ ~ ·~--'"·-,~~,~~:: ~~~,. ·,:·iJlJfliir-{ ~ < ~ ~ .... Y'V ~ f ~ v ":v A +t>.!"..-.:.;; "" ~ P _.}. +j.'< ~ A- ~ ~~ -' ~~ .... '$ ~ 0' .. H\, -!':-£ 
Current Gwdelmes Weighted MaXJmum 

Measure Facahty Score We1ght We1ghted 
Area Area Score Score 

J Current space 
available vs. space Score= (1- Current FaCility 16,199 47,244 6.57 16 105.14 160 requ1red by Area/GUidelines Area) x 10 
Guidelines 
K Comments 

The fac1hty IS too small for current operat1ons. 

L. Total Needs Score 562 700 

Fonn RCP-2 (Vers1on 1 - July 2003) Page4 



A Project s1gmficant1y 
mcreases flex1b1hty for Score= 10 for Yes; Score= 0 for No 10 2 20 20 
case 
B. Essenbal adjacencies 
among functions are Score = 10 for Yes; Score = 0 for No 10 4 40 40 

Score= 10 for Yes; Score = 0 for No 10 4 40 40 
D. Comments 
A. Flex1b11ity for Case Types 

Yes. Replacing th1s bu1ldmg with a new courthouse w1ll1mprove flex1b11ity for case types m relat1on to the 
ex1stmg facility, wh1ch has all deficient courtrooms for current use. 

B. Essential Adjacencies Improved 

Yes, the current court operation, which does not have essential adjacencies, Will enJOY 1mproved adjacencies 
1n the new fac11ity. ' 

C. Combmes Court Operat1ons 

Yes. The project results m combmmg the court operat1ons from this bu1ld1ng w1th the South Gate operat1on m 
a new courthouse. 

F. Comments 
No, the project moves Huntington Park's in-custody operations to the new courthouse. The South Gate fac11ity 
does not hold m-custody proceedmgs. 

Form RCP-2 (Vers1on 1 - July 2003) Page 5 



Section 4- Scoring of Project Benefits (continued) 
K ', ~'?.;.~fA'''' -~· ~~~'"'ti w""', . .&Ui,OI '!l# ~t' 41'J~!I';;dl.w;:~"*"'~x·~J.·~~~~·"-·'~. ~km&~~··;~.?'ill@t~;;,..@1·"''h "'"~ ~ :elmPt:o'tJt~ur/;\ccess,to,..,us cet'l~":*~· '01£/i;'*''"~N'.~~~"c "#i!IJ!w""'"' ,'¥1£'~~f ... ktNY#+ '· 1.1;;$; ,; ,>~,J!'\?,-a:-~<ZW'l!W\'tJ®:i"r'<. ·'i'lf.:'!'€ 

G Project Improves 
serv1ce to underserved 
population areas 
H Project 1m proves 
distribution of faCilities 
relative to population 
concentration 
I Comments 

Score= 10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 

Score= 10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 

G. Service to Underserved Areas: 

10 

0 

4 40 40 

4 0 40 

Yes. By replacmg this building w1th a large new courthouse, the proJect meets the need for proportionally 
more courtrooms 1n th1s area of the county. 

H. Improves d1stnbut1on relat1ve to population concentration: 

No. The project replaces thrs court in the same area. 

K Comments 
Yes. The project Will reduce physical operations costs because the cost of energy use and maintenance for 
the new fac1hty Will be significantly less than that for the ex1stmg fac1hty. 
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Score= 10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 

L. Project replaces leased facility 

No. The project does not replace a leased facility. 

M. Project proposes leavmg extstmg owned factllty 

10 3 

Yes. The county owned factlity wtll be vacated when the project is completed. 

0. Total Benefits Score 

P. Total Needs and Benefrts Score 

Fonn RCP-2 (Vers1on 1 - July 2003) 

30 30 

200 300 

762 1000 
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A. Is project requ1red to accommodate approved new JUdgeships from the Jud1aal 
Council's list of 150 proposed JUdgeships? 

B. Comments 

No, JUdgeships not yet approved, 
accommodates 

No D 

The project w1ll prov1de courtrooms and support space for one new judgeship from the Jud1c1al Council's hst of 
150 proposed judgeships. 

Yes D No 0 Not yet determined 00 
agreement been reached wrth the county on Yes 0 No 0 Not yet determined (g) 

SeiSmiC 
notit'lonr-\1 require major renovabon such that non-

samebme? Yes D No 0 Not yet determined 00 
G. Comments 

H. Move to Prionty Group 2? Yes 0No (R]Notyetdeterm1nedO 

Fonn RCP-2 (Vers1on 1 - July 2003) Page8 



1 Is the current fac1hty defiaent (for transfer) due to Health and Safety ISsues? Yes D No 0 Not yet determmed [R] 
J If rated defic1ent for transfer, has an agreement been reached With the county on 
resolubon of the deficiency? 

K Comments 

L. Move to Pnonty Group 2? 

!EunCtional ,Evaluation .ffo:6etC!etefniified a81Parti6t SBl732,transf86 .... c: •66!l:l'lf, · :~,,,~ 
M Does the current fac1hty have "Defic1enaes that 1n the1r totality are s1gmficant to the 
funcbonahty of the faahty"? 
N. If rated funcbonally defiCient for transfer, has an agreement been reached With the 
countv on resolution of the deficiency? 

0 Comments 

P. Move to Pnonty Group 2? 

Form RCP-2 {Version 1 - July 2003) 

Yes D No D Not yet determmed [K] 

Yes 0 No [K] Not yet determ1nedO 
~£J1Mt,,_;,;;~~"<:~;;:,'~-'~ J,, ~ 

Yes 0No 0Not yet determined IRJ 
Yes D No 0Not yet determined 00 

I Yes D No [8] Not yet determ1nedO 

Page9 



\ 

Section 5- Ap_Qiication of Filters_(continued) oe ~" ~, .~h lt)il»cttt~-'~ 4\;I~';'V~·'iY.# ·~""""'~~~·~lip :.1i ·-~·''""""~~+;_~·~'*!!tv' ~~ monstration-.r:oe ,.¥,~ <;"" .•. ~''"·""··,;;,"'"·" -- :t~t.c: ?if¥+\" .AN«i:ld"":tr .~t ..,. ::iiu <'t'h.J • ~ '..x.o·;::,~ll<J 
Q Comments 

R Move to Pnonty Group 3? I Yes 0 No [R] Not yet determined0 

Section 6 -Summary 
Total Needs and Benefits Score I 762 I 
Pnonty Groups 

Yes DNo [Rl Pnonty Group 1 
Prionty Group 2 Yes 0 No [R!Not yet determined 0 
Pnonty Group 3 Yes D No [Rl Not yet determined 0 

Section 7 - Signatures 
Onginator 
Pnn!Name Signature Date 

Sneha Sachar 1/19/2004 
2:56:04 PM 

Rev1ewer 
PnntName Signature Date 

Kelly Qwnn PopeJOY 
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' '' 'X t~ ·~,.!{~ REVIEW OF CAPITAL PROJECT- PRIORITIZATION ; >..->f';;~ <<..- ~ -SR ¥ 

'0·G~tm ,·~· R ,, . ~· . . 
"' 'tt: > ... ~ ' '~le~fl· "~>i,,\•jg Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002 iSB 1732) ' <::. ~~ A-0_.....,_~.(-Ji 

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles (19) 

Section 1 - General Information 
A ProJect Name 

SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse (12) 

Section 2 - Existing facility affected and evaluated on this form. 
If multiple exisbng facilities are affected, list others under Comments and complete a separate Form RCP-2 for each. 
A Name of ExlstJng Faality B S1te ID I Building ID 
Southgate Branch-Southeast Mumc1pal Court 81 
C Building Address 
8640 California Avenue South Gate, California, 90280 
D Occupancy 

Court use only 0 Shared use 00 
E Is thiS a Level 1 buddmg 1n the Task Force on Court Faalibes County Report? 

D 00 Yes No 
F. If bUilding 1s Level1, what type? 

Modular D Records Storage only D Regular leased D Small court space 1n larger building D 
See Explanation of Forms for directions to complete Section 3'for Level1 buildings. 
G Comments 

As documented in the Fac11it1es Assessment and Verification Report of the master plan, the existing South 
Gate Courthouse, which has three courtrooms, has severe physical and functional problems that would requ1re 
major renovation to correct. It was constructed 1n 1954 and all courtrooms are considered deficient for current 
use. The bu1ld1ng operates CIVIl, small cla1ms and traffic proceedings. 

Form RCP-2 (Vers1on 1 -July 2003) Page 1 



Section 3 - Scoring of Project Need 
Sconng IS based on the Task Force on Court Facllibes rabng as modified by the Master Plan 

tBuildin'fi'P.ttvsical COOclition•Wt~'~*d~ ~~1,\ 't5JA:~ Jit~< &W;:>;,~.i>:~ £~,\ f,3 ,._l,i,.;: i~tdJ'• <';H 2l. ~*%~.:11 .0_:')::.,_ ./~ 

Rating Weighted MaXImum 
Measure TF Rabng Score Weight Weighted Used Here Score Score 

A Overall Bulldmg Score= (100- Rabng Used) /10 36 45.8 5.42 10 54.2 100 Physical Cond1bon 
Rat1ng Used Score 

5 10 

B. Ufe Safety 4 7.5 5 5 10 4 40 40 3 5 
2 2.5 
1 0 

Rabng Used Score 
5 10 

C. ADA Compliance 4 75 5 4 7.5 4 30 40 3 5 
'' 

2 25 
1 0 

D Comments 

The master plan consultant upgraded the overall physical evaluation ratmg from 36.4 to 45.8 due to 1ncrease 
in ratings for general structure, exterior wall, ADA compliance and graphics/signage. There was a decrease 1n 
ratmg for fire protect1on. Refer to page 2-8 of the Southeast D1stnct Facilities Assessment and Venficat1on 
Report of the master plan. 

There was no change 1n the rating for life safety. 

The rat1ng for ADA compliance Increased from 5 to 4 due to the recent ADA upgrades made at the public 
entrance and the public restrooms. 
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Section 3- Scoring of Project Need (continued) 
Sconng·IS based on the Task Force on Court Facihbes rabng as modified by the Master Plan 
euildingJ::unctionai·Ccindition~ ,!:Q)2ll'0'-'".r;;;: ~ ;< ~,:\Gl ~ltlf!:1f:jC:~ ~ )lr ~Jt'{* 11 ':l¥,': ' '.:v:: lib< ,:.(;'1 · 'tr~~,,- /;,~>:':"'!J'f:ii / wu·... ~< '11 

Rabng We~ghted 
MaXImum 

Measure TF Rabng Used Here Score We1ght Score We1ghted 
Score 

E Overall Buildmg Score= (100- Ratmg Used) /10 38 43.8 5.62 14 78.68 140 Funcbonal Condibon 
F. Secunty 

1. JudiCial/Staff Score = 1 0 - Rating Used 5 5 5 4 20 40 Circulation 
2 Secure Score= 10- Rating Used 5 0 10 4 40 40 C1rculabon 
3 Buildmg Score = 1 0 - Rating Used 5 10 0 4 0 40 Security 

G. Comments 

The master plan consultant Increased the overall functional evaluation rating from 37.5 to 43.8 due to increase 
1n rat1ngs for bwldmg security and public amenities. There was a decrease 1n the rating for secure c1rculat1on. 
Refer to page 2-11 of the Southeast District Facilities Assessment and Venficat1on Report of the master plan. 

There was no change in the ratmg for JUdiciaVstaff circulation. 

The rat1ng for secure circulation decreased from 5 to 0 due to the absence of secure circulation in the build1ng. 

The rat1ng for building security mcreased from 5 to 10 due to the recent security Improvements made on the 
building entry pomts and the weapons screening area. 
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Section 3- Scoring of Project Need (continued) 
Sconng 1s based on the Task Force_ on Court FaCilities rating as modified b) the Master Plan. 

l+:coui:iroo{rtCor{m'~lql\ttA* '""".0i¥vl:: ? · .. ,:±etz <· /db:"'·"'- ~"' 

H. Current deficient 
Courtrooms 

I. Comments 

Measure 

Score = (No. of Deficient 
Courtrooms!Total Exlsbng 
Coumooms) x 10 

No of 
Oefiaent 

Courtrooms 

3 

Total 
EXJsbng 

Courtrooms 

3 

Score 

10 

We~ght 

10 

Weighted 
Score 

100 

Max~ mum 
We~ghted 

Score 

100 

As per the Task Force evaluation, the building had three deficient courtrooms. The master plan consultant d1d 
not 'make any change 1n the courtroom evaluation. Based on current evaluation, the buildmg st1ll has three 
defic1ent courtrooms. 

18\:>ITc:K;f' .;n lUI 
>>'OO!ffi ~'l)J:<,i~ ~ :r .;:;;, 1 7;: '·,. ~ ,p~'11 ""'!: 

Current Guidelines Weighted Max~mum 

Measure Faalrty Score We~ght We~ghted 

Area Area Score Score 
J. Current space 
available vs space Score= (1- Current Facility 10,805 35,697 6.97 16 111.57 160 required by Area/Gu1dehnes Area) x 10 
Gu1dehnes 
K Comments 

The bu1ldmg IS too small for its current operation. 

L. Total Needs Score 474 100 
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Section 4- Scoring of Prolect Benefits 

Measure Score Weight Weighted 
Score 

Max~mum Weighted 
Score 

A Project s1gmficantly 
mcreases fleXIbility for 
case types 
8 Essential adjacenCies 
among functions are 
Improved by proJect 
C. Project combines 
court operations 

D. Comments 

Score= 10 for Yes; Score= 0 for No 

Score =.10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 

Score= 10 for Yes; Score= 0 for No 

A. Flex1b11ity for Case Types 

10 

10 

10 

2 20 20 

4 40 40 

4 40 40 

Yes. Replacmg this bUJidmg w1th a new courthouse w1ll1mprove flexibility for case types in relation to the 
ex1st1ng facility, wh1ch has all deficient courtrooms for current use. 

B. Essential Adjacencies Improved 

Yes, the current court operation, wh1ch does not have essential adjacencies, Will enjoy Improved adjacencies 
in the new facihty. 

C. Combines Court Operations 

Yes. The project results 1n combimng the court operations from th1s bUilding with the Huntington Park 
operat1on in a new courthouse. 

E Project reduces 
number of custody srtes Score = 1 0 for Yes, Score = 0 for No 0 3 0 

F. Comments 
No. The project does not reduce the number of custody s1tes 1n relation to th1s building, which is a 
non-cnmmal courthouse. 
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Section 4- Scoring of Project Benefits (continued) 

G Project Improves 
serv1ce to underserved 
population areas 
H Project Improves 
d1stnbutron of fac1htres 
relative to population 
concentration 

I. Comments 

Score= 10 for Yes; Score= 0 for No 

Score = 1 0 for Yes, Score = 0 for No 

G. Service to Underserved Areas: 

10 

0 

4 40 40 

4 0 40 

Yes. By replacrng this building w1th a large new courthouse, the project meets the need for proportionally 
more courtrooms rn this area of the county. 

H. Improves d1stnbution relative to population concentration: 

No. The project replaces th1s court 1n the same area. 

J Project ach1eves 
reduced phys1cal 
operations cost 

K. Comments 

Score= 10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 10 3 30 30 

Yes. The project Will reduce physical operations costs because the cost of energy use and maintenance for 
the new facility Will be srgmficantly less than that for the ex1st1ng facrhty. 
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Section 4- Scoring of Project Benefits (continued) 
~lf5set~Mahl.qemenH~, ~ ·u:':"? ,_"tr: . :-S ~rt113a~-1! ,:, ' fif~'-~1§: ,''1\: \1 f;··,~, ~~· '•"W''tif 'f: ''W'7,"tVF T~'~t-

L Project replaces Score= 10 for Yes, Score= 0 for No 0 3 0 30 leased facility 
M. Project proposes 
leavmg eXJstmg owned Score = 10 for Yes, Score = 0 for No 10 3 30 30 
faCJhty 
N Comments 

L. Project replaces leased facility 

No. The project does not replace a leased facility. 

M. Project proposes leaving exist1ng owned facility 

Yes. The county owned fac1llty will be vacated when the proJect 1s completed. 

' 

0. Total Benefits Score 200 300 

P. Total Needs and Benefits Score 674 1000 
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Section 5 -Application of Filters 
(GroW'ttlJ?'~U;''J~W!At <£'1: ,~ff-~- ~;; z't WM' /ft · ,Ji~£'t"':"';X"f! . . .:~~ ;y;·:,h: ~~: ],f· · ::;:~''*' "J: '.i.i¥'.·· ·'ft.f "'" ·~ ~:· ·~ " 0'• ·" "''"' "" ~ .,, ' t: ·cc. ·~~ ,. ·' . . . . . . < 

A Is proJect requ1red to accommodate approved new Judgeships from the JudiCial Yes, JUdgeships approved D Council's hst of 150 proposed JUdgeships? 
No, JUdgeshipS not yet approved, buoo 
proJect accommodates X 

No D 
B Comments 

The project w1ll provide courtrooms and support space for one new judgeship from the Jud1c1al Council's list of 
150 proposed JUdgeships. 

C. Move to Pnonty Group 1? YesONo[KI 

{seisirlic'EV8luatiori!Q"01oo:ditrnnineo:a5rPiut'Of.ssJ732\transW'process:J®W/ (?){;\ ··:t.iiit?;~- ; pn ·~:;~· :,'J;·.~:ft'!·'\.~?··:~:~ V'll· ;~ i.tfS 
D Is the current faCJhty rated Level V or higher? Yes D No 0 Not yet deterrmned [R] 
E. If rated Level V or higher, has an agreement been reached wtth the county on Yes D No D Not yet determined [R] resolution of the se1sm1c defic1en_cy? 
F. Does the resolution of the se1sm1c defiCiency reqUire maJor renovation such that non- Yes D No 0 Not yet determined [K] se1sm1c Improvements should be performed at the same bme? 

G Comments 

H. Move to Pnonty Group 2? Yes D No [R] Not yet determined D 
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Section 5- Application of Filters (continued) 
1t:lealth:and,SatetY£valtia'tiOntJITo be detenililled;asloart of SBJZ32:rran8rer. :.:~.:.$\:: 

1. Is the current facility deficient (for transfer) due to Health and Safety 1ssues? 

J If rated defic1ent for transfer, has an agreement been reached With the county on 
resolution of the deficiency? 

K Comments 

Yes 0 No D Not yet deterrmned [R] 
- Yes D No 0 Not yet determmed ~ 

L. Move to Pnonty Group 2? Yes D No IKJ Not yet determmed0 

iiF.'i.irictidriarEYaluation I m:olM.etetemiihedfas.Ditlof·SBJ1732ltranStet~~~~ ~~:::• >': :, .~~~··t;~.-. ,:,ii~{l'f.;~ ~'.: i::'ai .. ~~1.%:ti' 
M Does the current facility have "DefiCienCies that in the1r totality are Significant to the Yes 0No ONot yet determined IKJ 
functionality of the fac1liti? 
N If rated functionally defiCient for transfer, has an agreement been reached wrth the Yes 0 No 0 Not yet determined [8] 
countv on resolution of the defiCiency? 

0. Comments 

P. Move to Pnonty Group 2? I Yes 0 No [R] Not yet determmed0 
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Section 5 -Application of Filters (continued) 
lDemonstrationiProieCt:; ·~q::~ s¥1: ' HL ': ::;,, ; v~J;;,., ·~ 'r. ';~":} ";$~: ~ -:-;, ,, i·~- Wit ;;, ~;( .~ ;;~k' t: .1. ,:: :·\' ;:;¥ ,, .(J,' \ *~ ··~' .::-:: 

Q. Comments 

R Move to Pnonty Group 3? I Yes 0 No [K] Not yet determmed0 

Section 6 -Summary 

- Total Needs and Benefits Score I 674 I 
Pnonty Groups 

Yes D No [g) Pnonty Group 1 
Priority Group 2 Yes D No IE] Not yet determ1ned D 
Pnonty Group 3 Yes 0 No [R]Not yet determined 0 

Section 7 - Signatures 
Onqmator 
PnntName Signature Date 

Sneha Sachar 1/19/2004 
2:56:27 PM 

Rev1ewer 
PnntName Signature Date 

Kelly Quinn PopeJOY . 
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Attachment B- Revised 2/26/04 

Ranking of proposed projects, sorted by descending score 

Final 2/26/04 Binder 2/11/04 
County Project Rank Score Rank Score 
Amador New Courthouse 27 666 30 636 
Contra Costa North Concord Court 53 544 65 505 
Fresno New RegiOnal Justice Cent & 7 New Serv Ctr 4 829 13 760 
Marin New Courthouse North Wmg 79 450 82 433 
Mendocmo New Courthouse m Uktah 39 596 118 311 
Ventura New East County Courthouse 144 245 150 223 
Yolo New Downtown Ct & Parkmg Structure 21 718 3 860 



.... 

\ 
RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 

Statewide Rank 
February 26, 2004 

State Total 
Rank Score Coun!l:: Project Total Project Cost Cumulative Total 

1 920 Plumas Portola/Loyalton-New Branch Court $1,785,675 $1,785,675 
2 890 Merced Downtown Merced Phase II $32,018,620 $33,804,295 
3 840 Contra Costa New Juvenile Court $10,195,982 $44,000,277 
4 829 Fresno New Reg1onal Just1ce Cent & 7 New Serv Cent $42,865,267 $86,865,544 
5 820 Fresno New Clov1s Court $21 '109,006 $107,974,550 
6 820 Mono Mammoth Lakes- New- Phase I $10,684,034 $118,658,584 
7 800 Humboldt Juven1le Delinquency Court $2,408,908 $121,067,492 

8 800 Merced Los Banos Phase I $10,927,002 $131,994,494 

9 800 R1vers1de W Reg-Valley Ct Phase 1 $16,995,850 $148,990,344 

10 772 San Bemto New Courthouse - Phase I $18,936,068 $167,926,412 

11 770 Napa Renovate Juvemle Hall $2,429,379 $170,355,791 

12 770 Santa Barbara South Juvenile Court Replacement $3,197,000 $173,552,791 

13 750 S1sk1you Service Centers-Phase Ill $4,060,000 $177,612,791 

14 746 San Joaquin Mantecaffracy- New- Phase I $33,701,600 $211,314,391 

15 739 Placer Phase 1 - New Tahoe New Court & Parkmg $7,796,583 $219,110,974 

16 730 lmpenal Wmterhaven- Remodel $371,476 $219,482,450 

17 727 Los Angeles SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse $66,803,395 $286,285,845 

18 725 Calaveras Phase I - New Courthouse $18,570,673 $304,856,518 

19 724 Madera Phase II - New Courthouse & Parkmg Structure $82,360,352 $387,216,870 

20 718 Placer Phase 2 - South Placer $10,724,375 $397,941 ,245 

21 718 Yolo New Downtown Ct & Parkmg Structure $76,767,185 $474,708,430 

22 714 S1sk1you New Yreka-Phase I $19,085,142 $493,793,572 

23 708 Lassen Susanv1lle - New Courthouse $26,163,423 $519,956,995 

24 705 Orange Harbor Just1ce Center Laguna N1guel -Phase 1 $32,310,000 $552,266,995 

25 700 lmpenal CaleXICO- Add1t1on $3,366,243 $555,633,238 

26 667 Santa Clara New Family Resources Ct $107,178,851 $662,812,089 

27 666 Amador New Courthouse $18,210,288 $681,022,377 

28 660 Santa Barbara Lewellen Just1ce Center Add1t1on-Phase 1 $23,235,624 $704,258,001 

29 653 ElDorado Placerville Phase I $25,466,910 $729,724,911 

30 652 Los Angeles JOel-New Juv Courthouse $50,334,134 $780,059,045 

31 634 San Bernardino New San Bernardmo Courthouse Phase 1 $84,027,212 $864,086,257 

32 633 Contra Costa Antioch Court $44,915,403 $909,001 ,660 

33 633 San Joaquin Lod1- New- Phase I $15,309,720 $924,311,380 

34 629 1m penal El Centro- New Fam1ly Court $14,850,977 $939,162,357 

35 623 Tulare South Justice Center $42,340,000 $981,502,357 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
Statewide Rank 

February 26, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Cumulative Total 
36 617 San Lu1s Ob1spo SL0-1-Procure K1mball S1te/Bu1ld East W1ng $37,444,074 $1,018,946,431 
37 604 San D1ego Phase 1-New Central Courthouse $224,228,250 $1,243,174,681 
38 597 Mono Bndgeport - Remodel Rear Modular $500,000 $1,243,674,681 
39 596 Mendocmo New Courthouse m Uk1ah $21,639,196 $1,265,313,877 
40 592 Tehama Red Bluff- New- Phase I $11,767,941 $1,277,081,818 
41 590 Alpine Markleeville-New $4,866,949 $1,281,948,767 
42 588 Sutter Yuba C1ty- New- Phase I $37,507,229 $1,319,455,996 
43 585 Humboldt Garberville Court $4,001,578 $1 ,323,457,57 4 
44 579 Lake New Northlake - Phase I $20,432,535 $1 ,343,890, 109 
45 569 S1erra Down1ev1lle Phase I $5,176,908 $1,349,067,017 

46 568 San Bernardino Addit1on & Renovation at Needles C1ty Hall $2,422,774 $1,351,489,791 

47 566 Plumas Quincy- New Courthouse $15,817,346 $1,367,307,137 

48 564 Kern Phase 1 -South/Taft $7,181,000 $1,37 4,488,137 

49 558 Yolo Juven1le Delinquency Ct $4,336,334 $1,378,824,471 

50 550 Tuolumne Sonora Phase I - New $27,553,783 $1 ,406,378,254 

51 549 Monterey Salinas Court Augmentation and Phase 2 $22,946,648 $1 ,429,324,902 

52 548 Santa Barbara F1gueroa Bulldmg - New and Renovat1on $24,672,000 $1,453,996,902 

53 544 Contra Costa North Concord Court $56,824,221 $1,510,821,123 

54 544 Kern Phase 2 - EasUMojave $11,271,000 $1,522,092,123 

55 541 Butte Chico Courthouse $15,515,952 $1,537,608,075 

56 541 Stanislaus Turlock Phase I $23,655,430 $1,561,263,505 

57 537 Manposa Phase I - New Court Fac1l1ty $12,808,552 $1,574,072,057 

58 534 Sacramento Phase 1-Juvemle Just1ce Cent lntenor Expan $3,373,056 $1,577,445,113 

59 527 Solano Phase F2 Old Solano H1stonc Courthouse reno $12,076,075 $1,589,521,188 

60 526 Madera Phase I - Remodel Mam Madera $5,068,342 $1,594,589,530 

61 525 Glenn W1llows Phase I $9,147,768 $1,603,737,298 

62 519 Sonoma Phase 2 - New Criminal Ct $88,517,981 $1,692,255,279 

63 518 Santa Clara North County New Courthouse $51,792,488 $1,744,047,767 

64 514 In yo New Bishop Fac11ity $7,676,000 $1,751,723,767 

65 510 Solano Hall of Just1ce/Law & Just1ce Can Renovations $2,591,113 $1,754,314,880 

66 506 Nevada Nevada C1ty Phase I $37,251,379 $1,791,566,259 

67 499 Kern Phase 1 - EasURidgecrest $6,914,000 $1,798,480,259 

68 498 Fresno New Juvenile Delinquency $24,845,564 $1 ,823,325,823 

69 496 Shasta New Shasta Courthouse & Parkmg Structure $79,001,731 $1,902,327,554 

70 490 Humboldt New Humboldt Court $64,242,150 $1,966,569,704 

2 of 6 
RCP Ranking Feb 26 xis 

} 

~ 



• RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
Statewide Rank 

February 26, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ Project Total Project Cost Cumulative Total 
71 489 San D1ego Phase 1-Meadowlark Juv Ct $12,220,500 $1,978,790,204 
72 488 Santa Cruz New-Phase I $12,548,000 $1,991,338,204 
73 477 Santa Barbara Renovation of Anacapa Bu1ldmg $3,308,000 $1,994,646,204 
74 477 Sonoma Phase 3 - Ma1n Civil/Family Ct $81,404,563 $2,076,050,767 
75 469 San Mateo Northern Branch- Add1t1on & Refurbish $7,337,500 $2,083,388,267 
76 457 Manposa Phase II - Renovate Ex1st1ng $51,350 $2,083,439,617 
77 456 Solano Phase F3, Hall of Just1ce Replacement Project $43,097,306 $2,126,536,923 
78 450 Alameda Phase 1 - Wiley W Manuel Courthouse Add1t1on $73,154,186 $2,199,691 '1 09 
79 450 Mann New Courthouse North Wmg $42,735,356 $2,242,426,465 
80 448 Tulare North Just1ce Center $92,685,600 $2,335,112,065 

81 445 Sacramento Phase 2-New Cnm1nal Courts Bu1ldmg $155,650,299 $2,490,762,364 

82 440 Los Angeles MH-New Mental Health CtHse $20,939,643 $2,511,702,007 

83 440 San D1ego Phase 1-New Traff1c/Small Cla1ms Ct $28,249,000 $2,539,951 ,007 

84 431 Riverside W Reg-H1stonc Cths M1sc Improvements $3,575,000 $2,543,526,007 

85 430 Santa Clara Consolidate Central Traff1c & Small Cla1ms $34,837,997 $2,578,364,004 

86 427 San D1ego Phase 1-N County Reg1onal Ctr $53,963,025 $2,632,327,029 

87 424 Monterey Monterey I Ft Ord Replacement Court $39,126,654 $2,671,453,683 

88 424 Sacramento Phase 1-New Court Adm1mstrat1on Bu1ldmg $38,098,369 $2,709,552,052 

89 421 Kern Phase 2 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $59,631,000 $2,769,183,052 

90 421 Los Angeles JOel-East Lake ReConstructn $24,873,301 $2,794,056,353 

91 420 Los Angeles C-New C. LA Flagship C1v1l and Fam1ly $513,041,696 $3,307,098,049 

92 419 San Mateo Central Branch- Addition & Refurbish $3,440,000 $3,310,538,049 

93 417 1m penal El Centro Court- Phase- I Remodel $12,102,483 $3,322,640,532 

94 417 Los Angeles S-New S Cnm1nal Courthouse $126,349,364 $3,448,989,896 

95 411 Modoc Expand & Renovate BJC $3,880,000 $3,452,869,896 

96 410 San Joaqum Stockton- New- Phase I $49,313,800 $3,502,183,696 

97 410 Solano Phase F4 Renovate old school $15,140,122 $3,517,323,818 

98 409 Kern Phase 3 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $14,927,000 $3,532,250,818 

99 404 Yuba New Courthouse $31,829,707 $3,564,080,525 

100 389 Lake New Southlake - Phase I $8,322,230 $3,572,402,755 

101 387 lmpenal El Centro Court-Phase II- Remodel $1,356,792 $3,621,371,803 

102 387 1m penal El Centro Court- Phase Ill- Add1t1on $47,612,256 $3,620,015,011 

103 384 Los Angeles S-New Long Beach Courthouse $44,497' 709 $3,665,869,512 

104 383 R1vers1de Desert Reg-lnd1o Juv Phase 1 $10,325,900 $3,676,195,412 

105 382 Nevada New Truckee Courthouse $13,001,533 $3,689,196,945 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
I 

Statewide Rank 
February 26, 2004 

State Total 
Rank Score Coun!X Project Total ProJect Cost Cumulative Total 
106 380 San Joaqu1n Stockton- Renovat1on- Phase II $21,622,500 $3,710,819,445 
107 373 K1ngs Hanford- New - Phase HI $54,279,930 $3,765,099,375 
108 372 Tehama Red Bluff- New - Phase II $6,860,411 $3,771,959,786 
109 369 Los Angeles N-Lancaster Renovation $3,155,676 $3,775,115,462 
110 367 Trin1ty Weaverville- New Courthouse $7,181,377 $3,782,296,839 
111 364 Sonoma Phase 1 - HOJ Remodel $6,321,592 $3,788,618,431 
112 362 Los Angeles E-Phase 2-New Cnmlnal $46,705,569 $3,835,324,000 
113 357 Los Angeles NC-New N C Courthouse $56,570,126 $3,891,894,126 
114 347 Stamslaus Modesto Phase I $21,300,000 $3,913,194,126 
115 344 San Mateo Southern Branch- Renovation- Phase I $30,213,750 $3,943,407,876 
116 343 Humboldt Hoopa Court $3,714,886 $3,947,122,762 
117 338 San Mateo Juvemle Branch- Addition $1 '125,000 $3,948,247,762 
118 316 Fresno Renovate Fresno County Courthouse $40,187,536 $3,988,435,298 
119 309 Kern Phase 1 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $438,000 $3,988,873,298 

120 309 Orange North Justice Center $30,350,000 $4,019,223,298 

121 309 Stanislaus Modesto Phase II $21,300,000 $4,040,523,298 

122 307 Santa Barbara Renovation of Jury Assembly Bu1ldmg $351,000 $4,040,87 4,298 

123 306 Los Angeles SW-Airport Renovation $6,532,540 $4,047,406,838 

124 305 Fresno Renovate Ex1st Juvemle Dependency $3,541,616 $4,050,948,454 

125 305 Placer New Auburn Courthouse & Parkmg $23,357,625 $4,07 4,306,079 

126 302 Los Angeles NW-Van Nuys E Renovation $33,756,101 $4,108,062,180 

127 296 Santa Clara Central Criminal & Juven1le Delinquency Court $109,996,255 $4,218,058,435 

128 295 Los Angeles W-Santa Monica Renovation $17,710,275 $4,235,768,710 

129 293 Alameda Renovat1on of Hayward Hall of Justice $8,165,920 $4,243,934,630 

130 288 San Franc1sco Phase I -New Fam1ly Court $53,876,846 $4,297,811,476 

131 284 Fresno Federal Courthouse $34,111,808 $4,331 ,923,284 

132 284 San Diego Phase 1-Ramona Branch Ct $110,500 $4,332,033,784 

133 282 Nevada Truckee Renovation $225,000 $4,332,258,784 

134 278 Riverside Mid-Cnty Reg-Temecula Phase 1 $11,347,200 $4,343,605,984 

135 276 Sacramento Phase 1-Gordon D Schaber Renovat1on $13,120,471 $4,356,726,455 

136 275 Orange Central Just1ce Center - Phase 1 $91,136,000 $4,44 7,862,455 

137 271 R1vers1de W Reg-Corona Ct Phase 1 $9,812,210 $4,457,674,665 

138 271 San D1ego Phase 1-S County Reg1onal Ctr $75,903,200 $4,533,577,865 

139 265 Los Angeles NC-Burbank Renovation $4,926,797 $4,538,504,662 

140 263 Kern Phase 1 - North/Delano $11 ,602,000 $4,550,106,662 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
;, 

Statewide Rank 
February 26, 2004 

State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ Project Total Project Cost Cumulative Total 

141 255 Santa Clara Renovate Central C1v1l Cts $67,104,414 $4,617,211,076 

142 252 R1vers1de M1d-Cnty Reg-Banmng Phase 1 $18,764,150 $4,635,97 5, 226 
143 248 Del Norte Crescent C1ty- Add1t1on- Phase I $13,924,256 $4,649,899,482 
144 245 Ventura New East County Courthouse $60,295,103 $4,710,194,585 
145 243 San D1ego Phase 1-E County Reg1onal Ctr $41 ,407,900 $4,751,602,485 
146 239 Orange Harbor Justice Center Newport Beach $7,774,000 $4,759,376,485 

147 236 Los Angeles SE-Phase 2-New SE Courthse $29,078,824 $4,788,455,309 

148 234 Los Angeles NE-Pasadena Main Expansion $24,984,543 $4,813,439,852 

149 227 R1vers1de W Reg-R1vers1de Juv Ct Phase 1 $10,372,375 $4,823,812,227 

150 223 Los Angeles W-New W Cnm1nal Courthouse $84,259,986 $4,908,072,213 

151 222 San Bernard1no Renovat1on at Joshua Tree Courthouse $2,116,560 $4,910,188,773 

152 215 Los Angeles E-El Monte Renovation $20,170,187 $4,930,358,960 

153 213 K1ngs Hanford- Secuntz: Upgrade- Phase Rl $217,950 $4,930,576,910 

154 204 Los Angeles E-Phase 1-New E Cnmmal $89,413,349 $5,019,990,259 

155 195 R1vers1de Desert Reg-Larsen Justice Ct Phase 1 $100,639,900 $5,120,630,159 

156 187 Los Angeles SW-Torrance Renovat1on $17,246,824 $5,137,876,983 

157 184 Colusa Phase C1-North Sect1on, New $8,959,808 $5,146,836,791 

158 184 Los Angeles E-Pomona S Renovation $18,515,018 $5,165,351,809 

159 181 San Bernardmo Rancho Cucamonga Courthouse Add1tion Phase 1 $26,200,426 $5,191 ,552,235 

160 174 Los Angeles C-New C LA Crimmal $99,094,050 $5,290,646,285 

161 166 Kern Phase 1 - East/Lake Isabella $65,000 $5,290,711,285 

162 163 Los Angeles SC-New SC Courthouse $41,970,181 $5,332,681 ,466 

163 156 R1vers1de M1d-Cnty Reg-Hemet Ct Phase 1 $10,411,700 $5,343,093,166 

164 149 Riverside Desert Reg-Palm Spnngs Ct Phase 1 $4,692,800 $5,347,785,966 

165 131 R1vers1de Desert Reg-Blythe Ct Phase 1 $14,908,300 $5,362,694,266 

166 123 Ventura Hall of Just1ce & Parkmg Structure $34,089,801 $5,396,784,067 

167 120 Los Angeles NE-Aihambra Expans1on $30,360,670 $5,427,144,737 

168 120 Los Angeles NE-Aihambra Renovat1on $8,938,286 $5,436,083,023 

169 117 Fresno North Jail Annex Renovation $2,062,122 $5,438,145,145 

170 112 Los Angeles C-Metropohtan $27,425,865 $5,465,571,010 

171 111 Los Angeles SE-Whltller Renovat1on $8,022,099 $5,473,593,109 

172 111 San Franc1sco Phase II - Renovate C1v1c Cntr $1,041,388 $5,474,634,497 

173 106 Los Angeles SC-Compton Renovation $19,023,101 $5,493,657,598 

174 100 San D1ego Phase 1-Hall of Just1ce $1,300,000 $5,494,957,598 

175 94 Los Angeles C-Foltz Cnm1nal Just1ce Center $58,562,913 $5,553,520,511 

5 of 6 
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State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ 

176 80 Los Angeles 
177 75 Sacramento 
178 68 Los Angeles 
179 63 Riverside 
180 58 Tulare 
181 46 R1vers1de 
182 40 R1verslde 
183 16 Los Angeles 
184 0 Fresno 
185 0 Fresno 
186 0 Glenn 
187 0 Kern 
188 0 Los Angeles 

189 0 Los Angeles 
190 0 Merced 
191 0 Orange 
192 0 Placer 

193 0 Riverside 

194 0 Riverside 

195 0 Sacramento 
196 0 San Bemto 

197 0 San Bernardmo 

198 0 San Bernardmo 

199 0 San D1ego 

200 0 Stamslaus 

201 0 Ventura 

Total 
Average 386 

RCP Rankmg Feb 26 xis 

RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
Statewide Rank 

February 26, 2004 

Project Total Project Cost 
JD-New Juvemle Dependency $72,083,715 
Phase 1-Carol M1ller Just Cen lntenor Expan $12,656,208 
SE-Bellflower Renovation $3,812,225 
W Reg-Hall of Justice Phase 1 $18,127,200 
Juven1le Center Phase I $1,524,500 
Mid-Cnty Reg-SW Just1ce Center Phase 1 $86,338,300 
W Reg-Fam1ly Law Ct Phase 1 $17,417,800 
NV-San Fernando Renovat1on $6,996,708 
New C1v1l & Traffic Courthouse & Pkg Struct B $77,152,711 
New Criminal Courthouse & Pkg Structure A $94,904,034 
Willows Phase II $7,262,101 
Phase 2 - SouthffBD $7,126,000 
N-Phase 1-Antonov1ch $3,854,006 
NV-Chatsworth Renovation $4,912,491 
Downtown Merced Phase Ill $21,057,360 
East Justice Center - Opt1on A $43,953,000 
Phase 3 - South Placer & Park1ng Structure $21,506,250 
W Reg-New Riverside C1v1i Phase 1 $39,482,900 

M1d-Cnty Reg-New C1v1l Ct Phase 1 $25,865,400 

Phase 1-Wm Ridgeway Fam1ly Rei Crt Expansion $5,138,215 

Courthouse Phase II Add1t1on $7,808,024 

Juventle Dependency Court Add1t1on $22,893,040 

Addition to Joshua Tree Courthouse $7,686,519 

Phase 1-New E Mesa Juv Ct $7,762,400 

Juven1le Hall Expans1on A $2,340,000 

New West Court Fac1hty $42,755,538 
$6,215,937' 156 

Cumulative Total 
$5,625,604,226 
$5,638,260,434 
$5,642,072,659 
$5,660,199,859 
$5,661,724,359 
$5,7 48,062,659 
$5,765,480,459 
$5,772,477,167 
$5,849,629,878 
$5,944,533,912 
$5,951,796,013 
$5,958,922,013 
$5,962,776,019 
$5,967,688,510 
$5,988,7 45,870 
$6,032,698,870 
$6,054,205,120 
$6,093,688,020 
$6,119,553,420 
$6,124,691,635 
$6,132,499,659 
$6,155,392,699 
$6,163,079,218 
$6,170,841,618 
$6,173,181,618 
$6,215,937,156 
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Attachment C 

Ranking of proposed projects with project descriptions and affected existing facilities, 
sorted by descending score 





Office of Court Construction and Management 
Administrative Office of the Courts 

Trial Court Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan 
Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 

County 

Project Name 

Plumas 

Portola/Loyalton-New Branch Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 920 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$1,785,675 

01 2007 

Completion Date 02 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed new facility replaces one deficient courtroom in the Portola Branch court. The facility IS envisioned to provide court services to the Sierra 
Valley area, wh1ch includes area in both Plumas and Sierra Count1es Both JUriSdictions serve remote areas close to the county border. Building a JOint 
project will save both JUrisdictions on court operations, facilities operat1ons and construction investment The Sierra County port1on of the S1erra Valley 1s 
the population center of S1erra County and has virtually no court services presently. 

The proposed branch court will require 5,405 BGSF and 20 parking spaces. The only s1te selection requirement for th1s facility will be easy accessibility 
from Oumcy and the eastern portions of the county. This means the facility should be located on State Road 70 The combination of facility and surface 
parking suggests an approximate site of 1 acre. 

Some of the advantages mentioned by the master plan, are that the new project: 
· Meets the Tr1al Court Fac1llt1es Guidelines 
· Improves court functionality and physical operations 
· Provides adequate courthouse parking and security 
· Creates room for expansion. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Portola Court Fac1llty (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

920 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

220 1,143 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Merced Project Cost $32,018,620 0 Renovation 

Project Name Downtown Merced Phase II Start Date Q3 2006 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 890 Completion Date 03 2010 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The new Downtown Merced court complex will be constructed across the street from the existing courthouse in four phases. The new building will be the 
ma1n courthouse in Merced County and will hear all case types. The project is being designed by the county and will beg1n construction of the first phase 
in 2005 providing seven new courtrooms. W1th the exception of the Muni Crim~nal Courts, all ex1sting court facilities will be relocated into the first phase 
building. 

This project Is the second phase of the new Downtown Merced Courthouse and will provide 11 more of the total 18 courtrooms, replacing the current 
Muni Criminal Court that is attached to the exlst1ng main jail. This bu1ldmg will also accommodate the five new JUdgeships from the Judicial Council's list 
of 150 judgeships. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Muni Crim1nal Courts (A?) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

890 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

190 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

2,395 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Yolo 

New Downtown Ct & Parking Structure 

Total Weighted Project Score 860 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$76,767,185 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 02 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project Will relocate all court functions except for juvenile delinquency into a new consolidated facility 1n Woodland. The building 
will have 16 court sets, with two of these court sets bwlt as shelled space. One of these shelled spaces w111 be needed In 2012, and the rema1mng space 
in 2017. 

Th1s new building will enable the functions now housed in the histone courthouse as well as those in three leased buildings, and two small spaces in 
county owned buildings, to be consolidated into a smgle bwldmg. 

Parking is an exist1ng problem. The court has access to a surface parking lot of 152 spaces adjacent to the existmg courthouse. These spaces are 
reserved for staff and JUrors This lot is not secure. There are 313 parl<mg spaces m public lots Within a 1-block radius. 

Either on-grade parking (if the site allows), or a parking structure will be required to support the new court. At present, only street parking 1s available 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Courthouse (A 1) 598 408 190 28,242 ~ 0 
Family and Civil (A7) 860 700 160 3,400 ~ 0 
Fiscal and Training (A6) 840 700 140 2,000 0 ~ 

Fam1ly Support (A5) 860 700 160 6,710 0 ~ 

Old Jail (A2) 890 700 190 8,072 0 ~ 

Traffic Court (A3) 860 700 160 2,300 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Contra Costa 

New Juvenile Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 840 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,195,982 

04 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

Replacement of the existing juvenile courtroom now on the site of the existing juvenile hall. The existing juvenile courtroom Is an extremely undersized 
and dysfunctional facility. The new juvenile court will be located at the newly constructed juvenile hall outside Martinez in a population center and w1ll 
prov1de approximately 23,300 BGSF of additional space. Juvenile delinquency cases will be heard 1n two non-Jury courtrooms that w1ll be directly 
connected to the juvemle hall to mitigate the need for transportation of in-custody juveniles 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvenile Hall (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

840 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

140 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

1,020 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 

County 
Project Name 

Fresno 

New Clovis Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 820 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$21,109,006 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

By the year 2022, five court sets w1ll be required in Clov1s. The current site in Clov1s has limited growth potential. The projected requirements for court 
operations In Clov1s are best met through the construction of a new facility on an independent site. This Involves pre-Investment for year 2022 
requirements. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

CloVIS Court- Level 1 Survey Only (G1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

820 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

120 3,360 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Mono Project Cost $10,684,034 D Renovation 

Project Name Mammoth Lakes- New- Phase I Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 820 Completion Date Q3 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project Is the construction of a new two-courtroom courthouse w1th shell space for future expansion. The building w111 replace the 
leased space located on the second floor of a commercial office bu1ld1ng. The master plan estimates the bu1ld1ng size to be 28,600 square feet. The cost 
estimate Includes $870,000 for site acqwsit1on if the Bell-Shaped Parcells not available The project cost estimate Includes the development of 63 
parking spaces. 

The proposed site for a new courthouse is part of a planned public facilities complex at the "Bell-shaped Parcel" located at the intersection of M1naret 
Road and Merid1an Boulevard. The site Is approximately at the geographic center of the town, about a half-mile west of downtown. The town's planmng 
stud1es show capacity for joint development of a new courthouse with town offices, parking, open space, and wetlands enhancement on the site. The 
total site area is 16.6 acres of which approximately 2 acres net developable area should be reserved for the court facilities. 

Replacing the leased space w1th new construciton w11i provide the court with an ADA compliant and secure building designed for secure movement of In-
custody ind1v1duals 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Mono Supenor Courthouse (B1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

820 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

• 

Total 
Benefits Score 

120 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

6,514 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Humboldt 

Juvenile Delinquency Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 800 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$2,408,908 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes to develop a court facility dedicated to juvenile delinquency located adjacent to the existing juvenile detention center in Eureka. 
This facility would include one courtset and support space required for the funct1on. This project will replace existmg juvenile courtroom on Hamson 
Avenue near juvenile detention center. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvenile Courtroom (Level 1) (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

800 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

396 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Merced 

Los Banos Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 800 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,927,002 

03 2006 

Completion Date 03 2010 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

Th1s project IS the first phase of the new Los Banos Courthouse that will replace the existing Los Banos Judicial Center. This new facility w111 cont1nue to 
handle only limited jurisdiction civil and criminal cases. The phase one project w111 provide three courtrooms and support space 

The project cost includes the development of a surface parking lot. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Los Banos Jud1cial Center (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

800 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

100 3,868 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Riverside Project Cost $16,995,850 0 Renovation 
Project Name W Reg-Valley Ct Phase 1 Start Date 03 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 800 Completion Date 01 2009 ~ New Building 
Project Description: 

The proposed capital project will replace the current court fac1hty at Moreno Valley that Is located in leased space Considerable future space growth Is 
projected for this location and therefore a new six-courtroom replacement facility is proposed that w111 provide six court sets by 2022 Under a 
subsequent phase, two of the s1x court sets, Initially unfinished, will undergo interior development 

The project mcludes construction of a new 60,000 BGSF facility to accommodate six new court sets and associated court and support space. Surface 
parking for 355 cars Will be mcluded m the project. 

Development of the new courthouse requires approximately 3 5 acres (152,500 SF) of property located at an unspecified s1te In suburban Moreno 
Valley. Court facility development would likely involve a two-above-grade-level structure 

Existing Facility Name (Site iD Building ID) 

Moreno Valley- Level One Fac1lity (11) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

800 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

12,818 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Benito 

New Courthouse • Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 772 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$18,936,068 

Q4 2005 

Completion Date Q4 201 o 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project is the construction of a new four-courtroom courthouse to be constructed in the city of Hollister. The master plan 
recommends the two-story courthouse be constructed In two phases, w1th secure parkmg for judges and court admimstration The first phase would 
result in four courtrooms, and when the new courthouse becomes available for occupancy, all court operations in the county will relocate to the new 
facility. The courtroom at juvemle hall and the family law leased space can then be vacated by the court. 

The initial phase Is compnsed of four courtrooms, necessary support space, and a gross building size of 48,655 square feet. 

Site Selection: 
The most appropriate location for the new courthouse is the most densely populated area, Hollister, and preferably within one-half mile of one or both of 
the major traffic routes. Preference should be given to a level site or one that requ1res less site preparation, a factor that can add to project costs S1nce 
the county-owned property near the jail has water, sewer, and street Improvements at the site and 1s flat, this location offers advantages that should be 
considered for the overall selection process. A disadvantage, the proximity of the site to the airport, could be mitigated In the design of the fac1hty 

Several locations within the Hollister c1ty hmits are of adequate size and su1table for a new site. Since growth In Hollister is causing land values to 
increase, 1t Is prudent that a s1te be acquired in the near future. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Family Law (83) 840 700 140 1,000 ~ D 
Juvemle Courtroom (Level One) (81) 890 700 190 700 D ~ 

San Benito Courthouse (A 1) 754 564 190 8,466 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Napa 

Renovate Juvenile Hall 

Total Weighted Project Score 770 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$2,429,379 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2007 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed capital project is the renovation of the existing county-owned JUvemle court facility located in the juvemle probation building The one-
story, above grade office building houses court space, includmg a lobby, one courtroom, a judge's chambers, holding areas for in-custody defendants, 
and offices for court clerks. The Juvenile Hall courtroom Is located withm the Juvemle Justice Center. 

The Juvenile Just1ce Center 1s currently undergoing a major renovation At the conclusion of this work, space Will become available to be reconfigured 
for court purposes. The eXIsting courtroom will be enlarged and new office space created for the judge's chambers as well as support staff. The 
plumbing and mechanical systems must be evaluated based upon the new layout to determine the extent to which they may be remodeled for re-use. 

The Task Force considered this bUilding as Level 1 and did not rate this building The master plan consultant rated 1t as deficient. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvemle Hall (Level One) (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

770 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

1,240 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Santa Barbara 

South Juvenile Court Replacement 

Total Weighted Project Score 770 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,197,000 

Q1 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Replace the existing modular courtroom adjacent to the Juvemle Hall. This fac1hty Will have one courtroom that handles all juvemle related cases, plus 
support space. 

The new Juvenile Court facility will be located on the s1te of the existing modular This modular will need to be relocated nearby during construction of 
the new Juvemle Court. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Santa Barbara Juvemle Court (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

770 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

1,784 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Fresno 

New Regional Justice Cent & 7 New Serv Cent 

Total Weighted Project Score 760 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$42,865,267 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The first component of th1s proposed capital proJect Is a new Regional Just1ce Center m the vicinity of Selma to consolidate the operations of seven 
existing courts. All court functions, including In-custody functions, will take place m the new building. It w111 replace six leased and one county-owned 
facilities All are severely def1c1ent from an operational, secunty and accessibility standpoint The Initial phase will have nme courtsets, w1th four 
additional courtsets to be provided when required at a later date The City of Selma Is one of the fastest grow1ng cities 1n the County, and public 
representatives are very enthusiastic about the poss1b1lity of a new, regional courthouse in the1r city. 

The second component of this proJect is the construction of seven new service centers 1n each of the towns that currently have a court that w111 be 
consolidated into the new Reg1onal Justice Center· Coalinga, Fowler, Kerman, Kingsbury, Sanger and Reedley. This project also w1ll also create a 
service center m Firebaugh, in which the court Is being consolidated with the main Fresno Courthouse The service centers will not provide JUdicial 
proceedings. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Coalinga Court- Level1 Survey Only (J1) 890 700 190 3,715 D ~ 

Fowler Court- Level1 Survey Only (N1) 890 700 190 704 D ~ 

Firebaugh Court- Level 1 Survey Only (K1) 760 700 60 1,272 D b2l 
Kingsburg Court- Level1 Survey Only (M1) 890 700 190 4,875 ~ D 
Kerman Court-Level 1 Survey Only (L 1) 890 700 190 2,400 ~ D 
Reedley Court (F1) 599 409 190 3,621 D ~ 

Selma Court- Level 1 Survey Only (11) 890 700 190 2,585 ~ D 
Sanger Court- Level1 Survey Only (H1) 890 700 190 800 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Siskiyou Project Cost $4,060,000 0 Renovation 

Project Name Service Centers-Phase Ill Start Date 01 2007 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 750 Completion Date 01 2017 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

This project combines the construction of three separate service centers that serve the County of S1skiyou in the outlying areas in one phase While 
most court operations will be consolidated in Yreka over the long term, w1th outlymg service centers w111 handle case filings and informational needs 
Service centers are ant1c1pated to be located w1th consideratton for travel ttme, population concentration, and service volume. Prellmrnary locatrons are 
Weed/Mount Shasta (South County), Happy Camp (West County) and Dorris/Tulelake (Northeast County) 

The South County service center will be an 8,800 sf facrhty with one hearing room, which Will be a new locatron to serve the Weed/Mount Shasta area 
The Weed Court facility will have been vacated by the court with the construction of the new courthouse rs Yreka. The West County service center will 
be a 4,800 sf facrllty wrth one hearing room that replaces the exrstmg Happy Camp court location The East County servrce center will be a 2,000 sf 
facrllty with no heanng room that replaces the current services g1ven by both Dorris and Tulelake court locations. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Dorris (81) 677 457 220 1,211 0 b2l 
Happy Camp "Level1 Survey Only" (E1) 800 700 100 193 0 b2l 
Tulelake Satellite Court "Level 1 Survey Only" (01) 920 700 220 459 0 b2l 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Joaquin 

Manteca/Tracy- New· Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 746 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$33,701,600 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2010 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project 1s the first phase of construction of a new court building of approximately 120,000 to Include 15 courtrooms and assoc1ated 
support space. The courthouse will be a custody site capable of heanng all case types. This project supports the anticipated population growth in the 
court service areas of Manteca and Tracy, where It is estimated that almost 40 percent of the county's population will reside by 2022 The new facility 
will handle all case types. 

An addition of 1 0 more courtrooms will be needed 1n two subsequent phases The total park1ng requirement for 25 courtrooms is approximately 788 
spaces. If the s1te is large enough to provide surface parkmg that is recommended for cost effectiveness, If not structure parkmg is the second opt1on 
The first phase will require approximately half of the total parking requirement. The cost estimate Includes the development of approximately one-half of 
the required parking spaces. 

Some of the benefits that the new project brings to the courts: 
Provides adequate functional space needed for current and projected future court operations. 

· Consolidates the south county court functions. 
Provides a secure environment for staff, the public and In-custody persons 
Improves departmental adjacencies. 

· Provides centralized court services to serve the public and court related county departments. 
· Improves access for the public and improves the court's building image. 

The project will replace six court buildings; three m Manteca and three 1n Tracy. A total of four out of the six buildings are modular bu1ld1ngs 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only 

Modular 2· Courtroom (Level1) (E3) 940 700 240 1,440 ~ 

Modular B· Courtroom (Level 1) (C3) 970 700 270 1,440 ~ 

Modular 1 : Support (Level 1) (E2) 920 700 220 853 u 
Manteca Branch Court (C1) 647 377 270 6,425 ~ 

Modular A Office (Level 1) (C2) 920 700 220 1,440 ~ 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Shared 
Use 

u 
u~ 

~ 

u 
u 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Modular C: Courtroom (Level1) (C4) 940 700 240 1,440 0 
Tracy Branch Courthouse (E1) 650 380 270 6,714 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Placer 

Phase 1 - New Tahoe New Court & Parking 

Total Weighted Project Score 739 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,796,583 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The selected development option for the Tahoe region is to replace the existing court facility in Tahoe C1ty w1th a new two courtroom fac1llty that would 
handle all case types Including family law services which is currently not offered at this location. The master plan Indicated a building of approximately 
25,000 gross sf to meet current need and provide space for growth between 2009 and 2022. The proposed court functions, for the Superior Court, 
Placer County in the Tahoe region could be combined with those of Supenor Courts of Nevada and Sierra Counties in a JOint building potentially located 
in Truckee, the commercial center of the north Lake Tahoe region. 
Project costs in the master plan are estimated for a separate bwlding, 1t Is likely that a joint court building could reduce overall cap1tal1mprovement costs 
when allocated to the 1nd1vidual Supenor Courts 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Superior Court and Government Center (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

739 

Total 
Needs Score 

539 

Total 
Benefits Score 

200 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

1,904 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Imperial 

Winterhaven- Remodel 

Total Weighted Project Score 730 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$371,476 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2006 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

The Winterhaven Court Is a one-story wood frame building constructed In 1973 This facility was rated by the Task Force as a Level1 facility due to the 
s1ze and capabilities of the court. 

The proposed project will upgrade building systems, replace the roof and address ADA 1ssues. The proJect Will not increase the number of courtrooms. 

The planned future use of the Winterhaven Court is very similar to its current use: traffic and small claims, along with f11ing assistance. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Winterhaven Court- Level 1 (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

730 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

30 2,100 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 727 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$66,803,395 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project is construction of a New Southeast Courthouse to be located in the South Gate and Huntington Park area. The 27-
courtroom building w111 have 18 cnminal and nine c1v11 and fam1ly courtrooms One of the family courtrooms will serve the South Central D1stnct 

The new bu1ld1ng, and associated structured parking, Will be built in two phases to meet projected serv1ce demand in the district. The f1rst phase is a 
cnminal wing w1th 18 courtrooms, handling criminal and traffic case types. The second phase Is a family and CIVIl wing with nine courtrooms handling 
family, unlawful detainer and small cla1ms cases. 

The total space required for the new Phase I building is 202,113 BGSF and Is estimated to be s1x levels with one below grade. The 27-courtroom 
bu1ld1ng requires a s1te of approXImately 6.4 acres The project mcludes construction of structured parking for 476 cars and surface park1ng directly 
adjacent to the bu1ld1ng for 1 0 cars 

The project cost Includes the cost of acquinng the s1te for the full development of the 27 -courtroom fac1llty, but only the cost of site development and 
structured parkmg for the Phase I bwldmg. 

The phase I building will replace the severely def1cient Huntington Park and South Gate facilities and replace the five criminal courts now located in the 
Whittier Courthouse. The building will also provide temporary swing space to vacate first the Whittier Courthouse, and then the Bellflower Courthouse, 
prior to their renovation. While the court may be able to vacate the South Gate facility before this building is constructed due to temporary budget-dnven 
reductions 1n court staff, the need to replace the South Gate fac1llty Is a primary driving factor in the need to construct th1s new facility. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Huntington Park Branch-Southeast Municipal Court (A1 762 562 200 16,199 0 ~ 

Southgate Branch-Southeast Municipal Court (B1) 674 474 200 10,805 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Calaveras 

Phase I • New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 725 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$18,570,673 

04 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The court currently occupies the Legal Building in San Andreas. This facility has serious functional problems and space shortfalls. 

Functional deficiencies Include the lack of enough dedicated courtrooms to serve the current JPE level, lack of separate in-custody circulation, and 
missing functional components, such as JUry assembly spaces. They currently have three JPEs, but only one courtroom They have the occasional use 
of the County Supervisors' room and a smaller hearing room. The building is nearly 40 years old, many systems are beyond the1r useful life and w1ll 
need maJor renovation or replacement during the next 20 years. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Legal Bu1ld1ng (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

725 

Total 
Needs Score 

575 

Total 
Benefits Score 

150 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

7,609 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Madera Project Cost $82,360,352 D Renovation 

Project Name Phase II • New Courthouse & Parking Structure Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 724 Completion Date Q2 2010 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project is the consolidation of all Madera County court functions, with the exception of the Sierra Branch, in a new courthouse. The 
new courthouse will be a 20-courtroom 215,800 BGSF courthouse on a 2 acre site to be identified In downtown Madera. The cost estimate includes a 
parking structure. Sites near the existing Main Madera Courthouse location are being explored. Cooperation with the City Redevelopment Agency is 
cruc1al to successful site selection and resolution of the parking problems 

The exist1ng Ma1n Madera Courthouse is completely deficient and unable to meet the needs of the court e1ther now or In the future. Both the court and 
the county now occupy the existing Ma10 Madera Courthouse 

The new courthouse will hear cases now heard in three locations In the county: Main Madera Courthouse in downtown Madera, Borden Branch 
Courthouse, in Madera near the jail and the Chowchilla Branch Courthouse. 

C1vil, criminal, and fam1ly cases arising out of the western portion of the county are heard at the Main Madera Courthouse. All JUVemle cases are heard at 
the Borden facility Traffic cases arising out of the western portion of the county are heard at the Chowchilla Facility 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Borden Court Building (B1) 797 607 190 3,130 D ~ 

Chowchilla Division (C1) 520 360 160 2,708 D ~ 

Existing Ma10 Madera Courthouse (A 1) 756 566 190 9,951 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Placer 

Phase 2 - South Placer 

Total Weighted Project Score 718 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,724,375 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2007 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The county plans to build (beginning in mid-2004) a new courthouse north of Roseville on the c1ty boundary at the South Placer Just1ce Center (SPJC 
Phase 1) with e1ght multipurpose courtrooms and court admlnlstrabon. Occupancy of this phase 1 buildmg Is projected for late 2005 

This project (SPJC Phase 2) will provide four multi-purpose courtrooms (with in-custody holding), judicial chambers and support space in an 30,465 
gross square feet addition. Built on land provided with SPJC Phase 1, the project will replace the deficient Supenor Court at 300 Taylor St 1n Rosev1lle; 
this project Will also accommodate three new JPEs requested by the Judicial Council. To better serve its customers, the court plans to relocate 1ts central 
operations from Auburn to the South Placer Justice Center at the completion of Phase 1, which will improve assess to the courts for the fast growing 
population In the South Placer area of the county. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Superior Court In Roseville (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

718 

Total 
Needs Score 

448 

Total 
Benefits Score 

270 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

8,891 

Court Use 
Only 

Shared 
Use 

0 

Page 22 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Siskiyou 

New Yreka-Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 714 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$19,085,142 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q1 201 o 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Phase I of the project is the construction of a New Yreka Courthouse with six-courtrooms that hear for all case types. The new courthouse Will replace 
the existing Yreka County Courthouse, the Weed Satellite court, and the Fam1ly Courthouse on not yet specified s1te. 

The project cost does not Include the cost of parking, which the plan assumes will be provided by the county in a new parking garage for the government 
center area 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Family Courthouse "Level 1 Survey Only" {F1) 860 700 160 2,300 ~ 0 
Siskiyou {Yreka) {A 1) 642 502 140 11,992 0 ~ 

Weed Satellite Court "Level1 Survey Only" {C1) 890 700 190 2,982 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Lassen 

Susanville - New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 708 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$26,163,423 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2010 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed new five-courtroom Susanville courthouse w11l be a full serv1ce courthouse It will combine the Lassen County Court and the Annex fac1hty 
in one location and fully comply w1th the court facilities gUidelines 

The new off site courthouse approximated projected current area is 78,092 BGSF including secure parking. 

The proposed project will resolve many existing problems that the courts are facing The new courthouse will improve the current separation between 
users, consolidate court operations and provide ADA accessibility. 

The Master Plan identified several possible sites for the construction of the new court building. 

The project total estimated cost includes on-grade parking. The parking reqwrements were calculated at 226 including 20 secured parking spaces. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Lassen County Court (A 1) 

Lassen County Courthouse Annex (A2) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

719 

684 

Total 
Needs Score 

529 

494 

Total 
Benefits Score 

190 

190 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

6,112 

2,752 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 

Page 24 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Orange 

Harbor Justice Center: Laguna Niguel -Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 705 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$32,310,000 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2001 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The f1rst phase expansion of the ex1stlng four-courtroom Laguna Niguel Courthouse IS a ten-courtroom addition of 142,200 BGSF to be located adjacent 
to the ex1st1ng courthouse on the county owned courthouse site. Once completed, the multi purpose courthouse at Laguna Niguel w1ll handle crimrnal, 
c1v11, traffic, and small claims cases. This facility IS currently used pnmarrly for criminal caseloads. To prov1de for expected changes in planned 
development rn the area and/or possible delay in the implementation of the East Just1ce Center, the proposed expansion project will be des1gned to allow 
for a future addition of four courtrooms, increasing the total number of courtrooms from 14 to 18 

The expansion project includes a new entry and connecting hallways to the existing Laguna Niguel fac1lrty to 1m prove access. The expansion project w111 
tie-into the building at one or more levels for public, staff, and custody access. 

Space for DA, Probation Sheriff, and other County JUstice related service agencies is included in the plan for the proJect and will funded by the county 

Site plannrng, programming and design of this project are currently being undertaken by the county. Funding by the state for construction is requ1red to 
implement the project. 

Upon completion of the expansion at Laguna N1guel, the court will vacate the three exist1ng courtrooms located at the leased fac1lrty 1n Laguna H1lls that 
is currently being used for traffic, small claims, and civil caseloads. 

The ex1st1ng trailer used for court offices and records storage and the fire station building temporarily used for Jury Assembly and now used for off1ce 
space w11l both be replaced by the expansion. Modular buildings used by the District Attorney and Public Defender will also be replaced by the 
expansion 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefrts Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Harbor Justice Center, Laguna Niguel Facility (F1) 512 372 140 22,871 ~ 0 
Harbor Justice Center, Laguna H1lls Fac11ity (G1) 900 700 200 18,399 0 ~ 

Jury Assembly Building (F3) 840 700 140 4,522 ~ 0 
Trailer (F2) 840 700 140 1,456 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Imperial 

Calexico- Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 700 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,366,243 

Q4 2007 

Completion Date Q4 2009 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed capital project is the construction of an addition of a second courtroom to the Calexico Court This building will be expanded to the east, at 
the location of the present parking lot. The imtial step, that should take place as soon as possible, is the acquisition of one acre of land in the proximity of 
the courthouse for parking. The next step would be a building an add1tlon of 5,176 gross square feet to provide space for an additional courtroom, a self-
help center and support space. The fmal project cost includes the cost for surface parking for 49 cars. 

The Calexico Brach Court Will cont1nue accepting filings for any case types and hear all case types except general civil, family and JUVenile types 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Calexico Court· Level 1 (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

700 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,300 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Clara Project Cost $107,178,851 0 Renovation 

Project Name New Family Resources Ct Start Date 03 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 667 Completion Date 02 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

Fam1ly resources courts and court admmistratlve functions are currently located in five separate bu1ld1ngs In San Jose. These locations are referred to 
as the Terraine Courthouse, Notre Dame Courthouse, Fam1ly Court, 111 St John Street and 111 N. Market Street. All of these fac1l1tles are leased. The 
master plan goal is to consolidate these services into one courthouse, which will provide space for all appropriate support functions as well as courtsets 
designed per the Trial Court Facilities Guidelines. Th1s facility w111 be used for fam1ly law, dependency, child support enforcement, probate, drug court and 
domestic v1olence calendars. 

There Is no judicial growth for family resources until2012, when an additional three JPE are projected. No additional JPE are projected until 2022 when 
one additional JPE Is required The square footage projected for the family resources functions totals 229,067 gross square feet by 2012, increasmg to 
236,165 gross square feet by 2022. The 7,098 square foot increase over the 10 years Is minimal so it IS the master plan recommendation that the full 
2022 program be bUilt 

The s1te Identified for this project is currently used for a surface parking lot. The property is owned by Santa Clara County, which will make it available for 
purchase 1f the state were to pursue the project. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Court Administration (N2) 840 700 140 15,265 0 ~ 

Fam1ly Court Fac1llty (E1) 582 412 170 34,893 ~ 0 
Notre Dame Courthouse (M1) 870 700 170 14,000 til 0 
Probate Investigations & Judicial Conf Faclht1es (N1) 840 700 140 6,665 0 til 
Terrame Courthouse (C1) 554 384 170 32,129 0 til 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 Page 27 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Barbara Project Cost $23,235,624 0 Renovation 

Project Name Lewellen Justice Center Addition-Phase 1 Start Date Q3 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 660 Completion Date 04 2010 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The new addition would be integrated with the existing Building G 1n order to umfy the court complex for better functional adjacencies. The project will add 
a new two-story wing on the southwest portion of the site currently used for surface parking and the modular. Th1s wing w111 provide two courtrooms 
constructed with capability for handling in-custody cases, court support spaces Including 16,500 sq. ft. of administrative space, replacement for the 
Judges' Law Library currently located in building D, and a consolidated JUry assembly for the total number of courtrooms proposed at the Lewellen 
Justice Center s1te 1n the 20-year master plan Another two-story wing will be added to the southeast portion of the site where Building D 1s currently 
sited. This wing will provide two additional courtrooms with custody capability, related court judiciary space, and additional court support space to 
address space shortfalls In the existing facility. Both wings would be connected to Building G, adding approximately 69,000 gross sq ft. to the fac1llty. 

All new courtrooms will be criminal and jury capable In order to Increase flexibility of use. The estimated total project cost for this project includes the cost 
for a two level park1ng structure, buyout cost for the other agencies' space and site development cost. 

The completion of Phase I results in removal of modular E, Bwlding D and Bulld1ng F from the Lewellen Justice Center site. Building B with one 
courtroom may or may not be removed from the site at this point, depending on the actual caseload In the North Service Area Phase I Increases the total 
number of courtrooms on the site from nine to eleven if the one courtroom In Building B Is retained. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefrts Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Santa Mana Court Clerks' Modular (F1) 840 700 140 6,670 ~ 0 
Santa Maria Courts Complex- Bldg. A, B, C, D, F (F1) 624 427 160 33,056 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

ElDorado 

Placerville Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 653 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$25,466,910 

04 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes a new e1ght courtroom facility at Placerville Jail S1te to replace Ma1n Street and Building C courtrooms. Prudent planning of this 
phase 1s cruc1al in max1m1z1ng the ultimate site capacity Eight courtrooms are planned in three and one-half stories, compatible w1th the adjacent jail 
and surrounding he1ght of mature trees. An underground link to the exlst1ng jail will result 1n efficient use of resources and optimal secunty for the sheriff 
and staff. 

The courthouse is one of a senes of buildings proposed to be constructed on this site The ex1st1ng jail would attach to a new juvenile hall facility A new 
sheriffs fac11ity is planned for the site as well. 

The subsequent phase to add five more courtrooms will not begin until 2019. Refer to page 30 and 31 of Superior Court of California, County of El 
Dorado Facilities Master Plan report for graphic illustration of the development plan at Placerville Jail S1te. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Building "C" (B 1) 433 163 270 10,548 0 ~ 

Main Street Courthouse (A 1) 782 512 270 17,951 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

JOel-New Juv Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 652 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$50,334,134 

02 2008 

Completion Date 04 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed new 1 0-courtroom Juvenile Delinquency Courthouse will ideally be collocated with the planned new juvenile hall, which has not yet been 
s1ted. Consequently, the schedule for the courthouse will be dnven by s1te acqu1s1tlon and planmng that will be undertaken by the county 

The proJect will provide for projected service demand and replace the David Kenyon and Inglewood Juvemle courthouses. After the completion of th1s 
courthouse, operations at the David Kenyon and Inglewood Juvenile courthouses will be moved to the new courthouse and these facilities will be vacated 
by the court. 

The new 116,190 BGSF court building requires a site of approximately 4 acres, which would Include area for structured park1ng for 300 cars. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

David M. Kenyon Juvenile Justice Center Level1 (AN1) 870 700 170 8,034 0 ~ 

Inglewood Juvenile Court-Superior (E1) 498 348 170 11,361 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Amador 

New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 636 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$18,210,288 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The master plan calls for the development of a new courthouse, located w1thm the c1ty of Jackson, at an unspecified site. The new bwldmg will have four 
court sets, w111 occupy 59,000 BGSF, and will hear all types of cases. 

The existing Amador County Courthouse was origmally built in 1860. The facility consists of two buildings that have a alley separating the structures. 
These buildings have numerous funcbonal and physical deficiencies The court occup1es 14,729 CGSF now, but has an immediate need for 32,362 
CGSF. This facility Will be vacated by the court when the new courthouse IS completed. 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 

Amador County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

636 

Total 
Needs Score 

546 

Total 
Benefits Score 

90 

Current Facility 
Area {GSF) 

14,729 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Bernardino 

New San Bernardino Courthouse Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 634 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$84,027,212 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

The first phase of construction in downtown San Bernardino is a new twenty-room courthouse. This courthouse w111· 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

-replace the e1ght temporary courtrooms which will have been displaced by the major renovat1on of the Central Courthouse and Annex; prov1de 
consolidated administrative court space wh1ch is currently located in the Central Courthouse, particularly in Bu1ldmg 3 and Courthouse Annex, the 
Consolidated Courts Administrative Headquarters, and Buildmg 4, the Appellate and Appeals Division, 
-provide three juvemle delinquency courtrooms, chambers and related space which are currently in the deficient Juvenile Courthouse behind the Mental 
Health Ward Complex; 
-consolidate one cnm1nal courtroom from Redlands; and 
-replace one courtroom which is currently located in the Juvenile Court tra1ler wh1ch 1s an extension of the Juvenile Court 

The site for the new courthouse, known as the Caltrans s1te, is located directly south of the existing historic Central Courthouse and Annex It will have 
an adjommg parkmg structure, which, along with a second phase of construction, Will be completed after 2014 When the third and f1nal phase of 
construction is completed in 2022, 1t IS proposed to consist of seven floors of courtrooms and four floors of offices. 

While the new project is primarily intended to serve as a full-service reg1onal courthouse, it will consolidate the criminal caseload from Redlands, Chino 
and San Bernardino 1n one location, but it will have the capacity to hear all case types. 

The facility will also provide five new courtrooms to support projected growth of criminal cases in downtown San Bernardino 

A final phase of construction will expand the building to a final total of sixty-two courtrooms That phase is projected for completion by 2022 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Appellate & Appeals Division -level1 (A4) 840 700 140 2,700 u ~ 

Central Courthouse (A 1) 656 386 270 89,355 ~ u 
Consolidated Courts Admm Headqarters - Level 1 (A3) 790 600 190 12,788 u ~ 

Central Courthouse - Annex (A2) 552 392 160 94,751 u ~ 

Juvenile Court (81) 770 580 190 8,626 ~ u 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Juvenile Court Trailer Level 1 (82) 890 700 190 2,963 D 
Redlands Court (01) 751 481 270 11,248 D 

-, 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Contra Costa 

Antioch Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 633 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$44,915,403 

04 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

This reg1on has grown substantially over the last decade, and is expected to constitute the majonty of growth 1n the county over the next 20 years The 
proposed new facility Will accommodate that growth and also replace the Pittsburg-Delta faciity, which IS 1n poor physical and functional cond1t1on. 

The 110,000 BGSF Antioch court Will have seven multi-purpose jury-tnal courtrooms in order to allow for future flexibility in hearing a variety of case 
types. In addition, three non-jury courtrooms are provided for family and juvenile cases 

Of the projected 10 courtrooms in this new facility, four are to replace Pittsburg-Delta, two are to accommodate the planned request by the Judicial 
Council for an additional two judgeships 1n Contra Costa, and four are for future growth. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Pittsburg-Delta (E 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

633 

Total 
Needs Score 

433 

Total 
Benefits Score 

200 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

16,476 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Joaquin 

Lodl- New- Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 633 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$15,309,720 

04 2008 

Completion Date Q3 2012 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed Lod1 phase I project Involves the construction of a new court building with five courtrooms and associated support space. The building w1il 
be approximately 54,000 BGSF. The parking requirement for the replacement courthouse is 252 spaces In surface parkmg. 

Some of the benefits that the new project bnngs to the courts· 
· Provides adequate functional space needed for the courts daily operations 
· Accommodates current and future courts space needs. 

Provides a secure environment for staff, public and In-custodies. 
· Improves departmental adjacencies. 
· Provides centralized court serv1ces to serve the public and court related county departments. 

Potential s1te: 
The preferred site for expansion of the courthouse Is within the civic center. The c1ty is interested in workmg with the court to arrive to an appropnate 
solution for the expansion of court buildings and park1ng. Discussions should be pursued to identify more specific needs and options for the various 
target uses in the Lod1 government center area. 

The project w111 consolidate two court facilities, Lodi Branch Court Department 1 and Department 2 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Lod1 Branch- Dept. 1 (D1) 870 700 170 5,845 ~ 0 
Lod1 Branch- Dept 2 (D2) 435 245 190 7,000 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Imperial 

El Centro- New Family Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 629 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$14,850,977 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed project Involves the construction of a new Fam1ly Courthouse 1n El Centro to consolidate all family court functions; mcludmg JUvenile 
delinquency, JUVenile dependency, fam1ly law, domestic relations, and probate, In a single location, with four courtrooms. 

The master plan recommends that the new fac1hty be constructed to meet the twenty-year space needs of the court resulting in a project of 35,420 gross 
square feet with four court-sets. 

The new F amlly Court facility will be constructed at the county's juvenile hall site and Include site development for 131 parking spaces. 

The project will consolidate juvenile court (level1) from the juvenile center and the family court from the main court building. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Imperial County Courthouse- B (A1) 544 404 140 3,749 0 ~ 

Jail Court-EI Centro - Level 1 (81) 870 700 170 1,315 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Tulare 

South Justice Center 

Total Weighted Project Score 623 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$42,340,000 

01 2008 

Completion Date 01 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project 1s a construction of a new, nine-court set South Justice Center in the City of Porterville w1th sufficient surface parkmg to 
satisfy projected demand The new South Justice Center would hear the entire Porterville Court Division adult workload, and a pro-rated portion of the 
c1v1l and criminal cases workload associated with the ex1st1ng Tulare-Pixley and Visalia Court Divisions. The current site in the City of Porte!Vllle has 
lim1ted growth potential and cannot accommodate the scale of the proposed new South Justice Center. The projected requirements for the South Justice 
Center requires the construction of a new facility on an alternate site not yet determine. 

Surface parking w111 also be developed to provide 788 parking stalls 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Porterville Government Center (C1) 653 483 170 8,975 0 ~ 

Tulare-Pixley Mumc1pal Court (81) 586 416 170 7,300 0 b2l 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Luis Obispo 

SL0-1-Procure Kimball Site/Build East Wing 

Total Weighted Project Score 617 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$37,444,074 

01 2006 

Completion Date 02 2006 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The central courthouse which is now part of the County Government Center complex In downtown San Luis Ob1spo Will be vacated in stages, when a 
new courthouse IS constructed on a site on the adjacent block 1n the government center complex. The current courthouse, wh1ch has twelve courtrooms, 
comprises the primary JUStice center for San Luis Obispo County, at the concentrated population center for th1s jurisdiction. All types of cases are heard· 
criminal, civ1l, family and probate. 

The project which Is described by this funding request includes both acquisition of property for the new buildmg, and construction of the the first phase of 
the building project. Once the subject s1te IS purchased by the state from the County of San Luis Ob1spo, the first phase of the courthouse, the east wing, 
would be bu1lt. Th1s would occur by 2011. That project would provide eight new courtrooms, associated adm1mstrative space, and underground parking 
The occupancy of the new building would relieve crowding In the existing government center, and replacement of Its deficient courtrooms, and would also 
consolidate court and court support functions from the documented Level 1 facilities, including the Veterans Memorial Building the Juvemle Services 
Center, and the Grover Beach Branch, and those scattered throughout numerous leased facilities throughout downtown San Luis Ob1spo. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site iD Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Grover Beach Branch-Level One Facility (E1) 930 700 230 1,400 ~ D 
Juvemle Services Center-Level One Facility (C1) 790 600 190 850 0 ~ 

San Luis Ob1spo Government Center (A 1) 593 373 220 40,699 D ~ 

Veterans Memorial Bwldmg-Level One Facility (B1) 890 700 190 1,435 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-New Central Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 604 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$224,228,250 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q1 2009 

This fac11ity will replace the existing County Courthouse, the Family Law facility and the Madge Bradley building 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

This project will construct a new Central Courthouse on a site adjacent to the Hall of Justice at a long-term capacity of 80 court sets to accommodate all 
remaining downtown Central D1v1sion c1v1l and criminal calendars 

The new Central Courthouse will provide 16 to 18 above-grade floors with up to three below-grade levels pnmarlly dedicated to secure parking. Th1s 
facility will be about 621 ,000 BGSF, which will prov1de for 80 court sets, general office,' and court support The below-grade parkmg will have a capac1ty 
of 212 stalls, including 142 stalls to be decommiSSioned at the existing County Courthouse, the Fam1ly Law facility and the Madge Bradley bu1ld1ng 

At its projected scale of development, the new facility will conform to site density and building height crltena applicable to its assumed location. It is 
anticipated that the vertical mass1ng of the facility w1111ncorporate a number of setbacks 1n order to enhance downtown views of the bay. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

County Courthouse (A 1) 618 428 190 305,977 ~ 0 
Family Court (01) 514 324 190 29,829 ~ 0 
Madge Bradley Bwld1ng (B1) 525 335 190 18,486 bll 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Mono 

Bridgeport • Remodel Rear Modular 

Total Weighted Project Score 597 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$500,000 

01 2007 

Completion Date 04 2008 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

The Bridgeport project proposes to either renovate an extstmg modular building located behind the historic courthouse next to the jail or provide a new 
modular building behmd the courthouse. The f1rst step is to determine suitability and availability of existing modular bu1ldmg for intenm Bridgeport court 
space. The total space appears adequate for a small hearing room and associated support, just under 4,000 square feet. Further studies are needed to 
confirm requ1red components and costs. 

If the exisbng modular cannot be converted to meet court needs, the alternative would be new construction at a cost of approximately $1 2 million for 
4,600 square feet. 

The long term benefits associated with the renovabon of the space are minimum. The space is intended to be used for a short period of time until a new 
branch court gets constructed. Some of the immediate benefits will be ADA compliance, buildmg security, environmental and mechanical system 
improvements, adequate space and improvement of the functional operation of the courts. 

Currently the county is exploring the idea of addmg an addition to the historic courthouse to house some court and county functions. If the project 1s 
constructed the need for the remodel of the modular bu1ld1ng w111 not be necessary. 

At the completion of this project, the court will vacate the historic courthouse The new facility w1ll be used for in-custody proceedings and have the 
capacity for jury trials occasionally needed for the northern part of the county. 

Existing Facility Name (Site 10 Building ID) 
Bridgeport County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

597 

Total 
Needs Score 

497 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

4,858 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Tehama 

Red Bluff- New - Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 592 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$11,767,941 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The Superior Court of Tehama County currently occupies space in four bu1id1ngs and has a total of five courtrooms In the county: four in the city of Red 
Bluff and one in the City of Coming 

The proposed project is to build the first phase of the new courthouse to include three courtrooms and support space in approximately 31 ,500 square 
feet. Also, the court w1ll continue to operate at the downtown courthouse until the second phase can be built. The first phase project w111 replace the 
histone courthouse and the Corning Branch court. 

The proposed project Is the first phase of court consolidation for the Tehama County. The project w111 bring several benef1ts to the operation of the courts 
by centralizing services and by fixing some of the building physical deficiencies. The proposed site for the new building is owned and controlled by the 
county. 

The four Red Bluff courtrooms are distributed In three facilities (see Master Plan report page 52). Civil, juvemle dependency and delinquency, and some 
criminal cases are heard in the historic courthouse in Red Bluff. Annex 2 handles most criminal matters, including all~n-custodies and c1v11 and traffic 
cases. The leased space for family law is currently used exclusively for child support matters 

The County of Tehama has two main court service areas. Judicial proceedings presently occur da1ly in Red Bluff, where all case types are heard, and 
w1th JUvenile delinquency cases to be heard in the new juvenile hall courtroom, wh1ch 1s under construction 

Parking is a main concern for the court. Downtown Red Bluff has llm1ted parking available for the court, and the city has placed restnctlons on parking all 
around the court fac1lit1es. The city has shown an unwillingness to help address county parking needs, for example not developing any new parking lots 
or structures. The proJect's est1mated cost includes surface parking. The parking requirements for a new 9-courtroom facility are estimated to be 324 
spaces. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Historic Courthouse (A 1) 628 438 190 8,571 D ~ 

Superior Court at Corning (81) 558 328 230 9,000 ~ D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Alpine Project Cost $4,866,949 D Renovation 

Project Name Markleeville-New Start Date 03 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 590 Completion Date 04 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The project is a replacement court building of approximately 16,500 gross sq ft, w1th one courtroom, two chambers, court adm1nrstratlon and holding 
facilities. The current historic court building in Markleeville currently shared with the probation office and Sheriffs offices The building was rated 
adequate physically but severely defic1ent functionally by both the task force and the master plan consultant 
There is broad consensus among the bench, court adm1nrstration, and the county that 1t would not be cost effective to renovate and expand the ex1st1ng 
building for long-term court use The efficiency and security of the court suffers from the constrarnts and deficiencies of the old courthouse building, 
although the character of the historic building is widely appreciated. The county recognizes the limitations of the building for court use, and understands 
that the burld1ng's best future use may be for county office-type functions rather than the relatively specialized needs of the courts 
The court and county also agree that central Markleeville, which Is the county seat and largest community, is the best location for the court facility. 
The recommended master plan is to develop a new one-courtroom buildrng, to be located either on the county site adjacent to the courthouse bu1ld1ng or 
on property located west of the main street 1n Markleeville (State Route 89). 
Based on Alpine County population and caseload growth forecasts and the new state workload standard method for JPE needs projections, less than 
one JPE will be needed rn Alp1ne County over the next 20 years. For facility planning purposes, the superior court w1ll continue to requ1re chambers for 
two judges and one courtroom (one judge regularly hears matters in courts in adJoining counties). The number of judges is set by the Legislature, and 
currently two judges are authorized for the Supenor Court of Alp1ne County. 
Based on current court planning standards, the existing building falls far short on both functional criteria and quantity of space. Space needs for one 
courtroom administration, holding, and support spaces would be 14,000 to16,500 gross sq ft is required to meet current and 2022 needs, depending on 
whether or not in-custody holding is provided In the courthouse or rn a directly connected new Shenff's facility (refer to master plan Table 2 and Appendix 
3, table 3f) 

Locating a site in Markleeville for the new court building is the first action required The site adjacent to the current county administration building is the 
recommended master plan option. This property has some remainrng development potential, if the current surface parking can be reconfigured and 
relocated and easements optioned for vehicle egress. Development of the courthouse on this site allows for continued co-location of the court with 
related county functions, although the court build1ng would be behind other buildings on the main street 
G1ven that the county has yet to determine its own expans1on plan and the uncertainty of t1m1ng for additional land acquisition, a two-pronged strategy is 
recommended in the master plan: (a) explore expans1on of the county administration s1te (b) explore the possibility of securing another s1te 1n downtown 
Markleeville (refer to master plan report figures 3 & 4, pages 17 & 18). 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Alprne County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

590 

Total 
Needs Score 

502 

Total 
Benefits Score 

90 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

2,568 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sutter 

Yuba City- New- Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 588 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$37,507,229 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed project is construction of a new 11-courtroom facility of 102,302 gross square feet on four floors, connected by a tunnel to the county jail 
The fam1ly services d1v1s1on of the court would be located on the second floor, with e1ght of the ten courtrooms located on the upper two floors. One 
larger courtroom would be located on the first floor to serve the high public contact traffic and small claims cases and one courtroom would be Included m 
the fam1ly division space. 

This facility would require a site of 5.9 acres, Including parking, wh1ch is feas1ble on the Government Center s1te. The site has been identified and 
allocated for the court next to jail at the Civ1c Center site. The tunnel that will connect the ja1l and the court is already in place 

When the project is completed, the project will vacated the Yuba City Couthouse East and West facilities and the leased fam1ly court fac1llty. 

The difference between the space requirements at the initial occupancy of the twenty-year program is 17,874 net square feet; therefore the master plan 
recommends that th1s space be left unfmished and be renovated in a later phase. The new 11-courtroom fac1llty is estimated to need 510 park1ng spaces 
in surface park1ng. 

The proposed project has the following positive attributes: 

- Construction of this new courthouse w1ll not disrupt the existing court operations s1nce eXJstmg fac1llt1es will be vacated when the new one IS occupied 
- There will be one consolidated facility that will provide a more efficient court operation. 
- Since the direct tunnel connection exists, there will be no need for a large vehicle sallyport or significant holding area. In addition, costs associated w1th 
transportation of in-custody defendants will be substantially reduced. 
- One security entrance can be provided. 
- The proposed site is of suff1c1ent size to accommodate an efficient proposed building configuration as well as adequate surface parkmg. 
- The placement of the court facility at the Government Center s1te supports the long-range plan to provide physical consolidation to most county 
services at th1s locat1on. 
- Vehicle access and egress to the site is a substantial improvement over the present location. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Courthouse West (A1) 592 402 190 20,815 ~ u 
Courthouse East (A2) 528 338 190 6,079 u ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Family Court Facility "Level1 Survey Only" (91) 860 700 160 1,000 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Humboldt 

Garberville Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 585 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$4,001,578 

Q3 2007 

Completion Date Q3 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proJect Is a replacement of the exlstrng branch court fac1hty in Garbervrlle w1th a new courthouse that would meet current court facilities gurdelines as 
well as accessrblhty, hfe/safety and current buildrng codes. Th1s courthouse would rnclude a single courtset, a small clerk's off1ce, an office for criminal 
justice related agency staff to utilize when in the community and support space for the facility. The proposed court IS non-jury and Will not handle In-
custody case. Moreover, the proposed court will be used on a part-time bas1s as It is now w1th a judicial officer ons1te two days per month. The ex1sting 
courtroom is used for traffrc, small clarms and criminal misdemeanors. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Garberville Courthouse (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

585 

Total 
Needs Score 

485 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

1,652 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Lake Project Cost $20,432,535 0 Renovation 

Project Name New Northlake - Phase I Start Date 03 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 579 Completion Date 04 2008 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

All court functions will move out of the existing Courthouse into a new facility that Will be constructed on a site not yet to be ident1f1ed within downtown 
Lakeport. The entire four-story 74,273 BGSF building will be constructed 1n a s1ngle phase. Five courtrooms w111 be fimshed for immediate use, wh1le two 
more courtrooms and related space, approximately 11 ,OOOSF, will be shelled for later completion. On-grade parking w111 be provided for 318 cars 

The new courthouse w111 also replace the Lakeport Commissioner's Courtroom. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefrts Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Courthouse (A3) 555 415 140 15,514 0 ~ 

Lakeport Commissioner's Court (ZO) 840 700 140 1,400 ~ 0 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 Page 46 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Sierra 

Downieville Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 569 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$5,176,908 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

This project Will replace the existing Dowmev1lle Courthouse It will be built adjacent to the exlst1ng court building and w111 provide one mult1-purpose 
courtroom to hear all types of cases, staff space, and holding area It will accomodate the s1gmficant space shortfall that the court currently faces 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Courthouse/Sheriff Station-Jail (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

569 

Total 
Needs Score 

469 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

100 4,853 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Bernardino 

Addition & Renovation at Needles City Hall 

Total Weighted Project Score 568 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$2,422,774 

Q4 2005 

Completion Date 01 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The Needles Courthouse, which was constructed 1n 1974, is a full-service court. The court functions occupy approximately one-third of the entire 
complex. The court, which is located in and serves the Desert Reg1on of San Bernardino. County, will cont1nue to operate as a full-service court in the 
near-term and long-term future, due to its remote location. The courthouse currently has one courtroom. 

In 2009, one additional courtroom will be constructed in this project to accommodate the projected caseload growth in all case types in the Desert 
Region, and existing functional and physical deficiencies of the building Will be corrected. The project will also renovate the adjacent building, currently 
occupied by the City Clerk, for court use, adding approximately 7,000 sf of functional space for admimstrative functions 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Needles Court (K1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

568 

Total 
Needs Score 

358 

Total 
Benefits Score 

210 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,971 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Plumas 

Quincy- New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 566 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$15,817,346 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2010 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The new construction replaces two deficient courtrooms In the ma1n bu1ldmg and adds a courtroom/hearing room for the commissioner. The new 
courthouse will be approximately 49,142 BGSF, Including secure park1ng The proposed buildmg is seven percent larger than the current needed to 
accommodate the entire 2022 space needs. The additional space could be left unf1n1shed or leased to other county court related departments. 

The parkmg requirement is calculated at 147 mclud1ng 10 secure spaces. 

It 1s estimated that the new facility would have a "footprinr of about 20,000 square feet. The combination of facility and surface parkmg suggests a s1te 
m1n1mum of 2 acres and an optimum s1te would be 2.5 to 3 acres. 

Some of the advantages to the new project mentioned by the master plan. 
· Meets the Tnal Court Fac1hbes Guidelines 
· Improves court functionality and physical operations 
· Provides adequate courthouse parking and security 
· Frees up the court's space for other uses 
· Eliminates-renovation-or reclamation-costs __ _ 
· Creates unhm1ted expansion room 

When completed, the court will vacate the exisitlng courthouse In Quincy. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

566 

Total 
Needs Score 

466 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

7,046 

Court Use 
Only 

0 

Shared 
Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 1 - SouthfTaft 

Total Weighted Project Score 564 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,181,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2008 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes a new construction of two new courtrooms at a new site In Taft. The existing courtrooms and modular facility in Taft and would be 
vacated once the new fac1llty Is completed. 

Ex1stmg overcrowding problems in Taft would be alleviated with this proposed facility. A two-court operation will reqwre a 29,770 square feet, two story-
building. The ground level would house holding facilities, court support, and public spaces The second level would house two courtrooms, with 
associated chambers, jud1c1al support, and appropriate public areas The two levels would allow for the separation of secure circulation from staff and 
public circulation. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Existing Modular (F2) 

Taft Courts Building (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

860 

512 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

352 

Total 
Benefits Score 

160 

160 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

800 

4,548 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Yolo 

Juvenile Delinquency Ct 

Total Weighted Project Score 558 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$4,336,334 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2008 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Yolo County IS constructing a new juvemle detention facility. This facility IS scheduled to be complete in December 2004 Due to difficulties transporting 
and holdmg juvemles, 1t IS the recommendation of the master plan to develop a court fac1hty dedicated to juvemle delinquency adjacent to the new 
detention center. There IS space on the s1te that could be utilized for a juvemle court facility. Juvenile matters will be moved from the ex1stlng Yolo 
Courthouse in Woodland to this new facility This fac1hty will Include one courtset, a clerk's office and support space requ1red for the funct1on. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

558 

Total 
Needs Score 

408 

Total 
Benefits Score 

150 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

28,242 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 

Page 51 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Tuolumne 

Sonora Phase I - New 

Total Weighted Project Score 550 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$27,553,783 

04 2005 

Completion Date 04 2008 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes a new construction of seven courtrooms totalling 82,615 square feet on a new site In Sonora. The project replaces both H1storic 
Courthouse and Washington Street Branch. 

Inadequate parking and senous space shortage requ1re major expansion on the existing Histone Courthouse; however, the local historical preservation 
organization has exerted strong influence in the community in favor of retaining and restoring historical building without any modification. The H1stonc 
Courthouse built in 1898 is seen as an important historic fac1hty to be retained in its present state, and potentially converted to a museum 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Historic Courthouse (A 1) 557 367 190 11,108 0 ~ 

Washington Street Branch (B1) 537 347 190 5,800 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Monterey 

Salinas Court Augmentation and Phase 2 

Total Weighted Project Score 549 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$22,946,648 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2012 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The first component of this project is to provide additional fundmg to augment the county appropriation for the renovation of the North Wmg, a physically 
and functionally deficient m1xed-use bu1ld1ng court building at the government complex 1n Salinas (see master plan page 4-5,6), into an11-courtroom 
courts only facility. 

The county has commissioned architectural and engineering des1gn for the renovation and interior development, and allocated $11 5 million for the 
project. However detailed cost estimates by the construction manager and architects have established the cost of remedying deficiencies and providing 
eleven suitable courtrooms to be $16.3 million (see AOC correspondence January 2003) The county has elected to proceed with the project, but has 
deferred or deleted work to meet their budget. 

This augmentation project would provide $4.8 million for the renovation and improvement of two deficient courtrooms, improvement to public fac11it1es and 
thorough upgrades of the HVAC, electrical and elevator systems. This work must be accomplished, 10 order for the North Wmg bwldmg to adequately 
serve the court's needs 

This augmentation would allow the work to be completed with the current construction (scheduled to begm construction in late 2004), thus save money 
and av01d1ng additional disruption of court operations that would be Incurred 1f these Improvements were constructed as a separate project. 

The second component of this project is the expansion of the Salinas Courthouse by seven courtrooms and court administration offices The project IS 
scheduled to begin planning and des1gn 1n the first quarter of 2009 to meet projected need for add1t1onal courtrooms Th1s project w111 both meet 
projected court facility needs in 2022 and replace the juvemle court facility. The expansion w1ll be 87,500 gross sq. ft. and will connect at all levels to the 
ex1st1ng court buildmg mcluding secure holding in the basement. 

The expansion Will be located on county owned vacant land on the north of the North Wing court bUilding Parking for the expanded court building 
(except for Judges and potentially Jurors), can be provided off site by the C1ty parking authority or by the private sector. Agreements for third party 
provision of parking must be negotiated prior to completion of a detailed capital project budget for the Salinas Court expansion Pnor to construction of 
the expansion, the North w1ng renovation must be completed (scheduled for second quarter of 2006) and the temporary buildings located north of the 
North Wing (used as off1ce space dunng construction during the county administration bUilding construction) must be removed. 

The seven courtrooms will be used as follows: one arraignment (non-jury), one juvemle delinquency (non-jury), one traffic/small claims Qury), and four 
multi-purpose crim1nal Qury) courtrooms. The courtrooms in the Salinas Courthouse Complex would handle: 
• all cnminal caseload, w1th the exception of preliminary actions assigned to King City; 
• all juvemle delinquency caseload; and 
• traffic/small claims caseload for the Central this portion of the county, w1th the balance handled at King City and Monterey. 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
After Phase 2 expansion at the Salinas Courthouse, the existing Juvemle Courtroom can be abandoned for courts use. 

The need for additional courtrooms Is dnven largely by projected population growth. Monterey County's population is projected to Increase 32% over the 
twenty-year planning penod. While all communities will grow, some w1ll experience a more significant rate of growth. The Inland communities, along the 
Highway 101 corridor Will probably grow and develop faster than those along the coast, some of the coastal communities may experience negligible 
growth over th1s time Further, the population of the Soledad pnsons grew 83 percent from 1990 to 2000 (see Master Plan AppendiX 8 page 1 0). The 
population growth in the inland commumtles has overtaxed the court facilities m Salinas. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvenile Courthouse (Level One) (E1) 

Salinas Courthouse- North Wing (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

870 

541 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

411 

Total 
Benefits Score 

170 

130 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

892 

35,580 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Santa Barbara 

Figueroa Building - New and Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 548 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$24,672,000 

01 2006 

Completion Date 04 2009 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

This element of the capital development plan Involves expansion, then 1ntemal reconfiguration of the ex1st1ng Figueroa Bu1ld1ng to prov1de a total of e1ght 
in-custody capable courtrooms and related support space. Six new courtrooms will be constructed In the expansion space. Two of the ex1st1ng six 
courtrooms, will be reused, the other four will be demolished and the space will be the space reused for chambers and ssupport functions. A _total of 
eight in-custody capable courtrooms and one traffic/small cla1ms courtroom Will be provided. 

At the basement level, an expanded central holding area will be provided in the addition. This will permit relocation of the vehicular sallyport from the 
Santa Barbara Street side of the eXISting building to the rear, where 1t Will be out of sight, and not block JUdiCial officer vehicle passage when in use 

A park1ng structure that w1ll prov1de 256 parking stalls IS also a part of this project. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Santa Barbara Mumcipal Court (B 1) 597 467 130 25,817 D ~ 

Santa Barbara County Courthouse (A 1) 517 417 100 40,341 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 2 - East/Mojave 

Total Weighted Project Score 544 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$11,271,000 

01 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project involves construction of a new four-court facility on a new site designed for future expansion. Three of the courtrooms are to be completed 
1n1t1ally, w1th shell space provided for development of a future courtroom. The existing county build~ngs in Mojave will be vacated upon occupancy of the 
new fac1llty. With th1s project, total of s1x courtrooms are provided in the East Region. 

The court Will vacate both the ma1n courthouse in Mojave and the space it occupies in the county administration building at the completion of the project 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Mojave-County Administration Building (12) 604 444 160 2,288 0 ~ 

Mojave-Ma1n Court Fac1llty (11) 500 340 160 3,141 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Butte 

Chico Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 541 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$15,515,952 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2007 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The court and the county agree that more court services should be located in or near Chico, which Is the county's current and future population center. 
The Ch1co area is presently underserved, it contains about half of the county's population, but has only 2 of the 14 courtrooms in the county 

The first phase of the new Chico Courthouse will have 6 courtrooms, and 54,000 BGSF. It will be used for all types of cases except cnmmal. All criminal 
cases will continue to be heard at Butte County Courthouse 1n Oroville. The s1te for the proposed new Ch1co Courthouse IS now occupied by a two-
courtroom courthouse. This existing building will be razed Razing of two other buildings on the site, and the acquisition of some residential property Will 
allow better parking configuration 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Chico Courthouse (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

541 

Total 
Needs Score 

341 

Total 
Benefits Score 

200 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

7,668 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Stanislaus Project Cost $23,655,430 0 Renovation 
Project Name Turlock Phase I Start Date Q3 2007 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 541 Completion Date Q1 2011 ~ New Building 
Project Description: 

The project proposes new construction of 1 0 full service courtrooms in Turlock to replace the existing courthouse which has been a branch court The 
existing s1te has adequate capacity for some on-site expansion. The downtown courthouse is surrounded by low to m1d-rise commercial office and 
institutional buildings and surface parking lots. The existing Turlock courthouse is a one-story building with an adequate physical condition but it lacks 
secure circulation 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Turlock Municipal Court (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

541 

Total 
Needs Score 

421 

Total 
Benefits Score 

120 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,123 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Mariposa Project Cost $12,808,552 D Renovation 

Project Name Phase I • New Court Facility Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 537 Completion Date Q3 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

All court functions in Mariposa County take place 1n a single courthouse located 1n the town of Mariposa. Bwlt in 1854, th1s painted wood structure 1s the 
oldest county courthouse 1n continuous use west of the Rocky Mountains. It is highly regarded by the residents of the county and has been 
conscientiously maintained Due to its age the building does not comply with Title 24 and ADA, secunty is inadequate, and the spaces are considerably 
smaller than those recommended by the Judicial Council gwdellnes The courthouse's historical landmark status does not allow the modifications 
required to secure the building, make it accessible, or expand 1t. 

Both the court and the county agree that a new courthouse should be constructed on a site across the street and that the existing courthouse should be 
renovated to a limited extent. A specific site has been identified and is currently for sale. The county has expressed its intentions to purchase this s1te as 
the location of the new courthouse. County offices may also be located on this site. 

The current reqwrement for two courtrooms is projected to increase to three by 2022. To provide an efficient, secure and code compliant facility in wh1ch 
to administer justice, a new courthouse containing three courtrooms is recommended 1n the master plan. Both the court and the county strongly wish to 
continue us1ng the existing courthouse on a llm1ted basis and to maintain 1ts status as the oldest courthouse 1n continuous use west of the Rocky 
Mountains Limited renovations w111 be made to the first floor of the existing building to accomplish this. The balance of the space m the bwld1ng, now 
occup1ed by the court, Will be made available for the county's use. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Manposa Courthouse (A1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

537 

Total 
Needs Score 

437 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,119 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 

Page 59 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sacramento 

Phase 1-Juvenlle Justice Cent Interior Expan 

Total Weighted Project Score 534 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,373,056 

Q3 2007 

Completion Date 03 2008 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

A New Juvenile Courthouse is currently in design by the county and will be completed by the end of 2005. The new fac11Jty w1ll have six courtrooms to 
handle Juvemle related cases and shelled space for two add1t1onal courtrooms and support space. This facility will replace the existing BT Coll1ns 
Juvenile Court by the end of 2005. 

This project includes the construction of the shelled space provided by the County's New Juvemle Courthouse project and will provide two additional 
courtrooms and support space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

B.T Collins Juvenile Court (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

534 

Total 
Needs Score 

434 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

100 18,013 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Solano 

Phase F2: Old Solano Historic Courthouse reno 

Total Weighted Project Score 527 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$12,076,075 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The Old Solano Courthouse, completed and dedicated for use as a courthouse In 1911, IS located just across the street from the Solano Hall of Just1ce, 
in downtown Fairfield. The old courthouse was used as a court from 1911 until the 1970's. It was renovated in 1985 for county admimstrat1on use. The 
building w111 be vacated In early 2005 when the county relocates to the new, nearby government center building. 

In this project, the Old Solano Courthouse will be renovated and expanded 1nto a six-courtroom civil courthouse, in two phases of construction The first 
phase will encompass renovabng and upgrading all architectural, structural, mechanical, electrical and other building systems 1n the first, second and 
basement spaces of the 29,900 BGSF existing steel, wood and unreinforced masonry structure for reoccupancy by two civil courts and related civil court 
admimstratlve functions The second phase will~nvolve expansion of the building by construction of a 17,600 BGSF add1t1on. This will~nclude four 
additional courtrooms and related civil court administration functions. 

When both phases of construction are complete, all of the civil court functions In downtown Fairfield, serving the Superior Court of Solano County north 
county cases, Will be consolidated In the Old Solano H1storic Courthouse Th1s will allow cnminal and other related matters will be consolidated 1n the 
renovated Hall of Just1ce complex. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Justice- Fairfield (A1) 380 280 100 61,476 0 ~ 

Old Solano H1storic Courthouse Renovation (A3) 830 700 130 29,900 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Madera 

Phase I • Remodel Main Madera 

Total Weighted Project Score 526 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$5,068,342 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q4 2006 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

D New Building 

Both the court and the county occupy the existing Main Madera Courthouse in downtown Madera. The county is currently planning a new building and 
potential parking garage to be located on the parking lot adjacent to the courthouse. Upon completion of 1ts new facility, the county will vacate 
approximately 22,407 DGSF, part of wh1ch Will then be reconfigured to prov1de add1t1onal courtrooms and offices to accommodate the four add1t1onal 
judicial officers needed between now and the time a new permanent courthouse is ready for occupancy in 2010. Th1s added area w1ll increase the 
existing court space of 9,951 SF to a total of 13,946 SF. Renovabon of this space to be added to the existing court area is anticipated to begm in July 
2005 and end 1n December 2006 These dates are dependent on the county vacating the space for the court's use. 

This addition will accommodate the four future judges and staff, but will not resolve the current dramatic shortfall of existing space to needed space in the 
courthouse. The existing space housing five courtrooms and court staff Will not be renovated 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Madera County Superior Ct. (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

526 

Total 
Needs Score 

526 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

9,951 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Glenn Project Cost $9,147,768 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Willows Phase I Start Date Q4 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 525 Completion Date Q4 2008 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project 1s the f1rst of three phases In centralizing court operations in Willows. The project Will consist of remodeling 13,266 square feet of 
ex1sting space, constructing an addition of 8,475 net square feet, and building a new park1ng lot The resulting outcome would have two jury-capable, In-
custody capable courtrooms and additional support space, with a total of 27,066 square feet. 

Both the H1storic Courthouse in Willows and a second courtroom In Orland are seriously undersized and security in both courts is compromised to a 
serious degree. In centralizing court operations to reduce inefficiencies, preference was expressed for retaining the Historic Courthouse and expanding 
the existing Willows facility to accommodate future court growth. 

The project will renovate the existing Historic courthouse, and replace Annex and Conciliator's Office as well as the court in Orland. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Annex-Level 1 (A2) 860 700 160 667 b2l 0 
Conciliator's Off1ce (Level 1) (A3) 840 700 140 1,184 ~ 0 
Historic Courthouse (A 1) 489 379 110 13,093 0 ~ 

Orland Superior Court (81) 482 292 190 3,039 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Sonoma Project Cost $88,517,981 0 Renovation 

Project Name Phase 2 • New Criminal Ct Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 519 Completion Date Q3 2010 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The New Crimrnal Courthouse In Santa Rosa wrll be a four story building providrng 20 courtrooms, court support space and prisoner holding. It will be 
built on an alternate site from the existrng Hall of Justice (HOJ) Building In Santa Rosa. 

This new facility will handle all criminal cases that are currently heard at the existing HOJ. The current HOJ cannot adequately handle custody cases, 
therefore all criminal operations will move Into the New Criminal Court. The existing HOJ Will handle only non-custody cases once the New Criminal 
Court 1s completed. 

This new facility Will also Incorporate the Coddingtown Annex and Coddlngtown Annex 82. 

A parking structure Will also be Included in this project to provide parking for 600 cars. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Coddingtown Annex 82 Level One (C2) 860 700 160 2,000 0 ~ 

Coddrngtown Annex Level One (C1) 860 700 160 10,880 ~ 0 
Hall of Justice (A 1) 454 324 130 67,508 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Santa Clara 

North County New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 518 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$51,792,488 

Q1 2008 

Completion Date Q4 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Facilities currently serving the north em portions of the county Include the Palo Alto courthouse and Sunnyvale courthouse. The master plan goal1s to 
consolidate these services into one courthouse, which will provide space for all appropriate support functions as well as 12 courtsets designed per the 
Tnal Court Facilities Guidelines. 

Currently there are six JPE at the Palo Alto courthouse and four at the Sunnyvale courthouse. There Is no JUdicial growth at this s1te unt1l 2012, when one 
additional JPE IS projected. A second additional JPE is projected by 2022. The square footage projected for the courthouse totals 114,981 gross square 
feet by 2012, increasing to 124,127 gross square feet by 2022. Since the difference in space requirements is only 9,146 gross square feet the master 
plan recommendation is to construct the entire 2022 program for occupancy In 2012. 

No site has been Identified for this facility, although the steering committee suggested that a location near Mountain View would be 1deal A locat1on w1th 
good access by car and public trans1t is desirable 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 

Palo Alto Fac1llty (01) 

Sunnyvale Fac1llty (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

:r otal Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

554 

455 

Total 
Needs Score 

384 

285 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area {GSF) Only Use 

170 34,766 0 
170 19,994 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

In yo 

New Bishop Facility 

Total Weighted Project Score 514 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,676,000 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2007 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed project IS a new court facility 1n downtown Bishop that would Include two courtroom suites, a multi-use room (for jury assembly, jury 
deliberation, and non-jury heanngs), a holding area, and offices for the court adm1mstration and clerl<. Upon the completion of th1s facility, the lease for 
the smgle courtroom in the Bishop C1v1c Center could be terminated. 

A two-story, 28,200-gross-square-foot building would provide the necessary space and adequately separate public, staff, and m-custody circulation. 
Park1ng for 66 cars would meet the needs of the court and be consistent with local practice. 

The County of lnyo has acquired a site at South Main and J streets In Bishop to consolidate all of its operations which currently use leased space. All 
county justice agenc1es that typically work with the superior court are mcluded 1n the plan and the county 1s receptive to the court's participation in the 
project. Locating the supenor court and county JUStice agencies together in a single building would be beneficial to the operations of each 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Bishop County Courthouse (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

514 

Total 
Needs Score 

374 

Total 
Benefits Score 

140 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

2,816 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Solano Project Cost $2,591,113 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Hall of Justice/Law & Justice Cen Renovations Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 510 Completion Date 02 2010 D New Building 

Project Description: 

This proJect represents a series of phased renovations wh1ch will retain and renovate the existing "Hall of Justice" in downtown Fairfield, which 1s 
compnsed of three separates structures, mcluding the Old High School, the South Addition, and the newer Law and Just1ce Center. The first phase w111 
build out space which is going to be vacated by the County when It occup1es its new Government Center in 2005 The second phase will build out two 
additional courtrooms in the Law and Justice Center portion of the building, m finished shelled space wh1ch has served as clerk and admmistrative areas 
since construction of the building was completed, in 1988. 

A related separate project will replace the South Addition completely, resulting 1n correction of all of the bu1ldmg's funct1onal and physical deficiencies, 
accommodating cnmmal caseload growth and connecting and expandmg the circulation system among the three buildings for greater eff1c1ency and 
security for in-custody defendants, members of the Court and the public. 

The overall project, when complete, will upgrade, expand and improve the operational and physical deficiencies of the eXJsting aging structures, and w111 
build out and Improve the connection between the two older buildings and the Law and Justice Center. The courtrooms will be expanded and upgraded, 
and separate circulation will be constructed for transport of in-custody defendants to all jury-capable courtrooms, to serve all case types throughout the 
building. The renovation, restoration and expansion of the Old Solano Historic Courthouse, in connection with the work in the other buildings, will 
consolidate the civil courtrooms and civil court support functions m a single location. 

The current Hall of Justice contains 13 courtrooms All case types are heard in that facility At the completion of the final phase of construction, and the 
related expansion and upgrade of the Historic Courthouse, which is the subject of a separate project, the number of courtrooms in the Hall of Justice Will 
be Increased from 16 to 20, for a total of 26 courtrooms in downtown Fairfield. 

The remaining Hall of Just1ce/Law and Justice Center complex, m which the buildings are connected physically, will continue to be used for criminal and 
civil proceedings. While no parkmg Improvements are included In the project, per se, parking requirements can be quantified if provis1on 1s a condition of 
the associated capital construction 

Renovation of the Hall of Justice complex will improve access, circulation and functional organization of those bu1ld1ngs, includmg ADA, and life safety. 
Non-in-custody capable courtrooms will be replaced with new courtrooms which meet current facilities guidelines. Electncal and plumb1ng systems and 
fixtures, elevation problems wh1ch are susceptible to flooding, and integrated and consistent secunty will be replaced. HVAC systems are currently being 
upgraded m a separate project, associated With an incremental expansion of the cogeneration plan which current serves the Law and Justice Center and 
will be extended to the courthouse complex . 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site 10 Building 10) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Justice- Fairfield (A1) 410 280 130 61,476 0 b2l 
Law and Justice Center- Fairfield (Level1) (A2) 790 700 90 22,087 0 b2l 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Nevada 

Nevada City Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 506 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$37,251 ,379 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

A new courthouse will be constructed on a new in the Nevada City/Grass Valley area. This courthouse will be a two-story building, w1th part1al excavation 
below grade to house the sally port, in-custody holding and secure parking for judges and court administration. It w1ll replace the exist1ng histone 
courthouse and the adjoimng annex. 

The new facility will be constructed to meet the twenty-year space needs of the court - 97,775 building gross square feet including eight court sets Smce 
the difference 1n space requirements from the 2012 to 2022 program is only 9,174 CGSF, the total area Will be built in one phase to reduce the cost of 
disruption of an addition at a later date. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Annex (A2) 530 430 100 12,906 ~ 0 
Courthouse (A 1) 451 331 120 5,649 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Contra Costa 

North Concord Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 505 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$56,824,221 

Q1 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The new North Concord court will be assigned the cases now heard In the existing Concord-Mt. Diablo facility and the existing Danville District 
Courthouse. These two buildings will be discontinued for courts use. The Concord-Mt. Diablo District Courthouse has two courtrooms and the Danv1lle 
D1stnct Courthouse has four courtrooms. The new North Concord Court will have 10 courtrooms, four for anticipated growth 1n addition to the six 
discontinued courtrooms. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefrts Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Concord-Mt. Diablo District (D1) 732 492 240 8,509 ~ 0 
Danville District Courthouse (C1) 505 265 240 41,167 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 1 - East/Ridgecrest 

Total Weighted Project Score 499 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$6,914,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q4 2007 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes to construct a new two-court facility on ex1sbng Ridgecrest site. The existing Ridgecrest facility will vacated once the new bu1ld1ng 
is completed The bu1ldmg will be designed to add two additional courtrooms in the future 

This four-court facility requ1res a 48,310 square feet, two-story buildmg. The ground level would house holdmg facilities, court support, and public 
spaces. The second level would be the same size and house four courtrooms, associated chambers, jud1c1al support, and appropnate public areas. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

R1dgecrest-Ma1n Facility (J1) 469 339 130 4,772 0 ~ 

Ridgecrest-DIVISIOn B courtroom (J2) 558 428 130 2,448 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Fresno 

New Juvenile Delinquency 

Total Weighted Project Score 498 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$24,845,564 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 01 2008 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

For the past five years, the County of Fresno has been working on the design and funding of a new Juvemle Justice Campus. Access1b11ity, secunty, and 
functional space deficiencies at the current Delinquency Court and Juvenile Hall, combined with no practical expansion capabilities, severely lim1t the 
viability of this facility to meet projected growth. Design of the new facility Includes four court sets with the capacity to add two more based on continued 
population growth. It 1s Important that the Juvenile Court be relocated to the new Juvenile Justice Campus so that justice services can be fully Integrated 
w1th the Probation Dept. This cannot be accomplished if the Juvemle Court rema1ns at the current 7 42 S. 1Oth Street facility when the Juvemle hall 1s 
relocated to the new campus nearly 15 miles away. 

The 1st phase of campus construction is currently underway, consisting of site Infrastructure, a 240-bed detention facility, a 240-bed commitment facility, 
and an mstltutional core building- all scheduled for completion by early 2006 The proposed court building contams space for the District Attorney, 
Public Defender, Conflict Counsel, County Counsel, Sheriffs off1ce, Human Services and Probation staff. There Will be four new court sets The Court 
will occupy 72,076 SF of the 146,000 SF bldg., at a cost of $14.7 million. The total cost of the building is $30.1 mill1on, w1th the court funding 1ts portion 
of the construction costs, which represents approximately half of the entire building. Fresno County has purchased all the land and has funded all of the 
des1gn plans. 

Since the original County plan was put together before AB 1732, governing future ownership of "court" related buildings was passed, none of these 
fundmg Issues have been negotiated w1th the County Again, once the new campus is bu1lt, 1t would be far more efficient for the Court and the County to 
have the Juvemle Court co-located where the juveniles are be1ng detained. 

Th1s project is extremely important because the new delinquency facility should have the court as a partner to be truly effic1ent for the other cnmmal 
justice agencies and the public. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvemle Delinquency Court (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

498 

Total 
Needs Score 

398 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

9,394 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Shasta 

New Shasta Courthouse & Parking Structure 

Total Weighted Project Score 496 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$79,001,731 

Q4 2005 

Completion Date Q2 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

All court functions in Shasta County are located in the city of Redding, with the exception of a satellite court in Burney that operates two Fridays a month. 
(This venue Will continue as a convemence to the population 1n that area and due to travel distances and weather conditions.) The court does not 
anticipate any major changes 1n the overall geographic distribution of JUdicial resources in the future s1nce future growth 1n the county Is proJected to be 1n 
and around the Redding-Anderson area. In Reddmg, the court conducts calendars at three locations· 
Mam Courthouse (eight courtrooms) 
Just1ce Center (two courtrooms) 
Juvenile Hall (one courtroom) 

The following support functions are provided at locations other than the above. 
Jury Assembly 
Court Reporter's Office 
Family Court Serv1ces 
Court Collections Office 
Human Resources Off1ce 

The master plan recommends consolidation of all functions, with the exception of Burney, Into a new courthouse on the property adjacent to the site of 
the ex1sting courthouse. The new courthouse w111 contain 25 courtrooms and accommodate current requirements and the growth anticipated by 2022. 
This courthouse w111 be connected to the adjacent JUStice center Oail) and the county bwldmg. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Collector's Office -"A Level1 Facility" (A6) 740 600 140 2,450 ~ 0 
Court Reporter's Office (A4) 316 176 140 1,145 ~ 0 
Family Law Office-"A Level1 Facility" (AS) 740 600 140 3,070 ~ 0 
Human Resources Off1ce- "A Level1 Facility" (Z1) 740 600 140 1,530 0 ~ 

Juvemle Hall (C1) 379 189 190 1,607 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Justice Center (A2) 281 91 190 6,909 0 
Jury Assembly Hall (A3) 740 600 140 2,350 0 
Main Courthouse (A 1) 481 291 190 29,160 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Humboldt 

New Humboldt Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 490 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$64,242,150 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes to construct a new 12-courtroom faclhty to consolidate court functions In downtown Eureka adjacent to existing Jail and County 
Adm1n1strabon bu1ld1ng. Upon completion of this project, Eureka Superior Court will vacate all seven courtrooms totaling 42,146 square feet from the 
County Adm1mstration building (21 0,847 square feet). To max1m1ze staff and facility efficiencies, the court prefers to be administratively centralized in 
Eureka with one courthouse in the downtown area. 

The project is to be located on the vacant parcel east of the County Ja1l, within walking distance of the county criminal justice agencies. The project 
encompasses 133,442 square feet of gross building area. Due to the limitations of the existing s1te, the footpnnt 1s smaller than would be recommended 
for a courthouse of this size. Because of this, some functions, such as Jury Services, that would Ideally be located on the first floor were located 
elsewhere 1n the building 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Humboldt County Courthouse (Eureka) (A 1) 450 310 140 42,146 0 li'J 
Veteran's Memorial (C1) 730 540 190 7,032 0 li'J 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Diego Project Cost $12,220,500 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Phase 1-Meadowlark Juv Ct Start Date Q3 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 489 Completion Date Q3 2008 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The Meadowlark Juvenile Court hears both dependency and delinquency calendars. The current facility is comprised of a steel framed/concrete block 
bu1ld1ng and three tra1lers that house a total of 11 court sets. Only nme of these court sets are forecast to be requ1red In 2022. 

The master plan recommends the renovation of the building core and shell, Including all building systems, seven of the existing court sets and support 
spaces to m1t1gate current space deficiencies- approximately 21,500 CGSF. It also recommends construction of a secure connection to the adjacent 
Juvenile Hall. The three trailers that now house Department A,9 and 10 will be abandoned. 

Surface parking with a capacity of 87 stalls, including 24 existing stalls displaced by construction of the new addition, w1il be developed. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefrts Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Department 10 Trailer - Level 1 (E4) 840 700 140 875 ~ 0 
Department 9 Trailer- Level1 (E3) 840 700 140 875 ~ 0 
Department A Trailer- Level 1 (E2) 840 700 140 875 ~ 0 
Juvenile Court (E1) 469 359 110 46,759 I'll 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Santa Cruz 

New-Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 488 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$12,548,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 201 o 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The first phase expansion of the Main Courthouse In Santa Cruz IS to construct a four courtroom addition of four stories adjacent to the ex1strng 
courthouse on the county owned site. The expansion replaces the traffic courtroom and traffic clerk funct1ons now located 1n the adjacent County 
Adminrstration Building, the ja1i courtroom located across the street at the ma1n jail, and the jury assembly modular building The exist1ng ma1n 
courthouse Will cont1nue to be used for cnm1nal and c1v1l proceedings. 

Prior to the start of construction of the addition, two modular buildings housing two courtrooms w111 be removed from the site. These two courtrooms are 
scheduled to be replaced by the new Watsonville Courthouse, under designed by the county, tobe completed by 2006. 

Renovation of the existing Main Courthouse includes modification of secunty at the entry, connection to the new addition, and renovation/expansion of 
the exist1ng in-custody holding area In the basement. The renovation component of the project does not change adjacencies or useage of the ex1strng 
courtrooms 

Th1s project Is the first of two phases that will expand the building to meet projected service demands 

No parking improvements are included In this project. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

County Adm1nistrat1on Building (Level1) (A2) 840 700 140 14,777 0 lil 
Jail Courtroom (Level 1) (C1) 870 700 170 1,401 0 lil 
Ma1n Courthouse (A 1) 336 206 130 37,585 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Barbara Project Cost $3,308,000 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Renovation of Anacapa Building Start Date 01 2006 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 477 Completion Date 04 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

Non-custody and in-custody cases are currently heard In thrs historical landmark courthouse. The project will renovate the six exrsting courtrooms to 
hear only non-custody cases. In addition, 3,352 CGSF now occupred by holding facrhtres will be reconfigured for use as support space. 

In-custody cases will be relocated to the Frgueroa Building, enabling this courthouse to hear only civrl and family cases. The family law and civrl 
operatron that utrlize the one courtroom rn the Jury Assembly burldrng will also be moved into the renovated Anacapa Courthouse 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area {GSF) Only Use 

Santa Barbara Municipal Court (81) 506 446 60 25,817 D ~ 

Santa Barbara Jury Assembly Building (G1) 267 267 0 5,610 D ~ 

Santa Barbara County Courthouse (A1) 487 417 70 40,341 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sonoma 

Phase 3 - Main Civil/Family Ct 

Total Weighted Project Score 477 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$81,404,563 

01 2010 

Completion Date 03 2015 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The Ma1n Civil/Family Courthouse in Santa Rosa will be a four-story bUIIdrng and providing 19 courtrooms and court support space It wrll be built on an 
alternate srte from the existing Hall of Justrce (HOJ) 

Thrs new facrlrty will handle all civil and famrly law cases that are currently heard at the exrsting HOJ and wrll replace the exrstrng HOJ and two level one 
buildings. 

A parkrng structure wrll also be included In this project to provide parking for 600 cars. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

City Hall Annex- Level1 (E1) 810 700 110 1,700 D ~ 

Hall of Justice (A 1) 464 324 140 67,508 D ~ 

Police Annex-Level One (F1) 810 700 110 900 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Mateo Project Cost $7,337,500 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Northern Branch- Addition & Refurbish Start Date Q3 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 469 Completion Date Q2 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project will construct a 23,000-square-foot addition to the existing building at South San Franc1sco for office and jury functions The 
balance of the approXImately 42,400 square feet of court and office space Will be refurbished A new courtroom could be included, or the ex1st1ng JUry and 
office area can be remodeled for a courtroom The planned add1t1on wlll be three stories 1n order to ma1nta1n as much as possible of the eXIsting 
landscaped entry courtyard and street frontage. 

Existing parking is more than adequate throughout the planning period. 

The Northern Branch will continue to have seven courtrooms, constructing one new and eliminating the use of the Jail Annex courtroom Construction of 
an addition will provide needed court support space and may house the replacement courtroom (or it may be remodeled from existing jury spaces). 

The court will cont1nue hearing the same case types at this location; Family law, unlimited civil, cnm1nal, traffic, misdemeanor, drug court prehm1nary 
matters, treatment court 1ssues, small cla1ms, and out-of-custody arraignments 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Northern Branch Ja1l Annex (C2) 409 219 190 2,082 D ~ 

Northern Branch (C1) 473 333 140 30,872 D liJ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Mariposa Project Cost $51,350 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Phase II • Renovate Existing Start Date 01 2009 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 457 Completion Date 01 2010 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

All court functions in Mariposa County take place in a single courthouse located in the town of Mariposa Built in 1854, this painted wood structure is the 
oldest county courthouse 1n continuous use west of the Rocky Mountains It IS h1ghly regarded by the res1dents of the county and has been 
conscientiously maintained. Due to its age the building does not comply with Title 24 and ADA, secunty IS Inadequate, and the spaces are considerably 
smaller than those recommended by the Judc1al Council guidelines. The courthouse's historical landmark status does not allow the mod1fica1tons 
required to secure the bUilding, make it accessible, or expand it 

Both the court and the county agree that a new courthouse should be constructed on a site across the street and that the existing courthouse be 
renovated to a hm1ted extent so that the court can continue us1ng this courthouse on a lim1ted basis and maintain its status as the oldest courthouse in 
continuous use west of the Rocky Mountains. 

To accomplish th1s, hm1ted renovations will be made to the small courtroom on the first floor to make it access1ble. The larger courtroom on the second 
floor will remain unchanged and will not be used for everyday proceedings. Space adjacent to the first-floor courtroom will be reconfigured to 
accommodate the staff that supports that courtroom. The balance of the space 1n the bwld~ng now occupied by the court, w1ll be made available for the 
county's use 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Mariposa Courthouse (A 1) 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Solano 

Phase F3, Hall of Justice Replacement Project 

Total Weighted Project Score 456 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$43,097,306 

01 2009 

Completion Date 03 2012 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

Th1s project is the second 1n a senes of Improvements to the Hall of Just1ce In downtown Fairfield The major new building project, wh1ch will demolish 
and completely replace the South Add1tlon portion of the Hall of Justice, will correct of all of the anginal bUIIdmg's functional and physical def1c1encies, 
and will accommodate cnmmal caseload growth. It Will improve current functional organizational problems m the Hall of Justice and the adjacent Law 
and Justice Center by connectmg and expandmg the circulation system among the three buildings for greater efficiency and secunty for In-custody 
defendants, members of the Court and the public. 

The project will rebuild the 12 courtrooms which are currently housed In the South Addition, and will shell out space for an additional six courtrooms for 
temporary admmistrative and clerk use, prior to completion as courtrooms after 2009. 

The Hall of Justice is compnsed of three separates structures, including the Old High School, the South Addition, and the newer Law and Justice Center. 
The first part of this project w1ll1mprove space for court use, which is gomg to be vacated by the County when it occup1es 1ts new Government Center in 
2005, and to upgrade adjacent functionally deficient areas of the bUIIdmg. The second phase will build out two additional courtrooms m the Law and 
Just1ce Center portion of the building, in finished shelled space which has served as clerk and admimstratlve areas smce construction of the bUIIdmg was 
completed, In 1988. When completed, the two new courtrooms proposed 1n that project Will allow for 1mproved scheduling of criminal cases for this court, 
which does not have any Incremental courtrooms available at any one time, and Will partially accommodate the three judgeships planned by the Jud1c1al 
Council for Solano for 2007. 

The overall project, when subsequent phases are complete, will correct the operational and physical deficiencies of the existing aging structures, and w1ll 
bUild out and Improve the connection between the two older bu1ldmgs and the Law and Justice Center. The existing deficient courtrooms will be 
expanded and upgraded, and separate circulation Will be constructed for transport of in-custody defendants to all jury-capable courtrooms, to serve all 
case types throughout the bulldmg The renovation, restoration and expansion of the Solano historic courthouse, in connection with the work in the other 
buildings, will consolidate the civil courtrooms and civil court support functions m a single location. 

Renovation of the Hall of Just1ce complex Will improve access, Circulation and functional organization of those bUIIdmgs, includmg ADA, and life safety 
Non-in-custody capable courtrooms Will be replaced with new courtrooms which meet current facilities guidelines. Electrical and plumbing systems and 
fixtures w1ll be replaced, and secunty Will be improved HVAC systems are currently bemg upgraded 1n a separate project, associated w1th an 
incremental expansion of the cogeneration plan which current serves the Law and Justice Center and will be extended to the courthouse complex 

At the completion of the final phase of construction, and the related expansion and upgrade of the historic courthouse, the number of courtrooms 1n the 
Hall of Just1ce will be Increased from 16 to 20, for a total of 26 courtrooms in downtown Fairfield 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Just1ce - Fairfield (A 1) 456 296 160 61,476 0 5ll 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Alameda Project Cost $73,154,186 D Renovation 

Project Name Phase 1 ·Wiley W. Manuel Courthouse Addition Start Date Q3 2008 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 450 Completion Date Q2 2012 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The majority of the current court facilities is strategically located to effectively provide services throughout Alameda County, but can become more 
efficient through regionalization and consolidation. In-custody cases will be consolidated into two full-service regional JUStice centers, one in the eastern 
and one in the western portion of the county. 

The eastern regional justice center to be located in Dublin is currently in design and will be constructed by the county by 2007. Th1s courthouse will hear 
pnmanly criminal cases, but also some traffic and small claims Some cnrninal cases w111 be shifted from Hayward and Fremont to this new facility. 

Oakland will be the location of the western regional JUStice center. It w1ll be comprised of the existing Wiley W Manuel Courthouse, the Wiley W Manuel 
Addition (to be completed in 2012), and the New Oakland Courthouse (to be completed in 2017) The majority offelony cases in the western port1on of 
the county w1fl be consolidated 1nto the Wiley W. Manuel Addition. 

This new courthouse will be a mid-rise building containing 18 jury-capable courtrooms constructed on what is now a parking lot adjacent to the existing 
Wiley W Manuel Courthouse . It Will connect d1rectly to the public lobby of the ex1sbng courthouse and to the nearby county jail at a basement level. 

Criminal functions from the following existing locations Will be consolidated into the Wiley W. Manuel Addition: 
DGeorge E. McDonald Hall of Just1ce, Alameda 
DRene C Davidson Courthouse, Oakland 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

George E. McDonald-HOJ (F1) 

Rene C. Davidson Courthouse (A 1) 
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Benefits Score 

300 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Tulare 

North Justice Center 

Total Weighted Project Score 448 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$92,685,600 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed creation of the North Justice Center, by means of the expansion and renovation of the existing V1salla Superior Court on the same s1te, 
would provide an array of court set types that promote fung1b11ity and calendar flexibility across all court departments. 

The project Will enta1ls renovation of 12 existing court sets to address spatial deficiencies. Decomm1ssion and convert two existing court sets into court 
set ancillary space. Phys1cal expansion will entail the development of a new building to provide nine new multi-purpose tnal courtrooms with proper 
secure, restricted and public zones of circulation. Renovate the existing courthouse to provide internal access to the new bwld1ng expansion and to 
accommodate the select reallocation and rearrangement of executive office/clerk and courts support space Reassign and renovate 52,655 CGSF of 
non-court off1ce space for court office and support use. And build a parking structure to provide 1 ,500 stalls for displaced park1ng spaces and future 
demand. 

The North Justice Center will have 21 courtrooms to hear the entire adult workload from the current Dinuba Court D1v1slon and some from the Tulare-
Pixley Division. The redistribution of the Tulare-Pixley Division workload IS based on an east/west boundary line bifurcating the diVIsion, such that the 
population residing at locat1ons closer to the North Justice Center would come w1th1n the North County Division's jurisd1cbon 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Dinuba Courthouse (E1) 226 86 140 5,586 D ~ 

Tulare-P1xley Municipal Court (81) 556 416 140 7,300 D ~ 

Visalia Superior Court (A 1) 455 315 140 60,048 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sacramento 

Phase 2-New Criminal Courts Building 

Total Weighted Project Score 445 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$155,650,299 

Q1 2008 

Completion Date Q4 2011 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

This project provides for the construction of a new criminal court tower of 41 courtrooms with shell space for 16 additional courtrooms for later 
completion. Once the new cnmmal courthouse is occupied, the existing Gordon D. Schaber Courthouse would continue to serve as pnmanly a c1v11 court 
facility 

At occupancy in 2012, the criminal courts will require 316,973 gross square feet. The criminal courts tower will require 436,441 gross square feet by 
2022. The master plan recommends that the full2022 program be constructed with 119,468 gross square feet of space shelled or utilized by county court-
related agencies dunng the intenm. Since the proposed location for the facility Is in downtown Sacramento, phasing a project on an urban site would be 
difficult. 

A parking structure with 1,118 stalls will also be constructed In this proJect. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

800 9th Street (Level 1 ) (A4) 840 700 140 15,730 0 ~ 

Credit Umon Bldg. (Level 1) (A3) 840 700 140 8,453 D ~ 

Erickson Building (Level 1) (A2) 840 700 140 4,127 D ~ 

Sacramento Superior Court (A 1) 406 276 130 288,896 ~ D 

/ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $20,939,643 0 Renovation 

Project Name MH-New Mental Health CtHse Start Date 04 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 440 Completion Date 03 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The Los Angeles Superior Court operates the mental health court as a countywide court that operates out of one facility located in the Central d1strrct. 

The exist1ng mental health facility, onglnally constructed 1n the 1930's, has three courtrooms and functions poorly for the court. Substantial renovat1on 
would be requ1red to make th1s building function well for the court The opportunity to expand the courthouse would reqwre purchase of adjacent 
properties. 

The 20-year master plan endorsed by the Los Angeles Supenor Court replaces the existing courthouse with a new fac1hty and reduces the number of 
courtrooms needed in the distrrct by reliance on video conferencing w1th mental health institutions. Consequently, five instead of eight courtrooms w111 be 
provided to meet projected 2022 service demand. A s1te for the new courthouse has not yet been Identified but would be ideally located in the central 
district. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Mental Health Court (P1) 
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Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 
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340 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
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15,618 

Court Use Shared 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-New Traffic/Small Claims Ct 

Total Weighted Project Score 440 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$28,249,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

This project entarls construction of a new Traffrc and Small Clarms court facility, by 2009, at the present site. This existing facility wrth significant physical 
deficrencres wrll be replaced by this new facrllty. 

It will be a two story building with 73,000 BGSF to accommodate a total of seven court sets and assocrated court office and support functions. The new 
building will replace the existing Traffic and Small Claims Courthouse and two level one modular buildings. Demolishing the exrsting court burlding will 
allow the construction of a parking structure on rts site with 382 stalls and a surface parking with 110 stalls. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Kearny Mesa Court (C1) 423 313 110 41,450 ~ 0 
Traffic Court KM4 -Trailer -level1 (C3) 810 700 110 962 ~ 0 
Traffic Court KM3 Trarler- Level 1 (C2) 810 700 110 962 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Marin Project Cost $42,735,356 0 Renovation 
Project Name New Courthouse North Wing Start Date Q1 2006 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 433 Completion Date Q1 2011 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

This project IS phase one of a new courthouse on the Civic Center campus. 

The first phase would consist of 11 criminal and family law courtrooms. All of these except juvenile are currently held in the existing Marin County 
Courthouse. Juvenile is currently held in the Lucas Valley facility. The proJect addresses specifically the security lapses in the existing building. It also 
addresses the lack of sufficient space for staff, and the undersized courtrooms. The new building gives room for the additional staff needed and also the 
additional JPE. 

The proposed site is now owned by the County and is occupied by a building that will have to be razed There are no known environmental problems, 
but detailed studies will be requ1red. There is suff1c1ent parking on the C1vic Center campus for existing and for future needs 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Civic Center Courthouse (A 1) 

Juvenile Detent1on Level1 (81) 
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Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 
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930 
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Needs Score 

243 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

190 

230 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

63,248 

2,300 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Riverside Project Cost $3,575,000 ~ Renovation 

Project Name W Reg-Historic Cths Misc. Improvements Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 431 Completion Date Q1 2008 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The 12-courtroom Historic Courthouse, currently the only downtown court hearing CIVIl cases, has no feasible potential for sigmficant court set expansion. 
The renovation of the 1933 wing Will occur after county functions move from the building to allow the court office space functions presently located m the 
county-owned Old Riverside Municipal Court and Riverside Annex, and the Bar Assoc1at1on, Executive Offices and Lemon Street leases to move into the 
1933 wing. 

Approximately 20,000 CGSF of existing, vacant and non-court occupied space will be renovated to provide for current and projected space for the 
functions now located 1n the five other facilities. Most of the renovation Will occur in the 1933 wmg. 

Additional courtrooms and related support space required to sabsfy future growth In the civil calendar for the City of Riverside w111 be provided in the new 
Civil Courthouse. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

1903/33 Courthouse (A2) 183 113 70 44,352 D ~ 

Bar Association- Level One Fac11ity (A5) 840 700 140 2,441 D ~ 

Executive Offices- Level One Facility (A4) 840 700 140 5,868 D ~ 

Lemon Street Lease (A8) 840 700 140 2,000 D ~ 

Old Riverside Municipal Court- Level One Fac11ity (A7) 840 700 140 8,919 D Iii'] 

Riverside Annex- Level One Facility (A6) 840 700 140 7,620 D Iii'] 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Clara Project Cost $34,837,997 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Consolidate Central Traffic & Small Claims Start Date 01 2008 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 430 Completion Date 04 2011 D New Building 

Project Description: 

Traffic and small cla1ms cases are currently heard in two different facilities 1n the central county area. These facilities are Traffic Court and Los Gatos 
Courthouse. The goal1s to consolidate these services into the Santa Clara Courthouse, wh1ch will prov1de space for all appropnate support functions as 
well as courtsets des1gned per the Trial Court Facilities Guidelines and Will be more centrally located 

The master plan recommends that it be in the existing Santa Clara Courthouse at 1095 Homestead Road 1n Santa Clara This location provides good 
access by car and public transit. The eXIsting traffic court has a higher volume of visitors than any other court fac11ity 1n the county and madequate 
parking 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Los Gatos Fac1hty (11) 397 257 140 11,572 ~ D 
Santa Clara Courthouse (G1) 234 94 140 33,559 ~ 0 
Traffic Facility (Level One) (J1) 840 700 140 17,020 D ~ 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 Page 91 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-N.County Regional Ctr 

Total Weighted Project Score 427 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$53,963,025 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 03 2008 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The master plan projects a total of 49 court sets required to support operations at the existing North County Regional Center by 2022 The exist1ng North 
County Reg1onal Center IS composed of a North Bu1ld1ng, a South Building, the Annex and modular buildings. It accommodates a full range of case 
types, excluding juvenile delinquency. 

The North County Regional Center will be expanded In two phases. Phase I of this project entails construction of a 111 ,000 BGSF building w1th 18 new 
court sets and associated office and support functions. During the first phase, 12 of the 18 court sets w1ll be built out and six court sets w111 be "shelled 
out" and completed in Phase 2 The renovation of approximately 22,000 CGSF of existrng court occupied space will improve space utilization 

The exlst1ng core and shell, including all systems, will be renovated. 

A parking structure with 850 stalls and a surface parking lot with 250 stalls will also be developed. 

The North County Reg1onal Center North and South Buildings w111 continue to be utrhzed as court buildings. The South Bu1id1ng will continue to be 
utilized in its as IS condition without and renovation or expansion, as 1t is constructed just recently. The Annex and all of the level one modular buildings 
Will be decommissioned. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Annex (F3) 447 287 160 9,437 ~ D 
Department N Trailer - Level 1 (F7) 860 700 160 1,346 ~ D 
Department M Trailer- Level 1 (F6) 860 700 160 1,346 ~ D 
Department L Trailer -Level 1 (F5) 860 700 160 1,346 ~ D 
Department H Trailer - Level 1 (F4) 860 700 160 1,346 ~ D 
North County Regional Center - North (F2) 355 245 110 93,264 ~ D 
San Marcos Traffic Court (G1) 860 700 160 9,636 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Monterey 

Monterey I Ft Orcl Replacement Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 424 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$39,126,654 

01 2006 

Completion Date 04 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The Master Plan for Supenor Court of Monterey County Includes consolidation of court operations In the northern coastal port1on of the county into a new 
twelve-courtroom facility to replace the existing Monterey and Marina Courthouses The twelve courtrooms proposed at the new facility would be a 
combination of five replacement courtrooms for the current Monterey courthouse and two replacement courtrooms for the Marina courthouse, and five 
additional courtrooms needed to meet projected growth 1n civil and family cases. The new facility, called Monterey Courthouse I Ft. Ord Replacement 
courthouse would handle: 
DAII C1v1l caseload 1n the county, w1th the exception of prellmmary act1ons ass1gned to King C1ty, 
DAII Juvemle Dependency and Fam1ly Law caseload 10 the county, and 

·DTraffic/Small Claims caseload for the coastal port1on of the county, 

The decision to replace the existing courthouse in the c1ty of Monterey was dnven by the fact that 1t's current s1te IS not capable of supporting expansion 
from a f1ve to a twelve courtroom facility; the availability of inexpensive land 1n the Fort Ord redevelopment area; and the relatively high value of the 
existing facility and s1te 1n Monterey. 
Abandoning the two-courtroom Marina Courthouse was dnven by the compelling mterest 1n consolidation of court functions, the lack of expansion 
capability on s1te, and the relatively high value of the existing facility and site. The master plan consultant identified the real shortfalls in the Court 
Administration/Case Management Functions. As well as shortage of space for the Court Clerk and related functions makes 1t d1ff1cult to properly 
accommodate recent initiatives such as ADR, Children's Waiting, and beach-head/ coordmation offices for the drug court program and other functions 

Finding a site large enough for the new building and required parkmg in the Monterey Peninsula (communities of Carmel, Pacific Grove, Monterey and 
Seaside) was v1ewed as a major difficulty and development of such a fac11ity in this area would require a protracted development approval process. 
Further most future population growth in this portion of the county is projected for north of the peninsula 1n the commumties Marina, Salinas, and 
Castroville. Of the venous opportunities available, the Fort Ord Redevelopment Area represents the best opportunity to develop a new courthouse as part 
of a major redevelopment zone, and w1th good access to major highway corndors serving the north county. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Marina Courthouse (81) 

Monterey Courthouse (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

389 

443 

Total 
Needs Score 

149 

195 

Total 
Benefits Score 

240 

240 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

15,347 

28,904 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sacramento 

Phase 1-New Court Administration Building 

Total Weighted Project Score 424 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$38,098,369 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2007 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

This project w111 construct a new court operational support buildmg of approximately 57,500 SF that will house some of the current court support spaces 
Since all current court fac1lltles with1n the downtown area suffer space shortfall, some of the administrative support funct1ons will be relocated into th1s 
new Court Operations Building Those facilities include the Gordon D Schaber Courthouse and three leased facilities (Credit Union Bu1ldmg, Enckson 
Bu1ldmg and 800 9th Street) m downtown Sacramento. Th1s building w1ll only house court admm1stration functions and contain no courtrooms. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

800 9th Street (Level1) (A4) 810 700 110 15,730 0 ~ 

Credit Umon Bldg. (Level 1) (A3) 810 700 110 8,453 0 ~ 

Erickson Building (Level 1) (A2) 810 700 110 4,127 0 ~ 

Sacramento Supenor Court (A 1) 386 276 110 288,896 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 2 - Dwntwn Bakersfield 

Total Weighted Project Score 421 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$59,631,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 02 2009 

D Renovation 

~ Addition 

~ New Building 

The project adds 24 courtrooms to the south of the courtroom wing of the exrsting downtown Bakersfield Superror Court. The proJect wrll include a new 
central holding area with a bus sallyport and addrtronal court support space needed for the comrng years. Upon completion of thrs project, the superror 
court will vacate the Bakersfield Justice Burldrng and three courtrooms in the seven-story wing of the Bakersfield Superior Court 

The project is first major phase of the redevelopment of the exrstmg Bakersfield Superior Court to provide 50 new courtrooms over trme of approxrmately 
400,000 square feet of new constructron, consolidating downtown court servrces at one location. Bakersfreld will continue to serve as the administrative 
base for Kern county court operations 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Bakersfield Superior Court (A 1) 

Bakersfield Justice Burldrng (B1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

439 

395 

Total 
Needs Score 

309 

225 

Total 
Benefits Score 

130 

170 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

84,517 

55,956 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Los Angeles 

JOel-East Lake ReConstructn 

Total Weighted Project Score 421 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$24,873,301 

Q4 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project replaces the existing five-courtroom Eastlake Juvemle Courthouse with a new five-courtroom facility on the exist1ng site. 

Given there is no site available for expansion at the juvenile hall fac1iity, the best long term plan for this facility is to vacate it, demolish the existmg court 
bUilding and build on the s1te of the existing buildmg. 

The existing building is occupied by several county agencies, includmg the Probation Department that is responsible for operating the adjacent juvemle 
hall. Probation will need to remain on-s1te while the buildings are demolished and replaced with new construct1on. 

In addition, the plan for the replacement bu1ld1ng Includes space for each of the court-related agencies that currently occupy the building at their current 
space allocation These agenc1es are the District Attorney and the Public Defender In addition to the Department of Probation Replacement of th1s 
courthouse will reqwre cooperat1ve planning between the county and the state to accomplish a successful plan for both the county and the state 

Therefore, the estimated project cost for the new Eastlake Juvenile Court includes the cost of temporarily housing the Probation Office in on-site modular 
buildings during construction, temporanly hous1ng the other court-related agencies in off-s1te office space during construction, and space for all the court-
related agenc1es currently located m the courthouse 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Eastlake Juvenile Court (R1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

421 

Total 
Needs Score 

406 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

70 17,583 0 
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Projec~ Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

C-New C. LA Flagship Civil 

Total Weighted Project Score 420 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$513,041,696 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2014 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project is the improvement, expansion and consolidation of the civil and family courts in downtown Los Angeles. The family courts 
are currently located in the Stanley Mosk Courthouse (20) and the Central C1v11 West leased facility (4) in the m1d-Wilsh1re area The Central D1stnct's 
civil courts are now all currently located 1n the Mosk Courthouse 

The Los Angeles Superior Court 1s considering two opt1ons for the development of civil and fam1ly courts 1n downtown Los Angeles. In option A, the 
Mosk Courthouse WJII be renovated and reta1ned for c1v11 and fam1ly use. The family courts now located In the Central Civil West facility will be 
consolidated in the renovated Mosk Courthouse. A new Flagship C1vil courthouse with 48 courtrooms Will be constructed In Option A to allow for both the 
downsizing of the Mosk Courthouse to 98 courtrooms and creating the central family courts facility 1n Mosk. The new Flagship Civil Courthouse will be 
approXImately 914,440 BGSF. 

In option B, the Mosk Courthouse is first replaced with a new Flagship Civil Courthouse of 118 courtrooms estimated to be 1.3 m1lllon BGSF. The Mosk 
Courthouse Will then be demolished and on its site a new 28-courtroom Fam1ly Courthouse will be constructed of approximately 275,200 BGSF. 

The total project cost assumes the cost of a 2,000 car parking garage and the cost to acquire two new sites. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Central CIVIl West (M1) 316 206 110 75,534 0 ~ 

Los Angeles County Superior/Municipal Court (K1) 439 329 110 407,509 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Mateo 

Central Branch- Addition & Refurbish 

Total Weighted Project Score 419 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,440,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q2 2009 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The Central Branch in San Mateo, provides three courtrooms, public service windows, and offrce space. It was well desrgned as a communrty court and 
has been well maintained by the county. 

The proposed project will remodel the existing court space and add 12,000 square feet of space for offrce and jury functions The Central Branch wrll 
retain its three courtrooms, with new construction expanding court support spaces As part of the same project, the existing facility will be refurbrshed and 
parkrng will be increased by 40 parkrng spaces. 

The proposed project will solve existrng security problems, space shortage and will provide future growth space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site 10 Building ID) 

Central Branch (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

419 

Total 
Needs Score 

349 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

17,438 

Court Use 
Only 

Shared 
Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Imperial 

El Centro Court- Remodel- Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 417 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$12,102,483 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 03 2008 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

TheEl Centro Courthouse was constructed in 1924. The courthouse presents 1tself as a monumental structure with lavish cornices and delicate deta1hng 
1n the med1um of precast concrete and plaster panels 

Phase 1 is a major renovation, which will relocate all county departments from the El Centro Courthouse into other suitable space, and renovate 
approximately 17,000 square feet of vacated space for use as support space by the court, and provide bwldlng infrastructure and ADA Improvements At 
the end of this phase there Will be seven courtrooms at this court location. 

The first phase In addressing the needs of the court Is to relocate all county functions including the District Attorney, Public Defender, Planning, 
Environmental Services and Printing departments, followed by a remodeling of the vacated space for court use. This project would permit court support 
staff, court reporters, and the law library to relocate to the basement level of the building, and create additional holding capacity. The relocation of county 
departments would free up space on the first and second floors for security improvements, add1t1onal holding cells, meet1ng space, an add1t1onal JUry 
deliberation rooms, attorney/client meetmg rooms and a children's waiting area. 

Current facility Issues, particularly inadequate security, separation of paths of travel in the fac11ity, and sigmficant space needs for court functions, can be 
addressed In multiple sequenced projects followed by a building add1t1on in the longer-term future. All case types are heard at th1s facility except Juvemle 
cases. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Imperial County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

417 

Total 
Needs Score 

347 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

26,782 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $126,349,364 0 Renovation 

Project Name S-New S. Criminal Courthouse Start Date 04 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 417 Completion Date 04 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project is construction of a new 34-courtroom criminal courthouse. This fac11ity Will serve as the South Distnct's consolidated 
criminal courthouse, providing space for all current and projected adult and juvemle criminal operations in the district The new courthouse Will Ideally be 
located near the downtown civ1c center. 

The 372,400 BGSF build1ng will include space for 34 courtrooms, jury facilities and in-custody holding. All but three of the courtrooms, which will be used 
for traffic and Juvenile delinquency cases, are planned to be JUry trial capable. 

The building and associated parking structure for 1,020 cars requires a site of approximately 4.75 acres. The project cost Includes the cost of land 
acqUisition, site development, construction of the new courthouse and the parking structure. 

When completed, the court Will temporarily move all functions from the exlstmg Long Beach Courthouse into the new criminal courthouse so that the 
exist1ng Long Beach Courthouse can be demolished and construction of the new Long Beach Courthouse, a civil courthouse, can begm 

A total of 21 cnm1nal courtrooms and associated support space now located in the Long Beach Courthouse will be permanently located 1n the new 
fac11ity The one criminal courtroom now located in the Beacon Street Annex in San Pedro will also move permanently to the new courthouse. The 
Beacon Street leased space will then be vacated by the court. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Beacon Street Buildmg (AB1) 376 186 190 1,761 0 ~ 

Long Beach Court (Y1) 418 354 130 120,902 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Modoc Project Cost $3,880,000 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Expand & Renovate BJC Start Date Q3 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 411 Completion Date Q3 2008 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The Superior Court of Modoc County has an adequate number of courtrooms however in two separate buildings in Alturas, the ex1st1ng facilities lack 
security and operational effectiveness. The project - expandmg the existing Barclay Just1ce Center (BJC) (bUJidmg 25-A 1) would remedy the lack of 
space for current staff and mandated functions, consolidate space for operational efficiency, and correct eXJsting secunty deficiencies 
The addition to the BJC is proposed With two new full service courtrooms, a holding area, expansion of the clerk's office, and support spaces that require 
a high level of public contact. A two-story, 15,320-gross-square-foot (gsf) addition would provide the required area, with the ab1llty to properly Isolate 
public, staff, and In-custody circulation. The BJC's existing courtroom would be renovated for court administration space, w1th its fixtures moved to one of 
the new courtrooms. Parking displaced by the building addition could be reinstated with a shared parking agreement w1th a church and the County of 
Modoc on sites across East Street. 
The County would retain the Modoc County Courthouse (building 25-A2), take over the current court occupied spaces and use them for the Board of 
Supervisors, public hearings and ceremonial uses. The ch1ef administrative officer for the county indicated, in a conversation on November 19, 2002 that 
the county board of supervisors would probably not agree to transfer the h1stonc courthouse to the state 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Barclay Justice Center (A 1) 

Modoc County Courthouse (A2) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

296 

662 

Total 
Needs Score 

166 

502 

Total 
Benefits Score 

130 

160 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

8,482 

3,876 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Joaquin Project Cost $49,313,800 D Renovation 
Project Name Stockton- New- Phase I Start Date 03 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 410 Completion Date Q3 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project rnvolves the construction of a new court building approximately 20 courtrooms (168,000 square feet) and assocrated support 
space The project will reconfrgure Hunter Square and surrounding area to create a new plaza facing Weber Avenue. A new sallyport wrll connect to the 
below grade holding areas accessed from Main Street. There Is an avarlable county-owned site next to the existrng courthouse in downtown Stockton 

A facility of this size would require approximately 725 parking spaces 

The proposed burldrng is an addition to the existing court wing. The courthouse will be a custody site capable of hearing all case types. 

Some of the benefits that the new project bnngs to the courts· 
· Provides adequate functional space needed for the courts darly operatrons. 
· Accommodates current and future courts space needs. 
· Provrdes a secure environment for staff, public and in-custodies. 

Improves departmental adjacencies. 
· Provrdes centralized court servrces to serve the public and court related county departments. 
Assist the crty of Stockton in the revrtalization of the downtown area. 

Potential new downtown Stockton sites was the subject of early discussions with the city, which wants to keep the court downtown. A full block would be 
required for optimal phased development. The crty would need to somehow subsidize the cost of parking to make this alternatrve cost effective, such as 
by allowing the county to participate In a joint development of a crty-owned garage. 

The planning team met with the Stockton's city manager on December 17, 2001. He confirmed his very strong desire to keep the marn courthouse 
downtown, includrng a willingness to help assemble a new site if the existrng site proved too difficult to use for the requrred expansion. 

The project will consolidate the leased (level 1) facility across the street from the Stockton Courthouse The facility called the Market Place is a records 
storage management center 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Administration and Courts Building (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

410 

Total 
Needs Score 

310 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

105,052 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Solano Project Cost $15,140,122 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Phase F4: Renovate old school Start Date 01 2009 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 410 Completion Date 03 2012 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

This project represents the last in a series of phased renovations which w1ll retain and renovate the existing "Hall of Justice" m downtown Fairfield, wh1ch 
IS comprised of three separates structures, including the Old H1gh School, the South Addition, and the newer Law and Justice Center. The f1rst phase w1ll 
build out space wh1ch is going to be vacated by the County when it occupies its new Government Center 1n 2005. The second phase will build out two 
additional courtrooms m the Law and Justice Center port1on of the building, in finished shelled space wh1ch has served as clerk and administrative areas 
s1nce construction of the buildmg was completed, in 1988 The final phase will replace the South Add1tlon, making numerous funct1onal improvements 
while connectmg and expanding the circulation system among the three bu1ld1ngs for greater efficiency and secunty for in-custody defendants, members 
of the Court and the public. 

This project will Include the final renovations of areas previously occupied by the clerk and courts of the civil division, in the old school, following the 
complet1on and occupancy by the civil division of the restored and expanded Old Solano Historic Courthouse, and it will also bwld out s1x additional 
courtrooms in the space previously built and shelled in the replacement of the south addition, part of an earlier phase of the overall project 

The overall project, when complete, w1ll upgrade, expand and improve the operational and physical deficiencies of the existing aging structures, and will 
build out and Improve the connection between the two older bwld1ngs and the Law and Justice Center. The courtrooms will be expanded and upgraded, 
and separate circulation will be constructed for transport of In-custody defendants to all jury-capable courtrooms, to serve all case types throughout the 
bu1ldmg. The renovation, restoration and expansion of the Old Solano Historic Courthouse, in connection with the work In the other buildings, w1ll 
consolidate the civil courtrooms and c1v1l court support functions In a single location. 

The current Hall of Justice contains 13 courtrooms. All case types are heard in that facility At the completion of the final phase of construction, and the 
related expansion and upgrade of the Historic Courthouse, wh1ch is the subject of a separate project, the number of courtrooms 1n the Hall of Just1ce will 
be increased from 16 to 20, for a total of 26 courtrooms in downtown Fairfield. 

The remaining Hall of Justice/Law and Justice Center complex, 1n which the bu1ldmgs are connected physically, will continue to be used for criminal and 
civil proceedings. While no parking improvements are included in the project, per se, parking requirements can be quantified If provision is a condition of 
the associated capital construction. 

Renovat1on of the Hall of Justice complex will improve access, circulation and functional organization of those buildings, includ1ng ADA, and hfe safety 
Non-m-custody capable courtrooms Will be replaced w1th new courtrooms which meet current facilities guidelines. Electrical and plumbing systems and 
fixtures, elevation problems which are susceptible to flooding, and mtegrated and cons1stent secunty will be replaced. HVAC systems are currently being 
upgraded m a separate project, associated with an Incremental expansion of the cogeneration plan which current serves the Law and Justice Center and 
Will be extended to the courthouse complex 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Justice - Fairfield (A 1) 410 280 130 61,476 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 3 - Dwntwn Bakersfield 

Total Weighted Project Score 409 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$14,927,000 

02 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

~ New Building 

The project, as part of second major addition, will add 14 courtrooms to Bakersfield Supenor Court. Upon completion of this project, the supenor court 
Will vacate all the remammg court funcbons In the eXIsting Bakersfield Superior Court. The existing three-story west wmg of the supenor court will be 
demolished and the facade of the eight-story north wmg will be repaired. 

An interim mam entrance Will be provided at the north end of the proposed project. The superior court Will continue to operate 38 courtrooms m 
downtown Bakersfield. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Bakersfield Superior Court (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

409 

Total 
Needs Score 

309 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

84,517 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Yuba 

New Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 404 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$31,829,707 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The master plan calls to abandon the eXJsting Yuba County Courthouse and for the construction of a new courthouse on an unspec1fied site, as close as 
possible to the existing courthouse In Marysville. 

The two-acre site would accommodate the new 102,000 BGSF facility, paved surface parking lot with 110 stalls and secured parkmg for judicial officers 
and select court staff. For purposes of the master plan, it has been assumed that the development of a new courthouse would be three to four above-
grade levels with, subject to site conditions, the potential for a partial below-grade level. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Superior Court Annex (A2) 

Yuba County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

840 

353 

Total 
Needs Score 

700 

213 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

140 

140 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,197 

27,473 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Lake 

New Southlake - Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 389 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$8,322,230 

01 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The Southlake District court funct1ons will move out of the existing South County Civic Center and a new facility will be constructed on a s1te to be 
identified and acquired w1thln Clearlake or its vicinity. The entire buildmg will be constructed m a smgle phase, and two courtrooms finished for use, wh1le 
one more courtroom and related space will be shelled for later completion 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

South Civic Center (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

389 

Total 
Needs Score 

289 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

3,332 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Imperial Project Cost $47,612,256 0 Renovation 
Project Name El Centro Court- Addition- Phase Ill Start Date Q3 2009 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 387 Completion Date Q4 2012 ~ New Building 
Project Description: 

TheEl Centro Courthouse was constructed in 1924 The courthouse presents itself as a monumental structure With lavish cornices and delicate detailing 
1n the medium of precast concrete and plaster panels. 

Phase 3 of the El Centro Courthouse Add1t1on The proposed project will relocate county functions in the two buildings on the south side of the 
courthouse, demolish the two buildings, and construct a new buildrng addition to the courthouse. 

A master plan update should be undertaken before starting this project to evaluate whether projected levels of activity have been met, to potentially 
adjust the projected implementation schedule The update will determine whether the Phase 3 building addition should take place as a single project or 
two separate proJects The courts at the end of phase 3 will have a total of eight additional courtrooms. 

The best approach for the court addition IS a two-story building, with partial excavation below grade to house the sallyport, in-custody hold1ng and secure 
park1ng for judges and court adminrstratlon. The new building's exterior can thus be compatible with the existing fac11ity, with equal floor-to-floor heights 
in the existing and new fac11itJes At the completion of the expansion the ent1re courthouse will contain 161,775 gross square feet and a total of fifteen 
courtrooms. 

For ail three phases the total estimate parking needed is 781 spaces For surface parking the land needs are approximately 6 8 acres and 1.6 acre for 
structure park1ng. The total project cost includes surface park1ng. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Imperial County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

387 

Total 
Needs Score 

347 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

26,782 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Imperial Project Cost $1,356,792 ~ Renovation 

Project Name El Centro Court- Remodel- Phase II Start Date 03 2009 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 387 Completion Date 03 2010 D New Building 

Project Description: 

TheEl Centro Courthouse was constructed in 1924. The courthouse presents itself as a monumental structure with lav1sh cornices and delicate deta1hng 
in the medium of precast concrete and plaster panels. 

Phase 2 of the El Centro Courthouse moderate renovation. 
This phase is integrated w1th the development of a separate Family Court facility 

Following the occupancy of the new Fam1ly Court, and relocation of the Family Court functions currently in the main courthouse Phase 2 will remodel 
16,000 square feet of vacated space for additional support for the civil and cnminal functions rema1nrng in the building, wrth a total of seven courtrooms. 

Upon completion of the Fam1ly Court, staff assoc1ated with Family Court will be moving to the new location, freeing up some space for the growth in staff 
associated with the overall caseload In criminal and civil areas. One ex1st1ng courtroom will be used for civil cases 

The Juvenrle Court at the Juvenile Center will be closed and the Juvenile Court functions will be relocated to the new Family Court. At th1s time the 
Family Court would have excess capacity. The growth in c1vil case act1v1ty can be accommodated using up to two courtrooms in the Family Courthouse 
until the complet1on of the add1tion to the El Centro Courthouse. 

Current facility 1ssues, particularly inadequate security, separation of paths of travel in the facility, and significant space needs for court functions, can be 
addressed in multiple sequenced projects followed by a burlding addition 1n the long-term future. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Imperial County Courthouse (A1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

387 

Total 
Needs Score 

347 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

26,782 

Court Use 
Only 

D 

Shared 
Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $44,497,709 0 Renovation 

Project Name S-New Long Beach Courthouse Start Date 03 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 384 Completion Date 04 2012 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project is construction of a new 17-courtroom civil courthouse in Long Beach. This facility Will serve as the South Distnct's 
consolidated non-cnmmal courthouse, providing space for current and projected CIVIl, family, probate operations 1n the district 

The 179,555 BGSF building willmclude space for 17 courtrooms and JUry facilities All but four of the courtrooms, wh1ch are planned for small cla1ms and 
fam1ly cases, are planned to be JUry trial capable. 

The new building Will be constructed on the site of the existing courthouse, which must be demolished prior to the start of construction. The plan 
assumes the new building will leave the existmg 50-space employee surface parking area in its current configuration. The plan assumes the existing 
pubic parking structure located on Magnolia Avenue across from the existing courthouse will continue to be used by the public and jurors. 

When completed, six civil and family courtrooms and associated support space that were temporarily moved from the existing Long Beach Courthouse to 
the new Crimmal Courthouse will be permanently located in the new facility. A total of two civil courtrooms now located 1n the San Pedro Courthouse w1ll 
also move permanently to the new courthouse. San Pedro will remain as a commumty court. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Long Beach Court (Y1) 398 354 110 120,902 0 ~ 

San Pedro Branch Court (Z1) 290 195 70 18,139 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Riverside 

Desert Reg-Indio Juv Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 383 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,325,900 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2008 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The majority of the current space at the Juvenile Justice Center is presently utilized by the Juvenile Hall and Probation Department, the principal 
occupants of the fac1hty. Considerable future space growth is projected for this location, and therefore a new 34,500 BGSF court facility IS planned to 
accommodate a requirement for five courtrooms by 2022. Approximately 1.2 acres (52,000 SF) of land will need to be acqUired at the lnd1o Juvemle 
Detention s1te for the new Indio Juvenile Court facility The project includes surface parking with a capacity of 94 spaces. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvemle Justice Center (N1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

383 

Total 
Needs Score 

283 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

999 

Court Use 
Only 

0 

Shared 
Use 

Page 111 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Nevada 

New Truckee Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 382 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$13,001,533 

Q3 2006 

Completion Date Q3 2010 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Population growth in the Truckee and North Shore area the large number of seasonal visitors to Lake Tahoe has also added to court act1v1ty. The 
workload of the court have Increased the workload of the court to the point of requiring a second courtroom and additional support space Other building 
tenants in the exist1ng courthouse are unwilling to relocate. 

A new two-story courthouse of 29,685 BGSF will be constructed to meet the twenty-year space needs of the court. It will have three multi-functional 
courtrooms to handle a wide range of case types. This new Truckee Courthouse will replace the eXIsting Truckee Courthouse In 2011. 

Existing Facility Name (Site iD Building ID) 

Superior Court 1n Truckee (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

382 

Total 
Needs Score 

282 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

5,607 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Joaquin 

Stockton- Renovation- Phase II 

Total Weighted Project Score 380 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$21,622,500 

Q4 2009 

Completion Date Q2 2011 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed project involves the renovation of the downtown Stockton court wing building The renovation of the court w1ng will house 12 courtrooms 
and support space approximated at 90,000 square feet of space. The court wmg will have to be vacated to accomplish this phase of work 

If renovation does not prove to be cost effective, the alternative is to either build a larger first increment (phase 1) of new construction on the Hunter 
Square s1te, or build another new wmg on the site of the eXIstmg Court Wing after its demolition. 

The new renovated space will have 12 new modern multipurpose courtrooms and support space. The courthouse will be a custody s1te capable of 
hearing all case types. 

Some of the benefits that the new project bring to the court· 
· Provides adequate functional space needed for the courts da1ly operations. 
· Accommodates current and future courts space needs 

Provides a secure env1ronment for staff, public and in-custod1es. 
Improves departmental adjacencies. 
Complies with ADA accessibility. 
Improves energy effic1ency. 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 

Administration and Courts Bulld1ng (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

380 

Total 
Needs Score 

310 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area {GSF) 

105,052 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Kings 

Hanford- New - Phase HI 

Total Weighted Project Score 373 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$54,279,930 

Q3 2008 

Completion Date 04 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed project Phase 1 mcludes one wing of the new main courthouse in Hanford. The new a-courtroom wing w111 be connected to the county Jail 
(currently under design) The proposed project Will consolidate all the existing court facilities In Hanford. 

The Hanford courthouse will house the centralized criminal, delinquency, and family court functions as well as regional civil and traff1c functions. The 
proposed build1ng will mclude the jury assembly, clerks, and ch1ldcare on the first floor; courtrooms are on the second floor; courtrooms, administration 
and support are on the third floor; and secure parking below grade. The parking requirements for th1s phase of work were calculated to be 73% (511 
parking spaces) of the total parking requirements. The park1ng w1ll be surface park1ng with the exception of the secure parking wh1ch is underground 

The new mam courthouse will be located west of the planned county jail, at the comer of 12th Avenue and Kings County Dnve 1n Hanford, in a county 
owned site. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hanford Juvenile Court (A4) 654 464 190 1,606 0 ~ 

Hanford New Supenor Court (A2) 379 189 190 28,208 ~ 0 
Hanford Municipal Court (A 1) 347 157 190 18,512 ~ 0 
Hanford Old Superior Court (A3) 361 171 190 11,968 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Tehama Project Cost $6,860,411 0 Renovation 

Project Name Red Bluff- New • Phase II Start Date 03 2009 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 372 Completion Date 03 2013 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project In Red Bluff phase II of the new courthouse The addition of three courtrooms of approximately 23,500 square feet Will vacate the 
remaimng of the ex1st1ng downtown Red Bluff courthouse. 

The proposed phase II project w1ll replace the annex 2 and family law The phase II project w1ll complete the consolidation of all court functions for th1s 
jurisdiction, with the exception of juvenile court. 

The Superior Court of California County of Tehama (prior to the completion of phase II) w111 occupy space m three buildings and w111 have a total of six 
courtrooms in the county, all 1n the city of Red Bluff. 

When phase II is completed, the county will have one new court buildmg w1th SIX multipurpose courtrooms and one courtroom at the juvenile center. At 
this point the courts will be operating primarily out of one location. This will help the courts in court operations, efficiency and cost savings. 

The project brings several benefits. It centralizes the court services Into one location and replaces the remaining deficient court facilities. 

Currently the Superior Court of California County of Tehama has two main court service areas Jud1cial proceedings presently occur daily in Red Bluff 
All case types are heard In Red Bluff, with juvenile delinquency cases to be heard In the new JUVemle hall courtroom, which is currently under 
construction. Jud1c1al proceedings occur dally In Coming for a variety of case types, Including misdemeanors, infractions, traffic, llm1ted civil and small 
claims. After phase I is completed, all caseload Will be heard in Red Bluff. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Sha.red 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Annex No. 2 (A3) 338 168 170 15,370 ~ 0 
Family Law "A Level1 Facility" (A4) 840 700 140 1,125 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

N-Lancaster Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 369 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,155,676 

01 2010 

Completion Date 04 2011 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project is the renovation of the Lancaster Courthouse. Th1s building will be downsized from seven to three courtrooms to be used 
for two delinquency and one dependency cases. 

The renovated bUilding will replace two ex1sting juvenile courtrooms, one delinquency and one dependency, that are currently housed in two separate 
temporary facilities. In add1t1on, one juvenile delinquency courtroom currently housed in the bu1ld1ng w1ll remain in the facility in the long term plan. 

The Lancaster Courthouse was built in 1962. Of seven existmg courtrooms, the Lancaster facility currently has only four courtrooms that function well for 
the court The plan Involves minor renovation and space reconfiguration within the courthouse in addition to upgrade of facilities systems. The key 
aspects of the renovat1on include reuse of three courtrooms for juvenile cases (Department A and B and Division 1 and 2), reallocate surplus space for 
trial courtset and court administration and complete minor renovations to existing spaces for trial court support functions, family court services, court 
security operations and in-custody holding. 

The project cost Includes the Task Force estimate of seismic Improvements. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Dependency Court - Level 1 (AE5) 810 700 110 5,964 ~ 0 
Juvemle Dellnquency(Oid Sheritrs Station)Level 1 (AE3 840 700 140 5,708 0 ~ 

Lancaster Courthouse Main 8UJidmg (AE1) 166 337 80 26,256 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Trinity Project Cost $7,181,377 0 Renovation 
Project Name Weaverville- New Courthouse Start Date Q1 2006 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 367 Completion Date Q2 2010 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project is a two-courtroom courthouse and support space The Master Plan estimates a 16,500 square foot facility. The parkmg 
requirement for a two-courtroom fac1hty is around 63 spaces. The project costs Includes surface parking. 

The proposed project would have to be constructed in a different location. The existmg site is restricted in size The demolition of the existing courthouse 
to create space for the new building is not feasible. The courts will have to operate while the new building is under construction. 

The county owns a large site known as the airport site, just a few minutes from the existing courthouse, where the new juvenile hall and several other 
county buildings are located There are several sites w1thm the a1rport site, wh1ch county representatives have suggested as a possible location for a new 
courthouse. 

The proposed project encompasses many new benefits over the ex1st1ng court building It will improve the phys1cal and functional conditions as well as 
cost effectiveness both m initial cost and long-term operational cost 
· The proposed new courthouse will provide a fully compliant, modern, new courtrooms w1th functional and security requirements which meet current 
standards. 
· The proposed new courthouse would provide the opportunity to plan for max1mum flexib1hty and ideal adJacencies possible with the construction of a 
new building. 
· The proposed new courthouse offers opportunities to design a new courthouse that achieves the character, public spaces, and level of amemties 
meeting modern court planning standards. 
· The proposed new courthouse offers greater opportunities than are poss1ble 1n the old building for resource and operational efficiencies, resulting from 
use of modern equipment and technology. 
· The ongoing fac1hty cost of new construction is likely to be lower per square foot than 1f the historic building was renovated 
· The new courthouse and new location would allow potential for co-location in an Integrated complex with the sheriff, jail, and other related county 
functions, to achieve operational efficiencies 
· The proposed project w1ll1nclude all court functions and the capacity to hear all case types. 
· The renovation of the existmg courthouse Is probably not cost-effective as compared with a new replacement building. 
· The court space m the Weaverville courthouse will be vacated and will become available for other uses. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Tnmty County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

367 

Total 
Needs Score 

267 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

9,493 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Sonoma 

Phase 1 • HOJ Remodel 

Total Weighted Project Score 364 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$6,321,592 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q4 2006 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

Providing courtrooms and support space for the five new judgeships from the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships will require the relocation 
of some of the county's court-related agencies now in the HOJ. The total area to be renovated is est1mated to be 30,000 SF. The HOJ currently has 16 
courtrooms. Th1s project w111 provide s1x additional courtrooms and support space. 

This project is only an interim solution for the short term. The HOJ will be decommissioned once the new C1v11/Family Court is constructed in 2015. 

Existing Facility Name (Site 10 Building 10) 

Hall of Justice (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

364 

Total 
Needs Score 

324 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

40 67,508 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

E-Phase 2-New Criminal 

Total Weighted Project Score 362 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$46,705,569 

Q1 2010 

Completion Date 04 2013 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

This project is the second phase, 16 courtrooms, of a new consolidated criminal courthouse to have a total of 40 courtrooms. The project w111 meet 
projected serv1ce demand, provide some temporary space for eight West Covina court operations during its renovation and move all four cnminal 
courtrooms from the Pomona North Courthouse and all from West Covina 

Eventually, in combination with phase I, consolidate all criminal operations in the East district. Currently the crimmal operations are located at Pomona 
South, Pomona North, El Monte and West Covina courthouses. Some of the existing criminal courtrooms are functionally margmal or deficient The new 
facility, in addition to reducing the number of custody sites within the district, Will provide courtrooms that are functionally adequate to handle cnmmal 
case types. 

The estimated total project cost for this project includes the site development cost for the phase II expansion, and the cost for the parking structure used 
for phase II. The site acquisition cost is included in the project cost for the New East Criminal Phase I project. 

The parking requirements for th1s project will be addressed by a two-level parking structure on s1te, providing 310 spaces, and surface parking on site 
providmg 1 06 spaces. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Citrus Municipal Court (X1) 297 226 140 64,771 0 ~ 

Pomona Courthouse North (formally Municipal Court) ( 493 303 190 32,176 0 bll 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

NC-New N.C. Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 357 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$56,570,126 

01 2008 

Completion Date 04 2011 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

This project proposes construction of a new 15-courtroom facility to replace the existing Glendale courthouse, absorb criminal operations from the 
Burbank Courthouse, and prov1de for projected growth in the d1stnct. The new full-service courthouse Will also consolidate all cnmmal operations in the 
district in addition to holdtng proceedings for c1v1l and traffic case types. 

Site requirements for th1s project are approximately 3 acres An Ideal s1te for this fac1llty Is eas1ly accessible to the 1-5 and 134 freeways in the 
southwestern part of the d1stnct. 

Assuming an area of approximately 340' by 400', the building would be five stories, four above grade, and have a 31,500 square feet footprint. The 
parking structure would requ1re approximately 52,650 square feet of footprint area and accommodate 450 spaces. The total number of park1ng spaces 
was derived from the existing parkmg ratios 1n the distnct. This ratio of 30 spaces per courtroom was applied to the new 15-courtroom courthouse to 
amve at a 2022 parking requirement of 450 spaces. The analysis assumes the site will be located In an urban area where property values make 
structured park1ng more economical than surface parking 

Upon completion, the new courthouse will temporarily serve as swing space for the Burbank Courthouse, while It undergoes renovation. Eventually, the 
new courthouse will absorb all operations from Glendale Courthouse and the criminal operat1ons from Burbank Courthouse. 

The estimated total project cost for this project includes the site acquisition cost, site development cost and the cost for the three level parking structure 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Burbank Superior and Municipal Courthouse (G1) 249 179 70 39,040 0 ~ 

Glendale Superior and Municipal Courthouse (H 1) 491 301 190 31,592 D ~ 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 Page 120 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Stanislaus Project Cost $21,300,000 D Renovation 
Project Name Modesto Phase I Start Date 03 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 347 Completion Date 01 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed project would consist of an e1ght-story building in the center of the existing courtyard The first four stories of the new addition will be 
designated for court support functions, and the top four stories Will be f1t out for eight courtrooms. 

The proJect can begm after the Interior courtyard has been cleared of the judges' park1ng and the vehicle sallyport and the clerk's office and shenff's 
modular facilities have been relocated. The 1948 wmg of the Hall of Records building should also be demolished. 

With the completion of this project, the occupants of the Hall of Records building and the Modesto Ma1n Court North Wing can then be relocated to the 
new building, and the Hall of Records can be demolished. In addition, the traffic court in Modesto will be vacated. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Modesto Main Courthouse (A 1) 

Modesto Traffic Court- Level 1 Survey Only (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

336 

860 

Total 
Needs Score 

286 

700 

Total 
Benefits Score 

50 

160 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

64,278 

1,400 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Mateo 

Southern Branch· Renovation· Phase I 

Total Weighted Project Score 344 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$30,213,750 

Q2 2010 

Completion Date Q4 2013 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The 24-courtroom Hall of Justice in Redwood City acts as the principal seat for the Superior Court of San Mateo County The building's original four-story 
construction dates to 1956, with the e1ght-story "tower" portion added in 1968. 

The proposed project w111 remodel the space currently occupied by the county in the Hall of Just1ce. The Southern Branch, the courts w111 expand into the 
Hall of Justice after the county constructs a new office building and vacates most or all of the space it currently occup1es. The Traffic and Small Cla1ms 
Annex functions, mcluding one courtroom, will be incorporated into the Hall of Justice. One existing courtroom would be lost and four gained, for a net 
total of 28 The courts would expand from their current 141,000 square feet, adding a total of 98,500 square feet now occupied by county functions. 

Des1gn and construction of the first phase, which Includes the main expansion and refurbishing project, would require the county to relocate 1ts 
operations elsewhere. The master plan estimated $19,700,000 to compensate the county for space taken over by the courts. Seismic Improvement costs 
are not included here as most work has been completed or likely would be fimshed before the bwlding is transferred to the state. However the tim1ng to 
start th1s phase of work depends upon the schedule of the county office building 

Structure parking for 190 cars (in coordination with the county's parking expansion for its new office building) IS added in phase 1. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area {GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Justice (A 1) 345 215 130 108,865 0 ~ 

Traffic/ Small Claims Annex (A2) 332 172 160 9,714 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Humboldt 

Hoopa Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 343 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,714,886 

03 2007 

Completion Date 03 2011 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes replacing the existing Hoopa Tribal Courthouse. The existing facility Will be replaced with a new courthouse that would meet 
current court facility guidelines as well as accessibility, life/safety and current building codes This courthouse would Include a s1ngle courtset, a small 
clerk's off1ce, an off1ce for criminal justice related agency staff to utilize when 1n the community and support space for the facility. The proposed court 1s 
non-jury and will not handle In-custody case. Moreover, the proposed court will be used on a part-time bas1s as it is now with a JUdicial off1cer ons1te two 
days per month. The existing courtroom is used for traffic, small claims and criminal misdemeanors. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building 10) 
Hoopa Courthouse (E1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

343 

Total 
Needs Score 

243 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

2,171 

Court Use 
Only 

0 

Shared 
Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Mateo 

Juvenile Branch- Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 338 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$1,125,000 

02 2009 

Completion Date 03 2012 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed project entails an addition of a third courtroom su1te estimated at approximately 4,000 gross square feet. The project Will be an addition to 
the Juvemle Court currently under des1gn. 

The Juvenile Branch design work 1s under way for replacement courts as part of a larger JUvenile justice center. (It is assumed in the master plan that the 
project will be completed ) It provides two courtrooms and related space. The total cost of the courts portion to this project is estimated by the county, to 
be in the range of $12.4 to $14.3 m111ion and is being financed through the sale of bonds. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvemle Branch (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

338 

Total 
Needs Score 

338 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefrts Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

0 13,414 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Fresno Project Cost $40,187,536 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Renovate Fresno County Courthouse Start Date 01 2007 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 316 Completion Date 01 2008 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The existing Fresno County Courthouse is a nine story structure with two mezzanine levels and two basement levels It is a monumental building set 
w1thin a large urban plaza. It Is strategically located downtown and Is a prominent s1te In Fresno. The bu1ld1ng is in fa1r condition for 1ts age, but requ1res 
considerable renovation and refurbishment to both finishes and engmeenng systems. The building is very overcrowded, espec1ally in the staff areas 
Many closets have been turned into offices. 

Three court sets on the basement level of the Fresno County Courthouse will be decommissioned to prov1de the necessary central holding space 
commensurate w1th a criminal court facility. The remaining court sets within the building would continue 1n place. The following work w111 be done for th1s 
project: 

oMaintam 26 ex1stmg court sets w1th spat1al deficiencies addressed 
DConvert departments one, two, and three mto central court hold1ng space 
DRenovate 34,246 SF of clerk court support and bu1ld1ng support space 

·DReassign and renovate 18,604 SF of non-court occup1ed office space for court office and support use (Law library and Probation) 
DRenovate systems, core, shell elements 
DSeismic retrofit 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Only Use 

Existing Fresno County Courthouse (A1) 316 246 70 130,683 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Mendocino Project Cost $21,639,196 0 Renovation 
Project Name New Courthouse In Ukiah Start Date 03 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 311 Completion Date 03 2010 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project IS construct1on of a new nine-courtroom facility in downtown Ukiah The new courthouse w1ll be the mam courthouse in the 
county and handle all case types. 

Uk1ah's eight-courtroom courthouse has severe functional and access deficiencies that can most cost effectively be corrected by new construction off 
site. It is an unreinforced masonry structure with numerous code deficiencies and systems neanng the end of the1r useful life. It Is also functionally 
deficient due to lack of secure circulation and poor layout. The site has virtually no available land for expansion. 

The facility will replace the Ukiah County Courthouse and the Willits Courthouse 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

County Courthouse (A 1) 

Supenor Court (Willits) (E1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

645 

311 

Total 
Needs Score 

485 

121 

Total 
Benefits Score 

160 

190 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

26,262 

4,487 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 1 - Dwntwn Bakersfield 

Total Weighted Project Score 309 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$438,000 

03 2005 

Completion Date 04 2006 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The project involves intenor improvements for two courtrooms on the first floor of existmg downtown Bakersfield Courthouse to accommodate two 
judgeships from the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships. 

The proJect is proposed to be located in the eight-story wing of the Superior Court building The Superior Court build1ng is a multistory bUilding w1th two 
wings The majonty of courts are located in a three-story wing on the west side, and court services and related serv1ces are 1n an e1ght-story w1ng m the 
middle. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Bakersfield Superior Court (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

309 

Total 
Needs Score 

309 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

84,517 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Orange 

North Justice Center 

Total Weighted Project Score 309 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$30,350,000 

Q1 2008 

Completion Date 03 2011 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The master plan recommends expansion of the 18-courtroom North Justice Center by eight courtrooms and associated support space to provide a total 
of 26 courtrooms This project w1ll meet projected service demand In the north em part of the county All e1ght courtrooms w111 be built to serve crimmal 
and civil jury trials. 

The North Justice Center, located in the City of Fullerton, is currently used for cnminal, civil, small claims, and traffic case types. Upon completion of the 
expansion, the North Justice Center w1ll contmue to handle all existing case types. 

The expansion will be approximately 82,830 BGSF and requires development of a multi-story park1ng structure for 426 cars. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

North Justice Center (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

309 

Total 
Needs Score 

209 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

103,899 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Stanislaus Project Cost $21 ,300,000 0 Renovation 

Project Name Modesto Phase II Start Date 03 2007 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 309 Completion Date 01 2011 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The project, Modesto Phase II, proposes to build e1ght additional courtrooms that share holding and jUry deliberation functions All floors w111 connect -
with Phase I, forming a generous, s1ngle corridor that serves all new courtrooms The remaining occupants (court support staff and two courtrooms) of 
existing Main Court Buildmg North can then move mto the newest additon. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building iD) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Department 16 - Level 1 Survey Only (E1) 890 700 190 960 0 ~ 

Ceres Mumc1pal Court (C1) 622 432 190 2,985 ~ 0 
Modesto Main Courthouse (A 1) 286 286 0 64,278 0 -~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Barbara Project Cost $351,000 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Renovation of Jury Assembly Building Start Date 01 2008 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 307 Completion Date 04 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed long-term reuse of this building is to provide JUry assembly funcbons for the downtown Santa Barbara Court Complex. The family law and 
civil operation that uses the bUilding's one courtroom will have already been relocated to the Anacapa BUilding after 1ts renovation Is completed The 
space will be renovated to provide adequate space for the main and sole purpose of this building as the jury assembly facility serving both the Anacapa 
and the Figueroa court facilities. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Santa Barbara Jury Assembly Building (G1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

307 

Total 
Needs Score 

267 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

5,610 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $6,532,540 ~ Renovation 

Project Name SW-Airport Renovation Start Date Q1 2009 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 306 Completion Date Q3 2010 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project is the renovation of the Airport Courthouse for use as a cnminal courthouse for the Southwest Distnct. The facility, wh1ch is 
located 1n the Southwest Distnct but used by the West Distnct, will become the mam crim1nal courthouse 1n the Airport and Inglewood area Th1s bu1ldmg 
was constructed 1n 1999 and 1s located near the 405 and 105 freeway. 

The building's renovation and use by the Southwest Distnct is dependent on the construction of the new crimmal court In the West District 

The long-term plan for the facility is to continue its use as a criminal court in the Southwest District, with each of the existmg 14 courtrooms equipped for 
criminal proceedings 

The Airport building is large and relatively new, w1th 295,900 CGSF of useable space. It will require only minor renovat1on and space reconf1guration to 
meet the needs of the Southwest Distr1ct. Currently underutilized space Will be renovated for court support space 

In addition to the West Distnct court operations now located in the building, many court-related and other agencies are located in the fac11ity. All but one 
of these agencies will be able to stay in the fac1hty. The area now occupied by the Public Defender, or 11 ,379 CGSF, will be bought out to create space 
for court support functions. It is assumed that the Public Defender will be able to find suitable space to lease in nearby office buildings. 

The plan proposes relocating the county law library from the Torrance Courthouse to the Airport Courthouse to create space in the Torrance Courthouse 
for court support functions. 

The plan for the existing building includes 14 courtrooms, jury facilities, m-custody holding, and offices for the Distnct Attorney, probation, county 
recorder, the county law library and other small court-related offices. The cost estimate for the proJect does not include the cost of movmg the county law 
library 1nto the building. 

When completed, e1ght cnminal courtrooms from Inglewood and one criminal courtroom from Torrance Will be permanently moved into the bu1ldmg In 
the 1ntenm, the bu1ld1ng will be used as swing space to partially vacate f1rst the Torrance Courthouse and then the Inglewood Courthouse prior to 
renovations of each. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Inglewood Municipal Court (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

306 

Total 
Needs Score 

236 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

61,348 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
South Bay Courthouse Superior and Municipal (C1) 306 266 40 84,554 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Fresno 

Renovate Exist Juvenile Dependency 

Total Weighted Project Score 305 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,541,616 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2007 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The juvemle dependency court facilities are housed 1n a building leased by the county. The building is in good condition, and appears to meet all current 
life safety codes and ADA. The interior finishes appear in good condition 

The first floor contains four courtrooms and associated spaces. The second floor contains a small area for the courts administration with the rema1nder 
be1ng used by court-related agencies. 

Interior renovation Is feasible within the existing court-occupied area. The court is in need of additional area. Renovation would consist of· ma1nta1ning 
the four existing court sets w1th spatial deficiencies addressed; renovation of 3,168 CGSF for clerk and support use; reassignment and renovation of 
7,053 CGSF of non-court occupied space for court office and support 

Parking is a problem. There are 20 spaces In the basement for staff. Since the buildmg is located In a busy downtown area, parking on the street is 
difficult. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Juvenile Dependency (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

305 

Total 
Needs Score 

235 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

12,465 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Placer 

New Auburn Courthouse & Parking 

Total Weighted Project Score 305 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$23,357,625 

Q2 2007 

Completion Date Q4 2011 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The new criminal/Juvenile/family court will replace the existing courtrooms at the DeWitt adult ja11 and juvemle detent1on fac1llty and w1ll provide courtroom 
expansion for the Auburn reg1on. 

The selected development opbon would reduce the number of court facilities the Auburn region and retain the historic courthouse. The eXIsting four 
courtrooms, in the historic courthouse would be used for civil matters. The new crim~nal/juvemle/family court facility w1th six courtrooms would replace 
two eXIsting courtrooms at the adult jail and juvenile detention facilities, and house three additional JUdicial pos1tlons need in th1s area of the county For 
operational efficiency the new court bUilding is planned to be adjacent to the existing jail and JUVenile facilities 

The historic courthouse Is located on a highly visible hill in downtown Auburn. There Is no opportunity to expand this facility ons1te, any proposal to bu1ld 
on the ex1sting s1te would be met with significant public and c1ty opposition. 

The Auburn region currently has four judicial positions at the historic courthouse, one at the Jail, and one at the juvenile detention facility, for a total of six 
judicial positions at three locations. Three additional judicial positions are projected in the region by 2012, and by 2022 one more jud1c1al officer, for a 
total of ten 1n the Auburn region. Expansion of court facilities at either the current main Jail or juvenile ja1l is not feasible. 
The new Auburn Courthouse would be located in close prox1m1ty to the county's two main detention facilities and would replace Inadequate court spaces 
in the jail and JUVemle bUildings. 

The new court building is projected, with Trial Court Facility GUidelines to require 76,000 gross square feet (gsf}. Since the additional space required 
between 2012 and 2022 is less than 9,000 gross square feet, the master plan recommendation is to construct the full2022 space program of 85,000 gsf, 
for occupancy 1n 2012. The tenth courtset could be shelled, with a tenant improvement project completed in a separate project by 2022. The parking 
demand Is est1mated to be 280 spaces, however opportunity may exist in the future for shared parking arrangements with other uses at the DeWitt 
Center. 
A three acre site would be required for the entire programmed two-story building and surface parking spaces. 

The county has stated that sites may be available at the DeWitt Center in the future and that a site d1rectly across the street from the jail could be a 
potentiallocat1on for the new courthouse. Since the proposed court building will not be required unti12012, the county cannot guarantee that this specific 
site Will be ava1lable although county staff have indicated that they support the continued location of courts near the juvenile and adult detention fac1llt1es 
The first step in development of the New Auburn Courthouse Is to acquire a s1te In the DeWitt Government Center 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Ja1l (82) 332 132 200 4,173 0 
Juvemle Hall (83) 287 87 200 6,100 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $33,756,101 ~ Renovation 
Project Name NW-Van Nuys E. Renovation Start Date 03 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 302 Completion Date 03 2007 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The project proposes renovation of the Van Nuys East Courthouse for physical improvements, system upgrades and seismic Improvements The 
courthouse has 22 courtrooms that are used for non-custody cases The existing central holding area is not in use. Three of the eXIsting courtrooms are 
located m the modular buildings on s1te and 19 courtrooms are located in the Van Nuys East bu1ld1ng. 

The renovation involves reuse of an undersized courtroom for court administrative space, thus downsizing the number of courtrooms located in the 
building to 18. (The building IS expanded to 22 courtrooms in a subsequent phase.) 

In this project, the central holding area will be reused for record storage. The County Law Library currently located in the building will need to move out 
to create space for expansion of court support functions. The courthouse will continue operations during the renovation. 

Once completed, the renovated Van Nuys East Courthouse will continue its existing operations for civil jury, family and small claims cases The 
estimated total project cost for th1s project includes buyout cost for the County Law Library space and the Task Force estimated seismic retrofit cost and 
related soft costs. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Van Nuys Courthouse (AX1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

302 

Total 
Needs Score 

271 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

106,173 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Clara Project Cost $109,996,255 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Central Criminal & Juvenile Delinquency Court Start Date 03 2006 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 296 Completion Date 04 2013 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The master plan goal is to centralize the central San Jose criminal calendar at this location, as it is immediately adjacent to the main Jail and already 
connected via a basement level tunnel. Growth at this site will need to occur in two phases. 

Phase 1: The first major Increment of JUdicial growth is projected for 2012; however, due to site constraints, the first phase project w11l accommodate a 
total of 38 court sets, five fewer than the projected need by 2012. Of the 43 court sets projected for 2012, four are allocated to juvenile delinquency, 
which w111 remain at its current location until replacement space is constructed even though that facility has only three court sets. To allev1ate this 
imbalance, the master plan recommendation is to begin construction of Phase 1 earlier so that it can be completed and occupied sooner than 2012, 
allowing Phase 2 to begin as soon as possible to make up for the projected court set shortfall. The existing Hall of Justice East will undergo renovation 
during Phase 1 at the support areas. Much of this renovation will occur once the Phase 1 addition has been completed and occupied as support 
functions relocate to new expanded space. The space they vacated w1ll be renovated for other support functions. 

Phase 2· After Phase 1 Is completed and occupied, th.e exlstlng Hall of Justice West can be demolished. This provides a site for the Phase 2 project The 
Phase 2 building will include mne court sets, five of which will be allocated to juvenile delinquency proceedings. This building will include four cnminal 
court sets, support space for delinquency and criminal calendars and a bridge connection to the adjacent JUVemle detention center for transport of in 
custody juveniles. The three juvemle delinquency courtrooms m the Probation Building will no longer be needed by the court when the new facility IS 
finished 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hall of Just1ce- West (A2) 502 312 190 69,810 ~ 0 
Hall of Just1ce (A 1) 148 148 0 127,139 ~ 0 
Probation Building - Level One (A3) 810 700 110 8,694 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $17,710,275 ~ Renovation 

Project Name W-Santa Monica Renovation Start Date Q4 2008 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 295 Completion Date Q4 2010 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project 1s the renovation of a partially occupied Santa Monica Courthouse. The renovation w111 downs1ze the building from 16 to 13 
courtrooms in order to prov1de needed support space. 

The existing facility 1s currently used for criminal, civil and family case types. Once renovated, the Santa Monica facility will handle no cnmlnal cases and 
only civil, fam1ly and small claims cases will be heard in its 13 courtrooms. The building will prov1de space for the 11 current civil and fam1ly courts 
located in the Santa Monica Courthouse in addition to one c1v11 court located In the Beverly Hills facility. 

In addition to the facility system upgrade and seismic improvements, the key aspects of the renovation include the following· 
•DConvert two undersized courtrooms to court adm1n1strat1on. 
•DRenovate space now occupied by the District Attorney, Public Defender and Probat1on offices for tnal courtset, tnal court jUdiciary and fam1iy court 
serv1ces. 

Several court-related agencies will need to be bought out to create space for court support functions. The District Attorney, Probation office and Public 
Defender will need to find su1table space near the New West District Criminal courthouse in either commercial office space or '" other county owned 
buildings. 

The plan for the existing building will accommodate 13 courtrooms and jury facilities, in addition to the County Law Library and the Pollee Department, 
which may move to the new Pollee Station under construction. The existing surface parking lot on site will be reused as IS. 

The project cost Includes the Task Force estimated cost of seismic improvements. The project cost does not Include the cost of construction of the three-
courtroom Annex now under design. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Beverly Hills Court (AQ1) 

Santa Monica Court (AP1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

175 

371 

Total 
Needs Score 

163 

312 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

34,963 

54,979 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Alameda Project Cost $8,165,920 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Renovation of Hayward Hall of Justice Start Date Q1 2009 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 293 Completion Date Q2 2012 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The relocation of all felony trials and pre-trial heanngs from the Hayward Hall of Justice to the proposed East County Hall of Justice in 2007 will reduce 
the Hayward HOJ's courtroom need from 20 to 17 This Will allow the renovation of the area occupied by the three surplus courtrooms mto offices and 
work spaces for Family and Children Services currently located 1n the county-owned Winton Bwldmg. The court Will then be able abandon the1r space 1n 
the W1nton Building. 

The building systems that are now reaching the ends of their useful hves will also be upgraded The fire sprinkler system will be expanded to cover the 
entire building. The facility w111 also be grought into compliance with ADA requirements. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Hayward Hall of Justice (01} 270 190 80 112,091 0 ~ 

Winton Building (Level 1} (02} 710 600 110 6,251 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Francisco 

Phase I • New Family Court 

Total Weighted Project Score 288 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$53,876,846 

Q4 2005 

Completion Date 01 2010 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

A new Umfied Family Courthouse (UFC) will be constructed on the grounds of the present Youth Guidance Center (YGC) at Portola Road and Woodside 
Avenue, In San Francisco. A new YGC is currently being constructed elsewhere on the site, and will be completed prior to the construction of the Umf1ed 
Fam1ly Courthouse. The UFC facility w1ll replace the current facility, which contains four courtrooms, w1th a new ten-courtroom bUJidmg at another 
location on the same property. 

The new UFC will also provide six courtrooms which will be relocated from the C1vic Center Courthouse. The relocation of those courts will provide 
consolidation of the fam1ly law, juvemle delinquency, juvenile dependency and traffic cases in a s1ngle location. The occupancy of a new Umf1ed Fam1ly 
Courthouse will result m available space In the C1v1c Center Courthouse for expansion, in another project, of much-needed office space, by eliminating 
the undersized courtrooms in that complex. 

Two to four of the tern courtrooms will have secure access and holding areas for juvenile offenders In custody at the YGC. A physical connection to the 
housing area will be constructed. A parking structure will also be constructed on the site, adjacent to the new courthouse, to serve the current YGC and 
the new court 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Civic Center Courthouse (A 1) 

Youth Gu1dance Center (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

271 

747 

Total 
Needs Score 

111 

517 

Total 
Benefits Score 

160 

230 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

228,595 

8,698 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Fresno 

Federal Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 284 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$34,111 ,808 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2007 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The building contains eight large courtrooms, and five floors of office space. The building is located across the downtown plaza from the existmg Superior 
Court bu1ldmg. The court anbc1pates a bu1ldmg renovation into 16 c1v11 courtrooms plus some possible se1smic rehabilitation. 

At present, Fresno has 45 JPEs. The project will accommodate 10 new judgeships from the planned request from the Jud1c1al Council In order to house 
these 10 additional JPEs, the Federal Courthouse, obtained at no cost, Will, with some remodeling, fill the potential need. 

A portion of the cost of remodeling is the seismic retrofit. A seismic evaluation and cost estimate for retrofit, prepared by the federal government, 
estimates a cost of $8.6 million, in 1991 dollars. However, the estimate shows a risk estimate of dmage of less that 2% over 30 years, and less than 1% 
over f1ve years. The federal government judges that the risk was acceptable. 

The Fresno Courthouse is very overcrowded Obtaining the eight additional courtrooms at the Sisk Federal Courthouse will enable the transfer of c1vil, 
family law, probate, and small claims cases to the S1sk building, and enable utilization of the Fresno Courthouse for cnmmal cases. The add1bon of the 
staff space at S1sk Will be very helpfulm alhevatmg space shortages at the Fresno Courthouse 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Fresno County Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

284 

Total 
Needs Score 

244 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

110,430 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-Ramona Branch Ct 

Total Weighted Project Score 284 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$110,500 

02 2008 

Completion Date Q4 2009 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

Only minor renovations will be made of approximately 1,000 CGSF of court support space In this building to maximize it's efficiency The core and shell, 
Including building systems, will be renovated. The existing Ramona Branch Court w111 continue to be utilized through 2022. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Ramona Courthouse (J1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

284 

Total 
Needs Score 

284 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

0 3,134 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Nevada 

Truckee Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 282 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$225,000 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2007 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

Population growth in the Truckee and North Shore area and the large number of seasonal v1s1tors to Lake Tahoe have 1ncrease the workload of the court 
to the po1nt of requmng a second courtroom and additional support space As other building tenants are unw1lhng to relocate, a new courthouse on 
another site w1ll be constructed by 2011. 

Dunng the Interim, approximately 1 ,500 CGSF of vacated space on the second floor of the present building will be reconfigured to accommodate the 
court's current needs Wh1le this project will not fully meet the current space reqUirements of the court, 1t does provide needed improvements for a 
relatively small Investment 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Supenor Court in Truckee (B1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

282 

Total 
Needs Score 

282 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

5,607 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Riverside Project Cost $11,347,200 D Renovation 
Project Name Mid-Cnty Reg-Temecula Phase 1 Start Date Q3 2005 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 278 Completion Date Q1 2009 ~ New Building 
Project Description: 

The current court facility at Temecula has limited potential for expans1on beyond its current level of use. Considerable future space growth is projected 
for th1s location and therefore a new 37,500 BGSF facility, which would replace the current court, 1s planned to accommodate a requirement for four 
courtrooms by 2022. Surface parkmg for 177 cars w1ll be included In the project. 

Development of the new courthouse requires approximately 2.5 acres (1 09,000 SF) of property located at an unspecified s1te in the c1ty of Temecula 
Court fac1l1ty development would likely involve a one-story above-grade-level structure. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Temecula (H1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

278 

Total 
Needs Score 

178 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

12,557 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities-
County Sacramento Project Cost $13,120,471 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Phase 1-Gordon D. Schaber Renovation Start Date 01 2006 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 276 Completion Date 04 2007 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The project will entail an expansion of eight courtrooms in this building. The expansion could be accomplished by relocating the operational support 
functions on the sixth floor to a new court operations build mg. In addition, the existing s1xth floor food service component would either need to be 
downsized and moved elsewhere 1n the building or eliminated as a service until a new courts building IS constructed. By relocatmg these functions, 
approXImately 12,500 net square feet would become available on the s1xth floor. Th1s would accommodate six courtrooms with chambers and clencal 
support space. The courtrooms would average 1,100 to 1,200 square feet 

An additional two courtrooms w11i be created elsewhere 1n the building through relocation of selected functions. In total, approximately 25,000 square feet 
will be relocated and approximately 35,000 net square feet will undergo extensive renovation This latter figure includes present vacant space In 
addition, there will be necessary upgrades to the bu1ld1ng systems and interiors such as ADA, fire and life safety, electncal, and general maintenance. 

The creation of eight additional courtrooms in the downtown courthouse will not solve the present problems related to incustody defendant movement, 
nor the general overcrowding of some of the building occupants. Since there IS lack of adequate vacant space w1th1n this bu1ldmg, the s1ze of the 
courtrooms will not meet the Tra1l Court Facilities Guidelines. This will be a temporary upgrade that is necessary in order to accommodate eight of the 13 
additional Judicial pos1t1ons from the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships slated to be appointed over the next five years 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Sacramento Superior Court (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

276 

Total 
Needs Score 

276 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

288,896 

Court Use 
Only 

Shared 
Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Orange Project Cost $91,136,000 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Central Justice Center· Phase 1 Start Date 03 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 275 Completion Date 02 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The first phase expansion of the existing 65-courtroom Central Jusbce Center In Santa Ana is a 23 courtroom addition of 204,550 BGSF to be located 
adjacent to the exrsting courthouse on the county owned courthouse site. The project wrll include the acquisition and development of a srte for structured 
parking for 1 ,468 cars. 

The project Includes minor renovation and upgrade of existing electrical and mechanical systems. 

This project will meet projected service demand and accommodate the migration of family and family support cases from the Lamoreaux Justice Center 
Upon completion of the expansion, the court will vacate the two courtrooms in the Central Justice Annex, whrch will move into the expanded Central 
Justrce Center 

The Central Justice Center may be expanded in a subsequent phase dependrng on future plannrng. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Central Justrce Annex (A2) 860 700 160 5,530 ~ D 
Central Justice Center (A 1) 293 193 100 357,299 D ~ 

Lamoreaux Justice Center (81) 197 107 90 125,220 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Riverside 

W Reg-Corona Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 271 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$9,812,210 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The Corona Court renovation and expansion will provide for a total of six court sets and associated court office and support space W1th the contmued 
use of the three eXIstmg court sets, an additional three court sets are reqwred to satisfy long-term needs The project includes construction of a 19,000 
BGSF addition to the ex1stmg buildmg and surface parking for 313 cars, including the 60 park1ng spaces displaced by the add1t1on. 

The project mcludes acquisition of approXImately 2.75 acres (120,000 SF) of property located at the existing Corona Court site. The addition would likely 
be a one-story above-grade-level structure. Renovation of the existing building Will Include 16,000 CGSF of space, including 13,558 CGSF of space 
occupied by non-court functions, to correct current court set limitations and accommodate expanded court off1ce and support functions under phase one 
The project also includes renovation and upgrade of systems/core/shell elements of the existing facility. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Corona (J1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

271 

Total 
Needs Score 

211 

Total 
Benefits Score 

60 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

17,472 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-S.County Regional Ctr 

Total Weighted Project Score 271 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$75,903,200 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The master plan projects a total of 33 court sets will be required to support operations at the existing South County Reg1onal Center by 2022. Courts at 
this location accommodate all case types with the exception of juvenile delinquency. 

A new s1x-story 150,000 BGSF courthouse, completed in two phases, will provide 20 new court sets and associated office and support functions. During 
the first phase, 16 of the 2.0 court sets w1ll be completely bUilt out. The four court sets that will only be "shelled our during the first phase will be 
completed as part of the second phase. Also during the first phase, 19,000 CGSF of existing court occup1ed space will be renovated to maximize 
efficiency and the core and shell, including bu1ldmg systems, w111 be renovated. 

65 parking stalls Will be constructed below grade in the new courthouse and a parking structure with 1 ,200 stalls will be built on the same site as well 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

South County Regional Center (H1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

271 

Total 
Needs Score 

201 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

61,296 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

NC-Burbank Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 265 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$4,926,797 

01 2010 

Completion Date 02 2013 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

This project proposes construction of a new 15-courtroom fac1llty to replace the existing Glendale courthouse, absorb cnmlnal operations from the 
Burbank Courthouse, and provide for projected growth in the d1str1ct. The new full-serv1ce courthouse w111 also consolidate all cnm1nal operations in the 
distnct in addition to hold1ng proceedings for civil and traffic case types 

Site requirements for th1s project are approximately 3 acres An ideal s1te for this facility is eas1ly accessible to the 1-5 and 134 freeways in the 
southwestern part of the d1stnct 

Assuming an area of approximately 340' by 400', the building would be five stories, four above grade, and have a 31,500 square feet footprint. The 
parking structure would requ1re approximately 52,650 square feet of footpnnt area and accommodate 450 spaces. The total number of park1ng spaces 
was derived from the existing parking ratios in the district This rat1o of 30 spaces per courtroom was applied to the new 15-courtroom courthouse to 
arnve at a 2022 park1ng requirement of 450 spaces. The analysis assumes the site will be located 1n an urban area where property values make 
structured parking more economical than surface parking. 

Upon completion, the new courthouse will temporanly serve as sw1ng space for the Burbank Courthouse, while it undergoes renovation. Eventually, the 
new courthouse will absorb all operations from Glendale Courthouse and the criminal operations from Burbank Courthouse. 

The estimated total project cost for this project Includes the site acquisition cost, site development cost and the cost for the three level parking structure 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Burbank Superior and Municipal Courthouse (G1) 179 179 0 39,040 D ~ 

Glendale Superior and Mumclpal Courthouse (H 1) 371 301 70 31,592 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 1 • North/Delano 

Total Weighted Project Score 263 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$11,602,000 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2008 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The project proposes a new construction of four-courtroom facility in the vicinity of Delano or McFarland. Three of the courtrooms would be completed 
and one would be left as shell space. Upon completion of th1s new fac11ity, the existing two courtrooms 1n Delano would be vacated. 

The master plan would ma1nta1n a court presence in both Delano and Shafter areas. the existing Delano Just1ce Court would be replaced by this larger 
facility and the Shafter Justice Bu1ld1ng would contmue to be used through the planning period as 1t 1s. As the caseload grows in this north reg1on, the 
service area boundanes would be adjusted to direct an increasing percentage of the caseload to the new Delano-McFarland court. 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 
Delano/North Kern Court (D1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

263 

Total 
Needs Score 

173 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area {GSF) Only Use 

90 9,452 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Santa Clara Project Cost $67,104,414 0 Renovation 
Project Name Renovate Central Civil Cts Start Date 04 2006 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 255 Completion Date 04 2011 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

Currently, the central civil calendar is located at the Old County Courthouse and Downtown Superior Court in downtown San Jose The goal1s to retain 
th1s centralization of the civil calendar at this location and expand the eX1st1ng facilities as required to meet projected demand. 

Growth at th1s s1te will occur as follows The e>Ostmg Old County Courthouse has been restored and w1ll remain m use as 1s The s1te of the Downtown 
Supenor Court has a surface parking area that can be utilized for expansion and an add1t1on has been proposed to accommodate the growth in the c1v11 
calendar. 

The existing Old County Courthouse has six courtsets and the Downtown Superior Courthouse has 16, Including the appeals courtroom. The appeals 
courtroom is not Included in the overall courtset count, as 1t IS not assigned to a specific judicial officer. This courtroom has a bench wh1ch is shared by a 
three-judge appellate panel and no jUry box and cannot be used for standard proceedings The 2022 central civil calendar Is projected to require 32 
courtsets, so an addition with 11 courtsets has been proposed for the site In add1tion to the 11 courtsets, the proposed expansion space will house local 
court adm1nistrat1on, jury services, a self-help center, alternative dispute resolution and other clerk's office support. 

There is Insufficient area on the s1te to provide a driveway down to basement-level parking or sallyport. The existing courthouse has an incustody holdmg 
area in the basement, but no sallyport exists. Currently, shenff's transportation parks vans or buses at the extenor of the courthouse and walks the 
inmates down a set of stairs to the basement holding area. Inmates are then walked from the hold1ng area to one of the public elevators and taken 
upsta1rs to the courtrooms. Wh1le lncustody tnals will be a rare occurrence at a civil courthouse, the program has been developed with maximum 
flexibility and all courtsets have the ab1llty to be ut1llzed for incustody proceedings In the future. In order to provide adequate incustody circulation, the 
master plan provides a new sallyport and holding area on the first floor of the addition. This holding area will connect to the new courtset hold1ng areas 
with secure elevators. Secure parking for jud1c1al officers will also be provided on the first floor level. 

The eXIsting Downtown Superior Courthouse Will undergo renovation once the addition has been completed. The entire courthouse should undergo 
renovation to address seismic, access1bihty and life/safety Issues as well as upgrades of existing systems and finishes as required. The support areas at 
the first floor and basement w111 undergo renovation to expand existing services such as the clerk's office and 1ts support space Once jury serv1ces has 
been relocated to the new addition, that space will be renovated and used for other court support 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Downtown Superior Courthouse (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

255 

Total 
Needs Score 

225 

Total 
Benefits Score 

30 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

126,005 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

b2J 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

Mid-Cnty Reg-Banning Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 252 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$18,764,150 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The existing court facility located in the city of Banning has limited potential for expansion. Considerable future space growth is projected for th1s 
locat1on, and therefore a new facility is planned to accommodate requirements for six court sets by 2022. 
The project includes construction of a new 64,000 BGSF fac1hty to accommodate s1x new court sets and associated court and support space. Surface 
park1ng for 409 cars will be included in the project. 

Development of the new courthouse requires approximately 4.0 acres (175,000 SF) of property located at an unspecified site in the c1ty of Bannrng 
Court facility development would likely involve a two to three-story above-grade-level structure. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Bannrng (G1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

252 

Total 
Needs Score 

192 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

60 23,502 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Del Norte Project Cost $13,924,256 D Renovation 

Project Name Crescent City- Addition- Phase I Start Date 04 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 248 Completion Date 03 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The Superior Court of California County of Del Norte has two court locations both in Crescent City. The proposed add1t1on is to the main courthouse m 
Crescent C1ty. It Will add two new courtrooms and Judge's chambers. Court support spaces, including a jury assembly room, Will also be constructed 
along the east Side of the existing building, between the building and the new vehicle ramp to the basement. New secure holding spaces w1ll be 
constructed w1th d1rect and segregated access to the courtrooms. 

The construction of phase one will require the demolition of the existing clerk's office. The clerk will be relocated to the current district attorney's space 
and a two-story 38,584-square-foot addition w1th two new courtrooms will be constructed. This also includes renovation of 7,012 component gross square 
feet of ex1st1ng space to be vacated by the d1stnct attorney, probation department and to be occup1ed by the court clerk after construction 

Construction of a new two-courtroom addition 1n phase one, w111 address the Immediate needs Th1s phase is also Intended to mcrease the secunty of 
the operations 1n the buildmg. 

The construction of the new add1tlon will take up the area occupied by the existing park1ng lot All parking Will have to be relocated to the lot across "G" 
Street from the courthouse. The lot adjacent to the ex1sting county-owned parking lot must be acquired to accommodate the addition parkmg spaces 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Del Norte County Supenor Court (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

248 

Total 
Needs Score 

248 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

9,846 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-E.County Regional Ctr 

Total Weighted Project Score 243 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$41,407,900 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The existing East County Reg1onal Center will be expanded in two phases. During the first phase the following work will be performed: 
An addition of 59,000 BGSF to the existing courthouse will be constructed prov1d1ng six new court sets and associated support functions 
Renovation of 45,000 CGSF of space in the existing courthouse to alleviate spatlalinefflc1enc1es. 
Renovation of the core and shell Including all building systems. 
Construction of a parking structure with 400 stalls 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

East County Regional Center (11) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

243 

Total 
Needs Score 

173 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

114,857 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 

Page 154 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Orange Project Cost $7,774,000 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Harbor Justice Center: Newport Beach Start Date 01 2010 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 239 Completion Date 03 2012 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The master plan recommends the renovation of the Newport Beach facility to provide for adequate space for court support tunct1ons and create needed 
additional park1ng. 

A total of 11 , 116 square fee of space IS currently being utilized for court-related agencies. The plan proposes trading space now occupied by court-
related agencies to create add1t1onal space for court operations. This plan enables the court to maintain all14 courtrooms in the bUilding 

In addition to reconfigunng space within the building and upgrading building systems, a new parking structure for 235 cars 1s proposed. An annex 
building will be constructed on part of the area now used for surface parking; this building will house the displaced court-related agency functions. 

The Harbor Justice Center· Newport Beach Facility Will cont1nue to be used for criminal, CIVIl, small claims and traffic case types after 1t 1s renovated. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Harbor Justice Center (E1} 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

239 

Total 
Needs Score 

199 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

40 59,416 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SE-Phase 2-New SE Courthse 

Total Weighted Project Score 236 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$29,078,824 

01 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed capital project is the expansion of the 18-courtroom New Southeast Courthouse planned to be located in the South Gate and Huntmgton 
Park area The phase II expansion Will have nine courtrooms for family, civ1l, small claims, unlawful detainer and traff1c cases. 

The total space required for the phase II expans1on wing is 100,311 BGSF and is estimated to be a three story structure. This bu1ldmg does not require 
in-custody holding, but w1111nclude the JUry facilities and the family court related support space requ1red to support the Intended facility use. 

The cost of the 243-car park1ng structure for phase II is included In the total project cost estimate. 

When the building 1s expanded, 1t will be used to partially vacate the Norwalk Courthouse prior to its renovation. A total of three family courtrooms from 
Norwalk w1ll remain in the expans1on wing of the New Southeast Courthouse 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 

Norwalk Courthouse (AK1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

236 

Total 
Needs Score 

198 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area {GSF) 

109,474 

Court Use 
Only 

0 

Shared 
Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $24,984,543 0 Renovation 

Project Name NE-Pasadena Main Expansion Start Date 01 2010 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 234 Completion Date 04 2013 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed expansion of the courthouse provides eight courtrooms and associated support space to be used for c1vil jury tnals In addition, the 
expansion building will prov1de a consolidated Jury assembly fac1hty for all court buildings at the Pasadena court s1te, and will provide approximately 25 
secure park1ng spaces The existing surface parking area on the southeast portion of the site along Euchd Avenue is an Ideal location for the proposed 
four-level expansion to the Main BUilding. 

The court's current parking needs are served by several private parking garages located within walking distance of the court bUJidmg Consequently, no 
additional parkmg Is provided for the expanded courthouse as part of the project. 

Once completed, all civil jury operations from Pasadena Main Building, Santa Anita and Alhambra courthouses and part of the civil jury operations from 
Pasadena West Wing would move In to the expansion bUilding. 

The estimated total project cost for this project mcludes the s1te development cost for the Pasadena court complex site. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

_Alhambra Supenor and Municipal Court (11) 190 161 70 58,500 0 ~ 

Pasadena Superior Courthouse (J1) 231 161 70 66,890 0 ~ 

Pasadena Municipal Courthouse (J2) 307 237 70 23,637 0 ~ 

Santa An1ta Court (N1) 321 236 100 12,888 ~ 0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

W Reg-Riverside Juv Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 227 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,372,375 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The Rlversrde Juvenrle Court requires a total of 10 court sets and associated court office and support space to meet projected 2022 service demand 
Wrth the continued use of the four existrng court sets, an additional six court sets are required to satisfy long-term needs. The first phase of the 
expansion project Is construction of a 33,500 BGSF addition to the Riversrde Juvenile Court to accommodate six new court sets and associated court 
office and support functrons. A total of three of the six new court sets would be "shelled out" for subsequent interior development in a subsequent 
renovation project. 

The project includes acquisrtron of approximately 0.8 acres (35,000 SF) of property located at the Riverside Juvenile Court site. Court facrlity 
development would likely Involve a one-story above-grade-level structure. 

A total of 11 ,500 CGSF of space in the existing facrlity will be renovated, Including 8,425 CGSF of non-court occupied space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Rrversrde Juvenile Court (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

227 

Total 
Needs Score 

187 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

16,308 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $84,259,986 0 Renovation 

Project Name W-New W. Criminal Courthouse Start Date Q4 2005 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 223 Completion Date Q4 2009 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed cap1tal project Is the construction of a new 21-courtroom facility in which nearly all criminal functions In the West District will be 
consolidated All of the courtrooms are planned to be jury trial and in-custody capable to prov1de the court with maximum flexibility. 

A s1te has not been Identified for th1s fac1hty, but Ideally would be located near the intersection of the 10 and 405 freeways. The new 234,600 BGSF 
courthouse requires a three acre site. The required parking structure would provide 466 spaces. 

A total of 20 current criminal courtrooms and their associated support staff now located In the Airport (14), Beverly H1lls (3) and Santa Monica (2) 
courthouses will be relocated to this new building. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Airport Court (AU 1) 73 3 70 106,938 0 ~ 
/ 

Beverly H1lls Court (AQ1) 255 163 150 34,963 0 ~ 

Malibu Civic Center Buildmg (AS1) 287 167 120 19,384 0 ~ 

Santa Momca Court (AP1) 472 312 160 54,979 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Ventura Project Cost $60,295,103 0 Renovation 

Project Name New East County Courthouse Start Date 01 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 223 Completion Date 01 2012 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The ex1sting East County Courthouse is a two-story buildmg including several county functions as well as five courtsets. Overall, the building 1s in good 
condition The primary concerns are the lack of emergency power and the lack of separation of staff, public, and in-custody circulation. 

By the year 2022, a total of 14 courtsets are projected as required to support operations at a new East County Courthouse 

By 2007, there will be a need to replace the five existing courtsets in the existing East County Courthouse, plus three being deleted from the Hall of 
Justice, plus three new judgeships from the planned request by the Judicial Council, for a total of 11. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

East County Courthouse (81) 387 187 200 42,231 0 ~ 

Hall of Justice (A 1) 223 63 160 271,103 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Bernardino 

Renovation at Joshua Tree Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 222 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$2,116,560 

04 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The Joshua Tree Courthouse, which was constructed In 1982, Is a full-service court. The court functions currently w1th two jury-capable courtrooms and 
one non-jury capable courtroom, serving a portion of the Desert Reg1on of San Bernardino County. The courthouse w111 continue to operate m 1ts current 
location in the near-term and long-term future, due to its remote location. 

This project will make functional improvements to the existing building. The project w1llmclude expansion of clerk and file space, and the addition of 
pnvate internal c1rculat1on to the courtrooms from the clerk's office. 

In 2009, two additional courtrooms will be constructed as a separate project phase in this location, to accommodate the projected caseload growth in a 
case types in the Desert Reg1on. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Joshua Tree Court (E1) 

Wednesday. February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

222 

Total 
Needs Score 

112 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

110 36,219 0 

Page 161 of211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

E-El Monte Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 215 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$20,170,187 

04 2009 

Completion Date 02 2012 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

Th1s project involves the renovation of the El Monte Courthouse for use as a consolidated family courthouse for the Northeast and East d1stricts In 
add1tlon, the renovated courthouse Will continue to handle some small cla1ms operations for the East dlstnct The number of courtrooms 1n the building 
Will be Increased from s1x to eight by converting space now occup1ed by court-related agencies 1nto two additional courtrooms and court support space 

All court functions w111 move temporarily to the New East Cnm1nal Courthouse to vacate the building prior to its renovation. The project Involves 
renovation and space reconfigurat1on within the courthouse as well as an upgrade of facilities systems and seismic Improvements 

When renovated, the building will provide space for two family courtrooms both Pomona South and the Pasadena Main Courthouse and one small cla1ms 
courtroom from El Monte 

The estimated total project cost for th1s project includes space buyout cost from the court-related agencies currently occupy1ng the bwlding, and the 
seismic retrofit cost for the building. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Pomona Supenor Court (W1) 231 125 160 103,839 D ~ 

Pasadena Supenor Courthouse (J1) 241 161 80 66,890 D ~ 

R1o Hondo Court (01) 146 184 0 47,855 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Kings Project Cost $217,950 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Hanford- Security Upgrade- Phase Rl Start Date Q1 2007 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 213 Completion Date Q1 2008 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The Avenal County Center building was built in 1965, expanded and renovated in 1980. The court has one jury-capable and one partially in-custody-
capable courtroom. The Corcoran Justice Center was built In 1990 The court occupies 6,000 square feet and has one jury-capable and In-custody-
capable courtroom. 

The proposed first phase includes security upgrades in the regional court facilities. Add security screening to Avenal and Corcoran court fac11it1es. 
Avenal; reconfigure and expand the lobby and restrooms and add security screening at the entrance of the building. 

The proposed project will address the security problems at both locations. It will not change the current court operations. 

The Corcoran courthouse is another former justice court (through the year 1991-92) and municipal court (1992-2001) that has become a superior court 
The single courtroom, Department 10, handles filings from the Corcoran area for small claims, limited c1vil, family law, traffic infractions, and criminal 
(misdemeanor through sentencing and felony through preliminary hearing only). 

The Avenal court funct1ons as a full-service court. The court can handle a range of f11ing types mcludmg criminal (misdemeanor through sentencing and 
felony through prelimmary heanng only), traffic Infractions, limited civil, and small-claims cases. A case is assigned to the Avenal court rf the crime was 
comm1tted in Avenal (this reduces time off the street for police personnel) or if the case is among the types mentioned above and was filed in Avenal 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Avenal Munic1pal Court (C1) 359 359 0 2,561 0 ~ 

Corcoran Municipal Court (01) 97 97 0 3,227 D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

E-Phase 1-New E. Criminal 

Total Weighted Project Score 204 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$89,413,349 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 02 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

Th1s project is the first phase, 24 courtrooms, of a new consolidated criminal courthouse to have a total of 40 courtrooms The project Will meet projected 
service demand, provide temporary space for Pomona South and El Monte court operations during the renovation of these buildmgs, and also house the 
criminal operations currently located at these two facilities. The new building will provide for eight criminal courts from Pomona South and three crimmal 
courts from El Monte. 

Some of the ex1sting crimmal courtrooms are functionally marginal or deficient. The new project, in addition to reducing the number of custody sites 
w1th1n the distnct, w1ll provide courtrooms that are functionally adequate to handle criminal case types 

The new building will provide space for eight criminal courtrooms from Pomona South and three criminal courtrooms from El Monte Eventually the 
phase I project in combination with the phase II expansion w1ll consolidate all criminal operations in the East district located at Pomona South, Pomona 
North, El Monte and West Covina courthouses. 

The estimated total project cost for this project includes site acquisition cost for approximately 7 acres of site required for the total 40-courtroom project 
(phase I and phase II). In addition, the total project cost also mcludes the site development cost for part1al site used for phase I. 

The site requirements established for the project assume construction of an on-s1te three-level parking structure providing 624 spaces. The cost of th1s 
parking structure 1s included in the total project cost estimate. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Pomona Superior Court (W1) 

Rio Hondo Court (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

T otai Needs & 
Benefits Score 

185 

246 

Total 
Needs Score 

139 

184 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

103,839 

47,855 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

Desert Reg-Larsen Justice Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 195 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$100,639,900 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2009 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed expansion and renovation of the Larson Justice Center will create 38 additional courtrooms, w1th 27 finished in this project and 11 left 
unfinished The Larson Justice Center is the Desert Region's main courthouse and all case types are heard there. 

The project includes construction of a 326,000 BGSF bUilding addition and secure below-building parking for 75 cars. The project Includes development 
of surface park1ng for 1 ,609 cars, including 150 parking spaces displaced by the expansion bUilding The expansion building Is assumed to be six to 
seven-stories w1th one additional below-grade level. 

Court activities currently w1thm the IndiO Court Annex, Building B1, and the CAC East and West Buildings will be absorbed Within the expansion of the 
Larson Just1ce Center. 

Development Is to occur on approximately 11 acres (483,000 SF) of property located adjacent to the existing Larson Justice Center 

Renovation of 15,000 CGSF of existing space will be completed as part of th1s proJect. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Annex Just1ce Center (lnd1o) (C2) 810 610 200 19,052 0 lil 
Larson Justice Center (Indio) (C1) 96 16 80 117,755 lil 0 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 Page 165 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SW-Torrance Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 187 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$17,246,824 

02 2009 

Completion Date 01 2012 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed capital project is the renovation of the Torrance Courthouse for criminal and civil jury cases The plan includes downsizing the bUilding 
from 17 to 14 courtrooms to provide court support and administrative space. Improvements to the existmg building include internal renovation and space 
reconfiguration. In add1tion to the facility system upgrade, the key aspects of the renovation include the following. 
•DCiose two courtrooms, Department H on the first floor and D1v1s1on 2 on the second floor, and reuse space for court adm1mstration 
•DConvert court admimstration space 1n the basement to a Jury Assembly area Move the Jury Assembly operation from the existing jury assembly 
tra1ler 1nto the court building and remove the trailer from the site. 
Several court-related agencies will need to be bought out to create space for court support functions. The District Attorney and Probation off1ce will need 
to find suitable space near one or both of the district's two cnminal courthouses, Airport or Torrance, in commerc1al office or county owned buildings. The 
plan assumes the county law library will have already moved to the Airport Courthouse. 

The plan for the existing bUilding will accommodate 14 courtrooms and jury facilities. The project cost includes the Task Force estimate of se1sm1c 
costs. The relocation cost associated with movmg the county law library is not included in the estimated project cost. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

South Bay Courthouse Supenor and Municipal (C1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

187 

Total 
Needs Score 

289 

Total 
Benefits Score 

70 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

84,554 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Colusa 

Phase C1-North Section, New 

Total Weighted Project Score 184 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Data 

$8,959,808 

01 2009 

Completion Date 03 2011 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The Master Plan for the Superior Court of California, County of Colusa entails building a new courthouse between the histone courthouse and the 
courthouse annex bUilding and reta1mng conbnu1ng use of the histone courthouse. The new two-story courthouse adds three new courtrooms to 
supplement the histone courtroom, for a total offour courtrooms, with the possibility of expanding to five courtrooms in the future The master plan Will be 
Implemented In four phases. This project is phase one which calls for the construction of the north two-thirds of the new courthouse. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Courthouse Annex (A2) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

184 

TotaL 
Needs Score 

84 

Total 
Benefits Score 

100 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

9,300 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $18,515,018 ~ Renovation 

Project Name E-Pomona S. Renovation Start Date 02 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 184 Completion Date 04 2010 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

This proJect Is the renovation of the existing Pomona South courthouse for civil, fam1ly, small claims, traffic and JUVemle delinquency cases When 
renovated, the building will be downsized from 20 to 17 courtrooms to create needed court support space. The adult cnm1nal operations w111 move out of 
th1s building 1nto the New East Cnminal Courthouse, but the three existing JUVenile delinquency courtrooms Will remain. Some of the lock-up space w111 be 
renovated as court support space. 

The renovated courthouse will provide space for 10 of the civil and family courtrooms presently located In the Pomona South Courthouse, two c1v11 
courtrooms from El Monte and two civil courtrooms from Pomona North. 

All court functions Will move temporanly to the New East Criminal Courthouse after it Is completed to vacate the bu1ld1ng prior to 1ts renovation. 

The plan Involves renovation and space reconfigurat1on w1th1n the courthouse as well as an upgrade of fac1hties systems and seismic Improvements The 
estimated total project cost for th1s project includes space buyout cost for the District Attorney's office, and the seismic retrofit cost for the building. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Pomona Courthouse North (formally Municipal Court) ( 373 303 70 32,176 0 ~ 

Pomona Superior Court (W1) 125 139 40 103,839 0 ~ 

Rio Hondo Court (01) 186 184 40 47,855 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

San Bernardino 

Rancho Cucamonga Courthouse Addition Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 181 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$26,200,426 

04 2006 

Completion Date 03 2010 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The project planned in Rancho Cucamonga w1ll1nclude both renovation of the eXIsting bUilding and expansion into a new building add1tlon, as well as 
parking to support current and future need. 

The $2,116,560 renovation of the offices and associated support space wh1ch IS currently occup1ed by the d1stnct attorney, public defender and probation 
Will be the first part of the project. Those offices scheduled to be relocated 1nto other county facilities Consistent with the original planmng of the 
building, the subject areas have been configured for conversion Into court space. 

There are currently three courtrooms in the facility. The facility, serving the Western Region of San Bernardino County, supports all types of general 
jurisdiction cases: criminal, c1vil, fam1ly and probate, as well as limited jurisdiction traffic, small claims and felony plea. 

The total project cost Includes a $7,205,024 new addition to the south side of the existing building will also include six new courtrooms, clerk space and 
related court support. This phase of construction will accommodate consolidation of cnm1nal cases from Chino, and future consolidation of criminal 
cases from Fontana, when that fac1hty is renovated to handle consolidated traffic cases. 

The proposed proejct will also prov1de courtrooms for the six new judgeships, within the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships, that are 
proposed for 2007 

The project addition will include commensurate parking which Will be required to support the expanded facility. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Chino Court (G1) 273 183 90 36,542 D ~ 

Rancho Cucamonga Courthouse (F1) 167 57 110 242,138 ~ D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

C-New C. LA Criminal 

Total Weighted Project Score 174 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$99,094,050 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project is construction of a new 27-courtroom Criminal Courthouse to accommodate future growth of cnmlnal cases and traffic 1n 
the Central District, allow for some downsizing of the Foltz Criminal and Metropolitan Courthouses, and provide swing space to support the renovation of 
all the dlstnct's criminal courthouses. Ideally th1s new 303,600 BGSF court facility will be located downtown. 

The estimated total proJect cost Includes site acquisition for a 3.5 acre site and structured parking for 594 cars. 

The program includes space for 27 courtrooms, Including 22 criminal jury and 5 traffic courtrooms. All courtrooms will have in-custody holdmg and 
access to allow flexibility to use the traffic courts for arraignments. 

After the new facility Is constructed, the court w1ll temporarily move a portion of the Foltz Courthouse's criminal operation to the new facility to partially 
vacate the Foltz Courthouse prior to Its renovation. The new courthouse Will allow the Foltz facility to be downsized from 61 to 60 courtrooms in the 
twenty year plan After the Foltz renovation IS completed, the new fac11ity will be used for swing space to partially vacate and then renovate the 
Metropolitan Courthouse A total of five of Metropolitan's 21 courtrooms w1ll be permanently located in the new Crimmal Courthouse. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

Cnminal Courts Building (L 1) 209 139 70 343,032 0 ~ 

Metropolitan Court (T1) 71 176 70 116,067 0 ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Kern Project Cost $65,000 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Phase 1 - East/Lake Isabella Start Date Q2 2006 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 166 Completion Date 04 2006 D New Building 
Project Description: 

The proJect Involves minor remodelling at Lake Isabella to expand the clerk's work area and file storage. 

The existing court is in session only two days a week and one courtroom is ant1c1pated to be adequate through the planning penod A minimal capital 
project is proposed for th1s court. Minor lntenor demolition and improvements would alleviate overcrowding in the clerk's area and enable remodelling 
adjacent departmental space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

East Kern Court-Lake Isabella Branch (G1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

166 

Total 
Needs Score 

126 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 

40 4,225 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $41,970,181 0 Renovation 

Project Name SC-New SC Courthouse Start Date 01 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 163 Completion Date Q4 2011 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project is construction of a new 11-courtroom South Central Courthouse for civil, family, unlawful detainer and small claims cases 
Ideally this new court facility Will be located near a freeway Interchange or In Compton. 

The 119,397 BGSF building will include space for 11 courtrooms and jury facilities The new building requires a s1te of approximately 3 5 acres to 
provide for the new courthouse and a parking structure for 385 cars. 

The cost to acquire a site and provide structured parkmg is included In the project cost estimate. 

The new courthouse provides swing space needed for the renovation of the Compton Courthouse into a fully cnmlnal capable court facility. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Compton Courthouse (AG 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

163 

Total 
Needs Score 

133 

Total 
Benefits Score 

30 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

159,383 

Court Use 
Only 

0 

Shared 
Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

Mid-Cnty Reg-Hemet Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 156 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$10,411,700 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 02 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project expands and renovates the Hemet Court for an additional four courtrooms. W1th the continued use of the four existing court 
sets, an additional four court sets are required to sat1sfy long-term needs The project Will finish two of the four courtrooms, w1th the remaining unfinished 
courtrooms renovated in a subsequent phase. Surface parking for 347 cars IS included as part of the capital project. 

The project includes construction of a 34,000 BGSF addition to the Hemet Court to provide four new court sets and associated court office and support 
functions The project mcludes acqwsition of approximately 2 4 acres (104,000 SF) of property located at the ex1st1ng Hemet Court site The expansion 
building Will be a two-story structure. 

The project Includes renovation of 5,000 CGSF of eXIsting space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Hemet (F1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

156 

Total 
Needs Score 

116 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

22,017 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

Desert Reg-Palm Springs Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 149 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$4,692,800 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2007 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed expansion and renovation of the Palm Springs Court Will prov1de additional office space for court support functions. No add1t1onal 
courtrooms are required to meet projected 2022 needs with the continued use of three of the four existmg court sets. 

The project will construct a 5,500 BGSF add1t1on to the Palm Springs Court for office uses and develop, through renovation of 14,000 CGSF of court and 
non-court occupied space, supplemental area to correct for current court set space limitations and to accommodate expanded court office and support 
functions Approximately 8,404 CGSF of space occupied by non-court functions will need to be vacated to allow for 1ts renovation. 

The project also includes renovation of systems/core/shell elements of the existing facility. 

The one-story expansion wing w111 be located on the site of the existing facility 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Palm Spnngs Courts (E1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

149 

Total 
Needs Score 

149 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

18,543 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Riverside 

Desert Reg-Blythe Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 131 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$14,908,300 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2008 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The current court facility at Blythe has limited potential for expansion beyond its current level of use. Considerable future space growth is projected for 
this locat1on and therefore a new 52,000 BGSF facility, which would replace the current court, is planned to accommodate a requirement for s1x 
courtrooms by 2022 Surface parking for 338 cars Will be included in the project. 

Development of the new courthouse requires approXImately 3.25 acres (142,000 SF) of property located at an unspec1f1ed s1te in the c1ty of Blythe. Court 
facility development would likely involve a two-story above-grade-level structure. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Blythe Courthouse - Supenor Court (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

131 

Total 
Needs Score 

101 

Total 
Benefits Score 

30 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

12,500 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Ventura 

Hall of Justice & Parking Structure 

Total Weighted Project Score 123 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$34,089,801 

03 2008 

Completion Date 01 2012 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

Maintain 27 of 30 in-place court sets and renovate the Hall of Justice Including the reassignment of ex1stlng non-court occupied space to support 
expanded court execut1ve office/clerk, court-related support, and building support functions at the Hall of Justice. 

Construct a parking structure at the County Government Center Site to support Hall of Justice court operations. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Hall of Justice (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

123 

Total 
Needs Score 

63 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

60 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

271 '103 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

NE-Aihambra Expansion 

Total Weighted Project Score 120 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$30,360,670 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q2 2009 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed capital project Is the expansion of the existing Alhambra Courthouse to provide six add1tronal criminal jury courtrooms This project must 
occur before the facility can be renovated and downsized from nine to seven courtrooms. After the buildmg Is renovated, it will have a total of 13 
courtrooms for criminal and traffic cases. In the 20-year plan, all civil cases now heard 1n the Alhambra Courthouse Will be heard 1n the Pasadena 
Courthouse Main Bu1ld1ng. 

The six-courtroom expansion of the Alhambra Courthouse will occur on the area now used for surface parking on the southeast portion of the site. 

The project includes construction of a parking garage for 368 cars to both replace the 226 on-s1te spaces eliminated by construction of the expansion 
and for the 162 additional spaces needed for the net Increase of six courtrooms on the site Approximately 20 parking spaces are accommodated in the 
basement of the new expansion, as secure parking. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Alhambra Superior and Municipal Court (11) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

120 

Total 
Needs Score 

161 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

58,500 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $8,938,286 ~ Renovation 
Project Name NE-Aihambra Renovation Start Date 02 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 120 Completion Date 02 2010 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The project proposes renovation of the Alhambra Courthouse to downsize the facility from nine to seven courtrooms for cnminal and traffic cases Prior to 
this project, the proposed SIX-courtroom expansion of the Alhambra Courthouse will have to be completed. This expans1on will add a new four-story 
structure on the southeast portion of the site currently used for surface park1ng The six courtrooms 1n th1s expansion building Will provide sw1ng space to 
partially vacate the existing Alhambra Courthouse before its renovation 

The Alhambra renovation involves space reconfigurat1on within the courthouse, seismic improvements and an upgrade of some fac1hty systems. In 
addition to downsizing from nine to seven courtrooms, the renovation involves reuse of the existing JUry assembly space for court administrative space 
The JUry assembly operations will move into the larger jury assembly area located in the Alhambra expansion building 

Once completed, the renovated Alhambra Courthouse will have one traffic and six criminal courtrooms In addition, the courthouse would also continue 
its existing mforrnal JUVenile traffic operations. 

The estimated total project cost for this project includes the Task Force estimated seismic retrofit cost and related soft costs. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Alhambra Supenor and Municipal Court (11) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

120 

Total 
Needs Score 

161 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

58,500 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Fresno 

North Jail Annex Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 117 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$2,062,122 

Q1 2009 

Completion Date Q1 201 o 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

Constructed m 1992, the North Jail Annex is a two-story fac11ity attached to the ex1sbng jail m downtown Fresno. Court operat1ons are located on the first 
floor of the North Ja1l Annex The facility is linked to the main Jail and courthouse v1a tunnels Two court departments are utilized pnmanly for m-custody 
matters of 1n1tlal appearance. 

Renovation would encompass providmg ADA compliant access and circulation to the existing courtrooms; systems, core and shell upgrade; and seismic 
upgrade. 

The following work Will be done for this project. 
Ma1nta1n two exist1ng court sets 
Renovate exist1ng courtrooms to provide ADA access and circulation 
Renovation primanly on the first floor of the exist1ng two level structure. 
Select interior renovation 
Systems, core and shell upgrade 
Se1sm1c upgrade. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

North Annex Jail (81) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

117 

Total 
Needs Score 

117 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

11,083 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

C-Metropolltan 

Total Weighted Project Score 112 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$27,425,865 

Q3 2009 

Completion Date Q4 2011 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed capital project IS renovation of the Metropolitan Courthouse for cont1nued use as a cnminal courthouse. The 21-courtroom facility will be 
downsized to 16 courtrooms to provide needed administrative space. 

The courthouse's facility systems are 1n good condition and do not requ1re upgrade The plan Involves minor renovation and space reconfigurat1on within 
the courthouse. 

The plan requ1res downsizing the office space currently used by Community Services from 3,093 to 259 CGSF to create space for court support functions 
and therefore total of 2,834 CGSF will need to be bought out to Implement the reuse plan. 

The plan assumes the existing parking garage will be used as is and no additional parking is provided 

The plan for the existing building will accommodate 16 courtrooms, jury and in-custody holding facilities, and offices for the District Attorney, the Public 
Defender, Pretrial Services, the City Attorney, the Data Systems Department, Communrty Services, the Police Department, the Alternative Public 
Defender, the Public Health Department and the California Highway Patrol. 

The estimated total project cost includes the Task Force estimated costs of seismic Improvements. 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building 10) 

Metropolitan Court (T1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

112 

Total 
Needs Score 

176 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area {GSF) 

116,067 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SE-Whlttler Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 111 
Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$8,022,099 

Q3 2008 

Completion Date Q4 201 o 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project is the renovation of the Whitt1er Courthouse. The building, now used for criminal and civ11 cases, will be used for civil, small 
claims, unlawful detamer and traffic cases after it is renovated. The renovated Whittier facility will continue to have seven courtrooms and JUry facilities. 

In addition to an upgrade of facilities systems and seismic improvements, the plan involves minor renovation and space reconfiguration withm the 
courthouse. The key aspects of the renovation Include reuse of the central holding located in the basement for archival storage, reuse of the shared 
courtroom holding space for trial court JUdiCiary and support functions, and convert space now occupied by the Public Defender mto family court serv1ces 
and space now occupied by the District Attorney Into court administrative space. These two court-related agencies currently located In the building need 
to be bought out to create additional court support space. These agencies should acquire or lease suitable space near the New Southeast Courthouse, 
where the criminal cases formerly held in the Whittier facility will be heard. 

The proJect cost includes the Task Force estimated cost for seismic Improvements. 

The renovated bulldmg will provide for two civil courts from Whittier and two civil courts from Bellflower in addition to providing for projected growth in non-
criminal case types. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Los Cerritos Judicial Center (AL 1) 

Wh1tt1er Court (A01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

68 

148 

Total 
Needs Score 

86 

158 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

37,554 

44,634 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
0 

Page 181 of 211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Francisco Project Cost $1,041,388 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Phase II • Renovate Civic Cntr Start Date 02 2010 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 111 Completion Date 03 2011 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The San Francisco C1v1c Center Courthouse (CCC) is a newly constructed facility which was occupied m 1998. The building is a courts-only facility, 
wh1ch hears c1v1l and fam1ly cases of all types in 38 courtrooms. 

Due to the s1te and development constraints imposed on the building des1gn by the urban setting, the building organization and the sizes of the 
constituent functions are below the suggested guidelines for new courts m many respects. For example, some courtrooms are undersized Due to the 
limitations of the existing Youth Guidance Center, the Unified Family Court hears its cases at the CCC, with only juvenile delinquency and juvenile traffic 
heard at the Youth Guidance Center (YGC) site, wh1ch IS several m1les away in the southwest s1de of the c1ty. 

Upon completion of the Umf1ed Family Court (UFC) facility at the YGC site in a separate proposed project wh1ch will precede th1s one, SIX courts wh1ch 
are currently located in the C1v1c Center Courthouse, and related functions, Will be relocated to the new building. Those functions currently occupy the 
fourth floor of the Civic Center Courthouse There are seven courtrooms on that floor, along with a clerk's area and offices for family court med1ators. 

The vacating of those areas Will be converted Into needed general off1ce space Some areas will not need renovation. Others Will need major 
renovation, Including demolition of some of the existing courtrooms. That work is the subject of this project, which w1ll reduce the number of courtrooms 
in the bu1ldmg from 38 to 32, but it will not affect case types, which will continue to be civ11 only. · 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Civic Center Courthouse (A 1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

111 

Total 
Needs Score 

111 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

228,595 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SC-Compton Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 106 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$19,023,101 

04 2009 

Completion Date 04 2013 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

The 31-courtroom facility Is now used for criminal and civil cases. When completely renovated, the Compton facility wlll be downsized from 31 to 23 
courtrooms and be used only for only adult criminal cases. 

The plan involves renovation and space reconfiguratlon w1th1n the courthouse as well as a major upgrade of fac1htles systems and substantial se1sm1c 
improvements The key aspects of the renovation Include reuse of 23 courtrooms located on the fourth, fifth, sixth, ninth, tenth, eleventh and twelfth 
floors and conversion of a total of eight under-sized (less than 1 ,000 sf) courtrooms into court administration and support spaces. 

The building will be partially occupied while renovated. Prior to the start of renovation, the court Will need to move seven courtrooms, including five civil, 
one family and one small claims, to the new South Central Courthouse. With the one courtroom currently not in use by the court, a total of eight 
courtrooms Will be vacated in the building. A total of twenty cnminal, one traffic and two juvenile delinquency courtrooms will remarn operating 1n the 
buildrng while it is renovated 

To allow for the renovation of the buildrng's e1ght under-sized courtrooms Into court support space, the court w1ll also need to move courtroom funct1ons 
from the e1ght undersized courtrooms to e1ght adequately sized courtrooms, as needed. 

No court-related agencies, which occupy over 100,000 CGSF of the total useable building area, wlll need to move to accomplish the reuse plan. The 
space currently occup1ed by these agenc1es will remain at current allocations. 

The estimated total project cost for this project includes the Task Force estimated seismic retrofit cost and related soft costs. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Compton Courthouse (AG1) 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

106 

Total 
Needs Score 

133 

Total 
Benefits Score 

30 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

159,383 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-Hall of Justice 

Total Weighted Project Score 100 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$1,300,000 

03 2008 

Completion Date 04 2009 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

It is anticipated that the current quantity of 16 court sets w1ll support operations at the Hall of Justice through 2022 and exclusively accommodate a civil 
calendar. This project will include the renovation of a total of 21,000 CGSF of exlstmg court occupied space to accommodate expanded civil clerk 
operations and select court support operations. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Hall of Just1ce (A2) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

100 

Total 
Needs Score 

60 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

114,225 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Los Angeles 

C-Foltz Criminal Justice Center 

Total Weighted Project Score 94 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$58,562,913 

Q3 2007 

Completion Date 02 201 o 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed cap1tal project is renovation of the Clara Shortndge Foltz Courthouse for continued use as a cnminal courthouse. The 61-courtroom fac1lity 
Will be downsized to 60 courtrooms to provide needed administrative space. 

The plan Involves renovation and space reconfiguration Within the courthouse as well as an upgrade of fac1llt1es systems and se1smic improvements 
The key aspects of the renovation Include: 
•DConvert one undersized courtroom 1nto court adm1mstrat1on space. 
•DConvert JUry deliberation mto court support spaces. 

The building w111 need to be partially occupied while renovated. The plan assumes the court w1ll move almost one-third of the existing courtrooms to the 
new Cnmmal Courthouse temporarily prior to the start of renovation. 

The court-related agencies, which occupy over 177,000 CGSF of the total useable building area, will remain in the bUilding under the proposed reuse 
plan at current allocations. The plan assumes the existing parking resources will continue to be available to the court 

The plan for the existing building includes 60 courtrooms, jury facilities and in-custody holding. A total of 47 courtrooms will be jury capable Off1ces for 
the D1stnct Attorney, Probation, the Public Defender, the City Attorney, the LAPD Liaison, and the Sheriff will be maintamed. The bUJidmg will also 
maintain small off1ces for the Internal Serv1ces Division for building maintenance support, the Information Systems office, Health Services and Volunteer 
Serv1ces. 

The estimated total project cost includes the Task Force estimated costs of seismic Improvements. 

Total Needs & Total Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building·ID) Benefits Score Needs Score Benefits Score Area {GSF) Only Use 

Crim1nal Courts BUilding (L 1) 102 139 0 343,032 D ~ 

Metropolitan Court (T1) 71 65 70 116,067 ~ D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

los Angeles 

JD-New Juvenile Dependency 

Total Weighted Project Score 80 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$72,083,715 

Q2 2008 

Completion Date 04 2011 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The Los Angeles Superior Court operates the Juvenile Dependency court as a countywide court that operates primarily out of the Edelman Children's 
Court located in Monterey Park rn the Central Drstnct. 

The existing Children's Court facility, which was constructed in the 1992, requires additional court support space to function properly for the court and 
cannot be expanded to meet projected 2022 service demand. Construction of the new Juvenile Dependency court will allow for the downsizrng of the 
Edelman Courthouse from 24 to 16 courtrooms and the conversion of erght courtrooms Into court support space. 

The 20-year master plan endorsed by the Los Angeles Superior Court constructs one or two new juvenile dependency courthouses to allow for the 
downsizing of the Edelman Courthouse and provide for projected 2022 servrce demand. The projected growth of JPEs for juvenrle dependency can 
either be located in one 16-courtroom new facility or can be spirt into two eight courtroom facrhtles located in underserved regions of the county, as 
recommended in the preferred master plan option for juvenrle dependency 

The need for 16 courtrooms In a 171 ,000 BGSF building is presented as one project for fundrng purposes. The project cost includes the cost of acquirrng 
a 3.5 acre site and development of structured parking for 800 cars. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Children's Court (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

80 

Total 
Needs Score 

0 

Total 
Benefits Score 

80 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

151,364 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Sacramento 

Phase 1-Carol Miller Just Cen Interior Expan 

Total Weighted Project Score 75 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$12,656,208 

03 2005 

Completion Date 02 2006 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

This project renovates the interior of the vacant second floor of the existing Carol Miller Justice Center to provide two additional courtrooms and support 
space to handle traffic and small claims cases. Th1s project will also Include shelled space for a third courtroom, which w1ll be converted in phase Ill of 
the master plan. Meanwhile, this shelled space can be used for other adiminstratlve functions. 

This project Will be able to accomodate two of the 13 new judgeships from the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Carol Miller Justice Center (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

75 

Total 
Needs Score 

75 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

87,872 

Court Use 
Only 

Shared 
Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Los Angeles 

SE-Bellflower Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 68 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$3,812,225 

Q2 2010 

Completion Date 01 2012 

~ Renovation 

0 Addition 

0 New Building 

The proposed capital project is the renovation of the Bellflower facility as a criminal court to meet projected 2022 service demand. The building, now 
used for criminal and civil cases, will be used for only criminal cases after it is renovated. The renovated Bellflower facility w1ll be downsized from six to 
five courtrooms to create required court support space 

In add1tion to an upgrade of facilities systems and seismic improvements, the plan mvolves minor renovation and space reconfiguratlon w1thin the 
courthouse. The key aspects of the renovation include: 
•OPhase out one courtroom on the first floor and reuse space for jury assembly. 
•OReuse the undersized JUry assembly room located on the th1rd floor for court admimstrative space. 
•OReuse some of the surplus court secunty area located 1n the basement for court adm1mstration and trial court support functions 

Several court-related agencies occupy the building. The space provided to the Public Defender's office Will be maintained. The D1strict Attorney's off1ce 
will be allocated approximately 340 CGSF more than the area it currently occupies 

Small offices for court-related and other agenc1es currently located in the building need to be bought out to create additional court support space. These 
agenc1es will need to acquire or lease swtable space near the courthouse or relocate in or near other county buildings. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Los Cerritos Judicial Center (AL 1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

68 

Total 
Needs Score 

86 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

37,554 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 

Page 188of211 



Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Riverside 

W Reg-Hall of Justice Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 63 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$18,127,200 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

The proposed capital project is the addition of 77,000 BGSF of office and court support space to the existing 21 courtroom building. The addition 1s 
assumed to be a four-above-grade-level structure on the s1te of the existing Hall of Justice. The bUilding is the mam criminal courthouse in the C1ty of 
R1vers1de. 

The project includes only minor lntenor renovation of existmg space, totaling 8,000 CGSF. 

A subsequent phase of the project will add two courtrooms to the building. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Hall of Justice (A3) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

63 

Total 
Needs Score 

63 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

98,639 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Tulare Project Cost $1,524,500 ~ Renovation 

Project Name Juvenile Center Phase I Start Date Q1 2008 0 Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 58 Completion Date Q1 2012 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

This proposed project renovates the existing "shelled" space in the three courtrooms Juvenile Justice facility to provide one additional courtroom and 
support space to handle juvenile cases. It Will have a total of four courtrooms. It will also renovate 2,112 CGSF of current non-court occupied space for 
more support space. In addition, it will develop 40 surface parkmg on the existing srte. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Tulare Co. Juvemle Facility (01) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

58 

Total 
Needs Score 

58 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

21,904 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

0 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Riverside Project Cost $86,338,300 ~ Renovation 
Project Name Mld-Cnty Reg-SW Justice Center Phase 1 Start Date 03 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 46 Completion Date Q3 2009 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed capital project IS the expansion and renovation of the Southwest Justice Center (SJC) to provide 44 new courtrooms, w1th only 28 finished 
and 16 unfmished. 

The project Includes construction of a 246,000 BGSF facility w1th 50 below-bUJidmg parking spaces The project includes surface parking for 1,232 cars, 
including 100 ex1sting parking spaces displaced by the build1ng expansion. 

The project requires acquisition of approximately 14 5 acres (625,000 SF) at the Southwest Justice Center. Of this site reqUirement, approximately 40 
percent of the acquired property would he outside the boundaries of the present Southwest Justice Center s1te Court fac1hty development would hkely 
involve a five-story structure with one additional below-grade level 
Acqu1s1tion of property directly south of the recently developed courthouse is required to accommodate growth in court related park1ng 

A total 50,000 CGSF of non-court occupied space will be renovated to create additional court office and support functions 

The master plan proposes finishing the 16 unfinished courtrooms and provldmg additional surface parking in two subsequent phases. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
Southwest Justice Center (M1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

46 

Total 
Needs Score 

6 

Total 
Benefits Score 

40 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

157,121 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D ~ 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

W Reg-Family Law Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 40 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$17,417,800 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q1 2008 

~ Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

A total of 12 courtrooms are projected for locat1on at the Family Law Court by 2022. With the continued use of the four ex1st1ng courtrooms, an add1t1onal 
e1ght courtrooms are required to satisfy long-term needs. The first phase'of the expansion project is construction of a 60,000 BGSF bwld1ng addition to 
accommodate eight new court sets and associated court office and support functions. A total of three of the e1ght required court sets would be "shelled 
out" for subsequent intenor development 1n a later phase of intenor renovation 

Approximately 2,849 CGSF of non-court occupied space would be renovated to create additional court office and support functions. In total, 
approximately 8,000 CGSF of space in the existing facility w1ll be renovated. 
Development will occur on one-third of a city block In downtown Riverside located contiguous to the existing Family Law Court. Court facility 
development would likely involve a three-story above-grade-level structure. 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) Only Use 

Family Law Court (A1) 40 0 40 36,242 D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $6,996,708 ~ Renovation 
Project Name NV-San Fernando Renovation Start Date Q1 2008 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 16 Completion Date Q4 2010 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The project proposes renovation of the San Fernando Courthouse to downsize the facility from 17 to 15 courtrooms for criminal and traffic cases. The 
courthouse has two deficient courtrooms that can be decommissioned and moved to the New Chatsworth facility, where four of the eXJstmg courtrooms 
are not in use. The renovation mvolves interior space reconfiguration and seismic upgrades. 

The courthouse w111 continue operations during the renovation. The court-related agencies will cont1nue to occupy their off1ce space w1thin the bu1ld1ng 

Once completed, the renovated San Fernando Courthouse will have one traffic courtroom and 14 criminal courtrooms The estimated total project cost 
for this project includes the Task Force estimated seismic retrofit cost and related soft costs. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

San Fernando Court (AC1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

16 

Total 
Needs Score 

55 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

108,806 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Fresno Project Cost $77,152,711 D Renovation 
Project Name New Civil & Traffic Courthouse & Pkg Struct B Start Date Q1 2008 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date Q1 2012 ~ New Building 

Project Description: 

The master plan consultant states that a new Civil and Traffic Courthouse will also support long term projected court space requirements. Th1s new 
fac1lity will support general civil, traffic, and small claims calendars. The first phase, costing $64,021,510, will provide 19 courtrooms. 

Th1s project IS needed to fill the courtroom needs for the additional JPEs that will be required by 2012. 

Since this additional building will add to the existing problem of parking in downtown Fresno, Fresno Parking Garage B, at a cost of $13,131,201, is bemg 
added to th1s project. 

The proposed capital project addresses growth beyond the planned request by the Judicial Council for an add1t1onal 150 judgeships statewide and does 
not Improve or replace existing court facilities. The Initial five-year capital outlay plan gives priority to projects that address current and near-term needs, 
Including projects that replace deficient court facilities or renovate courthouses to increase their long-term useful hfe. Cap1tal projects that are des1gned 
to meet longer-term needs Will be addressed In future capital outlay plans. 

Existing Facility Name (Site iD Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Fresno 

New Criminal Courthouse & Pkg Structure A 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$94,904,034 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The master plan consultant states that a phased approach Is most su1table This enta1ls the development of 23 court sets by the year 2012 

Courthouse development will likely result 1n a structure of seven to nine levels, subject to final site dimensions. By 2007, the Criminal courthouse 
construction w111 be 199,000 SF. Site to maintain close proximity to the North Annex Jail facility. 

Th1s project Is needed to fill the courtroom needs for the additional JPEs that w111 be required by 2012. 

The proposed capital project addresses growth beyond the planned request by the Judicial Council for an addltional150 judgeships statewide and does 
not improve or replace existing court faclhtres. The imt1al five-year capital outlay plan gives priority to projects that address current and near-term needs, 
including projects that replace deficient court faciht1es or renovate courthouses to Increase their long-term useful life. Capital projects that are des1gned 
to meet longer-term needs will be addressed in future capital outlay plans. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Glenn Project Cost $7,262,101 0 Renovation 
Project Name Willows Phase II Start Date 04 2009 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date 04 2012 D New Building 
Project Description: 

The second phase responds to more growth and proposes a two-story building totaling 22,640 square feet on the west side of the Phase 1. Th1s project 
will house two add1t1onal in-custody capable and jury-capable courtrooms, two judges chambers, jury deliberation room, and court adminstratlon and 
support space. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Kern 

Phase 2 - SouthfTBD 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,126,000 

Q1 2009 

Completion Date 04 2012 

D Renovation 

~ Addition 

D New Building 

This project proposes an addition of two more new courtrooms to anticipate for expected growth 1n the South Region at a Phase I Taft site. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Los Angeles Project Cost $3,854,006 ~ Renovation 

Project Name N-Phase 1-Antonovlch Start Date 02 2009 D Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date Q4 2011 D New Building 

Project Description: 

When completed In 2004, the Michael Antonov1ch Courthouse in Antelope Valley will be the newest courthouse in Los Angeles County Fifteen 
courtrooms Will be built-out, with a total capacity of 21 courtrooms To meet 2022 demand for courtrooms in the district, the court will need to use 20 of 
the 21 courtrooms The master plan proposes, however, that the court bu1ld-out all s1x, rather than f1ve, of the courtrooms and related support space 1n 
available unfimshed space when It undertakes construction to expand use of this building. 

Long-term use of this building for both criminal and non-criminal proceedings is endorsed by the Los Angeles Superior Court. When completed, the 
court Will be able to ass1gn 10 courtrooms to the fac1hty by moving all adult cnminal and traffic courtrooms from the Lancaster Courthouse and the 
Lancaster Annex When occupied in 2004, the fac11ity will have five courtrooms that are built-out but not used. In 2007 the court will need to use one of 
the f1ve built-out but unused courtrooms to meet projected service demand. When the court term ~nates the lease in Palmdale in 2010, the four remammg 
unused courtrooms will be needed. 

To meet project growth 1n the district, the court w111 need to build out four courtrooms and related support space In the available unfinished space 1n the 
building by 2012. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building 10) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Los Angeles 

NV-Chatsworth Renovation 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$4,912,491 

Q4 2009 

Completion Date Q4 2011 

The project involves the build-out of five courtrooms in available unfinished space in the existing Chatsworth building 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

This 1s one of the county's newest courthouses, completed in 2002 with 10 courtrooms that currently serve civil and traffic case types. The court 
currently uses only eight of the 10 courtrooms The third floor of this facility is unfinished and was designed for another e1ght courtrooms and related 
support space The court recently moved cnminal courtrooms to San Fernando from Chatsworth to consolidate cnminal operations in the district in San 
Fernando 

Long-term use of this building for both criminal and non-criminal proceedmgs is endorsed by the Los Angeles Superior Court The project w1ll meet the 
projected service demand for the district and will serve as a civil, crimmal and traffic court 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Merced 

Downtown Merced Phase Ill 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$21,057,360 

Q3 2009 

Completion Date Q3 2013 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

Th1s project is the Phase Ill of the New Merced Courthouse that IS currently under design by the county and it's consultant architects. The County of 
Merced is proceedmg with a new courthouse design and will go into construction in 2005 on a county owned site across the street from the ex1sting court 
complex The first two phases will prov1de 18 courtrooms and the third phase Will provide an additional eight courtrooms for Merced County for a total of 
26 courtrooms. 

All of the current deficient and level one bUildings will be replaced by the first two phases of the new Merced Courthouse. Therefore this phase of the 
project will be strictly related to the growth of the caseloads based on the master plan projections on the county's population. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Orange 

East Justice Center ·Option A 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$43,953,000 

Q1 2010 

Completion Date Q3 2013 

0 Renovation 

0 Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project Is construction of a new 1 a-courtroom facility for primanly criminal, civil, traffic and small claims cases. Some types of family 
and juvenile cases may also be heard at this facility. This courthouse needs to be located in close proximity_ to the future Musick Jail Facility in the 
eastern portion of the county. 

The new courthouse will be approximately 117,115 BGSF. The project cost estimate includes acqws1tion of an eight-acre s1te and the development of 
surface parking for 450 cars. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Placer 

Phase 3 • South Placer & Parking Structure 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$21,506,250 

02 2009 

Completion Date 04 2011 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

This project is an expansion to the South Placer Justice Center court buildmg that adds five courtrooms, expands jury services, family service facilitator 
and court administration to meet the projected growth In the area and four new judicial pos1t1ons by the year 2012 Additional parking on the site maybe 
required for the new court departments and expansion of other court serv1ces. 
Add1t1onal parking, beyond that provided for SPJC phase 1, and 2, Is unlikely to be accommodated in surface lots at the site. However a parkmg demand 
study should be conducted on the site after the SPJC Phase 1 & 2 has been m operation for at least one year to determine the number of spaces 
required to support the facility when Phase 3 is in operation. After that study Is complete alternatives will be explored w1th the City of Roseville, 
concerning the amount of parking to be provided, how it should be provided, and financed. Nonetheless it is prudent to mclude the cost of a new parkmg 
structure in the long-range capital plan for this court. 
The court building expansion would add 38,000 gross s.f. and can be built on land provided with SPJC Phase 1 a project developed Placer County. The 
new two level (one at grade and one elevated) parking structure for approximately 560 cars with a gross area of 196,000 sf could be constructed on 
surface parking lot provided w1th earlier projects on the site (SPJC 1 & 2). Th1s parking structure would prov1de parking for the future Phase 4 expansion 
planned on the s1te for occupancy in 2016. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Riverside 

Mld-Cnty Reg-New Civil Ct Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$25,865,400 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project Is construction of a new 87,000 BGSF Mid-County Civil Courthouse at an unspecified s1te in the Mid-County reg1on. The 
new building will have a capacity of 13 courtrooms and associated support space to meet projected serv1ce demand for clv1l cases 1n the Mid-County 
region 

In this project nine court sets would be fully developed The remaining four additional court sets, initially "shelled out," Will undergo interior development 
at a later phase. The project mcludes development of surface parking for 727 cars. 

The new building is estimated to require approximately 6.5 acres and mvolve a two to three above-grade-level structure 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

0 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Riverside 

W Reg-New Riverside Civil Phase 1 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$39,482,900 

03 2005 

Completion Date 03 2009 

0 Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project is construction of a new 115,000 Riverside Civil Courthouse at an unspecified site in the downtown Riverside area The 
new building will have a capac1ty of 16 courtrooms and associated support space to meet proJected serv~ce demand for civil cases In Riverside. 

In this project 10 court sets would be fully developed The remaining six additional court sets, lmtlally "shelled out," will undergo interior development at a 
later phase. The project 1ncludes construction of secure below-building parking w1th a capacity of 80 stalls. 

The new building is estimated to require approximately one-third of a city block (0.75 acres) and involve a five-above-grade-level structure, w1th one 
additional below-grade level. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 
() 

Wednesday, February 11,2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

Sacramento 

Phase 1-Wm Ridgeway Family Rei Crt Expansion 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$5,138,215 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date 02 2006 

~ Renovation 

D Addition 

D New Building 

This project entails the interior renovation of the existing Wilham Ridgeway Family Relations Courthouse to provide three additional courtrooms and 
support space to handle family law related cases. It is necessary to relocate some of the eXIsting county non-court functions, approximately 13,000 sf, to 
facilities outside the courthouse 1n order to achieve this goal. This building was built in 1999 as a build-to-suit facility and functions very well as a 
courthouse. 

The project will provide courtrooms and support space for the three new judgeships from the Jud1c1al Council's list of 150 proposed judgeships. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

Wilham Ridgeway Fam1ly Relations Courthouse (E1) 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

0 

Total 
Needs Score 

0 

Total 
Benefits Score 

0 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

115,339 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 

D 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Benito Project Cost $7,808,024 0 Renovation 

Project Name Courthouse Phase II Addition Start Date 02 2010 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date 02 2013 0 New Building 

Project Description: 

The proposed second phase Is to be constructed at the time when the fifth courtroom Is needed. It will consist of two courtrooms and necessary support 
space (approximately 19,220 gross square feet). The exact timing of the addition will be determined by the growth of court activity (to the level that the 
fifth courtroom IS requ1red), which IS currently projected to be 2012 This Will be an addition to the four-courtroom courthouse built in phase one 

The San Benito Phase 2 (court add1t1on) Is designed to accommodate the future projected growth. It does not affect/replace any of the existing facilities 
The existing court fac1llt1es are consolidated by the first phase of construction. The RCP -2 forms were not completed for this proposed project. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

·0 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Bernardino 

Addition to Joshua Tree Courthouse 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,686,519 

03 2007 

Completion Date 01 2010 

0 Renovation 

~ Addition 

0 New Building 

The Joshua Tree Courthouse, which was constructed in 1982, is a full-service court. The court functions currently with two jury-capable courtrooms and 
one non-jury capable courtroom, serving a portion of the Desert Region of San Bernardino County. The courthouse will continue to operate 1n 1ts current 
location in the near-term and long-term future, due to its remote location. In 2009, two additional courtrooms will be constructed in this project to 
accommodate the projected caseload growth In a case types In the Desert Reg1on. 

The associated renovation of the the existing building, planned as a separate phase of this project, will make functional improvements to the existing 
building. This Will 1nclude: expansion of clerk and file space, and the addition of private internal circulation to the courtrooms from the clerk's off1ce. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County San Bernardino Project Cost $22,893,040 D Renovation 
Project Name Juvenile Dependency Court Addition Start Date Q4 2007 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date Q1 2011 D New Building 

Project Description: 

The new Juvenile Dependency court is currently being constructed adjacent to the existing Juvenile Delinquency facility in the C1ty of San Bernardino. 
The new facility will provide four courtrooms The new project, funded w1th other sources, will be completed and occupied concurrently w1th th1s cap1tal 
program, and juvenile dependency funct1ons and courts will be consolidated into the building from other existing facilities. The trailers 1n wh1ch the 
current Juvenile Dependency court operates will be vacated and removed prior to the commencement of this project. 

Th1s project constructs an eight-courtroom addition to that new building, to respond to expansion of the building to meet JPE growth projections for eight 
JUdgeships within the Judicial Council's proposed list of 150 judgeships. 

The building and its addition will support future project juvenile dependency cases and related matters, and all courtrooms w111 be in-custody capable. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 
Project Name 

San Diego 

Phase 1-New E. Mesa Juv Ct 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$7,762,400 

03 2005 

Completion Date 01 2008 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

A new Juvemle Court facility, accommodatmg the remainder of countywide delinquency calendars, w1ll be located adjacent to a juvenile detention 
complex currently under development in East Mesa. 

This fac11ity will be a one story building of approximately 23,500 BGSF to accommodate a total of three in-custody capable court sets and associated 
office and support functions. 

This facility will accommodate the long-term growth of juvenile delinquency cases, as well as minim1zeoperat1onal costs associated with the 
transportation of incustody JUvenile detainees. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

0 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefrts Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefrts Score 

Current Facility 
Area (GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County Stanislaus Project Cost $2,340,000 0 Renovation 
Project Name Juvenile Hall Expansion A Start Date Q3 2005 ~ Addition 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 Completion Date Q1 2009 0 New Building 
Project Description: 

This project proposes an addition of one new courtrooms to anticipate for expected growth 1n the South Reg1on at existing Modesto Juvemle Hall site. 

Existing Facility Name (Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total Current Facility Court Use Shared 
Benefits Score Area (GSF) Only Use 
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Project Summary Sorted by Total Weighted Score, with Existing Facilities 
County 

Project Name 

Ventura 

New West Court Facility 

Total Weighted Project Score 0 

Project Description: 

Project Cost 

Start Date 

$42,755,538 

Q3 2005 

Completion Date Q3 2009 

D Renovation 

D Addition 

~ New Building 

The proposed capital project addresses growth beyond the planned request by the Judicial Council for an addlbonal150 judgeships statewide and does 
not 1mprove or replace existing court facilities The initial five-year cap1tal outlay plan g1ves pnority to projects that address current and near-term needs, 
Including projects that replace deficient court facilities or renovate courthouses to Increase their long-term useful life. Capital projects that are des1gned 
to meet longer-term needs Will be addressed in future cap1tal outlay plans. 

Existing Facility Name {Site ID Building ID) 

() 

Wednesday, February 11, 2004 

Total Needs & 
Benefits Score 

Total 
Needs Score 

Total 
Benefits Score 

Current Facility 
Area {GSF) 

Court Use Shared 
Only Use 
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Attachment D 

Summary of projects, sorted by county 



RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Couno/ Total 
77 450 Alameda Phase 1 - Wiley W Manuel Courthouse Addition $73,154,186 
129 293 Alameda Renovation of Hayward Hall of Justice $8,165,920 $81,320,106 
40 590 Alpme Markleeville-New $4,866,949 $4,866,949 
30 636 Amador New Courthouse $18,210,288 $18,210,288 
53 541 Butte Chico Courthouse $15,515,952 $15,515,952 
19 725 Calaveras Phase I - New Courthouse $18,570,673 $18,570,673 
157 184 Colusa Phase C1-North Section, New $8,959,808 $8,959,808 
4 840 Contra Costa New Juvemle Court $10,195,982 
32 633 Contra Costa Antioch Court $44,915,403 
65 505 Contra Costa North Concord Court $56,824,221 $111,935,606 
143 248 Del Norte Crescent Ci!l- Add1t1on- Phase I $13,924,256 $13,924,256 
28 653 ElDorado Placerville Phase I $25,466,910 $25,466,910 
5 820 Fresno New Clovis Court $21,109,006 
13 760 Fresno New Regional Jushce Cent & 7 New Serv Cent $42,865,267 
67 498 Fresno New Juvemle Delinquency $24,845,564 
117 316 Fresno Renovate Fresno County Courthouse $40,187,536 
124 305 Fresno Renovate Exist Juvenile Dependency $3,541,616 
131 284 Fresno Federal Courthouse $34,111,808 
169 117 Fresno North Ja11 Annex Renovation $2,062,122 
184 0 Fresno New CiVIl & Traffic Courthouse & Pkg Struct B $77,152,711 
185 0 Fresno New Criminal Courthouse & Pk!i! Structure A $94,904,034 $340,779,664 
59 525 Glenn Willows Phase I $9,147,768 
186 0 Glenn Willows Phase II $7,262,101 $16,409,869 
7 800 Humboldt Juvemle Delinquency Court $2,408,908 
42 585 Humboldt GarberVIlle Court $4,001,578 
69 490 Humboldt New Humboldt Court $64,242,150 
115 343 Humboldt Hoo2a Court $3,714,886 $74,367,522 

17 730 lmpenal Winterhaven- Remodel $371,476 

25 700 lmpenal Calexico- Addition $3,366,243 

34 629 lmpenal El Centro- New Fam1ly Court $14,850,977 

92 417 lmpenal El Centro Court- Phase- I Remodel $12,102,483 

100 387 lmpenal El Centro Court-Phase II- Remodel $1,356,792 

101 387 lm[:!erlal El Centro Court- Phase Ill- Addition $47,612,256 $79,660,227 

62 514 ln~o New 81sho[:! Fac11i!l $7,676,000 $7,676,000 

47 564 Kern Phase 1 - South!Taft $7,181,000 

RCP Rank1ng Feb 11 2004 Download 1 of6 



RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Councy Total 
52 544 Kern Phase 2 - EasUMoJave $11,271,000 
66 499 Kern Phase 1 - EasURtdgecrest $6,914,000 
88 421 Kern Phase 2 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $59,631,000 
97 409 Kern Phase 3 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $14,927,000 
119 309 Kern Phase 1 - Dwntwn Bakersfield $438,000 
140 263 Kern Phase 1 - North/Delano $11,602,000 
161 166 Kern Phase 1 - EasULake Isabella $65,000 
187 0 Kern Phase 2 - SouthfTBD $7,126,000 $119,155,000 
106 373 Kmgs Hanford- New- Phase HI $54,279,930 
153 213 Km!i!S Hanford- Secun~ U~rade- Phase Rl $217,950 $54.497,880 
43 579 Lake New Northlake - Phase I $20,432,535 
99 389 Lake New Southlake - Phase I $8,322,230 $28,754,765 
23 708 Lassen Susanville - New Courthouse $26,163.423 $26,163,423 
18 727 Los Angeles SE-Phase 1-New SE Courthouse $66,803,395 
29 652 Los Angeles JOel-New Juv Courthouse $50,334,134 
80 440 Los Angeles MH-New Mental Health CtHse $20,939,643 
89 421 Los Angeles JOel-East Lake ReConstructn $24,873,301 
90 420 Los Angeles C-New C LA Flagship CiVIl and Farntly $513,041,696 
93 417 Los Angeles S-New S. Cnrntnal Courthouse $126,349,364 
102 384 Los Angeles S-New Long Beach Courthouse $44,497,709 
108 369 Los Angeles N-Lancaster Renovation $3,155,676 
111 362 Los Angeles E-Phase 2-New Cnrntnal $46,705,569 
112 357 Los Angeles NC-New N C. Courthouse $56,570,126 
123 306 Los Angeles SW-Alrport Renovation $6,532,540 
126 302 Los Angeles NW-Van Nuys E Renovation $33,756,101 
128 295 Los Angeles W-Santa Monica Renovation $17,710,275 

139 265 Los Angeles NC-Burbank Renovation $4,926,797 
146 236 Los Angeles SE-Phase 2-New SE Courthse $29,078,824 
147 234 Los Angeles NE-Pasadena Main Expanston $24,984,543 
149 223 Los Angeles W-New W. Crlrnmal Courthouse $84,259,986 
152 215 Los Angeles E-El Monte Renovation $20,170,187 
154 204 Los Angeles E-Phase 1-New E Cnrnmal $89,413,349 

156 187 Los Angeles SW-Torrance Renovation $17,246,824 

158 184 Los Angeles E-Pornona S Renovatton $18,515,018 

160 174 Los Angeles C-New C. LA Crlrnmal $99,094,050 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Councy Total 
162 163 Los Angeles SC-New SC Courthouse $41,970,181 
167 120 Los Angeles NE-Aihambra Expans1on $30,360,670 
168 120 Los Angeles NE-Aihambra Renovation $8,938,286 
170 112 Los Angeles C-Metropohtan $27,425,865 
171 111 Los Angeles SE-Whltt1er Renovation $8,022,099 
173 106 Los Angeles SC-Compton Renovation $19,023,101 
175 94 Los Angeles C-Foltz Criminal Justice Center $58,562,913 
176 80 Los Angeles JD-New Juvemle Dependency $72,083,715 
178 68 Los Angeles SE-Bellflower Renovation $3,812,225 
183 16 Los Angeles NV-San Fernando Renovation $6,996,708 
188 0 Los Angeles N-Phase 1-Antonovlch $3,854,006 
189 0 Los Anaeles NV-Chatsworth Renovation $4,912,491 $1,684,921,367 
20 724 Madera Phase II - New Courthouse & Parking Structure $82,360,352 
58 526 Madera Phase I - Remodel Ma1n Madera $5,068,342 $87,428,694 
82 433 Marin New Courthouse North W~na $42,735,356 $42,735,356 
55 537 Manposa Phase 1- New Court Facility $12,808,552 
75 457 Man~sa Phase II - Renovate Exlst1na $51,350 $12,859,902 
118 311 MendoCino New Courthouse 1n Uk1ah $21,639,196 $21,639,196 
2 890 Merced Downtown Merced Phase II $32,018,620 
8 800 Merced Los Banos Phase I $10,927,002 
190 0 Merced Downtown Merced Phase Ill $21,057,360 $64,002,982 
94 411 Modoc Exeand & Renovate BJC $3,880,000 $3,880,000 
6 820 Mono Mammoth Lakes- New- Phase I $10,684,034 
38 597 Mono Bridaeeort - Remodel Rear Modular $500,000 $11,184,034 
50 549 Monterey Salinas Court Augmentation and Phase 2 $22,946,648 
86 424 Montere~ Montere~ I Ft Ord Reelacement Court $39,126,654 $62,073,302 
11 770 Naea Renovate Juvenile Hall $2,429,379 $2,429,379 
64 506 Nevada Nevada City Phase I $37,251,379 
104 382 Nevada New Truckee Courthouse $13,001 ,533 
133 282 Nevada Truckee Renovation $225,000 $50,477,912 

24 705 Orange Harbor Justice Center: Laguna N1guel -Phase 1 $32,310,000 
120 309 Orange North Justice Center $30,350,000 
136 275 Orange Central Just1ce Center - Phase 1 $91,136,000 
145 239 Orange Harbor Justice Center Newport Beach $7,774,000 
191 0 Oranae East Justice Center - oet1on A $43,953,000 $205,523,000 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost CounWTotal 
16 739 Placer Phase 1 - New Tahoe New Court & Park1ng $7,796,583 
21 718 Placer Phase 2 - South Placer $10,724,375 
125 305 Placer New Auburn Courthouse & Park1ng $23,357,625 
192 0 Placer Phase 3 - South Placer & Parking Structure $21 ,506,250 $63,384,833 
1 920 Plumas Portola/Loyalton-New Branch Court $1,785,675 
46 566 Plumas Ou1ncl- New Courthouse $15,817,346 $17,603,021 
9 800 R1vers1de W Reg-Valley Ct Phase 1 $16,995,850 
83 431 Riverside W Reg-Histone Cths M1sc Improvements $3,575,000 
103 383 Riverside Desert Reg-IndiO Juv Phase 1 $10,325,900 
134 278 Riverside M1d-Cnty Reg-Temecula Phase 1 $11,347,200 
137 271 R1vers1de W Reg-Corona Ct Phase 1 $9,812,210 
142 252 Riverside Mid-Cnty Reg-Banning Phase 1 $18,764,150 
148 227 Riverside W Reg-Riverside Juv Ct Phase 1 $10,372,375 
155 195 Riverside Desert Reg-Larsen Justice Ct Phase 1 $100,639,900 
163 156 Rlvers1de M1d-Cnty Reg-Hemet Ct Phase 1 $10,411,700 
164 149 Rivers1de Desert Reg-Palm Spnngs Ct Phase 1 $4,692,800 
165 131 Riverside Desert Reg-Blythe Ct Phase 1 $14,908,300 
182 40 Riverside W Reg-Fam1ly Law Ct Phase 1 $17,417,800 
194 0 R1vers1de W Reg-New Riverside CIVIl Phase 1 $39,482,900 
179 63 R1vers1de W Reg-Hall of Justice Phase 1 $18,127,200 
181 46 Riverside M1d-Cnty Reg-SW Justice Center Phase 1 $86,338,300 
193 0 R1vers1de M1d-Cn~ Re!i!::New C1vil Ct Phase 1 $25,865,400 $399,076,985 
56 534 Sacramento Phase 1-Juvemle Justice Cent Interior Expan $3,373,056 
79 445 Sacramento Phase 2-New Criminal Courts Building $155,650,299 
87 424 Sacramento Phase 1-New Court Admimstration BUilding $38,098,369 
135 276 Sacramento Phase 1-Gordon D Schaber Renovation $13,120,471 
177 75 Sacramento Phase 1-Carol Miller Just Cen lntenor Expan $12,656,208 
195 0 Sacramento Phase 1-Wm Ridgewal Fam1ll Rei Crt Ex~ans1on $5,138,215 $228,036,618 

10 772 San Bemto New Courthouse - Phase I $18,936,068 
196 0 San Bemto Courthouse Phase II Addition $7,808,024 $26,744,092 

31 634 San Bernardino New San Bernardino Courthouse Phase 1 $84,027,212 
45 568 San Bernardino Addition & Renovation at Needles C1ty Hall $2,422,774 

151 222 San Bernardino Renovation at Joshua Tree Courthouse $2,116,560 

159 181 San Bernardino Rancho Cucamonga Courthouse Add1t1on Phase 1 $26,200,426 
198 0 San Bernardino Juvenile Dependency Court Add1t1on $22,893,040 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Coun~Total 

197 0 San Bemardmo Addition to Joshua Tree Courthouse $7,686,519 $145,346,531 
37 604 San Diego Phase 1-New Central Courthouse $224,228,250 
70 489 San Diego Phase 1-Meadowlark Juv Ct $12,220,500 
81 440 San Diego Phase 1-NewTraffic/Small Cla1ms Ct $28,249,000 
85 427 San Diego Phase 1-N County Regional Ctr $53,963,025 
132 284 San Diego Phase 1-Ramona Branch Ct $110,500 
138 271 San D1ego Phase 1-S.County Regional Ctr $75,903,200 
144 243 San D1ego Phase 1-E County Regional Ctr $41,407,900 
174 100 San D1ego Phase 1-Hall of Justice $1,300,000 
199 0 San D1ego Phase 1-New E Mesa Juv Ct $7,762,400 $445,144,775 
130 288 San FranCisco Phase 1- New Fam1ly Court $53,876,846 
172 111 San FranCisco Phase II - Renovate CIVIC Cntr $1,041,388 $54,918,234 
15 746 San Joaqum MantecafTracy- New- Phase I $33,701,600 
33 633 San Joaquin Lodl- New- Phase I $15,309,720 
95 410 SanJoaqum Stockton- New- Phase I $49,313,800 
105 380 San JoagUin Stockton- Renovation- Phase II $21 ,622,500 $119,947,620 
36 617 San Lu1s Ob1s~ SL0-1-Procure Kimball S1te/Bu1ld East Win51 $37,444,074 $37,444,074 
74 469 San Mateo Northern Branch- Addition & Refurbish $7,337,500 
91 419 San Mateo Central Branch- Addition & Refurbish $3,440,000 
114 344 San Mateo Southern Branch- Renovation- Phase I $30,213,750 
116 338 San Mateo Juvemle Branch- Addition $1,125,000 $42,116,250 
12 770 Santa Barbara South Juvemle Court Replacement $3,197,000 
27 660 Santa Barbara Lewellen Justice Center Addition-Phase 1 $23,235,624 
51 548 Santa Barbara Figueroa Building - New and Renovation $24,672,000 
72 477 Santa Barbara Renovation of Anacapa Bulldmg $3,308,000 
122 307 Santa Barbara Renovation of Ju!l: Assembl~ Bulldmg $351,000 $54,763,624 
26 667 Santa Clara New Family Resources Ct $107,178,851 
61 518 Santa Clara North County New Courthouse $51,792,488 
84 430 Santa Clara Consolidate Central Traffic & Small Claims $34,837,997 
127 296 Santa Clara Central Criminal & Juvenile Delinquency Court $109,996,255 
141 255 Santa Clara Renovate Central C1v1l Cts $67,104,414 $370,910,005 
71 488 Santa Cruz New-Phase I $12,548,000 $12,548,000 
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RCP Scores of Proposed Capital Projects 
County Sort with Statewide Rank 

February 11, 2004 
State Total 
Rank Score Coun~ ProJect Total ProJect Cost Coun~Total 

68 496 Shasta New Shasta Courthouse & Parktng Structure $79,001,731 $79,001,731 
44 569 Sterra Dowmevllle Phase I $5,176,908 $5,176,908 
14 750 Stsktyou Service Centers-Phase Ill $4,060,000 
22 714 Stskl~ou New Yreka-Phase I $19,085,142 $23,145,142 
57 527 Solano Phase F2. Old Solano Histone Courthouse reno $12,076,075 
63 510 Solano Hall of Justtce/Law & Justice Cen Renovattons $2,591,113 
76 456 Solano Phase F3, Hall of Justice Replacement Project $43,097,306 
96 410 Solano Phase F4 Renovate old school $15,140,122 $72,904,616 
60 519 Sonoma Phase 2 - New Cnmmal Ct $88,517,981 
73 477 Sonoma Phase 3- Main Ctvti/Famtly Ct $81,404,563 
110 364 Sonoma Phase 1 - HOJ Remodel $6,321,592 $176,244,136 
54 541 Stanislaus Turlock Phase I $23,655,430 
113 347 Stanislaus Modesto Phase I $21,300,000 
121 309 Stanislaus Modesto Phase II $21,300,000 
200 0 Stantslaus Juvenile Hall Ex(;!anston A $2,340,000 $68,595,430 
41 588 Sutter Yuba Ct~- New- Phase I $37,507,229 $37,507,229 
39 592 Tehama Red Bluff- New - Phase I $11,767,941 
107 372 Tehama Red Bluff- New - Phase II $6,860,411 $18,628,352 
109 367 Tnni~ Weaverville- New Courthouse $7,181,377 $7,181,377 
35 623 Tulare South Justice Center $42,340,000 
78 448 Tulare North Justice Center $92,685,600 
180 58 Tulare Juventle Center Phase I $1,524,500 $136,550,100 
49 550 Tuolumne Sonora Phase I - New $27,553,783 $27,553,783 
150 223 Ventura New East County Courthouse $60,295,103 
166 123 Ventura Hall of Justtce & Parking Structure $34,089,801 
201 0 Ventura New West Court Faeth~ $42,755,538 $137,140.442 

3 860 Yolo New Downtown Ct & Parking Structure $76,767,185 
48 558 Yolo Juvenile Dehnguenc~ Ct $4,336,334 $81,103,519 
98 404 Yuba New Courthouse $31,829,707 $31,829,707 
Total $6,215,937,156 $6,215,937,156 
Average 384 
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Attachment E 

Summary of total project costs, sorted by county 



Rank County 
1 Los Angeles 
2 San D1ego 
3 R1vers1de 
4 Santa Clara 
5 Fresno 
6 Sacramento 
7 Orange 
8 Sonoma 
9 San Bemard1no 
10 Ventura 
11 Tulare 
12 San Joaquin 
13 Kern 
14 Contra Costa 
15 Madera 
16 Alameda 
17 Yolo 
18 Imperial 
19 Shasta 
20 Humboldt 
21 Solano 
22 Stamslaus 
23 Merced 
24 Placer 
25 Monterey 
26 San Francisco 
27 Santa Barbara 
28 K~ngs 

29 Nevada 

County Rank by Total Project Cost 
February 11, 2004 

Coun!}'_ Total Cost Rank Coun~ 

$1 ,684,921,367 30 Mann 
$445,144,775 31 San Mateo 
$399,076,985 32 Sutter 
$370,910,005 33 San Luis Ob1spo 
$340,779,664 34 Yuba 
$228,036,618 35 Lake 
$205,523,000 36 Tuolumne 
$176,244,136 37 San Bemto 
$145,346,531 38 Lassen 
$137,140,442 39 ElDorado 
$136,550,100 40 S1sk1you 
$119,947,620 41 Mendocino 
$119,155,000 42 Tehama 
$111,935,606 43 Calaveras 

$87,428,694 44 Amador 
$81,320,106 45 Plumas 
$81 '103,519 46 Glenn 
$79,660,227 47 Butte 
$79,001,731 48 Del Norte 
$7 4,367,522 49 Manposa 
$72,904,616 50 Santa Cruz 
$68,595,430 51 Mono 
$64,002,982 52 Colusa 
$63,384,833 53 lnyo 
$62,073,302 54 Tnmty 
$54,918,234 55 S1erra 
$54,763,624 56 Alpine 
$54,497,880 57 Modoc 
$50,477,912 58 Napa 

Total 

RCP Ranking Feb 11 2004 Download 

County Total Cost 
$42,735,356 
$42,116,250 
$37,507,229 
$37,444,074 
$31,829,707 
$28,754,765 
$27,553,783 
$26,744,092 
$26,163,423 
$25,466,910 
$23,145,142 
$21,639,196 
$18,628,352 
$18,570,673 
$18,210,288 
$17,603,021 
$16,409,869 
$15,515,952 
$13,924,256 
$12,859,902 
$12,548,000 
$11,184,034 

$8,959,808 
$7,676,000 
$7,181,377 
$5,176,908 
$4,866,949 
$3,880,000 
$2,429,379 

$6,215,937' 156 
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Attachment F 

Summary of proposed demonstration projects 



:co:m,tv~t.t~-ne ·. ':!YAiliJuem · ' N::. .~«il ,;u%1;~ 
!1~1, IVJl"' ..... I:O~tl f,jl! , • ..,"..., .. 4;4: ffY?i!k';:. .;ri;;,f~; 

ElDorado Placerville Phase 1 Leveraged funding - land donation plus funding from 
BOS. Built in conjunction with new juvenile hall and 
sheriff's building to minimize ..,, UJI::I.il cost. 

Fresno Federal Courthouse Expeditious occupancy and lev.,, .. ~., ... fundmg - b1ll to 
donate courthouse sponsored by Sen. Boxer. 
Substantially less expensive than other options to 
·provide for additional space for court 

Imperial El Centro - New Family Court Leveraged funding and uutuv<:~uv~:: - land donat1on to 
reduce project cost and unifed family court to reduce 
court u..,~::, ating costs. 

Los Angeles E-El Monte Renovation i Innovative unified family court which reduces court 
. u..,~::, alii I~ costs. 

Los Angeles MH-New Mental Health Courthouse Innovative - extensive use of video-conferencing 
technology to reduce capital costs of project and to 
reduce court and other a~t:OIIIJit:O., UIJt:OI au11~ costs. 

Mariposa Phase 1 - New Court Facility Leveraged funding - partial land donation. Also 
l""l"l uvt:Ou security which reduces operating costs. 

Orange Harbor Justice Center-Laguna Niguel -Phase 1 Expeditious occupancy - entitlements secured and 
leveraged funding - local funding commitments. 
Reduction in annual leases pay.ne,,l., of $800K. 



Placer-Nevada Phase 1- New Tahoe New Court & Parking Cross-jurisdictional use of new courthouse to 
consolidate operations and reduce capital costs and 
operating costs. 

Plumas-Sierra Portola/Royalton - New Branch Court Cross-jurisdictional use of new courthouse to 
consolidate operations and reduce capital costs and 
operating costs. 

San Diego Phase 1 - New Central Courthouse Expeditious occupancy- county assembling land. 
Savings from coordmation with other projects In 
additional replaces building that is expensive to 
maintain and subtantially reduces secunty costs. 



G 



Attachment G 

Summary of comments received on generic or policy aspects of the scoring procedure 



Summary of comments received on generic or policy aspects of the trial court 
five-year capital outlay plan scoring 

Rachelle Agatha, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Amador County 

Comment: Several of the benefit categories do not apply to courts that are 
consolidated and efficient and thus the scoring system penalizes those courts. 

Response: The scoring system was designed to reflect benefits that proposed 
projects provide to existing court operations. If the court does not have the 
underlying problems then no points are scored for the proposed project in those 
areas. 

John A. Clarke, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Los Angeles 
County 

Comment: The prioritization system does not reflect local priorities, including the 
need to address deferred maintenance of facilities with a high-volume of business 
(e.g. traffic courts). Local priorities and understanding ofbuilding condition 
should be considered in prioritizing capital projects. 

Response: Deferred maintenance projects are not part of the capital outlay plan 
and will be considered separately under a process to prioritize special repairs and 
address deferred maintenance. Regarding consideration of local priorities that 
may differ from the results of the scoring, the RCP process was developed to 
compares the relative merits of projects on a statewide basis. The process was 
designed to give priority to projects that address the most functionally and 
physically problematic building conditions, as documented by the Task Force on 
Court Facilities and in the master plan, and measured against criteria designed to 
be objective. At the request of the Executive and Planning Committee, a 
recommendation that AOC staff develop a process for reviewing projects with 
circumstances that fall outside of the scoring process is included in the 
accompanying report for consideration by the council. Local court priorities that 
are different than the scoring priorities may be reviewed through that process. 

Tressa S. Kentner, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of San 
Bernardino County 

Comment: Some of the projects will require temporary relocation of courtrooms 
to leased space outside the courthouse. The cost of leasing, and operational costs 
associated with moving the courts, or operating in multiple locations, is not 
represented in the capital outlay program, but should be considered in funding for 
the projects. Also, while the prioritization procedure provides for disposition of 
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leases by assigning maximum scores to projects which leave leased facilities, it 
does not quantify the lease cost savings for those dispositions. 

Response: Neither the task force work, nor the current trial court five-year capital 
outlay plan, accounts for operational costs in the proposed capital budget. These 
are support costs and are not usually included in capital outlay requests. AOC 
staff discussions with the state Department of Finance have included 
acknowledgement that support budget requests for one-time support costs will be 
needed for the projects in the capital outlay plan and will be submitted as project 
planning moves forward. Regarding vacating a leased space, the scoring does not 
quantify the benefit of lease cost savings. Leased savings will be reflected in 
reduced operational costs which are not quantified as part of the capital outlay 
plan. 

Inga McElyea, Court Executive Officer, and Gary Whitehead, Manager of 
Facilities, Superior Court of Riverside County 

Comment : Judgeships from the Judicial Council's list of 150 proposed 
judgeships, which are considered in the master plan for 2007, need to be taken into 
consideration as a point-rating criterion in order to give benefit points to projects 
that are needed to meet short-term needs for new judgeships. 

Response: Approved new judgeships are considered in the first of the five filters 
which places new judgeships in Priority Group 1. Priority Group 1 allows for 
projects that are needed to accommodate new judgeships established by the 
Legislature. Since there are no new approved judgeships, Priority Group 1 is not 
active at this time, but is reserved for future use. 

Comment: The prioritization system needs to have some method to weigh more 
subjective criteria within a county. While this weight may not affect the priority 
within the state, local subjective criteria is very important to the bench within a 
county. There should be an opportunity to adjust priorities outside of the strict 
rating system to reflect local priorities. 

Response: The RCP process establishes capital project priorities for the entire 
state court system. The system was designed to give priority to projects that 
address the most functionally and physically problematic building conditions, as 
documented by the Task Force on Court Facilities and in the master plans, and 
measured against criteria designed to be objective. At the request of the Executive 
and Planning Committee, a recommendation has been included in this report that 
AOC staff develop a process for reviewing projects with circumstances that fall 
outside of the scoring process. Local court priorities that are different than the 
scoring priorities may be reviewed through that process. 
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John Montgomery, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Marin 
County 

Comment: Of the 1000 points in the rating scale, only 120 possible points are 
related to building security, with the majority of these points allotted for judicial 
and staff circulation. Only 40 points are directly related to building security itself. 
Just four per cent of the total rating scale specifically addresses the precarious and 
dangerous circumstances which many trial courts must confront on a daily basis 
when security is either grossly inadequate or non-existent. This four per cent 
allocation is so inconsequential as to have virtually no impact on the decision-
making process. In addition, the application of the filters illustrates a fundamental 
flaw in the design of the prioritization methodology in that security is simply 
considered as one of numerous criteria in a laundry list of lesser important 
variables, and is never recognized as a primary component for determining project 
priority. Consequently, the dangerous security condition at the Marin County Hall 
of Justice receives virtually no consideration for inclusion in any of the priority 
groups. 

Response: The relative scoring is designed to balance 16 criteria which relate to 
problems in existing facilities that proposed projects may improve. Security 
(which is one criteria that includes three components: judicial and staff circulation, 
secure circulation for in-custody defendants, and building security) is weighted at 
12 per cent of the total which is high relative to the other criteria. At the request 
of the Executive and Planning Committee, a recommendation has been made to 
the council that AOC staff develop a process for reviewing the ranking of projects 
where unique circumstances, such as lack of building security at the Marin County 
Hall of Justice, exist. 

Jody Patel, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Sacramento 

Comment: It was our understanding that the purpose of the first filter is to 
highlight those projects that are required to accommodate the 150 new judgeships 
to be requested by the Judicial Council. However, in reviewing the forms 
provided for the six Sacramento projects, we noted that in Section 5 of each form, 
the "Yes" block was not checked, in spite of the fact that these projects are 
designed to accommodate new judgeships earmarked for Sacramento. 

Response: The filter for new judgeships is applicable only for new judgeships 
established by the Legislature. None of the judgeships on the council's list of 150 
new judgeships have been established and no projects for any court are included in 
Priority Group 1. The filter will be used in future capital outlay plan updates as 
new judgeships are established. 
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Comment: The process does not consider the need to accommodate new 
judgeships beyond those on the council's list of the next 150 judgeships to be 
requested. This means that despite the projected shortfall in judgeships identified 
in the court master plans, no score is assigned to reflect those shortfalls. We feel 
that some weight or score should be assigned to projects that are needed to 
accommodate the projected judgeship needs for each court beyond the list of 150. 

Response: Additional judgeships beyond the council's list of 150 is considered a 
long-term need, beyond the timeframe of the five-year capital outlay plan. These 
additional judgeships will be considered in future updates to the plan. 

Michael Planet, Court Executive Office, Superior Court of Ventura County 

Comment: The master plan calls for a two-phase construction of the new West 
County Courthouse, while the RCP1 treats it as a totally future project, with the 
RCP2 lacking. 

Response: The proposed new West County Courthouse project addresses growth 
beyond the planned request by the Judicial Council for an additional 150 
judgeships statewide and does not improve or replace existing court facilities. The 
initial five-year capital outlay plan only includes projects that address current and 
near-term needs, including projects that replace deficient court facilities or 
renovate courthouses to increase their long-term useful life. Capital projects that 
are designed to meet longer-term needs will be addressed in future capital outlay 
plans. 

Comment: Seismic and functionality deficiencies are listed as not yet determined. 
All projects are excluded from the related priority groups. 

Response: The filters regarding the seismic and functionality deficiencies are to 
be used to address projects where, as part of the SB 1732 transfer process, an 
agreement has been reached with a county for correction of the deficiencies. No 
such agreements have been reached with any county and no project has been 
moved to Priority Group 2 using these filters. It is expected that as agreements are 
reached with counties, these filters will be active in future capital outlay plans. 

Charles C. Ramey, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Solano 
County 

Comment: At the present time, the court has exactly enough courtrooms to 
support the current number of JPE's assigned to the court. This creates difficulties 
with visiting judges and changes of venue matters. No credit is given in the 
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prioritization procedure for adding courtrooms to solve this functional and space 
problem. The benefit points should take into consideration necessary expansions 
which would accommodate current incremental problems such as this, while 
supporting proposed future judgeships. 

Response: The procedure does provide points based on the current space available 
versus the space required by the facility guidelines adopted by the council. This 
captures general space shortfalls, which includes shortages in courtset space. The 
added flexibility that additional courtrooms would provide a court is not otherwise 
scored. The process does address approved new judgeships which are considered 
in the first of the five filters which places approved new judgeships in Priority 
Group 1. Since there are no new approved judgeships, Priority Group 1 is not 
active at this time, but is reserved for future use. 

Mary Beth Todd, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Calaveras 
County 

Comment: Several of the benefit categories do not apply to smaller courts and 
serve to increase the benefit scoring for larger courts thus placing smaller courts at 
a disadvantage. 

Response: The scoring system was designed to reflect benefits that proposed 
projects provide to existing court operations. Many smaller courts which operate 
at one location do not have the underlying problems that some large court systems 
may have. However, smaller courts which operate at several locations may 
receive the benefit in several areas. 

Ken Torre, Court Executive Officer, Superior Court of Contra Costa County 

Comment: Contra Costa has two judgeships within the list of 150 new judgeships 
to be requested and new courtrooms are needed to accommodate them. 

Response: The filter for new judgeships is applicable only for new judgeships 
established by the Legislature. None of the judgeships on the council's list of 150 
new judgeships have been approved and no projects for any court are included in 
Priority Group 1. 
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.TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

. 455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report Summary 

Members of the Judicial Council . · . 

Michael Bergeisen, General Counsel 
Heather Anderson, Senior Attorney, 415-865-7691 
Ron Pi, Semor Analyst 

February 6, 2004 

SUBJECT. - Early Mediation Pilot Programs: Evaluation Report and 
Recommendations (Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
The Early Mediation· Pllot Programs ("pdot programs") were established by Code 
of Civil Procedure section 1730 et seq. to assess the benefits of early mediation in 
civil cases. The pilot programs were authorized and funded under legislation 
adopted in 1999: Under this authorization, pilot programs began operating in four 
courts-the Sup en or Courts of Contra Costa, Fresno, San Diego, and Sono·ma 
Counties-in early 2000 Under a later-enacted statute,2 10 civil departments in 
the downtown branch of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County also joined 
these pdot programs in early 200 1. 

As part of this legislatiOn, Code of Civil Procedure section 1742 requires the 
Judicial Council to submit a report to the Legislature and Governor on the pilot 
programs. 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) staff has prepared the attached report, 
Evaluatzon of the Early Medzatzon Pzlot Programs, to fulfill that statutory 
mandate. The report shows that all five of the Early Mediation Pilot Programs 
were successful, resulting in substantial benefits to both htigants and the courts. 

1 T1tle 11 5 ofCahforrua Code C1~ Proc, § 1730 et seq (Stats 1999, ch 67, § 4 (AB 1105)) 
2 Stats 2000, ch 127 § 3 (AB 2866) 



Recommendation 
AOC staff recommends that the Judicial Council. 

1 Approve the attached report, Evaluatwn of the Early Medzatwn P1lot 
Programs, and forward it to the Legislature and Governor. 

2. In the existing pilot program courts, support the continuation of 
mediation programs with the following principal charactenstics and the 
eventual transition of these programs to permanent parts of the courts' 
core operations. 
a. Both limited and unlimited civil cases are eligible for the mediatiOn 

program, 
b. Mediation Is considered at the frrst case management conference; 
c. The court assesses cases to determine if mediation is appropriate and 

encourages the use of mediation in appropriate cases; 
d. The court sets early deadlines for completiOn of mediatiOn in 

appropriate cases; 
e. The program provides trained mediators and mcentives to use the 

mediators who are part of the court's program; and 
f. Professional staff with expertise in mediation manages the median on 

program. 

3. Support expansion of mediation programs for civil cases m California 
courts to the optimal level, as determmed by evaluations of the civil 
caseloads and staffmg levels in the pilot program courts and by the 
needs and resources of courts outside the pilot program. Direct staff to 
draft a proposal for a Standard of Judicial Administration encouragmg 
all trial courts to implement mediation programs for civil cases as part 
of their core operations, for consideration by the Civil and Small Claims 
AdVIsory Committee and the council. 

4. Direct the Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee to consider 
whether legislative or rule amendments should be recommended to 
facilitate the implementation of mediation programs for civil cases. 

5 Direct AOC staff to: 
a. Work with the pilot courts to share the results of the pilot programs 

with other trial courts and encourage these other courts to consider 
implementlng mediation programs for civil cases as part of their core 
operations; 

b Work with the trial courts to assess their needs and the resources 
currently available to them in terms of developing, implementing, 
maintaimng, and improvmg mediation programs and other 

2 



( settlement programs for civil cases Where existing resources are 
not sufficient, work with the courts to develop plans for obtaming 
necessary resources; and 

c. Provide support and trairung to trial courts to help them develop, 
1mplement, maintam, and improve mediation programs and other 
settlement programs for civil cases, including trammg for judges in 
assessing civil cases for referral to mediation and technical 
assistance and information about best practices for programs 

Rationale for Recommendation 
As discussed m the attached report, based on the criteria established by the Early 
Mediation Pdot Program legislation, all five of the Early MediatiOn Pdot Programs 
were successful, resulting m substantial benefits to both litigants and the courts. 
Some of the study's main fmdings follow. 

Medwtwn referrals and settlements 
More than 25,000 cases filed m 2000 and 2001 were eligible for possible referral 
to mediation m the five Early MediatiOn Pilot Programs. The attorneys and parties 
in all those cases were exposed to and educated about the mediation process 
More than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1,600 limited cases participated 
m pilot program mediations. On average, 58 percent of the unlimited cases and 71 
percent of the limited cases settled as a direct result of being mediated. 

Trzal rate 
In San Diego and Los Angeles, where the courts had relatively short nmes to 
disposinon and there was a good comparison group, the study found that the pilot 
programs reduced the proportion of cases going to trial by a substantial24-30 
percent. The total potential annual saving in judicial time from this reduced tnal 
rate was estimated to be .521 days in San Diego (estimated monetary value 
approximately $1.6 million) and 670 days in Los Angeles (estimated monetary 
value approXImately $2 milhon). 

Dzsposztwn tzme 
All five pilot programs reduced the nme requrred for cases to reach disposition 
Both early case management conferences and early mediation played important 
roles in 1mprovmg time to disposition. 

Lztzgant satzsfactwn 
All five pilot programs increased attorneys' satisfacnon with the services provided 
by the court, with the litigation process, or with both. The experience of 
participating in pilot program mediation increased attorneys' satisfacnon with the 
services provided by the court even If their cases did not resolve at mediation. In 
all five pilot programs, the majority of both parties and attorneys who participated 
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in mediations expressed high satisfaction with their mediation experience and 
strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they 
would recommend both to others. 

Lltzgant costs 
In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs, the estimated actual 
litigation costs incurred by parties, hours spent by the attorney in reaching 
resolution, or both were lower in program cases that settled at mediation than 
similar nonprogram cases. In all of the programs, attorneys in program cases that 
settled at mediation estimated savings, rangmg from 61 to 68 percent in litigant 
costs and from 57 to 62 percent in attorney hours, from using mediation to reach 
settlement. Based on these estimates from participating attorneys, from all five 
pilot programs added together, the total savings in litigant costs in 2000 and 2001 
cases that settled at pilot program mediations was estimated to be $49,409,698 and 
the total saving in attorney hours was estimated to be 250,229. 

Court workload 
The pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sonoma reduced the 
number of motions by 18 to 48 percent, the number of other pretrial hearings by 
11 to 32 percent, or both in program cases. Reductions in cases that settled at 
mediatiOn were even larger, ranging from 30 to 65 percent, compared to similar 
nonprogram cases. In the San Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs, these 
reductions in pretnal events resulted in savings in judges' time; total potential time 
saving was estimated to be 344 judge days per year m San Di_ego (estimated 
monetary value of approximately $1 4 million), 132 days in Los Angeles 
(estimated monetary value of approximately $400,000), and 3 days in Sonoma 
(estimated monetary value of approximately $9, 700). In addition, there were 
fewer postdisposition compliance problems and fewer new proceedmgs imtiated m 
program cases, suggesting that the pilot programs not only reduced court workload 
m the' short term, but may also have reduced the court's future workload. 

These benefits warrant the council supporting the continuation of early mediation 
programs in the pilot courts and their eventual transition to part of the courts' core 
operations. 

The study's positive results also warrant the council supporting the expansion of 
these programs to their optimal level, both within the pilot courts and in other trial 
courts, based on the courts' individual needs and resources. The Civil and Small 
Claims Advisory Committee can assist in reaching this goal by ( 1) developing a 
proposal for a Standard of Judicial Administration recommending that courts 
rmplement mediation programs for civil cases as part of their core operations and 
(2) considering whether legislative or rule amendments should be recommended to 
facihtate the rmplementation of mediation programs for civil cases. The AOC 
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staff can assist courts in developing, unplementmg, maintaining, and improvmg 
mediation programs for civil cases by disseminating the results of the pilot 
programs, helping courts Identify what they would need to fully unplement such 
programs, developmg plans for courts to obtain necessary resources to estabhsh 
and develop these programs, sharing information about best practices, and offering 
training and technical assistance. 

Alternative Actions Considered 
The alternatives to permanently establishing mediation programs in the five pilot 
program courts are to (1) continue to operate mediation programs on a year-to-
year basis, which would create uncertainly among the participating judges, 
attorneys, and litigants, and would reduce the programs' efficiency or (2) 
discontinue the programs m these courts, which would eliminate the benefits of 
the programs identified in the report. 

Not expanding mediation programs in the trial courts would mean the courts and 
litigants would not realize the full benefits achieved in the pilot program courts. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
The report and recommendations for mediation programs were not crrculated for 
public comment. Parties, attorneys, mediators, and judges in the participating 
courts were surveyed and/or interviewed as part of the pilot program study, and 
their responses are discussed in the attached report. Each pilot court also received 
draft of the report chapter outlming fmdings concemmg its program, the overview 
of the fmdmgs in all five programs, and the proposed recommendations for reVIew 
and comment. Staff substantially revised the report based on comments received 
from the pilot courts. The Alternative Dispute Resolution Subcommittee of the 
Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee also reviewed the overview of the 
pilot program findings and approved the proposed recommendations. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
Mediation programs continue to operate in the five pilot program courts with full 
or partial support from the Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization 
Fund Currently $1,740,001 is allocated for fiscal year 2003-2004 to the 
programs in the five participating courts. 

The recommended expansion of mediation programs in California courts initially 
would require that AOC staff work with courts to determine the courts' needs and 
resources. The cost of expansion would depend on the number of new or 
expanded mediation programs and the types of programs the courts choose to 
implement. 
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It is anticipated that the provision of support and trairung, including judicial 
education, to help courts develop, implement, maintain, and improve mediation 
programs and other settlement programs for c1vil cases could largely be covered 
with current AOC staffmg and funding. 
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SUBJECT: Early Mediation Pilot Programs: Evaluation Report and 
Recommendations (ActiOn Requrred) 

Issue Statement 
The Early Mediation Pilot Programs ("pilot programs") were established under 
legislatiOn adopted m 1999 to assess the benefits of early mediation of civil cases.3 

As part of this legislation, Code of Civil Procedure section 17 42 requires the 
Judicial Council to subnnt a report to the Legislature and Governor .on the pilot 
programs. Adnnnistrative Office of the Courts (AOC) staff prepared the attached 
report, fivaluatwn of the Early Medwtwn Pilot Programs, to fulfill that statutory 
mandate. 4 The report show:s that all five of the Early MediatiOn Pilot Programs 
were successful, resulting in substantial benefits to both litigants and the courts. 

Background 
LegislatiOn enacted in July 1999 requrred the Judicial Council to estabhsh early 
mediatiOn pilot programs for general civil cases in four superior courts.5 These 
statutes also established a basic framework for the mediation pllot programs, 
focusing on early assessment and referral of cases to mediation and completiOn of 
med1atwn early in the litigation process. 

3 Tttle 11 5 ofCahforma Code Ctv Proc, § 1730 et seq (Stats 1999, ch 67, § 4 (AB 1105)) 
4 The report was ongmally reqwred to be submttted on or before January 1, 2003 Thts deadlrne was 
extended to allow cases filed dunng the study penod to reach final dtsposttton At the end of 2002, the data 
revealed that a stgmficant proportton of cases m some courts had not reached final dtsposttton and thus 
mformatton about the settlement rate, ttme to dtsposttton, etc was not avrulable for these cases 
5 Tttle 11 5 ofCahforma Code Ctv Proc, § 1730 et seq (Stats 1999, ch 67, § 4 (AB 1105)) 
Thts legtslatton was automattcally repealed effective January 1, 2004, under a sunset provtston m Code of 
CtVIl Procedure section 1743 
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The statutes authorized the pdot courts to hold an mitial conference with the 
parties earlier than is generally permitted under Cahforma law-as early as 90 
days following the filmg of the case rather than the 120-150 days after filing 
permitted outside the pilot program.6 At this conference the court was to confer 
with the parties about alternative dispute resolution (ADR) options 

The statutes provided that in two of the four pilot programs, the court was to have 
the authonty to make mandatory referrals to mediation (mandatory courts). In the 
other two programs, participation in mediation was to be voluntary (voluntary 
courts).7 In the mandatory courts, the statutes proVIded that, after considering the 
willingness of the parties to mediate, the court had the power to then order the case 
to mediation. The statutes further required the mandatory courts to establish a 
panel of med1ators. 8 Parties were free to choose any mediator for their case, 
whether or not that mediator was on the court's panel. However, if the parties 
chose a mediator from the court's panel, the services of that mediator were to be 
proVIded at no cost to the parties. 9 

The statutes generally required that mediations be scheduled within 60 days of the 
early case management conference. 10 At the end of the mediation, the mediator 
was required to file a form with the court, reporting whether the mediation ended 
m full resolution of the case, partial resolution, or no resolution. 11 

The J 999 statutes gave the Judicial Council responsibdity for selecting the four 
pilot program courts. 12 Through a request-for-proposals process, the following 
courts were selected to be pilot program sites. the Superior Courts in Fresno and 
San Diego Counties as the mandatory courts and the Superior Courts in Contra 
Costa and Sonoma Counties as the voluntary courts. These four pilot programs 
began operation m the first quarter of2000. 

In 2000, the Early Mediation Pilot P~ogram statutes were amended13 to requrre that 
the Judicial Council also establish another early mediation pilot program m the 
Superior Court of Los Angeles County. Instead of a courtwide pilot program, as 
in the other pilot courts, the Los Angeles program was to be established in only 10 
ciVIl departments in the court's main, downtown Los Angeles courthouse. The 

6 Code Ctv Proc, § 1734, see also Gov Code,§ 68616 
7 Code Ctv Proc , § 1730 
8 Id, § 1735 
9 lb1d 
10 Id,§1736 
11 Id, § 1739, Cal Rules of Court, rule 1640 8, and Judtctal Council form ADR-100, Statement of 
Agreement or Nonagreeement 
12 Code C1v Proc ,§ 1730 
13 Stats 2000, ch 127, § 3 
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new legislation required the Los Angeles program to be mandatory. The Los 
Angeles pilot program began operation m June 2001. 

The pilot program legislation required the Judicial Council to adopt rules of court 
to further Implement the pilot programs. 14 The Judicial Council was also provided 
with funds to support the pilot programs through an increased appropriatiOn to the 
Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization Fund. In the mandatory 
courts, the bulk of the funds used to compensate mediators for their service m pilot 
program mediations. ·:All the pilot courts also used the funds allocated by the 
Judicial Council to support staff to administer the mediation program All these 
programs were managed by professiOnal staff that had mediation traming and 
expertise. 

Wlule the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes and implementing rules laid out 
the basic framework for the'pilot programs, they left considerable room for the 
pilot courts to determme the structure and procedure of therr mediation programs. 
Thus, while the five pilot programs shared some common features, therr program 
procedures also varied significantly, including the timing of the case management 
conferences, the process of mediatiOn referrals, the role of judges in mediatiOn 
referrals, and the qualifications and compensation of the mediators serving the 
program. The court envuonments also varied. For example, some of the pilot 
courts are large, urban courts with large civil caseloads; others are smaller courts 
with much smaller civil caseloads. Some had offered court-annexed mediation 
programs before they implemented the pilot program while others had not. The 
differences in pilot program structure together with differences in the pilot courts' 
environments mean that each of the five programs is unique; these programs 
cannot simply be lumped together and viewed generically as "mediation 
programs" or as/'voluntary" or "mandatory" programs. 

The Early Mediation Pilot Program evaluation report _ 
The Early MediatiOn Pilot Program legislatiOn requires that the Judicial Council 
submit a report to the Legislature and Governor on the pilot programs. The report 
is specifically requrred to examine the programs' impact on: 
1. The settlement rate; 
2. The timing of settlement; · 
3. The litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process; and 
4. The costs to the htigants.and the courts. 

AOC staff prepared the attached report, Evaluatwn of the Early Medzatwn Prlot 
Programs, to fulfill that statutory mandate. The report describes the results of a 

14 Code ClV Proc, §§ 1732, 1735, 1739, and 1742 The unplementrng rules adopted by the Judicial 
Council are rules 1640-1640 8 of the Califorma Rules of Court 
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30-month study of each of the five mediation programs, which included examining 
data collected from the courts' case management systems and surveys of parties, 
attorneys, mediators, and judges from each pilot court. 

The report's fmdings show that, based on the criteria established by the Early 
Mediation Pilot Program legislation, all five of the programs were successful. 
Despite the varymg nature of the pilot programs and the pilot courts, the study 
found that these early mediation programs resulted in substantial benefits for both 
htigants and the courts, including reductions in tnal rates, case dispositiOn time, 
and the courts' workload, increased attorney satisfaction with the courts' services, 
and lowered htigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation in some or all of the 
participating courts. Some of the report's main fmdings follow. 

Medzatwn referrals and settlements 
More than 25,000 cases filed in 2000 and 2001 were eligible for possible referral 
to mediation in the five Early Mediation Pilot Programs. The attorneys and 
litigants in all these cases were exposed to and educated about the mediation 
process. More than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1,600 limited cases 
participated in pilot program mediations and, on average, 58 percent of the 
unlimited cases and 71 percent of the limited cases settled as a direct result of 
being mediated. 

The mandatory and voluntary pilot programs generally followed expected patterns 
of mediation referral and settlement rates a higher percentage of cases were 
referred to mediation in the mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs, 
but a lower percentage reached settlement in the mandatory programs. However 
the referral, mediation, and settlement patterns in the San Diego (mandatory) and 
Contra Costa (voluntary) programs were similar to each other, suggesting that. (1) 
mandatory mediation programs can achieve relatively hlgh resolution rates when 
courts consider the parties' willingness to use mediation in making referrals, as 
they did in the San Diego pilot program and (2) voluntary mediation programs can 
achleve relatively high referral rates when courts urge parties to consider 
mediation and provide some fmancial incentive to use the court's mediation 
program, as they did in the Contra Costa pilot program. The very low percentage 
oflimited cases that stipulated to mediation in Sonoma's voluntary program, in 
whlch the parties paid for mediation services, suggests that incentives are needed 
to encourage litigants in smaller-value cases to participate in mediation 

Trzal rate 
In San Diego and Los Angeles, where the courts had relatively short times to 
disposition and there was a good companson group, the study found that the pilot 
programs reduced the proportion of cases going to trial by a substantial24-30 
percent. The total potential saving in judicial time from this reduced trial rate in 
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San Diego was estimated to be 521 days per year (with an estimated monetary 
value of approximately $1.6 million) and in Los Angeles was estimated to be 670 
days per year (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $2 million) 
Tlu.s suggests that effective early mediation programs can help courts save 
valuable judicial time that can be devoted to other cases requiring judges' . 
attention 

Dzsposztwn tzme 
All five pilot programs reduced the time required for cases to reach disposition. 
The largest reductions in disposition time came in those courts that had the longest 
overall disposition times before the pilot programs began. In all the programs the 
rates of disposition accelerated around the time of the mediation, which was 
largely attributable to cases' settling earlier at mediation. There were also 
mdications that early case management conferences and early referrals. to 
mediation played important roles in improving time to disposition. However, the 
stl!,dy also found that going to mediation and not settlmg resulted m longer 
disposition times, which highlights the need for care in selecting and refemng 
cases to mediation. Overall, these results indicate that early case management 
conferences and early mediations are important for reducing time to disposition, 
and that courts that have long disposition times are more likely to achieve 
dramatic drops in disposition time as a result of implementing an early mediation 
program. 

Lztzgant satzsfactwn 
All five pilot programs increased attorneys' satisfaction with the services provided 
by the court, with the litigation process, or with both. Attorneys' level of 
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases was correlated with whether those 
cases settled at mediation; attorneys were more satisfied with the outcome in cases 
that settled and less satisfied m cases that did not. Attorneys were also generally 
more satisfied With the litigation process when their cases settled at mediation. 
However, it is noteworthy that attorneys· whose cases were mediated were more 
satisfied with the services provided by the court regardless of whether their cases 
settled at the mediation. This indicates that the experience of participating in pilot 
program mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfaction with the services provided by 
the court, even if the case did not resolve at mediation. In all five pilot programs, 
the majority of parties and attorneys who participated in mediations expressed 
high satisfaction with their mediation experience and strongly agreed that the 
mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both 
to others 

Lztzgant costs 

11 



In the San Diego, Los, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs (where It was 
possible to break down program cases mto subgroups based on their different 
experiences in the program) the study found that the estimated litigatiOn costs 
incurred by parties, the hours spent by their attorneys in reaching resolution, or 
both were lower, by 16-50 percent, m program cases that settled at mediation than 
similar nonprogram cases. In all five pilot programs, attorneys in program cases 
that settled at mediation also estimated savings, ranging from 61 to 68 percent in 
litigant costs and 57 to 62 percent in attorney hours, from using mediation to reach 
settlement. When results from all five pilot programs are added together, the total 
savings m 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations, as 
estimated by the participating attorneys, was considerable: $49,409,698 m litigant 
costs and 250,229 attorney hours. 

Court workload 
The pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sonoma reduced the 
number of motions, the number of "other" pretrial hearings, or both in program 
cases. The reductions were substantial, rangmg from 18 to 48 percent for motions 
and 11 to 32 percent for "other" pretrial hearings. Reductions in cases that settled 
at mediation were even larger, ranging from 30 to 65 percent compared to similar 
non program cases. Because of special conferences required under Fresno's 
procedures, these decreases were offset in Fresno by increases in the number of 
case management conferences in program cases. 15 However, in the San Diego, 
Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs, these reductions resulted in overall savmgs 
m court time, showing that early mediation programs can help courts save 
valuable JUdicial time that can be devoted to other cases Total potential time 
saving was estimated to be 344 judge days per year m San Diego (with an 
estimated monetary value of$1.4 million), 132 days in Los Angeles (with an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $400,000), and 3 days in Sonoma 
(with an estimated monetary value of approximately $9, 700). In addition, survey 
results indicate that there were fewer postdisposition compliance problems and 
fewer new proceedings initiated in program cases, suggesting that the pilot 
programs not only reduced court workload in the short term, but may also have 
reduced the court's future workload 

Rationale for Recommendation 
To fulfill the requirements of the pilot program statutes, staff recommends that the 
council approve the attached report for submission to the Legislature and 
Governor. 

15 The Supenor Court of Fresno County has smce changed Its case management procedures so that 
additional case management conferences are not reqwred m pilot program cases 
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Staff also recommends that, on the basis of the positive fmdings in the report, the 
council take action to bring the benefits of early mediation programs to full 
fruition in the California courts. 

The benefits found in the study warrant council support for the continued 
operation of early mediation programs in the pilot courts and the eventual 
transitiOn of these programs to permanent parts of the courts' core operations 16 

Based on the report's results, staff recommends retention of the following, features 
in these mediation programs· 

• E!Jgzbi!zty of both !Jmzted and unlzmzted cases. The report found that the 
be11efits of the early mediation pilot programs extended to both limited and 
unlimited cases that were included in the program. 

• Conszderatwn ofmedzatwn at the first case management conference. The 
report found that earlier case management conferences and earlier mediation 
referrals were linked with earlier disposition of cases. Under rule amendments 
adopted in July 2002, the first regular case management conferences are now 
typically held within the timeframe in which the pilot courts actually held 
initial conferences during the pilot program. 

• Assessment of cases to determme if medzatwn zs approprzate and promotwn of 
medzatwn use m approprzate cases. Wrule many cases will benefit from 
participatmg in early mediation, some will not Maximizing the overall 
benefits of an early mediation program involves identifying those cases that 
will benefit from the mediation process while screenmg out those cases that 
will not. The report's fmdings suggest that mediation programs, whether they 
are mandatory or voluntary, can achieve a combination of high mediatiOn 
referral rates and high mediation resolution rates by: ( 1) assessing whether 
cases are appropnate for referral to mediation, includjng whether litigants are 
willmg to participate in mediation, and (2) promoting mediation use in 
appropriate cases, including urging parties to consider mediation and proVIding 
fmancial incentives to use mediation. 

• Settmg early deadlmes for completwn of medzatwn m approprzate cases. The 
report found that early participation in mediation was linked with earlier 

16 As noted above, the statutes authonzmg the ptlot program were automatically repealed effective January 
1, 2004 Thus the authonzation m those statutes for case management conferences earher than 120 days 
after filmg and for ordermg participation m early mediation no longer eXIst However, all five ptlot courts 
are still operating court mediation programs The San Dtego and Fresno courts now operate voluntary 
programs that mcorporate finanCial mcentives to use mediation As requrred by statute, the Los Angles 
court continues to offer the preeXIsting Ctvtl Action Mediation Program m wluch the court can order 
participation m mediation m cases valued at $50,000 or less and parties can stipulate to mediation mother 
cases The Contra Costa and Sonoma courts continue to operate voluntary mediation programs 
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disposition. However, there were some cases in wluch the litigants believed 
that mediation was set too early In these cases, flexibility to set later 
mediation completion times might have been beneficial. 

• Provzdmg tramed medzators and zncentzves to use the medzators who are part 
of the court 's program. All the pilot programs set traming and experience 
requrrements designed to maintain the quality of the mediator's services, and 
most subsidized the cost of mediation if litigants used mediators from the 
court's panel. The pilot programs in which the mediators on the court's panel 
were used were better able to monitor program outcomes and the quality of 
services. 

• Admmzstratzon of the medzatzon program by professzonal staffwzth expertzse zn 
medzatzon. Professional staff with expertise m mediation administered all five 
pilot programs. Program staff provided critical support in designing and 
implementing program procedures and monitormg program quality. The value 
of program staff was noted in interviews with pilot program j~dges 

The benefits found in the pilot program study also warrant council support for 
expanding such civil mediation programs to their optimal level, both within the 
pilot courts and in other trial courts, based on the courts' individual needs and 
resources. Expansion of these programs will extend the benefits of early 
mediation programs to more litigants and more courts in the form of reductions in 
trials, disposition time, pretrial court events, and litigant costs as well as increased 
satisfaction with the courts' services. 

This goal could be fostered by the Civil and Small Claims Aavisory Committee's 
development of a proposal for a Standard of Judicial Administration 
recommendmg that courts implement mediation programs for civil cases as part of 
their core operations. The committee can also further this goal by considering 
whether legislative or rule amendments should be recommended to facilitate the 
implementation of mediation programs for civil cases. 

During the pilot program period, the AOC has provided support and training to 
assist courts in developing, implementing, maintaining, and improving mediation 
programs for civil cases by sponsormg conferences for judges and court 
administrators focused on program innovations and by providing ongoing 
techmcal assistance, both to the pilot courts and other courts. By sharmg the 
results of the pilot programs, helping courts identify what they would need to fully 
implement such programs, developing plans for courts to obtain necessary 
resources to establish and develop these programs, sharing information about best 
practices, and offering training and technical assistance, the AOC can provide 
more widespread support for early mediation programs. 
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Alternative Achons Considered 
The alternatives to permanently establishing mediation programs in the five pilot 
program courts are to (1) continue to operate mediation programs on a year-to-
year basis or (2) disconhnue the programs. If the mediahon programs are 
disconhnued, all of the benefits for both htigants and the courts identified in the 
report will be lost Continumg the mediation programs on a year-to-year basis 
would create uncertainty among the participating judges, court staff, attorneys, and 
litigants involved and would reduce the programs' efficiency. 

Not expandmg mediation programs in the trial courts would mean other courts and 
litigants would not realize the benefits achieved in the pilot program courts. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
The report and recommendations for mediation programs were not circulated for 
pubhc comment. However, parties, attorneys, mediators, and judges in the 
participating courts were surveyed and/or interviewed as part of the pilot program 
study, and their responses are discussed in the attached report. Each pilot court 
also received drafts of the report chapter outlinmg findings concerning its 
program, the overview of the fmdmgs concerning all five pilot programs, and the 
proposed recommendations for review and comment. Staff substantially reVIsed 
the report based on comments received from the pilot courts. 

Drafts of the proposed recommendations and the overview of the evaluation study 
fmdings were also sent to members of the CiVIl and Small Claims Advisory 
Committee. Some members of the committee expressed concerns, given the 
current budgetary circumstances, about the proposed recommendahons to support 
continuing mediation programs in the exishng pilot program courts and expandmg 
the use of civil mediation programs in other courts. Other members, however, 
believed that the recommendations reflected an appropriate balance between 
establishing a goal of expanding mediation programs and beginning to work with 
the courts to Identify and address what resources the courts would need to achieve 
this goal , The Alternative Dispute ResolutiOn Subcommittee of the Civil and 
Small Claims Advisory Committee weighed all these views and ultimately 
unanimously supported the proposed recommendations. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
Mediation programs continue to operate in the five pilot program courts with full 
or partial support from funds provided from the Judicial Admmistration Efficiency 
and Modernization Fund (Mod Fund). Currently the total amount of annual Mod 
Fund funding allocated to support programs in the five participating trial courts ts 
$1,740,001. 
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The recommended expansiOn of mediation programs m California courts initially 
. would require that AOC staff work with courts to determine the needs of the 

courts. The cost of expansiOn would depend on the number of new or expanded 
mediation programs, the types of programs, and the expenses for each. 

The provision of support and training, including judicial education, to help courts 
develop, implement, maintain, and improve mediation programs and other 
settlement programs for civil cases would include costs· for these functions It is 
anticipated these costs could be largely covered with current AOC staffmg and 
funding. 

Recommendation 
AOC staff recommends that the Judicial Council: 

1. Approve the attached report, Evaluatwn of the Early Medwtwn Pilot 
Programs, and forward it to the Legislature and Governor. 

2. In the existing pilot program courts, support the continuation of 
mediation programs and with the following principal characteristics and 
the eventual transition of these programs to permanent parts of the 
courts' core operations: 
a. Both limited and unlimited civil cases are eligible for the mediation 

program; 
b. Mediation is considered at the first case management conference; 
c. The court assesses cases to determine if mediation is appropriate and 

encourages the use of mediation in appropriate cases; 
d. The court sets early deadlmes for completion of mediation in 

appropriate cases; 
e. The program provides trained mediators and incentives to use the 

mediators who are part of the court's program; and 
f Professional staff with expertise in mediation manage the mediation 

program. 

3. Support expansion of mediation programs for civil cases m California 
courts to the optimal level, as determined by evaluations of the ciVIl 
caseloads and staffmg levels in the pilot program courts and by the 
needs and resources of courts outside the pilot program. Direct staff to 
draft a proposal for a Standard of Judicial Administration encouraging 
all tnal courts to implement ~ediation programs for civil cases as part 
of therr core operations, for consideration by the CIVIl and Small Claims 
AdVIsory Committee and the council. 
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4. Drrect the Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee to consider 
whether legislative or rule amendments should be recommended to 
facihtate the implementation of mediatiOn programs for civil cases. 

5. 1 Drrect AOC staff to· 
a. Work with the pilot courts to share the results of the pllot programs 

with other trial courts and encourage these other courts to consider 
implementing meruation programs for civil cases as part of their core 
operations; 

b Work with the tnal courts to assess their needs and the resources 
currently available to them in terms of developing, implementing, 
mamtaining, and improving mediation programs and other 
settlement programs for civil cases. Where eXIsting resources are 
not sufficient, work with the courts to develop plans for obtaining 
necessary resources; and 

c. Provide support and trainrng to tnal courts to help them develop, 
implement, maintain, and improve mediation programs and other 
settlement programs for civil cases, includmg training for judges in 
assessing civil cases for referral to mediation and technical 
assistance and mformation about best practices for programs. 

Attachment 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction and Background 
This is a report about five court-annexed civil mediation programs in California: three 
mandatory programs operating in the Superior Courts in Fresno, Los Angeles, and San 
Diego counties and two voluntary programs operating in the Superior Courts in Contra 
Costa and Sonoma counties. These five programs, called Early Mediation Pilot Programs, 
were implemented under a statutory mandate which authonzed early referrals to 
mediation. The statute required the Judicial Council of California to study the five 
programs and to report the results of the study to the California Legislature and 
Governor. 

This report was prepared to fulfill that statutory mandate. It describes the results of a 36-
month study of these five separate mediatiOn programs. The findings reported below 
focus primanly on the pilot programs' impact in five areas: 
( 1) the trial rate; 
(2) the time to disposition; 
(3) the litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process; 
(4) the litigants' costs; and 
(5) the courts' workload. 

Overview of Findings 
Based on the cntena established by the Early Mediation Pilot Programs legislatiOn, all 
five of the Early Mediation Pilot Programs were successful, resulting in substantial 
benefits to both litigants and the courts. These benefits included reductions in trial rates, 
case dispositiOn time, and the courts' workload, increases in litigant satisfactiOn with the 
court's services, and decreases in litigant costs m cases that resolved at mediatiOn in 
some or all of the participating courts. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-A very large number of parties and attorneys 
were exposed to and educated about the mediation process through participation in 
the five Early Mediation Pilot Programs. More than 25,000 cases filed in 2000 and 
2001 were eligible for possible referral to mediatiOn in the five Early Mediation Pilot 
Programs. More than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1,600 limited cases 
participated in pilot program mediations. On average, 58 percent of the unlimited 
cases and 71 percent of the hmited cases settled as a direct result of early mediation. 
The mandatory and voluntary pilot programs generally followed the expected pattern: 
a higher percentage of cases were referred to mediation in the mandatory programs 
than in the voluntary programs, but a lower percentage of cases reached settlement in 
the mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs. However, the referral, 
medtation, and settlement patterns m the San Diego (mandatory) and Contra Costa 
(voluntary) programs were similar to each other, suggesting that mandatory mediation 
programs may be able to achieve high resolution rates when courts consider party 
preferences in making referrals to mediation, as they did in the San Diego pilot 
program, and that voluntary mediation programs may be able to achieve high referral 
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rates when courts urge parties to consider mediation and provide some financial 
incentive to use the court's mediation program, as they did in the Contra Costa pilot 
program. The low percentage of limited cases that stipulated to mediation in 
Sonoma's voluntary pilot program model, m which the parties paid for the mediation, 
suggests that mcentives are needed to encourage litigants in smaller-value cases to 
participate in mediation. 

• Trial rate--In San Diego and Los Angeles, where the courts had relatively short 
times to disposition and there were good comparison groups, the study found that the 
pilot programs reduced the proportiOn of cases going to trial by a substantial 24 to 30 
percent. By helping litigants in more cases reach resolution without going to trial, 
these pilot programs saved a substantial amount of court time. In San Diego, the total 
potential time saving from the pilot program was estimated to be 521 tnal days per 
year (with an estimated monetary value of $1.6 million); in Los Angeles, the potential 
saving was estimated to be 670 trial days per year (with an estimated monetary value 
of approximately $2 million). These results suggest that early mediation programs 
can help courts save valuable judicial time that can be devoted to the other cases that 
need judges' attention. 

• Disposition time--All five pilot programs had some positive impact on reducing the 
time required for cases to reach disposition. The largest reductions in average 
disposition time occurred in those courts that had the longest overall dispositiOn times 
before the pilot program began. In all the programs, there were indications that 
dispositions accelerated around the time that the mediation took place, which was 
largely attributable to cases settling earlier at mediatiOn than similar cases that were 
not m the program. There were also indications that early case management 
conferences and early referrals to mediation played important roles in improving time 
to disposition. However, the study also found that not settling at mediation resulted in 
longer dispositiOn times. Overall, these results suggest that careful assessment of 
cases for referral to mediation is important and that early case management 
conferences and early mediations are Important elements to incorporate into the 
program to improve disposition time; however, courts that have relatively long 
disposition times are more likely to experience dramatic reductions in disposition 
time as a result of Implementing an early mediation program than courts with 
relatively short disposition times. 

• Litigant satisfaction-All five pilot programs had positive effects on attorneys' 
satisfaction with the services provided by the court, with the litigation process, or 
with both. The levels of satisfaction with the courts' services reported by attorneys 
who participated in the San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Contra Costa pilot 
programs were 10 to 15 percent higher than those reported by attorneys in 
nonprogram cases. 1 Similarly, attorneys' satisfaction with the litigation process was 
about 6 percent higher in program cases in the San Diego, Fresno, Contra Costa, and 

1 In the San Diego pilot program, because of offsetting decreases m satisfaction among unllD1lted program-
group cases that were not referred to mediation or that were removed from mediation, this Impact was 
evident only for lliDlted cases. 
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Sonoma pilot programs than in nonprogram cases. 2 Attorneys' satisfaction with the 
outcome of their cases was linked to whether those cases settled at mediation-
attorneys were more satisfied with the outcome in cases that settled and less satisfied 
in cases that did not. Attorneys were also generally more satisfied with the litigatiOn 
process when their cases settled at mediation. However, attorneys whose cases were 
mediated were more satisfied with the services provided by the court regardless of 
whether their cases settled at the mediation. These results indicate that the experience 
of participating m pilot program mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfaction with the 
services provided by the court, even if the case did not resolve at mediation. In all 
five of the pilot programs, both parties and attorneys who participated in mediations 
expressed high satisfaction with their mediation experience; their highest levels of 
satisfaction were with the performance of the mediators. They also strongly agreed 
that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend 
both to others. 

• Litigant costs- In the Contra Costa pilot program, estimated actual litigant costs 
were 60 percent lower and average attorney hours were 43 percent lower in program 
cases than in nonprogram cases. In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot 
programs (where it was possible to break down program cases into subgroups based 
on their different experiences in the pilot program) the study found that the estimated 
actual litigation costs incurred by parties, hours spent by the attorney in reaching 
resolutiOn, or both were lower in program cases that settled at mediation than in 
similar nonprogram cases. The percentage savings in litigant costs calculated through 
regression analysis were 50 percent in the Contra Costa pilot program; savmgs in 
attorney hours were 40 percent in the Contra Costa pilot program, 20 percent in the 
Fresno pilot program, and 16 percent in the San Diego pilot program. In all five pilot 
programs, attorneys m program cases that settled at mediation estimated savings 
rangmg from 61 to 68 percent in litigant costs and 57 to 62 percent in attorney hours 
from the use of mediation to reach settlement. Based on these attorney estimates, the 
total estimated savings in litigant costs in all of the 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at 
pilot program mediations ranged from $1,769,040 in the Los Angeles pilot program 
to $24,784,254 in the San Diego pilot program. The total estimated attorney hours 
saved ranged from 9,240 hours in the Los Angeles pilot program to 135,300 in the 
San Diego pilot program. The total estimated savings calculated based on these 
attorneys estimates in 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at mediatiOn mall five 
programs was considerable: $49,409,385 in litigant costs and 250,229 attorney hours. 

• Court workload-The pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and 
Sonoma reduced the number of motions, the number of other pretrial hearings, or 
both in program cases. The reductions were substantial, rangmg from 18 to 48 
percent for motions and from 11 to 32 percent for other pretrial hearings. Reductions 
in cases that settled at mediatiOn were even larger, ranging from 30 to 65 percent, 
compared to similar nonprogram cases. In Fresno, because of special conferences 
required under pilot program's procedures, these decreases were offset by mcreases in 

2 In the San Diego pilot program, because of offsettmg decreases m sansfactlon among unlnruted program-
group cases that were not referred to mediation, this Impact was evident only for lliDlted cases 
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the number of case management conferences m program cases.3 However, in the San 
Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs, these reductions resulted in overall 
savings m court time. The total potential time savings from reduced numbers of court 
events were estimated to be 479 judge days per year in San Diego (with an estimated 
monetary value of$1.4 milhon), 132 days in Los Angeles (with an estimated 
monetary value of approximately $400,000), and 3 days in Sonoma (with an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700). These estimates suggest that 
early mediation programs can help courts save valuable JUdicial time that can be 
devoted to other cases requiring judges' attention. In addition, survey results indicate 
that there were fewer postdisposition compliance problems and fewer new 
proceedings initiated in program cases, suggesting that the pilot programs not only 
reduced court workload in the short term but also may have reduced the court's future 
workload. 

Summary of Findings Concerning San Diego Pilot Program 
There is strong evidence that the mandatory pilot program in San Diego reduced the trial 
rate, case disposition time, and the court's workload, improved litigant satisfaction with 
the court's services, and lowered litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-7,507 cases that were filed in 2000 and 2001 
(5,394 unhmited and 2,112limited) were referred to mediation, and 5,035 of those 
cases (3,676 unhmited and 1,358 limited cases) were mediated under the pilot 
program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 51 percent settled at the mediation and 
another 7 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution 
rate of approximately 58 percent. Among hmited cases, 62 percent settled at 
mediation and another 14 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a 
total resolution rate of approximately 76 percent. In survey responses, 74 percent of 
attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation indicated that the mediation was 
Important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate-The trial rates for both hmited and unlimited cases in the program group 
were reduced by approximately 25 percent compared to those cases m the control 
group. This reduction translates to a potential saving of more than 500 days per year 
in judicial time that could be devoted to other cases needing judges' time and 
attention. While this time savings does not translate into a fungible cost saving that 
can be reallocated to other purposes, its monetary value is equivalent to 
approximately $1.6 million per year. 

• Disposition time-The average time to disposition for unlimited cases in the 
program group was 12 days shorter than that for cases in the control group and 10 
days shorter for limited cases in the program group. The medzan time to disposition 
was 19 days shorter for unlimited cases in the program group and 25 days shorter for 
limited cases in the program group. For unlimited cases, program and control-group 

3 The Supenor Court of Fresno County has smce changed 1ts case management procedures so that 
add1t1onal case management conferences are not requrred m program cases. 
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cases were disposed ofwith similar speed from filing until about the time of the case 
management conference, when the pace of dispositions for program-group cases 
qmckened and the percentage of program-group cases reaching disposition exceeded 
that of control-group cases. For limited cases, program-group cases were being 
disposed of faster than control-group cases well before the time of the early case 
management conference, suggesting that the possibility of attending the conference 
and being referred to mediation may have increased dispositions. Program-group 
cases, both unlimited and limited, were disposed of fastest around the time of the 
mediation. Comparisons with similar cases in the control group confirmed that when 
program-group cases were settled at mediation, the average disposition time was 
shorter, but also indicated that when cases were mediated and did not settle at the 
mediation, the disposition time was longer. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in limited program-group cases were more satisfied 
with the court's services than attorneys in limited control-group cases. Attorneys' 
levels of satisfaction with the court's services, the litigation process, and the outcome 
of the case were all higher m both limited and unlimited program-group cases that 
settled at mediation than in similar control-group cases. Attorneys in program-group 
cases that went to mediation and did not settle at mediation were also more satisfied 
with the court's services than attorneys in Similar control-group cases. This suggests 
that participating in mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfactiOn with the court's 
services, regardless of whether their cases settled at mediation. Both parties and 
attorneys who participated in pilot program mediatiOns expressed high satisfaction 
with their mediatiOn experience, particularly with the performance of the mediators. 
They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and 
that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-Estimates of actual attorney time spent in reaching resolution were 
16 percent lower in program-group cases that settled at mediation than for similar 
cases in the control group. Comparisons between program-group cases that settled at 
mediation and Similar control-group cases also suggested that litigant costs were 
lower m program-group cases that settled at mediation. Eighty-seven percent of 
attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant 
costs and attorney hours from using mediation to reach settlement. Average savings 
estimated by attorneys per settled case was $9,159 in litigant costs and 50 hours m 
attorney time, for a total estimated savings of $24,784,254 in litigant costs and 
135,300 attorney hours in 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload- The pilot program in San Diego reduced the court's workload. In 
additiOn to the reduction m tnals discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of pretrial hearings by 16 percent for unlimited cases and 22 percent 
for limited cases in the program group. This translates to a potential savmg of 479 
days per year in judicial time that could be devoted to other cases needing judges' 
time and attention. While this time savings do not translate into a fungible cost 
savmg that can be reallocated to other purposes, its monetary value is eqmvalent to 
approximately $1.4 million per year. There was strong evidence of even larger 
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reductions in pretrial events-between 40 and 45 percent-m cases that resolved at 
mediation. In addition, there were fewer postdisposition compliance problems and 
fewer new proceedings imtiated in program-group cases, suggestmg that the pilot 
program may have reduced the court's future workload. 

Summary of Findings Concerning Los Angeles Pilot Program 
There is strong evidence that the mandatory pilot program in Los Angeles reduced the 
trial rate, case disposition time, and court workload, improved litigant satisfactiOn with 
the court's services, and lowered litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-560 unlimited cases that were filed between 
April and December 2001 were referred to mediation, and 399 of these cases were 
mediated under the pilot program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 35 percent 
settled at the mediation and another 14 percent settled later as a direct result of the 
mediation, for a total resolutiOn rate of approximately 49 percent. In survey 
responses, 78 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation indicated 
that the mediation was important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate--The trial rate for unlimited civil cases in the program was reduced by 
approximately 30 percent compared to cases in the control groups. This reduction 
translates to a potential savings of more than 670 days in judicial time that could be 
devoted to other cases needing Judges' time and attention. While this time saving 
does not translate into a fungible cost saving that can be reallocated to other purposes, 
its monetary value is equivalent to approximately $2 llllllion per year. 

• Time to disposition-The overall average time to disposition for program-group 
cases was approximately 19 days shorter and the medzan time to disposition was 23 
days shorter, than for cases in the control departments. The disposition rate in the 
program group was higher than that m either control group for the entrre study period. 
The pace of dispositions rose for program cases, reaching the fastest pace both around 
the time when case management conferences were held and when mediations were 
completed in the program group, suggestmg that both the case management 
conference and the mediatiOn may have increased dispositions. Among cases that 
settled at mediation, cases in the pilot program took less time to reach disposition 
than like cases m either control group that settled in the 1775 program. Among cases 
that did not settle at mediation, program-group cases took more time to reach 
disposition than like cases in either control group under the 1775 program. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in program-group cases were more satisfied with 
the court's services than attorneys in control-group cases. Attorneys whose cases 
settled at mediation under the pilot program were also more satisfied with both the 
outcome ofthe case and with the services of the court compared to attorneys in cases 
that settled at mediation under the 1775 program. However, attorneys whose cases 
did not settle at mediatiOn under the Early Mediation Pilot Program were less 
satisfied with outcome of the case than attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
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mediation under the 1 77 5 program. Both parties and attorneys who participated in 
pilot program mediations expressed high satisfactiOn with their mediation experience, 
particularly with the performance of the mediators. They also strongly agreed that the 
mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both to 
others. 

• Litigant costs-In cases resolved at mediation, 75 percent of attorneys responding to 
the study survey estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours 
from usmg mediation to reach settlement. Average savings per settled case estimated 
by attorneys was $12,636 m litigant costs and 66 hours in attorney time. Based on 
these attorney estimates, the total estimated savings in litigant costs in all2001 cases 
that were settled at mediation was $1,769,039 and total estimated savings in attorney 
hours was 9,240. There was also evidence that both litigant costs and attorney hours 
were lower in program cases that settled at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot 
Program compared to hke cases in the control departments that settled at mediation 
under the 1775 program; both litigant costs and attorney hours were approximately 60 
percent lower in program-group cases that settled at mediation compared to similar 
cases in the control groups. 

• Court workload-The pilot program in Los Angeles reduced court's workload. In 
addition to the reduction m trials discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of "other" pretrial hearings in program cases by 11 percent compared 
to control cases in the participating departments and may also have reduced motion 
hearings in program-group cases compared to cases m both control groups. These 
decreases were partially offset by a 16 percent increase in the number of case 
management conferences (CMCs) in the program group compared to control cases in 
the participating departments. However, because motions and "other" pretrial 
hearings take more judicial time on average than case management conferences, the 
changes in the number of pretrial court events caused by the pilot program resulted in 
saving judicial time. The total potential time savings from the reduced number of 
court events was estimated at 132 judicial days per year (with a monetary value of 
$395,000 per year). 

• Comparison of Mandatory Pilot Program Mediation and Voluntary Mediation 
in Los Angeles-The statutes establishing the Early Mediation Pilot programs 
required the Judicial Council report to compare court-ordered mediation under the 
pilot program with voluntary mediatiOn in Los Angeles county. In comparisons 
between cases valued over $50,000 referred to mediation under pilot program (court-
ordered referrals) and cases valued at over $50,000 referred to mediation under the 
Civil Action Mediation program established by Code of Civil Procedure sectiOns 
1775 -1775.16 (voluntary referrals) in Los Angeles, the study found lower trial rates, 
disposition time, and court workload in those cases valued over $50,000 referred to 
mediation under pilot program compared to the 1775 program. The trial rate for these 
pilot program cases was approximately 31 percent lower than in these 1775 program 
cases, disposition time was approximately 20 to 30 days shorter in the pilot program 
cases, and there were 10 percent fewer court events on average in these pilot program 
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cases. Results of the study also suggested that attorneys satisfaction with the court's 
services and the litigation process may have been higher in those cases valued over 
$50,000 referred to mediation under pilot program than under the 1775 program. 
However, it is not clear whether these differences were due to the mandatory referrals 
to mediation in the pilot versus the voluntary referrals under the 1775 program or due 
to other differences between these two programs, such as the pilot program's earlier 
case management conferences and mediations. 

Summary of Findings Concerning Fresno Pilot Program 
There is strong evidence that the mandatory pilot program in Fresno reduced case 
disposition time, improved htigant satisfaction with the court's services and the litigation 
process, and decreased litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediatiOn. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-Almost 1,300 cases that were filed in 2000 
and 2001 (871 unlimited and 414limited) were referred to mediation, and more than 
700 of these cases (514 unlimited and 214limited) were mediated under the pilot 
program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 4 7 percent settled at the mediatiOn and 
another 8 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution 
rate of approximately 55 percent. Among limited cases, 58 percent settled at 
mediation and another 3 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a 
total resolution rate of approximately 61 percent. In survey responses, 67 percent of 
attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation indicated that the mediation was 
important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate-Because a large proportion of the cases being studied had not yet reached 
disposition, there was not sufficient data to determine whether the pilot program in 
Fresno had an impact on the trial rate. 

• Disposition time-For unlimited cases filed m 2001, the average time to disposition 
in the program group was 39 days shorter than in the control group and the median 
time to disposition was 50 days shorter. For limited cases filed m 2001, the average 
time to disposition for cases in the program group was 26 days shorter than for cases 
m the control group and the median time to dispositiOn was 6 days shorter. The 
results of regression analysis that accounted for case type differences suggest that the 
average time to disposition in the program group was 40 days shorter than in the 
control group for both unlimited and limited cases. For both unlimited and limited 
program-group cases, starting at about the time of the pilot program mediations 
occurred on average, the pace of dispositiOns outstripped that of cases m the control 
group, suggesting that the mediations contributed to shortening the time to 
disposition. Compansons with similar cases in the control group indicate that when 
program-group cases were settled at mediation, the average disposition time was 
shorter, but when cases were mediated and did not settle at the mediation, the 
disposition trme was longer. 
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• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in both unlimited and limited program-group cases 
were more satisfied with both the litigation process and the court's services than 
attorneys m control-group cases. Attorneys' satisfaction with the court's services, the 
htigatwn process, and the outcome of the case were all higher m program-group cases 
that settled at mediation than m similar control-group cases. While attorneys whose 
cases did not settle at mediation were less satisfied with the outcome of the case, they 
were still more satisfied with both the litigation process and the services provided by 
the court than attorneys in like cases in the control group. This suggests that 
participating in mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfaction with both the litigation 
process and the court's services, regardless of whether the case settled at mediation. 
Both parties and attorneys who participated m pilot program mediations expressed 
high satisfaction with their mediatiOn experiences, particularly with the performance 
of the mediators. They strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process 
were fair and that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigation costs-There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time were 
reduced when cases resolved at mediation. Eighty-rune percent of attorneys whose 
cases resolved at mediatiOn estimated some savmgs in both litigant costs and attorney 
hours from usmg mediation to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by 
attorneys per settled case was $9,915 m litigant costs and 50 hours in attorney time, 
for a total estimated savings of$3,619,136 m litigant costs and 24,455 in attorney 
hours in all 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-Unlimited program-group cases filed in 2001 had 13 percent 
fewer motion heanngs than cases in the control group, and limited program-group 
cases had 48 percent fewer motion hearings. However, this decrease in motions was 
offset by an mcrease in the number of case management conferences and other 
pretrial hearings in pilot program cases so that, overall, there was an increase in the 
total number of pretrial court events in the program group and a small mcrease m the 
judicial time spent on program cases during the study period. The increase m the 
number of case management conferences for program cases was understandable given 
court procedures (smce changed) that required conferences in all program cases that 
did not settle at mediatiOn and m most program cases when the parties wanted their 
case removed from the mediation track. The court's procedures did not generally 
require case management conferences in other cases. Unlimited program-group cases 
that settled at mediation had 45 percent fewer court events overall compared to 
similar cases in the control group. This overall reduction stemmed from reductions in 
motion and other hearings; there were 80 percent fewer motion heanngs and 60 
percent fewer other hearings in unlimited program cases that settled at mediation 
compared to hke cases in the control group. 

Summary of Findings Concerning Contra Costa Pilot Program 
There is evidence that the voluntary pilot program in Contra Costa reduced disposition 
time and litigant costs and increased attorney satisfaction With the litigatiOn process and 
the services provided by the court. 
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• Mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements-1 ,650 cases that were filed in 
the Superior Court of Contra Costa County m 2000 and 2001 were referred to 
mediation and almost 1,200 of these cases were mediated under the pilot program. Of 
the cases mediated, 53 percent settled at the mediation and another 7 percent settled 
later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution rate of approximately 60 
percent. In survey responses, 75 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
mediation indicated that the mediation was important to the ultimate settlement of the 
case. 

• Trial rate--No statistically significant reduction in the trial rate was found either in 
comparisons between cases filed before and after the program began or m 
comparisons between cases in which the litigants stipulated to mediation and those in 
which they did not. However, this does not necessarily indicate that the pilot program 
had no impact on the trial rate; there were limitatiOns associated With the compansons 
that made it difficult to evaluate whether the program affected trial rates. 

• Disposition time--There was evidence that the pilot program decreased disposition 
time. Pre-post program comparisons suggested that the median dispositiOn time for 
cases filed after the pilot program began was shorter than the median disposition time 
for cases filed before the program began. These comparisons also showed that the 
dispositiOn rate for post-program cases was higher than that for pre-program cases for 
the entire 34-month period studied, but most noticeably between 6 and 12 months 
after filmg, when It ranged from about 1.5 to 3 percent higher than that for pre-
program cases. Compansons between disposition rates in cases m which the litigants 
have stipulated to mediation and cases in which they did not showed that while 
nonstipulated cases began to resolve earher than stipulated cases, from 9 to 18 months 
after filing, stipulated cases were disposed of at a faster pace than nonstipulated cases 
and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated cases had reached disposition by 
the end of 18 months after filmg. The pace of dispositions for stipulated cases was 
fastest at 9 months after filing, about the time that mediations took place, suggestmg 
that mediations mcreased the pace of dispositions among stipulated cases. 
Comparisons with similar stipulated and nonstipulated cases confirmed that when 
cases were settled at mediation, the average disposition time was shorter, but also 
indicated that when cases were mediated and did not settle at the mediation, the 
disposition time was longer. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys m which the litigants have stipulated to mediation 
cases were more satisfied with the overall litigation process and services provided by 
the court than attorneys m cases in which the litigants did not stipulate to mediation. 
They were, however, less satisfied with outcome of the case compared to attorneys in 
nonstlpulated cases. Attorneys' levels of satisfaction with the court's services, the 
litigation process, and with the outcome of the case were all higher in stipulated cases 
that settled at mediatiOn than m similar nonstipulated cases. Attorneys in stipulated 
cases that went to mediation and did not settle at mediation were also more satisfied 
with the court's services than attorneys in similar nonstipulated cases. This suggests 
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that participating in mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfactiOn with the court's 
services, regardless of whether their cases settled at mediation. Both parties and 
attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations expressed high satisfaction 
with theu mediation experience, particularly with the performance of the mediators. 
They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and 
that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-There was evidence that the pilot program reduced both litigant costs 
and attorney time, particularly in cases that settled at mediation. Litigant costs m 
were approximately $7,500 lower in cases in which the litigants stipulated to 
mediation compared to those in which the litigants did not stipulate to mediation. 
Both direct comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases disposed of m 
over six months and comparisons between litigant costs and attorney hours m 
stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics using regression 
analysis also suggested that both htigant costs and attorney hours were reduced in 
stipulated cases. Regression analysis also suggests that htigant costs were reduced by 
50 percent or more and attorney hours were reduced by 40 percent in both cases that 
were settled at mediatiOn and in cases that did not settle at mediation compared to 
sirmlar nonstipulated cases. Eighty-seven percent of attorneys whose cases resolved 
at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from 
using mediatiOn to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorneys per 
settled case was $16,197 in litigant costs and 78 hours in attorney time, for a total 
estimated savings of$9,993,839 in litigant costs and 48,126 attorney hours in 2000 
and 2001 cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-The evidence concerning the Contra Costa pilot program's impact 
on the court's workload was mixed. In pre-post program comparisons, the average 
number of case management conferences held per case was 27 percent higher and the 
number of "other" pretrial hearings was 11 percent higher the year after the program 
began compared to a year before the pilot program began. The increase in case 
management conferences may have been due, at least in part, to the introduction of 
the Complex Litigation Pilot Program m 2000. In comparisons of stipulated and 
nonstlpulated cases, stipulated cases had fewer motion hearings but more CMCs than 
nonstipulated cases, so that the total number of all pretnal events was essentially the 
same in both groups. However, comparisons of only those cases disposed of in over 
SIX months suggested that the total number of hearings may have been lower in the 
stipulated group. In addition, when cases settled at mediation, the total number of 
court events was 20 percent lower, on average, in stipulated cases compared to 
nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. Conversely, similar comparisons 
suggested that the number of pretrial hearings may have increased when cases did not 
settle at mediation. 
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Summary of Findings Concerning Sonoma Pilot Program 
There is evidence that the voluntary pilot program in Sonoma reduced disposition time, 
reduced the court's workload, increased attorney satisfactiOn with the litigation process 
and the court's services, and reduced litigant costs in cases that settled at mediatiOn. 

• Mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements-737 cases that were filed in 
2000 and 2001 were referred to mediation and 574 of these cases were mediated 
under the pilot program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 62 percent settled at the 
mediation. In survey responses, 90 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
mediation mdicated that the mediatiOn was important to the ultimate settlement of the 
case. 

• Trial rate--Because a large proportion of the cases bemg studied had not yet reached 
dispositiOn, there was not sufficient data to determine whether the pilot program in 
Sonoma had an Impact on the tnal rate. 

• Disposition time--The pilot program had a positive impact on case disposition time 
for both limited and unlimited cases. The average disposition time for limited cases 
filed after the program began was 37 days shorter than the average for limited cases 
filed before the program began. The disposition rate for unlimited post-program cases 
was higher than for pre-program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period. The 
pace of dispositions for limited post-program cases accelerated about the time when, 
under the court's rules, early mediatiOn status conferences were set, suggesting that 
tills conference played a role in improving disposition time. Compansons of the 
disposition rates m stipulated and nonstipulated cases showed that while 
nonstipulated cases begin to resolve earlier, once stipulated cases begin reaching 
disposition, they were disposed of faster than nonstipulated cases and ultimately more 
stipulated than nonstipulated cases reached disposition by the end of 34 months. The 
fact that stipulated cases were disposed of fastest between 6 and 12 months after 
filing, about the time that mediations would have occurred under the court's pilot 
program rules, suggests that participation in mediation may have increased the rate of 
disposition for stipulated cases. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the 
overall litigation process and services provided by the court. Both parties and 
attorneys expressed high satisfaction when they used mediation through the Sonoma 
pilot program, particularly with the services of the mediators. They also strongly 
agreed that the mediator and the mediatiOn process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time were 
reduced when cases resolved at mediation. Ninety-five percent of attorneys whose 
cases resolved at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney 
hours from using mediation to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by 
attorneys per settled case were $25,965 in litigant costs and 93 hours in attorney time. 
Based on these attorney estimates, a total of$9,243,430 in litigant costs and 33,108 in 
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attorney hours was estimated to have been saved in all 2000 and 2001 cases that were 
settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-There was evidence that the pilot program reduced the court's 
workload. Compansons between cases filed before and after the pilot program began 
indicated that average number of"other" pretrial hearings was 15 percent lower in 
unhmited cases filed after the pilot program began than in unlimited cases filed 
before the program began. Comparisons between stipulated and nonshpulated cases 
using regression analysis to control for differences m case charactenstics mdicated 
that the average number of motion hearings was 50 percent lower in cases in which 
the parties stipulated to mediation compared to similar cases in which the parties did 
not stipulate to mediation and that the average number of "other" pretrial heanngs 
was 45 percent lower. The smaller number of court events in cases filed after the pilot 
program began means that the time that judges would have been spent on these events 
could be devoted to other cases needmg judicial time and attention. The total time 
saving from the reduced number of court events was estimated at 3.2 judge days per 
year (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700 per year). 
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I. Introduction 

This is a report about five court-annexed civil mediation programs that operated m 
California trial courts between 2000 and 2003. These five programs, called Early 
MediatiOn Pilot Programs, were Implemented under a statutory mandate. The statute also 
required the Judicial Council of Califorma to study the five programs and to report the 
results of the study to the California Legislature and Governor. 

This report was prepared to fulfill that statutory mandate. It descnbes the results of a 36-
month study of these five separate mediation programs. To fulfill the Judicial Council's 
statutory mandate, this study focuses primanly on the programs' impact on: 

1. the proportion of cases that went to trial; 
2. the time It took for cases to reach dispositiOn; 
3. the litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process; 
4. the litigants' costs; and 
5. the courts' workload. 

Based on these criteria, all five of the Early Mediation Pilot Programs were successful, 
resultmg in substantial benefits to both litigants and the courts, including reductions in 
trial rates, case disposition time, and the courts' workload, increases in litigant 
satisfaction with the court's services, and decreases in litigant costs in cases that resolved 
at mediation in some or all of the participating courts. 

The sections below provide background information about the Early MediatiOn Pilot 
Program legislatiOn, the courts that were selected to Implement these pilot programs, and 
the different mediation program models that were adopted by these courts. This 
background information IS followed by a description of the data and analytical methods 
used in this study. The discussion of the study results begins in Section II with an 
overview ofthe findings mall five pilot programs. SectiOns III-VII provide detailed 
descriptions of the individual pilot programs and the study findmgs concermng each of 
these programs 
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A. Background 

The Legislation Establishing the Early Mediation Pilot Programs 
Legislation enacted in July 19994 reqmred the Judicial Council of California to establish 
Early Mediation Pilot Programs for general civil cases5 in four superior courts. 6 

The statutes outlined a basic framework for the pilot programs: in two of the four pilot 
programs, the court was to have the authority to make mandatory referrals to mediation; 
in the other two programs, participation in mediation was to be voluntary. 7 This report 
refers to these courts as, respectively, "mandatory" and ''voluntary" courts. 

The statutes authorized all four of these courts to hold an imtial conference with the 
parties m a case earlier than is generally permitted under California law as early as 90 
days after the filing ofthe case rather than the 120-150 days permitted in other courts.8 

At this conference the court was to confer with the parties about alternative dispute 
resolution (ADR) options. In the mandatory courts, after considering the willingness of 
the parties to participate in the mediation, the court was given the power to order the case 
to mediatiOn. 

The statutes further required the mandatory courts to establish panels ofmediators.9 The 
parties were free to choose any mediator for their case, whether or not that medtator was 
on the court's panel. However, tfthe parties chose a mediator from the court's panel, the 
services of that mediator were to be provided at no cost to the parties. 10 

The statutes generally required that mediations be scheduled within 60 days of the early 
case management conference. 11 At the end of the mediatiOn, the mediator was required 
to file with the court a form indicating whether the mediation ended in full resolution of 
the case, parttal resolution, or no resolut10n. 12 

4 Title11.5ofCahfonuaCodeCiv Proc,§ 1730etseq (Stats 1999,ch.67,§4(AB 1105)) See 
Appendix A for a copy of these code sectiOns. 
5 As used m this legislatiOn, "general CIVIl case" means all c1VI1 cases except probate, guardianship, 
conservatorship, farmly law (mcludmg proceedmgs under the Farmly Law Act, Uruform Parentage Act, and 
Uruform Child Custody JunsdictiOn Act, freedom from parental custody and control proceedmgs, and 
adoption proceedmgs), and JUverule court proceedings, small claimS cases; and other civil petitions, 
mcludmg petitiOns for a wnt of mandate or prohibition, temporary restrammg orders, harassment 
restrammg orders, domestic VIOlence restrammg orders, wnts of possessiOn, appomtrnent of a receiver, 
release of property from hen, and change of name. 
6 Supenor courts are Cahforma 's tnal courts of general JUriSdiction 
7 Code Civ. Proc , § 1730 
8 Id, § 1734 See also Gov. Code, § 68616. 
9 Code Civ Proc , § 1735 
10 lbld 
II Id. § 1736. 
12 Code Civ Proc., § 1739; Cal Rules of Court, rule 1640.8; and Judicial Council form ADR-1 00, 
Statement of Agreement or Nonagreeement 
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The statutes stated that the purpose of the pilot programs was to assess the benefits of 
early mediation of civil cases. 13 As noted above, the statutes required that the Judicial 
Council conduct a study of the pilot programs and report its results to the Legislature and 
the Govemor. 14 The statutes specifically required that the study examine the programs' 
impact on: 

1. The settlement rate; 
2. The timing of settlement; 
3. The litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process; and 
4. The costs to the litigants and the courts. 15 

The statutes gave the Judicial Council responsibility for selecting the four pilot program 
courts16 and for adopting rules of court to implement the programs. 17 

The Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes were amended in 2000. 18 The new legislatiOn 
provided that, m addition to the other four pilot courts, the Judicial Council was required 
to establish another mandatory Early Mediation Pilot Program in the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles County. Instead of a court wide pilot program as in the other courts, the Los 
Angeles pilot program was to be established in only 10 civil departments in the main, 
downtown Los Angeles courthouse. The legtslat10n also reqmred that the Judicial 
Council's study include a companson of court-ordered mediatiOn under the pilot program 
and voluntary mediation m Los Angeles County. 19 

The Pilot Courts Selected by the Judicial Council 
After the 1999legislatiOn's enactment, the Judicial Council solicited proposals for Early 
Mediation Pilot Programs from all 58 superior courts in California. Proposals were 
sought from both courts m large urban centers and in less-populated, suburban areas. 20 

The Judicial Council received 11 responses. A variety of factors were considered in 
reviewing these proposals, includmg the quality of the mediatiOn program proposed; the 
court's ability to implement the program within the required time; the court's ability to 
meet the program's data collection requirements; the need for mediation services within 
the court and the county served by the court; and the reasonableness of the proposed 
program budget. 

13 Code CIV Proc , § 1730 
14 Jd' § 1742 
15 Jbzd The report was ongmally reqUIIed to be subrmtted on or before January 1, 2003. Tins deadlme was 
extended to allow cases filed dunng the study penod to reach fmal disposition At the end of 2002, the data 
revealed that a sigmficant proportion of cases m some courts had not reached fmal disposition and thus 
mformatlon about the settlement rate, time to disposition, etc was not avatlable for these cases 
16 Code Civ Proc , § 1730 
17 Jd, §§ 1732, 1735, 1739, and 1742. The unplementmg rules of court adopted by the Judicial Counctl are 
rules 1640-1640 8 See Appendix B for a copy of these rules. 
18 Stats 2000, ch. 127 (AB 2866) 
19 Code Civ Proc , § 1742. 
20 Proposals from courts With very small civil caseloads were not encouraged, because one of the 
requrrements for selection was a sufficiently large sample of cases for purposes of the legislatively 
mandated study. 
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Ultimately, the Superior Courts of Fresno and San Diego Counties were selected as the 
mandatory courts and the Superior Courts of Contra Costa and Sonoma Counties as the 
voluntary courts. These four pilot programs began operation in the first quarter of2000. 

As noted above, legislatiOn subsequently adopted in 2000 required the Judicial Council to 
establish another mandatory pilot program in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County. 
The Los Angeles pilot program began operation in June 2001. 

The Program Models Adopted by the Pilot Courts 
As discussed above, the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes outlmed the pilot 
programs' basic framework. However, both the statutes and the implementmg rules of 
court gave the pilot courts considerable latitude in determining the structural and 
procedural details of their programs. Thus, while the five pilot programs shared some 
common featfues, they varied significantly from one another in numerous other respects, 
including timing of case management conferences, the mediation referral process, the 
role of judges in mediatiOn referrals, and the qualifications and compensation of 
participating mediators. 

The court environments into which each of these programs was placed also vaned. San 
Diego and Los Angeles are large, urban courts with large civil caseloads; Contra Costa, 
Fresno, and Sonoma are smaller courts With smaller civil caseloads. The San Diego, Los 
Angeles, and Contra Costa courts had offered court-annexed mediation programs before 
they implemented the pilot program; the Fresno and Sonoma courts had not. Of those 
that already had mediation programs, Los Angeles and Contra Costa retained their 
programs along side the pilot program while San Diego did not. At the time the pilot 
programs were implemented, the San Diego, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa courts had 
relatively short disposition times, with most civil cases reaching dispositiOn withm 24 
months of fihng; in Fresno and Sonoma a substantial proportiOn of cases took longer than 
24 months to reach dispositiOn. 

The differences in the structure and court environments of the pilot programs mean that 
each of the five programs lS uruque: they cannot stmply be lumped together and viewed 
generically as "mediation programs" or as "voluntary" or "mandatory" programs. While 
we report below on each program's Impact on the same outcome measures (settlement 
rate, time to settlement, and so forth), the results reflect the unique nature of the particular 
program. Any cross-program comparisons must therefore take into account the rmpact of 
programmatic and environmental differences on these results. 

To make it easier to see some of the similarities and differences between the five p1lot 
programs, Table I-1 compares the pilot programs' key features. More detailed 
descnptwns of each program are presented in the report chapter focusing on that pilot 
program. 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Key Early Mediation Pilot Program Features 

Program Mandatory Pilot Programs Voluntary Pilot Programs 
Features San Diego Los Aflgeles Fresno Contra Costa Sonoma 
Did the court A mandatory A mandatory med1at1on There was no court- A voluntary mediation There was no court-
operate a civil med1at1on program program for c1v1l cases connected med1at1on program for unllm1ted connected mediation 
mediation for c1v11 cases had had been 1n operation in program for c1v11 cases c1v11 cases had been 1n program for c1v11 cases 
program prior been 1n operation 1n the court s1nce 1994 pnor to the pilot program, operat1on 1n the court pnor to the p1lot 
to the pilot the court under a under a separate except a program for smce 1993 That program However, the 
program? separate statutory statutory requ1rement. small cla1ms cases program cont1nued to court has been an 

authonzat1on from That program continued operate dunng the p1lot active partner w1th the 
1994 unt1l th1s pilot to operate during the pilot program period. local bar association 1n 
program was program penod Th1s try1ng to encourage 
Implemented in 2000. other med1at1on program ADR smce 1995 
That earlier program is restncted to cases 
was restncted to valued under $50,000 
cases valued under 
$50,000 

What cases All at-1ssue llm1ted All at-1ssue llm1ted and All at-1ssue llm1ted and Only at-issue unlimited All at-1ssue llm1ted and 
were eligible for and unllm1ted general unlimited general c1v1l. unlimited general civil general c1v1l cases; unlimited general c1v1l 
the program? civil cases except However, the p1lot cases. However, the llm1ted cases were not cases 

complex cases and program was restncted to court's p1lot program eligible for the program. 
those ass1gned to the only 1 0 departments in model placed a cap on 
control group the court's main the number of cases that 

courthouse. could be referred to 
mediat1on each month 

Did the Yes S1x general c1v1l Yes The control group Yes The control group No. No. 
program departments were cons1sted of all eligible consisted of all cases not 
include a designated as control cases 1n civil departments randomly referred to 
control group ' departments, all that were not part of the mediation by the ADR 
consisting of ellg1ble cases program and half Ad m 1n1strator 
randomly ass1gned to these (randomly ass1gned) of 
assigned departments were 1n the cases 1n the 
cases? the control group departments that were 

part of the program 
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How were By court order at the By court order at the case On random bas1s by By party stipulation, but By party st1pulat1on, but 
cases referred case management management conference court's ADR the court encouraged the court encouraged 
to mediation? conference or by or by party stipulation at Administrator. the part1es to stipulate the part1es to st1pulate 

party st1pulat1on at or or before the conference to med1at1on to mediation 
before conference 

What was the Early case Early case management No early case Case management Early case 
timeline for management conferences were held management conferences were held management 
early case conferences were 90-150 days after f1hng 1f conferences were held 140 days after f1hng 1f conferences were held 
management held 120-150 days the part1es d1d not unless the parties w1shed part1es d1d not st1pulate 120 days after f1hng 
conferences? after f1hng 1f parties stipulate to med1at1on to contest referral to to mediat1on 

did not st1pulate to mediation 
med1at1on 

Who conducted Judge. Judge Judge. Judge Director of the Off1ce of 
the early case Alternative Dispute 
management Resolution. 
conference? 
What was the W1thin 60-90 days of W1thm 60-90 days of the W1th1n 60-90 days of the 240 days after f1hng of As prov1ded m part1es' 
deadline for the stipulation or st1pulat1on or order to st1pulat1on or order to the case st1pulat1on. 
completing order to mediation mediation mediation. 
mediation? 
Who paid for If the parties selected If the part1es selected a ln1t1ally, the court pa1d If part1es selected a Part1es were 
the costs of a mediator from med1ator from court's mediators a flat $100 per mediator from court's responsible for 
mediation court's panel, the panel, the court pa1d for case m lim1ted cases and panel, the mediator compensating mediator 
services? court pa1d for up to 4 up to 3 hours of $100 per hour for up to 4 provided the first 2 at market rate. 

hours of mediation med1at1on serv1ces at hours 1n unhm1ted CIVIl hours of mediation 
serv1ces at $150 per $150 per hour cases Begmnmg July services at no charge to 
hour. 2001 th1s was changed to parties, the parties 

$150 per hour for up to 4 were responsible for 
hours mall cases. compensating panel 

mediators for any 
services after the f1rst 2 
hours and for 
compensating nonpanel 
mediators at market 
rate 
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B. Measurement of Program Impacts, Data, and Methods 
This section describes how program impacts reqmred to be examined by the Early 
MediatiOn Pilot Program statutes were measured in this study, what data were used in 
measuring these program impacts, and what methods were used to analyze this data. 

How Program Impacts Were Measured 
As noted above, the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes specifically required this 
study to examine the pilot programs' impact on 

1. the settlement rate; 
2. the timing of settlement; 
3. the litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolutiOn process; and 
4. the costs to the litigants and the courts. 

For the Los Angles pilot program, the Early Mediation Pilot Programs statutes also 
required the Judicial Council report to compare court-ordered mediation under the pilot 
program with voluntary mediatiOn in Los Angeles County. 

This section describes how each ofthese impacts was measured in this study. 

Settlement/Trial Rate 
To measure whether the pilot programs had an impact on the settlement rate, this study 
exammed the opposite-the proportion of cases that did not settle and went to trial. The 
available data on trials in the pilot courts were generally more reliable than the data 
concemmg voluntary settlements. A reduction in the trial rate appeared to be an 
appropnate proxy measure for an mcreased settlement rate: if fewer cases went to trial 
under the mediation pilot program, it is reasonable to assume that this reduction 
represents an mcrease in the settlement rate. Furthermore, trial rates also provided a 
better measure of the program's impact on the court's workload costs. 

The trial rate was calculated by dividing the number of cases that went to trial by the total 
number of cases that reached disposition during the study period. The program's overall 
Impact on tnal rate was measured by comparing the difference in trial rates between two 
groups of cases ( companson groups). In the mandatory courts, the comparison groups 
were cases in the "program group" and the "control group." In the voluntary courts, the 
companson groups were one of two types: (1) cases filed before the pilot program began 
and cases filed after the pilot program began ("pre-/post-program") or (2) cases in which 
the litigants stipulated to mediation under the pilot program ("stipulated") and cases in 
which the litigants did not stipulate to mediation ("nonstipulated").21 

For purposes of this study, a case was considered to have "gone to trial" when a trial 
event was held for the case; a case did not necessarily have to go through a full trial. 

21 See the discussion m the sectJ.on "What Methods Were Used to Exarnme the Data" for additional 
explanation of these compansons 
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Timing of Settlement/Disposition Time 
To measure whether the pilot programs had an impact on the timing of settlement, this 
study examined how long it took for cases to reach disposition ("dispositiOn time"). 
Disposition tune was calculated as the number of days elapsed from the filing of a case 
until the case's final disposition as shown by the entry of dismissal or judgment in the 
court's case management system. Overall program impact on dispositiOn time was 
measured by companng the difference between the average (and median) disposition 
times for cases in the available comparison groups (program/control, pre-/post-program, 
stipulated/nonstipulated). 

As a supplement to time to disposition, this study also uses the disposition rate-the 
proportion of filed cases that reached disposition within a specified time from filing-to 
measure whether the pilot programs had an impact on the timing of settlement. The 
disposition rate was calculated by dividing the number of cases filed during the study 
period that reached disposition dunng a specified time period (x months from filing) by 
the total number of cases filed during the study period. 

Litigant Satisfaction 
To measure whether the pilot programs had an impact on litigants' satisfaction, this study 
examined party and attorney responses to questions about their satisfaction with various 
aspects of their mediatiOn and litigation experiences. Attorneys in the available 
comparison groups (program/control, stipulated/nonstipulated) were asked the following 
questions: 

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you With the following: 
a. outcome ofthis case 
b. services provided by the court for this case 
c. litigation process in this case from filmg through case resolution 

Overall program Impact on litigant satisfactiOn was measured by comparing the average 
attorney satisfaction scores on these questions for cases in the comparison groups. 

In addition, both parties and attorneys in cases that participated in mediation in the pilot 
programs were asked to rate their satisfaction regarding the process of mediation and the 
performance of the mediator. They were also asked to indicate their level of agreement 
with statements about the fairness of the mediator, the mediation process, and the 
outcome of the mediation and their willingness to recommend or use mediation again. 
Responses to these questions provided additional descriptive mformation about litigants' 
satisfaction with mediation. 

Costs for Litigants and the Court 
Cost for litigants and the courts were measured in different ways and the findings 
concerning impacts in these areas are reported separately. 
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Lztzgant Costs 
To measure whether the pilot programs had an Impact on htigant costs, this study 
exammed attorneys' estimates of their clients' htigatwn costs and, as a second proxy 
measure of litigant costs, the attorneys' estimates ofthe time they spent on the case. 
Attorneys in the available comparison groups (program/control, stipulated/nonstlpulated) 
were asked the following question: 

Please give us your best estimates of the amount of time you spent on the case and 
the costs to your clients. Total costs include attorney fees and other costs but not 
the cost of settlement paid. 

Overall program Impact on htigant costs was measured by companng the average litigant 
costs and attorney time estimated by attorneys for cases in these comparison groups. 
Differences between the comparison groups served as an objective measure of program 
impact on htigant costs. 

In addition, attorneys in cases that resolved at mediation were asked to estimate what 
they believed the litigatiOn cost and attorney hours would have been had they not used 
mediatiOn to resolve the case. These attorneys were asked: 

Considering the typical litigation process tills case would have gone through 
without mediation, please give us your best estimates of how much time and cost 
would have been required if mediation had not been used. 

The difference between the attorneys' estimates of the actual costs and time expended in 
reaching resolution and their estimates of time and costs had they not used mediatiOn 
served as a subjective measure of how settling at mediation affected litigant costs. 

Court Costs/Workload 
To measure whether the pilot programs had an impact on court costs, tills study examined 
whether the workload of judges in the pilot court changed as a result of the pilot program 
and then estimated the potential monetary value of any change identified. 

Two measures of court workload were examined: (1) the trial rate and (2) the average 
number of pretrial hearings per case that were conducted by judges. As noted above, the 
tnal rate was calculated by dividing the number of cases that went to tnal by the total 
number of cases that reached dispositiOn. Program impact on trial rate was measured by 
companng the difference in trial rates between the available comparison groups 
(program/control, pre-/post-program, stipulated/nonstipulated). 

In calculating the average number of pretrial hearings conducted by judges, three 
different types of pretrial hearings were separately counted: (1) case management 
conferences, (2) motion hearings, and (3) all other pretrial hearings. Overall program 
Impact on the average number of pretrial heanngs was measured by comparing the 
average number of each hearing held by judges in cases in the available comparison 
groups (program/control, pre-/post-program, stipulatedlnonstipulated). 
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When overall program impact on either the trial rate or the average number of pretrial 
hearings was found, the average number of days spent per tnal and the average number of 
mmutes spent per hearing were used to calculate the number of JUdge days saved (or 
added). The monetary value of judge-days saved was then estimated. 

Comparison of Court-Ordered Mediation under Pilot Program and Voluntary 
Mediation in Los Angeles 
To compare court-ordered mediation under the pilot program with voluntary mediatiOn in 
Los Angeles county, this report compares cases valued at over $50,000 referred to 
mediation in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and cases valued at over $50,000 referred 
to mediation in the Civil Action MediatiOn program established by Code of Civil 
Procedure sections 1775-1775.16 (1775 program). In the Early Meditation Pilot 
Program, judges could order cases of any value to mediation, so cases valued at over 
$50,000 were subJect to court-ordered mediation in the pilot program. In contrast, m the 
1775 program, judges were only authorized to order cases valued at $50,000 or less to 
mediation, but parties could stipulate to mediation in cases valued at over $50,000, so 
cases valued at over $50,000 had access to voluntary mediation in the 1775 program. 
Thus, comparing cases valued at over $50,000 referred to mediation in these two 
programs is one way of comparing court-ordered mediation under the pilot program to 
voluntary mediatiOn. 

Cases valued over $50,000 m the 1775 program were used as the measure of voluntary 
mediation in this study primarily because data on trial rates, disposition time, litigant 
satisfactiOn, litigant costs, and court workload was available on these cases.22 This 
permitted cases in the pilot program and the 1775 program to be compared on all ofthe 
same outcome measures used to compare program and non-program cases. However, 
these compansons do not provide a clear answer to whether court-ordered and voluntary 
referrals to mediation result in different outcomes. The pilot program and 1775 program 
differed from each other not only in terms of the authority to order cases valued over 
$50,000 to mediation, but in other ways as well, mcluding: 

• The Early mediation status conferences in the pilot program were held approximately 
one to two months earlier, on average, than the regular case management conferences 
in the 1775 program; 

• MediatiOns m the pilot program were held approximately one to two months earlier, 
on average, than mediations under the 1775 program; 

• Mediators on the court's pilot program panel were required to meet higher 
qualification standards than mediators on the court's 1775 program panel, including 
five more hours of mediation training and specific requirements for 

22 In theory, pilot program cases could, mstead, have been compared to cases voluntanly mediated outside 
the court system or to cases m which the parties stipulated to use mediation Withm the court system 
However, data on case outcomes m these other potential cornpanson groups was not available. 
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simulations/observations of mediations and completiOn of at least eight mediatiOns 
withm the past three years; and 

• In the pilot program, mediators from the court's panel were compensated by the court 
for their first three hours of mediation services, whereas mediators in the 1775 
program were not compensated for their first three hours of mediation services. 

Comparisons between cases valued at over $50,000 in the pilot program and 1775 
program thus do not isolate differences in outcomes based on whether the mediatiOn 
referrals were court-ordered or voluntary, but show the differences in outcomes that 
result from all of the differences between the entire pilot program model and the entue 
1 77 5 program model. 

What Data Was Used to Measure These Impacts 
This section describes the data that was used to measure each of the outcomes or Impacts 
bemg studied. 

The data used to measure program impacts came mainly from two sources: 

• The courts' computerized case management systems (CMSs); and 

• Surveys of the parties, attorneys, and judges. 

Data on Trial Rate, Disposition Time, and Court Workload 
The primary source of data for assessmg the pilot programs' impact on trial rate, time to 
dispositiOn, and court workload was the courts' computerized case management systems 
(CMSs). 23 These are essentially computerized court dockets that record the maJor court 
events m each case. California does not have a smgle, uniform CMS, and each of the 
pilot courts had different systems. Although the nature and form of the information 
recorded in each pilot court's system varied significantly,24 all contamed data on the date 
offilmg, the court hearings that took place in the case,25 whether the case reached tnal, 
and the date of final disposition. This information was used to calculate tnal rates, time 
to disposition, and frequency of various pretrial hearings. 

23 In additiOn to CMS data, some courts used a standalone database to capture additional Information on the 
cases m the pilot program, for example, outcome of medration Data from both database systems were 
merged 
24 Each court's CMS had Its own set of codes representing different court events In addition each CMS 
had different codes to mdicate whether a scheduled hearmg had been set, held, continued, or dropped off 
the calendar 
25 Different methods were reqmred to 1dentify the different types of pretnal hearmgs held m each of the 
pilot courts Some courts prov1ded a hst of event codes that clearly 1dentified each hearmg type Where 
hearmg types were not clearly separated mto_ different categones, the researchers rev1ewed the descnpt1ons 
provided for each event code and categonzed the events based on best JUdgment The docket code 
mformation from Sonoma's case management data could not be used to 1dentify the heanngs, mstead, the 
study rehed on mmute orders recorded m the case management system The study counted as a hearmg 
each mmute order 1ssued and recorded m the case management system and searched the mmute order texts 
to 1dentify motion hearmgs and other types ofheanngs. 
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The data used in these analyses were generally limited to cases in which the defendants 
responded to the complaint (the case became "at issue"); cases that proceeded by default 
were excluded from both the program and nonprogram comparison groups.26 Only at-
issue cases were analyzed because only in these cases were there opposing parties who 
might participate in and be mfluenced by the elements of the pilot program, such as the 
case management conference and the mediation. 

The pilot courts provided CMS data for all cases filed since the pilot programs began, and 
relevant court events were tracked until June 2003.27 In most of the analyses in this 
report, however, only data concerrung cases filed in 2000 and 2001 were used because 
there was insufficient follow-up time to track the final outcomes of cases filed more 
recently. 28 Because the pilot program in Los Angeles was not authorized or implemented 
until approximately a year after the other pilot programs, only cases filed since April 
2001 were eligible for that program. Analysis of program impact in Los Angeles was 
therefore limited to cases filed since April 2001. 

The pilot courts also provided CMS data for cases filed the year before the pilot program 
began ("pre-program cases"). These data were used to calculate trial rates, time to 
disposition, and frequency of various pretrial hearings for pre-program cases. 

Data on Litigant Satisfaction and Costs 
The primary source of data for assessing the pilot programs' impact on litigant 
satisfaction and litigant costs was two surveys conducted as part of this study: a 
postmediation survey and a postdisposition survey.29 

Postmediatzon Survey 
The postmediation survey was distributed to persons who participated in mediation under 
the pilot programs between July 2001 and June 2002. The survey's main purposes were 
to obtam information about participants' experiences m the mediation process and their 
satisfaction with both expenences, their mediation and litigation, and, if the case resolved 
at mediatiOn, to obtain mformation about litigant costs. 

Two different questionnaires were used in this survey. Parties who were represented by 
attorneys were asked to fill out a two-page Postmediation party survey form that 
requested mformation about the followmg: the respondents' prior expenence with 
litigation and their relationship with the other parties; their perceptiOn of the mediation 
process; their satisfaqtion with the mediation, the outcome of the case, the services 
provided by the court, and the litigatiOn process, and, if the case settled at mediation, how 
much money they spent on reaching resolution m the case. Attorneys, self-represented 

26 Tins restrictiOn was not apphed to unluruted cases m Los Angeles, however, because there was 
msufficient mforrnahon to consistently identify at-issue cases 
27 Supplemental data was also obtamed from the Supenor Court of Fresno County m November 2003 
28 There are only about 180 days between December 2002, when the last 2002 case could have been filed, 
and June 2003, when data collection for this study ended Tins iS not sufficient hme for most cases to reach 
final dtsposihon 
29 See Appendix C for all survey mstruments used m this study. 
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parties, and any insurance adJusters participating in the mediation were asked to fill out a 
similar postmediatwn attorney survey form that also asked for the following information: 
the respondent's pnor experience with mediation; the characteristics of the case (such as 
number of parties, complexity, hostility of the parties, amount of damages); how 
important various factors were to the case being mediated, and, if the case settled at 
mediation, the respondent's estimate of how much time he or she actually spent on the 
case and the total actual litigation costs as well as an estimate of the time and costs had 
mediation not been used. 

Mediators were asked to have the participants complete the survey forms when the 
mediation was concluded. Participants were asked to either give the completed survey 
form to the mediator before leaving the last mediation session or mail the response to the 
"evaluatiOn research project" staff at the court that were tracking survey responses. 30 

Postdisposztwn Survey 
The postdisposition survey was distributed to attorneys and parties whose cases reached 
disposition between July 2001 and June 2002. The main purposes oftrus survey were to 
get collect information about litigants' experiences in the litigation process, their 
satisfaction with these experiences, and their litigatiOn costs. Postdisposition surveys 
were sent to all (or a random sample of all) eligible cases disposed of during this period, 
not JUSt cases in the program group or cases that went to mediation. Cases that resolved 
at mediation were not sent these surveys smce they had already been asked to provide 
this type of information, mcluding litigant cost information, in the postmediation survey. 

As with the postmediatwn surveys, two different questionnaires were used. Parties who 
were represented by attorneys were asked to fill out a two-page postdisposition party 
survey form that asked for information about the following: the respondents' litigation 
experience; their satisfaction with the outcome of the case, the services provided by the 
court, and the litigation process; and how much money the party spent on reaching 
resolution in the case. Attorneys and self-represented parties were asked to fill out a 
similar postmediation attorney survey form that also asked for the following informatwn: 
the characteristics of the case (such as number of parties, case complexity, hostility of the 
parties, amount of damages); how rmportant vanous factors were to the case bemg 
resolved; how much discovery was competed in the case; the settlement outcome; and the 
respondent's estimate of how much time he or she actually spent on the case and the total 
actual litigation costs. 

The courts mailed the postdisposition attorney surveys to the attorneys shortly after cases 
reached disposition. Because the courts did not have contact information for parties, they 
could not mall the party survey forms immediately. Instead, attorneys were asked to 
provide their chents' contact information so the courts could distribute the party survey-
forms. Most attorneys, however, did not provide this information. As a result, only a 
small number of responses to the postdispositwn survey were received from parties and 
comparisons of party satisfactiOn or party estimates of therr costs could not be made. 

30 Please see Appendix D for survey rustnbutwn and response rate mforrnabon. 
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Therefore, all comparisons regarding htigant satisfaction and htigant costs were based 
only on attorney responses to the postdisposition attorney survey. 

It should also be noted that the postdisposition survey data on litigant costs and attorney 
hours were affected by the existence of "outlier" cases-cases reporting extremely large 
values. Outlier cases tend to skew averages and can lead to distorted conclusions about 
the data. Two measures were taken to address this problem. First, 1 percent of the 
outher cases located at both ends of the distribution (i.e., cases with extremely large and 
small values) was dropped from the final analysis sample. Second, in addition to 
averages, the values for costs and attorney hours were organized into percentiles-at the 
25th percentile 25 percent of the cases had lower values, at the 50th percentile half of the 
cases had lower values, and at the 75th percentile 75 percent of the cases had lower 
values. These percentile measures provided a more comprehensive view of the 
program's impact on litigant costs. Despite these measures, the range of the data was so 
broad that m four of the five pilot courts, none of the differences found in overall 
comparisons between htigant costs or attorney hours program cases and nonprogram 
were statistically significant-it was not possible to tell if the observed differences were 
real or simply due to chance. 

Other Data 
In addition to these data, the study collected supplementary mformation from the CMSs, 
surveys, and other sources. 

Data on Case Characterzstzcs 
As noted briefly above, both the postmediation and postdisposition attorney surveys 
included questions about the characteristics ofthe case. Attorneys were asked to specify: 

• The number of parties in the case; 
• Whether an insurance earner was involved in resolvmg the case; 
• The legal and factual complexity of the case; 
• The irutial hostility between the parties; 
• The likelihood that the parties would have an ongomg relationship; and 
• The amount of damages sought in the case. 

Each court's CMS also provided information on case types-automobile personal injury 
(Auto PI), other personal injury (Non-Auto PI), contract, and other civil cases. 

As discussed below, this information on case characteristics was used in regression 
analyses to try to make comparisons between cases with similar characteristics. 

Data on Judzczal Tzme Spent on Pretrial Hearzngs 
In order to translate information about the pilot programs' impact on the number of 
pretrial hearings mto information about the number of JUdicial days saved (or added), 
information was needed concerning the average amount of judge time spent on these 
pretrial hearings. Surveys distributed in May and October 2003 asked judges in the five 
pilot courts to estimate the average amount of time they spent on the three types of 
pretrial hearings examined in this study: case management conferences, motion hearings, 
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and other pretrial hearings. The surveys vaned somewhat from court to court to reflect 
differences m the hearing informatiOn recorded in each court's CMS. 

Data From Litzgant Focus Groups and Interviews Wzth Judges 
To get more in-depth, qualitative information about the pilot programs' impacts, 
researchers conducted focus-group discussions with parties and attorneys and interviewed 
judges m the pilot courts from May to July 2002. 

Major topics discussed with the three groups differed slightly. In party focus groups, the 
discussions focused on the participants' understanding of mediation's benefits and their 
decision to use mediatwn; their perceptions about the fairness of the process and outcome 
of mediation; and the costs and time mvolved in using mediation to resolve their disputes. 
The attorney focus groups discussed the factors that made_ a case more amenable to 
mediation, how mediation affected the practice of discovery, and the overall impact of 
the pilot program. The interviews with judges also addressed cases' amenability to 
mediation and how they decided whether to refer a case to mediation. Other topics 
mcluded the programs' Impact on judges' workload, its possible impact on the 
community's legal culture, and suggestions for Improvement. 

Data on Medzators 'Perceptzons of Factors Affectzng Resolution at Medzation 
Mediators from the panels in all five pilot program courts were also surveyed to attempt 
to identify factors affectmg the probability of resolution at mediation. The September 
2002 survey asked for the mediators' views on whether factors, such as the subject matter 
of the case or the timing of the mediation referral, affected the likelihood that the parties 
would resolve their disputes m mediation. The survey also asked how the mediators 
usually conducted their mediatiOn sessions and the extent to which the mediators believed 
that their methods mfluenced the outcome of the mediation. Lastly, the survey asked for 
mediators' opmions about the pilot program's long-term impacts. 

Data on the Long-Term Impacts of Medzatzon 
It has been suggested that mediation not only may have immediate benefits in terms of 
resolvmg cases, but also may have continumg benefits in terms of reducing future 
disputes and promotmg a more cooperative dispute resolution culture. To try to assess 
these potential long-term impacts of mediation, attorneys m a random sample of cases 
that had been closed for more than six months were surveyed. Survey questions focused 
on whether the parties had complied with the terms of the decision or settlement m the 
case and whether the attorneys had modified their litigation practices based on their 
mediation experience. The surveys were distributed by mail in two cycles, the first in 
July 2002 and the second in April2003. Attorneys in both mediated and nonmediated 
cases were surveyed. 

What Methods Were Used to Examine the Data 
Two main methods were used in this study to examme the data and measure the impact of 
the pilot programs on the outcomes being studied: 
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• Direct comparisons of outcomes-trial rate, disposition time, number of pretrial 
hearings, litigant satisfaction, and litigant costs-between different groups of cases 
(e.g. cases that participated m the pilot program and cases that did not). 

• Regression analysis companng outcomes-tnal rate, disposition time, number of 
pretrial hearings, litigant satisfaction, and litigant costs-in cases with similar 
characteristics ("hke" cases) within different groups of cases (e.g., cases that 
stipulated to mediation and cases that did not). 

These two methods and how they were used to examine the data from different pilot 
programs are discussed m detail below. 

Direct Comparisons of Outcomes 
As noted above, one of the mam methods used to examine the data collected in this study 
was direct comparison of the outcomes in two (or more) groups of cases . . 
Descrzption of Method 
Cases for which outcome data were available were separated into groups based on an 
aspect of their pilot program experience or their characteristics that was the focus of 
exammation in the study (such as whether or not the case participated in the program) 
and the outcomes in these groups were compared. This companson provided information 
about how the particular program expenence or case characteristic affected the outcome. 

To make these comparisons, data on the outcome in individual cases Within each of the 
companson groups was first converted to a measure representing the overall or typical 
outcome in that group of cases. Three different types of calculations were used to 
measure the overall outcome for a group of cases: 

• Average-Also called the "mean," this is calculated by adding together all of the 
scores of all of the cases or responses m a group and dividing that sum by the number 
of items m the group. 

• Median-This is calculated by locating the value at the center (50th percentile) of a 
distribution so that half of the cases in a group have values below the median and half 
of the cases have values above the medtan. In certain types of data sets (such as data 
sets with a skewed distribution where there are a small number of cases with 
extremely large or small values ("outhers")), median values are more representative 
of "typical" cases m a group than average values. 

• Rate-This is calculated by counting the number of cases in a group that meet certain 
cnteria and dividing that number by the total number of cases in the group. For 
example, to find the trial rate, cases that went to tnal were counted and then divided 
the total by the total number of cases in the group. Rates are expressed as 
percentages or proportions. A method called "survival analysis" was used to 
calculate the cumulative disposition rate used in this study. This method has several 
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advantages, including that it can take mto account varying follow-up tune in different 
cases.31 

The averages, medians, or rates in the different companson groups were then compared 
to one another, and differences m outcomes in the comparison groups were calculated. 

For each comparison a measure of the reliability of the results-called "statistical 
significance"-was also calculated. 32 Statistical significance mdicates the degree to 
which an observed difference between comparison groups reflects a true difference 
between the groups or could be simply due to chance (a "fluke"). The statistical 
significance is expressed in probability terms (p-value). For example, a probability value 
of .05 associated with a finding means there is only a 5 percent probability that the 
finding is due to pure chance. In this report, p-values are provided in all tables showing 
direct compansons of outcomes. Statistical significance is also reported for comparisons 
of disposition rates over time, which are displayed as graphs. 

Adhering to conventions of statistical interpretatiOn, results with a p-value of .05 or lower 
(i.e., a probability of 5 percent or less that results are due to pure chance) are considered 
very reliable, providing strong evidence of program impact. Results withp-values 
greater than .05 but smaller than .1 0 (1.e., 5 to 10 percent probability that the results are 
due to pure chance) are regarded as providing moderate evidence of program impact. 
Results with p-values between .1 0 and .20 (i.e., 10 to 20 percent probability that the 
results are due to pure chance) are generally regarded as weak evidence of the presence, 
or likely direction of, program impact. Any results showmg a p-value greater than .20 are 
considered to indicate no program impact. 

How Dzrect Comparisons are Used m This Report 
Direct comparisons of outcomes are used in three main ways in this report: 

• To show the overall impact of the pilot program as a whole in a particular court: 
direct comparisons of the outcomes in cases that participated in a pilot program 
("program cases") and cases that did not ("nonprogram cases") were used to provide 
mformation about the overall Impact ofimplementmg that whole pilot program in that 
court. 

• To examine whether pilot program rmpacts varied across case types: direct 
comparisons of the outcomes in different types of cases were used to examine the 
patterns of overall program impact across case types. Based on information from the 
courts' case management systems, cases were grouped into four case types: (1) Auto 
PI, (2) Non-Auto PI, (3) contract, and (4) all others. The average outcomes of 

31 Survival analysts takes mto account all ehgtble cases rather than only closed cases, so there 1s a larger 
number of cases available for compansons, and the results are less suscepnble to mfluences of yet unknown 
f:atterns ofpendmg cases. 
2 T-tests were used to examme the equahty of average values between companson groups, chz-squared 

tests were used to test the equahty ofmed1an values and ratios (for tnal rate) between companson groups, 
and log-rank tests were used to exarmne the equahty of dtsposttlon rates (survival functions) between 
companson groups 
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program and nonprogram cases within each case-type category were calculated and 
compared. 

• To compare court-ordered mediation under the pilot program with voluntary 
mediation m Los Angeles county: direct comparisons of the outcomes in cases valued 
over $50,000 referred to mediation m the pilot program (court-ordered referrals 
mediation) and in the 1775 program (voluntary referrals to meditation) were used to 
make this comparison. 

While the case-type and special Los Angeles comparisons are fairly straightforward, the 
comparison used to show the overall impact of the pilot program requires some additional 
explanation. 

In all five courts, the Early Mediation Pilot Programs included not only the mediation 
process but also other program elements, such as distribution of educational materials 
about mediation and procedures for assessing/referring cases to mediation. Litigants and 
the courts are likely to have been affected by all of these program elements, not just by 
participation m the mediation process. To capture the combined effects of all program 
elements, the study attempts to compare outcomes in all cases that participated in any 
element of the pilot program to the outcomes in cases that did not participate m any of the 
pilot program elements. Such compansons provide mformation about the impact of 
mtroducing an entire pilot program, with all of its program elements, into a particular 
court. 

Because of differences in program structures, different groups of cases were used to try to 
make this comparison in different pilot programs, and so the results of these comparisons 
therefore have somewhat different meanings. 

Mandatory Programs 
For purposes of this study, the Judicial Council required that the pilot courts 
implementing a mandatory mediation program model randomly assign portions of 
ehgible cases to a "program group" and a "control group." Program-group cases were 
exposed to one or more elements of the pilot program in that court; control-group cases 
were not exposed to any of these pilot program elements but were otherwise subject to 
the same court procedures as the cases in the program group. Thus, each of the 
mandatory pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, and Fresno had a program group 
and a control group, and those groups were used in making the direct comparisons of 
overall pilot program impact. 

While these three mandatory programs used similar random assignment procedures to 
form their program and control groups, there were also important differences between 
cases in these groups in each pilot program: 

• San Diego--The program group consisted of all cases that were eligible to be 
considered for possible referral to mediation under the pilot program. Control-group 
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cases were not eligible to be considered for referral to mediatiOn under the pilot 
program or any other court program. 

• Los Angeles-The program group consisted of all cases that were ehgible to be 
considered for possible referral to mediatwn under the pilot program. While cases in 
the control group were not eligible to be considered for mediation referrals under the 
pilot program, they were eligible to be considered for mediatiOn referrals under a 
different court mediation program, the Civil Actwn Mediatwn Program authorized by 
Code of Civil Procedure sections 1775-1775.16 ("1775 program"). The 1775 
program authorized mandatory referrals m cases valued under $50,000 and voluntary 
referrals in cases valued over $50,000. Cases in the program group were also ehgible 
to be considered for referral to mediation in the 1775 program. 

• Fresno--The program group consisted of all cases referred to mediation under the 
pilot program; for the pilot program study period, cases were randomly selected for 
referral to mediatiOn under the pilot program. The control group was cases not 
referred to mediation under the pilot program. 

Because of the different composition of these groups in each of these pilot programs, the 
meaning of"program impact"-that is, the differences in outcomes between the program 
and control groups-was somewhat different in each program: 

• San Diego--Program impact means a difference in outcome attributable to cases 
being eligtble to be considered for possible referral to mediation under the pilot 
program, as distinct from cases not being eligible for such consideration. Some cases 
in the program group were referred to mediation and some were not. 

• Los Angeles-Program impact means a difference m outcome attributable to cases 
being eligible to be considered for possible referral to mediatwn under the pilot 
program, as distmct from cases being eligible to be considered for possible referral to 
mediation under the 1775 program. Under either program, some cases in the program 
group were referred to mediation and some were not. 

• Fresno--Program impact indicates the difference in outcome attributable to cases 
bemg referred to mediatwn under the pilot program as distinct from cases not being 
referred to mediation under the pilot program. All cases m the program group were 
referred to mediation; some were mediated and some were not. 

Voluntary Programs 
Unlike the mandatory programs, the voluntary pilot programs in Contra Costa and 
Sonoma did not adopt a random assignment procedure to form a program and control 
groups. Different groups of cases therefore had to be used as the "program cases" and 
"nonprogram cases" in the compansons made to identify overall program impact. For 
these programs, comparisons were between: 
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• Cases filed before the pilot program began and cases filed after the pilot program 
began ("pre-program" and "post-program" case comparisons); and 

• Cases in which the litigants stipulated to mediation under the pilot program and cases 
m which the litigants did not stipulate to mediatiOn ("stipulated" and "nonstipulated" 
case comparisons). 

These com pan sons are each described m more detail below. 

Pre-/post-program Comparisons 
As noted earlier, the primary source of data for assessing the pilot program's impact on 
trial rate, disposition time, and court workload was the courts' case management systems. 
These systems contamed trial rate, disposition time, and workload information not only 
from during the pilot program period, but from before the program began. To assess the 
overall impact of the voluntary pilot programs on trial rates, disposition time, and 
workload, direct comparisons were made between these outcomes in cases filed in 1999, 
one year before the pilot programs started ("pre-program cases"), and cases filed in 2000, 
the first year ofthe pilot programs began operatiOn ("post-program cases"). 

The validity of pre-/post-program comparisons relies on two conditions. First, cases filed 
during the pre-/post-program penods (1999 and 2000) must have similar characteristics. 
If case characteristics changed significantly during the period, it would be difficult to 
determine whether any observed differences in outcome measures were due to the impact 
of the program or to differences in case characteristics. Second, there must be no 
significant changes in court procedures between the pre-/post-program periods except for 
the introduction of the pilot program in 2000. When both conditiOns are met (i.e., pre-
/post-program cases have comparable characteristics and underwent similar procedures), 
any observed differences in outcomes can be reliably attributed to the changes introduced 
by the pilot program in the post-program period. 

However, the length ofthe potential follow-up time for cases filed in 1999 is longer than 
that for cases filed in 2000. There are about 1,610 days (53 months) between January 
1999, when the first 1999 case was filed, and June 2003 when the data collection for this 
study was completed. There are only about 1,245 days (41 months) between January 
2000, when the first 2000 case was filed, and June 2003. Thus, the data for all cases filed 
in 1999 includes information about cases that took over 1,245 days to reach disposition-
cases that will have a long disposition time and are hkely to have higher trial rates and 
numbers of court events-while the data for cases filed in 2000 does not include these 
cases. To ensure that similar groups of cases were being compared, in pre-/post-program 
comparisons of trial rates, disposition time, and court workload, cases with a mirnmum 
follow-up time of approximately 900 days and maximum of 1,200 follow-up time were 
used.33 

33 Sumlarly, where mformatJon about cases filed m 2001Is mcluded m pre-post compansons, only cases 
that were closed Withm 540 days are compared, as this IS the maxrmurn follow-up tune between cases filed 
m December 2001 and the end of the data collection m June 2003. 
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It IS important to note that, while the same method of pre-/post-program compansons was 
used in both Contra Costa and Sonoma, the results of these comparisons do not provide 
comparable mformatwn concerning program impact. This is because the Contra Costa 
pilot program was a continuation of a preexisting mediation program with modest 
changes m some programmatic features, whereas Sonoma had no mediation program 
dunng the pre-program penod. Thus, the meaning of "program impact" is somewhat 
different in these two programs. 

• Contra Costa-Program impact means a difference in outcome attributable to the 
incremental changes introduced by the pilot program compared to the preexisting 
mediation program. Pre-/post-program compansons do not show the difference 
between having a mediation program available to the litigants as compared to not 
having a mediation program at all. 

• Sonoma-Program impact means a difference in outcome attnbutable to having a 
mediatiOn program available to the htigants compared to not having a mediation 
program at all. 

Stipulated/Nonstipulated Case Comparison 
The second kind of direct comparison that was made in the voluntary courts was between 
cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation and cases m which the parties did not 
stipulate to mediation. As noted above, the primary source of data for assessing the pilot 
programs' Impact on litigants' satisfaction and litigant costs were surveys conducted in 
2001 and 2002 as part of this study. Therefore, no pre-program litigant satisfaction or 
litigant cost informatiOn was available to allow pre-/post-program comparisons. Without 
the benefit of either program-control group or pre- or post-program comparisons, the only 
duect comparisons of litigants' satisfactiOn and costs that could be made were between 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases. 34 

However, the results of direct compansons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases 
must be interpreted with caution. Because the litigants voluntarily determine whether or 
not to stipulate to mediation, there are likely to be systematic differences between 
stipulated and nonst1pulated cases, a phenomenon generally known as "self-selection 
bias." The systematic differences between stipulated and nonstipulated cases that result 
from self-selection bias make it difficult to identify the impact of the pilot program 
through compansons between these cases. For example, parties may be more mclined to 
stipulate to mediation if the other side in the case is cooperative. Cases where the parties 
are more cooperative with each other thus may be more likely to end up in the stipulated 
group. However, cases in which the parties are more cooperative may also be more 
hkely to settle (on of the outcomes being studied). If more stipulated than nonstipulated 
cases ultimately settle, it is then difficult to determine If this higher settlement rate is due 
to the impact of the mediation program on stipulated cases or is due to the fact that 
parties in stipulated cases tended to be more cooperative. In general then, when 
differences m outcome are found between stipulated and nonstipulated cases, these 

34 Compansons between stlpulated and nonstlpulated cases were also made on tnal rate, case di.SpOSttlon 
tune, and the court's workload m order to shed addttlonal hght on these outcome measures 
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outcomes are likely to be due, at least m part, to differences in the charactenstics of the 
cases m the two groups than resulted from self-selectiOn bias; the outcomes cannot 
rehably be attributed wholly to the impact of the pilot program. 

The distinct nature of the stipulated and nonstlpulated cases was very clear in Contra 
Costa when the time from filmg to disposition of cases in the stipulated and nonstipulated 
groups were viewed on a graph (see Figure I-1). The graph ofthe stipulated group shows 
a "normal" distribution pattern, a bell shaped curve with a single peak, or mode, 
indicating that stipulated cases were typically disposed of around 10--12 months after 
filing. 35 In contrast, the graph of the nonstipulated group does not show a normal 
distribution pattern. The distributiOn has two peaks, or modes, showing that there are two 
subgroups ofnonstipulated cases-(1) those that are typically disposed of very early, 
about six months after filing and (2) those that are disposed oflater, around 10--12 
months after filing, hke the cases in the stipulated group. This makes intuitive sense, 
because parties are likely not to stipulate to mediation when they believe that their case is 
not amenable to resolution through mediatiOn and/or when they beheve their case is 
"easy" and will resolve without the need for any intervention. 

Percent of total 
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Figure 1-1. Distribution of Case Disposition Time for Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases in 
Contra Costa 

It also makes intuitive sense that these "easy'' cases are almost all m the nonstipulated 
group. This can clearly be seen in Figure I-2, which compares the cumulative disposition 
rates for stipulated and nonstlpulated cases rn Contra Costa from filing ofthe complaint. 
As this figure shows, between zero and six months after filing, 21 percent of 
nonstipulated cases reached disposition compared to only 1.6 percent of stipulated cases 
(25 cases). 

35 A smnlar normal d1stnbut10n pattern was present m both the program and control groups m the 
mandatory courts. 
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Figure 1-2. Case Disposition Rate Over Time in Contra Costa 

Data on case characteristics obtained from the court's case management system and from 
the study surveys clearly indicate that these "easy" cases are qualitatively different from 
"harder" cases. Figure 1-3 compares some ofthe case charactenstics ofnonstipulated 
cases that reached disposition within six months and those that reached disposition more 
than six months after filmg m Contra Costa. Cases disposed of after six months had 
higher values, greater complexity, greater party hostility, and multiple parties in a much 
greater proportion than cases resolvmg withm six months. 

Disposition Time < 6 Months Disposition Time > 6 Months 

Over $50K 29 Over$50K 

H1gh Party Hosbhty 10 H1gh Party Hosbhty . 31 

H1gh Case Complexity H1gh Case Complexity 4 25 

More than 2 Parties 39 More than 2 Parties 59 

Auto PI 35 Auto PI . ··-"34 
Centrad 21 Contract 20 

Non-auto PI ' 19 Non-auto PI 24 

Other Case Types 26 Other Case T~s « 22 

Percent of Total Percent of Total 

Figure 1-3. Case Characteristics of Nonstipulated Cases 

These case characteristics are correlated With the outcome measures studied in ways that 
are likely to affect the results of comparisons between the stipulated and nonstlpulated 
cases, clearly affecting outcomes. For example, higher amounts m controversy, high case 
complexity, high party hostility, and more than two parties are all correlated with more 
court events. Since a lower proportion of cases with these characteristics are among the 
cases in the nonstipulated group that resolved within six months, one would expect the 
average number of court events in these nonstipulated cases to be smaller simply based 
on those characteristics. 
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The case charactenstics and correlatiOns discussed above are those about which data is 
available in this study. It is almost certam that, in addition to the charactenstlcs shown in 
Figure I-3, cases that reach disposition within six months of filing also differ from the 
remaining nonstipulated cases (and from the stipulated cases) in other ways. While It IS 
almost certam that these "unknown" characteristics exist and that they impacted not JUSt 
time to disposition, but also the other outcome measures being studied (court workload, 
litigant costs, and litigant satisfaction), there is no data on these characteristics that can be 
used to directly measure or control for the nature and extent of their impact. 

Overall, the distinct characteristics (known and unknown) of these "easy" cases and their 
uneven distribution create concerns about comparability between the stipulated and 
nonstipulated groups. The fact that a large percentage of the nonstipulated group is 
composed of cases that are unlike the cases in the stipulated group raises a concern that 
differences between outcomes in the stipulated and nonstipulated groups reflect these 
differences in case characteristics, not the impact of the pilot program. 

Two methods were used to try to account for these comparability problems. First, the 
average scores on vanous outcome measures for nonstipulated cases that reached 
dispositiOn within six months and for those that reached disposition in more than six 
months were calculated separately. Comparisons were then made between only those 
stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached disposition in more than six months. 
Matching cases based on disposition time is a crude way of trymg to enhance the 
comparability between stipulated and nonstipulated cases. 

The second method that was used to address the comparability problems between 
stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases was regression analysis, which is described 
below. 

Regression Analysis 
As indicated above, the second main method used to examme the data collected in this 
study was regression analysis. 

Descnption of Method 
In regression analysis, a statistical model is constructed to predict or explain changes in 
an outcome of interest (such as litigant satisfaction or costs) based on information 
concerning all relevant variables (in this study, these variables are case charactenstics). 
The analysis produces a figure that indicates the independent impact of each vanable on 
the outcome when other variables are held constant. When the impacts of all known 
variables (case characteristics) are held constant, outcomes in the frrst group of cases can 
be compared to outcomes in "like" cases in the second group. These comparisons 
essentially identify any difference in the outcome being studied that is not attributable to 
the mfluence of the variables (case characteristics) included in the regression model. 
Because the influence of these other vanables (case characteristics) has been taken into 
account, any remaimng difference found can be more reliably attnbuted to the Impact of 
the pilot program. 
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As with direct comparisons of outcomes, a measure of the reliability-the statistical 
significance--of any difference found through regression analysis is also calculated. 36 

As noted above, statistical significance indicates the degree to which an observed 
difference between comparison groups reflects a true difference between the groups or 
could be simply due to chance (a "fluke"). The statistical significance is expressed in 
probability terms (p-value ). Adhering to conventions of statistical interpretation, 
regressiOn results with a p-value of .05 or lower (i.e., a probability of 5 percent or lower 
that results are due to pure chance) are considered very reliable, and are reported in this 
study as providing strong evidence of program impact. RegressiOn results withp-values 
greater than .05 but smaller than .1 0 (i.e., 5 to 10 percent probability that the results are 
due to pure chance) are considered reliable and are reported in tills study as providing 
evidence ofprogram impact. Results withp-values between .10 and .20 (1.e., 10 to 20 
percent probability that the results are due to pure chance) are generally regarded as weak 
evidence of the presence, or likely direction of, program impact, and are reported in this 
study as suggestmg program Impact but with the size of that Impact unknown. Any 
results showing a p-value greater than .20 are considered to indicate no program impact 
and are reported m this study as a fmding of no statistically significant difference. 

In this study, the regression models used information on case charactenstics that was 
derived from attorney surveys and the court's case management system, mcluding: 
• the case type (Auto PI, Non-Auto PI, contract, and others); 
• the number of parties involved in the case; 
• whether or not an insurance carrier was involved in resolution of the case; 
• the factual and legalc;omplexity of the case; 
• the imtial hostility between the parties; 
• the likelihood of an ongoing relationship between the parties; and 
• the damage amount originally demanded in the case. 

In addition, in comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases, to try to account 
for those "unknown" characteristics of "easy" cases, the regression analyses regarding 
tnal rates, litigant satisfaction, litigant costs and attorney time, and court workload also 
controlled for disposition of cases within six months of filing. To take account of the 
possible "unknown" characteristics ofvery "hard" cases on the other end of the 
dispos1t10n spectrum, these regressiOn analyses also controlled for dispositiOn after 18 
months.37 A slightly different approach was taken m the analysis of time to disposition:38 

36 Smnlar m pnnciple to S1I11ple t-test procedures evaluatmg the equahty of averages between two groups, 
the statistical Significance of each vanable m the regressiOn model Is evaluated agamst the "null 
hypothesis" that the effect siZe IS equal to zero, 1.e., assurmng no 1I11pact from the vanable on the specific 
outcome vanable bemg studied The statistics used to evaluate this null hypothesis are either t-statistic or z-
statistlc scores, dependmg on the specific regressiOn models bemg used 
37 Wlule cases that reached diSposition after 18 months appeared to be farrly evenly distnbuted between the 
stipulated and nonstlpulated groups, m Contra Costa there was a change m the rate of disposition m both 
the stipulated and nonstipulated groups at approximately 18 months after fihng This suggests that, hke 
cases disposed of Withm SIX months, cases disposed of after 18 months may be qualitatively different from 
cases disposed of more qmckly 
38 The regressiOn analysis on time to disposition could not be done m the same way as for the other 
outcomes because time to dispositiOn cannot be both a vanable and the outcome m the same analysis. 
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two separate regression analyses were done, one with all nonstipulated cases included 
and one that excluded nonstipulated cases that reached disposition within six months 
from the analysis. 

It is Important to note that the reliability of the regression models depends on including 
sufficient information on relevant variables to adequately explain or predict changes in 
the in the outcome bemg studied. If important variables are missing from the regression 
model, it will not be as reliable in Isolating the differences in outcomes that are the result 
of the program. 

While the regression analyses m this study included all available information on case 
characteristics in an attempt to account for comparability problems between comparison 
groups, It is almost certain that there were some relevant case characteristics (known or 
unknown) for which information was not available in this study. These charactenstics, or 
variables, that could not be included in the regression models could affect some of the 
outcome measures. Without this information included in the regression models, the 
program impact estimated through the regression method may still be "tamted" by 
differences m the characteristics ofthe cases in the companson groups. This is 
particularly a concern for the regression analyses, described below, comparing stipulated 
and nonstipulated cases, as the predictive capability of the regression models was low.39 

In addition, for the regressiOn analyses involving the mandatory programs, direct 
comparisons between the program and control groups already provided reliable 
information concerning the overall program Impact. With sufficient confidence m the 
overall program impact, regression analysis involving subgroups of program and control 
cases could be used to examine how these subgroups might have contributed to that 
overall impact. However, in the voluntary programs-at least with respect to litigant 
satisfaction-regression analysis is being used as the primary tool to assess the overall 
program impact. Without certainty concemmg the overall program Impact, mterpretation 
of the regression results becomes more difficult. Given this limitatiOn, the results from 
regression analysis in this study should be vtewed with caution. 

How Regression Analysis Was Used in This Report 
RegressiOn analysis was used in this report to make comparisons between groups of cases 
in which it was known that there were likely to be systematic differences in overall case 
characteristics. It had two mam m this report: 

First, regression analysis was used to show overall pilot program impact on litigant 
satisfaction, as well as other outcome measures, in the voluntary pilot programs. As 
discussed above, comparison of stipulated and nonstipulated cases was the only method 
available to assess overall program impact on litigant satisfaction in the voluntary courts, 
and these two groups of cases had different characteristics. Regression analysis was 
therefore used to compare litigant satisfaction in stipulated cases to that in "like" 

39 When all charactenstlcs from the surveys and court's case management system were used m a regresston 
model to predtct the parties' dectston to stlpulate to medtatlon, the regresston model had a low explanatory 
power, accountlng for less than 7 percent of the vanances m predtcted outcomes. This suggests that the 
regresston model dtd not appropnately account for tmportant factors that mfluenced the parties' dectston 
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nonstipulated cases. Regression analysts was also used in the comparisons of other 
outcomes between stipulated and nonstipulated cases included in this study. For the 
reasons outlined above, the results of these analyses should be viewed with caution. 

Second, regressiOn analysts was used to examine whether pilot program impacts vaned 
across subgroups of cases within the program group that experienced dtfferent pilot 
program elements. As discussed above, compansons of program cases and nonprogram 
cases were used to examine the overall impact of the p1lot program in each court. 
However, subgroups of program cases were exposed to different elements of the pilot 
programs and, thus, had very different dispute resolution expenences: some program 
cases participated in case management conferences but were not referred to mediation; 
some were referred to mediation but did not participate in mediation, either because they 
were settled before mediation or were removed from the mediation track; some were 
mediated but did not reach settlement at the mediation; and some were mediated and 
settled at mediation. To better understand how the program cases in these subgroups 
were affected by their exposure to different pilot program elements, comparisons were 
made between the cases in these subgroups and nonparticipatmg cases. As with 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases, however, because of self-selection btas, the cases m 
these subgroups had different characteristics. Regression analysts was therefore used to 
compare outcomes m program cases in each of these subgroups to the outcomes in "hke" 
nonprogram cases. 
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II. Overview of Study Findings 

A. Summary of Findings 
Based on the critena established by the Early Mediation Pilot Programs legislation, all 
five of the Early Mediation Pilot Programs were successful, resulting in substantial 
benefits to both litigants and the courts. This included reductions in tnal rates, case 
disposition time, and the courts' workload, increases in litigant satisfaction with the 
court's services, and decreases in litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation in 
some or all of the participating courts. 

• Mediation Referrals and Settlements-A very large number of parties and 
attorneys were exposed to and educated about the mediation process through 
participation in the five Early MediatiOn Pilot Programs. More than 25,000 cases filed 
m 2000 and 2001 were eligtble for possible referral to mediation in the five Early 
MediatiOn Pilot Programs. More than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1 ,600 
limited cases participated in pilot program mediations. On average, 58 percent of the 
unlimited cases and 71 percent of the limited cases settled as a direct result of early 
mediation. The mandatory and voluntary pilot programs generally followed the 
expected pattern: a higher percentage of cases were referred to mediation in the 
mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs, but a lower percentage of cases 
reached settlement in the mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs. 
However, the referral, mediation, and settlement patterns in the San Diego , 
(mandatory) and Contra Costa (voluntary) programs were similar to each other, 
suggestmg that mandatory mediation programs may be able to achieve hlgh 
resolutiOn rates when courts consider party preferences in making referrals to 
mediation, as they did in the San Diego pilot program, and that voluntary mediation 
programs may be able to achieve high referral rates when courts urge parties to 
consider mediation and provide some financial incentive to use the court's mediation 
program, as they did in the Contra Costa pilot program. The low percentage of 
limited cases that stipulated to mediation in Sonoma's voluntary pilot program model, 
m which the parties paid for the mediation, suggests that incentives are needed to 
encourage litigants in smaller-value cases to participate in mediation. 

• Trial Rate-In San Diego and Los Angeles, where the courts had relatively short 
times to disposition and there were good comparison groups, the study found that the 
pilot programs reduced the proportiOn of cases going to tnal by a substantial 24 to 30 
percent. By helping litigants in more cases reach resolution without going to trial, 
these pilot programs saved a substantial amount of court time. In San Diego, the total 
potential time saving from the pilot program was estimated to be 521 trial days per 
year (with an estimated monetary value of $1.6 million); in Los Angeles, the potential 
saving was estimated to be 670 trial days per year (with an estimated monetary value 
of approximately $2 million). These results suggest that early mediatiOn programs 
can help courts save valuable judicial time that can be devoted to the other cases that 
need judges' attention. 
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• Disposition Time--All five pilot programs had some positive impact on reducing the 
time required for cases to reach disposition. The largest reductions in average 
disposition time occurred in those courts that had the longest overall disposition times 
before the pilot program began. In all the programs, there were indications that 
dispositions accelerated around the time that the mediation took place, which was 
largely attributable to cases settling earher at mediation than similar cases that were 
not in the program. There were also indications that early case management 
conferences and early referrals to mediation played important roles in improving time 
to disposition. However, the study also found that not settling at mediation resulted in 
longer disposition times. Overall, these results suggest that careful assessment of 
cases for referral to mediation is important and that early case management 
conferences and early mediations are important elements to incorporate into the 
program to improve disposition time; however, courts that have relatively long 
disposition times are more likely to experience dramatic time reductions time as a 
result of implementmg an early mediation program than courts with relatively short 
disposition times. 

• Litigant Satisfaction-All five pilot programs had positive effects on attorneys' 
satisfaction with the services provided by the court, with the litigation process, or 
with both. Regarding the court's services, satisfaction levels reported by attorneys 
who participated in the San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Contra Costa pilot 
programs were 10 to 15 percent higher than those reported by attorneys in 
nonprogram cases.40 Similarly, attorneys' satisfaction with the litigation process was 
about 6 percent higher m program cases in the San Diego, Fresno, Contra Costa, and 
Sonoma pilot programs than m nonprogram cases. 41 Attorneys' satisfactiOn with the 
outcome of their cases corresponded to whether those cases settled at mediation-
attorneys were more satisfied with the outcome m cases that settled and less satisfied 
in cases that did not. Attorneys were also generally more satisfied with the litigation 
process when their cases settled at mediation. However, attorneys whose cases were 
mediated were more satisfied with the services provided by the court regardless of 
whether their cases settled at the mediatiOn. These results indicate that the experience 
ofparticipatmg in pilot program mediation increased attorneys' satisfactiOn with the 
services provided by the court, even if the case did not resolve at mediation. In all 
five of the pilot programs, both parties and attorneys who participated in mediations 
expressed high satisfaction with their mediation experience; their highest levels of 
satisfaction were with the performance of the mediators and their lowest were with 
the outcome of the mediation process. They also strongly agreed that the mediator 
and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigant Costs- In the Contra Costa pilot program, estimated actual litigant costs 
were 60 percent lower and average attorney hours were 43 percent lower in program 

40 In the San Dtego ptlot program, because of offsettmg decreases m satisfaction among unltmtted program-
group cases that were not referred to medtatton or that were removed from medtatton, thts trnpact was 
evtdent only for ltmtted cases. 
41 In the San Dtego ptlot program, because of offsettmg decreases m satisfaction among unltmtted program-
group cases that were not referred to medtatlon, thts trnpact was evtdent only for ltmtted cases 
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cases than in nonprogram cases. In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot 
programs (where it was possible to break down program cases into subgroups based 
on their different experiences in the program) the study found that the estimated 
actual litigation costs mcurred by parties, hours spent by the attorney in reaching 
resolutiOn, or both were lower in program cases that settled at mediatiOn than similar 
nonprogram cases. Litigant cost savings calculated through regression analysts were 
50 percent in the Contra Costa pilot program; savmgs in attorney hours were 40 
percent in the Contra Costa pilot program, 20 percent in the Fresno pilot program, and 
16 percent in the San Diego pilot program. In all five programs, attorneys m program 
cases that settled at mediation estimated savings ranging from 61 to 68 percent in 
litigant costs and 57 to 62 percent in attorney hours from the use of mediation to 
reach settlement. Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated savmgs in 
litigant costs in all of the 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations 
ranged from $1,769,040 in the Los Angeles pilot program to $24,784,254 in the San 
Diego pilot program. The total estimated attorney hours saved ranged from 9,240 
hours in the Los Angeles pilot program to 135,300 in the San Dtego pilot program. 
The total estimated savings calculated based on these attorneys estimates m 2000 and 
2001 cases that settled at mediation mall five programs was considerable: 
$49,409,385 in litigant costs and 250,229 attorney hours. 

• Court Workload-The pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and 
Sonoma reduced the number of motions, the number of other pretrial hearings, or 
both m program cases. The reductions were substantial, rangmg from 18 to 48 
percent for motions and from 11 to 32 percent for "other" pretrial hearings. 
Reductions in cases that settled at mediation were even larger, ranging from 30 to 65 
percent, compared to similar nonprogram cases. In Fresno, because of special 
conferences required under its pilot program's procedures, these decreases were 
offset by increases in the number of case management conferences in program 
cases.42 However, m the San Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs, these 
reductions resulted in overall savings in court time. The total potential time savings 
from reduced numbers of court events were estimated to be 479 judge days per year 
in San Diego (with an estimated monetary value of $1.4 million), 132 days m Los 
Angeles (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $400,000), and 3 days 
in Sonoma (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700). These 
estimates suggest that early mediation programs can help courts save valuable judicial 
time that can be devoted to other cases requiring judges' attention. In addttlon, survey 
results indicate that there were fewer postdisposition compliance problems and fewer 
new proceedings initiated m program cases, suggestmg that the pilot programs not 
only reduced court workload in the short term but also may have reduced the court's 
future workload. 

42 The Supenor Court of Fresno County has smce changed Its case management procedures so that 
additiOnal case management conferences are not requrred m program cases. 
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B. Introduction 
This section provides an overview of the study findmgs concerning all five Early 
Mediation Pilot Programs: the three mandatory programs operating in the Superior 
Courts of Fresno, Los Angeles, and San Diego Counties and the two voluntary programs 
operating m the Supenor Courts of Contra Costa and Sonoma Counties. 

While the specific findings concerning the individual pilot programs varied, based on the 
cnteria established by the Early Mediation Pilot Program legislation, all five Early 
Mediation Pilot Programs were successful, resultmg in substantial benefits to both 
litigants and the courts. 

As noted above, the statutes establishing the Early Mediation Pilot Programs specified 
the areas that were reqmred to be covered in this study. Based on this mandate, the 
findings reported below focus primarily on the pilot programs' impact in five areas: 
1. the trial rate; 
2. the time to dispositiOn; 
3. the htigants' satisfaction With the dispute resolution process; 
4. the litigants' costs; and 
5. the courts' workload. 

To provide context for the findings in these areas and an understanding of the pilot 
programs' scope, this section begins with a discussion of the total number of cases 
participating in the program, referred to mediatiOn, medtated, and settled as a result of 
medmtion. The study findings concerning the five statutorily mandated topic areas are 
then discussed. The statutes also required a comparison of court-ordered mediation under 
the pilot program and voluntary mediation in Los Angeles County;43 and these results are 
also discussed below. 

It is important to be aware of several things when reviewing these findings. First, this 
study exammes the impact of implementmg a mediation program in a court, not just the 
impact of usmg mediation. In all five courts, the Early Mediation Pilot Programs 
included other program elements in addition to the mediatiOn process, including 
distribution of educational materials about mediation and procedures for assessing and 
referring cases to mediation. Litigants and the courts are likely to have been affected by 
all these program elements, not just by participating in the mediation process. For 
example, simply being referred to mediation may have encouraged some htlgants to settle 
before the mediation took place. To capture the combined effects of all the program 
elements, wherever possible, outcomes m the study areas (trial rate, disposition time, etc.) 
for all cases that participated in any element of the pilot program were compared to those 
outcomes for cases that did not participate in any of the pilot program elements. Thus, 
the overall comparisons discussed below generally provide information about the impact 
of introducing an entire pilot program, with all of its program elements, into a particular 
court, and not just the impact of mediation proceedings. 

43 Code C1v Proc., § 1742 
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It is also Important to understand, however, that different "program" cases were exposed 
to different elements of the pilot programs and, thus, had very different dispute resolution 
expenences. Some cases participated in case management conferences but were not 
referred to mediation; some were referred to mediation but did not participate in 
mediation, either because they were settled before mediation or were removed from the 
mediation track; some were mediated but did not reach settlement at the mediation; and 
some were mediated and settled at mediation. The average outcomes in the areas 
studied-disposition time, litigant satisfaction, and so forth-were different in each of 
these subgroups of program cases. For example, the disposition time in program cases 
that settled at mediation was shorter than m program cases that went to mediation but did 
not settle. In overall comparisons, the outcomes m all these subgroups were added 
together to calculate an overall average for the program cases as a whole. As a result, 
withm these overall averages, positive outcomes in some subgroups of cases-such as 
shorter dispositiOn time in cases that settled at mediation-were often offset by less 
positive outcomes mother subgroups. To better understand how program cases m these 
subgroups were affected by their exposure to different pilot program elements, 
comparisons were made between cases m these subgroups and non-participating cases 
with similar case characteristics.44 Readers who are interested in the Impact of specific 
pilot program elements, such as the mediation process, should pay particular attentiOn to 
these subgroup analyses. 

It is also important to keep in mind that the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes 
emphasized early assessment and potential referral to mediation and early participation in 
mediation. These statutes authorized the pilot courts to hold mitial case management 
conferences as early as 90 days after filing when other courts were prohibited from 
holding conferences before 120 to 150 days after filing. The statutes also provided that 
the mediation was generally to occur withm 60 days of the conference, potentially as 
early as 150 days after filing. Thus, this study addresses only the impact of programs that 
include such early referrals and early mediation; 1t does not address how cases might 
have responded to a program with later referrals or later mediation. 

Finally, while findmgs on the same outcome measures (trial rate, time to disposition, etc.) 
are reported below for all the pilot programs, It is important to remember that the results 
concerning each pilot program are hkely to reflect the unique nature of the particular 
program and the particular court environment. Cross-program compansons of particular 
outcomes must, therefore, be done with caution. In the discussion below, we have tned 
to identify how programmatic and environmental differences may help explam some of 
the differences in findings across the five pilot programs. 

44 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m Section LB. was used to make these subgroup compansons 
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C. Program Cases-Mediation Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

To provide context for the fmdings in this study and an understanding of the pilot 
programs' scope, this section discusses the total number of cases participating in the pilot 
programs, referred to mediation, mediated, and settled as a result of participatmg in 
mediation in the five Early Mediation Pilot Programs. 

Summary 
More than 25,000 cases filed in 2000 and 2001 were eligible for possible referral to 
mediation in mediation pilot programs. The litigants in all these cases were exposed to 
and educated about the mediation process through participation m the pilot programs. 
More than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1,600 limited civil cases participated in 
pilot program mediations, and, on average, 58 percent of the unlimited cases and 71 
percent of the limited cases settled as a result of early mediation. 

The mandatory and voluntary pilot programs generally followed the expected pattern of 
mediatiOn referrals and settlements: a higher proportion of cases was referred to 
mediation in the mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs, but a lower 
proportion reached settlement in the mandatory programs than in the voluntary programs. 
However, the referral, mediation, and settlement patterns in the San Diego (mandatory) 
and Contra Costa (voluntary) programs were similar to each other. These outcomes 
suggest that mandatory mediation programs can achieve high resolution rates when 
courts consider party preferences in making referrals to mediation, as they did in the San 
Diego pilot program, and that voluntary mediation programs can achieve high referral 
rates when courts urge parties to consider mediation and provide some financial incentive 
to use the court's mediatiOn program, as they did m the Contra Costa pilot program. The 
very low percentage of limited cases that stipulated to mediation in the Sonoma pilot 
program model, in which the parties paid for mediation, suggests that incentives may be 
needed to encourage litigants in smaller-value cases to participate m mediation. 

Litigants in a Substantial Number of Cases Were Exposed to and 
Educated About Mediation, and Many Cases Were Resolved Under the 
Pilot Programs 
Simply in terms of the number of parttes who participated in, were exposed to, and were 
educated about the mediation process, and the number of cases that were resolved as a 
result of mediation, these pilot programs had substantial impact on both litigants and the 
courts. 

Table 11-1 shows the number of unlimited civil cases filed in 2000 and 2001 45 that were 
eligible for possible referral to mediation under each of the pilot programs and the 
number and percentage of these cases referred to mediation, mediated, and settled at or as 

45 Because the Los Angeles pilot program was authonzed and Implemented about a year after the other 
pilot programs, the figures for Los Angeles reflect cases filed between Apnl and December 200 I only 
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a direct result of mediation. Table II-2 shows the same for limited civil cases m the San 
Diego, Fresno, and Sonoma pilot programs.46 While it is helpful to see the numbers and 
rates for all of the pilot programs together, it is Important to keep in mind that because of 
differences in program structure and available data (many of which are noted in the table 
footnotes), the referral rates shown from different courts in these tables cannot be directly 
compared to one another. 

Table 11-1. Unlimited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001-Mediation Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

% # 
# Eligible Cases 

Cases Cases % # % Settled At 
# Referred Referred # Referred Cases Cases & D1rect 

Ellg1ble to to Cases Cases Settled At Settled At Result of 
Cases Med1atJon Mediation Med1ated Med1ated47 Med1atlon Mediation Mediation 

San 
Diego 11,396 5,395 47% 3,676 69% 1,861 51% 2,133 
Los 
Angeles 1,358 560 41%48 399 77% 140 35% 194 

Fresno 3,707 871 23%49 514 60% 241 47% 285 
Contra 
Costa 4,820 1,650 34%50 1,157 73% 617 53% 700 

Sonoma 2,511 691 51 28% 574 83% 356 62% 356 

TOTAL 23,792 9,166 39% 6,320 70% 3,215 51% 3,668 

46 Lmnted cases were not eligible for the Contra Costa pilot program and, due to late unplementat10n of the 
pilot program for limited cases, sufficient data IS not available concermng limited cases m Los Angeles 
durmg the study penod Because the number oflimited cases referred to mediation m the Sonoma program 
was very low, mformation about mediations and settlement rates for these cases Is provided only for the 
San Dtego and Fresno pilot programs 
47 In 1-4 percent of the referred cases, mformahon on what happened after the referral (I.e, whether the 
cases were mediated, settled, etc ) was not available when data collection ended The percentage m this 
table represents only those referred cases for which the outcome of the mediation referral Is known 
48 This percentage cannot be drrectly compared to the referral rates m the other programs because the base 
of ehgtble cases used to calculate the referral rate was not luruted to at-Issue cases The referral rate would 
be higher If It had been calculated With a base comparable to that used m other pilot programs 
49 This percentage cannot be directly compared to the referral rate m the other programs because the court 
capped the total number of cases referred to mediation per month, keepmg the referral rate arhficially low 
Because referrals were done on a random basis, the referral rate Withm this cap was essentially 100 percent. 
50 This percentage IS lower than the Contra Costa program's referral rate after the pilot program was fully 
unplemented. Durmg the frrst year of the pilot program's operation, a large number of referrals were shU 
bemg made to the court's preexistmg mediation program, of total mediatiOn referrals m the court, 30 
percent were to the preexisting program Thus, only 26 percent of eligible cases filed m 2000 were referred 
to mediation under the pilot program The referral rate of cases filed m 2001, 41 percent, IS a more accurate 
reflectiOn of the referral rate under the fully-Implemented pilot program 
51 This may be an underestimate of the number of cases that stipulated to mediation m this program 
Accordmg to program staff, at least durmg the frrst year of the pilot program's operation, stipulations may 
not have been filed m all the cases m which the parties agreed to use mediation Consequently, the actual 
number of cases referred to mediation under the program, and thus also both the program's referral rate and 
the number of cases subsequently gomg to mediation, may have been higher than reflected m this table. 
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A total of almost 24,000 unhrnited civil cases and more than 7,700 hmited civil cases 
were eligible for referral to mediation under the five pilot programs during the two-year 
study period. Parties m most of these cases received mformation about the mediation 
process, and many participated in early case management conferences at which the 
possibility of referring the case to mediation was considered. 

Table 11-2. Limited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001-Mediation Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

% # 
# Eligible Cases 

% 
Cases 

Cases Cases % # % Settled At Settled At 
# Referred Referred # Referred Cases Cases & D1rect & D1rect 

Ehg1ble to to Cases Cases Settled At Settled At Result of Result of 
Cases Med1at1on Med1at1on Mediated Med1ated Mediation Med1at1on Med1at1on Med1at1on 

San 
D1ego 5,612 2,112 38% 1,357 64% 845 62% 990 

Fresno 1,460 414 28% 213 52% 124 58% 130 

Sonoma 655 45 7% 

TOTAL 7,727 2,571 33% 1,570 63% 969 62% 1,120 

Almost 9,200 unhmited civil cases and almost 2,600 limited cases (an overall average of 
39 percent ofthe eligible unlimited cases and 33 percent of the eligible limited cases) 
were referred to mediatiOn under these pilot programs. 

Of the cases referred to mediation, more than 6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 
1,600 limited cases (an overall average of70 percent ofthe unlimited cases referred and 
63 percent of the limited cases referred) participated in pilot program mediatiOns (the 
remaining cases either settled before mediation or were removed from the mediation 
track). 

Overall, of the unlimited cases that participated m pilot program mediations, 3,668 
unlimited cases and 1,120 hmited cases settled at or as a direct result of the mediatiOn. 
This translates to an overall average mediation settlement rate across all the pilot 
programs of 58 percent for unlimited cases and 71 percent for limited cases. 

These programs thus provided thousands of parties and attorneys with educatiOn about 
mediation, through written educational materials distributed in participating cases, 
litigants' participation in court assessment/referral processes, and pilot program 
mediatwns. Across all of the pilot programs, mediators responding to the study survey 
mdicated that they beheved the Early Mediation Pilot Programs had had a very positive 
impact on parties', attorneys', and judges' awareness and understanding of mediation and 
both parties' and attorneys' willingness to use mediation. On a 5-point scale, where 5 was 
"very positive" and 1 was "very negative," the overall average scores of mediators on the 
questions concerning parties', attorneys', and judges' awareness of and willmgness to use 
mediation ranged from 4.08 to 4.20 across the five pilot courts. 
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Differences in Referrals, Mediations, and Settlements Among Individual 
Pilot Programs 
Table Il-l shows that each ofthe pilot programs had somewhat different patterns in terms 
of mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements for unlimited civil cases. For 
example, at 60 percent, the Fresno pilot program had by far the lowest rate of mediations 
among those cases that were referred to mediation (1 0 percent lower than the 70 percent 
overall average), as well as the second lowest mediation resolution rate at 55 percent. 
Part of the reason for this pattern in Fresno may be, unlike in any of the other pilot 
programs, cases in Fresno were referred to mediation on a random basis; they were not 
assessed for amenability to mediation before being referred. As a result, some kinds of 
cases that were screened out before referral m the other pilot programs were probably 
referred to mediation m Fresno and either dropped out before the mediation took place or 
were mediated but did not resolve at the mediation. 

The settlement rates for unlimited cases m the Los Angeles pilot program also had a very 
different pattern than the settlement rates for unlimited cases in the other pilot programs. 
The rate of settlement at mediation 52 was only 35 percent, 16 percent lower than the 51 
percent overall average settlement rate at mediation mall of the programs, 12 percent 
lower than the program with the next lowest rate (Fresno). While Los Angeles' overall 
settlement rate for cases that either resolved at mediation or were settled later as a direct 
result of the mediation increased substantially to 49 percent, this was still considerably 
lower than the overall average of 58 percent. Some information suggests that the lower 
settlement rate in Los Angeles may stem from differences in the culture and perceptiOns 
concerning the timing of mediatiOn in Los Angeles. First, while pilot program 
mediations in Los Angeles took place at about the same time as pilot program mediations 
in San Diego (approximately eight months after filing), a much higher proportion of 
attorneys in Los Angeles than in San Diego indicated that they did not have sufficient 
time to prepare for mediation (12 percent m Los Angeles compared to only 3 percent in 
San Diego) or conduct sufficient discovery before the mediation (26 percent in Los 
Angeles compared to only 9 percent in San Diego). A higher percentage of mediators in 
Los Angeles also indicated that cases were referred to mediation early (64 percent in Los 
Angeles compared to only 48 percent in San Diego) and that these early referrals were 
very important in cases not resolving at the mediatiOn (54 percent in Los Angeles 
compared to only 29 percent in San Diego). A higher percentage of mediators in Los 
Angeles also indicated that early deadlines for completion of mediation were set (56 
percent m Los Angeles compared to only 38 percent m San Diego) and that these early 
deadlines for completion of mediation were very important m cases not resolving at 
mediation (41 percent m Los Angeles compared to only 17 percent m San Dtego). This 
suggests that the local legal culture can be a very important factor in determmmg whether 
cases reach settlement in an early mediation program. 

52 These are cases that reached settlement at the medtatJ.on sess10n; thts does not mclude cases that reached 
settlement after the medtatton ended, but as a dtrect result of the medtatwn. 
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Differences Between Mandatory and Voluntary Programs 
The information m Table II-1 mdicates that the proportion of cases referred to mediation 
in two of the mandatory programs (San Diego and Los Angeles )53 was higher than the 
proportiOn of cases that stipulated to mediation in the two voluntary programs (Contra 
Costa and Sonoma) while the mediation settlement rates in these two mandatory 
programs were lower than in the two voluntary programs. The San Dtego program had 
the highest referral rate at 4 7 percent, while the Sonoma program had the lowest referral 
rate at 28 percent. In contrast, Sonoma had the highest mediation resolution rate at 62 
percent, while the Los Angeles program had the lowest mediation settlement rate at 49 
percent. This type of pattern for mandatory versus voluntary programs is generally 
expected-fewer litigants are likely to opt for voluntary mediation, but more are hkely to 
settle their cases in the mediation process when they have agreed to participate m that 
process. 

While this general pattern appears to hold true across the pilot programs, particularly in 
the case of the Sonoma program, the mediation referral and settlement rates in most of 
the programs are actually quite similar to each other. The referral rate in Contra Costa's 
voluntary program, which reached 41 percent for cases filed in 2001, was only 6 percent 
lower than the 47 percent referral rate in San Diego's mandatory program. Similarly, the 
58 percent mediatiOn settlement rate in San Diego's mandatory program was only 2 
percent lower than the 60 percent settlement rate m Contra Costa's voluntary program 
and only 4 percent lower than the 62 percent rate in Sonoma's program. 

In fact, overall, the referral, mediation, and settlement patterns in San Diego are quite 
similar to those in Contra Costa. These similar patterns may reflect the fact that, in 
practice, referrals in both programs resulted from a similar combination of judicial 
pressure, party preferences, and financial incentives. In San Diego, the court had the 
authonty to order cases to mediation but took party preferences into account in deciding 
whether to issue such orders. In Contra Costa, the parties chose whether to stipulate to 
mediation, but the court urged parties to use the mediation program. In both programs, 
the court subsidized the cost of mediation; in San Diego the court paid the mediators for 
the first four hours of service, and in Contra Costa the court required the mediators to 
provide two hours of mediatiOn services at no cost. 

This suggests that referral, mediation, and settlement rates are less affected by whether a 
program is mandatory or voluntary than by its specific procedures. That is, mandatory 
mediation programs may be able to achieve high resolution rates when courts consider 
party preferences in makmg referrals to mediation, and voluntary mediation programs 
may be able to achieve high referral rates when courts urge parties to consider mediation 
and provide some financial incentive to use the court's mediation program. 

' 

53 For reasons outlmed m the footnotes to Table II-1, the referral rate m Fresno cannot be compared to those 
rates m the other programs because referrals were capped at a set number per month. 
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Differences in Referrals, Mediations, and Settlement for Unlimited and 
Limited Cases 
Table II-1 and Table II-2 show apparent differences between unlimited and limited cases 
in the rates of mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements. For limited cases, both 
the percentages of eligible cases referred to mediation and the percentages of referred 
cases that were mediated are lower than for unlimited cases in the same pilot programs, 
while the percentages of mediated cases settled at or as a direct result of mediation were 
higher. This suggests that an early mediation program may have different influences on 
smaller-value cases than on larger-value cases. More smaller-value cases may be likely 
to settle on their own, without the need for much intervention, and litigants in more of 
these smaller-value cases may want to avmd the expenses associated with participating in 
mediation.54 These factors hkely led judges in the San Diego program to refer fewer 
limited cases to mediation and litigants m Sonoma to stipulate to mediation m fewer 
limited cases. These factors also likely led more litigants in limited cases in San Diego 
and Fresno to settle before the mediation or to seek removal from the mediation track. 
With the cases that participate m mediation narrowed, It makes sense that the resolution 
rate was higher. The heightened desire to avOid additional costs in these smaller-value 
cases may also have encouraged additional settlements once litigants committed their 
time and money to partiCipating in mediation. 

As shown in Table II-2, the percentage oflimited cases that stipulated to mediation in 
Sonoma's voluntary program was extremely low--Qnly 7 percent. Judges of the Superior 
Court of Sonoma County indicated m focus-group discussions that the parties, 
particularly insurers, in these smaller-value cases were not willing to mediate. While the 
proportions of limited cases that participated in mediation under the San Diego and 
Fresno pilot programs were lower than the proportion of unlimited cases that participated 
in these programs, they were substantially higher than in Sonoma. In focus-group 
discussions, both judges and attorneys in San Diego said that the court's substdy ofthe 
first few hours of services was Important in gettmg parties to participate in mediatiOn; the 
attorneys specifically suggested that smaller-value cases would not go to mediation 
Without this subsidy. Taken together, this information suggests that where a voluntary 
program does not provide a fmanc1al incentive to use mediatiOn, as in Sonoma, the vast 
majority of htigants m smaller-value cases may not opt to use mediation. Clearly, 
however, including these cases in the San Diego and Fresno pilot program benefited both 
htigants and the courts. As discussed below, the study found that the San Diego ptlot 
program reduced trial rates for hmited cases, that limited cases participating m the San 
Otego and Fresno programs took less time to reach disposition and had fewer motion and 
other pretrial heanngs, and that litigants in these cases were more satisfied with the 
services provided by the court. If these benefits are to be realized in limited cases, 
mcentives encouraging litigants in limited cases to participate in early mediation 
programs may be needed. 

54 Even where the cost of the mediators' semces are subsidiZed by the court, hngants are hkely to have 
expenses, such as attorneys fees or rmssed work, associated With partlcipatmg m mediation 
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Conclusion 
Litigants in more than 25,000 cases were exposed to and educated about the mediation 
process through participation in the five Early Mediation Pilot Programs. More than 
6,300 unlimited civil cases and almost 1,600 limited cases participated in pilot program 
mediations. Ofthese mediated cases, an average of 58 percent of the unlimited cases and 
71 percent of the limited cases settled as a result of mediation. 

The mandatory and voluntary pilot programs generally followed the expected pattern: a 
higher proportiOn of cases was referred to mediation in the mandatory programs than in 
the voluntary programs, but a lower proportion of cases reached settlement in the 
mandatory programs. However, the referral, mediation, and settlement patterns in the 
mandatory San Diego program were similar to those in the voluntary Contra Costa 
program. This suggests that mandatory mediation programs can to achieve high 
resolution rates when courts consider party preferences in making referrals to mediation, 
as they did in the San Otego pilot program, and that voluntary mediation programs can 
achieve high referral rates when courts urge parties to consider med1at10n and provide 
some financial mcentive to use the court's mediation program, as they did in the Contra 
Costa pilot program. The very low percentage of limited cases that stipulated to 
mediation in the Sonoma pilot program suggests that incentives are needed to encourage 
litigants m smaller-value cases to participate in mediation. 

39 



D. Findings Concerning the Impact of Pilot Programs on Trial 
Rates 

This section examines the impact of the pilot programs on the participating courts' trial 
rates. 

Summary 
In two of the participating courts, both of which had relatively short times to disposition 
and good comparison groups, the pilot programs substantially reduced the percentage of 
cases going to trial. The pilot programs in San Diego and Los Angeles reduced the 
frequency of cases gomg to trial rates in progress cases by a substantial 24 to 30 percent. 
By helping litigants m more cases reach resolution without going to trial, these pilot 
programs saved a substantial amount of court time. In San Diego, the total potential time 
saving from the pilot program was estimated to be 521 trial days per year (with an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $1.6 million) and in Los Angeles, it was 
estimated to be 670 tnal days per year (with an estimated monetary value of 
approximately $2 million). These estimates suggest that early mediation programs may 
be able to help courts free up valuable judicial time that can be devoted to other cases 
requinngJudges' time and attention. 

The Pilot Programs in San Diego and Los Angeles Reduced Trial Rates 
In the Superior Court of San Diego County, the pilot program reduced the tnal rate for 
unlimited civil cases in the program by 24 percent (the trial rate for the program group 
was 5.7 percent compared to 7.5 percent for the control group) and reduced the tnal rate 
for limited civil cases in the program by 27 percent (the trial rate for the program group 
was 4.8 percent compared to 6.6 percent for the control group). In the Supenor Court of 
Los Angeles County, the pilot program reduced the trial rate for unlimited cases m the 
program by 30 percent (the trial rate for the program group was 2.9 percent compared to 
approximately 4.1 percent m the control groups). 

By helping litigants in more cases reach resolution without going to trial, the pilot 
programs in San Diego and Los Angeles saved court time. In San Dtego, at the lower 
trial rates, approximately 301 fewer 2000 and 2001 cases were tned (97limited and 204 
unlimited cases). This reduction in trials translates into a total potential time savmg of 
695 trial days dunng the study penod. If the pilot program had also been available to 
cases m the control group, an estimated 221 fewer cases would have been tned per year, 
raising the total potential time savmgs to 521 tnal days per year. Similarly, in Los 
Angeles, approximately 15 fewer cases filed between Apnl and December 2001 were 
tried in the nine pilot program departments, which translates into a total potential time 
saving of 48 tnal days dunng the study period. If the pilot program had also been 
available to control cases and cases that were in other civil departments in the Central 
Distnct, an estimated 227 fewer cases would have been tried per year, which translates 
into a total potential times saving of 670 trial days per year. 
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Because many court costs, including judicial salaries, are fixed, this judicial time saving 
from the reduced trial rates does not translate into a fungible cost saving that can be 
reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved allowed the judges m 
these courts to focus on other cases that needed judicial time and attention. That is likely 
to have improved court services in these cases. 

To help understand the value ofthe potential time savings from trial rate reductiOns 
produced by these pilot programs, however, the estimated monetary value was calculated. 
Based on an estimated cost of $2,990 per day for a judgeship, 55 the monetary value of 
saving 521 trial days per year in San Diego IS estimated to be approximately $1.6 million 
per year, and the monetary value of saving 670 trial days per year in Los Angeles is 
estimated to be approximately $2 million per year. Expressed in these monetary terms, 
the time saving realized by these pilot programs provided a valuable benefit. 

Because of Limitations in the Data, It Was Not Possible to Definitively 
Identify Whether the Other Pilot Programs Affected Trial Rates 
This study found statistically significant reductions m tnal rates only in the San Diego 
and Los Angeles pilot programs; it did not show reduced tnal rates in Contra Costa, 
Fresno, or Sonoma. However, this does not necessarily indicate lack of program impact 
on tnal rates m these courts; rather, it is most likely the result of limitations in the data 
available to analyze trial rates in these three courts. 

In both Fresno and Sonoma, the numbers of study cases that had reached tnal by the end 
of the data collection period were too small to allow any valid conclusions about the 
programs' impact on tnal rates. 56 The numbers oftned cases were small for a 
combination of reasons. First, the total civil case loads in Fresno and Sonoma are 
relatively modest. Second, program cases represented only a fraction of the courts' civil 
caseloads. Thirdly, the proportiOns of civil cases that go to trial, m these and all other 
California trial courts are generally very small, typically ranging from 3 to 10 percent. 
Applymg a small tnal rate to a small number of cases, the total number of cases that is 
ultimately hkely to be tned is fmrly small. Finally, and most importantly, a relatively 
large percentage of the study cases in Fresno and Sonoma had not reached disposition 
when data collection ended thus trial rate information was not available for these cases. 57 

55 This estunated cost mcludes salanes for a Judge and associated support staffbut not facilities or general 
overhead costs In Fiscal Year 200I-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the Fmance 
DlVlslOn of the Adnumstranve Office of the Courts estunated that each new JUdgeship would have a total 
cost of$642,749. This figure mcludes the total cost ofsalanes, benefits, and operatlng expenses for each 
new JUdgeship and Its complement of support staff a badtff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
secretary, and a research attorney. (Judicial Councu of Cal., Ftscal Year 200I-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No. TCI8) 
56 In Fresno, by the end of the data collection penod, only II unluruted and IllfDlted program-group cases 
filed 10 2000 and only 19 unllfDlted 200 I program-group cases had gone to tnal In Sonoma, only 16 
unltrruted and 9 hrruted pre-program cases had gone to tnal wtthm the 900-day follow-up penod, only II 
unllfDlted cases that stlpulated to mediatlon (and no llfDlted cases) had gone to tnal by the end of the data 
collection penod 
57 Of the eligible cases filed 10 2000 10 Fresno, approxlfOately 20 percent of unltrruted cases and 10 percent 
ofhrruted cases were shown as still pend10g 10 the court's case management system at the end of 
November 2003. For unlirmted cases filed m 200I, the proportion ofstdl-pendmg cases was even higher-
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It is reasonable to expect that many of these pending cases will ultimately go to trial. 
Thus, with a longer follow-up penod, a larger number of cases are likely been tried and 
the impact of the Fresno and Sonoma pilot programs on trial rates could be assessed. 

In Contra Costa, determining whether the pilot program affected trial rates was made 
difficult by the lack of a good comparison group-a group of cases having charactenstics 
similar to cases m the program but without access to the program. As explained in 
Section LB., a pre- and post program comparison was the main method used m this study 
to identify the voluntary pilot programs' impact on trial rates. Because the pilot program 
in Contra Costa was primarily a continuation of an existmg mediation program, with 
some changes in program design, the pre-/post-program comparison showed only the 
added impact of the changes introduced by the pilot program. Given the incremental 
nature of the changes made to the preexistmg Contra Costa program, no impact on trial 
rates was found m this pre-/post-program comparison. 

Conclusion 
The pilot programs m San Diego and Los Angeles reduced the program cases going to 
trial by a substantial 24 to 30 percent. By helping litigants m more cases reach resolution 
without going to trial, these pilot programs saved a substantial amount of court time. In 
San Diego, the total potential time savmg from the pilot program was estimated to be 521 
trial days per year (with an estimated monetary value of$1.6 million), and in Los 
Angeles, the potential saving was estimated to be 670 trial days per year (with an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $2 million). These estimates suggest that 
early mediation programs can help courts free up valuable judicial time that can be 
devoted to other cases that need judges' time and attention. 

almost 15 percent m the program group and 25 percent m the control group were shown as still pendmg m 
the court's case management system. Sumlarly, m Sonoma, wtthtn the same 900-day follow-up penod for 
both pre-/post-program cases, nearly 20 percent of the cases m both groups remamed pendmg 
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E. Findings Concerning the Impact of Pilot Programs on 
Disposition Time 

This section examines the pilot programs' impact on the time that cases took to reach 
dispositiOn. 

Summary 
All five pilot programs reduced disposition time. The largest reductions in disposition 
time came in those courts that had the longest overall disposition times before the pilot 
programs began. In all the pilot programs, the pace of disposition accelerated around the 
time that the mediation took place. In the three courts for which sufficient data were 
available, comparisons of program cases that settled at mediation and similar nonprogram 
cases confirmed that settling at early mediation reduced disposition time. However, 
similar comparisons showed that not settling at mediation resulted in longer disposition 
times. Overall, these results suggest that it is important to carefully assess cases for 
referral to mediation and that courts that have relatively long dispositiOn times are more 
likely to see disposition time reductions as a result of implementing an early mediation 
program than courts with relatively short disposition times. 

Early case management conferences and early referrals to mediation appear to have 
played an important role in improving time to disposition. The study found that, in pilot 
programs that used case management conferences to assess cases for referral to 
mediatwn, cases reached disposition at a faster pace around the time of those 
conferences. Even before the case management conferences, higher proportiOns of 
limited cases in the San Diego program and of unlimited cases in the Los Angeles 
program reached disposition compared to nonprogram cases. This supports the 
hypothesis that some cases may settle earher simply because they are faced with the 
possibility of an early case management conference and referral to early mediation. 
Fmally, exammation of the relationship between disposition time and the timmg of case 
management conferences, mediation referrals, and mediations suggests, as might have 
been expected, that earher conferences, referrals, and mediations result in earher 
dispositiOns. In all five ptlot programs, the pace of dtsposition accelerated around the 
time that the mediation took place. Overall, these findings indicate that early case 
management conferences, early mediation referrals, and early mediations in appropriate 
cases are important elements to incorporate into a mediation program to achieve 
improved disposition time. 

All Five Pilot Programs Had Some Positive Impact on Reducing the 
Overall Disposition Time for Cases in the Program 
The impact of the pilot programs on disposition time was measured in two ways: (1) by 
comparing average and median disposition times for program cases and nonprogram 
cases and (2) by comparing cumulative disposition rates-the proportion of all the filed 
cases that reached disposition withm a specified time from filing-in these same groups 
of cases. The latter comparison provides a fuller picture of the differences between 
program and nonprogram cases because it shows disposition rates at different points m 

43 



time from filing, rather than summarizing disposition time in a smgle number. Table II-3 
summarizes the results of these comparisons for unhmited cases in all five pilot 
programs. Table II-4 summarizes the same results for limited civil cases m the San 
Diego, Fresno, and Sonoma pilot programs. 58 While it is helpful to see the results of 
these comparisons and examine the 1m pacts for all of the pilot programs together, it IS 

important to note that, because of differences in program structure and available data 
(many of which are noted in the table footnotes), the specific disposition times shown 
:from different courts in these tables cannot be directly compared to each other. 

As these tables show, all the pilot programs had positive impacts on disposition time. 
With exception of the Sonoma program, all programs showed a statistically signi:ficant 
decrease m the average or median disposition time for unlimited civil cases (or both). 
The reductions ranged from 8 days m Contra Costa's median disposition time to 39 days 
in Fresno's average disposition time. 59 In all programs, the cumulative disposition rate 
was also higher for program cases for most, if not all, of the study period. At the pomt 
when this difference was largest m each program, the disposition rates for program cases 
ranged from 3 percent higher than for nonprogram cases in Contra Costa to 17 percent 
higher in Fresno. Once it surpassed the rate for nonprogram cases, the cumulative 
dispositiOn rate for program cases typically stayed higher for the entire follow-up penod 
or until the rates in both groups of cases began to level off. 

Similarly, as indicated in Table II-4, all programs showed a statistically significant 
decrease m the average or median disposition time for limited civil cases (or both).60 The 
reductiOns in the average disposition time ranged from 10 days in San Diego to 37 days 
m Sonoma.61 The cumulative disposition rate was also higher for program cases in all 
pilot programs during some portion of the study period. The mcreases were all about the 
same size, 9 to 12 percent at their largest in each program. In San Diego, the rate was 
significantly higher from the third month after filing until the disposition rates in both the 
program and control groups leveled off. In Fresno, the rate was higher :from nine months 
after filing until the end of the follow-up period (24 months), and in Sonoma it was 
higher for the entire follow-up penod (34 months). 

58 Lmuted cases were not eligible for the Contra Costa pilot program Because of Los Angeles' late 
ImplementatiOn of the pilot program m llll1lted cases, sufficient data concernmg those cases durmg the 
study penod are not available 
59 Tins reductiOn m Fresno Is based on the results of the regressiOn analysis descnbed m footnote 24 
60 While the differences shown m the direct compansons for Fresno were not statistically sigmficant, the 
regressiOn analysts dtd show a statistically sigruficant difference. 
61 Tins reduction m Fresno IS based on the results of the regressiOn analysiS descnbed below m footnote 24 
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Table 11-3. Unlimited Cases-Average and Median Disposition Times and Cumulative 
Disposition Rates for Program62 and Nonprogram63 Cases 

Average DIS12QS1tlon Time Med1an D1sgos1tion Time 
Non- Non-

Program program Difference Program program Difference 
Cases Cases (m dai:s2 Cases Cases (in dai:_s2 Cumulative D1spos1bon Rate 

Rate for program cases was h1gher for 
enlire 24-month follow-up penod, but most 

San clearly from 5 to 13 months after filing 
D1ego 323 335 -12*** 310 329 -19*** (when rates for both program and control 

groups leveled off) Program rate ranged 
from 1 4 (at 3 months) to 7 percent h1gher 
at 10 months 

267 248 Rate for program cases was higher for 
(control -6 (control -7 ent1re 24-month follow-up penod Rate 

Los cases) cases) stayed about 2 to 3 percent higher than for 

Angeles64 261 241 control cases Rate ranged from 1 7 (at 2 
280 264 months) to 9 2 percent higher (at 13 

(control -19*** (control -23*** ' months) than for control departments 
deets) deets.) 

Rate for program cases was higher from 10 

Fresno65 400 439 -39*** 348 398 -50*** months after filing to end of the 34-month 
follow-up penod, the largest difference was 
17 ~rcent at 14 months after filing 
Rate for program cases was h1gher for 

Contra ent1re 34-month follow-up penod, but most 

Costa 358 359 -1 328 336 -8* clearly from 6 to 12 months after filmg, the 
largest difference was 3 1 percent at 11 
months after filing 
Rate for program cases was higher for 
ent1re 34-month penod, but most clearly 

Sonoma 482 496 -14 436 456 -20 from 7 months after filing, the largest 
difference was 7 percent at 14 months after 
film 

***p<.5,**p< 10,*p< 20 

62 In the mandatory ptlot programs (San Dtego, Los Angeles, and Fresno), "program cases" were program-
group cases In San Diego and Los Angeles they mcluded all cases that might be cons1dered for posstble 
referral to ptlot program mediation wrnle m Fresno they mcluded only cases actually referred (on a random 
basts) to pilot program mediation For San Diego, they mcluded cases filed m 2000 and 2001 For Los 
Angeles and Fresno, only cases filed m 2001 were mcluded In the voluntary programs (Contra Costa and 
Sonoma), the "program cases" were post-program cases filed m 2000 
63 In the mandatory programs (San Diego, Los Angeles, and Fresno), "nonprogram cases" were control-
group cases In San Diego and Los Angeles, these were the otherwise-ehgtble cases that could not be 
considered for possible referral to pilot program mediation However, m Los Angeles, control-group cases 
dtd have access to another, different court-connected mediatiOn program. In Fresno the control group was 
all ehgible cases not referred to ptlot program mediation. For San Dtego, the control group consisted of 
cases filed m 2000 and 2001. For Los Angeles and Fresno, only cases filed m 2001 were mcluded For the 
voluntary programs (Contra Costa and Sonoma), "nonprogram cases" were pre-program cases filed m 
1999 
64 The average time to disposition m Los Angeles cannot be drrectly compared to that for the other ptlot 
programs for two reasons· (1) only cases ftled from Apnl to December 2001 were mcluded, so the total 
follow-up time IS shorter than that of the other ptlot programs that mclude 2000 cases, and (2) ehgtble cases 
m Los Angeles mclude cases that dtd not become at Issue, but were dtsposed of default very early 
65 The average time to dtsposttion m Fresno cannot be drrectly compared to the rates of other ptlot 
programs because only cases filed m 2001 are mcluded, so the overall follow-up trme IS shorter (24 
months) than that of the other pilot programs that mclude both 2000 and 2001 cases (34 months) 
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Table 11-4. Limited Cases-Average and Median Disposition Times and Cumulative 
Disposition Rates for Program and Nonprogram Cases 

Average DISQQSitlon T1me Med1an DISQQSitlon T1me 
Non- Non-

Program program Difference Program program Difference 
Cases Cases (!n da't_SL Cases Cases (!n da't_SL Cumulative D1spos1t1on Rate 

Rate for program cases was h1gher from 
3 to 12 months after filing (when the 

San 269 279 -10*** 247 272 -25*** d1spos1t1on rates for both the program 
D1ego and control groups began to level off), 

the largest difference was 8 6 percent at 
9 months after filing 
Rate for program cases was higher from 

Fresno66 321 347 -26**67 
9 months after filing to the end of the 34-

294 300 -6 month follow-up penod, the largest 
difference was 12 3 percent at 13 
months after filing 
Rate for program cases was h1gher for 
almost the enbre 34-month follow-up 

Sonoma 374 411 -37** 330 346 -16 penod, but most clearly from 5 months 
after filing, the largest difference was 9 1 
eercent at 14 months after filln~ 

***p< 5,**p<.10,*p<.20. 

All of these analyses show that the pilot programs had a positive impact on reducing the 
overall time to dispositiOn for cases in the program. The smallest reductions were found 
in the Contra Costa program. This makes sense given that, as discussed above in the 
section on trial rates, the pilot program in Contra Costa was a continuation of an existing 
mediatiOn program with some modest changes m program design. Comparing pre- and 
post program disposition times m Contra Costa shows only the added impact of the 
changes introduced by the pilot program compared to the preexisting mediation program. 
Given the incremental nature of the changes made to the preexisting program, It makes 
sense that the impact on overall disposition time was small. 

The largest impacts (in terms of the numbers of days reduced) were m the Fresno and 
Sonoma pilot programs. These two pilot programs have few similarities in terms of 
either structure or procedure: in Fresno, cases were ordered to mediation on a random 
basis without any assessment of suitability before the referral, while in Sonoma, 
participation m mediation was voluntary and the program's main focus was on helping 
litigants at the initial case management conference consider stipulating to mediation. 
Most likely because of their structural differences, these programs also had very different 

66 The average tune to dispositiOn m Fresno cannot be drrectly compared to the average times for the other 
pilot programs because only cases filed m 2001 are mcluded, so the overall follow-up time m Fresno IS 

shorter (24 montliS) than that for the other pilot programs that mclude both 2000 and 2001 cases (36 
months) 
67 Because the program and control groups m Fresno have different proportions of certam cases types, the 
companson may not accurately measure program rrnpact. RegressiOn analysis talang case-type differences 
mto account showed a statistically sigmficant reduction of 40 days m the average disposition tune for 
llfDlted cases m the program group compared to hke cases m the control group 
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referral, mediation, and settlement rates. One of the few ways in which these pilot 
programs were alike was their time to disposition before introduction of their pilot 
programs. As noted in the individual program descriptions in the chapters below, both 
the Fresno and Sonoma courts had historically taken a relatively long time to dispose of 
civil cases. These longer disposition timelines might have allowed more room for larger 
reductiOns in time to dispositiOn as a result of the pilot programs. 

However, all impacts on disposition times in the pilot programs, includmg those m 
Fresno and Sonoma, were relatively modest, with reductions m average or median 
dispositiOn time that ranged from 8 days to 37 out of total disposition times that ranged 
from 261 to 496 days. In considering this result, it is important to remember, as noted in 
the introductiOn, that the overall average disposition time for program cases examined in 
these analyses was calculated by adding together the different disposition times for cases 
in all of the program subgroups--cases that were not referred to mediation; cases referred 
to mediation but that did not participate in mediatiOn, either because they were settled 
before mediation or were removed from the mediation track; cases that were mediated 
but did not reach settlement at the mediation; and cases that were mediated and settled at 
mediation. As discussed below, m some of the programs, larger reductions m disposition 
time in cases that were settled before and at mediation were offset to some degree by 
increases in disposition time m cases that did not settle at mediation. 

Settling at Early Mediation Reduced Disposition Time, But Not Settling 
at Mediation Increased Disposition Time 
In all three of the pilot programs in which the program cases could be broken down into 
subgroups and compared with hke cases m the nonprogram go up, 68 the study found 
evidence that settling at mediatiOn reduced disposition time. 9 The average disposition 
time for hmited cases in the San Diego that settled at pilot program mediation was 30 
days shorter than the average for similar cases in the control group. The average 
disposition time for limited cases that settled at meditions in the Fresno pilot program 
was 80 days shorter than for similar cases in the companson group. Similarly, in the 
Fresno program, the average disposition time for unlimited program-group cases that 
settled at pilot program mediation was 90 days shorter than the average for similar cases 
in the control group. In San Diego and Contra Costa, regression analysis also provided 
evidence that disposition time was reduced for unlimited program cases that settled at 
mediation, but the size of the reduction was not clear. 

The study also found evidence that not settling at the pilot program mediation resulted in 
longer disposition times. In San Diego, the average disposition time for hmited program-
group cases that were mediated under the pilot program but did not settle at the mediatiOn 
was 80 days longer than the average for similar cases in the control group, and the 
average for unlimited program-group cases that did not settle at mediation was 50 days 
longer. Similarly, in Fresno and Contra Costa, the average disposition times for 

68 Subgroup mformatton was not available for the Sonoma pilot program and compansons m Los Angeles 
were to cases that parttctpated m the court's other medtatton program 
69 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m the methods Section LB. was used to make these subgroup 
compansons 
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unlimited cases that did not settle at mediation were 57 days and 67 days longer, 
respectively, than the average for similar cases m the comparison group. 

These findings make intuitive sense. When mediations are conducted relatively early and 
cases are settled at those early mediations, one would expect that the average time to 
disposition for the settled cases would be reduced when compared to similar cases that 
were not mediated and settled under the pilot program. It also makes sense that reaching 
disposition in program cases that do not settle at mediatiOn generally takes longer than it 
does in similar nonprogram cases. These program cases essentially detoured off the 
litigation path to participate in mediation and then came back to the litigation path when 
the cases did not settle at mediatwn; it is understandable that this detour required some 
additional time. This finding highlights the importance of the court's careful selection of 
cases it refers to mediation. It is important to note, however, that the mcreases in average 
disposition time in cases that did not settle at mediation did not outweigh the positive 
impact that the pilot program had on other cases; as discussed above, all five pilot 
programs reduced the overall disposition time for program cases as a whole. 

The biggest reductions in disposition time for cases settled at mediation were m Fresno. 
Like the reductions in overall disposition time discussed above, these results may be tied 
to differences in how quickly Fresno cases were being disposed of before the pilot 
program's introductiOn. The Superior Courts of San Diego and Contra Costa Counties 
were already disposing of their civil cases relatively qmckly, so there was a smaller 
amount of time that could be saved through early mediation settlements. In contrast, in 
Fresno, as noted above, the court had historically taken a relatively long time to dispose 
of civil cases. With a relatively long average time to disposition, more time could 
potentially be saved from resolvmg at early mediation. This suggests that courts that 
have relatively long dispositiOn times are more likely to experience dramatic drops m 
disposition time as a result of implementing an early mediation program than courts with 
relatively short disposition times. 

Early Case Management Conferences, Mediation Referrals, and 
Mediations All Appear to Have Affected Disposition Time 
In each of the pilot programs, this study examined whether there were any changes in the 
cumulative dispositiOn rate that occurred at the same times at which important pilot 
program elements took place. This comparison suggests that the disposition rates for 
program cases were improved by both (1) early mediation and (2) an early case 
management conferences. 

In all five pilot programs, the time70 when the early mediations took place71 corresponded 
with a pomt at which the disposition rate for program cases acelerated, suggesting that 
the pace of dispositions increased as a result of mediation. In San Diego, Los Angeles, 

70 Tmnng was measured m terms of elapsed time from filmg. 
71 In San D1ego, Fresno, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa, the average actual elapsed time from fihng to the 
pllot program med1ation was used for this cornpanson. In Sonoma, data on the actual timmg of the 
mediations were not avallable, so the t:lmeframe for med1ation that was requrred by the program rules was 
therefore used for this analys1s. 
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and Contra Costa, as well as for unlimited cases m Fresno, 72 the mediation time frame 
corresponded with the point at which the pace of dispositions for program cases rose to 
its highest level-more program cases reached disposition dunng the month in which 
mediations typically took place than at any other point. For limited cases in Fresno, the 
pace of dispositions also rose at the time of mediation. In addition, for both unlimited 
and limited cases in Fresno, the disposition rate for program cases began to surpass that 
for nonprogram cases dunng the month in which the mediations took place. In Sonoma, 
there was also an increase in the pace of dispositions around the time when the 
mediations were to take place under the program rules, but the relationship is not as clear. 
This may be because data on the actual timing of mediations in Sonoma were not 
available. 

Similarly, in three of the four pilot programs in which case management conferences 
were used to assess cases for referrals to mediation, the time when the early case 
management conferences took place73 also corresponded with a point at which the pace 
of dispositions qmckened. In San Diego, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa, the conference 
timeframe corresponded to a point at which the pace of dispositions for program cases 
mcreased and dispositiOns were occurring faster for program cases than for nonprogram 
cases. For unlimited cases in San Diego, the case management conference timeframe 
also corresponded with the pomt at which the cumulative disposition rate for program 
cases began to clearly surpass that for nonprogram cases (before the time of the 
conference, the rates were very close, with the rate for the program cases fractionally 
higher). These results suggest that early case management conferences helped improve 
the pace of dispositions m these courts. In Sonoma no clear relationship was found; 
however, this again may be because data on the actual timing of first case management 
conferences in Sonoma were not available. 

For hmited cases in San Diego and for the pilot program in Los Angeles, the disposition 
rate for program cases actually significantly surpassed the rate for nonprogram cases even 
before the timeframe for the case management conferences, suggesting that some cases 
may resolve more quickly simply because they are faced with the possibility of an early 
case management conference and the possibility of being referred to early mediation. 
Clear differences in the dtsposition rates for program and nonprogram cases in these 
courts began to emerge between two and three months after filing, well before the case 
management conferences typically took place. 

Additional support for the conclusion that reductions in disposition time are attributable 
to early mediation referrals and early mediations comes from the Fresno pilot program. 
During the study period, the Fresno court changed both its overall civil case management 
procedures and its timeframe for referring cases to mediatiOn. The court started setting 
earher case management conferences in all cases and started making mediation referrals 

72 Only cases filed m 2001 were constdered. 
73 In San Dtego, Fresno, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa, the average actual elapsed tunmg from filmg to 
the first case management conference was used for thts companson In Sonoma, data on the actual tunmg 
of the med1at10ns were not avatlable, so the tlmeframe for med1at10n that was requrred by the program rules 
was therefore used for thts analysts 
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approximately 80 days earher. These changes provided an opportunity to examine the 
relationship between disposition time and the timing of case management conferences, 
mediation referrals, and mediatiOns. This examination found that when case manage111ent 
conferences were held earher (moving from approximately 500 to 150 days after filing), 
the proportion ofunlunited cases that reached disposition within 12 months of filing 
became larger (mcreasing from approximately 25 to 45 percent), expediting disposition 
for all unhmited civil cases in Fresno. The examination also revealed that when 
mediation referrals and mediations took place earlier (moving from approximately 230 to 
150 days after filing and from 370 to 295 days after filmg, respectively), the proportion 
of pilot program cases that reached disposition within 12 months of filing became even 
larger (increasing from approximately 30 percent to 50 percent), resulting in earlier 
disposition for cases in the program group.74 Comparisons of disposition trme for 
program and control cases filed m 2000, showed no program impact on the average 
disposition time. However, comparisons of disposition time for program and control 
cases filed in 2001, when referrals and mediations were taking place approximately two 
and a half months earlier, showed a 39-day reduction m average disposition trme for 
unlimited program cases. This indicates that, above and beyond the overall gains 
attributable to the new early case management conference procedures, program cases 
expenenced additional reductions m disposition time that are attributable to earlier 
mediation referrals and mediations. 

All of this suggests that early case management conferences, early mediation referrals, 
and early mediations are Important elements to incorporate into the program to achieve 
reduced case disposition tune. 

Conclusion 
The study found that all five pilot programs had a positive impact on dispositiOn time. 
The largest reductwns in disposition time came m those courts that had the longest 
overall dispositiOn times before the pilot program began. In all five pilot programs, the 
dispositiOn rate accelerated around the tune when mediatiOns took place. In the three 
courts for which sufficient data was available, comparisons of program cases that settled 
at mediation and like nonprogram cases confirmed that settlmg at early mediatiOn 
reduced disposition time. However, similar comparisons also found that not settling at 
mediatiOn resulted in longer disposition times. Overall, these results suggest that courts 
should carefully select cases for referral to mediation and that courts that have relatively 
long disposition times are more likely to see dramatic time reductions as a result of 
implementing an early mediation program than courts with relatively short disposition 
times. 

There were also indications that early case management conferences and early referrals to 
mediation played an important role m improving time to disposition. In those pilot 

74 It IS mterestmg to note that holdmg mediatiOns approxunately two and a half months ear her d1d not 
appreciably change the settlement rate m pilot program mediatiOns. The settlement rate for !muted cases 
dropped shghtly, from 60 percent for cases filed m 2000 to 56 percent for cases filed m 2001, but the 
settlement rate for unlmuted cases mcreased slightly, from 44 percent for cases filed m 2000 to 48 percent 
for cases filed m 2001. 
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programs that used case management conferences to assess cases for referral to 
mediation, program cases resolved at a faster pace around the time of these conference 
than before the conference. The study also found that hmited cases m the San Diego 
program and unlimited cases m the Los Angeles program cases reached disposition more 
quickly than nonprogram cases even before the case management conference, supporting 
the hypothesis that some cases may settle earlier simply because they are faced with the 
possibility of attending an early case management conference and bemg referred to early 
mediation. Finally, examinatiOn of the relationship between disposition time and the 
timmg of case management conferences, mediation referrals, and mediations suggests 
that earher conferences, referrals, and mediations result in earlier dispositions. Overall, 
this suggests that a mediation program can foster reduced disposition time by 
mcorporating early case management conferences, early mediation referrals, and early 
mediations. 
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F. Findings Concerning the Impact of Pilot Programs on 
Litigant Satisfaction 

This section examines the pilot programs' Impact on litigants' satisfaction with their 
dispute resolution expenences. \ 

Summary 
Attorneys m program cases reported greater satisfaction than attorneys in nonprogram 
cases with the services provided by the court, with the litigation process, or both in all 
five pilot programs. 75 In San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Contra Costa, attorneys in 
program cases expressed levels of satisfaction with court services that ranged from 10 to 
15 percent higher than the satisfaction levels expressed by attorneys in nonprogram 
cases. 76 Similarly, in San Diego, Fresno, Contra Costa, and Sonoma, attorneys' 
satisfactiOn with the litigation process was about 6 percent higher in program cases than 
in nonprogram cases. 77 As might have been expected, attorneys' satisfaction with the 
outcome in program cases corresponded to whether those cases settled at mediation; 
settling at mediation increased their satisfaction with the outcome, but not settlmg at 
mediation decreased their satisfaction compared to that of attorneys in similar 
nonprogram cases. The study found that attorneys were generally more satisfied with 
both court services and with the litigation process when their cases settled at mediation; 
settling at mediatiOn generally made attorneys happier with all aspects of therr 
expenence. However, the study also found that attorneys whose cases were mediated and 
did not settle at mediation were also generally more satisfied with the services provided 
by the court. This indicates that the experience of participating in pilot program 
mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfaction with the services provided by the court, even 
If the case did not resolve at mediation. In all five pilot programs, both parties and 
attorneys who partiCipated in mediation expressed high satisfaction with their mediatiOn 
expenence; their highest levels of satisfaction were with the performance of the 
mediators and the lowest were with the outcome of the mediation process. They also 
strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediatiOn process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

While parties and attorneys were both generally very pleased with their mediation 
experience, attorneys were more satisfied than parties. This may reflect attorneys' 
greater understanding of what to expect from the mediation process and may suggest the 
need for additional educational efforts targeted at parties. It may also reflect the fact that 
parties' satisfaction with the court and the mediation was more closely tied than 
attorneys' to what happened during the medtatwn process-whether they felt heard, 

75Because of low response rates to surveys from parties m nonprogram cases, 1t was not posstble to 
compare the sahsfachon levels of parties m program and nonprogram cases 
76 For the San Dtego pllot program, because of offsethng decreases m sattsfachon among unl1m1ted 
program-group cases that were not referred to medtahon or that were removed from medtahon, this 1rnpact 
was evtdent only for hrmted cases. 
77 For the San Dtego pllot program, because of offsettmg decreases m sahsfactlon among unl1m1ted 
program-group cases that were not referred to medtahon, this trnpact was evtdent for only for hrmted cases 
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whether the mediation helped with their communication or relationship with the other 
party, and whether the cost of using mediation was affordable. 

All of the Pilot Programs Increased Attorneys' Overall Satisfaction with 
the Courts' Services or the Litigation Process 
To measure the pilot programs' impact on attorneys' satisfaction, attorneys who provided 
representation in both program and nonprogram cases were surveyed. 78 These attorneys 
were asked to rate their satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, the services provided 
by the court m their cases, and the litigation process from filing through disposition, 
usmg a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 is "highly dissatisfied" and 7 is "highly satisfied."79 

The responses of attorneys in program and nonprogram cases were then compared. Table 
11-5 summarizes the results of this comparison for unlimited cases in each of the five pilot 
programs. Table 11-6 summarizes the same results for limited civil cases in the San 
Diego and Fresno pilot programs. While it IS helpful to see the results of these 
comparisons and examine them for all of the pilot programs together, because of 
differences in program structure and available data (many of which are noted m the table 
footnotes), the satisfaction scores reported in these tables are not directly comparable to 
one another. 

As these tables show, all five pilot programs mcreased attorneys' overall satisfaction with 
the services provided by the court, the litigation process, or both. 

The San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Contra Costa pilot programs all showed 
statistically significant mcreases in attorneys' overall average satisfaction with the courts' 
services in pilot program cases compared to nonprogram cases (for the San Diego pilot 
program, this impact was evident for limited cases but not for unlimited cases). The 
mcreases ranged from .5 point on the satisfaction scale in Los Angeles to . 7 point in 
Fresno and Contra Costa Expressed as percentages, these increases ranged from almost 
1 0 percent m Los Angeles to almost 15 percent in Contra Costa. 

The tables also indicate that the San Diego, Fresno, Contra Costa, and Sonoma pilot 
programs increased attorneys' satisfaction with the litigation process (for the San Diego 
pilot program, this impact was evident for limited cases, but not for unlimited cases). The 
increases m attorney satisfaction with the litigation process were all approximately .3 
pomt on the satisfaction scale. Expressed as percentages, these were approximately 6 
percent increases. 

78 See Appendix C for copies of the surveys used and Appendix D for survey distribution and response rate 
mforrnation. 
79 Parties m both program and non-program cases were also asked sirmlar questiOns However, because of 
low response rates to surveys from parties m non-program cases, It was not possible to compare the 
satisfaction levels of parties m program and non-program cases 
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Table 11-5. Unlimited Cases-Average Satisfaction Levels Reported by Attorneys in 
Program80 and Nonprogram 81 Cases 

Court Serv1ces L1t1gat1on Process Outcome 

Non- Non- Non-
Prog_ram e_rog_ram; Difference Prog_ram e_rog_ram; Difference Prog_ram e_rog_ram; Difference 

San 54 5.6 -0.2* 5.2 5.4 -0 2* 51 52 -0 1 D1ego 

Los 50 0 6*** 5.0 0.3 52 0 
Angeles 56 53 52 

51 0 5*** 50 03 50 02 

Fresno 5.7 5.0 0.7*** 5.3 5.0 0.3*** 50 50 0 

Contra 54 4.7 0 7*** 51 48 0 3*** 5.0 53 -0.3*** Costa82 

Sonoma83 51 49 0.2 5.2 4.9 0.3*** 53 54 -0 1 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < 20 
'There are two nonprogram groups 1n Los Angeles control cases from the mne p1lot program departments and cases 
from the other c1v1l departments that were not partic1patmg m the p1lot program. 

80 In the mandatory programs (San Dtego, Los Angeles, and Fresno), "program cases" were program-group 
cases In San Dtego and Los Angeles these mcluded all cases that Dllght be conszdered for posstble referral 
to pilot program mediation while m Fresno they mcluded only cases actually referred (on a random basts) 
to pilot program mediation In the voluntary programs (Contra Costa and Sonoma), "program cases" were 
cases that stipulated to mediation and were disposed of siX or more months after filmg For Los Angeles, 
only cases filed m 2001 were mcluded; for the other programs, cases filed m both 2000 and 2001 were 
mcluded 
81 In the mandatory programs, "nonprogram cases" were control-group cases In San Dtego and Los 
Angeles, these were the otherw1se-ehgtble cases that could not be considered for posstble referral to pilot 
program medtation However, m Los Angeles, control-group cases dtd have access to another, dtfferent 
court-connected mediation program In Fresno, the control group consisted of all ehgible cases not referred 
to pilot program mediatiOn In the voluntary programs, "nonprogram cases" were ehgtble cases that dtd not 
stipulate to mediation under the pilot program and that were disposed of stx or more months after fihng. 
For Los Angeles, only cases filed m 2001 were mcluded; for the other programs, cases filed m both 2000 
and 2001 were mcluded 
82 Because stipulated and nonstipulated cases have different charactensttcs, this companson may not 
accurately measure program tmpact Regression analysts takmg case charactenstic dtfferences mto account 
showed that m stipulated cases, attorney satisfaction wtth the servtces of the court was 12 percent htgher, 
satisfactiOn wtth the litigation process was 5 percent htgher, and satisfaction wtth the outcome of the case 
was 6 percent lower m stipulated cases than m nonstipulated cases wtth SlDlllar charactenstics 
83 Because stipulated and nonstipulated cases have dtfferent charactenstics, tills companson may not 
accurately measure program tmpact Regresston analysts takmg case charactenstic dtfferences mto account 
showed that attorney satisfaction wtth the litigation process was 6 percent higher m stipulated cases than m 
nonstipulated cases wtth StDlllar charactenstics. The regressiOn analysts also mdtcated that attorney 
satisfaction wtth the servtces provided by the court was htgher m stipulated cases than m nonstipulated 
cases wtth StDlllar charactenstics, although the SIZe of the dtfference was not clear The regresston analysts 
dtd not fmd a statistically stgmficant dtfference m attorney satisfaction levels wtth outcome of the case 
between stipulated and nonstipulated cases. 
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Table 11·6. Limited Cases- Average Satisfaction Levels Reported by Attorneys in 
Program and Nonprogram Cases 

Court Serv1ces L1tigat1on Process Outcome 

Non- Non- Non-
Program e_rogram Difference Program e_rogram Difference Program e_rogram Difference 

San 
D1ego 5.7 51 0.6*** 5.4 51 0 3* 5.2 52 0 

Fresno 56 4.9 0 7*** 53 50 0.3*** 5.0 4.9 0.1 
***p<.5,**p<.10,*p< 20 

As discussed below, attorneys m unlimited program cases that were mediated under the 
San Diego pilot program expressed very high satisfaction (5.9 on average) with the 
services provided by the court. It therefore seems anomalous that no overall program 
impact on attorney satisfaction with the court's services was found for unlimited cases in 
the San Diego pilot program. This result may stem from the fact that, unlike other pilot 
programs, not being referred to pilot mediation or being removed from the pilot 
mediation track in unlimited cases actually reduced attorneys' satisfaction with the 
court's services in San Diego. Because well over half of the program group in San Diego 
consisted of cases that were not referred to mediation (53 percent ofprogram group) or 
were removed from the mediation track (9 percent of program group), when the overall 
average for the program group as a whole was calculated, the reduced satisfactiOn in 
these cases completely offset increased satisfaction in cases that were mediated. 

The results for satisfaction with the litigation process in San Diego are affected in this 
same way. Attorneys in program cases that were not referred to mediation in San Diego 
were less satisfied with the litigation process than attorneys in similar cases in the control 
group. When the overall average for the program group as a whole in San Diego was 
calculated, the reduced satisfaction m these cases completely offset the increased 
satisfaction reported in cases that were medtated. 

This indicates that, for San Diego's pilot program, the overall average masks the urn que 
responses of attorneys in these different subgroups, and thus IS not a good measure of 
whether the pilot program had an impact on attorney satisfaction with the court's services 

dhl .. 84 an t e Itigation process. 

84 Smce the attorneys' lower satisfactiOn when therr cases are not referred to mediatton or are removed 
from the medtatton track by the court may stem from the fact that the attorneys wanted to have access to 
the court's mediatton services, thts reduced sattsfactton may actttally reflect the attorneys' htgh regard for 
these court services. 
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Attorneys' Satisfaction with Case Outcome Corresponded to Whether 
Their Cases Settled at Mediation, But Attorneys' Satisfaction with the 
Courts' Services Was Generally Higher in Cases that Were Mediated 
Regardless of Whether the Cases Settled at Mediation 

In all three of the pilot programs m which the program cases could be broken down mto 
subgroups, 85 the study found that attorneys' satisfaction With the outcome in program 
cases corresponded to whether or not their cases settled at mediation. As might have 
been expected, attorneys were more satisfied with the outcome when their cases settled 
and less satisfied when their cases did not settle.86 For program cases that settled at 
mediation, attorney satisfactiOn with the outcome ranged from 9 percent higher in 
unlimited cases in the San Diego pilot program to 20 percent higher for both limited and 
unlimited cases in the Fresno pilot program compared to similar nonprogram cases. 
However, for program cases that were mediated but did not settle at mediation, attorney 
satisfaction with outcomes was lower, ranging from 10 percent lower for both hmited and 
unlimited cases in the Fresno program to 21 percent lower for hmited cases in the San 
Diego program compared to similar nonprogram cases. In all of the programs except 
Fresno, the percentage decrease m satisfactiOn with the outcome from not settling at 
mediation was larger than the increase from settling at mediation. The offsetting results 
in cases that settled and did not settle at mediation helps explain why satisfactiOn with 
outcome in program cases as a whole was not appreciably different from that in 
nonprogram cases. 

Among the subgroup of cases that did settle at mediation, however, attorneys' satisfaction 
with the litigation process and the court's services, as well as with the outcome, was 
higher than in like cases m the control group. In the San Diego, Fresno, and Contra Costa 
pilot programs, attorneys' satisfaction with the litigation process increased when their 
cases settled at mediation. For program cases that settled at mediatwn, attorneys' 
satisfaction with the htigatwn process ranged from 5 percent higher in unlimited program 
cases in the San Diego pilot program to 17 percent higher for unlimited program cases in 
the Fresno pilot program compared to similar nonprogram cases. 87 In the San Diego, 
Fresno, and Contra Costa pilot programs, attorneys' satisfaction with the courts' services 
was also higher when the attorneys' cases settled at mediation. For program cases that 
settled at mediatiOn, attorney satisfaction with the courts' services ranged from 8 percent 
higher in unlimited cases in the San Diego pilot program to 23 percent higher in limited 
cases in the San Diego pilot program compared to similar nonprogram cases. 88 Thus, 

85 Subgroup mformatwn was not available for the Sonoma pilot program and cornpansons m Los Angeles 
were to cases that participated m the court's other mediatiOn program 
86 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m the methods Section I B was used to make these subgroup 
compansons 
87 As discussed above, m San Dtego, this mcrease was offset by a 5 percent decrease m satisfaction With the 
litigatiOn process m unhrmted cases that were not referred to mediation 
88 As dtscussed above, m San Dtego, the mcrease m satisfaction for unhrruted cases was offset by an 8 
percent decrease m satisfaction With the courts' services m cases that were not referred to mediation and a 
10 percent decrease for cases that were removed from mediation. 
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settling at mediation appears to have generally made attorneys happier with all aspects of 
their dispute resolutiOn experience. 

What IS interesting and significant, however, is that satisfaction with the courts' services 
did not go down when cases did not settle at mediation. In fact, in all the programs for 
which these subgroup comparisons could be made when cases participated in mediation 
but did not settle at mediation, there was a statistically significant zncrease in attorneys' 
satisfaction with the courts' services. Attorneys' satisfaction with the courts' services 
ranged from 9 percent higher m limited cases in the San Diego pilot program to 16 
percent higher for limited cases in the Fresno pilot program that did not settle at 
mediation compared to Similar non-program cases. Thus, it was the experience of 
participating in a pilot program mediation that was the key to increasing attorneys' 
satisfaction with the services of the court-attorneys whose cases were mediated were 
more satisfied with the services provided by the court regardless of whether or not their 
cases settled at the mediation. 

Both Parties and Attorneys in Cases That Used Pilot Program 
Mediation Expressed High Satisfaction with Their Mediation 
Experience 
Both parties and attorneys who participated in mediations in all five pilot programs 
expressed high satisfactiOn with their mediation experience. Litigants who participated m 
mediatiOn were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with the mediator's performance, 
the mediation process, the outcome of the mediation, the litigation process, and the 
services provided by the court on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 is "highly dissatisfied" and 
7 is "highly satisfied." Table ll-7 shows the average satisfaction scores giVen on each of 
these satisfaction questions by both parties and attorneys in unlinnted cases in all five 
pilot programs. Table ll-8 summarizes the same results for limited civil cases in the San 
Diego and Fresno programs.89 As these tables show, most of the scores were in the 
highly satisfied range (above 5.0) and all of the average satisfaction scores were above 
the middle of the satisfaction scale (4.0). 

The patterns of responses were virtually identical in all of the pilot programs and for both 
unlimited and limited cases. Both parties and attorneys were most satisfied with the 
performance of mediators (average score of 5.8 or above for parties and 6.0 or above for 
attorneys). They were also highly satisfied with both the mediation process (average 
score of 5.0 or above for parties and 5.7 or above for attorneys) and services provided by 
the court (average score of 5.2 or above for parties and 5.3 or above for attorneys). In 
general, both parties and attorneys were least satisfied with the outcome of the case 
(average score of 4.0 or above for parties and 4.9 or above for attorneys). The one 
exception was parties in Sonoma: they were least satisfied with court services. This 
anomaly may have resulted because the Sonoma pilot program was the only program in 

89 For the reasons outlmed above m footnote 58, data on lmnted cases IS not available from Contra Costa or 
Los Angeles In addition, because of the small number of hrmted cases referred to mediatiOn m Sonoma, 
the number of postrnediahon survey responses was not sufficient to provide data here 
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which the court did not provide any kind of financial subsidy for mediation services; 
parties in Sonoma had to pay the full cost of mediation themselves. 

Table 11-7. Unlimited Cases-Parties' and Attorneys' Satisfaction Levels in Mediated 
Program Cases 

Med1ator Mediation Court L1tlgat1on Outcome 
Performance Process Serv1ces Process of Med1at1on 

Part1es Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s Parlles Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s 
San 
D1ego 60 6 1 55 60 5.3 59 4.9 55 43 49 
Los 
Angeles 58 6.0 51 57 5.2 56 4.7 5.2 4.1 49 

Fresno 6.1 63 53 59 5.2 5.8 51 5.4 40 5.0 
Contra 
Costa 60 6.1 5.3 5.8 5.3 58 4.8 5.1 42 49 

Sonoma 64 63 54 6.2 4.6 53 51 5.1 49 5.0 

Table 11-8. Limited Cases-Parties' and Attorney s' Satisfaction Levels in Mediated 
Program Cases 

Med1ator Med1at1on Court L1tlgat1on Outcome 
Performance Process Serv1ces Process of the Case 

Part1es Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s Part1es Attome1:s Part1es 
San 
D1ego 59 6.2 50 6.2 5.3 6 1 48 5.8 44 

Fresno 60 6 1 55 58 54 58 5.1 55 47 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concerning the fairness of the mediation and their willmgness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Usmg a different 1 to 5 scale where 1 is "strongly 
disagree" and 5 is "strongly agree," litigants were asked to indicate whether they agreed 
that the mediator treated the parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, and that 
the mediation resulted m a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, that they 
would recommend mediatiOn to such friends, and that they would use mediation even If 
they had to pay the full cost of the mediation. Table II-9 shows parties' and attorneys' 
average levels of agreement with these statements for unlimited cases m all five pilot 
programs. Table II-10 summanzes the same results for limited civil cases in the San 
Diego and Fresno programs. 
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Table 11·9. Unlimited Cases-Parties' and Attorneys' Perceptions of Fairness and 
Willingness to Recommend or Use Mediation (average level of agreement with statement) 

Med1atron Would Would 
Med1ator Mediation Outcome Was Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Fa1r/ Med1atorto Med1atron to Med1atron at 
Partres Fa1rly Fa1r Reasonable Fnends Fnends Full Cost 

Parttes Att:t_S Parttes Att:t_s Parttes Att:t_s Parttes Att:t_S Parttes Att:t_s Parltes Att:t_s 
San 
D1ego 4.5 47 42 47 3 1 3.6 42 46 42 47 35 4.0 
Los 
Angeles 45 47 4.2 46 3.0 3.2 4.1 45 40 4.4 33 3.9 

Fresno 4.5 48 42 47 2.9 34 4.3 4.7 4.2 4.7 3.6 4.2 
Contra 
Costa 45 47 42 46 3.1 35 43 45 4.2 46 35 4 1 

Sonoma 4.7 4.8 4.4 47 33 3.8 46 46 44 47 36 4.0 

Table 11-10. Limited Cases-Parties' and Attorneys' Perceptions of Fairness and 
Willingness to Recommend or Use Mediation (average level of agreement with statement) 

Med1atron Would Would 
Med1ator Med1atron Outcome Was Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Fa1r/ Med1atorto Med1at1on to Med1at1on at 
Part1es Fa1rly Fa1r Reasonable Fnends Fnends Full Cost 

Parttes Att:t_s Parttes Att:t_S Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes 
San 
D1ego 4.5 48 4 1 47 34 38 4.3 4.6 4 1 48 34 

Fresno 45 47 4.3 46 35 36 43 4.5 42 46 3.4 

As with the satisfaction scores, most of the scores were in the "strongly agree" range 
(above 4.0) and, With the exception of two scores for parties concernmg the outcome, all 
of the average scores were above the middle of the agreement scale (3.0). Also similar to 
the satisfaction questions, the response patterns were virtually Identical in all of the pilot 
programs and for both unlimited and limited cases. Both parties and attorneys expressed 
very strong agreement (average score of 4.0 or above for parties and 4.4 or above for 
attorneys) that the mediator treated the parties fairly, the mediation process was fair, they 
would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, and they would recommend 
mediation to such friends. Both parties and attorneys mdicated less agreement that they 
would use mediation ifthey had to pay the full cost; the average score was 3.3 or above 
for parties and 3.9 or above for attorneys. The lowest scores related to the 
fairness/reasonableness of the mediation outcome, at only 2.9 or above for parties and 3.2 
or above for attorneys. / 

It is clear from the responses to both the satisfaction and fairness questions that while 
parties and attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation experience, overall 
they were less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (in 
fact, on both outcome questions, about one-quarter of the parties and attorneys responded 
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that they were neutral). In evaluating about tlus result, it is important to note that tlus 
survey was admmistered at the end of the mediation and that in a large proportiOn of 
cases a settlement was not reached at end of the mediatiOn. As might have been expected, 
based on the discussions above concerning satisfactiOn with the outcome, the way parties 
and attorneys responded to the two outcome questions depended largely on whether their 
cases settled at mediatiOn. Average satisfaction with the outcome in cases that settled at 
mediation was 6.0 for attorneys and 5.2 for parties, more than 50 percent higher than the 
average scores of 4.0 for attorneys and 3.3 for parties in cases that did not settle at 
mediation. Similarly, average responses concerning the fairness/reasonableness of the 
outcome were 4.3 for attorneys and 3.8 for parties in cases settled at mediation, more than 
60 percent higher than the 2.6 for attorneys and 2.4 for parties in cases that did not settle 
at mediation. When the scores in both cases that settled and that did not settle at 
mediation were added together to calculate the overall average scores concerning the 
outcome, the higher scores in cases that settled were offset by those in cases that did not, 
pullmg down. 

It is also clear from the responses to both the satisfaction and fairness questions, that 
while both parties and attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation 
expenence, attorneys were more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were 
consistently higher than those of parties on all of these questions. 90 This may reflect 
attorneys' greater understanding about what to expect from the mediation process. Many 
attorneys, particularly those in San Diego, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa (where there 
were pre-existing mediation programs), are likely to have participated in mediations 
before, so they are likely to have been familiar with the mediation process and to have 
based their expectations about the process on this knowledge. Parties are less likely to 
have participated in previous mediations and may not have known what to expect from 
the mediation process. In focus groups, several parties indicated that they had received 
almost no information from their attorneys about the mediation process and did not know 
how the process would work. This may suggest the need for additional educational 
efforts targeted at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores for attorneys may also reflect that parties' and attorneys' satisfaction 
was associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. In all of the pilot 
programs, attorneys' responses on only four of the survey questions were strongly or 
moderately correlated with their responses concernmg satisfactiOn with the mediation 
process-whether they believed that the mediatiOn process was fair, that the mediation 
resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome, that the mediatiOn helped move the case toward 
resolution quickly, and that the mediator treated all parties fairly. 91 In contrast, parties' 

90 The one exceptiOn was the rate of satisfaction With the mediator's performance m Sonoma, where the 
average score for parties was 6.4 and 6 3 for attorneys 
91 Correlation measures how strongly two vanables are associated wtth each other,-I.e , whether when one 
of the vanables changes, how hkely the other IS to change (thls does not necessanly mean that the change 
m one caused the change m the other, but JUSt that they tend to move together) Correlation coefficients 
range from-1 to 1; a value of 0 means that there was no relationshlp between the vanables, a value of 1 
means there IS a total positive relatwnshlp (when one vanable changes the other always changes the same 
drrection), and a value of-1 means a total negative relationshlp (when one changes the other always 
changes m the opposite drrection). A correlation coefficient of .5 or above IS considered to show a hlgh 
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satisfactiOn with the mediatiOn process was also strongly correlated with whether they 
believed that the mediatiOn helped Improve communication between the parties, that the 
cost of using mediation was affordable, and that the mediator treated all the parties fairly. 
The parties' satisfaction was also moderately correlated with whether they believed they 
had had an adequate opportunity to tell their side of the story dunng the mediation.92 

Attorneys' responses to only two of the survey questions were closely correlated with 
their responses regarding satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation-whether they 
believed that the mediatiOn resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly.93 In contrast, parties' satisfaction With 
the mediation outcome was also strongly correlated with whether they believed that the 
mediation helped improve communication between the parties, that the cost of using 
mediation was affordable, and that the mediation helped preserve the parties' 
relationship, and it was moderately correlated with whether they believed the mediation 
process was fair. 94 

Finally, there was no strong or even moderate correlation between any of the attorneys' 
responses to these survey questions and their satisfaction with either the litigation process 
or the services provided by the court. In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the litigation 
process was correlated with whether they beheved that the mediation helped move the 
case toward resolution qmckly, that the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome, 
that the mediation helped improve commurucation between the parties, that the mediation 
process was fair, and that the cost of using mediation was affordable.95 Similarly, parties' 
satisfaction with the court services was correlated with whether they believed that the 
mediation process was fair and that the cost of using mediation was affordable.96 

All of this mdicates that, compared to attorneys, parties' satisfaction with both the court 
and with the mediation was much more closely associated with what happened during the 
mediation process-whether they felt heard, whether they felt the mediation helped with 
their communication or relationship with the other party, and whether they believed that 
the cost of mediation was affordable. While most parties indicated that they had had an 
adequate opportunity to tell their story in the mediation (84 percent gave responses that 
were above the neutral point on the scale), fewer parties thought that the mediation had 
Improved the commumcation between the parties (57 percent) or preserved the parties' 
relationship (32 percent),97 and fewer thought that the cost of mediation was affordable 

correlatton The correlatwn coeffictents of these questtons wtth attorneys' satisfaction wtth the mediation 
f:rocess were 55, .55, .57, and .47, respectively. 

2Correlatlon coeffictents of .57, .53, .55, and 48, respectively, With parties' sattsfactwn Wtth the medtatlon 
rrocess 

3Correlat10n coeffictents of .78 and .73, respecttvely, With attorneys' satlsfactton Wtth the outcome. 
94Correlatlon coeffictents of 63, .50, .51, and 49, respectively, Wtth parties' sattsfact10n Wtth the outcome. 
95Correlatlon coeffictents of 47, .49, .46, .48, and 48, respecttvely Wtth parttes' satlsfactton Wtth the 
htlgatlon process 
96Correlatton coeffictents of .47 and .48, respectively, Wtth parties' satisfaction With the courts' servtces. 
97 Note that m many types of cases, such as Auto PI cases, thts stmply may not have been relevant, 41 
percent of parties and 55 percent of attorneys gave the neutral response to thts question. 
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(60 percent). These perceptions therefore inay have contributed to parties' lower 
satisfaction scores. 

Conclusion 
The study found that all five of the pilot programs improved attorneys' overall 
satisfaction with the services provided by the court, with the litigation process, or with 
both. 98 Attorneys in program cases in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Contra Costa 
expressed satisfaction levels with the services provided by the court that ranged from 10 
to 15 ~ercent higher than the satisfaction levels expressed by attorneys in nonprogram 
cases. 9 Similarly, attorneys' satisfaction with the litigation process was about 6 percent 
higher in program cases in the San Die~o, Fresno, Contra Costa, and Sonoma pilot 
programs than in non-program cases. 10 

As might have been expected, attorneys' satisfaction with the outcome in program cases 
corresponded to whether their cases settled at mediation; settling at mediation increased 
their satisfaction with the outcome, but not settling at mediation decreased their 
satisfaction compared to the satisfaction of attorneys in similar nonprogram cases. The 
study also found that attorneys were generally more satisfied with both the court services 
and with the litigation process when their cases settled at mediation; settling at mediation 
generally made attorneys happier with all aspects of their expenence. However, the 
study also found that attorneys whose cases were mediated and did not settle at mediation 
were also generally more satisfied with the services provided by the court than attorneys 
in similar nonprogram cases. This indicates that the experience of participating in pilot 
program mediation increased attorneys' satisfaction with the services provided by the 
court, even if the case did not resolve at mediation. 

In all five pilot programs, both parties and attorneys who participated in mediations 
expressed high satisfaction with their mediation experience; their highest levels of 
satisfactiOn were with the performance of the mediators and their lowest were with the 
outcome of the mediation process. They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the 
mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both to others. Parties and 
attorneys were less satisfied with the outcome of the mediation process and were more 
neutral about whether the outcome was fair/reasonable, this, agam, corresponded to 
whether or not the case settled at mediation. 

While both parties and attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation 
experience, attorneys were more satisfied than parties. Tills may reflect attorneys' greater 
understandmg about what to expect from the mediation process and suggest the need for 
additional educational efforts targeted at parties. It may also reflect the fact that parties' 

98 Because of low response rates to surveys from parties m nonprogram cases, 1t was not posstble to 
compare the sansfactlon levels of pames m program and nonprogram cases 
99 For the San D1ego pdot program, because of offsetting decreases m sat1sfact10n among unllffilted 
program-group cases that were not referred to medtatlon or that were removed from med1at1on, tills m1pact 
was ev1dent only for hrmted cases 
10° For the San D1ego pdot program, because of offsettlng decreases m sansfactlon among unhrmted 
program-group cases that were not referred to med1at1on or that were removed from med1at1on, tills 1mpact 
was ev1dent only for llffilted cases 
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satisfaction with both the court and with the mediation was much more closely tied their 
attorneys' to what happened within the mediation process-whether they felt heard, 
whether the mediatiOn helped their communication or relationship with the other party, 
and whether the cost of mediation was affordable. 
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G. Findings Concerning the Impact of Pilot Programs on 
Litigant Costs 

This section examines the pilot programs' impact on litigant costs and the number of 
hours spent by attorneys in resolving cases. 

Summary 
In the Contra Costa pilot program, estimated actual litigant costs were 60 percent lower 
and average attorney hours were 43 percent lower in program cases than in nonprogram 
cases. In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs (where It was possible 
to break down program cases into subgroups based on their different expenences m the 
program), the study found that the estimated actual costs mcurred by parties or the 
estimated actual hours spent by attorneys in reaching resolution (or both) were lower m 
program cases that settled at mediation compared to similar nonprogram cases. The 
percentage savings m litigant cost calculated through regression analysis were estimated 
to be 50 percent in the Contra Costa program and savings in attorney hours were 40 
percent in the Contra Costa program, 20 percent in the Fresno program, and 16 percent in 
the San Diego program. In all of the programs, attorneys in program cases that settled at 
mediatiOn also estimated savings, ranging from 61 to 68 percent in litigant costs and 57 to 
62 percent m attorney hours, from using mediation to reach settlement. Based on these 
attorneys estimates, total estimated savings in litigant costs in all of the 2000 and 2001 
cases that settled at pilot program mediations ranged from $1,769,040 in the Los Angeles 
program to $24,784,254 in the San Diego program; and the total estimated attorney hours 
saved ranged from 9,240 hours in the Los Angeles program to 135,300 in the San Diego 
program. From all of the five pilot programs added together, the total estimated savings 
calculated based on attorney estimates of savings in 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at 
pilot program mediations was considerable: $49,409,698 in litigant cost savings and 
250,229 in attorney hours savings. 

Estimated Litigant Costs, Attorney Hours, or Both Were Lower in 
Program Cases That Settled at Mediation Than in Similar Nonprogram 
Cases 
The pilot programs' Impact on litigant costs was measured by comparing the responses of 
attorneys in program cases and in nonprogram cases to survey questions asking them to 
estimate the time they had actually spent on the case and their clients' actual litigation 
costs in reaching resolution. In the Contra Costa pilot program, estimated actual litigant 
costs were 60 percent lower and average attorney hours were 43 percent lower in 
program cases than in nonprogram cases. 

The results in Contra Costa, however, were an exception. As was discussed in the Section 
LB., the survey data on litigant costs and attorney time had a very skewed distribution: a 
few cases had very large litigant cost and attorney time estimates ("outlier" cases) that 
extended the data's range. While several methods were used to try to account for this 
skewed distnbutwn, the range of the data was so broad that none of the differences found 
in overall comparisons between program cases and nonprogram cases in the other four 
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courts were statistically significant-it was not possible to tell If the observed differences 
were real or simply due to chance. 

However, when the program cases were broken down into subgroups based upon their 
different experiences m the program 101 and compared to nonprogram cases with Similar 
characteristics, 102 some statistically significant results were found. In the San Diego, 
Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs, 103 the costs actually incurred by parties, the 
attorney hours actually spent, or both were found to be lower in program cases that 
settled at mediation compared to similar nonprogram cases. In Contra Costa, litigant 
costs were 50 percent lower and attorney hours were 40 percent lower in stipulated cases 
that were settled at mediation compared to similar cases in the nonstipulated group. In the 
San Diego program, attorney hours were found to be 16 percent lower in program-group 
cases that settled at mediation than in similar control-group cases; the analysis also 
indicated that litigant costs were also lower, but the size ofthis reduction was not clear. 
Fmally, in the Fresno program, attorney hours were 20 percent lower in program-group 
cases that settled at mediation than similar cases in the control group. 

In the Contra Costa pilot program, there was also evidence that litigant costs and attorney 
hours were lower in program cases that did not settle at mediation when compared to 
similar nonprogram cases. Litigant costs were 68 percent lower and attorney hours 40 
percent lower in stipulated cases that did not settle at mediatiOn compared to similar cases 
m the nonstipulated group. 

Overall, these results suggest that both litigant costs and attorney hours are reduced when 
cases are settled at early mediation, and that these costs and hours may also be reduced 
when cases participate in mediation even if settlement IS not reached. 

Attorneys' Estimated Savings in Both Litigant Costs and Attorney 
Hours When Cases Settled at Mediation 
In the subgroup of program cases that settled at mediation, attorneys were asked to 
provtde (1) an estimate of the time they had actually spent on the cases and their clients' 
actual litigatiOn costs; and (2) an estimate of the time they would have spent and what the 
costs to their clients would have been had they not used mediatiOn. The difference 
between the estimated actual costs and attorney hours and the potential costs and attorney 
time had mediation not been used represents the attorneys' subjective estimate of the 
impact of mediation settlement on litigant costs and attorney hours. 

The vast majority of attorneys responding to this survey, ranging from 75 percent in Los 
Angeles to 95 percent in Sonoma, estimated some savings in both litigant costs and 

101 The subgroups were 1) cases not referred to medtatwn (tlus subgroups was present only ill San Dtego 
and Los Angeles), 2) cases referred to medtahon but settled before the medtahon took place, 3) cases 
removed from the medtahon track, 4) cases mediated but not settled at medtatwn; and 5) cases mediated 
and settled at the medtahon 
102 These subgroup compansons were made usillg the regressiOn analysts method descnbed ill Sechon I B. 
103 Subgroup mformahon was not available for the Sonoma pilot program and compansons ill Los Angeles 
were to cases that participated ill the court's other medtahon program 
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attorney hours from usmg pilot program mediation to reach settlement. Table 11-11 
shows the average savmgs in both litigant costs and attorney hours estimated by attorneys 
in each pilot program. It also shows what percentage savings the estimates represent. In 
all five pilot programs, attorneys whose cases settl~d at mediation estimated savings of 61 
to 68 percent in litigant costs and 57 to 62 percent in attorney hours as a result of using 
mediation to reach settlement. The average estimated saving in litigant costs ranged from 
approximately $12,500 in the San Diego program to almost $28,000 m the Sonoma 
program, and the average saving in attorney hours ranged from 63 hours m the San Diego 
program to 119 in the Sonoma program. 

Table 11-11. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours From Resolution at Mediation-
Estimates by Attorneys 

San 
D1ego Los Angeles Fresno Contra Costa Sonoma 

0kAttorney Responses 
Estimating Savings 87% 75% 89% 80% 95% 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Average cost sav1ng estimated 
by attorneys $12,514 $18,497 $14,091 $22,980 $27,773 
Average % cost sav1ng 
est1mated by attorneys 61% 68% 63% 65% 64% 
Adjusted average % cost sav1ng 
est1mated by attorneys 39% 38% 36% 34% 58% 
Adjusted average sav1ng per 
settled case est1mated by 
attorneys $9,159 $12,636 $9,915 $16,197 $25,965 
Total number of cases settled at 
med1at1on 2,706 140 365 617 356 
Total ht1gant cost sav1ng 1n 
cases settled at med1at1on 
based on attorney estimates $24,784,254 $1,769,040 $3,618,975 $9,993,549 $9,243,540 

Savings In Attorney Hours 
Average attorney-hour sav1ng 
estimated by attorneys 63 89 73 95 119 
Average % attorney-hour sav1ng 
est1mated by attorneys 57% 63% 54% 61% 62% 
Adjusted average % attorney-
hour sav1ng est1mated by 
attorneys 57% 31% 43% 48% 46% 
Adjusted average attorney-hour 
saving est1mated by attorneys 50 66 67 78 93 
Total number of cases settled at 
med1at1on 2,706 140 365 617 356 
Total attorney hour sav1ngs 1n 
cases settled at mediation 
based on attorne;t estimates 135,300 9,240 24,455 48,126 33,108 

66 



In all of the pilot programs, some of the attorneys responding to the survey estimated 
either that there was no saving in htigant costs or attorney hours or that htigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediation not been used to resolve the case. Taking these cases into account, adjusted 
averages for htigant cost and attorney-hour savings per case settled at mediation were 
calculated. 

Using this adJusted average, based on these attorney estimates the total savings mall 
2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediation in each of the programs 
during the study penod was calculated. The total htigant cost savings estimated on this 
basis ranged from $1,769,040 in the Los Angeles program to $24,784,254 in the San 
Diego program. The total estrmated attorney hours saved ranged from 9,240 hours in the 
Los Angeles program to 135,300 in the San Diego program. From all of the five pilot 
programs added together, the total savings calculated based on attorney estimates of 
savings m 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations was considerable: 
$49,409,385 m litigant cost savings and 250,229 m attorney hours savings. 

It should be cautioned that these figures are based on attorneys' estimates of savings; they 
are not calculations of actual savings. In some of the pilot programs, the percentage 
savmgs calculated by comparing estimates of actual costs and attorney hours in program 
cases that settled at mediation and in similar nonprogram cases using regression analysis 
were different from the savings estimated by attorneys. Litigant cost savings calculated 
through regression analysis were 50 percent in the Contra Costa program compared to 34 
percent based upon attorney estimates. Similarly, attorney-hour savings calculated 
through the regression method were 40 percent in the Contra Costa program, 20 percent 
in the Fresno program, and 16 percent in the San Diego program, compared to 31, 43, and 
57 percent, respectively, based upon attorney estimates. Thus the actual litigant cost and 
attorney-hour savings could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney estimates. 

It should also be cautioned that these estimated savings are for cases settled at mediatiOn 
only, not for all cases in the pilot programs The regression results discussed above 
suggest that, in at least two of the pilot programs, there may also have been htigant cost 
and attorney-hour savings m program cases that were mediated but were not settled at 
mediatwn. 104 There may also have been savings or increases in litigant costs or attorney 
hours in other subgroups of program cases, such as those that were referred to mediation 
but settled before the mediation took place or that were removed from the mediation 
track. Data on program impacts in these subgroups were not available. 

104 AdditiOnal support for the conclusion that mediation may reduce costs even m cases that do not settle at 
mediation comes from approxtmately 230 postmediation survey responses m wlnch attorneys m cases that 
did not settle at mediation provided Information about litigant costs and attorney hours even though tlns 
mformation had not been requested ApproXImately 60 percent of these survey responses mdicated some 
savmgs m litigant costs and attorney hours m these cases that were mediated but did not settle at mediation. 
Takmg mto account those responses that esttmated no savmgs or mcreased costs, the attorneys m cases that 
did not settle at mediation estimated average savmgs of 30 percent m httgant costs ( 45 percent median 
savmgs) and 33 percent m attorney hours (50 percent median savmgs). 
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Conclusion 
In the Contra Costa pilot program, estimated actual litigant costs were 60 percent lower 
and average attorney hours were 43 percent lower m program cases than in nonprogram 
cases. In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno programs (where it was possible to 
break down program cases mto subgroups based on their different experiences in the 
program), the study found that the estimated actual costs incurred by parties or the 
estimated actual hours spent by attorneys in reachmg resolution (or both) were lower in 
program cases that settled at mediation compared to similar nonprogram cases. Litigant 
cost savings calculated through regression analysis were 50 percent in the Contra Costa 
program, and attorney-hour savings were 40 percent in the Contra Costa program, 20 
percent in the Fresno program, and 16 percent in the San Diego program. 

In all the pilot programs, attorneys in program cases that settled at mediation also 
estimated savings, ranging from 61 to 68 percent in litigant costs and from 57 to 62 
percent in attorney hours, from using mediation to reach settlement. Adjusting these 
estimates downward to account for cases in which attorneys estimated no savmgs or 
increased costs and hours based on attorney estimates, total savmgs in litigant costs m all 
of the 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations ranged from 
$1,769,040 in the Los Angeles program to $24,784,254 in the San Diego program, and 
the total estimated attorney hours saved ranged from 9,240 hours in the Los Angeles 
program to 135,300 in the San Diego program. 

From all of the five pilot programs added together, the total estimated savings calculated 
based on attorney estimates of savings in 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at pilot 
program mediations was considerable: $49,409,358 in litigant cost savmgs and 250,229 
m attorney hours savings. 
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H. Findings Concerning the Impact of Pilot Programs on Court 
Workload 

This sectiOn examines the pilot programs' impact on the number ofpretnal events 
conducted by the courts. 

Summary 
In four of the five pilot programs-those in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and 
Sonoma-there was evidence that the program reduced the number of motions, the 
number of "other" pretrial heanngs, or both. The reductions were substantial, ranging 
from 18 to 48 percent for motiOns and 11 to 32 percent for "other" pretrial heanngs. 
Because of special conferences required under the Fresno pilot program's procedures, 
these decreases were offset in Fresno by increases in the number of case management 
conferences in program cases. 105 However, in the San Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma 
programs, these reductiOns resulted in overall savings in court time. The total potential 
time savmgs from reduced numbers of court events were estimated to be 479 judge days 
per year in San Dtego (with an estimated monetary value of $1.4 million), 132 days m 
Los Angeles (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $395,000), and 3 days 
in Sonoma (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700). 

In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs (where It was possible to 
break down program cases into subgroups based on their different experiences in the pilot 
programs) the study found that total pretnal events were substantially reduced m program 
cases that settled at mediation; reductions ranged from 30 to 65 percent compared to 
similar nonprogram cases. The study also found evidence that court events were reduced 
in program cases that were mediated but did not settle and m program cases that settled 
before mediation in some pilot programs. In addition, survey results indicated that there 
were fewer postdisposition comphance problems and fewer new proceedings initiated in 
program cases. This suggests that the pilot programs not only reduced court workload in 
the short term but may also have reduced the court's future workload. These results 
suggest that early mediation programs may be able to help courts free up valuable JUdicial 
time that can be devoted to other cases that need Judges' attentiOn. 

In Four of the Five Pilot Programs, There Was Evidence That the 
Program Reduced the Number of Motions, "Other" Pretrial Hearings, 
or Both. 
The pilot programs' impact on court workload was measured by comparing the average 
number of case management conferences, 106 motions, and other pretrial hearings in 
program cases and nonprogram cases. Table II-12 summarizes the results of these 
comparisons for unlimited cases in each of the five pilot programs. Table II-13 
summarizes the same results for limited civil cases in the San Diego, Fresno, and Sonoma 

105 The Fresno court has smce changed 1ts case management procedures so that addlt10nal case management 
conferences are not requrred m program cases 
106 Only case management conferences conducted by JUdges were exammed m tills companson 
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pilot programs. 107 While it is helpful to see the results of these comparisons and examine 
them for all of the pilot programs together, because of differences in program structure 
and available data (many of which are noted in the table footnotes), the average numbers 
ofvanous court events shown in these tables are not directly comparable to one another. 

Table 11-12. Unlimited Cases-Average Number of Various Court Events for Program1oa and 
Nonprogram109 Cases 

Case Management 
Conferences Mobons Other Pretnal Heanngs Total Pretrial Heanngs 

Non- % Non- % Non- % Non- % 
Program program; Dtff Program program; D1ff Program program; D1ff Program program; D1ff 

San D1ego 0.85 0.84 1% 1.00 1 35 -26%*** 0 66 0 81 -19%*** 2 51 3 00 -16%*** 

Los 1.06 0.91 16%*** 0.45 0.50 -10% 1.12 1.26 -11% 2 64 2 66 -1% 
Angeles 1 05 1% 0.50 -10%* 1.18 -5% 2 74 -4% 

Fresno110 0.55 0 33 67%*** 0 34 0.39 -13% 0 21 017 24% 1 10 0.88 25%*** 
Contra 
Costa 1 31 1.03 27%*** 047 044 7% 0 51 0.46 11%** 2 28 1.93 18%*** 

Sonoma111 034 o34 0% 0 52 0 61 -15%* 0 86 0 95 -9% 
***p< 5, **p<.10, *p< 20 
4> There are two nonprogram groups 1n Los Angeles control cases from the mne pilot program departments and cases 
from the other CIVIl departments that were not part1c1pat1ng 1n the pilot program 

107 As previously noted, hrruted cases were not ehgible for the Contra Costa pilot program. Because of Los 
Angeles' late rrnplementation of the pilot program m hrmted cases, sufficient data concermng those cases 
dunng the study penod are not available. 
108In the mandatory pilot programs (San Diego, Los Angeles, and Fresno), "program cases" were program 
group cases In San Diego and Los Angeles they mcluded all cases that rrught be considered for possible 
referral to pilot program mediation wlule m Fresno they mcluded only cases actually referred (on a random 
basis) to pilot program mediatiOn For San Diego, they mcluded cases filed m 2000 and 2001 For Los 
Angeles and Fresno, only cases filed m 2001 were mcluded In the voluntary programs (Contra Costa and 
Sonoma), the "program cases" were post-program cases filed m 2000 
109 For the mandatory pilot programs (San Diego, Los Angeles, and Fresno), "non-program cases" are 
control-group cases In San Diego and Los Angeles, tlus was the otherwtse ehgible cases that could not be 
considered for possible referral to pilot program mediatiOn. However, m Los Angeles, control-group cases 
did have access to another, different court-connected mediation program In Fresno, the control group was 
all ehgible cases not referred to pilot program mediatiOn For San Diego, tlus mcludes both cases filed m 
2000 and 2001. For Los Angeles and Fresno, only cases filed m 2001 are mcluded. For the voluntary 
~rograrns (Contra Costa and Sonoma), the "non-program cases" are pre-program cases filed m 1999. 

10 Dunng most of the study penod m Fresno, JUdicial case management conferences were not held 
regularly. When a new case management procedure was adopted by the court m October 2001, wluch 
requrred all Civil cases to appear at the case management conference, the conferences were conducted by 
the court clerks, not Judges Because rmpact on Judge time, not stafftlme, was bemg used as the measure of 
rrnpact m tlus study, these case management conferences were not mcluded m the compansons m tlus table 
111 As m Fresno, the case management conferences m Sonoma were not conducted by Judges Because 
Impact on Judge time, not stafftrme, was bemg used as the measure ofrrnpact m tlus study, these case 
management conferences were not mcluded m the compansons m tlus table In addition, complete data on 
the number of case management conferences held was not available for the court's case management 
system 
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As shown in Table II-12 and Table II-13, in four of the five pilot programs-San Diego, 
Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sonoma-there was evidence that the pilot program reduced 
the number of motions, the number of other pretrial heanngs, or both. Both the San 
Diego and Fresno programs showed statistically significant decreases in the overall 
average number ofmotwns among program cases compared to nonprogram cases (for the 
Fresno program, this Impact was evident for limited cases but not for unlimited cases). 
The decreases were 26 percent for unlimited cases and 18 percent for limited cases in the 
San Diego program and 48 percent for limited cases in the Fresno program. The San 
Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs also showed statistically significant decreases 
in the overall average number of other pretrial hearings among pilot program cases 
compared to nonprogram cases (for the Sonoma pilot program, this Impact was evident 
for unlimited cases, but not for hmited cases). The decreases were 19 percent for 
unlimited cases and 32 percent for limited cases in the San Diego program, 11 percent for 
unlimited cases in the Los Angeles program, 112 and 15 percent for unlimited cases in the 
Sonoma program. 

While all four of these pilot programs showed decreases in motions, other hearings or 
both, only the San Diego pilot program showed a statistically significant decrease in the 
overall average number of all pretrial events. In the Los Angeles and Fresno programs, 
this was because there were also sigmficant increases m the numbers of case management 
conferences that offset the decreases in motions or other hearings.113 

In the Contra Costa program, the companson of court events in cases filed before and 
after the pilot program began did not show decreases m motion or other hearings and 
showed a statistically significant increase m case management conferences. This increase 
in case management conferences may reflect new procedures adopted by the court in 
2000 for certain complex cases. In addition to this before and after comparison, a 
companson was done between the number of court events in cases in which the parties 
stipulated to mediation and similar cases in which they did not. 114 No statistically 
significant differences in the numbers of court events in stipulated cases and similar 
nonstipulated cases were found. 

112 Tlus difference IS between program-group cases and control cases m the partlcipatmg departments m the 
Los Angeles program 
113 In Fresno m particular, the mcrease m case management conferences m program cases was large-67 
percent m unlimited cases and 144 percent m luruted cases Tlus findmg IS understandable given the case 
management and pilot program procedures that were m place m Fresno until October 2001 In program-
group cases (cases referred to mediation), tfthe parties did not want to go to mediation, they were generally 
requrred to attend an early mediation status conference m order to be removed from the mediation track. 
No mmlar conference was requrred for control-group cases. Similarly, up until October 2001, case 
management conferences were not held m most cases However, m cases that dtd not settle at mediation 
(almost 30 percent of the program-group cases), postrnediation status conferences were held Thus, for a 
large percentage of program cases m Fresno, the pilot program procedures requrred additional, special court 
conferences, that were not requrred m the control group The Supenor Court of Fresno County has smce 
changed Its case management procedures so that additional case management conferences are not requrred 
m program cases. 
114 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m the methods section was used to make these compansons. 
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Table 11-13. Limited Cases-Average Number of Various Court Events for Program and 
Nonprogram Cases 

Case Management 
Conferences Motions Other Pretnal Heanngs Total Pretnal Heanngs 

Non- % Non- % Non- % Progra Non-
Pror1.ram erorJ.ram Dtff Program erogram Dtff Program erogram Dtff m erogram 

San 
D1ego 0 65 0 75 -13%*** 0 27 0 33 -18%*** 0.52 0.77 -32%*** 1.44 1 85 

Fresno 0 61 0.25 144%*** 0.11 0.21 -48%*** 0 08 0 06 33% 0.80 0 53 

Sonoma 0 23 0.18 28% 0.45 0 55 -18% 0 68 0 73 
***p< 5, **p< 10, *p< 20. 

By reducing the total number of court events in program cases, the pilot program in San 
Diego saved judges' time. In San Diego, at these lower pretrial event rates, 
approximately 344 judge days per year were saved in program cases during the study 
penod. If the pilot program had also been available to cases m the control group, an 
additional estimated 135 judge days per year could have been saved. Thus, the total 
potential time saving from the workload reductiOn attributable to the pilot program in San 
Diego was estimated to be 479 judge days per year. 

While the total number of court events in Los Angeles was not reduced, because "other" 
pretrial hearings take more judicial time on average than case management conferences, 
the reductions in these "other" hearings offset the increases in the time spent on 
additional case management conferences, and, overall, the pilot program still resulted in 
some time savings to the court. At these lower pretnal event rates in Los Angeles, 
approximately 5 judge days per year were saved in program cases during the study 
period. If the pilot program had also been available to cases in the control groups, an 
additional estimated 122 judge days per year could have been saved in the Central 
District of Los Angeles. Thus, the total potential hme saving from the workload reduction 
attributable to the pilot program in Los Angeles was estimated to be 132 judge days per 
year. Similarly, in Sonoma, while the reduction in total court events was not statistically 
sigrnficant, at the lower pretrial event rate, a total of 3 judge days per year were 
potentially saved. 

As noted above in the discussion of judicial time savings associated with reductions in 
the tnal rate, many court costs, including judicial salaries, are fixed. Therefore, judicial 
time savmgs from the reduced number of pretrial events do not translate into a fungible 
cost saving that can be reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved 
allowed the judges in these courts to give more time to other cases that needed judicial 
attention. 

To help understand the value of the potential time savings from reductions in pretnal 
events, however, the estimated monetary value of this time was calculated. Based on an 
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estimated cost of $2,990 per day for a judgeship, 115 the monetary value of saving 479 
Judge days per year in San Diego was estimated to be approximately $1.4 million per 
year, the monetary value of saving 132 judge days per year in Los Angeles was estimated 
to be approximately $395,000 per year, and the monetary value of saving 3 judge days 
per year m Sonoma was estimated to be $9,770. 

Total Pretrial Events Were Lower in Program Cases That Settled at 
Mediation Compared to Similar Nonprogram Cases 
In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs (where it was possible to 
break down program cases into subgroups based on their different experiences in the 
program) the study found that total pretrial events were substantially reduced m program 
cases that settled at mediation (in Fresno, this finding was evident for unlimited cases, but 
not for limited cases). In San Diego, unlimited program-group cases that settled at 
mediation had an average of 45 percent fewer total pretnal court events than the average 
for similar cases in the control group and limited cases had an average of 40 percent 
fewer. For unlimited cases in the Fresno program, the average number of events m cases 
settled at mediation was 65 percent lower, and for those m Contra Costa it was 20 percent 
lower than the average number for similar nonprogram cases. 

The study also found evidence that court events were reduced in program cases that were 
mediated but did not settle and in program cases that settled before mediation in some 
pilot programs. In the San Diego pilot programs, the number of "other" pretrial hearings 
were reduced in cases that were mediated but did not settle compared to similar 
nonprogram cases. Finally, there was evidence that the number of motions was reduced 
in unlimited cases that settled before mediatiOn in the San Diego program and that the 
number of "other" pretrial hearings was also reduced in such cases in both the San Diego 
and Fresno programs. 

Overall, the results ofthese analyses support the conclusions that (1) settlement at 
mediation reduced the courts' workload in the form of fewer total pretrial events and (2) 
positive impacts on the courts' workload might also have resulted when cases were 
referred to mediation but settled before mediation or when cases were mediated but not 
settled at mediation. 

The Pilot Programs May Have Had a Positive Long-term Impact on the 
Courts' Workload 
The above analysis of the pilot programs' impact on the courts' workload focused on 
various court events that took place before cases reached dispositiOn. To try to determine 
if the programs also had long-term impacts on the courts' workload after cases reached 

115 Tlus estunated cost mcludes salanes for a JUdge and associated support staff but not faculties or general 
overhead costs In 1ts F1scal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeship, the Fmance 
DlYlslOn of the Adnnmstratlve Office of the Courts estimated that each new JUdgeship would have a total 
cost of $642,749 Tlus figure mcludes the total cost of salanes, benefits, and operating expenses for each 
new JUdgeship and 1ts complement of support staff. a ba1hff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
secretary, and a research attorney. (Jud1C1al Councll of Cal, F1scal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No TC18) 
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disposition, attorneys in both program and nonprogram cases were surveyed 
approximately six months after their cases had reached disposition to see if there were 
differences in compliance or the finality of the disposition. Among other things, attorneys 
were asked whether the party responsible for payment or performance had complied with 
the agreement or judgment and whether any additional court proceedings had been 
considered or initiated to enforce the settlement or judgment in the case. 116 Table 11-14 
and Table II-15 show the combined responses to these questions for all five pilot 
programs. 

Table 11-14. Compliance With Agreement/Judgment 

Program Nonprogram Dlfference**117 

Party Responsible for 
Com~llance Has N % N % 

Compiled 1n full 742 9115% 575 89 56% 1 59% 
Partially complied 44 541% 32 498% 0.43% 
Not complied at all 28 344% 35 545% -2 01% 

TOTAL 814 100.0% 642 100.0% 
*** p < .5, ** p < 10, * p < 20. 

Table 11-15. Additional Court Proceedings to Enforce Agreement/Judgment 

Program Non program Difference** 118 

Add1t1onal Proceedings 
Were N % N % 

Considered 41 490% 37 60% -110% 
lmt1ated 32 382% 37 543% -1 61% 
Ne1ther 764 9128% 607 8913% 215% 

Total 837 100 0% 681 1000% 
..... p < .5, .... p < 10, .. p < .20 

As shown in Table 11-14, 2 percent more of the survey respondents in the nonprogram 
cases mdicated that the party responsible for payment or performance under the 
agreement or judgment reached in the case had not fully complied. Similarly, as shown 
in Table 11-15, 1.61 percent more ofthe survey respondents in the nonprogram cases 
indicated that additional court proceedings had been initiated to enforce the 

116 Other questiOns m tlus survey mcluded whether additional court proceedmgs were considered to modify 
or rescmd/overturn the agreement/judgment, and whether there had been another lawsUit between the 
parties smce the resolution of the cases No apparent differences emerged between the program and control 
w;oups on these additional questions 

17 The statistical Significance of the differences was calculated exammmg only the full and no compliance 
responses 
118 The statistical Significance of the differences was calculated exammmg only the lllltiated and neither 
responses. 
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agreement/judgment. While the size of these differences IS small, they are statistically 
sigruficant. The lower percentages of compliance problems and new proceedings 
initiated in program cases suggest that the pilot programs not only reduced court 
workload in the short term but may also have reduced the courts' future workload. Even 
this small percentage decrease in compliance problems and additional proceedings, like a 
small drop in the trial rate, could make an Important difference when apphed to all civil 
cases that reach dispositiOn each year. 

Conclusion 
The pilot programs in San Diego, Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sonoma reduced the number 
of motwns, the number of "other" pretrial hearings, or both in program cases. The 
reductions were substantial, rangmg from 18 to 48 percent for motions and 11 to 32 
percent for "other" pretrial hearings. Because of special conferences required under the 
Fresno pilot program procedures, these decreases were completely offset m Fresno by 
mcreases in the number of case management conferences in program cases. 119 However, 
m the San Diego, Los Angeles, and Sonoma programs, these reductions resulted m 
savings of court time. The total potential time savmgs from the reduced number of court 
events was estimated to be 479 judge days per year in San Diego (with an estimated 
monetary value of $1.4 million), 132 days in Los Angeles (with an estimated monetary 
value of approximately $395,000), and 3 days in Sonoma (with an estimated monetary 
value of approximately $9,700). This suggests that early mediatiOn programs may be 
able to help courts save valuable judicial time that can be devoted to other cases that need 
JUdges' attentwn. 

In the San Diego, Contra Costa, and Fresno pilot programs (where It was possible to 
break program cases down into subgroups based on their different experiences in the 
program) the study found that total pretrial events were substantially reduced in program 
cases that settled at mediation. Reductions in cases that settled at mediation ranged from 
30 to 65 percent compared to similar nonprogram cases. The study also found evidence 
that court events were reduced in program cases that were mediated but did not settle and 
in program cases that settled before mediatiOn m some pilot programs. 

In addition, survey results indicate that there were fewer postdisposition compliance 
problems and fewer new proceedings initiated in program cases. This suggests that the 
pilot programs not only reduced court workload m the short term but may also have 
reduced the court's future workload. 

119 The Supenor Court of Fresno County has smce changed 1ts procedures so that addttlonal case 
management conferences are not requrred m program cases 
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L Comparison of Court-Ordered Mediation Under Pilot 
Program and Voluntary Mediation in Los Angeles 

As noted in the mtroduction, the statutes establishing the Early Mediation Pilot Programs 
required that the Judicial Council compare court-ordered mediation conducted under the 
pilot program with voluntary mediation in Los Angeles County. To fulfill this 
requirement, this report compares outcomes in cases valued at over $50,000 that were 
referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program with cases valued at over 
$50,000 referred to mediation m the Civil Action Mediation Program established by 
Code of Civil Procedure sections 1775-1775.16 ("1775 program"). In the Early 
Meditation Pilot Program, judges could order cases of any value to mediation, so cases 
valued at over $50,000 were subject to court-ordered mediation in the pilot program. In 
contrast, in the 1775 program, judges were only authorized to order cases to mediatiOn 
that were valued at $50,000 or less, but parties could stipulate to mediation in cases 
valued at over $50,000, so cases valued at over $50,000 had access to voluntary 
mediation in the 1775 program. Thus, comparing cases valued at over $50,000 that were 
referred to mediation m these two programs is one way of comparing court-ordered 
mediation under the pilot program to voluntary mediation. 120 

These two groups of cases were compared on all of the same outcome measures used to 
compare program and non-program cases-tnal rates, disposition time, litigant 
satisfactiOn, htigant costs, and court workload--employmg the same data sources and 
methods used for the other compansons in this study. 

The study found lower tnal rates, dispositiOn time, and court workload m those cases 
valued over $50,000 referred to mediation under pilot program (court-ordered referrals) 
compared to the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). The trial rate for these pilot 
program cases (court-ordered referrals) was approximately 31 percent lower than in the 
1775 program cases (voluntary referrals), disposition time was approximately 20 to 30 
days shorter in the pilot program cases, and there were 10 percent fewer court events on 
average in these pilot program cases. Results of the study also suggested that attorneys 
satisfaction with the court's services and the litigatiOn process may have been higher m 
those cases valued over $50,000 referred to mediation under pilot program than under the 
1775 program. 121 

120 In theory, pilot program cases could, mstead, have been compared to cases voluntanly medtated outside 
the court system or to cases m which the parties stipulated to use mediation Within the court system 
However, data on case outcomes m these other potential companson groups was not available Data on tnal 
rates, disposition time, litigant satisfaction, litigant costs, and court workload was available on the cases m 
l?oth the Early Mediation Pilot and 1775 programs. 
121 As noted m Section I.B on the data and methods used m the study, there were two "control groups" m 
Los Angeles--control cases from the nme pilot program departments and cases from the other ctvd 
departments that were not partlctpatlng m the pilot program. These tables show cornpansons between the 
outcomes m program cases and both these control groups 
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Table II-16 through Table II-19 show the results of these compansons. 
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Table 11-16. Comparison of Trial Rates in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to Mediation 

Program Group 
Control Cases 
Control Departments 
*** p < .5, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

% Difference 
# of Cases # of Cases % of Cases from program 

D1sposed Tned Tried group 

349 22 6.30% 
210 14 6.67% -54% 

1,710 156 9.12% -30 9%** 

Table 11-17. Comparison of Case Disposition Time in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to 
Mediation 

Difference Between 
Program Group and 

Program Control Control Control Control 
Grou Cases De t. Cases De t. 

Number of Cases 349 210 1,710 
Average 362 382 396 -20*** -34*** 
Med1an 351 369 380 -18*** -29*** 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

Table 11-18. Comparison of Litigant Satisfaction in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to 
Mediation 

Case Outcome 
Overall L1tJgatJon 

Process 

#of Average #of Average 
Responses 

Program Group 
Control Cases 
Control Departments 

Difference Between 
Program and 
Control Cases 
Control Departments 

*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

346 
41 
26 

Score 
52 
52 
50 

00 
02 

Responses 
349 

41 
26 

78 

Score 
52 
53 
48 

-0 1 
0 4* 

Court Serv1ces 

#of 
Responses 

352 
41 
26 

Average 
Score 
56 
5.3 
5.1 

0 3* 
0 5* 



Table 11-19. Comparison of Court Workload in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to Mediation 

Program Group 
Control Cases 
Control Dept 

% Difference Between 
Program Group and 

Control Cases 
Control Dept 
***p< 5,**p<.10,*p<.20 

#of 
Cases 

349 
210 

1,710 

CMCs 

177 
1 69 
203 

5% 
-13%*** 

Average # of Pretnal Hearmgs 

Motions Others Total 

0 85 1.51 413 
0 89 1 63 4 20 
0 93 1 64 4.59 

-4% -7% -2% 
-9% -8% -10%*** 

While these comparisons mdicate that there are different outcomes in cases over $50,000 
in the pilot program and such cases in the 1775 program, it is not clear whether these 
differences are a result of mandatory versus voluntary referrals to mediation or from 
other differences between the pilot program and the 1775 program. As noted in section 
LB., there are a vanety of programmatic differences between the Early MediatiOn Pilot 
Program and the 1775 program, includmg: 
• Case management conferences and mediations in the pilot program were held 

approximately one to two months earher, on average, than those in the 1775 program; 
• Mediators on the court's pilot program panel were required to meet higher 

qualification standards than mediators on the court's 1775 program panel, mcluding 
five more hours of mediation training, specific requirements for 
simulations/observations of mediations, and completion of at least eight mediatiOns 
within the past three years; and 

• In the pilot program, mediators from the court's panel were compensated by the court 
for their first three hours of mediation services, whereas mediators m the 1775 
program were not compensated for their first three hours of mediation services. 

Comparisons between cases valued at over $50,000 in the pilot program and 1775 
program thus do not isolate differences in outcomes based on whether the mediation 
referrals were court-ordered or voluntary. These comparisons show the differences m 
outcomes that result from all ofthe differences between the whole pilot program model 
and the whole 1775 program model. It is possible, for example, that the earher case 
management conferences and mediations in the pilot program account for the difference 
m disposition time between these two programs. As discussed above, when the 
mediation referral and mediation were moved 2 Y2 months earlier in Fresno, the program 
showed a 15-28 day reduction in the disposition time. 

Conclusion 
The study found lower trial rates, disposition time, and court workload in those cases 
valued over $50,000 referred to mediation under pilot program (court-ordered referrals) 
than in those cases referred under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals) in Los Angeles. 
Results of the study also suggested that attorneys satisfaction with the court's services 
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and the htigation process may also have been higher in those cases valued over $50,000 
referred to mediation under pilot program than under the 1775 program. However, it is 
not clear whether these differences were due to the mandatory referrals to mediation in 
the pilot program versus the voluntary referrals under the 1775 program or due to other 
differences between these two programs, such as the pilot program's earlier case 
management conferences and med1at10ns. 
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III. San Diego Pilot Program 

A. Summary of Findings Concerning San Diego Pilot Program 
There is strong evidence that the Early Mediation Pilot Program in San Diego reduced the 
tnal rate, case disposition time, and the court's workload, Improved litigant satisfactiOn 
with the court's services, and lowered litigant costs m cases that resolved at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-7,507 cases that were filed in 2000 and 2001 
(5,394 unlimited and 2,112limited) were referred to mediatiOn, and 5,035 of those 
cases (3,676 unlimited and 1,358 limited cases) were mediated under the pilot 
program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 51 percent settled at the mediatiOn and 
another 7 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution 
rate of approximately 58 percent. Among limited cases, 62 percent settled at 
mediation and another 14 percent settled later as a duect result of the mediation, for a 
total resolution rate of approximately 76 percent. In survey responses, 74 percent of 
attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation indicated that the mediation was 
important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate--The trial rates for both limited and unlimited cases in the program group 
were reduced by approximately 25 percent compared to those cases m the control 
group. This reduction translates to a potential saving of more than 500 days per year 
mjudictal time that could be devoted to other cases needing judges' time and 
attentiOn. Wlule tills time savmgs does not translate into a fungible cost saving that 
can be reallocated to other purposes, Its monetary value is equivalent to 
approximately $1.6 million per year. 

• Disposition time--The average time to disposition for unlimited cases m the 
program group was 12 days shorter than that for cases in the control group and 10 
days shorter for limited cases in the program group. The medzan time to disposition 
was 19 days shorter for unlimited cases in the program group and 25 days shorter for 
limited cases in the program group. For unlimited cases, program and control-group 
cases were disposed of with similar speed from filing until about the time of the case 
management conference, when the pace of dispositions for program-group cases 
quickened and the percentage of program-group cases reaching disposition exceeded 
that of control-group cases. For limited cases, program-group cases were being 
disposed of faster than control-group cases well before the time of the early case 
management conference, suggesting that the possibility of attending the conference 
and being referred to mediation may have mcreased dispositiOns. Program-group 
cases, both unlimited and limited, were disposed of fastest around the time of the 
mediation. Compansons with similar cases m the control group confirmed that when 
program-group cases were settled at mediation, the average disposition time was 
shorter, but also mdicated that when cases were mediated and did not settle at the 
mediation, the disposition time was longer. 
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• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in limited program-group cases were more satisfied 
with the court's services than attorneys in limited control-group cases. Attorneys' 
levels of satisfaction with the court's services, the litigation process, and the outcome 
of the case were all higher in both limited and unlimited program-group cases that 
settled at mediation than in similar control-group cases. Attorneys in program-group 
cases that went to mediation and did not settle at mediation were also more satisfied 
With the court's services than attorneys in similar control-group cases. This suggests 
that participating in mediation increased attorneys' satisfaction with the court's 
services, regardless of whether their cases settled at mediation. Both parties and 
attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations expressed high satisfaction 
with their mediation experience, particularly with the performance of the mediators. 
They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and 
that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-Estimates of actual attorney time spent in reachmg resolution were 
16 percent lower in program-group cases that settled at mediation than for similar 
cases in the control group. Comparisons between program-group cases that settled at 
mediation and similar control-group cases also suggested that litigant costs were 
lower m program-group cases that settled at mediation. Eighty-seven percent of 
attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant 
costs and attorney hours from using mediation to reach settlement. Average savmgs 
estimated by attorneys per settled case was $9,159 in litigant costs and 50 hours in 
attorney time, for a total estimated savings of $24,784,254 in litigant costs and 
135,300 attorney hours in 2000 and 2001 cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload- The pilot program in San Diego reduced the court's workload. In 
addition to the reduction in tnals discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of pretrial hearings by 16 percent for unlimited cases and 22 percent 
for hmited cases in the program group. This translates to a potential saving of 4 79 
days per year mjudicial time that could be devoted to other cases needmgJudges' 
time and attention. While this time savings do not translate into a fungible cost 
saving that can be reallocated to other purposes, its monetary value is equivalent to 
approximately $1.4 million per year. There was strong evidence of even larger 
reductions in pretnal events-between 40 and 45 percent-in cases that resolved at 
mediation. In addition, there were fewer postdisposition compliance problems and 
fewer new proceedings initiated in program-group cases, suggesting that the pilot 
program may have reduced the court's future workload. 
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B. Introduction 
This sectiOn of the report discusses the study's findmgs concerning the Early MediatiOn 
Pilot Program in the Superior Court of San Diego County. Based on the criteria 
established by the Early Mediation Pilot Program legtslation, this was a highly successful 
program, resulting in benefits to both litigants and the courts in the form of lower trial 
rates, reduced disposition time, improved litigant satisfaction with the court's services 
and the litigation process, fewer pretnal court events, and lower litigant costs in cases that 
resolved at mediation. 

As further discussed below m the program descriptiOn, the San Diego pilot program 
included five main elements: 
• Information about the pilot program was required to be distributed to litigants at the 

time of fihng; 
• The court held an initial case management conference approximately five months 

after filmg to assess the case's amenability to early mediation; 
• The court had the authonty to order litigants to participate in early mediation; 
• Litigants in cases that were referred to mediation were required to complete 

mediation within 60-90 days of the mediation order or stipulation; and 
• If litigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court paid the mediator for 

up to four hours of mediation services. 

For purposes of this study, at the time of filing the court divided the cases that met the 
general pilot program eligibility reqmrements mto two groups: 75 percent of eligible 
cases were designated as "program-group" cases, and the remaining 25 percent were 
designated as "control-group" cases. "Program-group" cases were exposed to one or 
more of the program elements described above, including consideration for possible 
referral to mediation under the pilot program; "control-group" cases were not exposed to 
any of these program elements. Compansons of the disposition time, htigant satisfaction, 
and other outcome measures between the program group and the control group show the 
overall Impact of Implementing tills pilot program, with all of its program elements, in 
the Superior Court of San Diego County. 

It is Important to remember that, throughout this sectiOn, "program group" means cases 
exposed to any of the pilot program elements; it does not mean cases that were referred to 
mediation or cases that were mediated. The program group includes cases that 
participated in the early case management conference but were not referred to mediation. 
It also includes cases that were referred to mediation but that ultimately did not go to 
mediation, either because they were later removed from the mediation track by the court 
or because they settled before the mediation took place. 

In is also important to remember that program-group cases exposed to different pilot 
program elements had very different dispute resolution experiences and different 
outcomes in terms of the areas bemg studied (disposition time, litigant satisfaction, and 
the other outcomes). In overall comparisons, the outcomes in all these subgroups of 
program-group cases were added together to calculate an overall average for the program 
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group as a whole. As a result, within these overall averages, positive outcomes in some 
subgroups of cases, such as shorter disposition time in cases that settled at mediation, 
were often offset by less positive outcomes in other subgroups. 

To provide a better understanding of how program-group cases in these subgroups may 
have been influenced by their exposure to different pilot program elements, comparisons 
were made between cases in these subgroups and control-group cases with similar case 
characteristics. Readers who are interested m the impacts of specific pilot program 
elements, such as the early mediation process, should pay particular attention to these 
subgroup analyses. 

Finally, it IS Important to remember that the emphasis in this pilot program was on early 
referral to and early participation in mediation: cases were referred to mediation 
approximately five months after filing and went to mediation approximately eight months 
after filing. Thus, this study addresses only how cases responded to such early referrals 
and early mediation. It does not address how cases might have responded to later referrals 
or later mediation. 
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C. San Diego Pilot Program Description 
This section provides a bnef descnptwn of the Superior Court of San Diego County and 
its Early Mediation Pilot Program. This description is intended to provide context for 
understanding the study findings presented later in this chapter. 

The Court Environment in San Diego 
San Diego is a large urban county with a population of approximately 2.8 million. With 
128 authonzedjudgeships the Superior Court of San Diego County is one ofthe largest 
trial courts in California. In 2000,' the year that the pilot program began, approximately 
13,000 unlimited general civil cases and 34,000 hmited civil cases were filed in the 
Superior Court of San Diego County. 122 

The Superior Court of San Diego County has had a long-standing focus on efficiently 
managmg civil litigation and reducing delay in civil case processmg. The court has 
dedicated 24 of Its 128 judges ("departments") to handling general civil cases. Upon 
filing, all general civil cases, both limited and unlimited, are assigned, at random, to one 
of these 24 departments. The court uses an mdividual calendaring system: the same 
Judge handles all aspects of a case from fihng through disposition. Before the court 
implemented the pilot program, these judges used a system of case management 
conferences, with the first conference set approximately 150 days after fihng, to establish 
a schedule for trial and other relevant court events. The court historically has disposed of 
civil cases relatively quickly: in 1999, the year before the Early Mediation Pilot Program 
was implemented, the court disposed of approximately 76-79 percent of Its unlimited 
civil cases within one year of filing, 94-95 percent within 18 months, and 98 percent 
within two years of filing. Similarly, the court disposed of91 percent of its limited civil 
cases within one year of filing, 96-97 percent within 18 months, and 97-99 percent 
withm 24 months. 

From 1994 until it Implemented the pilot program in 2000, the Superior Court of San 
Diego County had a mandatory mediation program for civil cases valued at $50,000 or 
less. 123 Under this program, judges were authonzed to order the parties in these smaller-
valued cases to partiCipate m mediation as an alternative to court-annexed nonbinding 
arbitration (called 'judicial arbitration"). The court compensated the mediators m this 
program at a rate of $150 per case. In 1998, the court referred 831 cases to mediation 
under this program. Thus, both the court and the local bar had prior experience with 
mandatory court-ordered mediation of civil cases before the pilot program began. 

122 Judtctal Counctl of Cal., Admm Off ofCts., Rep. on Court Stahsttcs (2001) Ftscal Year 1990-1991 
Through 1999-2000 Statewtde Caseload Trends, p. 46 See the glossary for defmthons of"unhrmted C1Vll 
case," "hrmted ctvtl case," and "general ctvtl case" 
123 Thts program was authonzed by Code ofCtvtl Procedure sechon 1775 et seq 
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The Early Mediation Pilot Program Model Adopted in San Diego 

The General Program Model 
The Superior Court of San Diego County adopted a mandatory mediation model for its 
pilot program. As noted in the introduction, under the Early Mediation Pilot Program 
statutes, judges in courts with mandatory mediation programs were given statutory 
authonty to order eligible cases to mediatiOn. The program implemented in San Diego 
mcluded the followmg basic elements: 
• Information about the pilot program was required to be distributed to litigants at the 

time of filing; 
• The court set an early case management conference approximately 120 days after 

filing in at-Issue cases to assess the case's amenabihtyto mediation (on average, with 
resets, these conferences actually took place at approximately 150 days after filmg); 

• The court had the authonty to order litigants to participate in early mediation; 
• Litigants in cases that were referred to mediation were reqmred to complete 

mediation within 60-90 days of the mediation order or stipulation; and 
• Ifhtigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court paid the mediator for 

up to four hours of mediation services. 

What Cases Were Eligible for the Program 
Most general civil cases, 124 both limited and unlimited, were eligible for the San Diego 
pilot program. General civil cases that were not ehgible for the program included 
complex cases (such as construction defect cases) and class actions. 

How Cases Were Assigned to the Program and Control Groups 
As noted above in the introduction, for purposes of this study, the JudiCial Council 
required the pilot courts Implementing a mandatory mediation program model to provide 
for random assignment of a portion of eligible cases to a "program group" and another 
portion to a "control group." "Program-group" cases were exposed to one or more of the 
program elements described above; "control-group" cases were not exposed to any of 
these program elements but were otherwise subject to the same court procedures as the 
cases in the program group. As noted above, it is Important to remember that, throughout 
this sectiOn, "program group" means cases exposed to any of the pilot program elements, 
including consideratiOn of possible referral to early mediation; it does not mean only 
cases that were referred to mediation or cases that were mediated. 

Under San Diego's model, 75 percent of all cases that met the basic eligibility cnteria for 
the program were randomly assigned to the program group at the time of filing, and the 
remaining 25 percent were assigned to the control group. The court accomplished this by 
designating 18 of its 24 general civil departments as program departments and 
designating the remaimng 6 departments as control departments. Cases assigned to a 
program department were in the "program group"; cases assigned to a control department 
were in the "control group." 

124 See the glossary for a deflrutwn of "general Civil cases " 
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How Cases Were Referred to Mediation 
Only cases m which the defendant responded to the complaint (cases that became "at 
issue") were eligible for referral to mediatiOn. Mediation requires participation of both 
sides to a case. This participatiOn is not possible if the defendant has not responded to the 
complaint. As in all the pilot courts, a large percentage of ehgible cases m San Diego 
(approximately 30 percent of unlimited and 70 percent of limited cases) never became at 
issue and thus were not eligible for referral to mediatiOn. 

As noted above, at the time of filing, plaintiffs whose cases were assigned to the program 
group were given information about the mediatiOn program and were required to serve 
this mformat10n on all defendants along with the summons and complaint. Tlns 
information included notice that they might be required to attend an early case 
management conference approximately 120 days after filing. All program cases that 
were at Issue withm 90-105 days after ,filing were set for an early case management 
conference. If the case was not at issue at that time, it was set for a regular case 
management conference. On average, early case management conferences took place 
153 days after filing; the median time was 136 days after filing. 125 On average, regular 
case management conferences took place 209 days after fihng; the median time was 186 
days after filing. 

The information package given to parties at filing notified them that they could stipulate 
to mediation before the case management conference and that, if they filed such a 
stipulation, they would not be required to attend the conference. The information packet 
also included a blank mediation stipulation form. Approximately 15 percent of the cases 
ultimately referred to mediation dunng the study period were cases in which the parties 
stipulated to mediation before the scheduled case management conference. 

If parties did not stipulate to mediation, they were required to attend the case 
management conference. At this conference, the assigned judge conferred with the 
parties about mediation and other alternative dispute resolution (ADR) options and 
considered whether to order the case to mediation. Under the Early Mediation Pilot 
Program statutes, the court was reqmred to consider the willingness of the parties to 
medtate in determining whether to refer a case to mediation. The court also had 
experience with mandatory referrals under its previous mediation program and had 
developed an appreciation for the need to assess party interests rather than unilaterally 
ordering cases to mediation. In focus-group discussions conducted in San Diego as part 
ofthis study, both judges and attorneys mdicated that the litigants' willingness to 
participate in mediation was very important to the decision to make a referral to 
mediation under the pilot program; they mdicated that cases were rarely ordered to 
mediation over the parties' object10ns. Thus, while the pilot program in San Diego was 
mandatory in design, the wishes of the litigants played an important role in the medmtion 
referral process, just as they would in a voluntary program. Approximately 85 percent of 

125 These average and med1an times are the times that the conferences were actually held, not the ongmally 
scheduled dates. Conferences ongmally set for closer to 120 days after filmg may have been subsequently 
reset 
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the cases ultimately referred to mediation dunng the study period were referred at the 
case management conference. 

At the case management conference, the court, in addition to making referrals to 
mediation, set dates for trials and other litigation events should the case not settle at 
mediation. Program-group cases that were not referred to mediatiOn under the pilot 
program (as well as control-group cases) could be referred to JUdicial arbitration or 
settlement conferences within the court or could choose to use private mediation or other 
ADR processes outside the court. 

How Mediators Were Selected and Compensated 
When a case was referred to mediation, either by court order or by party stipulation, 
parties were required to select a mediator and two alternates. Parties were free to select 
any mediator, whether or not that mediator was from the court's panel. However, the 
Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes provided that, if parties selected a mediator from 
the court's panel, they would not be required to pay a fee for the mediator's services. 
Thus the parties could receive up to four hours of mediation services at no cost to them if 
they selected a mediator from the court's panel. A majority of the mediations were 
conducted by mediators from the court's panel. 

Mediators on the court panel were required to complete 30 hours of mediation training, to 
have conducted at least eight mediations (four of these in the civil arena) in the past two 
years, participate in at least four hours of continuing mediation education annually, and 
adhere to the court's ethical standards for mediators. Under the pilot program, the court 
paid Its panel mediators for the first four hours of mediation services at a fixed hourly 
rate of$150. At the end ofthls four-hour period, the parties were free to contmue the 
mediation on a voluntary basis, but the parties were responsible for paying the mediator 
for these additwnal services at that mediator's individual market rate. 

When Mediation Sessions Were Held 
If parties stipulated to mediation, the mediation was required to be completed within 60 
days of the stipulation. If the parties were ordered to mediation, the mediation was 
required to be completed within 60-90 days ofthe court's order. If the mediation 
completion date was originally set at 60 days, the mediator was given the authority to 
grant the parties a 30-day extension of the completion date for good cause. If the parties 
wanted an extension beyond the 90-day period, they were required to request this 
extension, by an ex parte appearance or by stipulation, from the judge to whom the case 
was assigned. On average, mediations in both hilllted and unlimited cases took place 
approximately eight months after filing. 

What Happened After the Mediation 
At the conclusion of the mediation, the mediator was required to submit a form to the 
court mdicatmg whether the case was fully resolved, partially resolved, or not resolved at 
the mediation session. If the mediator indicated that the case was fully resolved at the 
mediation, the court placed the case on a 45-day dismissal track and notified the parties. 
If the mediator indicated that the case was not resolved or only partially resolved or that 
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the mediation was continuing on a voluntary basis after the 90-day period, either the case 
was set for a future hearing or tnal dates were confirmed by mail. Cases not resolved at 
mediatiOn were returned to the regular court litigation process. 

How Cases Moved Through the Mediation Program 
To understand the Impact of the pilot program on the program-group cases, it IS helpful to 
understand the flow of these cases through the court process and into the subgroups of 
cases that experienced different elements of the pilot program. Figure III-I depicts this 
process for unlimited cases filed in 2000 and 2001 and Figure III-2 for hmited cases. 

Unlzmzted Cases 
In 2000 and 2001, 15,600 ofthe unlimited civil cases filed in the court were assigned to 
the program group. Approximately 75 percent of these cases (11,396 cases) became at 
issue and were eligible to be considered for referral to mediation. 

Referred to Went to Settled at 
Filed 73% At Issue Medtat1on Med1at1on Med1at1on 

15,600 11,396 5,395 3,677 1,861 

~ • 
Not D1d Not Not Settled After as 

Not PJ. Referred to Use Settled at D1rect Result of 
Issue Med1at1on Med1at1on Med1at1on 15% Med1abon• 
4,204 6,001 1,712 1,816 • 272 

Note Six cases were still pending med1at1on as of end of data collection 1n June 2003 
*Based on surveys of attorneys 1n cases that did not settle at med~abon 

Figure 111-1. Case Flow Process for Unlimited Program-Group Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 
in San Diego 

Of the program-group cases that became at issue, 47 percent (nearly 5,400 cases) were 
referred to mediation. Approximately 14 percent of these cases (755 cases) were referred 
to mediatiOn before the early case management conference by garty stipulatiOns. The 
remairung 86 percent (4,640 cases) were referred to mediation 26 either at the early case 
management conference or at the regular case management conference. 127 

Of the cases that were referred to mediation, close to 70 percent went to mediation. The 
remairnng 30 percent of the cases referred ultimately did not use mediation, either 

126 It IS llllpOrtant to note that cases referred to mediatlon at case management conferences were not 
necessanly ordered to mediatlon over a party's obJections, they may have been referred with the partles' 
agreement 
117 Of the program-group cases that became at tssue, half(5,789) appeared at the early case management 
conference and approxrrn.ately another quarter (2,656) appeared at the regular case management conference. 
In all, approximately 75 percent of ehgtble cases (8,445) appeared at either the early or regular case 
management conference. 
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because the case settled before mediation or because it was removed from the mediation 
track either at the request of the parties or by the court. 128 

Of the unlimited civil cases that completed mediation, 51 percent fully settled at the end 
of the mediation. Another 4 percent reached partial agreement at the mediation. It 
should be noted that this settlement rate does not include cases that did not resolve at the 
end of mediation both that subsequently resolved as a direct result of the mediation. 
Analysis of attorney survey data revealed that respondents m approximately 15 percent of 
unlimited cases that did not settle at mediation attributed subsequent settlement of their 
cases directly to the mediation. Thus the overall proportion of unlimited cases that 
completed mediation and reached settlement through mediation IS estimated to be 58 
percent. 

Lzmzted Cases 
The flow oflimited cases through the court's process was different from the flow of 
unlimited cases. 

F1led 
18,009 

Went to Settled at 
Med1atJon 62% Med1atJon 

1,357 845 

Did Not Not 
Use Settled at 

Settled After as 
Direct Result of Not At 

Issue 
12,397 

Mediation 
3,500 

Med1atJon 
751 

Med1allon 36% Mediallon* 

Note Three cases were stJII pendmg med1at1on as of end of data collection '" June 2003 
*Based on surveys of attorneys m cases that did not settle at rnediallon 

513 ... 185 

Figure 111-2. Case-Flow Process for Limited Program-Group Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in 
San Diego 

In 2000 and 2001, 18,009 of the limited civil cases filed in the court were assigned to the 
program group. Of these, only approximately 31 percent (5,612) ever became at issue 
(compared to 73 percent of unlimited cases). 

Of these at-issue cases, only 38 percent (2,112) were referred to mediatiOn (compared to 
47 percent ofunlimited cases). Approximately 15 percent ofthese cases (317) were 
referred to mediation before the early case management conference by party stipulation. 
The remaining 85 percent (1,795 cases) were referred to mediation at either the early or 
the regular case management conference. 129 

128 A case could be removed from the mediatiOn track either because the parties requested that the case be 
assigned to another form of ADR or because the parties did not follow the court order for mediation 
129 Of the 5,612 cases that became at-Issue cases, 40 percent (2,254) partiCipated ill at the early case 
management conference and another 17 percent (931) ill the regular case management conference. In all, 
cases that participated m either type of conference represented 57 percent of the total ehgtble cases ( m 
companson to 74 percent for unllmlted cases, noted above). 
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Approximately 65 percent ofthe limited cases referred to mediation completed It, which 
was similar to the 68 percent rate for unlimited cases. 

Of those limited cases that completed mediation, 62 percent reached agreement at the end 
ofmediation (compared to 51 percent ofunlimited cases). In addition, ofthe attorneys in 
limited cases who responded to the survey, 36 percent whose cases did not settle at 
mediation attnbuted subsequent settlement of the cases directly to mediation. Thus the 
overall proportion of limited cases completing mediation that reached settlement through 
mediation is estimated to be 76 percent (compared to 58 percent for unlimited cases). 

Conclusion 
As noted in the introduction to this report, each of the pilot mediation programs exammed 
in this study is different. In reviewing the results for the San Diego pilot program, please 
keep in mind the urn que characteristics of this court and its pilot program, mcludmg that 
the program group includes cases that were not referred to mediation. 
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D. Data and Methods Used in Study of San Diego Pilot Program 
This section provides a brief description of the data and methods used in the analysis of 
the San Diego pilot program. (See Section LB. for more information on the overall data 
and methods used in this report.) 

Data 
Several data sources were used in this study of the San Diego Pilot Program. 

Data on Trial Rate, Disposition Time, and Court Workload 
As more fully described in Section I. B., the primary source of data for assessing the pilot 
program's impact on trial rate, disposition time, and court workload was the court's case 
management system. Only data concerning cases filed in 2000130 and 2001 were used; 
cases filed more recently were not used because there was not sufficient follow-up time 
for tracking their final outcomes. 

As noted above, civil cases in Supenor Court of San Diego County are disposed of m a 
relatively short time. Of the cases examined in this study, 97 percent of unlimited cases 
and 99 percent of hmited cases in both the program and control groups had reached 
disposition by the end of data collection m June 2003. This high disposition rate 
enhances the overall reliability of the study's results; the final outcomes of almost all the 
cases in the study group are known so the study results are unlikely to be affected by the 
ultimate outcomes in the small remaining percentage of cases that had not yet reached 
disposition. 

The overall size of the court's civil caseload also contributes to the reliability of the 
study's results. The court's large civil caseload ensured that there were enough cases m 
both the program and control groups to make reliable comparisons. 

Data on Litigant Satisfaction and Costs 
As more fully described in Section LB., analysis of program Impact on litigant 
satisfaction and costs was based on data from surveys distributed (1) to attorneys and 
parties who went to mediation between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmediat10n 
survey") and (2) to parties and attorneys in program and control-group cases that reached 
disposition dunng the same period ("postdisposition survey"). 131 

130 When the program started operation m March 2000, only cases that were filed on or after February 28, 
2000, were ehgible for the program Therefore, only cases filed after that date were mcluded m the sample, 
and all references to 2000 cases m San Diego m this report represent the time penod from February 28 to 
December 31. 
131 It should be noted that approxunately 25 percent of the attorneys who responded to the postdisposition 
survey m San Diego did not provide vahd mformat10n on htigant costs and attorney hours. To ensure that 
there were no systematic differences m the cost Information that was provided between cases m the 
program group and the control group, the proportions of responses m the program and control groups were 
compared In addition, to ensure there were no systematic differences between the cases m which cost 
mformation was proVIded and the general population of cases ehgible for the program, the proportions of 
responses commg from cases of different types were compared to the proportions of cases of these types m 
the general populatiOn of eligible cases. These compansons did not reveal any systematic differences 
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Methods 
Several methods were used m the study of the San Diego pilot program. 

Comparisons of Outcomes in Program and Control-Group Cases 
As is more fully descnbed m SectiOn l.B., the mam method of analysis used to study the 
San Diego pilot program was direct comparison of the outcomes in the program group 
and the control group. As noted above, cases were assigned to the program group and 
control group in San Diego through a random assignment process generated 
automatically by the case management system. Because this assignment process ensured 
that the characteristics of the cases in the program group and control group would be 
similar, differences found in duect comparisons between these groups can reliably be 
attributed to impact from the pilot program. 132 

It is Important to remember that comparisons between the program group and control 
group m San Diego identify the impact of the pilot program as a whole, not just the 
impact of mediation. As discussed above in the pilot program description, San Diego's 
pilot program had many elements, includmg the distribution of information about the 
mediation program, the possibility of an early case management conference, the 
possibility ofbemg ordered to early mediation, and the possibility ofparticipatmg in the 
mediation process itself. Not every case in the program group was mediated. The 
program group IS made up of subgroups of cases that experienced different elements of 
the pilot program-that Is, cases that participated in an early case management 
conference but were not referred to mediation; cases that were referred to mediation but 
did not experience mediation, either because they settled before mediation or were 
removed from the mediation track; and cases that actually went through mediation and 
either settled or did not settle at mediation. In overall compansons between the program 
group and control group, the program group includes all of these different subgroups of 
cases put together. To help understand this, the discussion of each of the outcome 
measures bemgs studied (disposition time, litigant satisfactiOn, and so forth) starts with a 
table showing the average outcome score in each subgroup and m the program group as a 
whole. 

Analysis of Subgroups of Cases Within the Program Group 
While the average outcome score for each subgroup provides helpful descriptive 
informatiOn, comparisons between the average scores in different subgroups or between 
the subgroups and the control group as a whole do not provide accurate information about 

132 While case assignment to departments was completely random, the selectiOn of the JUdges m the 
program and control departments was not. Instead, JUdges were selected to participate m the program 
based on therr pnor expenence With mediatiOn. In general, Judges m the program were more fanuhar With 
the process of mediatiOn To ensure that differences m case outcomes between the program and control 
groups were not due to any preexistmg differences between the JUdges m the program and control 
departments, an analysis was done of case outcomes m hlstoncal cases that were filed one year pnor to the 
mceptlon of the program. No patterns were found m the hlstoncal data that would call mto questlon the 
study's fmdmgs regardmg the program unpact: tnal rates m the control-group departments pnor to the 
mceptlon of the program were the same, the tlme to dispositlon m the control departments was shghtly 
faster than m program departments pnor to the program, and the number ofheanngs was shghtly higher. 
In 2000, all three measures rmproved m the program group compared to the control group 
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the Impact of the pilot program on the cases in the subgroup. Figure III-3 and Figure 
III-4 below describe the characteristics of unlimited and hmited cases in each program 
subgroup in San Diego. As can be seen from these figures, the cases in these subgroups 
are qualitatively different from one another. In direct comparisons, it is not possible to 
tell if differences in outcomes in the subgroups are due to the effect of the pilot program 
elements that these cases experienced or due to the different characteristics of the cases in 
these subgroups. As more fully discussed in Section LB., "regression analysis" was used 
to take these case-characteristic differences into account and compare cases in a subgroup 
only to the cases in the control group that have similar case characteristics. The results of 
these subgroup comparisons more accurately identify whether there were differences in 
outcomes resulting from the effect of the pilot program elements experienced by these 
cases. 

Settled at Mediation Settled before Mediation 

Auto PI ,,, 44 Auto PI 51 

Contract 22 Contract 20 

Non-auto PI - 19 Non-auto PI 20 

Other Case Types 15 Other Case Types 10 

More than 2 Parttes 40 More than 2 Parties 44 

Over $50K 50 Over$50K 58 

Htgh Party Hosbhty ,,,,-,>~20 H1gh Party Hosbhty 32 

Htgh Case COf1"4lleX1ty 14 Htgh Case CompleXIty 

Old Not Settle at Mediation Removed from Med.atlon 

Auto PI 35 Auto PI 46 

Contract 24 Contract 20 

Non-auto PI 21 Non-auto PI 21 

Other Case Types 20 Other Case Types 

More than 2 Parttes 50 More than 2 Parties 41 

Over $50K 73 OverSSOK 

Htgh Party Hosbhty 30 Htgh Party Hosbhty 

Htgh Case Co!r4lleXIty ~15 Htgh Case CompleXIty 22 

Not Referred to ~iatlon Control Group 

Auto PI 23 Auto PI 32 

Contract '7 28 Contract 25 

Non-auto PI ,, 25 Non-auto PI 22 

Other Case Types 24 Other Case Types 21 

More than 2 Parbes 53 More than 2 Parbes 59 

Over$50K 78 Over $50K 55 

Htgh Party Hosbhty 35 H1gh Party Hosbhty 26 

Htgh Case CompleXIty 24 Htgh Case Co!r4lleXIty -15 

Percent of Total Percent of Total 

Figure 111-3. Case Characteristics of Program Subgroups for Unlimited Cases in San Diego 
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Settled at Mediation 
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Non-auto PI 10 

Other Case Types 

More than 2 Parties 32 
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H1gh Party Hosbhty 22 

H1gh Case CompleXIty 

Did Not Settle at Mediation 

Auto PI 

Contract 30 

Non-auto PI 12 

Other Case Types 

More than 2 Parties -~36 
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H1gh Party Hosbhty 24 

H1gh Case CompleXIty 
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Figure 111-4. Case Characteristics of Program Subgroups for Limited Cases in San Diego 
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E. Program-Group Cases-Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

Before making compansons between the program group and the control group, it is 
helpful to first understand how the program group breaks down in terms of subgroups of 
cases that were not referred to mediation, that were referred to mediation but settled 
before mediation, that were referred to mediation but were later removed from the 
mediation track, and that went to mediatiOn under the pilot program. It is also helpful to 
understand the impact of the pilot program mediation on the resolution of cases, both 
dunng and after the mediation. 

As noted above, the program group in San Diego consisted of all the cases that could be 
considered for possible referral to mediation under the pilot program, not just cases that 
were referred to mediation or cases that went to mediation. More than 17,000 cases filed 
in 2000 and 2001 (11,395 unlimited and 5,612 limited) were ehgible to be considered for 
possible referral to mediation under this pilot program. Table III-1 shows a breakdown 
of these cases by subgroup. 

Table 111-1. Program-Group Cases-Subgroup Breakdown 

Unhm1ted Cases L1m1ted Cases 

%of Total m %of Total in 
Program Subgroup #of Cases Prog_ram Groue #of Cases Prog_ram Groue 

Not referred to med1at1on 6,001 52.66% 3,500 62 37% 
Settled before med1atJon 627 550% 291 519% 
Removed from med1at1on 1,050 921% 453 807% 
Settled at med1at1on 1,861 1633% 845 1506% 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 1,815 15.93% 513 914% 
Med1atJon outcome unknown 41 0.36% 10 0.18% 

Total Program GrauE 11,395 5,612 

Ofthese'program-group cases, about 44 percent, or 7,500 cases (47 percent [5,394] of the 
unlimited cases and 38 percent [2,112] of the limited cases) were referred to mediation. 
The remammg 9,500 cases (53 percent of unlimited and 62 percent oflunited) were not 
referred to mediation. Thus, the largest subgroup of cases in the program group Is cases 
that were not referred to mediation. 

Ofthe cases that were referred to mediation, 2,421 were never mediated: 918 cases (627 
unlimited cases and 291 limited cases) were settled before the mediation, and 1,503 cases 
(1,050 unlimited cases and 453 hmited cases) were removed from the mediation track. 
Those referred cases that were not mediated represent about 14 percent of the program 
group (16 percent of the unlimited program cases and 13 percent of the limited program 
cases) or 32 percent of the cases referred to mediation (31 percent of the unlimited cases 
referred to mediation and 35 percent of the limited cases). 
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A total of5,035 cases (3,676 unlimited cases and 1,358limited cases) went to mediatiOn 
under the pilot program; this represents approximately 30 percent of the program group 
(32 percent of the unlimited program cases and 24 percent of the limited program cases) 
or 67 percent of the cases that were referred to mediation (68 percent of the unlimited 
cases that were referred to mediatiOn and 64 percent of the limited cases). 

As shown in Table 111-2, of the unlimited cases that were mediated, 1,861 unlimited cases 
(approximately 51 percent) reached full agreement at the mediation, and another 165 
cases (approximately 4 percent) reached partial agreement at the mediation. Of the 
hmited cases that were mediated, 845 (62 percent) reached full agreement at mediation 
and another 34 cases (approximately 3 percent) reached partial agreement at the 
mediatiOn. 

Table 111-2. Proportion of Program-Group Cases Settled at Mediation 

Unhm1ted Lim1ted 

#of % of Mediated % of Mediated 
Cases Cases #of Cases Cases 

Agreement 1,861 50.68% 845 62.22% 
Part1al agreement 165 449% 34 2.50% 
Nonagreement 1,650 44.89% 479 35.27% 

Total 3,676 100.00% 1,358 100 00% 

Even when cases did not reach settlement at mediation, the mediation was still likely to 
have played an important role, either in the later settlement of the cases or in other ways. 
Table 111-3 shows that approximately 20 percent of attorneys in cases that were mediated 
under the pilot program but did not reach settlement at mediation indicated that the 
ultimate settlement of the case was a duect result of participating in the pilot program 
mediation 133 Another 27 percent indicated that mediation played a very important role, 
and still another 27 percent indicated that mediation was somewhat important to the 
ultimate settlement of the case. All together, attorneys respondmg to the survey indicated 
that subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediatiOn in approximately 74 
percent of the cases in which the parties did not reach agreement at the end of the 
mediatiOn session. For only 26 percent of the respondents, mediation was considered of 
"little Importance" to the case reaching settlement. 

Focus-group discussions with attorneys in San Diego also confirmed benefits even in 
cases that did not settle at the mediation. Attorneys in these focus groups indicated that 
they always received something out of the mediation process, even when cases did not 
settle, mcluding increased client mvolvement and earlier information exchange. 

133 Data from both !muted and unhrruted cases were combmed m order to provide a larger number of cases 
for thls analysis. 
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Table 111·3. Attorney Opinions of Mediation's Importance to Subsequent Settlement 

Importance of Part1cipat1ng 1n 
Med1at1on to Obta1n1ng Number of Percentage of 
Settlement Responses Responses 
Resulted d1rectly 1n settlement 37 1968% 
Very Important 51 2713% 
Somewhat Important 51 27.13% 
Little Importance 49 2606% 

Total 188 100 00% 

Adding together those cases where the survey respondents indicated that subsequent 
settlement of the case was a direct result of participatmg m mediation and those cases that 
settled at the mediation, the overall mediation resolution rate was approximately 58 
percent for unlimited cases mediated under the pilot program and approximately 76 
percent for limited cases mediated under the pilot program. 
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F. Impact of San Diego's Pilot Program on Trial Rates 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in San Diego significantly reduced the proportion of cases that went to 
trial. The reduction m trial rates was consistent for both limited and unlimited cases and 
across all major case types: 

• The trial rate for unlimited cases in the program group was 24 percent lower than the 
trial rate for unlimited cases in the control group; the trial rate for the program group 
was 5.7 percent compared to 7.5 percent for the control group. The trial rate for 
limited cases in the program group was 27 percent lower than the trial rate for these 
cases in the control group; the trial rate for the program group was 4.8 percent 
compared to 6.6 percent for the control group. 

• At these lower trial rates, approximately 89 fewer 2000 cases were tried (18 limited 
and 71 unlimited cases) and 212 fewer 2001 cases were tried in the program group 
(86 lrmited and 126 unlimited cases). This reduction m tnals translates into total 
potential time savmgs of247 trial days for 2000 cases and 448 trial days for 2001 
cases. Annualizing the program group reductions and adding potential reductions if 
the program were available to cases that were in the control group, an estimated 221 
fewer cases would be tried each year. This potential reduction in trials translates into 
total potential time savings of 521 trial days per year. 

• While this time saving does not translate mto fungtble cost savings that can be 
reallocated for other purposes, the monetary value of the time saved is approximately 
$1.6 million per year. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the pilot program in San Diego on the trial rate. It 
compares the proportion of disposed cases that went to trial in the program group 134 with 
the proportion of disposed cases that went to trial in the control group. It also breaks 
down the analysis by case type to see whether the program impact on trial rate was 
different for different case types. Fmally, this section analyzes the implications of this 
reduced tnal rate by estimating the amount of JUdicial time potentially saved through the 
reduced number of trials and the monetary value of that time. 

Overall Comparisons of Trial Rate in Program and Control Groups 
The pilot program in San Diego significantly reduced the trial rates for both unlimited 
and limited civil cases. As shown in Table III-4, the trial rate for unlimited cases in the 
program group was 24 percent lower than the tnal rate for unlimited cases m the control 
group; the tnal rate for the program group was 5.7 percent compared to 7.5 percent for 
the control group. Similarly, the tnal rate for limited cases m the program group was 27 

134 It ts unportant to remember that program-group cases mclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the ptlot program, mcludmg cases that were not referred to medtatlon. 
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percent lower than the trial rate for these cases in the control group; 4.8 percent for the 
program group compared to 6.6 percent for the control group. 

Table 111-4. Trial Rate of Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in San Diego 

Program Group 

#of 
Dtsposed # of Cases 

Cases Tried 

%of 
Cases 
Tried 

Control Group 

#of 
Disposed 

Cases 
#of Cases 

Tned 

%of 
Cases 
Tned 

I 
I 
I I % Difference 

I 
Unlimited 11,040 626 5.7% 4,493 337 7 5% I -24 4% *** 
L1m1ted 5,554 266 4 8% 1 ,279 84 6 6% -27 1% *** 
Note Percentage difference between program and control groups IS calculated as (program tnal rate-control 
tnal rate) I control tnal rate 
*** p < .5, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

Comparisons of Trial Rate by Case Type 
Table 111-5 below compares the trial rates in the program and control groups by case type. 

Overall, while not all the reductions were statistically significant, tlus table shows a 
consistent pattern of reduced trial rates m the program group across all case types in both 
unlimited and limited cases. For unlimited cases, the reduction in trial rates for cases in 
the program group ranged from 16 percent for "other" case types to 36 percent for 
contract cases. For hmtted cases, the reduction in trial rates ranged from approximately 
25 percent for automobile personal injury (Auto PI) and contract cases to 68 percent for 
other personal injury (Non-Auto PI) cases. Both the 25 percent reduction in trials of 
contract cases and the 68 percent reductiOn in tnals ofNon-Auto PI cases were 
statistically significant. While Non-Auto PI limited cases had the largest percentage 
reductiOn in trial rate, the number of cases involved was very small. In terms of the 
number of cases affected, limited contract cases clearly experienced the greatest impact, 
as they accounted for the majority oftned cases in both the program and control groups. 
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Table 111-5. Trial Rate In San Diego for Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001, by Case Type 

Program Group Control Group 

#of %of #of #of %of 
# of Disposed Cases Cases Disposed Cases Cases % Difference 

Cases Tried Tried Cases Tried Tried 

Unllmrled 
Auto PI 3,556 135 38% 1,425 73 5.1% -26%*** 
Non-Auto PI 2,510 174 69% 996 84 8.4% -18%* 
Contract 2,757 146 5.3% 1,127 93 83% -36%*** 
Other 2,217 171 77% 945 87 9.2% -16%* 

Total 11,040 626 57% 4,493 337 7.5% -24%*** 

Limited 
Auto PI 2,137 60 28% 511 19 37% -24% 
Non-Auto PI 506 9 1.8% 142 8 5.6% -68%*** 
Contract 2,566 181 71% 531 50 94% -25%*** 
Other 345 16 46% 95 7 7.4% -37% 

Total 5,554 266 4 8% 1,279 84 6 6% -27%*** 
Note Percentage difference between program and control groups IS calculated as (program tnal rate-control tnal 
rate)/control tnal rate 

*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < 20. 

Impact of Reduced Trial Rate on Judicial Time 
To provide a better understanding of the impact of reduced trial rates on the court, the 
amount of judicial time that could be saved from the reductiOn m the number of tnals was 
estimated. Based on this calculation, the reduced tnal rate translates into a potential 
saving of 521 trial days per year that could be used m other cases that needed judicial 
time and attention. 

Determming the number oftrials avoided as a result of the pilot program required two 
calculations. First, trial data for cases filed in 2000 and 2001 were used to calculate the 
number of trials in program-group cases that would have occurred 1f cases in the program 
group had had the same tnal rate as those m the control group. This figure was then 
comrared with the number of trials per year in the program group at the actual trial 
rate. 35 Table 111-6 shows that the lower trial rate in the program group translates mto 
approximately 89 fewer cases tned in the program group among cases filed during the 
10-month period study period in 2000, 18 limited and 71 unhmited cases. For cases filed 

135 As previOusly noted, only cases that were filed on or after February 28, 2000, were mcluded m the study 
sample because only cases filed after that date were ehgtble for the program A figure for actual tnals per 
year was therefore calculated by mulnplymg by 12 the average number oftnals held per month m cases 
filed durmg the 22-month study penod. 
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in 2001, the estimated reduction m the number of tned cases m the program group was a 
total of212, 86 limited cases and 126 unlimited cases. 

Data from the San Diego Superior Court's case management system show that, on 
average, the court spends 0.7 day to try a limited civtl case and 3 days to try an unlimited 
civil case. Based on these figures, it is estimated that the smaller number of cases tried in 
the program group translate to a total saving of247 tnal days for cases filed in 2000 and 
448 days in 2001. 

Because many court costs, mcluding JUdicial salaries, are fixed, this JUdicial time saving 
from the reduced trial rate does not translate mto a fungible cost saving that can be 
reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved was available for the 
judges in San Dtego to focus on other cases that needed judicial time and attention, 
thereby improving court services in these cases. 

To help understand the value of the potential time saving from the reduced trial rates 
under the pilot program, however, its estimated monetary value was calculated. These 
estimates are also shown in Table III-6. 

Table 111-6. Program Impact on Trial Rate in San Diego 

Est1mated Reduction Estimated Est1mated Monetary 
Actual Number of 1n the Number of Savmgs 1n Tnal Value of Savmgs 1n 

Tned Cases Cases Tned Da~s Tnal Da~s 

2000 
L1m1ted 153 11 9 $26,910 

Unlimited 288 78 238 $711,620 
Total 441 89 247 $738,530 

2001 
L1m1ted 113 86 64 $191,360 
Unlim1ted 338 126 384 $1,148,160 

Total 451 212 448 $1,339,520 

The monetary value of the estrmated time saving was calculated by multiplying the 
potential reductiOn of trial days by an estimate of the current daily cost of operating a 
courtroom-$2,990 per day. 136 Based on this calculation, the monetary value of the time 
saving IS estimated to be approximately $740,000 for cases filed dunng the first 10 
months of the program and approximately $1.3 million for cases filed dunng the second 

136 Tlus estnnated cost mcludes salanes for a Judge and associated support staff but not facilities or general 
overhead costs In the Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the Fmance 
DiviSion of the Adnurustrative Office of the Courts estimated that each new Judgeship would have a total 
cost of at $642,749 Tlus figure mcludes the total cost of salanes, benefits, and operatmg expenses for each 
new Judgeslup and Its complement of support staff a baihff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
secretary, and a research attorney (Judictal Council of Cal., Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No TC18) 
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year. The total value of the time savings from the reduced rates among cases filed m 
2000 and 2001 was more than $1.3 million. 

The time savmg among program-group cases is not the only potential time saving from 
San Diego's pilot program. If the control group had. been eliminated and this program 
(includmg all of its elements) had been made available mall general ctvtl cases filed in 
the court, the tnal rate among the 25 percent of cases that were in the control group 
would also have been reduced. To estimate the potential impact if this program had been 
applied to all general civil cases courtwide, the number of trials that nught have been 
avoided in the control group on an annual basts was calculated under the assumption that 
cases in the control group would have had the same tnal rate as those in the program 
group. Based on this calculation, the potential reduction in tried cases in the control 
group was estimated to be 56 cases per year, 12 for limited cases and 44 for unlimited 
cases. 

To make it easy to understand total potential annual savings, annualized figures for the 
reduction in trials in the program group were also calculated, as shown m Table III-7. 

Table 111-7. Potential Annual Impact on Trial Rate of Courtwide Program in San Diego 

Estimated Annual Potent1al Est1mated Monetary 
Actual Number Reduct1on in the Annual Value of Potential 
of Tned Cases Number of Cases Sav1ngs 1n Annual Sav1ngs 1n 

~er Year Tned Tnal Da;ts Trial Da;ts 

Program 
L1m1ted 146 54 40 $119,600 
Unllm1ted 342 111 338 $1,010,620 

Total 488 165 378 $1,130,220 
Control 

L1m1ted 46 12 9 $26,910 

Unlimited 184 44 134 $400,660 

Total 230 56 143 $427,570 

Program and Control 
Combined 

L1m1ted 192 66 49 $146,510 
Unlimited 526 155 472 $1,411,280 

Total 718 221 521 $1,557,790 

If the potential annual reductions in trials in both the program and control groups are 
combined, the total estimated potential reduction is 221 trials per year: 66 fewer trials in 
limited and 155 fewer trials in unlimited cases. Using the figures from the court's case 
management system concerning the length of trials, 221 fewer cases tried translates to a 
total savings of 521 trial days per year that judges could have used in other cases that 
needed their time and attention. The monetary value of these 521 days IS estimated to be 
approximately $1.6 million. 
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Conclusion 
There is strong evidence that the pilot program reduced the trial rate m San Diego. The 
trial rate was 24 percent lower for unlimited cases and 27 percent lower for limited cases 
in the program group than the trial rate for comparable cases in the control group. 
Further compansons by case types mdicate that the program impact is consistent across 
all case types but is most pronounced for limited Non-Auto PI and contract cases and 
unhmited contract cases. 

By helping litigants in more cases reach resolution without going to tnal this pilot 
program saved a substantial amount of court time. With fewer cases going to trial, a 
potential saving of 521 trial days per year (with a monetary value of approximately $1.6 
million) could be realized for all general civil cases filed per year. This is valuable 
judicial time that can be devoted to other cases that need judges' trme and attention. 
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G. Impact of San Diego's Pilot Program on Case Disposition 
Time 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program m San Diego reduced case disposition time in both limited and 
unlimited cases. 

• The average time to disposition in the program group137 was reduced by 12 days for 
unhmited cases and 10 days for limited cases compared to the rates in the control 
group. 

• The medzan time to dispositiOn in the program group was reduced by 19 days and 25 
days for unlimited and limited cases, respectively, compared to the rates in the control 
group. 

• For both unhmited and hmited program-group cases, the pace of dispositions 
quickened about the time of the early case management conference and program-
group cases were disposed of at their fastest rate around the time of the early 
mediation, suggestmg that the conference and mediation contributed to the reduced 
time to disposition. Limited program-group cases were disposed of faster than 
control-group cases well before the time of the early case management conference, 
suggesting that the possibility of attendance at the early case management conference 
and referral to early mediation may also have mcreased dispositiOns. 

• The average disposition time for lrmited cases in the program group that settled at 
mediation was 30 days shorter than the disposition time of hke cases in the control 
group. Conversely, data suggest an mcrease of approximately 50 days in disposition 
time when unlimited program-group cases did not settle at mediation and 80 days 
when limited program-group cases did not settle at mediation compared to like cases 
in the control group. This highlights the importance of carefully selecting cases for 
referral to mediation. 

• The pilot program's positive impact on case disposition time was consistent across all 
case types for unlimited cases. For limited cases, the pilot program impact was 
evident only for contract cases. 

Introduction 
This section of the report examines the impact of the San Diego pilot program on time to 
disposition. Fust, the time to disposition in program-group cases as a whole and in each 
of the program subgroups IS discussed. Second, the different patterns of case disposition 
time between cases in the program and control groups are compared, including the 

137 It ts tmportant to remember that program-group cases mclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the ptlot program, mcludmg cases that were not referred to medtatton. It ts also tmportant to remember that 
only at-tssue cases m the program group and control group were mcluded m these compansons 
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average and median time to disposition and the rate of disposition over time. Different 
patterns of disposition time for various subgroups of cases withm the program group are 
then examined. Fmally, this section examines disposition time for different case types. 

Disposition Time Within the Program Group 
Table Ill-8 and Table III-9 show the average time to disposition for unlimited and limited 
cases, respectively, both in the pro~am group as a whole and for each of the subgroups 
of cases withm the program group. 38 

As can be seen in Table 111-8, unlimited cases that were referred to mediation but settled 
before mediatiOn had the shortest time to disposition among all the subgroups, followed 
by cases that settled at mediation and cases that were not referred to mediation (the 
largest subgroup). In contrast, cases that were referred to mediation but were later 
removed from the mediation track and cases that went to mediation but did not settle at 
mediatiOn had longer average disposition times. Thus, when the average time to 
disposition for the whole program group was calculated, cases m these latter two 
subgroups increased that average time to disposition, offsetting to some degree the lower 
average disposition times among cases that settled at or before and at mediation and cases 
that were not ordered to mediation. 

Table 111-8. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Unlimited Cases in San Diego, by 
Program Subgroups 

Average 
#of %of Total in Dispos1t1on 

Program SubgroUJ2S Cases Program Grou12 T1me 

Not referred to med1at1on 5,746 52% 305 
Settled before mediation 627 6% 273 
Removed from mediat1on 1,050 10% 366 
Settled at mediation 1,855 17% 295 
D1d not settle at mediation 1,762 16% 403 

Total Pro~ram GrouE! 11,040 100% 323 

In contrast to unlimited cases, among the limited-case subgroups, cases that were not 
referred to mediation, by far the largest subgroup, had the shortest average time to 
disposition of all the subgroups, even shorter than that for cases settling at or before 
mediation. The remaining program subgroups are all in the same relative order to one 
another as they are in the unlimited cases. Thus, when the overall average time to 
disposition for limited cases in the program group was calculated, cases that were 
removed from mediatiOn or that were mediated but did not settle at mediation pulled that 
average higher, offsetting to some degree the lower average times to disposition among 
cases that settled before mediation and cases that were not referred to mediation. 

138 Note that these tables rnclude only program-group cases that had reached disposition by the end of the 
data collection penod; therefore the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are different from 
those m Figure III-1, Figure III-2, and Table III-1, which rnclude all program-group cases 
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Table 111-9. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Limited Cases in San Diego, by 
Program Subgroups 

% ofTotalm Average 
Program D1spos1t1on 

Program Subgrou~s #of Cases Grou~ T1me 
Not referred to mediation 3,462 62% 236 
Settled before med1at1on 291 5% 275 
Removed from med1at1on 453 8% 338 
Settled at med1at1on 845 15% 286 
D1d not settle at mediation 503 9% 395 

Total Pro~ram Grou~ 5,554 100% 269 

Overall Comparisons of Time to Disposition in Program Group and 
Control Group 

Comparison of Average and Median Time to Disposition 
Table III-10 compares the average and median139 times to disposition in the program 
group and control group m San Diego. 

As this table shows, San Diego's pilot program resulted in a reduction m the overall time 
to disposition for both limited and unlimited cases. The average case dispositiOn time for 
unlimited cases in the program group was 12 days less than the average for unhmited 
cases in the control group, and the average disposition time for limited cases in the 
program group was 10 days less. 140 Measured by medzan time, the difference between 
the program and control groups was greater, with a reduction of 19 days for unlimited 
cases and 25 days for hmited cases m the program. Averages are generally more affected 
than medians by outlying cases, which for these purposes would be cases with either 
unusually short or unusually long times to disposition. The median, therefore, may be a 
better measure of the typical case in the program group and the control group. 

139 The median represents the value at the 50th percentile, With half of the cases reachmg disposition before 
and half after the median time. 
140 Throughout this study, disposition time IS calculated based on the date when a case IS offic1ally d1sposed 
of by the court (for example, when d1srmssal or JUdgment 1s actually entered), as opposed to when parties 
may have notified the court of settlement In San D1ego, most cases m wh1ch the parties notified the court 
that they had reached settlement at med1ation were "deemed settled" and put on a "45-day d1srmssal track" 
waltmg for offic1al entry of d1srmssal, rather than havmg d1srmssallmmedlately entered. Th1s may have 
mflated the d1spos1tion time for program-group cases somewhat A d1fferent set of docket codes available 
from the San D1ego case management system allowed calculation of case d1spos1tion time usmg the date 
the case was "deemed settled" for a subset of cases m both the program and control groups Usmg this 
alternative measure of WSpOSltlOn time, there are shghtJy larger differences ill case WspOSltiOn time 
between the program and control groups, With the d1fference mcreasmg from an average of 12 to 18 days 
for unl1m1ted cases, and from 10 to 14 days for hrmted cases. 
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Table 111-10. Case Disposition Time (in Days) in San Diego 

Difference = 
Program-

Program Control Control 
Average 

Unlimited 323 335 -12*** 
L1m1ted 269 279 -10*** 

Med1an 
Unlimited 310 329 -19*** 
Limited 247 272 -25*** 

Number of Cases 
Unlimited 11,040 4,493 
Lim1ted 5,554 1,279 

*** p < .5, ** p < 10,*p<.20 

Both the overall average and median measures show only a modest impact from the pilot 
program on the time to disposition for all cases in the program group as a whole. The 
relatively small size of this difference may seem countenntuitive given the large 
reductiOn in the program-group trial rate discussed in the previous section. Tried cases 
take the longest time to reach dispositiOn, so reducing the proportion of these cases 
should reduce the overall time to disposition. However, tried cases represent a relatively 
small proportiOn of the cases within the program group. Although the tnal rate in the 
program group was only 5.7, compared to 7.5 in the control group, this reduction did not 
affect the remainmg maJonty of cases m the program group. 

It is also important to remember that, as discussed above in the pilot program description, 
the program group does not consist just of mediated cases; it mcludes cases mall ofthe 
subgroups hsted m Table III-8 and Table II-9. As shown in these tables and discussed 
above, the cases in these subgroups had very different average times to disposition that 
offset one another to some degree when the overall average time to disposition in the 
program group was calculated. 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand at what pomt in the litigation process the pilot program had its 
impact on the overall time to dispositiOn, the patterns of case disposition rate over time 
were exammed. This analysis also provides informatiOn about whether the program 
impact on time to disposition occurred around the time when certain program elements, 
such as case management conferences and mediations, generally took place. 

Figure III-5 compares the timmg of case disposition in the program group and control 
group. 141 The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until disposition of a 
case, and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases disposed (or 

141 We combmed the data for cases filed m 2000 and 2001, as the data for both years as showed smular 
patterns m disposition rate over time. 
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disposition rate). The wider, purple line represents the program-group disposition rate, 
and the thinner, black line represents the control-group dispositiOn rate. The gap between 
these two lmes represents the difference in the disposition rates in the program group and 
control group at a giVen time from the filing of a complamt. The slope of the lmes 
represents the pace at which cases were reachmg disposition at a particular pomt in time; 
a steeper slope indicates that more cases were reaching disposition at that time. 
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Figure 111·5. Case Disposition Rate Over Time in San Diego 

For unlimited cases, Figure 111-5 shows that cases in the program group and control group 
were disposed of at about the same rate from filing to approximately 5 months after filmg 
(the disposition rate m the program group IS actually slightly higher for the entire 24-
month follow-up period). At 5 months after filing, about the time when (on average) the 
early case management conferences took place, the pace of dispositions in the program 
group increased and the disposition rate in the program group began to outstnp the 
control group. Between 5 and 13 months after filing (when disposition rates for both the 
program group and the control group leveled off), cases in the program group were 
disposed of at a higher rate compared to the control group, indicating that the pilot 
program reduced the disposition time for program-group cases. The difference in 
disposition rate between the two groups was largest at approximately 10 months after 
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filing, when 46 percent of the unlimited cases m the program group had been disposed of 
compared to only 39 percent in the control group. Program-group cases were disposed of 
at the fastest pace, startmg at 8 months after filmg, about the time when (on average) the 
pilot program mediations took place. The quickening in the pace of dispositions at the 
time of the early case management conference and of the mediation supports the 
hypothesis that, for unlimited cases, participation in the program's early case 
management conference and early mediation expedited the time to disposition. 

Figure III-5 shows that hmited cases in the program group began to have a higher 
disposition rate than cases m the control group very early in the litigation process. A 
significant difference between the program and control groups first appeared at 3 months 
after filing and continued until12 months after filing (when the disposition rates for both 
the program group and control group began to level off). The difference between the 
program-group and control-group disposition rates was largest at approximately 9 months 
after filing, when 57 percent of the limited cases in the program group had been disposed 
of compared to only 49 percent in the control group. As with unlimited cases, the pace of 
dispositions in the program group quickened at 5 months after filing (the time of the early 
case management conference) and was at its fastest at 8 months after filing (the time of 
pilot program mediations). 

The fact that limited cases m the program group began to have a faster disposition rate so 
early in the litigation process suggests that San Diego's pilot program influenced some of 
these cases well before the cases were ready for mediation referrals, even before case 
management conferences were held in most cases. It supports the hypothesis that the 
possibility of attending an early case management conference, along with the possibility 
of being referred to mediation, may have expedited case dispositions for limited cases. As 
with unlimited cases, the quickenmg in the pace of dispositions at the time of the early 
case management conference and the mediation suggests that participation in these 
program elements also expedited the time to disposition for limited program-group cases. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
To better understand how different cases within the program were mfluenced by the 
elements of the pilot program that they experienced, the disposition time of cases m each 
of the subgroups withm the program group was compared to the dispositiOn time of 
similar cases in the control group. 142 

The results of this comparison suggest that the pilot program reduced the time to 
dispositiOn for limited program cases that settled at mediation. Limited program-group 
cases that settled at pilot program mediations had an average disposition time that was 30 
days shorter than the average for Similar cases in the control group. 

The comparison also found evidence that not settling at the pilot program mediation 
resulted in longer disposition time. Limited program-group cases that were mediated 
under the pilot program but did not settle at the mediation had an average dispositiOn 

142 The regressiOn analysis method descnbed m the methods SectiOn I.B was used to make these subgroup 
compansons. 
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time that was 80 days longer than the average for similar cases in the control group. 
Similarly, unlimited cases in the program group that did not settle at mediation had an 
average disposition time that was 50 days longer than similar cases m the control group. 

Overall, these regressiOn analysis support the conclusion that cases were disposed of 
more quickly when they were resolved at mediation; but they also indicate that it took 
longer to reach disposition if cases did not resolve at mediation than if they had not been 
mediated. These findings make intmtlve sense. When mediations are conducted 
relatively early and cases are settled at those early mediations, one would expect that the 
average time to disposition m those cases would be less than that in similar cases that 
were not mediated and did not reach settlement m mediation. It also makes sense that, on 
average, it generally took longer to reach dispositiOn in program-group cases that did not 
settle at mediation compared to similar cases not in the program group. These program-
group cases essentially took a detour off the litigation path to participate in mediation and 
then came back to the litigation path when they did not settle at mediation; it is 
understandable that this detour required some additional time. It is important to note, 
however, that the mcreases in average disposition time in cases that did not settle at 
mediation did not outweigh the positive impact that the pilot program had on other cases; 
as discussed above, the pilot program reduced the overall disposition time for program-
group cases as a whole. 

Additional Analysis of Cases That Did Not Resolve at Mediation 
As noted at the beginning ofthis chapter, 74 percent of attorneys in cases in which the 
parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediation session indicated that 
subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediation. For only 26 percent of the 
attorneys surveyed was mediation considered of "little importance" to the cases' 
settlement. 

To examine whether there was a relationship between the time to disposition and the 
importance of mediation to later settlement, program-group cases that were mediated but 
did not resolve at mediatiOn were broken down based on the importance attorneys gave to 
mediatiOn in their cases' ultimate resolution. The time to disposition for these cases was 
then examined. Data from both limited and unlimited cases were combmed for tlns 
analysis to provide a larger number of cases. Table III-11 shows this breakdown. 

The differences in case disposition time among these subgroups were not statistically 
significant. 143 However, there appears to be some relatiOnship between the Importance of 
mediation to subsequent settlement and case disposition time. Specifically, for those 
program-group cases in which the attorneys reported that mediation had little Importance 
to settlement reached after mediation nonagreement, the case disposition time was 
longest at 429 days, compared to 389 days for those cases m which the attorneys 
attributed later settlement directly to the mediation, and 373 days for those in which the 
attorneys reported that mediation was very important to the settlement. The one 
somewhat anomalous result IS that program-group cases in whtch the attorney indicated 

143 There was a 20 percent probability that the dtfferent patterns among the groups could be due to chance 
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later settlement was a direct result of mediation had a longer average time to dispositiOn 
than those in which mediation was only very important to the subsequent settlement. 

Table 111-11. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) in San Diego for Limited and 
Unlimited Cases That Did Not Settle at Mediation, by Importance of Mediation to 
Subsequent Settlement 

Attorney's Assessment of 
Med1at1on's Impact on Case Average 
Settlement After Med1at1on D1spos1t1on 
Nonagreement #of Cases %of Total T1me 

D1rect result of mediation 36 19% 389 
Very Important 51 28% 373 
Somewhat Important 50 27% 398 
Little Importance 48 26% 429 

Total 185 100% 397 
Note: The average t1me to d1spos1tlon IS the average of both lim1ted and 
unlimited cases 

The time to disposition for cases in these subgroups was also compared to the time to 
disposition for like cases in the control group. 144 This analysis showed a pattern similar 
to that in Table III -11. All of the subgroups had times to disposition that were longer 
than like cases in the control group, confirming the finding above that not settling at 
mediation results in lengthemng the time to disposition. However, m general, the more 
Important mediation was to the ultimate settlement of the case, as indicated by the 
attorneys responding to the survey, the shorter the time to disposition was relative to like 
cases in the control group. In cases in which the attorney said the mediation was very 
important to the settlement, the comparison indicated that the time to disposition was 34 
days longer than for like cases in the control group. In cases m which the attorney said 
the mediation was somewhat important to the settlement, the time to disposition was 57 
days longer. In cases in which the attorney said the mediation was of no importance, the 
time to disposition was 79 days longer. Agam, the one somewhat anomalous result is 
that in program-group cases that settled after mediation nonagreement, but as a direct 
result of mediation, the comparison indicated that the time to disposition was 85 days 
longer than for hke cases in the control group. 

These data suggest that, in general, in cases that did not settle at the mediation, the 
greater the mediation's contributiOn to the ultimate resolution of the case, the less time 
was added to the time to dispositiOn. 

Comparison of Time to Disposition by Case Type 
To help understand whether the pilot program had a greater impact on time to disposition 
in some cases types, the time to disposition by case type was examined. Table 111-12 
shows the average disposition time in the program and control groups broken down by 
case type. 

144 The regress10n analysts method descnbed m section I.B was used to make these subgroup compansons. 
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For unlimited cases, Table III-12 indicates consistent program Impact across all case 
types, with automobile personal injury (Auto PI) cases and contract cases showing the 
greatest reduction in time to disposition. The reduction in disposition time was 
statistically significant for all except the "other" case-type category. 

For limited cases, there wa.S a significant program impact only on contract cases, with a 
sizable reduction of 22 days for cases m the program group. There were no statistically 
significant differences for any of the other case types. 

Table 111-12. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) in San Diego, by Case Types 

Program Control I 
Average I Average I 

Dispositio! Disposition ! Difference = 
n Time j# of Cases T1me JProgram-Control #of Cases 

Unflm1ted 
Auto PI 3,556 
Non-Auto PI 2,510 
Contract 2,757 

305 I 1,425 320 II -15*** 
350 996 360 -1 0*** 
311 1,127 323 t -12*** 

Others 2,217 336 945 344 -8 
Total 11,040 323 4,493 335 -12*** 

Limited 
Auto PI 2,137 285 511 284 1 
Non-Auto PI 506 291 142 294 -3 
Contract 2,566 250 531 272 -22*** 
Others 345 276 95 271 5 

Total 5,554 269 1,279 279 -1 0*** 

***p< 05;**p<.10,*p<.20 

Conclusion 
There IS strong evidence that the San Diego pilot program had a positive impact on case 
disposition time. For unlimited cases, average case disposition time for cases in the 
program group was reduced by 12 days compared to the control group and for limited 
cases it was reduced by 10 days. Measured in median time to disposition, cases in the 
program group showed a reduction in disposition time of 19 days for unlimited cases and 
25 days for limited cases. 

Compansons of the disposition rates in the program group and control group also indicate 
that program-group cases were being disposed of faster than control-group cases. In 
addition, these comparisons indicate that for both unlimited and limited program-group 
cases, the pace of dispositions quickened about the time of the early case management 
conference and program-group cases were disposed of fastest around the time of the early 
mediation, suggesting that the conference and mediation contributed to shortening the 
time to disposition. Limited program-group cases were also disposed of significantly 
faster than control-group cases well before the time of the early case management 
conference, suggesting that the possibility of attendance at the early case management 
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conference and referral to early mediation may have increased dispositions in some of 
these cases. 

The data also suggest that the overall impact of the mediation pilot program on time to 
disposition depended on whether cases settled or did not settle at the mediation. With 
case characteristics controlled for, the data suggest that limited cases that settled at 
mediation had a sigmficantly shorter disposition time compared to like cases in the 
control group. On the other hand, the data suggests that disposition time for both limited 
and unlimited cases were increased when the case did not reach settlement at mediation. 
This finding suggests that the key to further reducing the overall time to disposition may 
be to increase the proportion of cases that settle at the early mediation. This, in tum, 
suggests the importance of trying to identify and refer to mediation those cases that are 
most amenable to settlement at an early mediation process. 
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H. Impact of San Diego's Pilot Program on Litigant Satisfaction 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program m San Diego increased attorney satisfaction with the court's services 
in limited cases, and mediation increased attorney satisfaction with the court's services. 

• Both parties and attorneys in the San Diego program group expressed high 
satisfactiOn when they used pilot program mediation. They were particularly satisfied 
with the performance of the mediators; both parties and attorneys showed an average 
satisfaction score of approximately 6 on a 7 -point scale. They also strongly agreed 
that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend 
both to their friends. 

• Attorneys in limited program-group cases were more satisfied with the court's 
services than attorneys m limited control-group cases. 

• Attorneys m both unlimited and hmited program-group cases that settled at early 
mediation were significantly more satisfied with the outcome of their case, their 
litigation experience, and with the services provided by the court compared to 
attorneys in like cases in the control group. 

• While attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation were less satisfied with the 
outcome of the case, they were more satisfied With the court's services than attorneys 
in similar control-group cases. This suggests that participating in mediation increased 
attorneys' satisfaction with the court's services, regardless ofwhether their cases 
settled at mediation. 

• When unlimited program-group cases were not referred to mediation, attorneys' 
satisfactiOn with the court's services and the litigation process was lower compared to 
like cases in the control group. The reduced satisfaction among these cases offset the 
mcreased satisfaction among cases settled at mediation so that comparisons between 
unlimited cases in the program group and control group as a whole did not show 
significant differences in overall satisfaction with the court's services or the litigation 
process. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of San Diego's pilot program on litigant satisfaction. 
As described in detail in Section I.B., data on htigant satisfaction were collected m two 
ways. First, in a survey administered at the end of the mediation in cases that went to 
mediation between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmediation survey"), both parties and 
attorneys were asked about their satisfaction with various aspects of their mediation and 
litigatiOn experiences. Second, in a separate survey administered shortly after cases 
reached disposition in cases disposed of between July 2001 and June 2002 
("postdisposition survey''), parties and attorneys in both program and control cases were 
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asked about their satisfaction with the outcome of their case, the court's services, and 
their overall litigation expenence. 

In this section, the satisfaction of parties and attorneys who used mediation under the 
pilot program is first described. Second, the satisfaction of attorneys in program-group 145 

cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups are discussed. Attorney 
satisfaction in the program group and the control group is then compared. 146 Next, 
attorney satisfactiOn in the vanous subgroups within the program group is exammed. 
Finally, the program impact on litigant satisfactiOn in different case types is examined. 

Overall Litigant Satisfaction in Cases That Used Pilot Program 
Mediation 
As shown in Figure III-6, both parties and attorneys who used mediation in the pilot 
program expressed very high levels of satisfaction with their experiences. Parties and 
attorneys who partiCipated in mediation were asked to rate their satisfaction with the 
mediator's performance, the mediatiOn process, the outcome of the mediatiOn, the 
litigation process, and the services provided by the court on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 IS 
"highly dissatisfied" and 7 is "highly satisfied." Figure III-6 shows the average 
satisfaction scores for both parties and attorneys m these mediated cases. 

Unhm•ted Lim1ted 

Mediator Performance Me<hator Performance 

Court ServiCe Med~abon Process 

Court Sei'VIce 

Overall Lrt1gat10n Process 

Outcome of Case Outcome of Case 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
H1ghly 

Sallsfied 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

CJ Party • Attorney 
Htghly 
O!ssabsfied 

Hoghly 
Dlssabsfied 

Figure 111-6. Party and Attorney Satisfaction in Mediated Cases in San Diego 

It Is clear from this figure that parties and attorneys who used mediation services in the 
pilot program were highly satisfied with all aspects of the mediation expenence. Most of 
the scores were in the highly satisfied range (5.0 or above) and one was below 4.3. Both 
parties and attorneys were most satisfied with the performance of mediators, with average 

145 It IS Important to remember that program-group cases illclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the pdot program, illclUdillg cases that were not referred to mediatiOn It IS also 1mp0rtant to remember that 
only at-Issue cases ill the program group and control group were illcluded ill these compansons. 
146 As was discussed above ill the data and methods SectiOn I B., sillce only a lumted number of responses 
to the postrnedtatlon survey were received from parties ill the control group, all compansons between the 
program and control groups were based only on attorney responses to the survey 
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satisfaction scores of 6.1-6.2 for attorneys and 5.9-6.0 for parties. They were also highly 
satisfied With the mediation process and services provided by the court, with average 
satisfaction scores of about 6 for attorneys and 5-5.5 for parties. Both parties and 
attorneys were least satisfied with the outcome of the case; average outcome satisfaction 
scores were 4.9-5.4 for attorneys and 4.3-4.4 for parties. 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concemmg the fairness of the mediation and their willmgness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Using a 1-5 scale, where 1 is "strongly disagree" 
and 5 is "strongly agree," litigants were asked to indicate whether they agreed that the 
mediator treated the parties fairly, that the mediatiOn process was fair, and that the 
mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to fnends with similar cases, that they 
would recommend mediation to such friends, and that they would use mediation even if 
they had to pay the full cost of the mediatiOn. Table III-13 shows parties' and attorneys' 
average level of agreement with these statements m unlimited and limited program-group 
cases. 147 

Table 111-13. Party and Attorney Perceptions of Fairness and Willingness to Recommend or 
Use Mediation (average agreement with statement) 

Med1at1on Would Would 
Mediator Med1at1on Outcome Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Was Fa1r/ Med1ator to Mediation to Mediation at 
Parties Fa1rly Fa1r Reasonable Fnends Fnends Full Cost 

Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes Attys Parttes Attys 

Unhm1ted 
Cases 4.5 47 4.2 4.7 3 1 36 42 4.6 42 4.7 35 40 
L1m1ted 
Cases 45 4.8 4.1 47 34 38 43 46 4 1 4.8 34 39 

As with the satisfaction scores, most of the scores were in the "strongly agree" range 
(above 4.0) and all of the average scores were above the middle of the agreement scale 
(3.0) For both parties and attorneys there was very strong agreement (average score of 
4.1 or above for parties and 4.6 or above for attorneys) that the mediator treated the 
parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, that they would recommend the 
mediator to friends with similar cases, and that that they would recommend mediation to 
such friends. Both parties and attorneys indicated less agreement that they would use 
mediation if they had to pay the full cost; the average score was 3.4-3.5 for parties and 
3.9-4.0 for attorneys. The lowest scores related to the fairness/reasonableness of the 
mediation outcome, at only 3.1-3.4 for parties and 3.6-3.8 for attorneys. 

It is clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediatiOn experiences, overall they were 

147 A 5-pomt scale was used for these survey questions, rather than the 7-pomt scale used m the satisfaction 
questions 
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less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (in fact, on both 
outcome questions, about more than 20 percent of the parties and attorneys responded 
that they were neutral). However, in evaluating this result, It is important to remember 
that this survey was administered at the end of the mediation and that in a large 
proportion of cases a settlement was not reached at end of the mediatiOn. Not 
surprisingly, the way parties and attorneys responded to the two outcome questions 
depended largely on whether their cases settled at mediation. Average satisfaction with 
the outcome in program-group cases that settled at mediation was 5.99 for attorneys and 
5.16 for parties on a 7 -point scale, more than 50 percent higher than the average scores of 
3.79 for attorneys and 3.27 for parties in cases that did not settle at mediation. Similarly, 
responses concerning the fairness/reasonableness of the outcome averaged 4.3 7 for 
attorneys and 3.73 for parties on a 5-point scale, in cases settled at mediatiOn, 
approximately 60 percent higher than the 2.63 for attorneys and 2.34 for parties in cases 
that did not settle at mediatiOn. When the scores in both cases settled and not settled at 
mediation were added together to calculate the overall average, the higher scores in cases 
that settled were offset by those in cases that did not, pulling the overall average toward 
the center. 

It is also clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while both parties 
and attorneys were generally very pleased with their pilot program mediation 
expenences, attorneys were more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were 
consistently higher than those of parties on all of these questions. Attorney satisfaction 
scores in limited cases ranged from .8 higher than party scores (for court services) to 1.2 
higher (for mediation process); in unlimited cases attorney scores were generally only .5 
higher. The higher attorney satisfaction may reflect a greater understanding on the part 
of attorneys about what to expect from the mediation process. Given that there was a 
court-connected mediation program in San Diego before the pilot program was 
introduced, many attorneys are hkely to have participated in mediations before, so they 
are likely to have been familiar with the mediation process and to have based their 
expectations about the process on this knowledge. Parties are less likely to have 
participated in previous mediations and may not have known what to expect from the 
mediatiOn process. This may suggest the need for additional educational efforts targeted 
at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores by attorneys may also, in part, reflect the fact that attorneys and 
parties' satisfaction was associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. 
Attorneys' responses on only four of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses concerning satisfaction with the mediation process-whether they 
believed that the mediation process was fair, that the mediation resulted in a 
fair/reasonable outcome, that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution 
quickly, and that the mediator treated all parties fatrly. 148 In contrast, parties' satisfaction 

148 CorrelatiOn measures how strongly two vanables are associated With each other, I.e., when one of the 
vanables changes, how hkely IS the other to change (this does not necessanly mean that the change m one 
caused the change m the other, but just that they tend to move together) Correlation coefficients range 
from -1 to 1; a value of 0 means that there was no relationship between the vanable, a value of 1 means 
there was a total positive relationship (when one vanable changes, the other always changes the same 
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with the mediation process was also strongly correlated with whether they believed that 
they had had an adequate opportunity to tell their side of the story during the mediatiOn, 
that the mediation helped Improve commurucation between the parties, that the mediation 
helped preserve the parties' relationship, and that the cost of using mediation was 
affordable. 149 

Attorneys' responses to only two of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses regarding satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation-whether they 
believed that the mediation resulted m a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly. 150 In contrast, parties' satisfaction with 
the mediation outcome was also strongly correlated with whether they believed that the 
mediation helped improve communication between the parties, that the cost of using 
mediation was affordable, that the mediation helped preserve the parties' relationship, 
and that the mediation process was fair. 151 

Fmally, for attorneys, there was no strong or even moderate correlation between any of 
their responses to these survey questions and their satisfactiOn with either the litigation 
process or the services provided by the court. In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the 
litigation process was correlated with whether they believed that they had had an 
adequate opportunity to tell their side of the story during the mediation, that the 
mediation helped improve communication between the parties, that the mediatiOn helped 
preserve the parties' relationship, that the mediation helped move the case toward 
resolution qmckly, that the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome, and that the 
cost ofusing mediation was affordable. 152 Similarly, parties' satisfaction with the court 
services was correlated with their responses to all of these same questions except whether 
they believed the mediatiOn helped move the case toward resolution quickly. 153 

All of this indicates that parties' satisfaction with both the court and the mediation was 
much more closely associated than for attorneys with what happened within the 
mediation process-whether they felt heard, whether they felt the mediation helped with 
their communication or relationship with the other party, and whether they believed that 

drrectton), and a value of-1 means a total negative relatiOnship (when one changes, the other always 
changes m the opposite drrection A correlation coefficient of 5 or above IS considered to show a rugh 
correlation The correlation coefficients of these questions With attorneys' satisfaction With the mediation 
process were 54 and .58, 54 and 57, 56 and 62, and 52 and .56, respectively, m unllffilted and limited 
cases 
149The correlation coefficients of these questiOns With parties' satisfaction with the mediatiOn process were 
48 and .58, 60 and 77, 50 and .65, and 69 and 69, respectively, m unllffilted and llffilted cases 

15<The correlation coefficients of these questions With attorneys' satisfaction With the outcome were 79 and 
.77 and .75 and .73, respectively, m unllffilted and limited cases 
151The correlation coefficients of these questions With parties' satisfaction With the outcome were .70 and 
70, 53 and .54, .58 and .63, and 50 and 52, respectively, m unlimited and limited cases 

152The correlation coefficients of these questions With parties' satisfaction With the litigation process were 
.34 and .54, .50 and .68, .40 and 59, .50 and .49, .55 and .53, and .51 and .61, respectively, m unlimited 
and llffilted cases 
153The correlation coefficients of these questions With parties' satisfaction with the courts' services were 
41 and 58, 36 and 65, 31 and .54, .38 and 36, .41 and .51, and .50 and .61, respectively, m unllffilted 

and limited cases 

119 



the cost of mediation was affordable. While most parties indicated that they had had an 
adequate opportunity to tell their story in the mediation (85 percent gave responses that 
were above the neutral point on the scale), fewer parties thought that the mediation had 
improved the commumcation between the parties (57 percent) or preserved the parties' 
relationship (38 percent), 154 and fewer thought that the cost of mediation was affordable 
(58 percent). These perceptions may therefore have contributed to lower satisfaction 
scores from parties than from attorneys. 

Satisfaction Within the Program Group 
Table III-14 shows the average satisfactiOn scores for attorneys in unlimited program-
group cases as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within the profam group. 
Table III-15 shows the same information for limited program-group cases. 15 

Table 111-14. Average Attorney Satisfaction in Unlimited Cases in San Diego, by Program 
Subgroups 

Overall 
#of Case L1t1gat1on Court 

Reseonses* Outcome Process Serv1ces 
Program Group 

Not referred to med1at1on 181 4.9 49 50 
Settled before med1at1on 16 5.3 5.5 5.7 
Removed from med1at1on 33 5.4 4.9 49 
Settled at med1at1on 236 58 5.7 6.0 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 405 44 53 57 

Total Program 871 5 1 52 54 
*Number of responses reported rs for case outcomes, rt varies slightly for htrgation 
process and court servrces. 

As shown in these tables, attorneys in both unlimited and limited cases that settled at 
mediation consistently expressed the highest level of satisfaction on all three measures-
case outcome, the litigation process, and services provided by the courts. Attorneys in 
cases that settled before mediation also had high average satisfaction scores with the 
litigation process court's services. In contrast, cases that were not referred to mediation, 
cases that were referred to mediation but later removed from the mediation track, and 
cases that went to mediation but did not settle at mediation had lower average satisfaction 
scores. Thus, when the overall average satisfactiOn scores for the whole program group 
were calculated, cases m these latter subgroups pulled that average lower. 

154 Note that m many types of cases, such as Auto PI cases, tlus sunply may not have been relevant, 41 
percent of parties and 55 percent of attorneys gave the neutral response to tlus question. 
155 Note that these satisfaction questions used a 7-pomt scale Also note that these tables mclude only 
program-group cases m whtch survey responses were recetved; therefore the total number of cases and 
breakdown by subgroup are different from those m Ftgure III-1, Ftgure III-2, and Table III-I, whtch 
mclude all program-group cases, and m the tables concemmg dtsposttion time and court workload, whtch 
mclude all program cases that had reached dtsposttion by the end of the data collection penod 
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Table 111-15. Average Attorney Satisfaction in Limited Cases in San Diego, by Program 
Subgroups 

Overall 
#of Case L1t1gation Court 

ResQonses* Outcome Process Serv1ces 
Program Group 

Not referred to med1at1on 56 51 5.3 5.4 
Settled before med1at1on 9 46 54 5.4 
Removed from med1at1on 10 50 49 53 
Settled at med1at1on 104 60 59 6.3 
D1d not settle at mediation 94 43 53 5.7 

Total Program 273 52 54 57 
*Number of responses IS for case outcomes, rt vanes slightly for lrt1gat1on process and 
court serv1ces 

Overall Comparison of Satisfaction in Program Group and Control 
Group 
Table III-16 compares the average satisfaction scores of attorneys m the program group 
and control group concerning the outcome of their cases, the overall litigation process, 
and the services provided by the court. 

Table 111-16. Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction Between Program Group and Control 
Group in San Diego 

Overall L1t1gat1on 
Case Outcome Process Court Serv1ces 

#of Average #of Average #of Average 
Responses Score Responses Score Responses Score 

Unlimited Cases 

Program 871 5 1 882 52 884 54 
Control 239 5.2 241 5.4 241 56 

Difference (Program-
Control) -0 1 -0 2* -0 2* 

Limited Cases 
Program 273 5.2 275 54 277 5.7 
Control 59 52 59 5.1 59 5.1 

Difference (Program-
Control) 0 0.3* 0.6*** 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

In limited cases, attorneys in the program group were more satisfied with the services 
provided by the court than attorneys m the control group; the average satisfaction with 
court services in the program group was 5.7 compared to 5.1 in the control group. The 
comparison also suggests that attorneys in limited program-group cases were more 
satisfied with the litigation process than attorneys in control-group cases. In unlimited 
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cases, attorneys in the program group had slightly lower average satisfaction scores on all 
three measures compared to the control group. 

As discussed above, attorneys in unlimited program cases that were mediated under the 
San Diego pilot program expressed very high satisfaction (5.9 on average) with the 
services provided by the court. It, therefore, seems anomalous that some positive 
program impact on attorney satisfaction with the court's services was not found for 
unlimited cases in the San Diego pilot program. It appears that this result stems from the 
fact that, unlike in other pilot programs, not being referred to pilot mediation or bemg 
removed from the pilot mediatiOn track in unlimited cases actually reduced attorneys' 
satisfactiOn with the court's services in San Diego. 156 Because well over half of the 
program group in San Diego consisted of cases that were not referred to mediation (53 
percent of program group) or were removed from mediation (9 percent of program 
group), when the overall average for the program group as a whole was calculated, the 
reduced satisfactiOn m these cases completely offset increased satisfaction with the 
court's services in cases that were mediated. 

The results for satisfaction with the litigation process in San Diego are affected in this 
same way. Attorneys in program-group cases that were not referred to mediation in San 
Diego were less satisfied with the litigation process than attorneys in similar cases in the 
control group. When the overall average for the program group as a whole m San Diego 
was calculated, the reduced satisfaction m these cases completely offset increased 
satisfaction in cases that were mediated. 

This indicates that, for San Diego's pilot program, the overall average is not a good 
measure of the pilot program Impact on attorney satisfaction With the court's services and 
litigation process, because it masks the unique responses of attorneys in these different 
subgroups. 157 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As was done with time to disposition, to better understand how different cases within the 
program were affected by the elements of the pilot program that they expenenced, 
attorney satisfaction m each of the subgroups within the program group was compared to 
attorney satisfaction in similar cases in the control group. 158 

The results of these comparisons provide strong support for the conclusion that settling at 
mediation increased attorney satisfaction on all three satisfaction measures. In unlimited 
program-group cases, attorney satisfaction with the outcome of the cases was 9 percent 
higher m cases that settled at mediation compared to hke cases in the control group, 
attorney satisfaction with the litigation process was 5 percent higher, and attorney 
satisfaction with the services of the court was 8 percent higher. Similarly, in limited 

156 As discussed below, regressiOn analysis was used to make tlus findmg. 
157 The attorneys' lower level of satisfaction when they are not referred to mediation or are removed from 
the mediation track by the court may stem from therr desrre to have access to the court's mediation 
services Therefore, the lower rating may actually reflect the attorneys' lngh regard for these court 
services 
158 The regressiOn analysis method descnbed m Section LB. was used to make these subgroup compansons. 
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program-group cases attorney satisfactiOn with the outcome was 16 percent higher, 
satisfaction with the litigation process was 16 percent rugher, and satisfaction with the 
services of the court was 23 percent higher in cases that settled at mediation compared to 
like cases in the control group. 159 ' 

As might have been expected, attorneys' satisfaction with the outcome in program cases 
corresponded to whether or not their cases settled at mediation; while satisfaction with 
the outcome was higher in program-group cases that settled at mediation, it was lower in 
program-group cases that did not settle at mediation compared to similar cases in the 
control group. For unlimited program-group cases that did not settle at mediation, 
attorney satisfaction with the outcome of the case was 15 percent lower than for similar 
cases in the control group. For limited program cases that did not settle at mediation, 
attorney satisfaction with the outcome of the case was 21 percent lower than for similar 
cases in the control group. 

However, satisfaction with the courts' services was not tied to whether cases settled at 
mediation; while satisfaction with the court's services was rugher in program-group cases 
that settled at mediation, it was also higher in program-group cases that participated m 
mediation but did not settle at mediation. In limited program-group cases, attorney 
satisfaction with the services provided by the court was 9 percent rugher for cases that 
were mediated but did not settle at the mediation compared to like cases m the control 
group. In unlimited program-group cases that did not settle at mediation, the comparison 
also suggested that satisfactiOn with the court's services was rugher than for hke cases in 
the control group, although the size of the difference was not clear. These results suggest 
that it was the experience of participating in a pilot program mediation that was the key to 
increasmg attorneys' satisfaction with the services of the court; attorneys whose cases 
were mediated were more satisfied with the court's services regardless ofwhether their 
cases settled or did not settle at the mediatiOn. 

These comparisons also show that satisfaction with court's services was lower in cases 
that either were not referred to mediation under the pilot program or were removed from 
the mediation track. Attorney satisfactiOn with the court services m limited program-
group cases that were removed from mediation was 13 percent lower than in similar cases 
m the control group. For unlimited program-group cases, attorneys in both cases that 
were not referred to mediation and cases that were removed from the mediatiOn track 
were less satisfied with the court's services than attorneys in similar control-group cases; 
attorney satisfaction with the court's services was 8 percent lower in unlimited program-
group cases that were not referred to mediation and 10 percent lower in unlimited 
program-group cases that were removed from mediation compared to like cases m the 
control group. As noted above, when the overall average satisfaction with the court's 
services for unlimited cases m the program group as a whole was calculated, the reduced 
satisfaction in these cases completely offset the increased satisfaction in unlimited 
program-group cases that were mediated. 

159 No statJstlcally stgmficant dtfferences were found m the regressiOn analysts between program- group 
cases that were settled before medtatJon and stm1lar cases m the control group m terms of any of the 
sansfacnon measures. 
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Similarly, these comparisons showed that satisfaction with litigation process was also 
lower in unlimited program-group cases that were not referred to mediatiOn under the 
pilot program; attorney satisfaction with the litigation process was 5 percent lower in 
unlimited program-group cases that were not referred mediation compared to similar 
cases in the control group. 

Overall, the results of this subgroup analysis support the following conclusions: 

• The experience of reaching settlement at mediation significantly increased attorneys' 
satisfaction With all aspects of their dispute resolution experiences. 

• Attorneys' satisfaction with the outcome in program cases was tied to whether or not 
their cases settled at mediation, but the experience of mediation mcreased attorneys' 
satisfaction with the services of the court, even if the case did not resolve at 
mediation. 

• Not being referred to mediation or being removed from the mediation track had a 
negative impact on attorneys' satisfaction with the court's services, the litigation 
process, or both. 

Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction by Case Type 
Table Ill-17 compares the different patterns of attorney satisfactiOn by case type. 
Consistent with the overall comparisons between the program group and control group, 
the average satisfaction scores for unlimited cases in the program group were shghtly 
lower than those m the control group for most case types. Also consistent with that 
overall comparison, the scores for satisfaction with the court's services in limited cases in 
the program group were higher than m the control group for most case types. 

Table III-17 shows that in the .. other" case type for limited cases, the average attorney 
scores for satisfactiOn with the litigation process and court services were more than 2 
points higher in the program group than m the control group. In hmited Auto PI cases, 
attorneys' satisfaction with the services of the court was .8 point higher and satisfaction 
with the overall litigation process was .6 higher than in the control group. 
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Table 111-17. Attorney Satisfaction in San Diego, by Case Type 

Case Outcome Overall L1t1gabon Process Court Serv1ces 

Dtfference Dtfference Dtfference 
(Program- (Program- (Program-

Case Ty~e Prog_ram Control Con troll Prog_ram Control Con troll Prog_ram Control Controll 

Unltmtted 
Auto PI 5.3 54 -0 1 5.3 5.4 -0.1 5.5 5.8 
Non-Auto PI 5.0 50 0.0 5.2 5.6 -0 4* 5.3 5.8 
Contract 50 5.3 -0.3 52 51 0 1 5.4 52 
Other 47 51 -04 49 52 -0 3 5.2 54 

Total 51 52 -0 1 5.2 54 -0 2* 5.4 56 
Ltmtted 

Auto PI 52 4.9 03 56 5.0 0.6** 5.8 50 
Non-Auto PI 5.5 58 -0 3 53 5.6 -0.3 5.9 50 
Contract 48 5.2 -04 5.2 5.2 0.0 53 54 
Other 6.2 5.5 0.7* 6.1 3.5 2.6*** 62 4.0 

Total 5.2 52 00 54 51 0 3* 5.7 51 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Conclusion 
Both parties and attorneys in the San Otego program group expressed high satisfaction 
when they used pilot program mediation. They were particularly satisfied with the 
performance of the mediators; both parties and attorneys showed an average satisfaction 
score of approximately 6 on a 7-pomt scale. They also strongly agreed that the mediator 
and the mediation process were fatr and that they would recommend both to others. 

In terms of overall satisfaction, attorneys in limited program-group cases were more 
satisfied with the court's services than attorneys m limited control-group cases. When 
the program group is broken down into subgroups based on their different experiences, 
attorneys m both unlimited and limited program-group cases that settled at early 
medtation were significantly more satisfied with the outcome of the case, their htigatwn 
experience, and the courts' services compared to attorneys in like cases in the control 
group. While attorneys whose cases dtd not settle at mediation were less satisfied with 
the outcomes of their cases, they were more satisfied with the court's services than 
attorneys in similar control-group cases. This suggests that participating in mediation 
mcreased attorney satisfaction with the court's services, regardless of whether their cases 
settled at mediation. In addition, when unlimited program-group cases were not referred 
to mediation, attorney satisfaction with the court's services and the litigation process was 
lower compared to like cases in the control group. The reduced satisfaction among these 
cases offset the increased satisfaction with the court's services and litigatiOn process 
among cases settled at mediatiOn so that overall comparisons between unlimited cases in 
the program group and control groups did not show significant differences in overall 
satisfactiOn with court services or the litigation process. 
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L Impact of San Diego's Pilot Program on Costs for Litigants 

Summary of Findings 
Litigants' costs and the attorney hours spent in reaching resolution were reduced in cases 
that settled at pilot program mediations in San Diego. 

• Estimates of actual attorney time spent in reaching resolution were 16 percent lower 
in program-group cases that settled at mediation than for similar cases in the control 
group. Comparisons between program-group cases that settled at mediation and 
similar control-group cases also suggested that htigant costs were lower in program-
group cases that settled at mediation. 

• In cases that settled at mediation, 87 percent of attorneys responding to the study 
survey estimated some savings in both htigant costs and attorney hours from usmg 
mediation to reach settlement. Average savmgs estimated by attorney per settled case 
were $9,159 in litigant costs and 50 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney 
estimates, a total of$24,784,254 in litigant costs and 135,300 in attorney hours was 
estimated to have been saved in all 2000 and 2001 cases that were settled at 
mediation. 

Introduction 
Tills section examines the Impact of the pilot program on litigants' costs. As described in 
detail in Section LB., information on litigant costs was collected m two ways. First, in a 
survey distributed at the end of the mediation in cases that went to mediation between 
July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmediation survey"), attorneys in the subset of cases that 
resolved at mediation were asked to provide (1) an estimate of the time they had actually 
spent on the cases and their clients' actual litigation costs; and (2) an estimate of the time 
they would have spent and what the costs to their clients would have been had they not 
used mediation. The difference between these estimates represents the attorneys' 
subjective estimate of the litigant cost and attorney time savings when the case settled at 
the mediation. Second, m a separate survey adrnimstered shortly after disposition in both 
program and control cases between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postdisposition survey"), 
attorneys were asked to provide an estimate of the time they had actually spent on the 
case and their clients' actual litigation costs. Comparisons between the time and cost 
estimates m the program and control groups provide an objective measure of the pilot 
program's impact on litigant costs. 

As was discussed in the data and methods section, however, the data on litigant costs and 
attorney time from the postdisposition survey had a very skewed distnbution: there were 
a few cases with very large litigant cost and attorney time estimates ("outher" cases) that 
stretched out the data's range. While several methods were used to try to account for this 
skewed distribution, the range ofthe data was so broad that none of the differences found 
m direct comparisons between the program and control groups as a whole or in the case-
type comparison were statistically significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient 
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confidence whether the observed differences were real or simply due to chance.160 The 
results of these comparisons are therefore not presented here. 

In th1s section, the estimated actual litigant costs and attorney hours spent in program-
group161 cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups are discussed. Second, 
attorneys' estimates of actual litigant costs and attorney hours m the various subgroups 
within the program group are compared to the costs and hours in similar cases in the 
control group. Finally, attorneys' subjective estimates oflitigant cost and attorney time 
savings in cases settled at mediation as reported in the postmediation survey are 
presented. 

Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours Within the Program Group 
Table III-18 shows the average and median estimated litigant costs and attorney hours for 
unlimited cases in each of the program subgroups and in the program group as a whole. 
Median values are less sensitive than averages to the influence of "outlier" cases and thus 
may represent a more reliable picture of the costs and hours in each subgroup. 162 

Table 111-18. Average Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Unlimited Cases in San Diego, 
by Program Subgroup 

Number of 
Res~ondents Average Med1an 

Litigant Costs 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to mediat1on 151 $30,261 $7,000 
Settled before med1at1on 12 $5,729 $4,500 
Removed from mediat1on 26 $13,556 $5,000 
Settled at med1at1on 187 $7,939 $3,750 
Did not settle at mediation 271 $17,319 $7,000 

Total Program Grou~ 647 $20,356 $5,000 

Attome~ Hours 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to mediation 145 183 74 
Settled before med1at1on 10 63 30 
Removed from med1at1on 23 45 40 
Settled at med1at1on 194 49 26 
D1d not settle at med1atJon 269 88 50 

Total Pro9ram Graue 641 120 42 

160 There was approxunately a 30 percent probability that the observed difference between the program 
r:;oup and the control group as a whole was due to pure chance 

61 It 1s unportant to remember that program-group cases mclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the pilot program, mcludmg cases that were not referred to mediation It lS also unportant to remember that 
only at-Issue cases m the program group and control group were mcluded m these compansons 
162 Even though the extreme outher cases were removed from the analysis sample, average values were still 
subJect to the mfluence of a small number of cases With large values m costs or attorney hours, particularly 
when cases were further broken down mto several subgroups. 

127 



Table III-19 shows the same information for limited cases. As noted above, the data on 
litigant costs and attorney time were derived from attorney responses to surveys, not from 
the court's case management system. Therefore, the overall number of cases for which 
comparative cost and time information was available was smaller than the number of 
cases for which other outcome data were available. When this data was further broken 
down into subgroups, the number of hmited cases that were settled before mediatiOn and 
that were removed from mediation was too small to provide reliable information. 163 

Therefore, these subgroups were not included in Table Ill-19 below. 

The rank order of the subgroups in terms of median litigant costs and attorney hours is 
similar to that in the breakdown for time to disposition. Unlimited program-group cases 
that settled at mediatiOn had the lowest median litigant costs and attorney hours among 
all the subgroups, followed by cases that settled before mediation. Cases that did not 
settle at mediation and cases that were not referred to mediation had the highest median 
and average htigant costs and attorney hours among the subgroups. The higher costs and 
hours in these latter two subgroups offset the lower costs and hours in cases that settled at 
or before mediatiOn when the overall average and median for unlimited cases in the 
program group was calculated. 

Table 111-19. Average Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Limited Cases in San Diego, by 
Program Subgroup 

Number of 
Respondents Average Med1an 

Litigant Costs 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to mediation 53 $2,620 $2,000 
Settled at med1at1on 73 $2,944 $2,000 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 68 $9,937 $3,510 

Total Program Group* 209 $3,580 $2,000 

Attorne]! Hours 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to med1at1on 52 21 20 
Settled at med1at1on 83 26 18 
01d not settle at med1at1on 67 43 25 

Total Program Group* 216 25 18 
*Includes 6 or 7 cases settled before med1abon and 8 cases removed from the 
med1at1on track. 

Like unlimited cases, limited cases that settled at mediation had the lowest median 
litigant costs and attorney hours among all the subgroups. Unlike unlimited cases, 
however, cases that did not settle at mediation, rather than cases not referred to 

163 Survey data was available for only six lmuted cases settled before mediation and eight lmuted cases 
removed from mediation 
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mediation, had the highest litigant costs and attorney hours among the subgroups. The 
higher costs and hours m this subgroup offset the lower costs and hours in cases that 
settled at mediation when the overall average and median for limited cases in the program 
group were calculated. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As was done with time to disposition and litigant satisfaction, to better understand how 
different cases withm the program were influenced by the elements of the pilot program 
that they experienced, average litigant costs and attorney hours in each of the subgroups 
within the prorJ:am group were compared to the costs and hours in similar cases in the 
control group. 64 However, unlimited and limited cases were not analyzed separately; the 
data on both types of cases were combined for this analysis. 165 

The results of this comparison support the conclusiOn that settling at mediation reduced 
litigant costs and attorney time. Attorney hours were 16 percent lower in program-group 
cases that settled at mediation than in similar cases m the control group with similar 
characteristics. The analysis also mdicated that litigant costs were lower in program-
group cases that settled at mediation compared to Similar cases in the control group, but 
the size of this reduction was not clear. These results are consistent With the study results 
showing positive impacts on time to disposition and satisfaction when cases settled at 
mediation. 

Attorneys' Estimates of Mediation Resolution's Impact on Litigant 
Costs and Attorney Hours 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation overwhelmingly believed that the mediation 
had saved their clients money. Ofthe attorneys whose cases settled at mediation and who 
responded to the postmediation survey, 87 percent estimated some cost savings for their 
clients. 

Table III-20 shows the average savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours estimated 
by these attorneys. It also shows what percentage savings these estimates represent. As 
shown in this table, in those cases in which the attorneys reported savmgs from resolving 
at mediation, they estimated average cost saving per chent of approximately $12,500; 
average saving in attorney hours was estimated to be 63 hours. These attorney estimates 
represent a saving of approximately 60 percent, on average, in both litigant costs and 
attorney time. 

164 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m SectiOn LB. was used to make these subgroup compansons 
165 The rehabthty of the regressiOn analysts, hke the drrect compansons between the program and control 
groups, was affected by the skewed dtstnbutton of the httgant cost and attorney hme data. With the 
program group dlVlded mto unlrrmted and hrmted cases the analysts produced no stattsttcally stgmficant 
results Combmmg all unhrmted and lrrmted cases created a larger sample stze that mcreased the rehabthty 
of the regressiOn results Note that whether the case was unltrmted or lrrmted was accounted form the 
combmed analysts by rnakmg thts unlrrmtedllrrmted destgnahon one of the vanables used m the 
regressiOn/analysts In addttton, before the data on unlrrmted and hrmted cases were combmed, separate 
regresston analyses were performed on unlrrmted and lrrmted cases. These separate analyses suggested the 
same types of program tmpacts m the same subgroups as those occumng m the combmed analysts; 
however, the stahshcal stgmficance of the observed dtfferences was lower than m the combmed analysts 
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Table 111-20. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours From Resolving at Mediation-
Estimates by Attorneys 

% Attorney Responses Estimating Some Savings 87% 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Number of survey responses 235 
Average cost savmg estimated by attorneys $12,514 
Average% cost savmg est1mated by attorneys 61% 
Adjusted average % cost sav1ng estimated by attorneys 39% 
Adjusted average sav1ng per settled case estimated by attorneys $9,159 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 2,706 
Total ht1gant cost saving 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates $24,784,254 

Attorney Hours Savings 
Number of survey responses 240 
Average attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 63 
Average % attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 57% 
Adjusted average % attorney-hour sav1ng estimated by attorneys 57% 
Adjusted average attorney-hour saving est1mated by attorneys 50 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 2,706 
Total attorney hour sav1ngs 1n cases settled at mediation based on 
attorney estimates 135,300 

Of the attorneys responding to the survey, 13 percent estimated either that there were no 
litigant cost or attorney-hour savings (7 percent of responses) or that litigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediation not been used to resolve the case (6 percent of responses). With these cases 
included in the average, the adjusted average litigant cost savings estimated by attorneys 
per case settled at mediation was calculated to be $9,159, and the adjusted average 
attorney-hour saving estimated by attorneys was calculated to be 50 hours. These 
attorney estimates represent savings of approximately 39 percent in litigant costs and 57 
percent in attorney hours, per case settled at mediatiOn. 

This adjusted average was used to calculate the total estimated savings in all of the 2000 
and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations in San Diego during the study 
period. Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated htigant cost saving in the 
San Diego pilot program was $24,784,254, and the total estimated attorney hours saved 
was 135,300. 

It should be cautioned that these figures are based on attorneys' estimates of savings; they 
are not figures for the actual savings in mediations resulting in settlements. The actual 
htigant cost and hour savings could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney 
estimates. 166 

166 As reported above, the companson made usmg regression analysis between estimated actual attorney 
hours m cases that settled at mediatiOn and Simllar cases m the control group mdicated that attorney hours 
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It should also be cautioned that these estimated savings are for cases settled at mediation 
only, not for all cases in the program group. There may also have been savings or 
increases in litigant cost or attorney hours in other subgroups of program cases, such as 
those that were referred to mediation but settled before the mediation took place or cases 
that were mediated but did not settle at the mediation. 167 

Conclusion 
There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time were reduced when cases 
resolved at mediation. Estimates of attorney hours actually spent on resolvmg cases were 
16 percent lower in program-group cases that settled at mediation than in cases m the 
control group with similar case characteristics. Comparisons between program-group 
cases and similar cases in the control group also indicated that litigant costs were lower in 
program-group cases that settled at mediation, but the size of this reductiOn was not clear. 

Attorneys in cases that resolved at mediation had a strong favorable perception about the 
cost-saving benefit of mediation; 87 percent of attorneys respondmg to the survey 
estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from using mediation to 
reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorneys per case settled at mediation 
were $9,159 m litigant costs and 50 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney 
estimates, a total savmgs of $24,784,254 in litigant costs and 135,300 in attorney hours 
were estimated for all2000 and 2001 cases that were settled at mediation. 

were 16 percent lower m program-group cases that settled at mediation, m companson to the attorney 
estimate of 57 percent 
167 Some support for the concluswn that mediation may have reduced costs even m cases that dld not settle 
at mediation comes from 59 postmedlation survey responses m wluch attorneys m cases that did not settle 
at mediatwn provided htigant cost and attorney-hour mformation even though 1t had not been requested 
Approxunately 60 percent of these survey responses mdicated some savmgs m htlgant costs, attorney 
hours, or both m these cases that were medlated but did not settle at mediatlon When responses that 
estimated no savmgs or mcreased costs are also taken mto account, the attorneys m these cases estimated 
average savmgs of 45 percent m htigant costs (50 percent median savmgs) and 41 percent m attorney hours 
(50 percent median savmgs) m cases that dld not settle at mediation. 
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J. Impact of San Diego's Pilot Program on the Court's Workload 

Summary of Findings 
There is strong evidence that the pilot program in San Diego significantly reduced the 
court's workload. 

• In addition to the reduction in trials discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of pretrial court events by approximately 16 percent for unlimited 
cases and 22 percent for limited cases in the program group compared to the control 
group. 

• The reductions were larger for cases that settled at mediation; the average number of 
court events was reduced by 40-45 percent for both limited and unlimited cases in the 
program group that settled at mediation compared to like cases in the control group. 

• The smaller number of court events in the program group means that the time that 
JUdges would have been spent on these events could be devoted to other cases 
needing judicial time and attention; the total time savings were 306 judge days for 
program-group cases filed in 2000 and 337 judge days for program-group cases filed 
in 2001. 

• When the program-group reductions were annualized and potential reductions 1f the 
program were available to control-group cases are added, the total potential time 
saving from the reduced number of court events was estrmated at 4 79 judge days per 
year (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $1.4 million per year). 

• Reductions in court workload were most pronounced for unlimited Auto PI cases and 
limited contract cases. 

• There were also fewer postdisposition compliance problems and fewer new 
proceedings initiated in program-group cases, suggesting that the pilot program may 
have reduced the court's future workload. 

Introduction 
In an earlier section, this report d1scussed the substantial impact the San Diego pilot 
program had on the court's workload by reducmg the number of cases tned. In this 
section, the pilot program impacts on the court's workload are further examined by 
comparing the frequencies of various pretrial court events in the program group and 
control group. The analysis in this section focuses on three major types of court events: 
( 1) case management conferences ( CM Cs ), (2) motion hearings, 168 and (3) other pretrial 

168 Mohon heanngs are grouped mto three distinct types m the San Diego court's case management system 
qmck, medmm, and heavy motions. Examples of qmck motions are ex parte, motions to diSmiss, and 
simple discovery motions, medmm motions mclude motions to continue tnal and longer discovery motions; 
and heavy motions mclude demurrers and motions for summary JUdgment. 
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hearings. 169 First, the numbers of pretrial events in program-group 170 cases as a whole 
and in each of the program subgroups are discussed. Second, the overall number of these 
events that took place in program-group and control-group cases closed during the study 
period are compared. Third, the numbers of these events occumng in the various 
subgroups within the program group are exammed. The different patterns of these events 
by case type are then analyzed. Finally, this section analyzes the implications of this 
reduced workload by estimating the amount of judicial time potentially saved through the 
reduction in pretrial court events and the monetary value of that time. 

Workload Within the Program Group 
Table III-21 shows the average number ofpretri~l court events in unlimited program-
group cases as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within the program group. 
Table 111-22 shows the same information for limited program-group cases. 171 

Table 111-21. Average Number of Various Court Events for Unlimited Cases in San Diego, by 
Program Subgroup 

Number of 
Cases CMCs Motions Others Total 

Program Subgroups 
Not referred to med1at1on 5,746 0 69 1.18 060 2.47 
Settled before med1at1on 627 0.88 0.30 018 1 36 
Removed from med1at1on 1,050 1.00 0.88 1 88 3 75 
Settled at med1at1on 1,855 0.90 0.38 0 17 1 44 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 1,762 1 24 1.38 0 79 3.41 

Total Program Group 11,040 0 85 1 00 0 66 2 51 

Unlimited program-group cases that were referred to mediatiOn but settled before 
mediation had the lowest overall number of total court events among all the subgroups of 
unlimited cases in the program group, followed by cases that settled at mediation and 
cases that were not referred to mediation. In contrast, unlimited program-group cases 
that were referred to mediation but later removed from the mediation track and cases that 
went to mediation but did not settle at mediation had higher numbers of court events. 
Thus, when the overall average number of court events in the program group as a whole 
was calculated, cases in these two groups pulled that average number higher, offsetting to 
some degree the lower average number of court events among cases that settled before 
and at mediation and that were not ordered to mediation. 

169 Examples of other pretrial heanngs mclude default prove-up hearmg, OSC (order to show cause) 
heanngs, and settlement conferences 
170 It 1s 1mportant to remember that program-group cases mclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the pilot program, mcludmg cases that were not referred to medtatlon It 1s also 1mportant to remember that 
only at-1ssue cases m the program group and control group were mcluded in these compansons. 
171 Note that these tables mclude only the program-group cases that had reached dtsposttlon by the end of 
the data collection penod; therefore, the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are different 
from those m Ftgure III-1, Ftgure III-2, and Table III-1, which mclude all program-group cases. 
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This pattern-low numbers of events in cases that settled at or before mediation and high 
numbers of events m cases that were removed from or did not settle at mediation-was 
fairly consistent across all three types of court events, with one exception: cases that were 
not referred to mediation had the lowest number of CMCs of all the subgroups. 

Table 111-22. Average Number of Various Court Events for Limited Cases in San Diego, by 
Program Subgroup 

Number of 
Cases CMCs Mot1ons Others Total 

Program Subgroups 
Not referred to med1at1on 3,462 042 0 25 044 1 12 
Settled before med1at1on 291 0 90 0.13 0 26 1.30 
Removed from med1at1on 453 1.00 0.49 1 70 3.19 
Settled at med1at1on 845 0.89 0.14 017 1 19 
D1d not settle at mediation 503 1.34 0.54 0 74 2.61 

Total Program Group 5,554 0.65 0 27 0 52 144 

With one exceptiOn, the pattern of court events among the subgroups oflimited program-
group cases was similar to that in unlimited cases. In contrast to unlimited cases, limited 
program-group cases that were not referred to mediation, by far the largest subgroup, had 
the smallest overall average number of court events of all the subgroups, even smaller 
than for cases that settled at or before mediation. This low overall number of court 
events appears to stem largely from the low number of CMCs in cases not referred to 
mediation. 

Overall Comparison of Workload in Program and Control Groups 
Table III-23 compares the average number of CMCs, motion heanngs, and other pretrial 
hearings m the program and control groups in San Diego. 

As shown in this table, the pilot program m San Diego resulted m substantial reductiOns 
in the overall number of pretnal events for both limited and unlimited cases in the 
program. 

For unhmited cases, Table III-23 shows that average number of all pretnal heanngs was 
16 percent lower in the program group than in the control group. The pilot program had 
the greatest impact on motion hearings in unlimited cases, with a reductiOn of 25 percent 
for program cases compared to cases in the control group. Other pretrial heanngs were 
reduced by 16 percent. There was virtually no difference in the numbers of CMCs 
conducted in unlimited program- and control-group cases. 

---._ 

For limited cases, the overall average number of pretrial events was 22 percent lower in 
the program group than in the control group. In contrast to unlimited cases, for limited 
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cases the pilot program in San Diego consistently reduced all three event types. Table 
III-23 shows that the average number ofCMCs for limited cases in the program was 
reduced by 15 percent compared to cases in the control group; the average number of 
motiOn hearings was lower by 19 percent; and other hearings for program cases 
experienced a substantial 32 percent reduction. 

Table 111-23. Average Number of Pretrial Hearings for Cases In San Diego 

Unltmited 
Program 
Control 

% Difference 

Limtted 
Program 
Control 

# of Cases CMCs 

11,040 
4,493 

5,554 
1,279 

0.85 
0.84 
1% 

0 65 
0 75 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 

Motions 

1.00 
1 35 

-26%*** 

0 27 
0.33 

Others 

0 66 
0 81 

-19%*** 

0.52 
0 77 

Total 

2.51 
3 00 

-16%*** 

1 44 
1 85 

% Difference -13% *** -18% *** -32% *** -22% *** 
Note: Percentage difference between program and control is calculated as (program-control) I 
control. 
*** p < 5, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As was done with time to disposition, litigant satisfaction, and litigants costs, to better 
understand how different cases within the program group were influenced by the 
elements of the pilot program that they experienced, the average number of pretrial court 
events in each of the subgroups within the program group was compared to the number of 
such events m similar cases in the control group. 172 

Overall, these comparisons provide strong support for the conclusion that, for both 
limited and unlimited cases, the court's workload was reduced when settlement was 
reached at mediation. Unlimited program-group cases that settled at mediation had 45 
percent fewer court events overall compared to similar cases in the control group. 
Similarly, limited program-group cases that settled at mediation had 40 percent fewer 
court events overall compared to like cases m the control group. These comparisons also 
support the conclusion that the court's workload was reduced when cases settled before 
mediation; unhmited program-group cases that settled before mediation had 45 percent 
fewer court events overall compared to similar cases in the control group. 173 

172 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m Sectlon I B was used to make these subgroup compansons. 
173 Because of the small number ofhm1ted cases that settled before medtatlon m the survey sample (only 10 
cases), the regressiOn analysts dtd not produce conclusive results about whether llmlted cases that settled 
before mediation had fewer court events 
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The reduction m the total number of court events in cases that settled at or before 
mediation stemed from reductions in the numbers of motion hearings and other pretnal 
hearings, not from any reduction in the number of CMCs. The analysis showed that 
unlimited cases that settled at mediation had 75 percent fewer motion hearing, and 70 
fewer other pretrial hearings than similar cases m the control group, but that unlimited 
program-group cases that settled at mediation actually had 16 percent more CMCs than 
like cases in the control group. Similarly, limited cases that settled at mediation had 70 
percent fewer motion hearings and 90 percent fewer other pretrial hearings but 50 percent 
more CMCs compared to like cases in the control group. Similarly, unlimited program-
group cases that settled before mediation had 80 percent fewer motion hearings but also 
had 16 percent more CMCs compared to hke cases in the control group. 

Interestingly, these comparisons did not find an increase in the court's overall workload 
when cases did not settle at mediation. No statistically significant difference was found 
m the overall total number of pretrial events in cases that went to mediation but did not 
settle at mediation compared to similar cases in the control group. It appears that while 
there were increases m the number of CMCs in these cases, this increase was offset by 
decreases in the number of other heanngs. In unlimited program-group cases, the 
number of CMCs was 48 percent higher in cases that did not settle at mediation 
compared to similar cases in the control group, but the number of other pretrial hearings 
was lower than for Similar cases in the control group (the size of this difference was not 
clear). Similarly, for limited program-group cases, the number of CMCs was 97 percent 
higher in cases that did not settle at mediation compared to similar cases in the control 
group, but the number of other pretrial hearings m these cases was 40 percent lower than 
in sinnlar control-group cases. 

For cases that were not referred to mediation or were removed from the mediation track, 
the results of the subgroup comparisons were different m unlimited and limited cases. 
No statistically significant difference was found between unlimited program-group cases 
that were not referred to mediation and similar control-group cases in terms of the 
number of CMCs, motions, or other hearings. However, for limited program-group 
cases, the comparison suggested a reduction m the number of motion hearings in cases 
that were not referred to mediation compared to similar control-group cases. For 
unlimited program-group cases that were removed from mediatiOn, the compansons 
show no statistically significant difference m the total number of pretrial events compared 
to similar cases m the control group; increases in the number of CMCs and other pretrial 
hearings m these cases were offset by decreases in the number of motion hearings. 
However, for limited program-group cases, the total number of court events was higher m 
cases that were removed from the mediation track compared to similar cases in the 
control group; in contrast to unlimited cases, there was no decrease in the number of 
motion hearings to offset the increase in CMCs in these cases. 

Overall, the results of this subgroup analysis support the following conclusions: 

• When cases are settled at or before mediation, the number of motions and other 
heanngs are significantly reduced. 
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• Participating in mediation and not reaching settlement at the mediation does not 
significantly increase the total number ofpretnal events. 

• When cases are referred to mediation but then removed from the mediation track, the 
number of case management conferences and other heanngs may be increased. 

Comparison of Workload Between Different Case Types 
Table III-24 compares the average numbers of various court events in the program group 
and control group by case type. 

As this table shows, for both unlimited and limited program-group cases reductions in 
"other" hearings were evident across all the case types. Similarly, there were reductions 
in the numbers of motion hearings for all case types in the program group except limited 
"other" cases. However, there were differences in the sizes of the reductions for different 
case types. Among unlimited program-group cases, the largest reductions were in Auto 
PI cases, with a 30 percent reduction in motions and a 35 percent reduction m "other" 
hearings compared to control-group cases. The second largest reductions among 
unlimited program-group cases came in Non-Auto PI cases, with a 25 percent reduction 
in motions and a 15 percent reduction in "other" hearings compared to control-group 
cases. 

For limited cases, by far the largest reductions were in contract cases, with a 28 percent 
reductiOn in motions, a 38 percent reduction in "other" hearings, and a 26 percent 
reductiOn in the number of CMCs compared to control-group cases. The second largest 
reductions were in Auto PI cases, With a 13 percent reduction in motions, a 28 percent 
reduction in "other" hearmgs, and a 9 percent reductiOn in the number of CMCs 
compared to control-group cases. 
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Table 111-24. Comparison of Number of Hearings in San Diego by Case Type 

CMCs Matron Heanngs Other Heanngs 

% % % 
Program Control Difference Program Control Difference Program Control Difference 

Unltmited 
Auto PI 0 83 0.83 0% 039 0 56 -30%*** 
Non-Auto 
PI 0 96 0 91 5°/o*** 1 14 1.53 -25%*** 
Contract 0 79 0 80 -1% 1 11 1.46 -24%*** 
Other 0 86 0.85 1% 1 67 2.21 -24%*** 

Total 0 85 0.84 1% 1 00 1.35 -26%*** 

Ltmtted 

Auto PI 0 73 0 80 -9%*** 02 023 -13% 
Non-Auto 
PI 0.83 077 8% 0 37 0 38 -3% 
Contract 054 0.73 -26%*** 0.29 04 -28%*** 

Other 0 65 0.62 5% 0.5 044 14% 

Total 0 65 0 75 -13%*** 0.27 0 33 -18%*** 
Note Percentage drfference rs calculated as (program-control) I control. 
*** p < 5, •• p < 10,. p < 20 

0 69 

0 76 
054 
0 62 
0 66 

0 67 

0.67 
037 
0.52 

0.52 

Impact of Reduced Number of Court Events on Judicial Time 

1.06 -35%*** 

0 89 -15%*** 
0 57 -5% 
0.65 -5% 
0.81 -19% *** 

0 93 -28%*** 

094 -29%*** 
0.6 -38%*** 

0 59 -12% 

077 -32%*** 

To provide a better understanding of the impact on the court from the reduction in court 
events, the amount of judicial time that could be saved from the reduction in the number 
of events m program-group cases filed in 2000 and 2001 was estimated. Based on this 
calculatiOn, the reduced number of pretrial court events translates into a potential saving 
of 479 judicial days per year that could be used in other cases that need judicial time and 
attention. 

The same method used ear her to calculate the number of tnals avoided was used to 
calculate the number of court events avmded. Actual event data from closed cases filed 
in 2000 and 2001 were used to calculate the number of events that would have taken 
place in program-group cases had these events occurred at the same rate as m the control 
group. Thts figure was then compared with the actual number of events per year in the 
program group. 

Table III-25 shows the results ofthts calculation: approximately 3,000 fewer court events 
were held in program-group cases filed during the 1 0-month period that the pilot program 
operated in 2000, and 4, 700 fewer events were held in program-group cases filed in 2001. 
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Table 111-25. Program Impact on Court's Workload per Year in San Diego 

Total Number of Court 
Events Estimated Estimated 

Savings m Monetary 
Number Estimated Judge Time Value of Ttme 
of Cases Actual Reduction (Days) Saved 

2000 
L1m1ted 2,653 4,033 849 27 $80,730 
Unlimited 4,817 13,055 2,215 279 $834,210 

Total 7,470 17,088 3,064 306 $914,940 

2001 
Lim1ted 2,901 3,975 1,450 52 $155,480 
Unlimited 6,223 14,687 3,236 285 $852,150 

Total 9,124 18,662 4,686 337 $1,007,630 

The numbers of court events avmded was translated into judicial time saved by using 
estimates of judiCial time spent on each type of event provided by JUdges in survey 
responses. 17 Based on these figures, the smaller number of court events m the program 
group translates to total estimated time savings of 306 JUdicial days for cases filed in 
2000 and 337 judicial days for cases filed in 2001. 

As noted in the section discussing the implications of the pilot program's reduction m 
trial rates, many court costs, including judicial salaries, are fixed, so judicial time savings 
from the reduced court workload does not translate into fungible cost savings that can be 
reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved could be used by 
judges to focus on those cases that most needed their and attention, thereby improving 
court services in these cases. 

To help understand the value of the time saved from these reductions in pretrial events, 
however, the estimated monetary value at this time was calculated. The potential 
reduction in Judicial days was multiplied by an estimate ofthe current daily cost of 
operating a courtroom, $2,990 per day. 175 Based on this calculation, the monetary value 

174 Surveys completed by Judges m the San Diego court (four responses) proVIded estimates of tune spent 
on vanous court events, mcludmg CMCs, motion heanngs m three categones accordmg to the amount of 
time requrred for the heanngs (hght, medmm, and heavy motiOns), and tnal readmess and tnal call 
conferences Time estimates mcluded chamber time for preparation before the events and tune spent m 
followmg up on the declSlons made durmg the heanng events For llTDlted cases, the average eshmated 
time was 12 5 mmutes for CMCs, 28 8 mmutes for hght motions, 45 5 mmutes for mediUm motions, 59 3 
nunutes for heavy motions, and 10 mmutes for the two other pretrial hearmgs For unllTDlted cases, the 
relative figures for each court-event type were 12 5, 28.5, 61, 95, and 17 8 mmutes respectively. 
175 Tlus estimated cost mcludes salanes for a Judge and associated support staff but not facilities or general 
overhead costs In the Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the Fmance 
DIVISIOn of the Adnurustrative Office of the Courts estimated that each new JUdgeship would have a total 
cost of at $642,749 Tlus figure mcludes the total cost of salanes, benefits, and operating expenses for each 
new Judgeship and Its complement of support staff a bailiff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
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of the judicial time saved from the pilot program's reduction in court events is estimated 
to be approximately $0.9 million for cases filed during the first 10 months of the program 
in 2000 and approximately $1.0 million for cases filed during 2001. 

As with reduced trial rates, the potential saving if the pilot program were apphed to all 
general civil cases courtwide was also calculated. Tlus was done in two steps: first, by 
calculatmg the number of court events that might have been avoided in the control group 
on an annual basis had cases in the control group experienced the same rates of court 
events as those m the program group, and, second, by adding that result to annualized 
savings from reductions in court events in the program group. As Table III-26 shows, the 
potential combined annual saving from both the program and control groups was 
estimated at 479 judge days, which has a monetary value of approximately $1.4 million. 

Table 111-26. Potential Annual Impact on Court Events of Courtwide Program in San Diego 

Total Number of Court 
Events Estimated Estimated 

Potential Monetary 
Esttmated Savings m Value of 

Number Potential Judge Ttme Potenttal 
of Cases Actual Reduction (Days) Time Saving 

Program 

L1m1ted 3,030 4,364 1,212 41 $122,590 
Unlimited 6,022 15,116 2,950 303 $905,970 

Total 9,052 19,480 4,162 344 $1,028,560 

Control 
L1m1ted 698 1,285 279 10 $29,900 
Unllm1ted 2,451 7,353 1,200 125 $373,750 

Total 3,149 8,638 1,479 135 $403,650 

Program and Control 
Combmed 

Lim1ted 3,728 5,649 1,491 51 $152,490 
Unl1m1ted 8,473 22,469 4,150 428 $1,279,720 

Total 12,201 28,118 5,641 479 $1,432,210 

Long-Term Program Impact on Court's Workload 
The above analysis ofthe impact of the San Diego program on the court's workload 
focused on various court events that took place before the case reached disposition. To 
determme if there was also long-term program impact on court workload after the cases 
had reached disposition, attorneys in both the program group and control group were 

secretary, and a research attorney (Judicial Council of Cal, Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No. TC18) 
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surveyed approximately SIX months after their cases had reached disposition to see if 
there were differences in compliance or finality of the disposition Among other things, 
attorneys were asked whether the party responsible for payment or performance had 
complied with the agreement or judgment and whether any additional court proceedmgs 
had been considered or initiated to enforce the settlement or judgment m the case. 176 

Tables Table III-27 and Table III-28 compare the responses of attorneys in program- and 
control-group cases to these questiOns. 

As shown in Table III-27, 2 percent more of the survey respondents in the control-group 
cases mdicated that the party responsible for payment or performance under the 
agreement or judgment reached in the case had not fully complied. Similarly, Table 
III-28shows that almost 5.5 percent more of the survey respondents in the control-group 
cases indicated that additional court proceedings had been initiated to enforce the 
agreement or judgment. 
Table 111-27. Compliance With Agreement/Judgment 

Program Grouf2 Control Grouf2 
Party Responsible for 
Compliance Has: N % N % 
Complied 1n full 742 9115% 575 8956% 
partially complied 44 541% 32 498% 
Not complied at all 28 3.44% 35 545% 

Total 814 100 0% 642 100.0% 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

Dtfference** 

1.59% 
043% 

-2.01% 

Table 111-28. Additional Court Proceedings to Enforce Agreement/Judgment 

Program Grou{2 
Add1t1onal Proceedings 
Were· N % 
Considered 22 54% 
ln1t1ated 17 41% 
Neither 371 905% 

Total 410 100 0% 
*** p < 5, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 

Control Grouf2 

N % 
10 60% 
16 9.5% 

142 84.5% 

168 100.0% 

Difference** 
ill 

-6% 
-54% 
6.0% 

176 Other questions m tins survey asked whether additional court proceedmgs were considered to modify or 
rescmd/overturn the agreement/judgment, and whether there had been another lawsuit between the parties 
smce the resolution of the cases. No apparent differences emerged between the program and control groups 
on these additional questions. 
177 Only the "comphed m full" and "not comphed at all" responses were exammed m the calculation of the 
statistical sigruficance of the differences 
178 Only the "nntiated" and "neither" responses were exammed m the calculation of the statistical 
sigmficance of the differences 
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While the sizes of these differences and the number of cases involved are small, 179 the 
differences are statistically significant and are consistent with what was found when the 
responses to the survey in all five pilot programs were combined. The lower percentage 
of compliance problems and new proceedings mitiated in program-group cases suggests 
that the pilot program m San Diego not only reduced court workload in the short term, 
but may also have reduced the court's future workload. Even this small percentage 
decrease in compliance problems and additional proceedmgs, like a small drop in the tnal 
rate, could make an Important difference when applied to all civil cases m the court that 
reach disposition each year. 

Conclusion 
There IS strong evidence mdicatmg that the pilot program in San Diego significantly 
reduced the court's workload. In addition to the reduction m trials discussed above, the 
pilot program reduced the average number of pretrial court events by approximately 16 
percent in unlimited cases and 22 percent in limited cases compared to cases in the 
control group. The reductions were larger for cases that settled at mediation; the average 
number of court events was reduced by 40--45 percent for both limited and unlimited 
program-group cases that settled at mediation compared to like cases in the control group. 
The total annual potential time saving from this reduced number of court events is 
estimated at 479 judge days per year (with a monetary value of$1.4 million per year). 

In addition, survey results indicate that there were fewer postdisposition compliance 
problems and fewer new proceedings initiated in program-group cases. This suggests 
that the pilot program not only reduced the court's workload in the short term but may 
also have reduced the court's future workload. 

179 Additional proceedmgs were considered or IDitlated m 39 program-group cases and 26 control-group 
cases 
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IV. Los Angeles Pilot Program 

A. Summary of Findings 
There is strong evidence that the Early Mediation Pilot Program in Los Angeles reduced 
the trial rate, case disposition time, and court workload, improved litigant satisfaction 
with the court's services, and lowered litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-560 unlimited cases that were filed between 
April and December 2001 were referred to mediation, and 399 of these cases were 
mediated under the pilot program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 35 percent 
settled at the mediation and another 14 percent settled later as a direct result of the 
mediation, for a total resolution rate of approximately 49 percent. In survey 
responses, 78 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation indicated 
that the mediation was important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate--The trial rate for unlimited civil cases in the program was reduced by 
approximately 30 percent compared to cases in the control groups. This reduction 
translates to a potential savings of more than 670 days in judicial time that could be 
devoted to other cases needmg judges' time and attention. While this time saving 
does not translate into a fungtble cost saving that can be reallocated to other purposes, 
Its monetary value is equivalent to approximately $2 million per year. 

• Time to disposition-The overall average time to dispositiOn for program-group 
cases was approximately 19 days shorter and the median time to disposition was 23 
days shorter, than for cases in the control departments. The disposition rate m the 
program group was higher than that in either control group for the entire study penod. 
The pace of dispositions rose for program cases, reaching the fastest pace both around 
the time when case management conferences were held and when mediations were 
completed in the program group, suggestmg that both the case management 
conference and the mediation may have increased dispositions. Among cases that 
settled at mediation, cases in the pilot program took less time to reach disposition 
than like cases in either control group that settled in the 1775 program. Among cases 
that did not settle at mediatiOn, program-group cases took more time to reach 
disposition than like cases in either control group under the 1775 program. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in program-group cases were more satisfied With 
the court's services than attorneys in control-group cases. Attorneys whose cases 
settled at mediation under the pilot program were also more satisfied with both the 
outcome of the case and with the services of the court compared to attorneys in cases 
that settled at mediation under the 1775 program. However, attorneys whose cases 
did not settle at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program were less 
satisfied with outcome of the case than attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
mediation under the 1775 program. Both parties and attorneys who participated in 
pilot program mediations expressed high satisfaction with their mediation experience, 
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particularly with the performance of the mediators. They also strongly agreed that the 
mediator and the mediation process were farr and that they would recommend both to 
others. 

• Litigant costs-In cases resolved at mediation, 75 percent of attorneys responding to 
the study survey estimated some savings in both htigant costs and attorney hours 
from using mediation to reach settlement. Average savings per settled case estimated 
by attorneys was $12,636 in litigant costs and 66 hours m attorney time. Based on 
these attorney estimates, the total estimated savings in htigant costs in all 2001 cases 
that were settled at mediation was $1,769,039 and total estimated savmgs m attorney 
hours was 9,240. There was also evidence that both litigant costs and attorney hours 
were lower in program cases that settled at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot 
Program compared to like cases in the control departments that settled at mediation 
under the 1775 program; both litigant costs and attorney hours were approximately 60 
percent lower m program-group cases that settled at mediation compared to similar 
cases m the control groups. 

• Court workload-The pilot program in Los Angeles reduced court's workload. In 
addition to the reduction m tnals discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of"other" pretrial hearings in program cases by 11 percent compared 
to control cases in the participating departments and may also have reduced motion 
hearings in program-group cases compared to cases in both control groups. These 
decreases were partially offset by a 16 percent increase in the number of case 
management conferences (CMCs) in the program group compared to control cases in 
the participating departments. However, because motions and "other" pretrial 
hearings take more judicial time on average than case management conferences, the 
changes in the number of pretnal court events caused by the pilot program resulted m 
savmg judicial time. The total potential time savmgs from the reduced number of 
court events was estimated at 132 judicial days per year (with a monetary value of 
$395,000 per year). 
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B. Introduction 
Tlus section of the report discusses the study's findings concemmg the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program in Supenor Court of Los Angeles County, which operated in 10 of the 
court's 69 civil departments at its central courthouse. Based on the criteria established by 
the Early Mediation Pilot Program legislation, this was a lughly successful program, 
resulting in benefits to both litigants and the courts in the form of reduced tnal rates, 
reduced disposition time, increased litigant satisfaction with the court's services, reduced 
pretnal court events, and reduced litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

As further discussed below in the program description, the Los Angeles pilot program 
included five main elements: 
• Information about the pilot program was required to be distributed to htigants at the 

time of filing; 
• The court held an initial case management conference approximately five months 

after filing to assess the case's amenability to early mediation; 
• The court had the authority to order litigants to participate in early mediatwn; 
• Litigants m cases that were referred to mediatiOn were required to complete 

mediation within 60-90 days of the mediatiOn order or stipulation, and the court set a 
follow-up conference shortly after this date; and 

• Iflitigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court paid the mediator for 
up to three hours of mediation services. 

For purposes of this study, the court divided its unlimited civil cases into program-group 
cases and control-group cases. "Program-group" cases were exposed to one or more of 
the program elements described above, mcluding being considered for possible referral to 
mediatiOn under the pilot program; "control-group" cases were not exposed to any of 
these pilot program elements. Unlike in the other mandatory programs, the court in Los 
Angeles established two different "control groups" for unlimited cases: the 53 unlimited 
civil departments in the central Los Angeles courthouse that were not participatmg in the 
pilot program ("control departments") and one half of the cases randomly assigned to the 
9 participatmg unlimited civil departments ("control cases"). Comparisons of disposition 
time, litigant satisfactiOn, and other outcome measures in the program group and the two 
control groups were used to show the overall impact of implementing this pilot program, 
with all of its elements, in the Los Angeles court. 

It Is important to remember that, while control-group cases were not eligible to 
participate m the pilot program, those cases were still eligible to participate in a different 
court mediation program established by Code of Civil Procedure section 1775 ("1775 
program"). Therefore, comparisons between the program- and control-group cases in 
Los Angeles show the difference in outcomes attributable to being eligible for possible 
referral to mediation under the pilot program versus being eligible for possible referral to 
mediation under the 1775 program; they do not show the impact ofhavmg the pilot 
program as opposed to no mediation program at all. 
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It IS also important to remember that, throughout this section, "program group" means 
cases exposed to any of the pilot program elements; it does not mean only cases that were 
referred to mediation or cases that were mediated. The program group includes cases that 
participated in the early case management conference but were not referred to mediation. 
It also includes cases that were referred mediation, but did not ultimately go to mediation, 
either because they were later removed from the mediation track by the court or because 
they settled before the mediation took place. Program-group cases exposed to different 
pilot program elements had very different dispute resolution experiences and different 
outcomes in terms of the areas being studied (disposition time, litigant satisfaction, etc.). 
In overall comparisons, the outcomes in all these subgroups of program-group cases were 
added together to calculate an overall average for the entire program group as a whole. 
As a result, within these overall averages, positive outcomes in some subgroups of 
cases-such as shorter disposition times in cases that settled at mediation-were often 
offset by less positive outcomes in other subgroups. 

Because m Los Angeles, unlike in the other pilot programs, both cases in the program 
group and in the two control groups had access to a court mediation program, it was 
possible to compare the disposition time for cases in each program subgroup with the 
disposition time for control-group cases in the same subgroup. For example, the average 
disposition time of program cases that settled at mediation in the pilot program could be 
compared to the average disposition time of control-group cases that settled at mediation 
in the 1775 program. These subgroup comparisons provided information about the 
relative impact of the pilot program and the 1775 program on cases in the subgroups. For 
example, subgroup comparisons in Los Angeles provided information about whether the 
time to disposition in cases that settled at mediation in the pilot program was shorter than 
the time to dispositiOn in similar cases that settled at medtation m the 1775 program. 
Unlike the other pilot program, these subgroup comparisons did not provide information 
about the whether the time to disposition in cases that settled at mediatiOn m the pilot 
program was shorter than the time to disposition in similar cases that did not expenence 
bemg mediated and reaching settlement at mediation. 

Fmally, it is important to remember that the emphasis in this pilot program was on early 
referral to and early participation in mediation. Cases were referred to mediation at 
approximately five months after filing and went to mediation at approximately eight 
months after fihng. Thus, this study only addresses how cases responded to such early 
referrals and early mediation. It does not address how cases might have responded to 
later referrals or later mediation. 
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C. Los Angeles Mediation Pilot Program Description 
Th1s section provides briefbackground mformation on the Superior Court of Los Angeles 
County and Its pilot mediation program. This description IS intended to provide context 
for understandmg the study findings presented later in this chapter. 

The Court Environment in Los Angeles 
Los Angeles is the most populous county in California, with approximately 9.5 rnilhon 
residents. The Superior Court of Los Angeles County is the largest court in California. It 
has a total of 429 authonzed judgeships, representing nearly one-third of all authonzed 
JUdgeships in the state. 180 In 2000, the year before this mediation pilot program began, 
approximately 49,000 unhrnited general civil cases181 were filed in Los Angeles, 
accounting for about one-fourth of the total unlimited cases filed statewide. A total of 
168,000 limited civil cases were filed in the same year, representing 35 percent ofthe 
statewide total. 182 

At its central courthouse, where the pilot program operated, the Supenor Court of Los 
Angeles County assigns different judges (departments) to handle limited and unlimited 
CIVIl cases. Ofthe total169 departments in the central Los Angeles courthouse, the court 
has dedicated 68 to handlmg civil cases, 6 to hmited cases, and 62 to unlimited cases. 
Upon filing, cases are assigned at random to one of the limited or unlimited departments. 
For both limited and unlimited cases, the court uses an individual calendaring system-
the same judge handles all aspects of a case from filing through dispositiOn. In unlimited 
cases, judges in Los Angeles generally use a system of case management conferences, 
with the first conference set approximately 150-180 days after filing, to establish a 
schedule for trial and other relevant court events. This system of case management 
conferences is followed to a lesser extent for limited cases. 

The Superior Court of Los Angeles County has historically disposed of civil cases 
relatively quickly. In 2000, the year before the Early Mediation Pilot Program was 
implemented, the superior court disposed of approximately 60 percent of its unlimited 
civil cases within one year, 83 percent within 18 months, and 93 percent within two years 
of filing. Similarly, the court disposed of 78 percent of its limited civil cases within one 
year, 88 percent within 18 months, and 93 percent within 24 months of filing. 

Since 1994, the Superior Court of Los Angeles County has had a statutorily required 
mandatory mediatiOn program for civil cases valued at $50,000 or less. 183 Under this 

180 The Supenor Court of Los Angeles County also has 167 cornrmssioner and referee positions, for a total 
of 596 JUdicial officers. 
181 General CIVIl cases mclude motor velucle personal mjury/property damage/wrongful death cases, other 
personal IDJury/property damage/wrongful death cases, and other Civil complamts, mcludmg contract cases. 
General unhmtted civil cases do not mclude probate cases, famtly law cases, or other Civil petitions 
182 Judicial Council of Cal., Admtn Off. ofCts, Rep on Court Statistics (2001) Fiscal Year 1990-1991 
Through 1999-2000 StateWide Case load Trends, p. 46. See the glossary for deflllltlons of "unhmtted ClVll 
case" and "general civil case " 
183 Thts program ts authonzed by Code Ctv Proc.,§ 1775 et. seq. 
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program, known as the Civil Action MediatiOn Program or 1775 program, judges are 
authonzed to order the parties in these smaller-valued cases to participate in mediation. 
The mediators in this program provide three hours of mediation services at no charge in 
each case; after three hours, the parties can choose whether to continue the mediation at 
the mediator's market rate. In 2000, the year before the court implemented the pilot 
program, the court referred approximately 13,500 cases to mediation under the 1775 
program. Thus both the court and the attorneys who regularly practiced in the court had 
prior expenence With mandatory court-ordered mediatiOn of civil cases before the pilot 
program was put m place. 

In addition to the 1775 program, the Superior Court of Los Angeles County offers 
litigants a variety of other alternative dispute resolution (ADR) options, including 
nonbmding arbitration (called judicial arbitration), voluntary and mandatory settlement 
conferences, mediation and settlement conferences for noncustody disputes in family law 
matters, and voluntary mediation for civil harassment disputes. In addition to the cases 
referred to the 1775 mediation program, another 10,500 cases were referred to one of 
these other court ADR options m 2000. 

The Early Mediation Pilot Program Model Adopted in Los Angeles 

The General Program Model 
The Sup en or Court of Los Angeles County was required by statute to implement a 
mandatory mediatiOn pilot program model. The statute also restricted the pilot program to 
only 10 departments in the court's central courthouse location m downtown Los Angeles 
(the Central District). The court selected one department for limited cases and nine 
departments for unlimited cases to implement the pilot program. 

As noted m the introduction, under the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes, m courts 
with mandatory mediation programs, the judges were giVen statutory authority to order 
eligible cases to mediation. The basic elements of the program Implemented m the 10 
departments in Los Angeles' Central Distnct mcluded: 
• Information about the pilot program was required to be distributed to litigants at the 

time of filing; 
• The court held an initial case management conference approximately five months 

after filing to assess the case's amenability to early mediation; 
• The court had the authority to order litigants to participate m early mediation; 
• Litigants in cases that were referred to mediation were reqmred to complete 

mediation within 60-90 days of the mediation order or stipulation, and the court set a 
follow-up conference shortly after this date; and 

• lflitigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court paid the mediator for 
up to three hours of mediation services. 
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What Cases Were Eligible for the Program 
Most general civil cases 184 filed after April1, 2001, both limited and unlimited, were 
ehgible for the program in Los Angeles. General civil cases that were not ehgible for the 
program included complex cases and class actions. As will be discussed below, however, 
the number of limited civil cases referred to mediation under the pilot program dunng the 
study period (19 cases) was too small to make any meaningful comparisons between the 
program group and the control group for limited cases, so this report does not discuss the 
impact of the pilot program on hmited civil cases. 

How Cases Were Assigned to the Program and Control Groups 
As noted in the introduction, for purposes of this study, the Judicial Council required the 
pilot courts implementing a mandatory mediation program model to provide for random 
assignment of a portion of eligible cases to a program group that participated in the pilot 
program and a portion of cases to a control group that was not eligible to participate in 
the pilot program. For unlimited cases in Los Angeles, the court established two different 
"control groups"-control departments and control cases. 

As noted above, unlimited cases filed in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County are 
assigned randomly to different departments. Since only 9 of the 62 departments in the 
Central District handling unlimited civil cases were designated to participate in the pilot 
program, all unlimited cases assigned to the other 53 nonparticipating departments in the 
Central distnct formed the first "control group."185 These nonparticipating departments 
are called "control departments" in this report. 

The second control group for unlimited cases consisted of cases assigned to the nine 
participating unlimited departments from April to December of 2001 that were not 
eligible for the pilot program. When the court first implemented the pilot program in June 
of2001, it decided to limit pilot program participation to only one half of the unlimited 
cases filed in the nine participating departments. All unlimited cases filed m the 
participating departments with case numbers ending in odd numbers were ehgtble for the 
pilot program; cases ending in even numbers were not eligible. 186 In this report, these 
ineligible even-number cases m the participating departments are called "control cases." 

184 See the glossary for a deflrut10n of"general CIVIl cases." Although the court did not began holdmg early 
case management conferences and makmg referrals to mediatiOn under the pilot program until June 2001, 
smce these conferences were set up to five months after fllmg cases filed starting m Apnl2001 were 
mcluded m the program 
185 When the pilot program was first Implemented m June of2001, the court selected five unlimited 
departments to serve as a companson group. The five departments were selected because usage of 
mediatiOn services under the 1775 program m these departments tended to be lower hlstoncally than m 
other departments. It was believed that, m assessmg the unpact of the pilot mediation program relative to 
comparable cases With httle or no use of mediation, these departments might serve as an appropnate 
baselme Data revealed, however, that some SIZable numbers of cases were referred to medmtion under the 
1775 program m these departments dunng the study penod Since Information on mediation referrals and 
vanous case outcomes were available for unhmited cases m all nonparticipating departments m the Central 
Distnct, It appeared more appropnate to exarnme the outcomes m all these departments. 
186 This control group Withm the participating departments was elimmated m January 2002. 
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While cases in the control departments and control cases m the participating departments 
were not eligible to participate in the pilot program, these cases were still eligible to 
participate m the preexisting 1775 program (as were cases in the program group). 
Because the pilot program was limited to only a small fraction of the civil departments m 
the Superior Court of Los Angeles County and because the court was required by statute 
to operate the 1775 program, the court did not stop the 1775 program when it 
implemented the Early MediatiOn Pilot Program. Both mediation programs operated 
simultaneously m the court during the pilot program period. Thus, cases in the 53 
nonparticipating departments, as well as cases m the 9 participating departments, were 
eligtble for mandatory referral to mediation under the 1775 program if they were valued 
at $50,000 or less or for voluntary participation m mediation if they were valued at more 
than $50,000. 

How Cases Were Referred to Mediation in the Pilot Program 
In unlimited cases, parties whose cases were assigned to the program group were given 
informatiOn about the pilot program at the time of filing. The information included a 
notice of assignment to the pilot program, a notice that they might be required to attend 
an early case management conference, a case management conference statement form, 
and a form for stipulating to participate in mediatiOns. 

All program cases were set for an early case management conference between 90 and 150 
days after filing (the average time for this conference was 134 days after filing). In 
unlimited cases, if the parties filed a stipulatiOn to mediation at least five days before the 
scheduled conference, the judge assigned to the case could cancel or continue the 
conference. 

At the case management conference, the assigned judge conferred with the parties about 
ADR options and considered whether to order the case to mediation. Under the Early 
MediatiOn Pilot Program statutes, the court was required to consider the willingness of 
the parties to mediate in determining whether to refer a case to mediatiOn. Thus while the 
pilot program in Los Angeles was mandatory in design, the wishes of the litigants played 
an important role in the mediation referral process, just as they would in a voluntary 
program. 

How Mediators Were Selected and Compensated 
When a case was referred to mediation, either by court order or by party stipulation, 
parties were required to select a mediator. Parties were free to select any mediator, 
whether or not that mediator was from the court's panel. However, the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program statutes provided that, if parties selected a mediator from the court's panel, 
they would not be required to pay a fee for the mediator's services. Thus the parties 
could receive up to three hours of mediation services at no cost to them if they selected a 
mediator from the court's panel. If the parties wanted to select a mediator who was not 
on the court's panel, they were required to get court approval at the case management 
conference. 
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Mediators on the Superior Court of Los Angeles County's pilot program panel were 
reqmred to have 30 hours of approved mediation training, to have completed at least 8 
mediations (at least 4 of which were m a court-annexed program), and to participate mat 
least 4 hours of continuing mediation education annually. Under the pilot program, the 
court patd Its panel mediators for the first three hours of mediatiOn services at a fixed 
hourly rate of$150. At the end of this 3-hour period, the parties were free to continue the 
mediation on a voluntary basis, but the parties were responsible for paying the mediator 
at the mediator's mdividual market rate. 

When Mediation Sessions Were Held 
If parties stipulated or were ordered to mediation, they were generally required to 
complete mediation within 60 days of that stipulation or order. If the parties wanted an 
extensiOn beyond these original completiOn date set, they were required to request this 
extension from the judge to whom the case was assigned. 

What Happened After the Mediation 
All cases referred to mediation under the pilot program were set for a postmediation 
status conference. At the conclusion of the mediation, the mediator was required to 
submit a form to the court mdicatmg whether the case was fully or partially resolved at 
the mediation session. If this form mdicated that the case was fully resolved, the 
assigned judge could cancel the status conference. If tills form indicated that the case was 
not resolved or only partially resolved, or if the mediator indicated that the mediation was 
continumg on a voluntary basis after the completion date, the status conference was held 
and the case was returned to the regular court htigation process. 

How Cases Moved Through the Pilot Program 
To understand the impact of the pilot program, 1t 1s helpful to understand the flow of 
cases through the court process and mto the subgroups at cases that experienced different 
elements of the pilot program. Figure IV-1 provides a companson of case-flow process 
for unlimited civil cases in the program group and control cases in the participating 
departments. As noted above, wrule control cases were not eligible for the pilot program, 
they were eligible for potential referral to mediation under the preexisting 1775 program. 
Therefore Figure IV -1 also reflects the flow through the 1775 program for control cases. 

Figure IV-I shows that from April to December 2001, a total of 1,358 unlimited cases in 
the program group were ehgible for the pilot program, compared to 1,390 control cases 
eligible for the 1775 program in the participating departments. 187 About 40 percent (560 
cases) of the cases in the program group were referred to mediation under the pilot 
program, which was substantially higher than 26 percent (368 cases) of control cases that 
were referred to mediation under the 1775 program. 188 

187 Case management conferences were held for approxunately 60 percent of the total cases m the program 
group compared to 50 percent m the control group. Of the cases that were referred to mediatiOn, a small 
percentage (5 percent) m the program were referred to med1at10n before any case management conferences 
were held, compared to 17 percent m the control group 
188 It should be noted here that, mother courts, the analysis was hm1ted to at-Issue cases, as mediation 
referrals were considered only after a case had become at Issue. For unlimited cases m Los Angeles, 
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Figure IV-1. Case-Flow Process for Unlimited Cases Filed From April to December of 2001 
in the Nine Participating Departments in Los Angeles 

By the end of June 2003, when data collection ended, approximately 70 percent of the 
cases that were referred to mediation in both groups had gone to mediation. Of the cases 
referred to mediation, about 20 percent m the program group versus 27 percent of the 
control cases etther settled before mediation or were removed from the program for 
various reasons. For a small percentage of cases in both groups, mformation regarding 
outcome of the referrals is not available. 

Figure IV-1 shows that, at the last stage of the process, 35 percent of the cases that went 
to mediation in the program group settled at the mediation, compared to 31 percent in the 
control group. This settlement rate was based on information provided by the mediators 
after the mediation session had ended. Based on survey data provided by the attorneys, 
approximately 20 percent of the respondents indicated that while the case did not reach 
settlement at the end of the mediation session, mediation was directly responsible for 
subsequent settlement of the cases. With these cases included, total mediatiOn settlement 

however, It was not possible to consistently Identify whether a case had become at Issue Therefore, all 
cases were mcluded in the analysis regardless of whether they had become at Issue This makes the lllltial 
percentage of cases referred to mediation appear much lower than m the other pilot courts. 
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rate (either at the end of the mediation session or as a direct result of the mediation) is 
estimated to be 49 percent in the program group and 46 percent in the control group. 

Conclusion 
As noted m the introduction, each of the pilot programs examined m this study IS 
different. In reviewing the results for the Los Angeles program, it IS important to keep in 
mmd the umque characteristics of this court and its pilot program. In particular, it is 
Important to remember that mediation services under the preexisting 1775 program were 
still available to control-group cases. Therefore, comparisons of the program and control 
groups in Los Angeles show the differential impact of the pilot program compared to the 
1775 program; they do not show the difference between the pilot program and no court 
mediation program at all. 
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D. Data and Methods Used in Study of Los Angeles Pilot 
Program 

This section describes the data and methods used for the analysis of the Los Angeles 
program in this study. (See Section LB. for more information on the overall data and 
methods used in this report.) 

Data 
Data from several sources were used for this study of the Los Angeles pilot program. 

Data on Trial Rate, Case Disposition Time and Court's Workload 
As more fully described in the Section LB. on the overall data and methods used in this 
study, the pnmary source of data for assessing the pilot program's impact on trial rate, 
disposition time, and court workload was the court's case management system. Only 
data concerning cases filed in the Los Angeles Supenor Court's Central District from 
April to December of2001 was used; cases filed more recently were not used because 
there was insufficient follow-up time to track the final case outcomes. 189 

Although data were collected on both limited and unlimited cases, only the data on 
unlimited cases is discussed in this report. As noted above, the number of limited cases 
referred to mediation under the pilot program dunng the April to December 2001 study 
period (only 19 cases) was too small to make any valid comparisons. Data on limited 
cases filed in 2002 could n<?t viably be used to supplement the data on 2001 cases for two 
reasons. Fust, the length of follow-up trme available for cases filed in 2002 was 
insufficient to fully assess the vanous program impacts. Second, a new judge took over 
the limited civil cases pilot program department in October 2002. When patterns of case 
disposition for cases filed prior to the mception of the pilot program were examined, the 
data revealed differences between this new pilot program judge and other judges. 
Therefore, after the change in judges, it was difficult to determme whether differences 
between the limited program- and control-groups cases were due to the impact of the 
pilot program or reflected the management practices of the new pilot program judge. 

As noted above, civil cases m the Supenor Court of Los Angeles County are disposed of 
in a relatively short time. However, because the Los Angeles court did not begm Its pilot 
program until Apnl2001, there was less follow up time for cases m this pilot program 
than m the other pilot programs. As of the end of the data collection period (July 2003), 
88 percent of all the unlimited cases filed from April to December 2001 in the program 
group had been disposed of, compared to 87 percent of the control cases in the 
partiCipating departments and 83 percent of the cases in the control departments. 
Because 12 to 17 percent of the cases had not reached disposition at the time the data 
collection ended, outcomes in these still-pending cases could ultimately affect the 
findings regarding pilot program impact, particularly on tnal rates and court workload. 

189 There was only a six-month follow-up penod between December 2002, when the last 2002 cases were 
filed, and July 2003, when data collection ended. This was not sufficient time for most cases to have 
reached diSpOSIUOn 
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However, because cases in the program and control groups both had the same follow-up 
time, the comparisons made between these groups are valid reflections of the differences 
in these groups within a minimum follow-up period of approximately 540 days. 

Data on Litigant Costs and Satisfaction 
As IS also more fully described in SectiOn LB., analysis of program impact on litigant 
satisfaction and costs was based on data from surveys distributed: (1) to attorneys and 
parties who went to mediatiOn between July 2001 and June 2002190 (postmediation 
survey); and (2) to parties and attorneys m program and control-group cases that reached 
disposition during the same penod (postdisposition survey). 

Methods 
Several methods were used in the study of the Los Angeles pilot program. 

Comparisons of Outcomes in Program and Control-Group Cases 
The mam method of analysis used in the study of the Los Angeles pilot program was 
direct companson of the outcomes in the program group with the outcomes in the two 
control groups: control cases in the participating departments and eligible cases in the 
control departments. As noted above, cases were assigned randomly to the program and 
control groups in Los Angeles. Because this random assignment process ensured that the 
case characteristics between the program and control groups would be equivalent, the 
results derived from direct comparisons between these groups are very reliable. With the 
same judges handling both program and control cases, differences between the program 
group and control cases in the participating departments may more clearly represent the 
impact of the pilot program. 

There are two important things to note about these program/control-group comparisons in 
Los Angeles. First, as discussed in the program description, both control cases in the 
participating departments and cases in the control departments were still eligible for 
referral to mediation under the 1775 program. Therefore, compansons between the 
program group and the control groups in Los Angeles do not show the impact of having a 
mandatory mediation program compared to having no court mediation program; these 
compansons show the differential Impact ofthe Early MediatiOn Pilot Program and the 
1775 program. The principal differences between these two programs were: 
• Early mediation status conferences in the pilot program were held approximately one 

to two months earher, on average, than the regular case management conferences in 
the 1775 program; 

• Judges in the pilot program could order any case to mediation regardless of the 
amount in controversy, whereas judges in the 1775 program could only order to 
mediation cases in which the amount in controversy was $50,000 or less; 

• Mediations in the pilot program were held approximately one to two months earlier, 
on average, than mediations under the 1775 program; 

190 Add1t1onal surveys were also <hstnbuted m March 2003 to mcrease the sample siZe for companson 
cases 
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• Mediators on the court's pilot program panel were required to meet higher 
qualification standards than mediators on the court's 1775 panel, mcluding five more 
hours ofmediatwn traimng, specific requirements for simulations/observations of 
mediations, and completion of at least eight mediations within the past three years; 
and 

• In the pilot program, mediators from the court's panel were compensated by the court 
for their first three hours of mediation services, whereas mediators in the 1775 
program were not compensated for their first three hours of mediation services. 

Comparisons of the program and control groups in Los Angeles thus show the impact of 
these differences between the Early Mediation Pilot Program and the 1775 program. 

Second, it is also important to remember that comparisons between the program and 
control groups in Los Angeles identify the impact of the pilot program as a whole, not 
just the impact of mediation. As discussed above in pilot program descriptiOn, Los 
Angeles's pilot program had many elements, includmg the distribution of information 
about the mediation program, the possibility of an early case management conference, the 
possibility ofbemg ordered to early mediation, and the possibility ofparticipatmg m the 
mediation process Itself. Not every case in the "program group" was mediated. The 
program group was made up of subgroups of cases that experienced different elements of 
the pilot program, that is, cases that participated in an early case management conference 
but were not referred to mediation at all; cases that were referred to mediation but did not 
experience mediation, either because they settled before mediation or were removed from 
the mediation track; and cases that actually went through mediation and either settled or 
did not settle at mediation. In the overall comparisons between the program group and 
control group, the program group includes all of these different subgroups of cases put 
together. To help understand this, the discussion of each of the outcome measures bemgs 
studied (dispositiOn time, litigant satisfaction, etc.) starts with a table showing the 
average outcome score in each subgroup and in the program group as a whole. 

Analysis of Subgroups of Cases Within the Program Group 
In Los Angeles, unlike in the other pilot programs, both cases in the program group and 
in the two control groups had access to a court mediation program-program-group cases 
could be considered for referral to the pilot program and control-group cases could be 
considered for referral to the 1775 program. Therefore, m Los Angeles, unlike in any 
other pilot programs, It IS possible to compare the outcomes for cases in each program 
subgroup with the outcomes for control-group cases in the same subgroup. For example, 
the average disposition time of program-group cases that settled at mediation in the pilot 
program could be compared to the average disposition time of control-group cases that 
settled at mediatiOn in the 1775 program. Similar comparisons could be performed for 
other subgroups. 

Wlule the average outcome score for each subgroup in the program and control groups 
provides helpful descriptive information, comparisons between these average scores do 
not provide accurate information about the impact of the pilot program on the cases in the 
subgroup. Figure IV-2 below, describes the characteristics ofunhmited cases m the three 
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largest subgroups m both the program group and control cases m Los Angeles. As can be 
seen from this figure, the cases in these subgroups are qualitatively different from one 
other-the case in different subgroups in the program group and within the same 
subgroup in the program and control groups have different characteristics. In direct 
comparisons of these subgroups, It is not possible to tell if differences in outcomes are 
due to the effect of the pilot program elements that these cases experienced or are due to 
these differences m case characteristics of cases m these subgroups. 

Program Group 

Not Referred to Mediation 
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Other Case Types 28 Other Case Types 22 
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Figure IV-2. Case Characteristics of Subgroups for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles 

As more fully discussed in Section LB., a method called regression analysis was used to 
take these case characteristics differences into account and compare cases in a subgroup 
only to the cases in the same subgroup in the control groups that have similar case 
characteristics. However, in Los Angeles, because the cases in the control groups had 
access to another court mediation program (the 1775 program), the results of this 
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comparison provide informatiOn about the relative Impact of the pilot program and the 
1775 program on cases in the subgroups. For example, these comparisons provide 
mformation about whether the time to dispositiOn in cases that settled at mediation in the 
pilot program was shorter than the time to disposition for similar cases that settled at 
mediation in the 1775 program. Unlike in the chapters on the other pilot programs, these 
subgroup compansons do not provide information about whether the time to disposition 
m cases that settled at mediation was shorter than the time to disposition in similar cases 
that did not experience being mediated and reaching settlement at mediation. 

A couple of other limitations of this regression analysis should be also noted. First, 
because the information about case characteristics came from survey responses, the 
overall number of cases available for analysis was hmited and the sample size in each 
subgroup was therefore relatively small. With these small numbers of cases in the 
subgroup for which survey responses are available, there is a risk that the survey data 
may not be representative of the cases in the overall population withm each subgroup. 

Second, postdisposition surveys were distributed to only five control departments, rather 
than all control departments. Therefore, differences between the program group and the 
control departments in regressiOn analysis may not accurately reflect the differences 
between the program group and all control departments. 

Because of these limitations, the regression results should interpreted with caution. 

Comparisons of Outcomes in Cases Valued Over $50,000 in the Pilot Program and 
in the 1775 Program 
As noted in the mtroduction, for the Los Angeles pilot program, the statutes establishing 
the Early Mediation Pilot Programs required the Judicial Council to report not only the 
same outcome measures as for the other four pilot programs-settlement rate, time to 
settlement, litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process, and costs to the 
litigants and the courts-but also to compare court-ordered mediation under the pilot 
program with voluntary mediation m Los Angeles County. To fulfill this statutory 
requirement, this report compares outcomes in cases valued at over $50,000 referred to 
mediation in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and in the 1775 program. In the Early 
Mediation Pilot Program, judges could order cases of any value to mediation, so cases 
valued at over $50,000 were subject to court-ordered mediation in the pilot program. In 
contrast, in the 1775 program, judges were only authorized to order cases valued at 
$50,000 or less to mediatiOn, but parties could stipulate to mediatiOn in cases valued at 
over $50,000, so cases valued at over $50,000 had access to voluntary mediation in the 
1775 program. Thus, comparing cases valued at over $50,000 referred to mediatiOn in 
these two programs is one way of comparing court-ordered mediation under the pilot 
program to voluntary mediation. 191 

191 In theory, pilot program cases could, mstead, have been compared to cases voluntanly mediated outside 
the court system or to cases m which the parties stipulated to use mediation wtthm the court system 
However, data on case outcomes m these other potential cornpanson groups was not available Data on tnal 
rates, disposition time, htigant satisfaction, htigant costs, and court workload was available on the cases m 
both the Early Mediation Pilot Program and the 1775 programs 

158 



However, these compansons do not provtde a clear answer to whether court-ordered and 
voluntary referrals to mediation result in different outcomes. As outhned above, the pilot 
program and 1775 program differed from each other not only in terms ofthe authority to 
order cases valued at over $50,000 to mediation, but in other ways as well. Comparisons 
between cases valued at over $50,000 m the pilot program and 1775 program thus do not 
isolate differences in outcomes based on whether the mediation referrals were court-
ordered or voluntary, but show the differences in outcomes that result from all of the 
differences between the whole pilot program model and the whole 1775 program model. 
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E. Program-Group Cases-Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

Before makmg comparisons between the program group and control groups, it is helpful 
to first understand how the program group breaks down in terms of subgroups of cases 
that were not referred to mediation, that were referred to mediation but settled before 
mediation, that were referred to mediation but were later removed from the mediation 
track, and that went to mediatiOn under the pilot program. It is also helpful to understand 
the impact of the pilot program mediatiOn on the resolution of cases, both dunng and 
after the mediation. 

As noted above, the program group in Los Angeles consisted of all the cases that could 
be considered for possible referral to mediation under the pilot program, not just cases 
that were referred to mediation or cases that went to mediation. More than 1 ,300 
unlimited cases filed between April and December 2001 were eligible to be considered 
for possible referral to mediation under this pilot program. Table N -1 shows a 
breakdown of these cases by subgroup. 

Table IV-1. Program-Group Cases-Subgroup Breakdown 

Unlimited Cases 

Program Subgroup 
Not referred to med1at1on 
Settled before med1at1on 
Removed from med1at1on 
Settled at med1at1on 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 

Med1at1on outcome unknown 
Total program group 

#of Cases 
798 
47 
70 

140 
259 

44 
1,358 

%of Total in 
Program Group 

58 76 
3.46 
515 

10.31 
19 07 

3.24 
100 00 

Of the 1,358 program-group cases, about 41 percent, or 560 cases were referred to 
mediation. The remaining 798 cases (59 percent) were not referred to mediation. 

Of the cases that were referred to mediation, 117 were never mediated: 47 cases (3 
percent) were settled before the mediation, and 70 cases (5 percent) were removed from 
the mediation track. 

A total of 399 cases went to mediation under the pilot program during the study period; 
this represents approximately 29 percent of the unlimited program-group cases. 

Of the cases that were mediated, 140 cases (approximately 35 percent of the mediated 
cases) reached full agreement at the mediation. As shown m 
Table N -2, attorney survey responses suggest that the proportion of cases fully resolved 
at mediation was shghtly lower, at approximately 33 percent, but that another 6 percent 
reached partial agreement at the mediation. 
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Table IV-2. Proportion of Program-Group Cases Settled at Mediation 

Unhm1ted 
%of Mediated 

#of Cases Cases 
Agreement 133 32.92 
Part1al agreement 24 5.94 
Nonagreement 247 61.14 

Total 404192 100 00 

Even when cases did not reach settlement at mediation, the mediation still played an 
important role m the later settlement of cases. Table IV -3 shows that approximately 30 
percent of attorneys in cases that were mediated under the pilot program but did not reach 
settlement at mediation indicated in responses to the postdisposition survey that the 
ultimate settlement of the case was a direct result of participating in the pilot program 
mediation. Another 27 percent indicated mediation played a very important role and still 
another 21 percent indicated mediation was somewhat Important in to the ultimate 
settlement of the case. Altogether attorneys responding to the survey indicated that 
subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediation, in approximately 78 percent 
of the cases in which the parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediation 
session. For only 22 percent of the respondents was mediation was considered of"little 
importance" to the case reaching settlement. 

Table IV-3. Attorney Opinions of Mediation's Importance to Subsequent Settlement 

Importance of Part1c1pat1ng 1n 
Med1at1on to Obta1nmg Number of Percentage of 
Settlement Responses Responses 
Resulted Directly 1n Settlement 44 29 93 
Very Important 39 26 53 
Somewhat Important 31 21 09 
L1ttle Importance 33 22.45 

Total 147 100 00 

Adding together the cases where attorneys indicated subsequent settlement of the case 
was a direct result of participating in mediation and the cases that settled at mediation, the 
overall mediation resolution rate was approximately 49 percent for unlimited cases 
mediated under the pilot program. 

192 These figures are based on results of the postmed!atwn survey. The total for mediated cases vaned 
shghtly from the figure for mediated cases m the court's case management system, wmch was used m the 
previOus tables and figures 
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F. Impact of Los Angeles' Pilot Program on Trial Rates 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Los Angeles Significantly reduced the proportion of cases that went 
to trial. 

• The trial rate for unlimited cases in the program group was approximately 30 percent 
lower than both that for control cases m the participating departments and for cases m 
the control departments: the tnal rate for the program group was 2.9 percent 
compared to 4.2 percent m control cases and 4.1 percent in the control departments. 

• At these lower trial rates, approximately 15 fewer cases were tried in the program 
group for cases filed during the first nine months of the pilot program. This reduction 
in trials translates into a total potential time savings of 48 trial days. Annualizing the 
program-group reductions and addmg potential reductions if the program were 
available to cases that were in the control group, an estimated 227 fewer cases would 
be tried each year. This potential reduction in trials translates into a total potential 
time savings of 670 trial days per year in the unlimited departments in the Central 
District of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County. 

• While this time saving does not translate into a fungible cost saving that can be 
reallocated for other purposes, the monetary value of the time freed up IS 
approximately $2 million per year for cases filed. 

• The trial rate in cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under the 
pilot program (court-ordered referrals) was approximately 31 percent lower than the 
tnal rate of cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under the 1775 
program (voluntary referrals) in the control departments. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the pilot program in Los Angeles on the trial rate. 
First, it compares the proportion of disposed cases that went to tnal in the program group 
with the proportiOn of the disposed control cases and cases m the control departments that 
went to trial. Second, it breaks down the analysis by case type to see whether the program 
impact on trial rate was different for different case types. The implications of this 
reduced trial rate are then analyzed by estimating the amount of judicial time potentially 
saved through the reduction in the number of trials and the monetary value of that time. 
Finally, trial rates m cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under the 
Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) and such cases that referred to 
mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals) are compared. 
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Overall Comparisons of Trial Rate in Program Group, Control Cases, 
and Control Departments 
The pilot program in Los Angeles significantly reduced the trial rate for unhmited civil 
cases. As shown m Table IV-4, 2.9 percent of the cases in the program group went to trial 
compared to approximately 4 percent of both the control cases in the partlcipatmg 
departments and the cases m the control departments. 193 This represents a decrease of 
approximately 30 percent in trial rate for cases in the program group. 

Table IV-4. Trial Rate of Unlimited Cases Filed From April to December in 2001 in Los 
Angeles 

%of % Difference 
#of Cases #of Cases Cases from Program 

D1sposed Tned Tned Group 

Program Group 1,210 35 2.9% 
Control Cases 1,212 51 42% -31%** 
Control Departments 11,683 477 41% -29%*** 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Comparisons of Trial Rate by Case Type 
Table IV -5 below compares the tnal rates in the program and control cases m the 
participating departments by case type and Table IV -6 compares trial rates in the program 
group and the control departments by case type. 

While the differences in tnal rates between the program group and the two control groups 
for each case type were either only marginally significant or not statistically significant at 
all, the overall patterns mdicate a positive program impact m reducmg tnal rates for 
program cases across almost all case types. 

193 Note that these tnal rates reflect a mmunum follow-up tune of 540 days for those cases filed m 
December 2001. As noted m the section on data, as of the end of the data collection penod (July 2003), 12 
percent of program-group cases filed from Apnl to December 2001 had not yet reached disposition, 
compared to 13 percent of the control cases m the partiCipating departments and 17 percent of the cases m 
the control departments Because the percentage of the cases that had not reached disposition at the ttme 
the data collection ended IS fauly large relative to the tnal rate, outcomes m these stlll-pendmg cases wtll 
affect the final tnal rate m all these groups and could ultimately affect the fmdmgs regardmg overall pilot 
program Impact on the tna1 rate However, because the percentage of stlll-pendmg cases IS larger m the 
control groups (particularly m the control departments) than m the program group, 1t IS hke1y that the 
differences m tnal rates will further mcrease. A somewhat larger proportion of those cases that take longer 
to reach disposition are tned With more cases still pendmg, It IS likely that a greater percentage of these 
longer-pendmg cases will be tned, ra1smg the tnal rate m the control groups further. 
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Table IV-5. Comparison of Trial Rates Between Program and Control Cases Within the 
Participating Departments, by Case Type 

Program Grou12 Control Cases 

#of %of #of %of 
# of Dtsposed Cases Cases # of Dtsposed Cases Cases 

Cases Tried Tned Cases Tried Tned % Difference 

Auto PI 203 4 20% 201 8 4.0% -50% 
Non-Auto PI 141 4 28% 165 4 2.4% 17% 
Contract 496 15 3.0% 513 24 47% -35%* 
Other 370 12 32% 333 15 45% -28% 

Total 1,210 35 2.9% 1,212 51 42% -31%** 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

Table IV-6. Comparison of Trial Rates Between Program Group and Control Departments, 
by Case Type 

Program Grou(;1 Control Det;1artments 

#of #of %of #of #of %of 
Dtsposed Cases Cases Disposed Cases Cases 

Cases Tned Tned Cases Tried Tned % Dtfference 

Auto PI 203 4 20% 1,505 84 5.6% -65%* 
Non-Auto PI 141 4 28% 1,980 75 3.8% -25%* 
Contract 496 15 30% 4,789 156 3.3% -7% 
Other 370 12 32% 3,409 162 4.8% -32%* 

Total 1,210 35 29% 11,683 477 4.1% -29%*** 
*** p < .05, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 

Impact of Reduced Trial Rate on Judicial Time 
To provide a better understanding of the impact of reduced trial rates on the court, the 
amount of judicial time that could be saved from the reduction in the number oftrials was 
estimated. Based on this calculation, the reduced trial rate translates mto a potential 
savings of 670 trial days per year that could be used in other cases that needed judicial 
time and attentiOn. 

To calculate the number oftnals avoided due to the pilot program, trial data for cases 
filed from April to December of2001 was used to calculate, the number of trials that 
would have occurred in program-group cases if cases in the program group had had the 
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same trial rate as those in the control group. 194 This figure was then compared with the 
number of trials in the program group at the actual trial rate. Table IV -7 shows that the 
lower trial rate m the program group translates into 16 fewer cases tried in the program 
group for cases filed during the nine-month study period in 2001. 

Table IV-7. Program Impact on Trial Rate in Los Angeles 

Est1mated 
Est1mated monetary 

Actual reduction 1n Est1mated value of 
number of the number of sav1ngs 1n sav1ngs 1n 
tned cases cases tried tnal days tnal days 

Program Group 35 16 48 $143,520 
Control Cases 51 16 48 $143,520 

Total 1n Part1c1pating Departments 86 32 96 $287,040 

Control Departments 477 139 411 $1,228,890 
Total In Both Partic1pat1ng and 
Control Deeartments 563 171 507 $1,515,930 

Data from the Superior Court of Los Angeles County's case management system shows 
that, on average, the court spends 2.9 days to try an unlimited civil case. Based on this 
figure, the smaller number of cases tned in the program group translates to a saving of 48 
tnal days. 

Because many court costs, including JUdicial salanes, are fixed, this saving in JUdicial 
time from the reduced trial rate does not translate into a fungible cost saving that can be 
reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved could be used by the 
Judges in Los Angeles to better focus on those cases that most needed judicial time and 
attention, improvmg court services m these cases. 

To help understand the value of the potential time savmg from the reduced trial rates 
under the pilot program, however, its estimated monetary value was calculated. These 
estimates are also shown in Table IV -8. 

The monetary value of the estimated time savings was calculated by multiplying the 
potential reduction of trial days by an estimate of the current daily cost of operating a 
courtroom-$2,990 per day. 195 Based on this calculation, the monetary value of this time 

194 Alternatively, calculations could be made based on the even higher tnal rate m the control departments. 
The control-case tnal rate was used because, as noted above, With the same Judges handlmg both program 
and control cases, differences between the program group and control cases m the participating departments 
may more clearly represent the Impact of the pilot program 
195 This estimated cost mcludes sa lanes for a Judge and associated support staff but not facilities or 
general overhead costs. In the Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the 
Fmance DlVlsiOn of the Admm1strative Office of the Courts estimated that each new JUdgeship would have 
a total cost of at $642,749 This figure mcludes the total cost of salanes, benefits, and operating expenses 
for each new JUdgeship and Its complement of support staff a baihff, a court reporter, two courtroom 
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saving is estimated to be approximately $144,000 for cases filed dunng the first nine 
months of the program. 

The time savings among program-group cases is not the only potential time savings from 
the Los Angeles pilot program. If the control groups had been elimmated, and this 
program (mcluding all of its elements) had been made available in all general civil cases 
filed in the Central District, the trial rate among the cases that were in the control groups 
would also have been reduced. To estimate the potential impact if this program had been 
applied to all general civil cases m the Central District, the number of trials that might 
have been avoided in the control groups was calculated under the assumption that cases 
in the control groups would have had the same trial rate as those in the program group. 
Table IV-7 shows that, with potential savings from all cases in both the participating 
departments and the control departments combined, total potential savmgs was estimated 
to be 507 trial days for cases filed during the nine-month study period. 

To make it easy to see total potential annual savings, annualized figures for the reductiOn 
m trials in the program group were also calculated, as shown in Table IV -8. With the 
estimated annual reductions in trials in both the participatmg and control departments 
combined, a potential reduction of227 trials per year was estimated, which translates to 
an estimated savings of 670 trial days m the Central District. The monetary value of these 
670 days is estimated to be approximately $2 million per year. 

Table IV-8. Potential Annual Impact on Trial Rate of Courtwide Program in Los Angeles 

Actual Est1mated 
number of reduct1on in 
tned cases the number of Sav1ngs 1n Sav1ngs 1n 

per year casestned tnal days court costs 

Program Group 47 21 62 $185,380 
Control Cases 68 21 62 $185,380 

Totalm Part1c1pat1ng Departments 115 42 124 $370,760 

Nonpart1c1patmg Departments 636 185 546 $1,632,540 
Totalm Both Part1c1pat1ng and 
Control Deeartments 751 227 670 $2,003,300 

Comparison of Trial Rates in Cases Valued Over $50,000 Referred to 
Mediation under Pilot Program (Court-Ordered Referral) and Under 
1775 Program (Voluntary Referral) 
Table IV -9 compares the trial rate m cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to 
mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) and cases 
valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary 

clerks, a legal secretary, and a research attorney (Judicial Council of Cal, Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget 
Change Proposal, No. TC18). 
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referrals). The trial rate for the pilot program cases was 30 percent lower than the trial 
rate in the control departments. 

Table IV-9. Comparison of Trial Rates in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to Mediation 

Program Group 
Control Cases 
Control Departments 

*** p < .05, ** p < .1 0, * p < 20. 

#of Cases 
Disposed 

349 
210 

1,710 

% Difference 
From 

# of Cases % of Cases program 
Tned Tned Group 

22 630% 
14 667% -5.4% 

156 912% -30 9%** 

As discussed in the section on data and methods, this comparison does not provide clear 
evidence that court-ordered referrals to mediatiOn result in lower tnal rates than voluntary 
referrals. 196 Because the pilot program and 1775 program differed from each other not 
only in terms ofthe authonty to order cases valued over $50,000 to mediation but in 
other ways as well, it is not possible to isolate what pilot program element or elements 
caused this lower tnal rate in the pilot program. 

Conclusion 
There is strong evidence that the pilot program reduced the trial rate in Los Angeles. The 
trial rate was 30 percent lower for unhm1ted cases in the program group than the tnal rate 
for both control cases and the control departments. 

By helping litigants m more cases reach resolution without going to trial, this pilot 
program saved a substantial amount of court time. With fewer cases going to trial, a 
potential saving of 670 tnal days per year (with a monetary value of approximately $2 
mllhon) could be realized per year for all unlimited civil cases filed in the Central District 
of the Supenor Court of Los Angeles County. Thts is valuable judicial time that could be 
devoted to other cases that need judges' time and attention 

196 If the tnal rate reductwn was solely the result the court-ordered versus voluntary nature of the referral, 
one would expect to see snmlar reductiOns m both the control cases and the control departments. 
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G. Impact of Los Angeles' Pilot Program on Case Disposition 
Time 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program m Los Angeles reduced case disposition time: 

• The average time to disposition in the program group was reduced by 19 days 
compared to cases in the control departments. 

• The medzan time to disposition in the program was reduced by 23 days compared to 
cases in the control departments. 

• The pace of dispositions quickened and program-group cases were disposed of fastest 
about the time of the early case management conference and early mediation, 
suggestmg that the conference and mediation contributed to shortening that time to 
disposition. Program cases were also disposed of faster than control-group cases well 
before the time of the early case management conference, suggesting that the 
possibility of attending the early case management conference and being referred to 
early mediation may also have mcreased dispositions. 

• There is evidence that suggests cases that settled at mediation in the pilot program 
took less time to reach dispositiOn than hke cases m either of the control groups that 
settled at mediation in the 1775 program, although the size of tills difference IS not 
clear. However, there IS also evidence mdicating that among cases that did not settle 
at mediation, cases that went through the pilot program took more time to reach 
dispositiOn than hke cases m either of the control groups that did not settle in 
mediation under the 1775 program. 

• The greatest differences in disposition time were found between non-automobile 
personal injury cases (Non-Auto PI) and "other" cases in the program group 
compared to these case types in the control departments. 

• The time to disposition in cases valued over $50,000 referred to mediation under pilot 
program (court-ordered referrals) was shorter than in such cases referred to mediation 
under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). 

Introduction 
This section of the report examines the impact of the Los Anyeles pilot program on time 
to disposition. First, the time to disposition in program group 97 cases as a whole and in 
each of the program subgroups in discussed. Second, the different patterns of case 

197 It IS unportant to remember that program-group cases mclude all cases that expenenced any element of 
the pilot program, mcludmg cases that were not referred to mediation. 
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dispositiOn time between cases in the program group and control groups are compared, 
including the average and median time to disposition and the rate of disposition over 
time. Different patterns of disposition time for various subgroups of cases within the 
program group are then examined. Next, this section examines disposition time for 
different case types. Fmally, disposition time in cases valued over $50,000 that were 
referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) 
and such cases that referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals) 
are compared. 

Disposition Time Within the Program Group 
Table IV -10 shows the average time to disposition for unlimited cases both in the 
program group as a whole, and for each of the subgroups of cases within the program 
group. 198 

Table IV-10. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Program-Group Cases in Los 
Angeles by Various Subgroups 

%of Total Average 
#of Cases W1th1n Group D1sp T1me 

Not referred to med1at1on 718 61% 204 
Settled before med1at1on 47 4% 306 
Removed from med1at1on 71 6% 275 
Settled at med1at1on 130 11% 303 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 212 18% 398 

Total 1,178 100% 258 

As can be seen in Table IV -10, unlimited cases that were not referred to mediatiOn (the 
largest subgroup) had the shortest time to disposition time among all the subgroups, 
followed by cases that were referred to medtation, but later removed from the mediation 
track. In contrast, cases that went to mediation but did not settle at mediation had the 
longest average disposition time. Thus, when the average time to disposition for the 
whole program group was calculated, cases in this latter subgroup pulled that average 
time to disposition higher, offsetting to some degree the lower average times to 
dispositiOn among cases that that were not referred to mediation and cases that were 
removed from the mediation track. 

198 Note that tlus table mclude only program-group cases that had reached disposihon by the end of the data 
collectiOn penod, therefore the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are different from those 
m Figure IV-1 and Table IV-1, which mclude all program-group cases. Also not mcluded m Table IV-10 
were 32 cases m the program group Without mformanon on the outcome of mediahon Represenhng less 
than 3 percent the program-group cases, therr exclusiOn had negligible effect on the overall compansons. 
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Overall Comparisons of Time to Disposition in Program and Control 
Groups 

Comparison of Average and Median Time to Disposition 
Table IV-11 compares the average and median199 time to disposition in the program 
group with the average and median time to disposition for control cases and control 
departments in Los Angeles. 

Table IV-11. Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles 

Difference Between Program 
Group and 

Number of 
Cases 
Average 
Med1an 

Program Control 
Group Cases 

1,210 
261 
241 

1,212 
267 
248 

*** p < .05, •• p < .10, • p < .20 

Control 
Departments 

11,638 
280 
264 

Control 
Grou 

-6 
-7 

-19*** 
-23*** 

As this table shows, the average case disposition time of cases in the program group was 
19 days less than the average for cases in the control departments. Measured by medzan 
time~ the difference between the program group and control departments was greater, 
showing a reductiOn of23 days. Averages are generally more affected than medians by 
outlymg cases, which for these purposes would be cases with either unusually short or 
unusually long times to disposition. The median, therefore, may be a better measure of 
the typical case m the program and control groups. While the differences between 
average and median disposition time. in program-group cases and control cases in the 
participating departments were not statistically significant, the direction of these 
differences, showing lower disposition time in the program group, was consistent with 
the frndmgs from the comparison between program cases and control departments. 

Both the average and median measures show only a modest Impact from the program on 
the overall time to disposition. The relatively small size of this difference may seem 
countenntuitive given the large reduction in trial rate in the program group discussed in 
the previous section. Tried cases generally take the longest time to reach disposition, so 
reducmg the proportion of these cases should reduce the overall time to dispositiOn. 
However, tried cases represent a relatively small proportion of the cases withm the 
program. Although the trial rate in the program group was only 2.9 percent, compared to 
4 percent for both the control cases and the control departments, this reduction did not 
impact the vast majority of cases in the program group. 

199 Median represents the value at 50th percentile, wtth half of the cases reaching disposition before and 
half after the median time 

170 



In addition, It should be noted that a relatively large percentage of the cases had not 
reached disposition by the end of the data collection period m July 2003: 12 percent of 
program-group cases, 13 percent of the control cases in the participatmg departments and 
1 7 percent of the cases in the control departments. The outcomes in these still-pending 
cases will ultimately affect the final average time to dispositiOn in all these groups and 
could affect the findmgs regardmg pilot program impact on the time to disposition. 
However, because the percentage of still-pending cases IS larger in the control groups 
(particularly in the control departments) than in the program group, it is hkely that the 
differences in time to disposition between the program and control groups will further 
mcrease. 

Fmally, it is also important to remember that, as discussed above m the pilot program 
description, the program group does not consist JUSt of mediated cases; it includes cases 
in all of the subgroups listed in Table IV-10. As shown in that table, the cases in these 
subgroups had very different average times to disposition which offset each other to some 
degree when the overall average time to disposition in the program group was calculated. 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand at what pomt in the h.tlgatlon process the pilot program had its 
impact on the overall time to disposition, the patterns of case disposition rate over time 
from the filing of the complaint were exammed. This analysis also provides informatiOn 
about whether the program impact on time to disposition occurred around the time when 
certam program elements, such as the case management conference, generally took place. 

Figure IV-3 below compares the timing of case disposition in the program group and in 
the two control groups. The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until 
disposition of a case and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases 
disposed (or disposition rate). The wider, purple line represents the program group 
dispositiOn rate and the thinner, black line the control group disposition rate. The gap 
between these two hnes represents the difference m the disposition rates in the program 
group and control group at a gtven time from the filing of a complaint. The slope of the 
hnes represents the pace at which cases were reaching disposition at a particular point in 
time; a steeper slope indicates more cases were reaching disposition at that time. 

In addition to the timing of case disposition, the chart also shows when the case 
management conferences were held and mediation sesswns were completed in the 
program and control group.200 Case management conferences were held earlier in the 
program group: approximately five months after filing compared to six months for 
control cases in the participating departments and cases in the control departments. 
Mediation was also completed earlier in the program group: approximately eight months 
after filing compared to nine months for control cases and close to ten months in the 
control departments. 

200 Data on mediation dates were not available. Instead, case management data proVIded dates when the 
medmtor flied With the court the Statement of Agreement and Nonagreement after the mediation session 
had been completed 
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Figure IV-3. Case Disposition Rate over Time in Los Angeles 

Looking first at the disposition rate in the program group, there were two points at which 
the pace of dtsposttlons rose for program cases, reachmg 1ts fastest pace. The first of 
these points was at 5 months after filmg-about the time, on average, when case 
management conferences were held in the program group. The second was at seven to 
etght months after filing-about the tlme, on average, when mediations were conducted 
and completed in the program group. The higher disposition rates close to the time when 
the case management conferences and mediations occurred in the program group 
supports the hypothesis that early conferences and early mediatiOns expedited case 
disposition. 

Turning to the comparison between the program group and control cases in the 
participating departments, although it is difficult to see in Figure IV-3, the disposition 
rate in the program group was higher than the rate for control cases for the entire 24-
month follow up period, indicating that the pilot program increased the disposition rate. 
Between 3 to 4 months after filing, the disposition rate in the program group was 
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approximately 2 percent higher than that in the control cases. This gap becomes smaller 
for several months and then rncreases again at eight months after filing-about the time 
of the mediation in the program group-when the disposition rate in the program group is 
agarn about 2 percent higher than in the control cases. For the remainder of the follow-up 
period, the disposition rate in the program group stayed about 1.5 to 3.0 percent lugher 
than the rate for control cases. The difference in disposition rate between the two groups 
was largest at approximately 13 months after filing when 72 percent ofthe cases rn the 
program group had been disposed of compared to only 69 percent in the control group. 
While the gaps in the timing of case dispositiOn between the program group and the 
control group were small, the differences were statistically significant. 

Larger differences emerged when the disposition rate in the program group was 
compared to that rn the control departments. Again, program-group cases had a higher 
dispositiOn rate than in the control departments for the entire 24-month follow up period, 
indicatrng that the pilot program increased the dispositiOn rate. Even before the pomt 
when, on average, the case management conference was held in the program group (5 
months after filing), the dispositiOn rate in the program group was well above that in the 
control departments; the disposition rate in the program group was 4.2 percent higher 
than m the control departments at 4 months after filing. From about 8 months after 
filing-about the time of the mediation in the program group-until 21 months after 
filing, when the disposition rates in both groups began to level off, the disposition rate in 
the program group remained about 5-9 percent higher than the rate for cases in the 
control departments. The difference in disposition rate between the two groups was 
largest at approximately 13 months after filing when 72 percent of the cases m the 
program group had been disposed of compared to only 63 percent in the control group. 

The fact that the disposition rate was higher in the program group than in either of the 
control groups for the entire study period mdicates that the pilot program had a positive 
Impact on time to disposition. The fact that the program cases began to show significantly 
faster disposition rate than cases m either control group early m the litigatiOn process 
suggests that Los Angeles's pilot program Impacted some of these cases well before the 
cases were ready for mediatiOn referrals, even before case management conferences were 
held in these cases. It supports the hypothesis that the possibility of attendmg an early 
case management conference, along with the possibility of being ordered to early 
mediation (both earlier than in the 1775 program), may have expedited case dispositions 
m some cases. The higher disposition rates at 5 and 8 months after filmg--close to the 
time when the case management conferences and mediations occurred m the program 
group-supports the hypothesis that early conferences and early mediatiOns also 
expedited case disposition. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
It is important to note that the subgroup analysis for Los Angeles is different than in the 
other courts. In Los Angeles, unlike in the other pilot programs, both cases in the 
program group and in the two control groups had access to a court mediation program-
program-group cases could be considered for referral to the pilot program and control-
group cases could be considered for referral to the 1775 program. Therefore, in Los 
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Angeles, It is possible to compare the disposition time for cases in each program 
subgroup with the dispositiOn time for control-group cases in the same subgroup. For 
example, the average case disposition time for program cases that settled at mediation in 
the pilot program can be compared to the average disposition trme control group that 
settled m the 1775 program. Similar comparisons of time to disposition in subgroups can 
also be made. These comparisons provide mformation about the relative impact of the 
pilot program and the 1775 program on disposition time within these subgroups. 

Average Disposition Times in Each Subgroup 
Table IV-12 shows the average disposition time for the various subgroups in both the 
program and control groups and Figure IV -4 displays the same mformation with the 
subgroups ranked by their average disposition time.Z01 

Table IV-12. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles 
by Various Subgroups 

Difference Between 
Program Group 

Program Group Control Cases Control Departments and· 

%of Total %of Total %of Total 
Wlfhm Average Wlfhm Average Wlfhm Average Control Control 
Group D1sp T1me Group D1sp T1me Group D1sp Time Cases Dept 

Not referred to med1at1on 61% 204 74% 230 77% 247 -26*** -43*** 

Settled before mediation 4% 306 5% 323 6% 346 -17 -40*** 

Removed from med1abon 6% 275 2% 367 2% 393 -92*** -118*** 

Settled at med1at1on 11% 303 6% 352 6% 365 -49*** -62*** 

D1d not settle at med1atlon 18% 398 12% 395 9% 421 3 -23*** 

Total 100% 258 100% 266 100% 278 -8 -20*** 
Note· Total number of cases 1n each group was 1,178m program group, 1,199m control group, and 11,581m 
control departments. Not mcluded 1n the table were 32 program-group cases, 13 control cases 1n the part1c1pat1ng 
departments and 1 02 cases 1n the control departments Without Information on the outcome of mediation While 
these m1ssmg cases represent less than 3 percent the total cases 1n each group, the1r exclusion changes the 
overall compansons slightly 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

In the program group as well as in both of the two control groups, cases that were not 
referred to mediatiOn had the shortest time to disposition time and cases that did not settle 
at mediatiOn had the longest time to disposition among all the subgroups. When the 
average time to disposition for the whole program and control groups were calculated, the 
disposition times m these two groups offset each other to some degree. In both of the 
control groups, the second shortest dispositiOn time was in cases that settled before 
mediation, followed by cases that settled at mediation, and then cases that were referred 
to mediation, but later removed from the mediation track. In contrast, in the program 
group, this rank order was reversed: cases that were referred to mediation, but later 

201 Not mcluded m Table IV-12 were 32 program-group cases, 13 control cases m the parttctpatmg departments and 
I 02 cases m the control departments Without mformatton on the outcome of medtatton Whtle these trussmg cases 
represent less than 3 percent the total cases m each group, thetr exclusion changes the overall compansons shghtly 
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removed from the mediation track had the second shortest time to disposition, followed 
by cases that settled at mediation, and then cases that settled before mediation. 

Settled before mediation 

Settled at mediation 

Removed from med1atJon 

Total1n program and control groups 

0 Control Dept 

El Control Cases 

• Program Group 

0 1 00 200 300 400 500 
Average Case D1spos1t1on T1me (Days) 

Figure IV-4. Average Case Disposition Time (In Days) for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles 
by Various Subgroups 

Looking for patterns across the program and control groups, Figure IV -4 shows that, With 
one exception,202 the average case disposition time was noticeably shorter in the program 
group in all subgroups compared to both the control cases and the control departments. 

In trying to understand how these subgroups contributed to the overall average time to 
disposition in the program group and in the two control groups, It is Important to note not 
just the differences in the average time to disposition in each subgroup, but also the 
differences in the proportion of cases within each subgroup m the program group 
compared to two control groups. For example, Figure IV -4 shows that cases not referred 
to mediatiOn had the shortest time to disposition of any of the subgroups in both the 
program and control groups. However, this subgroup represented a smaller portion of the 
program group than of the control groups: approximately 61 percent of all cases m the 
program group were not referred to mediatiOn compared to 74 percent of the control 
cases in the participating departments and 77 percent of the cases in the control 
departments.203 Since the control groups had more of these cases with short times to 
disposition, the overall average time to disposition in the control groups was shortened 
compared to the overall average in the program group. 

202 Program cases that did not settle at mediation had a shghtly longer disposition time than control cases m 
the participating departments that did not settle at mediation. 
203 These differences m mediation referral rate among the three companson groups are hkely the result of 
JUdges m pilot program havmg greater authonty to order larger cases to mediation 
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Similarly, cases that were referred to mediation but that did not settle at mediation had 
the longest case dispositiOn time among all the subgroups in both the program and control 
groups. These cases represented a larger proportion of the program group (18 percent) 
than of either the control cases (12 percent) or the control departments (9 percent). Since 
the program group had more of these cases with longer times to disposition, the overall 
average time to dispositiOn in the program group was lengthened compared to the control 
cases and control departments. 

Thus, the relative distribution of the program and control-group cases m these two 
subgroups pulled the overall average time to disposition in the program group higher and 
the pulled overall average in the two control groups lower, narrowing the gap between 
these overall averages. This narrowing effect was offset to some degree by the fact that 
proportiOn of cases that settled at mediation, which had a relatively short time to 
disposition, was higher in the program group (11 percent) than in either the control cases 
or the control departments (6 percent), pullmg the overall average time to disposition m 
the program group lower. However, the difference between the overall average time to 
disposition in the program group and m the two control groups was smaller because the 
program group had a lower proportion of non-referred cases and the higher proportion of 
cases that did not settle at mediation. 

Program Impact on Time to Disposition in Each Subgroup 
Wlule the above breakdown of case disposition time by subgroups provides helpful 
descnptive mformation concemmg different patterns of case disposition time in each 
subgroup and their contribution to the overall average time to disposition in the program 
and control groups, it does not necessarily show the degree to which differences m the 
average disposition time in the program and control subgroups are due to the impact of 
the pilot program. As noted m the discussion of data and methods, this is due to the 
possibility that program cases in a gtven subgroup are qualitatively different (have 
different case charactenstics) from control-group cases m that same subgroup. 

In order to better isolate the Impact of the pilot program from the Impact of these 
differences in case characteristics, regressiOn analysis was used to compare the 
disposition time of program cases in each ofthe subroups to the disposition time of 
similar control-group cases in the same subgroup. 20 These regression results show 
differences in disposition time between cases in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and 
cases in the 1775 program that are in the same subgroup.205 

The results of these comparison suggest that, among cases that settled at mediatwn, cases 
that settled m the pilot program took less time to reach disposition than like cases in 
either of the control groups that settled in the 1775 program, although the size of this 

204 Please see Section I B for a descnption of the regressiOn analys1s method. 
205 No statistically s1gmficant d1fference was found between the d1spos1tion tlme for cases that were not 
referred to mediation m the pllot program and the d1spos1tion tlme of cases not referred to med1at10n m the 
1775 program. Because regressiOn analys1s rehes on case charactenstic mformation that was gathered 
through surveys, sample siZe was too small for the subgroups of cases that settled before med1ation or were 
removed from mediation to produce meanmgful regressiOn results for these subgroups 
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difference is not clear. This result makes sense given that mediations in the pilot program 
take place one to two months earlier than mediations in the 1775 program. 

The results of these comparisons also indicate that, among cases that did not settle at 
mediation, cases that went through the pilot program took more time to reach disposition 
than like cases in either of the control groups that did not settle in mediation under the 
1775 program. The comparison found that the average disposition time for program-
group cases that did not settle at mediation was approximately 50 days longer than hke 
control cases in the participating departments that did not settle at mediation. Compared 
to like cases in the control departments, the comparison found that disposition time was 
approximately 30 days longer for cases in the program group that did not settle at 
mediation. The reasons for this difference are not clear. 

Additional Analysis of Cases That Did Not Resolve at Mediation 
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, 78 percent of attorneys m cases in which the 
parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediation session indicated that 
subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediation. For only 22 percent of the 
attorneys surveyed was mediation considered of "little Importance" to the case reaching 
settlement. 

To examme whether there was a relationship between the time to disposition and how 
important mediation was to later settlement, program-group cases that were mediated but 
did not resolve at mediation were broken down based upon how the important the 
attorneys in these cases indicated the mediation was in a case's ultimate resolution. The 
time to disposition for these cases was then examined. Table IV -13 shows this 
breakdown. 

Table IV-13. Case Disposition Time in Los Angeles for Program-Group Cases That Didn't 
Settle at Mediation, by Importance of Mediation on Subsequent Case Settlement 

Attorney's Assessment of Impact Average 
of Med1at1on on Case Settlement #of DISpOSition 
after Mediation Nonagreement Cases % T1me 
D1rect Result of Med1at1on 43 30% 313 
Very Important 39 27% 332 
Somewhat Important 31 21% 338 
L1ttle Importance 32 22% 328 
Total 145 100% 327 

There appears to be some relationship between the importance of mediation to settlement 
and case disposition time in program cases. Specifically, the average disposition time 
rose as the importance of mediation to the ultimate settlement fell, at least up to the 
subgroup of program cases where the attorneys said mediation was only somewhat 
important to the settlement. For those program-group cases in which the attorneys 
reported the case settled as a direct result of mediation, the average disposition time was 
the shortest at 313 days; cases where the attorney reported mediatiOn was very important 
to the subsequent settlement had somewhat longer average dispositiOn time at 332 days; 
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and cases in which the attorneys reported the mediatiOn was only somewhat important to 
the settlement had an even longer average disposition time at 338 days. The one 
somewhat anomalous result is that program-group cases in which the attorney mdicated 
mediation was of little importance to the settlement had an average disposition time that 
was shorter than in cases where the attorney said mediation was very important to the 
settlement. However, when the time to disposition in cases m these subgroups were 
compared to each other with case charactenstics held constant, no statistically significant 
differences in disposition time were found. 206 

Comparison of Time to Disposition by Case Type 
To help understand whether the program has a greater impact on time to disposition in 
some cases types, the time to disposition by case type was exammed. Table IV -14 shows 
the average case disposition time in the program and the two control groups broken down 
by case type. 

Table IV-14. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, 
by Case Types 

Difference Between 
Program Group Control Cases Control Departments Program Group and 

#of Average #of Average D1sp #of Average Control Control 
Case Type Cases Disp. T1me Cases T1me Cases DIS{). Time Cases 

Auto PI 203 261 201 273 1,980 279 -12 
Non-Auto 
PI 141 297 165 276 1,505 327 21 
Contract 496 250 513 258 4,789 259 -8 
Others 370 262 333 271 3,409 288 -9 
Total 1,210 261 1,212 267 11,683 280 -6 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

Consistent with the comparison of the overall average disposition times in the program 
and control groups, the comparison between program cases and control cases in the 
participating departments did not fmd any statistically significant differences m 
disposition time for any case type. However, the overall patterns suggests a positive 
program impact in reducing disposition time for program cases across most case types. In 
comparisons between the program group and control departments, the disposition time 
for Non-Auto PI cases m the program group was 30 days shorter than for such cases in 
the control departments and the dispositiOn time of"other" program cases was 26 days 
shorter. The comparison also suggested that automobile personal injury (Auto PI) cases 
in the program group might also have reached disposition more quickly. 

206 The regression analysis method descnbed m Section I.B was used to make tlns companson 
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Comparison of Case Disposition Time in Cases Valued Over $50,000 
Referred to Mediation under Pilot Program (Court-Ordered Referral) 
and under 1775 program (Voluntary Referral) 
Table IV-15 compares the time to dispositiOn in cases valued over $50,000 that were 
referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) 
and such cases referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). 

Table IV-15. Comparison of Case Disposition Time in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to 
Mediation 

Difference Between 
Program GrouQ and· 

Program Control Control Control Control 
Grou Cases De t. Cases De t. 

Number of Cases 349 210 1,710 
Average 362 382 396 -20*** -34*** 
Med1an 351 369 380 -18*** -29*** 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

This table indicates that cases valued at over $50,000 referred to early mediation under 
the pilot program, measured by both average and median dispositiOn times, were 
disposed of more quickly than cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation 
under the 1775 program. However, it is not clear whether these differences are a result of 
a mandatory versus voluntary referral to mediation or at other differences between the 
pilot program and the 1775 program. As noted in Section I.B., there are a variety of 
programmatic differences between the Early Mediation Pilot Program and the 1775 
program, including that case management conferences and mediations occur 1-2 months 
earlier in the pilot program. Comparisons between cases in these two programs therefore 
show the differences in time to dispositiOn that result from all of the differences between 
the whole pilot program model and the 1775 program model. It is quite possible, for 
example, that the earher case management conferences and mediations in the pilot 
program account for the difference in disposition time between these two programs. As 
discussed below in the chapter concerning the pilot program m Fresno, when the 
mediatiOn referral and mediation were moved 2 Y2 months earlier in Fresno, the program 
showed a 15-28 day reduction in the disposition time. 

Conclusion 
There is strong evidence that the pilot program in Los Angeles had a positive impact m 
reducmg case disposition time. The average time to disposition in the program group was 
reduced by 19 days compared to cases m the control departments and the medzan time to 
disposition in the program was reduced by 23 days compared to cases in the control 
departments. 

The data also indicates that the pace of dispositions quickened and program-group cases 
were disposed of fastest about the time of the early case management conference and 
early mediation, suggesting that the conference and mediation contributed to shortening 
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the time to dispositiOn. Program cases were also disposed of faster than control-group 
cases well before the time of the early case management conference, suggestmg that the 
possibility of attendmg the early case management conference and being referred to early 
mediation may also have increased dispositiOns. 

Among cases that settled at mediation, there is evidence that suggests cases that settled in 
the pilot program took less time to reach disposition than like cases in either of the 
control groups that settled m the 1775 program, although the size of this difference IS not 
clear. However, there is also evidence indicating that among cases that did not settle at 
mediation, cases that went through the pilot program took more time to reach disposition 
than like cases m either ofthe control groups that did not settle'm mediation under the 
1775 program. 
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H. Impact of Los Angeles' Pilot Program on Litigant Satisfaction 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Los Angeles increased attorney satisfaction with the court's 
services: 

• Both parties and attorneys in the Los Angeles program expressed high satisfaction 
when they used mediation under the pilot program. They were particularly satisfied 
with the performance of the mediators, With both parties and attorneys showing an 
average satisfaction score of approximately 6 on a 7-pomt scale. They also strongly 
agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to their friends. 

• Attorneys in program-group cases were more satisfied w1th services provided by the 
court than attorneys in control-group cases. 

• In comparisons of like cases in the program and control groups, attorneys whose 
cases settled at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program were significantly 
more satisfied with both the outcome ofthe case and with the services of the court 
compared to attorneys in cases that settled at mediation under the 1775 program. 
Conversely, attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation under the Early 
Mediation Ptlot Program were less satisfied with outcome of the case than attorneys 
whose cases did not settle at mediatiOn under the 1 77 5 program. Among cases that 
were not referred to mediatiOn, attorneys m pilot program cases were more satisfied 
with the litigation process and services provided by the court than attorneys in 1775 
program cases. 

• Attorneys across all case types except for Auto PI cases were generally more satisfied 
with the outcome, htigat10n process, and court's services in the Early Mediation Pilot 
Program. 

• There was evidence suggesting that attorneys in cases valued over $50,000 referred to 
mediation under pilot program (court-ordered referrals) may have been more satisfied 
w1th the services provided by the court than attorneys in cases valued over $50,000 
referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of Los Angeles' pilot program on litigant satisfactiOn 
As described in detail in Section LB. concerning the data and methods used in this study, 
data on litigant satisfaction was collected in two ways. First, in a survey administered at 
the end of the mediation m cases that went to mediation under the pilot program between 
July 2001 and June 2002 (postmediation survey), both parties and attorneys were asked 
about their satisfaction with various aspects of the mediation process. Second, in a 
separate survey administered shortly after cases reached disposition in cases disposed of 
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between July 2001 and June 2002 (postdisposition survey), parties and attorneys in both 
program and control cases were asked about their satisfaction with the outcome oftheir 
case, the court's services, and their overall litigatiOn expenence. 

In this section, the satisfaction of parties and attorneys who used mediation under the 
pilot program as reported m the postmediation survey is first described. Second, the 
satisfaction of attorneys in program-group cases as a whole and in each of the program 
subgroups m discussed. Attorney satisfaction in the program group and two control group 
IS then compared. Next, attorney satisfaction m the various subgroups within the program 
is examined. This IS followed by an examination of the program impact on htigant 
satisfaction in different case types. Finally, attorney satisfaction in cases valued over 
$50,000 that were referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-
ordered referrals) and such cases that referred to mediation under the 1775 program 
(voluntary referrals) are compared. 

Overall Litigant Satisfaction for Cases That Used Pilot Program 
Mediation 
As shown in Figure IV -5 below, both parties and attorneys who used mediation services 
m the pilot program expressed high satisfaction with all aspects of their mediation 
experience. Parties and attorneys who participated in mediation were asked to rate their 
satisfaction with the mediator's performance, the mediation process, the outcome of the 
mediation, the litigation process, and the services provided by the court on a scale from 1 
to 7 where 1 is "highly dissatisfied" and 7 is "highly satisfied." Figure IV-5 shows the 
average satisfaction scores for both parties and attorneys m these mediated cases. 

It is clear from this figure that parties and attorneys who used mediation services in the 
pilot program were highly satisfied With all aspects of the mediatiOn experience. Most of 
the average satisfaction scores were in the "highly satisfied" range (5.0 or above) and 
none was below 4.1. Both parties and attorneys were most satisfied with the performance 
of mediators, with average satisfaction scores of 6.0 for attorneys and 5.8 for parties. 
They were also highly satisfied with the mediation services and services provided by the 
court, with average satisfaction scores about 5. 7 for attorneys and 5.2 for parties. Both 
parties and attorneys were least satisfied With the outcome of the case; average outcome 
satisfaction scores were 4.9 for attorneys and 4.1 for parties. 
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Figure IV-5. Party and Attorney Satisfaction in Mediated Cases in Los Angeles 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concerning the fairness of the mediation and their willingness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Usmg a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is "strongly 
disagree" and 5 is "strongly agree", litigants were asked whether they agreed that the 
mediator treated the parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, and that the 
mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, that they 
would recommend mediation to such friends, and that they would use mediation even if 
they had to pay the full cost of the mediation. Table IV-16 shows parties' and attorneys' 
average level of agreement with these statements in program-group cases.207 

Table IV-16. Party and Attorney Perceptions of Fairness and Willingness to Recommend or 
Use Mediation (average agreement with statement) 

Med1at1on Would Would 
Med1ator Med1at1on Outcome Was Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Fa1r/ Mediator to Med1at1on to Med1at1on at 
Part1es Fairlx: Fair Reasonable Fnends Fnends Full Cost 

Part1es Att;rs Part1es Att;rs Part1es Att;rs Part1es Att;rs Part1es Att;ts Part1es Att;rs 

45 47 42 46 30 3.2 4 1 45 40 4.4 33 39 

As with the satisfactiOn scores, most of the scores were in the strongly agree range (above 
4.0) and all of the average scores were at or above the middle of the agreement scale 
(3.0). For both parties and attorneys, there was very strong agreement (average score of 
4.0 or above for parties and 4.4 or above for attorneys) that the mediator treated the 
parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, they would recommend the mediator to 
friends with similar cases, and that that they would recommend mediation to such friends. 
Both parties and attorneys mdicated less agreement that they would use mediation ifthey 
had to pay the full cost; the average score was 3.3 for parties and 3.9 for attorneys. The 

207 A 5-pomt scale was used for these survey questions, rather than the 7-pomt scale used m the satisfaction 
questiOns 
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lowest scores related to the farrness/reasonableness of the mediation outcome, at only 3.0 
for parties and 3.9 for attorneys. 

It is clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation experience, overall they were 
less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (in fact, on both 
outcome questions, about more than 30 percent of the parties and attorneys responded 
that they were neutral). In evaluating this result, It is important to remember that this 
survey was administered at the end of the mediation and that in a large proportion of 
cases a settlement was not reached at end of the mediation. Not surprisingly, the way 
parties and attorneys responded to the two outcome questiOns depended largely on 
whether their cases settled at mediation. Average satisfaction with the outcome in 
program-group cases that settled at mediation was 6.09 for attorneys and 5.09 for parties, 
50 percent higher than the average scores of 4.05 for attorneys and 3.4 for parties in cases 
that did not settle at mediation. Similarly, average attorney responses concerning the 
fairness/reasonableness of the outcome were 73 percent higher in cases that settled at 
mediation than in cases that did not (4.30 compared to 2.48) and party responses were 
almost 60 percent higher in cases that settled at mediation (3.74 compared to 2.36). 
When the scores in both cases settled and not settled at mediation were added together to 
calculate the overall average satisfactiOn with the outcome, the higher scores in cases that 
settled were offset by those in cases that did not, pulling the overall average toward the 
center 

It is also clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while both parties 
and attorneys were generally very pleased with their pilot program mediatiOn experience, 
attorneys were more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were consistently 
higher than those for parties on all of these questions. The gap between attorney and party 
satisfaction scores ranged from 0.2 for mediator performance to 0.8 for outcome of the 
case. The higher attorney satisfaction may, in part, reflect a greater understanding on the 
part of attorneys about what to expect from the pilot program mediation process. Given 
the fact that there was a court-connected mediation program in Los Angeles before the 
pilot program was introduced, many attorneys are likely to have participated m 
mediatiOns before, so they are likely to have been familiar with the mediation process and 
to have based their expectations about the process on this knowledge. Parties are less 
likely to have participated in previOus mediatiOns and may not have known what to 
expect from the mediation process. This may suggest the need for additiOnal educational 
efforts targeted at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores for attorneys may also, in part, reflect the fact that attorneys' and 
parties' satisfaction were associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. 
Attorneys' responses on only three of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses concerning satisfaction the mediation process-whether they believed 
that mediation process was fair, that mediation resulted m a fair/reasonable outcome, and 
that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution quickly.208 In contrast, parties' 

208 Correlation measures how strongly two vanables are assoctated wtth each other, t e. whether when one 
of the vanables changes, the other ts also hkely to change (thts does not necessanly mean that the change m 
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satisfaction with the mediation process was also strongly correlated With whether they 
believed that they had had an adequate opportunity to tell theu side of the story during 
the mediatiOn, that the mediation helped improve commurucation between the parties, 
that the mediation helped preserve the parties relationship, that the cost of using 
mediation was affordable, and that the mediator treated all parties fairly. 209 

Attorneys' responses to only two of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses regarding satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation-whether they 
believed that the mediatiOn resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly.210 In contrast, parties' satisfactiOn with 
the mediation outcome was also strongly correlated with whether they believed that the 
mediation helped Improve communication between the parties, that the cost of using 
mediation was affordable, and that the mediation process was fair. 211 

Finally, for attorneys, there was no strong correlatiOn between any of their responses to 
these survey questwns and their satisfaction with either the litigation process or the 
services provided by the court. In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the litigation process 
was correlated with whether they believed that the mediation helped improve 
communication between the parties, that the mediatwn helped preserve the parties 
relationship, that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution quickly, that the 
mediatiOn process was fair, and that the mediator treated all parties fairly 212 Similarly, 
parties' satisfaction with the court services was strongly correlated with whether they 
beheved that the mediation helped improve commurucation between the parties, that the 
cost of using mediation was affordable, that the mediatwn process was fair, and that the 
mediator treated all parties fairly. 213 

All of this indicates that parties' satisfaction with both the court and with the mediation 
was much more closely associated than attorneys' satisfaction with what happened within 
the mediatwn process-whether they felt heard and whether they felt the mediatwn 
helped With their communication or relationship with the other party-and with whether 
they believed that the cost of mediation was affordable. While most parties mdicated that 

one caused the change m the other, but JUSt that they tend to move together). Correlatlon coefficients range 
from -1 to 1, a value of 0 means that there was no relanonship between the vanable, a value of 1 means 
there was a total positlve relatlonship (when one vanable changes the other always changes the same 
drrectlon), and a value of -1 means a total negatlve relatlonsmp (when one changes the other always 
changes m the opposite drrectlon. A correlatlon coefficient of 5 or above IS considered to show a mgh 
correlatiOn. The correlanon coefficients of these questlons wtth attorneys' satisfactlon wtth the mediatlon 
ftrocess were .55, .53, and 56, respectively. 

09The correlatlon coefficients of these questlons wtth pames' satlsfacnon wtth the mediatlon process were 
48 and 58, .60 and .77, .50 and .65 and 69 and .69, respectlvely m unlnm.ted and hrruted cases 

2 10The correlanon coefficients of these questions wtth attorneys' satlsfactlon wtth the outcome were . 7 4 and 
.72 respecnvely. 
211The correlatlon coefficients of these questions wtth parties' satlsfacnon wtth the outcome were 61, 50, 
and 57 respectlvely 
212The correlatlon coefficients of these questions wtth partles' satisfaction wtth the htlgation process were 
50, 50, .52, .55, and 51 respectlvely. 

213The correlatlon coefficients of these questions wtth partles' satlsfachon wtth the courts' services were 
50, .52, .56, and 51 respechvely 
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they had had an adequate opportumty to tell their story in the mediation (80 percent gave 
responses that were above the neutral point on the scale), fewer parties thought that the 
mediation had improved the communication between the parties (50 percent) or 
preserved the parties relationship (30 percentf14 and fewer thought that the cost of 
mediation was affordable (58 percent). These perceptions may therefore have 
contnbuted to parties' satisfaction scores being lower than those of attorneys. 

Satisfaction Within the Program Group 
Table IV -17 shows the average satisfaction scores for attorneys in program-group cases 
as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within the program group. Unlike for 
time to disposition, however, the data on litigant satisfaction is derived from attorney 
responses to surveys, not from the court's case management system, so the total number 
of cases for which satisfaction information is available is smaller. When this data was 
broken down mto subgroups, the number of cases that were referred to mediation, but 
either settled before mediation or were removed from the mediation track was too small 
to provide reliable information,215so those subgroups are not shown m the table. 

Table IV-17. Average Attorney Satisfaction in Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, by Program 
Subgroups 

#of Case 
Responses* Outcome 

Program Subgroups 

Overall 
Lit1gat1on 
Process 

Court 
Serv1ces 

Not referred to mediat1on 39 5 2 5 4 5 6 
Settled at med1at1on 158 6 2 5.7 59 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 337 4 3 5 0 5 3 

Total Program Group 546 5 2 5.3 5 6 
*Number of responses reported 1s for case outcomes, 1t vanes slightly for litlgat1on 
process and court serv1ces 

As might have been expected, attorneys in cases that settled at mediatiOn consistently 
expressed the highest level of satisfaction on all three measures-case outcome, the 
litigation process, and services provided by the courts. Thus, when the overall average 
satisfaction scores for unlimited cases in the program group were calculated, cases in this 
subgroup pulled those average satisfaction levels higher. 

Attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation had the lowest average satisfaction 
score with the outcome of the case. Thus, when the overall average scores for 
satisfaction with the outcome in the program group were calculated, the lower 
satisfaction scores in cases that did not settle at mediation pulled the average satisfaction 
with outcome lower. 

214 Note that m many types of cases, such as Auto PI cases, tlus simply many not have been relevant; 40 
~ercent of parties and 52 percent of attorneys gave the neutral response to tlus questiOn. 

15 There were only 4 cases referred to mediatiOn, but settled before mediatiOn and 8 cases referred to 
mediation, but later removed from mediation for wluch survey data was available. 
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Overall Comparison of Satisfaction in Program and Control Groups 
Table IV-18 compares the overall average satisfaction scores of attorneys in the program 
group, control cases in the participatmg departments, and cases m the control departments 
concerning the outcome of their cases, the overall litigation process, and the services 
provided by the court. 216 

The pilot program had a positive impact on overall attorney satisfaction with the services 
provided by the court. Attorneys m the program group had an average satisfaction score 
of 5.6 with the court's services compared to 5.0 in the control cases and 5.1 in the control 
departments. The differences were statistically sigruficant. Attorneys in the program 
group were also slightly more satisfied with the overall litigation process than attorneys 
in the control group and the control departments. The small_difference of0.3, however, 
was statistically not significant. Attorney satisfaction with regard to outcome of the case 
was virtually the same in the program group and the two control groups. 

Table IV-18. Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction Between Program and Control Groups 

Overall L1t1gat1on 
Case Outcome Process Court Services 

#of Average #of Average #of Average 
Responses Score Responses Score Responses Score 

Program Group 546 5.2 548 53 552 56 
Control Cases 119 5.2 121 50 122 5.0 
Control Departments 205 50 206 5.0 206 5.1 

Dtfferences m Average Scores 
Program-Control Cases 00 03 0 6*** 
Program-Control Departments 02 0.3 0 5*** 
*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Analysis of Subgroups 
As noted above, m Los Angeles, unhke m the other pilot programs, both cases in the 
program group and in the two control groups had access to a court mediation program-
program-group cases could be considered for referral to the pilot program and control-
group cases could be considered for referral to the 1775 program. Therefore, in Los 
Angeles, IS possible to compare the satisfaction levels of attorneys in cases in each 

216 Note that the overall averages used here have been adjusted to account for the proportion of cases m the 
vanous program subgroups In the Los Angeles survey data, there was an over-samphng of program cases 
that went to mediation relative to therr proportiOn m the overall population of cases, postmediation surveys 
were distnbuted to all cases that were referred to mediation but surveys were only sent to a random sample 
of cases that were not referred to mediation. Smce the proportions of vanous subgroups of cases were 
known from the population of all cases, these proportions were used to adjust the survey data by assignmg 
different weights to cases m different subgroups. Thus program cases that went to mediatiOn (which were 
over-represented m the survey) were giVen lower weights and program cases that were not referred to 
medtation (which were under-represented m the survey) were assigned higher weights. 
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program subgroup with the satisfaction levels of attorneys m control-group cases m the 
same subgroup. These comparisons provide information about the relative Impact of the 
pilot program and the 1775 program on attorney satisfactiOn within these subgroups. 

Average Satisfaction Scores in Each Subgroup 
Table IV -19 compares the average attorney satisfaction scores on the three satisfaction 
measures in each of the subgroups m the program group as well in the subgroups of 
control cases in the participating departments and cases in the control departments. The 
same data is also shown in Figure IV -6 with the subgroups sorted by the average 
satisfaction score. 

Table IV-19. Attorney Satisfaction in Los Angeles in Subgroups of Unlimited Cases 

Difference 
Program Control Control Control 

Group Cases Control Dept Cases Dept. 
Outcome 

Not referred to med1at1on 52 52 51 00 0.1 
Settled at med1at1on 62 5.0 5.1 1 2*** 1.1*** 
Did not settle at med1at1on 43 5.1 51 -0 8*** -0 8*** 

Total 5.2 52 50 00 02 
Overall Litigation Process 

Not referred to med1at1on 54 4.9 50 0 5* 04* 
Settled at med1at1on 5.7 53 53 04 04* 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 5.0 52 53 -0 2 -0.3* 

Total 5.3 50 5.0 0.3 03 
Court Servtces 

Not referred to med1at1on 56 49 50 0 7*** 0 6*** 
Settled at med1at1on 5.9 55 56 0 4** 0 3* 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 53 5.3 55 00 -0 2 

Total 56 50 5.1 0.6*** 0.5*** 
Number of Cases 

Not referred to mediation 39 59 137 
Settled at med1at1on 158 20 27 
D1d not settle at mediation 337 21 23 

Total 546 119 205 
Note. Number of responses reported rs for case outcomes, rt vanes slightly for htrgatron process and court servrces. 
Totals also rnclude cases that were referred to medratron but settled before medration (4 cases rn the program group, 
16 control cases, and 15 control department cases) and cases that were referred to medratron but were later 
removed from the medrabon track (8 cases 1n the program group, 3 control cases, and 3 control department cases) 
*** p < .05, ** p < .10, * p < .20 

Looking first at patterns m terms of the rank order of the subgroups, in the program group 
as well as in both control groups, with one exception,217 cases that settled at mediatiOn 
had the highest satisfaction scores on all three measures-case outcome, the litigation 
process, and services provided by the courts-among all of the subgroups. Within the 

217 Among control cases, attorneys m cases that dtd not settle at medtatton actually had the btghest 
sattsfactton wtth the outcome 
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program group, cases that did not settle at mediation had the lowest satisfaction scores on 
all three measures among all of the subgroups. However, in the two control groups, 1t 
was cases that were not referred to mediation that had the lowest satisfaction with the 
litigation process and with the services provided by the court. Interestingly, in the two 
control groups, the average satisfaction scores with the outcome were almost the same in 
all three subgroups and the satisfactiOn with the litigation process and court services were 
almost the same in cases that were mediated, but did not resolve at mediation and cases 
that were mediated and resolved at mediation. 

Looking at patterns across the program and control groups, on all three satisfaction 
measures--case outcome, the litigation process, and services provided by the courts-the 
satisfaction scores were higher in the program group than in either of control groups in 
every one of the subgroups except cases that did not resolve at mediation. For cases that 
did not settle at mediation, the satisfaction scores for the program group on all three 
satisfactiOn measures were uniformly lower than the scores in the control groups. Within 
cases that settled at mediation, the satisfaction scores were substantially higher for cases 
in the program group. 
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Outcome 

Settled at med1abon 

Totalm program and control groups 

Not referred to med1at1on 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 

• Program Group m Control Cases 0 Control Depts 

Litigation Process 

Not referred to med1at1on 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 

•Program Group EIControl Cases OControl Depts 

Court Services 

Totalm program and control groups 

Not referred to mediation 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 

• Program Group 0 Control Cases 0 Control Depts 

Figure IV-6. Attorney Satisfactions in Los Angeles for Unlimited Cases, by Various 
Subgroups 
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In trying to understand how these subgroups contributed to the overall average 
satisfaction scores in the program group and in the two control groups, it is important to 
note not just the differences in the average satisfaction in each subgroup, but also the 
differences m the proportiOn of cases within each subgroup m the program group 
compared to two control groups. For example, Table IV -19 shows that cases that were 
not referred to mediation had the lowest scores for satisfaction with the litigatiOn process 
and the court's services in both of the control groups. As discussed m the section on time 
to dispositiOn, this subgroup represented a larger portion of the control groups than of the 
program group: approximately 60 percent of all cases in the program group were not 
referred to mediation compared to 74 percent of the control cases in the participating 
departments and 77 percent of the cases in the control departments.218 Smce the control 
groups had more of these cases with lower satisfaction with the litigation process and the 
court's services, the overall average satisfaction on these two measures was lower in the 
control cases and control departments compared to the overall average in the program 
group. 

This was offset to some degree by the fact that proportion of cases that cases that were 
referred to mediation but that did not settle at mediation was also higher in the program 
group. Cases that did not settle at mediation had the lowest satisfactiOn scores among all 
the subgroups m the program group and the lowest satisfaction with the outcome among 
the subgroups in both the control groups. These cases represented a larger proportiOn of 
the program group (18 percent) than of either the control cases (12 percent) or the control 
departments (9 percent). Smce the program group had more of these cases with lower 
satisfaction scores, the overall average satisfaction scores in the program group were 
pulled lower compared to the control cases and control departments, particularly the 
score for satisfaction with outcome. 

Program Impact on the Attorney Satisfaction in Each Subgroup 
As previously discussed, while the above breakdown of attorney satisfaction by 
subgroups provides helpful descriptive information concerning different patterns of 
attorney satisfaction m each subgroup and their contribution to the overall average 
satisfaction levels in the program and control groups, it does not necessarily show the 
degree to which differences in the average satisfaction levels in the program and control 
subgroups are due to the impact of the pilot program. As noted in the discussion of data 
and methods, this is due to the possibility that program cases m a given subgroup are 
qualitatively different (have different case characteristics) from control-group cases m 
that same subgroup. 

In order to better Isolate the Impact of the pilot program from the impact of these 
differences in case characteristics, regression analysis was used to compare the attorney 
satisfactiOn levels in program cases in each of the subgroups to the attorney satisfaction 
levels in similar control-group cases in the same subgroup. 219 These regression results 

218 These differences m mediatiOn referral rates among the three companson groups are hkely the result of 
JUdges m pilot program havmg greater authonty to order larger cases to mediatiOn 
219 See Section I B for a descnptlon of the regressiOn analysis method. 
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show differences in satisfaction between cases in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and 
cases m the 1775 program.220 

The differences in satisfaction levels found in the regression analysis were similar to 
those that appear in Figure IV -6. Among cases that settled at mediation, attorney 
satisfaction with the outcome ofthe case was 18 percent higher in program cases that 
settled at mediatiOn in the Early Mediation Pilot Program compared to like cases in both 
control groups that settled at mediatiOn in the 1775 program. Attorney satisfaction with 
the court services was also approximately 10 percent higher in cases that settled at 
mediation in the pilot program compared to like cases m the control group that settled at 
mediation in the 1775 program. No statistically significant differences were found 
between attorney satisfaction with the litigation process in program and control-group 
cases that settled at mediation. 

Among cases that did not settle at mediation, attorney satisfaction with outcome of the 
case was approximately 20 percent lower in cases that did not settle at mediation in the 
Early Mediation Pilot Program, compared to like cases in both comparison groups that 
did not settle in the 1775 program. There was also some evidence suggesting that 
attorney satisfaction with the overall litigation process was lower in cases that did not 
settle at mediation in the pilot program compared to like cases in the control departments, 
although the size of the Impact IS not clear. No statistically significant differences were 
found between attorney satisfaction with the court's services in program and control-
group cases that did not settle at mediation. 

Among cases that were not referred to mediation, attorney satisfaction with the litigation 
process was 10 percent higher in program cases that were not referred to mediation under 
the Early Mediation Pilot Program compared to hke control cases in the participatmg 
departments that were not referred to mediation in the 1775 program. Attorney 
satisfactiOn with the court services m program cases not referred to mediation under the 
Early Mediation Pilot Program was also higher by approximately 15 and 1 0 percent , 
respectively-than in like cases in the control group and control departments that were 
not referred to mediation under the 1775 program. No statistically significant differences 
were found between attorney satisfaction with the outcome in program and control-group 
cases that were not referred to mediation. 

There are several conclusions that might be drawn from these regressiOn results. First, 
whether the case settled at mediation appeared to have a greater impact on attorney 
satisfactiOn with the outcome of the cases mediated in the Early Mediation Pilot Program 
than it did on satisfaction with the outcome in the cases mediated under the 1775 
program. This may suggest that attorneys had higher expectations about the likelihood of 
settlement in the pilot program than they did under the 1775 program. Second, attorneys 
who participated in the Early Mediation Pilot Program were generally more satisfied with 
the services provided by the court than attorneys in the 1775 program, even when their 
cases were not referred to mediation. This may suggest higher satisfaction with the pilot 

220 Agam, sample siZe was too small for the subgroups of cases that settled before med1at1.0n or were 
removed from med1at10n to produce meamngful regressiOn results for these subgroups 
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program services overall, or perhaps higher satisfaction with the discretion exercised by 
the court in making referrals to mediation under the pilot program. 

Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction by Case Type 
Table IV -20 compares the different patterns of attorney satisfaction by case type. 

Table IV-20. Attorney Satisfaction In Los Angeles for Unlimited Cases, by Case Type 

Difference Between 
Average Satisfaction Scores Program Grou12 and 

Program Control Control Control Control 
Group. Cases Depts Cases Depts. 

Outcome 
Auto PI 48 56 53 -0 8** -0.5 
Non-Auto PI 51 48 5.1 03 00 
Contract 52 50 5.0 02 0.2 
Other 54 53 50 0 1 04 

Total 52 5.2 50 00 02 
Litigatton Process 

Auto PI 5.3 5.4 52 -0.1 0 1 
Non-Auto PI 53 4.9 49 0.4 0.4* 
Contract 5.2 5.0 52 0.2 00 
Other 5.2 49 48 03 04 

Total 53 50 50 0.3 0.3 
Court Servtces 

Auto PI 54 5.3 53 0.1 0 1 
Non-Auto PI 5.6 5.0 45 0.6* 1 1*** 
Contract 55 48 53 0.7*** 0.2 
Other 5.8 5.1 50 0.7*** 0 8*** 

Total 5.6 5.0 5.1 0.6*** 0.5*** 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Consistent with the overall comparisons between the program and control groups, while 
the average satisfactiOn scores m the program group were generally higher than those for 
either control cases in the participating departments or cases in the control departments 
for most case types, only the differences in satisfaction with the court's services were 
statistically significant. The noticeable exception to this pattern was satisfaction with the 
outcome in Auto PI cases, which was substantially lower in the program group compared 
to Auto PI cases in both the control cases and the control departments. Positive program 
impacts on attorney satisfaction with the litigation process and court services were also 
smaller (or non-existent) m Auto PI cases compared to impacts on other case types. 
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Comparison of Litigant Satisfaction in Cases Valued Over $50,000 
Referred to Mediation under Pilot Program (Court-Ordered Referral) 
and under 1775 program (Voluntary Referral) 
Table IV-21 compares attorney satisfaction with the outcome of the case, the overall 
litigation process and with the services provided by the court in cases valued over 
$50,000 that were referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-
ordered referrals) and such cases referred to mediation under the 1775 program 
(voluntary referrals). 

Table IV-21. Comparison of Litigant Satisfaction in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to 
Mediation 

Overall L1t1gat1on 
Case Outcome Process Court Services 

#of Average #of Average #of Average 
Responses Score Responses Score !Responses Score 

Program Group 346 5.2 349 5.2 352 56 
Control Cases 41 5.2 41 5.3 41 5.3 
Control Departments 26 50 26 4.8 26 51 

Difference Between 
Program and 
Control Cases 0.0 -0 1 0 3* 
Control Departments 02 0 4* 0 5* 
*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

This table suggests that attorneys in cases valued at over $50,000 referred to early 
mediatiOn under the pilot program may have been more satisfied With the services 
provided by the court than attorneys m cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to 
mediation under the 1775 program. However, it is not clear whether these differences are 
a result of a mandatory versus voluntary referral to mediation or from other differences 
between the pilot program and the 1775 program. As noted in Section LB., there are a 
variety of programmatic differences between the Early Mediation Pilot Program and the 
1775 program, mcluding that mediators m the pilot program were required to meet higher 
traming and experience requirements. Comparisons between cases in these two programs 
therefore show the differences in attorney satisfaction that result from all of the 
differences between the whole pilot program model and the 1775 program model. It is 
quite possible, for example, that attorneys were more satisfied with the court's services in 
the pilot program because of the higher qualifications of the mediators in that program. 

Conclusion 
Both parties and attorneys in the Los Angeles program expressed high satisfaction when 
they used mediation under the pilot program. They were particularly satisfied with the 
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performance of the mediators, with both parties and attorneys showing an average 
satisfaction score of approximately 6 on a 7-point scale. They also strongly agreed that 
the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both to 
others. 

The pilot program increased attorney satisfaction With the court's services; overall 
attorney satisfaction with the services provided by the court was higher in the pilot 
program group than in either of the control groups. 

Attorneys expressed the highest satisfaction with the court's services, the litigation 
process, and with the outcome m pilot program cases that settled at mediation. As might 
have been expected, attorneys' satisfaction with the outcome in program cases appeared 
to be tied to whether or not theu cases settled at mediation. Whether the case settled at 
mediation appeared to have a greater impact on attorney satisfaction with the outcome of 
the cases mediated in the Early Mediation Pilot Program than it did on satisfaction With 
the outcome in the cases mediated under the 1775 program. In comparisons of like cases 
in the program and control groups, attorneys whose cases settled at mediation under the 
Early Mediation Pilot Program were significantly more satisfied with the outcome of the 
case compared to attorneys m cases that settled at mediation under the 1775 program. 
Conversely, attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation under the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program were less satisfied with outcome of the case than attorneys whose cases did 
not settle at mediation under the 1775 program. Attorneys who participated m the Early 
Mediation Pilot Program were also generally more satisfied with the services provided by 
the court than attorneys in the 1775 program, even when their cases were not referred to 
mediation. Among cases that were not referred to mediation, attorneys in pilot program 
cases were more satisfied with the litigation process and services provided by the court 
than attorneys in 1775 program cases. Similarly, attorneys in cases that settled at 
mediation in the pilot program were also more satisfied with the services provided by the 
court than attorneys in like cases settled at mediation in the 1775 program. 
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L Impact of Los Angeles' Pilot Program on Costs for Litigants 

Summary of Findings 
There was evidence that litigants' costs and the attorney hours spent in reaching 
resolution were reduced in cases that settled at pilot program mediatiOns in Los Angeles: 

• There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney hours were lower in program 
cases that settled at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program compared to 
like cases m the control departments that settled at mediation under the 1775 
program; both litigant costs and attorney hours were approximately 60 percent lower 
in cases that settled at mediation in the pilot program compared to similar cases in the 
control groups. 

• In cases that resolved at mediation, 75% of attorneys responding to the study survey 
estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from using mediation 
to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorneys per settled case was 
$12,636 in litigant costs and 66 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney 
estimates, the total estimated savings in litigant costs in all2001 cases that were 
settled at mediatiOn was $1,769,039 and total estimated savings in attorney hours was 
9,240. 

• No statistically significant difference was found between litigant costs in those cases 
valued over $50,000 referred to mediatiOn under the pilot program (court-ordered 
referrals) and under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the Los Angeles pilot program on litigants' costs. As 
described in detail in Section LB. concerning the data and methods used in this study, 
information on litigant costs was collected in two ways. First, in a survey distributed at 
the end of the mediation m program cases that went to mediation between July 2001 and 
June 2002 (postmediat10n survey), attorneys in the subset of cases that resolved at 
mediation were asked to provtde: (1) an estimate of the time they had actually spent on 
the case and their clients' actual litigation costs; and (2) an estimate of the time they 
would have spent and what the costs to their clients would have been had they not used 
mediatiOn. The difference between these estimates ofthe actual litigant cost and attorney 
time and the potential costs and attorney time without using mediation represents the 
attorneys' subjective estimate of the litigant cost and attorney time savings when the case 
settled at the mediation. Second, in a separate survey administered shortly after 
dispos1tion m both program and control-group cases disposed of between July 2001 and 
June 2002 (postdisposition survey), attorneys were asked to provide an estimate of the 
time they had actually spent on the case and their clients' actual litigation costs. 
Comparisons between the time and cost estimates in the program and control groups 
provide an objective measure of the pilot program's impact on litigant costs. 
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It is Important to note that, as was discussed m the data and methods section, the data on 
litigant costs and attorney time from the postdisposition survey had a very skewed 
distribution: there were a few cases with very large litigant cost and attorney time 
estimates ("outlier" cases) that stretched out the data's range. While several methods 
were used to try to account for this skewed distribution, the range of the data was so 
broad that none of the differences found in drrect comparisons between the program and 
control groups were statistically significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient 
confidence whether the observed differences were real or simply due to chance.221 The 
results of these comparisons are therefore not presented here. 

In this section, the estimated actual litigant costs and attorney hours spent in program-
group cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups are discussed. Second, 
attorneys' estimates of actual litigant costs and attorney hours m the various subgroups 
within the program are compared to the costs and hours in similar cases in the control 
group. Attorneys' subjective estimates oflitigant cost and attorney time savings in cases 
settled at mediation as reported in the postmediation survey are then presented. Finally, 
htigant costs and attorney hours in cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to 
mediation under the Early MediatiOn Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) and such 
cases that were referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals) are 
discussed. 

Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours Within the Program Group 
Table N -22 shows the average and median estimated litigant costs and attorney hours for 
cases m each of the program subgroups and m the program group as a whole. Median 
values are less sensitive than averages to the influence of "outlier" cases and thus may 
represent a more reliable picture of litigant costs and attorney hours in each subgroup.222 

As with the data on litigant satisfaction, the data on litigant costs and attorney time was 
derived from attorney responses to surveys, not from the court's case management 
system. Therefore, the overall number of cases for which comparative cost and time 
information is available is smaller than the number for which disposition time and court 
workload information IS available. When this limited data was further broken down into 
subgroups, the number of cases that were referred to mediation, but settled before 
mediation or removed from mediation was too small to provide reliable information.223 

Therefore, these subgroups were not included in the tables or discussiOn below. 

Program-group cases that settled at mediatiOn had the lowest median litigant costs and 
attorney hours among all the subgroups. Cases that were not referred to mediation had 
the highest median and average litigant costs and attorney hours among all the subgroups. 

221There was a 90 percent probabthty that the observed differences found m drrect compansons between the 
program group and control cases m the partlctpatmg departments were purely due to chance and a 60 
percent probabthty that the observed dtfferences between the program group and the control departments 
were due to pure chance 
212 Even though the extreme outher cases were removed from our analysts sample, average values were stdl 
subJect to the mfluence of a small number of cases wtth large values 10 costs or attorney hours, particularly 
when cases were further broken down mto several subgroups. 
223 There were only 4 cases that settled before mediation and 5 cases that were removed from medtation 10 

the program group for which survey data was avallable 
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The higher costs and hours in this subgroup offset the lower costs and hours in cases that 
settled at mediation when the overall average and median litigant costs and attorney 
hours for cases in the program group as a whole was calculated. 

Table IV-22. Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Program Cases in Los Angeles, by 
Various Subgroups 

Number of 
Reseondents Average Med1an 

Litigant Costs 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to med1at1on 26 $29,847 $10,000 

Settled at med1at1on 99 $10,316 $5,000 

D1d not settle at med1at1on 182 $19,752 $6,065 

Total Program Group* 316 $23,867 $10,000 

Attome~ Hours 
Program Subgroup 

Not referred to med1at1on 28 105 50 
Settled at med1at1on 111 54 31 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 196 108 40 

Total ProfJ.ram Group* 343 95 50 
*Includes 4 cases settled before med1at1on and 4 (hours) or 5 (costs) cases 
removed from the mediation track 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As noted above, m Los Angeles, unlike m the other pilot programs, both cases m the 
program group and in the two control groups had access to a court mediation program-
program-group cases could be considered for referral to the pilot program and control-
group cases could be considered for referral to the 1 77 5 program. Therefore, in Los 
Angeles, it is possible to compare the htlgant costs and attorney hours in cases in each 
program subgroup with litigant costs and attorney hours in control-group cases in the 
same subgroup. 

Average and Median Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours in Each Subgroup 
Table IV -23 and Table IV -24 compare the average and median htigant costs and attorney 
hours, respectively, for cases in each of the subgroups. Figure IV -7 shows the various 
subgroups ranked by the median values (i.e., 50th percentile values) for costs and 
attorney hours for program-group cases. Median values were used to rank the subgroups 
because, compared to average values, they are less sensitive to the influence of "outlier" 
cases and thus the rank orders may represent a more reliable picture. 
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Table IV-23. Litigant Costs for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, by Various Subgroups 

Number of 
Res~ondents Average Med1an 

Program Group 
Not referred to med1at1on 26 $29,847 $10,000 
Settled at med1at1on 99 $10,316 $5,000 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 182 $19,752 $6,065 

Total Program 316 $23,867 $10,000 
Control Cases 

Not referred to med1at1on 45 $26,336 $5,000 
Settled at med1at1on 13 $13,062 $5,000 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 18 $18,435 $11,100 

Total Control Cases 85 $24,210 $5,000 
Control Departments 

Not referred to mediation 112 $31,630 $9,750 
Settled at med1at1on 23 $13,409 $4,393 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 19 $20,200 $7,000 

Total Control Deeartments 172 $29,594 $9,245 

Table IV-24. Attorne~ Hours for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, by Various Subgroups 

Number of 
Res~ondents Average Med1an 

Program Group 

Not referred to mediation 28 105 50 
Settled at med1at1on 111 54 31 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 196 108 40 

Total Program 343 95 50 
Control Cases 

Not referred to med1at1on 47 119 35 
Settled at med1at1on 11 135 30 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 18 130 48 

Total Control Cases 86 120 36 
Control Departments 

Not referred to med1at1on 119 118 50 
Settled at med1at1on 22 88 45 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 19 95 50 

Total Control Deeartments 177 116 50 

Looking first for patterns within each of the groups, in both of the two control groups, as 
in the program group, cases that settled at mediation had the lowest average litigant costs 
among the subgroups, followed by cases that did not settle at mediation and then cases 
that were not referred to mediation. This same pattern hold true for the median litigants 
costs in the program group and the control departments. In both the program and control 
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groups, cases that were not referred to mediation had the rughest average litigant costs.224 

In terms of attorney hours spent on cases, in each group, the rank order of the subgroups 
was different. 

Litigant Costs 

Settled at 
mediation 

$0 $2,000 $4,000 $6,000 $8,000 $10,000 $12,000 

• Program Group EJ Control Cases 0 Control Depts 

Attorney Hours 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

• Program Group El Control Cases 0 Control Depts 

Figure IV-7. Median Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Unlimited Cases, by Various 
Subgroups 

It was difficult to find any clear pattern to the differences between the program and 
control groups, however. As Table IV -23 shows, among the program and two control 
groups, none consistently had the lowest litigant costs or attorney hours across all of the 
subgroups. In addition, in most subgroups, the average and median litigant costs and 
hours did not follow the same patterns. For example, wrule among cases that settled at 
mediation, cases m the pilot program group had lower average litigant costs than cases in 
either control group, medzan litigant costs were higher in the program group than in the 
control departments. 

224 Note that the number of control cases settled at mediation for which we have survey responses 1s farrly 
srnall-13 cases for litigant costs and 11 cases for attorney time-so the results for this group may be less 
rehable than for the other groups. 
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Because the litigant cost and attorney hours data dtd not follow a consistent pattern, it is 
more difficult to assess how the subgroups contributed to the overall average and median 
litigant costs and attorney hours in the program group and in the two control groups. 
Lookmg only at the potential impact of cases that were not referred to mediation, since 
these make up the largest proportion of cases in all ofthe groups, Table IV-23 shows that 
control cases m the participating departments had the lowest average and medzan litigant 
costs. As discussed m the section on time to disposition, cases not referred to mediation 
represented a larger portion of the control groups than of the program group: 
approximately 60 percent of all cases in the program group were not referred to 
mediation compared to 7 4 percent of the control cases in the participating departments 
and 77 percent of the cases m the control departments. Smce the control cases m the 
participating departments had more of these cases with lower average and median litigant 
costs, the overall average and median litigant costs for control cases was pushed lower 
compared to the overall average and median in the program group. 

Program Impact on Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours in Each Subgroup 
As previously discussed, while the above breakdown provides helpful descriptive 
informatiOn about the different patterns of litigant costs and attorney hours in the various 
subgroups and their contribution to the overall average/median litigant costs and attorney 
hours, It does not necessarily show the degree to which these averages/medians are due to 
the impact of the ptlot program. As noted in the discussion of data and methods, this is 
due to the possibility that program cases in a given subgroup are qualitatively different 
(have different case characteristics) from control-group cases in that same subgroup. 

In order to better isolate the impact of the ptlot program from the impact of these 
differences in case characteristics, regression analysts was used to compare the htigant 
costs and attorney hours in program cases in each of the subgroups to those m srmilar 
control-group cases in the same subgroup.225 These regression results show differences m 
litigant costs and attorney hours between cases in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and 
cases in the 1775 program.226 

The regression results provided evidence to support the conclusion that both litigant costs 
and attorney hours were lower in program cases that settled at mediation under the Early 
Mediation Ptlot Program compared to like cases in the control departments that settled at 
mediatiOn under the 1775 program. Both litigant costs and attorney hours were 
approximately 60 percent lower m cases that settled at mediation m the pilot program 
compared to similar cases in the control groups. The regression analysis also suggested 
that litigant costs for cases that did not settle at mediatiOn were lower for cases in the 
pilot program than in the control departments, although the size of the difference was not 
clear. 

225 Please see Sectwn I.B for a descnpt10n of the regresswn analysts method. 
226 No statistically stgmficant difference was found m the httgant cost and attorney hours m compansons 
between pilot program cases that were not referred to mediation and simllar control-group cases. Agam, 
sample stze was too small for the subgroups of cases that settled before mediation or were removed from 
medtation to produce meanmgful regresswn results for these subgroups 
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Attorneys' Estimates of Mediation Resolution's Impact on Litigant 
Costs and Attorney Hours 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation believed overwhelmingly that the mediation 
had saved their clients money. Of the attorneys whose cases settled at mediation who 
responded to the postmediation survey, 75 percent estimated some cost savings for their 
clients. 

Table N-25 shows the average savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours estimated 
by these attorneys. It also shows what percentage savings this estimate represents. As 
shown in this table, in those cases in which the attorneys reported savings from resolvmg 
at mediation, the average cost savings per client was estimated to be approximately 
$18,500; average savings in attorney hours was estimated to be 90 hours. This represents 
a savings of approximately 68 percent m litigant costs and 63 percent in attorney hours. 

Table IV-25. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours from Resolving at Mediation -
Estimates by Attorneys 

% Attorney Responses Estimating Some Savings 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Number of Survey Responses 
Average Estrmated Cost Savrngs 
Average Estrmated % Cost Savrngs 
Adjusted Average Estrmated % Cost Savrngs 
Adjusted Average Estrmated Savrngs Per Settled Case 
Total Number of Cases Settled at Medratron 
Total Estimated Lrtrgant Cost Savrngs rn Cases Settled at Medratron 

Attorney Hours Savings 
Number of Survey Responses 
Average Estrmated Attorney Hour Savrngs 
Average Estrmated % Attorney Hour Savrngs 
Adjusted Average Estrmated % Attorney Hour Savrng 
Adjusted Average Estrmated Attorney Hour Savrngs 
Total Number of Cases Settled at Medratron 
Total Estrmated Attorney Hour Savrngs rn Cases Settled at Mediation 

87% 

235 
$18,497 

68% 
38% 

$12,636 
140 

$1,769,039 

240 
89 

63% 
31% 

66 
140 

9,240 

Of the attorneys responding to the survey, 25 percent estimated either that there was no 
litigant cost or attorney hour savings (11 percent of respondents) or that litigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediatiOn not been used to resolve the case (14 percent of respondents). With these cases 
included m the average, the adjusted average litigant cost savings estimated by attorneys 
per case settled at mediation was calculated to be $12,636 and the adjusted average 
attorney hour savings was calculated to be 66 hours. This represents estimated savings of 
approximately 38 percent in litigant costs and 31 percent in attorney hours. 
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Using tills adjusted average for savings estimated by attorneys, a figure for the total 
estimated savings in all of the 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations in Los 
Angeles during the study period was calculated. Based on these attorney estimates, the 
total estimated litigant cost savmgs in the Los Angeles pilot program was $1,769,039 and 
the total estimated attorney hours saved was 9,240. 

It should be cautiOned that these figures are based on attorneys' estimates of savings; they 
are not figures for the actual savings m mediations resulting m settlements. The actual 
litigant cost and hour savmgs could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney 
estimates. It should also be cautioned that these estimated savings are for cases settled at 
mediation only, not for all cases in the program group. There may also have been savings 
or increases m litigant cost or attorney hours in other subgroups of program cases, such as 
those that were referred to mediation but settled before the mediatiOn took place or cases 
that were mediated but did not settle at the mediation. 227 

Comparison of Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours in Cases Valued 
Over $50,000 Referred to Mediation under Pilot Program (Court-
Ordered Referral) and under 1775 program (Voluntary Referral) 
Attorney estimates of htigant costs and attorney hours in cases valued over $50,000 that 
were referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered 
referrals) were compared to the estimates in cases valued over $50,000 referred to 
mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). No statistically significant 
difference was found between estimated htigant costs or attorney hours in these cases. 

Conclusion 
• There was evidence that cases that settled at mediation under the Early Mediation 

Pilot Program had lower litigant costs and used less attorney time compared to like 
cases in the control departments that were settled at mediation under the 1775 
program. Both litigant costs and attorney hours were approximately 60 percent lower 
in cases that settled at mediation in the pilot program compared to similar cases in the 
control groups. 

• Attorneys in cases that resolved at mediation had a strong favorable perception about 
the cost-saving benefit of mediation. In cases resolved at mediation, 75% of 
attorneys responding to the study survey estimated some savings in both htigant costs 
and attorney hours from using mediatiOn to reach settlement. Average savings 
estimated by attorneys per settled case was $12,636 in htigant costs and 66 hours in 

227 Some support for the conclusiOn that mediation may have reduced costs even m cases that did not settle 
at mediation comes from 65 postmediation survey responses m which attorneys m cases that did not settle 
at mediation provided litigant cost and attorney hours mformation even though this mformation had not 
been requested More than 50 percent of these survey responses mdicated some savmgs m litigant costs, 
attorney hours, or both m these cases that were mediated but did not settle at mediation Talong mto 
account those responses that estimated no savmgs or mcreased costs as well, the attorneys m these cases 
estimated average savmgs of 19 percent m litigant costs (39 percent median savmgs) and 21 percent m 
attorney hours ( 4 7 percent median savmgs) m these cases that did not settle at mediation. 
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attorney time. Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated savmgs m 
litigant costs m a112001 cases that were settled at mediation was $1,769,039 and total 
estimated savings m attorney hours was 9,240. 
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J. Impact of Los Angeles' Pilot Program on the Court's 
Workload and Costs 

Summary of Findings 
There is evidence indicating that the pilot program in Los Angeles reduced the court's 
workload for unlimited cases in the program: 

• In addition to the reduction in trials discussed above, the pilot program reduced the 
average number of "other" pretnal hearings in program cases by 11 percent compared 
to control cases in the participating departments and may also have reduced mot10n 
heanngs in program-group cases compared to cases m both control groups. However, 
there were also 16 percent more CMCs in the program group compared to control 
cases in the participating departments. The increase in case management conferences 
offset the decrease in other pretrial events so that overall reduction m pretrial court 
events was small and not statistically sigmficant. 

• Even though there was not a statistically significant reduction in the total number of 
pretnal events, because motions and "other" pretrial hearings take more judicial time 
on average than case management conferences, the changes m the number of pretnal 
court events caused by the pilot program resulted in saving judicial time. During the 
first 9 months of the program, a total of 4 judicial days worth of time was saved in the 
9 participatmg departments that could be devoted to other cases needing judges' time 
and attention. 

• Annualizing the program group reductions and adding potential reductions If the 
program were available to cases that were m the control groups, the total potential 
time savings from the reduced number of court events is estimated at 132 JUdicial 
days per year (with a monetary value of $395,000 per year). 

• The regressiOn results support the conclusion that court workload was reduced in 
cases that went to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program compared to 
like cases m the control groups that went to mediation under the 1775 program, 
regardless of whether the parties settled or did not settle at mediation. 

• The average number of pretrial court events m cases valued over $50,000 referred to 
mediation under the pilot program (court-ordered referrals) was smaller than m such 
cases referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals). 

Introduction 
In an earlier section, thls report discussed the impact the Los Angeles pilot program had 
on the court's workload by reducmg the number of cases tried. In this section, the 
program Impacts on the court's workload are further examined by comparing the 
frequency of various pretrial court events in the program and control groups. The analysis 
in this section focuses on three maJor types of court events: (1) case management 
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conferences (CMCs), including early case management conferences for program cases, 
(2) motion hearings, and (3) other pretrial hearings. First, the number of pretrial events in 
program-group cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups in discussed. 
Second, the overall number of these events that took place in program and control-group 
cases closed during the study period is compared. Third, the number of these events that 
occurred in the various subgroups 1s examined. This is followed by an examination of 
the different patterns of these events by case type. The potential time and cost savings 
for the court from the reductiOn in court events is then calculated. Finally, the numbers of 
pretrial court events in cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under 
the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered referrals) and such cases that were 
referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary referrals) are compared. 

Workload within the Program Group 
Table IV-26 shows the average number ofpretrial court events in unhmtted program-
group cases as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within the program group. 

Table IV-26. Average Number of Various Court Events for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, 
by Program Subgroup 

Number of 
Cases CMCs Mot1ons Others Total 

Program Subgroups 
Not referred to med1at1on 718 0 59 0 27 0.96 1 82 
Settled before med1at1on 47 1 49 0 69 0 93 3 10 
Removed from med1at1on 71 1 55 0.35 1 06 2 96 
Settled at med1at1on 130 1 42 043 1 03 2.87 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 212 2 09 0.88 1 81 4 78 

Total Prof!.ram Groue. 1,178 1 04 043 1 12 2.59 

Program-group cases that were not referred to mediation (the largest subgroup) had the 
lowest overall number of total court events among all the subgroups of cases in the 
program group, followed by cases that settled at mediation and cases that were referred to 
mediation, but removed from the mediation track. In contrast, program-group cases that 
went to mediation but did not settle at mediation and cases that settled before mediation 
had higher numbers of court events. Thus, when the overall average number of court 
events in the program group as a whole was calculated, cases m these two groups pulled 
that average number higher, offsetting to some degree the lower average number of court 
events among cases that settled at mediation and that were not referred to mediation. 

Overall Comparison of Workload in Program and Control Groups 
Table IV -27 compares the average number of CMCs, motion heanngs, and other pretrial 
hearings in the program group, control cases in the participating departments, and cases 
in the control departments in Los Angeles. 

Table IV -27 shows that there were 11 percent fewer other pretrial hearings in program 
cases compared to control cases in the participating departments. The comparison also 
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suggests that there may have been fewer motion hearings in program-group cases 
compared to cases in both control groups. However, there were also 16 percent more 
CMCs in the program group compared to control cases in the participating departments. 
Overall, the decreases in the number of motions and other types of hearings in the 
program group were offset by the increases m the number of CMCs and therefore there 
was no statistically significant reduction m the overall total number of all these pretrial 
court events m the program group compared to control cases or control departments. 

Table IV-27. Average Number of Pretrial Hearings for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles 

Average # of Pretnal Hearings 

#of Cases CMCs Motions others Total 
Program Group 1,210 1 06 045 1 12 2 64 
Control Cases 1,212 0 91 0.50 1.26 2.66 
Control Departments 11,683 1 05 0.50 1.18 2 74 

% Difference Between 
Program Group and 

Control Cases 16%*** -10% -11 %*** -1% 
Control Depts 1% -10%* -5% -4% 

***p< 05, **p< 10, *p< 20. 

It IS important to remember that a relatively large percentage of the cases filed in 2001 
had not reached disposition by the end of the data collection period in July 2003: 12 
percent of program-group cases, 13 percent of the control cases in the participating 
departments and 1 7 percent of the cases in the control departments. The outcomes m 
these still-pendmg cases will ultimately affect the final average number of pretrial court 
events in both the program and control groups, as more court events are likely to have 
taken place in these longer-pendmg cases, and could affect the findmgs regardmg pilot 
program impact on court workload. However, because the percentage of still-pending 
cases IS larger in the control groups (particularly m the control departments) than in the 
program group, it is likely that the differences in court workload between the program 
and control groups will further increase 

Analysis of Subgroups 
As noted above, in Los Angeles, unlike in the other pilot programs, both cases in the 
program group and m the two control groups had access to a court mediatiOn program-
program-group cases could be considered for referral to the pilot program and control-
group cases could be considered for referral to the 1775 program. Therefore, in Los 
Angeles, It IS possible to compare the number of pretrial court events in cases in each 
program subgroup with the number of pretrial court events in control-group cases in the 
same subgroup. 

207 



Average Number of Pretrial Events in Each Subgrouu 
Table IV-28 compares the average number of court events that took place in each ofthe 
five subgroups in the program group and the two companson groups. The same data is 
also shown in Figure IV -8 with the subgroups sorted by the average number of each 
event type in the program group. 

Table IV-28. Average Number of Various Court Events for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, 
by Various Subgroups 

Percent Difference Between 
Average Number of Court Events Program and· 
Program Control Control 

Group Cases Dept. Control Cases Control Dept. 
CMCs 

Not referred to med1at1on 0.59 0.62 0 79 -5% -25%*** 
Removed from med1atlon 1 49 1.48 1 97 1% -24%*** 
Settled before med1at1on 1 55 1 35 1.62 15% -4% 
Settled at med1at1on 1 42 1.50 1 66 -5% -14%*** 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 2 09 1 97 223 6% -6%* 

Total 1 04 0.90 1 04 16%*** 0% 

Motions 
Not referred to med1at1on 0 27 0.40 042 -33%*** -36%*** 
Removed from med1at1on 0.69 0 97 0 99 -29% -30% 
Settled before med1at1on 0.35 0 52 0 53 -33% -34% 
Settled at med1at1on 043 0 36 0 53 19% -19% 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 0.88 1 08 1 01 -19% -13% 

Total 0.43 0 50 0 50 -14%* -14%** 

Other Hearings 
Not referred to med1at1on 0.96 1 18 1.07 -19%*** -10%*** 
Removed from med1at1on 093 1 52 1.58 -39%*** -41%*** 
Settled before med1at1on 1 06 0 98 1 23 8% -14% 
Settled at mediat1on 1 03 1 18 1.40 -13% -26%*** 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 1 81 1.85 177 -2% 2% 

Total 1 12 1.26 1.17 -11%*** -4% 

Total Pretrial Hearings 
Not referred to mediation 1 82 2.20 2.28 -17%*** -20%*** 
Removed from med1at1on 3.10 3.97 4 55 -22%* -32%*** 
Settled before med1at1on 2 96 2 86 3.38 3% -12% 
Settled at med1at1on 2 87 3.04 3.59 -6% -20%*** 
D1d not settle at mediation 4 78 489 5.01 -2% -5% 

Total 2 59 2 65 2 71 -2% -4%* 

*** p < 05, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 
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CMCs Motions 

D1d not settle at medlllbon 

Settled before medlllbon 

Removed from medlllbon - Total 1n program and control groups 

Settled at med~abon Settled at medlllbon 

Total1n program and control groups Settled before medlllbon 

Not referred to med~abon Not referred to medlllbon 

000 0~ 100 1~ 200 2~ 000 0~ 100 1~ 200 2~ 

• Program Group C Control Cases 0 Control Dept • Program Group El Control Cases 0 Control Dept 

Other Pretrial Hearings Total Pretrial Hearings 

D1d not settle at medlllbon Old not settle at medlllbon 

Totalm program and control groups Removed from medlllbon 

Settled before medlllbon Settled before med!llbon 

Settled at medlllbon Settled at medlllbon 

Not referred to medlllbon -- Total m program and control groups 
'1 

Removed from medlllbon Not referred to medlllbon 

000 0~ 100 1~ 200 2~ 000 100 200 300 400 500 600 

•Program Group I:JControl Cases DControl Dept • Program Group 1!1 Control Cases 0 Control Dept 

Figure IV-8. Average Number of Various Court Events for Unlimited Cases in Los Angeles, 
by Various Subgroups 

Looking first for patterns within each of the groups, in the program group as well as in 
both ofthe control groups, cases that were not referred to mediation had the lowest 
average of total pretrial events among all the subgroups, followed by cases settled at and 
before mediatiOn, and cases that were removed from mediation. Cases that did not settle 
at mediation had the highest number of total pretrial events, followed by cases that were 
removed from the mediatiOn track. Thus, when the overall average of court events was 
calculated in all of the groups, the low number of events in cases that settled at or before 
mediation or that were not referred to mediation was offset to some degree by the lngh 
number of events m cases that did not settle at mediation. 

This same pattern--cases not referred to mediation having the lowest number of events 
followed closely by cases that settled at or before mediation while cases that were 
removed from or did not settle at mediation had high numbers of court events-was fairly 
consistent across all three types of court events. The two exceptions to this pattern were: 
(1) program cases that settled before mediation had more CMCs than cases that were 
removed from mediation; and (2) program cases that were removed from mediation had 
the lowest number of "other" pretrial hearings than any other subgroup. 

Looking for patterns across the different groups, program-group cases had fewer of all 
three types of pretrial court events than cases in the control departments in every smgle 
subgroup except one. The one exception was for "other" pretrial hearings in cases that 
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did not settle at mediation where the number of hearings was 2 percent higher in the 
program group. Program-group cases also had fewer total pretnal events and fewer 
motion heanngs than control cases in the participating departments with two exceptions: 
program cases that settled at mediation had more motion heanngs than control cases and 
program cases that settled before mediation had more total court events than control 
cases. Program cases that were not referred to mediation also had fewer of all three types 
of court events than control cases. 

In trying to understand how these subgroups contributed to the overall average number of 
various court events in the program group and in the two control groups, it is important to 
note not JUSt the differences in the average number of court events in each subgroup, but 
also the differences in the proportion of cases withm each subgroup in the program group 
compared to two control groups. For example, the control groups had a higher proportiOn 
of cases not referred to mediation than the program group. Cases not referred to 
mediation had the lowest number of CMCs, therefore this subgroup pulled the overall 
average number of CMCs lower in the control departments to a greater extent than in the 
program group. Similarly, the program group had a higher proportion of cases that did 
not settle at mediation. Cases that did not settle at mediation had the highest number of 
CMCs, therefore this subgroup pulled the overall average number of CMCs higher in the 
program group to a greater extent than in the control departments. 

Program Impact on the Number of Court Events in Each Subgroup 
As previously discussed, while the above breakdown provides helpful descriptive 
information about the different patterns of pretrial court events in the various subgroups 
and theu contnbution to the overall numbers of these events, It does not necessarily show 
the degree to which these averages are due to the impact of the pilot program. As noted in 
the discussion of data and methods, this IS due to the possibility that program cases in a 
given subgroup are qualitatively different (have different case characteristics) from 
control-group cases m that same subgroup. 

In order to better Isolate the impact of the pilot program from the Impact of these 
differences in case characteristics, regression analysis was used to compare the numbers 
ofpretnal events in program cases in each ofthe subgoups to the numbers of such events 
in similar control-group cases in the same subgroup.2 8 These regression results show 
differences m court workload between cases in the Early Mediation Pilot Program and 
cases m the 1775 program.229 

The regression results provided support for the conclusion that court workload was 
reduced in cases that went to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program 
compared to like cases in the control groups that went to mediation under the 1775 
program, regardless of whether the parties settled or did not settle at mediation. Among 
cases that went to mediation and settled at the mediation, there were 38 percent fewer 

228 Please see Section I.B for a descnption of the regressiOn analysis method 
229 Because regressiOn analysis rehes on case charactenstic mformat10n that was gathered through surveys, 
sample siZe was too small for the subgroups of cases that settled before mediation or were removed from 
mediation to produce meanmgful regressiOn results for these subgroups 
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CMCs in program-group cases that settled at mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot 
Program compared to control cases in the participating departments that settled at 
mediation under the 1775 program. The number of "other" pretrial hearings in program-
group cases that settled at mediatiOn were also lower than the number of these events in 
either control group that settled at mediation: program cases that settled at mediation m 
the Early MediatiOn Pilot Program had 60 percent fewer "other" hearings than cases in 
the control departments that settled at mediation under the 1775 program and the 
comparison with control cases in the participating departments that settled at 1775 
program mediatiOns also suggested that program cases had fewer "other" hearings, 
although the size of this reduction was not clear. Among cases that went to mediation and 
did not settle at the mediation, there were 20 percent fewer pretnal events in program-
group cases that did not settle at mediation in the Early Mediation Pilot Program 
compared to like cases in the control departments that did not settle at mediation in the 
1775 program. There were also 27 percent fewer CMCs in program-group cases that did 
not settle at mediation compared to hke cases in the control departments. Thus, these 
comparisons indicate that there were fewer pretrial events in program cases that were 
mediated both when the cases settled at mediation and when the cases did not. 

The regression analysis found offsetting decreases in different types of pretrial events 
among program cases that were not referred to mediation. Program cases that were not 
referred to mediation had 80 percent fewer "other" hearings compared to cases in the 
control departments that were not referred to mediation. There was also evidence 
suggestmg some reduction in the number of CMCs for program cases not referred to 
mediation, although the size of the Impact was not clear. On the other hand, the 
regression results also indicated that the number of motion heanngs for program cases 
not referred to mediatiOn was 60 percent higher than for control cases m the participating 
departments that were not referred to mediation. 

Comparison of Workload between Different Case Types 
Table IV-29 shows the average number of various court events by case type. 

Overall, compared to control cases in the participating departments, both the total number 
of pretrial events and the number of"other" heanngs were lower m the program group 
for all case types except Non-Auto PI cases. Similarly, compared to the control 
departments, the total number of pretrial events and the number of"other" hearings was 
lower (or the same) in the program group for all case types except contract cases. The 
number of motion hearings was much lower in the "other" case type in the program 
group than m either of the control groups: there were 24 percent fewer motion hearings 
in these "other" program cases compared to the control cases and 30 percent fewer 
compared to the control departments. For almost all case types, the number ofCMCs in 
the program group was higher than that in either control group. 
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Table IV-29. Comparison of Number of Hearings in Los Angeles by Case Type 

Percent Difference Between 
Average Number of Court Events Program Group and 

Program Control Control 
Group Cases Dept. Control Cases Control Dept. 

CMCs 

Auto PI 1 16 1 04 1.10 12% 5% 
Non-Auto PI 1.38 1 03 1 36 34%*** 1% 
Contract 0.93 0 82 0.90 13%* 3% 
Other 1 07 0.89 1 11 20%*** -4% 

Total 1 06 0.91 1.05 16%*** 1% 
Motion Heanngs 

Auto PI 0 21 0 20 018 5% 17% 
Non-Auto PI 0 50 047 0 57 6% -12% 
Contract 046 0.47 0 41 -2% 12% 
Other 0 55 0.72 0.79 -24%* -30%*** 

Total 0.45 0.50 0.50 -10% -10%* 
Other Hearings 

Auto PI 0.93 1.17 1.02 -21 %*** -9% 
Non-Auto PI 1 16 1.07 1.25 8% -7% 
Contract 1.10 1.29 1.08 -15%*** 2% 
Other 1 26 1.35 1.38 -7% -9%* 

Total 1 12 1.26 1 18 -11 %*** -5% 
Total Hearmgs 

Auto PI 2 30 2 41 2 31 -5% 0% 
Non-Auto PI 3.03 2 58 318 17%* -5% 
Contract 249 2 58 2.39 -3% 4% 
Other 2 88 2.97 3.29 -3% -12%*** 

Total 264 2 66 2.74 -1% -4% 

***p< 05,**p<.10,*p< 20. 

Impact of Changes in Number of Court Events on Judicial Time 
The overall comparison between the program and control groups indicated that the pilot 
program had a positive impact on the court's workload in the form ofreducmg the 
number of"other" pretrial hearings and potentially reducing the number ofmot10n 
hearings compared to control cases m the participating departments. In terms of the total 
number of court events, this decrease in "other" hearings was offset by an increase in the 
number of CMCs for program-group cases compared to control cases, so that there was 
no statistically significant reduction m the total number of pretrial events. Similarly, the 
overall comparison also showed a possible reduction in the number of motion hearings 
compared to cases in the control departments, but no statistically significant reduction in 
the total number of court events. 

Even though there was not a statistically sigruficant reductiOn m the total number of court 
events m Los Angeles, because motions and "other" pretrial hearings take more JUdicial 
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time on average than case management conferences, a preliminary analysts was 
performed to assess the potential impact ofthe pilot program on overall judicial t1me. 
Based on the differences in average number of each of the three types of court events 
between the program and control groups and estimates of the average amount oftrme 
JUdges spent on these different court events, this analysis showed that the changes in the 
number of pretrial court events caused by the pilot program translates mto a potential 
savings of 132 judicial days per year. 

The same method was used to calculate the number of court events avoided due to the 
pilot program as was used earlier to calculate the number of trials avoided. Table IV-30 
shows the results of this calculation for cases filed in the nine-month period in 2001. 

Table IV-30. Program Impact on Court's Workload Per Year in Los Angeles 

Total Number of Court 
Events Esttmated Esttmated 

Savings in Monetary 
Number of Estimated Judge Ttme Value of Time 

Cases Actual Reductton (Days) Saved 

Program Group 1,210 3,183 48 4 $11,960 
Control Cases 1,212 3,237 49 4 $11,960 

Total Part1c1pat1ng Departments 2,422 6,420 97 8 $23,920 

Control Departments 11,683 31,895 1,168 92 $275,080 

Total in Both Part1c1patmg and 
Control De~artments 14,105 38,315 1,265 100 $299,000 

Using actual event data from closed cases filed in 2001, first the number of events that 
would have taken place m program-group cases was calculated, assuming cases in the 
program group had had the same rates of these events as the control cases in the 
participating departments. This figure was then compared with the number of events in 
the program group at the actual event rate, which yielded an estimated reduction of 48 
court events m the program group. To translate the number of court events avoided into 
judicial time saved, estimated judicial time was used, which was provided by judges in 
survey responses of judtcial time spent on these court events, mcluding chamber time for 
preparation before the events and t1me spent in followmg up the dectstons made during 
the heanng events. Based on these figures, it was estimated that the smaller number of 
court events in the program group translates to a total time savings of 4 judicial days. 

As noted in the section discussing the implications of the pilot program's reductiOn in 
trial rates, because many court costs, including judicial salaries, are fixed, judicial time 
savings from the reduced court workload does not translate into a fungible cost savings 
that can be reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved can be used 
by judges to better focus on those cases that most need judicial time and attention, 
1mprovmg court services in these cases. 
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To help understand the value of the potential time savings, however, its estimated 
monetary value was calculated. The potential reduction in judicial days was multiRlied 
by an estimate of the current daily cost of operating a courtroom-$2,990 per day. 30 

Based on this calculation, the monetary value of the judicial time saved from the reduced 
number of court events in program cases filed between April and December of2001 was 
approximately $12,000. 

As wtth reduced trial rates, the potential saVIng if the pilot program were applied to all 
general civil cases courtwtde was also calculated. This was done by calculating the 
number of court events that might have been avoided in both the control cases in the 
participating departments and the control departments, assuming cases in the two groups 
had had the same rates of court events as those in the program group. Since the number of 
control cases in the participating departments was similar to that in the program group, 
estimated savings in JUdicial time and court costs were the same as in the program group, 
with a savings of 4 judicial days (with a monetary value of approximately $12,000). Total 
savings in JUdicial time in the participating departments, including both program and 
control cases, was thus estimated to be 8 Judicial days (with a monetary value of 
approximately $24,000). 

Table IV -30 also shows estimated potential time savmgs in the control departments, 
assuming cases in the control departments had had the same rates of court events as in the 
program group. It shows that for cases filed during the nine-month period in 2001, a total 
of 1,168 court events would have been avoided in the control departments. This potential 
reduction in the number of court events translates into savings of 92 judicial days (with a 
monetary value of approximately $275,000). Combining this with the potential savings 
from the participating departments, the total potential time savings from cases filed from 
Apnl to December 2001 in all unlimited departments in Central district was estimated to 
be 100 judicial days (with a monetary value of approximately $299,000). 

To better understand the potential impact of the Los Angeles pilot program on an annual 
basts, Table IV -31 translated all the time savings calculations based on estimated number 
of cases filed dunng a twelve-month period. With cases in all unlimited departments 
combined, total potential annual savings mjudicial time is estimated to be 132 judicial 
days (with a monetary value of approximately $395,000). 

230 Thts eshmated cost mcludes salanes for a Judge and associated support staffbut not facthhes or general 
overhead costs In Its Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new Judgeship, the Fmance 
DtvlSlon of the Adrnmistrative Office of the Courts eshmated that each new judgeship would have a total 
cost of$642,749. Thts figure mcludes the total cost ofsalanes, benefits, and operating expenses for each 
new Judgeship and Its complement of support staff: a baihff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
secretary, and a research attorney (Judicial Council of Cal., Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No. TC18) 

214 



Table IV-31. Potential Annual Impact on Court Events in Los Angeles 

Estimated 
Total Number of Court Est1mated Monetary 

Events Potential Value of 
Savings in Potential 

Number of Estimated Judge T1me T1me 
Cases Actual Reduction (Days) Saving 

Program Group 1,613 4,244 64 5 $14,950 
Control Cases 1,616 4,315 64 5 $14,950 

Total Part1c1pat1ng Departments 3,229 8,559 128 10 $29,900 

Control Departments 15,577 42,527 1,558 122 $364,780 
Total1n Both Part1c1pat1ng and 
Control Deeartments 18,807 51,086 1,686 132 $394,680 

Comparison of Court Workload in Cases Valued Over $50,000 Referred 
to Mediation under Pilot Program (Court-Ordered Referral) and under 
1775 program (Voluntary Referral) 
Table IV-32 compares the average number ofpretnal events in cases valued over $50,000 
that were referred to mediation under the Early Mediation Pilot Program (court-ordered 
referrals) and such cases referred to mediation under the 1775 program (voluntary 
referrals). 

Table IV-32. Comparison of Court Workload in Cases Over $50,000 Referred to Mediation 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 

#of Cases CMCs Motions Others Total 

Program Group 349 1.77 0.85 1.51 4.13 
Control Cases 210 1.69 0.89 1 63 4 20 
Control Dept 1,710 2.03 0.93 1.64 4.59 

% Difference Between 
Program Group and 

Control Cases 5% -4% -7% -2% 
Control Deet -13%*** -9% -8% -10%*** 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20. 

This table indicates that there were fewer pretrial court events, particularly CMCs, in 
cases valued at over $50,000 referred to early mediation under the pilot program than in 
cases valued over $50,000 that were referred to mediation under the 1775 program. 
However, it is not clear whether these differences are a result of a mandatory versus 
voluntary referral to mediation or from other differences between the pilot program and 
the 1775 program. As noted in Section LB., there are a variety of programmatic 
differences between the Early Mediation Pilot Program and the 1775 program, including 
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that mediators in the pilot program were required to meet higher training and experience 
requirements. Comparisons between cases in these two programs therefore show the 
differences in the number of pretrial court events that result from all of the differences 
between the whole pilot program model and the 1775 program model. 

Conclusion 
In addition to the reduction in trials discussed above, the pilot program m Los Angeles 
reduced the average number of "other" pretrial hearings in program cases by 11 percent 
compared to control cases m the participating departments and may also have reduced 
motion heanngs in program-group cases compared to cases in both control groups. 
However, there were also 16 percent more CMCs in the program group compared to 
control cases in the participating departments. The increase in case management 
conferences offset the decrease in other pretnal events so that overall reduction in pretrial 
court events was small and not statistically significant. 

Even though there was not a statistically sigmficant reduction in the total number of 
pretrial events, because motions and "other'' pretrial hearings take more JUdicial time on 
average than case management conferences, the changes in the number of pretrial court 
events caused by the pilot program resulted in savmg judicial time. During the first 9 
months of the program, a total of 4 judicial days worth oftime was saved in the 9 
participating departments that could be devoted to other cases needing judges time and 
attention. Annualizing the program group reductions and adding potential reductions if 
the program were available to cases that were in the control groups, the total potential 
time savmgs from the reduced number of court events is estimated at 132 JUdicial days 
per year (with a monetary value of $395,000 per year). 
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V. Fresno Pilot Program 

A. Summary of Study Findings 
There is strong evidence that the Early Mediation Pilot Program in Fresno reduced case 
disposition time, Improved litigant satisfaction with the court's services and the litigation 
process, and decreased litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals and settlements-Almost 1,300 cases that were filed in 2000 
and 2001 (871 unlimited and 414limited) were referred to mediation, and more than 
700 of these cases (514 unlimited and 214limited) were mediated under the pilot 
program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 47 percent settled at the mediation and 
another 8 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution 
rate of approximately 55 percent. Among limited cases, 58 percent settled at 
mediation and another 3 percent settled later as a direct result of the mediation, for a 
total resolution rate of approximately 61 percent. In survey responses, 67 percent of 
attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation mdicated that the mediation was 
important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 

• Trial rate-Because a large proportion of the cases being studied had not yet reached 
disposition, there was not sufficient data to determine whether the pilot program in 
Fresno had an impact on the trial rate. 

• Disposition time-For unlimited cases filed in 2001, the average time to disposition 
m the program group was 39 days shorter than in the control group and the median 
time to disposition was 50 days shorter. For limited cases filed m 2001, the average 
time to disposition for cases m the program group was 26 days shorter than for cases 
in the control group and the median time to disposition was 6 days shorter. The 
results of regression analysis that accounted for case type differences suggest that the 
average time to disposition in the program group was 40 days shorter than m the 
control group for both unlimited and limited cases. For both unhmited and limited 
program-group cases, starting at about the time of the pilot program mediations 
occurred on average, the pace of dispositions outstnpped that of cases m the control 
group, suggesting that the mediatiOns contnbuted to shortening the time to 
disposition. Comparisons with similar cases in the control group indicate that when 
program-group cases were settled at mediatiOn, the average disposition time was 
shorter, but when cases were mediated and did not settle at the mediatiOn, the 
disposition time was longer. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys m both unlimited and limited program-group cases 
were more satisfied with both the litigation process and the court's services than 
attorneys in control-group cases. Attorneys' satisfaction with the court's services, the 
litigation process, and the outcome of the case were all higher in program-group cases 
that settled at mediation than in similar control-group cases. While attorneys whose 
cases did not settle at mediation were less satisfied with the outcome of the case, they 
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were still more satisfied with both the litigation process and the services provided by 
the court than attorneys in like cases in the control group. This suggests that 
participatmg m mediation increased attorneys' satisfaction with both the litigatiOn 
process and the court's services, regardless of whether the case settled at mediation. 
Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations expressed 
high satisfaction with their mediation experiences, particularly with the performance 
of the mediators. They strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process 
were fair and that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigation costs-There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time were 
reduced when cases resolved at mediation. Eighty-nine percent of attorneys whose 
cases resolved at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney 
hours from using mediatiOn to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by 
attorneys per settled case was $9,915 in litigant costs and 50 hours in attorney time, 
for a total estimated savings of$3,619,136 in litigant costs and 24,455 m attorney 
hours in all2000 and 2001 cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-Unlimited program-group cases filed in 2001 had 13 percent 
fewer motiOn hearings than cases m the control group, and limited program-group 
cases had 48 percent fewer motion hearings. However, this decrease in motions was 
offset by an increase in the number of case management conferences and other 
pretrial hearings m pilot program cases so that, overall, there was an increase in the 
total number of pretrial court events in the program group and a small increase in the 
judicial time spent on program cases dunng the study period. The increase in the 
number of case management conferences for program cases was understandable given 
court procedures (since changed) that required conferences in all program cases that 
did not settle at mediatiOn and m most program cases when the parties wanted their 
case removed from the mediation track. The court's procedures did not generally 
require case management conferences in other cases. Unlimited program-group cases 
that settled at mediation had 45 percent fewer court events overall compared to 
similar cases m the control group. This overall reduction stemmed from reductiOns m 
motion and other hearings; there were 80 percent fewer motiOn hearings and 60 
percent fewer other hearings in unlimited program cases that settled at mediation 
compared to like cases m the control group. 
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B. Introduction 
This section of the report discusses the study's findings concermng the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program in the Superior Court of Fresno County. Based on the criteria established 
by the Early Mediation Pilot Program legislation, this was a successful program, resulting 
in benefits to both litigants and the courts in the form of reduced disposition trme, 
rmproved litigant satisfactiOn with the court's services and the litigation process, and 
lower litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. 

As further discussed below in the program description, the Fresno pilot program included 
four main elements: 
• Cases were referred to early mediation on a random basis; they were not assessed for 

amenability to mediation before referral; 
• Litigants could consent to the referral or, typically by attending a case management 

conference, could request that the court remove the case from the mediation track; 
• The court had the authority to order the litigants to P.articipate in early mediation; and 
• lflihgants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court paid the mediator for 

up to four hours of mediation services. 

For purposes of this study, the cases randomly referred to early mediation are called the 
"program group." The remairung cases that were otherwise eligible but were not referred 
to early mediation are called the "control group." Comparisons of the disposition time, 
litigant satisfaction, and other outcome measures in the program group and the control 
group were used to show the overall impact of implementing this pilot program, with all 
of its program elements, in the Fresno court. 

It is important to remember that, throughout tills section, "program group" means cases 
referred to mediation; It does not mean cases that were mediated. The program group 
mcludes cases that were referred but that did not ultimately go to mediation, either 
because they were later removed from the mediation track by the court or because they 
settled before the mediation took place. 

It IS also Important to remember that the program-group cases exposed to different pilot 
program elements had very different dispute resolution experiences and different 
outcomes m terms ofthe areas being studied (disposition time, litigant satisfaction, etc.). 
In overall comparisons, the outcomes in all these subgroups of program cases were added 
together to calculate an overall average for the program group as a whole. As a result, 
withm these overall averages, positive outcomes m some subgroups of cases-such as 
shorter disposition time in cases that settled at mediation-were often offset by less 
positive outcomes in other subgroups. " 

To provide a better understanding of how program-group cases in these subgroups may 
have been mfluenced by their exposure to different pilot program elements, comparisons 
were made between cases in these subgroups and control-group cases with similar case 
characteristics. Readers who are interested in the impact of specific pilot program 
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elements, such as the early mediation process, should pay particular attention to these 
subgroup analyses. 

Finally, it is important to remember that the emphasis in this pilot program was on early 
referral to and early participation in mediation--cases were referred to mediation at 5-6 
months after filing and went to mediation at 9-10 months after filing. Thus, this study 
only addresses how cases responded to such early referrals and early mediation. It does 
not address how cases might have responded to later referrals or later mediation. 
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C. Fresno Pilot Program Description 
This sectiOn provides a bnef overview of the Superior Court ofFresno County and its 
mediation pilot program. This description is mtended to provide context for 
understanding the information presented later in this chapter concerning the impact of the 
pilot program. 

The Court Environment in Fresno 
Fresno is a largely rural county with one large urban center. It is one of the fastest 
growmg counties in California with a current population of approximately 800,000. The 
superior court in Fresno County has 36 authorized judgeships. In 2000, the year this 
mediation pilot program began, approximately 9,000 unlimited general civil cases and 
12,000 limited civil cases were filed in the Superior Court of Fresno County.231 

The Supenor Court of Fresno County has historically had limited resources for managing 
civil cases. The civil case docket was managed according to a master-calendar system, in 
which different judges were assigned to handle different aspects of a civil case, based on 
the judge who was available when the particular task needed to be performed. During the 
program period, one judge was assigned full time to hold law and motion hearings. Other 
judges, assigned mainly to hear cnmmal cases, were assigned to handle other aspects of 
civil cases as they were available. It was not until January 2003 that four judges were 
assigned to handle civil cases exclusively. 

During most of the pilot program period, case management conferences were rarely 
conducted by JUdges. In October 2001, a new case management procedure was adopted in 
which case management conferences were set mall civil cases approximately 120 days 
after filing. These imtial case management conferences, however, were conducted by 
court clerks and focused primanly on setting dates for mandatory settlement conferences, 
trial readmess hearings, and tnals. 

It has histoncally taken a relatively long time for unlimited civil cases in Fresno to reach 
disposition. In 1999, the year before the Early MediatiOn Pilot Program was 
implemented, the Superior Court ofFresno County disposed of 56 percent of its 
unlimited civil cases within one year of filing, 80 percent within 18 months, and 91 
percent within two years. DispositiOn of hmited cases was faster. The court dtsposed of 
96 percent of its hmited civil cases within one year of filing, 99 percent withm 18 
months, and 99 percent within 24 months. 

Prior to the implementatiOn of the pilot program in 2000, the court did not have any 
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) program for general civil cases. The only ADR 
program available was mediation services for small claims cases provided by the local 

231 Judicial Council of Cal., Admm Off. ofCts, Rep. on Court Statistics (2001) Fiscal Year 1990-1991 
Tirrough 1999-2000 StateWide Caseload Trends, p. 46. See the glossary for deflmtlons of"unlllDlted ClVll 
case," "lllDlted civil case," and "general civil case." 
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Better Business Bureau. Thus, the pilot mediation program for limited and unlimited 
civil cases represented a new experience for both the court and the local bar association. 

The Early Mediation Pilot Program Model Adopted in Fresno 

The General Program Model 
The Supenor Court of Fresno County adopted a mandatory mediation pilot program 
model. As noted in the introduction, under the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes, in 
courts with mandatory mediation programs, the judges were given statutory authority to 
order eligible cases to mediation. The basic elements of the program implemented in 
Fresno included: 
• The court's ADR Admirustrator selected cases for referral to mediation on a random 

basis from eligible at-issue cases; cases were not assessed for amenability to 
mediation before being referred; 

• Litigants were sent a notice when their case was referred to mediation under the pilot 
program; 

• An early mediation status conference was set approximately 60 days after the notice 
of referral to mediation was sent to the parties; 

• Litigants were giVen the option of consenting to the mediation referral by filing a 
stipulation to participate; the early mediation status conference was canceled in the 
event of such a stipulation; 

• Parties could ask the court to void the referral to mediation (remove the case from the 
mediation track); this typically had to be done by attending the early mediation status 
conference and showing the judge good cause why the case was not appropriate for 
mediatiOn; 

• The court had the authority to order litigants to participate in early mediation; 
• Litigants in cases that were referred to mediation were required to complete 

mediation within 60-90 days of the mediation order or stipulation; 
• Iflitigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the court patd the mediator for 

up to four hours of mediatiOn services; and 
• If the case did not settle at mediation, the court set a follow-up conference shortly 

after mediation. 

What Cases Were Eligible for the Program 
Most general civil cases, 232 both limited and unlimited, were eligible for the program in 
Fresno. General civil cases that were not eligible for the program included complex 
cases and class actions. 

How Cases Were Assigned to the Program and Control Groups 
For purposes of this study, the Judicial Council required the pilot courts implementing a 
mandatory mediation program model to provide for random assignment of a portion of 
eligible cases to a "program group" and a portion of cases to a "control group." 
"Program-group" cases were exposed to one or more of the program elements described 
above; "control-group" cases were not exposed to any of these program elements, but 

232 See the glossary for a definitiOn of "general CIVIl cases " 
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were otherwise subject to the same court procedures as the cases in the program group. It 
IS important to remember that, throughout this sectiOn, "program group" means cases 
exposed to any of the pilot program elements, which m Fresno means that they received a 
notice from the court indicatmg that they had been selected for referral to mediation in 
the program, etc. It does not necessarily mean cases that were mediated. 

In the Fresno pilot program, assignment to the program and control groups was 
determined by the referral to mediation under the pilot program. From a pool of at-issue 
cases eligible for the program, the court's ADR Administrator selected cases for referral 
to mediation. Cases referred to mediatiOn were the program group and cases not referred 
to mediation were the control group. 

The case assignment and mediation referral process went through two phases: before and 
after October 2001 when the court's new case management procedure was adopted. 

Dunng the first phase, before October 2001, on a weekly basis, the ADR Administrator 
reviewed the files of eligtble civil cases in which the complaint had been filed 
approximately 90-120 days earlier to see if the defendant had responded (whether the 
case was at issue). The case files were arranged based upon the date of filing, and the 
ADR Admirustrator did not review the cases to determine their potential amenability to 
mediation or the parties' preferences concerning participation in mediation. The ADR 
Administrator simply selected ehgtble, at-issue cases for referral to mediation in the order 
they appeared until a predetermined number of cases had been selected for mediation. 
However, the ADR Administrator did try to ensure that a variety of case types and cases 
involving a variety of attorneys were referred to mediatiOn. For example, If many 
automobile personal injury (Auto PI) cases had already been selected, a few Auto PI case 
files would be skipped so that some less common case types (such as medical malpractice 
cases) could be referred to mediation under the program. Similarly, if multiple cases 
involving a particular attorney had already been selected, the ADR Admirustrator would 
skip cases mvolving that attorney. 

This case selection process resulted in the proportion of various case types in the program 
group diffenng from the proportion of these cases in the overall population of ehgible 
cases. Thus, the case selection process during the first phase may not be considered 
completely random. However, the process was random within each case type, as no 
factor other than case types and attorneys associated with the cases influenced the case 
selection process. 

In the second phase, after October 2001,233 the case selection process was modified to 
integrate it with the new case management procedure. The ADR Administrator used 
weekly computer printouts of cases scheduled for appearance at case management 
conferences as the basis for selecting cases for referral to mediation. While the pnntouts 
contained information on whether a case had become at issue, there was no information 
on case type. Cases were randomly selected from these printouts for referral to 

233 Note that smce the new case management conferences were set for approxunately 120 days after fllmg 
of the complamt, these new procedures affected cases filed beglDDlDg m May or June 2001. 
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mediation. Therefore, after October 2001, the case selection process was completely 
random, without regard to case type or attorneys associated with the cases. 

How Cases Were Referred to Mediation 
Only cases m which the defendant responded to the complaint (cases that became at 
issue) were eligible for referral to mediation. Mediation requires participation ofboth 
sides to a case. This participation is not possible if the defendant has not responded to the 
complaint. As in all of the pilot courts, a large proportion of eligible cases in Fresno 
(approximately 40 percent of unlimited cases and 85 percent of limited cases) never 
became at issue and thus, were not eligible for referral to mediation. 

As noted above, eligible at-issue cases m the Fresno program were referred to mediation 
on a random basis. Parties whose cases were referred to mediation were sent a notice of 
referral and information about the pilot program. This information package included 
notice of an early mediation status conference set within approximately 60 days. The 
package mformed parties that they could consent to the mediation referral by filmg a 
Stzpulatzon to Partzczpate zn Lieu of Early Mediatzon Status Conference, a blank copy of 
which was m the package, and that, if they filed this form, they would not have to appear 
at the status conference. If parties wanted to void the referral to mediation, however, they 
generally had to appear at the status conference and show the judge good cause why the 
case was not appropriate for mediation.234 In only approximately 10 percent of the cases 
(both hmited and unlimited) were cases removed from mediation. 

Since the referrals to mediation were made without any case assessment and only a small 
proportion of the referred cases sought to opt out of mediation, Judges' views concerning 
cases' amenability to mediation and parties' wishes concerning mediation did not play an 
important role in the mediation referral process. This is a significant difference from the 
other two mandatory programs in this study (San Diego and Los Angeles) in which 
judicial assessment of case amenability was an integral element of the program design. 

How Mediators Were Selected and Compensated 
When a case was referred to mediation, parties were required to select a mediator. 
Parties were free to select any mediator, whether or not that mediator was from the 
court's panel. However, the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes provided that, if 
parties selected a mediator from the court's panel, they would not be required to pay a fee 
for the mediator's services. Thus, the parties could receive up to four hours of mediation 
services at no cost to them if they selected a mediator from the court's panel. 

Mediators on the Supenor Court of Fresno County Ranel were required to have a 
mmimum of 25 hours of formal mediation training. 35 The court provided a 25-hour 

234 In some crrcurnstances, such as when one of the parties declared bankruptcy, cases were removed from 
the mediation track Without the court holdmg an early mediation status conference. 
235 Durmg the frrst year of the program, attorneys couldJom the panel Without frrst havmg completed any 
formal mediation trammg while non-attorneys were requrred to have a mmimum of 25 hours of formal 
mediation trammg pnor to JOmmg the panel. After one year, all panel members, both attorneys and non-
attorneys, were requrred to have completed 25 hours of formal medtatlon trammg 
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training Erogram to potential panehsts, but traming was also available from other 
sources. 36 Potential panehsts were also required to attend a mediator orientation 
program developed by the court that provided information about the legislation that 
created the pilot program and local procedures. 

The court paid the panel mediators for the first four hours of mediation services. lmtlally 
mediators in unlimited civil cases were paid $100 per hour, up to a maximum of four 
hours, and mediators in hmited Civil cases were paid a flat $100 per case. Beginmng July 
2001, this rate structure was changed to $150 per hour, up to a maximum of four hours, 
for all cases. At the end of this four-hour period, the parties were free to continue the 
mediation on a voluntary basis, but the parties were responsible for paying the mediator 
at the mediator's individual market rate. 

When Mediation Sessions Were Held 
In general, parties were required to complete the mediation within 60 days of either the 
stipulation to participate or the court's order to mediation following the early mediation 
status conference. However, parties could get an extension for the mediatiOn completion 
deadline of up to 150 days from the court's ADR Administrator for any reason. Such 
extensions were common. 

What Happened After the Mediation 
Before October 2001 when the court started polding case management conferences, the 
court would schedule a mediation status conference about the time the mediation was 
scheduled to be completed-approximately 60 days after the stipulation to participate 
was filed or the case was ordered to mediatiOn in a early mediation status conference. At 
the conclusion of the mediation, the mediator was required to submit a form to the court 
indicating whether the case was fully or partially resolved at the mediation session. If the 
case settled, m mediation or before mediation, the status conference would be canceled 
and the case would be calendared for a dtsmissal hearing. If the case did not settle in the 
mediatiOn, it would go to the status conference and be set for trial. 

After the court started holding case management conferences in October 2001, the 
postmediatwn status conferences were no longer set. Every case was given a trial date at 
the first case management conference, so the parties did not need to return for a 
conference after the mediatiOn to get a trial date. 

How Cases Moved Through the Pilot Program 
To understand the Impact of this pilot program, It is helpful to understand the flow of 
cases through the court process and into the subgroups of cases that experienced different 
elements of the pilot program. Figure V -1 below depicts this process for unlimited cases 
filed m 2000 and 2001and Figure V-2 depicts the same process for limited cases. 

236 Med1at1on trammg from Fresno Pacific Umvers1ty, San Joaqum College of Law, the Better Busmess 
Bureau, and Pepperdme Umvers1ty was accepted by the court. 

225 



Unllmited Czvzl Cases 
In 2000 and 2001, 6,195 unlimited civil cases were filed in the Supenor Court ofFresno 
County. Approximately 60 percent of these cases (3,707 cases) became at issue and were 
ehgible to be selected for mediation orders. From tins pool of eligible cases, 23 percent 
(871 cases) were referred to medmtion.237 

As ofNovember 2003, 59 percent (514 cases) ofthe cases referred to mediation had 
completed mediation. Approximately 40 percent of the cases that were referred to 
med1at10n did not go to mediation either because the cases settled before mediation or the 
parties opted out of the program. For a small2 percent ofthe cases referred to mediation, 
the outcome of the mediatiOn referral was not yet known, either because the mediation 
was still pendmg or informatiOn on the outcome of mediation was unavailable. 

Not At 
Issue 
2,488 

Not 
Referred to 
Mediation 

2,836 

Did Not 
Use 

Mediabon 
336 

Note For 2% of the cases ordered to med•abon, outcome of the med.abon IS unknown 
'Based on surveys of attorneys m cases that did not settle at med1abon 

Not Settled After as 
Settled at Direct Result of 
Mediation 16% Med.abon' 

273 ---· 44 

Figure V-1. Case Flow Process for Unlimited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 

Of the unhmtted civil cases that completed mediatiOn, 47 percent settled at the end of the 
mediation. It should be noted that this settlement rate does not include cases that did not 
resolve at the end of mediation but reached resolution later as a direct result of mediation. 
Data from attorney surveys revealed that 16 percent ofunlimtted cases that did not settle 
at mediation attributed subsequent settlement of the cases duectly to the mediation. 
Thus, the overall proportion of unlimited cases that completed mediation and reached 
settlement through mediation is estimated to be 55 percent. 

Limited Civil Cases 
The flow oflimited cases through the court's process is different from the flow of 
unhmited cases. 

237 Note that, because of hnuts on funds, the court set a cap on the number of cases referred to medtatJ.on 
each month. 
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Figure V-2. Case Flow Process for Limited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 

In 2000 and 2001, 11,657 hmited civil cases were filed in the Superior Court ofFresno 
County. Of these, only approximately 13 percent (1,460 cases) ever became at Issue and 
were eligible for mediation orders (compared to 60 percent for unlimited cases). Of these 
at-Issue cases, 28 percent (414 cases) were referred to mediation (compared to 23 percent 
for unlimited cases). 

Approximately 52 percent of the limited cases referred to mediation completed 
mediation. Approximately 47 percent of the limited cases that were referred to mediatiOn 
did not go to mediation either because the cases settled before mediation or the parties 
opted out of the program. For the remaining 1 percent of the cases referred to mediation, 
the outcome of the mediation referral was not yet known, either because the mediation 
was still pendmg or informatiOn on the outcome of mediation was unavailable. 

Of those limited cases that completed mediation, 58 percent reached agreement at the end 
of mediation (compared to 47 percent for unlimited cases). Of the attorneys in hmited 
cases who responded to the survey, 7 percent whose cases did not settle at mediation 
attributed subsequent settlement of the cases directly to mediation. Thus, the overall 
proportion of hmited cases completing mediation that reached settlement through 
mediation is estimated to be 61 percent (compared to 55 percent for unlimited cases). 

Conclusion 
As noted in the introduction, each of the pilot mediatiOn programs examined in this study 
is different. In reviewing the results for the Fresno pilot program, it is important to keep 
in mind the unique characteristics of this court and Its pilot program. In particular, as will 
be discussed below, It is important to note that the relatively long time to disposition in 
Fresno, because it affected the ability to determine if the program had an impact on the 
trial rate, and the change in case management procedures implemented by the court in 
October 2001, because it changed the timing of mediation referrals and altered the Impact 
of the program on time to disposition. 
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D. Data and Methods Used in Study of Fresno Pilot Program 
This section provides a brief description of the data and methods used to analyze the 
Fresno pilot program. (See Section LB. for more information on the overall data and 
methods used in this report.) 

Data 
Several data sources were used in this study of the Fresno Pilot Program. 

Data on Trial Rate, Disposition Time, and Court Workload 
As more fully described in Section LB., the primary source of data for assessing the pilot 
program's impact on trial rate, disposition time, and court workload was the court's case 
management system. 

It is important to note three Issues about this data that may affect the analysts of the 
program impact in Fresno: (1) the court's case management system was converted 
during the study period and some data on court events was lost dunng this conversion; 
(2) a large proportion of cases being studied had not reached disposition by the end of the 
data collection penod; and (3) some cases that are shown as still pendmg in the court's 
case management system may actually have reached disposition but not have been 
properly closed m the case management system. 

Lzmztatwns of Data in the Court's Case Management System 
As noted earlier, data from the court's case management system was used to measure the 
program impact on case disposition time, trial rate, and court workload. Dunng the study 
period, the court changed to a new case management system. The change took place in 
July 2000 for unlimited cases and in April2001 for limited cases. During the conversion 
process, some of the information in the old case management system concerning the 
number of court events was not completely transferred into the new system. The 
conversion also affected information on case dispositiOn time and trial rate. Because of 
these conversion issues, the number of cases disposed of, the number of cases that went 
to tnal, and the number of court events in cases filed before the conversion were likely to 
be underreported in the case management system. These data problems appear to have 
had a greater impact on cases filed m 2000 than those filed m 2001. To address th1s, 
cases filed in 2000 and 2001 are examined separately in this report. 

Proportwn of Cases That Had Not Reached Dzsposztwn 
Even with a follow-up time m the range of 15 to 40 months since filing, the court's case 
management data mdtcated that a sigruficant proportion of cases included m this study 
had not reached disposition by November 2003 when the data collection period for this 
study ended.238 Of the cases filed in 2000, the case management data mdicate that 
approximately 20 percent of unlimited cases and 12 percent of limited cases remained 
pending at the end of the data collection period. For cases filed in 2001, the proportion of 

238 Data collectton lDlttally ended m June 2003 for all courts Add1ttonal data was obtamed from the Fresno 
pilot court to allow for longer follow-up on case dispositton. 
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still-pending cases was approximately 20 percent for unlimited cases and 15 percent for 
limited cases.239 While, in an absolute sense, the percentage of pending cases does not 
seem high (more than 80 percent of the cases had reached disposition), particularly for 
examination oftrial rates, where the number and percentage of tried cases is very small, 
accurately Identifying program impact is difficult when data on 20 percent of the cases is 
not available. 

Because the cases m both program and control groups had the same follow-up time, the 
compansons made in this report between these groups are valid reflections of the 
differences in these groups within a mirumum follow-up period of approximately 15 
months. However, the final trial rate, time to disposition, and court workload in both the 
program and control groups is likely to change when still-pending cases reach disposition 
and their outcomes are known. Outcomes in pending cases could also affect the final 
levels of litigant satisfaction and costs. Therefore, the fmal outcome of comparisons 
made between the program and control groups when all of the cases in both groups have 
reached disposition may be different from the outcome reported in this study. 

Because the percentage of still-pending cases is larger in the control group than in the 
program group, the way in which these pending cases are likely to impact the 
comparisons between the program and control groups can be projected for some of the 
outcome measures being studied. For example, with the data now available, the average 
case disposition time in the program group is shorter than that m the control group. Since 
the control group has a larger proportiOn of pending cases, when the final disposition 
times in all the pending cases are added in, the control group's average case disposition 
time is likely to increase to a greater extent than the average time to disposition in the 
program group. Thus, the difference between the program and control groups is likely to 
further increase-the disposition time in the program group will be lower than in the 
control group by an even larger percentage-when all the cases in both groups have 
reached disposition. Similar results could be expected in comparisons on trial rate and 
court workload, since it is likely that cases that take longer to reach disposition have 
somewhat higher trial rates and more court events. It IS harder to predict how outcomes 
in the pending cases might affect the results relating to litigant satisfaction and costs. 

It is possible, however, that the court's case management system data also shows some 
cases as pending that have actually reached dispositiOn. A fairly large number of the 
cases shown as pending in the court's case management system showed no court 
activities for at least a year. Superior court staff confirmed that these cases might have 
reached disposition without being properly coded as closed in the case management 
system. To try to account for that possibility in this report, separate analyses were done 
on overall time to disposition and court workload using figures for closed cases and 
disposition time that assumed that all cases that had been pending for a year or more 
without any court event had actually reached disposition as of the date of the last court 
event shown in the case management system. The results of these separate analyses are 
reported in footnotes in the sectiOns on time to disposition and court costs. 

239 Cases m the program group had dtsposttion rates that were approxunately 4 to 8 percent htgher than 
cases m the control group by the end of data collection 
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Data on Litigant Costs and Litigant Satisfaction 
As is more fully described in SectiOn LB., analysis of program impact on litigant 
satisfactiOn and costs was based on data from surveys distributed ( 1) to attorneys and 
parties who went to mediation between July 2001 and June 2002240 (postmediatwn 
survey) and (2) to parties and attorneys in program- and control-group cases that reached 
dispositiOn during the same period (postdisposition survey). 

Methods 
Several methods were used in the study of the Fresno pilot program. 

Comparisons of Outcomes in Program- and Control-Group Cases 
As is more fully described in SectiOn LB., the main method of analysis used in the study 
of the Fresno pilot program is overall companson of the outcomes in the program group 
as a whole with the outcomes in the control group. Cases were assigned to the program 
and control groups in Fresno through a process that, with the exception of case type, was 
random.241 Because this assignment process ensured that the characteristics of the cases 
in the program and control groups would be similar, differences found in direct 
comparisons between these groups can reliably be attnbuted to impact from the pilot 
program. 242 

It is Important to remember that compansons between the program group and control 
group m Fresno identify the impact ofthe pilot program as a whole, not just the impact of 
mediation. As discussed above in the pilot program description, Fresno's pilot program 
had many elements, including the referral to mediation, the possibility of an early case 
management conference, the possibility ofbemg ordered to early mediation, and the 
possibility ofparticipatmg in the mediation process itself. Not every case in the program 
group was mediated. The program group is made up of subgroups of cases that 
experienced different elements of the pilot program-that is, cases that were referred to 
mediation but did not ultimately go to mediation, either because they were later removed 
from the mediation track by the court or because they settled before the mediation took 
place, and cases that actually went through mediation and either settled or did not settle at 
mediation. In overall comparisons between the program group and control group, the 
program group mcludes all of these different subgroups of cases put together. To help 
understand this, the discussion of each of the outcome measures beings studied 
(disposition time, litigant satisfaction, etc.) starts with a table showing the average 
outcome score in each subgroup and in the program group as a whole. 

Regression Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
While the average outcome score for each subgroup provides helpful descriptive 
information, comparisons between the average scores in different subgroups or between 

240 Additional surveys were distnbuted m March 2003 to mcrease the sample SIZe for companson cases 
241 As was noted m the program descnption, because, up until October 2001, the ADR Admtmstrator tned 
to ensure that a vanety of case types and cases mvolvmg a vanety of attorneys were referred to mediation, 
there was an overrepresentation of certam case types m the program group. 
242 Compansons were also done usmg regressiOn analysts to take mto account the different proportions of 
vanous case types m the program and control groups. 
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the subgroups and the control group as a whole do not provide accurate information 
about the impact of the pilot program on the cases in the subgroup. Figure V-3 and Figure 
V-4 below describe the characteristics ofunhmited and limited cases in each program 
subgroup in Fresno. As can be seen from these figures, the cases in these subgroups are 
qualitatively different from one another. In direct comparisons, it is not possible to tell if 
differences in outcomes in the subgroups are due to the effect of the pilot program 
elements that these cases experienced or due to these different characteristics of the cases 
in these subgroups. As more fully discussed in Section LB., regression analysis was used 
to take these differences in case characteristics into account and compare cases in a 
subgroup only to the cases m the control group that have similar case characteristics. The 
results of these subgroup comparisons more accurately identify whether there were 
differences in outcomes resulting from the effect of the pilot program elements 
experienced by these cases. 

SeWed before MedoaHon Settled at Mediation 

Over$50K « 52 Over $50K '~42 

H1gh Party Hosbhty 28 H1gh Party Hosbhty 23 

H1gh Case CompleXIty H1gh Case Cor!llleXIty 

More than 2 Parties 40 More than 2 Parties 47 

Auto PI 51 Auto PI 52 

Contract 17 Contract 16 

Non-auto PI 21 Non·auto PI 15 

Other Case Types Other Case Types 16 

Old Not Settle at Mediation Control Group 

Over $50K ' " 59 Over $50K 56 

H1gh Party Hosbhty 23 H1gh Party Hosbl1ty 21 

H1gh Case CClnllleXIty 15 H1gh Case Cofl"4lleX1ty 

More than 2 Parties 40 More than 2 Parttes 54 

Auto PI 57 Auto PI 58 

Contract Contract 19 

Non-auto PI 15 Non-auto PI 

Other Case Types 16 Other Case Types 

Percent of Total Percent of Total 

Figure V-3. Case Characteristics of Program Subgroups for Unlimited Cases in Fresno 

231 



Settled before Mediation Settled at Mediation 

Over $10K 58 Over $10K 73 

H1gh Party Hosbllty 10 H1gh Party Hosbllty 16 

H1gh Casa CompleXIty H1gh Casa CompleXIty 

More than 2 Parnes 30 More than 2 Parnes 23 

Auto PI 47 Auto PI 49 

Contract 45 Contract 48 

Non-auto PI Non-auto PI 

Other Casa Types 0 Other Casa Types 

Old Not Settle at Mediation Control Group 

Over $10K 84 Over $10K 35 

H1gh Party Hosbllty 19 H1gh Party Hosbllty 18 

H1gh Casa Co"llieXIty la!lj8 H1gh Casa CompleXIty .9 
More than 2 Parnes 25 More than 2 Parnes 33 

Aulo PI 61 Auto PI 36 

Contract {f; .t§r_l!§j 33 Contract <60 

Non-auto PI ~6 Non-auto PI ~3 
Other Casa Types 0 Other Case Types 

Percent of Total Percent of Total 

Figure V-4. Case Characteristics of Program Subgroups for Limited Cases in Fresno 
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E. Program-Group Cases-Referrals, Mediations, and 
Settlements 

Before making comparisons between the program and control groups, it is helpful to first 
understand how the program group breaks down in terms of the subgroups of cases that 
settled before mediation, were removed from the mediation track, and went to mediation 
under the pilot program. It is also helpful to understand the impact of the pilot program 
mediation on the resolution of cases, both dunng and after the mediation. 

As noted above, the program group m Fresno consists of all the cases that were referred 
to mediation under the pilot program, not just cases that went to mediation. Almost 1,300 
ofthe ehgible cases filed in 2000 and 2001 (871 unlimited and 414 hmited) were referred 
to mediation under this program. Table V -1 breaks these cases down into subgroups 
based on what happened with the case after the mediation referral. 

Table V-1. Program-Group Cases-Subgroup Breakdown 

Unllm1ted Cases Lim 1ted Cases 

%of Total m %of Total in 
Program Subgroup #of Cases Pro~ram Graue. #of Cases Pro~ram Graue. 

Settled before med1at1on 224 25 72 141 3406 
Removed from med1at1on 112 12 86 53 12 80 
Settled at med1at1on 241 27 67 124 29 95 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 273 31 34 89 21 50 
Med1at1on outcome unknown 21 2.41 7 1.69 

Total ~ro9ram 9rou~ 871 414 

Of the cases that were referred to mediation, 530 were never mediated: 365 cases (224 
unlimited and 141 limited cases) were settled before the mediation and 165 cases (112 
unlimited cases and 53 hmited cases) were removed from the mediation track. This 
represents about 40 percent of the program group (38 percent of the unlimited program 
cases and 47 percent of the limited program cases). 

As shown in Table V-2, a total of727 cases (514 unlimited and 213 limited cases) went 
to mediation under the pilot program. Of the unlimited cases that were mediated, 241 
cases (47 percent of the unlimited mediated cases) reached full agreement at the 
mediatiOn and another 10 reached partial agreement at the mediatiOn. Ofthe limited 
cases that were mediated, 124 (59 percent of the limited mediated cases) reached full 
agreement at mediation. 

Even when cases did not reach settlement at mediation, the mediation still played an 
important role in the later settlement of cases. Table V -3 shows that 13 percent of the 
attorneys m cases that were mediated under the pilot program but did not reach settlement 
at mediation indicated in responses to the postdisposition survey that the ultimate 
settlement of the case was a direct result of participating in the pilot program 
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mediat10n.243 Another 28 percent mdicated mediation played a very Important role, and 
still another 26 percent indicated mediation was somewhat Important in the ultimate 
settlement of the case. Altogether, attorneys responding to the survey indicated that 
subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediation in approximately 67 percent 
of the cases m which the parties did not reach agreement at the end ofthe mediation 
session. For only 33 percent of the respondents was mediation considered of"httle 
importance" to the case reaching settlement. 

Table V-2. Proportion of Program-Group Cases Settled at Mediation 

Unlimited Lim1ted 
#of % of Mediated #of % of Med1ated 

Cases Cases Cases Cases 
Agreement 241 46.89 124 58.22 
Part1al Agreement 10 1.95 0 0 00 
Nonagreement 263 51.17 89 41 78 

Total 514 100 00 213 100 00 

Table V-3. Attorney Opinions of Mediation's Importance to Subsequent Settlement 

Importance of Part1c1pat1ng 1n Med1at1on Number of Percentage of 
to Obtaming Settlement Responses Responses 
Resulted Directly m Settlement 13 13 40 
Very Important 27 27.84 
Somewhat Important 25 2577 
L1ttle Importance 32 32.99 

Total 97 100 00 

Adding together the cases in which the attorneys indicated subsequent settlement of the 
case was a direct result of participating in mediation and the cases that settled at 
mediation, the overall mediation resolution rate was approximately 55 percent for 
unlimited cases mediated under the pilot program and approximately 62 percent for 
limited cases. 

Among the five pilot programs, Fresno had by far the lowest rate of mediations among 
those unlimited cases that were referred to mediation (1 0 percent lower than the 70 
percent overall average), as well as the second lowest mediation resolution rate at 55 
percent. This is probably due, at least in part, to the fact that, unlike any of the other pilot 
programs, in Fresno cases were referred to mediation on a random basis, and were not 
assessed for amenability to mediation before being referred. As a result, some kinds of 
cases that were screened out before referral in the other pilot programs were probably 

243 Data from both lmnted and unlumted cases was combmed for tlns analysts, m order to proVIde a larger 
number of cases. 

234 



referred to mediation in Fresno and either dropped out before the mediation took place or 
were mediated but did not resolve at the mediation. 
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F. Impact of Fresno's Pilot Program on Trial Rates 

Summary of Findings 
Because the percentage of cases that go to trial Is very small and a large proportion of the 
cases bemg studied had not yet reached disposition when data collection ended, the 
number of these cases that were tried during the study period was very small. Therefore, 
there was not sufficient data to determme whether the pilot program in Fresno had an 
impact on trial rates. 

Trial Rates in the Program and Control Groups 
Table V-4 shows the number and percentage of the closed cases in the program and 
control groups that went to trial. 

Table V-4. Comparison of Trial Rates Between Program and Control Groups 

Program Grou12 Control Grou12 
#of %of #of %of 

#of Cases Cases Cases #of Cases Cases Cases % 
Dise_osed Tried Tned Dise_osed Tned Tried Difference 

Unlimned 
2000 201 11 5.5% 1,246 25 2.0% 173%*** 
2001 533 19 36% 978 38 39% -8% 

Ltmlted 
2000 168 1 0.6% 495 5 10% -41% 
2001 196 9 4.6% 411 15 36% 26% 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Given the very small number of tried cases, it was not possible to accurately discern the 
patterns of trial rates in the program and control groups. Comparisons between these 
groups therefore do not provide reliable mformation about the impact of the pilot 
program on tnal rates. None of the differences shown were statistically significant. 

The number of tried cases is small for a combination of reasons. First, the proportion of 
civil cases that go to trial Is generally very small, typically ranging from 3 to10 percent. 
Second, the civil caseload in Fresno is modest. Applying a small trial rate to a modest 
caseload, the total number of cases that is ultimately likely to be tried is small. Fmally, 
and most importantly, as noted m the previous section on data and methods, a relatively 
large proportion of the cases filed during the study period had not reached disposition 
when data collection ended in November 2003. Of the eligible cases filed in 2000, 
approximately 20 percent of unlimited cases and 12 percent of limited cases remained 
pendmg at the end of the data collection period. For cases filed in 2001, the proportion of 
still-pending cases was approximately 20 percent for unlimited cases and 15 percent for 
hmited cases. It is reasonable to expect that many of these pending cases will ultimately 
go to trial, particularly since tned cases typically require a longer time to reach final 
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disposition. W1th a longer follow-up penod, a larger number of cases will have been 
tried and the program impact on trial rates in Fresno could be assessed. 
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G. Impact of Fresno's Pilot Program on Case Disposition Time 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Fresno reduced case disposition time for both limited and unlimited 
cases. The impact was more pronounced, however, for cases filed during 2001, the 
second year of the pilot program's operation. 

• For unlimited cases filed m 2001, the average time to disposition in the program 
group was 39 days shorter than in the control group and the median time to 
dispositiOn was 50 days shorter. For limited cases, the average time to disposition for 
cases in the program group was 26 days shorter than in the control group and the 
median time to dispositiOn was 6 days shorter. The results of regression analysis that 
accounted for case-type differences suggest that the average time to disposition in the 
program group was 40 days shorter than in the control group for both unlimited and 
hmited cases. 

• The shorter case disposition time for program-group cases in 2001 appeared to be 
largely due to cases bemg ordered to mediation earlier, by an average of more than 
two months, compared to cases filed in 2000. The earlier time frame for mediatiOn 
referrals in 2001 was in turn the result of a new early case management procedure 
adopted in 2001, which generally Improved case processing for all general civil cases. 

• For both unhmited and limited program-group cases, the pace of dispositions m the 
program group outstripped that in the control group at about the time of the pilot 
program mediations, suggesting that the mediatiOn contributed to shortenmg the time 
to dispositiOn. 

• The average disposition time for unlimited cases in the program group that settled at 
mediatiOn was 90 days shorter than the disposition time of like cases m the control 
group, and for unhmited cases that settled before mediation It was 144 days shorter 
than for like cases in the control group. Similarly, limited program-group cases that 
settled at or before pilot program mediations had an average disposition time that was 
80 days shorter than the average for similar cases in the control group. Conversely, 
data suggests an mcrease of approximately 57 days m disposition time when 
unlimited program-group cases did not settle at mediation and 88 days when limited 
program-group cases did not settle at mediation compared to like cases in the control 
group. This highlights the importance of carefully selectmg cases for referral to 
mediation. 

• The program had a significant impact on disposition time in both limited and 
unlimited Auto PI cases as well as other types of unlimited personal injury cases. 
Case disposition time for these case types in the program group was almost 50 days 
shorter than for cases in the control group. 
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Introduction 
This section of the report exammes the impact of the Fresno pilot program on time to 
disposition. First, the pattern of case disposition time within the program group is 
examined. Second, the different patterns of disposition time of cases in the program and 
control groups are compared, including the average and median time to dispositiOn and 
the rate of disposition over time. Different patterns of disposition time for various 
subgroups of cases within the program group are then examined. Finally, this sectiOn 
examines disposition time for different case types. 

Disposition Time Within the Program Group 
Table V -5 and Table V -6 show the average time to disposition for unlimited and limited 
cases both in the program group as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within 
the program group. 244 As noted m the section on data and methods, because of changes 
that occurred in the court's electronic case management system in 2000 as well as 
changes m the court's case management procedures that were mstltuted in 2001, cases 
filed m 2000 and 2001 are exammed separately. 245 

Table V-5. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Unlimited Program-Group Cases in 
Fresno, by Program Subgroups 

2000 Cases 2001 Cases All Program-Groug Cases 
%of 

Average Average Total m Average 
#of DISpOSitiOn #of Dlspos1t1on #of Program DISpOSitiOn 

Program Subgroups Cases T1me Cases T1me Cases Group Time 
Settled before med1at1on 46 378 160 327 206 28% 338 
Removed from med1at1on 19 482 60 462 79 11% 467 
Settled at med1at1on 63 401 161 362 224 31% 373 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 71 679 146 486 217 30% 549 

Total program oroup* 199 503 527 397 726 100% 426 
*8 unhmrted cases w1thout available 1nformat1on on med1at1on outcomes not mcluded. 

As can be seen in these tables, cases (both limited and unlimited and those filed in 2000 
and in 2001) that were referred to mediation, but settled before mediatiOn, had the 
shortest disposition time among all the subgroups, followed by cases that settled at 
mediation. In contrast, cases that were referred to mediation, but later removed from the 
mediatiOn track, and cases that went to mediation but did not settle at mediation had 
longer average disposition times. Thus, when the average time to disposition for the 
whole program group was calculated, cases in these latter two subgroups pulled that 

244 Note that these tables mclude only program-group cases that reached chsposttion by the end of the data 
collection penod. Therefore the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are dtfferent from those 
m Ftgure V-1, Ftgure V-2, and Table V-1. 
245 The longer average dtsposttion time for cases filed m 2000 compared to cases filed m 2001 reflects the 
dtfferent follow-up trme available for these two groups of cases a mmrmum of 35 months has elapsed smce 
filmg for 2000 cases compared to only 23 months for 2001 cases Due to the dtfferent follow-up time, 
dtfferences m case dtsposttion time between cases filed m the two years should not be mterpreted as an 
mdtcation of whether the average dtsposttion time has unproved durmg the two-year penod 

239 



average higher, offsetting to some degree the lower average disposition times among 
cases that settled before and at mediation. 

Table V-6. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) for Limited Program-Group Cases in 
Fresno, by Program Subgroups 

2000 Cases 2001 Cases All Program-Groug Cases 
%of 

Average Average Total m Average 
#of Otsposttton #of Dtsposttton #of Program Otsposttton 

Program Subgroups Cases Ttme Cases Time Cases Group Time 
Settled before medratron 54 293 75 290 129 36% 
Removed from medratron 18 383 24 297 42 12% 
Settled at medratron 57 327 55 292 112 31% 
Drd not settle at medratron 37 471 39 432 76 21% 

Total program group* 166 354 193 320 359 100% 
*5 hm1ted cases w1thout available information on med1at1on outcomes not Included 

Overall Comparison of Disposition Time in Program and Control 
Groups 

Comparison of Average and Median Time to Disposition 

291 
334 
310 
451 
336 

Table V -7 compares the overall average and median case dispositiOn time in the program 
and control groups. 

Table V-7. Case Disposition Time (in Days) in Fresno 

Number of Cases Average Medran 

Program Control Program Control Dtfference Program Control Difference 

Unhmrted 
Fried rn 2000 201 1246 503 506 -3 441 458 

Fried rn 2001 533 978 400 439 -39*** 348 398 

L1m1ted 
Fried rn 2000 168 495 358 368 -10 344 309 

Fried rn 2001 196 411 321 347 -26** 294 300 

*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

For cases filed in 2000, none of the differences was statistically significant. 

For cases filed in 2001, there were sigruficant reductions in disposition time in the 
program group compared to the control group. The average disposition time for 
unlimited cases in the program group that were filed in 2001 was 39 days shorter than the 
disposition time for cases in the control group, and the median disposition time for 
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program cases was 50 days shorter. The average time to disposition for limited program 
cases filed m 2001 was 26 days shorter than m the control group.246 

As was noted above in the program descnption, for cases filed before May or June of 
2001, the ADR Administrator tried to ensure that a variety of case types were referred to 
mediatiOn. This resulted in there being a different proportion of some case types in the 
program and the control groups. As the average case disposition time tended to vary 
across different case types, the overall differences in case disposition time between the 
program and the control groups could be affected by the different proportion of case 
types in these groups. To isolate the impact of the program from these case type 
differences, regression analysis was done on time to disposition in the program and 
control groups, controlling for the case type.247 For cases filed in 2000, the regression 
analysis did not find a statistically significant difference in the average time to disposition 
between the program and control groups for either limited or unlimited cases. For cases 
filed in 2001, the regression analysts indicated, with a high degree of confidence, that the 
average disposition time for cases in the program group was 40 days shorter than in the 
control group for both limited and unlimited cases. 

At least two factors may help explam why a positive program impact on case disposition 
time was evident only for cases filed in 2001. Ftrst, 2000 was the first year of operation 
for Fresno's pilot program and the first year of operation for any court-connected civil 
mediation program in Fresno. It seems likely that, without prior expenence with a 
mediation program for general civil cases, an initial learning phase was reqmred to 
streamline the various program procedures. As the process improved, the program 
impact may have increased. Both the ADR Administrator and attorneys in focus group 
discussions confirmed this Initial learning process. 

Second, and perhaps more significant, was the new case management procedure 
implemented by the court in October 2001 for all general civil cases filed starting in May 
or June 2001. Under the new procedure, a case management conference was scheduled 
approximately 120 days after filing. At this conference, the dates of various court events 
were assigned, includmg the dates for settlement conferences and trials. As discussed 
below, overall case-processmg time improved significantly after the adoption of the new 
procedure and the mediation referrals and mediations occurred approximately two 
months earlier than they had in 2000 cases. 

It is also important to note that, for unlimited cases filed in 2001, the proportion of cases 
that had been disposed of in the program group by the end of the data collection penod 
was significantly higher than that in the control group-85 percent of program-group 

246 As noted m the section on data and methods above, a large number of pendmg cases was found m the 
case management system that showed no docket activities for more than a year Usmg the assumptiOn that 
all these cases had actually reached disposition as of the date of the last court event shown m the case 
management system, a separate companson of the time to disposition m the program and control groups 
was done. The results for unlmuted cases filed m 2001 remamed largely unchanged However, the 
difference m case disposition rate between the program and control groups for !muted cases filed m 2001 
was no longer present 
247 See also the companson of the program and control groups broken down by case type below 
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cases had been disposed of compared to 78 percent of control-group cases. GIVen the 
higher proportion of pending cases m the control group, average dispositiOn time in the 
control group can be expected to mcrease more than in the program group when all cases 
have reached disposition. Thus, the gap in disposition time between the program and 
control group should grow even larger once all the 2000 and 2001 cases have reached 
disposition. 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand at what point in the litigation process the pilot program had its 
impact on the overall time to disposition, the patterns of case disposition rate over time 
from the filing of the complaint were exammed. This analysis also provides informatiOn 
about whether the program impact on time to disposition occurred around the time when 
certain program elements, such as mediation referrals and mediations, generally took 
place. 

Figure V -5 compares the timing of case disposition in the program and control groups. 248 

The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until disposition of a case, and 
the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases disposed (or disposition 
rate). The wider, purple line represents the program group disposition rate and the 
thinner, blue lme the control group disposition rate. The gap between these two lines 
represents the difference in the disposition rates in the program group and control group 
at a given time from the filing of a complaint. The slope of the lines represents the pace 
at which cases were reaching disposition at a particular pomt m time; a steeper slope 
indicates more cases were reaching disposition at that time. 

Figure V -5 shows that for cases filed in 2000, the patterns of case disposition m the 
program and control groups were very similar. From filing to about 12 months after 
filing, the disposition rate in the program group lagged slightly behmd that in the control 
group. After 12 months from filing, around the time when mediatiOn took place, 
program-group cases were disposed of at a slightly higher rate than those in the control 
group. The overall pattern, however, was too similar to discern any significant program 
impact on case disposition time. 

The disposition pattern for program-group cases filed in 2001 was dramatically different. 
At approximately 10 months after fihng, about the time when unlimited program-group 
cases filed that year began to go to mediation, the pace of dispositions in the program 
group mcreased to its highest level and the proportiOn of program-group cases disposed 
of began to outstrip that in the control group. The difference in disposition rate between 
the two groups was largest at approximately 14 months after filing, when 58 percent of 
unlimited cases in the program group had been disposed of, compared to approximately 
41 percent in the control group. The quickening in the pace of dispositiOns at the time of 
the medtation supports the hypothesis that, for unlimited cases, participation in the 
program's early mediation expedited the time to disposition. 

248 As was done for the overall companson of dtsposttlon tune m the program and control groups, the 
analysts on tlmmg of case dtsposttlon was also separated for the two years 
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Figure V-5. Disposition Rate of Unlimited and Limited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 

The patterns for limited cases were similar to those for unlimited cases. There were no 
significant differences between the program and control groups for cases filed m 2000, 
but for cases filed in 2001 the program group showed a higher disposition rate beginnmg 
about the time mediatiOns took place. For cases filed in 2001, at approximately 9 months 
after filing, about the time when limited program cases went to mediation on average, the 
proportion of cases disposed of in the program group began to rise faster than in the 
control group. At 13 months after filmg, approximately 12 percent more cases in the 
program group had been disposed of than in the control group?49 The higher disposition 

249 The higher d1spos1tton rate shown here for lliDlted cases m the program filed m 2001 could be 
exaggerated due to mcomplete d1spos1tton data m the court's case management system. A large number of · 
pendmg cases m the case management system showed no docket acttv1ttes for well over a year durmg the 
study penod The court staffm Fresno confirmed that some cases may have reached d1spos1tton but the 
d1spos1tton mformatton m1ght not have been properly entered mto the case management system. To assess 
the 1mpact of these cases on our analyses, a separate companson was performed Wlth all cases that had had 
no docket acttv1t1es for more than 12 months coded as 1fthey had been closed as of the date of the last 
coded court event. W1th these cases treated as closed, the difference m case d1spos1t1on rate between the 
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rates at the time when the mediation occurred in the program group supports the 
hypothesis that participating in early mediation in Fresno also expedited disposition of 
limited cases. 

Impact of Case Management Conference, Mediation Referral, and 
Mediation Timing on Overall Time to Disposition in Unlimited Cases 
This section examines how the timmg of three program events--case management 
conferences, mediation referrals, and mediation sessions-might have contributed to the 
different patterns of case disposition for unlimited cases filed in 2001. As noted m the 
description of the Fresno pilot program, the court adopted a new case management 
procedure in October 2001 that required all cases (both program and control) to appear at 
case management conferences set at approximately 120 days after filing. This new 
procedure also affected both when cases were referred to mediatiOn under the pilot 
program and when they actually went to mediation. 

Timing of Case Management Conferences 
Figure V-6 shows, for all unlimited cases filed in 2001 (both program and control) by 
month offilmg, (1) the average time (in days) from filing to appearance at the first case 
management conference and (2) the proportion of cases disposed of 12 months after 
filing. For cases filed in January 2001, the average time from filing to first appearance at 
the case management conference was approximately 500 days.25° For cases filed around 
March 2001, the average time from filmg to case management conference had fallen to 
approximately 300 days, and for cases filed m June 2001 it declmed to approximately 
150 days after filing. The major change in the timing of case management conferences 
comcided with the Implementation of the new case management conference procedures 
m October 2001. These new case management conferences were set at about 120 days 
after filing, so cases filed begmmng in May to June 2001 experienced the new conference 
procedures. 

program and control groups for hnnted cases filed m 2001 was no longer present. The results for unlinnted 
cases filed m 2001, however, rernamed largely unchanged 
250 This very long average tlme to the first case management conference nnght have resulted from the small 
number of cases m wmch case management conferences were bemg held at that tlme, typically only for 
difficult cases that requrred special JUdiCial attention 
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Figure V-6. Relationship Between Timing of Case Management Conference (CMC) and 
Case Disposition Rate-Unlimited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 

The disposition rate at 12 months after filing follows a trend that is almost the mirror 
opposite of the case management conference trend line. Of cases filed in January 2001, 
only approximately 20 to 25 percent were disposed ofwithm 12 months after filing. The 
disposition rate then rose dramatically for cases filed between May and June 2001, to 
approximately 45 percent of the cases, and has remained at a Sinnlar level since that time. 

The opposite trends in the timing of case management conferences and case disposition 
rate for cases filed in 2001 suggests that the new early case management conferences 
expedited disposition for all unhmited civil cases in Fresno. 

Timing of Mediation Referrals and Mediation Sessions 
As discussed above, the change in the court's case management procedures affected all 
the court's civil cases, includmg both those in the program group and the control group, 
and improved the case disposition time for all civil cases filed after May 2001. However, 
as seen m Figure V-5 above, program-group cases filed in 2001 were disposed of at a 
faster rate than cases m the control group. This additional reduction in time to disposition 
in the program group appears to stem from the fact that mediation referrals were made 
earlier and mediation sessions were held earlier. 

Figure V-7 below shows, for unhmited program cases filed in 2000 and 2001, (1) the 
average length oftime (in days) from filing to referral to mediation, (2) the average time 
from filing to the mediation session, and (3) the proportion of program-group cases 
disposed ofwithin 12 months of filing. As can be seen in this figure, the turning pomt in 
the timmg of both mediatiOn referrals and mediation sessions occurred for cases filed 
between May and June 2001, the same cases that first experienced the new early case 
management conference procedures. When the new early case management conferences 
were implemented, the court began making mediation referrals by selecting cases set for 
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those conferences, rather than through a separate review process. For cases filed before 
May 2001, mediation referrals were made approximately 230 days after filing. For cases 
filed after May 2001, the length of time from filing to mediatiOn referrals declined to an 
average of 150 days, a drop of 80 days. Since mediations were generally required to take 
place within 60 days of the mediation referral, the earlier referrals resulted in earlier 
mediations. For cases filed before May 2001, mediation sessions were held 
approximately 370 days after filmg. For cases filed after May 2001, sessiOns were held 
at approximately 295 days, 75 days earlier. 
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Figure V-7. Timing of Mediation Orders, Mediation Sessions, and Proportion of Cases 
Disposed of for Unlimited Cases in the Program Group 

The third trend line m Figure V-7, the proportion of program-group cases disposed of 
wtthin 12 months after filing, follows a trend that is the opposite of the mediation referral 
and mediation session trend lines-showing a higher disposition rate as the mediation 
referrals and sessiOns were held earlier. Of program cases filed from January 2000 until 
May 2001, approximately 30 percent were disposed of within 12 months after filing; for 
cases filed after May 2001 the average disposition rate withm 12 months of filmg rose to 
about 50 percent. 

The analysis above shows that case disposition time improved for all cases as a result of 
the new early case management conferences implemented in October 2001. The analysis 
further suggests that early case management conferences precipitated earlier mediation 
referrals and mediatiOn sessions that, in tum, resulted m earher case dispositiOn for cases 
m the program group. 

Other informatiOn provided by the court staff supports the conclusion that the 
combination of the mediation pilot program and the new case management procedures 
have had a profound effect on the time to disposition in the Fresno court. Staff note that 
the court's civil case backlog has now been virtually eliminated. At the beginning of 
2003, there were approximately 120 cases ready for trial for which no courtroom was 
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available. All of these cases had to be continued, delaymg disposition. As ofthe end of 
2003, the court anticipates that there will be fewer than 20 cases ready for trial that 
remam pending on the court's calendar. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As discussed above in the section on methods, to better understand how different cases 
within the program were influenced by the elements of the pilot program that they 
experienced, the disposition time of cases in each ofthe subgroups within the pro~am 
group was compared to the disposition time of similar cases in the control group.2 1 

The results of this companson suggest that the pilot program reduced the time to 
disposition for both unlimited and limited program cases that settled at or before 
mediatiOn. Unlimited program-group cases that settled at pilot program mediations had 
an average disposition time that was 90 days shorter than the average for similar cases in 
the control group, and program cases that settled before mediatiOn had an average 
disposition time that was 144 days shorter. Similarly, limited program-group cases that 
settled at or before pilot program mediations had an average disposition time that was 80 
days shorter than the average for similar cases in the control group. 

The comparison also found evidence that not settling at the pilot program mediation 
resulted in a longer disposition time. Unlimited program-group cases that were mediated 
under the pilot program but did not settle at the mediation had an average disposition 
time that was 57 days longer than the average for similar cases in the control group. 
Similarly, limited cases in the program group that did not settle at mediation had an 
average disposition time that was 88 days longer than similar cases in the control group. 

Overall, these regression results support the conclusion that cases are disposed of more 
quickly than they otherwise would have been when they are resolved at or before 
mediation, but that it takes even longer to reach disposition if cases do not resolve at 
mediatiOn than it would have If the cases had not been mediated at all. These findmgs 
make intuitive sense. When mediations are conducted relatively early and cases are 
settled at or before those early mediations, one would expect that the average time to 
disposition for those settled cases would be reduced when compared to similar cases that 
were not mediated and settled under the pilot program. It also makes sense that, on 
average, it generally takes longer to reach disposition in program-group cases that do not 
settle at mediation compared to similar cases that were not m the program group. These 
program-group cases essentially took a detour off the litigation path to participate in 
mediatiOn and then came back to the litigation path when the cases did not settle at 
mediation; it is understandable that this detour took some additional time. It is important 
to note, however, that the increases in average disposition time in cases that did not settle 
at mediation did not outweigh the positive impact that the pilot program had on other 
cases. The pilot program reduced the overall disposition time for program-group cases as 
a whole. 

251 These subgroup compansons were made usmg the regressiOn analysis method descnbed m Section I B. 
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Additional Analysis of Cases That Did Not Resolve at Mediation 
As noted at the beginmng of this chapter, 67 percent of the attorneys in cases m which the 
parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediatiOn sessiOn mdicated that 
subsequent settlement of the case benefited from mediatiOn. For only 33 percent of the 
attorneys surveyed was mediation considered of "little importance" to the case reaching 
settlement. 

To examme whether there was a relationsmp between the time to disposition and the 
importance of mediation to later settlement, program-group cases that were mediated but 
did not resolve at mediation were further broken down into subgroups based on how 
important attorneys m these cases believed the mediation was to be their case's ultimate 
resolution. The time to disposition for cases in each subgroup was then examined. Data 
from both limited and unlimited cases were combined for this analysis to provide a larger 
number of cases. Table V -8 shows this breakdown. 

Table V-8. Average Case Disposition Time (in Days) in Fresno for Limited and Unlimited 
Cases That Did Not Settle at Mediation, by Importance of Mediation to Subsequent 
Settlement 

Attorneys' Assessment of Med1at1on's Average 
Impact on Case Settlement After D1spos1tlon 
Mediat1on Nonagreement #of Cases %of Total T1me 
D1rect Result of Med1at1on 13 13% 470 
Very Important 27 28% 443 
Somewhat Important 25 26% 439 
Little Importance 32 33% 454 
Total 97 100% 449 

As also shown in Table V -8, there was no clear relationship between how important 
attorneys indicated the mediation was to the settlement of the case and case disposition 
time: Cases that settled as a direct result of mediation actually had the longest time to 
disposition of any of the groups of cases, and cases in which the mediation was only 
somewhat important to the ultimate settlement had the shortest time to disposition, 
although the differences among these subgroups are statistically not significant. 252 

The times to disposition of cases in these subgroups was also compared to each other 
usmg regression analysis to take account of case characteristic differences. This analysis 
found no significant differences in time to disposition between cases grouped by the 
importance ofthe mediation to the settlement and like cases in the control group. 

Comparison of Time to Disposition by Case Type 
To help understand whether the program has a greater impact on time to disposition in 
some case types, the time to disposition by case type was examined. Table V -9 shows 

252 Probability of 0.95 (based on F test from ANOV A) mdicates a 95 percent probability that the different 
patterns among the groups could be due to chance. 
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the average dispositiOn time for all eligible cases in the program and control groups filed 
during 2000 and 2001, broken down by case type. 

For cases filed in 2000, the average disposition time m the program group was shorter 
than m the control group for all case types except unlimited Auto PI cases and limited 
contract cases. However, with the exception oflimited Auto PI cases, none of the 
differences for cases filed in 2000 were statistically significant. 

Table V-9. Comparison of Case Disposition Time Between Program and Control Groups by 
Case Type 

F1led in 2000 F1led 1n 2001 
Difference = Difference = 
Program- Program-

Case T:t~e Program Control Control Program Control Control 
Unltmfted 

Auto PI 522 507 15 384 429 -45*** 
Non-Auto PI 533 548 -15 422 466 -44*** 
Contract 486 494 -8 409 412 -3 
Other 449 475 -26 420 468 -48* 

Total 503 506 -3 400 439 -39*** 
Ltmffed 

Auto PI 367 420 -53** 323 402 -79*** 
Non-Auto PI 379 327 52 
Contract 352 340 12 289 310 -21 
Other 440 317 123 

Total 358 368 -10 321 347 -26** 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

For cases filed in 2001, there were statistically significant reductions in disposition time 
for both unlimited and limited Auto PI cases and for unlimited non-automobile personal 
injury (Non-Auto PI) cases. Even though the comparisons in some ofthe other unlimited 
case types did not show statistically significant differences, there was a consistent general 
pattern of reduced disposition time for all unlimited case types. 

This analysis of disposition time by case type confirms the previous findings concerning 
the overall positive program Impact on case disposition time for unlimited cases filed in 
2001. It also indicates that the pilot program had a positive impact on the time to 
disposition of limited Auto PI cases filed in both 2000 and 2001. 

Conclusion 
There IS strong evidence that the Fresno pilot program had a positive impact on case 
dispositiOn time. The impact was more pronounced, however, for cases filed during 
2001, the second year of the pilot program's operation, than for cases filed during 2000. 
For cases filed in 2001, based upon regression analysis results, the average time to 
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disposition in the program group was 40 days shorter for both limited and unhmited cases 
than in the control group. 

Several factors may have led to the more pronounced program impact for cases filed in 
2001. Given that 2000 was the first year of the pilot program's operation, an initial 
learning phase may have been required to streamline the various program procedures As 
the process improved, benefits of the program emerged. Both the program administrator 
and attorneys in focus group discussions confirmed this initial learning process. 

Perhaps more significant, however, was the new case management procedure 
implemented by the court m October 2001 for all general civil cases. The data shows that 
case-processing time for all cases m the court improved significantly after the adoption of 
the new procedure. Furthermore, It appears that the new procedure helped reduce case 
disposition time for unlimited cases m the program group even further by shortenmg the 
time from filing to mediation referrals and mediation sessions. This combination also 
appears to have helped the court elimmate its civil case backlog. 

For both unlimited and limited program-group cases, the pace of dispositions in the 
program group outstripped that in the control group about the time when the pilot 
program mediations took place on average, suggestmg that the ·mediation contributed to 
shortening the time to disposition 

The data also suggests that the overall impact of the mediation pilot program on time to 
disposition depended on whether cases settled at the mediation. With case charactenstics 
controlled for, the data suggests that both unlimited and limited cases that settled at 
mediation had a sigruficantly shorter disposition time compared to like cases in the 
control group. On the other hand, the data also suggests that disposition time for both 
limited and unlimited cases were increased when the case did not reach settlement at 
mediatiOn. This finding suggests that the key to further reducing the overall time to 
dispositiOn may he m mcreasing the proportion of cases that settle at the early mediation. 
This, in turn, suggests the importance of trying to identify and refer to mediation those 
cases most amenable to settlement m an early mediation process. 
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H. Impact of Fresno's Pilot Program on Litigant Satisfaction 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Fresno mcreased attorney satisfaction with both the court's services 
and with the litigation process, and settling at mediation significantly increased attorney 
satisfaction with the outcome, the litigation process, and the court's services. 

• Both parties and attorneys in the Fresno program expressed high satisfaction when 
they used mediation under the pilot program. They were particularly satisfied with 
the performance of the mediators, with both parties and attorneys showing an average 
satisfaction score of approximately 6 or more on a 7-point scale. They also strongly 
agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

• Attorneys m program-group cases were more satisfied with both the litigation process 
and with services provided by the court than attorneys in control-group cases. 

• Attorneys in both unlimited and limited program-group cases that settled at early 
mediation were significantly more satisfied with the outcome of the case, their 
litigation expenence, and the services provided by the court compared to attorneys m 
hke cases m the control group. 

• While attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediatiOn were less satisfied with the 
outcome of the case, they were more satisfied with both the litigation process and 
with the services provided by the court than attorneys in similar control-group cases. 
This suggests that participating in mediation mcreased attorneys' satisfaction with 
both the litigation process and the court's services, regardless of whether their cases 
settled at mediation. 

• Attorneys in unlimited automobile personal injury cases in the program group were 
more satisfied with all aspects of their experience-the case outcome, the htigation 
process, and the court's services-than attorneys in such cases in the control group. 
Attorneys m other unlimited personal InJUry cases and limited contract cases were 
also significantly more satisfied with the court's services. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of Fresno's pilot program on litigant satisfaction. As 
described in detail in Section LB. concerrung the data and methods used m this study, 
data on litigant satisfaction were collected in two ways. First, in a survey administered at 
the end of the mediatiOn in cases that went to mediation between July 2001 and June 
2002 (postmediation survey), both parties and attorneys were asked about their 
satisfaction with various aspects of their mediation and litigation expenences. Second, in 
a separate survey administered shortly after cases reached disposition in cases disposed of 
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between July 2001 and June 2002 (postdisposition survey), parties and attorneys in both 
program and control cases were asked about their satisfactiOn with the outcome of their 
case, the court's services, and their overall litigation experience. 

In this section, the satisfaction of parties and attorneys who used mediation under the 
pilot program is first described. Second, the satisfaction of attorneys in program-group 
cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups is discussed. Attorney 
satisfaction m the program group and the control group IS then compared.253 Next, 
attorney satisfaction m the vanous subgroups within the program is examined. Finally, 
the program impact on litigant satisfaction in different case types is exarnmed. 

Overall Litigant Satisfaction for Cases That Used Pilot Program 
Mediation 
As shown in Figure V -8, both parties and attorneys who used mediation in the pilot 
program expressed very high levels of satisfaction with their experiences. Parties and 
attorneys who participated in mediatiOn were asked to rate their satisfaction with the 
mediator's performance, mediation process, outcome of the mediation, the litigation 
process, and services provided by the court on a scale from 1-7 where lis "highly 
dissatisfied" and 7 Is "highly satisfied." Figure V -8 shows the average satisfaction scores 
for both parties and attorneys in these mediated cases. 

Unhm1ted Limited 

Medtator --~~~-~~~~~~!!!lft!16 3 Performance !§! Med•ator ~~~~~~~~~~~~~·~~~s~o Performance p: 
Medtatton ~~~ 
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Figure V-8. Party and Attorney Satisfaction in Mediated Cases in Fresno 

7 
Htghly 

Satisfied 

It is clear from this figure that parties and attorneys who used mediation services in the 
pilot program were highly satisfied with all aspects of their mediation expenences; all the 
average satisfaction scores, except for party satisfaction with the outcome of the case, 
were 5 points or higher. Both parties and attorneys were most satisfied with the 
performance of mediators, with average satisfaction scores of 6.1-6.3 for attorneys and 
6.0-6.1 for parties. They were also highly satisfied with the mediation process and 
services provided by the court, with average satisfaction scores about 5.8 for attorneys 

253 As was discussed above m Sechon I B., smce we received only a hrmted number of party responses to 
the postmediatwn survey m the control group, all compansons between the program and control groups 
were based only on attorney responses to tills survey. 
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and 5.2-5.5 for parties. Both parties and attorneys were least satisfied with the outcome 
ofthe case; average outcome satisfaction scores were 5.0--5.1 for attorneys and 4.0-4.7 
for parties. 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concerning the fairness of the mediation and their willingness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Using a scale from 1-5, where 1 is "strongly 
disagree" and 5 IS "strongly agree," litigants were asked to indicate whether they agreed 
that the mediator treated the parties fairly, the mediation process was fair, and the 
mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, they would 
recommend mediation to such friends, and they would use mediation even if they had to 
pay the full cost of the mediation. Table V -10 shows parties' and attorneys' avera~e level 
of agreement with these statements in unhmited and limited program-group cases. 54 

Table V-10. Party and Attorney Perceptions of Fairness and Willingness to Recommend or 
Use Mediation (average agreement with statement) 

Med1at1on Would Would 
Mediator Med1abon Outcome Was Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Fa1r/ Mediator to Med1at1on to Mediation at 
Part1es Fa1rly Fa1r Reasonable Fnends Fnends Full Cost 

Part1es Attys Part1es Atty_s Part1es Attys Part1es Attys Part1es Attys Part1es 

Unhm1ted 
Cases 4.5 48 42 4.7 29 34 43 47 42 4.7 36 

Llmrted 
Cases 45 47 4.3 4.6 3.5 36 43 45 42 46 34 

As with the satisfaction scores, most of the scores were in the "strongly agree" range 
(above 4.0) and all of the average scores except for parties' responses concerning the 
outcome were above the middle of the agreement scale (3.0). For both parties and 
attorneys, there was very strong agreement (average score of 4.2 or above for parties and 
4.5 or above for attorneys) that the mediator treated the parties fairly, the mediation 
process was fair, they would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, and 
they would recommend mediation to such friends. Both parties and attorneys mdicated 
less agreement that they would use mediation if they had to pay the full cost; the average 
score was 3.4-3.6 for parties and 4.2 for attorneys.255 The lowest scores related to the 
fairness/reasonableness of the mediation outcome, at only 2.9-3.5 for parties and 3.4-3.6 
for attorneys. 

It is clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation experiences, overall they were 

254 A 5-pomt scale was used for these survey questiOns, rather than the 7-pomt scale used m the sahsfachon 
~ueshons. 
2 5 While fewer parhes and attorneys agreed wtth this statement, the court's staffbeheve that the pilot 
program has educated attorneys about the value of mediahon and that these attorneys have become more 
wlllmg to use mediatiOn, mcludmg pnvate, party-paid medtahon 
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less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (in fact, on both 
outcome questions, about more than 25 percent of the parties and attorneys responded 
that they were neutral). In evaluating this result, it IS important to remember that this 
survey was admimstered at the end of the mediation and that in a large proportiOn of 
cases a settlement was not reached at the end of the mediatiOn. Not surprisingly, the way 
parties and attorneys responded to the two outcome questions depended largely on 
whether their cases settled at mediation. Average satisfaction with the outcome m 
program-group cases that settled at mediation was 6.00 for attorneys and 5.20 for parties 
on a 7-point scale, approximately 50 percent higher than the average scores of 4.08 for 
attorneys and 3.34 for parties in cases that did not settle at mediation. Similarly, 
responses concerning the fairness/reasonableness ofthe outcome averaged approximately 
60 percent higher for both attorneys (4.28 compared to 2.66 on a 5-point scale) and 
parties (3.83 compared to 2.41) m cases settled at mediation than in cases that did not 
settle at mediation. When the scores in both cases settled and not settled at mediation 
were added together to calculate the overall average, the higher scores in cases that 
settled were offset by those m cases that did not, pulling the overall average score for 
satisfaction with the outcome toward the center. 

It IS also clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while both parties 
and attorneys were generally very pleased with their pilot program mediation 
experiences, attorneys were more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were 
consistently higher than those for parties on all of these questions. The gap between 
attorney and party satisfaction scores ranged from 0.1 for mediator performance in 
limited cases to 1.0 for outcome of the case m unlimited cases. The higher attorney 
satisfaction may reflect a greater understanding on the part of attorneys about what to 
expect from the mediation process. Many attorneys are likely to have participated in 
mediations before, so they are likely to have been familiar with the mediation process and 
to have based their expectations about the process on this knowledge. Parties are less 
likely to have participated m previous mediations and may not have known what to 
expect from the mediation process This may suggest the need for additiOnal educational 
efforts targeted at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores for attorneys may also, in part, reflect the fact that attorneys' and 
parties' satisfactiOn were associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. 
Attorneys' responses on only four of the survey questiOns were strongly correlated with 
theu responses concerning satisfaction with the mediation process-whether they 
beheved the mediation process was fair, whether they believed the mediation resulted in a 
fair/reasonable outcome, whether they believed the mediatiOn helped move the case 
toward resolution quickly, and whether they believed the mediator treated all parties 
fairly. 256 In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the mediation process was also strongly or 

256 Correlation measures how strongly two vanables are associated wtth each other, t.e, when one of the 
vanables changes, how hkely IS the other to change (thts does not necessanly mean that the change m one 
caused the change m the other, but just that they tend to move together). Correlation coefficients range 
from -1 to 1; a value of 0 means that there was no relationship between the vanable, a value of 1 means 
there was a total positive relationship (when one vanable changes, the other always changes m the same 
drrection), and a value of -1 means a total negative relationship (when one changes, the other always 
changes m the opposite drrectton). A correlation coefficient of .5 or above IS considered to show a high 
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moderately correlated with whether they believed that they had had an adequate 
opportunity to tell their side of the story during the mediation, that the mediation helped 
improve communication between the parties, that the mediatiOn helped preserve the 
parties' relationship, and that the cost ofusing mediation was affordable. 257 

For attorneys, responses to only two of the survey questiOns were strongly correlated with 
attorneys' responses regarding satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation-whether 
they believed the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly.258 In contrast, parties' satisfaction with 
the mediation outcome was also strongly or moderately correlated with whether they 
believed that the mediatiOn helped improve communication between the parties, that the 
cost of using mediation was affordable, that the mediation helped preserve the parties' 
relationship, and that the mediation process was fair. 259 

Finally, for attorneys, responses to only one of the survey questions was even moderately 
correlated with attorneys' responses regarding satisfaction with the courts' services-
whether they believed the mediation resulted m a fair/reasonable outcome.260 Only three 
responses were moderately correlated with satisfaction with the overall litigation 
process-whether they believed that the mediation helped improve communication 
between the parties, that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution qmckly, 
and that the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome.261 In contrast, parties' 
satisfaction with the litigation process was also correlated with whether they believed that 
the mediation helped preserve the parties' relationship, that the cost of using mediation 
was affordable, and that the mediation process was fair. 262 Similarly, parties' satisfactiOn 
with the court services was correlated w1th whether they believed that the mediation 
helped improve communication between the parties, that the mediation helped preserve 
the parties' relationship, that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution 
quickly, that the cost of using mediation was affordable, that the mediation process was 
fair, and that the mediator was fair. 263 

correlatiOn The correlatiOn coefficients of these quesbons With attorneys' sahsfacnon With the med1at1on 
process were 58 and 66, .51 and 47, .51 and 40, and 48 and .65, respecbvely m unlliD1ted and hrmted 
cases. 
257The correlanon coefficients of these quesnons With pames' satisfacnon with the mediation process were 
.42 and .43, 54 and .60, 42 and 48, and 53 and 66, respecbvely m unlliD1ted and lliD1ted cases. 
25Brhe correlanon coefficients of these quesnons With attorneys' sansfacnon With the outcome were 76 and 
.81, and .70 and 70, respecnvely m unlirmted and lliD1ted cases 
259The correlation coefficients of these quesnons With pames' sansfacnon with the outcome were .59 and 
48, .44 and .57, .73 and .62, and .37 and .57, respectively m unhrmted and lliD1ted cases. 

260 The correlanon coefficient of this question With attorneys' satisfactiOn With the court's services was 43 
and 27, respectively m unhrmted and hrmted cases 
261 The correlation coefficients of this question With attorneys' satisfaction With the htigat10n process were 
.38 and 48, .42 and 21, and .43 and .34, respectively m unlliDlted and lliDlted cases 
26~e correlation coefficients of these questions With pames' satisfaction With the litigation process were 
36 and 41, 44 and 56, .53 and .59, respectively m unhrmted and hrmted cases. 

263The correlation coefficients of these questions With pames' satisfaction With the courts' services were 
.37 and 44, .29 and 42, 44 and .51, .53 and 60, .49 and .58, and .40 and .45, respectively m unlirmted and 
hrmted cases. 
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All of this indicates that parties' satisfaction with both the court and with the mediation 
was much more closely associated than attorneys' satisfaction with what happened within 
the mediatiOn process-whether they felt heard and whether they felt the mediatwn 
helped their communication or relationship with the other party-and with whether they 
believed that the cost of mediation was affordable. While most parties indicated that they 
had had an adequate opportunity to tell their story in the mediation (86 percent gave 
responses that were above the neutral point on the scale), fewer parties thought that the 
mediation had improved the communication between the parties (58 percent) or 
preserved the parties' relationship (31 percent)264 and fewer thought that the cost of 
mediation was affordable (58 percent). These perceptions may therefore have 
contributed to parties' satisfactiOn scores being lower than those of attorneys. 

Satisfaction Within the Program Group 
Table V -11 shows the average satisfaction scores for attorneys in unlimited program-
group cases as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases within the program group. 

264 Note that m many types of cases, such as Auto PI cases, this sunply many not have been relevant; 41 
percent of parties and 57 percent of attorneys gave the neutral response to tlus question. 
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Table V-12 shows the same informatiOn for limited program-group cases. Unlike for 
time to disposition, however, the data on litigant satisfaction is denved from attorney 
responses to surveys, not from the court's case management system, so the total number 
of cases for which satisfactiOn information is available IS smaller. When this data was 
broken down mto subgroups, the number of cases that were removed from mediation was 
too small to provide reliable information,265so that subgroup is not shown in the tables. 

Table V-11. Attorney Satisfaction in Fresno for Various Subgroups Within the Program for 
Unlimited Cases 

Overall 
Number of Case L1t1gat1on Court 

Res~ondents Outcome Process Serv1ces 
Settled before med1at1on 61 50 49 50 
Settled at med1at1on 157 60 5.8 6.2 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 245 44 5.1 55 

Total Program Grou~· 466 50 5.3 57 
Note Sample s1zes vary slightly for each satlsfact1on measure. 
*Includes 3 cases removed from the med1atlon track 

As might have been expected, attorneys in cases that settled at mediation consistently 
expressed the highest level of satisfaction on all three measures-case outcome, litigation 
process, and services provided by the courts. Thus, when the overall average satisfaction 
scores for unlimited cases in the program group were calculated, cases in this subgroup 
pulled those average satisfaction levels higher. 

265 There were only three unlmuted cases and etght lmuted cases m the program group that were removed 
from medtatton for whtch survey data was avatlable 
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Table V-12. Attorney Satisfaction in Fresno for Various Subgroups Within the Program for 
Limited Cases 

Overall 
Number of Case Litigation Court 

ResQondents Outcome Process Serv1ces 
Settled before mediation 29 5.0 48 5.0 
Settled at med1at1on 64 5.8 56 5.8 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 94 44 53 56 

Total Program GrouQ* 195 5.0 5.3 56 
Note Sample s1zes vary slightly for each sat1sfact1on measure 
*Includes 8 cases removed from the med1abon track 

Attorneys whose cases d1d not settle at mediation had the lowest average satisfaction 
scores with the outcome ofthe case. Thus, when the overall average scores for 
satisfaction with the outcome in the program group were calculated, the lower 
satisfaction scores in cases that did not settle at mediation pulled the average satisfaction 
with outcome lower. 

In contrast, it was in cases that settled before mediation that attorneys expressed the 
lowest average satisfactiOn with both the litigation process and the services provided by 
the court. Thus, when the overall average scores for satisfaction with the outcome in the 
program group were calculated, the lower satisfaction scores in cases that settled before 
mediation pulled the average satisfaction with the litigation process and the court's 
services lower. 

Overall Comparison of Satisfaction in Program and Control Groups 
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Table V -13 compares the average satisfaction scores of attorneys in the program and 
control groups concerning the outcome of their cases, the overall litigation process, and 
the services provided by the court. 

The pilot program had a positive impact on overall attorney satisfaction with the 
litigation process and with the services provided by the court m both unlimited and 
limited cases. Attorneys in the program group were more satisfied with the services 
provided by the court and with the litigation process than attorneys in the control group. 
Attorneys in the program group had an average satisfaction score of 5.3 With the 
litigation process compared to 5.0 in the control group; the .3 difference was statistically 
significant. There was an even greater impact on satisfactiOn with the services provided 
by the court. The average satisfaction score in the program group was 5.7 for unlimited 
cases and 5.6 for limited cases compared to 5.0 for unlimited cases and 4.9 for limited 
cases in the control group. The . 7 difference in these scores was statistically significant. 
Overall attorney satisfaction with outcome, however, was virtually the same in the 
program group and the control group. 266 

266 As discussed above, sahsfactlon With the outcome m the program group was dependent on whether the 
case resolved at med1at1on 
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Table V-13. Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction Between Program and Control Groups 

Overall L1t1gat1on 
Case Outcome Process Court Serv1ces 
#of Average #of Average #of Average 

Resp_ondents Score Resp_ondents Score Resp_ondents Score 
Unlimited Cases 

Program 467 5.0 487 5.3 481 57 
Control 183 5.0 184 50 186 5.0 

Difference (Program-
Control} 00 0 3*** 0 7*** 
Limited Cases 

Program 197 5.0 201 5.3 200 56 
Control 88 49 88 5.0 88 49 

Difference (Program-
ControQ 0 1 0 3*** 0.7*** 
*** p < 05, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20 

As was noted above in discussion of time to disposition, for cases filed before May or 
June 2001, due to efforts of the ADR Administrator to ensure that a variety of case types 
were referred to mediation, there were different proportions of some case types in the 
program and the control groups. As the average satisfaction score tended to vary across 
different case types, the overall differences in litigant satisfaction between the program 
and the control groups could be affected by the different proportion of case types in these 
groups. To isolate the impact of the program from these case type differences, a 
regression analysis was done on litigant satisfaction m the program and control groups 
controlling the case type.267 The regressiOn analysis results showed the same increase in 
litigant satisfactiOn with both the litigation process and the services provided by the court 
as reported above. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As was done with time to disposition, to better understand how different cases within the 
program group were impacted by the elements of the pilot program that they experienced, 
attorney satisfaction in each of the subgroups within program group was compared to 
attorney satisfaction in similar cases in the control group. 268 

The results of these comparisons provide strong support for the conclusion that settling at 
mediation increased attorney satisfaction on all three-satisfaction measures. In both 
unlimited and limited program-group cases, attorney satisfaction with the outcome of the 
cases was 20 percent higher m cases that settled at mediation compared to that for similar 
cases in the control group, attorney satisfaction with the litigation process was 14-17 

261 See also the companson of the program and control groups broken down by case type below 
268 These subgroup compansons were made usmg the regressiOn analysis method descnbed m the methods 
sectton. 
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percent higher, and attorney satisfaction with the services of the court was 15 percent 
higher. 269 

As might have been expected, attorney satisfaction with the outcomes in program cases 
was tied to whether or not their cases settled at mediation. Wlule satisfaction with the 
outcome was higher in program-group cases that settled at mediatiOn, at least for 
unlimited cases, it was 10 percent lower in program-group cases that did not settle at 
mediation compared to similar cases in the control group. 

However, satisfaction with the court's services and the litigation process was not tied to 
whether cases settled at mediation; while satisfaction with both the court's services and 
the litigation process was higher for program-group cases that settled at mediation, these 
measures were also higher for program-group cases that participated in mediatiOn but did 
not settle at mediation. Attorney satisfaction with the services provided by the court was 
10 percent higher for unlimited program-group cases that were mediated but did not settle 
at the mediation and 15 percent higher for limited program-group cases than for similar 
cases in the control group. Similarly, satisfaction with the litigation process was 10 
percent higher for limited program-group cases that participated in mediation but did not 
settle at the mediatiOn than for similar cases in the control group. The companson also 
suggested that satisfaction with the litigation process was higher for unlimited cases that 
did not settle at mediation than for similar cases in the control group, but the size of the 
difference was not clear. These results suggest that it was the experience of participating 
in a pilot program mediation that was the key to increasmg attorney satisfaction with the 
services of the court and the litigation process. Attorneys whose cases were mediated 
were more satisfied with the court's services and the litigation process regardless of 
whether their cases settled or did not settle at the mediation. 

Overall, the results of these regression analyses support the conclusions that 

• The experience of reaching settlement at mediation significantly increased attorney 
satisfactiOn with all aspects of their dispute resolutiOn experiences. 

• Attorney satisfaction with the outcomes in program cases was tied to whether or not 
the cases settled at mediation. 

• The experience of mediating a case mcreased attorney satisfaction with both the 
litigation process and the services ofthe court, even if the case did not resolve at 
mediation. 

Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction by Case Type 
Table V -14 compares the different patterns of attorney satisfaction by case type. This 
table shows that the pilot program significantly increased attorney satisfaction in Auto PI 

269 No statistically stgruficant dtfferences were found between attorney satisfaction levels m program-group 
cases that were settled before medtatton and stmtlar cases m the control group 
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cases. Attorneys in unlimited Auto PI cases 1in the program group were more satisfied 
with all aspects of their experience-the case outcome, the litigatiOn process, and the 
court's services-than attorneys in such cases in the control group. Attorneys in limited 
Auto PI cases were also more satisfied with both the litigation process and the court's 
services than attorney is such cases m the control group. The table also shows that 
attorneys in other unlrmited personal injury cases and limited contract cases were also 
significantly more satisfied with the court's services. Even though the compansons in 
some of the other case types did not show statistically significant differences, there was a 
consistent general pattern of higher satisfaction with the litigation process and with the 
court's services across all case types. 

Table V-14. Attorney Satisfaction in Fresno, by Case Type 

Case Outcome Overall L1tigabon Process Court Serv1ces 

Difference Difference 
(Program- (Program-

Case Ty~e Program Control Control) Program Control Control) Program Control 
Unlimited Cases 

Auto PI 52 4.8 0 4** 56 50 0 6*** 58 49 
Non-Auto PI 50 5.0 00 5.2 4.9 03 56 47 
Contract 48 53 -0 5* 49 50 -0.1 5.5 52 
Other 48 52 -0 4 51 50 0 1 54 53 

Total 5.0 50 0.0 53 5.0 0.3*** 57 50 

Limited Cases 
Auto PI 50 46 04 54 48 0.6** 56 49 
Non-Auto PI 4.6 50 -0.4 51 50 0 1 5.9 50 
Contract 52 4.9 03 5.2 5.0 0.2 5.5 49 
Other 58 1 0 48 5.4 20 34 58 1 0 

Total 50 49 0 1 53 50 0 3*** 56 49 
*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Conclusion 
Both parties and attorneys m the Fresno program expressed high satisfaction when they 
used mediation under the pilot program. They were particularly satisfied with the 
performance ofthe mediators, with both parties and attorneys showing an average 
satisfaction score of approximately 6 or more on a 7-point scale. They also strongly 
agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

The pilot program increased overall attorney satisfaction with both the litigation process 
and the services provided by the court. As might have been expected, attorney 
satisfaction with the outcomes in program cases was tied to whether or not their cases 
settled at mediation: while satisfaction with the outcome was higher in program-group 
cases that settled at mediation, at least for unhmtted cases, it was lower in program-group 
cases that did not settle at medmtion. 
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Attorneys whose cases settled at mediation were significantly more satisfied with the 
outcome of the case, their litigation experience, and with the services of the court 
compared to attorneys in similar cases in the control group. However, while attorneys 
whose cases did not settle at mediation were less satisfied with outcome of the case, they 
were still more satisfied with both the litigation process and with the services provided by 
court than attorneys m similar cases m the control group. Overall, these results indicate 
that participating in mediation increased attorney satisfaction with both the litigation 
process and the court's services, regardless of whether the case settled at mediatiOn. 

Attorneys in unlimited automobile personal injury cases m the program group were more 
satisfied with all aspects of their expenence-the _case outcome, the litigatiOn process, 
and the court's services-than attorneys m such cases in the control group. Attorneys in 
other unlimited personal injury cases and limited contract cases were also significantly 
more satisfied with the court's services. 
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L Impact of Fresno's Pilot Program on Costs for Litigants 

Summary of Findings 
There was evidence that litigants' costs and the attorney hours spent in reaching 
resolution were reduced in cases that settled at pilot program mediations in Fresno. 

• Estimates of actual attorney time spent in reaching resolution were 20 percent lower 
m program-group cases that settled at mediation than for similar cases in the control 
group. 

• In cases settled at mediation, 89 percent of attorneys responding to the study survey 
estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from using mediation 
to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorneys per settled case was 
$9,915 in litigant costs and 50 hours m attorney time. Based on these attorney 
estimates, a total of$3,619,136 m htigant costs and 24,455 in attorney hours was 
estimated to have been saved in all2000 and 2001 cases that were settled at 
mediation. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the pilot program on litigant costs. As described in 
detail in Section LB. information on litigant costs was collected in two ways. First, in a 
survey distributed at the end of the mediation m cases that went to mediation between 
July 2001 and June 2002 (postmediation survey), attorneys in the subset of cases that 
resolved at mediation were asked to provide (1) an estimate of the time they had actually 
spent on the case and their clients' actual litigation costs and (2) an estimate of the time 
they would have spent and what the costs to their clients would have been had they not 
used mediation. The difference between these estimates represents the attorneys' 
subJective estimate of the litigant cost and attorney time savings when the case settled at 
the mediation. Second, in a separate survey administered shortly after disposition in both 
program and control cases disposed ofbetween July 2001 and June 2002 (postdisposition 
survey), attorneys were asked to provide an estimate of the time they had actually spent 
on the case and their clients' actual litigation costs. Comparisons between the time and 
cost estimates m the program and control groups provide an objective measure of the 
pilot program's impact on litigant costs. 

As discussed in the data and methods section, however, the data on litigant costs and 
attorney time from the postdisposition survey had a very skewed distribution: there were 
a few cases with very large htigant cost and attorney time estimates ("outlier" cases) that 
stretched out the data's range. While several methods were used to try to account for this 
skewed distnbution, the range of the data was so broad that none of the differences found 
m duect comparisons between the program and control groups were statistically 
significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence whether the observed 
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differences were real or simply due to chance.270 The results of these comparisons are 
therefore not presented here. 

In this section, the estimated actual litigant costs and attorney hours spent in program-
group cases as a whole and in each of the program subgroups are discussed. Second, 
attorney estimates of actual htlgant costs and attorney hours in the various subgroups 
within the program group are compared to the costs and hours m similar cases m the 
control group. Finally, attorneys' subjective estimates oflitigant cost and attorney time 
savings in cases settled at mediation are presented. 

Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours Within the Program Group 
Table V -15 shows the average and median estimated litigant costs and attorney hours for 
unlimited cases in each of the program subgroups and in the program group as a whole. 
Table V-16 shows the same mformation for limited cases.271 As with the data on litigant 
satisfaction, the data on litigant costs and attorney time was derived from attorney 
responses to surveys, not from the court's case management system. Therefore, the 
overall number of cases for which comparative cost and time information is available is 
smaller than the number for which dispositwn time and court workload mformation is 
available. When this limited data was further broken down into subgroups, the number of 
cases that were removed from mediation was too small to provide reliable mformation.272 

Therefore, this subgroup was not included in the tables below. 

As can be seen from these tables, cases that settled at mediation (both limited and 
unlimited) has the lowest median and average litigant costs among all the subgroups. 
Average costs were highest for cases (both limited and unlimited) that did not settle at 
mediation. Median costs did not follow this pattern. Unlimited cases that settled at 
mediation had the highest median costs and limited cases that settled at mediation had the 
same median costs as cases that were mediated but did not settle at the mediation. Thus, 
when the overall average and median litigant costs were calculated, these two groups 
offset the lower costs for cases that settled before mediation, pullmg the average and 
median higher. 

270 In drrect compansons, some statlstlcally Significant differences were found m the average or median 
attorney hours devoted to certam types of cases m the program and control groups However, because m 
data sets With very skewed distnbutlon, such as thls htlgant cost and attorney hours data, compansons of 
either averages or medians can show differences that do not accurately reflect true differences m the 
companson groups, additional analyses usmg logged data were done When compansons were made usmg 
thls logged data, the differences between the program and control groups disappeared 
271 Even though the extreme outher cases were removed from our analysis sample, average values were still 
subJect to the mfluence of a small number of cases With large values m costs or attorney hours, particularly 
when cases were further broken down mto several subgroups. Median values are less sensitive than 
averages to the mfluence of"outher" cases and thus may represent a more rehable picture ofhtlgant costs 
and attorney hours m each subgroup 
272 There were only three unlrrmted cases and SIX lrrmted cases m the program group that were removed 
from mediation for which thls survey data was available. 
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Table V-15. Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Unlimited Cases 
in Fresno, by Program Subgroups 

Number of Average Median 
Res~ondents 

Litigant Costs 
Program Subgroup 

Settled before med1at1on 54 $11,220 $3,000 
Settled at med1at1on 131 $13,218 $4,375 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 125 $16,303 $4,200 

Total Prog_ram Graue.* 313 $14,605 $4,000 
Attome~t: Hours 
Program Subgroup 

Settled before med1at1on 56 77 30 
Settled at med1at1on 133 57 30 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 127 105 40 

Total Prog_ram Graue. 318 80 35 

*Includes 3 cases removed from the med1abon track 

Table V-16. Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Limited 
Cases in Fresno, by Program Subgroups 

Number of Average Med1an 
Res~ondents 

Litigant Costs 
Program Subgroup 

Settled before med1at1on 23 $1,902 $1,000 
Settled at med1at1on 52 $4,848 $2,500 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 55 $12,639 $2,500 

Total Prog_ram Graue. 134 $7,455 $2,000 
Attome~t: Hours 
Program Subgroup 

Settled before med1at1on 24 31 20 
Settled at med1at1on 53 56 20 
D1d not settle at med1ation 56 79 20 

Total Prog_ram Graue. 139 59 20 

*Includes 6 cases removed from the med1abon track 

In terms of attorney hours spent resolving the case, cases that did not settle at mediation 
had the highest average and median number of hours. Among unlimited cases, those that 
settled at mediation had the lowest average and median hours, but among limited cases, it 
was cases that settled before mediation that had the lowest average number of hours and 
all subgroups had the same median number of hours. Thus, when the overall average and 
median number of attorney hours spent in reaching resolution were calculated, these two 

266 



groups offset the lngher number of hours for cases that did not settle at mediation, pulling 
the average and median lower. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program 
As was done with time to disposition and litigant satisfactiOn, to better understand how 
different cases withm the program were impacted by the elements of the pilot program 
that they experienced, average litigant costs and attorney hours in each of the subgroups 
within the pro§:am group was compared to the costs and hours in similar cases in the 
control group. 73 In order to increase the sample size and thus, the reliability of the 
results, however, instead of analyzing unlimited and limited cases separately, the data on 
both types of cases was combined for this analysis. 274 

Even with this combined analysis, only one statistically significant finding emerged from 
the regression analysis. For unlimited cases, the regression analysis indicated that 
attorney time spent on cases that settled at mediation was reduced by 20 percent 
compared to similar cases m the control group. These results are consistent with the 
other study results showmg positive impacts on time to disposition and satisfaction when 
cases settled at mediation. 

Attorney Estimates of Mediation Resolution's Impact on Litigant Costs 
and Attorney Hours 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation believed overwhelmingly that mediation 
had saved their clients money. Of the attorneys whose cases settled at mediation who 
responded to the postmediation survey, 89 percent estimated some cost savmgs for their 
clients. 

Table V-17, shows the average savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours estimated 
by these attorneys. It also shows what percentage savings these estimates represent. As 
shown in this table, in those cases in which the attorneys reported savings from resolving 
at mediation, the average cost saving per client was estimated to be approximately 
$14,000; the average saving in attorney hours was estimated to be about 70 hours. These 
attorney estimates represent a cost saving of approximately 60 percent, on average, and a 
time savmg of about 55 percent. 

273 These subgroup compansons were made usmg the regressiOn analysis method descnbed m Sect10n LB 
274 The reliability of the regressiOn analysis, like the direct compansons between the program and control 
groups, was affected by the skewed distnbut10n of the litigant cost and attorney time data With the 
program group divided mto unlimited and limited cases, the analysis produced no statistically sigruficant 
results. Combmmg all unlimited and limited cases created a larger sample siZe that 10creased the reliability 
of the regressiOn results Note that whether the case was unlimited or limited was accounted form the 
combmed analysis by makmg this unlimited/limited desigriatlon one of the vanables used 10 the regressiOn 
In addition, before the data on unlimited and limited cases was comb10ed, separate regressiOn analyses 
were performed on unlimited and limited cases These separate analyses suggested program Impacts of the 
same type 10 the same subgroups as the combmed analysis, however, the statistical sigruficance of the 
observed differences was lower than 10 the combmed analysis. 
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Table V-17. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours From Resolving at 
Mediation-Estimates by Attorneys 

% Attorney Responses Estimating Some Savings 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average cost saving estimated by attorneys 
Average % cost savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % cost sav1ng est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average sav1ng per settled case est1mated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 
Total ht1gant cost sav1ng 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates 

Attorney Hours Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average attorney-hour savmg estimated by attorneys 
Average % attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % attorney-hour sav1ng est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average attorney-hour saving estimated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 
Total attorney hour savmgs 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates 

89% 

142 
$14,091 

63% 
36% 

$9,915 
365 

$3,619,136 

128 
73 

54% 
43% 

67 
365 

24,455 

Of the attorneys responding to the survey, 11 percent estimated either that there was no 
litigant cost or attorney hour savings (3 percent of responses) or that litigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediation not been used to resolve the case (8 percent of responses). With these cases 
included in the average, the adjusted average litigant cost savings estimated by attorneys 
per case settled at mediation was calculated to be $9,915, and the adJusted average 
attorney hour savings estimated by attorneys was calculated to be 67 hours. These 
attorney estimates represent savmgs of approximately 36 percent in litigant costs and 43 
percent in attorney hours per case settled at mediation 

This adjusted average was used to calculate the total estimated savmgs mall ofthe 2000 
and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations in Fresno during the study period. 
Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated litigant cost saving in the Fresno 
pilot program was $3,619,136, and the total estimated attorney hours saved was 24,455. 

It should be cautioned that these figures are based on attorney estimates of savings; they 
are not figures for the actual savings m mediations resulting in settlements. The actual 
litigant cost and hour savings could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney 
estimates. 275 

275 As reported above, the companson between estunated actual attorney hours m cases that settled at 
med1at10n and sliDllar cases m the control group that was done usmg regression analysts mdtcated that 
attorney hours were 20 percent lower m program-group cases that settled at medtatlon, rather than the 43 
percent lower est1mated by attorneys 

268 



It should also be cautioned that these estimated savings are for cases settled at mediation 
only, not for all cases in the program group. There may also have been savings or 
increases in litigant cost or attorney hours in other subgroups of program cases, such as 
those that were referred to mediation but settled before the mediation took place or cases 
that were mediated but did not settle at the mediation. 276 

Conclusion 
There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time spent before reaching 
resolution was reduced when cases resolved at mediation. 

Estimates of actual attorney time spent in reaching resolution were 20 percent lower in 
program-group cases that settled at mediation than for similar cases in the control group. 

In cases that resolved at pilot program mediations, 89 percent of attorneys responding to 
the study survey estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from 
using mediation to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorneys per case 
settled at mediation was $9,915 in litigant costs and 67 hours in attorney time. Based on 
these attorney estimates, total savings of$3,619,136 in litigant costs and 24,455 m 
attorney hours were estimated for a112000 and 2001 cases that were settled at mediation. 

276 Some support for the conclusiOn that mediahon may have reduced costs even m cases that did not settle 
at mediahon comes from 49 postmediatwn survey responses m wlnch attorneys m cases that did not settle 
at mediatiOn provided hhgant cost and attorney hours mforrnahon even though thls mforrnahon had not 
been requested. Of these survey responses, 69 percent mdicated some savmgs m htigant costs, attorney 
hours, or both m cases that were mediated but did not settle at medlahon Takmg mto account those 
responses that estimated no savmgs or mcreased costs as well, the attorneys m these cases estimated 
average savmgs of36 percent m hhgant costs (40 percent median savmgs) and 38 percent m attorney hours 
(50 percent median savmgs) m cases that did not settle at mediahon 
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J. Impact of Fresno's Pilot Program on the Court's Workload 

Summary of Findings 
There IS strong evidence that the pilot program in Fresno reduced the number of motion 
hearings for cases in the program. However, this reduction in court workload was offset 
by an increase in the number of case management conferences required under the 
procedures mitially followed by the court during the study period. 

• There were 13 percent fewer motion heanngs m unlimited 2001 program-group cases 
and 48 percent fewer motion hearings in limited 2001 program-group cases compared 
to cases in the control group. However, the average number of case management 
conferences and "other" pretrial hearings was considerably higher m the program 
group than m the control group for both unlimited and limited cases. The increase in 
case management conferences and "other" hearings offset the decrease in motion 
hearings so that, overall, there was an increase in the total number of pretnal court 
events in the program group and a small increase in the judicial time spent on 
program cases during the study period. 

• The mcreases in the number of case management conferences for program cases was 
understandable given the court procedures (smce changed) that required case 
management conferences m all program cases that did not settle at mediation and in 
most program cases when the parties wanted their cases removed from the mediatiOn 
track, but did not generally require case management conferences in other cases. 

• Unhmited program-group cases that settled at mediatiOn had 45 percent fewer court 
events overall compared to similar cases in the control group. This overall reductiOn 
stemmed from reductions in motion and "other" hearings. There were 80 percent 
fewer motion hearings and 60 percent fewer "other" hearings in the unhmited 
program cases that settled at mediation compared to similar cases in the control 
group. Not settling at mediation did not seem to have any negative impact on the 
number of motiOn hearings. 

• The number of case management conferences was sigmficantly higher across all case 
types m the program group. There was a consistent general pattern of decreases m 
motwn hearings in limited cases and increases in "other" hearings in both hmited and 
unlimited cases across all types of program cases, although the differences for each 
case type were not statistically significant or were only marginally significant. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the pilot program in Fresno on the court's workload 
by comparing the frequency ofvanous pretrial court events in the program and control 
groups. The analysis m this section focuses on the following three major types of court 
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events: (1) case management conferences (CMCs)/77 includmg early case management 
conferences for program cases; (2) motiOn hearings; and (3) other pretrial hearings.278 

First, the number of pretrial events in the program-group cases as a whole and in each of 
the program subgroups is discussed. Second, the overall number of these events that took 
place in the program-group and control-group cases that closed during the study penod is 
compared. Tlnrd, the number of these events that occurred in the vanous subgroups 
within the program IS examined. The different patterns of these events by case type are 
then analyzed. Finally, the potential impact of the program on judicial time due to 
changes in the number of court events IS calculated. 

As previously noted, event data for cases filed in 2000 was incomplete due to the 
conversion of the case management system implemented in 2000 and early 2001.279 

Therefore, the analyses in this section were based only on cases filed in 2001. 
Limitations of the data, including the large proportion of pending cases m both the 
program and control groups, requires that caution be exercised in interpreting the size of 
the differences observed between the program and control groups. 

Workload Within the Program Group 
Table V -18 shows the average number of pretrial court events in unlimited program-
group cases as a whole and for each of the subgroups of cases Within the program group. 
Table V-19 shows the same mformation for hmited program-group cases.280 

Table V-18. Average Number of Various Court Events (Per Case) for Unlimited Cases in 
Fresno, by Program Subgroup 

Number Other 
of Pretnal 

Cases CMCs Motions Heanngs Total 

Program Subgroups 

Settled before med1at1on 160 0 46 0.28 0.11 0.84 
Removed from mediation 60 0.87 068 0 22 1.77 
Settled at med1at1on 161 0.51 0.20 0.09 0 80 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 146 0.56 0.42 044 1 42 

Total Program Groue_ 527 0 55 034 0 21 1 09 

277 The first CMCs held begmmng m October 2001 were not mcluded m the calculation of total CMCs. 
These CMCs were conducted by court clerks, not judges The mam focus of the workload measures 
exammed m tlus study was on court events conducted by the Judges To dtstingmsh the first CMCs held by 
the court clerks and later CMCs held by Judges, both of whiCh were recorded m the court's case 
management system usmg the same code, CMCs held wtthm 130 days offllmg were constdered first CMCs 
and excluded from the calculation 
278 "Other hearmgs" mclude Orders to Show Cause (OSC) hearings and settlement conferences. 
279 Court events m the case management system for unlumted cases pnor to July 2000 were not completely 
converted mto the new system. Smnlarly for hmtted cases, the converston that took place m early 2001 dtd 
not convert all court events mto the new system. 
280 Note that these tables mclude only program-group cases that had reached dtsposttion by the end of the 
data collection penod, therefore the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are drlTerent from 
those m Ftgure V -1, Ftgure V -2 and Table V -1, whtch mclude all program-group cases. 
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As can be seen in Table V-18, unlimited cases m the program group that settled either 
before or at mediatiOn consistently had the lowest number of all three types of court 
events among all the subgroups. Cases that settled at mediatiOn had particularly low 
numbers ofmotwn hearings and other types ofhearings compared to other program 
subgroups. Thus, when the overall average number of court events for unlimited cases in 
the program group was calculated, these subgroups pulled that average lower. 

On the other hand, unlimited program-group cases that were removed from mediation 
and cases that did not settle at mediation had the highest number of all three types of 
court events. Cases that were removed from mediation had the highest number ofboth 
CMCs and motion heanngs; total hearings m this subgroup were also the highest among 
all the subgroups. Thus, when the overall average number of court events was calculated 
for unlimited cases m the program group as a whole, cases in these two subgroups pulled 
that average higher, offsetting the lower average number of events in cases that settled at 
or before mediation. 

Table V-19. Average Number of Various Court Events (Per Case) for Limited Cases in 
Fresno, by Program Subgroup 

Other 
Number Pretnal 
of Cases CMCs Mot1ons Hearings Total 

Program Subgroups 
Settled before med1at1on 75 0 52 0.05 0.04 0 61 
Removed from med1at1on 24 0 96 013 0 25 1 33 
Settled at med1at1on 55 0.44 0.05 004 0 53 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 39 0.79 0 21 013 1 13 

Total Program Group 193 0.61 0.09 0.08 0 78 

The pattern of court events among the program subgroups in limited cases was similar to 
that in unlimited cases. Limited cases that settled at or before mediation had lower 
numbers of court events and cases that were removed from mediation or did not settle at 
mediation had higher numbers of court events. As in the unlimited cases, these 
subgroups offset each other to some degree when the average for the whole program 
group was calculated. 

Overall Comparison of Workload in Program and Control Groups 
Table V -20 compares the average number of CMCs, motion hearmgs, and other pretrial 
hearings held in program and control-group cases filed in 2001. 

Table V -20 shows that there were 13 percent fewer motion hearings in unlimited cases 
and 48 percent fewer motion hearings m limited cases in the program group compared to 
cases in the control group. However, Table V -20 also shows that there were 67 percent 
more CMCs in unhmited cases and 144 percent more CMCs in hmited cases in the 
program-group cases compared to the control-group cases. Other pretrial hearings in the 
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program group were also higher compared to the control group for both unlimited and 
limited cases. Overall, the decrease m the number of motion hearings was offset by the 
increases in the number of CMCs and other pretrial hearings, and therefore the total of all 
these pretrial court events was 25 percent higher for unlimited cases and 51 percent 
higher for limited cases in the program group than the overall number of events in the 
control-group cases.281 

Table V-20. Average Number of Pretrial Hearings for Cases Filed 
in 2001 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 

#of 
Cases CMCs Motions Others Total 

Unlimited 
Program 533 0.55 034 0.21 1 10 
Control 978 0 33 0 39 0.17 0.88 

% Difference 67%*** -13% 24%* 25%*** 

Limited 
Program 196 0 61 0.11 0 08 080 
Control 411 025 0.21 0.06 0 53 

% Difference 144%*** -48%*** 33% 51%*** 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

As was noted above in the discussion of tune to disposition, for cases filed before May or 
June 2001, due to efforts of the ADR Admmistrator to ensure that a variety of case types 
were referred to mediation, there were different proportions of some case types in the 
program and control groups. As the number of court events may vary across different 
case types, the overall differences in the number of events between the program and 
control groups could be affected by the different proportions of case types in these 
groups. To isolate the impact of the program from these case type differences, a 
regression analysis was done on the number of events in the program and control groups, 
controlling for case type.282 The regression analysis results were very similar to the 
results of the program/control comparison above. They showed similarly large increases 

281 As noted m the section on data and methods a large number ofpendmg cases was found m the case 
management system that showed no court events for at least one year Under the assumption that all these 
cases had actually reached disposition as of the date of the last court event shown m the case management 
system, a separate companson of the number of court events m program- and control-group cases that had 
reached disposition was done The percentage of additional case management conferences m the program 
group mcreased to 77 percent, and the percentage decrease m motiOn hearmgs went down to 9 percent, but 
othefWlse the results for unlliDlted cases filed m 2001 remamed largely unchanged. SliDllarly, small 
changes also occurred for lliDlted cases the percentage decrease m additional case management 
conferences m the program group mcreased to 150 percent, and the percentage of motion hearmgs went 
down to 44 percent 
282 See also the companson of the program and control groups broken down by case type below 
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in number of CMCs as reported above, With slightly more for limited cases and slightly 
less for unlimited cases. The regression also showed the same decline in the number of 
motion hearings for limited cases in the program group. For unlimited cases, however, 
the regression showed no difference in the number ofmotwn hearings between the 
program and control groups. Overall, the regression showed similar increases in the total 
number of court events, at 46 percent for limited cases and 29 percent for unlimited 
cases. 

The finding that there were more case management conferences in program cases is 
understandable given the case management and pilot program procedures that were in 
place in Fresno until October 2001. Up until October 2001, case management 
conferences were not held in most cases in Fresno.283 However, in program-group cases 
(cases referred to mediation), if the parties did not want to go to mediation, they were 
generally required to attend an early mediation status conference in order to be removed 
from this track (almost 13 percent of program cases were removed from this track). No 
similar conference was required for control-group cases. Likewise, in cases that did not 
settle at mediation (almost 30 percent of the program-group cases), a postmediation status 
conference was held. No similar conference was required for control-group cases. Thus, 
for a large percentage of program cases in Fresno, the pilot program procedures required 
additional, special court conferences that were not required in the control group. As a 
result, on average there were more court events (increased court workload) m program 
cases during the study period. The Supenor Court of Fresno County has since changed 
its case management procedures so that additional case management conferences are not 
required in program cases. 

As with the analysis of case disposition time m the previous section, it IS also Important 
to note that a significant proportion of cases in both the program and control groups had 
not reached final disposition by the end of the data collection period and thus, the court 
events for these pending cases were not included in this analysis. Since the proportiOn of 
pending cases is larger in the control group than in the program group, the overall 
average number of vanous court events IS likely to increase more for cases m the control 
group than for those m the program group when all cases have reached disposition. The 
ultimate Impact of these pending cases on the final comparisons of court events between 
the program and control groups is uncertain. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Program Group 
As was done with time to disposition, litigant satisfactiOn, and litigants costs, to better 
understand how different cases within the program were Impacted by the elements of the 
pilot program that they experienced, the average number of pretnal court events in each 
of the subgroups within the program group was compared to the number of such events in 
similar cases in the control group.284 

_ 

283 As mdtcated m the program descnptton, the court mstttuted a new case management conference 
~rocedure m October 2001, so that such conferences are now held m most cases. 

84 These subgroup cornpansons were made usmg the regresston analysts method descnbed m Sectton I B 
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Overall, for unlimited cases, these comparisons provide strong support for the conclusion 
that when settlement is reached at mediatiOn, the court's workload is reduced. Unlimited 
program-group cases that settled at mediation had 45 percent fewer court events overall 
compared to similar cases in the control group. This overall reduction stemmed from 
reductions in motion and "other" heanngs. Motion hearings in unhmited cases that 
settled at mediatiOn were reduced by approximately 60 percent and "other" hearings were 
reduced by more than 80 percent compared to similar cases m the control group. The 
regression analysis did not find any statistically significant difference in the number of 
CMCs between unhmited program cases that settled at mediation and similar cases in the 
control group. The comparisons also found 20 percent fewer "other" hearings in cases 
that settled before mediation than in similar cases in the control group. 

On the other hand, there is also strong support for the conclusion that not settling at 
mediation increases the overall number of court events m unlimited cases. The 
comparisons showed that in unlimited cases that did not settle at mediation, the overall 
number of court events increased by about 65 percent compared to similar cases in the 
control group. This increase was largely due to an increase m the number ofCMCs. The 
comparison mdicated that the average number of CMCs for unhmited cases that did not 
settle at mediation was more than two times hlgher than that for similar cases m the 
control group. Again, this finding makes sense in terms of the program procedures, 
whlch, until October 2001, required a postmediation status conference in all cases that 
did not resolve at mediation. 

Similarly, limited cases that did not settle at mediation had more court events overall than 
similar cases in the control group. The comparison showed that in limited cases that did 
not settle at mediation, the overall number of court events mcreased by almost 300 
percent compared to similar cases m the control group. Again, as with unlimited cases, 
this mcrease in court events was largely due to an increase in CMCs; the comparison 
showed that there were over eight times more CMCs m hmited cases that did not settle at 
mediation compared to like cases m the control group. However, unhke unlimited cases, 
the number of CMCs was also more than three times higher in limited program-group 
cases in hmlted settled at or before mediatiOn. Thls may reflect the fact that CMCs were 
so rarely held in limited that even a few such conferences in hmited cases in would have 
constituted a large percentage increase. 

Overall, the results of these regressiOn analyses support the followmg conclusions: 

• Settling at mediation had a positive impact on reducing the court's workload in 
unlimited cases in the form of fewer motion and "other" pretrial hearings; 

• Settling the dispute before mediation may have had a similar positive impact in 
reducing the number of "other" hearings in unlimited cases; and 

• Not settling at mediatiOn had a large negative effect on the number of CMCs in both 
unlimited and limited cases; this was probably due to the fact that a postmediation 
conference was required in all cases that did not settle at mediation. 
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Comparison of Workload Between Different Case Types 
Table V-21 shows the average number of various court events for cases m the program 
and control groups by case type. ' 

It is clear that the number of CMCs for program-group cases, both limited and unlimited, 
was consistently higher than that in the control group across all case types, with increases 
ranging from 46 percent for unlimited Non-Auto PI cases to 300 percent for limited 
contract cases. All differences for various case types were statistically significant. 
Again, as discussed above in relatiOn to the overall program- and control-group 
comparison, this finding makes sense given the program procedures that required CMCs 
whenever a case did not settle at mediation or in most cases m which the parties wanted 
to remove a case from the mediation track. 

Table V-21 Comparison of Number of Hearings in Fresno by Case Type 

CMCs Motion Heanngs Other Heanngs 

% % % 
Prog_ram Control Dtfference Prog_ram Control Dtfference Prog_ram Control Difference 

Unltmded 
Auto PI 054 0.33 64%*** 0.18 014 29% 0 20 0 16 
Non-Auto PI 0.52 0.35 46%*** 0 35 0.45 -22% 0.21 0 16 
Contract 0.54 0 26 108%*** 0 76 0 57 33% 024 017 
Other 0 65 0 35 86%*** 0.65 0 96 -32% 0 23 0.20 

Total 0 55 0 33 67%*** 0 34 0 39 -13% 0 21 017 

Limtted 

Auto PI 0 65 0 41 59%*** 0.12 0.19 -37% 0.04 0 03 

Non-Auto PI 0 61 0 29 110%* 0.09 014 -36% 004 004 
Contract 0 52 013 300%*** 0.10 0.25 -60%* 0.17 0 08 
Other 0 75 0 40 88% 0.00 0.00 0 25 010 

Total 0.61 025 144%*** 0 11 0.21 -48%*** 0.08 0 06 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

The table also shows that while only limited contract cases showed a statistically 
significant increase in the number of "other" hearings, there was a consistent general 
pattern ofmcreases m these hearings across all types ofprogram cases, both unlimited 
and limited. For limited cases, the table also shows a similar consistent pattern of 
decreases in the number of motion hearings m limited cases, although the differences for 
each case type were not statistically significant or only margmally significant. 

Impact of Reduced Number of Court Events on Judicial Time 
The overall comparison between the program and control groups indicated that the pilot 
program had a positive impact on reducing the court's workload m the form of fewer 
motion hearings for hmited cases. However, for both limited and unlimited cases there 
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were also substantial increases m the number of CMCs and "other" pretrial hearings for 
program-group cases. In addition, as pointed out above, there were uncertainties 
concerning the overall program impact on various court events, as a significant 
proportiOn of pending cases in both the program and control groups was not included in 
the analysis.285 

Despite these uncertainties, a preliminary analysis was performed to assess the potential 
impact of the pilot program on the court's overall workload. Table V-22 shows the 
results of this preliminary analysis. Based on the differences in the average number of 
each of the three types of court events m the program and control groups, and on 
estimates of the average amount of time judges spent on these different court events, this 
analysis showed that the pilot program had a small negative impact on judicial workload. 
Under the program procedures followed during the study period, the increase in pretrial 
events under the pilot program required approximately seven additional judicial days to 
complete per year. 

Table V-22 Program Impact on Court's Workload per Year in Fresno 

Total Number of Court 
Events Estimated Esttmated 

Savings m Monetary 
Number of Esttmated Judge Ttme Value of 

Cases Actual Reductton (Days) Ttme Saved 

Program 
L1m1ted 197 158 -55 0.5 $1,394 
Unhm1ted 533 587 -112 -2.9 -$8,656 

Total 730 745 -167 -2 4 -$7,262 

Control 
L1m1ted 411 214 -115 1 0 $2,908 
Unhm1ted 978 871 -205 -53 -$15,884 

Total 1,389 1,085 -320 -43 -$12,975 

Program and Control 
Combmed 

L1m1ted 608 372 -170 1 4 $4,303 
Unlimited 1,511 1,458 -317 -8.2 -$24,540 

Total 2,119 1,830 -487 -6 8 -$20,238 

285 As noted above, a large number of the pendmg cases found m the case management system had had no 
court events recorded m the case management system for over a year When a separate program/control 
group analysis was done usmg the assumption that all these cases had achlally reached disposition as of the 
date of the last court event shown m the case management system, the mcrease m the overall number of 
court events m the program group was even higher. 

277 



Actual event data from 2001 program-group cases that had reached disposition was used 
to calculate first the number of events that would have taken place in control-group cases 
had these events occurred at the same rate as m program-group cases. This figure was 
then compared with the actual number of events per year m the program. Because the 
decreases in motwn hearings were offset by increases in case management conferences 
and other heanngs, Table V -22 shows increases (negative numbers for estimated 
reductions m court events) in the total number of court events due to the pilot program's 
impact. 

The number of court events were translated into judicial time saved or added, usmg 
estimates of judicial time spent on these court events, mcludmg chamber time for 
preparatiOn before the events and the time spent in followmg up on the decisions made 
during the heanng events. 286 Despite the increase in the number of total court events, 
increases in the court's workload were minimal when the number of court events was 
translated into judicial time spent on these court events. This is because, in general, the 
estimated amount of judicial time required for motion hearings (which were reduced in 
the program group) was substantially higher than the time for CMCs and "other" pretrial 
heanngs (which increased m the program group). Thus, the additwnal judicial time 
reqmred because of the greater number of CMCs and "other" pretrial hearings m the 
program cases was almost completely offset by the time saved from the reduced number 
of motion hearings. In fact, for limited cases, the pilot program resulted m an overall 
reduction in judicial time. Overall, however, between both unlimited and limited cases, 
this prelimmary analysis suggests that the mcreases in court events required an additional 
2.4 days of judicial time. 

Because many court costs, including judicial salaries, are fixed, increases in Judicial 
workload do not necessarily translate into cost mcreases. Instead, the increased time 
takes away from the time that judges can spend on trials and other matters that requrre 
their attention. To help understand the value of the potential time increases, however, 
their estimated monetary value was calculated. The potential changes in JUdicial days 
were multiplied bl an estimate of the current daily cost of operating a courtroom-
$2,990 per day.28 Based on this calculation, the monetary value of the additional judicial 
time actually spent during the pilot program was $7,262. 

286 Surveys from Judges m the five pllot courts provtded estimates of the amount of tune they spent on 
different types of court events. For lumted cases, the average estimated time was 8 mmutes for CMCs and 
53 nunutes for motion hearmgs For unhnuted cases, the figures were 18 and 72 nunutes for CMCs and 
motion hearmgs, respectively For all other hearmgs, which were not mcluded m the Judges' survey, a 
conservative estunate was used, With 5 mmutes allotted for hnuted and 10 mmutes for unliDUted cases. 

287 This estimated cost mcludes salanes for a JUdge and associated support staff but not facilities or general 
overhead costs In the fiscal year 2001-2002 budget change proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the Fmance 
DivisiOn of the Admmlstranve Office of the Courts estimated that each new JUdgeship would have a total 
cost of at $642,749. This figure mcludes the total cost ofsalanes, benefits, and operating expenses for each 
new Judgeship and Its complement of support staff, mcludmg a bailiff, a court reporter, two courtroom 
clerks, a legal secretary, and a research attorney (Judicial Council of Cal., fiscal year 2001-2002 budget 
change proposal, No TC18). 
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In addition, the potential impact on court workload if the pilot program were to be 
applied to all general civil cases courtwide was also calculated. This was done by 
calculating the number of court events that might have been avoided (or increased) in the 
control group, assuming these events occurred at the same rate m the control group as in 
the program group. While this analysis indicated some negative program impact on the 
court's workload, the stze of the impact was relatively small. Table V-22 shows that 
mcreases in total judicial time, including that for control-group cases had these cases also 
been eligible for the pilot program, amounted to about eight days per year, which has an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $20,000. 

The analysts above, although preliminary in nature due to various uncertainties, suggests 
that while the pilot program required more judicial time to be devoted to case 
management, the net impact on the court's workload was almost neutral because of the 
positive program impact in reducing the number of motion hearings. Note also that the 
court has now changed its proceedmgs so that additional special case management 
conferences are no longer held in program cases. 

Conclusion 
There is strong evidence that the pilot program in Fresno reduced the number of motion 
hearings for cases in the program. There were 13 percent fewer motion hearings in 
unlimited 2001 program-group cases, and 48 percent fewer motion hearings in limited 
2001 program-group cases compared to cases m the control group. The number of 
motion hearings was consistently lower for limited cases in the program group across all 
case types. Reductions in the overall number of motion hearings could be attributed 
pnmarily to the positive impact from cases that settled at mediation. Unlimited program-
group cases that settled at mediation had 80 percent fewer motion hearings compared to 
similar cases in the control group. They also had 60 percent fewer "other" heanngs and 
45 percent fewer court events overall compared to similar cases m the control group. 

However, this reduction in court workload was offset by an increase in the number of 
case management conferences and other hearings required under the procedures initially 
followed by the court dunng the study period; the average number of case management 
conferences and "other" pretrial hearings was considerably higher in the program group 
than m the control group for both unlimited and limited cases. The increase in case 
management conferences and "other" hearings offset the decrease in motion hearings, so 
that, overall, there was an mcrease in the total number of pretnal court events in the 
program group and a small mcrease in the judicial time spent on program cases during 
the study period. The increases m the number of case management conferences for 
program cases was understandable given the court procedures (since changed) that 
required conferences in all program cases that did not settle at mediatiOn and in mosr 
program cases when the parties wanted their case removed from the mediation track, but 
did not generally reqmre case management conferences in other cases. 
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VI. Contra Costa Pilot Program 

A. Summary of Study Findings 
There is evidence that the pilot program m Contra Costa reduced disposition time and 
litigant costs and increased attorney satisfaction with the litigation process and the 
services provided by the court. 

• Mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements-1,650 cases that were filed in 
the Superior Court of Contra Costa County in 2000 and 2001 were referred to 
mediation and almost 1,200 of these cases were mediated under the pilot program. Of 
the cases mediated, 53 percent settled at the mediation and another 7 percent settled 
later as a direct result of the mediation, for a total resolution rate of approxunately 60 
percent. In survey responses, 75 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
mediation indicated that the mediation was important to the ultimate settlement of the 
case. 

• Trial rate-No statistically significant reduction in the trial rate was found either in 
comparisons between cases filed before and after the program began or in 
comparisons between cases m which the litigants stipulated to mediation and those in 
which they did not. However, this does not necessarily indicate that the pilot program 
had no impact on the trial rate; there were limitations associated with the compansons 
that made it difficult to evaluate whether the program affected tnal rates. 

• Disposition time-There was evidence that the pilot program decreased disposition 
time. Pre-post program comparisons suggested that the median disposition time for 
cases filed after the pilot program began was shorter than the median disposition time 
for cases filed before the program began. These compansons also showed that the 
dispositiOn rate for post-program cases was higher than that for pre-program cases for 
the entire 34-month period studied, but most noticeably between 6 and 12 months 
after filing, when it ranged from about 1.5 to 3 percent higher than that for pre-
program cases. Compansons between disposition rates in cases in which the litigants 
have stipulated to mediation and cases in which they did not showed that while 
nonstipulated cases began to resolve earlier than stipulated cases, from 9 to 18 months 
after filmg, stipulated cases were disposed of at a faster pace than nonstipulated cases 
and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated cases had reached disposition by 
the end of 18 months after filing. The pace of dispositions for stipulated cases was 
fastest at 9 months after filing, about the time that mediatiOns took place, suggestmg 
that mediations increased the pace of dispositiOns among stipulated cases. 
Comparisons with similar stipulated and nonstipulated cases confirmed that when 
cases were settled at mediation, the average disposition time was shorter, but also 
indicated that when cases were mediated and did not settle at the mediation, the 
dispositiOn time was longer. 
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• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in which the litigants have stipulated to mediation 
cases were more satisfied with the overall litigation process and services provided by 
the court than attorneys in cases in which the litigants dtd not stipulate to mediation. 
They were, however, less satisfied with outcome of the case compared to attorneys in 
nonstipulated cases. Attorneys' levels of satisfaction with the court's services, the 
litigation process, and with the outcome of the case were all higher in stipulated cases 
that settled at mediation than in similar nonstipulated cases. Attorneys in stipulated 
cases that went to mediation and dtd not settle at mediation were also more satisfied 
with the court's services than attorneys in similar nonstipulated cases. This suggests 
that participating in mediation increased attorneys' satisfaction with the court's 
services, regardless of whether their cases settled at mediation. Both parties and 
attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations expressed high satisfaction 
With their mediatiOn expenence, particularly with the performance of the mediators. 
They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and 
that they would recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-There was evidence that the pilot program reduced both litigant costs 
and attorney time, particularly m cases that settled at mediation. Litigant costs were 
approximately $7,500 lower in cases m which the litigants stipulated to mediation 
compared to those in which the litigants did not stipulate to mediation. Both direct 
comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases disposed of in over six 
months and comparisons between litigant costs and attorney hours m stipulated cases 
and nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics usmg regressiOn analysts also 
suggested that both litigant costs and attorney hours were reduced in stipulated cases. 
Regression analysts also suggests that litigant costs were reduced by 50 percent or 
more and attorney hours were reduced by 40 percent in both cases that were settled at 
mediation and m cases that dtd not settle at mediation compared to similar 
nonstipulated cases. Eighty-seven percent of attorneys whose cases resolved at 
medtatwn estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from using 
mediation to reach settlement. Average savmgs estimated by attorneys per settled 
case was $16,197 in litigant costs and 78 hours in attorney time, for a total estimated 
savmgs of$9,993,839 m litigant costs and 48,126 attorney hours in 2000 and 2001 
cases that settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-The evidence concerning the Contra Costa pilot program's impact 
on the court's workload was mixed. In pre-post program comparisons, the average 
number of case management conferences held per case was 27 percent higher and the 
number of "other" pretrial hearings was 11 percent higher the year after the program 
began compared to a year before the pilot program began. The increase in case 
management conferences may have been due, at least in part, to the introduction of 
the Complex Litigation Pilot Program in 2000. In comparisons of stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases, stipulated cases had fewer motion hearings but more CMCs than 
nonstipulated cases, so that the total number of all pretrial events was essentially the 
same in both groups. However, comparisons of only those cases disposed of in over 
SIX months suggested that the total number of hearings may have been lower in the 
stipulated group. In addition, when cases settled at mediation, the total number of 
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court events was 20 percent lower, on average, in stipulated cases compared to 
nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. Conversely, similar comparisons 
suggested that the number of pretnal hearings may have increased when cases did not 
settle at mediatiOn. 
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B. Introduction 
This section of the report discusses the study's findings concerning the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program in the Superior Court of Contra Costa County. Based on the criteria 
established by the Early Mediation Pilot Program legislation, this was a successful 
program, resulting in benefits to both litigants and the courts in the form of reduced 
disposition time, improved litigant satisfaction with the court's services and the litigation 
process, and lower litigant costs in cases that resolved at mediation. However, it was 
difficult to measure the full impact of the pilot program because there was not a good 
comparison group-a group of cases with similar charactenstics as those participating in 
the program but without access to the program - against which to measure these Impacts. 

As outlined below m the program description, the Contra Costa pilot program had four 
main elements: 
• The court distributed ADR information at the time of filing; 
• The court set an Imtial case management conference approximately 140 days 

(approximately 5 months) after filing to assess case amenability for mediation or 
another form of ADR288 

' • Litigants chose whether to participate in early mediation; the court did not have the 
authority to order the litigants to participate in early mediation; and 

• If litigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the mediator provided between 
two and three hours of mediation services at no cost to the parties. 

For purposes of this study, cases that were filed the year before the pilot program began 
that would have met the program eligibility reqmrements are called "pre-program" cases. 
Eligible cases filed after the program began are called "post-program" cases. The cases 
in which the parties stipulated to participate in early mediation are called "stipulated 
cases." The remaining cases that were otherwise eligible but m which the parties did not 
stipulate to early mediation are called "nonstipulated cases." Overall comparisons of trial 
rates, disposition time, and other outcome measures between pre-program and post-
program cases and between stipulated and nonstipulated cases were used to try to identify 
the impact of the pilot program in Contra Costa. 

However, it is Important to keep in mind that both of these comparisons had limitations 
that restricted their capacity to identify the full impact of Contra Costa's mediatiOn pilot 
program. Because the pilot program in Contra Costa was a contmuation of an existing 
court mediation program with some changes in program design, comparisons between 
pre-program and post-program cases m Contra Costa show only the added impact of 
these incremental changes to the mediation program. Pre-post program comparisons do 
not provide information about the impact of having voluntary mediation services 
available to the litigants compared to having no mediation program at all. 

Comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases similarly do not provide 
mformation about the impact of having voluntary mediation services available to the 

288 These conferences actually took place at six months after filmg, on average. 
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litigants compared to havmg no mediation program at all. Ideally, these compansons 
show the impact of agreeing to go to early mediatiOn. However, because stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases are qualitatively different from each other, any differences in 
outcome are likely to be due, at least in part, to these qualitative differences. One of the 
clearest differences between these two groups in Contra Costa was that the nonstipulated 
group included a large percentage of "easy" cases - cases that reached disposition within 
six months of filmg with few court events and very few trials -while the stipulated group 
included almost none of these cases. Therefore it is necessary to examine the two 
additional compansons that were made to try to account for the differences in the 
characteristics of stipulated and nonstipulated cases: (1) compansons of outcomes in only 
those stipulated and nonstipulated cases that reached disposition in more than six months; 
and (2) comparisons made using regression analysis between stipulated cases and 
nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics. 

In addition, It IS important to remember that, throughout this section, "post-program" or 
"stipulated" cases does not mean cases that were mediated. Post-program cases mclude 
all the cases filed after the pilot program was Implemented that met the program 
eligibility requirements, including both stipulated and nonstipulated cases. Stipulated 
cases include cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation, but that did not 
ultimately go to mediation, either because they were later removed from the mediation 
track by the court or because they settled before the mediation took place. It is also 
important to remember that post-program cases in which the parties did not stipulate to 
mediatiOn and stipulated cases exposed to different pilot program elements had very 
different dispute resolution experiences and different outcomes in terms of the areas 
bemg studied (dispositiOn time, litigant satisfaction, and the other outcomes). In overall 
comparisons usmg pre-program and post-program cases, the outcomes mall these 
subgroups of eligible cases were added together to calculate an overall average for the 
post-program group as a whole. Similarly, m overall comparisons using stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases, the outcomes in all these subgroups of stipulated cases were added 
together to calculate an overall average for the stipulated group as a whole. As a result, 
within these overall averages, positive outcomes m some subgroups of cases, such as 
shorter disposition time in cases that settle at mediation, were often offset by less positive 
outcomes in other subgroups. 

To provide a better understanding of how stipulated cases in these subgroups may have 
been influenced by their exposure to different pilot program elements, comparisons were 
made between cases in these subgroups and non-stipulated cases with similar case 
characteristics. Readers who are interested in the impacts of specific pilot program 
elements, such as the early mediatiOn process, should pay particular attentiOn to these 
subgroup analyses. 

Finally, it is important to remember that the emphasis in this pilot program was on early 
referral to and early participation in mediation. Cases were referred to mediation about 
six months after filing and went to mediation about nine months after filing. Thus, this 
study addresses only how cases responded to such early referrals and early mediation; it 
does not address how cases might have responded to later referrals or later mediation. 
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C. Contra Costa Mediation Pilot Program Description 
This section provides a brief description of the Superior Court of Contra Costa County 
and its Early Mediation Pilot Program. This description is intended to provide context for 
understanding the study fmdings presented later in this chapter. 

The Court Environment in Contra Costa 
Contra Costa County is a fairly large county that combmes urban, suburban and 
rurallagrtcultural regions. The county has a total population of shghtly less than 1 million 
people. The Superior Court of Contra Costa County is of medmm size compared to other 
trial courts in California, with 33 authorized judgeships. In 2000, the year that this 
mediation pilot program began, approximately 7,828 unlimited general civil cases and 
10,130 limited civil cases were filed in the Superior Court of Contra Costa County.289 

The Superior Court of Contra Costa County manages its limited and unlimited civil cases 
separately. Unlimited civil cases are assigned to one of 5 judges (departments) that 
handle civil cases m the court's main location. These judges use an individual (direct) 
calendaring system for unhrnited civil cases - meaning that the same judge handles all 
aspects of a case from filing through disposition. An initial case management conference 
Is held in unlimited civil cases approximately 140 days after filing to establish a schedule 
for tnal and other relevant court events. The court has historically disposed of its 
unlimited civil cases relatively quickly: in fiscal year 1998-1999, shortly before the Early 
Mediation Pilot Program was implemented, the Contra Costa Superior court reported that 
it disposed of 80 percent of Its unlimited civil cases within one year, 94 percent withm 18 
months, and 96 percent within two years of filing. 

The Superior Court of Contra Costa County has had a long-standmg commitment to 
offering its civil litigants alternative dispute resolution (ADR) options, including 
mediation. Since 1993, the court has had a voluntary mediatiOn program called EASE 
(Extra Assistance to Settle Early) for unlimited civil cases. The optiOn of participating m 
the EASE program was typically discussed at the initial case management conference 
and, m many cases, the assigned judge would urge the parties to stipulate to tills program. 
The court mamtained a panel of mediators who agreed to provide the first 2 hours of 
EASE mediation services to litigants at no charge; any mediation services provided after 
the Imtial2-hours were paid for by the parties at the mediator's standard market rate. In 
1999, the year before the pilot program was implemented, stipulations to EASE were 
filed in approximately 1,000 cases. Thus both the court and the local bar had prior 
experience with court-annexed, voluntary mediation of civil cases before the pilot 
program was put in place. 

In addition to the EASE program, the Contra Costa Superior Court also offers litigants a 
variety of other ADR options, including neutral case evaluation (called SCAN- Summary 

289 Judicial Council of Cal, Admm Off. ofCts., Rep. on Court Statistics (2001) Fiscal Year 1990-1991 
Through 1999-2000 StateWide Caseload Trends, p 46. Please see the glossary for deflmtions of 
"unlmnted civil case" and "general civil case." 
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Case Assessment by Neutrals), non-bindmg arbitration (called judicial arbitration), 
settlement conferences conducted by experienced trial attorneys (called SMART- Speczal 
Mentors Actzvely Resolvzng Trials), and trials conducted by attorneys appointed as pro 
temjudges (called TOT- Trzals On Tzme). 

The Early Mediation Pilot Program Model Adopted in Contra Costa 

The General Program Model 
The Superior Court of Contra Costa County adopted a voluntary mediatiOn pilot program 
model. The program was essentially an expansion of the court's preexisting mediation 
program (EASE), and incorporated the main features of that program. The basic 
elements of the program Implemented in Contra Costa included: 
• The court distributed ADR mformation at the time of filing; 
• The court set an imtial case management conference approximately 140 days 

(approximately 5 months) after filing to assess case amenability for mediatiOn or 
another form of ADR·290 , 

• Litigants chose whether to participate in early mediatiOn; the court did not have the 
authority to order the litigants to participate m early mediation; 

• In cases where the litigants stipulated to mediation, attorneys were required to confer 
with ADR program staff as soon as possible following the stipulation; and 

• If litigants selected a mediator from the court's panel, the mediator provided up to 
two hours of mediation services at no cost to the parties. 

What Cases Were Eligible for the Program 
Only unlimited cases were eligible for the program in Contra Costa. While all unlumted 
general civil cases291 were eligible, certain case types, mcluding complex cases, had few 
or no cases referred to mediatiOn under the pilot program. 

How Cases Were Referred to Mediation 
Only cases in which the defendant responded to the complaint (cases that became "at 
issue") were eligible for referral to mediation. Mediation requrres participation of both 
sides to a case. This participation is not possible If the defendant has not responded to the 
complamt. As in all the pilot courts, a large percentage of eligible cases in Contra Costa 
(approximately 30 percent of unlimited cases) never became at issue and thus were not 
eligible for referral to mediation.292 

Parties were encouraged to stipulate to mediation at the earliest possible opportumty, 
either before, at, or within two weeks after the mitial case management conference. At 
the time of filing, parties were giVen a notice regarding the pilot program, a blank form 
that could be used to stipulate to participation in the pilot project, and a notice of their 
Initial case management date. The information package also notified litigants that they 
could stipulate to mediatiOn before the case management conference and that, if they filed 

290 These conferences actually took place at 6 months after filmg, on average 
291 See the glossary for a deflmt10n of "unhrmted case" and "general Civil case" 
292 As discussed below, cases that never became at Issue (cases that were disposed of through default) were 
not mcluded among the nonstipulated group for purposed of this study. 
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such a stipulation to mediation, they would not be required to attend the case 
management conference. 

If parties did not stipulate to mediation, they were required to attend the initial case 
management conference. At this conference, the assigned judge conferred with the 
parties about ADR options offered by the court, including mediation. The judge did not 
have the authonty to order parties to participate in mediatiOn, but in many cases, the 
assigned JUdge would strongly urge the parties to stipulate to mediatiOn. Thus while the 
pilot program in Contra Costa was voluntary in design, litigants often felt pressured to 
agree to participate in the mediation process, just as they would in a mandatory program. 

How Mediators Were Selected and Compensated 
Within 15 days of filing the stipulatiOn, parties were required to identify a mediator and 
submit a declaration to the court confirming the selection of the mediator. Parties were 
free to select any mediator, whether or not that mediator was from the court's panel. 
However, mediators on the court's panel were required to provide litigants with up to 
three hours of services (one hour of preparation time and two hours of mediatiOn time) at 
no charge. Thus the parties could receive some mediation services at no cost to them if 
they selected a mediator from the court's panel. 

Mediators on the Superior Court of Contra Costa County panel were required to have 25 
hours of mediation traming, to have completed at least 10 mediations, and to participate 
in the court's mediator orientation program. 

When Mediation Sessions Were Held 
Parties were required to complete mediation within 90-100 days of their stipulatiOn to 
mediation. 

What Happened After the Mediation 
Under the Early Mediation Pilot Program statutes, at the conclusion of the mediation, the 
mediator was required to submit a form to the court indicatmg whether the case was fully 
or partially resolved at the mediatiOn session. If this form was not returned shortly after 
the mediatwn deadline, the court's ADR program staff would follow up with the 
mediator. If the mediator indicated that the case was not resolved or only partially 
resolved, or if the mediator mdicated that the mediation was contmumg after the 90-day 
period, the case was set for another case management conference. 

How Cases Moved Through the Mediation Program 
To understand the Impact of this mediation program, it is helpful to understand the flow 
of cases through the court process. Figure VI-1 below depicts this for unlimited cases 
filed in Contra Costa m 2000 and 2001. 

As shown in Figure Vl-1, a total of6,838 unlimited civil cases were filed in Contra Costa 
Supenor Court during 2000 and 2001. Ofthe total unlimited cases filed, 70 percent 
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( 4,820 cases) became at Issue and were eligible to be considered for referral to 
mediation. 293 
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**Based on attome surve data 

Figure Vl-1. Case Flow for Unlimited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in Contra Costa 

In approximately 35 percent ofthe at-issue cases (1,650 cases), the parties stipulated to 
mediation under the pilot program. Not included in the flow chart were 360 cases in 
which the parties stipulated to mediation under the preexisting EASE program (EASE 
cases), which represented 8 percent of the total at-issue cases. Dunng the two-year 
period, the percentage of cases stipulatmg to mediation in the pilot program rose from 26 
percent to 41 percent. There was also a small increase in the overall proportion of cases 
stipulating to mediation under both mediation programs, from 39 percent for cases filed 
in 2000 to 44 percent for cases filed in 2001. 

Of the cases that were referred to mediation under the pilot program, 70 percent (1,157 
cases) completed mediation. Approximately 26 percent of the cases referred to mediation 
ultimately did not use mediation, because the case settled before mediation or the parties 
otherwise determined that mediation would not be appropriate. A small percentage (4%) 
of the cases referred to mediation had not reported the outcome of the mediatiOn by the 
end ofthe data collection period. 

Ofthe cases that completed mediation under the pilot program, 53 percent (617 cases) 
fully settled at the end of the mediation. Another 4 percent reached partial agreement at 
the mediation. It should be noted that this settlement rate does not include cases that did 
not resolve at the end of mediation but that subsequently resolved as a direct result of the 
mediation. Analysis of attorney survey data revealed that respondents in approximately 
15 percent of unlimited cases that d1d not settle at mediation attributed subsequent 
settlement of thetr cases directly to the mediation. Thus the overall proportion of 
unlimited cases that completed mediation and reached settlement through mediation is 
estimated to be 60 percent. 

293 Case management conferences were held m 75 percent (3,619) of these at-Issue cases 
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Conclusion 
As noted in the introduction, each of the pilot mediation programs examined in this study 
is different. In reviewing the results for the Contra Costa Superior Court program, it is 
important to keep in mind the unique characteristics of this court and Its pilot program. It 
IS particularly important to remember that the pilot program was essentially an expansion 
of the court's preexistmg mediation program, because this was significant for whether it 
was possible to measure the pilot program's impact through pre-program and post-
program compansons. 
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D. Data and Methods Used in Study of Contra Costa Pilot 
Program 

This section provides a brief descnption of the data and methods used in the analysts of 
the Contra Costa pilot program. (See Section I.B. for more information on the overall 
data and methods used in this report.) 

Data 
Several data sources were used in this study of the Contra Costa Pilot Program. 

Data on Trial Rate, Disposition Time, and Court's Workload 
As more fully described in Section I.B., the pnmary source of data for assessing the pilot 
program's impact on trial rate, disposition time, and court workload was the court's case 
management system. For cases during the program penod, only data concermng cases 
filed in 2000 and 2001 were used; cases filed more recently were not used because there 
was not sufficient follow-up time for tracking their final outcomes. In order to do pre-
/post-program compansons, data on cases filed m 1999 was also used. 

While all general ctvil cases were ehgtble for referral to mediation, certam case types, 
such as complex cases, had few or no cases referred to mediation under the pilot 
program. These case types were excluded from the analysis sample. 

As noted above, civil cases in Contra Costa Superior Court have historically been 
disposed of m a relatively short time. By the end of data collection for this study in June 
2003, the court had disposed of 97 percent of the eligible cases filed in 1999, 95 percent 
of those filed in 2000, and 90 percent of those filed m 2001. Tills high disposition rate 
enhances the overall reliability of the study's results because the final outcomes of almost 
all the cases m the study group are known. 

Data on Litigant Satisfaction and Costs 
As is also more fully descnbed m Section I.B., analysts of program impact on litigant 
satisfaction and costs was based on data from surveys distributed (1) to attorneys and 
parties who went to mediation between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmedtation 
survey") and (2) to parties and attorneys in stipulated and nonstipulated cases that 
reached d1sposit10n during the same period ("postdtsposition survey"). 

Methods 
Unhke in the pilot courts wtth mandatory programs, in Contra Costa, there was no 
randomly assigned control group of cases in wmch the pilot program was not available, 
so program-control group comparisons could not be used to examine the impacts of the 
Contra Costa ptlot program. Instead, two other types of comparisons were used: (1) 
compansons between cases filed before the pilot program began and cases filed after the 
program began (pre-post program comparisons), and (2) comparisons between cases in 
which the parties stipulated to mediation and those in which the parties did not stipulate 
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to mediation. Both of these methods had limitations in determining the impact of Contra 
Costa's pilot program. 

Pre-Post Program Comparisons 
Pre-post comparisons were used to examine the Contra Costa pilot program's impact on 
the trial rate, time to disposition, and court workload. As noted in Section I.B. in pre-post 
compansons, data concerning a particular outcome measure, such as the trial rate, for all 
cases filed in 1999 that would have met the program eligibility criteria (pre-program 
cases) is compared with data on that outcome measure for all eligible cases filed in 2000 
(post-program cases). Other things being equal, any observed difference in the outcome 
measures between pre-/post-program cases can be attributed to the impact of the pilot 
program. 

There are two thmgs to note about the use of this method in examining the Contra Costa 
program. First, the pre-post comparison method measures the impact of the changes that 
were introduced m the "post" program period. However, in Contra Costa, as noted above 
in program description, the pilot program was a continuation of an existing mediation 
program with some changes m program design, including higher qualification 
requirements for panel mediators and a greater emphasis on parties' voluntary use of the 
mediation. Many of the basic mediation program features, including the time lines for 
case management conferences and mediation sessions, remained largely same as m the 
"pre" program period. Thus, in Contra Costa, the results from pre-post comparisons do 
not provide information about the Impact of having voluntary mediation services 
available to the litigants compared to no mediation program at all; these results show only 
the added impact of the incremental changes introduced by the pilot program compared 
to the preexisting mediation program. 

Second, in order for differences in the outcomes found in these pre-post comparisons to 
be attributable to the impact of the pilot program, the only difference m the treatment of 
the pre-program and the post-program must be the introduction of the pilot program. In 
Contra Costa Supenor Court, there were no known differences m the characteristics of 
the cases filed m 1999 and 2000.294 However, there was one other change m civil case 
management practices introduced m 2000 that may have impacted the pre-post 
comparisons, particularly those concerning court workload. In 2000, the court 
implemented a Complex Litigation Pilot Program. While cases that were designated as 
complex cases m the court's case management system were identified and excluded from 
the pre-post comparison, there were some cases in the post-program period that were 
mcluded in the Complex Litigation Pilot Program but that could not be screened out from 
the pre-post comparison. Since Complex Litigation Pilot Program involved intensive 
case management by the court, these cases were far more likely to have had larger 
numbers of case management conferences. 

294 Compansons showed that the proportion of different case types filed m each year was the same. 
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Comparisons Between Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
Comparisons between eligible cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation and 
eligible cases m which the parties did not stipulate to ~ediation were used to examme the 
Contra Costa pilot program's Impact on litigant costs and satisfaction, as well as to 
provide additional mformation about trial rates, time to disposition, and court workload. 
As discussed in Section I.B., there are important limitations to these comparisons because 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases are qualitatively different from each other. One of the 
clearest differences between these two groups in Contra Costa was that the nonstipulated 
group included a large percentage of "easy" cases - cases that reached disposition within 
six months of filing with few court events and very few trials - while the stipulated group 
includes almost none of these cases. Two additional comparisons were therefore made to 
try to account for the differences in the characteristics of stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases. First, outcomes m only those stipulated and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition in more than six months were compared. Second, using regression analysis, 
comparisons between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar case 
characteristics. In this regression analysis, the variables taken into account included all 
the case characteristics about which data was available in this study as well as whether 
the case resolved withm 6 months or in over 18 months. However, as noted in the 
methods Section I.B., it is almost certain that there were additional "unknown" case 
characteristics that were not appropriately accounted for in these regressions. Therefore, 
the findings from regression analyses reported below should be interpreted with caution. 
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E. Stipulated Cases -Mediations and Settlements 
Before making comparisons of stipulated and nonstlpulated cases, it is helpful to first 
understand how the group of stipulated cases breaks down in terms of the subgroups of 
cases that settled before mediation, were removed from the mediation track, and that 
went to mediatiOn under the pilot program. It is also helpful to understand the impact of 
the pilot program mediation on the resolution of cases, both during and after the 
mediation. 

Almost 5,000 unlimited cases filed in 2000 and 2001 in the court became at issue and 
were ehgible to be considered for referral to mediation.Z95 In 1,650 of these eligible 
cases, the parties stipulated to participate in mediation under the pilot program. Table 
VI-1 breaks these stipulated cases down into subgroups based on what happened with the 
case after the stipulation to mediation. 

Table Vl-1. Stipulated Cases-Subgroup Breakdown 

%of Total in 
Subgrou~s of St1~ulated Cases #of Cases St1~ulated Grou~ 

Settled before mediation 257 15.58% 
Removed from med1at1on 177 10 73% 
Settled at med1at1on 617 3739% 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 540 32 73% 
Med1at1on outcome unknown 59 358% 

Total St1~ulated Cases 1,650 100% 

Of the cases that stipulated to mediation under the pilot program, 434 were never 
mediated: 257 cases (about 15 percent of the stipulated cases) were settled before the 
mediation and 177 cases (about 11 percent) were removed from the mediation track. 
This represents about 26 percent of the stipulated cases. A small percentage (less than 
4%) of the cases that stipulated to mediation had not reported the outcome ofthe 
mediation by the end of the data collection period. 

A total of 1,157 unlimited cases (70 percent of the stipulated cases) went to mediation 
under the pilot program in Contra Costa. Of these mediated cases, 617 cases (53 percent 
of the mediated cases or about 37 percent ofthe whole stipulated group) reached full 
agreement at the mediation. As shown in Table VI-2 below, another 34 cases mediated 
under the pilot program (3 percent of the mediated cases) also reached partial agreement 
at the mediation. 

295 Case management conferences were held m 75 percent (3,619) of these at-1ssue cases. 
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Table Vl-2. Proportion of Cases Settled at Mediation 

Agreement 
Part1al agreement 
Nonagreement 

Total 

Unlimited 
# of % of Mediated 

Cases Cases 
617 53.33% 

34 2 94% 
506 43.73% 

100% 

Even when cases did not reach settlement at mediation, the mediation was still likely to 
have played an important role in the later settlement of the cases. Table VI-3 shows that 
approximately 15 percent of attorneys in cases that were mediated under the pilot 
program but did not reach settlement at mediation indicated that the ultimate settlement 
of the case was a direct result of participating in the pilot program mediation. Another 28 
percent mdicated that mediatiOn played a very important role, and still another 30 percent 
indicated that mediation was somewhat important to the ultimate settlement ofthe case. 
All together, attorneys responding to the survey indicated that subsequent settlement of 
the case benefited from mediation in approximately 75 percent of the cases in which the 
parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediation session. For only 25 percent 
ofthe respondents mediation was considered of"little importance" to the case reaching 
settlement. 

Table Vl-3. Attorney Opinions of Mediation's Importance to Subsequent Settlement 

Importance of Part1c1pat1ng 1n 
Med1at1on to Obta1n1ng Number of Percentage of 
Settlement Responses Responses 
Resulted directly 1n settlement 17 15.45% 
Very Important 31 2818% 
Somewhat Important 34 30.91% 
L1ttle Importance 28 2545% 

Total 110 100% 

Adding together those cases where the survey respondents indicated that subsequent 
settlement of the case was a direct result of participating in mediation and those cases that 
settled at the mediation session, the overall resolution rate m mediation under the Contra 
Costa pilot program was approximately 60 percent. 
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F. Impact of Contra Costa's Pilot Program on Trial Rates 

Summary of Findings 
No statistically significant reduction m the trial rate was found in this study: 

• In a pre-post companson, the trial rate for all eligible cases filed in 2000 (the first 
year of the pilot program) was virtually the same, at four percent, as for cases filed in 
1999 (the year before the pilot program began). 

• The trial rate among cases m which the litigants stipulated to mediation and that 
reached disposition in more than 6 months was lower than the trial rate among 
nonstipulated cases that reached disposition in the same period, but the differences in 
tnal rates between these two groups was not statistically significant. 

However, this does not necessarily indicate that the pilot program had no impact on the 
trial rate; there were hmttations associated with both these comparisons that made it 
difficult to clearly see all program impacts. 

Introduction 
Tlus section examines the impact of the pilot program m Contra Costa on the trial rate. 
Ftrst, a comparison between the proportion of disposed cases that went to tnal among 
cases filed before and after the pilot program (pre-post comparisons) is presented. 
Second, trial rates in stipulated and nonstipulated cases filed in 2000 and 2001 are 
compared, including comparisons of cases that reached dispositiOn in six or more months 
and comparisons made using regressiOn analysis. However, for the reasons noted above 
in Section LB., there are important limitations on the results ofboth these comparisons. 

Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Trial Rates 
Table VI-4 compares the trial rates for closed cases filed m 1999, the year before the pilot 
program began, and 2000, the first year of the pilot program. There was no statistically 
significant difference in the trial rates m these two groups, the trial rates are nearly 
identical at 4.20 percent for cases filed in 1999 and 4.13 percent for cases filed in 2000. 
Table Vl-4. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Trial Rate in Contra Costa 

Program cases f1led 1n 2000 
Pre-program cases filed in 1999 

% Difference 

#of Cases 
Disposed 

2,228 
2,165 

#of Cases 
Tned 

92 
91 

%of Cases 
Tned 

413% 
4.20% 

-2% 
Note Only cases that reached d1spos1t1on w1thm 900 days from filing were Included to allow for 
same length of follow-up t1me. 

*** p < .05, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 
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However, as discussed m Section I.B., because the pilot program in Contra Costa was an 
expansion of a preexisting court mediation program with some incremental changes in 
program design, tlus pre-post program comparison does not show the impact on trial rates 
of having a mediation program available to the litigants versus not having a mediation 
program at all. Instead, this companson can only show the impact on the trial rate that is 
attributable to the new program features introduced by the pilot program - the higher 
mediator qualifications and greater emphasis on voluntary agreement to mediate. Thus, 
the similarity in trial rates shown m this pre-post comparison indicates that these changes 
in program design did not appreciably impact the overall mal rate in the court. 

It is also possible that, because 2000 was the first year of the pilot program, the program 
was still being implemented and had not fully stabilized. One indication of this is that m 
2000, approximately 30 percent of the cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation 
were stipulations under the court's preexisting EASE mediation program. In 2001, the 
second year of the pilot program, EASE cases dropped to five percent of all cases that 
stipulated to mediation. The trial rate for 2000 might, therefore, not be the best measure 
of the full pilot program Impact on the court's trial rate. However, the relatively short 
follow-up time available for cases filed in 2001 (only approximately 540 days between 
filing and the end of the data collectiOn period for cases filed in December of2001), does 
not allow for very rehable compansons of trial rates between cases filed in 1999 and 
cases filed in 2001. When trial rates in 1999 and 2001 were compared with the same 
follow-up time of 540 days from filing, no statistically significant difference in trial rates 
was found. 

Trial Rates for Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VI-5 shows the trial rates for all stipulated and nonstipulated cases that were filed 
in 2000 and 2001. 

Table Vl-5. Trial Rate of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in 
Contra Costa 

Stipulated 
Nonstipulated 

% Difference 1n tnal rates 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

#of Cases 
Disposed 

1,545 
2,571 

#of Cases 
Tned 

67 
107 

%of Cases 
Tned 

4.33% 
4.16% 

4% 

As with the pre-post-program comparison, no statistically significant difference was 
found between the trial rates m these two groups of cases. The trial rate for stipulated 
cases was 4.33 percent compared to 4.16 percent for nonstipulated cases. 

As noted in Section I.B., however, direct, overall comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases do not provide rehable information concerning the program impact 
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because of qualitative differences in the cases m these two groups. Two additional 
compansons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
comparisons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
dispositiOn after more than six months. Second, the trial rate among stipulated cases was 
compared to the tnal rate among nonstipulated cases with similar cases charactenstics 
using regression analysis. 

Table VI-6 below compares the tnal rates of stipulated and nonstipulated cases filed in 
2000 and 2001 m Contra Costa that were disposed of within six months of filing and that 
were disposed of more than six months after filing. The table shows that there were 
almost no trials in cases that were disposed ofwithin six months of filing. Thus, when 
the overall trial rate for the nonstipulated group as a whole was calculated, this large 
group of "easy'' cases in the nonstipulated group pulled the overall average trial rate in 
the nonstipulated group lower. 

Table Vl-6. Trial Rate of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases In Contra Costa Disposed of 
within Six Months and After Six Months 

Stipulated 
Nonstlpulated 

% Difference 

Disposed of W1thm S1x Months After Disposed of Over S1x Months After 
F1hng F1hng 

# of Cases # of Cases % of Cases # of Cases # of Cases % of Cases 
Dis osed Tned Tried Dis osed Tned Tried 

26 
558 

0 
3 

0.00% 
0.54% 

-100% 

1,519 
2,013 

67 
104 

441% 
517% 

-15% 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20. 

The trial rate for nonstipulated cases that reached disposition more than six months after 
filmg was 5.1 percent, higher than the 4.4 percent tnal rate for stipulated cases that 
reached disposition more than six months after filing. However, the difference in the trial 
r~tes for these two groups was not statistically significant. No statistically significant 
difference was found either when stipulated cases were compared to nonstipulated cases 
with similar charactenstics usmg regressiOn analys1s.296 

However, similarities between the Contra Costa pilot program and the programs in San 
Diego and Los Angeles suggest that this result may s1mply reflect the difficulties in 
makmg comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases. The Contra Costa pilot 
program shared many features with the programs in San Diego and Los Angeles 

296 As noted m SectiOn I.B , this analysis controlled for those case charactenstics about which data was 
available from the case management system. However, It IS almost certam that there were additional 
"unknown" case charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressiOns Therefore, 
findmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With caution 
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programs. All these programs used case management conferences conducted by judges 
to consider mediation referrals, the conferences were conducted at similar times 
(approximately five months after filing on average in San Diego and Los Angeles and six 
months after filing in Contra Costa), the rate of referrals to mediation were similar (47 
percent m San Diego and 41 297 percent in Los Angeles and Contra Costa298

), the rate of 
mediations among referred cases were similar (68 percent in San Diego, 71 percent in 
Los Angeles, and percent in 70 Contra Costa), these mediations were held at Similar 
times (approximately eight months on average after filing in San Diego and Los Angeles 
and nine months after filing m Contra Costa), and the mediation settlement rates m San 
Diego (58 percent) and Contra Costa (60 percent) were similar. All of these courts also 
had pnor experience with court mediation programs and generally disposed of their civil 
cases relatively quickly. Given these similanties, there is a strong possibility that not 
finding a statistically significant difference m the trial rates of stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases in Contra Costa does not show that the pilot program had no impact 
on trial rates, but instead reflects the difficulties in Identifying program impact through 
this stipulated/nonstipulated case comparison. 

Conclusion 
No statistically significant reductiOn in the trial rate was found either in comparisons 
between cases filed before and after the program began or m compansons between cases 
m which the litigants stipulated to mediation and those m which they did not. However, 
this does not necessanly indicate that the pilot program had no impact on the tnal rate; 
there were limitations associated with the compansons that made it difficult to clearly see 
program Impacts. 

297 As noted above, the referral rate m Los Angeles would be lugher If It were calculated m the same way as 
for the other courts (usmg only at-Issue cases as the base number of ehg~ble cases), but It was not possible 
to accurately Identify at-Issue cases from the courts case management system data 
298 As noted above, tlus was the referral rate durmg the second year of the Contra Costa pilot program. 
Durmg the flrst year of the program, a substantial number of cases were still bemg referred to the court's 
preeXIsting program. 
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G. Impact of Contra Costa's Pilot Program on Case Disposition 
Time 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Contra Costa had a positive impact on case disposition trme, 
although the size of the Impact was small: 

• The pre-post program comparison suggests that the median disposition time for cases 
filed after the pilot program began was shorter than the median disposition time for 
cases filed before the program began. 

• The disposition rate for post-program cases was higher than that for pre-program 
cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period, indicating that the pilot program 
reduced disposition time. The higher disposition rate for post-program cases was 
clearest between 6 and 12 months after filing, when it ranged from about 1 :5 to 3 
percent higher than that for pre-program cases. 

• In overall, direct comparisons, cases in which the parties stipulated to mediatiOn had a 
longer average disposition time compared to nonstipulated cases. However, in direct 
comparisons of only those cases disposed of in over SIX months, there was essentially 
no difference in either the average or median time to disposition in the stipulated and 
nonstipulated groups. 

• While nonstipulated cases began to resolve earlier than stipulated cases, from 9 to 18 
months after filing, stipulated cases were disposed of at a faster pace than 
nonstipulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated cases had 
reached disposition by the end of 18 months after filing. The pace of dispositiOns for 
stipulated cases was fastest at 9 months after filing, about the trme that mediations 
took place, suggesting that mediations increased the pace of dispositions among 
stipulated cases. 

• The data suggests that average disposition time for stipulated cases that settled at 
mediation was shorter than the disposition time of hke nonstipulated cases. 
Conversely, the data mdicates that stipulated cases did not settle at mediation took 
longer to reach disposition than similar nonstipulated cases. This suggests the 
importance of carefully selecting cases for referral to mediation. 

Introduction 
This section presents an analysis of the Contra Costa pilot program's impact on time to 
disposition. Similar to the previous section on trial rates, a pre-/post-program comparison 
is presented first, including comparisons both of the average and median time to 
disposition and the rate of disposition over time. Second, comparisons of case 
disposition time in cases that stipulated to mediatiOn and those that did not stipulate to 
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mediatiOn are presented, including both the average and median time to disposition and 
the rate of disposition over time. Finally, different patterns of disposition time for 
various subgroups of cases within the stipulated group are also presented. 

Overall Comparisons of Disposition Time in Pre-/Post-Program Cases 

Comparison of Average and Median Disposition Time 
Table VI-7 below compares the average and median299 time to disposition for cases filed 
in 1999, the year before the pilot program started (pre-program cases), and 2000, the year 
after the pilot program started (post-program cases). 

Table Vl-7. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Disposition Time in Contra Costa 

Number of 

Program cases f1led 1n 2000 
Pre-program cases f1led in 1999 

Differences 

***p<.5,**p< 10,*p<.20. 

cases 
2,228 
2,165 

Average 
358 
359 

-1 

Med1an 
328 
336 

-8* 

As this table shows, the median disposition time for cases filed after the pilot program 
began was 8 days shorter than the median disposition time for cases filed before the 
program began. This suggests that Contra Costa's pilot program resulted in a small 
reductiOn in the overall median disposition time for unlimited cases. 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand at what point in the litigation process the pilot program had Its 
Impact on the overall time to disposition, the patterns of case disposition rate over time 
from the filing of the complaint were examined. Tills analysis also provides mformation 
about whether the program impact on time to disposition happened around the time when 
certain program elements, such as case management conferences and mediations, 
generally took place. 

Figure VI-2 comorares the timing of case disposition among pre-program and post-
program cases.3 The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until 
disposition of a case, and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases 
disposed (or disposition rate). The wider, purple line represents the post-program 
disposition rate, and the thinner, black line represents the pre-program disposition rate. 
The gap between these two lines represents the difference in the disposition rates among 
pre-program and post-program cases at a given time from the filing of a complaint. The 
slope of the lines represents the pace at which cases were reaching disposition at a 

299 Median represents the value at the 50th percentlle, with half of the cases reachmg disposition before and 
half after the median tlme 
300 We combmed the data for cases filed m 2000 and 2001, as the data for both years as showed s1m1lar 
patterns m disposition rate over tlme 
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particular point in time; a steeper slope indicates that more cases were reaching 
disposition at that time. 

100% CMC held at_ Went to med1abon _____ _ 
0 6 months at 9 months 

~ 60% +-----+--------,~------
c: 
0 
€ 8. 60% +-------1----------
Ul .., 
~ ~%+------1--------------
iii :; 
E 8 20% +------+---;,___._ __________________ _ 

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 
Month from filing 

F1led m 2000 and 2001 --- Filed m 1999 ---

Figure Vl-2. Comparison of Case Disposition Rate for Cases Filed Before and After 
Program in Contra Costa 

The overall pattern of case disposition rates in the two groups is very similar. However, 
the disposition rate for post-program cases was actually higher than that for pre-program 
cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period, indicating that the pilot program reduced 
disposition time. The higher disposition rate for post-program cases is clearest between 6 
and 12 months after filing. During this period, the disposition rate for post-program cases 
ranged from about 1.5 to 3 percent higher than that for pre-program cases. This 
difference was largest at 11 months after fihng, when 48 percent ofthe post-program 
cases had reached dispositiOn compared to only 45 percent in the pre-program group. 
While this difference is small, it is statistically significant. Near the end of the 34-month 
follow-up penod, post-program cases also had a slightly higher disposition rate compared 
to pre-program cases. However, this difference, a little more than one percent higher for 
post-program cases, IS not statistically significant. 

As with trial rates, the general similarity in the overall average and median disposition 
time and m the patterns of case disposition rates between pre-/post-program cases appears 
to reflect the fact that the pilot program was an expansion of a mediation program that 
was already operating in the court in 1999. 
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Analysis of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 

Time to Disposition in Stipulated Cases 
Table VI-8 shows the average time to disposition for both stipulated cases as a whole, 
and for each ofthe subgroups of cases within the stipulated group.301 

Table Vl-8. Average Case Disposition Time for Stipulated Cases, by Subgroups 

Average 
DISPOSitiOn 

Subgroues of Stieulated Cases #of Cases %of Total T1me 
Settled before med1at1on 255 17% 307 
Vacated from med1at1on 157 10% 420 
Settled at med1at1on 604 40% 342 
D1d not settle at med1atlon 486 32% 442 

Total St1eulated Cases 1,502 100% 377 

Cases that stipulated to mediatiOn, but settled before mediation had the shortest time to 
disposition among all the stipulated subgroups, followed by cases that settled at 
mediation. In contrast, cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation, but that were 
later vacated from mediation and cases that went to mediation but did not settle at 
mediation had average disposition times that were longer. Thus, when the average time to 
disposition for the whole stipulated group was calculated, cases in these two subgroups 
pulled that average time to disposition higher, offsetting to some degree the lower 
average times to disposition among cases that settled before and at mediation. 

Overall Comparisons of Time to Disposition in Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 

Comparison of Average and Medzan Tzme to Disposztion 
Table VI-9 compares the average and median302 times to disposition in stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases. 

Table Vl-9. Case Disposition Time (in Days) in Contra Costa for Cases Filed in 2000 and 
2001 

Number of Cases 
Average T1me to D1spos1t1on 
Med1an T1me to D1sposit1on 

*** p < 05' ** p < .1 0' * p < .20. 

Stieulated 
1,545 

378 
347 

Non-st1eulated 
2,571 

333 
306 

Difference 

45*** 
41*** 

301 Note that these tables mclude only cases that had reached dtsposttion by the end of the data collection 
penod; therefore the total number of cases and breakdown by subgroup are different from those m Ftgure 
VI-1 and Table VI-1, which mclude all stipulated cases 
302 The medtan represents the value at the 50th percentile, With half of the cases reachmg dtsposttion before 
and half after the medtan time. 
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This table shows that, measured by either the overall average or median, cases in which 
the parties stipulated to mediation took longer to reach disposition than cases m which the 
parties did not stipulate to mediation. The overall average dispositiOn time in stipulated 
cases was 45 days longer (41 days in median) compared to the overall average for 
nonstipulated cases. 

As noted in Section LB., however, direct, overall comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases do not provide reliable mformation concerning the program impact 
because of qualitative differences in the cases in these two groups. Two additional 
compansons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
compansons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition after more than six months. Second, the disposition time among stipulated 
cases was compared to the disposition time among nonstipulated cases with similar case 
characteristics using regression analysis. 

Table VI-10 below compares the average and median times to disposition of stipulated 
and nonstipulated cases filed m 2000 and 2001 in Contra Costa that were disposed of 
within six months of filing and that were disposed of more than six months after filmg. 
As was discussed in Section LB., there was a very large group of nonstipulated cases that 
reached disposition within six months of fihng, but only a very small number of 
stipulated cases that were disposed of within this timeframe. Therefore, when the overall 
time to disposition for the nonstipulated group as a whole was calculated, the large group 
of cases disposed of within SIX months in the nonstipulated group pulled the overall 
average and median disposition time in the nonstipulated group lower. However, in 
direct comparisons of only those cases disposed of in over six months, there is essentially 
no difference in either the average or median time to disposition in the stipulated and 
nonstipulated groups. 

Table Vl-10. Average Time to Disposition of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases in Contra 
Costa Disposed of within Six Months and After Six Months 

Number of Cases 

Average 
Med1an 

Disposed of Within S1x Months 
After F1hng 

149 
155 

133 
140 

Difference 

16*** 
15** 

*** p < 05, ** p < .1 0, * p < .20. 

Disposed of Over S1x Months After 
Flfmg 

382 
349 

388 
349 

Difference 

-6 
0 

Two separate regressiOn analyses were also done: one with cases disposed of within six 
months included and one with these cases excluded. The regression with cases that were 
disposed of within six months included indicated that cases in the stipulated group took 
60 days longer to reach dispositiOn than cases in the nonstipulated group with similar 
case characteristics. The regression excluding cases disposed ofwithin six months also 
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suggested that cases that stipulated to mediation took longer to reach disposition than 
similar cases in the nonstifculated group, however the size of the difference between the 
two groups was not clear. 03 

Overall, these comparisons suggest that, on average, cases in which the parties stipulated 
to mediation took longer to reach disposition than nonstipulated cases. 

Comparzson of Case Dzsposztzon Tzmzng 
To better understand the timing of disposition in the stipulated and nonstipulated groups 
and how dispositiOn in the stipulated group might relate to various elements of the pilot 
program, the patterns of case disposition rate over time from the filing of the complamt 
were examined. 

Figure VI-3 compares the timing of case disposition in stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases.304 The honzontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until disposition of a 
case, and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases disposed (or 
disposition rate). The wider, purple line represents the disposition rate for stipulated 
cases, and the thmner, black line represents the disposition rate for nonstipulated cases. 
The gap between these two lines represents the difference in the disposition rates for 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases at a given time from the filing of a complaint. The 
slope of the hnes represents the pace at which cases were reaching disposition at a 
particular point in time; a steeper slope indicates that more cases were reaching 
disposition at that time. 

100% CMC held at_ Went to med1at1on _______ _ 
6 months at 9 months 

- Nonst1pulated 
-Stipulated 

3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 

Month from filing 

Figure Vl-3. Case Disposition Rate Over Time in Contra Costa - Cases Filed in 2000 and 
2001 

303 As noted m Section I B , tlus analysis controlled for those case charactenstics about wluch data was 
available from the case management system and from the surveys. However, It IS almost certam that there 
were additional ''unknown" case charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these 
regressiOns Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With caution 
304 We combmed the data for cases filed m 2000 and 2001, as the data for both years showed surular 
patterns m disposition rate over tune. 
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Figure VI-3 shows several things. First, it shows, as discussed m Section LB., that six 
months after fihng, approximately 20 percent of nonstipulated cases had already reached 
dispositiOn whereas almost none of stipulated cases had reached disposition by that time. 
It also shows that the p,ace of dispositions accelerated to its fastest level at about 9 months 
after filing, about the time that the mediations occurred among stipulated cases, and then 
stayed higher than for nonstipulated cases until about 18 months after filing. Fmally, this 
figure shows that at approximately 18 months after fihng, the cumulative proportion of 
stipulated cases disposed of surpassed that for nonstipulated cases. 

Overall, this figure shows that wlule nonstipulated cases begin to resolve earlier, 
beginning at about the time when, on average, mediatiOns took place, stipulated cases 
were disposed of faster than nonstipulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than 
nonstipulated cases had reached disposition by the end of 18 months. The fact that the 
pace of dispositions among stipulated c~es accelerated to its fastest level at about 9 
months after filing suggests that participation in mediation may increase the rate of 
disposition for stipulated cases. 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Stipulated Group 
To better understand how different cases within the program were influenced by the 
elements of the pilot program that they experienced, the disposition time of stipulated 
cases m each of the subgroups was compared to the disposition time of similar 
nonstipulated cases. 305 Two separate compansons were done: one with cases disposed of 
within six months included and one with these cases excluded. The companson that 
includes cases that were disposed of within six months mdicated that cases m the 
stipulated group that went to mediation but did not resolve at mediation took 102 days 
longer to reach dispositiOn than cases in the nonstipulated group with similar case 
characteristics. The comparison excluding cases disposed of within six months also 
suggested a negative impact on time to disposition when cases did not resolve at 
mediation, showing that cases that went to mediation but did not resolve at mediation 
took 67 days longer to reach disposition than cases in the nonstipulated group with 
similar case characteristics. In addition, this second companson also suggested that there 
was a positive impact on the time to dispositiOn for cases that did settle at mediation 
compared to similar cases in the nonstipulated group, however the size of this Impact was 
not clear. 306 

Overall, these results suggest that cases that resolve at mediation may be disposed of 
more qmckly than they otherwise would have been, but that It takes even longer to reach 
dispositiOn If cases do not resolve at mediation than it would have if the cases had not 
been mediated at all. 

305 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m the methods Sectton I B was used to make these subgroup 
compansons. However, because tt ts almost certam that there were addtttonal ''unknown" case 
charactensttcs that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressiOns, the findmgs from these 
analyses should be mterpreted With caution. 
306 No stattsttcally stgmficant differences m the ttme to dtsposttton were found between cases that settled 
before medtatton or cases that were vacated from medtatton and slDlllar cases m the nonsttpulated group 
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Conclusion 
The pilot program in Contra Costa had a positive impact on case disposition time, 
although the size of the impact was small. In pre-post program comparisons, the median 
dtsposttion time for cases filed after the pilot program began was shorter than the median 
dtsposttion time for cases filed before the program began. These comparisons also 
showed that the disposition rate for post-program cases was higher than that for pre-
program cases for the entire 34-month penod studied, but most noticeably between 6 and 
12 months after filing, when It ranged from about 1.5 to 3 percent higher than that for 
pre-program cases. 

Overall comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases did not show any 
reduction in average disposition time. However, comparisons between disposition rates in 
these two groups showed that while nonstipulated cases began to resolve earher than 
stipulated cases, from 9 to 18 months after filing, stipulated cases were disposed of at a 
faster pace than nonstipulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated 
cases had reached disposition by the end of 18 months after filing. The pace of 
dispositions for stipulated cases was fastest at 9 months after fihng, about the time that 
mediations took place, suggesting that mediations increased the pace of dispositions 
among stipulated cases. 

The analysts also suggested that average disposition time for stipulated cases that settled 
at mediatiOn was shorter than the disposition time of like nonstipulated cases. 
Conversely, the analysis suggested longer disposition time when stipulated cases did not 
settle at mediation. This suggests the Importance of carefully selectmg cases for referral 
to mediation. 
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H. Impact of Contra Costa's Pilot Program on Litigant 
Satisfaction 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Contra Costa increased attorney satisfaction with the court's 
services and the litigation process, and settling at mediation increased attorney 
satisfaction with the outcome, the litigatiOn process, and the court's services. 

• Both parties and attorneys in Contra Costa expressed high satisfaction when they used 
mediation. They were particularly satisfied with the performance of the mediators; 
both parties and attorneys showed an average satisfaction score of approximately 6 on 
a 7-point scale. They also strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediatiOn process 
were fair and that they would recommend both to others. 

• Attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the overall litigation process 
and services provided by the court compared to attorneys in nonstipulated cases; 
however, they were less satisfied With outcome of the case. 

• Attorneys whose cases settled at mediation were significantly more satisfied with the 
outcome ofthe case, their litigation expenence, and with the services of the court 
compared to attorneys in like cases m the nonstipulated group. 

• While attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation were less satisfied With the 
outcome of the case, they were more satisfied with the court's services than attorneys 
in similar nonstipulated cases. This suggests that participating in mediatiOn increased 
attorneys' satisfaction with the court's services, regardless ofwhether their cases 
settled at mediation. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of Contra Costa's pilot program on litigant satisfactiOn. 
As described in detail in Section I.B. concerning the data and methods used m this study, 
data on litigant satisfaction were collected in two ways. First, in a survey administered at 
the end of the mediation in cases that went to mediation between July 2001 and June 
2002 ("postmediation survey''), both parties and attorneys were asked about their 
satisfaction with vanous aspects of their mediation and litigation experiences. Second, m 
a separate survey administered shortly after cases reached disposition in cases disposed of 
between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postdisposition survey''), parties and attorneys in 
both stipulated and nonstipulated cases were asked about their satisfaction with the 
outcome of their case, the court's services, and their overall litigation experience. 

The postrnediation survey's results regardmg the satisfaction of parties and attorneys who 
used mediation under the pilot program are first described. Second, attorney satisfaction 
in stipulated and nonstipulated cases, as indicated in the postdisposition survey, is 
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compared. 307 Finally, attorney satisfaction in the various subgroups within the stipulated 
group is examined. 

Overall Litigant Satisfaction for Cases That Used Mediation 
As shown m Figure VI-4, both parties and attorneys who used mediation in the pilot 
program expressed very high levels of satisfaction with their experiences. Parties and 
attorneys who participated in mediation were asked to rate their satisfaction with the 
mediator's performance, the mediation process, the outcome of the mediation, the 
litigation process, and the services provided by the court on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 is 
"highly dissatisfied" and 7 is "highly satisfied." Figure VI-4 shows the average 
satisfaction scores for both parties and attorneys m these mediated cases. 

Mediation 
Process 

Court Serv1ces 

Overall Lltlgabon 
Process 

H1ghly 
DISSatisfied 

2 3 4 5 

EJ Party • Attorney 

58 

6 7 
Highly 

Satisfied 

Figure Vl-4. Party and Attorney Satisfaction in Mediated Cases in Contra Costa 

It is clear from this figure that parties and attorneys who used mediation services in the 
pilot program were highly satisfied with all aspects of the mediation experience. None of 
the average satisfaction scores was below 4.2. Both parties and attorneys were most 
satisfied with the performance of mediators, with average satisfaction scores of 6.1 for 
attorneys and 6.0 for parties. They were also highly satisfied with the mediation process 
and the services provided by the court, with average satisfaction scores about 5.4-5.8 for 
attorneys and 5.3 for parties. Both parties and attorneys were least satisfied with the 
outcome of the case; average outcome satisfaction scores were 4.9 for attorneys and 4.2 
for parties. 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concerning the fairness of the mediation and their willingness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Using a 1-5 scale, where lis "strongly disagree" and 

307 As was dtscussed above m Sechon LB., smce only lmuted number of party responses to the 
postmedtahon survey were recetved m nonshpulated cases, all compansons between shpulated and 
nonshpulated cases were based only on attorney responses to thts survey 
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5 is "strongly agree," litigants were asked to indicate whether they agreed that the 
mediator treated the parties fairly, that the mediatiOn process was fair, and that the 
mediatiOn resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to fnends with Similar cases, that they 
would recommend mediation to such friends, and that they would use mediation even if 
they had to pay the full cost ofthe mediatiOn. Table VI-11 shows parties' and attorneys' 
average level of agreement with these statements. 308 

Table Vl-11. Party and Attorney Perceptions of Fairness and Willingness to Recommend or 
Use Mediation (average agreement with statement) 

Would Would 
Medrator Medratron Medratron Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Outcome Was Medrator to Medratron to Medratron at 
Partres Farrly Farr Farr/ Reasonable Frrends Frrends Full Cost 

Parties Attys Parties Attys Parties Attys Partres Attys Parties Attys Parties Attys 

45 47 42 46 3 1 35 4.3 45 42 46 3.5 4.1 

As with the satisfaction scores, most of the scores were in the "strongly agree" range 
(above 4.0) and all ofthe average scores were above the middle of the agreement scale 
(3.0). For both parties and attorneys there was very strong agreement (average score of 
4.2 or above for parties and 4.5 or above for attorneys) that the mediator treated the 
parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, that they would recommend the 
mediator to friends with similar cases, and that that they would recommend mediation to 
such friends. Both parties and attorneys indicated less agreement that they would use 
med1at10n If they had to pay the full cost; the average score was 3.5 for parties and 4.1 for 
attorneys. The lowest scores related to the fairness/reasonableness of the mediation 
outcome, at only 3.1 for parties and 3.5 for attorneys. 

It is clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased with their mediation expenences, overall they were 
less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (m fact, on both 
outcome questiOns, about more than 20 percent of the parties and attorneys responded 
that they were neutral). However, m evaluating this result, it is important to remember 
that this survey was administered at the end of the mediation and that in a large 
proportion of cases a settlement was not reached at end of the mediation. Not 
surprisingly, the way parties and attorneys responded to the two outcome questions 
depended largeiy on whether their cases settled at mediation. Average satisfaction with 
the outcome in cases that settled at pilot program mediations was 5.93 for attorneys and 
5.15 for parties on a 7 -pomt scale, almost 60 percent higher than the average scores of 
3.78 for attorneys and 3.22 for parties in cases that did not settle at mediatiOn. Similarly, 
responses concerning the fairness/reasonableness of the outcome averaged 4.24 for 
attorneys and 3. 79 for parties on a 5-point scale, in cases settled at mediation, more than 
60 percent higher than the 2.58 for attorneys and 2.32 for parties in cases that did not 

308 Please keep m mmd that a 5-pomt scale was used for these survey questiOns, rather than the 7-pomt 
scale used m the satisfactiOn questions. 
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settle at mediation. When the scores in both cases settled and not settled at mediation 
were added together to calculate the overall average, the higher scores in cases that 
settled were offset by those in cases that did not, pulling the overall average toward the 
center. 

It is also clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while both parties 
and attorneys were generally very pleased with their pilot program mediation 
experiences, attorneys were more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were 
consistently higher than those of parties on all of these questions. Attorney satisfaction 
scores ranged from .1 higher than party scores (for satisfaction with the mediator's 
performance) to .7 higher (for satisfaction with the outcome). The higher attorney 
satisfaction may reflect a greater understanding on the part of attorneys about what to 
expect from the mediation process. Given that there was a court-connected mediation 
program in Contra Costa before the pilot program was introduced, many attorneys are 
likely to have participated in mediations before, so they are likely to have been familiar 
with the mediation process and to have based their expectations about the process on this 
knowledge. Parties are less likely to have participated m previous mediations and may 
not have known what to expect from the mediation process. This may suggest the need 
for additional educational efforts targeted at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores by attorneys may also, in part, reflect the fact that attorneys' and 
parties' satisfaction was associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. 
Attorneys' responses on only three of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses concernmg satisfactiOn with the mediation process-whether they 
believed the mediation process was fair, whether they believed the mediation resulted m a 
fair/reasonable outcome, and whether they believed the mediation helped move the case 
toward resolution qmckly. 309 In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the mediation process 
was also strongly correlated with whether they believed the mediation helped improve 
communication between the parties, whether the mediator treated all parties fairly, and 
whether the cost of using mediation was affordable.310 

Attorneys' responses to only two ofthe survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses regarding satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation-whether they 
beheved the mediation resulted m a fair/reasonable outcome and whether they believed 
the mediation helped move the case toward resolution quickly.311 In contrast, parties' 

309 CorrelatiOn measures how strongly two vanables are associated With each other, i e, when one of the 
vanables changes, how hkely IS the other to change (this does not necessanly mean that the change m one 
caused the change m the other, but JUSt that they tend to move together) Correlation coefficients range 
from -1 to 1; a value of 0 means that there was no relationship between the vanable, a value of 1 means 
there was a total positive relationship (when one vanable changes, the other always changes the same 
drrection), and a value of -1 means a total negative relatiOnship (when one changes, the other always 
changes m the opposite drrection). A correlation coefficient of 5 or above IS considered to show a high 
correlation The correlation coefficients of these questlons w1th attorneys' satisfaction With the mediation 
~rocess were 54, .58, and 60, respectlvely. 

1<The correlation coefficients of these questions With pames' satisfactJon With the mediatiOn process were 
58, 50, and 58, respectJvely. 

311The correlation coefficients of these questJons With attorneys' satJsfactJon With the outcome were . 79 and 
.73, respectJvely 
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satisfactiOn with the mediation outcome was also strongly correlated with whether they 
beheved the mediation helped Improve communication between the parties and whether 
the cost ofusing mediation was affordable.312 

Finally, for attorneys, there was no strong or even moderate correlation between any of 
the1r responses to these survey questions and their satisfaction with either the litigation 
process or the services provided by the court. In contrast, parties' satisfaction with the 
litigation process was moderately correlated with whether they believed the mediation 
helped Improve communication between the parties, helped preserved the parties' 
relationship, helped move the case toward resolution ~mckly, resulted in a 
fair/reasonable outcome, was affordable, and was fair. 13 Similarly, parties' satisfaction 
with the court services was correlated with their responses to whether they believed the 
mediation process was fair and the cost ofusmg mediation was affordable. 314 

All ofthls indicates that parties' satisfaction with both the court and the mediation was 
much more closely associated than for attorneys with what happened within the 
mediation process-whether they felt the mediatiOn helped with their communication or 
relationshlp with the other party-and whether they believed that the cost of mediation 
was affordable. Only moderate percentages of parties thought that the mediation had 
improved the communication between the parties (58 percent) or preserved the parties' 
relationshlp (28 percent),315 and only a moderate percentage thought that the cost of 
mediation was affordable (62 percent). These perceptions may therefore have contnbuted 
to lower satisfaction scores from parties than from attorneys. 

Litigant Satisfaction in Stipulated Cases 
Table VI-12 shows the average satisfaction scores for attorneys in stipulated cases as a 
whole and for each of the subgroups of stipulated cases. 

As can be seen in Table VI-12, cases that settled at mediation had the highest satisfactiOn 
scores on all three satisfaction measures - outcome of the case, the services provided by 
the court, and the litigation process. Satisfaction with the outcome and the litigatiOn 
process was also hlgh in cases that settled before mediatiOn. In addition, satisfactiOn with 
the court's services was relatively high in cases that did not settle at mediatiOn. In 
contrast, cases that did not settle at mediation had the lowest average satisfaction With the 
outcome of the case. The lower satisfaction with the outcome in this subgroup helps 
explain the relatively low overall satisfaction with the outcome for the stipulated group as 
a whole. when the average for the whole stipulated group was calculated, cases in tills 
subgroup pulled that average satisfaction score lower, offsetting to some degree the 
higher average satisfaction in cases that settled before and at mediation. 

312The correlation coefficients of these questions wtth parties' satisfactlon wtth the outcome were .60 and 
.51, respectively. 
313The correlatlon coefficients of these questiOns With parties' satisfactlon With the htlgatlon process were 
45, 40, 45, 49, .45, and 45, respectlvely. 
31~e correlatlon coefficients of these questlons with parties' satlsfactlon with the courts' services were 
40 and 42, respectively. 

315 Note that m many types of cases, such as Auto PI cases, this Simply may not have been relevant, 43 
percent of parties and 57 percent of attorneys gave the neutral response to this questlon 
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Table Vl-12. Attorney Satisfaction for Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases, by Subgroups 

Overall 
#of Case L1t1gat1on Court 

Res~onses* Outcome Process Serv1ces 
Settled before med1at1on 13 59 53 5.0 
Vacated from mediat1on 10 54 4.9 46 
Settled at med1at1on 334 5.9 53 5.5 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 387 4 1 49 53 

Total st1~ulated cases 744 50 5.1 5.4 
*Number of responses reported 1s for case outcomes, 1t vanes slightly for llbgabon process and 
court services. 

Overall Comparison of Satisfaction Between Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VI -13 compares the average satisfaction scores of attorneys in stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases concerning the outcome of their cases, the overall litigation process, 
and the services provided by the court. 

Table Vl-13. Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction Between Stipulated and Nonstipulated 
Cases 

Overall 
Number of Case L1tlgat1on 
Res~onses Outcome Process 

Stipulated 785 4.95 5.10 
Nonst1pulated 130 5 30 4 74 

Difference {Stl~ulated - Nonst1~ulated} -0.35*** 0.36*** 
Note Sample s1zes vary slightly for the three sabsfacbon measures 
*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

Court 
Serv1ces 

5 36 
4 68 

0 68*** 

Table VI-13 shows that attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the overall 
litigation process and services provided by the court than were attorneys in nonstipulated 
cases. The difference in satisfaction between the two groups was especially large with 
regard to court services, with attorneys in stipulated cases showing an average score of 
5.36 compared to 4.68 for attorneys in nonstipulated cases. It suggests that, when 
attorneys stipulated to mediatiOn in the pilot program, their overall satisfaction with court 
services was enhanced. 

As previously noted, however, direct, overall comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases do not provide reliable information concerning the program Impact 
because of qualitative differences m the cases in these two groups. Two additiOnal 
comparisons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
comparisons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
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disposition after more than six months. Second, the average satisfaction scores of 
attorneys in stipulated cases were compared to the satisfaction scores of attorneys in 
nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics using regression analysis. 

Table VI-14 below compares the average satisfaction scores of attorneys only in those 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases that were disposed of more than six months after 
filing. 316 The satisfaction scores were almost the same as those in Table VI-13, with 
significantly higher attorney satisfaction with the litigation process and the court's 
services in stipulated cases, but lower attorney satisfaction with the outcome. 

Table Vl-14. Litigant Satisfaction in Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases in Contra Costa 
Disposed of in More than Six Months 

Overall 
Number of Case Litigation Court 
Responses Outcome Process Services 

Stipulated 784 4.95 5.10 5.36 
Nonst1pulated 114 5.25 477 4.70 

Difference {St1pulated-Nonst1pulated~ -0 30*** 0.33*** 0 66*** 
Note. Sample s1zes vary slightly for the three sabsfacbon measures 
*** p < .05, •• p < 10, * p < .20 

Consistent with these findings (and the fmdings in other pilot programs), the regression 
analysis mdicated that attorney satisfaction with the services of the court was 12 percent 
higher in stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. 
Similarly, the regression indicated that attorney satisfaction with the litigation process 
was 5 percent higher in stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases with similar 
characteristics. Fmally, the regressiOn mdicated that attorney satisfaction with the 
outcome of the case was 6 percent lower m stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases 
with similar characteristics. 317 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Stipulated Group 
As was done with time to dispositiOn, to better understand how different cases within the 
stipulated group were affected by the elements of the pilot program that they experienced, 
attorney satisfaction in each ofthe subgroups of stipulated cases was compared to 
attorney satisfactiOn in nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics.318 

316 There were not a sufficient number of survey responses m stipulated cases disposed of Withm s1x 
months to present a companson of these cases m the stipulated and nonstipulated groups. 
317 As noted m SectiOn I.B, this regresswn analysis controlled for those case charactenstics about which 
data was available from the case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases 
were disposed of Within 6 months or mover 18 months. However, It Is almost certam that there were 
additional "unknown" case charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressions 
Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With caution 
318 The regressiOn analysis method descnbed m Section LB. was used to make these subgroup compansons 
For the reasons noted m the precedmg footnote, the findmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted ~th 
caution 
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As in the other pilot programs, the results of these comparisons provide strong support 
for the conclusion that settling at mediation mcreased attorney satisfaction on all three 
satisfaction measures. In stipulated cases that settled at mediation, attorney satisfaction 
with the outcome of the cases was 13 percent higher compared to hke nonstipulated 
cases, attorney satisfactiOn with the litigation process was 9 percent higher, and attorney 
satisfaction with the services ofthe court was 15 percent higher. 

As might have been expected, attorneys' satisfaction with the outcome in stipulated cases 
corresponded to whether or not their cases settled at mediation. While satisfaction with 
the outcome was 13 percent higher in stipulated cases that settled at mediation, it was 20 
percent lower in stipulated cases that did not settle at mediation compared to similar 
nonstipulated cases. 

However, satisfaction with the court's services was not tied to whether cases settled at 
mediation. Not only was satisfaction with the court's services 15 percent higher in 
stipulated cases that settled at mediation compared to like nonstipulated cases, it was also 
11 percent higher in stipulated cases that participated in mediation but did not settle at 
mediatiOn. These results suggest that it was the experience of participating in a pilot 
program mediation that was the key to increasing attorneys' satisfaction with the services 
of the court: attorneys whose cases were mediated were more satisfied with the court's 
services regardless of whether their cases settled or did not settle at the mediation? 19 

Overall, the results of this subgroup analysis support the following conclusions: 

• The experience of reaching settlement at mediation significantly increased attorneys' 
satisfactiOn with all aspects of their dispute resolution experiences. 

• Attorneys' satisfactiOn with the outcome in stipulated cases corresponded to whether 
or not their cases settled at mediatiOn, but the experience of mediation increased 
attorneys' satisfactiOn with the services of the court, even if the case did not resolve at 
mediation. 

Conclusion 
Both parties and attorneys in the Contra Costa program expressed high satisfaction when 
they used mediation. They were particularly satisfied with the performance of the 
mediators, with both parties and attorneys showing an average satisfaction score of 
approximately 6 on a 7-point scale. 

Attorneys in stipulated cases were also more satisfied with the overall litigation process 
and services provided by the court compared to attorneys in nonstipulated cases; 
however, they were less satisfied With outcome of the case. When the stipulated group 
was broken down into subgroups, the analysis indicated that attorneys whose cases 

319 No statistically sigmficant differences on any of the satisfaction measures were found between stipulated 
cases that were settled before mediation or that were vacated from mediation and sliDllar cases m the 
nonstipulated group 
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settled at mediatiOn were significantly more satisfied with the outcome of the cases, their 
litigation expenence, and with the services ofthe court compared to attorneys m hke 
cases m the nonsbpulated group. Wlule attorneys whose cases did not settle at mediation 
were less satisfied with the outcomes of their cases, they were more satisfied with the 
court's services than attorneys in similar nonstipulated cases. Tills suggests that 
participating in mediation increased attorney satisfaction with the court's services, 
regardless of whether their cases settled at mediation. 
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L Impact of Contra Costa's Pilot Program on Costs for Litigants 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program reduced litigant costs and the number of hours attorneys spent on 
cases, particularly in cases that settled at mediation. 

• In direct compansons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases, average litigant 
costs were approximately $7,500 lower in cases in which the litigants stipulated to 
mediation compared to those in which the litigants did not stipulate to mediation. 
Both direct comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases disposed of in 
over six months and comparisons between htigant costs and attorney hours in 
stipulated cases and nonstlpulated cases with similar charactenstics using regression 
analysis also suggested that both htigant costs and attorney hours were reduced m 
stipulated cases. 

• Litigant costs and attorney hours were lower in both stipulated cases that settled at 
mediatiOn and in stipulated cases that did not settle at mediation compared to 
nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. 

• In cases that settled at mediation, 80 percent of attorneys responding to the study 
survey estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours from using 
mediation to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by attorney per settled case 
were $16,197 in litigant costs and 78 hours m attorney time. Based on these attorney 
estimates, a total of$9,993,839 in litigant costs and 48,126 in attorney hours was 
estimated to have been saved in all2000 and 2001 cases that were settled at 
mediation. 

Introduction 
This sectiOn examines the impact of the Contra Costa pilot program on litigants' costs. 
As described above m Section LB., information on litigant costs was collected in two 
ways. First, in a survey distributed at the end of the mediation in cases that went to 
mediation between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmediation survey"), attorneys in the 
subset of cases that resolved at mediation were asked to provide (1) an estimate ofthe 
time they had actually spent on the cases and their clients' actual litigation costs; and (2) 
an estimate of the time they would have spent and what the costs to their clients would 
have been had they not used mediation. The difference between these estimates 
represents the attorneys' subjective estimate of the litigant cost and attorney time savings 
when the case settled at the mediation. Second, in a separate survey administered shortly 
after disposition in both stipulated and nonstipulated cases between July 2001 and June 
2002 ("postd1sposition survey''), attorneys were asked to provide an estimate of the time 
they had actually spent on the case and their clients' actual litigation costs. Comparisons 
between the time and cost estimates in the program cases and nonprogram cases provide 
an objective measure of the pilot program's impact on litigant costs. 
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Because data on litigant costs was gathered through surveys conducted only in 2001 and 
2002, pre-post program comparisons concerning litigant costs were not possible, so 
comparisons of stipulated and nonstipulated cases were used to try to identify the impact 
of the pilot program on litigant costs and attorney hours. 

This section first discusses the estimated actual litigant costs and attorney hours spent in 
stipulated cases as a whole and in the subgroups of stipulated cases. Second, overall 
comparisons between attorneys' estimates of actual cost and attorney time in stipulated 
and nonstipulated cases are presented. Third, litigant costs and attorney hours in the 
various subgroups within the stipulated group are examined. Finally, attorneys' 
subjective estimates oflitigant cost and attorney time savings in cases settled at 
mediation as reported m the postmediation survey are presented. 

Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours in Stipulated Cases 
Table VI-15 shows the average and median estimated litigant costs and attorney hours for 
stipulated cases in the vanous subgroups and in the stipulated group as a whole. 

Table Vl-15. Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours for Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases, by 
Subgroups 

#of 
Responses Average Med1an 

Litigant Costs 
Settled at med1at1on 204 $12,904 $5,500 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 186 $18,107 $5,000 

Total stipulated cases* 403 $15,207 $5,500 
*This total1ncludes 8 cases settled before med1at1on and 5 cases vacated from 
med1at1on 

Attornev Hours 
Settled at mediation 
D1d not settle at med1at1on 

Total stipulated cases* 

227 
197 
440 

52 
110 
80 

30 
35 
35 

*This total Includes 9 cases settled before med1at1on and 7 cases vacated from 
med1at1on 

As noted above, the data on litigant costs and attorney time were derived from attorney 
responses to surveys, not from the court's case management system. Therefore, the 
overall number of cases for which comparative cost and time information was available 
was smaller than the number of cases for which other outcome data were available. When 
this data was further broken down into subgroups, the number of cases that were settled 
before mediation and that were vacated from mediation was too small to provide reliable 
information. 320 Therefore, these subgroups were not included in this table. 

320 Survey data on htigant costs and attorney hours was available for only 8-9 cases settled before 
mediation and 5-7 cases vacated from mediation 
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As can be seen in Table VI-15, both average litigant costs and average and median 
attorney hours were lower in cases that settled at mediation than in cases that did not 
settle at mediation. The litigant costs and attorney hours in these two categories of cases 
offset each other to some degree when the overall average litigant cost and attorney hours 
for all stipulated cases was calculated. 

Overall Comparison of Estimated Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours in 
Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VI -16 compares attorney estimates of actual litigant cost and attorneys hours in 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases. 

Table Vl-16. Costs for Litigants and Attorney Hours in Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
in Contra Costa 

Number of 
Res~ondents Average Med1an 

Litigation Cost 
Stipulated 424 $14,843 $5,500 
Nonstlpulated 104 $22,349 $8,000 

Difference (Stipulated -
Nonst1~ulated} -$7,506** -$2,500 

Attorne'i. Hours 
Stipulated 460 79 35 
Nonst1pulated 106 99 50 

Difference (Stipulated -
Nonst1~ulated} -20 -15 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

Thts table shows that, unlike in any of the other pilot programs, in Contra Costa, average 
litigant costs estimated by attorneys in stipulated cases were significantly lower than 
those in nonstipulated cases. Average litigant costs in stipulated cases was approximately 
$7,500 (or about 33 percent) lower than in nonstipulated cases. Wlule the table also 
shows reductions in median litigant costs and in both average and median attorney hours, 
none of these differences is statistically significant. 

However, as noted above in the Section I.B., direct comparisons between the overall 
average of stipulated and nonstipulated cases do not provide reliable information 
concerning the program Impact because of differences in the cases m these two groups. 
Two additional comparisons were done to try to account for these comparability 
problems. First, compansons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases 
that reached disposition after more than six months. Second, the average litigant costs 
and attorney hours spent in stipulated cases was compared to the litigant costs and 
attorney hours in nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics usmg regressiOn 
analysis. 
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Table VI-17 below compares the average and median litigant costs and attorney hours m 
stipulated and nonstlpulated cases filed in 2000 and 2001 in Contra Costa that were 
disposed of more than six months after fihng. 321 Similar to the previous comparison, tills 
companson shows that stipulated cases that reached disposition in six or more months 
had lower average litigant costs than nonstipulated cases disposed during this same time 
period. This comparison indicates that average htigant costs are approximately $10,500 
(or 41 percent) lower in stipulated cases than in the nonstipulated cases disposed ofm 
more than six months. In addition, this comparison also shows that, on average, attorneys 
spent 36 fewer hours (or 31 percent less time) in the stipulated cases that reached 
disposition in six or more months than in nonstipulated cases that resolved within this 
same time penod. Unlike the averages, however, the differences m medzan litigant costs 
and attorney hours were not statistically significant. 

Table Vl-17. Costs for Litigants and Attorney Hours in Stipulated and Nonstlpulated Cases 
in Contra Costa Disposed of in More than Six Months 

Number of 
Respondents Average Median 

LitiQation Cost 
Stipulated 423 $14,870 $5,500 
Nonst1pulated 87 $25,346 $10,000 

Difference (Stipulated 
- Nonst1pulated) -$10,476*** -$4,500 
Attomei! Hours 

Stipulated 459 79 35 
Nonst1pulated 89 115 60 

Difference (Stipulated 
- Nonst1pulated) -36** -25 

***p< 05,**p<.10,*p<.20. 

Consistent with these findings, the regression analysis md1cated that average litigant costs 
in cases in stipulated cases were 60 percent lower than in nonstipulated cases with similar 
case charactenstics. Similarly, the regression indicated that attorney hours in stipulated 
cases were 43 percent lower than in nonstipulated cases with similar case 
characteristics. 322 

Analysis of Subgroups Within the Stipulated Group 
As was done with time to disposition and litigant satisfaction, to better understand how 
different cases within the program were influenced by the elements of the pilot program 

321 There was not a sufficient number of survey responses concenung litigant cost and attorney time m 
stipulated cases disposed of witlun SIX months to present a companson of these cases m the stipulated and 
nonstipulated groups 
322 As noted m Section I.B , tlus regression analysis controlled for those case charactenstics about which 
data was available from the case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases 
were disposed of within 6 months or mover 18 months However, It IS almost certam that there were 
additional "unknown" case charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressions 
Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With caution. 
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that they expenenced, average htigant costs and attorney hours in each of the subgroups 
of stipulated cases were compared to the costs and hours m similar nonstipulated cases. 323 

The results of this comparison support the conclusion that settling at mediation reduced 
litigant costs and attorney time. The comparison indicated that litigant costs were 50 
percent lower in stipulated cases that were settled at mediation compared to nonstipulated 
cases with similar charactenstics. Similarly, attorney hours were 40 percent lower in 
stipulated cases that settled at mediation than in nonstipulated cases with similar 
charactenstics. These results are consistent with the study results on litigant costs and 
attorney hours in the other pilot programs. They are also consistent with the earlier 
Contra Costa program study results showing positive impacts on time to disposition and 
satisfactiOn when cases settled at mediation. 

Unlike in the other pilot programs, however, the analysis in Contra Costa also indicated 
that litigant costs were lower in stipulated cases that dzd not settle at mediation compared 
to nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. The comparison indicated that litigant 
costs were 68 percent lower and that attorney hours were 40 percent lower in stipulated 
cases that did not settle at mediation compared to nonstipulated cases with similar 
characteristics. 

Overall, these regression results suggest that participating in mediation, whether the case 
settles at mediation or not, reduced htigant costs and attorney time. 

Attorneys' Estimates of Mediation Resolution's Impact on Litigant 
Costs and Attorney Hours 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation overwhelmingly believed that the mediation 
had saved their clients money. Of the attorneys whose cases settled at mediation and who 
responded to the postmediation survey, 80 percent estimated some cost savings for their 
clients. 

323 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m Sectlon I B was used to make these subgroup compansons. 
For the reasons outlmed m the precedmg footnote, the findmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted 
With cautton. 
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Table VI-18 shows the average savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours estimated 
by these attorneys. It also shows what percentage savmgs these estimates represent. As 
shown in this table, m those cases in which the attorneys reported savings from resolving 
at mediation, the average cost saving per client they estimated was approximately 
$23,000; average savmg in attorney hours was estrmated to be 95 hours. These attorney 
estimates represent a saving of more than 60 percent, on average, in both litigant costs 
and attorney time. 
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Table Vl-18. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours From Resolving at Mediation-
Estimates by Attorneys 

% Attorney Responses Estimating Some Savings 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average cost savmg estimated by attorneys 
Average % cost sav1ng estimated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % cost savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average savmg per settled case estimated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 
Total ht1gant cost savmg 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates 

Attorney Hours Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Average % attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average attorney-hour sav1ng est1mated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1atlon 
Total attorney hour sav1ngs 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates 

80% 

235 
$22,980 

65% 
34% 

$16,197 
617 

$9,993,839 

240 
95 

61% 
48% 

78 
617 

48,126 

Of the attorneys responding to the survey, 20 percent estimated either that there were no 
litigant cost or attorney-hour savings (9 percent of responses) or that litigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediation not been used to resolve the case (11 percent of responses). With these cases 
included in the average, the adjusted average litigant cost savmgs per case settled at 
mediatiOn was calculated to be $16,197, and the adjusted average attorney-hour saving 
estimated by attorneys was calculated to be 78 hours. These attorney estimates represent 
savings of approximately 34 percent m litigant costs and 48 percent in attorney hours per 
case settled at mediatiOn. 

This adjusted average was used to calculate the total estimated savmgs m all of the 2000 
and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations in Contra Costa dunng the study 
period. Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated litigant cost saving in the 
Contra Costa pilot program was $9,993,839, and the total estimated attorney hours saved 
was 48,126. 

It should be cautioned that these figures are based on attorneys' estimates of savmgs; they 
are not figures for the actual savmgs in mediations resulting in settlements. The actual 
litigant cost and hour savings could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney 
estimates. 324 

324 As reported above, the companson usmg regression analysts mdtcated that httgant costs were 50 percent 
lower and attorney hours were 40 percent lower m stipulated cases that settled at mediation compared to 
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It should also be cautioned that these estimated savmgs are for cases settled at mediation 
only, not for all cases in the program. There may also have been savmgs or increases m 
litigant cost or attorney hours in other subgroups of stipulated cases, such as those that 
stipulated to mediation but settled before the mediation took place or cases that were 
mediated but did not settle at the mediatiOn. 325 

Conclusion 
There is evidence that the pilot program in Contra Costa reduced costs for litigants and 
the hours attorney were required to spend to reach resolution m cases, particularly in 
cases that settled at mediation. In direct compansons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases, average litigant costs were approximately $7,500 lower in cases in 
which the parties stipulated to mediation compared to those in which the parties did not 
stipulate to mediation. Both direct comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases disposed of in over SIX months and comparisons between litigant costs and attorney 
hours m stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics using 
regression analysis also suggested that both litigant costs and attorney hours were 
reduced in stipulated cases. 

Both litigant costs and attorney hours were significantly lower in stipulated cases that 
settled at mediation, as well as in stipulated cases that dzd not settle at mediatiOn, 
compared to nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. In cases that settled at 
mediation, 80 percent of attorneys responding to the study survey estimated some savings 
m both litigant costs and attorney hours from using mediation to reach settlement. 
Average savings estimated by attorney per settled case were $16,197 in litigant costs and 
78 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney estimates, a total of $9,993,839 in 
litigant costs and 48,126 in attorney hours was estimated to have been saved in all2000 
and 2001 cases that were settled at mediation. 

nonstipulated cases With surular charactenstics, m companson to the savmgs of 34 percent m htigant costs 
and 48 percent m attorney tune estimated by attorneys 
325 As reported above, the companson usmg regression analysts mdtcated that stipulated cases that dzd not 
settle at medtation had htJ.gant costs that were 68 percent lower and attorney hours were 40 percent lower 
than nonstipulated cases wtth surular charactenstics Additional support for the conclusiOn that mediation 
may have reduced costs even m cases that dtd not settle at mediation comes from 54 postmedtatlon survey 
responses m which attorneys m cases that dJ.d not settle at medtation provided htlgant cost and attorney-
hour Information even though It had not been requested. Apprmomately 50 percent of these survey 
responses mdtcated some savmgs m httgant costs, attorney hours, or both m these cases that were mediated 
but dtd not settle at medtatJ.on When responses that estJ.mated no savmgs or mcreased costs are also taken 
mto account, the attorneys m these cases estJ.mated average savmgs of 18 percent m htJ.gant costs (0 percent 
medJ.an savmgs) and 32 percent m attorney hours (50 percent medtan savmgs) m cases that dJ.d not settle at 
medtatlon. 
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J. Impact of Contra Costa's Pilot Program on the Court's 
Workload 

Summary of Findings 
The evidence concerning the Contra Costa pilot program's impact on the court's 
workload was mixed: 

• There was evidence that the court's workload increased the year after the pilot 
program was instituted. The average number of case management conferences held 
per case was 2 7 percent higher m 2000 compared to 1999, the year before the pilot 
program began and the average number of "other" pretrial hearings was 11 percent 
higher. There was no statistically significant difference in the number of motion 
hearings. The increase in case management conferences may have been due, at least 
m part, to the introduction of the Complex Litigation Pilot Program in 2000. 

• In overall, direct comparisons of stipulated and nonstipulated 'cases, stipulated cases 
had fewer motion hearings but more CMCs than nonstipulated cases, so that the total 
number of all pretrial events was essentially the same in both groups. However, 
comparisons of only those cases disposed of in over six months suggested that the 
total number of hearings may have been lower in the stipulated group. 

• The court's workload was reduced when cases settled at mediation. The total number 
of court events was 20 percent lower, on average, in stipulated cases that settled at 
mediatiOn compared to nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. Conversely, 
similar comparisons suggested that the number of pretrial hearings may have been 
mcreased when cases did not settle at mediation. 

Introduction 
In this section, the impact of the Contra Costa pilot program on the court's workload is 
examined by lookmg at the frequency of vanous pretrial court events. The analysis 
focuses on three major types of court events: (1) case management conferences 
(CMCs),326 (2) motion hearings,327 and (3) other pretrial heanngs.328 As in the sectiOns 
on tnal rate and disposition time, a pre-/post-program comparison is presented first. 
Second, comparisons of court workload m cases that stipulated to mediation and those 
that did not stipulate to mediation are presented. Finally, different patterns of court 
workload in the various subgroups of stipulated cases are examined. 

326 CMCs mclude three types of conferences as captured by the docket codes m the case management 
system m Contra Costa Frrst Status Conference, Case Management Conference, and Further Case 
Management Conference 
327 Mohon hearmgs mclude summary judgment motlons and all other motlons. 
328 Examples of other pretnal hearmgs mclude Order to Show Cause (OSC), Default Hearmg, and Issue 
Conference Hearmg 
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Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Court's Workload 
Table VI-19 compares the average number ofCMCs, motion hearings, and other pretrial 
hearings in cases filed in 1999, the year before the pilot program began, and 2000, the 
first year of the pilot program. This table shows that the average number of CMCs was 27 
percent higher for post-program cases than that for pre-program cases. The table also 
shows that the average number of "other" pretrial heanngs for post-program cases was 11 
percent higher than that for pre-program cases. Together, these resulted in an 18 percent 
increase in the overall number of pretrial hearings. No statistically significant difference 
in the number of motion hearings was found in this pre-/post-program comparison. 

Table Vl-19. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Court's Workload in Contra Costa 

Average # of Pretnal Heannqs 
#of 

Cases CMCs Mot1ons Others Total 

Program cases f1led m 2000 2,228 1.31 047 0.51 2.28 
Pre-program cases f1led m 1999 2,165 1 03 044 0 46 1.93 
% Difference 27%*** 7% 11%** 18%*** 
*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

As noted in the Data and Methods section above, the higher number of case management 
conferences in 2000 may stem, at least in part, from the fact that the court mstituted a 
Complex Litigation Pilot Program 2000 that involved intensive management of complex 
case by the court. While cases that were designated as complex cases m the court's case 
management system were identified and excluded from the pre-post companson, there 
were some cases in the post-program period that were included in the Complex Litigation 
Pilot Program but that could not be screened out from the pre-post comparison. These 
cases are likely to have had larger numbers of case management conferences that may 
have affected the pre- and post- program companson. 329 

Pretrial Hearings in Stipulated Cases 
Table VI-20 shows the average number of pretrial hearings held in stipulated cases in the 
various subgroups and in the stipulated group as a whole. 

As can be seen in this table, cases that settled at or before mediation had the smallest 
number of court events among all the stipulated subgroups. In contrast, cases in which 
the parties stipulated to mediation, but that were later vacated from mediation and cases 
that went to mediation but did not settle at mediation had more CMCs and hearings 

329 It should also be noted that the pre-post compansons were based on cases filed m 2000 that were closed 
Within 900 days from filmg. Thus, pretnal heanngs that occurred after 900 days m cases filed m 2000 and 
that occurred m cases filed m 2001 were not mcluded m the companson. The final number of pretnal 
heanngs for pre-/post-program cases could change With this additiOnal mformahon mcluded. When 
compansons were done of cases filed m 1999, 2000, and 2001 that had been closed Within 550 days after 
filmg, case events m both 2000 and 2001 were higher than those m 1999. There was also a shght mcrease 
from 2000 to 2001 on all three events. 
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overall. The larger number of court events in these last two subgroups helps explain the 
relatively high overall number of pretrial hearings for the stipulated group as a whole. 
When the average for the whole stipulated group was calculated, cases m these two 
subgroups pulled that average number of court events higher, offsetting to some degree 
the lower average number of court events among cases that settled before and at 
mediation. 

Table Vl-20. Average Number of Various Pretrial Hearings Held in Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases, by Subgroups 

#of Cases CMCs Mot1ons Others Total 
Settled before med1at1on 255 1.03 0 09 040 1.52 
Vacated from med1at1on 157 1.82 0.57 0 78 3.16 
Settled at med1at1on 604 1.13 0 18 0.29 1.60 
01d not settle at med1at1on 486 1 79 0 66 0.77 3.21 

Total stipulated cases 1,502 1 40 0.36 0.51 2.27 

Overall Comparisons of Court Workload in Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases 
Table Vl-21 shows the average number ofCMCs, motion heanngs, and other pretrial 
hearings held in cases in which the htigants stipulated to mediation and cases m which 
the htigants did not stipulate to mediation. 

Table Vl-21. Average Number of Court's Workload for Cases in Contra Costa 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 

#of Cases CMCs Motions Others Total 

Stipulated 1,545 1 42 0.37 0.52 2.31 
Nonst1pulated 2,571 1 27 049 048 2 23 

% Difference 12%*** -24%*** 8%* 4% 
••• p < 05, •• p < 10,. p < .20 

Cases in which the parties stipulated to mediatiOn had fewer motion hearings, but more 
CMCs and other pretrial hearings compared to nonstipulated cases. The overall average 
number of pretrial heanngs was slightly higher for stipulated cases than for nonstipulated 
cases, but the difference was not statistically significant. 

As previOusly noted, direct comparisons between the overall average of stipulated and 
nonsttpulated cases do not provide rehable information concerning the program impact 
because of differences m the cases in these two groups. Two additional comparisons 
were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, comparisons were 
made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached disposition after 
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more than SIX months. Second, the average number of pretrial court events m stipulated 
cases was compared to the number of these events in nonstipulated cases with similar 
case characteristics using regression analysis. 

Table VI-22 compares the average number of pretrial hearings held in stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases filed m 2000 and 2001 in Contra Costa that were disposed ofwithm 
six months of filing and that were disposed of more than six months after filing. 

Table Vl-22. Average Number of Pretrial Hearings Held in Stipulated and Nonstipulated 
Cases in Contra Costa Disposed of within Six Months and After Six Months 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 
#of 

Cases CMCs Motions Others Total 
Cases Dtsposed of Wtthm 
Six Months of Ftling 

Strpulated to EMPP 26 1 00 0.19 015 1.35 
Nonstrpulated 558 0 41 015 0.13 0.68 

% Drfference 143%*** 27% 15% 99%*** 

Cases Dtsposed of Over 
Six Months After Filing 

Strpulated to EMPP 1,519 1.43 0.37 0.53 2.33 
Nonstrpulated 2,013 1 51 0.58 0.57 2 66 

% Drfference -5% -36%* -7% -12%* 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

This table shows that cases that reached disposition within six months of fihng had much 
lower numbers of pretrial events. Since the nonstipulated group had a much higher 
proportion of cases that reached disposition within six months of fihng, when the overall 
average number ofpretnal hearings in the nonstlpulated group as a whole was calculated, 
the large group of cases disposed of within six months in the nonstipulated group pulled 
that average lower. In contrast with the simple companson of all stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases above, when the average number of court events in only those 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases that reached disposition in six or more months was 
compared, the results suggest that there were fewer pretrial hearings overall in the 
stipulated group. Using regression analysis, the comparison of pretrial events in 
stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics, however, did not 
find any statistically significant differences in the number of pretrial hearings in these 
groups.330 

330 As noted m SectiOn I B., thts regresston analysts controlled for those case charactensucs about which 
data was available from the case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases 
were disposed of Within 6 months or mover 18 months However, It ts almost certam that there were 
addttlonal "unknown" case charactenstlcs that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressiOns. 
Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With cautlon. 
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Analysis of Subgroups Within the Stipulated Group 
As was done with time to disposition, litigant satisfaction, and litigant costs, to better 
understand how different cases within the program were mfluenced by the elements of 
the pilot program that they experienced, the average number of pretrial court events in 
each of the subgroups of stif:ulated cases were compared to the number of these events in 
similar nonstipulated cases. 31 

As in the other pilot courts, the results of this comparison support the conclusion that 
when cases settled at mediation, the court's workload was reduced. The comparison 
indicated that stipulated cases that settled at mediation had 20 percent few pretrial 
hearings overall than nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics. The reduction 
in the total number of court events in cases that settle at or before mediation stemmed 
from reductions in the numbers of motion hearings and other pretrial hearings, not from 
CMCs. The analysts showed that stipulated cases that settled at mediation had 40 percent 
fewer motion hearings and 45 percent fewer other pretrial hearings than similar 
nonstipulated cases. However, no statistically sigmficant difference in the number of 
CMCs was found in this comparison. 

Thts comparison also indicated, however, that cases in the stipulated group that went to 
mediation but did not resolve at medtation had 30 percent more pretrial hearings overall 
than cases m the nonstipulated group with similar case characteristics. This comparison 
found approximately 90 percent more motion hearings in stipulated cases that did not 
settle at mediation compared to nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics and also 
indicated that there were more other pretrial hearings in these cases, but the size of this 
difference was not clear.332 

Overall, these regression results suggest that cases that resolve at mediation may have 
fewer pretrial hearings than they otherwise would have but that cases do not resolve at 
mediatiOn may have more court events than they would have if the cases had not been 
medtated at all. 

Conclusion 
The evidence concerning the Contra Costa pilot program's impact on the court's 
workload was mtxed. There was evidence that the court's workload increased the year 
after the pilot program was instituted. The average number of case management 
conferences held per case was 27 percent higher in 2000 compared to 1999, the year 
before the pilot program began and the average number of "other" pretrial hearings was 
11 percent higher. The increase m case management conferences may have been due, at 
least in part, to the introduction of the Complex Litigation Pilot Program in 2000. 

331 The regressiOn analysts method descnbed m Section LB. was used to make these subgroup compansons. 
For the reasons outhned m the preceding footnote, the fmdmgs from these analyses should be _mterpreted 
wtth caution. 
332 No statistically stgruficant dtfferences were found m the numbers ofpretnal events m cases that settled 
before medtation or cases that were vacated from mediation when compared wtth surular cases m the 
nonstipulated group 
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In overall, direct comparisons of stipulated and nonstipulated cases, stipulated cases had 
fewer motion hearings but more CMCs than nonstipulated cases, so that the total number 
of all pretrial events was essentially the same in both groups. However, comparisons of 
only those cases disposed of in over six months suggested that the total number of 
hearings may have been lower in the stipulated group. 

The court's workload was reduced when cases settled at mediation. The total number of 
court events was 20 percent lower, on average, in stipulated cases that settled at 
mediatiOn compared to nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics. Conversely, 
similar comparisons suggested that the number of pretrial hearings may have been 
increased when cases did not settle at mediation. 
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VII. Sonoma Pilot Program 

A. Summary of Study Findings 
There is evidence that the pilot program in Sonoma reduced dispositiOn time, reduced the 
court's workload, increased attorney satisfactiOn with the litigation process and the 
court's services, and reduced litigant costs in cases that settled at mediation. 

• Mediation referrals, mediations, and settlements-737 cases that were filed in 
2000 and 2001 were referred to mediation and 574 ofthese cases were mediated 
under the pilot program. Of the unlimited cases mediated, 62 percent settled at the 
mediation. In survey responses, 90 percent of attorneys whose cases did not settle at 
mediation indicated that the mediation was important to the ultimate settlement of the 
case. 

• Trial rate--Because a large proportion of the cases being studied had not yet reached 
disposition, there was not sufficient data to determine whether the pilot program in 
Sonoma had an impact on the trial rate. 

• Disposition time--The pilot program had a positive Impact on case dispositiOn time 
for both limited and unlimited cases. The average disposition time for limited cases 
filed after the program began was 37 days shorter than the average for limited cases 
filed before the program began. The disposition rate for unlimited post-program cases 
was higher than for pre-program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period. The 
pace of dispositions for limited post-program cases accelerated about the time when, 
under the court's rules, early mediation status conferences were set, suggestmg that 
this conference played a role in improving disposition time. Comparisons of the 
disposition rates in stipulated and nonstipulated cases showed that while 
nonstipulated cases begin to resolve earlier, once stipulated cases begin reaching 
disposition, they were disposed of faster than nonstipulated cases and ultimately more 
stipulated than nonstlpulated cases reached disposition by the end of 34 months. The 
fact that stipulated cases were disposed of fastest between 6 and 12 months after 
filing, about the time that mediatiOns would have occurred under the court's pilot 
program rules, suggests that partiCipation m mediation may have increased the rate of 
disposition for stipulated cases. 

• Litigant satisfaction-Attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the 
overall litigation process and services provided by the court. Both parties and 
attorneys expressed high satisfaction when they used mediation through the Sonoma 
pilot program, particularly with the services of the mediators. They also strongly 
agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

• Litigant costs-There was evidence that both litigant costs and attorney time were 
reduced when cases resolved at mediation. Ninety-five percent of attorneys whose 
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cases resolved at mediation estimated some savings in both litigant costs and attorney 
hours from using mediation to reach settlement. Average savings estimated by 
attorneys per settled case were $25,965 m litigant costs and 93 hours m attorney time. 
Based on these attorney estimates, a total of$9,243,430 in litigant costs and 33,108 in 
attorney hours was estimated to have been saved in a112000 and 2001 cases that were 
settled at mediation. 

• Court workload-There was evidence that the pilot program reduced the court's 
workload. Comparisons between cases filed before and after the pilot program began 
indicated that average number of "other" pretnal hearings was 15 percent lower m 
unlimited cases filed after the pilot program began than in unlimited cases filed 
before the program began. Comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases 
usmg regression analysis to control for differences in case charactenstics indicated 
that the average number of motion hearings was 50 percent lower in cases in which 
the parties stipulated to mediation compared to similar cases in which the parties did 
not stipulate to mediation and that the average number of "other" pretrial heanngs 
was 45 percent lower. The smaller number of court events in cases filed after the pilot 
program began means that the time that Judges would have been spent on these event~ 
could be devoted to other cases needing judicial time and attention. The total time 
saving from the reduced number of court events was estimated at 3.2 judge days per 
year (with an estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700 per year). 
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B. Introduction 
This section of the report discusses the study's findings concerning the Early Mediation 
Pilot Program in the Superior Court of Sonoma County. Based on the criteria established 
by the Early Mediation Pilot Program legislation, this was a successful program, resulting 
m benefits to both litigants and the courts in the form of reduced disposition time, 
reduced court workload, improved litigant satisfaction with the court's services and the 
litigation process, and lower litigant costs m cases that resolved at mediation. However, 
limitations of the data available made it difficult to identify the pilot program elements 
that contributed to these positive impacts. 

As further discussed below in the program description, the Sonoma pilot program 
included five main elements: 
• The court distributed alternative dispute resolution (ADR) information at the time of 

filing; 
• The court set an mitial case management conference approximately 120 days 

(approximately 4 months) after filing; 
• The director of the Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR Director) 

conducted the initial case management conference and used mediatiOn techniques to 
try to help the parties reach agreement on a case management plan, including ADR 
use and discovery; 

• Litigants chose whether to participate in early mediation; the court did not have the 
authority to order the litigants to participate in early mediation; and 

• If litigants chose to participate in mediation, they paid the full cost of the mediation 
services. 

For purposes of this study, cases that were filed the year before the pilot program began 
that would have met the program eligibility requirements are called "pre-program" cases. 
Eligible cases filed after the program began are called "post-program" cases. The cases 
in which the parties stipulated to participate in early mediation are called "stipulated 
cases." The remaining cases that were otherwise eligible but in which the parties did not 
stipulate to early mediation are called "nonstipulated cases." 

Overall comparisons between pre-program and post-program cases were used to try to 
Identify the impact of the pilot program in Sonoma on trial rates, disposition time, and 
court workload. Because, unlike in Contra Costa, the Superior Court of Sonoma County 
did not have a mediatiOn program before the pilot program was introduced, these pre-post 
program compansons worked fairly well to identify the impact of introducmg the pilot 
program, with all of its features, into the court. 

Overall compansons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases were used to try to 
identify the impact of the pilot program in Sonoma on litigant satisfaction and costs. 
Unlike the pre-post comparisons, these stipulated-nonstipulated compansons do not 
provide information about the impact of having voluntary mediation services available to 
the litigants compared to having no mediation program at all. Ideally, these comparisons 
show the impact of agreeing to go to early mediation. However, because stipulated and 
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nonstipulated cases are qualitatively different from each other, any differences in 
outcome are likely to be due, at least in part, to these qualitative differences. Therefore it 
is necessary to examme the two additional compansons that were made to try to account 
for the differences in the characteristics of stipulated and nonstipulated cases: (1) 
comparisons of outcomes in only those stipulated and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition in more than six months and (2) compansons made using regression analysis 
between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar case charactenstics. 

In addition, it is important to remember that, throughout this section, "post-program" or 
"stipulated" cases does not mean cases that were mediated. Post-program cases include 
all the cases filed after the pilot program was implemented that met the program 
eligibility requirements, including both stipulated and nonstipulated cases. Stipulated 
cases mclude cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation, but did not ultimately go 
to mediation, either because the case was later removed from the mediation track by the 
court or because it settled before the mediation took place. 

It is also important to remember that post-program cases in which the parties did not 
stipulate to mediation and stipulated cases exposed to different pilot program elements 
had very different dispute resolution experiences and different outcomes in terms of the 
areas being studied (disposition time, htigant satisfaction, and the other outcomes). In 
overall comparisons usmg pre-program and post-program cases, the outcomes in all these 
subgroups of eligtble cases were added together to calculate an overall average for the 
post-program group as a whole. Similarly, in overall comparisons using stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases, the outcomes in all these subgroups of stipulated cases were added 
together to calculate an overall average for the stipulated group as a whole. As a result, 
within these overall averages, positive outcomes m some subgroups of cases, such as 
shorter disposition time in cases that settled at mediation, were probably offset by less 
positive outcomes in other subgroups. 

Unlike m the other pilot programs, however, because many of the mediators who 
conducted mediations under this program did not provide informatiOn about the outcome 
of the mediation process to the court, there was not sufficient data m Sonoma to break 
stipulated cases down into these subgroups. Therefore, unlike m the chapters concerning 
the other pilot program, readers will not find any analysis in this chapter of the urn que 
outcomes within the subgroups of program cases. Without this mediation outcome 
information, the court also did not have data on when mediatiOns actually took place. In 
addition, because the court's case management system contained the date case 
management conferences were set, not when they were actually held, the court did not 
have information about when these conferences took place. Without this data on case 
management and mediation timing, it was difficult to determine what impact these events 
may have had on disposition time. 
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C. Sonoma Pilot Program Description 
This section provides a bnef descnption of the Supenor Court of Sonoma County and its 
Early Mediation Pilot Program. This description is intended to provide context for 
understanding the study findings presented later in this chapter. 

The Court Environment in Sonoma 
Sonoma County is a medium-size county with a total population of slightly less than half 
a million. The Superior Court in Sonoma County Is the smallest of the five pilot program 
sites, with 16 authorized judgeships. In 2000, the year that this mediatiOn pilot program 
began, approximately 4,600 unlimited general civil cases and 3,900 limited civil cases 
were filed in Sup en or Court of Sonoma County. 333 

Seven of the 16 Judges m the Superior Court are assigned to handle civil cases. Civil 
cases are managed using a master-calendar system m which different judges are assigned 
to handle different aspects of a civil case based on what judge is available at the time a 
particular task needs to be performed in the case. Before the court implemented the pilot 
program, case initial management conferences were generally scheduled at approximately 
200 days after filing. 

It has historically taken a relatively long time for unlimited civil cases in Sonoma to 
reach disposition. In 1999, the year before the Early Mediation Pilot Program was 
implemented, the Supenor Court of Sonoma County reported that it disposed of 48 
percent of its unlimited civil cases within one year, 70 percent within 18 months, and 82 
percent withm two years of filing. Limited cases were disposed of more quickly: the 
court disposed of 87 percent of its linn ted civil cases within one year, 94 percent within 
18 months, and 98 percent within two years of filing. 

Before the pilot program was implemented, the court did not have a mediation program 
for general civil cases. However, the local bar associatiOn had been actively involved in 
providing education on ADR and promoting the use of private mediation since the early 
1990s. Approximately five years before the pilot program began, the local bar association 
worked with the court to develop a local rule that required attorneys to advise their clients 
about ADR and to certify to the court that they had done so. Two years before the pilot 
program began, representatives from the dispute resolutiOn sectiOn of the local bar 
association began to attend case management conferences at the court to provide litigants 
with information on ADR and referrals for ADR services. Thus, while the pilot program 
was new to the court, the bar had some prior experience with assessment and referral to 
ADR in civil cases. 

333 Judicial Council of Cal, Admm Off ofCts., Rep on Court Statistics (2001) Fiscal Year 1990-1991 
Through 1999-2000 StateWide Caseload Trends, p 46 Please see the glossary for defimtions of 
"unlmuted CIVIl case" and "general civil case " 
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The Early Mediation Pilot Program Model Adopted in Sonoma 

The General Program Model 
The Superior Court of Sonoma County adopted a voluntary med1ation pilot program 
model. The basic elements of the program implemented in Sonoma included: 
• The court distributed ADR information at the trme of filing; 
• The court set an initial case management conference approximately 120 days 

(approximately 4 months) after filmg; 
• The ADR Director conducted the inittal case management conference and used 

med1ation techniques to try to help the parties reach agreement on a case management 
plan, including ADR use and discovery; 

• Litigants chose whether to participate in early mediation, the court did not have the 
authority to order the litigants to participate m early mediation; and 

• If htigants chose to part1cipate in mediation, they paid the full cost of the mediation 
serv1ces. 

What Cases Were Eligible for the Program 
All general civil cases, including both limited and unhm1ted cases, were ehgible for the 
program in Sonoma. 334 

How Cases Were Referred to Mediation 
Only cases in which the defendant responded to the complamt (cases that became "at 
issue") were ehgible for referral to mediation. Mediation requires participation of both 
s1des to a case. This participation is not possible if the defendant has not responded to the 
complaint. As in all the pilot courts, a large percentage of eligible cases in Sonoma 
(approximately 30 percent ofunhm1ted cases and 80 percent oflimited cases) never 
became at 1ssue and thus were not eligible for referral to mediation. 335 

Parties were encouraged to stipulate to mediation at the earhest possible opportunity. At 
the bme of filing, parties were given a notice regarding the pilot program, a blank form 
that could be used to stipulate to med1abon, and a notice ind1cating the date of their irutial 
case management conference (called an Early Mediation Status Conference [EMSC]). 
The information package also notified htigants that if they filed a stipulation to mediation 
before the EMSC, they would not be required to attend this conference. 

If parties did not stipulate to mediation, they were required to attend the m1tial EMSC. At 
this conference, the ADR Director conferred with the parties about whether the case was 
amenable to mediation or other forms of ADR. Since the court did not have the statutory 
authority to make mandatory referrals to mediation, participation m mediation was based 
entirely on the voluntary choice of the parties. The ADR Duector also used mediat10n 
techniques to try to help the litigants reach agreement on an overall case management 
plan, addressing discovery, mot10ns, and other matters. 

334 See the glossary for a defirutton of "general civil cases " 
335 As discussed below, cases that never became at Issue (cases that were disposed of through default) were 
not mcluded among the nonst1pulated group for purposed of this study. 
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How Mediators Were Selected and Compensated 
If the parties stipulated to mediation, they were required to select a mediator; the 
stipulation form included a space for the name of the mediator selected. The court 
contracted with the local bar association to maintain a panel mediators on behalf of the 
court. However, parties were free to select any mediator, whether or not that mediator 
was from the bar's panel. Many parties selected mediators who were not on the local bar 
association panel. The court generally did not recommend specific mediators unless the 
parties could not agree on a mediator on their own. Parttes were required to pay the full 
costs for the mediators' services at market rate. 

When Mediation Sessions Were Held 
The court generally set an initial deadline for the parties to complete mediation wtthin 60 
to 90 days of their stipulation to mediation. However, parties could request an extension 
on the time to complete mediation by filing a written request or requesting the extension 
in person when they attended the "revtew hearing" following the expiratiOn of the 
deadline. The ADR Director rarely denied such extensiOn requests. 

What Happened After the Mediation 
When parties stipulated to mediation, the ADR Dtrector generally set the case for a 
review heanng shortly after the date set for completion of the medtation. If the parties 
filed a dismissal or notice of settlement at least 10 days before the date for this review 
hearing, the hearing was cancelled. If the review hearing took place, the ADR Dtrector 
discussed the status of the case with the attorneys. In cases that had gone to mediation, 
but dtd not settle at mediation, the ADR Director worked with the parties to try to 
overcome any remainmg obstacles to settlement. In many cases, this resulted in 
settlement at or shortly after the review hearing. In other cases, the matter was set for a 
later settlement conference with the ADR Dtrector. 

Under the pilot program statutes, at the conclusion of the mediation, the mediator was 
also required to submit a form to the court indicating whether the case was fully or 
partially resolved at the mediation session. However, in a large number of the cases that 
stipulated to mediation in Sonoma these forms were not submitted to the court by 
mediators.336 Without these forms, m many cases, the court was not able to determine 
whether the mediation took place and, if so, what the outcome of the mediatiOn was. The 
court followed-up on stipulated cases through surveys and telephone calls to obtain this 
information, but complete information about many of these cases was never obtained. 

How Cases Moved Through the Mediation Program 
To understand the impact of Sonoma's pilot program, it is helpful to understand the flow 
of cases through this program and the court process. Figure VII-I below depicts thts for 

336 Tins may be due, at least m part, to the fact that many parties chose to use mediators who were not on 
the panel of mediators mamtamed by the local bar association for the court These non-panel mediators are 
less hkely to have been famihar With the court's mediation pohcies and procedures 
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unlimited cases filed from March 2000 to December 2001 and Figure VII-2 for limited 
cases filed during the same period.337 

Several limitations of these case flow charts should be noted. First, according to court 
staff, stipulatiOns may not have been filed in all the cases m which the parties agreed to 
use mediation, at least dunng the first year of the pilot program. Therefore, the figures 
presented m these charts for cases stipulating to mediation (and subsequently going to 
mediation as well) may be an underestimate. Second, because, as discussed above, 
complete mediatiOn outcome data was not obtained from the mediators in Sonoma, in 
Figure VII-1, the number of unlimited cases that went to mediatwn and the number of 
cases that subsequently settled at mediation were extrapolated from a sample of cases in 
which the attorneys responded to requests for information through telephone interviews 
and surveys. 338 Because this mediation outcome information was supplied by attorneys, 
rather than mediators, It IS possible that the number of settlements at mediation may be 
over-reported; attorneys may have reported cases as settled at mediation when the 
resolution was actually reached shortly after the mediation session, but as a result of 
mediation.339 Finally, for hmited cases, there was not sufficient on the outcomes of 
mediations to complete the latter half of the chart. 

Unlzmited Cases 
As shown m Figure VII-1, a total of3,839 unlimited civil cases were filed in Superior 
Court of Sonoma County from March 2000 to December 2001. Of the total unlimited 
cases filed, 65 percent (2,511 cases) became at issue and were eligible to be considered 
for referral to mediation. 340 Ofthe cases that became at issue, parties in approximately 28 
percent (691 cases) stipulated to mediation.341 

Based on a sample of cases with available information on mediation outcomes, it was 
estimated that approximately 83 percent ofthe cases in which the parties stipulated to 
mediation actually went to mediation. From this sample, it was also estimated that 62 
percent of the cases that went to mediation reached settlement at the mediation. 

337 Smce the pilot program began m March of2000, m this report all references to cases filed m 2000 
mclude only cases filed from March to December durmg the year. 
338 The court took several measures to try to fill tills mformatJ.on data gap, mcludmg telephone mtemews 
wtth attorneys m July 2001 and letters sent to attorneys m June 2002 requestJ.ng mformatJ.on on the 
outcome of mediatJ.on A follow-up survey was also mailed to attorneys m March 2003 All of tills 
mformat10n was used m estJ.matJ.ng the proportJ.on of cases that went to medmtJ.on and the proportJ.on that 
settled and did not settle at mediatJ.on 
339 When mediators use the standard Judicial Council ADR-100 form Statement of Agreement or 
Nonagreement to report outcomes of the mediatJ.on, the outcomes were reported as of the end of the last 
mediatJ.on sess10n. Survey data from other courts mdicated consistently that approxunately 15 to 20 percent 
of the cases that ongmally did not settle at mediatJ.on attnbuted subsequent resolutJ.on of the case drrectly to 
the medlat10n Without complete outcome mformatJ.on m Sonoma, It was not possible to obtam snmlar 
mformatJ.on on these cases m Sonoma based on follow-up surveys. 
340 Early mediatiOn status conferences were held for 62 percent ( 1,569 cases) of cases that became at Issue. 
341 Of those stJ.pulatmg to mediatiOn, approxunately 20 percent stJ.pulated before the frrst EMSC was held. 
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Figure Vll-1. Case Flow for Unlimited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in Sonoma 

Lzmzted Cases 
While the total number ofhmited and unlimited cases filed in 2000 and 2001 was similar 
(3,839 unlimited and 3,922limited cases), the proportion oflimited cases gomg through 
the mediation process was significantly lower. First of all, only 17 percent (655 cases) of 
the hmited cases filed became at issue. Ofthe total at-issue cases, only 7 percent (46 
cases) stipulated to mediatiOn. 342 As noted above, there was not sufficient mediation 
outcome information in these limited cases to determine the proportion of stipulated cases 
that went to mediation and the proportion of those cases that settled at mediatwn.343 
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Figure Vll-2. Case Flow for Limited Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 in Sonoma 

Conclusion 
As noted m the introduction to this study, each of the pilot mediation programs examined 
in this study is different. In reviewing the results for the Superior Court of Sonoma 
County program, it is important to keep in mind the unique characteristics of this court 

342 However, early mediatiOn status conferences were held m approximately 70 percent (436 cases) of the 
hmited cases that became at Issue 
343 Only 14 cases provided mforrnatwn on the outcome of mediatiOn 8 of the 14 cases d1d not go to 
mediatiOn, and 5 of the 6 cases that went to mediatiOn settled at the mediation 
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and its pilot program, particularly the focus on the case management conferences and the 
relatively long disposition time, as that impacted the availability of complete data on the 
outcome of cases m the study. 
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D. Data and Methods Used in Study of Sonoma Pilot Program 
This section provides a brief descriptiOn of the data and methods used in the analysis of 
the Sonoma pilot program. (See Section LB. for more information on the overall data and 
methods used m this report.) 

Data 
Several data sources were used in this study of the Sonoma pilot program. 

Data on Trial Rate, Disposition Time, and Court's Workload 
As more fully described in Section LB., the primary source of data for assessing the pilot 
program's impact on trial rate, disposition time, and court workload was the court's case 
management system. For cases during the program period, only data concerning cases 

~4 . filed in 2000 and 2001 were used; cases filed more recently were not used because 
there was not sufficient follow-up time for tracking their final outcomes. In order to do 
pre-/post-program comparisons, data on cases filed m 1999 was also used. 

It is important to point out several data issues that may affect the analysis of the program 
impact in Sonoma. 

First, a large proportion of cases being studied had not reached disposition by the end of 
the data collection period. As noted above, unlimited civil cases in Superior Court of 
Sonoma County are disposed of at a relatively slow pace. By the end of data collection 
for this study in June 2003, the court had disposed of only 83 percent of the eligible 
unlimited cases filed in 2000, and only 60 percent of those filed in 2001. For limited 
cases filed dunng the same period, the proportion of cases disposed of was higher: 86 
percent for those filed in 2000 and 77 percent for those filed in 2001. While, man 
absolute sense, the percentage of pending cases does not seem high (more than 80 percent 
of the 2000 cases had reached disposition), particularly for examination oftnal rates, 
where the number and percentage of tried cases is very small, accurately identifying 
program impact is difficult when data on 20 percent of the cases is not available. 

To ensure that the comparisons made in this report between these pre-/post-program 
cases are valid reflections of the differences in these groups, cases with the same 
maximum follow-up penod were compared. However, the final tnal rate, time to 
disposition, and court workload in both the pre-/post-program groups IS likely to change 
when still-pending cases case reach disposition and their outcomes are known. Outcomes 
m pending cases could also affect the final levels of litigant satisfaction and costs. 
Therefore, the fmal outcome of compansons made when all of the cases m both groups 
have reached disposition may be different from the outcome reported in this study. 

344 When the program started operation m March 2000, only cases that were filed on or after March 1, 
2000, were ehgtble for the program Therefore, only cases filed after that date were mcluded m the sample, 
and all references to 2000 cases m Sonoma m thls report represent cases filed from March 1 to December 
31. 
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Second, as noted above, complete, rehable mediation outcome mformation was not 
available m Sonoma. Nor was there any "pre-program" information about the number of 
cases filed in 1999 in which the parties stipulated to or used mediation. Without this 
information, it was not possible to look separately at all post-program cases that settled 
before mediation, settled at mediatiOn, and did not settle at mediation to see how these 
subgroups of cases affected the overall group of stipulated cases or to see how these 
different groups of cases might have been affected by their pilot program experiences. It 
was also not possible to compare the mediation stipulation rate or mediation use rate 
before and after the mtroduction of the pilot program. For the subgroup of mediated 
cases in which mediatiOn outcome information was available, information about time to 
disposition and court workload in cases that settled and did not settle at mediation is 
provided. 

Third, the small number of limited cases that stipulated to mediation-22 cases in 2000 
and 27 cases in 2001-makes it difficult to draw reliable conclusions from comparisons 
between stipulated and nonstipulated limited cases. 

Fmally, the court's case management system did not contain complete information about 
the number and dates of case management conferences, including early mediation status 
conference, actually held; the system recorded conferences set, but not whether and when 
those set were actually held. It was therefore not possible to include information about 
case management conferences in the analysis of court workload. 

Data on Litigant Satisfaction and Costs 
As IS also more fully described in Section LB., analysis of program impact on htigant 
satisfactiOn and costs was based on data from surveys distributed ( 1) to attorneys and 
parties who went to mediation between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postrnediatwn 
survey'') and (2) to parties and attorneys in stipulated and nonstipulated cases that 
reached disposition dunng the same period ("postdisposition survey''). 

The number of survey responses received in limited cases in which the parties stipulated 
to mediation was too small (18 survey responses) to make use of this data either for 
comparisons w1th stipulated cases or for purposes of regression analyses. Therefore, 
compansons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases with regard to litigant 
satisfactiOn and litigant costs and regression results for all of the outcome measures being 
studied were based on unlimited cases only. 

Methods 
Unlike in the pilot courts with mandatory programs, in Sonoma, there was no randomly 
assigned control group of cases in which the pilot program was not available, so 
program-control group comparisons could not be used to examine the impacts of the 
Sonoma pilot program. Instead, two other types of comparisons were used: ( 1) 
compansons between cases filed before the pilot program began and cases filed after the 
program began (pre-post program comparisons), and (2) compansons between cases in 
which the parties stipulated to mediation and those in which the parties did not stipulate 
to mediation. 
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Pre-Post Program Comparisons 
Pre-post program comparisons were used as the primary method to examine the Sonoma 
pilot program's impact on the trial rate, time to disposition, and court workload. 
Because, unlike in Contra Costa, the Superior Court of Sonoma County did not have a 
mediation program before the pilot program was introduced, to the extent that full data on 
the outcomes was available, these pre-post program comparisons worked fairly well to 
identify the impact of introducing the pilot program, with all of its program features, into 
the Superior Court of Sonoma County. 

Comparisons Between Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
Comparisons between eligible cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation and 
eligible cases in which the parties did not stipulate to mediatiOn were used to examme the 
Sonoma pilot program's impact on litigant costs and satisfaction, as well as to provide 
additional information about trial rates, time to dispositiOn, and court workload. As 
discussed in Section LB., there are Important limitations to these compansons because 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases are qualitatively different from each other. As in 
Contra Costa, one of the differences between these two groups was that the nonstipulated 
group included a larger percentage of "easy" cases-cases that reached disposition within 
six months of filing with few court events and very few trials-than the stipulated 
group.345 Two additional comparisons were therefore made to try to account for the 
differences in the characteristics of stipulated and nonstipulated cases. First, outcomes in 
only those stipulated and nonstlpulated cases that reached disposition in more than six 
months were compared. Second, using regressiOn analysis, comparisons were made 
between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics. In this 
regressiOn analysis, the variables taken into account included all the case charactenshcs 
about which data was available in tills study as well as whether the case resolved within 6 
months or in over 18 months. However, as noted in the methods Section LB., it is almost 
certain that there were additional "unknown" case characteristics that were not 
appropriately accounted for in these regressions. Therefore, the findings from regression 
analyses reported below should be interpreted with caution. 

345 The d1fference m the proportion of these "easy" cases m the stlpulated and nonstlpulated groups was 
smaller m Sonoma than m Contra Costa because, due to the generally longer d1spos1t1on tlme m Sonoma, 
very few unllJDlted cases reached d1spos1t1on Wlthm s1x months m Sonoma 
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E. Stipulated Cases-Mediations and Settlements 
Before making comparisons of pre-program and post-program cases or stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases, it is helpful to first have a sense of the number of cases that were 
eligible for the pilot program, the number that stipulated to mediation, and the number 
that went to mediation under the pilot program. It is also helpful to have a sense of the 
pilot program's impact on the resolution of cases, both during and after the mediation. 

More than 2,500 unlimited cases and 650 limited cases filed in 2000 and 2001 in the 
court became at issue and were eligible to be considered for referral to mediation. In 737 
of these eligible cases (691 [28 percent] of the unlimited at issue cases and 46 [7 percent] 
of the limited at issue cases), the parties stipulated to participate in mediation under the 
pilot program. Based on a sample of cases with available information on mediation 
outcomes in unlimited cases, it was estimated that approximately 574 (83 percent) of the 
unlimited cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation actually went to mediation. 
From this sample, it was also estimated that 356 (62 percent) of the unlimited cases that 
went to mediation fully settled at the mediation. 346 

Even when cases did not reach settlement at mediatiOn, the mediation was still likely to 
have played an Important role in the later settlement of the cases. Table VII-1 shows that 
approximately 3 percent of attorneys in cases that were mediated under the pilot program 
but did not reach settlement at mediation indicated that the ultimate settlement of the case 
was a direct result of participating m the pilot program mediation. Another 52 percent 
indicated that mediation played a very important role, and still another 34 percent 
indicated that mediatiOn was somewhat important to the ultimate settlement of the case. 
All together, attorneys responding to the survey indicated that subsequent settlement of 
the case benefited from mediation in approximately 90 percent of the cases m which the 
parties did not reach agreement at the end of the mediation session. For only 10 percent 
of the respondents mediation was considered of"little rmportance" to the case reaching 
settlement. Note, however, that the number of survey responses in most of these 
categories was small, so these results should be mterpreted with caution. 

Table VJJ-1. Attorney Opinions of Mediation's Importance to Subsequent Settlement 

Importance of Part1c1patmg m 
Med1at1on to Obta1mng Number of Percentage of 
Settlement Responses Responses 
Resulted directly 1n settlement 1 345% 
Very Important 15 51.72% 
Somewhat Important 10 3448% 
L1ttle Importance 3 10.34% 

Total 29 100 00% 

346 No partial settlements at mediation were reported m Sonoma 
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Adding together those cases where the survey respondents indicated that subsequent 
settlement ofthe case was a direct result of participating in mediatiOn and those cases that 
settled at the mediation session, the overall resolution rate in mediation under the Sonoma 
pilot pro gram was estimated to be 62 percent. 
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F. Impact of Sonoma's Pilot Program on Trial Rate 

Summary of Findings 
Because the percentage of cases that go to trial is very small and a large proportion of the 
cases bemg studied had not yet reached disposition when data collection ended, the 
number of these cases that were tned during the study period was very small. Therefore, 
there was not sufficient data to determine whether the pilot program m Sonoma had an 
Impact on the trial rate. 

Introduction 
This section examines the program impact on trial rate in Sonoma. First, differences in 
trial rates between cases filed before and after the pilot program began are presented. The 
trial rates between stipulated and nonstipulated cases are then compared. As noted above 
in the method section, results from comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases should be interpreted with caution. 

Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Trial Rates 
Table VII-2 shows the number and percentage ofthe closed cases filed in 1999 (pre-
program) and those filed in 2000 (post-program) that went to tnal. Only cases with a 
minimum follow-up time of approximately 900 days and a maximum follow-up time of 
approximately 1,200 days were included in this analysis. 

Table Vll-2. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Trial Rate in Sonoma 

Program Cases F1led 1n 2000 Pre-program Cases F1led 1n 1999 

#of %of #of %of 
#of Cases Cases Cases #of Cases Cases Cases % 
Dtsposed Tried Tned Disposed Tried Tned Difference 

Unlimited 947 28 3.0% 500 16 32% -8% 
L1m1ted 256 6 2.3% 207 9 4.3% -46% 

••• p < 05, •• p < 10,. p < 20 

While this comparison indicates that the trial rates for both limited and unlimited cases 
were lower m the post-program period, the differences shown were not statistically 
sigruficant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence whether the differences 
were real or due to chance. The lack of statistical significance is due mainly to the small 
number oftned cases: only 16 unlimited 1999 cases were tried and only 9 1999 and 6 
2000 limited cases were tried. Given the small number of tried cases, particularly of 
limited cases, it was not possible to accurately discern the patterns of trial rates in the pre-
/post-program periods. Compansons between these groups therefore do provide reliable 
information about the Impact of the pilot program on tnal rates. 
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The number of tried cases is small for a combination of reasons. First, the proportion of 
civil cases that go to trial Is generally very small, typically ranging from 3-10 percent. 
Second, the civil caseload in Sonoma is fairly modest. Applying a small trial rate to a 
modest case load, the total number of cases that is ultimately likely to be tried is fairly 
small. Finally, and most importantly, as noted in the previous section on data and 
methods, a relatively large proportion of the cases filed during the study period had not 
reached disposition when data collection ended in June 2003. Withm the same follow-up 
period for both pre-/post-program cases, nearly 20 percent of the cases in both groups 
remained pending. It is reasonable to expect that many of these pending cases will 
ultimately go to trial, particularly since tried cases typically require longer time to reach 
final disposition. With a longer follow-up period, a larger number of cases will have 
been tried and the program impact on trial rate in Sonoma could be assessed. 

Trial Rates for Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VII-3 compares the trial rates of stipulated and nonstipulated cases, both unlimited 
and limited, filed in 2000 and 2001 that had reached disposition by the end of the data 
collection period. 

Table Vll-3. Trial Rate of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 In 
Sonoma 

Stipulated Cases Nonst1pulated Cases 

#of %of #of #of %of 
#of Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases % 
Disposed Tned Tried Disposed Tned Tned Difference 

Unlimited 554 11 20% 1230 30 24% -19% 
Llm1ted 40 0 00% 490 13 27% -100% 

***p< 05,**p<.10,*p< 20. 

As with the pre-post program comparison, while this stipulated-nonstipulated case 
comparison indicates that the tnal rates for both limited and unlimited cases were lower 
m stipulated cases, the differences shown were not statistically significant.347 As With the 
pre-post program comparison, the lack of statistical significance in due mamly to the 
small number of cases that had been tried by the end of the data collectiOn period. 
Overall, only 41 unlimited cases in the two groups combined had gone to trial and only 
13 limited cases (all in the nonstipulated group) had gone to trial. The small number of 
tried cases was again due in large part to the Significant proportion of cases that had not 
reached disposition. For cases filed in 2000, 17 percent remained pending and for those 
filed in 2001, 40 percent has yet to reach disposition. 

Furthermore, as discussed in Section I.B., direct, overall comparisons between stipulated 
and nonstlpulated cases do not provide reliable mformat10n concerning the program 

347 No statistically sigmficant results emerged when the analysis was restricted to cases filed m 2000 either. 
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impact because of qualitative differences in the cases in these two groups. Regression 
analysis was used to control for these qualitative differences, comparing trial rates in 
stipulated cases with those in nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics. Like 
the direct comparisons, the regression analysis did not find any statistically significant 
difference in the trial rates for stipulated and nonstipulated cases. 348 Again, this IS most 
likely due to the small number of tried cases available for analysis. 

Conclusion 
Although both the pre-post program comparison and the stipulated-nonstipulated case 
comparisons showed reductions in the trial rate, these results were not statistically 
significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence whether the differences 
shown were real or due to chance. The lack of statistical significance stemmed from the 
fact that the number of cases tried during the study period was very small. The number 
of tried cases is small mainly because, as noted in the previous section on data and 
methods, a large proportion of the cases being studied had not reached disposition when 
data collection ended. With a longer follow-up period, a larger number of cases will have 
been tned and the program impact on trial rate m Sonoma could be assessed. 

348 As noted m Sechon I B , tlus regressiOn analysis controlled for those case charactenshcs about winch 
data was available from the case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases 
were disposed of Within 6 months or mover 18 months. However, It IS almost certam that there were 
additional "unknown" case charactenshcs that were not appropnately accounted for lD these regressiOns. 
Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With cauhon. 
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G. Impact of Sonoma's Pilot Program on Case Disposition Time 

Summary of Findings 
The pilot program in Sonoma had a positive impact on case disposition time for both 
limited and unlimited cases: 

• The average disposition time for hmited cases filed after the pilot program began was 
37 days shorter than the average for limited cases filed the year before the program 
began. 

• The dispositiOn rate for unlimited post-program cases was higher than for pre-
program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period. The pace of dispositions for 
hmited cases accelerated about the time when, under the court's rules, early 
mediation status conferences were set, suggesting that these conferences played an 
important role in improving disposition time. 

• Comparisons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases found no significant 
difference in average disposition time for the two groups. However, comparisons of 
the disposition rates in these groups showed that while nonstipulated cases begm to 
resolve earlier, once stipulated cases began reaching disposition, they were disposed 
of faster than nonstipulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated 
cases reached disposition by the end of 34 months. The fact that stipulated cases 
were disposed of fastest between 6 and 12 months after filing, about the time that 
mediations were to occur under the court's pilot program rules, suggests that 
participation in mediation may have increased the rate of disposition for stipulated 
cases. 

• Cases that settled at mediation were resolved an average of 131 days faster than cases 
that did not settle at mediation. 

Introduction 
This sectiOn presents an analysis of the Sonoma pilot program's impact on time to 
disposition. Similar to the previous section on tnaLrates, a pre-/post-program companson 
is presented first, including comparisons ofboth the average and median time to 
disposition and the rate of dispositiOn over time. Second, compansons of case 
disposition time in cases that stipulated to mediation and those that did not stipulate to 
med1at10n are presented, including both the average and median time to disposition and 
the rate of disposition over time. 
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Overall Comparisons of Disposition Time in Pre-/Post-Program Cases 

Comparison of Average and Median Disposition Time 
Table VII-4 below compares the average and median349 time to disposition for cases filed 
in 1999, the year before the pilot program started (pre-program cases), and 2000, the year 
after the pilot program started (post-program cases). 

Table Vll-4. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Disposition Time in Sonoma 

Number of 
Cases Average Median 

Unllmtted cases 
Program cases flied in 2000 947 482 436 
Pre-program cases f1led 1n 1999 500 496 456 

Differences -14 -20 

Llmtted cases 
Program cases f1led 1n 2000 256 374 330 
Pre-program cases f1led 1n 1999 207 411 346 

Differences -37** -16 
*** p < 5, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

This table shows that Sonoma's pilot program resulted in a reduction in the overall 
average disposition time for limited cases. The average disposition time for limited post-
program cases was 37 days shorter than the average for limited pre-program cases. 
While Table VII-4 also shows reductions in the average and median disposition times for 
unlimited cases and the median disposition time for limited cases, these differences were 
not statistically significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence whether 
the differences were real or due to chance. 

As noted above, there were very few stipulations to mediation in limited cases-
stipulatiOns were filed in only 46 (7 percent) of the 655 2000 and 2001 limited cases that 
became at-issue in Sonoma. Given this small number of limited stipulated cases, it is 
unlikely that the reduction in disposition time in lrmited post-program cases was the 
result of the stipulatiOns or mediations in these cases. Rather, it seems likely that this 
reduction m disposition time was the result of program elements that preceded these 
stipulations-,the distribution of the ADR information package and the Early Mediation 
Status Conferences (EMSCs) conducted by the ADR Director. 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand at what point in the litigation process the pilot program had its 
impact on the overall time to disposition, the disposition rate over time m pre-/post-

349 Median represents the value at the 50th percentile, wtth half of the cases reaching disposition before and 
half after the median time 
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program cases were examined. This analysis also provides information about whether 
the program impact on time to disposition occurred around the time when EMSCs were 
scheduled to take place. 

Figure VII-3 compares the timing of case disposition for pre-program and post-program 
cases. 350 The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until disposition of a 
case, and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases disposed (or 
dispositiOn rate). The wider, purple line represents the post-program disposition rate, and 
the thinner, black line represents the pre-program disposition rate. The gap between these 
two lines represents the difference in the disposition rates for pre-program and post-
program cases at a given time from the filing of a complaint. The slope of the lines 
represents the pace at which cases were reaching disposition at a particular point in time; 
a steeper slope mdicates that more cases were reaching disposition at that time. 
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Figure Vll-3. Comparison of Case Disposition Rate for Cases Filed Before and After 
Program in Sonoma 

For unlimited cases, the dispositiOn rate for post-program cases was higher than that for 
pre-program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up penod, mdicating that the pilot 
program reduced disposition time. In Figure VII-3, the higher disposition rate for post-
program cases is clearest startmg at approximately 7 months after filing when the pace of 
dispositions for post-program cases increased and cumulative disposition rate for post-
program cases began to significantly outstrip the rate for pre-program cases. This 
difference m disposition rates was largest at 14 months after filing, when 40 percent of 
the post-program cases had reached disposition compared to only 33 percent m the pre-
program group. These differences in disposition rates were statistically significant. 

Similarly, for limited cases, the disposition rate for post-program cases was higher than 
that for pre-program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period. The higher 

350 Data for cases filed m 2000 and 2001 were combmed, as the data for both years as showed sumlar 
patterns m disposition rate over time. 
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disposition rate for post-program cases is clearest starting at about 5 months after filing 
when the pace of dispositions for post-program cases mcreased and cumulative 
disposition rate for post-program cases began to pull away from that for pre-program 
cases. This difference in disposition rates was largest at 14 months after filing, when 57 
percent of the post-program cases had reached disposition compared to only 48 percent in 
the pre-program group. Unlike for unlimited cases, however, the difference between the 
disposition rates for pre-/post-program limited cases was not statistically significant. 

Figure VII-3 also shows the time period at which early mediation status conferences 
would have taken place under the court's rules351-at about four months after filing. This 
is about the same point at which pace of dispositions among the post-program limited 
cases began to rise sharply. This timing suggests that the status conferences had a 
positive impact on expediting limited case disposition. 

It is important to remember that in this pre-post program comparison, all eligible civil 
cases are included m the post-program group, not just those that stipulated to mediation. 
Thus, the program impact on time to disposition seen in Figure VII-3 and the apparent 
Impact of the early mediatiOn status conference in limited cases extends to all the eligible 
civil cases, including those that did not stipulate to mediation. 

Overall Comparison of Time to Disposition in Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases 

Comparison of Average and Median Disposition Time 
Table VII-5 compares the average and median352 times to disposition m stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases. As this table shows, no statistically significant differences were 
found between the average or median disposition times for stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases-while the table shows that the average disposition times for both unlimited and 
limited stipulated cases were longer than those for nonstipulated cases, it was not possible 
to tell with sufficient confidence whether these differences were real or due to chance. 

As noted in Section LB., however, direct, overall comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstlpulated cases do not provide reliable information concermng the program impact 
because of qualitative differences in the cases in these two groups. Two additiOnal 
comparisons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
comparisons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition after more than six months. Second, the disposition time among stipulated 
cases was compared to the disposition time among nonstipulated cases with similar case 
characteristics using regression analysis. 

351 As discussed m the section on data and methods, data on when mitlal case management conferences 
were actually held, as opposed to when they were ongmally set, was not available m Sonoma Patterns m 
the other pilot courts mdicated that, on average, these conferences typically took place later than the time 
r:enod provided under the courts' rules. 

52 The median represents the value at the 50th percentlle, With half of the cases reachmg disposition before 
and half after the median time. 
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Table Vll-5. Case Disposition Time (in Days) in Sonoma for Cases Filed in 2000 and 2001 

Stipulated Nonst1pulated Difference 
Average 

Unlimited 448 437 11 
L1m1ted 384 347 37 

Med1an 
Unlimited 400 412 -12 
L1m1ted 347 314 33 

Number of Cases 
Unlim1ted 554 1,230 
L1m1ted 40 490 

***p< 05,**p<.10,*p< 20 

Table VII-6 below compares the average and median times to disposition of stipulated 
and nonstipulated cases filed in 2000 and 2001 m Sonoma that were disposed of within 
six months of filing and that were disposed of more than six months after filmg. 

Table Vll-6. Average Time to Disposition of Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases in Sonoma 
Disposed of within Six Months and After Six Months 

Disposed of W1thin S1x Months after Disposed of Over S1x Months after 
F11ing F11ing 

Sti ulated Nonsti ulated Difference St1 ulated Nonsti ulated Difference 

Average 
Unlimited 147 130 17 453 474 -21 *** 
L1m1ted 166 132 34 389 410 -21 

Median 
Unlim1ted 162 139 23*** 403 446 -43*** 
L1m1ted 166 135 31 350 376 -26 

Number of Cases 
Unhm1ted 10 132 544 1,098 
L1m1ted 1 111 39 379 

*** p < .05, ** p < 10, * p < .20. 

This table shows that when only those cases that reached disposition in more than six 
months are compared, both the average and median dispositiOn time for unlimited 
stipulated cases were shorter than those for nonstipulated cases. The table also shows that 
the average and median disposition time for limited stipulated cases that reached 
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disposition in six or more months was shorter than that for nonstipulated cases, but the 
difference shown was not statistically significant. Because there was only one limited 
stipulated cases that reached disposition within SIX months, the comparisons between 
limited stipulated and nonstipulated cases disposed of within six months do not provide 
rehable information. 

Two separate regression analyses were also done: one with cases disposed of within six 
months included and one with these cases excluded. 353 The regression with cases that 
were disposed of within six months included indicated that stipulated cases took longer to 
reach disposition than nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics, although the 
size of the difference was uncertain. The regression excluding cases disposed of within 
six months showed virtually no difference in disposition time between the stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases. 354 

Comparison of Case Disposition Timing 
To better understand the timing of disposition in the stipulated and nonstipulated groups 
and how disposition in the stipulated group might relate to various elements of the pilot 
program, the patterns of case disposition rate over time from the filing of the complaint 
were examined. 

Figure VII-4 compares the timing of case disposition in stipulated and nonstipulated 
cases. 355 The horizontal axes represent time (in months) from filing until disposition of a 
case, and the vertical axes represent the cumulative proportion of cases disposed (or 
disposition rate). The wider, purple line represents the disposition rate for stipulated 
cases, and the thinner, black line represents the dispositiOn rate for nonstipulated cases. 
The gap between these two lines represents the difference in the disposition rates for 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases at a given time from the filing of a complamt. The 
slope of the hnes represents the pace at which cases were reaching disposition at a 
particular pomt in time; a steeper slope indicates that more cases were reaching 
disposition at that time. 

353 As discussed m SectiOn I.B., the regressiOn analyses done m this study rely on InformatiOn about case 
charactenstlcs gathered from the study's surveys. There were not enough survey responses m hmtted 
snpulated cases to obtam the necessary case charactenstlc mforrnatlon about lumted cases, so the 
regressiOn analysts was done only for unhrmted cases 
354 As noted m SectiOn LB., thts analysts controlled for those case charactenstlcs about whtch data was 
available from the case management system and from the surveys However, 1t ts almost certam that there 
were addttlonal "unknown" case charactenstlcs that were not appropnately accounted for m these 
regressions Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted wtth cautlon. 
355 The data for cases filed m 2000 and 2001 were combmed, as the data for both years as showed siirular 
patterns m dtsposttlon rate over tlme. Note also that the total number oflumted shpulated cases for whtch 
dtsposthon mforrnahon was available was fauly small, only 40 cases. 
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Figure VII-4 shows several things. First, it shows that, at six months after filing, 
approximately 20 percent of limited and 8 percent of the unlimited nonstipulated cases 
had already reached disposition whereas almost none of stipulated cases had reached 
disposition by that time. It also shows that from about 6 months after filing until 
approximately 12-13 months after filing, stipulated cases were being disposed of at a 
faster pace than nonstlpulated cases (indicated by the steeper slope of the purple line). 
This coincides with the time when mediations in the stipulated group generally would 
have occurred under the court's rules (approximately 6-9 months after filing). Finally, 
this figure shows that at approximately 11 months after filing for unlimited cases and 
about 12 months after filing for limited cases, the proportion of stipulated cases disposed 
of began to surpass that for nonstipulated cases. After this cross-over point, unlimited 
cases maintained a difference of about 9-12 percent in disposition rate between stipulated 
and nonstlpulated cases, and limited cases maintained a 4-9 percent difference between 
the two groups, indicating that a higher percentage of the stipulated cases than the 
nonstipulated cases had reached disposition by the end of the data collection penod. 

Overall, this figure shows that while nonstipulated cases begin to resolve earlier, once 
stipulated cases begin reaching disposition, they were disposed of faster than 
nonstipulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated cases reached 
dispositiOn by the end of 34 months. The fact that stipulated cases are disposed of fastest 
between 6 and 12 months after filing suggests that participation in mediatiOn may have 
increased the rate of disposition for stipulated cases. 

To the extent that the participating in mediation did positively impact the time to 
disposition, that Impact is likely to have come from cases that resolved at mediation. 
Among those mediated cases for which outcome information was available, cases that 
settled at mediation reached disposition 131 days faster than cases that did not settle at 
mediation: the average disposition time for cases settled at mediatiOn was 366 days 
compared to 497 days for cases that did not settle at mediation. 
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Conclusion 
Based on comparisons between cases filed before and after the pilot program began, there 
was clear evidence showmg that the overall case disposition rate improved after the pilot 
program was implemented by the court. For limited cases, the overall average time to 
disposition was 37 days shorter in post-program cases than in pre-program. For 
unlimited cases, the disposition rate for post-program cases was higher than that for pre-
program cases for the entire 34-month follow-up period. Since these pre-post 
comparisons examine impacts on all cases that were eligible for the program, these 
positive results suggest that the pilot program expedited disposition for both stipulated 
and nonstipulated cases. The fact that the pace of dispositions for limited cases 
accelerated about the time when, under the court's rules, early mediation status 
conferences were set suggests that this conference played a role in improving disposition 
time. 

In direct compansons between stipulated and nonstipulated cases in the program, no 
significant difference was found between the average or median time to disposition in the 
two groups for either limited or unlimited cases. Similarly, regressiOn analysis that 
controlled for differences in case charactenstics between the stipulated and nonstipulated 
groups did not provide any conclusive evidence that there was any difference in average 
case disposition time between the two groups. However, comparisons ofthe disposition 
rates in stipulated and nonstipulated cases showed that while nonstipulated cases begin to 
resolve earlier, once stipulated cases begin reaching disposition, they were disposed of 
faster than nonstlpulated cases and ultimately more stipulated than nonstipulated cases 
reached disposition by the end of 34 months. The fact that stipulated cases were disposed 
of fastest between 6 and 12 months after filing, about the time that mediations would 
have occurred under the court's pilot program rules, suggests that participation in 
mediation may have mcreased the rate of disposition for stipulated cases. 
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H. Impact of Sonoma's Pilot Program on Litigant Satisfaction 

Summary of Findings 
There is evidence that the pilot program increased litigant satisfaction with the both 
litigation process and the services provided by the court. 

• Both parties and attorneys in Sonoma expressed high satisfaction when they used 
mediation under the pilot program. They were particularly satisfied with the 
performance of the mediators, with both parties and attorneys showing an average 
satisfaction score of more than 6 on a 7-point scale. They also strongly agreed that the 
mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would recommend both to 
others. 

• Attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the litigation process and 
services provided by the court compared to attorneys in nonstipulated cases. 

• Attorneys in cases that settled at mediation were much more satisfied with the 
outcome of the case than attorneys in cases that did not settle at mediation-average 
satisfaction with the outcome was 6.0 in cases that settled at mediation but only 4.5 in 
cases that did not. Satisfaction with the litigation process and the court's services was 
also higher m cases that settled at mediatiOn than in cases that did not. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of Sonoma's pilot program on htigant satisfaction. As 
described in detail m Section I.B. concerning the data and methods used in this study, 
data on litigant satisfaction were collected in two ways. First, in a survey administered at 
the end of the mediation in cases that went to mediation between July 2001 and June 
2002 ("postmediation survey''), both parties and attorneys were asked about their 
satisfactiOn with various aspects of theu mediation and litigation experiences. Second, in 
a separate survey administered shortly after cases reached disposition in cases disposed of 
between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postdisposition survey''), parties and attorneys m 
both stipulated and nonstipulated cases were asked about their satisfaction with the 
outcome of their case, the court's services, and their overall htlgation experience. 

The postmediation survey's results regarding the satisfaction of parties and attorneys who 
used mediation under the pilot program are first described. Attorney satisfaction in 
stipulated and nonstlpulated cases, as indicated in the postdisposit10n survey, is then 
compared. 356 

356 As was discussed above m SectiOn I B , smce only lumted number of party responses to the 
postmediatwn survey were received m nonstipulated cases, all compansons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases were based only on attorney responses to this survey. 
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Overall Litigant Satisfaction for Cases That Used Mediation 
As shown in Figure VII-5, both parties and attorneys who used mediation in the pilot 
program expressed very high levels of satisfaction with their experiences. Parties and 
attorneys who participated m mediation were asked to rate their satisfaction with the 
mediator's performance, the mediation process, the outcome of the mediation, the 
litigation process, and the services provided by the court on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 is 
"highly dissatisfied" and 7 is "highly satisfied." Figure VII-5 shows the average 
satisfactiOn scores for both parties and attorneys in these mediated cases. 

Med1ator 
Perfonnance f="'=-'=.; 

Med1abon 
Process 

Overall Litigation 
Process 

Highly 
DISSatisfied 

2 3 4 5 

rD Party • Attorney 

6 7 
Highly 

Satisfied 

Figure Vll-5. Party and Attorney Satisfaction in Mediated Cases in Sonoma 

It is clear from this figure that parties and attorneys who used mediation services in the 
pilot program were highly satisfied with all aspects of the mediation experience. None of 
the average satisfaction scores was below 4.6. Both parties and attorneys were most 
satisfied with the performance of mediators, with average satisfactiOn scores satisfaction 
score of 6.3-6.4. They were also highly satisfied with the mediation process, with a 
satisfaction score of 6.2 for attorneys and 5.4 for parties. Parties were least satisfied with 
the outcome of the case, with an average satisfaction score of 4.6. Attorneys were least 
satisfied with the services provided by the court, with an average satisfactiOn score of 4.9. 

Both parties and attorneys who participated in pilot program mediations were also asked 
for their views concerning the fairness of the mediatiOn and their willingness to 
recommend or use mediation again. Using a 1-5 scale, where 1 is "strongly disagree" and 
5 IS "strongly agree," litigants were asked to indicate whether they agreed that the 
mediator treated the parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, and that the 
mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome. They were also asked whether they 
agreed that they would recommend the mediator to friends with similar cases, that they 
would recommend mediation to such friends, and that they would use mediation even if 

357 



they had to pay the full cost of the mediation. Table Vll-7 shows parties' and attorneys' 
average level of agreement with these statements.357 

Table Vll-7. Party and Attorney Perceptions of Fairness and Willingness to Recommend or 
Use Mediation (average agreement with statement) 

Would Would 
Med1ator Med1at1on Med1at1on Recommend Recommend Would Use 

Treated All Process Was Outcome Was Med1ator to Med1at1on to Med1at1on at 
Part1es Fa1rly Fa1r Fa1r/ Reasonable Friends Fnends Full Cost 

Part1es Attys Part1es Attys Part1es Attys Part1es Attys Parties Attys Parties Attys 

47 4.8 44 47 3.3 38 4.6 46 44 47 36 4.0 

As with the satisfaction scores, most of the scores were m the "strongly agree" range 
(above 4.0) and all of the average scores were above the middle of the agreement scale 
(3.0). For both parties and attorneys there was very strong agreement (average score of 
4.4 or above for parties and 4.6 or above for attorneys) that the mediator treated the 
parties fairly, that the mediation process was fair, that they would recommend the 
mediator to friends with similar cases, and that that they would recommend mediation to 
such friends. Both parties and attorneys indicated less agreement that they would use 
mediatiOn if they had to pay the full cost; the average score was 3.6 for parties and 4.0 for 
attorneys. The lowest scores related to the fairness/reasonableness of the mediation 
outcome, at only 3.3 for parties and 3.8 for attorneys. 

It is clear from the responses to both these sets of questions that while parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased With their mediatiOn experiences, overall they were 
less pleased or neutral in terms of the outcome of the mediation process (in fact, on both 
outcome questions, more than 20 percent of the parties and 12 percent of the attorneys 
responded that they were neutral). However, in evaluating this result, it is important to 
remember that this survey was administered at the end of the mediatiOn and that in a large 
proportion of cases a settlement was not reached at end of the mediation. Not 
surpnsingly, the way parties and attorneys responded to the two outcome questions 
depended largely on whether their cases settled at mediation. Average satisfaction with 
the outcome in cases that settled at pilot program mediations was 6.17 for attorneys and 
5.20 for parties on a 7-pomt scale, about 40 percent higher than the average scores of 
4.55 for attorneys and 3.64 for parties in cases that did not settle at mediation. Similarly, 
responses concerning the fairness/reasonableness of the outcome averaged 4.51 for 
attorneys and 3.94 for parties on a 5-pomt scale, in cases settled at mediation, 40 and 66 
percent higher, respectively, than the 3.22 for attorneys and 2.38 for parties in cases that 
did not settle at mediation. When the scores m both cases settled and not settled at 
mediation were added together to calculate the overall average, the higher scores in cases 
that settled were offset by those in cases that did not, pulling the overall average toward 
the center. 

357 Please keep m mmd that a 5-pomt scale was used for these survey questions, rather than the 7-pomt 
scale used m the satisfaction questions. 
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It is also clear from the responses to both sets of questions that while both parties and 
attorneys were generally very pleased with their pilot program mediation experiences, 
attorneys were generally more pleased than parties. Attorneys' average scores were 
consistently higher than those of parties on all of these questions with the exception of 
the one concerning satisfaction with the mediator's performance. Attorney satisfaction 
scores ranged from .1 higher than party scores (for satisfaction with the court's services) 
to .7 higher (for satisfaction with the outcome). The higher attorney satisfaction may 
reflect a greater understanding on the part of attorneys about what to expect from the 
mediation process. Many attorneys are hkely to have participated in mediations before, so 
they are likely to have been familiar with the mediation process and to have based their 
expectations about the process on this knowledge. Parties are less likely to have 
participated in previous mediatiOns and may not have known what to expect from the 
mediation process. This may suggest the need for additional educational efforts targeted 
at parties, rather than attorneys. 

The higher scores by attorneys may also, in part, reflect the fact that attorneys' and 
parties' satisfaction was associated with different aspects of their mediation experiences. 
Attorneys' responses on only two of the survey questions were strongly correlated with 
their responses concerning satisfaction with the mediation process-whether they 
believed the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly.358 In contrast, parties' satisfaction with 
the mediation process was also strongly correlated with whether they believed that they 
had had an adequate opportunity to tell their side of the story during the mediation, that 
the mediation process was fau, and that the mediator treated all parties fairly. 359 

Attorneys' responses to the same two survey questions noted above-whether they 
believed the mediation resulted in a fair/reasonable outcome and that the mediation 
helped move the case toward resolution quickly-were also strongly correlated with their 
responses regardmg satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation. 360 In contrast, 
parties' satisfaction with the mediation outcome was also strongly correlated with 
whether they believed that the cost of using mediation was affordable, that the mediation 
process was fair, and that the mediator treated all parties fairly. 361 

358 Correlation measures how strongly two vanables are associated wtth each other, I.e., when one of the 
vanables changes, how hkely IS the other to change (this does not necessanly mean that the change m one 
caused the change m the other, but JUSt that they tend to move together). Correlation coefficients range 
from -1 to I; a value of 0 means that there was no relationship between the vanable, a value of I means 
there was a total positive relationship (when one vanable changes, the other always changes the same 
drrection), and a value of -1 means a total negative relatiOnship (when one changes, the other always 
changes m the opposite drrect10n. A correlation coefficient of 5 or above IS considered to show a high 
correlation. The correlation coefficients of these questions with attorneys' satiSfaction With the mediation 
process were .60 and 66, respectively. 
359The correlation coefficients of these questions With parties' satisfaction with the mediation process were 
.51, .72, and 68, respectively 
360The correlation coefficients of these questions With attorneys' satisfaction With the outcome were .86 and 
.75, respectively 
361The correlation coefficients of these questions With parties' satisfaction With the outcome were .55, .58, 
and 54, respectively 
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Finally, for attorneys, there was no strong or even moderate correlation between any of 
their responses to these survey questions and their satisfaction with the litigation process. 
In contrast, parties' satisfactiOn with the litigation process was strongly or moderately 
correlated with whether they believed that they had had sufficient time to prepare for the 
mediatiOn, that the mediation helped move the case toward resolution qmckly, that the 
cost ofusmg mediation was affordable, that the mediation process was fair, and that the 
mediator treated all parties fairly. 362 

All of this mdicates that parties' satisfaction with both the litigation process and the 
mediation was much more closely associated than for attorneys with what happened 
withm the mediation process-whether they felt they had an opportunity to tell their story 
and whether the mediation helped move the case toward resolution quickly-and whether 
they believed that the cost of mediation was affordable. While most parties indicated that 
they had had an adequate opportunity to tell their story in the mediation (89 percent gave 
responses that were above the neutral point on the scale), fewer parties thought that the 
mediation had helped move the case toward resolution quickly (64 percent) and fewer 
thought that the cost of mediation was affordable (62 percent). These perceptions may 
have contributed to lower satisfaction scores from parties than from attorneys. 

Overall Comparison of Satisfaction Between Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VII-8 compares the average satisfaction scores of attorneys in stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases concerning the outcome of their cases, the overall litigation process, 
and the services provided by the court. 

Table Vll-8. Comparison of Attorney Satisfaction Between Stipulated and Nonstipulated 
Cases in Sonoma 

Overall 
Number of Case L1t1gat1on Court 
Responses Outcome Process Serv1ces 

Stipulated 256 5.29 5.18 5.10 
Nonstlpulated 197 540 4.85 4.86 
Difference {Program -
Control~ -0.11 0.33*** 0.24** 
Note Sample s1zes vary shghtly for the three sabsfacbon measures 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < 20 

Table VII-8 shows that attorneys in stipulated cases were more satisfied with the overall 
litigation process and services provided by the court than were attorneys in nonstipulated 
cases. The difference in satisfaction between the two groups was especially large with 
regard to the litigation process, with attorneys m stipulated cases showing an average 
score of5.18 compared to 4.85 for attorneys in nonstipulated cases, a statistically 

362The correlatiOn coefficients of these questwns With parties' satlsfactwn With the hngatlon process were 
.40, .45, 45, 59, and .52, respectlvely 
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sigruficant .33 difference. It suggests that, when attorneys stipulated to mediation in the 
pilot program, theu overall satisfaction with the litigation process and court's services 
was enhanced. 

Consistent with results from other courts, the data also shows that attorneys in stipulated 
cases were less satisfied with the outcome of the case than attorneys in nonstipulated 
cases. The average satisfaction with the outcome in cases where the parties stipulated to 
mediation was 5.29 compared to 5.4 in nonstipulated cases; however, tills .11 difference 
was not statistically significant. The survey data suggests that the lower outcome 
satisfaction score in stipulated cases was mainly due to the substantially lower 
satisfaction in cases that did not settle at mediation. Attorneys in stipulated cases that did 
not settle at mediation reported an average score of 4.5 for satisfaction with the outcome 
compared to an average score of 6.0 for attorneys whose cases settled at mediation. 
Although satisfaction with the litigatiOn process and the court's services was also higher 
in cases that settled at mediation than cases that did not, the differences between the 
scores were much smaller than for satisfaction with the outcome. 

As previously noted, however, direct, overall comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases do not provide reliable mformation concerning the program Impact 
because of qualitative differences in the cases in these two groups. Two additional 
compansons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
comparisons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition after more than six months. Table VII-9 below compares the average 
satisfaction scores of attorneys in cases that were disposed of more than six months after 
filing. 363 The satisfaction scores were almost the same as those in Table VII-8, with 
higher attorney satisfaction with the litigation process and the court's services in the 
stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases. 

Table Vll-9. Litigant Satisfaction in Stipulated and Nonstipulated Cases in Sonoma 
Disposed of in More than Six Months 

Overall 
Number of Case Lrtrgatron 
Responses Outcome Process 

Strpulated 253 5.28 5.17 
Nonstrpulated 169 534 4 85 
Drfference (Program -
Control} -0 06 0 32*** 

Note Sample srzes vary slightly for the three satrsfactron measures. 
*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

Court 
Services 

51 
4 88 

0 22* 

Second, the average satisfaction scores of attorneys in stipulated cases were compared to 
the satisfaction scores of attorneys in nonstipulated cases with similar case characteristics 
using regression analysis. This analysis produced results similar to those from the direct 

363 There were not a sufficient number of survey responses m stipulated cases disposed of withm siX 
months to present a companson of these cases m the stipulated and nonstlpulated groups 
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comparison. It mdicated that attorney satisfactiOn with the overall litigation process was 
6 percent higher in stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases with similar 
characteristics. It also indicated that attorney satisfaction with the court's services was 
higher in stipulated cases than in nonstipulated cases with similar characteristics, 
although the size of the difference was not clear. No statistically significant difference in 
attorney satisfaction with outcome of the case was found between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases. 364 

Together, the regression results and the results of the comparison of average satisfaction 
in cases disposed of in over 6 months support the concluswn that attorneys were more 
satisfied with the court's services and with the litigation process when there was a 
stipulation to use mediation. 

Conclusion 
Both parties and attorneys who used mediation in the program expressed high satisfaction 
with their mediation experience. They were particularly satisfied with the performance of 
the mediators, with an average satisfactiOn score over 6 on a 7-point scale. They also 
strongly agreed that the mediator and the mediation process were fair and that they would 
recommend both to others. 

Attorneys m cases that settled at mediation were much more satisfied with the outcome of 
the case than attorneys in cases that did not settle at mediation-average satisfaction with 
the outcome was 6.0 in cases that settled at mediation but only 4.5 in cases that did not. 
Although satisfaction with the litigation process and the court's services was also higher 
in cases that settled at mediation than cases that did not, the differences between the 
scores were much smaller than for satisfaction with the outcome. 

Results from both direct comparisons of stipulated and nonstipulated cases and regression 
analyses controlling for differences in the characteristics of the cases in these two groups 
indicated that attorneys m stipulated cases were more satisfied with both the overall 
litigatiOn process and services provided by the court compared to attorneys in 
nonstipulated cases. There was no significant difference in attorney satisfaction between 
the two groups with regard to outcome of the case. 

364 As noted m SectiOn I B , this regression analysis controlled for those case charactenstics about which 
data was available from the case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases 
were disposed of Within 6 months or m over 18 months. However, It IS almost certam that there were 
additional "unknown" case charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressiOns 
Therefore, fmdmgs from these analyses should be mterpreted With caution 
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L Impact of Sonoma's Pilot Program on Costs for Litigants 

Summary of Findings 
There is evidence that the pilot program reduced litigant costs and the number of hours 
attorneys spent in cases that settled at mediation. 

The vast majority-95 percent-of attorneys whose cases settled at mediation who 
responded to the postmediation survey estimated some cost savings for their clients. 
Average savings estimated by attorneys per settled case were $25,965 in litigant costs and 
93 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney estimates, a total of$9,243,430 in 
htigant costs and 33,108 in attorney hours was estimated to have been saved in all 2000 
and 2001 cases that were settled at mediatiOn. 

Introduction 
This section examines the impact of the pilot program on litigants' costs. As described 
above in Section LB., mformation on htigant costs was collected m two ways. First, in a 
survey distnbuted at the end of the mediation in cases that went to mediation between 
July 2001 and June 2002 ("postmediation survey"), attorneys m the subset of cases that 
resolved at mediatiOn were asked to provide (1) an estimate of the time they had actually 
spent on the cases and their clients' actual litigation costs and (2) an estimate of the time 
they would have spent and what the costs to their clients would have been had they not 
used mediation. The difference between these estimates represents the attorneys' 
subjective estimate of the litigant cost and attorney time savings when the case settled at 
the mediation. Second, in a separate survey admmistered shortly after disposition in both 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases between July 2001 and June 2002 ("postdisposition 
survey"), attorneys were asked to provide an estimate of the time they had actually spent 
on the case and their chents' actual litigation costs. Compansons between the time and 
cost estimates in the program cases and nonprogram cases provide an objective measure 
of the pilot program's impact on htigant costs. 

Because data on htlgant costs was gathered through surveys conducted only in 2001 and 
2002, pre-post program compansons concerrung litigant costs were not possible, so 
comparisons of stipulated and nonstipulated cases were used to try to Identify the Impact 
of the pilot program on litigant costs and attorney hours. However, as was discussed m 
section LB., the data on litigant costs and attorney time from the postdisposit10n survey 
had a very skewed distribution: there were a few cases with very large litigant cost and 
attorney time estimates ("outlier" cases) that stretched out the data's range. While several 
methods were used to try to account for this skewed distnbution, the range of the data 
was so broad that the differences found m direct comparisons between stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases as a whole were not statistically sigmficant-it was not possible to 
tell with sufficient confidence whether the observed differences were real or simply due 
to chance. The results of these compansons are therefore not presented here. What is 
presented m this section are attorneys' subjective estimates oflitigant cost and attorney 
time savings in unlimited cases that settled at mediation. 
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Attorneys' Estimates of Mediation Resolution's Impact on Litigant 
Costs and Attorney Hours 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation in the Sonoma pilot program 
overwhelnungly beheved that the mediation had saved their chents money. Of the 
attorneys whose cases settled at mediation and who responded to the postmediation 
survey, 95 percent estimated some cost savings for their clients. 

Table VII -1 0 shows the average savings in both litigant costs and attorney hours 
estimated by these attorneys. It also shows what percentage savings these estimates 
represent. As shown in this table, m those cases in which the attorneys reported savings 
from resolving at mediation, the average cost saving per client they estimated was 
approximately $27,000 (median of$14,000); average savings in attorney hours was 
estimated to be 120 hours (median of68 hours). These attorney estimates represent 
savings of approximately 65 percent in litigant costs and 60 percent in attorney time, on 
average. 

Table Vll-1 0. Savings in Litigant Costs and Attorney Hours from Mediation in Sonoma-
Estimates by Attorneys 

% Attorney Responses Estimating Some Savings 

Litigant Cost Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average cost sav1ng est1mated by attorneys 
Average % cost savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % cost savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Adjusted average savmg per settled case est1mated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1at1on 
Total ht1gant cost savmg 1n cases settled at med1at1on based on 
attorney est1mates 

Attorney Hours Savings 
Number of survey responses 
Average attorney-hour sav1ng est1mated by attorneys 
Average % attorney-hour sav1ng estimated by attorneys 
Adjusted average % attorney-hour sav1ng estimated by attorneys 
Adjusted average attorney-hour savmg est1mated by attorneys 
Total number of cases settled at med1ation 
Total attorney hour sav1ngs 1n cases settled at mediation based on 
attorney est1mates 

80% 

235 
$27,773 

64% 
58% 

$25,965 
356 

$9,243,540 

240 
119 

62% 
46% 

93 
356 

33,108 

Of the attorneys responding to the survey, 5 percent estimated either that there were no 
litigant cost or attorney-hour savings (1 percent of responses) or that litigant costs and 
attorney hours were increased compared to what would have been expended had 
mediatiOn not been used to resolve the case ( 4 percent of responses). With these cases 
mcluded m the average, the adjusted average litigant cost savings per case settled at 
mediation was calculated to be $25,965, and the adjusted average attorney-hour saving 
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estimated by attorneys was calculated to be 90 hours. These attorney estimates represent 
savings of approximately 58 percent in litigant costs and 46 percent in attorney hours, per 
case settled at mediation. 

This adjusted average was used to calculate the total estimated savmgs mall of the 2000 
and 2001 cases that settled at pilot program mediations in Sonoma during the study 
period. Based on these attorney estimates, the total estimated litigant cost saving in the 
Sonoma pilot program was $9,243,430, and the total estimated attorney hours saved was 
33,108. 

It should be cautioned that these figures are based on attorneys' estimates of savings; they 
are not figures for the actual savings in mediations resulting in settlements. The actual 
litigant cost and hour savings could be somewhat higher or lower than the attorney 
estimates. 

It should also be cautioned that these estimated savings are for cases settled at mediation 
only, not for all cases m the program. There may also have been savmgs or increases m 
litigant cost or attorney hours in other subgroups of stipulated cases, such as those that 
stipulated to mediation but settled before the mediation took place or cases that were 
mediated but did not settle at the mediation. 365 

Conclusion 
Attorneys whose cases resolved at mediation beheved overwhelmingly that the mediatiOn 
had saved their clients money. The vast maJority-95 percent--of attorneys whose cases 
settled at mediation who responded to the postmediation survey estimated some cost 
savings for their clients. Average savings estimated by attorneys per settled case were I 

$25,965 in litigant costs and 93 hours in attorney time. Based on these attorney estimates, 
a total of$9,243,430 in litigant costs and 33,108 in attorney hours was estimated to have 
been saved in a112000 and 2001 cases that were settled at mediation. 

365 Some support for the conclusiOn that mediation may have reduced costs even m cases that did not settle 
at mediation comes from 14 postmediation survey responses m which attorneys m cases that did not settle 
at mediatiOn provided litigant cost and attorney-hour mformation even though It had not been requested. 
All except one of these survey responses mdicated some savmgs m litigant costs, attorney hours, or both m 
these cases that were mediated but did not settle at mediation. When responses that estimated no savmgs or 
mcreased costs are also taken mto account, the attorneys m these cases estimated average savmgs of 62 
percent m litigant costs (60 percent median savmgs) and 29 percent m attorney hours (55 percent median 
savmgs) m cases that did not settle at mediation. 
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J. Impact of Sonoma's Pilot Program on Court's Workload and 
Court Costs 

Summary of Findings 
There was evidence that the pilot program in Sonoma reduced the court's workload. 

• There was evidence suggesting that the court's workload decreased after the pilot 
program was instituted. The average number of "other" pretrial hearings was 15 
percent lower in unlimited cases filed after the pilot program began than in unlimited 
cases filed before the program began. 

• There was also eVIdence suggesting that the court's workload decreased in cases in 
which parties stipulated to mediation. Cases m which the parties stipulated to 
mediation had fewer motion and other pretrial heanngs compared to nonstipulated 
cases. RegressiOn analysis controllmg for differences in case charactenstics mdicated 
that the average number of motwn hearings was 50 percent lower in cases m wruch 
the parties stipulated to mediation compared to similar cases in which the parties did 
not stipulate to mediation and that the average number of "other" pretrial hearings 
was 45 percent lower. 

• The smaller number of court events m cases filed after the pilot program began means 
that the time that Judges would have been spent on these events could be devoted to 
other cases needmg judicial time and attention. The total time saving from the 
reduced number of court events was estimated at 3.2 JUdge days per year (with an 
estimated monetary value of approximately $9,700 per year). 

Introduction 
In this section, the Impact of the Sonoma pilot program on the court's workload is 
examined by looking at the frequency of various pretnal court events. The analysis 
focuses on two maJor types of court events: (1) motion heanngs and (2) other pretrial 
heanngs. Unlike in the other pilot courts, case management conferences are not included 
in this examination. As noted in the discussion of data available in Sonoma, the court's 
case management system did not contain sufficient mformation concerning case 
management conferences for comparison purposes. 

As m the previous sections on tnal rates, case disposition time, and litigant satisfactiOn 
and costs, a pre-/post-program comparison IS presented first. Compansons of court 
workload in cases that stipulated to mediation and those that did not stipulate to 
mediatiOn are then presented. 
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Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Court's Workload 
Table VII-11 compares the average number of motion heanngs and other pretrial 
hearings in cases filed in 1999, the year before the pilot program began, and 2000, the 
first year of the pilot program's operation. 

This comparison suggests that, for unlimited cases, the average number of "other" 
hearings was 15 percent lower in cases filed after the pilot program began than m cases 
filed before the program began. Tins suggests that the pilot program reduced the court's 
workload. 

Table Vll-11. Pre-/Post-Program Comparison of Court Hearings in Sonoma 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs 
#of 

Cases Motions Others Total 
Unltmtted 

Program cases f1led 1n 2000 947 0.34 0.52 0 86 
Pre-program cases f1led 1n 1999 500 0.34 0 61 0 95 

% Difference 0% -15%* -9% 
Limited 

Program cases flied 1n 2000 256 0.23 0.45 0 68 
Pre-program cases f1led 1n 1999 207 0.18 0 55 0.73 

%Difference 28% -18% -7% 
***p<.05,**p<.10,*p< 20. 

While the table also shows that the overall average number of pretrial heanngs in both 
unlimited and limited cases filed after the pilot program began was lower than in cases 
filed before the program began, the difference between the pre-/post-program cases was 
not statistically significant-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence whether 
the difference shown was real or due to chance. 366 It is also Important to remember that, 
unhke in the other pilot courts, the companson does not include case management 
conferences. In some of the other pilot courts, reductions in the number of motion and 
other pretrial hearings were offset by mcreases in the number of case management 
conferences. 

366 In addition to tests of statistical sigruficance, other methods were used to try to Identify the program 
unpact on the total number of pretrial events Analyses were done mcludmg events m pendmg cases, and 
the trend of total court events by month of fihng from 1999 to 2000 was exammed. The evidence of 
program Impact rernamed uncertam. It should also be noted that the pre-post compansons were based on 
cases filed m 2000 that were closed 900--1,200 days from filmg. Thus, pretrial heanngs that occurred after 
1,200 days m cases filed m 2000 ~nd as well as event that occurred m cases filed m 2001 were not mcluded 
m the companson The fmal number of pretrial heanngs for pre-/post-program cases could change With this 
additional mforrnation mcluded 
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Overall Comparison of Workload Between Stipulated and 
Nonstipulated Cases 
Table VII-12 compares the average number of motion hearings and other pretrial 
hearings held in cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation and cases in which the 
parties did not stipulate to mediation. As shown in tlus table, unlimited cases in which the 
parties stipulated to mediation had fewer ofboth types of pretrial heanngs than cases in 
which the parties did not stipulate to mediation. Limited cases also had fewer motion 
heanngs, but the difference m the overall number of court events in stipulated and 
nonstipulated limited cases was not statistically significant. 367 

Table Vll-12. Average Number of Various Court Hearings for Cases in Sonoma 

Average # of Pretnal Hearings 

#of Cases Mot1ons Others Total· 

Unlimited 
Stipulated 554 0.18 0.30 048 
Nonst1pulated 1,230 036 0.57 0.93 
%Difference -50%*** -47%*** -48%*** 

Limtted 
Stipulated 40 000 045 045 
Nonst1pulated 490 0.24 047 0 71 
% Difference -100%*** -4% -36% 

*** p < 05, ** p < 10, * p < .20 

As previOusly noted, however, direct compansons between the overall average of 
stipulated and nonstipulated cases do not provide reliable mformation about program 
impact because of differences in the cases in these two groups. Two additional 
comparisons were done to try to account for these comparability problems. First, 
comparisons were made between stipulated cases and nonstipulated cases that reached 
dispositiOn after more than six months. Second, the average number of pretrial court -
events in stipulated cases was compared to the number of these events in nonstipulated 
cases with similar case characteristics usmg regression analysis. 

367 As noted m the mtroductwn to thts chapter on the Sonoma pilot program, 1t IS Important to remember 
that stipulated cases mclude cases that had very different pilot program/litigatiOn expenences, mcludmg 
cases that d1d not go to mediation, cases that went to mediation and settled, and cases that went to 
mediation and d1d not settle at mediation Unlike m the other pilot programs, because msuffic1ent mediation 
outcome Information was available, It was not possible to provide a complete breakdown of court workload 
m these different subgroups of stipulated cases However, among stipulated; cases for which outcome 
InformatiOn was available, the number of motion heanngs was 68 percent lower m unllffilted cases that 
settled at mediatiOn than m unlliDlted cases that went to mediation but d1d not settle. 
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Table VII-13 compares the average number of pretrial hearings held in stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases filed in 2000 and 2001 m Sonoma that were disposed ofwithm six 
months of filing and that were disposed of more than six months after filing. The results 
from the comparison of only those stipulated and nonstipulated cases that reached 
disposition in six or more months were similar to the results when all stipulated and 
nonstipulated cases were compared. Unlimited cases in which the parties stipulated to 
mediation had fewer motion hearings and fewer "other" pretrial hearings than cases in 
which the parties did not stipulate to mediation. Limited cases in which the parties 
stipulated to mediation also had fewer motion hearings. Unlike the prior companson, 
however, this comparison also indicated that the overall number of court events in limited 
stipulated cases was lower than for limited nonstipulated cases. 

Table Vll-13. Average Number of Pretrial Hearings Held In Stipulated and Nonstipulated 
Cases in Sonoma Disposed of within Six Months and After Six Months 

Cases Disposed of W1thm S1x Months after Cases Disposed of Over S1x Months after 
F11ing F11ing 

Average # of Pretnal Heanngs Average # of Pretrial Hearmgs 

#of #of 
Cases Mottons Others Total Cases Mottons Others Total 

Unlimited 
Stipulated 10 000 0 00 000 544 019 0.30 049 
Nonst1pulated 132 0 09 0 09 0.18 1,098 040 0 63 1.02 
% Difference -100% -100% -100% -53%*** -52%*** -52%*** 

Limited 
Stipulated 1 0 00 0.00 000 39 0 00 046 046 
Nonst1pulated 111 0 11 0.03 0 14 379 0.28 060 0 88 
% Difference -100% -100% -100% -100%*** -23% -48%** 
*Stat1st1cally significant at 95 percent confidence level 

The regression analysis also produced similar results. This analysis showed that the 
average number of motion hearings was 50 percent lower in cases in which the parties 
stipulated to mediatiOn compared to similar cases in which the parties did not stipulate to 
mediation and that the average number of "other" pretnal heanngs was 45 percent 
lower.368 Taken together, these results supports the conclusion that the court's workload 
was reduced when parties stipulated to participate in mediation. 

368 The vanable for diSposition tune m the regressiOn analyses had httle unpact on the estimates of program 
impact on motion heanngs It had a sigruficant impact on the estimate of program unpact on other heanngs 
Without the time vanable, other heanngs were estimated to be 30 percent lower m nonstipulated cases, 
With 80 percent confidence level. With the disposition vanable mcluded, the siZe of the estimated unpact 
mcreased to 45 percent and confidence level mcreased to 94 percent. As noted m Section I.B, however, 
thlS regressiOn analysts controlled for those case charactenstics about whlch data was available from the 
case management system and from the surveys, as well as for whether the cases were disposed of Wlthm 6 
months or m over 18 months. However, 1t 1$ almost certam that there were additional "unknown" case 
charactenstics that were not appropnately accounted for m these regressiOns. Therefore, findmgs from 
these analyses should be mterpreted With caution. 
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Impact of Reduced Number of Court Events on Judicial Time 
The overall comparison between the cases filed before and after the pilot program began 
indicated that the pilot program had positive impact in reducing the court's workload in 
the form of fewer "other" hearings m unlimited cases. However, this same analysis did 
not find a statistically significant decrease in the overall total number of court events in 
either unlimited or hmited cases-it was not possible to tell with sufficient confidence 
whether the decrease shown was real or due to chance. In addition, information about the 
number of case management conferences was not available, so these pretrial events could 
not be included in the comparison. 

Despite the uncertainty about whether the pilot program reduced the total number of 
court events, a preliminary analysis was performed to assess the potential impact of the 
pilot program on the court's overall workload. Table Vll-14 shows the results ofthis 
preliminary analysis. Based on the differences in average number ofbetween the pre-
/post-program cases and estimates of the average amount of time judges spent on these 
court events, this analysis showed that the pilot program had a small positive impact on 
judicial workload, savmg approximately 3 Judge days worth of time per year. 

Table Vll-14. Program Impact on Court's Workload Per Year in Sonoma 

Total Number of Court 
Events Estimated Estimated 

Savings m Monetary 
Number Estimated Judge Time Value of T1me 
of Cases Actual Reduction (Days) Saved 

L1m1ted 307 139 30 04 $1,276 
Unlimited 1,136 591 103 28 $8,495 

Total 1,444 730 133 32 $9,770 

Actual event data from cases filed in 1999 (pre-program) and 2000 and 2001 (post-
program) that had reached disposition was used to calculate the number of events that 
would have taken place m the post-program cases had these events occurred at the same 
rate as in pre-program cases. This figure was then compared with the actual number of 
events per year m post-program cases. Table VII-14 shows the result of this calculation: 
approximately 30 fewer court pretrial hearings were held in hmited cases and 
approximately 1 03 fewer were held in unlimited cases. 

The number of court events were translated mto judicial time saved using estimates of 
judicial time spent on these court events, including chamber time for preparation before 
the events and the time spent in following up on the decisions made during the hearing 
events, provided by judges in survey responses.369 Based on these figures, the smaller 

369 Surveys from Judges m the five pilot courts provided estunates of the amount oftlme they spent on 
different types of court events. For hmlted cases, the average estimated tlme was 8 rmnutes for CMCs and 
53 rmnutes for monon hearmgs. For unlliDlted cases, the figure&.. were 18 and 72 mmutes for CMCs and 
monon hearmgs, respectively. For all other hearmgs, whlch were not mcluded m the Judges' survey, a 
conservative estimate was used, With 5 mmutes allotted for lliDlted and 10 mmutes for unlliDlted cases 
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number of court events in cases filed after the pilot program began translates to total 
estimated time savings of 3.2 judicial days. 

Because many court costs, includingjudicial salaries, are fixed, judicial time savmgs 
from the reduced court workload do not translate into fungible cost savings that can be 
reallocated to cover other court expenses. Instead, the time saved could be used by 
JUdges to focus on other cases that needed their time and attention, thereby improving 
court services in these cases. 

To help understand the value ofthe potential time savings, however, Its estimated 
monetary value was calculated. The potential reduction in judictal days was multifched 
by an estimate of the current daily cost of operating a courtroom, $2,990 per day.3 0 

Based on this calculation, the monetary value of the judicial time saved from the pilot 
program's reduction in court events is estimated to be $9,770. 

The analysis above, although preliminary in nature due to various uncertainties, suggests 
that the Sonoma pilot program decreased the court's workload, freeing up judges' time 
for other cases needing JUdicial time and attention. 

Conclusion 
There was evidence suggesting that the court's workload decreased after the pilot 
program was instituted. The average number of "other" pretrial hearings was 15 percent 
lower m unhmited cases filed after the pilot program began than m unlimited cases filed 
before the program began. 

There was also evidence that stipulating to mediation reduced the court's workload. 
Cases in which the parties stipulated to mediation had fewer motion and other pretrial 
heanngs compared to nonstipulated cases. Regression analysis controlling for 
differences in case characteristics indicated that average number of motion hearings was 
50 percent lower in cases m which the parties stipulated to mediation compared to similar 
cases in which the parties did not stipulate to mediation and that the average number of 
"other" pretnal hearings was 45 percent lower. 

The smaller number of court events in cases filed after the pilot program began means 
that the time that judges would have been spent on these events could be devoted to other 
cases needing judicial time and attentiOn. The total time saving from the reduced number 
of court events was estimated at 3.2 Judge days per year (with an estimated monetary 
value of approximately $9,700 per year). 

370 Thts estunated cost mcludes salanes for a Judge and associated support staff but not facihtles or general 
overhead costs. In the Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change Proposal for 30 new JUdgeships, the Fmance 
DIVISion of the Adnumstratlve Office of the Courts estimated that each new JUdgeship would have a total 
cost of at $642,749 Thts figure mcludes the total cost of salanes, benefits, and operating expenses for each 
new JUdgeship and Its complement of support staff a baihff, a court reporter, two courtroom clerks, a legal 
secretary, and a research attorney (Judicial Council of Cal., Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget Change 
Proposal, No. TC18) 
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VIII. Glossary 

At Issue 
A case is considered at issue when a defendant named in a complaint responded to the 
complamt by filing an answer or other responsive pleading with the court. In the pilot 
programs, only at-Issue cases were considered for referrals to mediation, as mediation 
requires parties on both sides to participate in the resolution process. 

Control Group 
A group of cases established through a process of random assignment for purpose of 
evaluating the impact of a particular program. Program procedures are applied to cases in 
the program group but not to those in the control group. 

Disposition 
TerminatiOn of a case pending before the court after all Issues and parties involved in the 
case have reached final resolution. This was mdicated in the court's docket as judgment 
or dismissal entered. 

Disposition Rate 
The proportiOn (percentage) of cases filed dunng a giVen period that has reached final 
disposition within a given follow-up period. 

Disposition Time 
Total elapsed time (measured in days or months) from filing of a complaint to final 
dispositiOn of the case based on court's docket record. 

Early Mediation Status Conference 
Conducted by judges (or ADR Director in Sonoma), Early Mediation Status Conferences 
were used primanly to assess case amenability to mediation and to encourage parties to 
use mediation at an early stage of the litigation process. Early MediatiOn Status 
Conferences were typically held earlier than regular case management conferences. 

Eligible Case 
Cases that met the eligibility requirements for the pilot programs established by statutes 
and the rules of the court. 

Follow-up Time 
A penod of time during which information concerning status of a case Is available. It 
starts from a specific event (for example, filmg date) until data collection ends. Thus with 
longer follow-up time, mformat10n on final status of the cases would be more complete 
and reliable. 

General Civil Case 
As defined by Code of Civil Procedure Section 1 731 (b), general civil case means all civil 
cases except probate, guardianship, conservatorship, family law (including proceedings 
under the Family Law Act, Uniform Parentage Act, and Uniform Child Custody 
Jurisdiction Act; freedom from parental custody and control proceedings; and adoptiOn 

-proceedings), juvem1e court proceedings, small claims, and other civil petitions, as 
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defined by the Judicial Council on the effective date of this section, including petitions 
for a writ of mandate or prohibition, temporary restraining orders, harassment restraining 
orders, domestic violence restraining orders, writs of possession, appointment of a 
receiver, release of property from lien, and change of name. 

Limited Civil Case 
General civil cases in which the amount of damages are valued under $25,000. 

Mandatory Program 
A pilot program in which the judges were given statutory authority to order cases to 
mediation. 

Mediation 
A process in which a neutral person facilitates communication between disputants to 
assist them in reaching a mutually acceptable agreement. 

Program Group 
A program group consists of cases that participated in any element of the pilot program. 

Random Assignment 
A procedure used to create two or more comparable (statistically equivalent) groups for 
purpose of evaluatmg program impacts. Through random assignment a case is assigned 
to either the program or control group without considering characteristics of the cases, 
thus assuring the comparability of the cases in the groups. 

Regression Analysis 
A statistical procedure used to predict or explain changes in an outcome of interest based 
on information concerning all relevant vanables. The analysis produces a figure that 
indicates the independent impact of each variable on the outcome when other variables 
are held constant. 

Self-Selection Bias 
Self-selection bias arises when characteristics of a case may have mfluenced the iruhal 
placement of a case mto the program or comparison group. In voluntary programs, a 
party may decide to participate (self-select) in the program because of perceived benefit 
of mediation, willingness of the parties to settle the dispute, and numerous other factors. 
When self-selection bias is present, observed differences between the comparison groups 
could be due to the impact of the program or they could be due to self-selection bias, thus 
making it difficult to reliably Isolate the program Impact. 

Statistical Significance (p-value) 
Statistical significance indicates the degree to which an observed difference between 
comparison groups reflect a true difference between the groups or simply due to chance 
(a "fluke"). Expressed in probability terms, the level of statistical significance provides a 
measure to assess the reliability of study findings. For example, a probability value of .05 
associated with a finding means that there is a 5 percent probability that the finding could 
be due to pure chance, which indicates high reliability of the study result. 

Stipulation to Mediation 
Voluntary agreement reached by parties to use mediation. 
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Survival Analysis 
A statistical procedure used to assess the Impact of a program by comparing the "survival 
(or failure) rate" between two or more groups within a given follow-up period. Each case 
in the comparison groups is tracked from the time it entered the analysis (e.g., when a 
case was filed) until a specific event had occurred (e.g., when a case reached final 
disposition). At different mtervals oftime during a given follow-up period (e.g., each 
month after the filing of a case), the proportion of cases in a group that had expenenced 
the particular event being studied IS calculated. Survival (failure) rates over time between 
two or more groups can then be compared to assess the overall Impact of a program on 
the different groups. Given that the survival (failure) rates are being tracked contmually 
dunng the follow-up period, the timing of the impact from a program can also examined. 

Trial Rate 
The proportion of disposed cases that went to trial (either by jury or bench) regardless of 
whether the entire tnal proceedings were completed. 

Unlimited Civil Case 
General civil cases m which the amount of damages claimed IS valued over $25,000. 

Voluntary Program 
A pilot program m which parties participate m the mediation on a voluntary basis. 

374 



Appendix A. Early Mediation Pilot Program Statutes 
CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1730-1743 

1730. (a) The Judicial Council shall establish pilot programs in four superior courts to 
assess the benefits of early mediation of civil cases. In two of these pilot program courts, 
the court shall have the authority to make mandatory referrals to mediation, pursuant to 
this title. 

(b) The Judicial Council shall select the courts to participate in the pilot program. 
(c) In addition to the pilot programs established under subdivision (a), the Judicial 

Council shall establish a pilot program in the Los Angeles Superior Court in 10 
departments handling civil cases. These departments shall have the authority to make 
mandatory referrals to mediation, pursuant to this title. The court shall be responsible for 
paying the mediator's fees, to the extent provided in Section 1735. 

1731. As used in this title: 
(a) "Alternative dispute resolution process" or "ADR process" means a process in 

which parties meet with a third party neutral to assist them in resolving their dispute 
outside of formal litigation. 

(b) "General civil case" means all civil cases except probate, guardianship, 
conservatorship, family law (mcluding proceedings under the Family Law Act, Uniform 
Parentage Act, and Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction Act; freedom from parental 
custody and control proceedings; and adoption proceedings), juvenile court proceedings, 
small claims, and other civil petitions, as defined by the Judicial Council on the effective 
date of this section, includmg petitions for a writ of mandate or prohibition, temporary 
restraimng orders, harassment restraining orders, domestic violence restraimng orders, 
writs of possession, appointment of a receiver, release of property from lien, and change 
of name. 

(c) "MediatiOn" means a process in which a neutral person or persons facilitate 
communication between disputants to assist them in reaching a mutually acceptable 
agreement. 

1732. (a) Except as otherwise provided by rule pursuant to subdivision (b), this title shall 
apply to all general civil cases filed in the pilot courts after January 1, 2000. 

(b) The Judicial Council may, by rule, exempt specified categories of general civil 
cases from the provisions of this title. 

1733. Any party who has been ordered to mediation pursuant to this title, or who has 
participated in a voluntary mediation with all of the other parties, is exempt from bemg 
compelled to participate in any other judicially ordered arbitration or mediation. 

1734. (a) Notwithstandmg Section 68616 ofthe Government Code or any other 
provision oflaw, m cases subject to this title, the court may hold a status conference not 
earher than 90 days and not later than 150 days after the filing of the complaint. 
However, at or before the conference, any party may request that the status conference be 
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continued on the grounds that the party has been unable to serve an essential party to the 
proceeding. 

(b) At this status conference, the court shall confer with the parties about alternative 
dispute resolution processes and, m Los Angeles Superior Court and the other two pilot 
program courts authonzed to make mandatory referrals to mediation, the court may refer 
the parties to mediation in accordance with this title, if the court, in its discretion, 
determines there is good cause for ordenng mediation. Before making a referral, the 
court shall consider the willingness of the parties to mediate. 

1735. (a) Each pilot program court authorized to make mandatory referrals to mediation 
pursuant to this title shall establish a panel of mediators. 

(b) In cases referred to mediation pursuant to this title, the parties shall select the 
mediator. The mediator selected by the parties need not be from the court's panel of 
mediators. If the parties do not select a mediator Within the time period specified in the 
rules adopted by the Judicial Council, a mediator shall be selected by the court from the 
court's panel of mediators. If a mediator from the court's panel Is not available to mediate 
a case referred pursuant to this subdivision in a timely manner, this title shall not apply. 

(c) If the mediator is not from the court's panel, the court may approve compensation 
for the fees for that mediator's services from court funds pursuant to subdivision (d). 
Otherwise, the parties shall be responsible for paying any fees for the mediator's services, 
and each party to the proceeding shall share equally in the fee of the mediator, except 
where the parties agree otherwise. If the mediator is from the court's panel of mediators, 
the parties shall not be required to pay a fee for the mediator's services. 

(d) The Judicial Council shall adopt rules to implement this section, includmg rules 
establishing requirements for the panels of mediators, the procedures to be followed in 
selecting a mediator, and the compensation of mediators who conduct mediations 
pursuant to tills title. 

1736. The mediator shall schedule the early mediation within 60 days following the early 
status conference, unless any party requests a later date that IS within 150 days following 
the early status conference or the court finds, for good cause, that a later date is 
necessary, or where counsel, a party, or the mediator is unavailable dunng that time 
penod, or the court finds that discovery reasonably necessary for a meaningful mediation 
cannot be conducted prior to the end of that period. 

1737. Trial counsel, parties, and persons with full authority to settle the case, shall 
personally attend the mediation, unless excused by the court for good cause. If any 
consent to settle is required for any reason, the party With the consent authonty shall be 
personally present to the mediation. If no trial counsel, party, or person with full 
authority to settle a case is personally present at the mediatiOn, unless excused for good 
cause, the party who is in compliance with this section may immediately terminate the 
mediation. 

1738. (a) All statements made by the parties dunng a mediatiOn under tills title shall be 
subject to Sections 703.5 and 1152, and Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 1115) of 
Division 9 of, the Evidence Code. 
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(b) Any reference to a mediatiOn or the statement of nonagreement filed pursuant to 
SectiOn 1739 dunng any subsequent trial shall constitute an Irregularity in the 
proceedings of the trial for the purposes of Section 657. 

1739. (a) In the event that the parties to med1at10n are unable to reach a mutually 
acceptable agreement and any party to the mediation wishes to termmate the mediatiOn at 
any time, then the mediator shall file a statement of nonagreement. This statement shall 
be in a form to be developed by the Judicial Council. 

(b) Upon the filmg of a statement of nonagreement, the matter shall be calendared for 
tnal, by court or jury, both as to law and fact, insofar as possible, so that the tnal shall be 
given the same place on the active list as it had prior to mediation, or shall receive civil 
priority on the next setting calendar. 

1740. (a) Submission of an action to mediation pursuant to this title shall not suspend the 
running ofthe time periods specified in Chapter 1.5 (commencmg with Section 583.110) 
of Title 8 ofPart 2, except as provided in this section. 

(b) If an action is or remains submitted to mediation pursuant to this title more than 
four years and six months after the plaintiff has filed the action, then the time beginning 
on the date four years and six months after the plaintiff has filed the act10n and endmg on 
the date on which a statement of nonagreement is filed pursuant to this section shall not 
be included in computmg the five-year period specified in Section 583.310. 

17 41. Any party who participates in mediation pursuant to this title shall retam the nght 
to obtain discovery to the extent available under the Civil Discovery Act of 1986 (Article 
3 (commencing with Section 2016) of Chapter 3 of Title 3 ofPart 4). 

1742. On or before January 1, 2003, the Judicial Council shall submit a report to the 
Legislature and to the Governor concerning the pilot programs conducted pursuant to this 
title. The report shall examine, among other things, the settlement rate, the timing of 
settlement, the litigants' satisfaction with the dispute resolution process and the costs to 
the litigants and the courts. The report shall also include a companson of court ordered 
medtation, as provided m Section 1730, to voluntary mediation in Los Angeles County. 
The Judicial Council shall, by rule, reqmre that each pilot program court provide the 
Judicial Council with the data that will enable the Judicial Council to submit the report 
required by this section. 

1743. This title shall remam in effect only until January 1, 2004, an as of that date is 
repealed, unless a later enacted statute deletes or extends that date. 
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Appendix B. Early Mediation Pilot Program Rules 
CHAPTER 6. Mediation Pilot Program Rules 

Title Five, Special Rules for Trial Courts-Division III, Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Rules for Civil Cases-Chapter 6 Mediation Pilot Program Rules renumbered effective 
January 1, 2001. Adopted as Chapter 3, effective January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640. Purpose and application 

Rule 1640.1. Exemption from pilot program 

Rule 1640.2. Cases exempt from mandatory referrals to mediation 

Rule 1640.3. Panel ofmediators 

Rule 1640.4. Early mediation status conference 

Rule 1640.5. Status conference statement 

Rule 1640.6. Selection of mediator 

Rule 1640. 7. Compensation of mediators 

Rule 1640.8. Filing of statement by mediator 

Drafter's Notes 

2000-New rules 1640-1640.8 establish (a) exemptions from the mediation pilot programs, 
(b) mediator selection and compensation requirements, and (c) other procedures for the 
mediation pilot programs. 

Rule 1640. Purpose and application 

The rules m this chapter Implement title 11.5, commench1g with section 1730, of part 3 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, relatmg to mediation pilot programs and, as provided in 
section 1730, apply only to the pilot program courts selected by the Judicial Council. 

Rule 1640 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.1. Exemption from pilot program 

The following types of actions are exempt from the mediation pilot programs under Code 
of Civil Procedure section 1730 et seq.: 
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(1) Class actions, 

(2) Small claims actions, 

(3) Unlawful detainer actions, and 

(4) Actions subject to arbitration pursuant to subsection (d) of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1141.11. 

Rule 1640.1 adopted effectzveJanuary 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.2. Cases exempt from mandatory referrals to mediation 

The followmg cases are exempt from mandatory referral to mediation under Code of 
Civil Procedure section 1730 et seq. and these rules: 

( 1) Any case that has previously been ordered to mediation pursuant to Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1730 et seq. 

(2) Any case in which the parties file a joint statement certifying that all parties have 
previously participated in a voluntary mediation. 

(3) Any case in which a stipulation by all parties to participate in a mediation is filed at or 
before the early status conference. 

Rule 1640 2 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.3. Panel of mediators 

(a) Each pilot program court shall maintain a panel of mediators. 

(b) Each court, in consultation with local ADR providers and bar associations, shall 
establish the mirumum qualifications required for a mediator to be included on the 
court's panel, including training and experience requirements. In developing these 
minimum requirements, the court shall take into consideration section 33 of the 
Standards of Judicial Admirustratwn and section 3622 oftitle 16, California Code of 
Regulations, relating to the Dispute Resolution Programs Act. The required 
qualificatiOns shall not include membership m the State Bar or a local bar association. 

(c) Each court shall adopt ethical standards applicable to the mediators on the court's 
panel. These ethical standards shall include, but not be limited to, provisions 
addressing mediator disclosure, impartiality and avoidance of bias or the appearance 
of bias, both during and after the mediation. 

(d) In courts authorized to make voluntary referrals to mediation, as a condition for 
mclusion on the court's panel, each court shall require that mediators agree to serve 
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on a pro bono or reduced-fee basis in at least one case per year, if requested by the 
court. 

Rule 1640.3 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.4. Early mediation status conference 

(a) A pilot program court may hold an early mediation status conference, as provided in 
Code of Civil Procedure section 1734. 

(b) A pilot program court may provide by local rule for the cancellation or continuation 
of the early mediation status conference If the parties file a stipulation to participate in 
mediatwn or another ADR process. 

Rule 1640.4 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.5. Status conference statement 

(a) In the two pilot program courts selected to make mandatory referrals to mediation, the 
court shall reqmre, by local rule, that, prior to the status conference, the parties serve 
and file an early mediation status conference statement. This statement shall include: 

(1) A discussion of the appropriateness of the case for referral to mediation; and 

(2) A list of three nominees to serve as mediator. 

(b) In the other pilot program courts, the court may provide for a status conference 
statement by local rule. 

Rule 1640.5 adopted effective January 1, 2000 

Rule 1640.6. Selection of mediator 

(a) Within 15 days of filing a stipulation to participate in mediation or ofbeing ordered to 
mediatiOn by the court, the parties shall select a mediator and provide the court with 
wntten notice of the name, address, and telephone number ofthe mediator selected. 
The mediator selected by the parties need not be from the panel of mediators 
maintained by the court under rule 1640.3. 

(b) In the two pilot program courts selected to make mandatory referrals to mediation, if 
the parties do not select a mediator within the time period specified in subdivision (a) 
above, then no later than 20 days after the stipulation to mediation is filed or the case 
is ordered to mediation by the court, the court shall select a mediator from the panel 
of mediators provided for in rule1640.3. 
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(c) In the pilot program courts that are not authorized to make mandatory referrals to 
medtation, the court shall provide by local rule for the mediator selection procedure to 
be followed if the parties do not select a mediator withm the time period specified in 
subdivision (a) above. 

Rule 1640.6 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.7. Compensation of mediators 

(a) In the two pilot program courts selected to make mandatory referrals to mediation: 

(1) The court shall provide for the compensation of mediators on its panel of mediators 
who provide mediation services in the pilot program. Parties ordered to mediation 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1730 et seq. shall not be required to pay a 
fee for the services of a mediator on the court's panel of mediators. 

(2) Unless the court specifically approves court compensation for a mediator who is not 
on the court's panel of mediators, the parties shall be responsible for any fees for such 
mediator's services. The court shall, by local rule, establish a procedure for parties to 
submit requests for court compensatiOn of mediators who are not on the court's panel 
but who were selected by the parties to provide mediation services in cases ordered to 
mediation under Code of Civil Procedure section 1730 et seq. The rate of 
compensation paid to mediators who are not on the court's panel shall not be higher 
than the rate paid to mediators on the court's panel. The court may provide by local 
rule for a maximum amount of fees that it will pay to mediators who are not on the 
court's panel. 

(b) In the other pilot program courts, unless otherwise provided by local rule, the parties 
shall be responsible for paytng any fees for the mediator's services. 

Rule 1640.7 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 

Rule 1640.8. Filing of statement by mediator 

Within 10 days of the conclusion of the mediation, the mediator shall file a statement on 
Judictal Council Form ADR-100, advising the court whether the mediation ended in full 
agreement, partial agreement, or nonagreement. 

Rule 1640.8 adopted effectzve January 1, 2000. 
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A. Postmediation Survey for Attorneys 
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f~(l,~hh'qc)d'lhb'Plltn~Stltr~v{tlli:9Qgotiig~llfu.~1t~i>-.Y· 

"oldmqLitw 

2 Ho"' nuny tJITIC'~ hcfore tlus ha\e you used nlt.xh.tllon 
m a ci"Jll,tv.<;uJt' 

4 5 
.. ' 1 

/~~::~~~" 
·,C:."=f.,'r;JFC:s~: 
1 ~ ... ~ .. _J_.,. .. "~ 

10 • 

4 1\ un tn.~uranc'' c.unc1 nwoh L-d tn the pmct:'>'> ol 
rcwlvmg tlu\ ca~e·• 

.-:.";:t.;v'f% :,·; No 

ve-rv 
High Med•t11' :... -u; L'J\-T 

6 lim~ muLh money m d .. unagc, I.'.US ongm.1ll~ sought m tim ca-;c, 
1111..'ludmg conlpCn~lory ,md pumllve dama!!e~·· 

7 \\ h.ll v.a~ the outcoJnc ol nuhatton m rh1<.. L<~'.C) 

l::t1t1r~ caJ>e was re<i-"JI\-1?-d 
- St 10::>00 

~~[_~'fi~6~_@l~~i};QiJV<~"c~~ 

S1CCI.OOI-;,OJ00;) 
~x.;, ~.:JLf0JI!Ni~~ ~; ~ t 1 ' 

~~A:f€ii5G_\~$~ ~)~!Jtdt(/~~~~(!t{ : 
Nt• o1r1rv1' ·J~ tnt. ~""""'" Wi!S rP.«Oi'lec 

'l 
5500 ';r; 1 ~ 1 tA lhJ .... 

S I 1<1eJ bt>low an.· ,~euoo<.. th.: coun mtght ha"~<e l<~kento enconrage medmllnn me and henriit'> you mtght h.!I'C' expcuetl trom mcd1atwn 
u,.: Please md1cntt how important e-.~ch of the tollo~ing \\a~ to your de.:hlO!liO tL'>e rncdmuon intht~ c.L<..e 
Please 111llrK "Not AppJ~edbl"' "the court clld not take a listed action or you did nol eX!)f'CI a 115/ect benefit from the medra/Jon 

Court Actions 
<1 coun pru\ u.fetl mfonnanon about mcdiml(ln 

:: 6~'1:<ifi.:~ Pr1?v.~·'h:tefli~hqn -~ryi~ til Jow~i\((ct>St"':·mr":·tfA?.,;;{;: ·:--~ +lfi-· 
l LI>IJtl Ur)!Cd Ul> to U$l' UlCdMIIOII 

~:~tr~c.~"U11~~~,f~ru;eJt9~~5J!~ii!s\.\-:7J~'3f?~:?V'~~=~ ~,,~, _,· 

Expected Benefits of Mediation 

Ver-t 
~r-;;Jcrtcr- 1 

... ~- - ,_..._--...; 
....... ,;w-A-.<.l;:... .... .._ 

·"' c-r t~0 n ~x;~.:; ~e~;.:mn~!2~ _::1 ~tg:;,~trcl~th> .1':1d ~~·~k~'\C\ o! ~~~· !Xl'.t~<'ll:'_. 
:..J;:w e~~pJmnqrncaJIOtJ lx.1V,::CC!!.tlteJpan_t~::v;r· -"·~·'!..: · _,_';,r",.::,.·,:: " ~.- : "'~ 

g t<.l m<:rca'c l1kclth(~>d of prc-.ervmf! purtte~· relul!Ms}up 
;:.H ~tg',_~fcrc!~~tWi!y,for"!!\Y~'C'flCO! To 'Mtigp;t;;' m·~qlywgW ~~·: 

1 10 >peC'd up rc~oluuon ot the ca~c 
f"~j.~-:re~f((t~~[dt_l~cr£q\t-1~fA~~:~~:t:~:_~~v1 

- l 

1.. w get:~ liettcr oulto111c m tlte LJ'C 
· ~ t~tl-;~ 3JC:llitfci:ICtkf.Ltitr!iY-~l.!em:.f':·.:.:..: · '\ · ·r 

v .11012502 
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-------------------

9 How much nt <'•ICh of the dJSC(l\el) acuvme<; lt~teti bclo\1 did }(•U 
du pnor to thn. mL'<itatton' 

a mterro••atone' 
'b~. ""*' :.;":t •. dec :%$.2.1~¥"F'<:lSX.T';~'< , : tng.e.,,ton il!!I'JU> , • • • ,.,. 
<- party dCJXNII00' 

':-~d cxch.mge of,il1Jevani. doc"uiren!~: . 
c .:~pcrtl"'"ne"' dep<.l'li!On' 

Mediation Process and the ~Vlediator 

-~, 

I 0 \•kdtaroro, l~t:ty u>e a \.mel} of 1e' hnt<JUC.' anJ toni\ to help pttrtH!\ re\ohc the1r dt~pute~ ll11nkmg .tbout 
the medtanontn th1' Ld\C, pl.:::t't: mdtcme the t!Xlt"ntto \l.luch lhc mcdJatur u\ed or emphasmed each ot the 
follnwmg tt:ehmquc\, 1! any Jnd. \\hcthcr you think the tcclunque 1\m, helplulmmctea,mg the prospc<.t tor 
I CM I)UitOO Ot lht~ C3\e 

Hrt<l 
No "J<:.q.r:>'~"" 

Hlo'~. p,.," - :.. ... ,! A • •!II~ ><t; ,.; AI' Hstv'~• -----------

a cxprt!,...,'tl h1v'her opinwn ar..,ut the hl.cly out~'{lme ot the en~ .nu ml 
r .• heJ!f.pii;-ate~inee(ilJiS''•-T¢ 1oo!_v,(Jim~·Jilli~. , --1~': ~ . ..:..: . :, · . . · · · J • If 
c cn~.tged the part1r~ m !&te-lr•-face dhcu-.~JOit' ot tlw dhpure 
i.l ~- . , IIi::: pro1i~ •Jcntify-;il!iC! ~~"ii\lle!~iit :1t:lYf6r <tettlllig ~~, 1 ~ ~'. 
dt~~u! ': A~:):~~t~ ~ ::n ~~'~y:~¥f:~:~A~~ ~::A,_:~y>~ '~:· 
c U! g•'<~ the p..u11e\ ro J~lCfll & partt<-ular >ettlcmcnt prx>po<.al 

. ~~ ~~tpe<.~ tliC-;p:inJ~!u~~&;oo e:ib";Ju1c?S u~ylp_gJnterc~t\'aiid'oecu~ : 
g help.:d the pai1Je\ tllt!Ol\ell e' u<,>eS~ I~ <tren!,tll> .mJ wcnl.rn.~'\Lo:, ol thetr 
l'<~ithlll> 

-
I 

Please mdKatl.! hv'V. much) ou agree wah each of the following 
'ltatcmcnts regarding lhc mcdt..ttwn 10 lht'l ca'll! 

"'r<:>r(jl, 
,~gr'?'~ 

.. .. .. ··---- - ··· --· --· · • • · ...... • • ·- • • Fo/omg Li'>l' • --

- 11 I had ,ufli, 1Cnt tmJC hdo1e tl.c mcdtatL<lll U..tc 10 ndrquutdy prepare for the 
IIICW.UJOII - 12 '5utlicJcnl dt~'-"' t!f) h.ld b.!cn compkkd pn<>l w the met!JJtH>Il -- l ~ <\1y dtt'nt had Jn adequau;, npp1>J1Untt) to npla1n h1' or her sak of the ~tc>ry 
,Junng the medtallott ------
I J Mcdt:tttoo ht'l]1t!d 1mpm>c U>mmumc.th<'n hctwtocn th.- partie;; , 
I~ lllcdwlton helped pre-.cnc the p.trne< re!auon,Jnp 
!6 \1eiliJIHIII llt!l]'><:d mnvc the c-.L'e 10\\ n1d finul n:~oluuon qlllddy 
17 ~'kxu.uton rr:,ulted m a t.ur:reu,,l/l,l~lt' ourwrn.: m th1' ~e 
!8 The co<;t of u<.m,; nlCtlt.JitOn ro reMJ! ve th1' La~ wa<, atlordJhlc to Ill) 
<.ftCill 

- !l; I he mctlwuon pn.x-e'' '~a' frur 
- 2() 'The Jnt!dmtor trcatl'J ,,u p3I!r~ f,url v 
- .!! I \\oulJ re.:.ornnlCnJ 1lw 111<-..hatui IOtUIUIC thent' 
- 22 I v. oukl recnnuncnd lllt.'tlt&tton to t uture d1cnb \\ nh "' m1lar ca-.e' 
- 21 I v.uuld nxommenJ medt.>lltm to future dtenh ewn If they mu't pav thr full 
- cmr of mcthauon -- Satisfaction nith 1\kdiHtion and the Court "'i'"'"''"•V - 2-1 How ~u,ricd or dh-..llt'IH:d .~rc you\\ tth each t>lthe tollov. m~ "->~"·-t~ ~u 

, ~ ~pr~~c,s.~t ~~~!~!!~2 _!4n lhh7S~ _ ---··-~ 
. ·b !>l]ICOOle pf Jfi00idll91l tn.!l)is)ca~ -· ' ' ' . - ,. -

,. _c J~~,~n!13~: :)t !he,~~at~J~ ~~~ !l:~~~a~ , .. 
1, d ~ RerYICt'S prQ,VI~dJlY; the <.Oilt.tcfor tfu.; ca,<,e"• 

·r, --- e hug:.uon pn>ee" 1n th•~ G&-.e fromlihng thwugh mcdiJilon 7 ----- v 4 
- PMAPAGE2 
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---Case Outcome 
2'i W 1' th<' 1<'131 dc>ll.JJ .tlllOUIIl of the 'enlcmcnt. f,,r or 
.tg.mJ>t ~nur chcr.t 

2o WJ., there anv rk>n-mm.::I<Lry n-ht'lm the '-t-Hicmcnt 
arre~tMnt rcachet1m the ~T~edJanon' 

b:t tf.tf , ~~ '~<y~.v,.. J.ot) uQ~f~J:. :, 1 <~ :~--= ~ \·"..- ..... " . t 'V<-, 
A' v l ~hd ...... nt'·> _,_.., v" ~ 0ri..-...<: .. tt:d 

y ~ ~~ ~T r ·~D ~~i~~ :,i~v~\:~~~-\:~~~~~{;~~ _'Ti>:ft\); ,;_/:,:' 
Sc:vl,._,H:c. H ..... k'' ~~-" .~~ .-•l't'~· 'i( r.o~ ~ J Cfl<:t 

2'7 tlli!IJMeJ tO >OUT 111l!l.Jl CXpt'CiilllOll~ about lllCdHtllOO, WaS the rnedl.ihOO OUIWillC 

Co.;;t-; and Time Spent on the Ca.;;e · 
2~ lo .l'>Scs~ the ,.,N.md ume 1mp.Jct ot medtutron, plt!.~<;e gtl'e u' 
ynw h¢,1 c>t tnmt.::., of the amount of ume } 011 <;pent on the ('ao,e and the 
"'''h tn voUI ~hem fot,tl C<hb mdullc attomcy tee~ ami other coo-.. 
hut nnttlw cn>l of uny ~ctth:mcnt pmd ·--~ 

2Y Col~>H.lennl! th.:: lvp~tallrnt;Jll<lll pt(x,(.'S'> tht~ Ca\e would hd¥e gont' 
mmugh \\Ill lOuT m~dmuon pled~ ghr th }vur ~~ e>umaw~ of 
h<l\\ mud1 tunc dfl'l c t•'-1 v-ouJJ hm e lx"Cn reqwred tl mcdtallon hdd ll(l! 

A.Jdtltonal comment' on rnedtat10n ,,r l<Jllrt <.en Ke.> would be apprectated 

' j '--' 
u{1; !).:;:- u ... T u1 

1~:: ~ ) 1 ~ 
l " ' ' ~ ~ 1, • 

~; ,~~ 7 .r:- ; "' ~ 

iJ ~ 0 :·~,!;;;,' 
• ~J:;~£~~~, 

,, 

.. ~ :r ) 

4 ' •L_ 
< ::; s 
F~-.-.8 ~t~~~~-h 

,(, . 
'''L7 

·.f.' jj >a· a 
·'"n.J. ') ''} 

lv'-~ > ...> 

~ "" ..... 
~y,; ~ 7 

·:: •'q' tL ,11; 
;l'y : ~ '!: .. ; ::~ 1 
;z ... : ..2 ,.1: 

~ t :;. t"" ~ 

~-... 4 l'\l..< 4 :d 
;;;':k:·.::.j 

L 
G.\ f..(. •&.-! '" .. "'-.. 1 ( ~ 

' > ,_ 
'' ' ,._. 1\ . ., 

~> '-'13, '9 A~ 

g,_·:: .L:: s.s;l 

, s-: .Y ., 
, 

1 0 ; .: l, 
~ "::-::: " 't .::r~ .2 . 

3 ,., 1 ~ 1 ;; ,, 
<1,., .t ' '1 "' ' ' ' 0 •)" , :, , 1 

, 

'0. '> tv ,; 

~::~ T ;I~ :~ ,:~; ., ~) t -4; B , :! i'> il 'I> Z 1 

Thank you Vt'f') much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
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B. Postmediation Survey for Parties 

2. How many umes before tlu~ one have you used mediation 
in a chtllaWl>Uit? 

0 lai:'ltrtf 
,.: : · Qeteiil'lan:J ~ ", _ 

Other (olease speedy') ---------

1 
4"-~5'7 { 
~ v _.., ~ 

10+ 

3 \\l1nt 1s rhe hkehiK>~xlth..tt you •mil !llli'O:: an ungomg relaoon~hip With the party on the other s1dc m this case'> 
~ -'-".:v ~ +":X~ .-'~ 
"<' v > v v ~W {v 

• • ',H•gr Medum 
> }.!' ff' v~V: :t"/ ,, ~ 

'·r·LC~h 
~ v<'- ~ 

t~ ..1 ... ~ 

Very 
Low 

:VIediation Process 
Plea...,e tnd1cate hov. muLh vou agree With each of the follmvmg 
l>lalemcnt3 1egardmg the.: mcdtauon m tlw; case. 

4 I h.u.l wtlicll"nt umc bef01e the mcdJ,mon dllte to .u.lequdtely prej)<lre for the 
mc(IJ,ttton 
" I had ,Ul udClJUdlc uppurtumt\ ((' ~,p],un my ~~de of tht! 'tory dunng the 
n~t!JJtlon 

6 I\ kxharum hdp~d 111lj)IOVc wnunuJHcatJOn hcrweeo the parue~ 
7 M.xhanun hdped pre.;ef\ e the parucs' relallonshtp 
!> I\ k'dtallon helped mo><:-: the case rov.ard tina! ~olu!Jon qu•ckly 
9 MeJtatiOn r<!,uhed m a f:urlrc,lsonablc out.;omc tn tlu~ caore . 
II! fht: ..:ost of u'lfl!! medrauon to resolve th~ e<ISC was affordable. 
II fht: med1.1hon proc<!~' v.dS f.ur . 
12 The mcth.Jtor treJted all parttl'S fmrly . 
13 I would r<!~.ommcnd the rnedtator w rnend~ With a ~i111.1lru ca.;e 
1.:1 I V.U'JIJ r<!tornmend medmuuuro lnc.>nd' ~ith a ~mularcao;e 
I~ I 1\ould u-... nl("(hauon .:>en 1! I h.td w p.!) till' full c~ of medtallon 

t::-1 

":I 

Sati<>fadion ri>gnlv 
I o Ho\\ 'ian.::tio::J or dt\'-<!U<.tird .tre you wuh the lollowmg. Sa bstJ-eo 

• a 'rm...e ... ~_6f ml£ll4fmo' in' tfus c:i.~:/. '.":fT.:- [E; 
b 0\tll'OIIlt' uf tncdtdllOII In thl\ (..1\e '7..' ~s· 

~ '~> ~» :$,; ""....,. < >' ¢. ~""'"'~""' 

c · pcl fonJlllllL'I!.ol. tli<!;JTU,l!!J.iior.m:llila.cao,e _ •' 
~~~;rt <~ Zt> -'Si~~A 

d ..er'>JtC> prov1ded b\ the UJtlrt for tlu'> t.a<£ 
e -_ hllgallun'j)n.X'i&~ in" tht'>\;~:f~m fi[!_ng 'ih!ougb:~muon -

''ll flD 
¥ "'~:711l ~ ~ y~ ~ yit~y 

17 Cumpmed to your mHt.ll expectation\ abou1 medtauon. wa<. the medtauon outcome 

c:. About tra -.am(' as oxpocte<J 

y 4 
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;:'5' 

·s· 
•'!L 
'5' 

:.S"l 

~""Jtrr1' 

.:4 
'-:1 

3: 
-4· 

~ 

So~ewna:.' 
• Dlsi\qree · ,., .... -' 

::r 
3 -1' 

:::n 7! 
::. -2' -- .z. 

Sl>Oni,i' 1 
Dl~gree 

rl•qnl, 

-

IA'\'~d·lsf ~ .... ~ 

"~"' :'"1 ~ \ 
'1 

.f'l' 
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"' 'i# w e::an \f4Wi!MWdfEiW¥ - --- - Cost of the Case------- IS AppnlXlmJtdy ht>W rnu.:.h u«>nC) dtd you ~r~:nd on rcachmg reM>luuon 
- 10 lhN t..l;;c. includmg allotncy fee' bu1 not the ~o\l ol any <,cttlc~nt pa1d -----------------------
I ------------------------------

Your Bat·kground [nfomtation (optional) 

r-: As .Is~ case': with all ioi~~tt;:_;ltect~ '"~ t~is ~~.: ic{~.~'r -~~~~ i~cl~ion Win r~!n-Stri~iy, :.- -- +; 
(- ~-t$~1.1t will b! ~~for_: the~~le pu~~-¢ as~n9 t~ quauty~ Elfff!?tl~-~r ,the ~~·provide! 

........ ;-;i·~~!~-:. ~~:~ .. : .. ~. :::, .. ":: ;-!; .:.. ·: ,-.--. .:~~;:_.-;;';.:·. -::.~ f!?!!!.mg uno:-~:::;.:.. .. ~: .. ::--!!--··.:.:-~:-_: .::_:·Z-;:t:~:::;::.-:.:: .•.••.. ::;_..:. .• ~.: ... 

i 

19. You dl"l! 

-::-·:: f%:!!;ii:e :", 
· '-1rl" 

?.0 ) our age group h 

<']I) _, · ; <;o·.:as · 
.::. N~u H, <. ::;co~:-;5~&\-:, ~ /(~ 

1 {)0 ancovbr 

22 Your hJlal ;\, \;;-.;UAL hott"Chold LnC'<lillC hct('fc ld>,c'" 

$.QJ10 OfiO' 
--1 ':. 10 O'll • '30,0();) 
--• :s 30:001;, ~d,jJOO · 

$50,001 " j('() 00') 
. -_s·1oo:~cn : 1SO,OCO 

$1'>0001 . 

'\ddttHm.tl ~omm.:nt'- 110 nJZ<.h<Lttun or court l-<!n ILc\ \\oulil be appr<'Ctatcd 

--------

21 'I our r:K~ /!!thnlc group IS 

·· -~sl~n I P .H;hio Islander 
f:llack AirT<lll A01£'fiC<'Il 
Hlip.:lf)~:(all rae~) ·, • __ '" 
Nct:tvo Arncr,can ' Esl-.,mo 'Meul 
-Y'Jhlto (f1on:Hrsp~'ci -+· ,· 
Other ! sp<J.::~tyr 

23 llighc'-t le"d of S<.hool you wntpleted 

Sorne t,l'Jh scii<Yll 
· ·~;:.:;: H~gh S:c{ii5oi 'gradU.ttQ.~ GED 

N-~ Sonle MtlP!J0 

~- ,:;:-(,o~ltJQ'; graouatD • "' 
Pro! grarlu"te> f)n:.tos~tona' 

[_ _______ _ 
------------------------------------------

y 4 
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C. Postdisposition Survey for Attorneys 

~~;~~~f-pts~~-~~6,nnairi,~6;Attor~;~~-R~Ies~~h~.eou~l -:II 
I,· '~.ar!y~~~~o~.~\U~~-·~~~~~"~~'~at~-n._i~~~~:~'!~lo~~al.'f~rnra --~ ' c _ 1\ 

Please f1llln the bubbles completely. i 
Mark only one answer for each ' • 
question and DO NOT check or X 

,- .· ~nfi~t1ti~lity ot questll>~tiSlre,resPo(l~~ ~t( rt'€¥f::- ·" ,;, -: .. -, "··· "., 1 
1 :~.l~our an~e,r~ yt1U qe ~;~s~d tq~;~o .S?Ie ~~rpose ?f.el(aluattng,~e p1lot p~_ra~ · ·•· .1- j 1 

your answer choices 

~E.NO..i. PENCIL .011~\'. ;:Jiilllj 
or '; _ , li)Jcmnatl~ t~9!fl the suryeys WJ9, be p~eaeptedl,<?,nly ,te Jo!'f!J, yo~r ~d~~.ty: ~, i jr:{ ~~-no,t be:r~~-~!ed, to ~~ydge o~ _other pan!as jn f . .'"' '(: •• • ~ ~" 'i>t-.:1'.'. -~;,1fjl *'*'II:_~ i Right . f . -Wrong I J For parties without counsel, all references In the questions to •my client• mean you.-· I ,1 1 t }ou can com, 'e,t~ !_~l!}~';'e~ ?~~~at ~.courtlnfo.ca gov/court~-~llf!frypP,s.~ !_!~~! ' 

Background lnfonnation- -·-·- --· -· 
l:::_. - n :_ v; t:?. :;!:~ 

Are )t>U 

!'~0 nt1f~~ atto;n_ey .,~ , ~ , 
· '::•'_::Do:ervtan:'s ajtomey-:: !·:, 

A pl.1111!1tf \\ <'hout coun•cel 

2 Numhcr of pamc<> (plamtllfs and 
ddendnnl>) m th•~ ttl<>ery 

3 b dll •n,umm:e '--<~mer m\olved m the 
prcxc.'>~ oftcsolvmg thtb t.3!>C' 

' :A .ctetanfjant wiH1oiJ! (\01-!rlo;el 
'--' Other lP•G8.<i<1 .'lpSCto/) 

2 
':~.'- '~3: 4,,'' 

5- ~ 

110+ 

4 Wll.lt •~ 1001 ,L,&l'"'nJ<>nt of tlm C(l.'e m te11m of 
;~; 'tJcio:i(,(i7rlpJ6.!tY;;r th!!'Za..e·.::~~:;, ~ 
h lt:gnl ..:ompkuty ''!the <..t\C 
~.:lnH!?f~O<-iil,t~·netwCbtj;lhe ~~es · " ~-. < ~ , 

u hkt'lthoou t!Je pdl11~' wtll haw JJl vnf!•'mg rdJllon .. b•p 

" H,m• much money m (lamag<." wa' ongtrhlli> ,ought 111 tbh Olit'. 
111duJmg C<>rllpCil\JI>lf} and pUiliiiiC J.Hlldg<.:l,' 

so- ~ • , , . , 
;.1o,vo1 -:2o 0W 
:Ss0,;:;of'-Mp.ooo, 
2'>08,001 - 1 Mt'"<'l'' 

$1 10,000 
~s po r -:so,ooo 
~. 1 CG,OO 1 -SOC llOO 

Ver• 
., :~i 
:-.::J 

' 

-' 

t'l•.A.'"I 

r-·. 
> ~~ ~ 

f'~.....:~ ' 
t 

~ h " \ 

Set!lect, fr.civd<ng-, \ ; 
.. ~ott1r~ma:1•,~ moU.at;o.1 

l. ~ 5v~'r'lHZPy jdd:1r7"PI"t 

r:· Ju,ryi·!~l- , .. 

folding i.lfll~ ---- -- - · • · · -- -- · · • · --
7 lltht' "''...: W..t'> '>FTTU:.n how tfll[X>~lWJl \\'ere the fuJJo..,mg iJO(ll"> 111 obt:Unin!! senlentem'l 

Vf:';rl 
Low 

y- ',:-;.. 

Cvt•rt li.Rl "' " 
Otr •Br ;;:;ler:sc '-'POCd, l 

i SKIP to Questlo~(s 1/y~r ~-;;~;,·!~-~:"'-, 
Lciuestlan 6 above' was other tnan:settled: 

H~ t•td 
D"et:'lf>r 
Smt!orne 't 

v~r1 :->"'t'fH' ~"4'1~1• -t"'lt;J N')• ,, 
.1 p.utKJpii!mg m rnt:diOlHlll 
:b :pa;-h6tfi\qttg:u1jliQJCUtJ• <lfbnruin?Jl , 
" p.uttClp;ttmg m -;cttlcmeru conference 

: d :.tm\-lngi"~ inal &lt~1:.et~':,, z,~· ; 

lrf'rcrl:::.-tlf 

t'r " 

·-

'r"l;)Of•<t,.,t 

" ~ " 

:P"'O'",..~tr;IC£1 A,.,.."'PII"'>.-!t ... ,( .. -- ... 
'"j ' ~ ,< 

... -
' -~ ' ·-

Utigation Proces'> 

v 4 

Plea"! tndtcal(• hew. rnoch you agree \\Jth each ol the followmg 
'>1ntemcnt' a\)I_)UJ the lillgJtton procc,s u'-Ctltu rel.OI\c tlJJ<, <.<1-.e 

8 \1v cltent lldd .m ,ldetfu<~tc opportumry to c:..plum h" or h.::r ~1dc of the ;,tory 
dUI mg tlte htigatlnu pr<X:C'>' h> the Judge or 0tl1C'r 'neutral" pro\ldiR)! d1~pute 
r~~lJUtiOn M.TVlCC' m !hi' C.l\C 
9 1h: huguuon prl"-~'' hclpt•d 1rnprme rommumcauon bet\\ .:en the 
Jl.lr11<:~. 

J(t ll1t: httg<~!Jon pl\x,e" helped pre,erYe the PJf!le•,' r<'i.ttton\hlp 
II 1 he IIU)!<~IH>n pr0<.c:_~" helped mo\c thh e<l'>C 10\htrd tln.11 n!.'<llutmn 
qwtl..tv 
12 llk' Jitt~,tii1J11 pr<li.L.S' r~;.uJwJ lll .t f.ur/11:,1'011JhJc OUICOITlt! Ill 
IIlii, l:L'>C 

1 1 'I he co\! of u~lO): the hllf!Jlton rr·>e~'' to nc'olvc thl' ta~ wa:. 
a1!0tuahlr tom} chcnt . 
14 "]he hllgdlton rl()c(:<;' \\J.I, ian 
15 I would rt:<!lllltncmi tht' ltll!!-l!Wn ptUCe" u,eJ m!lu, case to lumn: 
chenl' \\llh '"mlar ta"-'' 
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16 HD'-' mtK.h of each of the (h'-<.O\Cry acth-Jll<-'> h\ted below dtd you do pnor to resoluuon of UJb c:a.<.e'> 

~ i·,~~og~t~rie~ r~ !' ~~r 
b : tm.p.:~'tiori <lcm.lnds . • 
(. (X.rt) dcp<>,lll00' 
d. cxch.mge of tekvani docummt.~ 
e e;-.pcrtl'rt!Ul<:~' dep1Nuon~ 

Case Outcome 
J 7 \\hen d1d the plU1JC.' re,Kh J. <.eulerllt.'Tit <sgre<!rrem. 
nr rc.;chc d de<-~~ ton 110111 tht: wurt 1 

Enter the month,'day. 
• and year (MMDDYY)Jn 

the bo~es at the nght •• 
and f1ff m the • 
dPPropnato bubble 
oelcw eaCI'I box 

;J 3::' 3:-3""'-..:r· 
k 4 l ~) '1 4' --! ':~ ~A 
;~?sl.s~s,~.cs 
•6' :r:s ~ "i-5, 6 
~ i· T'!:J -;-,7 T 

I 
jf a··~ '" 1l 'tLYS 

' ' 
> -q~< s ~S: " 'J '•~9 

21 Ho\\ ,..,u,ficd 01 dh~ausfk'\l ru c you W1th the followmg· 
,, oul\~'lllt' of thiS La<.e 
b ~\erv ICC'- pnmded by the cpitrp01 tlu~ case 

Bi'Jlli' 
j 

h ,'"""{ > 5J"" 
. l 

18 Was the total dClll..ll' amount t~f the ~ttlcmenlfdc{.J~ton 
for 01 against your chcnt 

. c.:'- HIC'JP, •rnn \I':})J (t~f:'JCHJ 

/t"...:: .... t •k.c .. ;;:1'!\: ns:, ,.:..-... f",..q; ~.cetJ 

LC''!Aclf' tn 1r, yt!u e"'.r;..c;;WJ ,_ *' 

r-\.;ll,e \!l'l'l"·:h:;c~v- vr .:> J 1vt 't"CUJ.f:: ....... vJ·N 1t;; r( 'I(""J 

19 Wa~ there u.ny non-monetary rehef m tht- ~ettlemelll 

agreement or dect~wn reached u1 th1' ~m.e'l 

- 1 Yes 

20 Compared to ;,our aruual cxp<A-lJtaon, when tln~ L.JSe 

wa~ filed. \\a~ the omcmTll' 

"" J s?·te' ::-:41~ 
>J<n.athtc 

Fcldmg Uno .. • -·-- ..... 
h•c: ~\' 

$4!~·.N1 
7 

'JJ:J'S11" 
O?Va<.Je( 

...... / , ... 
:.J • .o;.~ ... ~ •l 

.l 

c lmg,,t,on prnce"' tn tim en~ trout filin!! tllfOugh l::l.-.e rt:!.Oiuuon 1: 

- Costs and Time Spent on the Case 
~2 Plea~c gtvc u' your bt·~t c~nn.Jic.s of thr amoum ol tune you spent on the ca'c and th~ CO'it~ to your cltL-nt Total COl.b mcludc 
.tUonlC) tee' and Plhl:'r cu-t;,. but oor the co~t ot art) .>eulc.mcm p..uJ 

t.. 1 o.cl YGl!P8 
~:"l\ .. 1-f ~- ~~~, u--,(, \_J~ .J 

/ r . . ' 
' ' I 1 : 1. ' 
fCi:i·n:-u 
t H 1 · 1, 1' 
~:'?.-" 2 • .21: • .2~ 
' ! 
i:3~-3 i-3 ' J' 
~t} ~~ 4 J"~~~-4 $ 

., !;""5. ::. 5 < 

(.6; 6 ;d$; 6; 
l7¥.;¥..,.' 7 .. 1' 
I I la>a t~:B. 
' I 
! !L~ i:i ~ ~ "!! 

1
) i '}~\1 t..tlS! 

'\.,o:~ thC ~~!SC 

1 
1"'('\JJ: ,,~04 Q_v<'vO 0) U 

.:•···t '1'. r::t ·1 ·t 

• ' ' 2 < :q::z: 2''2 
;J' 3' 3::J :;.: ;:; '.l 
· ~ <~ " "» ;:~t 4 _ ~u 
h s- s s}s.;.· s; 

. ,; ;;; 'fir .C',_$ .c. a, 
''., 7''7h. 1 7! 

'n 5 :a. ·n [.a· s a: 
~ ..9 "I ~L, O.~.J~L 9 9~ 
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D. Postdisposition Survey for Parties 

Case Information 

Please fill in the bubbles completely. 
Mark only one answer for each 
question and DO NOT check or X 
your answer choices 

~J.WICU..ONl.Y_ .iii 
or 

< lffi 'dhid± ) 
' Fiight 1 Wrong J 

~.-·k~= l·~ 

Are ~ou the 

P!atnttfj 

2. What L~ the hkelihood that y()U Will have un on!_!omg rel.thonshtp 
w1th the party on the other stde m tins ca-..:'1 

Very , .-~-- :,: 
pl!tooC!arf ·-:{ : -~ ::.-> :_- < t 
Other (Oieaso soecity) 

H1gh ·~ 11:011 ~ H 

r--2 )\?~?f:~~: 

Cn'ie Resolution Process 
Pleu<.e md1cate how mud1 you agree \\lth each of the following 
statcmems about lhe liugauon proces~ U!-.ed to resolve tlw,, ca.'JC 

3 I hud aun,kquate opportumty to C'<plmn my ~tde of the Mory dunng the 
!IU)!atlon pnx:es' to the JUd!(e or 1Jllrer "r~utrJI" pro\tdmg d1~pute rcwluuon 
-,en•tce' intlm c.L-.e 

s·ror.g:y 
AtJtQ•• 

Mad.U."'· 

\/:' 
~"' ~v~ ,.::< ~ 
~ _,v 4 Tite lill:;!Atlon proccs, mtpro\'ed commumcntJon betv.-een the parues v\ ~ < ~- / 

:- ,."" -,. 

:~·~:-'l i.._ ~ '' 

~ ~~ ~~ -~~ ~:: 
•• • •••• • ............... ..... ............................ ..... ....... ................. Fotdmg Lme 

r~~-:~-~0-~- ~ 
... ~ ...... ~~ ¥ ......... _ ........... ~ .......... ~. 

) 111.: iltlgauon pnx.'l.''~ hclpcJ prc-.enc the panic'' relnuomtup 

() 111.:: hngauon pt ocess helped nJ(>Ve w c.t.<.e !O\Hird tilllll rewtuuon 
quKJ..h 

The lmg:tttOn ptoce.'>s te~ultctlln a f:ur/re.t.'-Unable outwme 

~ Th..: w~t of usmg thr hug.1uon pux,'e~~ to re>ohc th1~ c.~.<;e was 
aftonl.thk 

9 The htu;auon proc.cs~ wa.-, ian 

10. I would recornnwnt.l the huganon proce~s u<;ed In th1~ ca-..: to fncnd~ wtth 
,. m1IM caSL·~ 

Satisfaction 

~ « ~ .... 

v ~ .. L '~; 

-, 

.-

s~rvrtg ~ 
tils.G.•l'OO 

H(9rl} 

-

J I How ~ltl'ilietl or d!.;-..w,ftcd .tre you \vtth the followmg 
H~ghty 

SNtSlti•CI .-·:-,7-.-
f) S$-<l 1t.,;t,u; 

· a outconr:ot:rhJ>~tlh<:e~. ·-~' -· • '· · · .~-. - <:;_.:_:,:_: •. , ., ......... ,,..._~.j;."' .r± 
b, -.emce' pmv1Jcd by the wurt for rlu'> CJSe 

·: c' . httgaitOri p(ocds irFthi5 'c-.~,..e froi!l)il rng'!tlroUi!l.taSC<·rewlun&l 
r7 

~ h ~ ':::-rj ;~ 

6' '!i ;t_ 

'-' .:s:- '::-=':q.1 . 

I~ ComJXIIVU h• your mmal C\ptX1ation' "hen thl'> c::c,e was tiled wa' the outwme 

v 4 
PDP PAGE 1 
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- - ------------------------------

1 Cost of the Cru.e ---·-. -
I 

I 
I 3 Appru\Jmately ht>w much m<Jney dttl vou ~pend on 
leJChmg re,oJuuon mtht' ta\-c mcluumg attomcy ft:e~ hur nor 
tilt! U)'-1 ltl anv ~ttlemcnr pmJ. 

Total wst 
of ther:.a(.;e 

----.. . ----------" 
Your Background Information (optwnal) 

I 
!i~~}!::i~;~-~ a!I,:!J!fpr~fl~ col~--~n.,.;·,-i!'il-. s"""·: JW-,-rvey--.• --y-ou~~~nd Inforniation ~~~ r~J-rjJt':l~v-· <; .. ; 
L:'CO!l~~!JI.tt Wlll_tx: .~S;ed}o.niJe sole~ o~ ~~~~ ~·qua!I!Y an$f ett~~~fof ttl? _SeiVI~ ~~ 

····---i.;:~~-~·~M!t~h.;;:_:·_:;;{;~"--:·--~·.""·:;:.::l..:::. _·· Fol!!_~ng Line :'----·":;~.;...::.;.'-" ·~·c· _-.:..:.:;-:3:::--"-.:::=.::::::::.;::·::±<-·"i:.:._.~.-~ • 

----------------------------- v 4 -

14 You ;uc l 'l Your d!!C grc•ur J\ 

~C:?if~!lf~ · 
r- Male 

<J(l 
. :;<. > ~0.:.;\;i 

r 1 t.O -49 

·.=''l::~q,;,!?~; .,_" 
:.... 130 ona -:Jv'"r 

17 Your tnt.tl AN'll ·\[ houM:h01ld IIJC<'!lW bet ore taxc<. 1~ 

o ~~.:1 o ;ooQ:~ tfo;;_. <~; 
$ •0,001- 30 000 
-s~t;6))o'J·-·tid.Oo_o:· 
S t;{;,il()1 · HJO 000 
,s::oc:oo; ·-:15o.flt)o 
51':10,001 ' 
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E. Durability Survey 
1 How long has 1t been 

smce the case was 
resolved? 

b Under s1x months 
0 Stx months to one year 
0 Over one year 

2 To the best of your recollection, how was 
this case ultimately resolved? 

0 Settlement at medtatton 
0 Settlement after non-agreement at the medtatton 
0 Other settlement Without usmg med1at1on 
0 Entry of JUdtctal arbttratJon award as JUdgment 
0 VerdtCt/Judgment after tnal 
0 Involuntary d1sm1ssal by court (e g default) SKIP TO 16 
0 Other (please spec1fy below) · · 

If case was involuntarily dismtssed by court (e.g 
default}, sktp to 16. Otherwtse, please continue 

3 If the case was resolved by 
settlement, to what degree was 
your chent mvolved tn the process 
of settling the case. 

0 A little 
0 Somewhat 
0 Alot 

4 D1d the settlement/judgment 1n th1s 
case mclude monetary damages? 

0 Yes 
0 No SKIP T06 

5 If yes, compared to the 
ongmal amount sought, 
was the settlement or 
judgment amount 

0 Substantially lower 
0 Somewhat lower 
0 About the same 
0 Somewhat htgher 
0 Substantially h1gher 

6 Was there any non-monetary rehef 1n 
the settlement agreement/judgment? 

0 Yes 
0 No 

7 Was the relief prov1ded by 
the settlement agreement 
or judgment 1n your chant's 
favor or other party's favor? 

0 In favor of my chant 
0 In favor of other party 
o Both 

8 In the agreement/judgment, was the reqUirement for 
payment or performance of other dut1es. 

0 lmmedtate upon.settlement/judgment 
0 Scheduled to be completed w1thm stx months 
0 Scheduled to be completed WJthm one year 
0 Scheduled to be completed over a year 
0 Other (please specify below) 

9 To date, has the party responsible 
for payment or performance under 
the agreement or JUdgment 

0 Complied m full 
0 Parttally complied 
0 Not complied at all 
0 NA/DK 

10 Do you feel that the agreement or 
judgment m th1s case fully addressed. 

a. The legal 1ssues 1n the d1spute between parties? 0 Yes 
0 No 

b. The emotional issues (If any) underlymg dispute? 0 Yes 
0 No 
0 NA 

11 After agreement was reached 
or jUdgment rendered 
a. D1d a dtspute between parties over any legal 0 Yes 

issues mvolved 1n case continue or re-emerge? 0 No 

b. D1d anger, resentment or other emotions that 0 Yes 
fueled the ong1nal dispute continue or re-emerge? 0 No 

0 NA 

12 After agreement was reached/judgment rendered, 0 None 
how many add1t1onal Interactions between s1des 1n 0 Some 
the case were needed before compliance 0 Many 
w1th agreement/judgment began? 

13 Were any additional court proceedmgs 
considered or 1mtJated 1n th1s case to 

Cons1dere lmt1ated 
d Ne1ther 

a. Enforce agreement/judgment? 0 0 0 

b. Mod1fy agreement/judgment? 0 0 0 

c. Rescmd/overturn the 0 0 0 
agreement or judgment? 

d. Other? (please spec1fy below) 0 0 0 

14 Is there or has there been another lawsUit 0 Yes 
between the part1es about different 1ssues 0 No 
stnce the resolution of th1s case? 

15 Please answer the followmg usmg a scale from 1 to 5, where 
1 = Not At All and 5 = Completely 

Not at all Completely 
a. Overall, was the outcome <D @ ® @) ® OK NA 

in th1s case fatr? 
b. Overall, was process for Q) 0 Q) @) ® OK NA 

resolvmg thts case fatr? 
c. Are you satisfied wtth <D @ ® @) ® OK NA 

overall outcome? 
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16 Smce the mediation p1lot program began in 2000, to what degree 
have you become more or less hkely to use the folloWing 
techmques m your c1v1l cases? 

Much le~s 
hkely 

f>luch more 
likely 

a. Mediation 

b. Jud1c1al arb1trat1on 
® ~ @ @ ~ OK NA 

® ~ ~ @ ~ OK NA 
c. Contractual arb1trat1on CD 0 @ @ , ~ OK NA 
d. Settlement conferences 

e. Tnal 

f. Other ADR 

® 0 ~ @ ~ OK NA 

CD @ @ @ ® OK NA 

® @ @ @ ® OK NA 

17 Please md1cate whether you have changed the way you tend to 
conduct htlgabon m c1v11 cases smce the med1at1on p1lot program 
began m 2000 by domg more or less of each of the followmg 
act1v1t1es early m a case (e.g before a med1at1on) 

A tot A little No A little A lot 
less less change more more 

a. Meet and confer w1th the 
other s1de 

b. Settlement negotiations ® 

c. Voluntary exchange of case CD 
mformat1on 

d. Demand for production of ® 
documents 

e. lnterrogatones ·CD 
f. Party depositions CD 

g. Expert/w1tness depositions ® 

h. Other changes? (please speedy) 

@) 

®· '@)' ® 

® ® ® 

® ® ®' 

18 Please md1cate how much you agree or d1sagree w1th the 
followmg statements us1ng a scale from 1 to 5, where 
1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree 
S1nce the med1at1on p1lot program began 

Strongly 
D1sagree Neutral 

a. My relationships wtth other ® 
counsel have become more 
cooperative. 

b. I d1scuss mediation w1th my CD 
chants more often 

c. I use mediation on a voluntary ® 
basts more often 

d. I do less discovery in cases CD 
gomg to med1at1on than m other 
cases 

e. I do same amount of discovery ® 
m cases gomg to mediatton as 
m other cases, but I do 1t earher 
to be prepared for med1at1on 

f. I wait to do some d1scovery CD 
because the case m1ght settle 
at med1at1on Without the need 
for the d1scovery. 

g. I wa1t to do some d1scovery 
because mediation may serve 
the needs of certam d1scovery 

CD 

@) 

® @) 

Strongly 
Agree 

® 
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19 Are you 
0 Plaintiff's attorney 
0 Plaintiff Without counsel 
0 Defendant's attorney 

0 Defendant Without counsel 
0 other (please specify) 

20 Please est1mate how many times 
you used med1at1on: 

a. Before the pilot program started m 2000? 

b. As part of th1s court's early med1at1on p1lot 
program s1nce 2000? 

21 Number of part1es 0 2 0 5-9 
(pla1nt1ffs and 0 3-4 0 10 or more 
defendants) m th1s case. 

22 Was an msurance earner involved m 
the resolution of th1s case? 

0 Yes 
0 No 

23 Usmg a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = Vel}' Low and 
5 = Vel}' H1gh, what IS your assessment of th1s 
case m terms of 

Vc~ Vo~ 
low h1gh 

a. Factual complexity CD 0 ® @) ~ 

b. Legal complexity CD 0 ® ® ® 

c. Initial hostlhty between the CD 0 ® @) G; 
part1es 

d. L1kehhood of ongo1ng CD @ ~ @) ® 

24 

25 

relationship between part1es. 

Somebmes two part1es are not evenly matched; one 
s1de may have more expenence 1n court, may have 
legal help or may be able to tell thetr stde of the case 
m a more conv1ncmg manner, where the other may 
not possess any of these attnbutes 
How evenly matched were your chent and the other 
party? Would you say: 

0 The other party had a great advantage 
0 The other party had a slight advantage 
0 We were pretty evenly matched 
0 My chent had a slight advantage 
0 My client had a great advantage 
0 NA/DK 

How much money 1n 
damages was ongmally 
sought m th1s case, 
1nclud1ng compensatory 
and punibve damages? 

0 '$0 
0 $1-10,000 
0 $10,001-25,000 
0 $25,001-50,000 
0 $50,001-100,000 
0 $100,001-500,000 
0 $500,001-1 mtlhon 
0 $1 mtllton or more 



F. Mediator Survey 
1 Total hours of med1at1on tra1mng 5 Which court(s) EMPP panel(s) are you on and how long 

0 Under20 have you been on the panel? 
0 21 -40 Less More 
0 41-80 Than 12 13 to 24 Than 24 
0 More than 80 Months Months Months 

0 Contra Costa 0 0 0 
2 Number of cases m wh1ch have served as mediator 0 Fresno 0 0 0 

0 Under 20 ·0 Los Angeles 0, 0 0 
0 20-50 0 San D1ego 0 0 0 
0 51-100 0 ,Sonoma' 0' D· 0 
0 More than 100 0 None 0 0 0 

3 Educational level 6 In how many of each type of case listed below were you 
0 High school graduate appomted/selected as an EMPP med1ator? 
0 Some college (Please est1mate 1f necessary) 
0 College or university degree ,Auto PI ' 
0 Post-graduate degree Non-Auto PI 

Contract 
4 Professional background (check all that apply) All Others 

0 Full t1me dispute resolution neutral 
0 Ret1red Judge or bench off1cer 7 How many times were you subsequently selected to 
0 Lawyer conduct a pnvate med1at1on by part1es or attorneys for 
0 Other (please spec1fy) whom you served as an EMPP med1ator? 

0 p ', " 
0 1-2 
0 3-5 
0 6-10 
,0 'More than 10 t1m,es 

How often (1f ever) did the followmg happen 1n your EMPP mediations and how important do you th1nk each was m the cases 
NOT resolvmg 1n mediation? 

Often Somet1mes Rarely Never Vel}' Somewhat Little or No 
Important Important Importance 

a. The subJect matter of the case 
d1d not seem appropnate for 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
med1at1on. 

b. The case was referred to 0 0 0 ·0 0 0 0 
mediation too early 

c. The deadline for completmg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 med1ation was too early. 
d. The followmg part1c1pants appeared by telephone 

Plainbff(s) o, 0 0 0 0· 0 0 
Plamtiffs counsel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defendant(s) 0 0 0 ·o· ,0 0 0 
Defendant's counsel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Insurance company .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 representative( s) 

e. The following were excused from part1c1pating m the med1abon: 

Plamtlff(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defendant( s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Insurance company 0 0 0 0 0 0 D. 
representative( s) 

f. The followmg d1d not seem to understand the mediation process· 

Plambff(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Plamtlffs counsel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Defendant(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·0 
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Defendant's counsel D D D D D D D 
Insurance company D. D D D D D D representative( s) 

g. The followmg drd not seem to want to partrcrpate rn the medratron· 
Plambff(s) D D D .D. D D D 
Plaintiffs counsel D D D D D D D 

Defendant(s) D D D D D D D 
Defendant's counsel D D D D D D D 
Insurance company D 'D D D D D D representatlve(s) 

h The followrng drd not seem wrllrng to negotrate 
Plarnbff(s) D D D D. D D D 
Plarntlff's counsel D D D D D D D 

Defendant(s) .D D D D D d D 
Defendant's counsel D D D D D D D 
Insurance company D D .D D D D D representatrve(s) 

I. The followrng drd not seem prepared for the medratron· 
Plarnbff(s) & counsel D D D D D D D 

Defendant(s) & counsel D D D D D D D 
Insurance company D D. D D -D D D representatrve( s) 

j. The followrng drd not seem to have enough mformabon to medrate the case 

Plarnbff(s) & counsel D D D D D D D' 
Defendant(s) & counsel D D D D D D D 
Insurance company D D D D D D D representative( s) 

k. The followrng drd not seem to be workrng well wrth therr counsel· 

Plarntlff(s) D D D -D 'D D D 
Defendant( s) D D D D D D D 

I. Counsel drd not seem to be D D D D D D 0 
workrng well wrth each other 

m. The partres could not afford 
sufficrent hours of medratlon bme D D D D D D D 
(beyond any trme covered by the 
court) 

n. There were language or other D D D D ·D D D communrcatron bamers 
o. Other (Please Specrfy) 

D D D D D D D 
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9 How often (1f ever) d1d you do the followmg 1n your EMPP mediations, and how Important do you th1nk each was 1n the cases 
resolv1ng 1n med1at1on? 

Always Often 

a. Met w1th counsel and parties 1n 0 JOint session 
b. Met with some or all counsel or 0 part1es ind1v1dually 
c. Encouraged parties to 

commumcate 1n each other's 0 
presence 

d. Encouraged parties to share 0 the1r emotions 
e. Encouraged parties to discuss 

concerns or 1nterests underlymg 0 
the dispute 

f. Encouraged parties to explore 
solutions beyond those available 0 
through court 

g. Prov1ded an evaluation of the 0 legal ments of the case 
h. Prov1ded an opm1on or 

evaluation of the likely outcome 0 
of case at trial 

I. Made recommendations 
regardmg whether parties should 0 
settle 

Please md1cate whether you th1nk the EMPP program has 
had a pos1t1ve or negative 1mpact on the followmg, where 5 
= very pos1tlve and 1 = very negat1ve 

10 

11 

Vety 
pos111ve 

5 4 3 
lncreasmg awareness and understanding of 
med1at1on by 
a. Judges 0 0 0 
b. Attorneys 0 0 0 
c. Part1es to 0 0 0 litigation 
d. Insurance 0 0 0 representatives 
e. Public 0 0 0 
lncreasmg w1111ngness to use med1atlon by 
a. Attorneys 0 0 0 
b. Part1es 0 0 0 
c. Insurance 0 0 0 representatives 
d. Public 0 0 0 

Vety 
NegatiVe 
2 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0, 

0 

0 

0 

396 

Rarely 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0' 

0 

12 

Never Vety Somewhat l.Jttle or No 
Important Important Importance 

0 0 0 0 

0 0· 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 ·o 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

E;J 0 0' 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

lncreasmg Willingness to compensate mediators for 
the1r serv1ces by: 
a. Attorneys 0 0 0 0 ' 0 · 
b. Parties 0 0 0 0 0 
c. Insurance 0 [] 0 0 0 representatives 
d. Public 0 0 0 0 0 



G. Survey of Judicial Time on Hearings and Related Activities371 

Court· 

0 Program Department 0 Control Department 

Please provzde your best estzmate of the average amount of time (m mznutes) you spend 
per conference/hearmg in a czvzl case on the followzng types of events. Please include 
the amount of tzme you spend discusszng any of these matters wzth your research 
attorney, but not tzme spent by the research attorney for preparation, event or follow up. 

CONFERENCES: 

c ase M anagement c ~ on erences 
Average Average amount of 

Preparation Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Conference Conference After Conference 

Limited Cases 
Unlimited Cases 

Trial Readiness Conferences 
Average Average amount of 

Preparation Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Conference Conference After Conference 

Limited Cases 
Unhmited Cases 

Trial Call 
Average Average amount of 

Preparation Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Conference Conference After Conference 

Limited Cases 
Unlimited Cases 

371 This IS the survey form d1stnbuted to JUdges m San D1ego The event mformatiOn m the court's docket 
data allowed more detailed breakdown of vanous types of court events The survey forms d1stnbuted m all 
other courts requested esnmates of JUd1c1al t1me on case management conferences and monon heanngs. 
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MOTION HEARINGS: 

Light Motion Hearings - including 
Ex Parte Appearances, Reading Settlements into the record, Motions to Dismiss, 
Simple Discovery Motions 

Average Average amount of 
Preparation Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Hearing Hearing After Hearing 

Limited Cases 
Unlimited Cases 

Medium Motion Hearings, including: 
Longer Discovery Motions, Motions to Compel Arbitration/Confirm Awards, 
Motions to Continue Trial, Motions for Good Faith Settlement Determmation, 
Post-Trial Motions 

Motion for Leave to Amend 

Average Average amount of 
Preparation Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Hearing Hearing After Hearing 

Limited Cases 
Unlimited Cases 

Heavy Motion Hearings, including: 
Demurrers/Simple Motions to Strike, Prelimmary InJunctions, Special Motions to 
Strike (SLAPP Motions), Summary Judgment and Summary Adjudication Motions 

Average Average amount of 
PreparatiOn Time Average Time for Follow-up Time 
Before Hearing_ Hearing After Hearing 

Limited Cases 
Unlimited Cases 

398 



Instructions for Survey of Judicial Time 

"Average" Time Spent 
We are trymg to gather information about the average amount of time that judges in your 
court typically spend in preparing, holdmg, and completing any necessary follow-up to 
conferences and motion hearings. 

To estimate the average time you spend, you can first estimate the total amount of time 
that you spend on each event type within, say, a one-week period and then divide the total 
amount of time by the number of cases that appeared in those events. For example, if you 
spent 4 hours (240 minutes) on case management conferences during a one-week period, 
and during that period you held conferences in 30 cases, the average time per conference 
per case would be 8 minutes (240 mmutes divided by 30 cases). 

Case Type in Time Estimates 
In your time estimates, please exclude case types that are not ehgible for the pilot 
mediatiOn program in your court, such as unlawful detainer, construction defect, complex 
cases or small claims appeals. 

Case Management Conference 
Please mclude both Early mediatiOn status conferences for pilot program cases and 
regular case management conferences m making your estimates. 

Estimates of "Chamber Time" Spent in Preparing and Following up Hearing 
Events 
In addition to time in conductmg the conferences or hearmgs, please also provide 
separate estimates on "chamber time" spent in preparing for the conferences or hearings, 
as well as time spent in following up on deciSIOns made during the conferences or 
hearings, such as issumg orders. Follow-up time does not include subsequent conferences 
or hearings that might result from the specific events included in your time estrmates. 

If you hold your hearings in the chamber, please consider this time as time for the hearing 
or conference. 

399 



Appendix D. Survey Distribution and Response Rate 

A. ~ostmediation Survey 
Postmediation surveys were filled out by parties and attorneys in program cases in each 
pilot court that used mediation under the pilot program. Parties who were represented by 
attorneys were asked to fill out a shorter survey form (party forms); attorneys, parties 
without representation, and other mediation participants (mainly insurance 
representatives) were asked to filled out a longer survey form (attorney forms). 

The postmediatwn surveys were distributed from July 2001 to June 2002 as cases in the 
pilot programs were being referred to mediation.372 In San Diego, a random sample was 
drawn from the large number of cases referred to mediation. In all other courts, the 
samples for postmediation surveys included all cases that were referred to mediation 
dunng the survey period. 

The surveys were distributed by mediators at the end of mediation sessiOn to persons who 
participated in the mediatiOn. When a case was referred to mediation, the courts sent a 
package of survey forms to the mediator along with other court documents. 373 

Participants who received the survey forms were asked to either give the completed 
survey form to the mediator before leaving the last mediation session or to mail the 
response to the "evaluation research project" staff at the court. 

To track survey responses, all participants who received the survey forms were asked to 
fill out an "attendance sheet" with their name and address, which was mailed to the court 
by the mediator regardless of whether the survey form was completed. 

Using the names and addresses from the attendance sheets, two follow-up reminders were 
mailed to parties and attorneys who had received survey forms but had not returned 
completed surveys. The first reminder was a postcard mailed two weeks after the 
attendance sheets were received by the courts. The second remmder was mailed two 
weeks later to those who had not responded; a new survey form was also mcluded in the 
second reminder. 

In all, the five pilot courts distributed approximately 15,000 postmediation survey forms 
(7,602 attorney forms and 7,480 party forms) to the mediators. Of the 15,000 party and 
attorney surveys mailed to the mediators, 9,615 attendance sheets were received by the 
courts ( 4,926 for attorney forms and 4,689 for party forms). The number of attendance 
sheets received represents the total number of survey forms that were actually distributed 
by the mediators to mediation participants in the pilot programs. 

Table D-1 below shows the survey response rates for the party and attorney survey forms. 
Overall, of the 4,926 attorney survey forms distributed by the mediators (i.e., distributed 
surveys in whlch the attendance sheets were later mailed to the courts), 2,505 respondents 
completed the surveys providing valid data; this represents an overall response rate of 51 

372 To mcrease sample SIZe m Sonoma, addttlonal postmed1at1on surveys were dtstnbuted m January 2003 
373 In Los Angeles, some mediators received a package of survey forms pnor to case referrals and were 
asked to dtstnbute the survey forms whenever a case went to medtatlon. 
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percent m the five pilot courts.374 The overall response rate for party surve,Ys is lower at 
37 percent, with 1,719 responses for a total of 4,689 surveys distributed.37 

Table D-1. Distribution and Response Rate of Postmediation Surveys 

Attorney Survey Party Survey 

Total Total Valid Response Total Total Valid Response 
Court D1stnbuted Responses Rate D1stnbuted Responses Rate 
Contra Costa 1,411 652 46% 1,425 380 27% 
Fresno 807 496 61% 788 353 45% 
Los Angeles 1,201 609 51% 931 449 48% 
San D1ego 1,176 566 48% 1,283 458 36% 
Sonoma 331 182 55% 262 79 30% 

Total 4,926 2,505 51% 4,689 1,719 37% 

374 Some surveys were retuned without any of the queshons answered Some completed responses could not 
be used because case numbers for those responses could not be Identified To Idenhfy the case number of a 
pamcular response, both the case number and a different number assigned to that survey form need to be 
correctly entered mto the survey trackmg database at the hme when the survey form was mibally mailed to 
the mediator. If either one was mcorrect or nnssmg, the hnkage of a survey form with the case IS lost Tills 
hnkage IS necessary because mformahon from both the surveys and the courts' case management system 
was combmed m the analysis 
375 If the base number for calculating the response rates were the total number of survey forms that the 
courts mailed to the mediators (15,082), the overall response rate would be 33 percent for attorney surveys 
and 23 percent for party surveys These rates, however, are undereshmates of the actual response rates 
because they do not take mto considerahon cases that were referred to mediation but the parhes resolved 
the dispute Without usmg mediahon (thus the surveys could not have been distnbuted to the attorneys and 
pames), or cases that went to mediahon but the mediators may not have distnbuted the surveys to the 
participants. On the other hand, the response rates presented m Table D-1 could be overeshrnates because 
the surveys may have been distnbuted at the end of a mediahon sesswn but the attendance sheets were not 
mailed to the courts If none of the parhcipants m that mediation responded to the survey, and the court did 
not have mforrnahon from attendance sheets to ascertam that surveys had been distnbuted to the 
partiCipants m that mediahon, then the case was not mcluded m the base number for calculating the 
response rates, leadmg to mflated response rates than actually were 
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B. Postdisposition Survey 
PostdispositiOn surveys were mailed directly by the court to attorneys and parties from 
July 2001 to September of2002.376 Random samples were drawn from eligible cases that 
had been filed since the pilot program began and reached disposition as of the time 
sample selection. The only cases that were not selected for the postdisposition surveys 
were cases in the program that went to mediation and settled at mediation. These 
mediated cases that settled were already included in the postmediation survey. 

As with the postmediatwn survey, there are two different survey forms: one for parties 
represented by attorneys and one for attorneys and self-represented parties. Based on 
information from the courts' case management system, the attorney survey forms were 
first mailed to attorneys and self-represented parties. Contact information for parties who 
were represented by attorneys was not available m the courts' case management system. 
Therefore, attorneys who were sent the postdisposition survey forms were asked to 
provide their clients' names and addresses. Thereafter, party surveys were sent to those 
parties whose attorneys had responded to the attorney survey and provided their chent 
contact information in the responses. 

As with the postmediation survey, two survey reminders were mailed for the 
postdisposition surveys. Two weeks after the initial mailmg, a remmder postcard was 
mailed to those who had not responded; a reminder letter with another copy of the survey 
form was mailed again four weeks after the Imtial mailing. 

In all five courts, a total of 6,891 postdisposition surveys were mailed (6,173 to attorneys 
and 718 to parties), as shown m 

376 Smce the pilot program m Los Angeles did not begm operatiOn until June of 2001, more than a year 
later than m other courts, dtstnbuhon of postdisposthon surveys began m July of 2002 m Los Angeles to 
allow for suffictent time for program cases to reach dtsposthon. To mcrease sample siZe, additional surveys 
were dtstnbuted agam from February to Apnl 2003 m Los Angeles, Fresno, and Sonoma, but for attorneys 
only 
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Table D-2. The overall response rate for attorney surveys is 45 percent, with 2, 767 valid 
responses for 6,173 surveys mailed. Party surveys had a similar response rate at 42 
percent, w1th 300 valid responses for 718 surveys mailed. While the response rates are 
similar for the attorney and party surveys, the sample size for party surveys was fairly 
small, as only a small proportion of attorney respondents provided their clients' contact 
information. When Los Angeles began distribution of the postdisposttion surveys in July 
of 2002, other courts already completed their survey data collection. Based on party 
response data from these courts, it was realized that the postdtsposition party surveys 
were unlikely to generate a large sample size. As a result, the postdisposition survey in 
Los Angeles did not include party surveys. 
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Table D-2. Distribution and Response Rate of Postdisposition Surveys 

Attorney Survey Party Survey 

Total Total Valid Response Total Total Valid Response 
Court D1stnbuted Responses Rate D1stnbuted Responses* Rate 

Contra Costa 751 332 44% 82 36 44% 
Fresno 1,219 538 44% 186 67 36% 
Los Angeles 1,044 488 47% - - -
San D1ego 2,171 1,001 46% 396 179 45% 
Sonoma 988 408 41% 54 18 33% 

I 

Total 6,173 2,767 45% 718 300 42% 
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C. Validity of Postmediation and Postdisposition Survey Data 
The analyses of program impact on litigant costs and satisfaction were based on attorney 
survey data from both the postmediation and postdisposition surveys. Therefore, It is 
important to ensure that the combined survey data from these two surveys accurately 
reflects the population of cases from which the surveyed cases were drawn. 

There are two sources that could lead to skewed survey data: 

1. Surveys were not distributed to a random sample in the population of cases; and 
2. Those who received the survey and chose to respond to the survey may have 

certain characteristics that were systematically different from those who did not 
respond to the survey. 

As noted above in the discussion of survey distribution, the postmediation and 
postdisposition surveys were distributed either to all cases in the pilot programs or to a 
sample of cases that was randomly selected based on a computer program. The random 
sample selection process, along with the high response rate from attorneys in the range of 
40 to 50 percent, greatly enhanced the validity of the survey data. 

Additional analyses were performed to ensure that the survey data was not skewed due to 
other sources such as the different characteristics of respondents relative to 
nonrespondents. Here a comparison can be made between the survey data and the 
population of all cases based on case type information that is available in both data sets. 
Table D-3 shows the percentage breakdowns by case type in the survey sample and all 
cases in the pilot programs. As can be seen in the table, the composition of cases in the 
survey sample and in all cases was very similar. For example, 38 percent of survey 
respondents in Contra Costa was from Auto PI cases compared to 36 percent in the 
population. The other four courts revealed similar proportion of Auto PI cases in the 
survey sample and all cases in the population. With only a few exceptions, the differences 
in vanous case types between the survey and the population of all cases generally fell 
within only a few percentage points. These comparison results mdicate high validity of 
the survey data in representing the population of cases in the pilot programs. 

Table 0·3. Percentage Breakdown of Survey and Population Cases by Case Type 

Contra Costa Fresno Los Angeles San Dl!mO Sonoma 
All All All All All 

Case Type Survey Cases Survey Cases Surve_y_ Cases Survey Cases Survey Cases 
Auto PI 380% 36.1% 484% 477% 160% 15.4% 342% 338% 408% 42.4% 
Contract 19.2 19.3 26 8 30 7 35 3 42.1 28.9 31 1 19.5 24.0 
NonAuto PI 20.4 22 7 13 7 12 8 13.8 13.5 21 5 18 7 244 18 6 
Other 22 3 21.9 11.1 88 35.0 29.1 15 5 16.4 15 4 14 9 
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D. Durability Survey 
This survey was designed to assess the long-term impact of mediation on resolution of 
the disputes and attorneys' litigation practice due to their experience with mediatiOn. The 
survey was conducted first m July 2002 with the assistance of the Public Research 
Institute of San Francisco State Uruversity. It was mailed to attorneys and self-
represented parties based on a random sample of cases that were filed since the pilot 
program began and had been disposed of for over six months. The random samples 
mcluded both cases that used mediation and those that used other methods to resolve the 
dispute. 

Initial analysis of the survey data revealed uncertain results regarding the impact of 
mediation on durability. Therefore, the same survey was mailed to a different sample of 
cases m April 2003 in order to increase the total sample size. In the second mailing, a 
larger proportion of tried cases were selected, in order to better explore differences in 
cases compliance with resolutions imposed by the court and resolutions agreed to by the 
parties. Auto PI cases were excluded from the second mailing as these cases were found 
to involve very little compliance issues. 

Table D-4. Distribution and Response Rate of Durability Survey 

Total Total Vahd Response 
Court D1stnbuted ResQonses Rate 

Contra Costa 1,765 390 22% 

Fresno 868 282 32% 

Los Angeles 631 202 32% 

San D1ego 1,949 673 35% 

Sonoma 501 177 35% 

Total 5,714 1,724 30% 

In both waves of the survey maihngs, one follow-up reminder with another copy of the 
survey was mailed two weeks after the initial mailing. As shown m Table D-4, a total of 
5,714 surveys were mailed in the two distributiOns. The overall response rate m the five 
courts was 30 percent with a valid sample size of 1, 724. 
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E. Mediator Survey 
Mediator surveys were distributed to all panel mediators in the pilot courts in September 
2002. There was no follow-up reminder in this survey. As shown in Table D-5, a total of 
948 mediator surveys were mailed and 407 valid responses were received, with an overall 
response rate of 43 percent. 

Table D-5. Distribution and Response Rate of Mediator Survey 

Total Total Vahd Response 
Court D1stnbuted Res~onses Rate 
Contra Costa 253 90 36% 
Fresno 100 37 37% 
Los Angeles 328 162 49% 
San D1ego 155 97 63% 
Sonoma 112 21 19% 

Total 948 407 43% 
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F. Judge Time Survey 
The judge time survey was an informal survey asking for judges' assistance in providing 
an estimate of the amount of time they spend on various court event. It is not intended to 
be a comprehensive and ngorous accounting of judges' allocation of time. The surveys 
were distributed in the pilot courts m May 2003 and in October 2003 to judges m the 
pilot courts whose caseload during the program period included civil cases. The survey 
was anonymous and there was no follow-up procedures adopted to track the response 
rates. Overall, a total of 14 responses were received from all the pilot courts. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report Summary 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants 
Hon. Kathleen E. O'Leary, Chair 
Bonnie Hough, Supervising Attorney, Center for Families, Children 
& the Courts, 415-865-7668 
Deborah Chase, Senior Attorney, Center for Families, Children & 
the Courts, 415-865-7598 

DATE: February 10,2004 

SUBJECT: Report of the Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants and Statewide 
Action Plan (Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
The Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants was created by the Judicial Council 
to make recommendations to the council on how to respond to the growing 
number of self-represented litigants, an issue that is having a great impact on the 
court system. The task force was charged with reviewing current activities and 
developing a statewide action plan with recommendations for the future to assist 
the Judicial Council to efficiently and effectively implement its goals of increasing 
access to the courts and improving the quality of justice and service to the public. 
This report includes the Statewide Action Plan for Serving Self-Represented 
Litigants for approval by the Judicial Council. 

Recommendation 
The Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants recommends that the attached 
Statewide Action Plan for Serving Self-Represented Litigants be approved by the 
Judicial Council. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
The courts have experienced enormous growth in the number of self-represented 
litigants during the past several years. This increase is not 90nfined to family law 
but spans the spectrum of civil litigation from small claims to unlawful detainer, 
probate and limited and general jurisdiction civil cases. Even in areas where the 
court may appoint counsel for indigent litigants, such as juvenile dependency and 



criminal misdemeanors, the number of litigants without representation continues 
to grow. This increase is a critical issue for courts given current budget 
conditions. 

The Judicial Council authorized the creation of a Task Force on Self-Represented 
Litigants in May 2001. Since that time, the task force has reviewed many 
important developments to improve access for self-represented litigants and make 
the court system more efficient and easier to navigate. 

In July 2001, the Administrative Office of the Courts launched its self-help Web 
site www.courtinfo.ca.gov/seljhelp, the most comprehensive court self-help Web 
site in the country. In April2003, a feature was added to the Web site so that all 
Judicial Council forms can be completed online, allowing litigants to easily 
prepare legible pleadings. In July 2003, www.sucorte.ca.gov, the Spanish 
language version of the site, was launched. 

During this period, the Judicial Council has adopted a number of new forms and 
rules designed to allow self-represented litigants to navigate more effectively 
through the court system, including: 

J'< 

• Plain language domestic violence and adoption forms; 
• New forms in family, juvenile, appellate, small claims, and civil law 

designed to assist self-represented litigants to file adequate pleadings; 
• Forms and rules for limited scope representation in family law matters; 
• A rule allowing the submission of hand-written pleadings; 
• A form clarifying what services court clerks can and cannot provide to 

the public; and 
• Ethical rules for operation of family law facilitator and family law 

information center programs. 

Since the creation of the task force and implementation of the Judicial Council's 
operational goal that the number of self-help centers be increased, 58 new self-
help centers have been created by local courts. Many of these centers are operated 
in partnership with legal services programs or other community agencies. Many 
have been supported with grant funds or the reallocation of existing resources. 
Five model self-help centers were funded to determine how to effectively provide 
services using technology and coordination of resources, as well as how to serve 
the large population of non-English-speaking litigants. 

In 2001, the Judicial Council approved funding for local courts to develop action 
plans for serving self-represented litigants. These action plans were designed to 
build on the strategic planning efforts of local courts, which indicated that services • 
to self-represented litigants were of high importance to the community. Forty-nine 
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courts have completed their action plans to date, and many have received 
subsequent grants to assist m implementing their plans. These grants have 
supported developing self-help centers or programs, creating and translating 
matenals for self-represented litigants, and encouraging partnerships with 
community organizations. 

In February 2003, an evaluation of three pilot family law information centers was 
presented to the Judicial Council for submission to the California Legislature. It 
documented that-these self-help centers are extremely successful-serving more 
than 45,000 persons per year and receiving high customer satisfaction ratings from 
users and judicial officers. Two other major evaluations of self-help centers are 
currently under way and will be completed in March 2005. Preliminary reports 
indicate that these programs-the five model self-help centers and Equal Access 
Fund grants-are also very successful. 

The task force reviewed these statewide efforts anq all of th~ local plans in , · 
developing its recommendations. It has attempted to present a comprehensive· 
statewide plan that effectively addresses the needs of self-represented litigants and 
responsibly uses and accounts for public resources necessary for its 
implementation. To the greatest extent possible, replication of existing best 
practices, collaborative efforts, development of standardized criteria for self help 
centers, and other cost-effective methods or procedures have been included in the 
recommendations. Mindful of the need to ensure the widest use of scarce public 
resources, the task force has designed processes and tools to measure outcomes. 
An effort has been made to identify both existing and potential funding sour9es. 

' 

Alternative Actions Considered 
The Judicial Council could choose not to adopt this statewide action plan. Self-
help centers could continue to be developed throughout the state. Each court could 
develop its own written materials and videotapes. However, access to justice 
would be inconsistent, and many efforts in creating informational materials would 
be duplicative. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
This proposed action plan was circulated for comment to presiding judges and 
executive officers, the State Bar, and other groups interested in the administration 
of justice. In addition, it was circulate~ to all family law facilitators, family law 
information centers, child support commissioners, legal services programs, law 
librarians, small claims advisors, court-based self-help centers, and local task 
forces on self-represented litigants as well as national groups concerned with self-
represented litigants. Fifty-nine written comments were received. The comment 
chart is attached at page 13 7. 
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The action plan was very well received. No comments were received in 
opposition to the plan, although many commenters made recommendations or 
raised concerns about specific suggestions in the draft report. Twelve commenters 
who currently receive Dispute Resolution Prevention Act (DRP A) funds were 
concerned about the suggestion that those funds be used for self-help centers. The 
task force has clarified its intent. Because dispute resolution is a valuable tool for 
self-represented litigants, the task force believes that court-based self-help centers 
should work cooperatively with DRPA programs. None of the commenters from 
DRP A programs raised other concerns with the report, and a number of them 
specifically praised the task force's efforts and emphasized the need for self-help 
services. 

Eight commenters raised concerns about a recommendation of the task force that 
there should be exploration of fees for some self-help services. Concerns were 
expressed that admmistrative costs would exceed the fees collected; that given the 
low income of the typical litigant needing self-help assistance, fees may deny 
access to even this limited assistance; and that charging a fee might cause litigants 
to believe they were establishing an attorney-client relationship. Persuaded by 
these comments, the task force decided to remove this recommendation. 

Four county law librarians commented and suggested that their services should be 
better integrated in the action plan. The task force agreed and has specifically 
incorporated the efforts of county law libraries as a crucial part of the plan. 

The plan received the endorsement of the State Bar of California's Board of 
Governors as well as its Standing Committee on Delivery of Legal Services and 
the California Commission on Access to Justice. The American Bar Association's 
Committee on Delivery of Legal Services also wrote in support. 

Supportive comments were received from eight court administrators, seven legal 
services organizations, five private attorneys, and five family law facilitators. 
Other commenters included judicial officers, law professors, community 
organizations, self-help center staff, a law student, an evaluator, a planner and a 
self-represented litigant. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 

Many of the recommendations of the Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants 
require no additional funding. Others, such as increasing the number of self-help 
centet:s in the state will require either an increase in or redeployment of funding. 
Suggestions for increasing funding are included in the proposal. 

Attachments 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Judicial Council's Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants has found a umty of interest 
between the courts and the public with respect to assistance for self-represented litigants. Lack of 
legal assistance IS clearly an enormous barrier for the pubhc. It also creates a structural gap for 
courts which are designed to work with litigants who are represented by attorneys. Managmg 
cases involving self-represented litigants is a daily busmess event af every level of court 
operations-from fihng through calendaring, records management, and courtroom heanngs. As 
courts plan dunng this period of fiscal austenty, attention to the reality of these cases will be 
imperative for any realization of net savmgs. In order to mcrease access to justice for the public 
and enhance the court's ability to efficiently handle cases in which litigants are self-represented, 
the task force makes the following key findings. 

KEY FINDINGS 

1. Court-based staffed self-help centers, supervised by attorneys, are the optimum way 
for courts to facilitate the timely and cost-effective processing of cases involving self-
represented litigants, to mcrease access to the courts and improve deb very of justice 
to the public. 

2. _Jt IS imperative for the efficient operation of today' s courts that well-designed 
strategies to serve self-represented litigants, and to effectively manage their cases at 
all stages, are incorporated and budgeted as core court functiOns. 

3. Partnerships between the courts and other governmental and commumty-based legal 
and social service organizations are cntical to providmg the comprehensive field of 
services reqmred for success. 

The task force has worked to develop a 
comprehensive statewide plan that effectively 
addresses the ways in which courts handle 
cases involving self-represented litigants. In 
Its assessment of the needs of self-represented 
httgants, the task force found that many of 
California's courts have already begun to 
implement strategies specifically designed to 
manage cases involving self-represented 
htigants more effectively. The task force 
commends them and finds a compelling need 
to enhance and expand these strategies 
throughout the state. 

The growth m the numbers of pro per litigants 
has been documented ~in a myriad of reports 
and articles and particularly in the strategtc 
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plans submitted by local courts to the Judtctal Counctl. In 
its analysts of these strategtc plans, the Judtcial Council 
identtfted both social and economtc trends that are 
generatmg ever-increasmg numbers of self-represented 
litigants m the courts. Court operatiOnal systems, m accord 
wtth traditional adversary junsprudence, have been designed 
to manage a flow ofcases in whtch the vast maJority of 
litigants have attorneys to represent them. The same 
economic trends currently creating adverse fiscal conditions 
for courts are also working to increase the population of self-
represented littgants. This reality is unlikely to change any 
ttme soon. 

Many local strategic plans made the link between improved 
assistance to self-represented litigants and the improvement 
of the management and administration of the courts. Fiscal 
benefits to the courts produced by pro per assistance 
programs have already been recognized. The success of 
these programs is crittcal for courts as they attempt to deal 
wtth current budget conditions. The task force believes that 
unless the tmpact on self-represented litigants is a 
fundamental consideration m planning, any redesign of court 
operations will not achteve positive net savings. 

FISCAL BENEFITS TO COURTS 

o Save ttme in courtrooms 
E> Reduce maccurate paperwork 
o Increase ability to identify conflicting orders 
o Improve quality of mformation provided by 

litigants 
o Diminish inappropriate filings 
e Mimmtze unproductive court appearances 
o Lower continuance rates 
o Expedtte case management and dispositions 
o Promote settlement of issues 
o Increase the court's overall ability to handle 

its entire caseload 

Courts that work well for cases involving self-represented 
litigants also produce stgniftcant benefits to the commumty 
as a whole. 
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BENEFITS TO THE GREATER COMMUNITY 

• Improve the climate m which to conduct business 
• Minimize employee absences due to unsettled family confhcts 
• Lessen the amount of tn;ne lost from work due to repeated court appearances 
• Relieve c~urt congestiOn allowing all cases to be resolved more expeditiously 
• Enhance timely disposition of contract and collectiOn matters 
• Promote pubhc safety by increasmg access to orders to prevent violence 
• Support law enforcement with clear, wntten orders related to custody, VISitation 

and domestic violence 
• Lessen trauma for children at nsk due to homelessness or family violence 
• Sigmficantly contnbute to the public's trust an~ confidence in the court and m 

government as a whole 

Our society IS based upon the premise that disputes can be 
resolved peacefully, m a timely way, by the court system-
rather than by violence. Failure to address the necessity of 
assisting self-represented litigants to obtam access to prompt 
and lawful remedies serves to further Jeopardize California's 
already tenuous economy and diminish the quality of life 

·Californians traditionally enjoy. 

With Its family law facilitator program, family law 
infon;nation centers, self-help Web Site, self-help pilot 
projects, equal access partnership grants, and numerous 
innovative programs created by local courts in collaborations 
with law librartes, bar associations, and legal services, 
California has led the nation m begmmng to address the 
reality of litigation mvolving those who represent 
themselves. The task force believes that California should 
contmue in this leadership role. 

Providing assistance to self-represented litigants clearly 
addresses the need of the self-represented pubhc for 
mformatwn, but It is also a matter of administrative 
efficiency for courts. The task force believes that by directly 
confronting the enormity of pro per litigation, courts can 
improve the quality of their service to the public and reduce 
the tim~ and cost of service delivery. 
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Recommendations 

In craftmg Its recommendations, the task force has, to the greatest extent possible, attempted to 
mclude replicatiOn of existing best practices, collaborative efforts, development of standardized 
cntena for self-help centers, and other cost-effective methods or procedures. Mindful of the 
need to ensure the wisest utilizatiOn of scarce public resources, the task force has attempted to 
design processes and tools to measure outcomes. An effort has been made to Identify both 
existing and potential funding sources. 

The Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants has analyzed actiOn plans to provide assistance to 
self-represented litigants that were developed by local tnal courts, consulted With Judicial 
Council advisory committees on subject matter concerns, and met with experts on serving self-
represented litigants. These recommendatiOns are designed to assist California's courts to 
continue their leadership role in creating operational systems that work well for the timely, cost-
effective and fair management of cases involving self-represented litigants and m improvmg 
access to JUStice for the public. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: SELF-HELP CENTERS 
IN ORDER TO EXPEDITE THE PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS 
AND INCREASE ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR THE PUBLIC, COURT-BASED, STAFFED SELF-HELP 
CENTERSSHOULDBEDEVELOPEDTHROUGHOUTTHESTATE. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. The Judicial Council continue to recognize self-help services as a core function of the 
trial courts and identify these services consistently in the budgetary process. 

B. Courts use court-based, attorney-supervised, staffed self-help centers as the optimum 
way to facilitate the efficient processmg of cases involving self-represented litigants, 
to mcrease access to the courts and improve the delivery of justice to the pubhc. 

C. Self-help centers conduct initial assessment of a litigant's needs (triage) to save time 
and money for the court and parties. 

D. Court-based self-help centers serve as focal points for countywide or regiOnal 
programs for assisting self-represented litigants m collaboratiOn with qualified legal 
services, local bar associations, law libraries, and other commumty stakeholders. 

E. Self-help centers provide ongoing assistance throughout the entire court process, 
mcludmg collectiOn and enforcement of JUdgments and orders. 

F. Admimstration of self-help centers should be mtegrated within a county or region to 
the greatest extent possible. 
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RECOMMENDATION II: SUPPORT FOR SELF-HELP SERVICES 
A SYSTEM OF SUPPORT SHOULD BE DEVELOPED AT THE STATE LEVEL TO PROMOTE AND ASSIST 
IN THE CREATION, IMPLEMENTATION, AND OPERATION OF THE SELF-HELP CENTERS AND TO 
INCREASE THE EFFICIENT PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. A resource library with matenals for use by self-help centers m the local courts be 
mamtained by the Admimstrative Office of the Courts (AOC). 

B. Techmcal assistance be provided to courts on implementatiOn strategies. 

C. Funding be sought for a telephone help-line service with access to AOC attorneys to 
provide legal and other technical assistance to self-help center staff. 

D. The AOC serve as a central clearinghouse for translations and other materials in a 
vanety of languages. 

E. The California Courts Online Self-Help Center be expanded. 

F. The Judicial Council continue to simplify its forms and instructions. 

G. Techmcal trammg and assistance to local courts m the development and 
implementatiOn of self-help technology on countywide or regiOnal basis be contmued. 

H. Support for mcreased availability of representation for low- and moderate-income 
individuals be contmued. 

I. Work with the State Bar m promoting access for self-represented litigants be 
continued. 

J. Techmcal assistance related to self-represented litigants be provided to courts that are 
developing collaborative justice strategies. 

RECOMMENDATION III: ALLOCATION OF EXISTING RESOURCES 
PRESIDING JUDGES AND EXECUTIVE OFFICERS SHOULD CONSIDER THE NEEDS OF SELF-
REPRESENTED LITIGANTS IN ALLOCATING EXISTING JUDICIAL AND STAFF RESOURCES. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. Judicial officers handling large numbers of cases mvolving self-represented litigants 
be given htgh pnority for allocation of support services. 
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B. Courts contmue, or Implement, a self-represented htigant planning process that 
includes both court and commumty stakeholders and works toward ongoing 
coordmation of efforts. 

RECOMMENDATION IV: JUDICIAL BRANCH EDUCATION 
IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE EFFICIENCY OF THE COURT AND TO MINIMIZE UNWARRANTED 
OBSTACLES ENCOUNTERED BY SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS, A JUDICIAL BRANCH 
EDUCATION PROGRAM SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED TO ADDRESS ISSUES INVOLVING SELF-
REPRESENTED LITIGANTS SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS ;rHA T: 

A. A formal curriculum and education program be developed to assist judicial office~ 
and other court staff to serve litigants who navigate the court without the benefit of 
counsel. 

B. The AOC provide specialized education to court clerks to enhance their ability to 
provide the public with high-quality information and appropnate referrals, as well as 
to interact effectively with the self-help centers. 

C. The AOC, in consultatiOn with the California Judges Association provide greater 
clarificatiOn of the extent to which judicial officers may ensure due process in 
proceedings involving self-represented litigants without comprormsmg judicial 
Impartiality. 

RECOMMENDATION V: PuBLIC AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL EDUCATION AND OUTREACH 
JUDICIAL OFFICERS AND OTHER APPROPRIATE COURT STAFF SHOULD ENGAGE IN COMMUNITY 
OUTREACH AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO FOSTER REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS 
ABOUT HOW THE COURTS WORK. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. The AOC continue to develop mformational material and explore models to explain 
the judicial system to the public. 

B. Efforts to disseminate information to legislators about services available to, and 
Issues raised by, self-represented litigants be mcreased. 

C. Local courts strengthen their ties with law enforcement agencies, local attorneys and 
bar associations, law schools, law libraries, domestic violence councils, and other 
appropnate governmental and community groups so that information on issues and 
services related to self-represented httgants can be exchanged. 
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D. The Judicial Council continue to coordinate w1th the State Bar of California, Legal 
Atd Association of California, California Commission on Access to Justice, Council 
of California County. Law Librarians, aiid other statewide entities on public outreach 
efforts. 

E. Local courts be encouraged to Identify and reach out to existmg programs to better 
serve self-represented litigants. 

RECOMMENDATION VI: FACILITIES 
SPACE IN COURT FACILITIES SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO PROMOTE OPTIMAL 
MANAGEMENT OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGAN'FS AND TO ALLOW FOR 
EFFECTIVE PROVISION OF SELF· HELP SERVICES TO THE PUBLIC. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. Court facilities plans developed by the AOC include space for self-help centers near 
the clerks' offices in designs for future court facilities or.remodeling of existing 
facilities. 

B. Facilities include sufficient space for litigants to conduct business at the c~mrt clerk's 
office. 

C. Fac1htJes include sufficient space around courtrooms to wait for cases to be called, 
meet w1th volunteer attorneys, conduct settlement talks, and meet with mediators, 
mterpreters, and social services providers. 

' 

D. Facilities include children's wattmg areas for the children of httgants who are at the 
court for heanngs or to prepare and file paperwork. 

' 

E. InformatiOn stations that provide general informatiOn about court facilities and 
services be placed near court entrances. 

F. Maps and signage in several languages be provtded to help self-represented litigants 
fmd their way around the courthouse. 

RECOMMENDATION VII: FISCAL IMPACT 
IN ADDRESSING THE CRITICAL NEED OF COURTS TO EFFECTIVELY MANAGE CASES INVOLVING 

' SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS AND TO PROVIDE MAXIMUM ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR THE 
PUBLIC, CONTINUED EXPLORATION AND PURSUIT OF STABLE FUNDING STRATEGIES IS 
REQUIRED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. Continued stable funding be sought to expand successful existmg programs statewtde. 
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B. The AOC identify, collect, and report on data that support development of continued 
and future funding for programs for self-represented litigants. 

C. Standardized methodologies to measure and report the impact of self-help efforts 
contmue to be developed. 

D. Uniform standards for self-help centers be established to facilitate budget analysis. 

E. Efforts of the courts to seek supplemental public fundmg from local boards of 
supervisors and other such sources to support local self-help centers be supported and 
encouraged. 

F. Coordination of local efforts among programs assistmg self-represented litigants 
should be stressed in order to maximtze services and avoid duplication. 

G. AOC assistance with grant applicatiOns and other resource-enhancing mechanisms 
continue to be offered to local courts. 

RECOMMENDATION VIII: IMPLEMENTATION OF STATEWIDE ACTION PLAN 
TO PROVIDE FOR SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS STATEWIDE ACTION PLAN, A 
SMALLER TASK FORCE CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSffiiLITY OF OVERSEEING 
IMPLEMENTATION SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. The implementation task force consult with experts in the areas of judicial educatiOn, 
court facilities, legislation, judicial finance and budgeting, court admimstrat10n and 
operatiOns, and court-operated self-help servtces, as well as with partners such as bar 
associations, legal services, law libraries, and community organizations. 

B. The number of members on the Implementation task force should be limtted, 
but members should be charged with the responsibility to seek input from non-
members with unique knowledge and practical experience. 
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REPORT OF THE 

TASK FORCE ON SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS 

Chief Justice Ronald M. George named the Judicial Council's Task Force on Self-Represented 
Lttigants in May 2001. In response to the growing number of self-represented litigants, the task 
force members were charged With the followmg missiOn: '"" 

1. To coordmate the statewide response to the needS of self-represented parties; 

2. To fmalize development of a statewtde pro per action plan and to launch 
Implementation of that action plan, where appropriate; 

3. To develop resources for pro per services, particularly for those activities in the 
statewide pro per actiOn plan that reqmre sigmficant funding; and . 

4. To make recommendations to the Judicial Council, the State Bar, and other 
appropnate institutions about additional measures that should be considered to 
improve the way m which the legal system fu~ctions for self-represented parties._ 

The task force is chaired by Associate Justice Kathleen E. O'Leary, Court of Appeal, Fourth 
Appellate Distnct. Its members are a diverse group of mdividuals from throughout the state 
representing the JUdiciary, the State Bar of Cahfo,mia, trial court admtmstration, court-based self-
help centers, county governments, local bar associations, legal services, law libraries, and the 
pubhc. (See Appendix 1 for task force roster.) 

In this report, the task force has attempted present a 
comprehensive statewide plan that effectively addresses 
the way m which the court handles cases involving self-
represented litigants. In tts assessment of the needs of 
self-represented litigants, the task force found that many 
of Cahforma's courts have already begun to implement 
strategies specifically designed to manage cases 
mvolvmg self-represented litigants more effectively. The 
task force commends these courts and finds that there IS a 
compelling need to enhance and expand these strategtes 
throughout the state. 

The growth in the numbers of pro per litigants has been 
documented m California and nationwide. In 2001, the 
Conference of Chief Justices (CCJ) and Conference of 
State Court Admimstrators (COSCA) Identified the need 
for courts to design processes that work well for cases 
mvolving self-represented litigants as a pnority. In 
accord, attendees at a 1999'National Conference on 
Public Trust and Confidence m the Courts ranked the 
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cost of accessmg the courts as the second most pressmg tssue for today's courts. At a 1996 
National Conference of the Future of the Judiciary open access to the justice system was 
Identified as one of the top fiVe ISSUeS currently facing COUrtS. 

In California, many local strategic plans made the link between improved assistance to self-
represented litigants and the improvement of the management and admimstration of the courts. 
In Its analysts of these strategic plans, the Judtctal Counciltdentified both social and economic 
trends that are generating ever-mcreasing numbers of self-represented litigants in the courts. 
Court operational systems, in accord with traditional adversary JUnsprudence, have been 
designed to manage a flow of cases in which the vast majority of litigants have attorneys to 
represent them. Strategies for handling cases without attorneys have typically not been 
addressed as a core function of the courts. The same economic trends currently creating adverse 
ftscal conditions for courts are also working to increase the population of self-represented 
litigants. Thts reality is unlikely to change any time soon. 

The ~ask force has found a umty of interest between the courts and the public wtth respect to 
assistance for self-represented litigants. Lack of legal assistance IS clearly an enormous barrier 
for the public. It also creates a structural gap for the courts which are designed to work with 
litigants who are represented by attorneys. Many local strategic plans made the link between 
Improved assistance to self-represented litigants and improvement of the management and 
administration of the courts. 

Fiscal benefits to the courts produced by pro per assistance 
programs have already been documented in terms of savings in 
courtroom time; improvement m the quality of information 
given to judicial officers, reduction of inaccurate paperwork, 
mappropriate filings, unproductt ve court appearances and -
resultmg continuances; and mcreases in expeditious case 
management and settlement services. The success of these 
programs ts crittcal for courts as they attempt to deal wtth 
current budget conditions. It is imperative for the efficient 
operation of today' s courts that well-designed strategies to 
serve self-represented litigants are mcorporated throughout the 
full scope of court operations. The task force believes that 
unless the impact on self-represented litigants is a cntical 
consideration in planning, any redesign of court operatiOns wtll 
not be successful m producing positive net savings. 

There ts also a signtftcant financial burden to the commumty at 
large when assistance for self-represented litigants in 
unavailable. Busmesses suffer when congested court calendars 
delay collection efforts, cause extended employee absences, 
and hamper resolutiOn of contract disputes. Public safety is 
compromised when litigants fail to obtam appropriate and 
enforceable orders to prevent domestic vtolencc;:, receive child 
support, or obtain child custody. Perhaps most Importantly, 
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pubhc trust and confidence in the judicial process IS undenruned when justice IS delayed or 
appears to be completely maccessible to litigants who do not have access to legal help. Our 
society IS based upon the premise that disputes can be resolved peacefully, m a timely way, by 
the court system- rather than by vwlence. Failure to address the necessity of assistmg self-
represented litigants to obtam access to prompt and lawful remedies serves to further jeopardize 
California's already tenuous economy, and dimmish the quality of life.Californians traditionally 
enjoy. 

With Its family law facilitator program, family law mformation centers, self-help Web site, self-
help pilot projects, equal access partnership grants, and numerous mnovative programs created 
by local courts in collaborations With law libraries, bar associations, and legal services, 
California has led the nation in begtnning to address the reality of litigation mvolving self-
represented litigants. The task force beheves that California should continue m this leadership 
role. (A comprehensive·descnptwn of California's self-help programs and projects IS attached as 
Appendix 2.) 

Background Information 

In November 1999, the American Judicature Society held a National Conference on Self-
Represented Litigants Appearing m Court, sponsored by the State Justice Institute. Chief Justice 
George appointed a team to attend the conference. The team developed a draft action plan that 
resulted m four regional conferences m California designed to encourage tnal courts. to develop 
their own action plans for servmg self-represented litigants. To date 55 of California's 58 county 
courts have participated in this planrung process, and 49 have completed their plans. The task 
force reviewed these actiOn plans and a summary of the first 45 of these plans is attached as 
Appendix 3. 

Through this planrung process, local tnal courts reported growing n"!Jmbers of self-represented 
litigants in all areas of civil litigation. In those counties that reported the pro per rates m 
unlawful detainer, the average was 34 percent of petitioners (generally landlords) at the time of 
filing. Judicial officers and court staff estimate that over 90 percent of unlawful detainer 
defendants are self-represented. In probate, petitioners were self-represented an average of 22 
percent at the time of filing. In family law, petitiOners were pro pd at the time of filing an 
average of 67 percent. In the large counties (with more than 50 judicial positiOns), that average 
was 72 percent. Available data from the Judicial Branch Statistical Information System presents 
rates m family law even higher for petitwners at the time of disposition. In dissolution at the 
time of disposition the average pro per rate was 80 percent; legal separatiOn was 76 percent; 
nulhty was 76 percent, and paternity was 96 percent. These data suggest that while some litigants 
may be able to afford representation at the time a case IS imtiated, they can not maintam it 
through dispositiOn. 

In one 12-month period, California's family law facilitator program handled over 450,000 
contacts from self-represented litigants askmg for help. Withm the same time frame, the three 
family law information centers handled over 45,000 such requests. Due to the complexity of 
family law matters, many litigants use the services of these programs repeatedly throughout the 
process of their cases. In 2003, the California Courts Online Self-Help Center had over 1.6 
milhon visits. Over 4.3 million· of California's court users are self-represented. The number of 
Californians whose income IS not sufficient to afford pnvate legal representatiOn (but is above 
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the limits of entitlement to free service from legal aid assistance programs or the pubhc 
defender) contmues to grow and results in larger numbers of self-represented litigants m even the 
JUVenile law and cnrrnnallaw departments. 

Recommendations 

In crafting Its recommendations, the task force has, to the greatest extent possible, attempted to 
mclude replication of existing best practices, collaborative efforts, development of standardized 
critena for self-help centers, and other cost-effective methods or procedures. Mmdful of the 
need to ensure the Wisest utilization of scarce public resources, the task force has attempted to 
design processes and tools to measure outcomes. An effort has been made to identify both 
existing and potential fundmg sources. 

The task force has analyzed the action plan for serving self-represented litigants submitted by the 
local tnal courts, consulted with Judicial Council advisory comrrnttees on subject matter 
concerns, and met with experts on serving self-represented litigants. These recommendations are 
designed to assist California's courts to contmue their leadership role in creating operatiOnal 
systems that work well for the timely, cost-effective and fair management of cases mvolvmg 
self-represented litigants and for improving access to justice for the pubhc. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: SELF-HELP CENTERS 
IN ORDER TO EXPEDITE THE PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS 
AND INCREASE ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR THE PUBLIC, COURT-BASED, STAFFED SELF-HELP 
CENTERS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED THROUGHOUT THE STATE. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. The Judicial Council continue to recognize self-help services as a core function 
of the trial courts and identify these services consistently in the budgetary 
process. 

Assistance for self-represented litigants and the efficient processing of cases involvmg self-
represented litigants have become core operatiOnal processes of the court that directly affect its 
ability to achieve its missiOn, and appropriate fundmg should be provided. Budget request forms 
developed by the Judicial Council should consistently reflect these services as mtegral to the 
function of the court. 

B. Courts use court-based, attorney-supervised, staffed self-help centers as the 
optimum way to facilitate the efficient processing of cases involving self-
represented litigants, to increase access to the courts and improve the delivery 
of justice to the public. 

A court-based, attorney-supervised, staffed self-help center is the optimum approach for both 
litigants and the court. Written instructional materials, resource guides, computer programs and 
Web sites, videos, and other materials should support self-help center staff. Without available 
staff assistance, these resources alone should not be considered a self-help center. Sufficient 
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support staff should also be provided to self-help center attorneys through trammg, addttional 
staffmg, and potential ·redeployment of ext sting staff. 

Personal assistance by self-help center staff has been successfully provided through indivtdual 
face-to-face assistance, workshops, teleconferencing, or telephone help lines. Servtces may be 
provtded at court locatiOns or m mobile vans, law libraries, jails, or other commumty locatiOns. 
Some litigants are comfortable securing informatiOn exclusively through wntten matenals or vta 
the Internet. These services are helpful for those who find It dtfficult to take ttme from work or 
other responsibtlittes or who face geographic or physical challenges gettmg to a self-help center. 
It appears that the most desirable format for legal asststance vanes based.on the sophistication of 
the person seeking assistance, type of proceeding, complextty of the issues, availability of 
staffing resources, and volume of demand for servtces, along wtth a number of other factors. 

The level of information and education gtven by self-help center staff distmguishes that role 
from the role normally played by a court clerk or other court staff. Self-help center sta~f must be 
able to understand the procedural complexities of a case from beginnmg to end .. The triage 
function of the self-help center requires the ability to identify overlapping cases and issues, 
sometimes from multiple junsdicttons. In fact, checkmg local databases to identify multiple 
cases mvolvmg the same parties ts an Important functiOn of the self-help center. Self-help center 
staff must also be able to operate vanous types of legal software for forms completion and chdd 

\ support calculatiOns. A working familianty with legal terminology, professional ethtcs, legal 
information management systems, public mformation contact techmques, and techniques to 
handle high emotiOnal dtstress levels m litigants are all necessary for self-help center staff. The 
staff must also possess excellent listening skills and be able to competently teach baste legal 
procedure to self-represented litigants with diverse backgrounds, literacy or language issues, or 
learning dtsabtlittes. A current knowledge of legal and soctal community services currently 
available to self-represented litigants is essential so appropriate referrals can be made. 

C. S~lf-help centers conduct initial assessment of a litigant's needs (triage) to save 
time and money for the court and parties. 

Self-represented litigants .need help in many areas of ciytl litigation. Htgh numbers of 
mdividuals without legal repre,sentatiOn are found in: 

• Landlord/tenant 
• Probate (including guardtanshtps, conservatorshtps, and small estates) 
• Small claims and consumer issues 
• Family law 
• Domestic violence 
• Civil harassment 
• Limited civd cases 
• Trafftc 
• Misdemeanors 
• Juvemle Dependency- caregivers 
• J uvemle Dehnquency - parents 

13 



It is clear that there are individuals who truly would be denied access to JUStice without full or 
partial representation by counsel. One of the most valuable services to the self-represented 
litigant IS help with recognizing the need for legal counsel and referrals to appropriate legal 
resources m the community. This can create savmgs in court time otherwise spent repeatedly 
processing inaccurate or incomplete paperwork, calendarmg unnecessary heanngs, and dealing 
with repeated requests for legal advice made to judicial officers and other court staff. It also 
helps to discourage people from initiatmg complex lawsuits without legal representation in 
subject matter areas that require costly expert witnesses, difficult evidentiary proof, and other 
challenges impossible for a self-represented litigant to overcome. 

Local courts should develop mformation regardmg resources in their communities for those who 
need representation and Implement appropriate referral systems. The self-help centers should be 
encouraged to work With qualified legal aid organizatiOns and pro bono programs that can 
provide full representation, as well as certified lawyer referral and mformat10n services. Courts 
should support local bar associations and lawyer referral services programs to develop a panel of 
attorneys who provide unbundled legal services. Local courts can play a leadership role in 
encouraging discussion and development of seamless referral systems in their communities so 

; members of the public can easily access the appropriate level of service. (Please refer to the 
diagram of service levels in Appendix 4.) 

Identifying a litigant's Issues and determmmg the adequate degree of necessary support early in 
the process mcreases court efficiency and allows for the most prudent allocation of resources. 
This assessment (triage) should occur when an individual first amves at the self-help center 
seeking help and be reviewed when the mdividual returns to the self-help center. A qualified 
member of the court staff should conduct a brief needs assessment and direct the person 
appropriately. Staff need to know how to ask detailed direct questiOns to Immediately identify 
the needs of the self-represented litigant and potential barriers such as language issues. 
Information on appropnate accommodations for litigants with disabilities should also be 
provided. Early intervention to assist with the correct completion of paperwork, explam 
procedural requirements mcluding fihng fees and costs, and provide basic mformation about 
court processes can save time for the court clerks, as well as the courtroom staff, and should 
avmd unnecessary continuances. These functions contribute greatly toward mcreasing public 
trust and confidence m the courts. 

D. Court-based self-help centers serve as focal points for countywide or regional 
programs for assisting self-represented litigants in collaboration with qualified 
legal services, local bar associations, law libraries, and other community 
stakeholders. 

Valuable support for those seekmg assistance can be provided outside the court structure. It is 
strongly recommended that other effective efforts to support self-represented litigants be 
contmued and encouraged. Support for staffmg, facilities, and other needs can be obtained 
through partnership agreements and other collaborative efforts with private nonprofit legal 
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programs; local bar associations; law hbranes; public libranes; law schools and colleges; 
professional associatiOns for psychologists, accountants, and process servers; and other 
commumty groups and orgamzations. 

Through aggressive networkmg and collective effort, a greater amount of services can be 
provided and a larger number of self-represented litigants can be assisted. One court cited its 
positive experiences with a mediation program for landlord-tenant disputes sponsored by the 
local board of realtors. County law hbranes have been reliable and traditional sources of support 
for self-represented litigants. Nonprofit legal services organizations are providmg help m a 
number of counties through both direct services and the services of pro bono attorneys. Many 
rural courts have developed successful models of sharing facilitator and self-help attorney 
services between counties. 

Successful use of volunteers has been achieved throughout the state. The task force has 
Identified many sources of a large number of potential volunteers to assist m these programs, 
mcluding members of local bar associations; law students; attorneys emeritus; high school, 
college, and graduate students; retired persons; paralegal students; and retired judicial officers. 

Commumty-focused plannmg processes by the local courts have been successful in mvolvmg 
representatives of these many different service providers m collaborative efforts with the courts 
to develop and implement enhanced services, includmg assistance for self-represented litigants. 

E. Self-help centers provide ongoing assistance throughout the entire court 
process, including collection and enforcement of judgments and orders. 

The task force recognizes that the need for bilmgual staff and legal information and education for 
self-represented litigants IS not limited to the preparation of forms but extends throughout the 
court process. Continuing tnage and assessment of cases is critical to make sure that those 
litigants who are not capable of self-representation can be identified and referred to appropriate 
legal services. 

Self-help centers should be encouraged to mclude an array of tasks designed to assist the public 
and the court m the processing of cases involving self-represented litigants. Examples of such 
tasks include: 

(1) Positiomng staff in the courtrooms to prepare orders, assist m reachmg agreements, or 
answer questiOns; 

(2) Helping to conduct mediations or other settlement processes; 
(3) Offering assistance in status conferences, providing judicial officers with readmess 

informatiOn, and providing assistance to litigants with preparation of judgments; 
(4) Assistmg m coordmatiOn of related cases and m development of optimal court operations 

to expedite cases mvolving self-represented litigants; 
(5) Serving as a resource for JUdicial officers and court staff on legal and procedural Issues 

affectmg self-represented litigants; 
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(6) Offering litigants information about enforcement of orders and judgments; 
(7) Providmg information that can assist litigants to comply- with court orders; 
(8) Serving as a single point of contact for commumty-based organizations and volunteers at 

the court; and 
(9) Making mformation avrulable to litigants about how to get help with the appellate 

process. 

Self-help centers must be diligent in providing notice to litigants that the self-help center is not 
providing them with legal advice, that services of the center are available to both sides of a case, 
and there are limtts on the confidentiality of mformation given to the self-help center. 

F. Administration of self-help centers should be integrated within a county or 
region to the greatest extent possible. 

Whenever possible, court-based pro per assistance services should be mtegrated within a county 
or regiOnal self-help center system. Smaller counties may be better able to serve self-represented 
litigants by pooling resources to create cross-county programs. Litigants often have legal issues 
covering more than one area of law. Self-help centers should therefore stnve to cover the 
comprehensive range of service areas affectmg self-represented litigants and include such 
existing programs as the family law facilitators. For example, litigants with child support 
problems will frequently need help with issues withm family law other than child support. 
Litigants with unlawful detruner cases may also have family law or small claims cases. Juvemle 
dependency litigants may also have domestic viOlence cases. 

An integrated program is the most cost-effective way to maximize attorney resources. It 
facilitates the sharing of information among staff, broadens the rehable referral base, increases 
the opportunities for m-house trruning and expansion of profes~ional expertise, promotes uniform 
procedures and forms, and allows members of the public to bnng all of their questions to one 
program. This IS not to say that a self-help center would provide services m only one location. 
Services can be provided m multiple court locations, community outposts, law hbranes, Jails, 
mobile vans, or whatever places most effectively increase access by the public. Whenever 
possible, services should be offered in the evenings or weekends for people who cannot come to 
the self-help center during regular busmess hours. 

RECOMMENDATION II: SUPPORT FOR SELF-HELP SERVICES 
A SYSTEM OF SUPPORT SHOULD BE DEVELOPED AT THE STATE LEVEL TO PROMOTE AND ASSIST 
IN THE CREATION, IMPLEMENTATION, AND OPERATION OF THE SELF· HELP CENTERS AND TO 
INCREASE THE EFFICIENT PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. A resource library with materials for use by self-help centers in the local courts 
be maintained by the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC). 
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Collaborations between local court self-help centers are essential to the ImplementatiOn of a 
statewide program. The purposes are to share best practices, mcrease consistency m the services 
provided and their delivery, increase efficiency of program development, and create an abihty to 
address problems in a comprehensive manner. Critical work has already been done throughout 
the state to develop self-help materials to assist self-represented litigants with obtaming and 
enforcmg court orders. Matenals should be collected, expanded, and made avrulable to local 
courts through resource hbranes at the AOC and its regional offices. Web Site designs, videos, 
brochures, translations, information pa~kets, sample grant applications arid partnership 
agreements, sample memorandums of understandmg, volunteer training guides, and other 
matenals can be easily replicated or modified for use m other parts of the state. Detailed 
information on self-represented litigant efforts that have been recognized with California court or 
bar awards should be showcased. 

B. Technical assistance be provided to courts on implementation strategies. 

The AOC should contmue to provide funding to courts for the development, updatmg, and 
implementation of community-focused action plans for servmg self-represented httgants. These 
planning efforts have been helpful to the courts in coordinatmg existing services as well as 
creatmg new services. The matenals as a result of these planmng efforts should be distributed 
statewide. Techmcal assistance should be provided to local courts in their efforts to serve self-
represented litigants, mcludmg distributmg informatiOn about promtsing and effective practices. 

C. Funding be sought for a telephone help-line service with access to AOC 
attorneys to provide legal and other technical assistance to local self-help center 
staff. 

The AOC should seek funding to provide assistance to the local courts by having staff avrulable 
to assist with both legal subJect matter expertise and knowledge about daily court operatiOns. 
The AOC attorneys can serve as a resource for local self-help center staff and other court staff on 
legal and procedural matters involving self-represented litigants. Bilmgual staff should be 
avrulable to provide some telephone assistance to customers of court-based self-help centers that 
do not have bihngual staff available to answer questiOns. 

D. The AOC serve as a central clearinghouse for translations and other materials in 
a variety of languages. · · 

Self-represented litigants who face language and cultural barriers compose a significant segment 
of the Californians seeking access to justice without benefit of counsel. Several existmg self-
help programs have provided extensive services to non-English-speaking immigrants. 
CollaboratiOn With local mtnonty bar associations and other commumty nonprofit organizatiOns 
should be fostered to help provide bilingual as~Istance. Creation of ~~del protocols based on 
these achievements and the lessons learned, as well as a central cleannghouse and retention 
center for translations would be mvaluable for courts with diverse populations. Key documents 
should be Identified for translatiOn and dissemination. 
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E. The California Courts Online Self-Help Center be expanded. 

The California Courts Online Self-Help Center has provided assistance to an enormous number 
of Californians since its launch. In 2003, there were over 1.6 million users of the Web site. All 
Judicial Council forms can now be filled out onlme on this Web site. The AOC has now 
translated this site mto Spanish and should create additiOnal materials in other languages. 

The self-help Web site should be expanded to include short videos in English and Spanish 
explaining various legal concepts critical to self-represented litigants, such as service of process, 
courtroom presentation, and the roles of judges and clerks. The Web site should mclude 
additional step-by-step gmdes and interactive features such as programs to help users decide 
where to file their cases, and prepare documents. Further development of Web site tools to assist 
the public in accessing legal informatiOn and to assist the court in serving the self-represented 
populatiOn of litigants should be supported and encouraged. 

F. The Judicial Council continue to simplify its forms and instructions. 

Recently the AOC has revised its domestic violence restraining order and adoption forms and 
instructions in a plain-English format. The response from the public has been very positive. 
Continued work to simplify forms and procedures, as well as to redesign forms in a plam-English 
format, should be supported and encouraged. Special attentiOn should be given to fee wruver 
forms, and standardized procedures for issuing fee waivers should be implemented statewide. 

The AOC should also continue its efforts to translate forms and instructions into more languages 
and to develop new forms that facilitate efficient case processing. The use of computer 
technology should be explored with respect to creating computenzed documents that can impart 
content created in different counties and that allow pages to be trulored to meet the needs of users 
(mcludmg accommodations for people with different disabilities). 

As advisory commtttees to the Judicial Council follow the Access Policy for Low-and Moderate-
Income Persons adopted by the Judicial Council on December 18, 2001, and consider the impact 
of any proposed rules, forms, or procedures on low-mcome litigants, they should be especially 
mindful of the impact on self-represented litigants. 

G. Technical training and assistance to local courts in the development and 
implementation of self-help technology on countywide or regional basis be 
continued. 

Work has already been done on the development of technology designed to support self-help 
centers and provide distance-learmng tools for the public. Examples are interactive forms 
programs; local Web Site constructiOn; videoconferencmg for workshops, meetings, and court 
appearances; programs that allow clerks to create orders after heanngs; expanded telephone 
systems for direct telephone assistance and direct-dial connections to language iQ.terpretation, 
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legal and other commumty services. The AOC should contmue to assist local courts in 
developmg these and other technologtes to assist self-represented htigants and to provide trammg 
on how to mcorporate technology into self-help centers. 

H. Support for increased availability of representation for low- and moderate-
income individuals be continued. 

There are several approaches to meeting special needs and to mcreasing the avrulability of full 
representat10n for low- and moderate-income htigants. For example, partnerships between the 
judicial branch and nonprofit legal services organizations, the State Bar of California and local 
bar associations, the California Comm1ssion on Access to Justice, and the Legal Services Trust 
Fund Comm1ssion should be continued to increase fundmg for legal 'services in California. 

The Judicial Council has adopted a resolution encouraging pro bono legal assistance, and the 
Chief Justice has demonstrated his personal connrutment to this effort m many ways, mcluding 
writmg letters in support of pro bono and appearing at the State Bar's Annual Meeting to 
personally present the State Bar President's Pro Bono Service Awards each year. Judicial 
officers should be advised of the many ways in which they can jom the Chief Justice in 
supportmg pro bono work and other legal service efforts consistent with the Cahfornta Code of 
Judictal Ethics provis10ns on impartiality. Local courts should consider promotmg pro bono 
work through the recogmt10n of programs or other procedures that make pro bono connrutment 
less onerous for a lawyer. 

An additlOnal strategy IS to mcrease representation IS hm1ted scope (unbundled) services. 
Limited scope representation allows a litigant to retain legal representat10n on a hm1ted number 
of issues or tasks within a case, or for a smgle or limited number of court appearances. Many 
times it IS the discovery process or judgment draftmg that most challenges the self-represented 
litigant. Other times, the presence of an attorney at one hea11ng can help resolve a case. While 
full representat10n is optimal, the opportunity to retain counsel for a discrete portion of a case 
would be of enormous help to many. The concept of hmited scope representation should 
contmue to, be pursued and supported.· The AOC should provide training to judges and court 
staff on this concept and collaborate wlth the State Bar for the trruning of attorneys on limited 
scope representation. 

I. Work with the State Bar in promoting access for self-represented litigants be 
continued. 

Much can be accomplished by entities working together to promote access for self-represented 
httgants. These entitles could help ensure coordination m developmg resources and encourage 
efforts m this area. Thts could include recognizing and hononng, w1th awards and otherwise, 
mdtviduals and organizat10ns leadmg the way in providing access to self-represented htigants. 

j. Technical assistance related to self-represented litigants be provided to courts 
that are developing collaborative justice strategies. 

19 



Many courts are now Implementmg collaborative JUStice strategies that integrate courts with 
commumty services. Examples are courts for mental health, juvemle justice, drug treatment, 
homeless, and commumty Issues. Domestic violence courts have been Implemented that 
collaborate with an array of service providers for families. Six mentor courts are m the process of 
developing a unified court for families model, and others have previously adopted this strategy. 
A number of the collaborative justice courts deal with high percentages of self-represented 
litigants. The AOC should provide techmcal assistance to these collaborative JUStice programs 
with Issues relatmg to self-represented litigants. These courts provide holistic and helpful 
services for many self-represented litigants and should be encouraged. 

RECOMMENDATION Ill: ALLOCATION OF EXISTING RESOURCES 
PRESIDING JUDGES AND EXECUTIVE OFFICERS SHOULD CONSIDER THE NEEDS OF SELF-
REPRESENTED LITIGANTS IN ALLOCATING EXISTING JUDICIAL AND STAFF RESOURCES. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. Judicial officers handling large numbers of cases involving self-represented 
litigants be given high priority for allocation of support services. 

In reviewmg the practices of courts throughout the state, it became apparent to the task force that 
frequently the least expenenced and sometimes the le~t knowledgeable judicial officers were 
given an assignment with a high population of self-represented litigants. Because self-
represented litigants often lack a sophisticated understandmg of the law, basic fairness dictates 
that the JUdicial officer heanng a matter without attorneys should possess a comprehensive 
knowledge of the law. The Importance of assigning suitable and talented JUdicial officers and 
staff who possess the requisite energy and enthusiasm to deal with calendars with a high volume 
of self-represented litigants cannot be overstated. Presiding JUdges must provide sufficient 
resources to allow JUdicial officers and staff to provide quality service to self-represented 
litigants. Such resources might mclude access to additional courtroom support staff, assignment 
to courtrooms with the largest available space, increased secunty, and sel,f-help center attorneys 
available m the courtrooms to provide procedural assistance. All too often calendars with the 
greatest frequency of self-represented litigants receive the smallest proportion of court resources. 

Many times a person's only experience with the court system is as a self-represented litigant in a 
family, small drums, traffic, or unlawful detruner case. This single experience can determme an 
individual's trust and confidence m the courts and influence his or her perception of government 
as a whole. People often share their views With family members, fnends, and co-workers, so one 
experience can have a npple effect, influencing levels of trust m government institutions among 
the general public, far beyond those with firsthand negative experience. 

B. Courts continue, or imph~ment, a self-represented litigant planning process that 
includes both court and community stakeholders, and works toward ongoing 
coordination of efforts. 
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Many courts have developed enormously effective self-represented litigant planning groups that 
include participants from other governmental agencies, local bar associatiOns and legal services 
groups, and numerous commumty partiCipants. Courts have also forged valuable relationships m 
their commumties through the community-focused court planmng process. Collaborative 
plannmg among these stakeholders must be an ongoing process. Courts should be encouraged to 
continue these commumty and court plannmg groups and to conduct regular meetings of 
stakeholders to discuss ways to coordinate and enhance resources for self-represented litigants. 

RECOMMENDATION IV: JUDICIAL BRANCH EDUCATION 
IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE EFFICIENCY OF THE COURT AND TO MINIMIZE UNWARRANTED 
OBSTACLES ENCOUNTERED BY SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS, A JUDICIAL BRANCH 
EDUCATION PROGRAM SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED TO ADDRESS ISSUES INVOLVING SELF· 
REPRESENTED LITIGANTS SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. A formal curriculum and education program be developed to assist judicial 
officers and other court staff to serve the population o~ litigants who navigate the 
court without the benefit of counsel. 

The surveys conducted by local courts m developmg action plans to serve self-represented 
litigants mdicate that these litigants rate the availability of staff to answer questiOns as the most 
valuable service the court can provide. In contrast, a sirmlar mquiry of court personnel suggested 
that self-represented litigants could best be served not through direct staff service, but through 
wntten materials and other self-help support. (See Appendix 3.) Such a dichotomy ts also 
evident in survey and anecdotal mformat10n gathered by this task force. This gap must be 
bridged, and it IS hoped that education will assist in doing JUSt that. 

Judtcial officers and court staff recetve nominal, if any, education to prepare them to address the 
umque Issues presented by self-represented litigants. A lawyer who IS well acquamted with 
court rules and procedures and accustomed to courtroom and courthouse practices represents the 
traditional litigant. Most self-represented litigants do not routmely use the court and 
consequently they face and present parttcular challenges when they attempt to effectively access 
the justice system. Indicators from courts that provide assistance to -self-represented litigants 
pomt to the fact that better mformed litigants help the courts run smoothly. It is hoped that by 
providmg staff with better skills to address these challenges dtrect service efforts wtll be viewed 
as more feasible and productive. · 

ConventiOnal JUdicial branch education has been prermsed on the assumption that the typical 
person mteracting with the courts IS an attorney or other person with at least rmnimal trainmg m 
the law (such as, attorney services, paralegals, or legal secretaries). Due to a vanety of factors 
previOusly discussed, the California courts are now servmg an increasing number of self-
represented litigants who have not had formal legal training or education, many of whom also 
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have very limited English proficiency. Those charged with the responsibility of providmg court 
services to this expandmg group of litigants need special education and training to ensure frur 
and efficient delivery of services. Research should be conducted with JUdicial officers and 
litigants to determme effective strategies for commumcatmg with self-represented litigants and 
to manage courtrooms m an efficient manner that allows litigants to have trust and confidence in 
the court. 

In recent years education was offered to prepare judicial officers and court staff to work more 
effectively with litigants with,distmct needs such as children or persons hvmg With disabilities. 
Much thought was given to how the courts could accommodate unique requirements and still 
maintain the neutrality crucial to every frur adversarial proceedmg. A model and delivery 
methods should be developed to provide judicial officers and court staff with the skills necessary 
to ensure that the needs of self-represented litigants are accommodated ~ffectively withm the 
bounds of impartiality. Subject matter areas should include: 

• Duty of the court toward self-represented litigants 
• Ethical constraints when dealing with self-represented litigants 
• Wor~.mg with self-help center staff to promote courtroom efficiency 
• Simple and ordmary English language skill 
• Effective techmques for interactmg With self-represented litigants 
• Cultural competency 
• CreatiOn of a fair process that promotes the perception of fairness 
• Commumty outreach and education 
• Common issues for self-represented litigants, such as fee waiver requests 

Education for temporary judges, security staff, bailiffs, and others who often have significant 
mteract10n with self-represented litigants, but who often do not receive trrunmg m how to work 
effectively with them, should be developed and made mandatory whenever possible. 

B. The AOC provide specialized education to court clerks to enhance their ability 
to provide the public with high-quality information and appropriate referrals, as 
weD as to interact effectively with the self-help centers. 

Particular attentiOn should be given to continuing and expandmg the trainmg and education of 
court clerks. The expectation that clerks should answer questions for the public as long as no 
legal advice IS given makes the need for mcreased traimng and education critical. The 
information provided to the public should be reliable and of high quality. If clerks are assigned 
to support self-help center attorneys, additional educatiOn IS required to ensure the competence of 
the services provided. SubJect matter areas should include: 

• The difference between legal advice and legal information 
• Working with self-help center staff to provide effective service to the pubhc 
• Working with the local community to develop lists of services avrulable to self-

represented litigants 
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• Uniform procedures for handling fee wmver requests 
• An overview of substantive and procedural Issues relevant to self-represented 

litigants 
• Self-help Web site mformat10n available to court staff 
• Creation of the perceptiOn of fmrness and equal treatment of all court users 

' • Effective skills m dealing with people m cnsis 
• Cultural competency 
• Use of simple and ordmary English language skills when explaining legal 

procedures 

C. The AOC, in consultation with the California Judges Association, provide 
greater clarificati~n of the extent to which judicial officers may ensure due 
process in proceedings involving self-represented litigants without compromising 
judicial impartiality. 

The degree to which a JUdge IS responsible for ensunng a fau heanng, and decidmg what 
measures can be taken to protect constitutiOnal safeguards for all litigants Without compromtsmg 
JUdicial Impartiality, IS a source of stress for JUdicial officers and for court staff as well. In 
particular, the situation in which an attorney represents one party and the other party IS self-
represented creates an extremely difficult courtroom environment. Judicial education m this area 
should attempt to provide JUdges with techniques they can employ to ensure due process and 
protect JUdicial impartiality. 

RECOMMENDATION V: PuBLIC AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL EDUCATION AND OUTREACH 
JUDICIAL OFFICERS AND OTHER APPROPRIATE COURT STAFF SHOULD ENGAGE IN COMMUNITY 
OUTREACH AND'EDUCATION PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO FOSTER REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS 
ABOUT HOW THE COURTS WORK. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. The AOC continue to develop informational material:and explore models to 
explain the judicial system to the public. 

Judicial officers should engage m community outreach and education programs consistent with 
standards of judicial administratiOn. Pubhc educatiOn programs can be conducted m 
collaboratiOn with local bar associatiOns, legal services, law libranes, and other members of the 
justice commumty. All too often the public forms its impressiOns and acqmres its knowledge of 
the legal system based solely on how It is portrayed in the popular media. These depictions are 
often unrealistic and mtsleadmg and make It difficult for self-represented litigants to accurately 
anticipate and appropnately prepare for their day in court. To counter these distortiOns, judicial 
officers should be encouraged to engage in community outreach and education. Existmg 
commumcat10n modes should be employed to better mform Californians about their courts. 
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Videotapes, speaker materials, and talkmg pomts on a variety of legal issues could be prepared 
for use by public-access television stations, self-help centers, law libranes, and other mformation 
outlets. Informational videotapes are shown before the court calendar is called in some courts to 
explam the basic procedures and legal issues to be covered. Development of educatiOnal 
matenals descnbmg court processes should be expanded. PresentatiOns on cable television and 
public service announcements for radio and television should be considered. A law-related 
educational Web Site should be developed for elementary school, rmddle school, and high school 
students. Programs such as Spanish-language radio programs should be encouraged to expand 
outreach to traditionally underserved populations. For example, informatiOn could be provided 
to alert tmrmgrant populations m their native languages to the most commonly encountered 
differences between California's laws and those m their countnes of ongm. 

B. Efforts to disseminate information to legislators about services available to, 
and issues raised by, self-represented litigants be increased. 

Matenals should be developed to more fully inform local and state legislators of the Issues raised 
by self-represented litigants and to advise district and local staff as to how they rmght best direct 
constituents to services available to self-represented litigants. "Day on the Bench" events that 
courts conduct should include a visit to the self-help center. Collaborative intergovernmental 
endeavors to address the needs of self-represented litigants would be extremely productive. 

C. Local courts strengthen their ties with law enforcement agencies, local attorneys 
and bar associations, law schools, law libraries, domestic violence councils, and 
other appropriate governmental and community groups so that information on 
issues and services related to self-represented litigants can be exchanged. 

Local courts should make more training available to law enforcement agencies that must enforce 
the domestic violence, custody and visitation, eviction, and other orders made by the court. A 
law enforcement agency can be asked to enforce orders for which the individual seeking 
assistance has no written document, or argumg parttes may present an officer wtth orders that 
appear to conflict. Information should be made available about enforcement of orders for self-
represented litigants and the ways m which these orders can be modified through the court 
process. Courts should be encouraged to solicit ongomg mput from law enforcement staff about 
problems they are expenencing enforcing court orders' in the field. All participants in the JUStice 
commumty have valuable mformation that should be shared to the greatest extent possible. 

The California justice structure represents a contmuum of effort, beginning many times with an , 
officer on the street and endmg at some point in the court system. The need for cooperative and 
collaborative efforts to ensure efficient and consistent admmistratiOn of justice, both in practice 
and in perception, must be msttlled. AdditiOnally local bar associations, law libraries, and other 
appropriate governmental and commumty groups should be consulted with regularly to share· 
mformation on the needs of self-represented litigants and the services available for them. 
Collaborative training and outreach efforts should be encouraged. 
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D. The Judicial Council continue to coordinate with the State Bar of California, 
Legal Ai~ Association of California, California Commission on Access to Justice, 
Council of California County Law Librarians and other statewide entities on 
public outreach efforts. 

' 

Under the direction of the Judicial Council, coordination efforts among the AOC, State Bar of 
Califorma, Legal Aid Association of California, California Commission on Access to Justice, 
Council of California County Law Librarians and other appropriate commumty organizatiOns are 
cntical to distnbuting mformation about statewide efforts and to supporting ~he work of local 
courts. Efforts to encourage commumty groups to assist litigants m usmg self-help Web sites 
and other technological resources are one example of outreach activities as are cosponsored 
conferences and workshops. 

E. Local courts be encouraged to identify and reach out to existing efforts to better 
serve self-represented litigants. 

Judicial officers and court admmistrators should be encouraged to Identify and reach out to 
existmg commumty efforts to better serve self-represented litigants. The task force is rmndful of 
the need for judicial officers and courts to uphold the integrity and mdependence of the JUdiciary 
but believes local courts can work closely with appropnate partners without creating any 
appearance of partiality. Law libranans are an apt example of an appropriate court partner. 
They have expressed a strong desire to jom forces with courts to provide services to self-
represented litigants. The task force recognizes the extraordinary wprk law libranans currently 
do and the remarkable contnbution they can make m cooperatiOn with local self-help centers. 
Courts should seek out others m the community who can make sirmlar contributions. 

RECOMMENDATION VI: FACILITIES 
SPACE IN COURT FACILITIES SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO PROMOTE OPTIMAL 
MANAGEMENT OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS AND TO ALLOW FOR 
EFFECTIVE PROVISION OF SELF· HELP SERVICES TO THE PUBLIC. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS.THA T: 

A. Court facilities plans developed by the AOC include space for self-help centers 
near the clerks' offices in designs for future courthouse facilities or remodeling 
of existing facilities. 

A self-help c~nter should be as close to the counter clerk's office as 'possible. Adequate space 
should be provided for self-help center staff to provide services to the public. Self-represented 
litigants need space to Sit and work on theu paperwork. Space should be available to conduct 
mediations with self-represented litigants. To maxirmze staff resources, space to conduct 
workshops should be provided. Copiers, computers, and other technological resources should be 
available m the self-help centers for self-represented litigants to use. 
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Courts should periodically assess how easy It IS for court users to get around the courthouse. 
One Idea IS to develop an access checklist for court personnel to use that enables them to see the 
courthouse through the eyes of a first-time user. The tool should consider signage, how easy It IS 
to find the self-help center, and other issues self-represented litigants face m navigatmg the court. 
Identification of courtrooms, mcludmg numbenng, should be focused on helping the public 
eastly fmd the correct location. 

B. Facilities include sufficient space for litigants to conduct business at the clerk's 
office. 

Court facilities should provide sufficient space for litigants to walt while conducting busmess. 
Waiting areas can contain written mformation, posters, flowcharts, and other types of 
informatiOn that help litigants be better informed by the time they reach the clerk's wmdow. 

C. Facilities include sufficient space around courtrooms to wait for cases to be 
called, meet with volunteer attorneys, conduct settlement talks, and meet with 
mediators, interpreters, and social services providers. 

Frequently calendars with a high percentage of self-represented litigants are frurly large. This 
can be particularly true in family law. It is Important for the safety of all concerned that a safe 
and sufficient space is provided for litigants to wrut for their cases to be called. Problems arise If 
there is not enough space to sit m the courtrooms or the space is overcrowded, and the litigants 
are forced to wait in hallways without the support of courtroom staff. Space should also be made 
available at or near courtrooms for litigants to meet with service providers such as mediators, 
volunteer attorneys, interpreters, or social services providers. 

D. Facilities include children's waiting areas for the children of litigants who are at 
the court for hearings or to prepare and file paperwork. 

Litigants are often forced to bnng children with them. Lack of funds or avrulable child care IS a 
common problem. Litigants are not able to supervise young children and also pay attentiOn to 
instructiOns given to them by court staff. Without appropriate accommodations, children run 
unsupervised in the halls of the courthouse while the litigant is filling out forms. This creates 
frustration for other court users, court staff, and the parents. Valuable time IS wasted, and safety 
is compromised. 

Litigants often cannot find child care on the days of their heanngs. Children are not allowed m 
the courtrooms in many family law departments. There IS no way the parent can effectively 
participate in a hearing and handle a child at the same time. Again, this creates frustration for 
litigants and increased burden on court staff. Properly staffed children's waltmg areas should be 
mcorporated into all facilities. Courts should be encouraged to use the provisions of 
Government Code section 26826.3 to provide funding to staff these waitmg rooms. 
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E. Information stations that provide general information about court facilities and 
services be placed near court entrances. 

InformatiOn stations situated near entrances have proven to be very helpful to litigants m 
navigatmg their way around the court. Bilingual staff should be avrulable whenever possible. 
This can be an Ideal use of volunteers from the community who have no legal traimng. Litigants 
can be directed to their desired locations and to self-help centers and other resources. General 
questions about how to use the facility and the location of services can be addressed, and 
mformation about ass}stance for litigants with special physical and language needs can be 
available. Kios~s With general information about the court can be most useful when staff IS, 
unavailable. 

F. Maps and signage in several languages be provided to help self-represented 
litigants fmd their way around the courthouse. 

Signs, maps, and floor-plan charts have all proved useful to the public for providing mformat10n 
about how to use the courthouse. These should be translated into several languages. Universal 
signage should be developed to help litigants fmd common services, such as an mformation 
station. 

RECOMMENDATION VII: FISCAL IMPACT 
IN ADDRESSING THE CRITICAL NEED OF COURTS TO EFFECTIVELY MANAGE CASES INVOLVING 
SELF-REPRESENTED LmGANTS AND TO PROVIDE MAXIMUM ACCESS TO JUSTICE FOR THE 
PUBLIC, CONTINUED EXPLORATION AND PURSUIT OF STABLE FUNDING STRATEGIES IS 
REQUIRED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. Continued stable funding be sought to expand successful existing programs 
statewjde. 

The Judicial Council should seek stable funding to support and expand valuable existmg 
programs such as the farruly law information centers, family law facilitators, self-help pilot 
proJects, planmn~ grants for self-represented litigants projects, the Unified Courts for Families 
proJect, and the Equal Access Partnership Grant proJects. Fundmg should be sought to expand 
successful pilot programs throughout the state. 

Current programs operating to meet the needs of self-represented litigants rely on a vanety of 
fundmg sources. Until adequate and stable fundmg IS mcluded m the JUdicial branch's 
appropriation, there can be no assurance that self-represented litigants throughout the state will 
have equal access to justice. Regrettably, access to justice presently is often dependent on the 
resourceful and vigtlant efforts of local courts and commumties to secure fundmg to support 
services for these litigants. It IS imperative that the Judicial Council contmue to explore and 
pursue fundmg strategtes for self-represented litigant services. 
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Increases m filmg fees to subsidize self-help centers were not considered appropnate at this time 
ni hght of competmg cntical needs such as court facilities and the fact that court fees are already 
heavily laden With a variety of special assessments. Should a realistic opportunity for the 
institution of such fees arise, it should be pursued. 

Given the dire fiscal circumstances facmg the state of California, and the JUdicial branch m 
particular, the task force felt it would be remiss If it did not consider policies and practices that 
may have potential for revenue generation. In that vein the task force considered the concept of 
user fees by including It in their first draft action plan. Comments received from experts in the 
fields of court admmistration and the admimstration of community legal services were highly 
negative. The Task Force was advised fees for self-help center services would not be cost 
effective. It was predicted that the costs of admmistration would exceed collectiOns and detract 
significantly from the time available to provide services to the public and to the court Itself. 
Concerns were also raised about the mcreased possibility of htigants behevmg that they were 
estabhshmg an attorney-client relationship. Consequently, the task force has ehmmated further 
pursmt of this strategy from its recommendatiOns. 

B. The AOC identify, collect, and report on data that support development of 
continued and future funding for programs for self-represented litigants. 

'\ 

The task force is very mindful of the current fiscal circumstances m California and recognizes 
the need for a thoughtful and cost-effective plan. A number of the suggested mitiatives require 
ongoing funding and dovetail with ongoing work of the JudiCial Council and the trial courts. 
Other proposals require new fundmg. Work needs to begm to develop a basis for contmued and 
future funding. An attempt has been made to put forward measures that Will save money as a 
result of consolidatiOn, standardizatiOn, and other efficiencies. 

Understanding that demonstrated need is a basic component of any successful fundmg request, 
the task force has tried to Identify sources from which compelling data might be collected. The 
Judicial Branch Statistical Information System (JBSIS) should include mformation on whether or 
not one or both litigants are represented by counsel m all categones of cases. Existing 
operational data should be used whenever possible, and any additional data requirement should 
be coordmated m a manner likely to cause the least burden on the local courts. The mformation 
should be collected and reported by the AOC. 

In addition to collecting uniform statistics from courts, a survey of local and state legislators 
should be considered to determine the number of constituent contacts they receive from self-
represented litigants requesting legal assistance. Current mformation on state and local poverty 
demographics should be compiled and synthesized. Other community agencies may have data to 
assist m determimng legal needs in specific areas. For example, organizations servmg victims of 
domestic VIOlence, the elderly or the homeless may also be able to contribute specific instances 
of demonstrated need for legal services. Needs assessments conducted by legal service providers 
and by other orgamzat10ns such as the Umted Way are other sources of informatiOn. 
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C. Standardized methodologies to measure and report the impact of self-help 
efforts continue to be developed. 

In additiOn to needs for service, the impact of programs for self-represented littgants must be 
documented and reported on. The AOC is currently conducting two 'major evaluattons of self-
help programs, and the results of those evaluatiOns should be disseminated when completed in 
March 2005. The evaluation tools developed by these projects should be dtstributed to the courts 
to asstst them m evaluating their local self-help centers. Strategies for determining and 
documenting cost savings would be of particular value. 

Quality, not JUSt quantity, of servtce must be calculated in evaluation of these programs. The 
impact of these servtces must be measured. Umform definitions of terms must be established to 
allow for valid compansons. New tools must be designed and Implemented to capture efficacy 
data. Standard and penodtc extt surveys or customer satisfactiOn inquines should be constdered 
throughout the state. These results will not only gauge success of a particular program, they wtll 
be useful in determinmg the relative effectiveness of individual parts of a program as compared 
wtth other servtces. A method should be crafted by whtch the tmpact of the self-help centers m 
expeditmg cases may be assessed. Examples of posstble tools include review of court operatiOns 
data, judtcial surveys, and surveys of court staff. The effectiveness of computer and Web-based 
self-help programs should be studted. 

D. Uniform standards for self-help centers be established to facilitate budget 
analysis. 

Baste minimum standards should be established statewide. Critena should include mtmmum 
'--staffmg levels and qualificatiOns, factlittes requirements, referral systems, levels of servtce 

provtded, and hours of operatiOn. These standards should be mcorporated mto the development 
of umform deftmtions of terms for the purpose of gathering meaningful data. The standards 
should be used to asstst the courts m establishing a baseline for funding for self-help acttvtttes to 
assure equal access to core self-help assistance throughout the state. 

E. Efforts of the courts to seek supplemental public funding from local boards of 
supervisors and other such sources to support local self-help centers be 
supported and encouraged. 

Although we now have state court funding, many counties have made the dectsion to support 
local self-help projects and have worked out partnerships with thetr local courts and legal 
services programs to enhance thetr budgets for assistance to self-represented litigants. Thts 
represents an understanding by county governments of the constituent need for such services. It 
ts hoped these endeavors will serve as an example for other counties of a senstble expenditure of 
public fundmg for meaningful cons~ttuent services. 
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F. Coordination of efforts among programs assisting self-represented litigants 
should be stressed to maximize services and avoid duplication. 

Whenever possible, courts should look at the possibility of coordmating existmg self-help 
assistance to save costs and provide more cohesive services for litigants. Courts should examine 
the possibility of co-locatmg with existmg resources such as law libraries. Courts should also 
work closely with programs funded through the Dispute Resolution Program Act and Small 
Claims Advisors Act and seek to ensure collaboration whenever possible. 

G. AOC assistance with grant applications and other resource-enhancing 
mechanisms continue to be offered to local courts. 

The Judicial Council, through the AOC, should continue to provide assistance to local courts on 
how to obtam grant fundmg, offer centralized purchasmg options to enhance buying power, and 
otherwise support local courts in obtaming resources for self-help efforts. Genenc matenals 
should be developed for the courts to use in seekmg grants from appropnate outside sources. 

RECOMMENDATION VIII: IMPLEMENTATION OF STATEWIDE ACTION PLAN 
TO PROVIDE FOR SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS STATEWIDE ACTION PLAN, A 
SMALLER TASK FORCE CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSffiiLITY OF OVERSEEING 
IMPLEMENTATION SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDS THAT: 

A. ::-The implementation task force consult with experts in the areas of judicial 
education, court facilities, legislation, judicial finance and budgeting, court 
administration and operations, and court-operated self-help services, as well as 
with partners such as bar associations, legal services, law libraries, and 
community organizations. 

The implementation of well-designed programs for self-represented httgants that effectively 
facilitate the expeditious management of their cases in court reqmres knowledgeable input from 
all levels of court operatiOns. Participation of JUdicial officers and self-help attorneys is 
Imperative. Expertise in court management, operations, facilities, and budgeting is also required. 
Additional expertise is needed in the areas of legislation and education for JUdicial officers and 
other court staff. Representatives of partners such as legal services programs, bar associations, 
law hbranes, and community agencies should also be mcluded. 

B. The number of members on the implementation task force should be limited, but 
members should be charged with the responsibility to seek input from non-
members with unique knowledge and practical experience. 

Effective Implementation of a comprehensive statewide plan to meet the needs of self-
represented litigants reqmres vaned and extensive subject matter expertise, knowledge and 
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understanding of practt~al concerns, and an m-depth understanding of court operatiOns. It ts 
beheved that an implementation task force that mcluded members who can provtde all thts 
mformat10n would be so large that it would be unworkable. 

Wtth thts concern in mind, the task force recommends that the Implementation task force 
membership be limtted but include members who have ready access to a variety of groups and 
mdtviduals who could serve as resources on an as-needed basts. Examples potential members or 
potential sources of experttse would mclude representatives from the bench who have 
accumulated knowledge and expenence in cases mvolving self-represented litigants, the family 
law facthtators, self-help center attorneys or staff members, law hbranans, Judicial Counctl 
advtsory committees, legal services orgamzations, the Commtssion on Access to Justtce, or State 
and local bar assoc1at10n committees and sectiOns. 

Conclusion 

Thts task force has worked to develop a comprehenstve statewide plan that addresses the cnttcal 
need of courts to effectively manage cases mvolving self-represented litigants whtle providmg 
asststance to the pubhc. The handling of self-represented httgants is a daily business event at 

, every level of the court operatiOns - from filing through calendanng, records management, and 
courtroom heanngs. As courts plan dunng this period of fiscal austerity, attention to the reality 
of these cases will be tmperattve for any reahzation of net savmgs. Providmg assistance to self-
represented litigants clearly addresses the need of the self-represented pubhc for informatiOn, but 
tt is also a matter of administrative efftctency for courts. The task force beheves that by directly 
confrontmg the enormity of pro per httgatton, courts can improve the qualtty of their servtce to 
the pubhc and reduce the time and cost of servtce dehvery. 

While many litigants will need full or partial representatiOn, the self-represented littgant 
population contmues to grow and ts well documented nationally and even mternationally. 
Cahfornia, in recogntzing that the courts have a duty to provtde all Cahforntans wtth a fair and 
effictent process by which to resolve thetr disputes, has been in the forefront of the effort to 
provide servtces to self-represented litigants and thereby increase access to justice. In so doing, 
the critical need for courts to mclude planning for the effecttve management of cases mvolving 
self-represented htigants has become clear. , ' 

Courts are recogntzing the cost beneftts of attorney-supervtsed self-help centers in cases 
mvolvmg self-represented htigants. Cost savmgs have been found in reduction of time for 
JUdges and other court staff, ehmtnation of maccurate paperwork and unnecessary contmuances, 
and expedtttous case management and settlement services. These are but a few of the ways that 
self-help techniques work to maximtze scarce resources for the courts. 

As Chief Justtce Ronald M. George has noted, the populatiOn appearing in today's courts has 
changed in every respect and, as a result, so have society's expectations. Caltfornta can and 
should contmue tts leadership role in thts regard. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL TASK FORCE ON SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS 
ACTION PLAN 

•t,!; 

~~~~~~~~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
;~, THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL CONTINUE TO RECOGNIZE SELF· HELP SERVICES AS A CORE FUNCTION OF THE TRIAL COURTS AND IDENTIFY THESE \,f 
~ ~ 
~~~ SERVICES CONSISTENTLY IN THE BUDGETARY PROCESS. ;:£ 
~ . _ ~~ 1. Effective self-help services and management of cases involving self-represented litigants should be budgeted consistently. 1!-.fl 

-~r---,_ ___ 2 __ . _J_u_d_ic_i_a_l_C_o_u_n_c_il_b_u_d~e_t_re~u_e_st_t_o_rm~s~s~h~o_u~ld~r~e~fl~e~c~t~th_e~s~e~s~e~rv~i~ce~s~a~s~a~c~or~e~c~o~u~rt~fu~n~c~ti~o~n~·--------------------------------~1 t I.B. COURTS USE COURT· BASED, ATTORNEY ·SUPERVISED, STAFFED SELF-HELP CENTERS AS THE OPTIMUM WAY TO FACILITATE THE EFFICIENT ~ 
f PROCESSING OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS, TO INCREASE ACCESS TO THE COURTS AND IMPROVE DELIVERY OF ~ 
~~ JUSTICE TO THE PUBLIC. f 
;_ 1. Methods of service delivery may vary according to the needs of the individual and the legal complexities of the case. ~'t 
~3 }~ 
~- ·- 2. For cases in which self-study methods are sufficient, written materials, forms with mstructions, Web site information, videos, and _ ;t-if 
'~ other materials should be made available. :iii! 
~ 1 
~~ 3. Personal contact with self-help center staff by telephone, workshop, or individual assistance IS usually the most helpful type of service. ·~-
~ 4. Sufficient support staff should be provided to self-help center attorneys through possible redeployment of existing court staff. ~ 
~;,;I---+----5~·~S~e=-=rv--=-ic~e~s~m=a.t........::.b~e..L:.r...:..o_vi:..:. d:..:e-=d~a.:..:.t-=-th:..:..e:......::...co~u::..:rt:..:..•::._o:..:r~i~n~c~o~m=-m=u~n::..:i t~c:..:e~n-=-te~rs.:..•:....:m:..:.:..:.o..:.b_il_e_v..:.a_n::..:s,:....:l_i b_r_a_ri_e-'s':...o~·:....:a_il::..:s,:.....o_r_o_t_h_er __ co_mm ___ u_n_i_.t '--lo_c_a_ti_o_n_s ·-------!7;-:l 
:% I.e. 
~h'• 

\ \t,)" 

~·­,._, 
~-::.. \,:1 
~ . 

SELF· HELP CENTERS CONDUCT INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF A LITIGANT'S NEEDS (TRIAGE) TO SAVE TIME AND MONRY FOR THE COURT AND Ji:; 
'4~ 

PARTIES. ,,. 
~~ 1. When an individual first arrives at the courthouse seekmg help, a qualified member of the self-help center staff should conduct a brief 

-, 
1~i needs assessment and direct the person appropnately. r;Sf 

2. The self-help centers should be encouraged to work with qualified legal atd organizations that can provide full representation as well H 
as with certified lawyer referral and information services and should encourage the development of panels of attorneys providmg 
unbundled services. 

3. Early intervention by self-help center staff to assist with the correct completion of paperwork, explain procedural requirements, and 
provide basic information about court processes can save time for the court clerks, as well as courtroom staff, and can prevent 
unnecessary continuances. 

4. Some individuals can only gain meaningful access to the court with full-service legal representatiOn. To meet that need: 
• Courts should develop gmdelines to identify those who seek representatiOn and a system of referrals. 
• Self-help centers should work with certified lawyer referral services, State Bar qualified legal services, and pro bono programs. 
• Local courts should romote ro bono re resentation with reco ition ro rams or other incentives for attorne s. 
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,,'~ 
~ Strategies - continued 
-:~~ I.D. COURT· BASED SELF· HELP CENTERS SERVE AS FOCAL POINTS FOR COUNTYWIDE OR REGIONAL PROGRAMS FOR ASSISTING SELF· 
·~·· :!!' REPRESENTED LITIGANTS IN COLLABORATION WITH QUALIFIED LEGAL SERVICES, LOCAL BAR ASSOCIATIONS, AND OTHER COMMUNITY 

t" 
'• 1 ::(;·· 

~ $~ 
._,; 
;~--; 

STAKEHOLDERS. ~~$ 
;; 1. Partnerships with orgamzations such as nonprofit legal services; bar associations; pubhc institutions; law hbraries and public libraries; ~~ 
y~, professional associations for psychologists, accountants, and process servers; and other appropriate organizations should be continued. ¥j~ 
;.·, 2. Aggressive networking and collaborative efforts can maximize resources in numerous ways, such as: :'¥; . ~ 
r.( • Providing facilities for workshops :1\).~ 
~ ~ 
,,'·f • Providing mediation !<-t 
}i • Providing assistance at law libraries ~ 
~ • Providing volunteer accounting or psychological assistance in appropriate cases :~ji 
~~~ 3. Collaborative efforts can also provide volunteer staffmg resources, such as: .;J 
.~·J • Local attorneys, attorneys emeritus, and retired judicial offtcers for the self-help centers !}~ 
·~~ • Law student interns :,~ 
:~ • Other student volunteers ~ ,.r - ~ 

~1~--+----4_._T __ he~J_ud_I_c_ia_l_C~o~u~n_c~i_l~sh_o~u~l~d~c~o~n~ti~n~u~e~to~s~up~pco~rt~o~n£g<o~i~n~tg~c~o~m~m~u~n~tt~y--f~o~c~u~se~d~st~ra~t~e~giic~p~ll~a~nn~I~n~tg~ .. ----------------------------~~".! 
~ I.E. SELF· HELP CENTERS PROVIDE ONGOING ASSISTANCE THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE COURT PROCESS, INCLUDING COLLECTION AND ' ,J , 
·?:.< ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 
~ ~ 
~i 1. Existing self-help resources should be coordinated to incorporate programs such as the family law facilitator, the small claims advisor, ~-: 
\, ~~ 
::,~ court-based legal services, and other programs mto centers where both family law and civil law informatiOn are provided. ·~ 

!~ 2. Self-help centers should be encouraged to include an array of services designed to assist the public and the court in the processing of t~ 
~~ ~ 
4 cases involving self-represented litigants. Examples of these services include: ~"< 
~ ~ 

;~1 • PositiOning staff in the courtrooms to prepare orders, assist in reaching agreements, or answer questions ~;~· 

rt: • Helping to conduct mediation and other settlement processes ;t.~ 
~.: ~'· • Offering assistance in status conferences, providing judicial officers with readiness information and providmg assistance to litigants · 1~ 

with the preparation of orders and judgments J.~ 
• Assistmg in coordination of related cases and in development of optimal court operations 
• Servmg as a resource for judicial officers and court staff on legal and procedural issues affecting self-represented litigants 
• Offering litigants information about enforcement of orders and judgments 
• Providing information that can assist litigants about comply with court orders 
• Serving as a single point of contact for community-based orgamzations and volunteers at the court 
• Making information available to litigants about how to ·get help wtth the appellate process 



R .;.· .. J;'.''d"''ti.: "'I"'"··s,.I.fH··-··'h•'o''"t~ .. :···l'::';l" .. ~''t·""o·~··~w«F~.':f·,-.,,:.:';;:.:' :.~ '"""~'F;f•· .. ·,•.:.:.'"··.-., .. gl<l~ ·"'"t"··· ·-~;r··':::"f::..111#''';1.,·J,?,1>.-;J'': .. "'".:."~,~-. ·i•r-1·u..~ii.i :'>··~ " ecommen a on :: e • e111· •en ers...:; COD mueu··s.:} )f~K.l'' •c., ,·;:,;, _~;,_;:'; h;'l<:)r~ • '~"'•1•7''~·, ;. ,,',;{~~:·t·h~';\J}.ji:'S';,,:if~~/1?1(;~':.::~· ,~~j~~·~[ (•, ~:k-~~··: ff1 ,'•¥~·/t(~'•}'--:;:~::,1, ·:\,;; r ,. 

';f I.F AlD. MINISTRATION OF SELF-HELP CENTERS SHOULD BE INTEGRA TED TO THE GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.l ,., 
;;. Self-help centers should provide a comprehensive group of services and mclude such programs as the family law facilitator. 
~ 2. Consolidation of services should enhance !he abtlity to: 
~~i, • Maximtze attorney resources i::~ 
1·~ • Facilitate mformation sharing among staff '.] 

~ • Broaden a reliable referral base . 'I~' 
:.:.i • Increase opportumties form-house trainings 
:V~ • Promote umform procedures and forms 
~~ 
~ • Allow members of the public to bring all thetr questions to one place ~ .. 
ih • Set schedule_s to make the most efficient use of resources· 
~ 
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A RESOURCE LIBRARY WITH MATERIALS FOR USE BY SELF-HELP CENTERS IN THE LOCAL COURTS BE MAINTAINED BY THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS (AOC). 

1. Materials that have been developed to assist self-represented litigants with obtainmg and enforcing court orders should be 
collected and maintained. E~amples include: 
• Web site designs, videos, brochures, translations, and informational packets 
• Administrative materials such as partnership agreements, memorandums of understandmg, and volunteer trruning guides 
• Detailed information on self-re resented htt ant efforts that have been reco ized b Californta court or other awards 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BE PROVIDED TO COURTS ON IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES. 
1. Regional conferences, training sessions, and online meetings should be planned. 
2. The AOC have knowled eable staff available to rovide le al sub'ect matter and o erattons assistance to local courts. 

FuNDING BE SOUGHT FOR A TELEPHONE HELP-LINE SERVICE WITH ACCESS TO AQC ATTORNEYS TO PROVIDE LEGAL AND OTHER 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO LOCAL SELF-HELP CENTER STAFF. 

1. AOC attorneys serve as a resource for local programs. 
2. Experts in legal and procedural subject matters and court operations should be available . 
3. Bilm ual staff should be available. 

THE AOC SERVE AS A CENTRAL CLEARINGHOUSE FOR TRANSLATIONS AND OTHER MATERIALS IN A VARIETY OF LANGUAGES. 
1. Model protocols based on the success of self-help centers that provtde services in languages in addition to English should be 

created . 
2. A clearin house for translations and other materials should be develo ed. 

THE CALIFORNIA COURTS ONLINE SELF-HELP CENTER BE EXPANDED. 
1. Efforts to expand the California Courts Online Self-Help Center should: 

• Provide additional material in different languages. 
• Add short vtdeos m English and Spanish to explam concepts such as service of process and courtroom presentations. 
• Create interacttve features and step-by-step guides. 
• Contmue to add addtttonal informatton. 

. ' .,, 
,.''' 



Strategies - continued 
;~ II.F. THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL CONTINUE TO SIMPLIFY ITS FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS. 
~~ 1. Translation of forms and mstructions into "plam language" should be expanded . ._!f; 
''" 

1 2. Work on simplification of forms and mstructions should continue. 
~ 3. Efforts to translate forms and instructions into more languages should contmue. 

4. Forms for use with limited scope (unbundled) legal services should be developed. 
5. Computenzed forms that can create case-specific documents and meet the needs of persons with disabihties should be expanded. 

~ II.G. TECHNICAL TRAINING AND ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL COURTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF SELF· HELP TECHNOLOGY ON ~.t 

:~~ COUN
1 

TYWThiDAEOOCR REGIO~dAL B~S~S BE CONlfThiNUEl D. h f h h ~-;~ 
~] . e to provt e trammg to se - e p centers on t e use o tee nology and ow to guide self-represented litigants ~t 
t~ 2. The AOC to asstst in development of self-represented litigant technology, such as: ~. 
~ ~,J 
" ~ I ¥?'" ~~ • Interactive forms programs and programs to help htigants develop agreements ;,W 
~~ •- Local Web site enhancement ~ 
~ • Vtdeoconferencing for workshops, meetings, and court appearances ~ 
r~J • Telephone help-lines and direct telephone hnes to legal and soctal services resources in the community ~~~ 

~} • Programs for clerks to draft orders after hearings m the courtrooms . , ~ 0 
•·.1 • Audiotapes in English and other languages with mformatwn on forms preparation, procedures, and the courtroom t;.J; 

SUPPORT FOR INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF REPRESENTATION FOR LOW· AND MODERA TE·INCOME INDIVIDUALS BE CONTINUED. - f.1~ ""'•;, 
& ~~ J 1. Partnerships between the judicial branch and nonproftt legal services organizations, the State Bar of Calitomia and local bar ~f " 

associations, the Cahfomia Commission on Access to Justice, and the Legal Services Trust Fund Commtssion should be contmued to ~~ .;-. 
increase fundmg for legal services. - ~ 

2. Judicial officers should be advised of ways in which they can join with the Chief Justice in mcreasing pro bono work and other legal ~ 

servtces, consistent with the Code of Judicial Ethics. ~~'"'.~ 
3. The provision of hmtted scope (unbundled) legal representation should be supported by training judicial officers and court staff and 

by collaborating with the State Bar for attorney training. 
WORK WITH THE STATE BAR IN PROMOTING ACCESS FOR SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS BE CONTINpED. ~ 

~'~ 1. The organizations should continue to coordinate in developmg resources. 
2. Honors and awards for efforts to assist self-represented litigants should be given. -TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RELATED TO SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS BE PROVIDED TO COURTS THAT ARE DEVELOPING COLLABORATIVE 

JUSTICE STRATEGIES. 
1. The AOC should provide assistance to courts with collaboratton justice programs, such as: 

• Umfted Courts for Families; Family drug courts; Domestic violence courts 

'·' ~ ........ 
I ~'1...~ 
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~· \ 
~: > Strate ies: 
~t: III.A. JUDICIAL OFFICERS HANDLING LARGE NUMBERS OF CASES INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS BE GIVEN HIGH PRIORITY FOR f.·· 
~). ~~ 

f~,,_; ALLOCATION OF SUPPORT SERVICES. ;:c'" . " ~~) 'i-t L The assignment of experienced, talented, and energetic judtcial officers with a comprehensive knowledge of the substantive law to ~ 

:i'1j' departments with high numbers of self-represented litigants-such as family law, small claims, traffic, or unlawful detamer-should ,t~ 
t., ~'C 
~-f be encouraged. ,!,;· 
~ ~: 
~· 2. Judicial officers in assignments with large pro per populations should have additiOnal staff support. ?;} 
"': 3. Courtroom assistance by a self-help center attorney should available to J"udicial offtcers and propers. ,:A, 
~ 4. Sufficient courtroom staff should be rovided to allow for efficient flow of calendars. · t .D I 
,;, 

r~ 
~? 
--~, ,. ,,._,., 

~ ': 
iii 

III.B. 

w 
00 

COURTS CONTINUE, OR IMPLEMENT, A SELF· REPRESENTED LITIGANT PLANNING PROCESS THAT INCLUDES BOTH COURT AND COMMUNITY 
STAKEHOLDERS AND WORKS TOWARD ONGOING COORDINATION OF EFFORTS. 

L Working groups that have been formed for local action planning for self-represented litigants should be ongomg and active. 
2. There should be monthly meetings of local st<1,keholders. 
3. Participants might include the court, legal services programs, other governmental agencies, local bar associations, law libranes, 

pubhc libraries, law schools, commumty colleges, other schools, commumty social services provtders, and a wide variety of other 
communit -based rou s. 



IV.B. 

THE POPULATION OF LITIGANTS WHO NAVIGATE THE COURT WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF COUNSEL. 
1. Curriculum development recently Implemented to accommodate the needs of chtldren in the courtroom should be used as a model 

for assisting self-represented courtroom parttcipants whtle mamtammg neutrality. 
2. Pro tern judges should be mcluded in this training. Subject matter should include: 

• The duty of the court toward self-represented litigants 
• Ethical constramts when dealing wtth propers 
• Working with self-help center staff to promote effictency m the courtroom 
• Plain-English language skills 
• Effective techniques_ for interacting wtth self-represented litigants 
• Cultural competence 
• Communit outreach and educatton 

THE AQC PROVIDE SPECIALIZED EDUCATION TO COURT CLERKS TO ENHANCE THEIR ABILITY TO PROVIDE THE PUBLIC WITH HIGH· 
QUALITY INFORMATION AND APPROPRIATE REFERRALS, AS WELL AS TO INTERACT EFFECTIVELY WITH THE SELF-HELP CENTERS. 

1. Subject matter should include: 
• The dtfference between legai advtce and legal information 
• Workmg wtth self-help center staff to provide effective service to the pubhc 
• Community services available to self-represented littgants and coordination wtth staff to keep information current 
• Umform procedures for handhng fee watver requests 
• An overview of substantive and proceduraltssues relevant to self-represented httgants 
• Self-help Web site information available to court staff 
• Creation of the perception of fairness and equal treatment of all court users, mcludmg cultural competence 
• Effecttve skills in dealing with people in cnsis 
• Use of sim le and ordinar En lish Ian ua e sktlls when ex lainin le al rocedures 

THE A OC, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CALIFORNIA JUDGES ASSOCIATION, PROVIDE GREATER CLARIFICATION OF THE EXTENT TO 
WHICH JUDICIAL OFFICERS MAY ENSURE DUE PROCESS IN PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS WITHOU" 
COMPROMISING JUDICIAL NEUTRALITY. 

• Courtroom techniques when one party is represented and another ts not 
• A ro nate methods to hel ain im ortant information from ro ers without com 
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'"' ~.6 
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•.• , PUBLIC. ~ ':' 
"-('-« .~.~ 

~ ~ ~.-' I. Judicial officers should be encouraged to engage in commumty outreach and education programs. (~·· 
l~ 

~ 2. Existing communication modes should be employed to better inform Californians about their courts. ~ 

1}.~ 3. VIdeotapes on a variety of legal issues should be prepared for use by public access television stations, self-help centers, law libraries ~ 
(f/ 4. Information be developed for immigrant populations to differences between California's laws and those m their countries of origm. ,:·;. 
~~ 5. A law-related educational Web site should be developed for elementary school, middle school, and high school students ·~* 
\~r---r----------------------------------------------------------------------~~~~ 
::~ V .B. EFFORTS TO DISSEMINATE INFORMATION TO LEGISLATORS ABOUT SERVICES AVAILABLE TO, AND ISSUES RAISED BY, SELF-REPRESENTED F# 
'~ ) ,, 
:tj LITIGANTS BE INCREASED. ~~ 

::;:. I. Materials should be developed to more fully inform local and state legislators of the issues raised by self-represented littgants. :!;;; 
.~~ ~~ 
)~ 2. Implement a "Legislator's Day" in the self-help centers and provide referral materials, testimonials, and research demonstrating ~? 

~-: benefits tole islators who receive com laints related to access to the courts. ~·~ 
LOCAL COURTS STRENGTHEN THEIR TIES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, LOCAL ATTORNEYS AND BAR ASSOCIATIONS, LAW 
SCHOOLS, LAW LIBRARIES, DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COUNCILS, AND OTHER APPROPRIATE GOVERNMENTAL AND COMMUNITY GROUPS SO 

THAT INFORMATION ON ISSUES AND SERVICES RELATED TO SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS CAN BE EXCHANGED. 
I. Training on enforcement of custody/visitation and restraining orders should be provided. 
2. Information about the ways in which such orders are modified should be provided. 
3. Courts should sohcit regular input from law enforcement agencies about problems they are having with enforcement of court orders. 
4. Courts should collaborate with these stakeholders in cross-trainin s. 

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL CONTINUE TO COORDINATE WITH THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA, LEGAL AID ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA, 
CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON ACCESS TO JUSTICE, COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA COUNTY LAW LIBRARIANS AND OTHER STATEWIDE 

ENTITIES ON PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS. 
I. Public outreach efforts to increase utilization of self-help Web Sites and other technological resources 
2. Cos onsorin conferences and worksho s. 

LOCAL COURTS BE ENCOURAGED TO IDENTIFY AND REACH OUT TO EXISTING EFFORTS TO BETTER SERVE SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS. 
I. Judges and court administrators encouraged to meet and collaborate with community service providers 
2. Identif and work with existin ro ams such as law libraries 



FUTURE COURT FACILITIES OR REMODELING OF EXISTING FACILITIES. 
1. The plans should include: 

• Space for workshops and medtations and a place where self-represented litigants can sit and work on their paperwork 
~r~;, 
-~~: • Use of copiers, computers, and other technology in the self-help centers 
l""' 

~:;. • Self-help services that are as close to the counter clerk's office as posstble 
-~~,;. 

~if • An access checklist developed for court personnel that enables them to see the courthouse through the eyes of a first-time user 
-,,~ • Identification of courtrooms (numberin , etc.) focused on hel in the ubhc eastl find the correct location 
.t:~~~r=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--·· ~ 

;'{J VI.B. FACILITIES INCLUDE SUFFICIENT SPACE FOR LITIGANTS TO CONDUCT BUSINESS AT THE CLERK'S OFFICE. .£_ ~~ ~~ 
i 1. Sufficient space should be available while waiting at the court. (l: ~ F ~ -~~~ 2. Hel ful wntten information, am hlets, and flowcharts can be avrulable to hel liti ants be better re ared when their tum arrives. ~ - -.~ 
~ 8 ~ VI. C. FACILITIES INCLUDE SUFFICIENT SPACE AROUND COURTROOMS TO WAIT FOR CASES TO BE CALLED, MEET WITH VOLUNTEER ATTORNEY~1 ~} .i;;_~ f1 CONDUCT SETTLEMENT TALKS, AND MEET WITH MEDIATORS, INTERPRETERS, AND SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDERS. / - ~ J 
;,,·':' 1. The courtroom should have sufficient seatmg space. ~ -"' 
1,.."":; ~ \) 

;r~- 2. Safe spaces should be provtded for domesttc viOlence cases. ~%.~ "' 
~ ~ ~r}, 3~ Space-should be provtded i!fOt!nd,cou!:frooms to meet wtth volunteer attorneys, self-help center staff, medtators, interpreters, or other lJ ~-

w- social servtces rovtders. - ~: 
~~t-V-1-.D-.-t--F-A-C-IL_I_T_I_E_S-IN_C_L_UD_E_C..._H_I_L_D_RE_N_'_S_W_A_I_T_IN_G_A_RE_A_S_F_O_R_T_HE_C_HI_L_D_RE_N_O_F_L_IT_I_G_A_N_T_S_W_H_O_A-'-RE--A-T_T_HE __ C_O_U_R_T_F_O_R_HE __ A-R-_I_N_G_S_O_R_T_O __ ----+~,~:T:f-~:; 

tit. PREPARE AND FILE PAPERWORK. ;:::~ 
:;~~ 1. Supervised children's waiting areas should be avrulable for the children of members of the pubhc who are attendmg court hearings. ~ 
~ 2. The should also rovide for arents or uardtans attendin famtl court services medtatiOns or usin other court services. ~~ 
f'·•·l--~~-+-~~~____;.-"--:...._~____;.~---oL.~~~~...__~~~~~~~~~~-"-~----''-------~~~~~-~-'"'------~~~~~~~--t:i:~ 

:f& yi.E. INFORMATION STATIONS THAT PROVIDE GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT COURT FACILITIES AND SERVICES BE PLACED NEAR COURT ~ 
,..~ ENTRANCES. :k, 
).1 1. General information about how to fmd and use court services should be rovided. :tft 

··~ MAPS AND SIGN AGE IN SEVERAL LANGUAGES BE PROVIDED TO HELP SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS FIND THEIR WAY AROUND THE 'l!t'~ 
•->~ 

COURTHOUSE. ~~ 
N• 

1. General informatiOn about courthouse use should be included. ~ 
2. St ns and informatiOn should be translated into severallan ua es and universal si ~! 

.... -



assistance. 
5. The Judicial Branch Information System (JBSIS) should collect and report information on whether or not litigants are represented 

b counsel in all cate ories of cases. 
STANDARDIZED METHODOLOGIES TO MEASURE AND REPORT THE IMPACT OF SELF· HELP EFFORTS CONTINUE TO BE DEVELOPED. 

1. Establish uniform definitions of terms to allow for valid comparisons. 
2. Standardized exit or customer satisfactiOn surveys should be Implemented. 
3. Other evaluation tools should be designed and implemented to test quality of servtce as_well as volume. 
4. Methods to assess the success of the self-help centers m expediting the processing of pro per cases should be refined includmg: 

& Surveys of judicial officers 
o Surveys of court staff 
e Court o erations data 



UNIFORM STANDARDS FOR SELF-HELP CENTERS BE ESTABLISHED TO FACILITATE BUDGET ANALYSIS. 
1. Cnteria for a self-help center must include: 

• Minimum staffmg levels 
• Facilities requirements 
• Operating hours. 

EFFORTS OF THE COURTS TO SEEK SUPPLEMENTAL PUBLIC FUNDING FROM LOCAL BOARDS OF SUPERVISORS AND OTHER SUCH SOURCES 
TO SUPPORT LOCAL SELF-HELP CENTERS BE SUPPORTED AND ENCOURAGED. 

1. · The success of those counties where the board of supervisors has funded legal self-help centers administered by the courts should be 

VII.F. COORDINATION OF EFFORTS AMONG PROGRAMS ASSISTING SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS SHOULD BE STRESSED TO MAXIMIZE 
SERVICES AND A VOID DUPLICATION. 

1. Courts should work closely with potential partners such as: 
• Small clatms advisors 
• 

VII.G. AOC ASSISTANCE WITH GRANT APPLICATIONS AND OTHER RESOURCE-ENHANCING MECHANISMS CONTINUE TO BE OFFERED TO LOCAL 
COURTS. 

1. The AOC should: 
• Help with grant writing and wtth applications for other grant funding 
• Provide advtce on ethicaltssues in grant application and administration 
• Offer centralized hasi to enhance 

-~ _..._ - --- -
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:.fr"f THE IMPLEMENTATION TASK FORCE CONSULT WITH EXPERTS IN THE AREAS OF JUDICIAL EDUCATION, COURT FACILITIES, 
:} VIII.A. LEGISLATION, JUDICIAL FINANCE AND BUDGETING, COURT ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS, AND COURT-OPERA TED SELF-HELP 
l~ SERVICES, AS WELL AS WITH PARTNERS SUCH AS BAR ASSOCIATIONS, LEGAL SERVICES, LIBRARIES, AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS. 
:·~ 1. Through consultation, programs should be developed and implemented that: 
:: • Promote expeditious processing of cases involving self-represented litigants 

qJ_( 

~ti • Provide assistance to self-re resented liti ants that facilitates that rocess . ..,.: 
"'1-------;-----------------------------~------~~-----------------L--------------------------------------------------~'~.~M ~ ~ VIII B THE NUMBER OF MEMBERS ON THE IMPLEMENTATION TASK FORCE SHOULD BE LIMITED, BUT MEMBERS SHOULD BE CHARGED WITH THE 
~ • • RESPONSIBILITY TO SEEK INPUT FROM NONMEMBERS WITH UNIQUE KNOWLEDGE AND PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE. ~~ 
~ 1. Task force member should seek input from such individuals as: ~ 
;~:: • Judicial officers with accumulated knowledge and experience in cases mvolving self-represented litigants ~;~; 
~; • Family law factlitators 
~:~ 
~r • Self-help center attorneys 
~~ • Judicial Council advisory committees 
>1'1, 
~...... • Legal servtces organizations 
~~ • Law libraries 
~-pr 
,~~ .. ' 
~· 
"''l;;;;.. • 

• The Commission on Access to Justice 
State and local bar association committee and sections 

~:~ 
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Description of Caiifornia Courts' Programs for 
Self-Represented ~itigan~ 

November, 2003 
I 

California's courts are facing an ever mcreasing number of litigants who go to court without legal 
counsel largely because they cannot afford representatiOn. The co.~rts are respondmg with a 
vanety of innovative strategieS that may be InCOrporated IntO an OVerall Strategy of increasing 

I. 

access to JUStice. This paper attempts to describe the strategies an,d the context in which they 
operate. 

California has a total of 58 counties and a populatiOn of 33.9 IDillion.1 The counties vary greatly 
m size and populatiOn demographics. The smallest is Alpine County, With a population of 1 ,208, 
and the largest IS Los Angeles County, With a populatiOn of 9.5 nnllion, approximately one-third 
of the state's entire populat10n.2 In one county it takes eight hours to drive from one courthouse 
to another. There are mountamous counties where litigants can't get from one end of the county 
to the other dunng the winter because the roads are Impassable nj the snow. There are counties 
with no active private attorneys, let alone legal services programs, and counties wllh a wide 
vanety of resources that with coordination could be much more effective. 

The California court system is the largest in the nation, with more than 2,000 JUdicial officers and 
18,000 court employees. It also has one of the least complicated structures. There are thr~ 
levels of courts m California: trial, appellate, and Supreme. There IS one trial court m each 
county and as many as 1 to 55 court locations per county, six rewonal appellate court distncts, 
and one Supreme Court comprised of seven justices.3 In 1997, funding responsibility for the trial 
courts transferred from the counties to the state. In 1998, the tnal courts, formerly divided mto 
supenor and mumcipal courts, umfied mto a one-tier tnal court system. Trial court employees 
changed from bemg county employees to court employees in 2001. In 2002, the state began to 
assume responsibility from the counties for tnal court facilities} These efforts are intended to 
build a strong, accessible, statewide system of JUstice with consistent and adequate fundmg.5 

The decis10n-makmg body for the Cahfornta state court system is the Judicial Council. The 
council is the constitutionally created 27-member policymakmg body of the California courts. 
The council Is chaired by the Chief Justice and consists of 14 judges appointed by the Chief 
Justice, 4 attorney members appointed by the State Bar Board of Governors, 1 member from each 

' house of the Legislature, and 6 advisory members, who mclude representatives of the California 

1 U.S Bureau of the Census, Umted States Census 2000, Table DP-1 Profile of General Demographic 
Charactensbcs 2000, Summary File I (SFI), http 1/(acttlnder censu~ gov (as ()f Mar. 10, 2003) 
2 /d. ' 
3 See http /lwww.courtm(o ca gov/reference/documentslcamd~vs pd(for additiOnalmformatiOn. 
4 For a history of JUdicial admirustrat1on m California, see L Sipes, Committed to Just1ce: The R1se of Jud1cwl 
Admm1stratwn m Califomw (San FranciSC\)' Admimstrative Office of the .Courts, 2002), excerpts at 
http://www.courtm(o ca govlreference/commTUst.htm 
5 See http /lw•~w courtm(o ca govlreference/documenHipiOfi/elc pdf. 

Descnptton of Cahforn1a Courts' Programs for Self-Represented Litigants- prepared for InternatiOnal Legal Aid Group, June 2003 
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Judges AssociatiOn and court executives (admmistrators). The council performs most of Its 
work through internal and advisory conuruttees and task forces. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts IS the staff agency of the JudiCial Council. It has slightly 
over 500 employees. Among Its divisions IS the 55-member Center for Famtlies, Children & the 
Courts (CFCC), whose missiOn IS to Improve the quality of JUstice and services to meet the 
diverse needs of children, youth, families, and self-represented litigants m the California courts.6 

Staff for CFCC's Equal Access Umt work to assist the courts m respondmg to the needs of self-
represented litigants. 

The reason for this focus IS that there appear to be a growmg number of litigants representing 
themselves m famtly courts, which leads to a variety of challenges. Courts report that many of 
these litigants require additiOnal time at the clerk's office and in the courtroom because they do 
not understand the procedures or the limitations of the court. There also appear to be a growmg 
number of cases that mvolve multiple filings m different types of proceedings. For example, new 
cases involvmg the same family may be filed m family law, domestic violence (both civil and 
cnmtnal), child support, and guardianship proceedings-leadmg to differing results, including 
potential JUdicial determmations of different fathers. Some types of proceedmgs in California, 
such as traffic and small claims, have traditionally been composed primarily of self-represented 
litigants and have developed mechamsms to provide for mformal procedures that dimtmsh the 
need for legal assistance. The recent growth of self-represented litigants in famtly law is 
encouragmg a rethinking of how self-represented litigants are served by courts throughout the 
system. · 

Nolo Press reports that when How to Do Your Own Divorce in California was published m 1971, 
only 1 percent of litigants proceeded without attorneys.7 While there is no statewide data on the 
number of pro se litigants, It is clear that this number has dramatically expanded. In San Diego, 
for example, the number of divorce filings involvmg at least one pro se litigant rose from 46 
percent m 1992 to 77 percent m 2000.8 A review of case files involvmg chtld support issues 
conducted by the Admimstrattve Office of the Courts between 1995 and 1997 showed that both 
parties were self-represented m child support matters 63 percent of the time, and that one party 
was self-represented man additiOnal 21 percent of cases. In only 16 percent of the cases were 
both parties represented by counseL 9 In a similar study of case files from 1999, both parties were 
self-represented m 75 percent of the cases, and one parent was self-represented in an additional 
14 percent In only 11 percent of the cases were both parties represented by counsel. 10 

In a recent survey of pro se assistance plans submitted to the Administrative Office of the Courts 
by 45 of California's counties, estimates of the prose rate m family law overall averaged 67 

6 Admimstrative Office of the Courts, "Fact Sheet· Center for Families, Children & the Courts"(Jan. 2003), 
available at htrp·/!www courtmfo ca. gov/reference/documentslcfcc pdf. 
7E. Sherman, How to Do Your Own D1vorce m Califorma (Berkeley Nolo Press, 2001) p. 11. 
8 D. J. Chase and B. R. Hough, "Family Law Information Centers Benefits to Courts and Litigants" (forthcommg) 
5 Journal of the Center for Fam1l!es, Children & the Courts. 
9 Judicial Council of Califorma, executive summary of Rev1ew of Statew1de Uniform Child Support Gu1delme, 
1998, at p. ES-5, available at http.lllt'l\'W courtmfo ca gol'lprogramslc[cclpdtfile!>lsuppglllde pdf. 
10 Judicial Council of Cahforma, Rev1ew of Statewide Uniform Ch1ld Support Gu1delme, 2001, at p. 39, available 
at http·//www cowtmfo.w govlprogramslc(cc/1058fite!>2001/CH3 PDF. 
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percent. In the larger counties, that aver~ge ~as 72 percent. 11 In domestic viOlence restraining 
order cases, litigants are reported to be pro se over 90 percent of the time. One reason for this 
large number of self-represented litigants relates to the cost of attorney fees, which are not 
publicized generally, but m one list of attorneys willmg to provide:unbundled legal services m 
one suburban commumty, appear to range between $175 and $225:'per hour. 12 The median 
household income m California was $47,493 per year in 1999.13 Given that many persons m the 
midst of a divorce or separation are already facmg fmancial challepges in setting up two separate 
households and otherwise dealing With fmancial issues, these hourly rates often seem prohibitive. 

' California's Chief Justice, Ronald M. George, has made access to.justice a key goal and has been 
extremely supportive of efforts to improve services for self-reprdented litigants. 14 He regularly 
focuses a significant part of his State of the Judiciary address to a.Jomt session of the Legislature 
on access to justice and services for self-represented litigants. 15 He regularly attends events such 
as the opemng of the Spamsh Self-Help EducatiOn and Resource Center in Fresno. 16 As chair-
elect of the Conference of Chief Justices, he has also encouraged .,the leadership of chief JUSttces 
mother states m mcreasmg services to self-represented httgants. 17 

It IS clear that the Chief Justice's leadershtp and support has made a huge difference m 
encouragmg courts to expand services and make this tssue a prionty. In the strategic plannmg 
efforts of the Judictal Council, access to JUStice is the first of six goals. In Its three-year 
operational plan, the counctl chose four spectftc obJectives for in'creasing services to self-
represented litigants. These included developmg a self-help Web stte, increasmg the number of 
self-help centers in the state's courts, developing a statewtde action plan for servmg self-
represented litigant, and havmg each tnal court develop an actiOn plan for servmg self-
represented littgants. 18 

, 

11 A Report and Analys1s of Actwn Plans Throughout Califomza: lntegratmg Serv1ces for Self-Represented 
Llt1gants Into the Court System, Center for Fam1lzes, Children and the Courts, (June 2003) 
http 1/www courtmfo ca gov/programslcfcclresources/publzcatwnslamcle~ htm#sel( 
12 Supenor Court ofCahfom1a, County of Placer, "Attorneys Available for €onsultat10ns W1th 'Pro Per' Famtly 
Law L1t1gants" (2003) 1 

13 U.S Bureau of the Census, United States Census 2000, DP-1 Population and Housmg Characteristics, Summary 
File 1 (SF1), ' 
http 1/factfinder census gov!b(l lang= en l't name= DEC 2000 SF3 U DP3 geo ld=04000US06/um/ 
14 See D. Whelan, "Big State, B1g Cns1s, B1g Leadersh1p: W1th Cahforrua'~ Poverty Population Swelling, Ch1ef 
Justice George Sets Bold Course" (Spnng 2003) 2(1) Equal Justice Magazme, 
http://www.emz.lsc gov!EJM/ssue4/zudlctalprofile!mdlctal profile htm. 
15 See, for example, R M. George, State of the Judiciary address to a Jomt Session of the California Legislature, 
Sacramento, Mar 25, 2003, http 1/www courtmfo ca.gov!reference!soz032503 htm 
16 See, for example, R M George, Remarks at the Opemng of the Supenor Court of Fresno County's Spamsh-
Language Self-Help EducatiOn and Information Center (Oct 10, 2002), 
http 1/www courtmfo.ca gorlreferencelmeechJOJ002.htm 
17 See Conference of Ch1ef Just1ces (CCJ) and Conference of State Court Admimstrators (COSCA), Resolution 31: 
In Support of a Leadership Role for CCJ and COSCA m the Development, Implementation and Coordmat1on of 
Assistance Programs for Self-Represented Litigants (Aug. 2, 2002), 1 

http /lwww.ncscon/me org/WC/Pubhcatwns/Re~ ProSe CCJCOSCARew/utwn31 Pub pdf See also Conference 
of Ch1ef Justices and Conference of State Court Admm1strators, Fmal Report of the Joint Task Force on ProSe 
Llt1gatwn (July 29, 2002), " 

I 

http !!www.ncscon/me org/WC/Publzcatwns!Re!> ProSe FmalReportProSeTas/..ForcePub.pdf 
18 Judicial Council of California, Operatwnal Plan. Leadmg Just1ce Into fhe Future, F1scal Years 2000-2001 
through 2002-2003, pp 2-3, http://www.courtm(o ca. gov/1 eferenceldocuments/opplan2k.pdf 
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These plannmg efforts are designed to focus attention on the Issue of access to JUStice and to 
encourage commumty partnerships to build upon a framework of services m place in California. 
They also are designed to encourage a reexammatwn of existing resources to consider how to 
enhance their usefulness for self-represented litigants. 

This paper attempts to descnbe the current structure in place, and Identify some future directions 
suggested by these planning efforts. 

Family Law Facilitators 

Effective January 1, 1997, California Family Code section 10002 established an Office of the 
Family Law Facilitator m each of the state's 58 counties. The Judicial Council admlmsters the 
program, providing over $11 million per year in federal funds to court-based offices that are 
staffed by licensed attorneys. These facilitators, working for the superior court, guide litigants 
through procedures related to child support, mamtenance of health msurance, and spousal 
support. They assist with cases mvolving the local child support agency, many of which are 
public assistance reimbursement cases. In addition, many courts have enlisted volunteer 
attorneys or provtde additiOnal funding that enables facilitators to assist self-represented litigants 
mother family law areas, including dtvorce, custody, and visitation. 19 

By statute, family law facilitators provide servtces to both parties, do not represent either party, 
and do not form an attorney-client relationship. 20 This allows the court to provide assistance to 
litigants Without compromtsmg the court's neutrality. It also limtts the level of assistance that 
can be provided. Gmdelines for the operatiOn of family law information centers and famtly law 
facilitators offices have been developed to assist court-based attorneys in this new ethical 
paradigm that has been followed by the maJority of self-help programs operated m the courts.2I 

Facilitator services are available to all self-represented litigants; the act does not reqmre an 
income-qualificatiOn test.22 However, data from 2000 mdicates that "82% of facilitator 
customers have a gross monthly income of under $2,000. Over 67% of facilitator customers have 
gross monthly incomes of under $1,500. Over 45% of facilitator customers have gross monthly 
incomes of under $1,000, and approximately one-fifth report gross monthly mcome of $500 or 
less."23 In 2002, facilitators provided assistance to over 450,000 litigants.24 

19 F. L. Hamson, D. J. Chase, and L T. Surh, "Caltforma's Family Law Facilttator Program: A New Paradigm for 
the Courts" (2000) 2 Journal of the Center for Famzlzes, Chzldren & the Courts 61-98, 
http /lln~w.courtm(o.ca.gov/programs/c{cc/pdftiles/061/zarnsmz pdf. 
20 Cal Fam. Code,§ 10004, available at http 1/www legmfo ca gov/calaw.html 
21 See Cal Rules of Court, appen , dtv. 5 (Gmdeltnes for the operatiOn of family law mformatton centers and 
family law facllttators offices), available at http.//www courtm(o ca gov!rules/appendrxlappdzv5 pdf. 
22 Cal. Fam Code,§ 10003, available at http 1/www legm(o ca gov! calaw.html. + 
23 Hamson, Chase, and Surh, p 76, avazlable at 
http 1/www courtm(o.ca gov/program.•.!dcclpdffile!>I061 harnson pdf 
24 A Report and Analyszs of Actzon Plans Throughout Calzfomza · lntegratmg Servzces for Self-Represented 
Lztzgants mto the Court System, Center for Famtltes, Chtldren and the Courts, (June 2003) 
http://www.courtinfo ca.gov/programs/cfcclresources!publzcations/artzcles.htm#self 
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Farmly law facilitators provide a range of ser-Vices based upon the I)eeds in their community and 
their assessment of what would be most effecttve.25 In a survey taken in 1999, all offered 
assistance with forms and instructions, and nearly all provided informatiOnal brochures and 
videos and had staff to answer procedural questions. Two-thuds offered domestic violence 
assistance and nearly one-half provided litigants With access to copiers, fax machmes, and other 
resources. "More than half of the facilitators reported that they provided mediation services, in 
which they meet with both parents and help work out child suppoq: Issues. Other services 
reported mcluded interpreters and rural outreach. Many factlitatorn make presentations to 
schools, homeless shelters, domestic violence orgamzat10ns, radiO,, talk shows, public access 
television, andJatls on child support and the services provided by their offices. Facilitators' 
methods of providmg services range from use of paralegal assistance (34 counties), to use of a 
legal clime model (26 counties), to operation of self-help centers (24 counties)."26 Smce the time 
of that study, It appears that a growing number of facilitators are providmg assistance in court to 
help answer questiOns, mediate cases, and provide assistance to the court with coordmat10n, case 

TI , 
review, calendar call, and referrals. ', 

' The Admmistrative Office of the Courts offers trammg twice a year for facilitators m both 
substantive law as well as practical strategies for serving self-represented litigants. Facilitators 
are mandated to attend at least one of these trammg sessiOns, 28 and as a result of this regular 
contact and active e-matl discussiOns, they have developed a strong network. 

Since family law facilitators are available in every court, they have formed the backbone of self-
help activities throughout the state. By statute, they must be attorneys with family law litigatiOn 
or mediation expenence.29 They are chosen by the JUdges m their county, and m a survey taken 
in 1999, facilitators on average had 12 years of law practice expenence. Fourteen of the 
facilitators (23 percent) have served as Judges or commissioners pro tem?0 Most came from 
private practice and have good connectiOns with their local bar.;, As experienced attorneys With 
the respect of both the bench and the bar, they have been able to alleviate many of the private 
bar's concerns about the program and to encourage changes in local rules and procedures to be 
more accommodating for self-represented litigants. 

Surveyed customers of the family law facilitators were pleased, with the services they had 
received and reported 99 percent of the time that they would re~urn to the facilitator if they 
needed help m the future and that they would refer a fnend or family member to the facilitator. 
When asked about the quality of service they had received from the facilitator, 96 percent 

25 J. Byron, "ProPers Fmd Help In FaDllly Matters," Court News (July-August 1998) p. 1, 
http://www courtmfo.ca. gov/coumzewv/07980898 pdf. ~ 
26 Jud1c1al Council ofCahforma/AdD11mstrat1ve Office of the Courts, Califomza's Child Support Commzsswner 
System: An Evaluatwn of the Fzrst Two Years of the Program (May 2000) page 43, 
http 1/www courtmfo ca.gov/programs!cfcclpdffileslcsCI 2000.pd( " 
27 SeeS. Alexander and T Suhr, "Effective Use ofFac1htators m the Courtroom" (Aug. 2002).3(2) CFCC Update 
10-11, http 1/www courtznfo.ca gor/programslc(cclpdffileslnewsAug02 pdf. 
28 Cal Rules of Court, rule 5.35 (Mm1mum standards for the Office of the'FaDllly Law Facihtator), 
http://www courtmfo.ca gOI·!rules!tttletive/1 180-1280.15-16 htm#TopOfPage , 
29 Cal. Fam Code, § 10002, available at http://www Ieginfo ca.gov/calaw html 
30 Jud1c1al Council ofCahfom1a/AdD11mstrat1ve Office of the Courts, Callfomza's Child Support Commzsswner 
System. An Evaluatwn of the Fzrst Two Years of the Program (May 2000) p. 34, 
http·/!www courtmfo ca.gor/program!>lcfc.clpdtfiles!cscr2000 pdf. 

53 



Programs for Seff-Represented LltJgants 

reported that the service was excellent or good.31 Followmg are examples of comments from 
facilitator customers: 

"The way the program is presently operated is excellent. There are not many people like you 
who are willing to help people with our problems the way your program does. " 
[These comments came from an illiterate man who dictated his responses.] 

"While the whole issue of child support has been one of the worst experiences of my life, this 
office has provided me with invaluable assistance. " 

"Really helped us come to an agreement that both of us were happy with. " 

"Best service I've ever experienced with the judicial system. " 

"I didn't know where to go for help and I couldn't afford an attorney or paralegal, and your 
office provided me with excellen,t service . ... " 

"She [the paralegal] is a light in a very dark tunnel."32 

The facilitators have also been much appreciated by the courts. As one JUdicial officer reported 
in a focus group: 

"Since the facilitator has been in effect ... you don't have these long, long lines at the clerk's 
office. You don't have these incredible calendars that go on well into the noon hour because 
the judges are trying to explain to the propers. I think where you can see the cost-effectiveness 
most is in the courthouse, zn the clerk's office, in the judge's courtroom. It's cutting down time 
tremendously. "33 

These efficiencies have also been helpful m encouragmg bar support for the facilitator program. 
The support of the bench for the program, combined with the recognition that the litigants 
generally do not have the resources to hire pnvate counsel and the willingness of facilitators to 
refer to the pnvate bar when appropnate, seems to have greatly diminished Initial concerns 
about the program . 

. 
Family Law Information Centers 

Effective January 1, 1998, California Family Code section 15000 established a Family Law 
InformatiOn Center pilot project in order to help "low-mcome litigants better understand their 
obligations, nghts, and remedies and to provide procedural information to enable them to better 
understand and maneuver through the family court system."34 The Judicial Council administers 

31 SatisfactiOn surveys from Apnl through June 1999 from the Los Angeles County Office ofthe Famlly Law 
Fac1htator 
32 Jud1ctal Councli ofCalifomia/Admmistrattve Office of the Courts, Cal!fomw's Child Support Commzssioner 
System An Evaluatwn of the F1rst Two Years of the Program (May 2000), p. 58, 
http·li1Vl1'W courtmfo.ca.got•!programs!cfcc/pdtfile~!cscr2000 pdf. 
33 /d. at p 62. 
34 Cal. Fam. Code, § 15000, http llwww.legmfo.ca.gov/calaw html 
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three pilot proJect centers in the Supenor Courts of Los Angeles, Sutter, and Fresno Counties. 
The centers are supervised by attorneys and assist low-mcome self-represented litigants with 
forms, informatiOn, and resources concerning divorce, separatiOn, parentage, child and spousal 
support, property division, and custody and visitatiOn. Specific seririces that are offered by the 
Family Law Information Centers mclude: 

• InformatiOn on the various types and nature of famtly law proceedmgs, mcluding 
restraimng orders, dissolution, legal separation, paternity, child support, spousal 
support, disposition of property, child custody, and child VISitation; 

" 
• Information about methods available to seek such rehet from the court; 

., 
• Gmdance about required pleadmgs, mstruction on how to complete them, and 

mformation explaming the importance of the mformation contained in these 
pleadmgs; 

• Assistance in the preparation of orders after heanng; 

• Information about the enforcement of orders; 
I 

• Referrals to community resources such as low-cost legal assistance, counseling, 
domestic vwlence shelters, parent education, mental health services, and JOb 
placement programs; and 

• Interpreter services to the extent that these are available. 

Famtly Code section 15010(k) sets out the standards for evaluatmg these pilot proJects. The 
legislation states that the programs will be deemed successful if: 

• They assist at least 100 low-income families per yeai-; 

• A maJority of customers evaluate the Famtly Law Information Center favorably; 
and , 

• A maJority of judges surveyed in the pilot project c~urt believe that the Famtly Law 
Information Center helps expedite cases mvolving pro se litigants. 

An evaluatiOn of the project was completed in March 2003.35 lit demonstrated that these 
programs were a resoundmg success. The three pilot Famtly Law Information Centers 
provided services to more than 45,000 individuals each year, using $300,000 m grant fundmg 
and $120,000 in trial court fundmg annually. : · 

35 Judtctal Counctl ofCahfomta/Admtrustrattve Office of the Courts, A Rrport to the California Legislature. 
Famzly Law lnformatwn Centers: An Evaluation ofThree Pzlot ProgramS (Mar 1, 2003), 
http. /lw11 w cou rtm to. ca g01 ·/pro g ramslcfcclresources/publtwtwm/F Ll C~pt htm. 
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Customers were overwhelmmgly pleased with the services they received at the Family Law 
InformatiOn Centers. Many wrote narratives expressing enormous admiration for the staff and 
gratitude for the assistance they received. A survey of 1,364 customers from the penod October 
21, 2002, to December 31, 2002, had the following results: 

• 95 percent felt they had been treated with courtesy and respect; 
• 93 percent felt the service was helpful; 
• 90 percent got help with forms; 
• 87 percent felt they better understood their case; 
• 82 percent felt better prepared to go to court; 
• 83 percent believed they have a better understandmg of the court; 
• 78 percent reported receivmg prompt service; and 
• 92 percent would use the center agam. 

Typical comments of customers included the followmg: 

"The Family Law Center has helped me every step of the way. I don't know where I'd be 
without it. The people are very helpful. I'm a single mom wl low income and without this 
Center I would not [have] been able to accomplish everything. " 

"Very helpful and informative. I think more fathers would respond to court orders 
with the help they can receive. [Service was] very directional and friendly, went 
through step-by-step process very quickly and wzth patience even though she had 
people waiting." 

"I am grateful that someone is able to help me understand the court process." 

Twenty-four judicial officers in the pilot counties were interviewed to document their 
evaluation of the pilot Famtly Law InformatiOn Centers. These judtctal officers also expressed 
a htgh degree of satisfactiOn with the service that the pilots provided to both the public and the 
court, as follows: 

• 88 percent reported that the center helped expedite cases mvolvmg pro se litigants; 
• 88 percent reported that the center saved courtroom time; 
• 88 percent reported that the centers helped litigants provide correct paperwork to the 

court; 
• 75 percent believed that the center helped the litigants come to court better 

prepared; and 
• 67 percent believed that the center helped people understand how the law and court 

procedures were bemg applied in their cases. 

Typical comments from JUdicial officers included the following: 

"I often cannot even figure out what a case is about when the paperwork is prepared 
by a pro per without the help of the Family Law Information Center." 
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"They ask fewer questions, are more informed, and they are better able to stay on 
poznt." 

"They are taking a day off work and we want to minimize that. They have families, 
sometimes two, to support so we want them to keep their jobs. " 

"They get a fair hearing, they feel confident that they are being heard and getting a fair 
h k ,36 s a e. 

The majonty of the JUdicial officers interviewed believe that the Family Law InformatiOn 
Centers (FLICs) save valuable time in the courtroom and expedite prose cases as a whole: 
Many also expressed the opmion that FLICs are an integral part of managing family law cases 
because pro se litigants are often the parties m the maJonty of their calendars. Based upon this 
evaluation demonstrating that both the needs of the public and th6se of the court are well 
served by the centers, the Judicial Council has directed staff to d~velop a budget request for 
statewide funding of Family Law InformatiOn Centers. ' 

Five Model Self-Help Centers 

The 2001 State Budget Act provided funding totaling $832,000 to begm five pilot self-help 
centers that would provide vanous forms of assistance, such as basic legal and procedural 
mformation, help with filling out forms, and referrals to other cqmmunity resources, to self-
represented litigants. This proJect Is rumed at determming the effectiveness of court-based self-
help programs and providing mformatwn to the Legislature on future fundmg needs. The 
Judicial Council selected one of each of the five followmg moctf~ls for fundmg begmnmg May 
2002. These five programs will provide models for replication .m other counties m addition to 
translated matenals and technological solutions. A significant tesearch component has been 
bmlt mto the models to try to evaluate the effectiveness of the centers in meetmg key 
~~~. ; 

Regional Model: Superior Court of California, County of Butte 

Goals of the model: This is a regwnal program that IS mtende~ to serve ·at least two smaller 
counties. This model explores how counties that may not be able to afford a full-time attorney 
at a self-help center can share resources effectively with other counties. What agreements are 
necessary? What special challenges exist, and what can be done to overcome them? 

Butte County's program: The Supenor Court of Butte County IS partnering with the courts m 
Glenn and Tehama Counties to provide assistance to self-represented litigants m the areas of 
small claims, unlawful detainer, eviction, frur housing, emplo}ment, Supplemental Secunty 
Income (SSI), enforcement of judgments, guardianships, name changes, family law ISSUes not 

36 Judicml Council of Cahforma/ Admtmstrattve Office of the Courts, executtve summary of A Report to the 
California Legzslature: Famzly Law Information Centers An Evaluatwn 'ofThree Pilot Programs (Mar. 1, 2003), 
http.l!wll'w courtmfo ca gol'iprogram~ldu!resource:;/pubhcatwns/FL/Crpt htm 

' 
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addressed by the family law facilitator, bankruptcy, probate, general civtl procedures, tax law, 
tenant housmg, and semor law issues. An attorney coordmator conducts workshops and climcs 
through the use of real-time videoconferencmg, enablmg self-represented litigants in these 
three counties to receive assistance Simultaneously. InformatiOn on the proJeCt IS available at: 
http://www.buttecourt.ca.gov/self help/default.htm. 

Urban Collaboration Model: Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles 

Goals of the model: This is a program intended to coordmate self-help centers in a large 
junsdiction. In some JUnsdictions a number of self-help centers operate m or near the court, 
often with hmited commumcat10n or shanng of resources. This is likely to lead to duplication 
of efforts and confusion for litigants. The urban collaboratiOn model seeks to coordmate 
resources and provide a more seamless service delivery system for litigants. 

Los Angeles County's program: The Superior Court of Los Angeles County's program 
creates a centralized Self-Help Management Center that will develop partnerships with the 
court, the local bar, local schools, and local social service orgamzatlons; coordinate self-help 
activities on a countywide basis; and standardize self-help intake procedures and protocols 
throughout the county. Services rendered by the center mclude the provisiOn of mformational 
matenals about the court and Its proceedmgs and procedures; instructions on how to complete 
forms; and the provision of reference matenals about legal service providers, social service 
agencies, and government agencies, as well as other educatiOnal material. In coordination with 
existing self-help centers, the project is developmg workshops and matenals that can be offered 
throughout the county. 

Technology Model: Superior Court of California, County of Contra Costa 

Goals of the model: This IS a program mtended to emphasize the use of technology m 
providing services. As the number of self-represented litigants increases, technologtcal 
solutions are being explored for completion of forms, provisiOn of information, meetmg With 
litigants at a distance, and other needed services. This model will utilize and evaluate the 
effectiveness of at least two methods of technology to provide services. 

Contra Costa County's program: The Superior Court of Contra Costa County will deliver 
expert informatiOn and assistance via a combmation of the Internet, computer applicatiOns, and 
real-time videoconference workshops to create a VIrtual Self-Help Law Center for self-
represented litigants With dissolutiOn, child custody and visitatiOn, domestic violence, Civil, and 
guardianship cases. VIrtual Self-Help Law Center resources will help parties navigate the court 
process; complete, file, and serve court forms; be prepared to handle their court heanngs; 
understand and comply with court orders; and conduct certain mediations at a distance. The 
Contra Costa website is found at: http://www .cc-courthelp.org/. 

Spanish-Speaking Model: Superior Court of California, County of Fresno 

Goals of the model: The large number of Spamsh-speaking litigants in California presents 
special challenges for self-help programs. This model seeks to provide cost-effective and 

58 



Programs for Self-Represented Litigants 

efficient services for a primanly Spamsh.:speakmg population while explonng techniques for 
educating litigants about the legal issues and procedures m their ca~es. 

Fresno County's program: The Spanish Self-Help Education and Information Center 
developed by the Supenor Court of Fresno County serves self-represented litigants in the areas 
of guardianship, unlawful detainer, CIVIl harassment, and family law. The center provides daily 
access to Spanish-language self-help instructions, established a volunteer mterpreter bureau, 
provides a Spamsh-speaking court examiner to review court docmpents, and sponsors clinics 
with rotating "how-to" lectures for the areas of law specified above. The Fresno website IS 

, found at: http://www.fresno.ca.gov/2810/SSHC/SSHC esp.htm. ' 

Multilingual Model: Superior Court of California, County of Sqn Francisco 

Goals of the model: California has a diverse populatiOn, with a large group of imrmgrants and 
litigants who speak many different languages and have sigmficantly different expenences. This 
model seeks tO provide self-help services to litigants WhO speak a Wide Vanety of languages 
and to develop materials and techmques to address the needs of ~ multilingual, multicultural 
populatiOn. 

San Francisco County's program: The Superior Court of San Francisco County's program 
establishes a Multilingual Court Access Service ProJect that assists self-represented litigants m 
family law, dependency mediation, probate, small claims, civil ~arassment, child support, and 
other general civil cases. The center creates formal partnerships With commumty-based 
orgamzations that provide services to ethnic populatiOns and those that address legal Issues for 
self-represented litigants. A bilingual attorney works With clien(s to ensure adequate services 
for them withm the court and will provides referrals to appropnate commumty and legal 
agencies. Additional services mclude the translatiOn of court materials, the development of a 

I 

multilingual computenzed self-help directory, and recruitment and coordmat10n of multilmgual 
mterpreters. Information on the San Francisco program IS found at: 
http://sfgov .orglsite/courts page.asp?Id=l9649. 

Research component of the Model Self-Help Centers 

The primary goal of the model self-help center research Is to ~easure the overall effectiveness 
of the centers in several arenas. The centers may address several or all of the followmg ,, 
outcomes: 

I' 

• Increased understanding of, and compliance with, !he terms of court orders 
Self-represented litigants, lacking an attorney to explain the system to them, often 
misunderstand orders made by the court. Self-help 1centers are expected to better 
educate self-represented litigants about the legal system and Its procedures so they 
will be more hkely to understand the court orders imd the consequences of 
noncompliance. They will also be more likely to feel the court has been fair in its 
decision, leadmg them to take more responsibility,'m following Its orders. 
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• Increased access to justice 
Much of the target population IS unable to access the court system due to 
geographic/ transportatiOn and language bamers, fmancial constraints, and a lack of 
knowledge and resources. As a result, many people who want to bnng their cases to 
court simply cannot, and others may not even be aware that they have legal 
recourse. The self-help centers seek to bridge these gaps so that self-represented 
litigants will be better able to navigate and make proper use of the court system. 

• Increased likelihood of ''just" outcomes in cases involving self-represented litigants 
Many self-represented litigants come to court ill prepared and do not know how to 
properly present their cases. As a result, the court may lack information or have 
maccurate information upon which to base Its rulings. In tum, litigants may not get 
the outcome they were seeking and end up feeling that the system IS unfair. Self-
help centers Will educate users so that they can present their best case and feel that 
their voice has been heard. 

• Increased user satisfaction with the court process 
When self-represented litigants have improved access to the assistance they need, 
learn how to navigate the court system, and are better prepared to present theu 
cases, the system can respond more appropriately to their needs and they will be 
more satisfied with their expenences. 

• Increased efficiency and effectiveness of the court system 
Self-represented litigants often come to court with forms that are Improperly filled 
out or with the wrong forms altogether. They are umnformed about court procedures 
and have to ask court clerks for assistance that should have been solicited prior to 
the court appearance. These types of issues slow down court proceedmgs and may 
even cause a matter to be contmued. Self-help centers will provide assistance m 
filling out forms and educate self-represented litigants on procedures so they will be 
better prepared to handle matters so that their cases will move more smoothly 
through the system. 

• Increased education for court users so that their expectations are reasonable in 
light of the law and facts 
Self-help centers will educate clients on the court system, legal terms, procedures, 
and their nghts and responsibilities. When the mystery is removed from the process, 
self-represented litigants will have a more realistic view of the merits of their cases 
and potential recourse. 

Secondary goals of the research include developing a profile of center users and determinmg 
which services and delivery methods are most helpful/effective. 

Though the research is largely mtended to measure the impact of the centers, the fact that these 
are innovative pilot programs reqmres that some process evaluation elements be incorporated 
into the research. This primarily mvolves documenting the development of the centers and 
tracking changes that mtght affect outcomes over time; descnbmg program operatiOns, 
including how the centers are set up and how services are delivered; and assessing the outreach 
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efforts and vlSlbihty of the centers. Additionally, a key obJective of· the project IS to provide 
models for replicatiOn across the state, so the documentation should be sufficiently detailed to 
serve as a "bluepnnt" for replication of the programs in other counties.37 

Other Court-Based Self-Help Centers 

A growmg number of courts have established self-help centers m additiOn to those provided by 
statute. These centers generally provide assistance with general civil matters as well as famtly 
law. While some partnerships were started between courts and local legal services agencies to 
provide services m courthouses in the 1980s,38 the movement to develop these court-based 
programs began in the 1990s/9 and m 1997, the fust center that di,d not involve staffmg by a 
legal services agency was created m Ventura Col}nty. None of these programs charge fees for 
service and all are open to all members of the public regardless of; income, immtgration status, 
or other common factors that can restnct services elsewhere. Restrictions relate to how much 
assistance can be prOVIded and the types of law that can be covered. 

Ventura County Self Help Legal Access Center 

The Ventura program40 has branches at the two mam courthouse~ m the county as well as a 
branch in a predominantly Latmo neighborhood and another that: provides services via a mobile 
center m a converted 35-foot recreatiOnal vehicle. The center provides information on a vanety 
of legal issues mcluding: 

• Adoption 
• Conservatorship 
• Guardianship 
• Name change 
• Small clatms 
• Unlawful detatner 
• Civil harassment 
• Appeals 
• Civil 

37 For a request for proposals (RFP) descnbmg this research project and the: objectives to be measured, see 
http://www courtm(o ca gov!re(erence!J folselthelp pilot htm 
38 For examples of some of these early partnership projects with legal services agencies, see F L. Hamson, D J 
Chase, and L T Surh, ''Cahfomta's Family Law Facilitator Program A New Paradigm for the Courts (2000) 2 
Journal of the Center for Famzlies, Chzldren & the Courts 76, ~ 
http 1/www courtmfo ca.gov/programslcfcc!pdfflle~/061 ham son pdt see also Cal. Fam. Code, §§ 20010-20026, 
available at http 1/www legm(o ca gm·lcgz-
bmlwm5gate?WAJSdoclD=5934801 5726+0+0+0& WAJSactwn=J em eve, ·and §§ 20030-20043, available at 
http 1/www legm(o ca govlcgz-bm!warsgate ?WA!SdoclD=59361 41 6970+0+0+0& WA!Sactwn=retneve, for two 
very mterestmg models for legislatiVe creatiOn of pilot programs These p~ograms helped provide the framework 
for the family law facilitator program and have merged mto that program m the pilot counties 
39 Lztzgants Wzthout Lawyers Fmd Asszstance at Courts, Janet Byron, Couh News, March-Apnl1998, JudiCial 
Council, http //www courtmfo ca gov/courtnews/03980498 pdf 

1

• 

40See The Supenor Court of Ventura County's self-help Web site at 
http.!!court~ cormtyofrentura org/venturaMasterFrames5 htm 
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• Jury servtce 
• Traffic 
• Juvenile 
• Probate/estate plannmg 
• Enforcement of crimmal restitutiOn orders 
• ModiftcattOn of probation 
• Petttions for changes of plea or dismissals 

The famtly law facilitator is available m the same location and provtdes a broad rage of famtly 
law asststance, includmg completing forms for litigants. Information is available in the form of 
books, videos, sample forms wtth instructiOns, brochures, and legal sttes on the Internet. 
Trained staff ts available to provtde mformat10nal assistance to people needing help 
understanding the materials or completing court forms. Information ts also provtded on 
alternatives to civil httgatton. 

As the court with the first major ctvil self-help center in the state, Ventura developed a number 
of packets and sample forms that are available on its Web site. These matenals have been 
adapted by other counties. It was also the first center to have a mobtle center. 

Nevada County Public Law Center 

Another of these self-help centers is the Nevada County Public Law Center, whtch was 
established m March 2001. The center ts part of a creattve pubhc outreach project undertaken 
by the court to Improve access to justtce for all members of the commumty. It provides 
informatiOn to people who are not represented by attorneys and who have any number of 
general and substantive legal Issues, m the same areas as those addressed by the Ventura 
program. 

InformatiOn IS avatlable m the form of books, videos, packets, brochures, computer forms, and 
online research sites and links. Free climes and classes are held to explam court procedure, as 
well as substanttve areas of law commonly encountered by people representing themselves 
("prose litigants"). Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) is offered as an alternative to 
litigatiOn. A small claims advisor IS available to answer questions about small claims actions. In 
additiOn, free tours of the courthouse are offered to those who may have a court matter now or 
in the future, to insure that they will feel comfortable about thetr knowledge of the type and 
location of relevant court servtces avrulable to them. The Pubhc Law Center ts located m the 
county's law library which is housed at the Superior Court. Vtdeoconferencmg equipment is 
used to broadcast worksh~ps offered by local attorneys to other courthouses in this 
mountrunous commumty. 

Santa Clara Self Service Center 

Santa Clara County, the home ofthe Ctty of San Jose and the Silicon Valley, started a Self-
Service Center in 2002. The office is intended to provtde the public wtth a gmde to navigate 

41 See the Supenor Court of Nevada County's self-help Web stte at 
http 1/court.co.nevada ca u:,/servzceshel( help/sh :,ervtces hmz. 
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the court system m Santa Clara County. At the Self-Service Center, members of the pubhc have 
access to three computer workstatiOns, which can be used to access legal Web Sites and other 
law-related resources. An attorney and other staff members at the ~enter are available to help 
the public. Forms can also be filled out onlme and then pnnted. In ,addition, pamphlets and 
books are available on topics rangmg from divorce to tenants' rights to gmdehnes for 
nonparental relatives raising children. i· 

A Self-Service CourtMobile travels throughout Santa Clara Count·y bring~ng free legal 
resources and assistance to libraries and commumty centers wtthm the COUt:Jty. The 
CourtMobile provides: 

• Forms and form packets; 
• Computers with Internet access to the court's self-service Web site; 
• A VCR for watchmg videotapes with legal information; 
• Help filling out legal forms; 
• Help leammg about court rules and processes; and 
• Referrals to other legal resources. 

Information about the program is available at the court's very comprehenstve self-help Web 
site.42 · : 

Emerging Self-Help Programs 

A number of smaller counties, mcluding Lassen, Manposa, Lak~, and In yo, have created self-
help centers with Implementation funds from planmng efforts. Many of these programs are 
bmlt upon the existmg famtly law facilitator program. New programs are being created m 
Calveras, Alameda, and Marin Counties, as well as a tn-county :effort mvolvmg Santa Cruz, 
San Benito, and Monterey Countie~. 

Each of these programs emphasizes partnershipS With other commumty organizations, 
mcludmg legal services programs. They are under the direction of an attorney and also use 
court staff to provide support and information. This expanswniof services IS particularly 
stnkmg m a hme of sigmficant cutbacks m court budgets. 

Additionally, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors has funded the creation of four 
new self-help centers m the last two years. Following the Ventura model, these centers provide 
both famtly law and hmtted civil assistance, pnmarily m landlord/tenant and small claims 
matters. They are operated by legal services organizatiOns m collaboration with and located at 
the court. 

Equal Access Fund 
I 

The Equal Access Fund was created by the Budget Act of 1999 and has been contmued m the 
Budget Acts of 2000, 2001, and 2002. Each of these budgets hllocated $10 mtlhon to the 

G ' See the Supenor Court of Santa Clara County's self-help Web Site at http:llll'ww scsel~en·tce org/default htm 
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Judicial Council to be distnbuted m grants to legal services providers through the Legal 
Services Trust Fund Commission of the State Bar (the commiSSion). The budget control 
language provides for the followmg two lands of grants: 

• Nmety percent of the funds remaming after admmistrattve costs are to be 
distnbuted to legal services programs accordmg to a formula set forth m 
California's Interest on Lawyer Trust Accounts ("IOLTA") statute. 

• Ten percent of the funds remammg after administrative costs are set 
aside for Partnership Grants to legal services programs for "Jomt projects 
of courts and legal services programs to make legal assistance available 
to pro per litigants." 

101 orgamzat10ns receive support from the Equal Access Fund accordmg to the IOLTA 
formula.43 

The Budget Act contams the followmg four essential elements for partnership grants: 

• Recipients must be organizatiOns that are eligible for a Legal Services 
Trust Fund Program grant. 

• The funds must be granted for joint proJects of legal services programs 
and courts. 

• The services must be for indigent persons as -defmed in the Trust Fund 
Program statute. 

• The services must be for self-represented litigants. 

The partnership grants span a wide range of substantive, procedural, techmcal, and programmatic 
solutions. Eighteen programs have been started m courts throughout the state to assist litigants m 
cases involvmg domestic vwlence, guardianships, farmly law, landlords and tenants, and general 
civil assistance. All are reqmred to include the followmg: 

• A letter of support from the applicable court's presiding judge and the 
legal services provider's duector. 

• Agreements between the legal services programs and the courts. As part 
of the grant process we reqmre recipients to develop a written agreement 
with the cooperatmg court indicatmg how the JOint project, the court, and 
any existmg self-help center, includmg the fam1ly law facilitator as 
appropnate, will work together. 

43 For a hst of the orgaruzatlons funded m 2001-2002, see 
http·/!wll'w courtmfo.ca go1'1re(erencelrfp/documellfsleaf gwnt recm pdf 
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• Projects must Identify plans to provide for lawyers tb assist and to 
provide direct supervisiOn of paralegals and other support staff. 

• Projects must establish protocols for use in the event of a conflict of 
interest, includmg: what, If any, resources would be available to 
mdividuals who cannot be served because of such c;hnflicts; what would 
be the relationship between the provider and the pr9 per litigant; and 
other similar Issues_ 

; I' 

• Projects must anticipate and meet the needs of litigants who are not 
withm the legal services provider's service area or:are meligible for their 
services. While this can be a challenge for orgamzations with limited 
fundmg, a number of applicants have developed collaborations with 
other legal services providers that will facilitate a proad availability of 
services. These solutions are bemg studied by the'coffiffilssion for 

" possible applicability to other programs. 

• Grant recipients are encouraged to fmd ways to a<;ldress the needs of 
unrepresented litigants who. do not meet the fmancial eligibility 
reqmrements (e.g., providmg general mformation"m the form of local 
mformation sheets, videos, workshops, etc.). Proirams that have 
achieved success m this field are bemg closely evaluated so that ideas 
may be gleaned which might be effective for oth~r programs that have 
yet to establish an effective referrals protocol. 

• ProJects must clearly state a policy regardmg adqumstration of fmancial 
eligibility standards, and must establish protocols to observe that pohcy. 

The Legislature has reqmred that the Judicial Council report on:. the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the Equal Access Fund in March 2005. The council has hire,d a researcher to coordinate this 
evaluation, which Will include mandatory reportmg as well as a toolkit of optiOnal evaluatiOn 

44 ' ,. • 
tools. 

Small Claims Advisors 

The oldest of Cahforma's self-help programs is the Small Claims Advisors Program. This 
service, created in 1978, provides free assistance to litigants i~ small clrums proceedings. 
California's small claims court was created in 1921 to provide a frur, fast, and inexpensive 
procedure for parties to resolve disputes that have a relatively:small monetary value. Smce 
1990, the junsdictwnallnnit has been $5,000. The mrun features of small claims court mclude 
the following: 

44 For a request for proposals (RFP) descnbmg the Equal Access evaluah~n proJect, see 
http llwll'w wurtmfo ca gm·lre(erence/rfp/c(cc eva/ htm 
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• Parties represent themselves; attorneys generally are not allowed at tnal. 
• There is no nght to a JUry tnal. 
• The plaintiff has no nght to appeal an adverse decisiOn, but the defendant may 

appeal. Appeals consist of a tnal de novo m supenor court. 
• Third party assignees are not allowed; only the parties directly involved in the 

dispute may participate in small clrums court. 
• No unlawful detainer actions (evictions) may be filed.45 

There IS currently discussion of rrusing the small drums limits, m large part "because of the 
inability of parties to find attorneys who will handle cases between $5,000 to $10,000 for a fee 
that does not eat up all the potential award. It IS often even difficult to fmd attorneys who will 
take those cases at all."46 

By statute, counties must provide some level of assistance to small claims litigants, however 
services may (and do) vary m each county m accordance with local needs and conditiOns. In 
each county where more than 1,000 small claims actiOns are filed each year, the followmg 
services must be offered: 

• Individual personal advisory services, in person or by telephone, and by any other 
means reasonably calculated to provide timely and appropriate assistance. 

• Recorded telephone messages may be used to supplement the mdividual personal 
advisory services, but shall not be the sole means of providmg advice available m 
the county. 

Adjacent counties may provide advisory services jointly. For counties wtth fewer than 1,000 
filings, recorded telephone messages providmg general information relatmg to small claims 
actiOns filed in the county must be available during regular busmess hours and mformatwnal 
booklets must be made avrulable to litigants.47 

The statute provtdes that small claims "[a]dvisors may be volunteers, and shall be members of 
the State Bar, law students, paralegals, or persons expenenced in resolvmg minor dtsputes, and 
shall be familiar with small claims court rules and procedures. Advisors may not appear m 
court as an advocate for any party."48 

A recent report commissioned by the Judicial Council mdicates that there are significant 
problems with this approach, as shown m the followmg quotes therefrom: 

In Fresno there is a small claims advisory center, usmg law students. The office 
IS not in the courthouse, but rather m another downtown buildmg. Neither of the 
two law students whom we mterviewed had ever seen a small drums tnal, 
although observing tnals has now been added to the required trainmg of the 

45 Adrrumstrattve Office of the Courts, Report of the Cahfomza Three Track Czvzl Lztzgatzon Study (prepared by 
Pohcy Studtes, Inc., July 31, 2002) p. 2 -
46 /d. at p 33. 
47 Cal Code Ctv. Proc , § 116 940, avatlable at· http.//www legmfo ca.gov/calaw.html. 
48 lbzd. 
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advtsors. One advisor told us that the law students were not permitted to gtve 
legal advice, but merely advtce on the process. 

In San Diego there ts a small clrums advtsor's office attached to the court, run by 
I 

a full-time attorney, with non-attorney volunteers workmg under him. The 
volunteers are able to help people with process questions. :The supervismg 
attorney is able to assist the volunteers with legal questions. 

In San Francisco, there is a full-time small claims advisor in the court and an 
advisor avrulable full-time by telep_hone, patd by the court.' Both are attorneys. 
The advisor located m the court sees about 30 litigants pef day. Her offtce is 
behind the clerk's counter, and there IS a sign-up sheet m the clerk's area. She 
can advise on filmg, on what will be needed at trial. Under California law the 
small claims advisors are immune from suit for malpractice.49 

As a result of thts report, standards for small clrums advisors andjudicial officers are 
bemg reviewed as part of the dtscussion of rrusmg the JUrisdicttopallimits. 

Forms 

California has nearly 600 forms that must be accepted by all courts throughout the state. (See 
http://www.courtmfo.ca.gov/forms for a complete list of these f9rms.) Forms adopted for 
mandatory use must be used in the types of actions to whtch they pertain; forms approved for 
optiOnal use must be accepted by the courts although litigants may choose, mstead, to craft their 
own pleadmgs. Many types of cases are completed solely by the use of mandatory forms. These 
case types mclude famtly law, domestic violence, guardianship, probate, JUVemle dependency, 
and landlord/tenant matters.California also has forms for discovery, mcluding form 
interrogatones and requests for informatiOn. 

Mandatory forms were imtially developed m 1971 upon the pa.Ssage of the Famtly Law Act 
which mstituted no-faultdivorce. They were destgned to assist attorneys and judges fully plead 
and decide the elements of cases given thts maJor change in the law. The number and vanety of 
forms has increased dramatically since that time. As a result of these standardized forms, 
instructiOnal materials, document assembly packages, and other methods of assistmg littgants can 
be completed economically. These self-help mstructtonal matenals first appeared m 1971, 
starting wtth the Nolo Press book How to Do Your Own Divor~e in California. This book, whtch 
provtdes the bastes of California family law and explruns how,to complete the related mandatory 
forms, has sold over 800,000 copies and has sparked a large number of other books and now an 
extenstve Web stte (http://www.nolo.com). · 

The Judicial Council has also developed a vanety of instructiOnal matenals to assist litigants in 
understandmg the law and court procedures and m completing these forms: InstructiOnal 
matenals range from a 25-page gmde on summary dtssolutio~ that contruns sample forms and a 

I 

49 Admmistrative Office of the Courts, R~port of the Califomza Three Tr~ck ClVll L1t1gatwn Study (prepared by 
Pohcy Studies, Inc, July 31, 2002) pp 34-35. " 
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sample agreement (http·//www.courtmfo.ca.gov/forms/documentslfl810.pd0 to domestic 
violence forms and mstructwns (http://www.courtmfo.ca.gov/selfhelp/dv/dvforms.htm#get) .. 

Since these forms were destgned wtth attorneys and judges in mmd, they are not always easy for 
self-represented litigants to read and understand. While the Legtslature has specifically directed 
the Judtcial Council to develop certam procedures and forms wtth self-represented htigants m 
mind (such as the stmphfied fmancial statement50 and stmplified modification of order for child, 
spousal, or family support51

), the same basic format has been used for the last 30 years. In 
January 2003, the Judtcial Council approved Its first maJor change to that format with the 
adoptiOn of new plam-language domestic vwlence and adoption forms. These forms, which 
mclude graphics and larger type, were destgned to be much simpler to read and understand by 
non-attorneys. The council undertook user testing of these forms with litigants, court staff, and 
law enforcement. For a sample proof of personal service see 
http://ww..,v.courtin(o.ca.govl(onnslfillableldv200.pdf. For a sample temporary restraming order 
see http:!lwww.courtin(o.ca.gov!(onnsl(illableldvllO.pdf. Other forms are being revised m areas 
of the law such as landlord/tenant, small claims, and child support, where many litigants are 
representmg themselves. 

All Judtctal Council forms are now ftllable online using Adobe® Acrobat®. AdditiOnally, the 
California Courts Web stte links to programs that help httgants complete forms usmg a simple 
questiOn and answer format. These programs include the Supenor Court of Sacramento County's 
e-filing program for small claims litigants (see http:!Avww.apps-saccourt.comlscc!); EZLegalFtle 
by the Superior Court of San Mateo County that allows for baste ftlings m family law, small 
claims, guardianships, and landlord/tenant matters (see http://www.ezlegalfile.com/elf-
.._velcomelzndex.jsp); and I-CAN! by Orange County Legal Aid that offers a question and answer 
format as well as video (see http:/www.icandocs.org/nemveb!). I-CAN! has been evaluated by 
researchers from the Umverstty of California at Irvme and found to be very easy for litigants-
even those who dtd not read English-to use. 52 The Admmistrative Office of the Courts has 
provtded funding for each of these programs and works with them to increase their effectiveness 
and availability for statewide use. 

Language Access 

Two hundred and twenty-four languages are spoken m California's courts. 53 Of the 32 percent of 
Californians who speak a language other than Enghsh, nearly 1 m 10 speak no Enghsh. Twenty-
six percent of Californians are foreign born; 33 percent of those are from Asta and 56 percent are 
from Latm America. 54 From 1990 to1998, 1.8 milhon people legally Immigrated to California 
from other countnes. Estimates of undocumented ahens (principally from Latm Amencan 

5° Cal Fam. Code,§ 4068(b), available at http.!/www.legmfo ca gor/calaw.lztml 
51 Jd., § 3680, available at http://legmfo.ca.gov/calaw html 
52 J W Meeker and R. Utman, An Evaluatwn of the Legal Aul Soczety of Orange County's lnteractzve Commumty 
Asststance Network (I-CAN!) Project (May 2002), hrtp 1/www tcandocs orglnewwebleval html 
53 Admm1strat1ve Office ofthe Courts, "Fact Sheet: Court Interpreters" (Jan 2003), avatlable at 
http·!!wii'W courtm[o.(a.gor!referenceldowments!ctmteJ p pdf 
54 U.S Bureau of the Census, Umted States Census 2000, as reported m Polley Paper. Language Earners to 
Justice m Califomta (m draft by the Commission on Access to Justice) 
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countnes) who come to California directly or through other states ~re as high as 225,000 per 
' year. 

When litigants with hmited or no English proficiency try to access the court system without 
counsel, they face significant barners. However, the statutory rigryt to counsel exists only for 
cnmmal and domestic violence cases due to the implicatiOns for loss of hberty. The 
Administrative Office of the Courts has been working to seek fundmg to mcrease the availability 
of mterpreters and has been actively mvolved mother efforts (e.g.: recruitment) to mcrease the 
number of qualified interpreters. 55 

·: 

State funds are also provided to the courts to pay for mterpreter s~rvices for low-income persons 
in cases mvolving domestic violence. This funding IS based upon an evaluation of a pilot project 
where such funds were proviped that found that mterpreter servic,es proved extremely useful in 

d d • • ~ I custo y an VISitatiOn matters. 

Based upon the need for mterpreters in other languages, all domestic viOlence forms and 
instructional materials developed by the Judicial Council are no»' available m Enghsh, Spamsh, 
Vietnamese, Chinese, and Korean. Posters and postcards alertmg litigants to this mformat~on 
have been developed and circulated to the courts and to legal se~Ices and social services 
agencies. 

A number of courts have translated matenals into different lang~ages to reflect the needs m their 
commumty. These matenals are now being gathered together on the California Courts Online 
Self-Help Center that is descnbed below. ( 

Web Site 

On July 1, 2001, the Judicial Council launched an updated version of its comprehensive Onhne 
Self-Help Center (found at www.courtin(o.ca.gov!sel{he/p/) fof court users who do not have 
attorneys and others who wish to be better informed about the !aw and court procedures. This 
Web site provides more than 1,000 pages of mformat10n on legal Issues that come before state 
courts with step-by-step instructiOns for many common proceedmgs. It also has over 2,400 links 
to other resources that provide additional legal information, mcludmg resources for areas of law 
such as bankruptcy and federal claims that are not within the jurisdiction of state courts. Most 
Californians (76 percent) use a computer at home, work, or school, and 65 percent say they use 
the Internet. 57 

, 

The site is heavily used, as described m the chart below: 

i 
55 For a descnpt10n of the efforts, mcludmg collaboratiOn on trammg programs, see the page of the Cahfomta 
Courts Web stte devoted to court Interpreters http 1/www courtmfo ca gov/programs/coumntemretersl. 
56 Judictal Council ofCahfomta/Admimstrattve Office of the Courts, Farmly Law Interpreter P!lot Program, 
Report to the Leg1slature (2001), http 1/wwll' courtznfo.ca gov/program~!c(cdpdtfile~IFLIPP PDF 
57 Admmtstrattve Office of the Courts, "Fact Sheet Onhne Self-Help Center Q&A, 
Wli'W courtmfo ca.govl!.elfhe/p/" (Jan. 2003), available at 
http 1/wnw courtmfo.ca.gOJ·!refe1 ence/document~lselflzelpqa.pdf. 
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Month/Year 
November 2002 
December 2002 
January 2003 
February 2003 
March 2003 
Apnl2003 
May 2003 
June 2003 
July 2003 
August 2003 
September 2003 
October 2003 

Hits 
1,493,321 
1,482,476 
2,134,175 
2,005,531 
2,064,202 
2,184,476 
2,381,386 
2,353,585 
2,655,946 
2,921,612 
2,670,430 
2,965 211 

Views 
377,393 
368,539 
620,728 
702,366 
577,798 
560,840 
563,902 
562,343 
598,293 
686,873 
654,915 
728,080 

User Sessions 
102,394 
100,085 
128,051 
108,967 
124,231 
129,504 
139,055 
138,972 
149,193 
153,922 
140,930 
154, 105 

Avg. Time (in minutes) 
11:07 
11:00 
13 04 
13:57 
12:47 
12•42 
12:10 
11:55 
11:41 
12:22 
13"16 
13.55 

The entire site was rewntten and redesigned to make it easter for non-attorneys to read and 
understand. The revtsed stte was launched January 1, 2003. A number of featu~es were added, 
includmg easy access to a servtce offered by law librarians to asstst wtth baste legal research 
online at no charge. The entire Web site ts being translated into Spamsh, and the Spanish versiOn 
of the site was launched July 28, 2003. 

A new link was added at that time for materials available in foreign languages other than Spanish 
to help both litigants and those assisting them fmd translated materials easily. AOC staff is now 
workmg on templates to asstst self-represented littgants in drafting legally enforceable 
agreements and logtcal declarations m common case types. 

Many local courts have also developed helpful resources for lltlgants 
representlng themselves. Examples include Santa Clara: 
http://www.scselfservlce.org/default.htm; Ventura: 
http://courts.countyofventura.org/venturaMasterFrames5.htm; Los 
Angeles: http://www.lasuper~orcourt.org/familylaw/ and 
http://www.lasuper~orcourt.org/probate/~ndex.asp?selfhelp=l; 

Sacramento: http://www.saccourt.com/~ndex/family.asp, 
http://www.saccourt.com/~ndex/ud.asp, and 
http://www.saccourt.com/~ndex/smallclaims.asp; Stanlslaus: 
http://www.stanct.org/courts/fam~lylaw/index.html; Shasta: 
http://www.shastacourts.com/fam~lylaw.shtml; Fresno: 
http://www.fresno.ca.gov/2810/SSHC/SSHC_esp.htm and Contra Costa; 
http://www.cc-courthelp.org/. 

Videos 

The Admmistrattve Office of the Courts (AOC) offers several videos to help the estimated 
94,500 self-represented litigants mvolved m custody mediation each year learn more about 
family court procedures. The award-wmning Focus on the Child onents self-represented parents 
to court procedures, mediation, child custody evaluation, effective presentation of child-related 
information to the courts, parentmg plans, and supervised visitatiOn. The AOC also has 
developed videos on how to request a domestic violence restrammg order and how to respond to 
a request for a domestic vtolence restrammg order. These vtdeos are available in English, 
Spantsh, VIetnamese, Chinese, and Korean. Addttional videos descnbe how to prepare court 
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forms for an uncontested divorce and how to prepare for a farmly law heanng. These videos are 
available m English and Spanish. ' 

Videos developed by local courts have also been adapted for use statewide and are made 
available by the AOC. These mclude videos with step-by-step instructiOns for completing forms 
m paternity and divorce cases, an overview of guardianship procedures, a gmde to court 
proceedmgs in landlord/tenant cases, and an onentatwn to small claims court58

• 

Additional Informational Publications for Self-Represented Litigants . " 

The AOC develops and distnbutes a wide vanety of materials for self-represented litigants. 
I 

These mclude: 

• Summary Dissolution Infonnation: Provides detruled ~nstructwns on how to 
complete forms for a summary dissolution and how to wnte a mantal settlement 
agreement. 59 , 

• How to Adopt a Child in California: A handout on how to prepare adoption 
c s 60 ' IOrm 0 '• 

• Emancipation Pamphlet: A gmde for mmors on the process for emancipation.61 

• What's Happening In Court? An Activity Book for Children Who Are Going to 
C . c 1 :~: . 62 ourt m a z1 omza. : 

• Guardianship Pamphlet: A gmde for adults considering becoming a guardian of a 
~ . 

~00~ ) 
• Juvenile Court Information for Parents: A guide for,'parents of minors charged With 

M ' cnmes. : 
• Dependency Court: How It Works: A guide for parents whose children m 

dependency care. 65 

Community-Focused Planning E~orts 

' I 

The Judicial Council established the Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants m 2001 to 
coordmate the statewide response to the needs of litigants who are representmg themselves. The 
task force has been developing a statewide action plan on servmg self-represented litigants. Thts 
work builds on an mtensive commumty-focused planmng process of the tnal courts. 

I 
58 For a hst of videos see http //www.courtmfo ca.gov/programs/cfcc/resources/pubhcations/catalog htm 
59 Judicial Council form FL-810 (also available m Spamsh as'FL-811), 
hrrp·//www courtmfo ca.gorlform~!documentslfl810 pdf 
60 JudiCial Council form ADOPT-050, http.//www courtmfo ca gOJ•IfomJs!documenHiadopt050 pdf 
61 JudiCial Council form MC-301, http llwww.courtmfo ca govlfomz~ldocumellts/mc301 pdf 
62 For PDF and interactive versiOns m Enghsh and Spamsh, see 
hrtp llwll'w courtmfo.ca gor/programslchzldren lztm. 
63 Judicial Council form JV -350 (also available m Spamsh as JV -355), ; 
http.llwww courtmfo ca gol'!fomJ!>Idowmellls!Jv350.pdf ' 
64 Judicial Council form JV -060, http./!wll'w courtmfo ca god(orms/documelli!>IJv060.pdf. 
65 Judicial Council form JV -055, hrrp:/lwll'w wurtmfo.ca gol'!fomJs!document!>ltv055 pdt 
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In the spring of 2001, the council sponsored four regional conferences to allow courts to discuss 
different models for providmg self-help services and determme how to best meet the needs of 
self-represented litigants m theu communities. Over 600 persons attended these conferences, 
representmg 57 out of California's 58 counties. 

Welcomes were extended by Chief Justice Ronald M. George and a representative from the State 
Bar Board of Governors. In each region, a judicial leader gave a keynote speech describmg 
regiOnal characteristics and Issues. A plenary session on evaluatiOn was held. Other plenary 
sessions concerned technology and cultural diversity. A resource center was set up at each 
conference to showcase innovatiOns and distribute matenals. 

Thirty workshops were held at each conference. Topics mcluded the following: 
• Unbundling legal services; 
• The changmg role of court clerks and law librarians; 
• Judicial communication and ethics; 
• Making the courthouse more accessible for self-represented litigants; 
• Funding for self-help programs; 
• Alternative dispute resolution programs; 
• Providmg services to non-English-speaking litigants; 
• Court partnerships with the bar and legal services agencies; and 
• Technological resources to help self-represented persons. 

Bmders with materials for each of the sessiOns, as well as leadmg articles on the topic, were 
prepared for all participants and contmue to be ordered by local planmng groups. 66 

Three breakout sessions were held for counties to consider specific questiOns m developing an 
initial actiOn plan. Facilitators were available for each of the groups. A county actiOn plan 
packet was developed to help the participants identify the followmg: 

• Resources currently avrulable; 
• Challenges facmg self-represented litigants; 
• Services needed m the comrnumty; 
• Potential partners for providing services; 
• What they were trymg to achieve and the strategtes they might use to evaluate that; 

and 
• What objectives they wanted to focus on first and how to accomplish those 

obJeCtives. 

Breakout sessiOns were also held for professional groups such as facilitators, judges, court 
adrrumstrators, pnvate attorneys, small claims advisors, and others to encourage regional 
networking and discussion. 

In the course of the conferences, most courts developed imtial action plans. The level of detail 
in the plans varied significantly among the counties. To encourage the further development of 
those plans and to encourage courts to obtrun community input on them, the Judicial Council 

66 Binder contents are available at http !!ll'~vw.courtm(o.ca. gov/progwmslcfcc/resource:-.l:.elflze/p/flst hmz. 
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made $300,000 ofTnal Court Improvement Fund moneys avrulabl~ m fiscal year 2000-2001 to 
assist courts m developmg their action plans. Forty courts apphed 'for and were granted these 
planmng funds. An additional $300,000 was offered m 2001-2002 and agam m 2002-2003 to 
asstst courts that had not yet,recetved planning funds and to provtqe fundmg for courts that had 
created plans to begm ImplementatiOn. To date, 44 plans have been recetved, 7 are still being 
developed, and 7 smaller courts have not developed plans. Each of the completed plans IS 
posted on a password-protected Web site that is available to court employees th~oughout the 
state. 

For the courts that developed plans, additiOnal funds were provided for implementatiOn. 
ProJects include those establishmg self-help centers in collaborati~m wtth locallibranes, 
developing addttional information on local Web sites, using computer programs to asstst 
litigants in completing court forms, and reachmg out to the col1111lumty to provtde trrunmf for 
volunteers from dtfferent ethnic backgrounds on how to assist self-represented litigants.6 

I I• 

The Judicial Council's Center for Famthes, Children & the Courts (CFCC) ts currently 
developmg a series .of statewtde Web-based dtscusstons for those persons mvolved m the local 
courts planning committees. These dtscussions will focus on topics of mterest, such as free and 
low-cost legal assistance, hmtted-scope legal representation (unbundhng),.technology, and self-,, 

help centers. By shanng the most recent information and resources, we hope to promote 
effective practices and minimtze duphcatton of efforts as well as to mruntain momentum for 
these new programs during lean budget years. 

Education and Training 

The Admtnistrattve Office of the Courts (AOC) sponsors a number of trainings for judges, 
court staff, attorneys, advocates, law enforcement and others who work with self-represented 
litigants. One AOC proJect that was specifically rumed at self-represented litigants themselves 
targeted foster parents. It produced an educatiOnal booklet, entitled "Caregivers and the Courts: 
a Pnmer on Juvemle Dependency Proceedmgs for California Foster Parents and Relattve 
Caregivers,"68 m Enghsh and Spamsh versiOns to assist caregivers who wish to participate m 
juvenile court hearings. The booklet gives mformation about t~e dependency court process, the 
law relatmg to caregtver partiCipatiOn m court heanngs, mfonriatwn the court may constder 
helpful, how to dectde whether written reports or court attendance IS more effective, tips for 
caregivers who are called to testify in court, de facto parent status, and local court culture. 

AdditiOnally, trammg was provided to foster parents and relattve-caregtvers groups on 
participation m the dependency court process. The trruning focused on general legal concepts 
and the practical aspects of caregiver participation m court. R,esearch was conducted on the 
tmpact of that trrunmg on caregiver participation m JUVemle c~mrt hearings and outcomes for 
children in care. The study also began to explore m a qualitative way what factors determine 

67 A short descnptlon of each of the ImplementatiOn proJects is available ~t 
hrrp·/!wll'w courtmfo ca gol"!program.!>lc[cclresource.!>lgrantsl.!>el[r{lants lztm. 
68 Judicial Council ofCahforma, "Caregivers and the Courts: A Pnmer on Juvemle Dependency Proceedmgs for 
California Foster Parents and Relative Caregivers, Judicial Council of California," English version available at 
h11p:/lw11'W courtm[o.ca.gOJ•/programskfcc.lpdffile.!>karegn·e pdf. 
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how mformatwn from caregivers IS or could be used in decision making, and what effects 
caregiver participation might have on the well-being of children in care. The report indicated 
that the traimng was very useful for the caregivers and that they were more likely to partiCipate 
m heanngs as a result. Since they often brought cntical information about the children to the 
court's attention, the benefits of the trammg seemed sigmficant.69 

Court Clerk Training 

In 2001, the Judicial Council adopted a standard form to be posted in court clerks' offices in 
heu of other signage regarding legal advice to clarify what assistance court clerks can and 
cannot provide to self-represented htigants.70 This form was based upon the analysis by John 
Greacen m his seminal article "No Legal Advice from Court Personnel! What Does that 
Mean?"71 The followmg basic pnnciples of this approach are that: 

1. Court staff have an obligation to explain court processes and procedures to 
litigants, the media, and other interested Citizens. 

2. Court staff have an obligation to mform litigants, and potential litigants, how 
to bring their problems before the court for resolutiOn. 

3. Court staff cannot advise litigants whether to bring their problems before the 
court, or what remedies to seek. 

4. Court staff must always remember the absolute duty of impartiality. They 
must never giVe advice or informatiOn for the purpose of giving one party an 
advantage over another. They must never giVe advice or mformat10n to one 
party that they would not give to an opponent. 

5. Court staff should be mindful of the basic principle that counsel may not 
commumcate with the JUdge ex parte. Court staff should not let themselves 
be used to circumvent that pnnciple, or fail to respect It, m actmg on matters 
delegated to them for decisiOn.72 

A broadcast traming has been developed by the Administrative Office of the Courts to help 
clerks determine the difference between legal informatiOn and legal advice and encourage them 
to be more helpful to the pubhc. The traming is one and a half hours long and mcludes an 
mtroduction by the Chief Justice, presentation by John Greacen on his analysis, and a hve 
discussiOn by court clerks, a JUdge, and an attorney regardmg taped vignettes featuring court 
clerks providing legal information. 

69 See Administrative Office of the Courts and NatiOnal Center for Youth Law, Careg1vers m the Courts 
/mprovmg Court DeciSions lnvolvmg Ch1ldren m Foster Care (2002), 
http://www courtmfo ca gOJJprograms!c(cclpdfflles!CaregtverES pdf 
70 JudiCial Council form MC-800, Court Clerks Office S1gnage, 
http /!wii'W courtmfo.ca gol'ifomt!>ldowmems!mc800 pdf. 
71 J. Greacen, "No Legal Advice from Court Personnel! What Does that Mean?'' (Amencan Bar Association, 
1995) The Judges' Journal, at http://www.coumn(o ca gov!programs!c[C-clpdtfiles/SH-tab3 pdf 
72 /d. at pp 7-8 
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All California courts now have eqmpment to receive satellite broadcasts. This enables court 
staff to receive trammg and updates Without having to travel from their courts. This traming 
was the first offered to court clerks, and feedback forms mdicated that over 1,000 people 
watched the supervisor broadcast and 1,500 watched the line clerkbroadcast the first weeks it 
was offered. It's been offered nine times in the last two years. ' 

Judicial Training 
' 

California's Admmistrative Office of the Courts has a nationally ~espected traming arm with a 
long history of providing JUdicial training. They have offered a number of classes about 
effectively servmg self-represented litigants. 

AOC staff are currently working to expand the body of research and training resources available 
for judicial officers regardmg self-represented htigants.73 One article contributmg to that effort IS 
"Judicial Techniques for Cases Involvmg Self-Represented Litigants,"74 appeanng in the wmter 
2003 Issue of The Judges Journal. Other research IS bemg conducted mto the procedural justice 
literature and how It might be used by judiCial officers m managing their courts. Another piece IS 
bemg developed to help Judges consider how best to use family I'aw facilitators and other court-
based attorneys to assist them m managing a calendar effectively and maintainmg a neutral 
courtroom. 

A focus group of Judges who are particularly effective with self.:.represented litigants IS bemg 
planned to Identify techniques and understandmgs that can be shared. A courtroom observatiOn 
tool IS being developed to Identify what types of techniques seem particularly effective from the 
perspective of the litigants themselves. ' 

Since California has a smgle-tier trial court system, many JUdges are transferred to assignments m 
which they have had no practical experience or legal trammg. 1'his poses great challenges m a 
courtroom where neither litigant knows the law either and ther~ are no attorneys to rely on for a 
clear wntten or verbal presentation of the facts and law. Tram~ng both on the substantive law 
and on practical skills m managing a courtroom of nonlawyers:Is cntically needed .. 

I 

Limited Scope Representation (Unbundling) 

Limited scope representation IS a relatiOnship between an attorney and a person seeking legal 
services in which it is agreed that the scope of the legal services will be hrnited to specific tasks 
that the person asks the attorney to perform. This IS also call~,d "unbundlmg" and "discrete task 
representation." 

73 See, for example, Web matenals on how JUdges can communicate effectively wtth self-represented httgants, 
http://www courtm(o ca.gol'!programslcfcclpdtfile:./SH-tab4 pdf. 
74 R. A. Albrecht, 1 M. Greacen, B. R Hough, and R. Zorza, "Judtctal Techmques for Cases Involvmg Self-
Represented Lttlgants"(Amencan Bar Assoctatton, wmter 2003) 42(1) The Judges' Journall6-48, 
http://www.;orza net/Judtca/Tech.JJWt03.pdf. ' 
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At the request of the president of the State Bar of California, the Comrmssion on Access to 
Justice established a Limited Representation Comrmttee. The committee was composed of 
representatives from the pnvate bar and the judiciary, legal ethics specialists, and legal services 
representatives. Their work was informed by legal research and discussion as well as by a 
senes of focus groups that mcluded private attorneys, JUdicial officers, legal services 
representatives, msurance company representatives, lawyer referral service representatives, 
litigants, family law facilitators, and legal ethics specialists. Focus groups and individual 
interviews were also conducted with current and potential users of hrmted scope services. 

In October 2001 the committee issued a Report on Limited Scope Legal Assistance With Initial 
Recommendations. 75 The Board of Governors of the State Bar of California approved those 
imtial recommendations on July 28, 2001. Some of the recommendatiOns, categorized by the 
cominittee as "court-related," called for the committee to work with the Judicial Council to 
adopt rules and forms. 

Limited scope representation helps self-represented litigants 

• Prepare their documents legibly, completely, and accurately; 
• Prepare their cases based on a better understandmg of the law and court procedures 

than they would haveif left on their own; 
• Obtain representation for portions of their cases, such as court heanngs, even If they 

cannot afford full representation; and 
• Obtam assistance in preparing, understandmg, and enforcmg court orders. 

This assistance can reduce the number of errors in documents; lirmt the time wasted by the 
court, litigants, and opposing attorneys because of the procedural difficulties and rmstakes of 
self-represented litigants; and decrease docket congestion and demands on court personnel. In 
focus groups on this topic, JUdges mdicated a strong interest m havmg self-represented litigants 
obtrun as much mformation and assistance from attorneys as possible. They pointed to the 
California courts' positive expenence With self-help programs such as the family law facilitator 
program, which educates litigants and assists them with paperwork. These programs, however, 
cannot meet the needs of all self-represented litigants and, because of existmg regulations, must 
lirmt the services they can offer. 

As called form the Limited Representation Committee's report, the Judicial Council recently 
adopted forms and rules designed to help facilitate attorneys' provision of this assistance, 
including the following: 

• A rule of court that allows attorneys to help litigants prepare pleadmgs Without 
disclosmg that they assisted the litigants (unless they apftear as attorneys of record 
or seek the award of attorney fees based on such work); 6 

• A form to be filed with the court clanfying the scope of representation when the 

75 Limtted RepresentatiOn Commtttee of the Caltforma Commtssion on Access to Justice, Repon on L1m1ted Scope 
Legal AssiStance W!th Initzal Recommendatzons (Oct 2001), 
hrrp 1/www wlbar ca. govlcalbar/pdfs/repon!>/2001 Unbundlmg-Repmt pdf. 
76 Cal. Rules of Court, rule 5.170 (effecttve July 1, 2003). 
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attorney and client have contracted for limited scope legal assistance;77 and 
• A simplified procedure for withdrawal from cases when an attorney IS providmg 

hmited scope assistance.78 

Some courts m other jurisdictiOns have expressed concern that pro~iding anonymous assistance 
to a self-represented httgant defrauds the court by implymg that the litigant has had no attorney 
assistance. The concern IS that this might lead to special treatment for the htigant or allow the 
attorney to evade the court's authonty. However, California'~ fanPlY law courts have allowed 
ghostwritmg for many years. Family law facilitators, domestic vu;>lence advocates, family law 
climcs, law school cltmcs, and other programs and pnvate attorne¥s servmg low-mcome 
persons often draft pleadings on behalf of litigants. 

Judicial officers in the focus groups reported that it IS generally p!JSStble to determine from the 
appearance of a pleading whether an attorney was mvolved m drafting It. They also reported 
that the benefits of having documents prepared by an attorney ar~ substantial. 

In focus groups, pnvate attorneys who draft pleadmgs on behalf of thetr clients revealed that 
they would be much less willing to provide this service tf they had to put their names on the 
pleadmgs. Their reasons included the followmg: 

• Fear of mcreased,hability; 
• Worry that a Judicial officer might make them appear in court despite a contractual 

arrangement with the chent limiting the scope of representation; 
• Belief that they are helpmg the client tell his or her story, and that the chent has a 

nght to say thmgs that attorneys would not mclude If they were directing the case; 
• Concern that the chent might change the pleading between leavmg the attorney's 

office and filing the pleadmg in court; " 
• Apprehension that their reputation riught be damaged by a client's inartful or 

inappropriate argumg of a mot10n; 
• Concern that they would be violating the client's right to a confidential relationship 

with his or her attorney; and 
• Worry that they may not be able to verify the accuracy of all the statements m the 

pleadmg, given the short time available with the chent.79 

.I 
j 

The Judicial Council approved the logic that the fihng of ghostwritten documents does not 
depnve the court of the ability to hold a party responsible for fihng frivolous, mtsleadmg, or 
deceptive pleadings. A self-represented litigant makes representatiOns to the court by fihng a 
pleadmg or other document about the accuracy and appropnateness of those pleadmgs. (Code 
Ctv. Proc., § 128.7(b).)80 In the event that a court finds that sectiOn 128.7(b) of the Code of 

77 Judicial Council form FL-950 (effective July 1, 2003). 
78 Cal. Rules of Court, rule 5.171 and Judicial Council forms FL-955, FL~956, and FL-958 (all effective July 1, 
~~ . 
79 From Judicial Council of California, InvitatiOn to Comment W03-06, Family Law. L1m1ted Scope 
Representatwn, (Wmter 2003), at http·/!www wurtm(o.ca govlmvttatwn~tocomment/documents/w03-06.pdf. 
80 Cal Code Civ Proc., § 128.7, available at http.lilvww.legzn{o.ca gov/calaw.html 
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Ctvil Procedure has been vtolated, the court may sanctton the self-represented litigant. The 
court could also ask the litigant who ass1sted m preparation of the pleadmg and lodge a 
complaint with the State Bar about the attorney's part1ctpat1on m the preparatiOn of a frivolous 
or mtsleadmg document, whether or not h1s or her name is on the ~leadmg. (See Los Angeles 
County Bar Association, Formal Opmion No. 502, Nov. 4, 1999.) 1 

Under new rule 5.170, an attorney prov1dmg lim1ted scope representation must disclose his or 
her mvolvement if the litigant ts requestmg attorney fees to pay for those services, so that the 
court and opposing counsel can determme the appropriate fees. Awardmg attorney fees when a 
lit1gant receives asststance wtth paperwork or preparatiOns for a heanng may also help 
encourage attorneys to provtde this service. Famtly Code section 2032 states that the court 
"shall take mto consideration the need for the award to enable each party, to the extent 
practical, to have sufficient financial resources to present the party's case adequately."82 The 
only counsel many littgants can afford, even wtth attorney fees awards, is counsel wtlling to 
provide limtted scope legal services. If a litigant were able to present a case "adequately" 
through coaching or assistance with preparatiOn of a pleading, an award of fees rrught also be 
appropnate. 

The Admimstrative Office of the Courts is also working with the Limited RepresentatiOn 
Commtttee to develop trammg curricula for JUdicial officers on California's new rules and 
forms. It has developed an educational piece entitled ''Twenty Things that Judicial Officers 
Can Do to Encourage Attorneys to Provtded Limited Scope RepresentatiOn (or how to get 
attorneys to draft more mtelligible declaratiOns and enforceable orders for self represented 
litigants )"83 

Conclusion 

As descnbed above, California's courts have developed a large number of programs to increase 
access to JUStice for self-represented litigants. Many of these have developed creative solutions 
to long-standmg problems regarding the propnety of the court's providing assistance to 
litigants, others are budding upon technology to provide mformatton, whtle still others explore 
fundamental assumptiOns about courtroom management. All are directed at the very baste 
concern ratsed by California's Chief Justice Ronald M. George in his State of the Judiciary 
address in 2001: "If the motto 'and justtce for all' becomes 'and JUstice for those who can 
afford it,' we threaten the very underpmnmgs of our social contract."84 

81 Lawyers' Dut1es When Preparmg Pleadings or Negotwtmg Settlement for In Pro Per L1t1gant, Los Angeles 
County Bar AssociatiOn ProfessiOnal Responsibility and Ethics Committee, Formal 0pimon No. 502 (Nov. 4, 
1999), http 1/www lacba org/slwwpage.cfm?page!d=431 
82 Cal. Fam. Code,§ 2032, avatlable at http !lwww.legmfo.ca.gov!calaw.html. 
83 Admmistrattve Office of the Courts, "Twenty Thmgs That Judicial Officers Can Do to Encourage Attorneys to 
Provided Lmuted Scope Representation" (or how to get attorneys to draft more mtelhgible declaratwns and 
enforceable orders for self represented litigants), Admimstrative Office of the Courts, (Apnl 2002), 
http 1/www unbundledlaw org/State!>ltwentv thmgs that /Udu.wl offl fum 
84 R M George, State of the Judiciary address to a Jomt SessiOn of the California Legislature, Sacramento, Mar, 
20, 2001, http ·f!www. courtm(o w. gov/reference/so/030 1. htm 
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APPENDIX 3 

A REPORT AND ANALYSIS OF ACTION PLANS 
THROUGHOUT CALIFORNIA 

Note: Since this report to the State Justice ''Institute was 
originally made, several more local courts have submitted 
their action plans to assist self-represented'litigants. 

I 
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I. Introduction 
I 

Assistance for unrepresented litigants has become one of the most crucial issues facing the 
court system as it works to enhance public trust and confidence. This repq_rt describes work 
that, with support from the State Justice Institute, has enabled eourts throughout California 
to engage in community-focused planning to meet this challen~e. 

In November 1999, the American Judicature Society held a National Conference on Self-
Represented Litigants Appearing in Court, sponsored by the State Justice Institute. Chief 
Justice Ronald M. George appointed a team to attend the conf~rence, and others from 
California participated as speakers. The team developed a draft action plan that was 
submitted to the American Judicature Society in January 2000, in response to the 
conference. 

Among its recommendations, the action plan called on Admiill,strative Office of the Courts 
staff to seek a grant from the State Justice Institute to hold four regional conferences in 
California to encourage trial courts to develop their own action plans for serving self-
represented litigants. The regional approach was used because needs and resources vary 
dramatically among California's 58 counties. California is an

1

:extremely large and diverse 
state. It ranges from Alpine County in the Sierra, with approximately 1,200 residents, to 
Los Angeles County, with more than 9,000,000 residents. Thdre are counties with no 

I 

private attorneys, let alone legal service programs, and counties with a wide variety of 
resources that with coordination could be much more effective. A different type of action 
plan to serve self-represented litigants is needed for each of tijese areas. 

It is often enormously frustrating for a small county to hear from a larger one about all the 
wonderful things it is doing and to feel that it simply does not have the resources to 

I 

replicate those programs. It can also be frustrating for large counties to hear about the small 
number of litigants who must be served in smaller counties. The goal was to provide 
replicable models and foster the participation of groups of counties with similar 
demographic issues so that they could talk to each other about what would work in their 
communities. In addition, by holding regional conferences, the costs of transportation and 
accommodations were significantly lowered. More people w'~re able to attend and 
participate in discussions. 

The conferences were designed to (1) enable a wide group of participants from each county 
to learn about some of the cutting-edge thinking about serving unrepresented litigants and 
(2) provide them an opportunity to hear from programs in other communities with similar 
demographics. California has numerous court-based self-help programs. These include 
small claims advisors, family law facilitators, and many legal services or pro bono 
programs. However, each of these has a different funding sq'urce, works with different 
litigants, and is already operating at breakneck speed - leaving no time to coordinate 
efforts, consider common issues, or develop a strategy to maximize the combined 
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resources. The goal was to provide key partners with a common base of knowledge and 
the time to begin developing an action plan to address the issues. 

The grant proposal was funded, and four conferences were held in the spring of 2001. 
More than 600 persons attended these conferences, representing 57 out of 58 of 
California's counties. Attendance at the conferences was by invitation only. The Chief 
Justice sent a letter of invitation to all presiding judges, encouraging them to appoint a 
diverse team to attend the conference. Each conference was two days long and had a 
similar format. 

Welcomes were extended by Chief Justice Ronald M. George and a representative from the 
State Bar Board of Governors. In each region, a judicial leader gave a keynote speech 
describing regional characteristics and issues. A plenary session on evaluation was held. 
Other plenary sessions concerned technology and cultural diversity. A resource center was 
set up at each conference to showcase innovations and distribute materials. 

Thirty workshops were held at each conference. Topics included: 
• Unbundling legal services 
• The changing role of court clerks and law librarians 
• Judicial communication and ethics 
• Making the courthouse more ac'cessible for self-represented litigants 
• Funding for self-help programs 
• Alternative dispute resolution programs 
• Providing services to non-English speaking litigants 
• Court partnerships with the bar and legal services agencies 
• Technological resources to help self-represented persons 

Binders with materials for each of the sessions, as well as leading articles on the topic, were 
prepared for all participants and continue to be ordered by local planning groups. The binder 
contents are available at http://www. courtinfo. ca.govlpro gramslcfcc/resources/seljhelpllist. htm. 

Three breakout sessions were held for counties to consider specific questions in developing 
an initial action plan. Facilitators were available for each of the groups. A county action 
plan packet was developed to help the participants identify: 

• Resources currently available; 
• Challenges facing self-represented litigants; 
• Services needed in the community; 
• Potential partners for providing services; 
• What they were trying to achieve and the strategies they might use to 

evaluate that; and 
• What objectives they wanted to focus on first, and how to accomplish those 

objectives. 
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I 
Breakout sessions were also held for professional groups such ~s facilitators, judges, court 

- administrators, private attorneys, small claims advisors, and others to encourage regional 
I 

networking and discussion. 

Evaluations from the conferences were very positive; some stated that it was the best 
conference that they had ever attended. Others commented that it was the first time they 
had ever been able to meet with partners in their community aq.d that they were amazed at 
how much could be accomplished in those discussions. 

In the course of the conferences, most courts developed initial ~ction plans. The level of 
detail in the plans varied significantly among the counties. To encourage the further 
development of those plans and to encourage courts to obtain 2ommunity input on them, 
the Judicial Council made $300,000 of Trial Court Improvement Funds available in 2000-
2001 to assist courts in developing their actiori plans. Forty courts applied for and were 
granted these planning funds. An additional $300,QOO was off~red in 2001-2002 and again 
in 2002-2003 to assist courts that had not yet received planning funds and to provide 
funding for courts that had created plans to begin implementaq.on. To date, 44 plans have 
been received, 7 are still being developed, and 7 smaller courtS have not developed plans. 
Each of the completed plans is posted on a password-protected site that is available to court 
employees throughout the state. 

This planning effort built on a major initiative launched by Chief Justice Ronald M. George 
in 1999 toward community-focused court planning to improve, public trust and confidence 
in the courts and provide direction for the courts. 

In that planning process, 41 of the 52 courts that submitted pl~ns identified the need for 
increased access for self-represented litigants. Seventy-three percent of the courts 
identified at least four strategies for assisting self-represented litigants. Those strategies 
included self-help centers, informational materials, kiosks or public terminals, information 
and services through the Internet, expanded interpreting, training of court personnel, and 
use of lawyers and paralegals to provide information and assistance to self-represented 
litigants. See www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs!cfcc!for a synopsis of the plans. 

I 

It is clear that the additional information available to the courts from the SJI-sponsored 
conferences, as well as the increased attention and focus on the needs of self-represented 
litigants, has led to a much more sophisticated approach to thi~ issue. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts is planning an online, conference in late spring of 
2003 in which self-represented litigant teams throughout the s,tate will share what's been 
learned, brainstorm about new ideas, and identify ways to sustain the momentum through 
difficult budget years. 
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We hope that the following analysis of the action plans submitted to date will enhance the 
court community's understanding of how services for self-represented litigants can be 
incorporated into the core of the court's functions. 

II. The Action Plans1 

California has a total of 58 counties and a population of 33,871,648.2 As already stated, 
the counties vary greatly in size and population demographics. The smallest is Alpine 
County, with a population of 1,208, and the largest is Los Angeles County, with a 
population of 9,519,338, approximately one-third of the state's entire population.3 The 
court in each county was invited to submit a proposal for planning or for implementation of 
a plan. For purposes of this report, the courts have been divided into five categories defined 
by the number of judges allocated to each. 

Category 1 Smallest 13 counties4 0-4 judges 
Category 2 Small 15 counties5 5- 14 judges 
Category 3 Medium 12 counties6 15 - 49 judges 
Category 4 Laige 8 counties7 50 or more judges 
Category 5 Regional 10 counties 8 Multi - county proposals 

For the most part, the multi-county proposals were submitted by smaller courts. The largest 
of these 10 courts was the Superior Court of Monterey County, with 18 judges allocated to 
it. All the other courts in this group have fewer than 15 judges, and 6 of them have fewer 
than 5. 

1 A chart summanzmg the proposals 1s attached at Appendix C. 
2 US. Census Bureau, Umted States Census 2000, DP-1 PopulatiOn and Housmg Charactenst1cs, Summary Flle 1 
(SF1), http://factfinder.eensus gov, 3110103. 
3 lbtd. 
4 Alpme, Colusa, Del Norte, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, Manposa, Modoc, Mono, Plumas, S1skiyou, Tnmty, and Tuolumne. 
5 ElDorado, Humboldt, Impenal, Kmgs, Madera, Mann, Mendocmo, Merced, Napa, Placer, San Lms Ob1spo, Shasta, 
Sutter, Yolo, Yuba 
6 Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Rtvers1de, San Joaqum, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Solano, Sonoma, Stamslaus, Tulare, 
and Ventura. 
7 Alameda, Los Angeles, Orange, Sacramento, San Bemardmo, San D1ego, San Francisco, and Santa Clara 
8 Butte/Glenn/Tehama, Calaveras/Amador, Monterey/Santa Cruz/San Bemto, and Nevada!Sterra. 
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COURT IMPLEMENTATION STILL IN PLANNING PROCESS ~ NOTHING PROPOSED 
PLANS SUBMITTED I' 

1. SMALLEST 8 2 I 3 
2. SMALL 10 2 3 
3. MEDIUM 12 - :' -
4. LARGE 7 1 II -
5. REGIONAL 8!! 2') I -

TOTAL 45 7 ! 6 

Since the regional conferences on self-represented litigant assistance, the courts from 52 of 
California's 58 counties have submitted to the AOC proposals for programs to assist self-
represented litigants. All counties with more than 15 judges h~ve submitted proposals for 
either planning or implementation. Most of the courts have de~eloped plans that they are 
now working on implementing, but a few are still in the planning stage . 

158 Action Plans Submitted 

0 Planning Process Continuing 

• No Proposals 

9 Represents one proposal covenng two counties. 
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A. Needs Assessments 

The local action plan proposals characterized the barriers faced by self-represented litigants 
by grouping their needs into six basic types: (1) access to legal information; (2) language 
access; (3) distance/geographic access; (4) income to afford private assistance; (5) training 
of court staff; and (6) settlement assistance. 

1. ACCESS TO LEGAL INFORMATION 

Lack of access to legal information for pro se litigants was the central theme in all the 
action plans that were submitted. Forty-nine percent of the plans specifically mentioned 
lack of information access in their needs assessment sections; the other 51 percent 
addressed it in their program designs. 

The smallest counties (those with fewer than five judicial positions) expressed this concern 
more frequently in their needs assessments. These courts also reported a serious shortage 
of community resources for pro se litigants, particularly legal aid services. This lack of 
community resources tends to differentiate smaller, rural counties from larger, urban ones. 
There were no counties with more than 50 judicial positions that expressed a primary 
concern with a lack of community resources per se. In the large counties, the lack of 
access to legal information seemed to be attributed more frequently to the enormous 
numbers of people needing services compared to the size of the available services, and to 
language barriers. 

Case Types 
Most of the local action plans assessed the needs of self-represented litigants in terms of 
the case types in which they most frequently appear. 

Pro Se Needs--by Case Type 
% of local plans citing each case type (n = 45) 

Fa~ .......................................... 82% 

Probate ....................... 52% 

Civil ..................... 47% 

UD ................... 42% 

Other ............... 36% 

SmaliClaims ............ 32% 

Criminal ........ 18% 

Juvenile ....... 16% 

Not Specified ..... 113% 
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,, 
All the courts except the largest group reported that the greatest need for services is in the 
family law area. The largest courts cited unlawful detainer, small claims and civil cases as 
the ones where self-represented litigants have the greatest need,s. The medium-sized and 
large courts were more likely to cite the need for services in pr9bate guardianship and 
conservatorship cases. These differences among counties may ~be related to the greater 
availability in large counties of community-based services for self-represented litigants in 
family law. Another significant factor may be the fact that many smaller counties often 
have only a part-time family law facilitator, 10 or a facilitator fuhded only to assist with 
matters of child support. The larger counties have had full-time facilitators and have been 
better able to provide the additional funding required to allow the facilitators to expand 
services beyond just child support. 

Among the cases making up the "Other" category were bankruptcy,- SSI, immigration, 
appeals, tax, workers' compensation, and other public benefits. ,. 

,, 
There were eight counties that reported needing services in the' criminal area for self-
represented litigants. In seven of these, the assistance proposed was for traffic court 
matters. One county did not specify the types of criminal case,s considered. 

e 

Five of the courts that specified needing services in family law cases indicated that they 
would seek to provide services in other, unspecified civil cases. Six courts did not specify 
which case types involved the most difficulty for self-represedted litigants. 

Size of the Demand for Self Represented Litigant Services in California 
" ' L 

The only uniform data available about the size of the pro se population in California comes 
from the California Family Law Facilitator Survey Project. 11 1 

Although family law facilitators are funded specifically to provide assistance with child 
support-related issues, many courts have provided additional funding for these programs 
that allows them to offer assistance with other aspects of family law. The Family Law 

h 
Facilitator Survey Project gathers uniform data from these programs monthly. Statewide, 
family law facilitators provided services to 463,680 self-repre~ented litigants in calendar 
year 2002. 12 

1

1 

r 1f 
1° FaiDJly law facthtators are attorneys who work for the courts, providmg mformat10n to self-represented httgants 
wtth respect to chtld support. The fundmg for the famtly law facthtators hmtts them to workmg only on child support-
related tssues, parttcularly m title IV-D child support enforcement actiOns :: 
11 FaiDJly Law Facthtator Survey ProJect Data available at the California Judtctal Council, Admtmstrattve Offtce of 
the Courts, San Francisco (2003). 'I 
12 Some of these httgants used the services of facthtators on more than one occaSIOn. 

I 

' 
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Act1on Number of Total Percentage of Pro Se Litigants Seek1ng Percentage of 
Plan/Pianmng Count1es Population 1n Total Populat1on Help From FLFs 1n 2002 FLF 
Count1es 200213 Customers 1n 

2002 
Smallest 
< 5 JUdges 10 291,517 1% 13,608 3% 
Small 
<15Judges 12 1,726809 5% 32,628 7% 
Med1um 
<50 Judges 12 8,046,732 24% 129,468 28% 
Large 
50+ JUdges 8 22,015,452 65% 246,720 53% 

Regional 10 1,167,503 3% 30,312 7% 
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Totals 58 33,871,648 100% 463,680 100% 

The 52 courts that have participated in the self-represented litigant action planning process 
to date cover counties accounting for 98 percent of California's population of almost 34 
million people. The family law facilitators in these counties account for 98% of those 
customers seeking help from facilitators statewide in family law matters. In the action-
planning counties, the total number of self-represented litigants seeking help in family law 
matters from the facilitators in 2002 was 452,736. 

California also funds three Family Law Information Centers located in three of the action-
planning counties. In fiscal year 2001-2002, these Family Law Information Centers 
served 45,000 self-represented litigants in family law matters not covered by local family 
1 f .1. 14 aw act ttators. 

It was anticipated in all action plans that the number of self-represented litigants seeking 
help in family law matters would be very great. Twenty of the 45 action plans estimated the 
percentages of self-represented litigants in their family law courts. Those estimates ranged 
from 31 percent to 95 percent. The mean was 67 percent. 

Less information was available about the demand for services for self-represented litigants 
in other areas of civil law. Los Angeles County estimated that it had 282,000 filings per 
year by self-represented litigants. 

13 U.S Census Bureau, Umted States Census 2000, Summary Fllel,( http://(actfinder census gov, 3126103). 
14 Family Law Infoimatton Centers: An Evaluation of Three Ptlot Programs, A Report to the Legtslature, Judtctal 
Council of Cahfomta (March 2003), http://www.courtmfo.ca.gov/programs/cfcc!resourceslpubllcatwns 
IFL/Crpt htm 
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Five of the action plans estimated the percentages of self-represented litigants in unlawful 
detainer cases. Those estimates ranged from 13 percent to 95 percent. The mean was 34 
percent. 

I' 
Five of the action plans estimated the pro se rates in their probate departments. Those 
estimates ranged from 6 percent to 55 percent. The mean was 22 percent. 

Ten of the action plans estimated the percentage of pro se litigants appearing in their civil 
departments, both limited and unlimited. Those estimates ranged from 6 percent to 50 
percent. The mean was 16 percent. 

One court estimated that 40 percent of juvenile dependency litigants appear without 
attorneys. 

Most Helpful Kinds of Services 

Self-Represented Litigant Surveys. Six of the courts conducted surveys of self-
represented litigants asking them what sorts of services they b((lieve are most useful to 
them. The choices were (1) staff to answer questions; (2) written instructional materials; 
(3) Web/Internet assistance; (4) referrals to attorneys; and (5) unspecified other types of 
assistance. I 

I 

In all six surveys, litigants rated the availability of staff to answer their questions as the 
most valuable service. Likewise, in a recent study of three pilot family law information 
centers in California in which self-represented litigants were similarly surveyed, they 
responded that staff to answer questions was the most helpful service they had received. 15 

r 
I 

In the six action plan surveys, litigants rated written materials, such as forms with 
instructions and informational brochures, as the second most helpful type of assistance. 

The litigants rated assistance on the Internet as third most helpful. 
" 

An equal number of survey respondents rated attorney referral and other unspecified 
services as fourth and fifth most helpful. 

Court Staff Surveys. Three courts interviewed their staffs to,assess the needs of prose 
litigants. Interestingly, the clerks did not agree with the litigants on the priority of staff to 
answer questions. None of the court staffs rated this as the m9st desirable service for the 
court to offer to prose litigants. Instead, all three groups ranked written materials, such as 
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forms with instructions and informational brochures, as most important for the court to 
offer. 

Two groups ranked other forms of self-help (a walk-in self-help center and Web site 
information) as the second most important service to offer. Only one group ranked staff to 
answer questions as the second most important court service to pro se litigants. 

Two groups ranked staff to answer questions as third in priority. One ranked attorney 
referral services as third. 

The differences in perception between the self-represented litigants and the court staffs is 
interesting. Even more interesting are the responses of the court staffs when compared to 
their other answers about the sorts of information self-represented litigants most frequently 
requested from them. Two of the three court staff groups responded that pro se litigants 
most frequently asked for information about their legal options. One group reported that 
they were most commonly asked for forms; however, information about legal options was 
a very close second. These are not questions that seem easily addressed without 
knowledgeable staff available to answer questions. This seeming contradiction may be 
related to how court clerks have traditionally been trained with respect to answering 
questions from the public. In most cases, the traditional position is that clerks should not 
answer the public's questions for· fear of inadvertently giving erroneous information or 
crossing a line into legal advice. Without a clear definition of which answers are 
information and which are advice, the position has been to simply refrain from answering 
any questions. 

Staffs in three courts were asked what they felt was the most frustrating aspect of their jobs 
with respect to pro se litigants. In all three surveys, the court staffs responded that having 
to refuse to answer questions for pro se litigants when they knew the answers was the most 
frustrating. Also, in all the surveys, the court staffs responded that the most rewarding 
aspect of their jobs was feeling that they had been helpful to a litigant and that the litigant 
was appreciative of the help. 

The frustration of court staffs in dealing with self-represented litigants may also express 
itself in the way responsibility for difficulties is attributed. For example, court staff 
members in the two surveys were asked what the greatest obstacles were for a pro se 
litigant outside the courtroom. In one of the groups, respondents seemed ready to place 
responsibility on the self-represented litigants for much of their own difficulties with the 
court. Here are some examples of their responses: 

a. Self-represented litigants are unable to follow directions. 
b. Self-represented litigants don't understand the legal procedures. 
c. Self-represented litigants are hostile. 
d. Self-represented litigants are unwilling to seek outside legal advice. 
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Asked what the obstacles inside the courtroom were, they responded: 
I 

a. Self-represented litigants don't pay attention. 
b. Self-represented litigants don't understand the law. 

1 

c. Self-represented litigants don't understand why they
11
are in court. 

d. Self-represented litigants don't know how to present information. 
" e. Self-represented litigants are late for court. 

Responses such as these were more frequent from staff members in the largest courts. 
I' 

Those are the courts where the enormous numbers of pro se litigants can be routinely 
overwhelming to the court staffs. .0 

' 
One study of judges may have relevance to this situation. It was found that when judges 
felt unable to spend adequate time hearing a case due to large caseloads and felt as if they 
were simply processing people, there was a tendency for these1judges to withdraw their 
empathy and respect for the litigants. 16 The frustration of these judges is not dissimilar to 
that common among court staffs and may contribute to an array of negative perceptions of 
the pro se population. Insufficient staffing can add greatly to the frustration of both court 
personnel and the public. ~ 

I 

Judicial Surveys. One court conducted a survey of its judicial officers with respect to the 
needs of pro se litigants. The judges who responded to that s~rvey agreed with the self-

1 

represented litigants that the most helpful assistance was the availability of staff to answer 
questions. The second most helpful type of service was writteA materials, such as forms 
with instructions. The judges also reported that the type of information pro se litigants 
requested most frequently from them was information about their legal options. 

f 

In accord with the judges in this survey were 24 judges who ~ere surveyed as part of the 
recent evaluation of the three pilot Family Law Information Centers. These judges were on 
family law assignments in all three counties. When asked what services they thought were 
most beneficial to the litigants, they reported that, aside from Improvement in paperwork, 
having staff to answer their questions was the most beneficial" to the litigants. Comments 
included: 17 

• "It gives the litigant the ability to sit down with someohe who can provide 
.d " I gm ance. 

• "It is important that they have a live person who pays attention to them and provides 
accurate information." 1 

H • • 16 I M. Zimmerman, Stress-What It Does to Judges and How It Can Be Lessened (1981) 20. Judges Journal, 4-9 
17 Family Law Informatton Centers An Evaluatton of Three Ptlot Programs, A Report to the Legtslature, Judtctal 
Counctl of Cahforma, March 2003. http ·1/www courtmfo ca.gov!programs!cfcc/resources/publlcatwns!FL/Crpt htm 
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2. LANGUAGE ACCESS 

All of the action plans mentioned the need for language access-translation of written 
materials, videos, and other self-help materials into a variety of languages. The non-
English language mentioned most frequently was Spanish. 

1 

Large 

Language Needs 
(percent of Act1on Plans) 

Regional Medium Small Smallest 

Twenty-nine of the local action plans (64 percent) cited language in the needs assessment 
as a particularly important barrier for the self-represented litigants in their courts. Among 
the largest courts, 86 percent of the plans cited language access as a pressing need for the 
public. 

The percentage of action plans citing language access in the needs assessment section 
increased with the size of the court responding. After large courts, the next largest 
percentage of action plans citing language access as a primary need came from the regional 
court groups, followed by the medium sized courts. The courts with fewer than 15 judicial 
positions were less likely to cite language barriers in their needs assessments. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC/DISTANCE ACCESS 

Twenty-six (58 percent) of the local action plans described serious problems self-
represented litigants have in getting to locations where services are available. 

Most of the counties that cited geographic difficulties proposed either physical helps, such 
as outpost facilities, mobile vans, or transportation to the courthouse, or the use of 
communications technology, such as telephone help lines, video-conferencing, or Web-
based information systems. Most of the proposed solutions involving the physical helps 
came from the medium and large courts. Smaller courts tended to rely more heavily on 
technological solutions. 

4. SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS' INCOME 

Nineteen of the 45 local action plans ( 42 percent) specifically referred to self-represented 
litigants' lack of financial resources. This lack was cited more often in the needs 
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assessments of the smaller counties (50 percent). All of the smaller counties that cited a 
shortage of available community resources also cited a lack of money as a barrier to legal 
information for the pro se population. Two of the three regional plans also cited a lack of 
money as a serious prose issue. The large (29 percent) and mJdium (25 percent) counties 
cited lack of money for pro se litigants in their needs assessment sections somewhat less 
often 1 

This concern about the lack of money available to the pro se population is supported by 
demographic data from the family law facilitator survey project published in 2000: 

p 

Overall, 82 percent of facilitator customers have a gross monthly income of under 
$2,000. Over 67 percent of facilitator customers have gross monthly mcomes of 
under $1,500. Over 45 percent of facilitator customers have;gross monthly mcomes 
of under $1,000, and approximately one-fifth report gross monthly mcome of $500 
or less. 

In Los Angeles County, 77 percent of the customers report gross monthly 
mcomes of under $2,000. Approximately 62 percent of Los 'Angeles customers 
report gross monthly incomes of under $1,500, 35 percent have mcomes under 
$1,000, and 23 percent report mcomes of $500 per month or less. 

Rural counties, particularly in Central California, With' populatiOns between 
100,000 and 499,000, report the highest percentages of custpmers With mcomes 
under $1,000 per month. Over 50 percent of facilitator customers in these counties 
report mcomes that fall Withm this range. The highest percentages of monthly 
mcomes of $500 or less were also reported in these counties. 

Only 18 percent of facilitator customers overall have gross monthly incomes 
of over $2,000. The highest percentages of those reporting gross monthly incomes 
between $2,000 and $3,000 per month are m urban counties (11.9 percent) and 
counties with populations over 1 million (12.7 percent) m b'oth Southern California 
and the Bay Area. Los Angeles reports that 15 percent of Its customers are m this 
mcome group. Only 6.8 percent of customers report gross monthly incomes of over 
$3,000. The highest percentages in this category are reported by counties With 
populatiOns between 500,000 and 1 million (7.9 percent), ~nmarily m the Bay Area 
(11.2 percent) and m Los Angeles County (8 percent). Thts suggests that facilitators 
m areas where the cost of livmg is higher and legal represeptation Is more costly 
may see more mdividuals in this category. Nevertheless, m all but two Bay Area 
counties where the cost of livmg ts extremely high, over 90 percent of facilitator 
customers had gross monthly mcomes under $3,000. " 

For the most part, facilitator customers are not likely 1to have mcome sufficient 
to afford full-service legal representation; however, their incomes may be just high 
enough to make them inehgtble for assistance from Legal Services Corporation or 
IOLTA-funded legal services programs. Is 

I 
IS Hamson, F, Chase, D, Surh, T (2000) Cahfomta's Family Law Facilitator Program: A New Paradigm for the 
Courts, Journal of the Center for Famdzes, Children & the Courts, Vol 2, p. 76 
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In 2003 another cohort of self-represented litigants in family law was studied as part of an 
evaluation of three pilot Family Law Information Center programs. In that study, it was 
again reported that the majority of litigants had gross monthly incomes below $2,000. In 
the three counties studied, the percentage of self-represented litigants with incomes under 
$3,000 per month greatly exceeded the percentage of the general population with such 
incomes in those counties, according to the 2000 U.S. Census. The study also found that 
approximately 80 percent reported not being able to afford an attorney. Approximately 
half had tried to get help elsewhere and had been unsuccessful. 19 

5. TRAINING FOR COURT STAFF 

Fourteen of the local action plans (31 percent) cited lack of training of court staff as a 
serious problem for self-represented litigants. None of the small or smallest counties 
mentioned this in the needs assessment. One of the regional plans mentioned lack of staff 
training in its needs assessment. Eight (67 percent) of the local action plans from medium-
sized counties and three ( 43 percent) from the large counties cited training as a serious 
ISSUe. 

Two of the large courts that conducted staff surveys asked staff members about the manner 
in which they were trained. The choices were: (1) "learn as you go," (2) verbal instructions 
from supervisors, and (3) written policies and procedures. In both counties the majority of 
court staff reported that they were trained by the "learn as you go" method. In one of the 
counties, only 41 percent of the responding staff felt very confident that they understood 
how much help they could actually give a prose litigant. In the other county, 42 percent 
either were not confident they understood how much help they could give a pro se litigant 
or felt confident but would like more training. 

6. SETTLEMENT ASSISTANCE 

Thirteen of the local action plans (29 percent) mentioned the lack of services available to 
help self-represented litigants reach agreements in their cases. The small and medium-
sized counties were most likely to cite lack of settlement services in their needs 
assessments. Half of these went on to include settlement/mediation services in their 
program designs. One of the regional plans mentioned lack of settlement services but did 
not include a settlement component in its program design. None of the large counties 
mentioned lack of settlement services in the needs assessment; however, one of the large 
counties did include it as part of the case management component in its program design. 

19 Faffilly Law Information Centers. An EvaluatiOn of Three Pilot Programs, A Report to the Legislature, JudiCial 
Council of California, March 2003. http./lwww.courtmfo ca gov/programs/cfcclresources/publzcatwns/FL/Crpt.htm 

95 



B. Program Designs 

The development of services to make legal information and education available to the 
public was the primary concern in all the action plans, but it was not the only concern. 
Assessments of the needs of self-represented litigants led the 45 courts that submitted 
action plans to design assistance programs around four strategi,c access-to-justice concerns: 

a. Access to legal information and assistance, including legal representation; 
b. Usability of legal systems; 
c. Physical access to courthouse services; and 
d. Usability of courthouse facilities. 

Each group of courts, regardless of size, addressed these four areas to some degree. 

ACCESS TO LEGAL INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE 

The areas of the law in which the local action plans proposed providing services reflected 
those set out in the needs assessments, with family law being the largest category. Forty-
two (96 percent) of the 45 action plans proposed the establis~ent or extension of a self-
help center, with staff to answer the questions of self-represented litigants. One of the small 
courts and two of the medium-sized courts proposed self-help~:...only services, without staff 
to assist. 

The small court that proposed self-help-only services planned to provide those services in 
outposts in the community. Service delivery would consist of written and technological 
vehicles, including forms with written instructions, educational brochures, videos, 
computers, the Web, and a telephone tree. 

The two medium-sized courts that proposed self-help-only services also planned to provide 
those services outside the courthouse, in the community. On¢ planned to use a mobile van. 
Both plans provided for instructional materials, computers, kiosks with interactive forms, 
and videos. One plan included a telephone tree, and another proposed educational 
programming on cable television. ' 

Staff-Assisted Self-Help Centers 
Staffing strategies for the self-help centers did not vary muc~ among the counties. Thirty-
three (79 percent) of the 42 plans proposing self-help centers with staff to answer questions 
structured the staff around attorneys. Their staff descriptions also included paralegals, 
legal assistants, court clerks, law students, and resource coordinators. 

For the most part, the action plans provided for attorney supervision of the non-attorney 
staff. Only four counties proposed using paralegals or legal: assistants without attorney 
supervision. Each size category had one of those four. Two of the smaller counties 
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proposed using court clerks in its self-help center, without attorney supervision. Two 
courts proposed using resource coordinators without attorney supervision, but these 
individuals were simply intended to provide referrals to other service providers. All of the 
plans that proposed staff in the "other" category also proposed attorney supervision. The 
use of attorneys and attorney supervision did not seem to vary according to court size. 

Proposed Staffing Structures 
Number Type of Staff Proposed 

Counties of 
Counties Attorney ParalegaV Court Law Resource Other With 
Staff Supervisors Legal Clerk Student Coordinator 

Assistant 
No. of %of No of No. of No. of No of No of 
Plans Plans Plans Plans Plans Plans Plans 

Smallest 
< 5 Judges 8 6 75% 4 3 0 1 0 
Small 
<15 Judges 9 9 100% 3 4 0 1 2 
Medium 
<50 Judges 10 5 50% 4 3 0 1 2 
Large 
50+ JUdges 7 5 71% 1 0 0 1 4 

Regional 8 8 100% 0 0 3 0 5 

Totals 42 33 79% 12 10 3 4 13 

The "other" category includes small claims advisors, interpreters, individuals to walk self-
help litigants with special needs through the entire court process, and various volunteers 
from the community. 

There was variation, however, in whether and how the counties proposed to expand the 
services of their family law facilitators' offices. Twenty-seven (82 percent) of the 33 
counties planning to provide attorney assistance proposed expanding their family law 
facilitators' offices. Some of the plans sought to expand the facilitator services to include 
matters other than child support. Others were simply seeking to increase existing facilitator 
services from part-time to full-time. The fact that the smaller counties were more likely to 
propose expansion of the family law facilitator services probably reflects a number of 
courts with only part-time facilitator services. One of the large courts included expansion 
of the facilitator service to provide case management and settlement conference services in 
family law. Several plans proposed building their self-help centers upon the foundations 
already established by the family law facilitators and expanding that service to provide 
assistance in all areas of civil litigation. 
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1 

Expand Family Law Facilitator 
(percentage of staffing plans) 

Regional Small Smallest Medium Large 

Service Delivery Methods 
Individual Assistance and Workshops. The most frequent 111-ethod proposed for 
providing legal information and education was the use of staff ~to answer questions. 
Twenty-eight (67 percent) of the 42 plans proposing staffed se!f-help centers envisioned 
delivery of this service through one-on-one communication. They proposed that staff be 
available in the self-help centers to help with the completion of correct pape_rwork and give 
information about court procedures throughout the process, from filing until judgment. 

II 

Another 14 (33 percent) of the courts proposing staffed prograills planned to provide legal ,, 
information and education through the use of workshops and clinics. Two of the three 
regional plans included workshops. Seven of the smallest and ~mall courts also proposed 
conducting workshops. 

I 

None of the medium-sized courts and only one of the large courts proposed using 
workshops to provide legal information and assistance. In the 1'Iarge counties, this may 
reflect the fact that the action plans tend to focus on unlawful aetainer and other civil 
litigation matters. Workshops are less optimal in time-sensitive matters such as answering 
unlawful detainer actions. Also, other civil matters do not have the same types of legal and 
procedural uniformity found in many family law matters. Workshops are less effective for 
groups with a wide diversity of issues. < 

Telephone Assistance. Nine (21 percent) of the action plans proposing staffed self-help 
centers also proposed a telephone help line to provide legal information and education to 
the public. All size categories except the smallest included at least one plan that proposed 
access to legal information by a telephone line answered by s~aff. Two of the regional 
plans included telephone access to legal information. One small county and one large 

I 
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county also proposed making telephone assistance available. Two of the medium-sized 
county plans included help lines. 

Courtroom Assistance. Ten (24 percent) of the local action plans proposing staffed self-
help centers put forward the idea of using staff to provide assistance either in or near the 
courtroom. Specific courtroom services that were mentioned included providing 
procedural information to the litigants who were there for a hearing, conducting settlement 
negotiations on financial matters, and preparing orders after hearings. There were two 
action plans each from the small and medium counties and one regional plan that proposed 
one or another of these services. 

Only one of the smallest counties included courtroom assistance in its action plan. That 
plan proposed providing compliance assistance to self-represented litigants by explaining 
court orders and helping them obtain court-ordered services, such as batterers' intervention, 
parent education, or supervised visitation. 

Two of the large counties proposed courtroom assistance. One plan included family law 
facilitator staff to conduct case management conferences in addition to other courtroom 
assistance. The other large county plan included the provision of staff to accompany 
litigants with special needs to their court hearings and to help them obtain court-ordered 
services. 

Written Materials. Thirty-two (71 percent) of the action plans specifically mentioned the 
use of written materials to instruct self-represented litigants in forms completion and basic 
court procedures. Written materials mentioned included forms packets with instructions, 
self-help books, procedural flowcharts, and easy reference cards. Also mentioned were 
instructional audiotapes and general information brochures about the court and how it 
operates. All three of the non-staffed plans relied heavily on such materials to assist the 
public. Twenty-nine (69 percent) of the courts proposing staff also proposed the use of 
written materials to supplement their services. Written materials were a major strategy for 
supplying language access. Most materials were planned to be translated into two or more 
non-English languages. 

Use of Technology. All three of the action plans proposing self-help-only service centers 
also proposed various kinds of technology to assist the public. In addition, more than 90 
percent of the 42 plans proposing staffed self-help centers also included technological 
strategies. The technology proposed by the local action plans fell into two major categories. 
First was technology intended to support and facilitate communication between self-
represented litigants and staff. The second category was technology designed for use by 
litigants alone, without the necessity of staff. 
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Communication Wzth Staff. Of the 42 action plans proposing staffed self-help centers, 38 
(90 percent) proposed the use of technology, and 18 of those (~7 percent) included 
technological ways by which communication between self-represented litigants and staff 
could be facilitated. 

1 

• Telephone help lines. As already discussed, 9 (21 Jercent) of the plans 
proposing staffed self-help centers also proposed implementing telephone help 
lines that would be answered in real time by the centers' staff. It is important 
to differentiate these help lines from telephone trees in which no live person 

H 

would be available to answer individual callers' questions. 

• Videoconferencing. Eight (19 percent) of the 42 counties with staffed action 
plans proposed using videoconferencing to connect litigants from more remote 
areas with staff at the self-help centers. Two of the smallest county plans and 
two of the regional plans proposed using videoconferencing technology to 

' conduct workshops for the public. One plan each from the small and medium 
courts also proposed using videoconferencing to help staff assist the public. 
There were also two video-conferencing proposals from the large counties. In 
one of those plans, videoconferencing was proposed for conducting child 
custody mediations, and in the other it was to be u~e<;I to conduct hearings for 
nonresident litigants. I 

• Fax or e-mail. One of the small courts proposed u~ing the fax transmission to 
assist with forms completion for customers who could not make it to the court. 
One of the regional plans proposed answering qudtions for the public by e-
mail. 

• Computer networking. One of the smallest counti~s and two of the medium 
counties proposed creating a networking system between the court and 
community service providers. One of those in the 1medium courts also planned 
to develop a touch-screen referral network to help ''litigants contact service 
providers directly from the courthouse. i 

• Other communication technology. One of the medium-sized courts planned to 
use a telephone interpreter service to address language issues. One regional 
plan mentioned communication technology without further specification. Two 
plans proposed giving educational presentations on-local cable television 
channels. : 

~ 

Self-Help-Only. Forty (93 percent) of all the action plans proposed the use of self-help-
only technology. All three of the counties whose action plans did not include the use of 
staff to answer questions proposed the use of self-help-only technology. Thirty-seven (88 
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percent) of the 42 plans proposing staff also included self-help-only technology to provide 
additional assistance. 

• Computers available to the public. All of the plans without staff and 31 (74 
percent) of the ones with staff specified that they will have computers available 
for the public to use. 

1. Online assistance-One of the two medium-sized counties proposing non-
staffed self-help centers proposed giving self-represented litigants online 
computer assistance with forms completion. Twenty-one (50 percent) of the 
plans with staff also included online assistance for the public. 

2. Website expansion-The two medium-sized courts proposing non-staffed 
programs indicated that they intended to expand their court web sites to 
provide more information to self-represented litigants. Nineteen (45 percent) 
of the plans with staff included expansion of court web sites to provide more 
information. 

3. Interactive forms programs-Two of the plans without staff and 12 (29 
percent) of the plans with staff proposed the use of interactive forms 
programs to help self-represented litigants with paperwork. 

• Kiosks. Two of the 3 plans without staff proposed the use of kiosks to help 
litigants fill out forms. The kiosks would contain interactive forms programs 
that include instructions. Sixteen of the programs with staff also proposed the 
use of kiosks, particularly in outpost locations. Eleven of these 16 plans 
proposed using kiosks in locations such as mobile vans, libraries, domestic 
violence shelters, or other community service locations. 

• Videos. Two of the three plans without staff propose making instructional 
videos available to self-represented litigants. Seventeen ( 41 percent) of the 
plans with staff also included the use of instructional videos. 

• Telephone trees. All three of the plans without staff proposed the use of 
telephone trees to deliver information to litigants. One of the regional plans 
suggested a 24-hour telephone tree service. None of the other staffed plans 
proposed the use of telephone trees. 

Legal Representation Referrals 
The majority (71 percent) of the action plans did not address the issue of full-service legal 
representation for self-represented litigants. The collaboration with local bar associations 
in most plans focused on providing services to litigants who would remain self-represented. 
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One of the plans without staff proposed having a directory of attorney referrals, promoting 
unbundling, and offering incentives for attorneys to work pro bono, such as calendar 
preference, pro bono credit, or MCLE credit. One of the regional court groups and one 
large court also proposed attorney incentives, such as calendar preference. 

I 

There was one action plan with staff in each of the county size categories that proposed 
making attorney referrals. " 

Eleven (26 percent) of the plans with staff proposed working with local bar associations to 
promote the unbundling of legal services. 

USABILITY OF THE LEGAL SYSTEM 

Thirty-two (71 percent) of the 52 total local action plans proposed system changes intended 
to improve the efficiency of court operations and increase the usability of the justice 
system for the public. Of those plans that proposed systems changes, 18 (56 percent) 
included changes in legal procedure and operations. The medium-sized and large courts 
were more likely to propose changes in legal processing. I 

Case Management 
Eleven (61 percent) of those 18 counties proposed case management techniques to improve 
the processing of pro se cas~s. A variety of case management i9eas was proposed. 

One large court proposed assigning self-help center staff in faririly law cases to conduct 
status reviews for pro se litigants. This court had assessed the yolume of pro se cases that 
were not prosecuted to judgment. It sought to clear its backlog of abandoned actions and to 
assist litigants in completing their cases. Litigants would be n~ticed to appear for a status 
conference with the self-help staff. The staff would then help the litigants proceed with the 
case, should they so desire. Settlement discussions would be conducted whenever possible, 
stipulations prepared and submitted, default paperwork compl~ted, and the case set for trial 
when no agreement was possible. 11 

Another large court had conducted a survey of courthouse users on a given day and found 
that a major complaint was the amount of time it took to condJct business at the 
courthouse. As a result, that plan included a proposal for staggered hearing times in hopes 
of reducing the amount of waiting time at court. 

One of the smallest courts proposed clustering its domestic violence cases into a domestic 
violence court based on the assessment that this population was nearly 100 percent pro se. 
The clustering of cases is intended to facilitate making ancillary support services more 

I 
available at the courthouse for the litigants. Another of the smallest courts proposed post-

r 
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hearing case management to help litigants comply with their court orders by facilitating 
access to court-ordered services. One of the largest counties also proposed providing post-
hearing compliance assistance to self-represented litigants. 

One medium-sized court proposed a system by which orders after hearings would be 
prepared for the litigants so that everyone could leave with an order in hand. 

Another medium-sized court proposed having self-help center staff conduct pre-hearing 
orientations for litigants. This staff would review files prior to hearings to determine 
readiness to proceed. One regional plan and one small court also proposed pre-hearing 
orientations. 

Simplification and Uniformity-Local Rules and Procedures 
Eight ( 44 percent) of the 18 plans that included changes in legal rules and procedures 
proposed simplifying rules and procedures to assist both the court and litigants in case 
processmg. 

Four medium-sized counties made such proposals. Two proposed simplifying legal forms. 
One proposed simplifying local rules in family law, and another suggested simplifying the 
instructions that were handed out with the forms. 

Three of the large counties also proposed changing local rules to simplify procedures. One 
of the counties also wanted to simplify the process by which the public could access case 
registry information and minute orders. 

One of the regional plans clearly set the goal of developing uniform local rules among the 
three counties the program was servicing. 

Training of Court Personnel 
Al118 of the courts whose plans included changes in legal systems proposed training for 
court staff, judicial officers, and community volunteers with respect to the handling of pro 
se cases. 
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Training Proposals 
(percent of plans proposing legal systems changes) 

I, 

~ 
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i' 
Fourteen of these 18 courts cited lack of training in their needs assessments. The other four 
included training in their program designs. I 

At least one plan from each county size group included training for court staff. The 
medium-sized and large counties were more likely to have plarls that included training for 
staff. All eight of the medium-sized counties proposing legal s~stems changes included 
training for court staff. Those 8 counties made up 75 percent of all the medium-sized 
county action plans. 1 

~ 
In the large counties, three mentioned training in their needs assessments; however, four 

I 

included training for court staff in their program designs. Those four counties make up 75 
percent of those proposing legal systems changes, and 57 percent of all in the large courts 
group. 

Three of the smaller courts and one regional group also included training for court staff in 
their program designs. 11 

Eight ( 44 percent) of the 18 courts that proposed training inclu"ded training for volunteers 
from the community.'None of the smallest counties proposed training for community, 
volunteers. Two small counties, four medium counties, and two large counties proposed 
training for community volunteers. Two of the medium counties proposed a "train the 
trainers" strategy designed to teach community service providers how to assist self-
represented litigants. 

Eleven ( 61 percent) of these- 18 action plans included proposafs for training judges and pro 
tern judges. Eight of tht:rse plans came from large and mediumtsized counties. Only two 
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small counties included judicial training in their plans. None of the smallest counties or 
regional plans proposed judicial training. 

PHYSICAL ACCESS TO COURTHOUSE SERVICES 

All of the local action plans had some strategy to address the issue of physical access to the 
courthouse. The plans for physical ac,cess fell into two basic categories: (a) in-person 
access and (b) technological access. As already noted, the smaller courts were more likely 
to propose technical access solutions. In those counties, resources tend to be scarcer, and 
the development of critical centralized services is still in progress. For example, many of 
the courts that still have only part-time family law facilitators fall within these smaller 
court categories. As a consequence, many of the action plans in this group focused on 
expanding the family law facilitator service and completing the development of other 
critical centralized services. 

In-Person Access 
The majority of plans citing geographic access as a barrier for self-represented litigants in 
their needs assessments proposed strategies to provide in-person physical access to the 
court facilities. The proposed solutions for in-person access follow. 

Proposed Solutions 
Geographic Access Outpost Mobile Transportation to 

Counties Issues Cited Facilities Vans Courthouse 
Percentage m 

Number of SIZe Number of Number of Number of 
Counties category Counties Counties Counties 

Smallest 
< 5 Judges 5 63% 2 1 -
Small 
<15 Judges 7 70% 5 - 1 
Medium 
<50 Judges 8 67% 4 3 
Large 

3 43% 4 3 1 50+ Judges 

Regi_onal 3 37% 3 5 3 

Totals 26 58% 18 12 5 

Proposed "outposts" included expansions of services to additional court locations in remote 
areas and placing specified services in libraries or community centers. One court proposed 
establishing regional traffic centers. Another proposed taking legal information services 
into the jails to make assistance with family law matters available to prisoners. 
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Technological Access 
I 

Nearly all of the action plans citing geographic access as a ba.rder for self-represented 
litigants made some sort of proposal for technical access to the court. There were 40 of the 
total45 action plans that included technology strategies of various kinds. Over half of 
these included technology to help solve the geographic access problem. 

Extended Hours. Seven counties proposed to extend the hours that the courthouse was 
open so that those unable to make it to the court during the workday could access the court 
after work or on a weekend day. One of the smallest, one smal!, and two medium-size 
counties proposed extending their hours. One of the regional plans also proposed to extend 
court hours. None of the large counties included this strategy iB their action plans. 

Courthouse Security. One court identified courthouse security as a physical access issue 
for victims of family violence. That plan included a proposal td increase security measures 
to protect the safety of such individuals when they have courth9use business to conduct. 

TECHNOLOGICAL GEOGRAPIDC ACCESS STRATEGIES 

Proposed Solutions 
Geographic Telephone Video- Fax/ On- r Websites Phone E-Access Help Line Conf. Email Lin~ Tree Filing Counties Issues Cited (staffed) Kiosks 

Number %m Number Number Number Number Number Number Number 
of SIZe of of of of of of of 

Counties category Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties 
Smallest 
< 5 Judges 5 63% 0 2 0 3' 2 0 0 
Small ~ 

<15 Judges 7 70% 1 1 1 1 3 1 0 
Medium 
<50 Judges 8 67% 2 1 0 6 8 2 0 
Large I 

50+ JUdges 3 43% 1 1 0 4. 2 0 2 
I 

Re2ional 3 37% 5 3 3 81 6 3 0 

58% " Totals 26 9 8 4 22 21 6 2 
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USABILITY OF COURTHOUSE FACILITIES 

General Information 
Eighteen ( 40 percent) of the 45 action plans contained a proposal to provide the public with 
general information at the courthouse that would make it easier to use while doing court 
business. 

Information Booths. Thirteen counties proposed installing information booths. These 
booths would have written materials about the court, instructions, and directions for 
courthouse facilities. No legal information or assistance would be available at the booths. 
Most of the plans that included information booths proposed that they be staffed with 
volunteers from the community. 

Maps and Signage. Nine of the action plans proposed using signage at the 
courthouse to help litigants negotiate the facility . Five of the plans described detailed 
maps in the courthouse that would help people find the location they needed. 

Facilities 
Sixteen (36 percent) of the action plans included proposals for changes in courthouse 
facilities that would help self-represented litigants use the courthouse. 

Children's Waiting Rooms. Seven of the counties proposed the creation of children's 
waiting rooms. One regional court and at least one court from each of the other size 
categories proposed a children's waiting room. Thus, the need for this facility was not 
related to the size of the court but the number of children anticipated. Some plans included 
detailed descriptions of parents under tremendous stress coming to the courthouse and 
trying to conduct their business with small children in tow. The lack of a place for the 
children to wait causes frustration for both litigants and court staff. 

Other Waiting Areas. One of the regional plans and one of the small counties 
proposed waiting areas for litigants who are at court for hearings. There was concern about 
overcrowding in the courtrooms. An additional concern was the need for a safe waiting 
area for victims of family violence who have a court hearing at which the alleged 
perpetrator is present. 

Space for Self-Represented Litigants to Work. Nine courts proposed creating 
space in the courthouse for self-represented litigants to sit down and work. At the 
minimum, litigants need tables and chairs so they can sit and read instructions and 
complete forms. Additionally, five of the plans specified providing copy machines for the 
public to use at the courthouse. 
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Interpreter Services. As already mentioned, 29 (64 percent) of the total action plans cited 
language as a barrier for self-represented litigants. Fourteen (48 percent) of those 29 
proposals included plans to make staff available to provide se~kes in more than one 
language. All of the counties proposed the use of translated self-help materials. Fifteen (52 

I 
percent) of these counties have chosen to rely exclusively on su~h translated materials. The 
regional plans, for example, rely exclusively on translated materials. 

' 
Language Needs and Interpreters 

ll 
I 

Large Regional Medium Small
1 

Smallest 

~ 
• Language Needs D Bi-Lingual Staff~nterpreters 

The small and medium-sized counties were more likely to propose bilingual staff or 
interpreters to address the language issue. Seven out of the eight medium sized counties 

I 

citing language access as a serious issue made such proposals. Two of the largest county 
' plans proposed the use of bilingual staff or interpreters, while sjx proposed relying on 

translated self-help materials. 

c. Community Partnerships 

Partnerships between the court and other commumty service providers were pivotal to the 
development of these action plans. All the plans mcluded multiple partners from both government 
and comrnumty m their planmng process. 

Other government agencies that were mcluded were victim-witness programs, the Department of 
Child Support Services, distnct attorneys, public defenders, the Dep~rtment of Social Services, 
boards of education, pubhc health agencies, law enforcement agencies, a state hospital, 
departments of probation, and child care councils. 

Examples of commumty social services and other community organizations that were included 
were churches, domestic violence services, chambers of commerce, ~he Rotary, Elks Clubs, Moose 
Lodges, vocational schools, neighborhood resource centers, semor citizen centers, parentmg 

I. 
~ 
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programs, drug and alcohol programs, childcare centers, fair housing agencies, YWCA, fathers' 
support groups, the Umted Way, disability services, newspapers, and the Salvation Army. 

College and umversity partners mcluded both undergraduate programs and law schools. There 
were also several counties working with paralegal schools. 

Local Bar Assns. 

Other Gov. Agenc1es 

Communrty Social Serv1ces 

Colleges & Univers1t1es 

L1branes 

Legal Serv1ces 

Admin. Off1ce of the Courts 

Community Partners 
(percent of action plans) 

Community Mediation Serv1ces !~!1~1~%~---..---,.---T"""-"T""---r---..--.---. 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

A few plans menttoned working with the California Adrrunistrative Office of the Courts as well as 
with the National Center for State Courts and courts from other counties. 

The community participation in the planmng process of the courts IS noteworthy. Of the 45 courts 
that provided action plans, 35 had prevtously developed detailed commumty-focused strategtc 
plans for thetr courts in which providmg access to JUSttce for self-represented litigants was cited as 
a high pnonty. Of the remaining ten courts, four included self-help centers with staff m their 
overall strategic plans, and four more mcluded non-staffed self-help centers. 

CollaboratiOn with other government and commumty-based organizations has been central to most 
of the action plans. The first task m the Los Angeles County court's actiOn plan, for example, was 
to coordmate the commumty-based services for self-represented litigants that were already 
operatmg at or around their numerous court locations. 

Several of the partnerships that courts are craftmg with schools, umversities, and communi~y 
centers mvolve translation of wntten mstructions mto several different languages. Some of the 
same organizations are servmg as outposts for the courts where technological assistance (kiosks, 
etc.) can be located. Plans to use court staff or experts from local bar assoctatiOns to tram 
mdividuals in these locatiOns frequently accompames such proposals. 

One of the main subjects of partnerships with local bar associations IS hrruted-scope, or unbundled, 
legal representation. Bench/bar discussions about the realistic use of unbundling and the necessary 
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changes m local rules are frequently mentioned. Bench-bar groups are also reviewmg local rules 
on other matters and working together to develop more pro bono services for the public. There are 
also proposals that mclude partnerships between the court and legal services to provide legal 
mformatwn and assistance to self-represented litigants. 

In additiOn, partnerships with local newspapers and television and radio stations are mentiOned as 
techmques to get general informatiOn about the court and news of av'ailable services out to the 
commumty. I' 

' ' 

Conclusion 
To date, the courts in 52 of California's 58 counties have participated m the action plannmg for 
self-represented litigants. These 52 counties contain 98 percent of California's population of 
approximately 34 mtllion people. Forty-five of the counties have already provided action plans; 7 
are still m the planning process. 

i ~ 

While the development of public access legal information and education through the creation of 
self-help centers remained the centerpiece of most local action plans! 71 percent moved beyond 

I' this first step to proposals for system changes designed to facilitate management of self-
represented httgant cases. " 

DIRECT SERVICES TO SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS 

Approximately 93 percent of these action plans are structured around staffed self-help centers 
under the supervision of attorneys. Support staff included paralegals, court clerks, law students and 
other commumty volunteers. Over 80 percent planned to expand the role of their family law 
facilitator to all aspects of famtly law and/or to other civil matters. In both litigant and JUdicial 
surveys where services were rated according to usefulness, staff avai,lable to answer questions 
ranked first in importance. Access to staff IS frequently supported by the proposed use of 
telephone help hnes, videoconferencmg, fax and e-mail, and the use bf self-help assistance vans. 

' :I 
Self-help-only types of technology such as wntten forms with mstru<;:tions, interactive onhne forms 
programs, Web site mformation, kiosks, and telephone trees are frequently proposed. In some 
plans, these tools are used in outpost locations away from the court and are mtended to be used by 
self-represented litigants Without staff to answer questiOns. In others, technology is part of a more 
comprehensive plan m which these tools are used to augment and support the work of the self-
represented litigants assistance staff. 

SYSTEMS CHANGES 

Reviews of local rules and forms, case management systems, and calendaring strategtes were 
I, 

proposed. Some plans proposed the use of staff resources, particularl~y attorneys, m courtrooms to 
conduct settlement negotiations, answer procedural questions, and prepare wntten orders and 
JUdgments. Others proposed using attorney staff to review files pnor to heanngs and determtne 
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thetr readmess to proceed. One plan proposed havmg staff conduct preheanng onentations for the 
public. 

Plans included proposals for case management m whtch staff attorneys would conduct routine 
status conferences and settlement negotiations and assist litigants wtth completmg the court 
process. Adjustments in calendaring, clustenng of stmilar cases, staggering heanng times, and 
rational numbering of courtrooms were all proposed as well. 

Facilities changes were also mcluded, such as chtldren'_s wruting rooms, other wattmg areas for 
litigants, space in the courthouse for litigants to sit and work on thetr paperwork, the availability of 
copymg machmes and phones for litigants to use, extended hours of service, transportatiOn to 
court, and easter parkmg. 

COLLABORATION AND RESOURCES 

Cntical to all of the action plans were the partnerships formed with other government and 
community-based organizations. These partnerships were particularly useful m the planning 
stages. Some of the partnerships were also central to the implementatiOn of action plans. For 
example, the participation of local bars with respect to unbundled legal services, pro bono 
representation, and volunteer servtces to pro se httgants was Important to many plans. 
CollaboratiOn with colleges, universities, and commumty centers for translatiOn of matenals into 
many languages was often reported. And workmg with libranes and other community agencies to 
create outpost assistance m more remote areas was also extremely important. 

Collaboration also helped address the issue of fundmg, the main bamer to full ImplementatiOn of 
all the local actton plans. Findmg the reqmstte resources to provtde adequate staff for the projects 
ts an ongomg challenge, particularly dunng the current budget crisis m California. Although one 
court suggested charging for self-represented litigant servtces on a sliding scale, most of the actiOn 
plans reported thetr dependence on grant funding from vanous government sources. 

In conclusiOn, the courts in California have gained a tremendous amount of mformat10n about the 
optimal directiOn for prose matters from two Important sources: the farmly law facilitator program 
and the community-focused strategtc planning process. The famtly law facilitator program 
pioneered court-operated self-help on a mass scale m the state. The court-community focused 
strategic planning process imttated ongomg dialogue and collaboratiOn between the courts and 
their communities. The current actiOn planning process has brought these two efforts together to 
create plans that reflect a comprehensive view of the justice system as it relates to self-represented 
litigants. 
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: 

Butte, Glen, 
Tehema 

• Commumty 
Collaborations 

Use Ex1stmg Resources 
Seek ADR Resources 
Outreach to churches, etc 

j Research "Family Umty" system 

,=;...:;--:::;:-_ -=-=-==-::..:--=:;;;-::;-:::..;;;--:::.:--=-==-=, 

I Pubhc transportatiOn • System Changes to 
make more "user-
fnendly" 

J a1l services 

I 
Electromc access 
Phone & email help 
Signage 
Children & other waitmg rooms 
Handwritten pleadmgs 

I 
Free consultatiOns 
On-duty judge for orders 
Umform rules & forms 

------------- ______ _] ~:~al_~:~~mg for court staff-

• Provide Successful 
models of service 
dehvery 

Network with other counties 
K10sk system 
DV Support Person 
Mobil Van 
Forms on court's website 

j 
Incentive for attorneys 

(calendar preference) 

ir-====-=-::..:-=-=--=::..:··~::..:-::..:-~-~~ - - -
' • Technology & 1 Library Resources 

EducatiOn 1 Computer programs-language 
I Law School Library Services 

I 
Outreach To High schools 
24 hr. phone hne 

I Location(s): I Statrmg 

J 
' I 
I 

I 
I : 

- J 

\ 
I 
I 
' 
I 
I 

I 
I 

_j~_ --.- - -_ _j ----·----

! 

I --------------J:===============::! 
• Meet Access needs I Self-Help Center 

of diverse 
' population 

' 

I - --

' I 
I 
I 

-- I 

Internet, I-CAN, local website, · 
Copymg, attorney referrals, 

Out-statiOn locations 

I Partners: 

In General: 
Schools 
Libranes 
DCSS 
Family Law Facilitator 
Legal Services 
Small Claims Advisory 
Parent Education Network 
Lawyer Referral Service 

-- --- ---- -----~~ 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: 

• 
• 

Family Law Focus 
SRL Education 

I Plan: 

1 Self-help pubhcattons, on-hne help; 

i :~~~~~~:roo;.::::; ~~:~~:~If I 

1 • Expans1on of i SHC m new fac1hty, resource for 
I Resources and I supervised VISitatiOn program, case mgmt 1 
I serv1ces for SRLs I & trackmg in famtly law, expandmg I 

I Location(s): 

- ~-¥-~-----

New fac1hty 

I 

I Staffing I Partners: 

-- - - - - . -
Fam1ly Law I Bar Assoc1at10n 
Facilitator ' Legal Serv1ces of No, Calif. 

i 
Calaveras Legal Assistance 

Fam1ly Court Serv1ce 
Serv1ces 

presentations; use of other technology; I 
• Development of develop a commumty hotlme 1 

mfrastructure to I ~ ! 1------ _____ Sl!J?P_E~_!:~e~~s- _, Court Commumty Actto~ Planmng Team ~~-:.::--:.:-c..::-=:==-==-=-=-=====: _________ j_ ____________________ j 

I Col~ i- __ · ~-~=~~~~~mdy ~~ _j -M-~k=':o_n_f-ullt=-~~-n - ~ ~-- ~-~o:•:_ho-u=-~- J Attomey _j ~d•:•~ Cou:' _____ --- ! 

1 I ~- -·--~:~no J Promore UnbuMhng Jl -- Jl A-t-to-r-ne_y_j State & Local Ba" 

~~ - _j __ · -~_u_:~~:fo~:·~:nJ Cou" Web"re -- - !!__ _____ ------- D ~~== --- ____ ' 

' I 

I 
i 
I 
I 

-

Contra 
Costa 

• Court Access & 
Customer Relatwns 

! 

1 Transportation to court 
Mobtle servtces- FLF, heanngs, 

fihngs, computers 
Maps & stgnage 
Chtldren's wa1tmg rooms 
SRL work areas - kiosks 
Interpreter serv1ce mfo 

I 
Courthouses 
L1branes 
Bus. Ctrs. 
Semor Ctrs. 
Schools 
Clubs 
Colleges J 

Coordmator/ 
Facthtator 

Local Bar 
Legal Servtces 

Pnson Law Office 
Sr. Legal Serv1ces 
Bay Area Legal 
La Raza Centro 

Fnends Outstde 
STAND 
Sr. Commumttess 

-- ------------- - -· - -------------·-. ___ _j----------- ------- ·c- ,=--::;;-::::-::::-=-=-::;:-.::-=::::-=-=-=-==-:..:-=::::-::::-=·· 
1 • Technology & Forms I I-CAN/ San Mateo (same) PD & DA 

1 Resource Information onhne DCSS 

! 
I 
I 
j 

: Aowcharts 

I 
V1deos 
Forms access 

I 

I 
I 

J 
Lmks to other webs 
EducatiOn - court decorum 
S1mphfy rule 
CCTV 

Law Enforcement 
Board of Ed I Com Col D1st 1 

St Mary's & JFK 
Soc1al Servtces 

_ _] 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: 

• 

• 

Educatmg SRLs 

I 
I 

1 -----~--------- _ _j 
• Expansmn of Family i 

J -~-- __ La~-~acJlitator j 

-· 

ExpansiOn of Fam1ly Law Facilitators; 
allow FLF to do non-AB 1058 fam1ly 
law and other ciVIl litigatiOn assistance-
also have bi-lingual staff at So. Lake 
Tahoe 

I Location(s): 

Each court 
Ja1ls 
L1branes 
DCSS 
Bar Assn 

FLF attorneys 

I 

I_ -- ··-

I Staffing I Partners: 

- -·- - --~~~ - -
Above, plus : 
Small Cla1ms I 
Nat'l Center for Youth Law i 
Fam1ly Law Facilitator 
ADR 

Placerville I 
Lake Tahoe I 

i 
i 

' ' 
l I 

-- J .. J -- -
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I CoUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

rr·~--~-===-~--~-~,=--~-=-~-=--~-~-~-=---~=--~-~-==~--~--~-~~p=====~==~-~--~-~--===~-=-~-~~-~--=-~-~--r7~--~-~-~-~~~--~~-~-==~r========~==~--~~==~==--~~-==--=-==-~-~-· 
Fresno j • Self-Help Center Self-Help Center- mult1ple I Near the Fam1ly Law I Paralegal, Legal Serv1ces 

~~--- _ • (Spamsh mo:el) - _TuE:?~~~ t;:;:~:~:":ns J . Facliotamr - . . J ~-~-:_:~_:_·z~, -- ;::.·.....:t=::_::::a:::l:::B:::a:::::r======..::::::..:.-:::
1 

i . Mo:•le Access UmtJI Hore p~manent smff I I ~~~~:~ _I 

StaffTrammg j "Tram the Tramers" 'I 'I;::=========! 
(all court supervisors); j 
Add SRL trammg to new judge l 

!:============-:::: and new emrloyee trammg - :==-=======~!:======~:======--=--::.:-===::::-

• 
• 

i,L Technology _j :.;::~:- kmsk<: Int~net: protocol I . Jl ~~ LOCal Bar 

~================~ _L__~===============-
Ir=-:.::-::.:·_;:·:.::-=--=::::_j::::;ll_ . ~- U~bundlmg. - ] :::!':l~!!l~o;:~liot . I . . .. . ] Jl ;=: ==-===-=· ==-..::;::;.:;==== 

Inyo ~~ • SRL Educat1on I Self-Help pubhcat10ns; I I I 
Wntten & onlme mstructtons, 

___ __ ___ __ '_ ~~;~~:~:~~~;~!~ s~f, ___ ---- __ _ ____ _ ___ j ___ ---- ______ r:--:::·===-=--=-~:::.:.--:.::-c..==== 
, • ExpansiOn of serv1ces & 1 V1deoconferencmg; I Tecopa Commumty !I Jl TCC 

--- -- resourc:_s _fo_r_s~~~- ___ j Computer & Software, Internet - _ __j C~~~r/S~ Cla~m-~-Advr j __ --------- --------------- -------~ 
• 

, 1 Law Fac1htator custody/v1s1tatton & guard1ansh1p; Fac1htator 
Expansion of Famtly : Fullt1me pos1t1on, expand to cover 'll Cour-thouse _ _j Famtly Law 

__j j Fac1htate comphance w/orders ---- ~================~~======~==========~~==========~~=====·==~~=============== Imperial • Increased SRLs Self-Help Center- pamphlets; Courthouse Fatruly Law Bar Assoc1at10n - mcludmg 
San D1ego Bar 

• 

ass1stance computers Pamphlets- law hbrary Fac1htator 

Assistance w1th matter 
not handled by SHC Enghsh!Spamsh mformattonal brochures 

mto the commumty 

Webs1te 

Court staff 

Court staff 

State Bar, AOC, other courts 

NCSC, AOC, other courts 

SalvatiOn Army, D1al-a-
R1de; Cathohc Chanties, 

I ARC 
.J -------- --- ----- - ----



RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

-~-----------===~~~ -~==-~~~~=-~=~~=--= .. -~~~--~=-================-==~======~======-=-~==~==~~==~===-=;-·r===============~ 
Kern 1 • Probate Asststance I Guardtanshtp & Sm. Estates Courthouse-Bakersfteld 1 Legal 

Wntten mformatton, I Asststant 
Document revtew; . 
Easy Reference Cards 
Spamsh servtce 

[~ ______ j\ --~ _ _;;:~n~~s ___ 11 Expand ~F ]I_ Court~~~se j -~;~~JI ~R ~rogram 
::=======:::; 

Lassen I • Asstst SRLs Asstst wtth adoptiOn, custody/vtsttatton, TROs; Law Ltbrary; ! Famtly Law Law Ltbrary Board 
Conservatorships;Guardtanshtps; Probate, Courthouse I Facthtator, Local Attorneys 

~ ! 
.....,J --- _______ J 

Los Angeles 

I 
! 

i 
I 

I 

J 

Landlord Tenant, Ctvtl Harassment; Appeals, I Volunteer 
CIVIl, Juvemle & Traffic Attorneys, 

• Educate the Pubhc 
about the Court 

• Network wtth 

EducatiOn matenals, books, vtdeos, packets, 
brochures, computer resources 

Same as above- wntten matenals, staff to 
answer questiOns 

______ £.0t:n!!1~!!I_ty _ agenc1~s __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ 

• All Areas - multtple j (Volume Data New SRL Fthngs 282,006/yr) 
locations 

I 
_ _j 

I Small Clatms 
1 Advtsor; 
I Court Staff 

I 

I 

I - ;..::-=::....::.-==--=-=--=--=-:.:.-:..;-=--:::::...:' --- --- -= -- ---'" -- -- --
Central Famtly Central I Courthouses: 
Ctvtl, East LA, Pomona LAFLA 
Cttrus, Rto Hondo, 
Antelope Valley/ 
Palmdale/Lancaster;=-
Glendale, Burbank, 
Pasadena, Alhambra, 
Santa Amta, San 
Fernando, 
NewhalVSanta Clanta, 

i Van Nuys, Long Beach, 
San Pedro, Compton, 1 

Norwalk, Downey, Los I 
Cerntos, Whtttter 1 

Huntington Park, South 
Gate, Torrance/So Bay, 
Inglewood, Santa 
Momca, Beverly Htlls, 
West LNAtrport, 
Culve~_Ct!Y· Maltbu 

! 

---

Barnsters 
DV ProJect 
Guard. Vol -ProJect 
LAF-Long Beach 
Comm. Legal 

Services 
Jenesse Center 
Sm Clatms Advr 
LA Housmg ProJect 
FLFIFLIC 

Commumty 
Legal Servtces 
Law Schools 
Local Bars 

I 

J 
I 

I 

______ j 

' 

I 
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SRL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

. . "- . . 

Courthouse-San Rafael ' Attorney I Legal Serv1ces 
Coordmator Law L1branes I 

' 

j;::=:=-===-::::;r= ------- ----··=:;-.=============..::::; 
1 Marin I • Self-Help Center. Self-Help Center ---

• B1-hngual tnage central pomt of entry 
Med1at10n Serv1ces 

' Volunteer Soc1al Serv1ces I 

Attorneys Pubhc Guard1an 
: 

• Telephone ass1stance 
• Ch1ldren's wa1tmg 

area 
Commumty Orgamzatwns: 

' Paralegals Canal Comm 
I 

• Computer I 
workstations 

• V1deos I Alhance, I 
I Interpreters Latmo Counc1l ' 
I . PD 

Probation Health & Human Serv1ces 
Probatwn 

• Meetmg rooms 
• Referrals to attorneys 
• Unbundhng 

I 
• Chmcs I 

------ j__ -J[~;_j ;::-======-=::..===-=-===-:..:-:.::.··:.:.·==-:...:-~:::..;1 ;=::::·.::· =-:;_;======--~=' - --__ 1;:::--==:..:·.::--=:.:-=.::-=··::..:· ====·:.:·1 
Courthouse , Jud1c1al Other county courts Maril!osa ! Estabhsh a DV Court Study & develop proposal for a DV Court 

I 

I 

I 

• 
' ! • Mob1le SHC Umt Purchase van m conJunction w1th other counties 
I 
I • Develop SHC Computers, pnnters, video, mstruct1onal tapes; 

I wntten matenals, develop feedback 
L questionnaires --

Mendocino 

I 
• Self-Help Center Commumty resource manual, ADR serv1ces, 

InformatiOn & referral, b1hngual wntten 
matenals, b1hngual v1deos, kwsks, onhne 
assistance, computers, typewnters 

--
• Pubhc EducatiOn I Teachmg process by case type, v1deo- gmde to 

~ __ ----·- ________ jll ct. procedures, pre-heanng chmcs, b1hngual 
_ __ _____ -----·- ~fo=r=m=s~p=-a=c~k=et=s=--=======:...:-=·=====-~-

I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
.. -- --· J -

Judlclal Off1cer & I Jud1c1al trammg, pro tern trammg,j! 
~taff Edu~atwn _j _ clerk ~r:~nmg, volunteer tramm~s 

• 

• B1hngual Staff B1hngual attorney & staff I 
Extended hours for f1hng 

------ _ _; 

• Nav1gatwn & Court I Dtrecttons, s1gnage lj 
_ _ Loca~1ons . -- _ J ~ourt 1~fo~mat10n boo-~h . . _ _ 

1 
officer 

I 

I 
Courthouse ! Tobe 

1 determmed 
;=:=========;- . -- -- ---- ---------

Courthouse 1 Attorneys I' Local Bar 
I Volunteers !. AOC 
I I Day Care Prov1der 
I I 1 Volunteers 

i I 
i 
I 

I 
I 

--- _j -------- __________ ' 
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I CoUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

;:::.::======-=:;-;--------- - ~- - -~---,;:::.:========-:.::;·-==::::_;::.·-::::....::.=-=-'-=-=:;r=:: -----~------ --------------- ----- -----
', • On-stte consultatiOn ! I I Local Bar · I 

wtth Spamsh-speakmg Paralegals 
' paralegal I Spamsh Interpreters\ 

I • SRL mformatton on I Web Consultant 
webstte • I 

! • On-stte computers so 
SRLs can use mternet 
Commumty outreach 1 

i I 
• 

--\0 

:=====j;=====~ -_j -- ':=========-=.=====' 
Monterey/ • Expandmg Available ~~~ SRL Servkos :~1 Commumty 1

1 

CBO I County Bar Assoctat10ns 

~::t!~!~: Servtces I _ _ _ _J _ ____ _ _ ~:~~-- _] ~~~n~e~;:~~o~~e~:fice 
Htre a Pilot SHC Coordmator II Jl Court staff- Jl g~~~ volunteers 

nos Famtly Law Facthtators 
:::::::=====-=====.::.;:--=-=--::::..::.=:::.-....::·:........,~! - - - Law Ltbranes 

Extend ESL servtces to Watsonville; expand ;I J Language I Law Schools 
CIVIl asststance I Lme I Law School Intern 

::::.:=====:====--=-.:....---=====::.....:::...:" - - · -- - ------- · - ------ - -- Programs 
Extend hours of servtce- research posstble ! Family Law J!Lll 
locations, hnk SHC to Famtly Law 1-~-acthtator-s? 

:=F=ac=t=h=ta=to=r=a=n=d=e=x=te=n=d=m=g=ho=u=~= _s==---=---==~ _ -------- ___ j 
Mobtle van program - Get mformat10n from J11 II I 

:=====-=-======:::::; other courts :=========~ ____ _ 
; • Technology I Webstte; ktosks; I-Can; other I 
, I software!TurboTax I 

I 

i I I 

I 
-I 
i 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
- . - - ~-~- J - -- -

'F===·-==========~~==================~ 
~~---~ --~=-~: ____ j O"treach chmcs; workshops -- - - j 
i • InformatiOnal ' I Forms w/mstruct10nslflowcharts; I 
1 Matenals Enghsh/Spamsh brochures 
' I 

i ---------- -- -- --~-~--J ---- --- ---- -- ---- -J 
~~ _• - Partnersh•ps - i Develop voluntee~ p~e<:auon- - j 



-N 
0 

SRL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I CoUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

~--- ------ --------------- ----- ~----- -- --- ------- - -------------- ---- --------. ------ --- ---- ---- ---------------
1 Napa • Expand Famtly La--w -·~-E-x-panded Family Law Center Courthouse 1 Famtly Law l Local Bar 

Services _ 1 Fac1htator ' Probat1on 
- ---- -- ------ - ---------------~----- ---- __ __ __ ______ ___ ____ _ ____ 1 __ _ ___ j Legal Serv1ces 

• General Self-Help : Self-Help Center- Courthouse ! Attorney I Law Enforcement 
Center Matenals & referrals I Sr clerk 

1 
H&H Services 

_ ' Information Center I (Spamsh) I Dept. Ed 

I --~-~~~~:-=_:[~---- _--- ~ u - - ----- m iLl ~~!fA 
I L ~-Tech~ogy _ __ J ~~~ p~~c~~pu«~ase____ ____ _ ___ J~--- __ __ J ________ j State H_osp 

~ _________ -~ l_ ~- _ ~o~~ ::~t-~-~- __ J ~~=:~-~enter: UD, F~-m _Law~ S~ Clat~s _ ~ c_ahst~g~-; Am c~nyon _ J '--- _____ _j _ --- _ ---- __ --- --- __ 
! Orange • Court Rules, I Jud1cial trammg (clanty of orders) 1 I 
I Procedures, Forms 1 Easy access to mmute orders i ! & Case Scheduhng S1mphfy rules & procedures i I 

Stagger heanng times !' 
I I 

__________ ---- __ _ __________ ~ Unb_u~dh~~-- _ __ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ j _ --- _ _ _ J __ ------ __ ---- ______ , 

I 
-

I 
' I 
' I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
\ 

I 
I 

I 
I 

l 
l 

I 
I 

' -- - -~~ 

_ ~. ~:~~:~~u~or _ ~~~~;~~~~~::~:--~Ce:~' J_ . ___ _ 
' I 
1 Volunteers 
I 
i -- ~ ----

l 

j Wh1ttter Law School 

• Fac1ht1es & 
Expanded Serv1ces 

All courts Self-Help Centers 
Information counters I 
Fact sheets ofFAQs I 

: Re-number courtrooms rationally I 1 

Regtonal trafftc ticket centers I 
';=:..==--=:.::-=~--=-=··;;:-_;-=:.:-=·=-=--=-=---=-:.:-=-=----=---:.:-=-=-:.:·-=. -------- --- ------- --- --- -- - ----- --------- --
1 l Attorneys II 
, Mobtle van 1 Volunteers or ' 

Onhne servtces 1 Staff : 

;.:--=---=--=-=-:...:·.::..--=-:..:·:.:-.::::.·--=--=-=-.::..-=--:.:..:-:.___: ;.:.::::.A:::c.::::.ce:::p:::..t..:.~.;;.~::..n=.~w.:::--:_:n..:.t:.::::.~~::..-.::::.fo:::r:::m:::s:..:-..:.·_:.__-::..· ___::_:.__-_:·..:::--:::--_:".:::· :::::- i=:.__ __ __::,.::::.-·:..=.:·..:::-_:-..:::":.__-.::.;j __ _ _ . _ J _ ___ _ ·- -----
• Technology I-CAN ! Volunteers i 

Other ktosk mfo ("how to") l 
1 e-fthng 

Easy access to case mformatton 
Create mteractt ve forms 

; 
I ! 

~ 

I I 

J -- - - -



RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

~~~~~======r=========~============~~====-~-~-~============~-~-==-~-========~======~~===-~-====~r=-==========~~~~~=====-=-==~===== 
Riverside • - InformatiOn to Resource Gmde 1 Courthouse I Gov Agencies 

Public InformatJOnal brochures; videos ' Law hbranes Attorney Local Bar 
Workshops Law Libranes 
Public Information Booths J Faith Commumty 

j Interpreters for TranslatiOns 1 ' Commumty Social 

1 .-------::::.-=------~-------------___________ _J_, ;===-:::-::;::..:.::::-::=::-===-==:.::-=-=--_::.:===:.::·= --====; __ _ ____ _ __ _ ______ _ _ _ _______ Services 
• Expand Available Unbundling 1 Attorneys 

Legal Services Calendar pnority to pro bono attorneys 
Incentive for pro bono attorneys 
Local bar to adopt a 50-hour requirement 
Pubhc1ze low-cost legal services 

: --- - -- ----'---- -------- ~=:.:· ====-=-=::.:··:...:-===-==-::__:--====::.::.;--· ,:..· .:;:.· ===--=-=·-=:::::=-:..:--=-===-:...: ------

11'--~--1~~~~_;_:1-SH _ Jl T~hnology avaii~ble _ :[_ _ Jl none I 
• Collaboration & ' Court speakers bureau All court staff 

Commumty Provide mformat10n to Jurors about low-cost I i 
I 

Outreach legal services I 

1 Establish Court Resource Development office to ~ I 
I I seek grant opportumt1es ; 

,

1
,.-=-...::-:::·:...:;=-:..:T=-ec-h-=~:.::~:::k,:..:g=y==··:..:--:.::-:...-==;~;..-...;~::.-f-=~~=:~-=~~=e::...,-k::...;o::...·s-k=s=~::;;I::.:~C=A=N.::..-.:.:·:...:-=-.:::.--=-=-=-....:.·::..:·::..:·...::·-=-=--=---==-;::-=~::.:im=~=~:..:-I~=~::..:~=;~=e1=s~=::...~=~0=1~=es=rs:..,-=-::.:-:.::;l-n~~e--------

video-conferencing-heanngs 

I 

' 

• Transportation & 
Parkmg 

r-::_:-_____ '7"-'--_-'--'-_______________ ------------.:::.-·=-=----·-.:::.·--------:---:--=-:--=--=------- .------=-------------: - --- -- - J 
Coordmate court times With bus schedules 

I Expand time & s1gnage on parkmg meters 
! Secunty for DV VIctims ' 
1 Translate s1gnage on parkmg meters 
1 Increase parkmg s1gnage 

i ------------ -- --- -- -i .===---=====-'-·=---=---=,- -- ----- ------------ ----------- ~===-======:,:=-===:::=:::; 

I 
• Trammg ; Trammg staff, bench, protems, law hbranes, 1 

I agenc1es 

I 
1 Publicize CJER materials 

- _rsk c~ foe more trammg_m~s onhne --

J 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

------------- -----------===;-r=================;::==----===;r:=====~;========-= 
Sacramento 1 • Court/Commumty ; Meet wtth SRL - m commumty CBO staff-by contract 11 Gov agenctes ; 

1 Ltatson Program pnor to court CBOs I 
1 Accompany to chmcs Info Lme 

: Help wtth Technology- I-CAN, etc - J:=========~~---------------';=..::.VLS-=P=======::...::::II : Asstst attachtng to servtces : 
1 Evaluate httgant's expenences 1 

:- ---------------~"-- -- -- --- I 
1 • Commumty Based 3 Centers+ mobtle umt Sr. Clerks; volunteer []l I 
: Court Servtce I Computers, Internet, I-CAN; e-fihng staff I 

--------~;=-==..::..-==C=en=t=e=rs=====:::.:::;-~;=:::V:=td:::e=o=c=o=n=fe=r=e=nc=t=n=g/=-~=:=ar::..t=n=gs=::.:.--=====-=--=:::.::.;-· ----- __ _ J ---- ___________ J 
San 1 • Commumty ! Unbundhng I Law Ltbranes Volunteers 1 
Bernardino 1 Outreach & 1 Information & referral 

Collaboration 1 K10sk/computer forms 
' 

;:========_j:=-=========~J:======:J ----' i • Famtly Law ! Expand Famtly Law Facthtator for non-ABIOJ8 I Courthouse _jl
1
. Attorneys I 

Resources FL; DV asststance by FLF 
' I 

I ~=~-=-=====~==~~=======~~==========~F======~ 

:1 ___ • -~~~~~~~~-~c=~ J _::s~~t~m~~~~n-~~-~~~~:~ ~:~~::es:_Jl~~~=:~ ______ _jL_ ___ --J 
1 

• "Court User 1 Wntten mstructtons, webstte, JUror tnformatton· Courthouses ~~ 

~ -- - ~~.::::n& \ Put ::~ks ::: '~=-- ---- J - Jl _j 
, • Pubhc mterface at : Information booths, signage, matenals - ' Courthouses [] 
: Courts : flowcharts, maps, resource dtrectones; J 
~---------------~ computers ___ _ _ _ __ j _____ j 

t ~- ~:~;,:~~~--~~~~~~;.~~~~~~~::~rtjl~:~~~jEJ 
_j~-- ---.-P~bitct~- -~ -Website; press releases, flyers, vtdeos _ !I_ Jl _j 

-~I 

Schools, servtce clubs, I 
hbranes, CBOs, churches, 
Legal Servtces, Chamber : 
of Commerce, Local Bars ' 

i 
I 

Legal Servtces ' DV Servtces I 
I 
I 

-
Schools, servtce clubs, 
hbranes, CBOs, churches, : 
Legal Servtces, Chamber I 
of Commerce I 

Local Bars ' I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

' ' 
I 
' I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

- -
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I CoUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

San Diego • Invento'y ofLeg•l Legal & =ml "'v"e'- duecto'y ':.l Countywtde IIJ Umted Way Inform SD 

1 -~ ----~=~~ __ _j . I I Law Ltbrary 
~==~==~==============~==========~ ~============~ • Self-Help Centers & Expand Extstmg Servtces Courthouses & Attorneys 

• 

-~-~-~-~--

I San I 
I Francisco I 
I 

' I 

• 

Chmcs CH Chmc Commumty (hbrary) Paralegals 

Technology 

UD Chmc IT Staff 
DVC!tmc 
Famtly Law Factlttator 
Case Management 

' : 

I 

: 
.. --l 

I 

! 
I 
' 
I 
I 
' ' ' 

.. """,._: 
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: 

---
_[ • 

San Louis • 
ObiS(!O • 

• 
' • 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• - - . 

San Mateo • 

I Plan: 

! Ktosks 
Vtdeo vtewmg 

1 Wntten matenals- multt-hngual 
Pubhc education 

------ ------ _______ , - ---- ------ -~----- - ------
• Access to Servtces 1 Computers, copters, handouts, maps, 

Courtroom asststance 
Interpreter servtces 
Soctal servtce referrals- streamlined intake, 

' ADR referrals 

I Location(s): 

I 

-- j ------ -- -

I Staffing I Partners: 

attorney 

I 

------- ,::::=.:-:=----- ~--_ __I 

I 
! 

-- -~ ~- ---~~------: F-======~ 
, Pro bono Programs i I 

_! Law Student volunteers at court I 
---- ----- ----- -- ____ ,- ---------------------- ____ _! -----

:lr.""'-----.--T-ec_h_n_o_lo_g_y ____ Expand Interactive Forms Program II 

1,. o Collaboration -=:~;;:;J.-b-le-r;so~;c-~~-- -----j1,------ -----
; __ __ __ _Develop a commumcattonplan_ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ 

I 
_j_ 
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I CoUNTY I Program Areas: 

I 

I 
I 

Santa 
Barbara 

Santa Clara 

' ' ' 

• 

.. 
[' 

• 

• 

• 

I 

- -

Public InformatiOn! 
EducatiOn 

Court Rules & 
Proc~ures 

Trammg 

CollaboratiOn wtth the 
Bar 

Cnmmal!fraffic 

Coord mate 
Informatton Booths 
Forms mstructtons 

---

I 

I 

: : 

Plan: 

Informational packets & brochures, expand 
court's website, public mformatlon programs on 
rules, procedures, forms, optiOns, referral lists 
Better stgnage at courthouse 

Phone service 
FAQ brochures 
Website & mteractive forms 

I Location(s): I Staffing 

Courthouse, Attorneys 
Mobile Umt 
Commumty Volunteers 

- - ~¥~-
J 

,_. -- --------- - -

I Partners: 

I 
I 
I 
l 

I 
I 
' 

Bar Assn 
Bar FoundatiOn 

SB Commumty·MedtatiOn 
Program 

Legal Services 
AOC 
Neighborhood Resource 
Centers 
Sr. Cttlzen Centers 
Schools 
Law Schools 
Paralegal Schools 
Ltbranes 
Rehg10us!Ethmc Orgs - -- -- -- - ·-- _j 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

- - -~ - - ~--- --~ ---- ~~~ ----

':===.==~=:=Jv=~=~=;:=e=r==·-::=::; ~===-r --------- ----j ___________ ~D j 

• Self-Servtce Centralized SH Center+ mobile van I Court & Mobtle Umt I Volunteers ! 
Center & Mobtle IndiVIdual legal mformat10n _j 1 

~mt -= ~~~k:~~~:· forms & handouts __ J ~-==:•:____ ----- : 
l ___ ·--~~e-~~::JI ~~:nsla~ton ofWntten Matenals _j I _____________ Jj J I 

.. [ __ • -~~~n~~~-~~- Volunteers,ct sta~f ___ Jl ____________ jl _____ ~ 
• Commumty 

Outreach "experts" regularly m strategtc hmtted subjects 
Trammg & wntten mformat10n to commumty I Commumty - J Vo-lu-nteers 

!:======-= '------------- :::::::===:::::=:::=:::::..:::::::::=====:::.:· ===--==: ---
Shasta • Adjustment To Revtew FL Court Flies Courthouse 1

1 

Staff 
Court Procedures Expand ADR 

Generate more timely OAH procedures 
Revtew & Enhance trammg for Pro Terns m 
UDs 

r-·.;;;--.;;;_;;;-.;;;.;;;-.=-.;;;.;;;-.;;;-.;;;-=---.;;;_;;;----.=-=---"-"1- _______ .. ___ - ----
Increase Low Expand Famtly Law Facthtator Attorneys 1 • 
Cost Legal Increase Volunteer Servtces at Women's Commumty Volunteers 

' ~-~ ~~"-'s-ta_n: ~ __ ~~~;:dhng fm pnvate attorneys ~ ~==-··========:.:--'~ :_tt_o_r_~_j 
• Increase J Develop addttwnal collaboratiOns I 'D 

, Commumty 

: ----~~~a-b-or_a_tt_o~ ------------------ __ _ ]____ __ 
• Estabhsh a full- Needs assessment; forms w/mstruct10ns; space 11 Courthouse I Famtly Law ., 

servtce SHC for Famtly Law Facthtator; vtdeo mformat10n, Facthtator 
mformat10n desk · 1 

- - --- _ _j - _j ___j 

----· 
S.M A R.T.\Famtly Law 
Commtttee- Local Bar, 
Women's Refuge 
DCSS, Legal Servtces of 
No. CA, Semor Legal 
Servtces 

Above plus HelpLme, 
Inc 
VLSC, No. Valley 
Cathohc Soctal Servtces 
Law Ltbrary, Reddmg 
Ranchena 

Shasta College, Stmpson f 

College, Chtco State I 
Umverstty, Student Day 1 
Care Asststance, Ktds 1 

Turn, Cooperatmg as I 
Separatmg Parents _j 



-N 

RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I CoUNrY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing 

- .... -- -
Courthouse 
Law Libranes 

. - - --- --·~r==-=:.=:.=-.;:_.;· -"-'=·=· ==-=--=="-'fi=-:::=·=:"-'==:=====:===-·~==:::-=·=-·==·.:::.· =: 
I • Technology 1 Kiosks; enhance website, video-conferencmg 
1 l abihty; computers 

i i 
:===.:=::l ______ j;:.::;-~-=======-==::::=::::;1:=.:.:====~ 

Siskiyou i • Expand Family 1

1 

VIdeo-conferencmg- outlymg branches 
-------

I 
I 

! 
I 

I 
I 

Law Facilitator-
SRL Assistance 

1 

Front-end services to SRLs- domg a current 
to Pubhc needs assessment - SHC 

Refurbtsh computers for SHC 

Expandmg SHC Hours, 

MCLE program - unbundling/ ADR 

Courthouse Family Law 
Facilitator 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I Partners: 

- ---~- --
Program I 

All above plus· 
Shasta Drug & Alcohol 
Program 

I 
. : 

I 

Bar Assn , Legal I 

Secretanes Assoc. 
I 

I 

I 
I 

i 

I 

~, 
I 
I 

i 

Commumty educatiOn Programs- videoJ 

- - ------------ -~--~-~-~~ 

Children's Waitmg Room I Courthouse 
--------- ------- -~ -- ::~ -I 

Family Interagency I 

; i 

i I ---- -- _. - --------- ----- __ J ~- ------ -- -- -- --~- -----
i [I:::______ --------- _j __________ ll ____ _j:=C=o=u=nt=y=L=aw=L=Ib=ra=r~:.::-=--:::::! 

i _j Recycling court files for pro per use Jl ______________ _II Court clerks I[ _ ~ 
! Pubhc TV for educatiOnal matenals- DV J'l Yreka- Channel4 1 I restrammg orders for petitiOners & respondents , 

F=~~~~ ~============~ 
Solano Language Access Translate written matenals Commumty Commumty orgs. 

I Service Council l 
Siskiyou County Child 
Care Council I 

volunteers 

. F=-==============~~------~:======-========~~ 
· • Commumty I Develop coordmated referral networks II JD Umversitles ! J ~ollabor~t10ns J ___ _ ___ . _ J .... _ ~~~?~~~~~ orgs 1 
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: 

---------
• Increase SRL j : serv1ces 

I 
I 

!'- -- --
I • S1mphfy court 

processes & 
i forms 
I 

------ --- ~--- -~ -
Sonoma • Gettmg the word 

I 

' out 
: 

i 
I 

I 
I 
I --

• CollaboratiOns 
I 

: 
I 

\ 

• Internet 
Connections 

I 

I 

: 
I 

-~--- ~ -- - -----
I • Gettmg Legal 
I RepresentatiOn 

: - -v~~ -

I 

I 
I 

I 

I Plan: I Location(s): I Statrmg I Partners: 

N--~ -- - -- ----------~-~v --
Expand Fam1ly Law Fac1htator- non-FL clVll, 

I 
_j FamilyLaw Local Bar I 

Unbundhng Fac1htator Legal Services 
Pnvate 
Attorney J - ---.---- ' 

l lD I 

-~-~--~- -- -- - - ~-- -- -- v-
Ongomg serv1ce prov1der network Courthouse I CA Ind1an Legal Serv1ces 
Proactive exchange of mformat10n commumty locatiOns Cahforma Parentmg 
Pubhc forums - career/employment fatrs 

I 
Institute 

Education programs CRLA 
Recruttment - volunteers, mterns Counc1l on Agmg 

DCSS 

I Dads Make A Difference 
-

I D1sab1hty Law Cltmc 
Centrahzed serv1ces, I 

I 
Fatr Housmg of Sonoma 

Mob1le commumty forum; FCS 
Website services; Fnends Outside 
"211" Information Lme Services Grandparents 
Collaborative m-service trammgs; Parentmg. A gam 
Comm1ssmn on Commumty Resources 

i 
No. Bay Reg10nal Center 

- - - - - - Petaluma People Servtce 
Centrahzed database, ktosks w/legal processes 

I 
Center 

mformat10n; commumty access mformat10n- Recourse Mediation 
Cable TV; website lmks; pubhc service Serv1ces 
segments/press releases Sonoma Bar Assn 

Sonoma County Human 
I Serv1ces 

- - ----- - ----- ----v~ --- ~~~- ---~ v ~- I Legal Aid Prov1dmg educatwn to Bar, judges, commumty, I Legal Serv1ces Ongomg comprehensive trammg commumty I Foundation cl1mcs, mentoring programs, PSAs 
Shenff ' : 
VIct1miW1tness 
Sonoma State 
YWCA 

- -- - -



RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

-----------:-r====.==p=---u=b=I=;~=E=d'-"uc""'a=t=to:..:::n=; ~~~~~~f~~::~e!;~~~~ers forum, -- ,------- -----------l

1

- -------~ ------- ------ ~ 

Information Hub, I I ' 

I 
Intra-agency mtra-departmental "Rtde alongs", l : 

'"' expanded hours SHAC ( 

I ' - --.---C;n-;;~0~----! M~~~~r~;-~fg-ra-n~p;o-r-tu_n_tt;;s,-e-xp-a~ded- --~ l 
· Improvement j' ADR and CASA; task force development J 

1 
----- ------' ------------- -- -- - - ----' -- ------------ __ j ___ ----- ·=' 
Stanislaus • Language Access Jl Language Line- bt-hngual staff-addttiOnal n CRLA 

, m all areas mterpreters Dtsabthty Resources 

I-------~--- ------------ ----- -- --- ------- (DRAIL) 
• Gettmg the Word Legal Hotlme; stgnage, brochures; outreach to Courthouse & commumty Stamslaus BHC 

Out schools, mtgrant educatiOn, head start, other locatiOns Modesto Bee 
commumty locations; servtce provtder network, Dept. of EducatiOn 
centralized resource and referral, touch screen Curbstde News 
computers w/ telephone help at the courthouse, Umted Way 

.... 
~, 

Law Ltbrary, Commumty Servtce Agency Kinshtp Center I 
Chtldren's Coordmating i 
Counctl -- 1 

DV Coordmatmg Council 1 

·,__ ___ -------- ___ _j ----- ----- -------- ---------- -- ----- I---- _____ )-------
Resource Fatrs, Semor Information Days; 'II _j 1 Law Ltbrary, other 
STOAAC monthly meetmgs, meetmgs; m- _j hbrartes; ness. VICtim-
serVICe trammgs, customer surveys, mentor & j witness; all other 

support groups, multt-cultural committee __j:===-=========: ---- :=c=ol=la=b=o=r=a=tto=n=s====='l 

Standardized platform umform reportmg system I Same as above : 
countywtde; accesstbthty & stmphctty of j : 
mforrnat10n; mstruct10n & educatiOn, pubhc & 1 
pnvate access, FAQs on webstte, user-fnendly 1 

; process & language _j 1 

~=============-~-F====~==========~=========:~==============-~---- F-~====~======~=1 
• Gettmg Legal j Legal mformat10n at htgh school level, ill JD·

1 

Extstmg collaborattons :: 
Representation collaboratiOn wtth non-profits for educatiOn; I 

_ _ _ _ _ __ --- Jeadersh~~-trammg--for_ commumty leaders _ _ _I ___ _ _ _ _ __ _ j _ _-' 

I 
I 
I 

: 

/ 

-

I : 
' I : 
' 

- --

CollaboratiOns • 

, I 
I--- ------------1 
! • Internet 
I ConnectiOns 



-VJ 
0 

RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

I 
I 

,-------------r==================~r-=======--~~--~~===-~==============9F~-=--~======~-==--~====--~-~F~-=---~-==~=-=.r==·=--~-=-~~======~-=--== 
• Increasmg More free legal advice & mformatlon via SHC; 1 Add: VA W A Immtgrant 

Understandmg of mformatwn matenals at clerks counters; I Refugee Program; 
the Courts and conflict mgmt/resolution traming available to 

1 

Catholic Chanties; Lwns, 

Providers website expanston cultural centers 
Service ' jl all agencies, court directory of all services, Rotary, commumty 

-- -----~ ------- l-- - - --- -- ;=-::-=:==:==-· =--:..:::--:-=-===--=__j~ ------- ;:::::::========:=:::; 
Establish 3-year Wntten matenals m English and Spamsh, Books & pamphlets Courthouse Local Bar Assn • 
pilot SHC research Sikh and Hmong mterpreters Workshops- subject matter 

hke the Family Law 
Facilitator/Family Law 

I 
Information Center; 
VIdeotape presentatiOns 

l 
I 
I 
I 

or nearby-
share space 
with the 

I Family Law 
Facilitator 
Attorney, 2 
clencal 
support; 
volunteer 
attorneys (1 

I 
bilingual 
staff) I-----------_]~-::.:.=---=-===--=-..:-=.:..=~~ --------- ---~ -----

• Charge people j 
earmng over I 
$20K per year a 
~-~~ I 
scale up to J J 
$25/hr I ____ __ 

1 

_j 
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RL ACTION PLANS 2002- Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

~~=======r~============~~=====7===-=======---====~-=====~r~~~==--~--~~-==~~~=--~-===-==~-~~-~=--~~-~==~ Tulare • Purchase of i 4 computers/pnnters Central & outlymg Famtly Law CRLA I 
-- -

Tuolumne 

I 

Computer I courts Facthtators Small Clatms I 
Equtpment I Advtsor\Law Ltbrary 

I 

I 
I 

I --
• Purchase 

I external CD-
I 

: ROMs for 
I computers m 
I Famtly Law 
I Facthtator's 
I : Office 
: 
I 
I • Develop 
I general 
I courthouse 

I ~~~~ 

' 

i 
I 

I 

J 

College of Sequmas 
Paralegal program 

1 Tulare Office of 
Education 
C-SET Job trammg 

Resource dtrectory 
Trammg for other agencies 

" l ------------ ,=-;;_-=-=--=-=-=-_:.·____;-=-=~=-==·-:...:;- - - --- ------ ----- -- ---- ---- -- ---' 
Famtly Law I Local Bar I 
Facihtator CPS 

1 Expand Famtly Law Factlitator 
: Vtdeos -

I II Workshops 
' Wntten matenals I 

i '---- ----- -- -- --- -------- ---- ---- ---------"'- ------------- ,-:·:::-=--:.·:::-__:·::::::____;:..;;· -:..:.·=---=--=-::::.:;· ------ -- J 
l [_-~--~~~~ ~~::~ _! Legal atd to referrals from parttc~p~tmg ~genctes II Courthouse_ ~-C~nt~=~:t_or_n~~ __ l 
; • Technology 1 Donated computers, pnnters, software I I 

Non-Proftts 
Ltbranes 
DCSS 
Law Schools 

i . . I :~~~:~~•pm:nt, enhance web<>te, onbne - :====-=====:::=::=======::=::: 

J • - ~~~:bon j =o:k<hop<, v.deo<ehme< (evdwkd<)- - _JI - .. J Law<l:d:nt mtem< L n 

I 
I 

_j 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

[Ventura 

I 
I 

I 
I 

~ -
I 
r===========~=-==~r~~-~--======~==-~====-~~====-~-~-~=.,~-~-==~-~-~=-==-=~·r··=-======-~--=--=-~~ 

Improve 1 Expand current programs: Courthouse Attorneys • 

• 

• 
• 

staffing & ' Self-Help & Family Law Facilitators Commumty- Mobile Court clerks 
staff educatiOn 1 Van 
Public 
educatiOn & 
outreach 
Technology 
SRL helpful 
policies & 
procedures 

• Language 
access 

• Commumty 
I collaboratiOns 

I 

I 

: 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

""" - -
Churches 
Schools i 
Libranes I 
Non-profits I 
Health care I 

' 
Colleges 

\ 

1"------~--J ---------~_;- --- - - - - -- ----------- -" 

I_Y_ol_o i ---• __ ~:~~A~c:sJ ~~:::~;_:::~~~nolo books, ttanslabons, j -~~m Co_•:••• __ jJ ______ --~; ~aw s:: __ _j 

• ~=~r: Law , ;I Fullhme Position ~~ -2 courthouses'_j J:
1

1 

1 
Facilitator 1 

- I 
I 

! ~-====-======~ ~========~ 

I 

• Monthly 1 Instruction on how to file matters m court 8/yr- outlymg areas - :I I 
Clinic 1 To be vtdeotape and available at PAD 

1 

Program : ~:=--:.:::=====::===~ 

Traffic, small claoms- heanngs - -~:=..::::·-==:....=..:=====:::;]1 := =======:::;i -~=-nHy~=--J 
'---------- -~-MOOmbon~-og-ra_m ______________ j _____ -H- j ________ -~"·:;:.:-;_:W::.:.c::...a=IB=a:.::.::r::.:.·..::::"-:.::==~j 
j • Public , Information- 3 languages Ill _j J Newspapers, Cable I 
I Information 1 Website\brochures 1 TV, Commumty J 
I : Public media f Orgs 
j . - . - - I ~ • - -- ••• --- -. •• ..J ... . - .. I - •• • 

• Traveling 

i 
Court I 

I -• Mandatory 
Small Claims I 

MediatiOn 
! 



RL ACTION PLANS 2002 ·Detail 
I COUNTY I Program Areas: I Plan: I Location(s): I Staffing I Partners: 

'
~ 7Y?u~b=a========~~

1
r========.===I=n=cr=e=a=sl=n=g====ui=C~r=e=at=e=h=a=n=do=u=t=s=o=f=lo=c=a=lr=e=s=ou=r=c=es=.=c=re=a=te==h=b=ra=ry==~~C=o=u=rt~h=ou=s=e=&?=======~r================-~~r================= 

II Commumty \ of local resources courthouse annex ' 
Resources : 

:===.==I=m=p=r=ov=e=Le=-g::a::l:::;JI ~~ mformatmn assistance; create fam1ly law I 
Informatmn brochure; create brochures for ch1ld support and ! 
Assistance domestic vmlence 1 

I I - - - -- , 
( • Fundmg ~~~Apply fm grants ~ Jl - I : l • Operauons ] Extend FCS days ] CoU<thouse J : 

t;:; 
11 

jl ·. Technology j[SHC computers avaolab~ ~ - _I courthouse _ ... I 
Publ~cj Handouts re: educatiOnal resources Courthouse & Law 
Education L1brary 

w 1~==~====~~~==========~==~============·=·-=======-====~=====-========~~==========~:=====-==-======d 



Appendix 4 



APPENDIX 4 

LEVELS OF LEGAL ASSISTANCE 

135 



PARTNERS 

1 Seamless System of 
Rcfcrral5 

L 
E 
v 
E 
L 
s 

0 
F 

s 
E 
R 
v 
I 
c 
E 

LEGAL SERVICES PRIVATE BAR 
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Legal Services 
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Legal Services 
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No General Appearance 
Legal Advtce Only 
Education & Referrals 

NO ATTORNEY/CLIENT RELATIONSHIP~---

Legal Services 
Court-Based Self-Help 
Information & Education 

(Income Ehgtbthty) 
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Forms Assistance 
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Cornmuruty Education 
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No Legal Advtce 
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Pro Bono Volunteer at the Court 
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(:\o Income Eligibility) 
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Forms Assistance 
Referrals 
Community Education 

An1ilable to All Sides 
No Legal Advice 



Comments 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
oferoup? 

1 Anthony P. Capozzi A y On behalf of the State Bar of California, I want to No response requ1red The Task Force Will 
President congratulate you and your Task Force on 1ts valuable recommend that the Jud1c1al Council d1rect 
State Bar of California work developing th1s draft statew1de act1on plan I the Implementation Task Force to accept 
180 Howard St. also w1sh to express our apprec1at1on to the Ch1ef the State Bar's offer to work on 
San Franc1sco, CA 941 05 Just1ce and the Jud1c1al Council for be1ng w1111ng to 1mplementat1on of the plan 

take the lead on a top1c of such Importance to the 
jud1c1ary and the ent1re legal community 

The State Bar Board of Governors adopted the 
' attached resolution, supportmg the recommendations 

and offenng to work closely w1th the Jud1c1al Council 
on 1mplementat1on of the report's recommendations 
and strategies 

Of particular note to the State Bar are the 
recommendations 1nvolv1ng local bar assoc1at1ons, 
legal serv1ces programs, and other members of the 
legal commun1ty. As these recommendations 
1nd1cate, lawyers and bar assoc1at1ons have key roles 
to play 1n 1ncreas1ng access to JUStice and 1mprovmg 
court serv1ces for self-represented litigants. 

Wh1le a h1gh percentage of self-represented litigants 
can nav1gate the courts 1f they rece1ve well-des1gned 
self-help ass1stance, there are many others who 
requ1re some level of actual legal representation As 
appropnately reflected 1n one of the strateg1es listed 
under the f1rst Recommendation, 1t 1s cntlcal that the 
system for serv1ng pro per litigants have a 
mechanism for refernng people to the appropnate 
level of serv1ce Th1s w111 encourage those lit1gants 
who need legal help to contact a lawyer referral 
serv1ce or a legal serv1ces program for the level of 
serv1ce they need 

Because legal serv1ces programs are already 
underfunded and can only represent a small 

137 Pos1t1ons A= Agree, AM= Agree only 1f mod1fied, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of2roup? 

percentage of the low rncome persons seekrng therr 
services, the solutron, however, rs not merely to refer 
these litrgants to a legal aid offrce for assrstance. As 
the report makes clear, rt rs also rmportant for the Bar 
and the Judrcrary to work together to assure 
adequate fundrng for legal servrces programs for low-
rncome Californrans. 

Agarn, I congratulate you and the Judrcral Councrl for 
thrs rmpressrve actron plan The rncreasrng numbers 
of self-represented litrgants rn our courts poses a 
challenge for JUdges, court clerks, and opposmg 
counsel, and thrs proposed actron plan wrll serve us 
well as bench and bar work together over the commg 
months and years on rmplementatron 

2. Carol Huffrne It rs a good report and a very rmpressrve undertakrng Wrll clanfy language 
Evaluator I found only one thrng I thought warranted bnngrng to 

your attentron On pages 2 of the executrve summary 
and 9 & 14 of the report rtself there rs reference to 
one mrllion or more people usrng the on-line self help 
center. Unless a person who gets to the srte rs asked 
to rdentrfy hrm or her self, I do not understand how 
one can count number of users. So, I am wondenng rf 
the reference rsn't to number of hrts rather than 
people 

3 David Long Great JOb! If the Judrcral Councrl adopts thrs, I am No response requrred 
Attorney bettmq rt wrll be a natrona! model. 

4 A J. Tavares A Please change our link on page 46 to Will correct links 
1-CANI Project Manager 
Legal Ard Socrety of Orange www icandocs org/newweb/ 
County 

and the evaluatron hnk to 

www.rcandocs org/newweb/eval html 

It looks like _your team has created a great plan 
5. Maggie Reyes-Bordeaux AM I have looked over the statewrde actron plan for No response required 

138 PosttiOns A = Agree, AM = Agree only tf modtfied, N = Do not agree 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
ofJ?;roup? 

Attorney serv1ng self-represented debtors and 1t looks great. I 
Public Counsel have a few recommendations 

pg 4 

Sect1on II C That court staff that IS bilingual Will add language encouragmg bilingual 
1n English and any other language, but espec1ally staff where possible 
languages that are most needed by pro se debtors 
should be act1vely sought by the courts 

Section II E. That on-s1te computers Agree - added to VI E under "1nformat1on 
prov1d1ng self-help be available directly at the stations" Th1s recommendation 1s 
courthouse w1th full t1me staff on s1te. already in VI A. 

Sect1on II H That networking w1th ex1st1ng Agree and believe that concept IS clearly 
programs is v1tal to prov1d1ng assistance to low- stated 
moderate mcome debtors 

Sect1on IV A Need court officers that speak Since court heanngs must be conducted 1n 
more than one language English, 1t 1s unclear that th1s would be as 

helpful as havmg court staff who could 
ass1st litigants. 

Sect1on V: A Information v1deos be ava1lable Agree. Will add th1s to the sect1on. 
to watch expla1n1ng what Will be happening 1n court. 

Sect1on VI C. That appointment t1mes be Will add a recommendation that courts try 
made available to pro se debtors so that they can to prov1de services dunng even1ngs and 
make arrangements w1th the1r work and/or babysitter other non-traditional hours as budget 
when they are set to have a court heanng or meet1ng cons1derat1ons allow. 
with an attorney That there be more flexibility w1th 
be1ng able to have 2-3 opt1ons of a heanng date so 
that the debtor can come at a t1me when he does not 
have to m1ss work Possibly havmg late court dates 
so that debtors can come after work 

pg. 11. 3rd paraqraph: That qualified members of The Task Force thinks that th1s could be 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

court staff be provided w1th or create standardized very useful, but IS reluctant to suggest that 
quest1onna1res soliciting 1nformat1on necessary to th1s should be umform statew1de 
assess a client's legal needs 

pg. 13 1st paragraph· It IS essential to prov1de user Agree. Believe that IS covered by 
fnendly pro se packets w1th user fnendly mstruct1ons. 1nformat1onal packets 

pg 13 II. A. That Information be prov1ded directly to The Task Force will suggest that local 
pro se debtors from the courts when a case IS flied courts hand out resources. 
(v1a ma1l or 1n person) 

Pg 13. Bilingual staff must be made available .. Wh1le bilingual staff IS highly desirable, 1t 
may not always be poss1ble. 

pg 14 Greater language capac1ty can be Agree, w111 add this suggest1on. 
accomplished by having or developing greater 
partnerships w1th mmonty bar assoc1at1ons and non-
prof1t organ1zat1on that have a s1gn1f1cant non-English 
speaking client base 

pg 15 Prov1d1ng malpractice Insurance for pro bono Th1s 1nsurance 1s generally prov1ded by 
cases IS v1tal to encourage attorneys to take pro bono legal serv1ces programs prov1d1ng pro bono 
cases. ass1stance 

pg. 16. Prov1d1ng MCLE credit for takmg pro bono Th1s IS an 1ssue that the State Bar would 
cases 1n areas of law where there IS a great need by need to cons1der and IS not Within the 
1nd1gent consumers like fam1ly law and others purv1ew of th1s Task Force 

pg 18. Hav1ng the courts provide list1ngs of agenc1es The Task Force 1s recommending tat a list 
that prov1de pro bono assistance to low- moderate of referrals be developed by the counties. 
1ncome debtors at the t1me of f11ing IS cruc1al 

pg 20 PSA's on TV and radio re· resources available Agree, will add th1s suggest1on. 
to low-moderate mcome consumers 1n vanous 
languages 

PQ 22 Staff at the court house needs to be bilinQual Will add that 1t would be extremely helpful if 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of ~roup? 

and actively askmg pro se llt1gants whether they need the persons staffmg the 1nformat1on booths 
assistance and prov1de them information so that they were bilingual. 
don't m1ss hearings or get lost 1n the process. 

pg 26. Partnerships w1th NOLO Press and poss1bly The Task Force 1s concerned about 
on-s1te references that are made available free or for recommending partnerships w1th a for-
a fee to people com1ng to the court house who want profit venture. 
some gUidance on llt1gat1ng the1r case 1n pro se. 

6. Fanba R. Soroosh AM Recommendation I, Sect1on E, Page 20 The Task Force thmks that serv1ces for 
Family Law Facilitator self-represented llt1gants should be un1f1ed 
Superior Court of Santa Clara I am glad to see that you have recogn1zed the need to into an administratively consolidated 
County coordmate self help serv1ces w1th ex1st1ng self help program that Includes the off1ce of the 

programs such as the Fam1ly Law Facilitator's Off1ce. Fam1ly Law Facilitator The Task Force 
clearly recognizes the Importance of fam1ly 

Our data shows, and statewide data corroborates law facilitators and recognizes that they 
this, that most self represented litigants need help 1n may well be the base for th1s program. 
the fam1ly law area. Therefore, I propose that you go 
one step further and urge the local courts to 
centralize family law ass1stance through the Fam1ly 
Law Facilitator's Off1ce and offer services for all other 
areas of law {probate, c1v1l, small cla1ms, etc.) 
through the self help centers The Fam1ly Law 
Facilitator program IS already established and known 
to the self represented population and need only 
expand serv1ces to all areas of fam1ly law Th1s would 
be possible 1f the fam1ly law ass1stance port1on of the 
self help program fund1ng was channeled through the 
Fam1ly Law Facilitator's Off1ce The Fam1ly Law 
Facilitator staff would have to keep track of the t1me 
spent on AB1058 fam1ly law ass1stance versus self 
help type family law ass1stance {custody, v1sitat1on, 
d1vorce, etc.) 

7. Lu Mellado On page 60 where the Nevada County Public Law Agree Will make that correct1on. 
Nevada County Law L1branan Center 1s mentioned, 1t states· "The Public Law 
201 Church St , Ste 9 Center 1s located 1n the court's law library " The 
Nevada C1ty, CA 95959 Nevada County Supenor Court does not have it's own 

law library. The Public Law Center has a separate 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of 2fOUp? 

off1ce w1th1n the Nevada County Law Library, wh1ch 1s 
located 1ns1de the courthouse 

8. Enrique Monteagudo A I generally agree w1th the proposed changes. I would The Task Force does not believe that this 
Un1vers1ty of San D1ego also add a component relating to the State Bar IS Within ItS pUrvieW and IS a 
School of Law (student) though. The State Bar could mod1fy 1ts rule of recommendation that would need to be 

professional conduct perta1n1ng to candor to the considered by the State Bar 
tnbunal to requ1re attorneys to prov1de the court w1th 
the bas1c legal arguments that apply to the pro-per. 
The attorney does not have to argue them 
persuasively, but at least present them in a neutral 
form This would only apply to the bas1c arguments 
and an attorney would not be penalized for om1tt1ng 
creat1ve arguments that come w1th expenence Th1s 
mod1f1cat1on would serve the court by present1ng all 
relevant 1nformat1on to make a JUSt deciSIOn on the 
ments. Th1s mod1f1cat1on would serve the pro-per by 
ensuring due process, which would be den1ed under 
meffect1veness of counsel theones, as well as 
prov1d1ng a rudimentary education to the pro-per. 
Th1s 'education', wh1ch the Statewide Act1on Plan also 
seeks to provide, would focus the pro-per on legal 
1ssues (as opposed to tangent1al1ssues), thus mak1ng 
more eff1c1ent use of JUdicial resources F1nally, th1s 
mod1f1cat1on would serve the represented party by 
reducmg the potential for a later appeal on due 
process grounds, wh1le 1nsunng that any necessary 
but om1tted argument of the pro-per IS provided 1n a 
neutral rather than persuasive manner. 

9. Theresa Coleman A For those of us who are disabled (learnmg) there 1s Will add language recognizing the 
CEO no support for assistance to ut11ize this process. Many Importance of prov1d1ng serv1ces to 
Ujamaa RMC of us are demed our nght to due process. The whole persons with learn1ng d1sab11it1es 

legal process has JUSt passed us by If we cannot 
have access to the law, protection by the written text, 
and abused by elected off1c1als and government 
agents what's the pomt 

10. Michael Serest An effective self-help center needs staffing, Agree, believe that this IS covered 1n 
Executive Off1cer Qart1cularly w1th a facilitator able to assist self- recommendation I. 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

Superior Court of Manposa represented litigants w1th the f11ing of cases or 
County documents. Th1s not only reduces traffic on clerks, 

but also enhances access to and fa1rness within the 
court system, someth1ng recent d1rect1ves 
establishing a min1mum for court hours of public 
operat1on shows the Jud1c1al Counc1l st1ll regard as 
s1gn1f1cant objeCtives for state tnal courts. 

Self-Help Center Facilitators, however, require Add1t1onat sources of funding w111 be sought 
ongoing fund1ng, and in a t1me of budgetary cuts, to support the courts efforts. 
attempting to prov1de th1s out of one's operat1ons 
budget IS Ill adVISed Cons1denng other potent1al 
reductions m serv1ce, local revenue may be spread 
too thm to be useful. 

The 1mptementat1on of user fees m self-help centers-- The Task Force recogn1zes that th1s 
IS 1mpract1cat due to the numbers of self-represented recommendation may not be a pract1cat 
litigants we have versus the salary local attorneys one and th1s feedback from a small court IS 
requ1re to prov1de facilitator serv1ces, a qu1ck particularly helpful and w111 be conveyed to 
est1mate showed me such user fees would have to the Jud1c1al Council 
be upwards of $50 per litigant to cover costs we need 
to cover 

11 Sharon Kalemk1anan AM I agree wholeheartedly w1th the need to open the This IS an 1mportant 1ssue for jUdiCial 
Attorney at Law courts and g1ve some relief to the public and court education 
San Diego staff through these recommendations. But there 

needs to be attention to how those changes Will affect 
represented litigants, particularly 1n fam1lv law 

12 Lorra1ne Woodwark AM Prov1d1ng assistance for self-represented l1t1gants IS Agree 
Attorney at Law cruc1al. There are 1nd1V1duals (unauthonzed practice 
California of law md1V1duats) out there who prey on the 

unsuspectmg self-represented lit1gant wh1ch often 
results m a lit1gant spending more t1me and money on 
litigation as well as losmg many nghts Afterwards, 
these lit1gants seek the adv1ce of an attorney to 
discover that attorneys are no longer able to 
represent them Without fear of be1ng subjected to 
malpractice. 
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Commentator 

Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Position Comment 
on behalf 
of group? 

Comment 

The ma1n concern for me 1s that th1s serv1ce should 
be provided to those unable to afford the services of 
an attorney and not for those who f1le fnvolous and 
t1me consum1ng lawsu1ts. This serv1ce should be 
emphasized to ass1st an 1nd1vidual 1n order that they 
comply w1th local court rules, submit t1mely not1ces, 
and are not there to abuse the legal process or other 
part1es. 

The following are problems which do not appear to 
have been addressed by th1s proposal· 

1 Some self-represented litigants may have a 
d1sab1llty reqUJnng a court accommodation Wh1le the 
court has made great stndes 1n prov1d1ng 
accommodations, many people are unaware of be1ng 
able to request accommodations for themselves or 
the1r w1tness(es) or even how to access them. Th1s 
proposal needs to address the educat1on of self-help 
centers prov1d1ng assistance to the self-represented 
llt1gants 1n order to prov1de 1nformat1on on obtain1ng 
accommodations 

2. The result of the self-represented llt1gant serv1ce 
should result 1n the court staff and JUStices requ1nng 
the same standards as that of an attorney. There are 
cases where self-represented llt1gants take 
advantage of f1llng and not1ce reqUirements, resulting 
1n unnecessary expenses to oppos1ng part1es 
Recommend notice be provided to self-represented 
litigants that the JUdges w1ll treat them the same as 
the other party and their lawyers 1n court, 1nclud1ng 
requmng timeliness of subm1tt1ng complaints, 
responses, not1ces, and other t1me sens1t1ve 
procedures All parties w1ll be requ1red to ab1de by 
the local rules of court and applicable statutes. 

Committee Response 

The data of current self-help centers 
1nd1cate that they are used pnmanly by 
litigants who do not have resources to h1re 
counsel Often the centers Will refer 
llt1gants to counsel There seems to be no 
evidence that more fnvolous su1ts are f1led. 
The Task Force does not think that center 
staff should be placed 1n the pos1t1on of 
determ1mng the ments of a lawsUit. 

1. Agree W1ll add that 1nformat1on about 
appropnate court accommodations and 
resources 

2. The 1ssue of handling cases where one 
s1de IS represented and the other IS not IS 
one that the Task Force believes deserves 
spec1al consideration in Jud1c1al Education 
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on behalf 
of group? 

3. There needs to be a system of checking for a self- 3. There IS a system 1n place for 
represented lit1gant filing multiple lawswts aga1nst the determ1n1ng 1f a party 1s a vexatious lit1gant. 
same or many parties. The ma1n purpose of the self- Reports from courts and self-help centers 
represented lit1gant serv1ce should be to prov1de suggest that th1s IS not a s1gn1f1cant 
direction and assistance for those f11ing lawswts, not problem and many centers do not ma1nta1n 
prov1d1ng assistance for those seeking to f1le fnvolous any personal data on the lit1gants they 
lawswts. I recommend a database be ma1nta1ned ass 1st 1n order to prevent any confus1on 
that tracks use of th1s serv1ce by an 1nd1V1dual or a that they are establishing an attorney-client 
group us1ng the serv1ce and be made available upon relat1onsh1p 
request to the public 

4. Th1s proposal does not discuss the liability of the 4. Agree that Centers should provide 
court and those prov1d1ng assistance at the self-help ht1gants w1th clear 1nformat1on on the scope 
centers? I recommend hav~ng a d1scla1mer and of the1r assistance. 
wa1ver form that is s1gned for use of the self-help 
library. 

5. Recommend m1mmal serv1ce charge for forms 5. Th1s 1s a cost local courts may dec1de to 
and cop1es. Th1s serv1ce charge should have the collect There 1s some concern that the 
flex1b1hty to Increase and add more charges as costs of adm1n1strat1on may offset the 
necessary to offset costs. revenues rece1ved. 

13. John Ze1s A Agree. No response requ1red 
Court Adm1nistrat1ve Analyst 
Supenor Court of Shasta 
County 
1500 Court St., Room 205 
Redding, Ca 96001 

14 Patnc1a Foster A The need for self-help centers that can prov1de No response requ1red 
Tulare County Fam1ly Court assistance w1th ALL areas of court filings IS 
Serv1ces imperative. Having suffiCient personnel to staff these 
221 S. Mooney Blvd , Room centers is another important serv1ce No matter how 
203 much internet availability there 1s, 1t does not spell 
V1saha, CA 93291 ACCESS like talking to a real person does. 

15 Stephen V Love AM According to the report, some local act1on plans state Agree. W1ll add language to make it clear 
Executive Off1cer that Probate's rate of self-represented l1t1gants that probate IS an area where many self-
Suoenor Court of San D1ego (SRLs) 1s 55%, second only to familY and unlawful represented lit1gants requ1re assistance. 
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County detainer SAL rates of 95% San D1ego Supenor 
220 West Broadway Court's anecdotal SAL expenence 1n Probate IS at 
San Diego, CA 921 01 least at th1s rate, and may be even be higher 

(particularly 1n the area of guard1ansh1ps) 
Our Probate Manager's expenence 1n statew1de 
d1scuss1ons and comm1ttees has led her to conclude 
that many Probate Departments have been 
p1ecemeahng together clinics and volunteer 
ass1stance to help w1th the SAL 1mpact on the court. 

When Probate Managers get together for b1-annual 
meet1ngs, the "hot top1c" IS how to handle the 
cnpphng affect pro per guard1ansh1ps, and to a 
smaller extent conservatorsh1ps, have on the court's 
ability to move along cases 1n our care 
Appendix 3 of the draft plan summanzes survey 
results from vanous courts throughout the state· 
"The med1um-s1zed and large courts were more likely 
to c1te the need for serv1ces 1n probate guard1ansh1p 
and conservatorship cases. 

These differences among counties may be related to 
the greater ava1lab11ity 1n large count1es of community-
based serv1ces for self-represented lit1gants 1n fam1ly 
law." Although the report acknowledges that Probate 
Court encounters are w1th SALs a majonty of the 
t1me, there have been no concerted efforts (at a 
statew1de level) made yet to meet th1s need The 
draft plan proposes act1ons to create or expand 
ex1st1ng services, but the focus (particularly to the 
layperson) appears to be ma~nly on fam1ly law 1ssues 

M1nors and elderly/disabled c1t1zens are at nsk of 
abuse on a da1ly bas1s. The Probate Court has been 
charged with ensuring the1r safety both on a personal 
and financial level1n guard1ansh1ps and 
conservatorsh1os However, the Probate function has 
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Court Plannmg Consultant 
Hernford Consultant 
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not been g1ven the attent1on and tools, f1nanc1ally or m 
resources, to help th1s most vulnerable segment of 
our population As a result, on a local Jevel, we 
somewhat haphazardly offer them self-help booklets, 
climes 1n vary1ng degrees of competency, or nothing 
at all. Husbands and w1ves, who are for the most 
part competent to act 1n the1r own behalf, are g1ven a 
great deal of ass1stance m f1llng family-related 
pleadings through the court's self-help/family law 
facilitator-type programs However, no solut1on has 
been offered for our most vulnerable Citizens who are 
not competent to care for themselves let alone 1n1t1ate 
legal act1ons. 

Proposed Mod1f1cat1on· That the draft plan should 
mclude a recommendation to seek fund1ng of self-
help centers or programs that prov1de facilitator-type 
services 1n the area of Probate guard1ansh1ps and 
conservatorsh1ps m much the same fashion offered 
to vanous fam1ly courts around the state (could be 
c1ted m Recommendation Set VII F1scallmpact) 

Alternatively, the plan should Include a 
recommendation that there be a concentrated effort 
to address the 1ssues of SAL's m Probate. 
Recommendation V c _This recommendation lacks 
balance 1n the flow of 1nformat1on. When many of the 
courts developed their local act1on plans, law 
enforcement and commun1ty organ1zat1ons provided 
perspectives that not only'1nformed the1r plans 
tremendously, but help m determ1n1ng public trends 
and pnont1es. 

Recommendation VII c _The f1nd1ngs related to 
measurement methodologies described in the report 
are consistent w1th my expenence m ass1st1ng w1th 
the development of local act1on plans However, I 

Committee Response 

Agree. Will redraft to make 1t clear that th1s 
should be a two-way dialogue Law 
enforcement and commumty organizations 
have very valuable 1nformat1on for the 
court 

Agree that any new data requests should 
be carefully balanced aga1nst t1me 
necessary to complete the data collection, 
and that ex1st1ng data sources should be 
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would add that there was some frustration w1th the used wherever possible 
poss1b1llty of yet another reqwement for new data. I 
would suggest that the AOC use ex1st1ng operat1ons 
data as much as poss1ble and help w1th the 
development of a m1mmum number of standard 
surveys to collect qualltat1ve data Nevada County 
has begun development of measurement 
methodologies that apply surveys suggested by the 
Tnal Court Performance Standards 

17. Lon Green A y On behalf of the Human R1ghts/Fa1r Hous1ng No response reqwred 
Manag1ng Attorney Commission we agree w1th the proposed changes 
Human Rights/Fair Housing that the Jud1c1al Council has drafted. 
Comm1ss1on The Human R1ghts/Fa1r Housmg Comm1ss1on of the 
Carol Miller Just1ce Center C1ty and County of Sacramento (later referred to as 
Court Programs The Comm1ss1on) IS a Jo1nt Powers Agency created 
301 B1centenn1al C1rcle, by the C1ty and County of Sacramento 1n 1963 The 
Room 330 Comm1ss1on has a strong presence w1th1n the 
Sacramento, CA 95826 Sacramento County Supenor Court and Small Claims 

Court and has a history of ass1st1ng self-represented 
llt1gants 
Presently, at the Carol Miller Just1ce Center the 
Comm1ss1on has four court programs that serve the 
self-represented llt1gant. The Small Cla1ms Advisory 
Clln1c, wh1ch IS open Monday through Fnday between 
8 00 am and 4.30 pm provides free ass1stance to 
Small Cla1ms llt1gants both 1n -person on a walk-In 
bas1s, and over the phone. The adv1sors, who are 
attorneys and law students, help 1nd1v1duals w1th 
substantive and procedural matters 1n Small Cla1ms 
Act1ons. For the f1scal year 2002-2003 the Small 
Claims Adv1sory Clime helped over 23,914 people. 
The Unlawful Detamer Adv1sory Clln1c, which IS open 
Monday through Fnday between 8 00 am and 4:00 
pm, provides free assistance to landlords and tenants 
1n the ev1ct1on sett1ng Adv1ce IS given on a walk-In 
bas1s only The advisors, who are attorneys and 
superv1sed law students, help 1nd1v1duals w1th 
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substantive and procedural matters Involved 1n 
Unlawful Detamer Act1ons. For the fiscal year 2002-
2003, the Unlawful Deta1ner Clinic ass1sted over 
12,739 
The Comm1ss1on also provides mediation serv1ces to 
part1es Involved 1n Small Claims and Unlawful 
Deta1ner lawsuits. In a med1at1on sess1on, a neutral 
mediator, who IS an attorney or supervised law 
student, meets w1th both parties and helps them 
create a mutual agreement that resolves the1r lawsu1t 
For the f1scal year 2002-2003, the Comm1ss1on 
med1ated 1662 small cla1ms cases w1th a resolution 
rate of 82 8% and 293 unlawful deta1ner cases w1th a 
resolution rate of 79 2% 
As 1nd1cated by our stat1st1cs we ass 1st a large 
number of people every year and the number of 
llt1gants we ass1st contmues to grow. Therefore, we 
strongly support the Jud1c1al Council's goal of 
providing more space 1n court fac1llt1es for self-help 
serv1ces as well as the continued exploration and 

} pursUit of stable funding strateg1es The achievement 
of these goals Will allow us to contmue to serve the 
public and met the needs of the ever-grow1ng 
populace 

18. Stephen A Bouch AM y Recommendation 1: Self-Help Centers No response reqUired. 
Execut1ve Ott1cer A. The Judicial Council Include self-help services 
Supenor Court Napa County as a core court function in the trial court budget 

process. 

We strongly agree w1th th1s recommendation and 
strategy We support the d1stmct1on as a core 
function rather than grant funded, as grants become 
a liability when the goal is development of a 
consistent program and on-go1ng serv1ces. 

B. Courts utilize court-based, attorney- No response requ1red 
supervised, staff self-help centers as the 
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optimum way to facilitate the efficient processing 
of case Involving self-represented litigants and to 
Increase access to justice for the public. 

We strongly agree w1th the 1dea that self-help centers 
be court-based and attorney superv1sed 

E. Self-help centers provide ongoing assistance Based upon reports from self-help centers 
throughout the entire court process, Including and fam1ly law facilitators, the Task Force 
collection and enforcement of judgment and believes that th1s is already part of the 
orders. serv1ce that most self-help centers provide, 

and thus, do not th1nk that th1s should be 
We believe th1s strategy 1s huge 1n concept and as broken out. 
such requ1res resources to Implement 1t. As a result, 
we d1sagree w1th 1nclud1ng 1t as a strategy under the 
f1rst recommendation but th1nk 1t should stand on its 
own as a separate recommendation. Th1s format 
would allow the many ISsues mcluded to be 
thoroughly explained. For example, collection and 
enforcement of JUdgment and orders appears to 
mvolve a policy sh1ft Th1s proposal should be 
flushed out and clarified on 1ts own as a strategy 

Recommendation II: Support for Self-Help D1sagree Believe that th1s 1ssue has been 

Services resolved by the Bar and that leg1slat1on 1s 

H. The Judicial Council continue to support not required 

increased availability of representation for low-
and moderate-income individuals. 

We recommend that a new strategy be added under 
th1s recommendation that calls for new leg1slat1on to 
address the eth1cal and liability issues faced by the 
pnvate bar 1n the area of unbundled serv1ces. 

Recommendation Ill: Allocation of Existing The spec1f1c reference to research 
Resources attorneys w1ll be removed. Wh1le 
A. Judicial officers handling large numbers of 
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cases Involving self-represented litigants be recogmz1ng that these are extremely 
given high priority for allocation of support challenging t1mes, the Task Force thmks 
services such as research attorneys. that some resources currently available 

may be reallocated w1thout add1t1onal cost. 
We agree w1th the concept behind th1s strategy, 
however, court resources do not support 1ts 
1mplementat1on. We need to strengthen the budget 
process to make th1s a realistiC strategy 

B. Courts continue, or Implement, a self- Standard 39 of the California Rules of 
represented litigant planning process that Court ''The Role of the Jud1c1ary 1n the 
includes both court and community stakeholders, Community'' provides some gUidance as do 
and works toward ongoing coordination of matenals developed for the court-
efforts. community strategic planmng efforts -
We agree that commumty collaboration IS needed 1n 
the area of self represented litigants. We need 
accompanYing resources, however We also need a 
spec1fy policy statement from the Jud1c1al Council 
regarding the extent to wh1ch courts are able to 
partner w1th community agenc1es The statement 
needs to clanfy whether or how 1t IS acceptable for 
judges to become involved w1th collaboration efforts 
to coordinate legal serv1ces for litigants 

Recommendation IV: Judicial Branch Education Agree. W1ll clanfy th1s 1n the descnpt1on of 

A. A formal curriculum and education program be tra1n1ng. 

developed to assist judicial officers and other 
court staff in dealing with the population of 
litigants who navigate the court without the 
benefit of counsel. 

We support the recommendation for a formal 
curnculum for jUdiCial off1cers and other court staff 
dealing w1th self represented litigants We th1nk th1s 
should include sensitivity traimng for court personnel 
about litiQants 
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Recommendation V: Public and 
Intergovernmental Education and Outreach 
A. The AOC continue to develop informational 
material and explore models to explain the 
judicial system to the public. 

We agree wrth thrs strategy but thrnk rt needs 
clanfrcatron and expansron 

Frrst, rt should be clanfred somewhere that help for Agree. Thrs rs part of a maJor educatronal 
self represented litigants rs part of a larger educatron effort by the Judrcral Councrl. 
effort, envrsroned as part of statewrde communrty 
outreach. It would be much more helpful to the public 
rf they understood the role of the courts 1n our soc1ety 
before they needed to ava1l themselves of court 
servrces Basrc 1nformatron about the purpose and 
functron of the JUdrcral branch as well as specrfrc 
1nformatron about court procedures needs to be part 
of thrs larger effort 

Second, the strategy needs to clanfy what types of Standard 39 of the California Rules of 
outreach actrvrties are acceptable for JUdlcral Court "The Role of the Judrcrary 1n the 
partrcrpatron Judges should have clear gurdance on Communrty" provides some gu1dance 
thrs rssue, so that ethrcal drlemmas can be avorded. 

Thrrd, we agree that reaching out rn drfferent Agree Thrs rs part of an on-gorng effort of 
languages needs to be part of the strategy, however, the courts. 
thrs rs a huge rssue that wrll requrre signrfrcant 
resources to address. Also, many immrgrants 
com1ng to the court have not only language barners 
but cultural barriers as well. Ideas for addressing 
these types of rssues were rncluded 1n the Just1ce in 
the Balance 2020 report. 

D. The Judicial Council continue to coordinate 
with the State Bar of California, the Legal Aid Agree Th1s is somewhat more 
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Association of California, the California 
Commission on Access to Justice, and other 
statewide entitles on public outreach efforts. 

We agree w1th th1s strategy but think 1t should be 
expanded to mclude all appropnate public agenc1es 
and non-profit agenc1es Currently, there is a 
disconnect between the court and other agenc1es 
regarding serv1ce prov1s1on Emphasis needs to be 
placed on the shanng of cons1stent, accurate and up 
to date 1nformat1on 

Recommendation VI: Facilities 
A. Court facilities plans developed by the AOC 
include space for self-help centers in designs for 
future courthouse facilities, or remodeling 
existing facilities. 

We strongly agree w1th the recommendation to have 
self help serv1ces close to the clerk's off1ce. We think 
that the court's comm1tment to self help serv1ces 1s 
Illustrated by adequate space We would like to add 
a statement to the strategy that states to the extent 
possible satellite centers w1ll be supported by the 
AOC. 

We agree w1th the concept behind courts seemg the 
courthouse through the eyes of a f1rst t1me user, as 
stated 1n this strategy. We think this 
recommendation seems out of place here, however, 
as 1t IS very spec1f1c compared to most of what 1s 
recommended We th1nk the second paragraph 
should open w1th the statement "Courts should 
penod1cally assess how easy 1t IS for court users to 
get around the courthouse. One 1dea IS to develop ... " 

D. Facilities include children's waiting areas for 

Committee Response 

complicated on a state level, and m1ght 
best be accomplished by coalitions of non-
profit agencies, but the general Importance 
of reaching out to appropnate public and 
non-profit agencies IS an 1mportant one 

The Task Force thmks that th1s IS an 1ssue 
that IS dependent on a vanety of factors 
that should be determmed on a case-by-
case bas1s. 

Will revise language as suggested. 
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litigants who are at the court for hearings or to The Task Force believes that children's 
prepare and file paperwork. waiting rooms are part of a larger court 

operation and that the details of operation 
We strongly agree w1th the concept of children's should be established by the courts 
wa1t1ng areas in the courthouse. We think themselves 
clanfication 1s needed, however. Does the AOC 
perce1ve children's wait1ng rooms as a function of the 
self help center or as part of the larger court 
operation? While we agree that these wa1t1ng rooms 
must be properly staffed, we are unsure what 
parameters are envisioned. For example, should 
these be volunteers, pa1d court staff, staff from other 
agenc1es, etc How Will licensmg and liability 1ssues 
be addressed? 

Recommendation VII: Fiscal Impact Agree W1ll rev1se language to delete the 
A. Continued stable funding be sought to expand word "pilot " 
successful pilot programs statewide. 

We d1sagree With the word1ng for the f1rst strategy It 
appears to conflict with the 1dea of 'stable fundmg' as 
pilot programs based on grants are Inherently 
unstable Further, often staffing 1s not 1ncluded as 
the funds are available for one t1me expenditures 
only. 

We think the word1ng of the strategy statement needs 
to be very spec1f1c, such as "Self help serv1ces should 
be made part of the statewide baseline budget 
process." 

We also recommended that the order of the 
paragraphs be reversed, so that the concepts of 
adequate and stable fund1ng IS the focus. We thmk 
that it should be clanf1ed that grants are the last 
resort to develop a stable fund1ng stream although 
benef1c1al for the creat1on of mnovat1ve Pilot proJects. 
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A move away from grants as the pnmary source of 
fund1ng to supplemental funding w111 enable programs 
to become part of operat1ons wh1le st1ll ma1nta1mng 
the 1nnovat1ons that result from grants. 

B. The AOC Identify, collect, and report on data Agree, w111 make changes to language as 
that support development of continued and suggested. 
future funding for programs for self-represented 
litigants. 

We agree that data collection 1s essent1al to support 
funding requests, but d1sagree w1th the wordmg of the 
second paragraph We think that 1t would be better to 
make a general statement that such "Other 
commun1ty agencies may have data to ass1st us 1n 
determ1n1ng legal needs in spec1f1c areas. We should 
explore collaborations w1th the followmg agenc1es .. " 
The list of agenc1es currently Included 1n the second 
paragraph would follow 

D. Uniform standards for self-help centers be 
The Task Force believes that hours of established. 
operation should be considered, although 

We agree w1th the concept of un1form standards, but differences based upon population should 
suggest some changes to the word1ng We thmk the certamly be considered. Levels of serv1ce 
cntena should Include "levels of serv1ce provided" and prov1ded and staff1ng qualif1cat1ons w111 be 
we th1nk "expenence" should be changed to "staffing mcluded 
qualif1cat1ons". We are not sure that 1t 1s a good idea 
to mclude "hours of operation" as 1t Will be d1ff1cult and 
perhaps unnecessary for courts to keep the same 
hours The needs w111 vary by court workload and 
demographic composition of each county. 

E. The feasibility of additional revenue generating 
These are Important pomts and w1ll be techniques, such as fees for selected services by 

self-help centers, be explored if appropriate. reflected 1n the report. 
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We d1sagree w1th th1s strategy and recommend 1ts 
ellm1nat1on from the report for the follow1ng reasons. 

F1rst, we have already 1mposed large fee increases 
for f1llng court cases and documents The effect of 
th1s has been a huge surge 1n fee wa1vers, resulting 
1n excess1ve administrative paperwork that must be 
processed. Th1s same consequence 1s likely w1th self 
represented llt1gant serv1ces as 1n many cases, an 
1nab1llty to pay IS the reason attorney serv1ces are not 
secured by the lit1gant 1n the f1rst place 

Second, 1f we start out charging fees for these 
serv1ces, we w111 never have adequate fund1ng. The 
serv1ces w1ll be considered fee based and we w111 not 
have the opportun1ty to seek fund1ng as the "d1e Will 
be cast" The same 1ncons1stent unreliable funding 
stream we have now w1th grants Will ex1st under a fee 
based system as funds w1ll be dependent on ability to 
pay. Agree This suggestion w111 be Included 

F1nally, we would like to add a strategy to the report. 
We th1nk that local networking of court self help 
centers IS essential to the 1mplementat1on of a 
statewide program. The purposes are to share best 
practices, 1ncrease consistency 1n serv1ces prov1ded 
and their delivery, increase eff1c1ency of program 
development and create an ab1lity to address 
problems 1n a comprehensive manner. 

19 M. Sue Talla A I have thoroughly rev1ewed the Task Force's Act1on No response requ1red. 
Attorney at Law Plan and am pleased to have the opportunity to make 
P.O. Box 2335 comments. My comments focus on fam1ly law, as that 
Danville, CA 94526-7335 1s the area of my expert1se, and that 1s where I have 

seen the greatest need, demanding the most 
1nnovat1ve th1nk1ng in th1s area. 
First, I would like to congratulate the Task Force on 
1t's thorouah and carefullY thouaht out plan. It 1s clear 
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that much t1me and effort has been Invested by your 
members looking at these senous issues from a 
vanety of perspect1ves. In my opimon, the challenge 
of meetmg the needs of self-represented llt1gants 1s 
the most compelling 1ssue fac1ng our courts at the 
present t1me The effectiveness w1th wh1ch the courts 
and related Interests address these 1ssues and 
prov1de sensible, cost effective and pract1cal solutions 
IS the benchmark by wh1ch we may est1mate the 
future effectiveness of the courts as an ongoing 
institution in our society. Address them effectively, 
and the evolut1on of the courts Will be progressive, 
pos1t1ve and successful. Fa1l to address them, or 
settle for 1ntenm, superfiCial solutions to these deep-
seated problems, and I fear for the future of our legal 
system and the quality of JUStice which our cit1zens 
are entitled to expect from it 
I fmd much encouragement from the statement ''there The Task Force believes that th1s pomt has 
1s a compellmg need throughout the state for courts been made 1n the report. 
to change the way they have been domg business." 
The cns1s faced by our courts requ1res nothing less 
than a full-scale overhaul of the system, start1ng w1th 
the way we th1nk about the roles of litigants, lawyers 
and courts, and flowing through that process all the 
way to completely restructunng the way courts are 
des1gned and built, staffed and funded. It 1s clear that 
your task force took th1s v1ew 1n address1ng 1t's 
ass1gned task, and began by acknowledgmg the fact 
that ''th1s IS a reality that IS unlikely to change any 
t1me soon." I would expand that statement to add that 
any change Will not be 1n the d1rect1on of reverting to 
the courts and systems of the past. Rather, change 1s 
likely to cons1st of an acceleration of the soc1etal 
pressures referenced in your Action Plan, tak1ng us 
ent1rely 1n a new d1rect1on. 

Recommendation #1 No response reqUired Believe that the 
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Self help must be defined as a core function of the need for adequate staffing IS discussed 
courts. While efforts may be made to streamline 
forms and procedures to make them more 
understandable and useful for the self-represented, 
that alone IS JUSt the start. It would be a cruel Joke to 
offer only simplified forms without affording the 
lit1gant the accessible, reliable and timely 
explanations, staffing and other resources wh1ch 
allow for the1r effective use We say that our courts 
are open to all c1t1zens, regardless of education, 
wealth or ava1lab11ity of representation. We don't 
always perform on this promise I like the quote from 
Just1ce Mayfield's d1ssent1ng op1n1on 1n Moore v 
Pnce, 914 S W 2d 318, 323 (Ark. 1996)· 
"Lest the c1t1zenry lose faith 1n the substance of the 
system and the procedures we use to adm1n1ster 1t, 
we can 111 afford to confront them w1th a government 
dom1nated by forms and mystenous ntuals and then 
tell them that they lose because they did not know 
how to play the game or should not have taken us at 
our word." 
I cannot suffiCiently emphasize the Importance of 
staffing the self help centers Many of the litigant's 
questions do not requ1re legal adv1ce Rather, they 
requ1re someone fam11iar w1th the system and 
procedures and how they work Manuals and wntten 
1nstruct1ons are simply 1nsuff1c1ent Wh1le literacy IS 
often an issue, the problem is far more broad. Many 
people s1mply don't process 1nformat1on they rece1ve 
1n wntten form as effectively as they do when they 
rece1ve 1t verbally. And for many, personal contact 
w1th a helpful staff person 1s essential Rather than 
being forced into a fore1gn and stenle atmosphere, 
they should be able to expect contact w1th a 
responsible, helpful person. 
A key component 1s staff tra1n1ng and relief from the 
proh1b1t1on wh1ch currently prevents clerks from 
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offenng the most bas1c and simple mformat1on, for 
fear that it will be construed as g1v1ng "legal advice." 
Th1s 1ssue IS Illustrated from a story wh1ch was told to 
me when I was conducting focus groups for the 
L1m1ted Scope Task Force I had a focus group of 
llt1gants who had used limited scope representation. 
Among them was a woman whose d1sab1llty 

' payments were terminated by the Insurance 
company. She was attempting to sue the earner to 
reinstate the payments. After numerous attempts to 
get 1t nght, she flied the act1on w1th the clerk. She 
asked the clerk at the wmdow what the statute of 
l1mitat1ons was. The clerk dutifully told her she 
couldn't offer legal adv1ce When she explamed that 
she had been try1ng for months to get the compla1nt 
f1led and was afraid she was com1ng up aga1nst the 
statute, another clerk who was stand1ng behind the 
one at the desk held up the correct number of f1ngers 
Relieved, she proceeded. Th1s 1s a pnme example of 
the k1nd of mformat1on wh1ch should be made read1ly 
available to llt1gants. Many areas of procedure fall mto 
the defimtlon of legalmformat1on, and 1t 1s lud1crous to 
prevent the very clerks who enforce them on a dally 
bas1s from shanng the mformat1on w1th llt1gants 1n the 
name of avo1dmg the "unauthonzed practice of law'' 
and protecting them from the poss1b1llty of 
m1s1nformat1on. 
Court based self help centers should be staffed by Agree, believe that this IS covered by the 
ind1v1duals who are tra1ned not only to do tnage, as recommendation. 
you recommend, but to expand the functions 
performed by the facilitators Collection and 
enforcement of JUdgments IS a key area where little IS 
currently available to self represented llt1gants. They 
went to court, they may have well gotten an 
enforceable wntten order (perhaps w1th the a1d of the 
facilitator or a llm1ted scope attorney). They th1nk they 
have a nght to rece1ve oavments. If, however, when 
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the payments aren't made as ordered, c1t1zens are 
lett w1thout effective means to collect them (an often 
difficult and technical area), the order on wh1ch they 
relied becomes little more than a cruel JOke, creating 
the illusion of a legal nght Without mak1ng it a reality 
on wh1ch they can rely. ThiS IS particularly Important 
when the bulk of the lit1gants who fall mto th1s 
category of be1ng unable to enforce the1r support 
nghts are among our poorest c1t1zens, the very ones 
who can least afford e1ther to surv1ve w1thout the 
payments wh1ch have been awarded to them or pay 
someone else to collect for them. 

F1nally, I strongly support the recommendation to take Believe that this may well be considered by 
the self help centers 1nto the neighborhoods. The van courts, but has s1gn1f1cant budget 1ssues 
IS an excellent 1dea Even better would be 
neighborhood self help centers where the many self 
help litigants who live at a distance from the courts 
could obta1n the1r forms, f1le pleadings, and the like. 

Recommendation #2 
The recommendations made by the task force Will No response requ1red 
requ1re senous support from the AOC Handouts and 
wntten matenals are excellent by not suff1c1ent by 
themselves. I commend the AOC for 1ts efforts 1n 
mak1ng these matenals available on the Internet. 
However, many of the people who need these 
serv1ces are not computer literate Th1s underscores 
the necess1ty of hav1ng staffed (and bilingual, where 
necessary) self help centers where then can get 
ass1stance 1n using the many resources wh1ch are 
already out there. 
It 1s mterest1ng that you report that over one million 
people used the Self Help Webs1te 1n 2002 When 
one considers how many others are not computer 
literate, the demand is staggenng 
You recommend that the AOC cont1nue to simplify 

160 Posttlons A= Agree, AM= Agree only tf modtfied, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of2;roup? 

forms and 1nstruct1ons I fully agree. However, that 
also, requ1res further re-thmkmg of the courts. The Translations are only available as 
example comes to mmd of the large Vietnamese 1nformat1onal sheets The completed forms 
population 1n Santa Clara County If the forms are cannot be submitted 1n Vietnamese 
translated mto Vietnamese, does th1s requ1re clerks 
and bench off1cers also fluent 1n that language? I 
don't know the answer to th1s, but pose the quest1on. 
I strongly support your recommendation that the AOC 
tram clerks to 1ssue orders after heanng 1n the 
courtroom Computer programs should be able to 
substantially simplify th1s funct1on The reality 1s that 
all too many litigants go to court, th1nk they "won," 
and have no clue how to reduce that mto an 
enforceable order which they can take to an employer 
for a wage assignment 

Tra1n1ng and assignment of judges for the self- No response requ1red 
represented lit1gant calendars 1s essential. I agree 
that the AOC should prov1de tra1n1ng 1n these areas. 
The reality 1s that the calendars wh1ch are heav1ly 
self-represented are usually the least attractive 1n the 
court house They are frequently ass1gned to the 
least expenenced bench off1cer, and are frequently 
understaffed The reverse should be the case. They 
should be the larger courtrooms, With more staff, and 
a greater proportion of the available resources than 
less act1ve calendars/cases. I could not agree more 
w1th your statement that "The Importance of 
assigmng swtable and talented JUdiCial officers and 
staff who possess the requ1s1te energy and 
enthusiasm to deal w1th calendars w1th a h1gh volume 
of self-represented litigants cannot be overstated." I 
suggest as a model of talent and enthus1asm 
CommiSSioner Liddle 1n Contra Costa County He 
handles a diverse calendar of DCSS matters, and 
when the Peter L. Spmetta Fam1ly Court Bu1ld1ng was 
bemq des1qned, the courts w1sely allocated the 
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largest and most prominent courtroom and the 
largest staff to that department 
I further agree w1th your statement that "All too often 
calendars w1th the greatest frequency of self-
represented llt1gants rece1ve the smallest proportion 
of court resources." The sad fact 1s that the average 
c1t1zen, who pays the taxes to support the courts, only 
sees the 1ns1de of the bUJid1ng when obta1n1ng a 
d1vorce The1r common expenence IS to be treated 
shabbily Jndeed, shunted to the least attractive and 
senously understaffed court room, pressured to 
present cnt1cal1ssues 1nvolv1ng the1r fam1lles and 
futures 1n twenty m~nutes or less, and then hustled 
out to make way for the next case As you point out, 
th1s s1ngle expenence will be the sole bas1s for 
determ1mng the 1nd1v1dual's trust and confidence 1n 
the courts Meanwhile, around the corner, a maJeStic 
courtroom w1th ample staff w1ll devote the better part 
of a week to determ1n1ng a $35,000 boundary 
d1spute 

Recommendation #4 
I commend you for placing such a h1gh pnonty on No response requ1red 
JUdiCial branch education. S1nce the self represented 
frequently lack soph1st1cat1on, fairness and JUStice 
demands that they have access to a talented JUdiCial 
off1cer well versed 1n the law. Learn1ng "on the come" 
to deal With the issues presented by the self-
represented serves ne1ther the JUdiCial off1cer nor the 
llt1gant Australia has an excellent training f1lm 
(available through Steve Adams of CFLR, I believe) 
wh1ch could serve as a model for such a program 
here. 
You are correct in 1dent1fy1ng the gap between court 
staff's percept1on of what is needed and that of the 
litigant It 1s not surpns1ng that many staff burn out 
from the overwhelmma needs of those consultmg 

162 Positions A= Agree, AM= Agree only If modified, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of eroup? 

them It 1s Important that staff rece1ve d1rect1on from 
above, w1th enthus1asm It 1s equally Important that 
staff work 1n teams w1th supportive colleagues These 
assignments are simply too stressful to throw a s1ngle 
staff person 1nto the m1dst of the maelstrom Without 
assistance. That would be a rec1pe for d1saster. Too 
many staff cons1der the self represented a burden 
wh1ch takes them away from the1r "real" work Th1s 
att1tude must be bndged by better staff education and 
supportive and enthusiastic superv1s1on. If they had 
better tra1n1ng, and were g1ven the sk1lls necessary to 
address the spec1f1c 1ssues ra1sed by self represented 
ht1gants, they would be less hkely to burn out. 
You have correctly pointed out at page 18 the 
Importance of g1v1ng courts and staff the sk1lls 
necessary to face these challenges A different sk1ll 
set 1s requ1red to ass1st self-represented llt1gants than 
attorneys and the1r expenenced staff The reality IS 
that the s1tuat1on IS not go1ng to change. The self 
represented are not go1ng to go away, and the sooner 
the courts develop a program to teach the sk1lls 
reqwred to address the1r leg1t1mate needs, the sooner 
the 1nev1table tens1ons wh1ch these conflicts create 
w111 be relieved. 
I have earlier addressed the 1ssue of allow1ng court 
clerks to g1ve more 1nformat1on than they currently do, 
and agree w1th your conclus1on that this makes 
add1t1onal and effective tra1mng of court staff crit1cal. 

Recommendation #5 
Outreach 1s an Important element of your act1on plan. Local cable telev1s1on w1ll be added to the 
People do want to hear from the courts and know list for outreach poss1b1ht1es 
what 1s go1ng on. One underut1hzed avenue 1s local 
cable telev1s1on. In Contra Costa County, the court 
based 1nformat1onal programs are the most 
successful ones they do In addit1on to the talk show 
"For the Record," wh1ch addresses t1mely 1ssues th1s 
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1s an excellent way to promote v1deos and train1ng 
f1lms, 1ncludmg role playmg 1n the courts, wh1ch could 
be shown repeatedly on the cable network. I'm told 
that the local program on domestic VIolence IS the 
most popular trammg f1lm they have, and shows 
regularly. These programs aren't JUSt a1red once the 
cable show has regular slots where they are shown 
aga1n and aga1n. It 1s 1mportant to note that repet1t1on 
IS cruc1al A program wh1ch Will not be relevant to a 
llt1gant 1n August may cover an 1ssue wh1ch IS critical 
1n October Most local cable programming stat1ons 
are looking for matenal to fill the1r airtime and would 
be glad to showcase these matenals. 
I particularly like the suggest1on for outreach to the 
legislators They need to be educated on the court 
perspective and brought Into the solution fat the 
beginnmg 

There's another wnnkle, wh1ch t1es 1n w1th not only 
staff self help centers, but encouragement of llm1ted 
scope representation better educated and prepared 
self-represented llt1gants w111 result 1n fewer heanngs 
which must be cont1nued, and fewer wasted heanngs. 
We all know that continuances cost the courts a huge 
amount of money and resources, and the hour of 
court t1me which 1s wasted because no one was 
ready to proceed can never be recovered 
And yes, 1t 1s self-ev1dent that court based fees 
should used for court based serv1ces. Would that 1t 
were so. I support th1s goal. 

Recommendation #6 
There 1s a huge range of fac1llt1es 1n the state, and the No response requ1red. 
task of bnngmg them all up to standard IS a daunt1ng 
one However, I commend the Peter L Spmetta 
Fam1ly Law Bwld1ng 1n Contra Costa County 
(commonly referred to as the "P1ne Street" court 
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house) as a model It 1sn't perfect, as 1t lacks the 
computers, staff1ng for the ch1ldcare center and some 
of the other resources wh1ch would rdeally be 
available However, rt was thoroughly researched and 
very well thought out Wa1t1ng areas and ch1ldcare 
space have been provrded for. L1t1gants should not 
have to try to watch the1r children play 1n the halls of 
the courthouse wh1le they are trymg to obtarn the1r 
restrarmng orders Chrldren don't belong there, and 
the parents often don't have a VIable alternative 
There should be a safe place for children to wa1t 
wh1le therr parents attend to the1r legal busmess. And, 
of course, I agree that the wa1t1ng rooms should be 
staffed and secure. 
Minimum standards for self help facilities IS a good 
Idea. However, they should allow for local 
1d1osyncras1es. Drfferent populations of litigants have 
d1ffenng needs, and while mrnrmum standards would 
be helpful, they should be done in a way to 
encourage count1es to amplify them to meet the 
needs of their local populatrons of lit1gants 
It 1s difficult to overestimate the Importance of AOC 
assrstance to local courts to obtain fundrng, enhance 
buying power and the like. I personally observed the 
results from the AOC fund1ng rn support of limited 
scope representation and the four reg1onal 
conferences whrch resulted from your 1999 act1on 
plan Many of the countres to whom I spoke would 
never have been made aware of the resources and 
programs available, but for the work of the AOC rn 
first, making the grants avarlable and, equally 
rmportantly, puttrng on regronal programs to teach the 
court personnel how to prepare effectrve grant 
proposals Without the d1rect1on of the AOC, they 
would have been unlikely to "get 1t together" 
suff1c1ently to put on the many programs wh1ch I have 
observed rn the past three years Th1s function 1s 
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cnt1cal and should be encouraged and expanded 
Model Plan 
I addressed many of these 1ssues 1n a Model Plan for 
overhauling the fam1ly law courts wh1ch I wrote 1n 
1999. Attached IS an excerpt from that plan wh1ch 
addresses self-help centers It was des1gned for a 
"better and more perfect world" where the allocation 
of public resources to families and children matches 
the pnonty g1ven them 1n our public rhetoric. The full 
plan, which covers areas outs1de the scope of your 
act1on plan IS available to anyone who would like to 
see1t. 
In clos1ng, I commend the task force on an 
impressive, thoughtful and thorough piece of work. 
You are nght 1n your belief that only "by directly 
confronting the enorm1ty of pro per lit1gat1on" can the 
courts 1m prove the quality of the1r serv1ce to the 
public 

FAMILY INFORMATION CENTERS This IS a helpful v1s1on of 1nformat1on that 
Family Information Centers would be established at could be provided. 
neighborhood locations throughout the commun1ty 
Convenience to the court would not be the pnmary 
concern; convenience to the population reqUinng 
1nformat1on would be Centers would, at a mmimum 
prov1de the follow1ng: 
1 Free, anonymous 1nformat1on to anyone 
want1ng 1t. That 1nformat1on would Include court 
forms, videos, a client library, (cons1st1ng both of 
relevant books and resources on computer), 
1nstruct1ons on procedures and filling out forms, lists 
of mediators, unbundled attorneys, counselors and 
experts 1n spec1f1c areas, such as m1lltary or pens1on 
law 
2. The centers would be staffed w1th clerks, 
who would be bilingual as appropnate Both the 
Informational VIdeos and the staff assistance would 
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be offered 1n the nat1ve tongue. 
3 A bank of v1deo mon1tors would be available 
w1th headphones. V1deos would be ava1lable on any 
relevant top1c, such as: 
How to use the fac11it1es; 
How to fill out forms to obtain a restra1n1ng order, 
How to fill out forms to obtam other relief; 
Alternate resolution options, 1nclud1ng med1at1on and 
unbundled representation, 
How to Insulate the children from the1r parent's 
conflict, 
How to prepare an age-appropnate parenting plan 
wh1ch serves the needs of the children 
Where to fmd low-cost counseling or support groups, 
mcludmg support groups for children of d1vorce; 
How to calculate support (and ch1ld support would not 
be solely tted to ttmeshare), 
Where to f1nd experts 1n spec1f1c f1elds and 
geographical areas, 
Where to fmd qualified mediators; 
Where to fmd attorneys willing to offer unbundled 
legal serv1ces 
How property 1s valued and d1v1ded, 
Applicable court procedures, 
... and literally any other top1c wh1ch would ass1st 

- them 1n mak1ng good cho1ces For example, 
someone want1ng to know how to obtain a restra1n1ng 
order would be directed to watch v1deo #23, 1n 
Span1sh 1f appropnate Th1s v1deo bank would be 
updated regularly to address frequently asked 
questions. 
4 A second set of computers would run local 
support gUidelines (after part1es have v1ewed the 
1nstruct1onal VIdeo). TechniCians would be available to 
ass1st 1n support calculations 
5 A th1rd set of computers would be used for 
access to online resources They could also access 

167 Posttions A= Agree; AM= Agree only tfmodtfied, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

web s1tes for mediators, evaluators, and other 
ass1stance. For example, 1f there 1s a quest1on of the 
applicability of the Soldier's and Sailor's Relief Act, 
there should be a way to contact military experts on 
the spot to answer the quest1on, or at least d1rect 
IndiVIduals where to look for necessary 1nformat1on. 
6 A fourth set of computers would be reserved 
for use 1n prepanng court forms and plead1ngs, the 
format of wh1ch would be vastly s1mpllf1ed. 
7 Med1at1on materials would be readily 
available, including explanations of how 1t works, how 
to prepare for med1at1on, and lists of mediators 1n the 
area 
8. Child care would be provided 
9. Parenting, anger management, or other 
classes would be available, bilingual 1f appropnate. 
10 Children's programs (such as the highly 
successful K1d's Turn 1n Northern California) would 
help k1ds cope w1th the divorce and g1ve them a safe 
place to Interact w1th other k1ds. These programs 
would be funded by the taxpayers because they 
would have a higher pnonty than courtrooms. 
11. K1ds could access on-line ass1stance at no 
charge, such as Not My Divorce, a bulletin board 
where k1ds can post messages about their feelings, 
at d1vorcemfo.com 
12 lnd1v1duals would be able to obta1n 
information on local counseling serv1ces, wh1ch would 
have slld1ng fee schedules. 
13. The ent1re fam1ly 1nformat1on center would be 
free and anonymous. Techn1c1ans could offer 
assistance Without keep1ng conflict of Interest logs 
14. The sites would be discreetly secure, so 
1nd1v1duals wouldn't have to fear for the1r phys1cal 
safety wh1le using them Penmeter screemng would 
be provided for secunty 
15 Every effort would be made to ass1st people 
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1n obta1n1ng relevant 1nformat1on, refernng them to 
appropnate alternate resolution assistance and 
encouraging non-adversanal approaches to 
resolut1on 
16. Hard core cases, such as those 1nvolv1ng 
domestic VIOlence, would be referred to another 
center, located at the courthouse, for handling 
throuah a different, formal orocess. 

20. Carl R. P01rot A Overall Comment: No response requ1red. 
Execut1ve D1rector The Statew1de Act1on Plan for Serving Self-
San Diego Volunteer Lawyer's Represented L1t1gants 1s a comprehensive, practical 
ProJect and excellent bluepnnt that, if implemented, w111 result 
cgoirot@sdvlg org 1n a landmark Improvement 1n prov1d1ng access to the 

California JUStice system for all self-represented 
litigants, particularly those who are 1nd1gent or of 
modest means. We are especially supportive of 
Recommendation I and all of 1ts Strateg1es, 
Recommendation II, Strateg1es D and H; 
Recommendation Ill B; Recommendation VI and all 
of 1ts Strategies; Recommendation VII, Strategies A, 
C., and E. We look forward to work1ng closely With 
the Jud1c1al Council Task Force on Self-Represented 
Litigants to Implement the Act1on Plan and we 
welcome any request you may have for our 
assistance and cooperation 
Suggested changes or additions are underlined 
Strateg1es 
1.8.,6 Self-help centers should work w1th cert1f1ed Agree. W1ll make appropnate change to 
lawyer referral serv1ces, and State Bar guallf1ed legal language. 
serv1ces and gro bono grograms, and . 
I C , 2. The self-help centers should be encouraged Agree w111 make change to language. 
to work w1th guallf1ed legal serv1ces orgamzat1ons 
111.8,4 Develog gUidelines for 1dent1f~1ng self-helg Agree. ThiS Will be Included. 
llt1gants who, for whatever reasons, should seek legal 
regresentat1on and an organized s~stem for refernng 
such llt1gants to aggrognate organ1zat1ons, such as 
cert1f1ed Iawver referral serv1ces nronrams aualified 
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Comment 

legal serv1ces orgamzat1ons and pro bono programs. 
Should a 5. be added, recommending that local 
courts report to the AOC annually on their respective 
planning process and their pnor-year 
accomplishments? 
VII E , - M1mmum staffing levels to prov1de core 
serv1ces. w1th appropnate referral mechanisms 1n 
place 
I was on the committee for "Ass1st1ng Self-
Represented Litigants Action Plannmg team" in 
7/27/02 I agree w1th the Statewide Act1on Plan for 
Serving Self-Represented L1t1gants as proposed 
Excellent presentation. I would propose that s1nce 
Facilitator's ex1st 1n most statew1de courts that from 
an econom1c advantage, we expand the ex1st1ng 
Facilitator's off1ces w1th tnal court funding to prov1de 
services and assistance to the pro per that include 
serv1ces beyond T1tle IV-D fund1ng Many facilitator's 
off1ces are freely staffed and could expand their 
serv1ces relatively eas1ly w1thout substantial funding 
for staff, space, products and serv1ces. 
Recommendations I, II, VII - Increase fund1ng for 
expans1on of FLF and FLIC A more stable non-grant 
generated source of funding IS a laudable and 
hopefully attainable goal 

I have had an opportunity to rev1ew the Act1on Plan 
for Self Represented L1t1gants, and would like to 
compliment the task force members on their 
thoughtful analysis of one of the most challeng1ng 
1ssues facing our courts. It is clear that the forces 
wh1ch are requiring us to completely reevaluate the 
manner in wh1ch our courts serve the public are only 
go1ng to accelerate Only by fac1ng these 1ssues 
squarely and uncompromiSingly can we hope to 
make the chanoes which are necessary 1f our courts 

Committee Response 

Agree W1ll Include th1s concept 

The Task Force thinks that serv1ces for 
self-represented litigants should be un1fled 
1nto an admimstrat1vely consolidated 
program that Includes the off1ce of the 
Fam1ly Law Facilitator The Task Force 
clearly recogmzes the Importance of fam1ly 
law facilitators and recogmzes that they 
may well be the base for th1s program 

No response required. 

No response requ1red 
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are to effectively serve th1s huge segment of our 
population. 

I strongly support the concept of neighborhood self Will clanfy that self-help serv1ces may be 
help centers. Many of these people cannot get to the offered m a variety of locat1ons 
court, or can do so only w1th great mconven1ence. We 
need to take the Information to them, so that they can 
have the resources and knowledge to protect the1r 
nghts All too many self represented lit1gants have no 
alternative to a bus nde of several hours (often w1th 
small children in tow), only to reach the court house 
and fmd there 1s limited mformat1on. This IS not a 
cnt1c1sm of the facilitators. They do a wonderful JOb, 
but there should be many more of them, and they 
should be available m the neighborhoods, where 
much of the population they serve res1des 

It 1s essent1al that the self help centers be staffed. Agree. Believe that th1s 1s adequately 
L1t1gants need to be able to talk to helpful staff who addressed 1n the report. 
can pomt them m the d1rect1on of the resources they 
need. W1thout helpful staff, the system IS s1mply 
overwhelming for most of them. 

S1m1larly, the ent1re system, from forms to Agree. Believe that th1s IS addressed 1n the 
procedures, must be senously s1mplif1ed 1f these report. 
people are to be expected to navigate the system on 
the1r own 

Improved services w111 result m greater eff1c1ency m Agree. The opportumty to prov1de a 
calendars wh1ch are largely pro per. There w111 be second clerk may not be available due to 
fewer contmuances, more 1ntell1g1ble pleadings, budget cons1derat1ons, but 1s an 1ssue that 
enforceable orders (and I strongly support the should be considered m staff1ng calendars 
concept of court clerks hav1ng the ab11ity to draft 1nvolv1ng a large number of unrepresented 
orders after heanng), and greater overall efficiency in litigants. 
the court house A second clerk should be available 
to prepare the orders. It IS unreasonable to expect the 
clerk who 1s resoons1ble for calendar management, 
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mark1ng exh1b1ts, sweanng Witnesses, and all their 
other duties, to be prepanng the orders after heanng 
as well 

You should Include pract1c1ng attorneys in your Agree The Task Force env1s1ons 
outreach Many Will be threatened by the self help incorporating local bar assoc1at1ons mto 
centers and v1ew them as takmg away the1r own outreach efforts 
livelihood It IS Important to educate them, and make 
1t clear that the self represented are not current 
candidates to be clients, and not likely to become so 
It 1s tak1ng nothmg from them and the1r paymg 
clientele. Similarly, 1t would be helpful to po1nt out to 
them that Increased eff1c1ency on pro per calendars 
w111 result 1n more t1me being made available for 
cases where the part1es are represented. 

Tra1n1ng 1n handling self represented litigants should Agree. 
be extended to pro tern attorneys, who assume a 
large amount of th1s burden 1n many courts. It IS 
unreasonable and unfair to both the pro terns and the 
litigants, to thrust them onto these calendars w1th 
Inadequate tra1n1ng. 

F1nally, I would add that there should be flex1b11ity to The Task Force IS concerned that add1ng 
allow local ability to adJUSt filing fees and other court flexibility would lead to increased 
fees to help underwnte these Important serv1ces differences 1n level of serv1ces ava1lable 

throughout the state 
24. M1llemann, Michael A The plan 1s great and a model for other states to No response requ1red 

mmlllemann@law uma[Yiand. follow The f1nal Handbook and Appendices on 
edu Limited Scope Legal Assistance are at 

httg·//www.abanet.org/lit1gat1on/taskforces[modest/ho 
me html 

25. Joseph Maizlish AM The execut1ve summary suggest that 'court-based Agree. W1ll mod1fy recommendation to 
Martin Luther Kmg Dispute fees' be directed to legal assistance to self- make it clear that the goal of the Task 
Resolution Center represented litigants, but makes no ment1on of Force IS to encourage collaboration among 
4182 S. Western Ave cont1nu1ng to use part of those fees for med1at1on these Important service providers and not 
Los Angeles, CA 90062 programs Those fees now support both court-based to usurp the role or fundmq for DRPA 
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jma1zllsh@ sclcla.org med1at1on and community med1at1on agenc1es. agenc1es. 

Commumty med1at1on agenc1es handle many matters 
before f1llng and many after f1llng but before other 
proceedings Many self-represented defendants 
contact agenc1es listed 1n the ADA brochure wh1ch 
accompan1es the1r summons, and use med1at1on to 
resolve their cases Yes, such litigants also need the 
legal assistance which the med1at1on agenc1es cannot 
provide, and thus the act1on plan Will be very helpful 
to them. 

Please modify the act1on plan to assure reservation of 
a substantial port1on of 'court-based fees' for court 
and commumty med1at1on services, both of wh1ch 
resolve even f1led maters directly or lead to pre-tnal 
resolutions, and very often ass1st 1n cases 1nvolv1ng 
one or more self-represented llt1qants 

26. Judge Lora J. L1v1ngston AM I am wntmg on behalf of the ABA Standing No response requ1red. 
Cha1r Committee on the Delivery of Legal Serv1ces. The 
ABA Standing Committee on comm1ttee has had the opportunity to rev1ew the draft 
the Delivery of Legal Serv1ces Statewide Act1on Plan for Serv1ng Self-Represented 

L1t1gants and w1shes to submit these bnef comments 
F1rst, please understand that our observations and 
comments are those of the committee and should not 
be construed to be those of the Amencan Bar . 
Association, nor should they be construed to reflect 
the policy of the ABA 

The m1ss1on of the ABA Standing Committee on the 
Delivery of Legal Serv1ces 1s to max1m1ze access to 
legal serv1ces and JUStice to those of moderate 
1ncome. In pursu1t of that mission, we have 
researched and addressed 1ssues of pro se litigation 
for the past 20 years. Among other th1ngs, our 
research was Instrumental 1n the development of the 
onqmal self-help center, established 1n Mancopa 
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County, Anzona, ten years ago. 
The comm1ttee applauds the efforts of the California No response required 
Task Force on Self-Represented L1t1gants for the 
development of 1ts statewide act1on plan. We 
encourage other states to pursue act1on plans of th1s 
nature. Specifically, we believe the advancement and 
support of self-help centers, as reflected 1n the report, 
w111 cont1nue to address many of the needs of pro se 
litigants. We are particularly supportive of the 
measures set out 1n Recommendation II, wh1ch 
stress the use of technology and the collaboration 
w1th the State Bar 1n promot1ng access 

These recommendations are consistent w1th the No response requ1red. 
committee's report on the heanng on access to 
Justice 1ssued earlier th1s year. The need to approach 
solutions to legal problems on a cont1nuum was a 
common theme runnmg throughout the heanng 
presentations and resultmg strateg1es. People who 
have vanous avenues of 1nformat1on and serv1ces w111 
be better positioned to effectively use the courts to 
meet the1r legal needs. The self-help centers, and 
the1r online counter-part, are able to provide pro se 
litigants w1th necessary mformat1on and 
admm1strat1ve support. As we progress through the 
continuum, we fmd there are also those who need 
legal adv1ce, 1f not full representation, to ass1st them 
1n the1r dec1s1on-makmg processes. As a result, 
fostenng t1es between the courts' vehicles, such as 
self-help centers, and pract1c1ng lawyers IS an 
essential mgred1ent to meet the needs of pro se 
litigants 

We would also like to comment on two issues not Agree. Will add that serv1ces should be 
fully addressed in the task force's report. F1rst, we available at expanded t1mes whenever 
encourage the task force to stress the need to make possible g1ven budget concerns 
court serv1ces available on those days and at those 
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t1mes when working people are less likely to be at 
work. Wh1le the outreach offered by the California 
Courts Online Self-Help Center IS exemplary, we 
assume there are many people m need of serv1ces 
that are not Internet competent and that work dunng 
traditional court hours For those of moderate 
1ncome, m1ss1ng work w111 at best result 1n a lowered 
1ncome and at worst result m the loss of the1r JObs. 

Second, we encourage the court to mclude w1th1n 1ts The Task Force IS not prepared to make 
plan the need to rev1ew court procedures m an effort thiS a blanket statement as some JUdiCial 
to m1n1m1ze the number of t1mes people must come models 1ncludmg drug court and domestiC 
to the courthouse. We now have the capacity to violence court are based upon multiple 
employ strateg1es that reduce the need to appear, by appearances to help support llt1gants 1n 
e1ther substitutmg electronic Interface, or more the1r efforts to make changes. 
s1mply, staff1ng hotllnes. In some Circumstances, a 
rev1ew of procedures, particularly for uncontested However, th1s IS an Important 1ssue for 
matters, may fmd that steps 1n the process can be jud1c1al education so that JUdges cons1der 
ellmmated and due process can be retamed the 1mpact of requ1red mult1ple 
Additionally, replacing some matters that are appearances 
histoncally JUdiCial funct1ons w1th more of an 
administrative procedure can meet the legal needs of The Task Force 1s not prepared to suggest 
those who are not fully represented by lawyers and that some trad1t1onally JUdiCial functions be 
reduce the burdens on the courts Significantly. made administrative. 

27. Sherri Lugenbeal I'm sure any changes would be benef1c1al to the self- No response required. 
732A Curtola Parkway representing lit1gant BUT the bottom line is is there 
Vallejo, CA 94590 really help to the 1nd1v1dual? Too much staff? Not 

enough hands on help? Too much BS? Probably 
Just get down to the mtty gntty please Help each 
self-representing lit1gant (not JUSt certa1n departments 
of the court but all). They are there for a reason. They 
need help because the JUstice system has done them 
wrong or someone has abused there power They 
don't have any money or atleast not the thousands of 
dollars that a lawyer wants What happened to canng 
about nght and wrong? What about the CHILDREN?! 
Someone needs to do something to save th1s 
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country Please try to make a difference I do 
28 Anne A Bernardo AM I applaud the Task Force on developing th1s very Agree. Will add the Importance of working 

Director strong proposal I believe several Recommendations w1th law libraries to a number of 
Tulare County Public Law could be made stronger by specifically adding recommendations 
Library ment1on of developing a work1ng relat1onsh1p w1th the 
221 S. Mooney Blvd., Am. 1 county public law libranes 1n the state and ut11iz1ng the 
Visalia, CA 93291 resources of the county law libranes. Established 

s1nce 1891 , the county law libranes have long served 
as the frontline 1n the public's access to JUStice. 

Recommendation II,A With appropnate support, the The matenals env1s1oned are somewhat 
county law llbranes could serve as a resource library different than those usually available at law 
as well for use by the self-help centers. No need llbranes. These matenals should also be 
to duplicate efforts or matenals. made available to law llbranes 

Recommendation VI,A. As many county law llbranes Agree Th1s may well be appropnate 
are located 1n the courthouses and are bemg depending upon the fac11it1es available. 
considered in future courthouse plans, locate the self-
help centers near the law libranes for self-
represented litigants convenience and shared 
resources 

29. Susan Hoffman A Agree. No response reqUired 
Management Analyst 
Superior Court of San LUis 
Obispo County 
1035 Palm St., Room 385 
San LUis Obispo, CA 
93408 

30. V1cky L Barker A The California Women's Law Center {CWLC) No response requ1red 
Legal D1rector strongly supports task force recommendation l{e). 
California Women's Law The majonty of women who contact us with legal 
Center 1ssues have family law matters. Most women lack 
Los Angeles suffiCient means to retain counsel, wh1le at the same 

t1me earn too much to qualify for free legal 
representat1on. Most of these women f1nd themselves 
1nteract1ng w1th the legal system as self-represented 
litigants. 
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- - The difficulty 1n obta1mng enforceable court orders 1s 
a common problem for these litigants. They are often 
successful 1n obtam1ng a heanng and a bench ruling 
only to d1scover when a custody issue anses months 
or years later, that the m1nute order or bench ruling 
that they have obtained is not a valid, enforceable 
order 
By prov1dmg self-represented litigants w1th on-gomg 
ass1stance throughout the ent1re court process, 
mclud1ng obta1n1ng and enforc1ng valid court orders, 
self-help centers Will fill a tremendous gap 1n services 
to these litigants. 

31 Caron Games A y On behalf of Neighborhood Legal Serv1ces of Los No response requ1red 
Neighborhood Legal Serv1ces Angeles County (NLS) I would like to thank you for 
13327 Van Nuys Blvd. the opportunity to comment on the Statewide Act1on 
Paco1ma, CA 91340 Plan for Serv1ng Self-Represented L1t1gants. The 
818-834-7512 proposed Plan IS excellent The Task Force on Self-
ccames@ nls-la.org Represented Lit1gants dev1sed a thorough and 

thoughtful strategy The Plan, to a great extent, Will -
meet the needs of millions of Califormans who 
currently have no realistic opt1ons for legal 
assistance 

NLS 1s un1quely qualified to comment on the Plan 
because of 1ts extensive expenence m prov1d1ng 
ass1stance to self-represented lit1gants. NLS has 
operated court based pro per clinics for over a 
decade. Start1ng m the early '90s, NLS established 
Domestic VIolence Climes at Los Angeles 
Courthouse 1n the San Fernando Valley. In 2000, 
NLS opened the f1rst court-based Self-Help Legal 
Access Center 1n Los Angeles County. NLS now 
operates Self-Help Centers at Courthouses m Van 
Nuys, Pomona, Lancaster and Inglewood. Over 
75,000 litigants have been ass1sted at NLS' Self-Help 
Centers. NLS operates these Centers 1n partnership 
w1th the Los Anqeles Supenor Court, the LeQal A1d 
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Foundation of Los Angeles, local bar assoc1at1ons, 
law schools, colleges and other educat1onal 
1nst1tut1ons 

As advocates who are actively work1ng to mcrease 
access to JUStice for our 1ow-1ncome client commumty 
through the development of self-help models, we 
strongly support the Task Force's recommendation to 
develop Self-Help Centers throughout California. 
NLS' Self-Help Centers have been overwhelmingly 
successful. Over 30,000 ind1v1duals are helped each 
year at the Centers. For the most part, the people 
ass1sted at the Center are poor, under-educated and 
overwhelmingly women. Stat1st1cs kept regard1ng 
Center VIsitors reveal that 90 percent of the llt1gants 
are 1ncome elig1ble for NLS' free legal assistance. 70 
percent of the llt1gants are very poor, falling below the 
federal poverty gUidelines. Moreover, 37 percent of 
the litigants d1d not graduate h1gh school and an 
add1t1onal 48 percent have acqu1red only a h1gh 
school degree 

The people who are helped at the Self-Help Centers 
are bewildered by the court rules, procedures, and 
forms, and are overwhelmed by the sheer number of 
forms necessary to process the1r cla1m Without a 
Self-Help Center, most of these people would not 
have any effective access to the just1ce system. On 
Center evaluations many llt1gants express a common 
sentiment: "I had no place else to turn." 

The rema1n1ng recommendations of the Task Force 
are equally Important to establishing an effective 
strategy for prov1d1ng access to the courts for self-
represented llt1gants When NLS established 1ts f1rst 
court based clime over ten years ago, there were no 
support serv1ces available to us. Matenals and 
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standards had to be developed and court personnel 
had to be educated about our project The support, 
education, fac1hties and funding strategies 
recommended by the Task Force are cnt1cal for a 
healthy pro per assistance plan. 

NLS IS comm1tted to helprng the Task Force realize 
1ts Plan in any way 1t can. Thank you once aga1n for 
the opportunity to offer these comments. We look 
forward to work1ng closely with the Jud1c1al Council on 
other 1ssues affectinQ those hvlnQ 1n poverty 

Committee Response 

My f1rst general comment IS to congratulate the Task No response requrred 
Force for such a comprehensive analysis of th1s 
ISSUe. 
The cataloguing of those th1ngs that have been done 
and the hst1ng and analysis of those th1ngs that 
should be done 1s truly 1mpress1ve 

Wh1le many of the Task Force's members are 
familiar w1th our work at the Public Law Center, I note 
for your 1nformat1on that we are a nonprofit legal 
services provider sponsored by the Orange County 
Bar Assoc1at1on The bulk of our serv1ces are 
prov1ded by pro bono attorneys and law students, 
although we also prov1de d1rect serv1ces through our 
staff attorneys and paralegals Most of the direct 
serv1ces prov1ded by our staff are to unrepresented 
ht1gants. 

Wh1le I could go through the draft Act1on Plan 
recommendation by recommendation and note "I 
agree with this recommendation" over and over 
aga1n, Instead I focus my spec1f1c comments on a few 
spec1f1c Items. They are: 

1 Recommendation I C Th1s IS one area where we No response requ1red. 
want to emohas1ze our aareement w1th the draft 
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Act1on Plan. The Plan accurately recognizes that 
there are some individuals for whom full or part1al 
representation by counsel IS cntlcal It has been our 
experience that wh1le court based self help resources 
provide many unrepresented litigants a very valuable 
serv1ce (be they self help centers, facilitators or 
computer k1osks), those resources do not presently 
perform the type of "triage" function descnbed as a 
goal 1n the recommendation. 

A well planned and Implemented tnage system could 
produce a seamless referral system that would be 
easy to use for the litigant and eff1c1ent and 
economical for the part1cipat1ng partners 1n that 
system As soon as 1t became clear that an IndiVIdual 
needed representation, the system could route that 
1nd1v1dual to those resources--be they legal serv1ces, 
pro bono, lawyer referral serv1ces or panels of 
lawyers Willing to perform unbundled serv1ces That 
assessment should take place not only when the 
1nd1v1dual f1rst encounters the self help resource, but 
should also occur m1dway and towards the end of the 
1nteract1on between unrepresented litigant and the 
self help resource s1nce 1t may not be read1ly 
apparent at f1rst glance that representation by 
counsel IS requ1red. From our perspective, what 
happens now 1s a more ad hoc process by wh1ch 
somet1mes that assessment occurs and sometimes 1t 
doesn't and by wh1ch some litigants are lucky enough 
to be sent 1n the nght d1rect1on once the1r need for 
representation IS known and others are not. We 
would encourage the report to suggest that local 
courts play a leadership role 1n encouragmg 
d1scuss1on and development of such a seamless 
referral system 1n the1r communrt1es. 

2. Recommendation 1 D and Ill 8: These AQree w1th the importance of encouraQinQ 
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recommendations suggest that the on-going meet1ngs and plannrng. 
Jud1c1al Council cont1nue to support ongo1ng strategic 
plann1ng and that local courts cont1nue w1th the1r 
planning efforts. W1th the courts fac1ng s1gnrf1cant 
budget lim1tat1ons, plann1ng could be v1ewed by some 
as a non essential function. Moreover, there are 
some who may be more mclined to v1ew strategic 
plannrng as "an event" rather than as a way of 
th1nk1ng. Yet because of plannrng efforts over the 
past few years, signrf1cant gains 1n 1ncreas1ng access 
to JUstice -- many of them descnbed throughout the 
Act1on Plan -- have been made We suspect that 1n 
some count1es, the planning efforts that resulted 1n 
community focused strategic plans or 1n the self help 
action plans descnbed 1n Appendix 3 have ceased to 
function, leavmg the plans to collect dust on shelves 
and the vanous elements of the JUStice communrty 
(1.e., the court, the organized bar, legal serv1ces 
providers, self help providers, etc.) Without a 
coordmated, well thought out way of delrvenng 
serv1ces to unrepresented lrt1gants. To ensure that 
gains cont1nue to be made in th1s area, plann1ng 
efforts should be made a h1gh pnorrty. Indeed, 
Strategy Ill 8 1n the Act1on Plan accompanying the 
Recommendations suggests that work1ng groups - should be act1ve and monthly meet1ngs of 
stakeholders held. We suggest mov1ng th1s act1on The Task Force IS concerned about 
1tem up to the body of the recommendations to reflect mak1ng a spec1f1c recommendation 
the Importance of ongomg planning act1v1t1es. Also, reqwnng groups to reconvene Statewide 
the task force may want to cons1der a networking opportunities may prov1de a 
recommendation that those plannrng teams that have mechan1sm to encourage on-go1ng 
ceased to meet reconvene to rev1ew progress on plan meet1ngs on a local level. 
implementation. 

33. Jona Goldschmidt AM N 1. Overall, the plan IS commendable. Every state 1 No response requ1red 
Assoc1ate Professor needs to follow California's lead 1n makmg un1form 
Dept. of Cnm1nal Just1ce the pro se (per) assistance programs, rather than 
Loyola Unrvers1ty Ch1cago allowlnQ each local court to establish or not establish 
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820 N M1ch1gan Ave. such programs Just1ce IS not local, but should be 
Ch1cago, IL 60611 un1form across any JUriSdiCtion. 

2. I have an mterest 1n seemg that the In-courtroom 2. The Task Force thinks that th1s IS an 
ass1stance IS also un1form. Unfortunately, th1s 1s an Important 1ssue that requ1res s1gmf1cant 
element not addressed 1n the report. While JUdiCial d1scuss1on, but IS not convinced that 
education (and clerk education) 1s covered 1n changes to the ethical rules are required to 
Recomm IV, the report does not address the crux of ass1st self-represented litigants It IS 
the matter, wh1ch is that JUdiCial eth1cs reform IS recommending that add1t1onal gwdance be 
necessary 1n order to permit JUdges to ass1st propers provided 1n cases 1n wh1ch one s1de IS 
1n the presentation of the1r cases where they are represented and the other 1s not 
unable to do so. In other words, where lit1gants do 
not understand the procedure for calling and 
1nterrogat1ng w1tnesses, or offenng the1r documents 
and tang1ble 1tems 1nto ev1dence, the court should 
ass1st them per the court's obligation to provide a 
mean1ngful heanng under the due process clause. 

To say that educational programs should be 
developed "to ass 1st jud1c1al off1cers and other court 
staff 1n dealing with" pro pers (Recomm IV, p. 17) 
only begs the quest1on Concrete reforms 1n the 
language of JUdiCial eth1cs rules are necessary to g1ve 
the green light to judges who e1ther do not render 
such assistance now, or who do so g1ngerly (and 
grudg1ngly) 1n the hope that the pro per's opposing ' 
counsel does not object on 1mpart1ality grounds, or 
who do so willingly but fear a charge of lack of 
1mpart1ality. A protocol 1s necessary, 1n add1t1on to 
reform of 1mpart1ality rules, 1n order to Institutionalize 
reasonable JUdicial assistance to pro pers 1n 
accordance w1th the duty to prov1de a meaningful 
heanng See my art1cle, "The pro se litigant's 
struggle for access to JUStice· Meet1ng the challenge 
of bench and bar resistance," 1n 40 Fam. Ct. rev. 36-
62 (2002). 
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3 The educational programs env1saged should be 3 Agree, believe that th1s 1s considered 1n 
separate for court staff and judges, as the funct1ons the report. 
and ethical dut1es of each differ Protocols are 
needed for each group, as well as broad pnnc1ples 
under which each should funct1on. Most Importantly, 
these programs should promote a parad1gm shift 1n 
wh1ch court staff and judges no longer v1ew self-
represented litigants as a problem, but as a challenge 
for the court system to prov1de equal JUStice for all 

4 The proposal to perm1t self-help center attorneys 4. No response requ1red. 
to be 1n the courtroom w1th pro pers (p. 17) 1s an 
Interesting one, and, If funded adequately, could 
potentially be of great assistance to these litigants, 
unless the bar objects. Such objections are red 
hernngs, however, because the typ1cal pro per case 
1s not one any attorney usually wants anyway 

34. Bryan Borys AM I believe the Court should strongly support the act1on 
Director plan. W1th regard to spec1f1c recommendations, 
Organ1zat1onal Development please see below· 
and Education I. We should amplify Recommendation I Agree Believe that th1s is covered 1n the 
Supenor Court of Los and 1ts call to the Jud1c1al Council to cons1der self- d1scuss1on of the Importance of 
Angeles County help programs core court functions deserving of partnerships and supporting efforts to 

budget support. At the same t1me, however, the obtain additional funding for legal serv1ces 
Council should encourage tnal courts to develop programs 
partnershipS With serv1ce delivery agenc1es 1n the 
pursUit of non-court based programs and other 
solutions that do not requ1re tnal court funding. 
II. We should also support the proposed No response required. 
model of AOC Involvement 1n the form of ''techmcal 
assistance" to the tnal courts, w1th the AOC's role 
be1ng to support the tnal courts 1n the1r invention of 
local solutions to meet local needs. 
Ill. We believe the report makes The spec1f1c suggest1on regarding research 
unwarranted conclusions about the efficacy of attorneys w1ll be deleted, but the concept of 
research attorneys 1n manag1ng the demands made reallocating court resources to support 
by self-represented litiQants, but support the calendars that 1nvolve larqe numbers of 

183 Positions A= Agree, AM= Agree only If modified, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

argument that tnal courts should be encouraged to self-represented litigants 1s an Important 
cont1nue local planmng and coord1nat1on efforts. one. 
IV We would welcome CJER attention to Agree that th1s would be very helpful. 
this important issue and believe that the most fruitful CJER has developed a number of methods 
path would be to develop common cumculum for dellvenng tra1n1ng locally. 
matenals that would be s1mple enough to use by 
operations managers 1n the local tnal courts, reduc1ng 
the costs and log1st1cs of statewide tra1mng sess1ons. 
v. Agree. ~ No response requ1red 
VI No comment No response requ1red 
VII Agree, w1th the prov1s1on that any kmd of It 1s unclear how the Council could 
"uniform standards" would be solely outcome-based determ1ne statewide outcome measures, 
and that the Council would never attempt to mandate but th1s concern Will certainly be taken 1nto 
one or more models of serv1ce prov1s1on. cons1derat1on. 
VIII. Agree, w1th the added prov1s1on that the Consultation and coord1nat1on w1th a vanety 
statew1de act1on plan also Include s1gmf1cant of serv1ce partners w111 be mcluded 
coord1nat1on w1th non-court-based serv1ce prov1ders 

In general, I believe the Council should be Partnerships are an extremely valuable 
encourag1ng the development of a web of way of prov1d1ng serv1ces, however the 
pnvate/publlc partnerships, rather than the approach I Task Force thinks that 1t IS Important that 
see in the Act1on Plan, wh1ch focuses solely on court- the court be responsible for coord1nat1on of 
based programs Two factors suggest that a court-based self-help serv1ces and that 
partnership approach 1s warranted: (1) resource 1ntegrat1on of these serv1ces throughout the 
constraints· (2) the potential for conflict w1th serv1ce court IS cnt1cal to prov1de effective serv1ces 
providers whose work ass1sts the courts. 

35. Linda L. Wnght A Section 1 C. It may not be feasible to tnage all Agree that tnage may be structured 1n 
Off1ce of the Family Law 1nd1v1duals seek1ng assistance at a courthouse. The different locations under the d1rect1on of the 
Facilitator s1ze of a courthouse and the phys1cal location of the Self-Help Center 
Superior Court of Los Self-Help Center may not be conduc1ve to th1s 
Angeles County concept Use of mformat1on booths 1n vanous 
12720 S. Norwalk Blvd , locations could be utilized 
Room 202 
Norwalk , CA 90650 Section I.D. Coord1nat1on of court-based programs, Th1s solution may be appropnate 1n a large 

non-profit organ1zat1ons and other serv1ces should be county such as Los Angeles One of the 
done by a separate court-based orgamzat1on, such model self-help pilot programs 1s explonng 
as a Self-Help ManaQement Project ThiS project th1s model and w111 have 1mportant lessons 
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could coordmate the serv1ces w1thm the Self-Help to share w1th larger courts about ways to 
Center w1th other non-profit organ1zat1ons, lawyer encourage coordination and collaboration. 
referral serv1ces, volunteer programs and other 
s1m1lar organ1zat1ons ava1lable for self-reprsented 
litigants. Th1s overseeing project would help m 
ellm1nat1ng duplicate serv1ces, locat1ng partnerships 
w1th other organ1zat1ons, and coord1natmg serv1ces 
not otherw1se available at the Self-Help Center. Th1s 
project could help 1n fash1on1ng the best pract1ces 
throughout the county, help1ng w1th un1form1ty 1n 
access to the court by llt1gants 

The Self-Help Center should focus on prov1d1ng the 
day-to-day serv1ces to the self-represented llt1gant. 
This alone IS more than a full t1me assignment 
Coord1nat1on of other programs, w1th different fund1ng 
and serv1ce goals would (and 1s 1n Los Angeles) a 
full-t1me jOb Coord1nat1on by another funded 
program also ellmmates the perception that all 
programs must conform to the Center's reqUirements 
and may not encourage a dialogue of what IS the best 
pract1ce for self-represented llt1gants. The current 
Self-Help Management Project has been Instrumental 
1n prov1d1ng assistance to the Fam1ly Law Information 
Center 

Section I.E. We concur that there IS a need for Procedural1nformat1on regard1ng appellate 
appellate serv1ces and that present fund1ng does not remed1es would be very helpful A number 
perm1t serv1ces of th1s type W1th the use of of appellate courts have developed 
unbundled serv1ces, the Self-Help Center could tap 1nformat1onal manuals for self-represented 
mto the appellate attorney commun1ty and/ or partner llt1gants that help address bas1c quest1ons. 
w1th other non-profits offenng th1s serv1ce and have 
them e1ther available at the Center or on a referral 
list There IS concern that tnage of appellate 1ssues 
may lead a self-represented lit1gant to believe that 
they are rece1v1ng legal adv1ce and that there is an 
attornev-cllent relat1onsh1o. Wh1le the Self-Help 
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Center could prov1de procedural 1nformat1on (number 
of days to appeal for example) substantive 
discussions (1f you have a case and what type of 
record you Will need to preserve your appeal), would 
requ1re a lengthier tnage and detailed attention to the 
proceedings Th1s could mistakenly lead the self-
represented litigant to expect legal adv1ce 

Section II.G. In add1t1on to prov1d1ng techmcal Ideally courts could focus the1r webs1tes on 
tra1n1ng 1n the development and 1mplementat1on of local 1ssues and link to statew1de webs1tes 
self-help technology, add1t1onal funding and/or for common ISsues so that the1r updat1ng 
techmcal support for maintenance and upkeep of responsibilities would be s1gn1f1cantly 
local web s1te would e necessary. lessened. 

Section IV.B. Rather than tra1ning staff on The Task Force recogn1zes that the press 
community serv1ces available to self-represent of bus1ness 1s huge 1n many courts, 
litigants, court clerks should concentrate on focus1ng however court clerks can often prov1de 
the1r referrals to the Self-Help Center Commun1ty extremely helpful 1nformat1on about 
serv1ces are ever chang1ng and it would be better to resources 1n the1r commun1ty While larger 
have one s1te w1th the current 1nformat1on rather than JUriSdictions Will have many resources, 
requ1re each fam1ly law clerk to fam11ianze smaller courts w111 have a much more 
themselves w1th all serv1ces. For example, the lim1ted number that they w111 need to be 
Fam1ly Law Information Center located at the Stanly aware of 
Mask Courthouse has an Adv1sor from lnfoL1ne of 
Los Angeles available da1ly e1ther in person or by 
telephone. Th1s Adv1sor has an extens1ve computer 
program that lists over 4,500 social services available 
to lit1gants w1th serv1ces in such areas as hous1ng, 
parent1ng class1ng, transportation, educat1on/tra1n1ng, 
benefits and more A clerk will be lim1ted 1n the type 
of triage for the lit1gant and/or fam1ly and may not be 
aware of the other serv1ces available outs1de of the1r 
area of law. Th1s may not be an eff1c1ent use of the 
clerk's t1me. A referral sheet from the clerk to the 
Self-Help Center may better assist 1n the tnage once 

- the litigants have reached the Self-Helo Center. 
36. Gretchen Serrata A We are a 2 county, 4 off1ce, rural FLF and Fam1ly 
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Fam1ly Law Facilitator Law Self-Help Center. My staff and I rev1ewed the 
Supenor Court of Nevada and proposed plan and f1nd 1t outstanding. Our only Checkmg the parties' names 1s a very 
S1erra Counties suggestion for change would be on page 11 - re. valuable serv1ce to the part1es and the 
201 Church St., Ste. 10 tnage/assessment In our 6 years of expenence we courts, however, not every center Will have 
Nevada C1ty, CA 95959 fmd 1t essential to Include, as part of the tnage/ access to such a case management 

assessment, a check of the part1es names m the system. It also may not be as cruc1al1n 
court case database, for all case numbers that may non-family law matters 
have information re· the family 1n quest1on. For 
example, 1t IS not uncommon to have a 
d1ssolut1on/parentage case and a ch1ld support case 

' and a domestic violence case or 2 - all the same 
folks and k1ds yet the pro per DOES NOT realize 
there are 3-4 cases Once all cases related to the 
fam1ly are determmed, the staff member performing 
the triage/assessment needs to pull all flies and 
rev1ew them to properly determine the needs of the 
person seek1ng assistance We f1nd th1s step saves 
t1me m the long run for all concerned When th1s step 
1s m1ssed, people are sometimes sent m the wrong 
d1rect1on and/or the court IS makmg duplicate orders. 

F1nally, page 79 says our count1es - Nevada and Agree. Will rev1se report accordingly ThiS 
S1erra, have our plan m process. We do not. We report was wntten 1n March, 2003. 
completed our plan m Apnl 2003. 

37. Reg1na De1hl A N lncreasmg ass1stance to self-represented llt1gants Will No response requ1red. 
Legal Advocates for Improve public fa1th and confidence m the JUdiCial 
Permanent Parenting system, 1mprove JUdiCial dec1s1on mak1ng and 
San Francisco, CA 94127 eff1c1ency, and prov1de access to just1ce for 

1ndiv1duals unable to obtain private legal 
representation Most Importantly, 1n an era of f1scal 
restramt, providing self-help ass1stance rather than 
encourage currently unrepresented md1v1duals to 
request appointment of counsel m JUvenile cases, 1s 
an cost-effective mechamsm to prov1de a modicum of 
ass1stance wh1le avo1dmg the h1gh cost of appomted 
counsel. 
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Recommendation I 
G1ven the proven benef1ts (both to the courts and to Agree that serv1ces for children's 
the litigants themselves) of self-help centers focus1ng caregivers and other self-represented 
on family law matters, the JudiCial Council should litigants 1n JUVemle court should be 
explore p1lotmg a Similar approach to ass1st currently considered as part of self-help centers. 
self-represented persons 1n other areas of the law, 
mcludmg JUVenile court. Jud1c1al effiCiency and the 
econom1c realities facing the courts reqUire cost-
effective measures to ass1st children's caregivers to 
prov1de 1nput to the courts, rather than prov1d1ng them 
w1th appointed counsel. 

Children's careg1vers are exper1encmg d1ff1culty 
accessing the JUVenile courts for the following 
reasons· 
1 Lack of awareness and assistance in flllmg out 
court forms, even in those JUriSdiCtions where the 
court requ1res them to do so (e.g. mat least one 
JUriSdiCtion, JV-290 must be submitted by each child's 
careg1ver) 
2 Some court clerks and other court personnel are 
unaware that children's careg1vers have a statutory 
right to f1le documents and do not allow them to do 
so 
3. Some children's careg1vers report bemg told by 
other system part1c1pants to change the substance of 
the mformat1on bemg subm1tted to the JUVenile court. 
4 Confus1on exists regardmg notice and f11ing 
requirements 1n var~ous JUriSdiCtions for self-
represented persons 1n JUVenile courts 

By prov1d1ng bas1c procedural Information and 
developing appropnate protocols to enhance the 
funct1onmg of the courts, 1mproved JUd1c1al decJsJon 
makmg and the well-be1ng of children w1ll be 
enhanced 
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Recommendation II 
The Adm1n1strat1ve Off1ce of the Courts should Agree, th1s 1s Included 1n the 
continue 1ts ~fforts to fac1htate the exchange of recommendation for resource library. 
1nformat1on regarding self-help efforts that are 
obta1n1ng pos1t1ve results, 1nclud1ng gathenngs (In 
person or by v1deo conferenc1ng) to share the results 
of evaluations and strateg1es to Improve access to 
the courts 

In add1t1on, the Jud1c1al Council should continue to Agree, believe that th1s 1s covered 1n the 
s1mphfy 1ts forms and 1nstruct1ons for use by self- recommendation that the Jud1c1al Council 
represented persons, 1nclud1ng those ut1hzed 1n s1mphfy 1ts forms and procedures. 
JUVenile courts Amendments to Rules of Court 
should also be evaluated for clarity 1n prov1d1ng self-
represented persons w1th appropnate procedural 
mechanisms to f1le and serve documents. 

Recommendation Ill. 
The Adm1nistrat1ve Off1ce of the Courts should Agree, behave that th1s 1s covered 1n 
cont1nue 1ts efforts to encourage courts to engage 1n d1scuss1ons regarding partnerships 
dialog and collaboration w1th other stakeholders, 
~nclud1ng groups representing court users 

Recommendation IV. 
Jud1c1al off1cers should be tra1ned to expect self- Agree, believe that th1s 1s covered 1n the 
represented persons in the1r courtrooms and on discussions 
effective strateg1es for allow1ng 1nput w1thout 
comprom1s1ng the eff1c1ency of the court process. 
Court personnel, such as bailiffs, court clerks, and 
others should also be tra1ned 1n how to effectively 
Interact w1th self-represented persons. 

Recommendation V. 
Development of educational matenals descnb1ng Agree, un1form1ty of procedure IS extremely 
court processes should be expanded Un1form1ty 1n helpful to prov1d1ng consistent 1nformat1on 
court procedures should be encouraged wherever to all ht1gants. 
possible to avo1d confus1on amonQ self-represented 
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persons 1n different JUriSdiCtions Emphasis should be 
placed on ass1st1ng 1nd1v1duals 1n developmg 
reasonable expectations regarding the court process 
and procedural 1nformat1on to address common 
d1ff1culties (for example, procedures for enforcing 
court orders) 

Efforts should be made to prov1de 1nformat1on to the 
public about the goals and funct1on1ng of the JUvenile 
court system. Often misunderstood, many 1nd1v1duals 
are unaware of the Important role the Juvenile court 
plays 1n the lives of dependenVdelinquent children. 
Pos1t1ve 1mages of JUVenile JUdiCial officers and other 
system partiCipants should be encouraged. 

Recommendation VI. 
Many juvemle courtrooms are 1n need of substantial There are many critical 1ssues to Improve 
repa1r or remodeling Part1es (1nclud1ng a child's fac11it1es for all lit1gants 1n the court 
parents) sometimes have no place to confer w1th 
counsel or even to s1t 1n the courtroom In addition, 
many courtrooms have walls separat1ng counsel table 
from other areas of the courtroom Th1s results 
1n self-represented persons (and sometimes, the 
part1es as well) be1ng unable to hear what is 
occurnng 1n the courtroom. Efforts should be made to 
prov1de suff1c1ent space for 1nd1v1duals appeanng 1n 
court to hear the proceedings. 
Phys1cal obstructions that make the exchange of 
1nformat1on between the court and self-represented 
persons difficult should be removed. 

Efforts should also be made to prov1de self- Agree These would be Included 1n 
represented persons w1th 1nformat1on on how to 1nstruct1onal materials, e1ther in wntmg, 
"check 1n" at court and appropnate courtroom aud1o or v1deo formats. 
decorum. 

Recommendation VII. 
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P1lot projects can often prov1de models appropnate Agree The Jud1c1al Council has made a 
for replication 1n other JUriSdiCtions P1lots should strong commitment to evaluating all pilot 
include ngorous evaluation components focused on programs 
quality, not just quantity of the services prov1ded 
Efforts to 1dent1fy Improvements 1n the quality of 
jud1c1al dec1s1on making should be Included 1n 
evaluative efforts. 

Recommendation VIII. 
Implementation efforts should include 1nput from Agree that the Implementation Task Force 
1nd1V1duals and/or groups representing court users should mclude Input from a vanety of 
While the perceptions of system professionals must commun1ty partners and those 
have cons1derat1on, the goal of 1mprov1ng access to representing court users. 
the courts by self-represented persons must Include 
1nput from those 1nd1V1duals as well. 
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38 Debra F. Hodges AM Rec #5. after the phrase "foster reahst1c Th1s appears to be covered 1n the 
D1rector of Planmng, ProJects, expectations," 1nsert "based on accurate legal diSCUSSIOn already. 
and Research 1nterpretat1ons " 
Supenor Court of Santa Clara 
County Rec #6 D: add the word1ng, "AOC/JC should prov1de The Task Force does not behave that th1s 
191 N F1rst St. funding for cert1f1ed licensed caregivers for overs1ght IS Within ItS pUrVIeW. 
San Jose, CA 95113 of children " 

Rec #7: E: delete phrase "such as fees for selected The 1ssue of fees IS one that must be 
serv1ces by self-help centers." (This act1on would carefully exam1ned 1f 1t 1s to be 
defeat the purpose of prov1d1ng self-help centers ) Implemented 

Rec #1, 2, 3, 4, and a· Agree w1th proposed No response requ1red. 
changes 

39 Annette Heath AM I would hke to encourage the comm1ss1on to cont1nue Agree. Th1s 1s an effect1ve strategy. Will 
Law Llbranan to explore the poss1b1hty of perhaps partnenng w1th rev1se language to make 1t clear that 
Kern County Law Library county law hbranes 1n some counties to bnng about a coord1nat1on w1th law hbranes 1s very 
1415 Truxtun Ave., Rm 301 self-help center. There are some small and rural valuable. 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 count1es who do not have the funds to prov1de a 

county law library, but perhaps could work w1th the 
courts in comb1mng resources 1n order to prov1de a 
self-help center 1n those count1es I have a strong 
feeling that 1n the count1es where there IS revenue 
shortfall for county law hbranes there IS also a 
revenue shortfall for the courts As you 
are probably aware, county law hbranes rece1ve 90%, 
1f not more, of their funding from c1v1l f1hng fees. 

There are probably some of county law hbranes who 
may not be expenenc1ng the same drastic funding 
shortfall as the smaller count1es, but who would 
welcome the chance to partner w1th the courts 1n 
some fash1on to bring about better ass1stance to self-
represented ht1gants. Many law hbranes already 
perform many of the serv1ces you are recommending 
on page 12 sect1on E There are other county law 
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libraries who asp1re to provide these serv1ces, but for 
various f1nanc1al reasons are unable to Your 
suggestion of a resource library 1n subsection A on 
page 13 1s already available 1n many count1es through 
the county law library 

The Council of Cal1forn1a County Law L1branans 
(CCCLL) 1s an organ1zat1on that Includes law 
libranans from throughout the state of California. It IS 
open to all 58 county law libraries We currently have 
a member of our orgamzat1on, Ms Pat Pfremmer, on 
the comm1ss1on. Although I cannot speak on behalf of 
CCCLL, I would strongly encourage the commiSSIOn 
to fully explore what county law llbranes currently 
provide and how these serv1ces can be ut11ized to 
help meet the needs of the self-represented litigant. 

40. CommiSSioner Rebecca A Overall, th1s IS an EXCELLENT Statew1de Act1on 
Wightman Plan, and I am thnlled to see the AOC/Jud1cial 
Supenor Court of San Counc1l senously work1ng on th1s issue re: self-
Franc1sco County represented 
400 McAllister litigants. -San Franc1sco, CA 941 02 

OTHER COMMENTS· 

In rev1ew1ng the Act1on Plan 1tself (pp. 28-38), I have 
3 mmor comments (two of wh1ch are grammatical)· 

1. RECOMMENDATION Ill. ALLOCATION OF 1. Agree, w1ll make these add1t1ons 
EXISTING RESOURCES (p 32) -- Comment 
In read1ng Ill A as a whole, 1t seems to leave out 
"other court staff" 1n both 2. and 4. While research 
attorney support and courtroom staff are very 
Important, the "behind the scenes" court staff are also 
cnt1cal for eff1c1ent flow of calendars, and should be 
ment1oned 1n any efforts of a court to utilize 
ex1stmg resources Suggestion add "or other staff" 
(or something s1m1lar) 

194 Positions A= Agree, AM = Agree only If modified, N = Do not agree 



Commentator 

41. Suzanne Clark Morlock 
Director 
Self-Help Access Program 
Supenor Courts of Butte, 
Tehama, and Glenn Counties 

Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Position Comment 

A 

on behalf 
of group? 

N 

Comment 

to both III.A 2. and 4 

2 RECOMMENDATION I.E.2 (p 29) Comment: the 
3rd sentence from bottom of list start1ng w1th 
"Provid1ng mformat1on to ass1st " sounds 
grammatically Incorrect Also, was 1t meant to be 
llm1ted to "court-ordered serv1ces"? Suggestion: Re-
phrase so 1t reads somethmg like: "Prov1dmg 
1nformat1on to ass1st litigants m complymg w1th court 
orders or court-ordered serv1ces " 

3 RECOMMENDATION II A.1 (p 30) Comment the 
2nd 1tem m #1 reads funny because 1t contains the 
words "mclude" and "such as" next to each other 
Suggestion: delete "Include". 
Recommendation 1: Self Help Centers 

See Pages 1 0 - 12 the task force IS correct m 1ts 
observation that the self-represented llt1gants prefer 
personal contact w1th staff Investment 1n Staff 
attorneys and support staff {clencal and paralegal) 
can save court t1me and court resources Bilingual 
staff 1s essential to a self help program. Large 
numbers on non-English speak1ng potential 
customers are effectively den1ed serv1ces 1f there IS 
no one available to translate 1nformat1on for them. 

P 14- I have observed that procedures for 1ssu1ng fee 
waivers vary considerably from county to county 

P 16- As the self help program ass1sts llt1gants m 
areas other than Fam1ly Law, we f1nd the Judges who 
deal w1th self represented litigants 1n areas such as 
Unlawful Deta1ner and C1v11 Harassment are hav1ng 
some problems when the llt1gants are unprepared to 
try their own cases The self help center does not 
teach litigants how to try the1r cases 

Committee Response 

2. Agree. W1ll make th1s change. 

3 Agree W1ll make th1s change. 

Agree that bilingual staff IS preferable 
whenever possible. 

W1ll1nclude suggestion that procedures be 
un1form wherever possible 

No response requ1red 

195 Positions A= Agree; AM= Agree only If modified, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of~roup? 

P 17- Because of budget constraints, courts are No response requ1red. 
relying heavily on grants to provide serv1ces 1n 
courtrooms, 1f any 

P 17-18-19 Most SAL's do not want to take the t1me No response requ1red. 
to read any wntten 1nformat1on provided to them. 
Many want (a) someone to do 1t for them or (b) 
someone to tell them exactly what to do Clerks do 
not have t1me to answer quest1ons or prov1de deta1led 
assistance at the counter The amount of 1nformat1on 
clerks are Willing to g1ve and what the clerks perce1ve 
to be legal 1nformat1on as opposed to legal adv1ce 
varies Widely among Butte, Glenn and Tehama 
Counties. Clerk's tra1n1ng cannot be over 
emphasized- and the self help center staff should 
rece1ve the same tra1n1nglll! 

Non-english speaking llt1gants need to be Informed This IS an Important suggestion for 
before they get 1nto the courtroom that they must 1nstruct1onal 1nformat1on. 
have a translator w1th them 1n all non- DV matters. 
There should be an effect1ve means of providing this 
1nformat1on to all persons who are g01ng to appear 1n 
court, 1nclud1ng those who do not v1s1t a self help 
center. 

P 20 Glenn court has an outstanding webs1te- one we No response reqUired 
should all be proud of We are 1n the process of 
creat1ng an act1on plan to Inform the public about 
serv1ces available to SAL's 

P 22 The courts have still not addressed the needs No response required 
of llt1gants who cannot find suitable ch1ld care. It 
would be 1deal if each court had a children's center, 
however, the reality IS that the courts facilities are 
already crowded and there IS not suff1c1ent staff1ng for 
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such a facility. Llkew1se, a $2-$5 1ncrease 1n f1llng 
fees at th1s t1me 1s probably not feasible. 
Alternatives, such as requesting fund1ng and tra1ned 
volunteers who could supervise children (for mstance, 
set up a ch1ld center 1n a room adjacent to the 
Juvenile calendar courtroom Perhaps the local bar 
association or c1v1c groups would be interested 1n 
prov1d1ng funds to set up a center. Volunteers may ' be recruited and trained, or a part t1me pos1t1on be 
established to prov1de superv1s1on 

The self help center adv1ses 1ts customers not to 
bnng children to court. 

P 24 The establishment of m1n1mum standards for a Th1s IS very valuable feedback. 
self help center should be a pnonty! The self help 
centers are asked to respond to legal1ssues wh1ch 
are beyond the knowledge and expenence of staff 
(and Interns) almost dally. Many w1th complex legal 
1ssues are referred to pnvate attorneys even though 
the customer cannot afford even a consultation fee. 
There 1s a constant pressure on the staff to prov1de 
1nformat1on wh1ch IS beyond the1r knowledge base, 
and therefore constant attorney superv1s1on or at 
least ava1lab1llty 1s requ1red. Access to legal 
1nformat1on from the law library IS normally the source 
of 1nformat1on recommended, but not available 1n 
Glenn County, for example. Staffing levels, 
expenence and facilities requirements (ADA 
compliant) and hours of operat1on wh1ch g1ve access 
to those who cannot afford to take t1me from work 
should be g1ven careful cons1derat1on 

P 25 Fee based serv1ces may be necessary. If the Agree that fees may pose s1gn1f1cant 
dec1s1on to provide fee based serv1ces is made, then administrative burdens that outwe1gh the 
the court must prov1de staff to adm1n1ster and collect revenue rece1ved This concern w111 be 
the fees for serv1ces Fees for workshops could be reflected 1n the report. 
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Imposed and the pnce of a forms packet Included 1n 
the pnce. For example- a fee of $50 00 for a 
d1ssolut1on workshop and packet could be charged, 
and for that pnce, a person could attend workshops 
for d1sso from Initial f1llng to default JUdgment. A 
$15 00 fee for an OSC workshop would prov1de the 
forms, the workshop ass1stance and the FOAH 
Charg1ng a nom1nal fee for forms would help defray 
costs. 

If the local board of supervisors could observe the No response requ1red. 
operation of self help centers in full sw1ng, support 
m1ght be generated to contmue the program, or at 
least part of 1t, w1th a combination of county and court 
support. 

P 26 part1c1pation of JUdiCial off1cers and attorneys- Th1s could be an Important part of a 
we need to elevate awareness of the program among volunteer program. 
JUdicial off1cers and attorneys. A program for 
recognition of attorney Involvement and contnbut1ons 
to self represented l1t1gant ass1stance could be 
fostered and developed among the count1es. 

42 Just1ce James R. Lambden, AM y I wnte on behalf of the California Comm1ss1on on No response requ1red 
Cha1r Access to Justice to congratulate you and your Task 
State Courts Committee Force for this very valuable draft act1on plan. We 
California Comm1ss1on on also extend our apprec1at1on to the Ch1ef Just1ce and 
Access to Just1ce the Jud1c1al Council for the leadership they have 

shown by their continued comm1tment to 1mprov1ng 
access to our JUdicial system. When Implemented 1n 
1ts final form, we expect th1s plan to Improve public 
trust and confidence 1n the courts, a goal uniformly 
supported by members of the bench and bar. 

We especially appreciate your recommendation that No response requ1red 
there should be more fund1ng for legal serv1ces 
While 1t 1s self ev1dent that reoresentatlon by an 
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attorney IS preferable 1n most cases, we understand 
there may never be enough money and volunteers to 
prov1de professional representation for every lit1gant. 
G1ven these realities, the proposed plan recognizes 
the proven value of self-help centers and offers a 
creat1ve v1s1on for 1mprovmg services for self-
represented litigants. We are pleased that the Plan 
highlights the need for adequate staffing of the self-
help centers and recogn1zes the Importance of lawyer 
superv1s1on As w1th all human endeavors, the 
ultimate success of the self-help centers w1ll depend 
upon the people Involved. 

Th1s plan IS an Important step 1n the d1rect1on of 
reorgan1z1ng our JUdiCial system to better serve a 
rap1dly chang1ng population Clearly we are on the 
verge of a maJor sh1ft m the traditional parad1gm of a 
court system des1gned pnmanly to be used by 
lawyers representing a relatively narrow segment of 
SOCiety Local courts recogmzed that th1s shift started 
long ago; they see f1rst hand the Impact of growmg 
numbers of unrepresented llt1gants on the serv1ces 
that those courts prov1de Th1s plan recogmzes that 
JUdges and court staff need help at the local level 

W1th that goal1n m1nd, the proposed plan Includes 
spec1f1c suggestions for each of the component parts 
of our extremely d1verse JUdiCial system, and 1t 
prom1ses to clanfy how everyone f1ts 1nto the larger 
p1cture. In California we know that one s1ze does not 
f1t all. 

For th1s reason, we suggest that the f1nal The Task Force IS concerned that stress1ng 
recommendations of the Task Force stress the need the need for local autonomy IS mcons1stent 
for local autonomy. The report should highlight the w1th the goal of hav1ng a baseline of 
local act1on plans that are at 1ts heart, and 1t should serv1ces available 1n all count1es 
recognize that, to be successful, the effort to serve 
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the under-represented must be a process that beg1ns 
at the grass roots level Indeed, the Task Force 1tself 
was a response to the needs expressed by the local 
courts 

California leads the country 1n 1ts thoughtful, strateg1c 
approach to 1mprov1ng access for those who cannot 
afford counsel and who must nav1gate the court 
system on their own Th1s draft plan represents an 
enormous amount of work, all of wh1ch has helped lay 
a solid foundation for the implementation of the act1on 
plan. 

Recommendation I. 
Court-based self-help centers should be 
developed throughout the state. 

• The Access Comm1ss1on enthusiastically No response requ1red. 
supports the central concept of a network of 
self-help centers 1n the courts, and the 
precept that self-help centers should be 
considered a core court funct1on; 

• The Commission congratulates the Task No response requ1red. 
Force for emphas1z1ng the need for attorney 
superv1s1on, and for stat1ng that the centers 
should have in-person staffing. 

• The Importance of these self-help centers to Agree, will add descnptions regarding the 
children and fam1hes needs to be rec1p1ents of the serv1ces provided by the 
emphasized; 1t IS 1mportant to humamze the self-help centers 
rec1p1ents of these serv1ces and to explain 
the1r Impact on the public as well as on the 
courts 

• It 1s Important to have an efficacious triage Agree, w1ll reflect that local courts should 
svstem for refemno those who need legal be aware of what serv1ces are available 1n 
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help, as reflected However, the reality 1s the1r community and develop appropnate 
there are too few resources, and where there referrals accordmgly. 
are no resources to send people to, we must 
be honest w1th people and not send them 
where they cannot get help It would be 
helpful to add a cross reference here to the 
sect1on about the need for Increased funding 
for legal serv1ces 

• Local courts' needs and populations vary Tnage systems should certainly be adapted 
dramatically Therefore, local tnage systems to reflect actual serv1ces 1n the commumty. 
need to be adapted to local needs and to the 
level of available resources. 

• The Commission would like to see courts The Task Force IS concerned about adding 
track 1nformat1on about referrals How many adm1n1strat1ve burdens on the programs, 
1nd1v1duals were determined to need a but suggests that research staff m1ght 
referral, and how many of those were unable design a study to capture th1s data for a 
to be referred to a serv1ce that could help limited, but stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant penod of 
them We understand that th1s kmd of t1me. Data regarding referrals made 1s 
1nformat1on m1ght be d1ff1cult to capture, but already captured by many programs. 
the 1nformat1on could be invaluable 1n 
documenting the cnt1cal need for more legal 
serv1ces 

• The Comm1ss1on appreciates that reliance on Will add a clause noting that full service 1s 
' lim1ted scope legal ass1stance can be an opt1mal. 

Important part of a comprehensive system for 
litigants who are pnmanly pro per The 
availability of Judicial Council rules and forms 
for limited scope representation 1n family law 
matters IS help1ng to expand the ava1lab11ity of 
some level of legal assistance for otherwise 
self-represented lit1gants However, it IS 
Important to emphas1ze that 1t would be 
preferable 1n most cases, all thmgs be1ng 
equal, for a party to have full representation. 
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Wh1le we realize that th1s 1deal cannot be 
ach1eved because of woefully Inadequate 
funding for legal serv1ces, we also can 
recognize that limited scope assistance is 
becom1ng a key serv1ce, particularly of the 
family law system. 

• The Commission supports the suggestion No response requ1red . 
that non-lawyer volunteers be used The 
Commission has a broad membership and a 
range of appo1nt1ng ent1t1es; th1s 1s because 
we believe that access 1s a soc1etal 1ssue, 
and not JUSt the responsibility of the bench 
and bar 

• E- The Comm1ss1on suggests that th1s The sect1on Will be rev1sed to clanfy the 
sect1on should be rewntten to put the tasks level of serv1ce prov1ded. Sett1ng pnont1es 
descnbed 1nto two t1ers· (1) those that every on level of serv1ce IS something that may 
center should have and (2) others that are be more appropnately considered by local 
less Important We would propose that the courts. 
f1rst t1er Include 1tems 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and the 
second t1er, 1tems 2, 6, 9. (Note that 6 and 9 
seemed that they could be close to the 
practice of law, so 1t would be helpful to 
1nclude warn1ng on that 1ssue.) 

• E - The Commission suggests that this Th1s has been redrafted to clanfy the type 
sect1on be wntten to say that facilitators could of assistance provided. 
offer ass1stance 1n status conferences, or to 
help conduct mediations, etc. Some think 
that the status conference IS a JUdiCial 
funct1on and judges m1ght react negatively to 
the 1dea that this calendar-management tool 
would be taken away Also, some of the 
1tems (such as med1at1on) are more time-
1ntens1ve and, for that reason, may belong 1n 
the second cateQory so as not to deplete all 
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available resources 

• E- The Comm1ss1on was concerned that Th1s is a common serv1ce offered by many 
prov1d1ng self-help assistance w1th self-help centers including assistance 1n 
enforcement of JUdgments m1ght be too close prepanng wage assignments and other 
to the pract1ce of law. However, the Judgment collection papers, makmg 
Comm1ss1on agrees 1t 1s an Important serv1ce referrals to law enforcement and court 
to prov1de One method of assistance ordered services, and otherwise ass1st1ng 
(besides prov1dmg plam-Enghsh or fore1gn with procedural 1ssues related to 
language explanations of how the collection enforcement. 
process works) IS to have facilitators 
available at a debtor's exam to provide 
1nformat1on on vanous opt1ons bemg 
diSCUSSed. 

• The Comm1ss1on behaves that Agree, w1ll add that language 
Recommendation I would result 1n 
s1gn1f1cantly 1mprovmg trust and confidence 1n 
the court system. Th1s fact should be 
emphasized 1n the vanous segments of the 
Act1on Plan. 

Recommendation II. 
A system of support should be developed at the 
state level to encourage the development and 
expansion of local self-help centers. 

• The Access Comm1ss1on acknowledges, w1th No response required 
apprec1at1on, the s1gn1f1cant progress already 
made by the Jud1c1al Council and the AOC to 
coordinate and expand self help centers 

• The Access CommiSSion offers to work with Th1s support 1s much appreciated 
the Jud1c1al Council, particularly on' collecting 
best pract1ce 1nformat1on, etc , relating to 
self-help centers. 

• (H) The Comm1ss1on 1s pleased that this No response requ1red 
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strategy emphasizes the need for legal 
services fund1ng Our recent report, Path to 
Equal Justtce, reported that there IS only one 
attorney for every 1 0,000 poor people, and 
only 28% of the legal needs of the poor are 
be1ng met. 

• (H) Th1s sect1on should also spec1f1cally Reference 1s already made to work1ng w1th 
ment1on the Importance of working w1th the the Legal Serv1ces Trust Fund 
Legal Services Trust Fund Commission to Comm1ss1on. The Task Force IS 
"enhance IOL T A funds", as one spec1f1c way concerned about hst1ng the vanety of 
of expanding legal serv1ces fund1ng. fund1ng sources that should be Increased 

a The Access Commission would like to see 
the Action Plan include a strong 
recommendation that Pres1d1ng Judges have 
an obhgat1on to promote pro bono (11-H, and 
1-8). Th1s respons1b1hty could be a new 
Standard of Jud1c1al Adm1n1strat1on, or 1t 
could be included 1n an existing Standard, 1f 
there IS an appropnate one to encompass 
such an obhgat1on. [See, for example, Rule 
6 603 of the Jud1c1al Adm1nistrat1on Rules 1n 
the Cahforn1a Rules of Court ] 

Recommendation Ill. 
The needs of self-represented litigants should be 
considered in the allocation of existing judicial 
and staff resources. 

• Given that budget constraints may make 1t The reference to research attorneys w1ll be 
extremely d1ff1cult to get new fundrng for self- deleted. 
help centers, and given that courts w1th 
heavy pro per calendars need adequate 
resources to address the need, the 
Comm1ss1on supports the concept of 
reallocating JUdiCial and staff resources 
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However, the Comm1ss1on suggests that 
Strategy A should be mod1f1ed to say that 
JUdiCial off1cers w1th heavy pro per calendars 
should be given pnority for allocat1on of 
resources - "consistent w1th the particular 
needs of each county'' In add1t1on, the 
Comm1ss1on suggests tak1ng out the 
reference to research attorneys, wh1ch IS not 
necessanly the highest pnonty need 

• The Comm1ss1on strongly supports the need No response requ1red 
to work closely w1th local communities, tak1ng 
advantage of the network established 
through community-focused court planning 

• W1th regard to Strategy A, the Comm1ss1on Agree, th1s language w111 be reworked to 
suggests that courts be warned about the clanfy what serv1ces may be offered. 
poss1ble pract1ce of law; the sect1on should 
ment1on that anyone prov1dmg ass1stance 
should be careful not to overstep that barrier, 
and matenals need to be provided to be sure 
they don't The paragraph calls for attorneys 
to be available to "ass1st w1th cases", but th1s 
may result m the appearance that the 
attorney IS tak1ng on representation of the 
llt1gant 

• The fmal paragraph of Strategy A could be Agree. W1ll mod1fy th1s language 
mod1fied to state that these act1v1t1es accordingly. 
mcrease trust and confidence 1n the 
government, not JUSt m "JUdiCial InstitUtions". 
Because courts are often the only 
government that many md1v1duals come m 
contact w1th, 1t reflects on all of government. 

Recommendation IV. 
A judicial branch education program should be 
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designed to address issues involved self· 
represented litigants. 

• The Access CommiSSIOn has worked on The Access Commiss1on 1s an Important 
developmg tra1n1ng components for JUdges partner 1n developing these matenals. 
on access 1ssues, and is Willing to work on Tra1n1ng on In Forma Paupens (fee wa1ver) 
th1s 1ssue 1n the future as well In add1t1on, procedures are currently bemg developed 
we believe 1t 1s appropnate to add the 1ssue 1n response to concerns about the court's 
of In Forma Paupens (IFP) procedures to the budget. 
list of recommended tra1ning 1tems for 
JUdges 

• The 1ssue of tra1n1ng on IFP procedures Agree that tra1n1ng 1n th1s area IS cruc1al 
should also be made available to clerks and that recommendation w111 be added 
throughout the court system. There IS a 
perception in some parts of the state that 
these procedures are not be1ng followed as a 
result of budget constramts, wh1ch has a 
negat1ve 1mpact on the trust and confidence 
that low mcome people have 1n the JUdiCial 
system. 

Recommendation V. 
Judges and court staff should engage In 
community outreach and education programs to 
foster realistic expectations about how the courts 
work. 

• The Access Comm1ss1on offers to work w1th 
the AOC on public outreach, and supports The support of partners such as the 

the concept of JUdges and court staff act1vely Access CommiSSion w111 be Invaluable 1n 

part1c1pat1ng 1n public outreach. Aga1n, th1s is outreach efforts. 

a "trust and confidence" issue, and JUdges 
would hear f1rst-hand what the need IS 

• The Comm1ss1on suggests that the f1rst Agree. The language w111 be mod1f1ed to 

strateav should sav "1udaes should work w1th reflect this suggestion. 
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others 1n the commun1ty to conduct 
community-outreach." They should work w1th 
bars, legal serv1ces, etc. The narrat1ve could 
add a reference, such as, "cons1stent w1th 
suggestions and mandates 1n the standards 
of JUdiCial adm1n1strat1on " 

• Outreach to legislators 1s particularly No response requ1red . 
important, g1ven the need for fundmg of self-
help centers Since legislators do a large 
amount of constituent service, they would 
see the benefit of cost-effect1ve self-help 
centers 

• The Comm1ss1on believes that, because Agree. Will modify the language to reflect 
most courts already do work w1th law th1s suggestion. 
enforcement, th1s strategy should be 
reworded. It could refer to the need to 
"strengthen their ex1st1ng ties w1th law 
enforcement", and poss1bly suggest ongo1ng 
steenng committees The report could 
Include specific examples of the role of law 
enforcement 1n domestic VIolence s1tuat1ons, 
and the Importance of work1ng collaborat1vely 
w1th them and others 1n the community. 

• In the narrative, at p 20, the report m1ght say Agree. Will mod1fy the language to reflect 
the courts should make "more" tra1mng th1s suggestion. 
available to law enforcement, because many 
of them already do prov1de traming. 

• Strategy C, 1n the narrat1ve, at p. 20, the Agree. W1ll mod1fy language to reflect th1s 
Comm1ss1on suggests that 1t should say that suggest1on. 
courts "should" solicit 1nput, rather than that 
they are "encouraged to"; also, the report 
could suggest spec1f1c th1ngs like regular 
monthly meetings, steenng_ committees 
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1nvolv1ng d1stnct attorneys, public defenders, 
law enforcement, Judges, and community 
members These sess1ons should 
encourage two-way communication 

Recommendation VI. 
Space in court facilities should be made available 
to promote optimal management of cases with 
self-represented litigants and for effective self-
help services to the public. 

• The Commission suggests that there 1s a Agree, w111 reflect that those are other 
need for volunteer lawyers to have adequate Important needs. 
space at the courthouse Also, there needs 
to be adequate space for Interpreters to work 
w1th lit1gants, when necessary 

Recommendation VII. 
Continue exploration and pursuit of stable 
funding strategies. 

• Because the Comm1ss1on believes that self- Th1s need may best be served by prov1d1ng 
help centers are a core court function, stable bilingual staff or making court Interpreters 
funding is requ1red In add1t1on, adequate available for self-help centers 
and stable fund1ng for translators and 
Interpreters in self-help centers is needed as 
well. 

• The Comm1ss1on supports the not1on of The goal of m1n1mum standards would be 
some kind of minimum standards or to allow for a rat1onal formula to request 
qualifications for self-help centers around the fund1ng from the state that would promote 
state, 1nd1cat1ng that they are intended to equalization of serv1ces The Task Force 
ass1st local courts 1n the1r formulation recognizes that the budget s1tuat1on 
However, we believe 1t IS Important to precludes such a request for funding at th1s 
acknowledge the lack of resources faced by t1me, but believes that 1t IS Important for 
many courts and the dramat1c differences 
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among counties. M1n1mum standards Will these steps to be undertaken now 1n 
help assure quality control, but we cannot preparat1on for a better econom1c climate. 
reasonably expect that the structure and Flex1b1lity to address local needs 1s an 
programs of all local centers will be the Important part of any recommendation 
same Suff1c1ent flexibility must be bUJit mto 
the template to allow each court to develop 
the best responses to local needs. 

• Regard1ng the suggestion of uniform Th1s 1s a very valid concern and 1t may be 
stat1st1cal report1ng, 1t is Important to important to convene funders to try to 
acknowledge the ex1stence of multiple establish consistent reporting reqUirements 
funding sources that some self-help centers to allow for ease in reporting and 
have and the need to avo1d forc1ng appropnate companson of data. 
burdensome and possibly contradictory 
obligations on them that will cut 1nto the 
amount of services they can prov1de, 1f too 
admm1strat1vely burdensome. 

• Wh1le the Comm1ss1on understands that The concept of charg1ng fees IS one that 
cons1denng all poss1ble revenue sources IS would need to be senously examined 
Important, particularly given the budget before 1mplementat1on. The concerns 
constraints we face, we respectfully disagree raised by the Comm1ss1on w111 be reflected 
w1th the fee for serv1ce concept The small 1n the report. 
amount of money that could be rece1ved from 
the small percentage of users who are not 
1nd1gent would pose an undue admm1strat1ve 
burden and may not result 1n net revenue. In 
addition, we fear that such fees would scare 
others away from us1ng the serv1ce If the 
court doesn't charge for matenals or serv1ces 
offered elsewhere 1n the courthouse, the self-
help center should not be smgled out. While 
we understand the need to do everything we 
can to find fund1ng, and we understand that 
fundmg IS d1ff1cult, we do not believe fee for 
serv1ce 1s the answer 
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• One possible suggestion 1s to explore 
modest fees for use of hardware - copiers 
and computers, similar to what a local 
bus1ness m1ght do. The Important thing is 
not to charge for "services" at the self-help 
center when they wouldn't be charged at the 
clerk's counter However, any 1mpos1t1on of, 
or 1ncrease 1n fees must be carefully 
considered to ensure that 1t w111 result 1n a net 
revenue Increase (as opposed to being a 
nom1nal charge that cannot be collected cost-
effectively). These dec1s1ons must be made 
at the local level 

Agree 
• W1th regard to Strategy B-2 we believe it is a 

good 1dea to work w1th legislators and others 
1n the collection of data, and that process can 
also help the public outreach funct1on 
suggested in V-B. 

Recommendation VIII. 
A smaller implementation task force should be 
established. 

This support is apprec1ated 
• The Access CommiSSIOn offers to work w1th 

the Jud1c1al Counc1l on 1mplementat1on of 
these Important recommendations. 

Agree. Th1s mechamsm Will be cnt1cal to 
• We agree that a smaller group would be the ensure that the partnerships advocated 1n 

most feasible format for a follow-up task the Action Plan are Implemented at the 
force However, because of 1ts smaller s1ze, 1t state level 
Will be necessary to set up a mechan1sm for 
reaching out to other 1nst1tut1ons who need to 
be part of the solut1on. 

Agree With this concern. Will mod1fy 
• The CommiSSion behaves that the recommendation accordingly. 
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compos1t1on of the Implementation 
Committee should be reconsidered Could 
there be lla1sons to ex1st1ng stand1ng 
committees, rather than hav1ng them 
constitute the committee? IndiVIduals 
representing other committees would have 
too many demands from the1r other 
committees, and 1t m1ght be hard to forge a 
good work1ng group with that diverse a 
membership. More Important, the range of 
expertise that you need on the 
Implementation group 1tself m1ght not be 
reflected 1n these representatives. We 
suggest that the comm1ttee needs add1t1onal 
part1c1pat1on from clerks who work directly 
w1th pro per litigants, court execut1ve off1cers, 
at least one Independent legal serv1ces 
person, law llbranans and public llbranans, 
etc In addition, 1t Will be good to have 
representatives mvolved w1th groups outs1de 
the Jud1c1al Council, such as the Access 
Commission, the Legal Serv1ces Trust Fund 
Comm1ssion, and others 

Input from knowledgeable partners Will be 
F1nally, 1f the range of those who need to be Involved cnt1cal to any 1mplementat1on comm1ttee. 

< w1th 1mplementat1on would make for an unwieldy 
committee, perhaps the Jud1c1al Council should 
consider a separate body of advisors or resource 
people, who can prov1de feedback on how 
1mplementat1on can be pursued effectively These 
resource people would not need to be part of any 
ongo1ng group that meets penod1cally, but they can 
be called on for their expert1se at aooropnate t1mes 

43 Cara Vonk A The task force recommends that certain JUStice Th1s 1ssue should certainly be cons1dered 
Counsel to the Small Cla1ms system revenues be sh1fted to the jud1c1al branch and along w1th a potential mcrease 1n funds 
and L1m1ted Cases c1tes small cla1ms adv1sor fees as an example of a available for small cla1ms adv1sors 1f the 
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Subcommittee of the Jud1c1al revenue source that could be used to meet the needs 
Council C1vil and Small of self-represented lit1gants. 1 Th1s recommendation 
Cla1ms Adv1sory Committee should be considered 1n light of (a) the un1que 

character of the small cla1ms adv1sory program and 
(b) the tnal court unif1cat1on leg1slat1ve study on the 
three track system that recommends changes to 
small cla1ms advisory serv1ces and fees should the 
small cla1ms JUriSdictional limit be Increased to $7,500 
or $10,000 

Currently, the Small Cla1ms Act governs the small 
cla1ms adv1sor program The small cla1ms adv1sor 
program IS a county program and a portion of each 
small claims f11in~ fee 1s deposited w1th the county to 
run the program Some advisors are located in the 
County Counsel's off1ce, or the consumer fraud unit 
of the D1stnct Attorney's office, the county d1spute 
resolution program, the local Legal Serv1ces 
Program, a local law school, a local bar assoc1at1on 
program, a person on contract, or located 1n other 
county agenc1es or programs. An adv1sor IS not 
requ1red to be an attorney Some count1es have 
supplemented the1r local adv1sory serv1ces w1th 
add1t1onal local funding In other counties, agreement 
has been reached between the county and the court 
that g1ves the court control over the advisory service. 
Several count1es have mcluded small claims advisory 
serv1ces in the court's self-help center To date, 
fund1ng small cla1ms adv1sory serv1ces has not 
changed because of concerns that local fund1ng 
could be d1m1n1shed or lost altogether 1f a program IS 
shifted to the JUdiCial branch. Sh1ftlnQ revenues to the 

1 See recommendation VII Ftscal Impact, under paragraph G, on page 25 of the report 
2 See Code of Civil Procedure 116 940 (advisory services) and 116 910 (fees). 

Committee Response 

JUriSdiCtional lim1t 1s ra1sed. 

Agree Any change of fund1ng would have 
to be senously rev1ewed to prevent loss of 
any supplemental funds currently ava1lable 
for these programs. 

3 See Cahfomta Law RevlSion Corruruss10n Tentative Recommendation-December 2002 at pages 10-11, citmg Turner & McGee, Small Clatms Reform A Means of Expandmg 
Access to the Amencan Ctvtl Justtce System, 5 U D C L Rev 177, 183 (2000) 
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JUdiCial branch would likely requ1re a dramatiC change 
1n the small cla1ms adv1sory program, as 1t currently 
eXIStS. 

The Legislature directed the California Law Rev1s1on No response requ1red 
Comm1ss1on and the Jud1c1al Council to study and 
evaluate the three-track system as a result of tnal 
court umf1cat1on. The Admin1strat1ve Off1ce of the 
Courts commissioned a study to evaluate the 
effectiveness of small cla1ms and econom1c llt1gat1on 
procedures 1n California, conducted by Polley 
Studies, Inc (PSI) a Colorado consulting f1rm w1th 
extens1ve expenence 1n evaluat1ng the c1v11 JUStice 
systems. PSI found that the quality of the small 
cla1ms adv1sory serv1ce varied w1dely in the count1es 
that 1t studied (San D1ego, San Francisco, and 
Fresno) S1m1larly, a recent law rev1ew art1cle lauds 
Cal1forn1a's small cla1ms adv1sory serv1ce as a model 
for other JUriSdictions, but caut1ons that "th1s 
prom1s1ng program, which has proved to be 
extremely helpful to people com1ng through the small 
cla1ms process, has suffered from under-funding and 
understaffing 1n many locat1ons."3 

The California Law Rev1s1on Comm1ss1on has made No response requ1red The Task Force did 
tentat1ve recommendations to 1mprove small cla1ms not make recommendations on the 
procedures, 1nclud1ng the following: spec1f1cs of th1s proposal as other Jud1c1al 

Council work1ng groups were designated to 
(1) The JUriSdictional llm1t for a small cla1ms study th1s issue 1n depth. 

case should be raised from $5,000 to 
$7,500 or $10,000. 

(2) Steps should be taken to strengthen the 
small cla1ms advisory serv1ce. 

(3) The spec1al JUriSdictional limits for a 
small cla1ms case aga1nst a defendant 
guarantor should be eliminated 

{4) The f11ino fee for small cla1ms cases over 
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$5,000 should be ra1sed and the 
Increase d1stnbuted to small cla1ms 
adv1sory programs and law libranes. 

(5) A new code sect1on should be added 
listmg the kmds of adv1ce that small 
cla1ms adv1sors should g1ve 

(6) The Department of Consumer Atta1rs 
should study and report on the 1mpact of 
these reforms. [The Jud1c1al Council 
Three Track Study Working Group 
recommends that the Jud1c1al Council 
conduct the study] 

Suggestions for 1mprov1ng the small cla1ms adv1sory The Task Force agrees that it may be an 
serv1ce were made by commentators 1n response to appropnate t1me to evaluate, standard1ze 
the California Law Rev1s1on's tentat1ve and Improve small cla1ms advisory 
recommendations. These Included that adv1sors be serv1ces. It has suggested that those 
attorneys and suggested increased fund1ng for self- serv1ces be coordinated with other self-help 
help centers that may be Impacted w1th Increased act1v1t1es and that funding be mcreased for 
workloads resulting from an Increased JUriSdiCtional these self-help act1v1tles. It has deferred 
lim1t among other suggestions. spec1f1cs of changes to the other Jud1c1al 

Council comm1ttees rev1ew1ng these 
Because our court system IS evolv1ng and s1gn1f1cant proposals. 
changes are contemplated, th1s may also be the 
appropnate t1me to evaluate, standardize, and 
Improve small cla1ms adv1sory serv1ces. The small 
cla1ms adv1sory serv1ce IS, after all, the granddaddy of 
assistance oroarams for self-reoresented litigants. 

44. Albert Balingit AM N It 1s cost-ett1c1ent to coordmate Small Cla1ms Advisors No response requ1red. 
California Department of w1th self-help centers smce small cla1ms litigants are 
Consumer Affairs really engaged 1n self-help. I observed and was 

Impressed With the self-help center 1n Nevada C1ty 
where the Self-Help Director was also the Small 
Cla1ms Advisor. Further efficiency was achieved by 
locat1ng the Self-Help Center 1n the law library where 
the law libranan assisted self-help litigants 1n 
conducting research for the1r cases 
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As the Coordinator of the Dispute Resolution Off1ce Will mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
wh1ch oversees the count1es and programs clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
partic1pat1ng 1n the Dispute Resolution Programs Act, encourage collaboration among these 
I w1sh to clanfy the 1mpllcat1on of Recommendation Important service providers and not to 
VI_G (page 25) and Table VII H.(page 37). usurp the role or funding for DRPA 

agenc1es 
The language of the above port1ons of the report 

may lead to an 1mpllcat1on that funds collected 
pursuant to the D1spute Resolution Programs Act 
may be used by count1es to fund Self-Help Centers 
The DRPA requires that the Three E1ght Dollars of 
the filing tees wh1ch are collected pursuant to 
Bus1ness and Protess1ons Code 470.3 must be used 
exclusively to fund program engaged 1n dispute 
resolution. 

Bus1ness and Professions Code sect1on 467.2 
hsts the following pertinent reqwrements pnor to a 
program rece1v1ng tund1ng from· 

A program shall not be ellgtble for fundmg under 
thts chapter unless it meets all of the followmg 
reqwrements 

(a) Compltance wtth thts chapter and the 
applicable rules and regulattons of the advtsory 
counctl 

(b) Provts1on of neutral persons adequately 
framed m conflict resolution techmques as reqwred 
by the rules and regulations promulgated by the 
adv1sory council pursuant to Sectton 471. 

(c) Provtsion of dtspute resolution, on a 
s!Jdmg scale basts, and without cost to mdtgent. 
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(d) ProviSIOn that, upon consent of the 
part1es, a wntten agreement or an award resolvmg a 
d1spute w111 be 1ssued settmg out a settlement of the 
1ssues mvolved in the d1spute and the future 
responsibilities of each party. 

(e) ProviSion of neutral procedures 
applicable equally to all part1c1pants Without any 
spec1al benefit or cons1derat10n giVen to persons or 

~ 

enflt1es prov1dmg fundmg for the programs 

(f) Prov1s1on that partic1pat10n m the 
program IS voluntary and that the part1es are not 
coerced to enter dispute resolution 

(g) Prov1s1on of alternatiVe dispute 
resolution IS the pnmarv purpose of the program. 

(h) Programs operated b~ counties that 
receiVe fundmg under th1s chapter shall be operated 
pnmanl'l. for the pum.oses of dispute resolution, 
consistent With the purposes of th1s chapter 
(Emphas1s Added) 

The above provisions eliminates from fund1ng self-
help centers unless of course, they meet the above 
requirements, and many others 1n the DRPA Statutes 
and Regulations 

I do not have the expertise to comment on 
whether d1spute resolution centers should coordinate 
w1th Self-help centers. 

45 Judge Roderic Duncan (Ret.) A N I th1nk the Act1on Plan 1s excellent. When No response required. 
1678 Shattuck Ave., #246 Implemented, 1t w111 prov1de a dramatiC Increase 1n 
Berkeley, CA 94709 1mportant serv1ces to the pro pers who st1ll get lost 1n 

the JUngle of procedures that confront lay persons 
-

w1th important fam1lv law 1ssues 

216 Posttlons A= Agree; AM= Agree only tf modtfied, N =Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

I drffer wrth the plan in only a few very mrnor detarls- Technology and methods of presentatron 
for rnstance, rn the plan of some countres to use have rmproved signrfrcantly srnce the 
krosks such as those used rn Arrzona for many years Arrzona model 
I believe that only a very few pro pers are able to 
navrgate the multrple screens of the krosks I have 
seen 

It has been my expenence workrng rn several No response requrred. 
countres rn the Assrgned Judges Program between 
my retrrement rn 1995 and January, 2003, that 
lrtrgants usrng the self-help programs avarlable have 
never shown any possrble abrllty to pay a retarner to 
an attorney 

I 

On another matter, I have been part of many efforts No response requrred. 
over ten years to recrurt volunteer attorneys to ard pro 
pers There rs a hard core of generous lawyers who 
grve therr servrces when they are avarlable. But 
desprte all sorts of rncentrves that have been trred, I 
am pretty well convrnced, the number of lawyers 
avarlable to assrst on a regular basrs rs not going to 
rncrease dramatically. Where there are law schools 
near courts, they provide a wonderful source of help. 
Recrurtment by JUdges gorng personally to the 
schools rs of maJor assrstance. 

46. Charles Dyer AM To begrn, we prarse the Statewrde Task Force for rts No response requrred 
D1rector of L1branes and very hard work 1n covenng the good work across the 
Secretary to the Board State already be1ng done by the courts. The report 1s 
Marn Lrbrary a good contrrbutron, as far as it goes Most of the 
1105 Front St report rs qurte good 
San Drago, CA 921 01 

However, from our vrewpornt, rt rs very rncomplete, Wrll amend the report to reflect the 
and we are greatly concerned that rt wrll be assumed rmportance of law lrbranes. The Task 
to be complete by such entrtres as the Legrslature Force attempted to reflect the response of 
and some of the stakeholders Notrng the mrssron of the court system to the needs of self-
the Task Force, as quoted on page on of the represented lltrgants, but drd not try to 
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Executrve Summary, we believe the report address the many efforts of vanous non-
srgmficantly farls missron number 1, ''to coordmate the profrt as well as commercral entrtres 
statewrde response to the needs of self-represented 
partres." The report barely touches on the huge 
contnbutrons of county law hbranes from across the 
State It also farls to account for several programs 
that presently deal wrth unbundled legal services and 
the results and problems of those programs 

As a result of thrs farhng, we respectfully, but strongly, Have clanfred the language to specrfy that 
request that there be a scope note placed at the the report attempts to address the way rn 
begrnnrng of the report that states that the arm rs to whrch the court system serves the needs of 
develop programs under the control of the Judrcral self-represented htrgants. As the 
Councrl only. Other programs, such as county law commenter pornts out, other servrces 
hbranes, whrch use servrces to self-represented would be beyond the purvrew of the task 
htrgants as part of therr ratronale for fundrng and force. 
legislatron, are not rncluded rn the report, except as 
collaboratrng agencres (As noted rn our more narrow 
cntrcrsm of the report rtself, even those mentrons of 
the county law hbranes are woefully defrcrent.) 
Legrslatron rntended to rmplement the 
recommendations of the report should not be thought 
to be exhaustrve of the all the potentral and surtable 
recommendations that could be made rn order to 
provrde for self-represented htrgants 

By gate count and periodrc surveys, we frnd that the No response requrred. 
San Drego County Public Law Lrbrary serves some 
100,000 self-represented htrgants (SRLs) per year. 
Grven anecdotal evidence of our reference staff, we 
assume that, due to repeat vrsrts, the actual number 
of rndrvrdual SRLs served rs between 30,000 and 
50,000 per year. They ask 85 percent of the 80,000 
reference questrons answered by our hbranans each 
year. In order to serve such large numbers and 
better prepare them for court, the SDCPLL teaches 
classes to SRLs on seven toprcs, rncludrnq basrc crvrl 
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Comment 

procedure and appellate procedure Currently, 
through federal grants made by the California State 
Library, we have expanded our class sess1ons to an 
average of eleven m-house and three or four at 
remote locations (such as branches of the public 
libranes) per month. You may check our webs1te for 
the calendar of our 1n-house programs at 
www.sdcpll org 

At our Mam Library, the San D1ego Volunteer Lawyer 
Program runs a Law Library Clinic, wherein 1t 
prov1des unbundled legal adv1ce to any SAL, 
regardless of top1c, status, or 1ncome qualif1cat1on, m 
twenty-m1nute parcels They see 18 people per 
week, due to lim1ted grant funds. We typically turn 
away four t1mes as many for the available slots, 
wh1ch are only on Mondays and Wednesdays. Often 
the SRLs need only some reassurance that they are 
mdeed po1nted m the nght d1rect1on or a qu1ck 
red1rect1on. Often they are referred back to the 
reference libranans or directly to matenals 1n the 
Library It IS also worth not1ng that, because of the 
vanety of client and vanety of type of act1on, the 
SDVLP has staffed th1s program w1th staff attorneys, 
rather than volunteers, because to breadth of general 
legal knowledge of the attorney 1s more Important that 
depth m a narrow area of pract1ce. 

S1m1lar reference services and unbundled legal 
advice programs are found at county law libranes 
across the State Even such places as the Nevada 
County Law Library has an unbundled adv1ce 
program 1n conJunction w1th the Nevada County Bar. 

As a result of years of such work, we have developed 
a good understanding of the needs of SRLs. From 
our perspective, the sense of the report falls to meet 

Committee Response 

Other than in the background paper on 
Califorma's courts response to the needs of 
self-represented litigants, the Task Force 
chose not to highlight 1nd1v1dual programs. 

No response requ1red 

Agree that it is important to ass1st litigants 
m developing reasonable expectations. 
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some of the1r bas1c needs. We have found that most 
people not versed 1n law have developed the1r own 
sense of JUStice, based on their own cultural 
expenence They come to the courts and the county 
law llbranes w1th pre-set not1ons of what JUStice they 
Will rece1ve from the courts The1r frustration w1th the 
many barners to access to the courts IS 1ntens1f1ed as 
the JUStice they presume they should get IS den1ed. 

At the SDCPLL, we believe 1t IS our objeCtive to No response reqUired. 
educate SRLs so that they are better aware of the 
actual remedies they may be able to obtain and to 
educate them on how to go about obta1n1ng them. 
We do not presume to 1nform them of the differences 
between their 1nd1V1dual not1ons of just1ce 1n the1r own 
cases and the actual obtainable just1ce as commonly 
known (or found through legal research) by the legal 
community. But we do educate them as to the 
methods of obta1mng that 1nformat1on and do, through 
our classes and 1nd1v1dual one-on-one reference, 
inform them of the nature of law as 1t actually IS By 
that I mean that we g1ve them a sense of the 
common law and statutory Interpretation and an 
understanding that such th1ngs as fill-In-the-blank 
forms are only meant to create some structure to 
ease use 1n more routine matters We also Inform 
them that they should recogn1ze that no matter, 
especially their own, should automatically be 
considered rout1ne. They must do the work 
themselves and make the1r own dec1s1ons 

We have observed that, regardless of the Intelligence Agree that live persons are often cnt1cal for 
and education level of SRLs, they all, qUJte nghtly, are allev1at1ng some of a llt1gant's concerns 
nervous about handling their own case, because 1t 1s about self-representation. That is why the 
their f1rst case, no matter how rout1ne 1t may appear Task Force is recommending that self-help 
to us or to the courts. Such dev1ces as web-access centers be staffed 
forms and k1osks and packaged forms do not totally 
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alleviate that concern Self-help books, such as 
those by Nolo Press, can alleviate much of the 
concern for those who can adequately catch the 
subtleties buned 1n the text But for many, noth1ng 
short of a real live person can make them feel 
sufficiently comfortable. 

It IS 1n the sp1nt of that knowledge that we respectfully 
suggest that the hope placed through the Task Force 
Report that the need for face-to-face help can be 
filled by a s1gn1f1cant Increase 1n unbundled legal 
serv1ces IS wrongheaded Certainly, an Increase 1n 
the ava1lab1llty of unbundled legal serv1ces would 
help, but the numbers of SRLs are much larger than 
can ever be served adequately by unbundled legal 
serv1ces on the part of the bar It also m1sses the 
po1nt that most SRLs are driven to d01ng the1r own 
llt1gat1on 1n order to avoid expense Even m1ddle 
class SRLs Will not believe they can afford to pay for 
unbundled legal services for small cases that do not 
warrant a s1gn1f1cant amount of damages or have no 
damages at all 

We h1ghly recommend that due cons1derat1on be 
g1ven for the ab1llty of our county law llbranes and 
the1r very good, but underapprec1ated, staffs to 
prov1de SRLs w1th suff1c1ent empowerment to handle 
their own cases 

Second, we strongly recommend that the examples 
of free, unbundled legal adv1ce g1ven 1n clln1cs at 
county law llbranes can help a s1gn1f1cant number of 
SRLs get over the hump of despa1r they have from 
handling such an Important matter Without the a1d of a 
knowledgeable person. As noted above for the Law 
L1brary Clime at SDCPLL, attorneys should be 

Committee Response 

The Task Force 1s strongly encouraging 
staffed self-help centers, but recogmzes 
that some people have the resources to 
pay for add1t1onal needed ass1stance and 
believes that llm1ted scope representation 
may f1ll some of th1s gap. 

Clln1cs such as those offered at the law 
library are one form of unbundled serv1ces, 
but there appears to be another market of 
attorneys w1ll1ng to ass1st llt1gants in 
draft1ng documents, coaching them 
through proceedings or appeanng w1th 
them 1n court for llm1ted aspects of a case. 

Agree that law llbranes are often extremely 
helpful for litigants who have the ab1llty to 
use the resources of the law library. The 
task force encourages self-help centers to 
share matenals they develop w1th law 
llbranes to assist self-represented llt1gants. 

The Task Force has determmed not to list 
spec1f1c examples of any programs 1n the 
body of the report The paper that 
descnbes spec1f1c programs IS llm1ted to 
those actually offered by the court 
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specifically tra1ned 1n th1s k1nd of work. 

Th1rd, we believe that county law libraries 1n many 
count1es may well be the best place for the proposed 
self-help centers. Otten, county law llbranes are 
open longer hours than the courts, and referrals both 
to the self-help centers and back to the l1branes 
themselves could be more eas1ly facilitated. 

Please take these recommendations to heart We 1n 
no way Intend to criticize the hard work already 
accomplished by the task force, but we believe 
strongly that the report must be adjusted to account 
tor the pomts we note. ln1t1al react1ons. 

• Report IS Supenor Court-centnc 
• Focus of report IS too narrow It totally 
1gnores what other ent1t1es have accomplished 1n the 
same area 
• Heavy emphasis on role of attorney 
assistance - 1.e., attorney staffed self-help centers, 
unbundling, and facilitators Th1s IS not to denigrate 
the need tor such serv1ces but there 1s much more 
that can be done and IS already be1ng done by county 
law llbranes 
• Report totally 1gnores law libranes other than 
considering them a repository for matenals prepared 
by the courts to ass1st SRLs. 
• Even as listed partners, according to th1s 
report, law llbranes don't really seem to be doing 
anything. 
• Too narrow a focus- "that well-designed 
strategies to serve SRLs are incorporated throughout 
the full scope of COURT OPERATIONS "[2] 
• There IS a need to thmk outs1de of court 
operations, 1.e., law llbranes and volunteer climes 
1ns1de law llbranes The report states that "w1th 1ts 

Committee Response 

Agree that, 1n some commun1t1es, county 
law libraries may well be the best place tor 
self-help centers and should be exammed 
carefully by the court and law llbranes 
together. 

Aga1n, th1s plan 1s des1gned to reflect those 
areas over wh1ch the Jud1c1al Council has 
purv1ew. Law llbranes are not one of those 
areas. The act1on plan w1ll be rev1sed to 
reflect the Importance of law llbranes as 
partners for court serv1ces 

The draft report that 1s attached was only 
des1gned to reflect the response of 
California's courts to the 1ssue of self-
represented litigants It does not reflect the 
many programs 1n the public and pnvate 
sector that have responded to th1s cnt1cal 
need. 

Th1s report 1s really des1gned to deal w1th 
the courts' response to self-represented 
litigants. 

There is a w1de vanety of responses by law 
llbranes to the needs of self-represented 
llt1gants. Will add recogn1t1on of work of 
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famtly law factlttator program famtly law mformatton law hbranes. 
centers, self-help Web stte, self-help ptlot projects 
created by local courts m col/aboratton With bar 
assoctattons and legal servtces, Caltforma has led the 
nat10n m begmnmg to address the rea/tty of ftttgattOn 
mvolvmg SRLs "[2] Aga1n too narrow a focus What 
about what IS currently be1ng done now 1n the law 
hbranes- 1nnovat1ve 1n approach, and demonstrably 
successful. 

Recommendations: [2,3] 

1. "Court based self-help centers should be 
developed throughout the state. 

These self-help centers could be located 1n county Agree. That may well be appropnate Jn 
law llbranes They often have longer hours. some count1es. 
Reference hbranes can d1rect people to them w1th 
greater fac1hty 

The following recommendations should reflect what W1ll add language reflectmg the need to 
law hbranes are already do1ng: 5. PUBLIC AND collaborate w1th law hbranes on these 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL EDUCATION AND ISSUeS 
OUTREACH ·JUDICIAL OFFICERS AND OTHER 
APPROPRIATE COURT STAFF SHOULD ENGAGE 
IN COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO FOSTER REALISTIC 
EXPECTATIONS ABOUT HOW THE COURTS 
WORK [5) One of the recommendations 1s that "the 
AOC contmue to develop mformattonal matenal and 
explore models to explam the JUdtctal system to the 
publtc " Another is that "local courts should 
provide .law libraries .. and other appropnate 
commumty groups w1th Information on issues and 
serv1ces related to SRLs." 
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6 Facilities-
Space In court facilities should be made available 
to promote optimal management of cases 
Involving SRLs [5] 

The need for adjacency of county law libraries to the Agree Th1s may work 1n many counties. 
courts has been demonstrated 1n architectural report There are great differences 1n fac1llt1es and 
after report The obv1ous confluence of county law needs throughout the state 
llbranes and self-help centers would be a s1gn1f1cant 
savings to taxpayers 

7 Fiscal Impact-
... exploration and pursuit of stable 

funding strategies Is required. 

"Court-based fees be used for court-based self-help We look forward to the work of the Task 
serv1ces." No problem w1th the concept, but further Force on AB 1 095 to develop more stable 
use of the filing fee for additional court ventures w111 funding sources for the llbranes 
lessen the capability of f1llng fees to support the 
county law libraries. AB 1 095, s1gned th1s year, will 
create another task force for county law llbranes, and 
one of 1ts chores IS to develop a more stable fund1ng 
source. 

B. Implementation of statew1de act1on plan- Partners such as law librarians, legal 
Recommends that the 1mplementat1on task force be serv1ces organ1zat1on and bar leaders w111 
composed of experts in the areas of jUdiCial be suggested for membership as well. 
education, court facillt1es, leg1slat1on, jUdicial fmance 
and budgetmg, court admm1strat1on and operat1on, 
and court-operated self-help serv1ces. [7] 

The scope of "self-help serv1ces" should be expanded 
to Include the experts at county law libraries 

Report·[8] 
Agree that th1s 1s not Included, but th1s was 
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"Strategies for handlmg cases w1thout attorneys have seen as beyond the scope of the report 
typically not been addressed as a core function of the 
courts." 

• The report falls to recogn1ze that 1t has been 
a core function of law llbranes for a long t1me 

Agree that serv1ces to self-represented 
"Cost benefits to the courts produced by pro per litigants produce cost benefits 
assistance programs have already been documented 
m terms of savmgs m courtroom t1me, reduction of 
maccurate paperwork, mappropnate fl/mgs, 
unproductiVe court appearances, and resultmg 
contmuances; and mcreases m exped1t1ous case 
management and settlement servlces .. "[9] 

• Classes and legal climes at county law 
llbranes already produce these same cost benef1ts 

The Task Force focused 1ts efforts on court 
"In craftmg its recommendations, the task force has, programs. Programs developed by legal 
to the greatest extent poss1ble, attempted to mclude a1d organ1zat1ons and bar orgamzat1ons 
replicatiOn of existmg best practices, collaboratiVe were also not Included, nor were those of 
efforts, development of standardized cntena for self- the pnvate sector or other commun1ty 
help centers, and other cost-effective methods or organ1zat1ons. 
procedures 'T9J 

County law library programs should have been 
Included 

Recommendations: 

1. Court based self-help centers should be 
developed throughout the state. [1 0] 

B Courts utilize court-based, attorney 
supervised, staffed self-help centers as the 
optimum way to facilitate the efficient processing 
of cases involving SRLs snd to Increase access 
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to justice. 

"Swveys of SRLs demonstrate that most litigants fmd 
personal contact w1th staff essential. Personal 
assistance by self-help center staff has been 
successfully provided though tndlvldual face-to-face 
ass1stance, workshops, teleconferencmg, or 
telephone "help lmes" 

Report continues that the serv1ces may be provided 
''at the courthouse, at court outpost locations, m 
mobtle vans, libraries, Jails, or other commumty 
locations . format vanes based on soph1st1cat10n of 
SRL." 

As a Jud1c1al Council product, the scope of 
• Report recommendations should also prov1de the recommendations have been focused 
d1scuss1on of what already ex1sts and could be on the JUdicial branch. 
replicable outside of the supenor court system 

D. Court-based self-help centers serve as 
focal points for countywide or regional programs, 
In collaboration with legal services, local bar 
associations, and other community stakeholders, 
for assisting SRLS [11] 
The report 1tself states that "valuable support for 
those seekmg assistance can be prov1ded outside the 
court structure. It 1s strongly recommended that other 
ex1stmg and effectwe efforts to support SRLs be 
continued and encouraged. [12] Through partnership 
agreements and other collaboratiVe efforts, pnvate 
non-proftt legal programs; local bar assoc1at1ons, 
LAW LIBRARIES; publiC l1branes; law schools and 
colleges; professional associations for psychologists, 
accountants, and process servers; and other 
appropnate commumty groups and orgamzat1ons can 
offer staffmg support, make faclltties available for 
workshops, orcontnbute mother wavs."[12] 
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The report continues "County law ltbranes have been 
a reltable and tradttional source of support for self-
represented ltttgants " 

Why not be more spec1fic and descnbe what else law Aga1n, the report IS not descnbmg many 
libranes can do and are do1ng and have already serv1ces that have been offered by 
done? Talk about dammng w1th famt pra1se. partners. 

2. Support for self-help services [13] When the Task Force recommends 
H. The JC continue to support Increased expand1ng unbundled representation, 1t IS 

availability of representation for low and refernng to a model where pnvate 
moderate income individuals.[15] attorneys Will ass1st lit1gants w1th a port1on 

of their cases- drafting, coach1ng, 
Unbundling IS discussed well 1n terms of assisting With settlement, or appearing for 

where 1t could be used, but badly 1n terms of reality. a port1on of the1r case Wh1le climes, such 
Very few lawyers would seek to build a pnvate as the ones offered by SDVLP are very 
pract1ce out of unbundled representation, certainly helpful, these do not prov1de the full range 
not to the extent bemg proposed here, 1f th1s IS truly of serv1ces that can be offered by pnvate 
the method sought to a1d the masses. A better attorneys. It also does not prov1de the 
format would be non-prof1t climcs s1m1lar to those at economic support that would encourage 
county law libranes. more pnvate attorneys to prov1de 

assistance to low and moderate 1ncome .. 
litigants 

4. Judicial Branch Education [17] 
A. A formal curriculum and education 

program be developed to assist judicial officers 
and other court staff in dealing with the 
population of self-represented litigants. 

Surveys conducted by local courts m developmg 
act10n plans to serve SRLs mdicate that these 
littgants rate the avatlabtltty of staff to answer 
questtons as the most valuable servtce the court can 
provtde. {18] (Survey of court personnel suggested 
that SRLs "could be best served not through dtrect 
staff service, but through wntten matenals and other 

227 Positions A = Agree, AM = Agree only tf modtfied, N = Do not agree 



Self-Represented Litigants Action Plan 

Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of S!roup? 

self-help support.") 

• The SDCPLL, 1n cooperation w1th the San This IS an excellent serv1ce TheAOC also 
D1ego County Superior Court, supplies reference staff has a train1ng program developed to ass1st 
to speak at court 1n-serv1ce tra1n1ng and onentat1ons clerks to determine the difference between 
for court clerks They tra1n the clerks how to provide legal 1nformat1on and legal adv1ce. 
adequate referrals to the SDCPLL. They also work 
w1th the courts to prov1de some understanding of the 
amount of adequate 1nformat1on that clerks should be 
allowed to g1ve 

5. Public and Intergovernmental Education and 
Outreach [19] 

A. AOC continue to develop Informational 
materials and explore models to explain the 
judicial system to the public 

Repeats emphasis on encouraging JUdiCial off1cers to 
engage 1n community outreach and education 
programs [20] 

Report g1ves examples of ex1st1ng "communication 
modes" and offers some suggestions such as "use of 
videotapes, speaker matenals, and talkmg pomts on 
a vanety of legal1ssues could be prepared for use by 
public access television, self-help centers, LAW 
LIBRARIES, and other mformat1on outlets .. .Programs 
such as Spamsh language radio programs should be 
encouraged to expand outreach to traditionally 
underserved populatiOns . .for example, information 
could be prov1de to alert 1mm1grant populations m 
their natwe languages to the most commonly 
encountered differences between Califorma's laws 
and those m the1r countnes of ongm." 

• Aga1n we are only mentioned as an Agree that these classes are very valuable. 
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1nformat1on outlet. The fact of our classes for SRLs It 1s unclear to the Task Force that many 
IS not Included. Certainly, VIdeos would aid the law libranes offer such courses, although 
SDCPLL in teach1ng courses, but the live instruction all prov1de extremely valuable help to self-
would also help 1n furthering the understanding of represented litigants. 
SRLs who watch the v1deos 

C. Local courts provide law enforcement, 
local bar associations, LAW LIBRARIES, local 
domestic violence clinics, and other appropriate 
community groups with Information on Issues 
and services to self-represented litigants [20) 

Report states that there 1s a need for 
"cooperatiVe and collaboratiVe efforts to ensure 
eff1c1ent and consistent admm1strat10n of JUStice both 
m pract1ce and m perceptiOn must be mstllled. 
Additionally local bar assoc1at10ns, LAW LIBRARIES, 
and other appropnate commumty services should be 
kept mformed about serv1ces available and 1ssues of 
concern to SRLs and mcluded m collaborations for 
trammgs among agenc1es." [21] 

• The courts also need to ma1nta1n an Agree. Will rev1se language accordingly. 
awareness of what IS available already out there for 
SRLs, 1 e , law library programs 

6. Facilities 

Basically recommends self help spaces be 1n 
courthouse facilities 

Several county law libraries actually have self-help Th1s IS often a good solution, Will vary 
centers sponsored JOintly w1th the1r local courts. The depending upon the facilities in each 
confluence 1s better than an unstaffed facility or one county. 
located away form the county law library. The need 
for keep1nq county law libranes adJacent to the courts 
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has been noted 1n many architectural stud1es. A 
collaboration here makes good sense 

7. Fiscal Impact 
A. Continued stable funding be sought to 

expand success pilot programs statewide. 

"JC should seek stable fundmg to support 
and expand valuable ex1stmg programs such as the 
fam1ly law mformat10n centers, fam1ly law facilitators, 
self-help pilot projects, planmng grants for SRL 
projects, the Umf1ed Courts for Families Projects, and 
the Equal Access Partnership Grant Projects 
Fundmg should be ought to expand successful pilot 
projects throughout the state." [23] 

• There are many projects that are outs1de of This 1s an Important issue to consider w1th 
the courts themselves that could also be sponsored, the new task force on law llbranes. Some 
such as the classes taught by llbranans at SDCPLL planmng grants have funded programs With 
or the clln1c conducted by the SDVLP. public llbranes and law llbranes 

8. Implementation of Statewide Action Plan 
A. The implementation task force be composed 
of experts in the areas of Judicial education, court 
facilities, legislation, Judicial finance and 
budgeting, court administration and operations, 
and court-operated self-help services. [26) 

• The llm1t1ng of the team of experts to "court- Agree, Will change language to reflect 
operated self-help serv1ces" excludes some of the des1re for 1nput from additional partners 
best experts on self-help serv1ces available 1n the w1th expert1se. 
State, the county law librarians. 

Recommended Strategies: 

Th1s 1s the area 1n wh1ch the law llbranes should be 
mentioned a lot more than they are 
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1 SELF HELP CENTERS- [28-29] 
1 B - Courts utilize court-based, attorney 

superv1sed, staffed self-help centers as the opt1mum 
way to fac1htate the eff1c1ent processing 

1 D - Court-based self-help centers serve as 
focal pomts for countryside or reg1onal programs, 1n 
collaboration w1th legal serv1ces, local bar 
associations and other commumty stakeholders for 
assisting SRLS. 

"AggressiVe networkmg and collaboratiVe 
efforts can max1m1ze resources m numerous ways 
such as ... 

" Prov1dmg assistance at LAW LIBRARIES 
[29] -

~ 

IE. "Suggests that self-help resources should -

be coordinated to incorporate programs such as the 
fam1ly law facilitator, small cla1ms adv1sor, court 
based legal serv1ces, and other programs 1nto center 
where both fam1ly and c1v1llaw 1nformat1on IS 
prOVIded ."(29] 

• Th1s strategy indicates the task force is Agree. Have rev1sed language to reflect 
suggested a place for one-stop shopp1ng Th1s IS not that serv1ces should be coordinated, but 
always the best answer Referrals to the place for m1ght best be offered at different locations 
which an SRL feels most comfortable, self-help 
center, library, or back and forth, may well be 
necessary 

II SUPPORT SELF-HELP CENTERS [30-31] 
II.G. "AOC to proVIde trammg to self-help centers on 
the use of technology and how to gwde SRLS to 
mternet resources " 

• The best source for tra1n1na 1n the use of the Th1s should be included as an excellent 
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Internet IS from those who use the Internet constantly resource for many areas and collaborative 
as part of their ordinary rout1ne. Law libranans tram tra1n1ng would be extremely helpful. Some 
nearly everyone 1n the legal commun1ty on such use. of the technological resources 
It seems log1cal to deploy them for tra1n1ng SRLs contemplated are not necessanly on the 
SDCPLL already does th1s, as do many other county mternet. 
law libraries. 

Ill ALLOCATION OF EXISTING RESOURCES: 
[32] 

We are glad to see law libranes mentioned here 1n 
1118 

IV JUDICIAL BRANCH EDUCATION [33] 
IV.B "AOC prov1de specialized education to 

court clerks to promote the1r ab111ty to prov1de the 
public high-quality information and appropnate 
referrals, as well as to serve as support staff to the 
self-help centers." 
Subject matter should mclude 

• Difference between legal adv1ce and legal 
mformation 

• Trammg on commumty serv1ces available to 
SRLs 

• A bas1c overVIew of substantiVe and 
procedural 1ssues relevant to SRLS 

• EffectiVe skills m dealmg w1th people m 
cnsis 
• Use of s1mple and ordmary English language sk1lls 
when explammg legal procedures. 

• Currently many of the San D1ego County Th1s 1s an excellent resource 
Supenor Court clerks come to the Library and attend 
library onentat1on classes as have all the 41

h District 
Court of Appeals clerks. We've actually had clerks 
(on the1r own t1me) attend our Pre-Tnal Procedure 
class on Saturdays, and not only from San D1eQo 
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County. We've had a few from Orange County as 
well. 

v. PUBLIC AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
EDUCATION AND OUTREACH [34] 
V.A Judicial officers should be encouraged to 
engage 1n commun1ty outreach and education 
programs 

V.C. "Local courts prov1de law enforcement, local bar 
assoc1at1ons, LAW LIBRARIES, local domestic 
VIolence councils, and appropnate commumty groups 
w1th mformat1on on 1ssues and serv1ces related to 
SRLS" 

Prov1de legal serv1ces, local bars and other 
commumty orgamzat10ns information about serv1ces 
for and matters affectmg SRLs 

Collaborate w1th these stakeholders m 
cross-trammgs 

• Aga1n, county law libraries are considered Agree, Will revise language to reflect the 
only a rec1p1ent of 1nformat1on, not a pnmary source Importance of obtam1ng 1nformat1on from 
for 1nformat1on. law llbranes and these other commumty 

partners. 
VD The Jud1cial Council cont1nue to coordinate 
with 

One very Important group IS m1ss1ng the Council of The text currently ment1ons orgamzat1ons 
California County Law L1branans representing law llbranes as a key group to 

collaborate w1th The spec1f1c llst1ng Will be 
added 

VI. FACILITIES 

Self-help centers may often be w1sely placed m the Agree. This may well be appropnate 1n 
county law llbranes. many count1es. 
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VII FISCAL IMPACT [36] 

We cont1nue to note our reservations about The Task Force d1d not recommend a fee 
overloading the f1llng fee, especially as it 1s the mcrease 
pnmary source for funding the county law libraries 

VIII IMPLEMENTATION OF STATEWIDE ACTION 
PLAN [38] 

VIII.A "The 1mplementat1on task force be 
composed of experts m the areas of JUdtcJal 
education, court facillt1es, legtslatJOn, JUdicial fmance 
and budgetmg, court admtmstratton and operatiOns, 
and court-operated self-help centers." 

• Development and Implementation 
of programs that· 

Promote expedJtJous processmg of 
cases mvolvmg SRLs. 

VIII.B "The implementation task force have 
representation from ex1stmg JC advtsory committees. 
[38] 
1. Prestdmg JUdges and court execut1ves 

2. Appellate 
3. Fam1ly and Juvenile 
4 CJvJI and small cla1ms 
5. Court Interpreters 
6. Traff1c 
7. Probate 
8. Budget 
9. Factltttes 
10. Technology 

• There is no ment1on of expert law library As county law libraries are not w1thm the 
part1c1pat1on Perhaps the problem lies 1n part that purview of the Jud1c1al Council, there IS not 
there are no adv1sory committees or coord1nat1ng such an internal coord1natmg comm1ttee 
committees devoted to law llbranes and the1r The language w111 be mod1f1ed to reflect the 
serv1ces We understand that the concern here Importance of part1c1pat1on of law llbranans 
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m1ght be to keep the Implementation l1m1ted to those 
under the Judicial Counc1l, but the need to do what 1s 
necessary can outwe1gh such llm1tat1ons 

Appendix 2- Description of California Courts 
Programs for SRLs 

• Title says 1t all. Total focus 1s on court Th1s was Indeed designed as a report on 
programs It IS unfortunate that the report falls to the courts efforts 1n servmg self-
recogn1ze the substantial programs at county law represented llt1gants and does not descnbe 
llbranes for SRLs the many Important achievements of JUStice 

system partners such as law llbranes, the 
"One reason for the large number of unrepresented bar, legal serv1ces, domestic VIolence 
litigants relates to the cost of attorney fees wh1ch are programs, community agenc1es or the 
not publicized, but m one list of attorneys w11/mg to pnvate sector to address the cnt1cal needs 
provide unbundles serv1ces In one suburban of self-represented llt1gants 
commumty appear to range between $175 and $225 
per hour."[44] 
Th1s was 1n the context of family law but IS probably 
true across the board. As the court sa1d 1n a 
d1scuss1on of people already fac1ng f1nanc1al 
challenges, "these rates often seem proh1b1t1ve." Unbundling 1s des1gned to allow llt1gants to 

h1re an attorney for a port1on of their case 
• Good reason why unbundling won't be very and thus, llm1t the1r fees. 
effective 

COURT SELF-HELP WEBSITE [47] 
whole s1te redesigned to make 1t accessible at 51

h 

grade level also available 1n Spamsh 

The webs1te has been very good Has the Task Yes, the Task Force 1s aware that th1s 
Force noted the huge number of quest1ons that have excellent serv1ce has been well-utilized. 
been sent to county law llbranans through the "ask a 
llbranan" button on that website? 
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FIVE MODEL SELF-HELP CENTERS. [55] 

Nevada County Public Law Center 

The paragraph states that the center 1s in the "court's Agree. That language has been modif1ed. 
law library" Actually, that 1s the county law library, 
and one of the ma1n 1nst1gators of the center was the 
county law llbranan. 

Technology Model· 
Contra Costa - prov1de assistance v1a the Internet, 
computer applicatiOns and real-t1me v1deoconterence 
workshops to create a Vlltual Self-Help center tor 
SRLs ... 

• There IS no ment1on of the 24/7 "ask a law This 1s not mentioned as 1t 1s not a part of 
llbranan" serv1ce, wh1ch has a button on the self-help the technology model that IS be1ng 
webs1te. Th1s serv1ce 1s the collaboration of county descnbed 1n th1s sect1on 
law llbranans from across the State 

OBJECTIVES OF EVALUATION 

To measure overall effectiveness of the Centers 1n 
several areas. [57] 
Among measurements-
• Increased understandmg of, and compliance w1th, 
the terms of court orders 
•Increased access to JUStice 
•Increased llkelihood of JUSt outcomes m cases 
mvolvmg SRLs 
• Increased user satisfaction w1th the court process 
•Increased education tor court users so that the1r 
expectatiOns are reasonable m light of law and facts 

These objectives are all capably met at the SDCPLL No response required 
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... 

UNBUNDLING [67-70] 

Please note our comments elsewhere about the Law The unbundled serv1ces offered by the San 
Library CliniC at SDCPLL Th1s section IS all D1ego law library are somewhat different 
prescnpt1ve and falls to note actual programs that are than those be1ng discussed. 
up and runmng. 

APPENDIX 3 - REPORT AND ANALYSIS OF 
ACTION PLANS THROUGHOUT THE STATE [72] 

Report's Introduction-

"It 1s often enormously frustratmg for a small county to 
hear from a larger one about all the wonderful things 
1t 1s domg and to feel that 1t s1mply does not have the 
resources to replicate those programs ... THE GOAL 
WAS TO PROVIDE REPLICABLE MODELS AND 
FOSTER THE PARTICIPATION OF GROUPS OF 
COUNTIES WITH SIMILAR DEMOGRAPHIC 
ISSUES SO THEY COULD TALK TO EACH OTHER 
ABOUT WHAT WOULD WORK IN THEIR 
COMMUNITIES" [75] 

Based on needs assessments, pro se llt1gants 
needed the majority of assistance in fam1ly law 
related matters. [80] 
Most Helpful K1nds of Serv1ces {83] 
SRL Surveys md1cated 
1. Staff to answer quest1ons , 
2. Wntten mstruct10nal matenals 
3 Web/Internet assistance 
4 Referrals to attorneys 
5. Unspec1f1ed other types of ass1stance 

• The county law llbranes have already No response requ1red 
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responded to these needs. 

Serv1ce Delivery Methods (for proposed action 
plans)[91] 

"None of the med1Um-s1zed courts and only one of the 
large courts proposed usmg workshops to prov1de 
legal mformat1on and ass1stance. "In larger count1es, 
th1s may reflect the fact that act10n plans tend to 
focus on unlawful defamers and other CIVIl litigation 
matters Workshops are less opt1mal m t1me-
sens1t1ve matters such as answermg UD actions. 
Also, other c1v1l matters do not have the same types 
of legal and procedural umform1ty found m many 
fam1ly law matters. Workshops are less effective for There are many 1ssues to explore 1n 
groups With a w1de d1vers1ty of 1ssues". {91] prov1d1ng serv1ces through workshops 

One difference may be that most self-help 
• Based on the success of our procedural centers actually ass1st litigants 1n 
classes, we at SDCPLL would disagree w1th th1s completing forms dunng the workshops 
statement completely. 

Tra1n1ng of Court Personnel [96-97] 
At least one plan from each county mcluded 

framing for court staff. 

44% of the courts that proposed tra1n1ng 
Included tra1n1ng for volunteers from the commun1ty. 
Two of the med1um counties proposed a ''tram the 
tra1ners" strategy des1gned to teach commumty 

Th1s should be very helpful. The Task service providers how to ass1st self represented 
llt1gants [97] Force hopes that the library Will share the 

curnculum and reports on the tra1n1ng. 
• SDCPLL has a federal grant th1s year to do JUSt 
that-tram the tra1ners. 
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c COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS [1 01] 

Partnershtps between the court and other commumty 
servtce provtders were ptvota/ to the development of 
these act10n plans. All the plans mc/uded multtple 
partners from both government and commumty in 
thetr plannmg process 

Other government agenctes that were mcluded were 
vtcttm-wttness programs, the Dept Of Chtld Support 
Servtces, dtstnct attorneys, publtc defenders, the 
DSS, boards of educatton, publtc health agenctes, 
Jaw enforcement agenctes, a state hospttal, 
departments of probatton, and chtld care counctls. 

Examples of community soctal servtces and, 
chambers of commerce, the Rotary, Elks Clubs, 
Moose Lodges, vocattonal schools, netghborhood 
resource centers, semor ctttzen centers, parentmg 
programs, drug and alcohol programs, chtldcare 
centers, fatr housmg agenctes, YWCA, fathers' 
support groups, the Umted way, dtsabtltty servtces, 
newspapers, and the SalvatiOn Army. 

College and umverstty partners mc/uded both 
undergraduate programs and law schools There 
were also several counttes workmg wtth paralegal 
schools. 

A few plans menttoned working wtth the AOC. 

Unbundlmg was the focus of most assoctattons wtth 
bench-bar groups. [1 02} 

Even partnerships w1th local newspapers and Th1s 1s an 1mportant area where courts and 
telev1s1on and rad1o stations [1 03] law llbranes can work together. 
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• What about the most logical partnership of 
all-one w1th the local county law library? This an 
extremely w1de range of commun1ty partners, yet 1t 
falls at the obvious 

The Task Force IS report1ng on what the 
COLLABORATION AND RESOURCES· plans descnbed and is not 1n a pos1tion to 

rewnte those plans. 
• Although the report says that partnerships 
formed w1th other government and commun1ty based 
orgamzations was cnt1cal, the only ment1on of 
libranes {not law libranes) 1s the sentence "And 
workmg w1th l1branes and other commumty agencies 
to create outpost assistance m more remote areas 
was also extremely 1mportant."[104] 

The Task Force IS reporting on what the 
plans descnbed and 1s not 1n a pos1t1on to 

APPENDIX A ·ACTION PLAN SUMMARY CHART rewnte those plans 
[1 05-end of report 

Plans that ment1on Law Llbranes as partners The Task Force hopes that the new Task 
{Libranes, not law libranes) are mentioned frequently. Force on Law L1branes w111 help develop 

methods for closer collaboration between 
Lassen - Law Library Board the courts and law libraries. 
Mann - Law L1branes 
Monterey/San Bemto/Santa Cruz - Law L1branes 
R1vers1de - Law Llbranes 
San D1ego - Law L1brary [116] 
San Franc1sco 
Sisk1you County Law Library 
Stanislaus Law Library 

Just glance at these plans Where 1s any ut11izat1on of 
one of the most log1cal partners-the county law 
libranes? 

Even 1n San D1ego, the SDCPLL IS only ment1oned as 
a leQal resource 1n the Un1ted Wav Directory. And 
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that line neglects the better directory ma1nta1ned by 
the SDCPLL, wh1ch we feed to the San D1ego County 
Bar's Lawyer Referral Serv1ce. 

The "unbundling" port1on falls to ment1on the 
SDVLP's Law Library Clinic. 

47. Judge Haley J. Fromholz AM y The act1on plan proposes usmg D1spute Resolution Will modify recommendation to make 1t 
Chair, ADA Court Committee Program Act (DRPA) Funds to pay for programs to clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
Julie L. Bronson aid self-represented litigants. The LASC - ADA encourage collaboration among these 
ADA Administrator Committee recogmzes the Importance of helpmg self- Important serv1ce providers and not to 
Supenor Court of Los represented llt1gants, but we do not agree w1th the usurp the role or fund1ng for DRPA 
Angeles County proposal to the extent 1t would use DRPA funds to agenc1es. 
111 North H1ll St , Room 546 pay for other than ADA programs. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Los Angeles Supenor Court has prov1ded 
alternative dispute resolution serv1ces to litigants, free 
of charge, s1nce 1978. It has expanded 1ts serv1ces 
s1nce then and, we est1mate, w111 prov1de ADA 
serv1ces to over 30,000 cases 1n calendar year 2003, 
mcludmg llm1ted and unllm1ted JUriSdiction, and fam1ly 
law cases Needless to say, our ADA program 
prov1des great help m the adm1n1strat1on of JUStice 1n 
Los Angeles, to represented as well as 
unrepresented part1es 

Our ability to prov1de those serv1ces 1s dependent on 
an annual grant of DRPA funds from the County of 
Los Angeles, wh1ch, though generous, is less than we 
need to meet the needs of the litigants we serve 

We urge that DRPA funds not be diverted to other 
programs w1thout a thorough cons1derat1on of the 
effect on alternative dispute resolution programs 

48. Jan M. Chnstofferson AM y Placer County agrees m concept w1th the overall W1ll mod1fy recommendation to make it 
CEO, Placer County Act1on Plan, however, the county cannot support or clear that the goal of the Task Force is to 

agree to the ut1llzat1on of fees that are des1gnated encourage collaboration among these 
under the D1spute Resolution Program Act ~(DRPA) Important serv1ce prov1ders and not to 
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as stated 1n Recommendation VII - F1scallmpact, usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
Sect1on G - "Court Based fees to be used for court agenc1es. 
based self-help serv1ces" The use of DRPA funds 1s 
clearly stated in the Act Jtself and in the program 
regulations, wh1ch are governed by the State 
Department of Consumer Affa1rs. 

DRPA funds are fully ut1llzed in Placer County to 
prov1de cnt1cal and predominantly non-JUStice system 
based mechanisms to solve a w1de vanety of 
commun1ty related problems related to no1se, pets, 
park1ng, property use, landlord/tenant, annoyance 
complamts, neighborhood hassles, property damage, 
money, workplace problems, organizational conflicts, 
fam1ly disputes, commercial/consumer, government 
relations and school/community As one of the 
nat1on's fastest grow1ng counties, Placer County's 
reliance on community based med1at1on serv1ces 
contmues to dramatically mcrease. The county has a 
contract in placed w1th Placer Dispute Resolution 
Serv1ces Inc , a commun1ty-based non-profit 
corporation (CBO) to prov1de these cruc1al serv1ces to 
our rapidly grow1ng commun1t1es 

The fact that DRPA fees are collected through a 
JUStice related mechanism cannot be translated to 
mean that the funds can be sh1fted for use by the 
courts. Along w1th the DRPA, the court collections' 
process funds a w1de vanety of crit1cal commun1ty 
programs, 1ncludmg Alcohol and Drug Programs, 
Domest1c V1olence Prevention, AIDS education, 
general county and c1ty law enforcement, county 
D1stnct Attorneys, county Public Defenders, and the 
state Department of Motor Vehicles A more 
complete llstmg of state departments and c1ty and 
county programs funded through court-related 
collections mechanisms 1s Included 1n the State 
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Controller's Manual of Accounting and Audit 
Guidelines for Tnal Courts. 

\ 

In the aforementioned sect1on, the Act1on Plan states· 
"A realignment of revenue should be sought to direct 
JUStice-system-related revenue w1th1n the JUdiCial 
branch", and "Increases m filing fees to subs1d1ze 
self-help centers were not considered appropnate at 
th1s t1me 1n light of competmg cntlcal needs such as 
court facilities, and the fact that courts fees are 
already heav1ly laden With a vanety of spec1al 
assessments. Should a realistic opportunity for the 
1nst1tut1on of such fees arise, 1t should be pursued " In 
fact, a realignment of undesignated justice-system-
related revenues 1s already occurnng through the 
recent passage of AB1759 "Spec1al assessments" 
Include designated funding that IS already sent to the 
state to fund general court operations, court fac11it1es 
and court security 

Placer County IS at a loss to understand how the 
DRPA, a designated funding source which has been 
m place for almost 20 years, could be proposed a 
"JuStice-system-related revenue" any more than other 
non-Justice controlled programs funded through the 
courts as a public entrance door. We urge the task 
force to reconsider 1ts recommendation regardmg 
funding examples and delete any references to the 
DRPA. 

49. Ester Sonano AM The Los Angeles County Dispute Resolution Will mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
Los Angeles County Dispute Programs Act (DRPA) Grants Adm1mstrat1on Off1ce IS clear that the goal of the Task Force 1s to 
Resolution Programs Act pleased to be able to comment on the Statew1de encourage collaboration among these 
Grants Admin1strat1on Off1ce Act1on Plan for Self-Represented Llt1gants We important serv1ce prov1ders and not to 

acknowledge the work of the task force and value the usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
Importance of such a plan Our off1ce and the Sixteen agenc1es. Agree that serv1ces to self-
(16) Los Angeles County DRPA contractors Interact represented litigants are limited and 
w1th thousands of self-represented htiQants each year necessary. 
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and understand the limited ass1stance that 1s 
available for many of them. 

Section VII.G. Court Based Fees be used for court 
based self-help services. 

The reference to the Dispute Resolutions 
Programs Act should be deleted. 

F1rst, the report Infers that DRPA funds should, under 
the gu1se of "state f1nanc1al responsibilities," be solely 
adm1mstered and utilized by the JUdiCial branch The 
Act and 1ts regulations state that the adm1n1strat1on of 
DRPA funds IS to be conducted by county 
government Th1s IS regardless of the fact that the 
funds are generated through court filing fees. Th1s 
legislature passed the DRPA 1n response to 
complaints about h1gh court costs and wanted and 
alternative to the formal court system for the public 
that was not adversarial and legalistic 1n nature as is 
1n the trad1t1onal court process. Some county board 
supervisors had placed the admm1strat1on of these 
funds w1th the1r local county court system but have 
transferred the adm1n1strat1on of the funds to county 
government to ma1nta1n the mtent and the spmt of the 
Act. 

Second, the report InSinuates that DRPA funds could 
be utilized to meet the needs of self-represented 
litigants. The DRPA and 1ts regulations, under any 
1nterpretat1on, prohibits the use of DRPA funds for 
any type of legal advice or 1nformat1on serv1ces wh1ch 
fall under the "practice of law " This Includes legal 
document assistance DRPA funds are for the 
purpose of prov1d1ng a vanety of appropnate d1spute 
resolut1on serv1ces (med1at1ons, telephone 
conc11iat1ons, familY conferencinq, v1ct1m offender 
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mediations, group fac11itat1ons) as alternatives to 
formal court proceed1ng. In many count1es these 
serv1ces ass1st 1n court-connected disputes, allow1ng 
cases to come to resolut1on and allow1ng the court to 
better utilize limited court resources DRPA 
contractors ass1st and complement the work of the 
JUdiCiary, but are outs1de the formal court structure, 
as 1s the Intent of the Act and 1ts regulations. 

50. Michelle Katz AM y The California Dispute Resolution Council does Agree. W1ll mod1fy recommendation to 
President not agree with the proposed Task Force make 1t clear that the goal of the Task 
California Dispute Resolution Recommendation VII: Fiscal Impact- Strategy Force IS to encourage collaboration among 
Council VII.G "Court-Based Fees Be used for Court-Based these Important service providers and not 
1925 Century Park East Self-Help Services" (page 25) to usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
#2000 agenc1es 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 INTRODUCTION 

The task force proposed recommendation that a 
'realignment of revenue should be sought 1n direct 
JUStice system related revenue w1th1n the JUdiCial 
branch" spec1f1cally target1ng funds collected pursuant 
to the Dispute Resolution Programs Act (DRPA), 
appears to reflect a m1sunderstand1ng of the 
Importance to the JUStice system of ma1ntain1ng, 1f not 
augmenting, the programs which have developed 
under the Act, as well as of the 1ntent of that 
leg1slat1on Were th1s recommendation to be earned 
1nto 1mplement1ve act1on, 1t could have a devastating 
1mpact upon programs wh1ch have demonstrated 
effectiveness 1n the resolution of disputes which 
otherwise have the potential of 1ncreas1ng burden's 
upon the JUStice system 

The 1ntent of the legislature can be gleaned from the 
language of the statute as set forth below. 

THE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES OF 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATION 
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The result of the DRPA has been the format1on of 
commumty programs throughout the State operat1ng 
w1th the contnbut1on of thousands of volunteer 
mediator hours per year The sp1nt of volunteensm 
that has been tapped 1n these programs is a v1tal and 
valuable asset that would be substantially wasted 
were the subject recommendation Implemented. 

The effectiveness of these commun1ty based 
med1ation programs funded by the DRPA should be 
carefully considered by the task force, for the1r 
destruction could eas1ly spell gross mcreases in the 
demands upon the court staff personnel as well as 
the judges, as disputants whose matters would 
otherwise have never reached the courthouse, f1nd 
that the1r opt1ons for dispute resolution have been 
reduced to one: 1 e., the help they m1ght hope to find 
at the courthouse The inclus1on of some level of 
med1at1on serv1ce along w1th other settlement 
processes w1th1n the serv1ce for self-represented 
lit1gants would not adequately supplant the work of 
the dedicated commumty med1at1on serv1ces and 
would d1min1sh the ava1lab11ity of conflict resolution 
resources, such that the only alternative to persons 1n 
conflict would be a court connected program. 

THE DRPA FUNDS ARE NOT JUSTICE SYSTEM 
RELATED REVENUE 

The Dispute Resolution Programs Act (DRPA) of 
1986 prov1d1ng for the local establishment and 
fund1ng of Informal dispute resolution programs, has 
created a statewide system of locally-funded 
programs wh1ch prov1de dispute resolution serv1ces 
(pnmanly conc11iat1on and med1at1on) community 
residents. These serv1ces assist 1n resolving 
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problems early and Informally as alternatives to more 
formal court proceedings 

The act's statutory provisions (cod1f1ed at California 
Bus1ness and Professions code Sect1ons 465-471 5) 
and 1ts Regulations (contamed at T1tle 16, Callforma 
Code of Regulations, Chapter 36) operate to govern 
the DRPA and the use of momes deposited 1nto the 
Dispute Resolution Programs Act Trust Fund 

' DRPA funds are spec1f1cally mtended to prov1de 
certa1n forms of alternative dispute resolution 
serv1ces as provided for 1n DRPA leg1slat1on 
Although the log1st1cs of collecting DRPA funds are 
based on an assessment associated w1th specifically 

- designated types of court filings, th1s IS a collection 
mechamsm and not an ind1cat1on that the funds are 
"JuStice system revenue" subject to be1ng subsumed 
by the JUdicial branch upon the advent of some 
perce1ved need therefore. Rather, the DRPA IS clear 
that such revenue shall be used for alternative forms 
of d1spute resolution wh1ch ease the burden on the 
courts and empower members of each commumty to 
resolve the1r own d1sputes w1th the help of volunteer 
ADR providers. A w1de range of commumty support 
and resources leverage DRPA fundmg 

The follow1ng rat1onale for th1s pos1t1on 1s composed 
of three elements, programs intent, authonzed use of 
DRPA funds, and authonzed types of DRPA serv1ces 

PROGRAMS INTENT 
Please cons1der the following references as to the 
1ntent of DRPA programs. 

The DRPA states as 1ts leg1slat1ve purpose m Article 
1, Sections 465 (a) & (b) of the Statutes· 
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(a) "The resolution f many disputes can be 
unnecessanly costly, t1me-consum1ng, and complex 
when ach1eved through formal court proceedings 
where the part1es are adversaries and are subjected 
to formalized procedures." 
(b) ''To ach1eve more effect1ve and eff1c1ent 
dispute resolution 1n a complex soc1ety, greater use 
of alternatives to the courts, such as med1at1on, 
conc11iat1on, and arbitrations should be encouraged. 
Community dispute resolution programs and 
Increased use of other alternatives to the formal 
JUdicial system may offer less threatenmg and more 
flexible forums for persons of all ethmc, rac1al and 
soc1oeconom1c backgrounds ... A non-coerc1ve 
d1spute resolution forum m the commun1ty may also 
prov1de a valuable prevent/On and early mtervention 
problem-solvmg resource to the community" 

Section 465.6 (a) through (3) further states the 
leg1slat1ve mtent as perm1ttmg "count1es to 
accomplish all of the following": 

(a) Encouragement and support of the 
development and use of alternative dispute resolution 
techmques. 
(b) Encouragement and support of commumtv 
part1C1pat1on 1n the development, adm1n1strat1on, and 
oversight of local programs des1gned to facilitate the 
informal resolution of disputes among members of 
the community. 
(c) Development of structures for d1spute 
resolution that may serve as models for resolution 
programs 1n other commun1t1es. 
(d) Education of communities w1th regard to the 
availability and benefits of alternative d1spute 
resolution techniques 
(e) Encouraoement of courts, prosecuting 
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authont1es, public defenders, law enforcement 
agenc1es, and adm1n1strat1ve agenc1es to work 1n 
cooperation w1th, and to make referrals to d1spute 
resolution programs." 

AUTHOR~EDUSEOFDRPAFUNDS 
The DRPA IS qUite prec1se as to the use of DRPA 
funds Please cons1der the following references 
regarding the use of DRPA funds. 

Sections 467.2 Eligibility for Program Funding 
states: 
A program shall not be eligible for fund1ng under th1s 
chapter unless 1t meets all of the following 
requirements. 

(a) Compliance w1th th1s chapter and the 
applicable rules and regulations of the advisory 
council 
(b) Prov1s1on of neutral persons adequately 
tra1ned ni conflict resolution techniques as reqUired 
by the rules and regulations promulgated by the 
adv1sory council pursuant to Sect1on 471 
(c) Prov1s1on of d1spute resolution, on a slld1ng 
scale basis, and Without cost to 1nd1gents. 
(d) Prov1s1on that, upon consent of the part1es, 
a wnt1en agreement or an award resolving a d1spute 
Will be 1ssued set11ng out a settlement of the 1ssues 
Involved 1n the d1spute and the future responsibilities 
of each party 
(e) Prov1s1on of neutral procedures applicable 
equally to all part1c1pants Without any spec1al benefit 
or consideration g1ven to persons or ent1t1es prov1d1ng 
funding for the programs. 
(f) Prov1s1on that part1c1pat1on 1n the program IS 
voluntary and that the part1es are not coerced to enter 
d1soute resolution 
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(g) Prov1s1on of alternative d1spute resolution IS 
the pnmary purpose of the program. 
(h) Programs operated by count1es that rece1ve 
fund1ng under th1s chapter shall be operated pnmanly 
for the purposes of dispute resolution, cons1stent with 
the purposes of th1s chapter. 

ARTICLE 5, Payment Procedures, Section 469 

Upon approval of the county, funds available for the 
purposes of th1s chapter shall be used of the costs of 
operat1on of approved programs . All mon1es 
allocated for the purposes of th1s chapter shall be 
apportioned and d1stnbuted to programs 1n the county 
takmg mto account the relat1ve populat1on and needs 
of a community as well as the availability of ex1st1ng 
dispute resolution fac1ht1es offenng alternatives to the 
formal jud1c1al system 

ARTICLE 6, Funding Section 470.3, Fees for 
Support of Programs 

c) the fees descnbed 1n subdivisions (a) and (b) shall 
only be ut1hzed for support of the d1spute resolut1on 
programs authonzed by th1s chapter 

AUTHORIZED TYPES OF SERVICES 
W1th regard to the type of serv1ces authonzed by 
ORPA funding please cons1der the follow1ng 

DRPA Regulations- Section 3602 Dispute 
Resolution Services 

a) "Dispute Resolut1on Services refers to a vanety of 
dispute resolution processes and techniques, both 
proven and expenmental, wh1ch are des1gned to 
ass1st part1es 1n resolving disputes Without the 
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necess1ty of formal JUdiCial proceedings ... " 

ARTICLE 5. County Use of Fees and Grant 
Management, Section 3660 Filing Fee Revenues 

d) Funds generated under the Act shall be used only 
to fund serv1ces authonzed by the Act and these 
regulations. Such funds shall not be used by a 
county to fund· 

1) Fam1ly conci11at1on court or 
conc11iat1on and mediation serv1ces pursuant to 
sect1on 607 or 4351 5 of the C1v11 Code or 
2) Judicial arbitration pursuant to -

sect1on 1141 1 0 et seq of the Code of C1v11 Procedure 
or any other formal or mandatory ]Ud1c1al arb1trat1on 
program, or 
3) Any other programs or serv1ces not 
expressly authonzed by the Act or these regulations 

The DRPA also requ1res act1v1t1es wh1ch support the 
d1rect delivery of dispute resolution serv1ces as 
follows: DRPA Regulations, Article 1, Section 
3602, (b) 

"Collateral serv1ces refers to screen1ng and Intake of 
disputant, prepanng for and conducting dispute 
resolution proceed1ngs, draftmg agreements and/or 
awards, prov1d1ng 1nformat1on and/or referral serv1ces 
and conducting follow-up surveys." 

These provisions speak to the fact that DRPA funds 
were established for the spec1f1c purpose of 
advanc1ng and promot1ng commumty med1ation and 
conc11iat1on programs. We do not support the not1on 
that s1mply because DRPA funds are collected 
throuQh the mechamsm of assessment v1a court f11inq 
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fee, 1t IS appropnate to "realign" the funds away from 
the purpose they were leg1slat1vely mandated to 
serve 

In add1t1on to the argumentf} rooted 1n statute and 
regulation, DRPA fundmg supports serv1ces wh1ch 
d1vert llt1gants and potential llt1gants from the JUdiCial 
system If DRPA funds were directed away from the 
prov1s1on of commumty ADR serv1ces 1n order to 
meet the needs of self-represented llt1gants, that 
money would effectively serve to deliver more cases 
on to the court's already overburdened doorstep. 

Ex1st1ng commumty med1at1on programs offer an 
effect1ve means of dispute resolution which does not 
requ1re court 1ntervent1on If self-help centers for non-
represented litigants were established and funded by 
methods other than abollsh1ng DRPA mon1es, self-
help centers could refer cases t commun1ty med1at1on 
w1th the mtent of keeping the dispute completely out 
of court Conversely, community med1at1on programs 
could refer disputants to self-help centers 1n cases 
where a mutual resolution could not be achieved. 
Community med1at1on programs and self-help centers 
may hold the potential for a complementary 
relat1onsh1p 

51. Neal Blacker AM y Section VII G refers to the Dispute Resolut1on W1ll mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
Executive Director Program Act (DRPA) The language Infers that all clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
Los Angeles County Bar DRPA mon1es should be adm1n1stered by and used encourage collaboration among these 
Association D1spute solely for the JUdiCial system. Th1s IS a senous Important serv1ce prov1ders and not to 
Resolution Serv1ces m1stake and erroneous conclusion Community usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
261 South F1gueroa St., Ste. med1at1on programs funded by the DRPA Act divert agenc1es 
310 thousands of cases each year from the court track by 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 settling cases - mostly pro per part1c1pants. 

Furthermore, research demonstrates that cases 
mediated pnor to tnal settle on average much earlier 
1n the court svstem. 
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52. Ken Lake AM Placer Dispute Resolution Serv1ces does not agree W1ll mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
Pres1dent w1th Task Force Recommendation VII: F1scallmpact clear that the goal of the Task Force 1s to 
Placer Dispute Resolution -Strategy VII H "Court-Based Fees Be used for encourage collaboration among these 
Serv1ce Court-Based Self-Help Serv1ces (2) Dispute important service providers and not to 
Cynthia Spears Resolution Program Act (DRPA) funds (page 37). usurp the role or fundmg for DRPA 
Program Admm1strator agencies 
Placer Dispute Resolution DRPA funds are specifically Intended to prov1de 
Serv1ce community mediation and conciliation serv1ces as 

Intended by DRPA leg1slat1on enacted 1n 1986. F1llng 
fees are a convenient collection method and not an 
1nd1cat1on that the funds are "Justice system revenue" 
Intended for use by the JUdicial branch Rather, the 
DRPA speaks clearly to the fact that such revenue 
shall be designated for commumty ADR programs 

Such programs ease the burden on the courts and 
enable members to the commun1ty to resolve the1r 
own disputes outs1de the aura of the court system. 
The DRPA perm1ts the count1es to encourage and 
"support commumty part1c1pat1on m the development, 
admm1stration, and oversight of local programs 
des1gned to facilitate the Informal resolution of 
d1sputes among members of the commumty" The 
Act further encourages "courts prosecuting 
authont1es, public defenders , law enforcement 
angenc1es and adm1n1strat1ve agenc1es, to work m 
cooperat1on w1th and to make referrals to dispute 
resolution programs." The Act does not foresee that 
DRPA funding may be subsumed by the court for the 
prov1s1on of other serv1ces 

In fact, the DPRA states as 1ts purpose (Art1cle 1, 
Sections 465 (a) & (b) of the Statutes) 

(a) "The resolution of many d1sputes can 
be unnecessanly costly, t1me-consummg, and 
complex when achieved throuqh formal court 
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proceedmgs where the partres are adversanes and 
are subjected to formalized procedures. 
(b) ''To achreve more effectrve and 
effrcient drspute resolutron 1n a comlex socret, greater 
use of alternatives to the courts, such as med1at1on, 
conc11iat1on, and arb1trat1on should be encouraged. 
Community d1spute resolution programs and 
Increased use of other alternatives to the formal 
JUdlcral system may offer less threatenrng and more 
flexrble forums for persons of all ethnrc, racral, and 
socroeconomrc backgrounds ... A non-coercrve 
drspute resolutron forum rn the communrty may also 
provrde a valuable prevention an dearly rntervent1on 
problem-solvrng resource to the community" 

Communrty medratron programs offer an effrcrent and 
effective means of drspute resolutron whrch does not 
requrre court rnterventron. If self-help centers were 
established and funded by methods other than 
"realignrng" DRPA monres (whrch would mean the 
demrse of exrstrng communrty medratron programs), 
the centers could refer cases to communrty medratron 
with the mtent of keeping the d1spute completely out 
of the court context. In addrtron. Communrty 
med1atron programs could refer partres to self-help 
centers rn cases where a mutual resolutron could not 
be achreved. 

In summary, we do not agree wrth the concept of 
"realignment" of DRPA monres to fund self-help 
centers for non-represented litrgants because· 1) thrs 
money has an exrstmg legrslatrvely desrgnated Intent 
2) the Actron Plan's recommended use of thrs money 
rs not consrstent wrth the purpose, requrrements, or 
provrsrons of the DRPA 3) the plan redrrects drsputes 
currently handled outsrde the court system by 
communrty medratron proQrams back to the already 
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over burdened court system. 
53. Charles Regal, MSW AM y Community Boards strongly opposes these proposed Will mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 

Director of ADA Serv1ces changes to the Dispute Resolutions Programs Act. clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
Community Boards The clear 1ntent1on of this Act IS to fund ADA encourage collaboration among these 
3130 24th St programs that Intervene and ameliorate d1sputes Important serv1ce prov1ders and not to 
San Franc1sco 9411 0 before they are even brought to the courts for usurp the role or fundmg for DRPA 

settlement The fund1ng prov1ded by the DRPA Act IS agenc1es 
for alternatives to the courts, not for the courts 
themselves. 

For the successful1mplementat1on of th1s project the 
Task Force could advantage of the tremendous 
resources and knowledge base that already.ex1st 
among the community based ADA mediation 
organ1zat1ons throughout the state, many of wh1ch are 
p1oneers 1n the ADA f1eld. In San Francisco, for 
example, Community Boards currently has 370 act1ve 
volunteer mediators and facilitators, many of whom 
are lawyers, who are h1ghly skilled and who could be 
very helpful to reaching the goal of th1s project 

We also have nearly thirty years of expenence w1th 
ADA programs that have been replicated 
1nternat1onally. The same is true for many other 
commun~ty based ADA organizations 1n th1s state. By 
tak1ng advantage of these already established and 
effective proven resources, th1s Task Force would not 
have to "re-mvent the wheel." It would also enJOY the 
support and good will of community based mediat1on 
organ1zat1on and the1r combined constituencies 
throughout the state 

I believe that fostenng a supportive, collaborative 
approach 1n developing th1s project w1th the 
commun1ty based ADA organ1zat1ons statewide w111 
produce the most successful results To do th1s I 
would beg1n by qu1ckly ellm1nat1ng the perception that 
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thiS proJect IS go1ng encroach upon the DRPA fund1ng 
and threaten to dec1mate us. The hornble econom1c 
condition we are all presently under and our close 
mvolvement m the draft1ng of the DRPA Act, make 
every orgamzat1on like ours want to band together to 
defend our survival 

54 Jenn1fer Bullock AM y Th1s statement represents the Pemnsula Conflict W1ll mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
Manager of Mediation Resolution Center's (PCRC) concerns about the clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
Programs fiscal recommendations made by the Jud1c1al encourage collaboration among these 
Peninsula Conflict Resolution Council's Task Force on Self-Represented L1t1gants. Important serv1ce providers and not to 
Center PCRC 1s a non-profit, commumty med1at1on and usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
520 S El Cam1no Real conflict resolution center established m 1986 wh1ch agenc1es 
Ste. 640 prov1des a w1de vanety of med1at1on serv1ces to 
San Mateo, CA 94402 residents and businesses m San Mateo County. 

We are concerned about Recommendation VII. 
F1scallmpact, sub-sect1on G, wh1ch suggests that 
"court-based fees be used for court-based self-help 
services" One of the possible revenue sources listed 
1n that section IS the Dispute Resolution Programs 
Act (DRPA). 

As stated by the California Department of Consumer 
Affa1rs, the Dispute Resolution Programs Act of 1986 
(cod1f1ed at California Bus1ness and Professions 
Code 465-471.5) "provides for the local 
establishment and fund1ng of mformal dispute 
resolution programs. The goal of the Act 1s the 
creat1on of a state-wide system of locally-funded 
programs wh1ch w1ll prov1de dispute resolution 
services (pnmanly conc11iat1on and med1at1on) to 
county residents " 

DRPA funds are cntleal to the ab11ity of community 
mediation centers such as PCRC to prov1de free or 
low cost med1at1on services to 1nd1v1duals dealing w1th 
conflict Th1s year, PCRC received $133, 556 from 
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DRPA, a SIZable port1on of our budget for community 
med1at1on Th1s money enables PCRC to operate 
community med1at1on programs 1n 13 c1t1es and 
prov1de serv1ces to the 60, 000 residents of 
umncorporated areas in San Mateo County. This l 
Includes cases that are on the1r way to the court 
system or have already been flied 1n court We 
rece1ve referrals from all courts 1n our County as well 
as the Court ADA Coordinator and the D1stnct 
Attorney Consumer Fraud Un1t. PCRC also provides 
med1at1on serv1ces for homeowner disputes involving 
Codes, Covenants and Restnct1ons wh1ch might 
otherwise end up 1n court 

We support efforts to strengthen serv1ces for self-
represented litigants, one of wh1ch 1s the prov1s1on of -

low cost or free dispute resolution serv1ces. However, 
we feel strongly that DRPA funds were Intended to 
support dispute resolution programs, and spec1f1cally 
community-based, volunteer-dnven programs 
D1vert1ng these funds Will have a s1gn1f1cant adverse 
effect on the delivery of med1at1on serv1ces 1n San 
Mateo County and throughout the state For these 
reasons, we ask that DRPA funds be preserved for 
the purpose ong1nally Intended by the legislature 

55. Dorothy J Cox AM y Placer County agrees 1n concept w1th the overall Will mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
lntenm Dispute Resolution Act1on Plan; however, the county cannot support or clear that the goal of the Task Force IS to 
Program Coordinator agree to the ut11izat1on of fees that are designated encourage collaboration among these 
Placer County Executive under the Dispute Resolution Program Act (DRPA) Important serv1ce providers and not to 
Off1ce as stated in Recommendation VII - F1scal Impact; usurp the role or funding for DRPA 
175 Fulwe1ler Ave. Sect1on G - "Court Based fees to be used for court- agenc1es. 
Auburn, CA based self-help services". The use of DRPA funds IS 
95603 clearly stated 1n the Act Itself and in the program 

regulations, wh1ch are governed by the State 
Department of Consumer Affa1rs. 

DRPA funds are fully ut11ized 1n Placer County to 
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prov1de cnt1cal and predominantly non-JUStice system 
based mechanisms to solve a w1de vanety a 
commumty related problems related to. no1se, pets, 
park1ng, property use, landlord/tenant, annoyance 
complaints, neighborhood hassles, property damage, 
money, workplace problems, orgamzat1onal conflicts, 
family d1sputes, commercial/consumer, government 
relations and school/community. As one of the 
nat1on's fastest growing count1es, Placer County's 
reliance on commun1ty based med1at1on serv1ces 
cont1nues to dramatically Increase The county has a 
contract 1n place w1th Placer Dispute Resolution 
Serv1ces Inc , a community-based non-profit 
corporation (CBO) to prov1de these crucial serv1ces to 
our rap1dly grow1ng communities. 

The fact that DRPA fees are collected through a 
JUStice related mechanism cannot be translated to ' 
mean that the funds can be shifted for use by the 
courts. Along w1th the DRPA, the court collections' 
process funds a w1de vanety of cnt1cal community 
programs, mclud1ng Alcohol and Drug Programs, 
DomestiC V1olence Prevention, AIDS education, 
general county and c1ty law enforcement, county 
D1stnct Attorneys, county Public Defenders, and the 
state Department of Motor Vehicles. A more 
complete llst1ng of state departments and c1ty and 
county programs funded through court-related 
collection mechamsms is Included 1n the State 
Controller's Manual of Accounting and Aud1t 
Guidelines for Tnal Courts. 

In the aforementioned sect1on, the Action Plan states: 
"A realignment of revenue should be sought to d1rect 
JUStice-system-related revenue w1th1n the jud1cial 
branch", and "Increases 1n f1llng fees to subsidize 
self-help centers were not considered appropnate at 
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th1s t1me 1n light of compet1ng cnt1cal needs such as 
court facilities, and the fact that courts fees are 
already heavily laden w1th a vanety of spec1al 
assessments Should a realistic opportumty for the 
1nstitut1on of such fees arise, 1t should be pursued." 
In fact, a realignment of undesignated JUStice-system-
related revenues IS already occurnng through the 
recent passage of AB1759. "Spec1al assessments" 
Include designated funding that 
1s already sent to the state to fund general court 
operations, court fac11it1es, and court secunty 

Placer County 1s at a loss to understand how the 
DRPA, a designated fund1ng source wh1ch has been 
1n place for almost 20 years, could be proposed as 
"Justice-system-related revenue" any more than other 
non-just1ce controlled programs funded through the 
courts as a public entrance door. We urge the task 
force to reconsider 1ts recommendation regard1ng 
funding examples and delete any references to the 
DRPA 

56. Pastor Herrera Jr. AM y The Los Angeles County Department of Consumer No response requ1red. 
Director, Los Angeles County Affa1rs 1s pleased to comment on the September 24, 
Department of Consumer 2003 draft "Statewide Act1on Plan for Self-
Affa1rs Represented L1t1gants " We acknowledge the work of 

the Task Force and value the Importance of ass1st1ng 
self-represented litigants. Our comments concern 
the sources of proposed funding for self-help 
programs. 

We believe that fund1ng for self-help programs should Will mod1fy recommendation to make 1t 
come from the cost sav1ngs they generate, not from clear that the goal of the Task Force 1s to 
the destruction and poss1ble elim1nat1on of the encourage collaboration among these 
extremely successful Dispute Resolution Program Important serv1ce providers and not to 
Act (DRPA) programs or from the ex1st1ng, successful usurp the role or fund1ng for DRPA 
Small Cla1ms Adv1sor programs operat1ng throughout agenc1es or small cla1ms adv1sors. 
the state 
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Comment #1 - Fundmg for Self-Help Programs The challenge for the courts 1s their funding 
Should Come from the Sav1ngs They Generate 1s be1ng cut back so dramatically that many 

of these savmgs have had to be used for 
A maJor just1f1cat1on for the creation and expansion of long-established court programs 
self-help 1n1t1at1ves IS the cost sav1ngs they w111 Additionally, part of the funct1on of court-
prov1de the courts. Page 2 of the draft report states: based self-help centers IS to encourage 
"Cost savings to the courts produced by pro per Increased access and the use of court 
assistance programs have already been documented programs by litigants who would not 
1n terms of savmgs 1n courthouse t1me; reduction 1n trad1t1onally use the court system. Wh1le 
Inaccurate paperwork, mappropnate filings, 1ncreas1ng usage of the court for peaceful 
unproductive court appearances, and resulting resolution of disputes and to v1nd1cate 
continuances and 1n exped1t1ous case management Important nghts 1s of huge benefit to 
and settlement services." Fundmg for self-help soc1ety, there may be additional demands 
should come from sav1ngs to the court. If sav1ngs to upon court t1me Just as the small cla1ms 
the court are not suff1c1ent to fund self-help, 1t would advisors and DRPA programs save 
call mto quest1on the benefit and effectiveness of self- s1gn1f1cant t1me for the court, they also 
help programs. requ1re resources to provide th1s needed 

serv1ce. 

Comment #2 DRPA Funds Should Not be Diverted to 
Self-Help Programs. 

Recommendation VII, Sect1on G, wh1ch appears on F1rst, the language of the recommendation 
page 25 of the draft report, states that DRPA funds IS be1ng mod1f1ed to make 1t clear that the 
should be used to fund self-help. We respectfully goal of the Task Force IS to encourage 
d1sagree. DRPA and Self-Help ex1st for different collaboration among these Important 
purposes. DRPA ex1sts to keep people out of court serv1ce providers and not to usurp the role 
by resolvmg disputes through community based or funding for DRPA agenc1es or small 
d1spute resolution programs. Self-help ex1sts to get cla1ms adv1sors. 
people 1nto court and eff1c1ently through the process. 

However, the Task Force IS concerned that 
While self-help 1s new and the sav1ngs and benefits 1t a number of statements made about the 
may generate are as yet largely undocumented, nature of self-help services does not f1t the 
DRPA has operated smce 1986 w1th great success reality of serv1ces that are be1ng prov1ded in 
Every case resolved through DRPA is a case that will many count1es. 
never see court The cost sav1nas to the court dunna 
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DRPA's more than 15 years of operation are Many self-help serv1ces prov1de med1at1on 
enormous and well-documented assistance to help them resolve the1r 

One of the reasons for DRPA's success 1s that 
disputes. In fact, 1t 1s the f1rst optional 
serv1ce spec1f1cally authonzed by the 

disputes are resolved through commumty d1spute Fam1ly Law Facilitator statute (Fam1ly Code 
resolution programs. lnd1v1dual count1es, not the 1 0005 (a)(1)) 
state, are 1n the best pos1t1on to admm1ster these 
programs, as they, not the state, best know the needs In a number of smaller count1es, the DRPA 
of the1r commumt1es. The legislature foresaw the program and court-based self-help 
value of commumty based med1at1on and the1r v1s1on programs work closely together to prov1de 
and mtent is clearly reflected m the Leg1slat1ve seamless serv1ces to litigants. 
F1nd1ngs and Declaration spelled out 1n Sect1on 465 
of the California Bus1ness and Professions Code. The Task Force supports the Importance of - G1ven the vast success and demonstrated cost med1at1on serv1ces to ass1st self-
sav1ngs of DRPA, we strongly oppose any represented ltugants and encourages 1ts 
recommendation to divert these funds to self-help prov1s1on 1n self-help centers 1n ways that 

are appropnate for a local JUriSdiction 

Comment #3· Small Cla1ms Adv1sor Funds Should 
Not be D1verted to Self-Help Programs 

Aga1n, th1s language w1ll be mod1f1ed to 
Recommendation VII Section G, wh1ch appears on make 1t clear that the goal of the Task -
page 25 of the draft report, also recommends that Force 1s to encourage collaboration w1th 
Small Cla1ms Adv1sor fees be diverted to fund self- small cla1ms adv1sors and DRPA 
help Aga1n, we must respectfully, but strongly, programs. 
disagree. 

The Task Force wants to note that a 
Self-Help programs ex1st to ass1st lit1gants in cases number of self-help centers currently 
where lawyers could appear 1n court on the1r behalf 1f prov1de ass1stance w1th small cla1ms 
they had the money or 1nclinat1on to h1re one Small matters by hav1ng the small cla1ms adv1sor 
cla1ms adv1sors ass1st litigants for a court m wh1ch no located 1n the self-help center. Th1s 
attorneys are Involved. prov1des litigants with a central location to 

resolve a vanety of legal 1ssues 
Self-Help ass1sts litigants with complicated cases 
where attorneys would normally appear in court on a While the task force realizes the cost-
litigant's behalf. Due to the complexity of these savmas of not hav1na attornevs orov1de 
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cases, most Self-Help Centers need attorneys to gUidance m these matters, 1t 1s concerned 
prov1de counseling - a necessary, but expensive that many small cla1ms matters are actually 
component By contrast, small cla1ms adv1sors m Los qUite complex and that attorney superv1s1on 
Angeles and other count1es are not attorneys and can of paralegals m1ght enhance the quality of 
provide ass1stance m a more cost effective manner serv1ce to the public. 

57. M1a A. Baker A y The Stand1ng Comm1ttee appreciates the Task No response requ1red. 
Legislation Chair Force's work 1n draftmg th1s plan wh1ch w111 greatly State Bar Standing facilitate access to the courts 1n California, assist self-Committee on the Delivery of represented litigants, and prov1de an opportunity for Legal Serv1ces legal serv1ces and pro bono programs to better 

coordinate local serv1ces w1th the courts The 
Standmg Committee finds the Statew1de Action Plan 
for Serv1ng Self-Represented L1t1gants to be a 
comprehensive, pract1cal and excellent bluepnnt that, 
1f Implemented, w111 result 1n a landmark Improvement 
1n prov1d1ng access to the California JUStice system 
for all self-represented litigants, particularly those 
who are 1nd1gent or of modest means 

We espec1ally support Recommendation I and all of No response requ1red. 
1ts Strategies, Recommendation II, Strateg1es D and 
H, Recommendation Ill B, Recommendation VI and 
all of 1ts Strategies; and Recommendation VII, 
Strateg1es A, C, and E. The Standing Committee's 
bnef comments and recommendations are as 
follows 

Recommendations of the State Bar Standing 
Committee on Delivery of Legal Services 

Suggested changes and/or add1t1ons are underlined 

Strategies: 

I.B 1 6: Self-help centers should work w1th Agree, w111 mod1fy language accordingly. 
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cert1f1ed lawyer referral serv1ces, and State 
Bar qualified legal serv1ces and pro bono 
programs. and 

I.C., 2. The self-help centers should be Agree, Will mod1fy language accordingly. 
encouraged to work w1th qualified legal 
serv1ces orgamzat1ons .... 

II D. Add new subsection 3· Identify and 
Agree, Will mod1fy language accordingly. 

translate key documents into other 
languages. 

Ill B. Add new subsection 4. Develop 
Agree, w1ll mod1fy language accordingly. 

guidelines for ident1fy1ng self-help lit1gants 
who, for vanous reasons, should seek legal 
representation and an organ1zed system for 
refemng such litigants to appropnate 
orgamzat1ons, such as cert1f1ed la~er 
referral serv1ces programs, qualified legal 
serv1ces organ1zat1ons and pro bono 
programs 

III.B., 5: The Committee recommends The Task Force IS concerned about 

cons1derat1on of the additiOn of a new 1mpos1ng a report1ng requ1rement on local 

subsection 5., recommending that local courts Without prov1d1ng fund1ng to support 

courts report to the AOC annually on the1r that requ1rement 

respect1ve planri1ng process and the1r prior-
year accomplishments 

v.c LOCAL COURTS PROVIDE LAW Agree, will mod1fy language accordingly. 

ENFORCEMEMT, LOCAL BAR ASSOCIATIONS, LAW 
LIBRARIES, LAW SCHOOLS, LOCAL DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE COUNCILS,. 

VD THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL CONTINUE TO Agree, w1ll mod1fy language accordingly. 
COORDINATE WITH THE STATE BAR OF 
CALIFORNIA, THE LEGAL AID ASSOCIATION OF 
CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON 
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE, LAW SCHOOLS, AND 
OTHER 

VII E : M1n1mum staff1ng levels to prov1de 
core serv1ces, With appropnate referral 

Agree, w1ll mod1fy language accordingly. 

mechanisms 1n place 

VII.F ,4: Must not restnct access to courts !!l Agree, Will mod1fy language accordingly. 
anv other wav. and must alwavs be wa1vable. 

58. Pres1d1ng Judge Paul Anthony AM y The Plan clearly outlines the hard work of the Task Agree W1ll emphasize the Importance of 
Vortmann Force 1n rev1ew1ng serv1ces for the self-represented the law libranes. 
Superior Court of Tulare litigants and we commend its efforts to craft 
County recommendations for Improving the public's access 
President, Conference of to JUStice. However, we f1nd a cnt1cal deficiency 1n the 
California County Law Plan by 1ts om1ss1on of the State's ftrst self-help 
Library Trustees and centers, the county public law libranes. We 
L1branans respectfully po1nt th1s out to you for your senous 

cons1derat1on as you move th1s Plan forward 

Anne R Bernardo For over a century California's county public law Agree. No response requ1red 
President, Conference of libranes have provided legal matenals and legal 
California County Law reference assistance to all. The law library 1s often 
L1branans the f1rst stop for c1t1zens who have a need for legal 

1nformat1on. To deliver 1ts serv1ces, law libranes may 
prov1de legal resources w1th books, electronic 
databases, general and email legal reference serv1ce, 
legal research, Internet and computer workstations 
and instruction. Some libranes prov1de facility space 
for the court's self-help center The 2002 CCCLL 
survey shows an average of forty-f1ve percent of law 
library patrons are laypeople usmg the library's 
matenals and reference serv1ces to study the1r legal 
1ssues, obtain rnformat1on, and prepare the1r court 
forms In some counties, that percentage IS much 
higher. Otten, the self-represented lit1gants become 
return users of the law library as they pursue the1r 
1ssue further, e g , to appeal, collecting on a 
JUdqment 
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Several county law llbranes have been conducting 
1nd1V1dual and group classes for self-represented 
llt1gants on a regular bas1s. These programs are 
expected to expand statewide 1n 2004. A federal 
grant was awarded to the San D1ego County Public 
Law Library to prov1de 1ts self-represented litigants' 
class tra1n1ng and matenals to other California law 
llbranans v1a a "Tram the Tra1ner'' program. Smce 
2001, county law librarians have also part1c1pated as 
the legal specialists 1n the California State Library's 
24n online real-t1me public reference project The 
"Ask a Law L1branan" links are found on the Jud1c1al 
Council's Self-Help webSite, md1v1dual library 
webs1tes, and through public reference llbranans 
throughout California. Demand has been 
tremendous and more county law llbranes were 
added to respond to that demand County law library 
serv1ce 1s no longer limited to a library's four walls. 

As you are aware, county law llbranes are funded 
pnmanly by a port1on of the court's filing fee 1n CIVIl 
act1ons only Over the last ten years, law libranes 
have had to live w1th dramatiC revenue 
declines due to the 1ncreas1ng number of fee waivers 
and use of alternative dispute resolution At the 
same t1me, 1nflat1on and the cost of legal matenals 
have escalated annually. Law libranes maintain a 
precarious budget balancmg act by limitmg 1ts 
resources and essent1al serv1ces. 

/ 

The Conference would likely oppose any Th1s 1s not a recommendation that the Task 
recommendation from the Task Force to Increase Force has made. At such t1me that a fee 
f11ing fees for self-represented lit1gant serv1ces apart Increase be considered, the Task Force 
from the law libranes. When filing fees go up, fee would anticipate that the needs of all 
wa1vers go up, and law library revenue suffers It IS partners be considered 1ncludmg those of 
sad to report that 1n the oast few vears several of our law llbranes, small cla1ms adv1sors and 
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county law libranes have already had to severely med1at1ons serv1ces. 
reduce the1r staffmg and hours, stop updat1ng the1r 
books, become a computer workstation only, or 
transferred the1r responsibilities to the public library. 
Furthermore, as courthouse space needs have 
changed, severallibranes have been displaced from 
the courthouse mak1ng it more d1ff1cult for the self-
represented litigants to obta1n ready access to legal 
1nformat1on. 

The statew1de Plan as drafted IS far-reach1ng. Many The plan will be revised to more fully reflect 
of 1ts recommendations and strateg1es affect the the important role of law libranes. 
county law libranes. Should the work of the county 
law hbranes and the programs they have already 
developed for self-represented litigants be Included 1n 
more deta111n the Plan, the Conference would be able 
to d1scuss a support pos1t1on We cordially mv1te the 
Task Force to explore coordination, collaboration, 
mtegrat1on and/or partnership of efforts w1th Ms 
Pfremmer and the county law libranes to strengthen 
the Plan. 

The county public law libranes have long served as a 
frontline 1n the public's access to JUStice We strongly 
urge the Task Force to cons1der our concerns and to 
recogn1ze the impact and level of assistance that 
California's county law hbranes prov1de to the self-
represented ht1gants. Thank you for your support of 
our law libranes and the opportunity for 1nput. 

59. Shirhe-Mae P. Mamaril I am wnting to offer feedback on Statewide Act1on 
Asian Pac1f1c Amencan Plan for Self-Represented Litigants. The As1an 
D1spute Resolution Center Pac1f1c Amencan Dispute Resolution Center 
1145 W1lsh1re Blvd., Suite 100 (APADRC) IS a non-profit community based agency 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 that offers a range of dispute resolut1on serv1ces to 

res1dents of Los Angeles County We are aware that 
the action plan addresses d1re state-w1de needs of 
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Commentator Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

self-represented lit1gants and is an important step 1n 
guard1ng the needs and concerns of self-litigants. 
We applaud the Task Force on Self-Represented 
L1t1gants for 1ts excellent and comprehensive 
approach and vision regarding the 1ssue of self-
represented litigants. 

The APADRC IS one of the LA County DRPA 
contractors who rece1ve funds from the DRPA fund 
base We wanted to share some feedback and 
comments on one sect1on of the report: 

Section VII.G. Court Based Fees used for court 
based self-help services 
Reference to Dispute Resolution Programs 

It IS Important that community based programs 
cont1nue to be funded through DRPA funding pool 

I First, 1n Los Angeles County, we face a population of 
disputants of whom a large port1on need bas1c 
access to language based serv1ces 1n the field of 
ADR. Commumty based non-profits can prov1de 
such serv1ces that are culturally and linguistically 
competent for this segment of the population who are 
often underserved or unfamiliar w1th d1spute 
resolut1on serv1ces. 

APADRC and other agenc1es perform the necessary 
community outreach to work w1th these marginalized 
communities Another Important function of agenc1es 
such as ours is that we work effectively, when 
necessary, w1th the courts to prov1de outreach for 
the1r services as well Public education IS a key to 
disputants' effective use of the w1de array of d1spute 
resolution serv1ces provided by community and court 

' programs APADRC holds bi-weekly med1at1on 
climes 1n vanous locations of LA County, and we 
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on behalf 
of 2roup? 

make appropnate referrals to the court or other 
commun1ty based programs that clients often need. 
Th1s vital community engagement will be lost Without 
the presence of agenc1es who work directly w1th1n a 
spec1f1c community's sett1ng. Fmally, supporting 
commun1ty and court programs allows tor Important 
1nnovat1on and research 1n the f1eld Many cases are 
appropnate for med1at1on w1thin the court sett1ng, 
while others are more appropnate for the community 
based sett1ng. Hav1ng a wide range of opt1ons that 
are mdeed, appropnate dispute resolut1on services is 
v1tal to the w1de range of disputes that Los Angeles 
County res1dents face on a regular bas1s One 
example of a d1spute we recently resolved was a feud 
between two tam1lles and their sons who had a 
phys1cal altercation on a commun1ty basketball court 
The tam1hes expressed a deep appreciation for the 
mediation opt1on, and spec1f1cally for the competency 
of the mediators 1n understanding the commun1ty 
based conflicts they faced. The agency who referred 
the case told us that mediation 1n th1s case stopped 
what m1ght have been an 1nev1table dnve by shoot1ng 
1f no med1at1on had taken place. Community 
programs are v1tal to the miSSion of the DRP Act to 
make serv1ces accessible to as many md1v1duals as 
possible. 

Aga1n, we commend the Task Force on 1ts 
recognition of the Important needs of self-represented 
litigants and we apprec1ate the t1me and effort that 
was spent on th1s report. Please contact us 1f we can 
offer anv more mformat1on or share our perspective. 

268 Positrons A = Agree, AM = Agree only if modified, N = Do not agree 



7 



TO: 

~OM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A venue 
San Franc:isco, California 94102-3688 
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·Members of the Judicial.Council 

Family and Juvenile Law Adviso~ommittee 
Center for Families, Children & Courts 
Diane Nunn, Division Director 
Audrey Evje, Attorney, 415-865- 706, audrey.evje@Jud.ca.gov 
Melissa Ardaiz, Attorney, 415-865-7567, melis~a.ardaiz@jud.ca.gov 

February 13, 2004 

Juvenile Law: Responsibilities of Children's C~unsel in Delinquency 
Proceedings (adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 1479) (Action Required) ' 

Issue Statement 
California law requires the juvenile court to consider in all its deliberations both the best 
interest of children under its jurisdiction and the protection of public safety. To ensure 
that the juvenile court has the information necessary to fulfill these legal duties and to 
protect the child's constitutional liberty interest, California law confers on the child the 
right to representation by counsel at every stage of juvenile delinquency proceedings. 
Counsel must continue to represent the child unless relieved by the court. In practice, 
however, representation outside of the adjudication stage varies widely within and among 
jurisdictions. The proposed rule is necessary to clarify the extent of the child's counsel's 
responsibilities and ensure a consistent minimum level of representation across the state. 

Recommendation 
The Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee recommends that the Judicial Council 
adopt rule 1479 of the California Rules of Court, effective July 1, 2004, to clarify the 
extent of a child's counsel's responsibilities in delinquency proceedings. 

The text of the proposed rule is attached at page 9. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
A proposed rule was originally drafted and' circulated for comment in spnng 2003 as part 
of the regular RUPRO process. The circulated proposal1 specified the role and 
responsibilities of counsel for children in delinquency proceedings. It further specified 
that child's counsel's duties included, among other things, representation at 

1 See Attachment A 



postdispositional proceedings, investigation and representation of the child's interests 
beyond the scope of the juvenile proceedings, and monitoring the probation department's 
compliance with the case plan. The Judicial Council, at its October 21, 2003, meeting, 
expressed concern about its authority to require attorneys to represent children through 
postdispositional proceedings and to make the rule applicable to privately retained 
counsel, as well as the cost of complying with the rule, the rule's enforceability and 
potential to expose counsel to liability, and the extent of counsel's duty to represent other 
interests of the child beyond the scope of the delinquency proceedings. These concerns 
are discussed in further detail below. The council directed staff to work with the State Bar 
of California and defense attorneys to resolve these issues. 

After obtaining comments from the State Bar, council members, and attorneys, and 
considering the concerns expressed by the council, the proposed rule has been modified 
to focus on clarifying the extent of the child's counsel's responsibilities and is now 
limited solely to legal representation in delinquency proceedings. The rule now clarifies 
that a child's counsel must (1) defend the child against the allegations in any petition 
filed and (2) advocate, within the framework of the delinquency proceedings, that the 
child receive care, treatment, and guidance consistent with his or her best interest. The 
rule further makes clear that a child is entitled to have his or her interests represented by 
counsel at every stage of the proceedings, including postdispositional hearings, as long as 
that child is under the jurisdiction of the court. 

Background of juvenile delinquency proceedings 
Juvenile delinquency proceedings are unique. The juvenile court must provide children 
under its jurisdiction as a result of delinquent conduct with "care, treatment, and guidance 
that is consistent with their best interest, that holds them accountable for their behavior, 
and that is appropriate for their circumstances." (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 202(b).)2 At each 
hearing, the juvenile court must balance the safety and protection of the public with 
family preservation and rehabilitation of the child. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 202(a), (b), 
(d).) The juvenile court must also protect the child's liberty interest throughout the 
delinquency proceedings. Only through the receipt of accurate information can the 
juvenile court protect the interests of the child and public and provide the child with the 
guidance necessary to "enable him or her to be a law-abiding and productive member of 
his or her family and the community." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 202(b).) Practices and 
procedures, including representation by counsel, that promote accurate fact finding are 
therefore essential at any stage of delinquency proceedings that implicate the child's 
welfare, the child's liberty, or public safety. Almost all hearings in the delinquency 
process implicate one or more of these interests. , 

The adjudication stage of the proceedings most obviously threatens the child's liberty 
interest. At the detention hearing the court must determine if a child should continue to be 
detained pending the jurisdiction hearing on the petition. Then, at the jurisdiction hearing, 
the court makes the factual findings necessary to decide whether to declare the child a 

2 Statutes and rules referenced m this report can be found m Attachment B 
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ward of the court subject to confinement. At the disposition hearing the court must 
determine the proper disposition. The disposition may inclt}.de detention at a camp or 
ranch facility, or at the California Youth Authority. These hearings clearly implicate all 
three relevant interests-welfare, liberty, and public safety. 

Other hearings, ~specially those after dispositio~, impact the same rights and interests. 
Some hearings occur with great regularity. Soon after the disposition hearing, the court 
may hold a hearing to transfer the case to at~other jurisdiction (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 750) 
or to determine appropriate restitution to the victim (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 730.6). The 
child is also required, at least once a year, to report his or her compliance with any 
restitution or community service probation conditions until those conditions are satisfied. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 730.8.) Failure to comply may result in an order for more 
restrictive placement, affecting the child's liberty interest. When a child on probation is 
removed from his or her parents' custody and placed in a nonsecure facility, the court 
must hold placement review hearings every six months. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 727 et 
seq.) At these review hearings, the court may order a more or less restrictive placement 
for the child, which may harm or benefit the child's liberty interest and welfare. (Ibid.) 

Other hearings occur with less frequency, but nonetheless impact the child's liberty 
interest when they do occur. The court may order the probation department or another 
appropriate agency to provide services, such as special education or psychological 
counseling, that aid in the child's rehabilitation. (Educ. Code,§§ 56300, 56301; Welf. & 
Inst. Code, § 729.6.) The faster rehabilitation facilitated by these services may lead the 
court to order less restrictive placement or even to terminate jurisdiction early, which in 
·turn benefits the child's liberty interest. (Welf. & lnst. Code, §§ 775, 778.) The ordered 
services also directly promote the child's welfare. The court may hold a hearing on a 
request to dismiss the petition at any time. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 782.) These hearings 
can affect the child's welfare and liberty interests. The child's interests may also require a 
hearing to modify or set aside an order, such as an order of commitment to the Ca~ifornia 
Youth Authority. (Welf. & lnst. Code,§§ 775,778, 779.) 

Judicial Council authority 
Adoption of rule 1479 is within the Judicial Council's purview. Article 6, section 6 of the 
California Constitution empowers the council to "adopt rules for court administration, 
practice and procedure, not inconsistent with statute." Section 265 of the Welfare and 

) 

Institutions Code requires the council to adopt rules governing practice and procedure in 
the juvenile court. Further, rule 1400(b) (authority and purpose of rules)3 clarifies that 
"[t]hese rules are designed to implement the purposes of the juvenile court law by 
promoting uniformity in practice and procedure and by providing guidance to judges, 
referees, attorneys, probation officers, and others participating in juveni~e court." (Cal. 
Rules of Court, rule 1400(b).) 

3 Rule 1400 of the Cahforn1a Rules of Court can be found m Attachment B. 
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Historically, when not specifically mandated by statute, rules of court have been adopted 
to govern court administration and procedure. An extensive search for cases interpreting 
the Judicial Council's authority to adopt rules of court for practice was unsuccessful. 
Although no cases were found that involved rules of practice, leaving the term open to 
interpretation, the committee submits that the proposed rule defines legal practice in the 
juvenile court by clarifying the responsibilities of counsel representing children. 

Further, the proposed rule is consistent with all relevant statutes, which state or imply 
counsel's duty to represent a child throughout delinquency proceedings ('Welf. & Inst. 
Code,§§ 633, 634.6.), as well as with the California Standards of Judicial 
Administration. 4 It is also consistent with the general purposes of the juvenile court law. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code, § 202; see In re Christopher T. (1998) 60 Cal.App.4th 1282, 1292; 
In re Jermaine B. (1994) 21 Cal.App.4th 1280, 1284-1285). The language of the statutes, 
however, leaves room for variation in the practice of representing children in delinquency 
proceedings. This rule promotes uniformity in practice, consistent with rule 1400(b). 

Continuity of representation 
Although children in delinquency proceedings are entitled to legal representation at every 
stage of those proceedings, there is not unified agreement that counsel's duty of 
representation includes postdispositional hearings. Accepted practice varies widely 
within and among jurisdictions on the extent of representation outside the adjudication 
stage. In some instances counsel remains an active advocate for the child's rehabilitation 
until wardship is terminated. Most typically, the child is only represented at status review 
hearings or probation violation hearings. And in some rare cases the child is not 
represented at any postdispositional hearings. 

The proposed rule is necessary to clarify that California law provides children under the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile delinquency court with the right to have their interests 
represented by counsel at every stage of the proceedings, including postdispositional 
hearings, as long as they are under the court's jurisdiction. It further ensures that the 
juvenile court receives the information it needs to both provide public safety and protect 
the due process interests of the child. 

The United States Constitution requires that a child receive the assistance of counsel at 
the adjudication stage of juvenile delinquency proceedings to protect his Qr her liberty 
interest. In analyzing procedures required by the federal Constitution's due process clause 
to protect a child from an unfounded loss of liberty and the stigma of a delinquency 
finding, the U.S. Supreme Court has held that juvenile delinquency proceedings must 
comport with fundamental fairness. (Breed v. Jones (1975) 421 U.S. 519, 531; see In re 

4 Section 24(e) of the California Standards of Judicial AdrrumstratJOn encourages JUVemle court Judges to provide 
active leadership m deterrrnnmg the needs of, and developmg resources and services for, children and youth m 
dependency and delinquency proceedmgs In addition, sectiOn 24(c )(3) encourages the presidmg JUdge of the 
JUVemle court to establish rrnmmum standards of practice for all court-appomted and public office attorneys m 
JUvemle proceedmgs Welfare and InstitutiOns Code sectiOn 202(d) emphasizes that the court should actively protect 
the mterests of youth m delinquency proceedmgs and advises the presidmg judge of the JUVemle court to follow the 
recommendatiOns contamed m sectiOn 24(e) of the California Standards of Judicial Adrrnmstratlon. 
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Kevin S. (2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 97, 117.) In In re Gault, the high court cop.cluded that 
fair treatment requires the child to have access to retained or appointed counsel at the 
adjudication stage of the proceedings. (In re Gault (1967) 387 U.S. 1, 3~2.) Though 

I 

that case presented only the issue of the child's rights at the adjudication hearing, the 
court's reasoning in Gault and other cases applies more broadly. The Gault court saw that 
a child needs the assistance of counsel "at every step in the proceedings" to deal with 
legal problems, inquire into the facts, guard against procedural irregularities, and prepare 
and submit a defense if the child has one. (ld. at p. 36.) Subsequent cases have 
emphasize~ the importance of accurate fact finding. In re Winship applied the reasonable 
doubt standard to the adjudication stage of delinquency proce~dings based on the reduced 
risk of findings based on factual error. (In re Winship (1970) 397 U.S. '358, 363-364; see 
In re Eddie M. (2003) 31 Cal.4th 480, 503.) A plurality of the court, reading Gault and 
Winship to emphasize fact-finding procedures, held that the due,process clause does not 
guarantee a child the right to a jury trial because that procedure is not a necessary element 
of accurate fact finding. (McKeiver v. Penns-)'lvania (1971) 403 U.S. 528, 543.) 

Thus, at any stage of the proceedings in which accurate fact-finding is important, the 
federal Constitution requires fair procedures. The best way to promote accurate fact-
finding is to ensure that the court receives information from more than one perspective. 
At hearings after disposition, when the court's findings on the child's placement and 
progress can and do impact the child's liberty, the district attorney or probation officer 
will present one perspective. To ensure that the court has· all the information necessary to 
make accurate findings, and to ensure protection of the child's liberty interest, the child 
needs independent representation to present his or her perspective. The child's counsel, as 
the only participant in the process who owes the child a fiduciary duty, is best suited to 
provide the court with the information it needs to make accurate decisions regarding the 
care, treatment, and guidance of children under its.jurisdiction. The proposed rule 
addresses these concerns by clarifying that counsel must defend the child against the 
allegations in any petition filed and that the child is entitled to representation as long as 
he or she is under the court's jurisdiction. 

California law recognizes the importance of representation for a child in delinquency 
proceedings. In particular, section 633 of the Welfare and Institutions Code requires 
counsel to represent the child "at every stage of the proceedings." As recognized by the 
courts, delinquency proceedings begin before the adjudication stage and continue for 
some ttme afterward. (Gault, supra, 387 U.S. at pp. ·13, 31, fn. 48; Kevin s_., supra, 113 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 117-119.) In Kevin S., the California Cou~ of Appeal made clear, 
vindicating a child's right to counsel on appeal, that the child's "need for the assistance of 
counsel ... does not cease when the adjudication stage concludes. The need for accurate 
fact finding does not conclude with the adjudication proceedings." (ld. at p. 118.) 

Although section 633 does not define "every stage of the proceedings," Government 
Code section 27706(g) supports the conclusion that postdispositional hearings are a stage 
at which the child is entitled to representation. Section 27706(g) states that, "[u]pon the 
order of the court or upon the request of the person involved, the public defender may 
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represent any person who is not financially able to employ counsel in a proceeding of any 
nature relating to the nature or conditions of detention, of other restrictions prior to 
adjudication, of treatment, or of punishment resulting from criminal or juvenile 
proceedings." Because some of the subjects described, such as treatment and punishment, 
are usually addressed in review and other postdispositional hearings, this section supports 
requiring representation after disposition. Furthermore, federal law requires specific 
postdispositional hearings for children who are placed in settings eligible for federal 
foster care funds. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 634.6 also supports the committee's interpretation 
of the extent of counsel's duty of representation. This section requires counsel to 
represent a child until "relieved by the court upon the substitution of other counsel or for 
cause." Reading this section to impose upon counsel a duty of indefinite duration would 
be unreasonable. The committee reads section 634.6 in conjunction with section 633 to 
require continued representation only while the child remains under the juvenile court's 
jurisdiction. As long as the juvenile court has jurisdiction over the child, the child has 
legal interests at stake. Continued representation by counsel is therefore necessary to 
protect any of the child's welfare, safety, or liberty interests that may be at risk. Although 
desirable, it is not necessary for the same counsel to represent the child at every stage of 
the proceedings as long as some counsel does. If private counsel enters into a retainer 
agreement that terminates his or her services upon disposition, the juvenile court has the 
authority under section 634.6 to substitute other counsel to represent the child's interests 
in later proceedings. 

Finally, this proposed rule fosters good legal practice. As the American Bar Association's 
Juvenile Justice Center states, "Juvenile defenders have an important role in protecting 
their clients' interests at every stage of the proceedings, from arrest and detention to 
pretrial proceedings, from adjudication to disposition to post-dispositional matters." 
(American Bar Association, Juvenile Justice Center et al., A Call for Justice: An 
Assessment of Access to Counsel and Quality of Representation in Delinquency 
Proceedings (Dec. 1995; repr. June 2002) p. 6.) The proposed rule is consistent with the 
ABA Standards for Representation of Children. 

Alternative Actions Considered 
Several versions of this rule proposal were considered. The version that was circulated 
for comment and the version considered at the October 21, 2003, council meeting 
specified the role and responsibilities of counsel in much greater detail. Those versions 
also identified a broader scope of representation than the current proposal, requiring 
counsel to investigate and represent the child's interests outside of the juvenile 
proceedings as well as to monitor the probation department's compliance with the case 
plan. This new version of the proposal frames counsel's duties in a more general manner 
to address issues of liability and enforcement. The committee concluded that the current 
version best addresses the concerns identified by the public and council members while 
maintaining adequate legal representation for children in delinquency proceedings. 
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Comments From Interested Parties , , 
A proposal concerning representation in juvenile delinquency proceedings was circulated 
for comment in the spring 2003 cycle. It was sent to the regular RUPRO mailing list and 
posted on the AOC's Web site. In addition, the proposal was sent to presiding judges of 
the juvenile courts, district attorneys, defense attorneys, and county executive officers. 

Fourteen comments were received. Seven commentators agreed with the proposal; three 
commentators agreed with the proposal if modified; one commentator disagreed; and 
three commentators did not indicate their position. 

Many of the commentators suggested substantive changes to the circulated rule and 
addressed the following areas of concern: expansion of the role of defense counsel, lack 
of resources/increased costs, potential liability arising from failure to execute the rule's 
enumerated duties, violation of the attorney-client privilege, the omission of a 
competency standard, and the absence of an advisory comment. Because the committee 
reshaped the focus of the proposal after the comment period, most of the comments 
submitted are no longer relevant; many reflect concerns also expressed by the Judicial 
Council. Therefore, the comments and the committee responses are not individually 
addressed in this report. Instead, these comments and the committee's response are 
summarized in the chart attached at pages 10-23. 

I 

As described in the Rationale section above, the Judicial Council expressed several 
concerns about the version of the rule discussed at the October 21, 2003, meeting, 
including concerns about the scope of the council's authority, the cost of compliance, and 
the rule's enforceability and potential to expose counsel to liability. By taking a more 
modest approach to the scope of counsel's responsibilities for representation, the current 
proposal addresses the majority of the council's concerns. 

Judicial Council authority 
The current proposal clarifies existing law. Therefore, adoption of rule 14 79 is within the 
Judicial Council's purview. Article 6, section 6 of the California Constitution empowers 
the council to "adopt rules for court administration, practiCe and procedure, not 
inconsistent with statute." Section 265 of the Welfare and Institutions Code requires the 

' I 

council to adopt rules governing practice and procedure in the juvenile court. The 
proposed rule defines legal practice in the juvenile court by clarifying the responsibilities 
of counsel representing children. 

Applicability to privately retained counsel 
The Judicial Council expressed concern over its authority to make the proposed rule 
applicable to privately retained counsel and its desire to avoid any appearance that the 
rule might interfere with the negotiated scope of a privately retain~d counsel's agreement 
for representation. As explained above, the council has constitutional and statutory 
authority to adopt rules governing practice in the courts. A child is legally entitled to 
representation by counsel at "every stage of the [delinquency] proceedings." (Welf. & 
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Inst. Code, § 633.) Counsel must continue representation "unless relieved by the court 
upon the substitution of other counsel or for cause." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 634.6.) The 
statutes do not exclude privately retained counsel from these requirements. It is also good 
legal practice and consistent with the purposes of juvenile proceedings to continue 
representation as long as the child has legal interests at stake. If private counsel enters 
into a retainer agreement that terminates his or her services upon disposition, the juvenile 
court has the authority under section 634.6 to substitute other counsel to represent the 
child's interests in later proceedings. 

Cost of complying with rule 1479 
Current practice for representation at postdispositional hearings varies greatly within and 
between jurisdictions. Therefore, it is difficult to quantify the cost of complying with this 
rule. The committee is cognizant that additional resources may not be available at this 
time. Although counties may incur some additional costs for attorney services, any cost 
associated with compliance with this rule is mandated by the state Constitution and 
existing statutes that set forth the scope of representation in delinquency proceedings. 

Enforcement , 
The Judicial Council further expressed concern that courts would have trouble enforcing 
the duties imposed by rule 1479. As explained above, the proposed rule clarifies general 
standards of practice for counsel representing children in delinquency proceedings 
mandated by the federal Constitution, state Constitution, and state statutes. Courts must 
exercise their authority to ensure these mandates are met. 

Exposure to liability 
As drafted, rule 1479 clarifies existing law; it does not specify roles and responsibilities 
of counsel. Therefore, it does not expose counsel to liability beyond that imposed by the 
federal Constitution, state Constitution, and state statutes. 

Representation beyond scope of delinquency proceeding 
The current version of rule 1479 eliminates reference to representation that could be 
construed as beyond the scope of the delinquency proceeding. Further, subdivision (d) 
specifically limits counsel's responsibilities to legal duties related to the delinquency 
proceedings. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
This rule clarifies existing law and does not create any new requirements or costs. Some 
counties may incur costs by implementing existing law as clarified. 

Attachments 
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Rule 14 79 of the California Rules of Couit is adopted, effective July 1, 2004, to read: 

1 Rule 1479. Responsibilities of children's counsel in delinquency proceedings (Welf. 
2 & Inst. Code, §§ 202, 265, 633, 634, 634.6, 679, 700) 
3 
4 (a) [Purpose] This rule is designed to ensure public safety and the protection of 
5 the child's best interest at every stage of the delinquency proceedings by 
6 clarifying the role of the child's counsel in delinquency proceedings. This rule 
7 is not intended to affect any substantive duty imposed upon counsel by existing 
8 civil standards or professional discipline standards. 
9 

10 (b) [Responsibilities of counsel] A child's counsel is charged in general with 
11 defending the child against the allegations in all petitions filed in delinquency 
12 proceedings and with advocating, within the framework of the delinquency 
13 proceedings, that the child receive care, treatment, and guidance consistent 
14 with his or her best interest. 
15 
16 (c) [Right to representation] A child is entitled to have his or her interests 
17 represented by counsel at every stage of the proceedings, including 
18 postdispositional hearings. Counsel must continue to represent the child unless 
19 relieved by the court upon the substitution of other counsel or for cause. 
20 
21 (d) [Limits to responsibilities] A child's counsel is not required: 
22 
23 (1) To assume the responsibilities of a probation officer, social worker, 
24 parent, or guardian; 
25 
26 (2) To provide nonlegal services to the child; or 
27 
28 (3) To represent the child in any proceedings outside of the delinquency 
29 proceedings. 
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Commentator 

1. Mr. Jorge Alvarado 
Assistant Pubhc Defender 
Orange County Public 
Defender's Office 

2. Hon. Bnan J. Back 
Juvenile Court Presiding 
Judge 
Superior Court of Ventura 
County 

Catalogl2 

SPR03-36 
Responsibilities of Attorneys for Juveniles in Delinquency Proceedings 

(adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 1479) 

Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of group? 

N y 1. Rule 1479(c): This subdivision, as written, 1. 
appears to place the burden on defense counsel 
to investigate and police the probation 
department's compliance with the juvenile case 
plan. 

2 Rule 1479(c): This subdivision also appears to 2. 
place the burden on defense counsel to 
investigate the court-ordered placement setting 
to ease the probation department's and court's 
responsibility to assure the appropriateness of a 
particular placement program 

3. This rule appears to shift what is ultimately the 3. 
court's responsibility onto defense counsel, 
thereby increasing defense counsel's potential 
liability. 

4. Should language 'to the extent resources are 4. 
available' similar to that in 1479(d) be added to 
rule 1479(c)? The suggested language might 
make the proposed rule less objectionable. 

Committee Response 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
deleted. 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
deleted. 

The former subdivisions requiring 
defense counsel to investigate 
probation department compliance and 
other interests of the child have been 
deleted, eliminating any possibility 
that they could serve as a basis for 
liability. 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
deleted. 

A y No specific comment. No response required. 

10 Positions A = Agree; AM = Agree only If modified, N = Do not agree. 



Commentator 

3. Mr. Ronald L. Bauer 
Superior Court of Orange 

County 

4. Ms. Diana Dorame 
Chair of the Executive 
Committee of the Family 
Law Section 
State Bar of California 

5. Ms. Janice Y. Fukai 
Alternate Public Defender 
Los Angeles County 
Alternate Public Defender's 
Office 

Catalogl2 

SPR03-36 
Responsibilities of Attorneys for Juveniles in Delinquency Proceedings 

(adopt Cal. Rules of Court, rule 1479) 

Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of group? 

A y The Rules and Forms Committee of the Orange No response required. 
County Superior Court reviewed this item at their 
meeting on June 19, 2003. We agree with the 
proposed changes. 

Position y The Executive Committee of the Family Law Section The committee's Minor's Counsel 
Not of the State Bar of California feels this proposed rule Working Group has spectfically deferred 

Indicated is premature given the ongoing review and discussion of this topic pending Judicial 
development of Minor's Counsel Duties and Council action in response to the proposed 
Responsibihties that the Family and Juvenile rule. 
Advisory Committee is current!Y involved in. 

Position N 1. In theory, the proposal reflects an enlightened 1. No response required. 
Not attitude toward the desired quality of 

Indicated representation in juvenile dehnquency matters 

2. However, as the Los Angeles County Public 2. See responses to numbers 3 and 4 
Defender pointed out, portions of the proposed below. 
rule may not be appropriate or feasible to 
implement and therefore, the rule requires 
modification. 

3. I agree with the Los Angeles Public Defender's 3. Former subdivision (d), which 
position that some of the mandates of rule 1479 required counsel to investigate and 
would require attorneys to violate the attorney- report to the court the other interests of 
client privilege. the child, has been deleted. In addition, 

language has been added to 
subdivision (a) to make it clear that the 
rule should be construed in a manner 
consistent with existing civil standards 
and professional discipline standards. 

11 Positmns· A= Agree, AM= Agree only tf modified; N =Do not agree 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of 2roup? 

4. I also share the Los Angeles Public Defender's 4. 
concern over the feasibility of implementing the 
responsibilities set forth in subdivision (b) of the 
proposed rule. 

5. Due to a lack of resources, the Public Defender's 5. 
Office in Los Angeles has had to seek additional 
grant funding for social workers and resource 
attorneys who are necessary to provide proper 
representation for many of its chents. 

6. Since the Alternate Public Defender has not yet 6. 
expanded to represent juveniles in delinquency 
proceedings on a countywide basis, I am unable 
to provide more detailed input concerning the 
impact the proposed rule might have on juvenile 

Committee Response 

The specific responsibilities of counsel 
delineated in former subdivision (b) 
have been eliminated Subdivision (b) 
has been revised to charge counsel in 
general with defending the child 
against allegations in all petitions filed 
in delinquency proceedings and with 
advocating, within the framework of 
the delinquency proceedings, that the 
child receive care, treatment, and 
guidance consistent with his or her 
best interest. Such broad language 
allows counsel to exercise professional 
judgment in determining how to fulfill 
his or her duties as counsel for the 
child. 

No response required. 

No response required. 

12 PositiOns. A = Agree, AM = Agree only If modified, N = Do not agree 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of2roup? 

delinquency attorneys. 

Committee Response 

A y "The proposed rule establishes standards similar to No response required. 
those currently imposed on attorneys appointed to 
represent minors in dependency proceedings. Like 
the dependency rules, it clarifies the role of 
delinquency attorneys, and in particular, the ethical 
obligations of attorneys in the context of the 
delinquency system. Delinquency attorneys 
statewide should benefit from the guidance and 
direction the rule provides." 

AM y 1. The proposed rule appears to be modeled after 1. The proposed rule does not 
the goals set for children's counsel in contemplate that counsel wtll remain 
dependency proceedmgs under Welfare and on the case after a "not sustained" 
Institutions Code section 317(e). The role of adjudication or dismissal. The rule 
counsel for the child in dependency proceedings has been revised to clarify that a child 
is to provide independent counsel, when is entitled to representation at every 
necessary, for the protection of the child's stage of the delinquency proceedings, 
interests, even if the position advocated including postdispositional hearings, 
contradicts the child's wishes. The responsibility while under the JUrisdiction of the 
of defense counsel in delinquency proceedings, juvenile court. The committee 
on the other hand, may terminate upon believes that it is necessary for 
successfully defending the charge and securing a counsel to participate in all 
"not sustained" adjudication or dismissal. Under proceedings, including hearings that 
the proposed rule, the attorney might have occur postdisposition, to adequately 
further responsibilities unrelated to the defense represent the interests of the child. 
of the delinquency charge. 

2. Rule 1479(b): I recommend amending this 2. The speciftc responsibilities of 
subdivision by adding "as appropriate" so that counsel delineated in former 
the pertinent part would read: "To that end subdivision (b) have been deleted. 

13 Postttons: A = Agree; AM = Agree only tf modtfted, N = Do not agree. 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of ~roup? 

counsel must, as appropriate .... " That would 
serve to permit professional sound judgment to 
be exercised rather than a rote response. 

3. Rule 1479(b)(2): This subdivision requires 3. 
defense counsel to "[e]xamine and cross-
examine witnesses in both the adjudicatory and 
dispositional hearings." This statement is overly 
broad and would seemingly require examination 
and cross-examination of witnesses without 
regard to tactical advisability. 

4. Rule 1479(b)(2): This subdivision seems to 4. 
require securing the courtroom presence of the 
probation officer who has submitted a social 
study for consideration at the dispositional 

'-.. 

hearing This would immensely increase the 
costs of delinquency cases to the Probation 
Department and would unduly lengthen the court 

Committee Response 

Subdivision (b) has been revised to 
charge counsel in general with 
defending the child against 
allegations in all petitions filed in 
delinquency proceedings and with 
advocating, within the framework of 
the delinquency proceedings, that the 
child receive care, treatment, and 
guidance consistent with his or her 
best interest. Such broad language 
allows counsel to exercise 
professional judgment in determining 
how to fulfill his or her duties as 
counsel for the child. 

Former subdivision (b)(2) has been 
deleted. 

Former subdivision (b )(2) has been 
deleted. 

14 Pos1t1ons. A = Agree; AM = Agree only 1f modified; N = Do not agree 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
oferoup? 

time required for processing cases. 

5. Rule 1479(b)(4): The language that requires 5. 
counsel to "[make] recommendations to the court 
on the child's behalf," is an ambiguous directive 
that presupposes an expertise that is not 
traditionally expected of defense counsel. 
Defense counsel should be authorized to make 
recommendations and not be mandated to make 
recommendations. 

6. Rule 1479(b)(5): This subdivision requires that 6 
counsel "[p]articipate in all proceedings, 
including postdispositional proceedings, to the 
degree necessary to adequately represent the 
child's ongoing interests." This is an open-ended 
statement and this requirement will be unduly 
burdensome to defense attorneys, particularly 
private practitioners who cannot be reahstically 
expected to participate in all of the post-
dispositional proceedings and be in court on a 
datly basis. 

7. Rule 1479(c): This subdivision expands a 7. 
delinquency attorney's role to include 

Committee Response 

Former subdivision (b)(4) has been 
deleted. 

New subdivision (c), which 
incorporates the language of former 
paragraph (b)(5), has been revised to 
clarify the parameters of counsel's 
duty of representation. Subdivision 
(c) states that a child is entitled to 
representation at every stage of the 
proceedings, including 
postdispositional hearings, so long as 
that child is under the jurisdiction of 
the juvenile court It is necessary for 
counsel to participate in all 
proceedings, including hearings that 
occur postdisposition, to adequately 
represent the interests of the child 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
eliminated. However, counsel remains 

15 Positions. A = Agree, AM = Agree only If modified; N = Do not agree 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
oferoup? 

mvestigating and monitoring the probation 
department's supervision of children that have 
been suitably placed by that department pursuant 
to a court-ordered disposition. Traditionally, 
delinquency attorneys investigate post-
disposition placement issues only after the child, 
child's family, court, or the probation department 
provides information that may require judicial 
intervention or review. The cost of this unfunded 
requirement will be enormous. The rule should 
establish that defense counsel has the authority 
to investigate and present such information 
without mandating such postdispositional 
monitoring. 

8. Rule 1479(c): This subdivision has the potential 8. 
to make the delinquency attorney hable for any 
failure to discover and report deficiencies in the 
probation department's supervision of children 
suitably placed. 

9. Rule 1479(d): By requiring that counsel in a 9. 
delinquency proceeding investigate and report to 
the court "the other interests of the child," this 
section violates the attorney-client privilege 
because it seems to mandate the disclosure of 
confidential communications between the child 
and the attorney. 

10 Rule 1479(d): Subdivision (d) of the rule creates 10 

Committee Response 

responsible for representing the youth 
after disposition, until the jurisdiction 
of the juvenile court is terminated. 
The child is entitled to representation 
at every stage of the proceedings, 
including postdispositional hearings. 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
deleted, eliminating any possibility 
that it could serve as a basis for 
liability. 

Former subdivision (d) has been 
deleted. In addition, language has 
been added to subdivision (a) to make 
it clear that the rule should be 
construed in a manner consistent with 
existing civil standards and 
professional discipline standards. 

Former subdivision (d) has been 

16 PosttiOns A = Agree; AM = Agree only tf modtfied, N = Do not agree 
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Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
ofgrou_p? 

a mandatory amorphous duty to investigate deleted, eliminating any possibility 
"other interests" outside the judicial proceedmgs that it could serve as a basis for 
while failing to indicate the source of the liability. 
resources or parameters for deternuning whether 
resources are available. Under this subdivision, 
the failure to seek resources (or exhaust 
resources), investigate other undefined interests 
beyond the scope of the juvenile proceedings, 
and to report to the court such findings may 
result in liability for the attorney based on an ill-
defined duty that extends beyond the 
delinquency proceedings and the attorney's 
expertise. 

Position y ''This item proposes amending Recommended The proposal suggests adoptmg a new rule 
Not Standards of Judicial Administration, Section 24. At that clarifies the responsibilities of counsel 

Indicated least the on-hne version contains a typographical for youth in delinquency proceedmgs. 
error in the text of subdivision (h)(l), specifically in Section 24 of the Standards of Judicial 
the second to last sentence where the word order is Administration was only attached for 
out of place." reference and revisions to section 24 were 

not proposed. 
AM y 1. Rule 1479(b)(2): Add "fitness hearings" or 1. Former subdivision (b)(2) has been 

change "adjudicatory and dispositional hearings" deleted. 
to "all hearings." 

2. Rule 1479(b)(5): How long does "ongoing" last? 2 Agree in principle. New subdivision 
As long as the child is in the system? This (c), which incorporates the language of 
language is too broad/vague. It needs former paragraph (b)(5), has been 
clarification revised to clarify the parameters of 

counsel's duty of representation. 
Subdivision (c) contains language 

17 Posittons: A= Agree; AM = Agree only tf modtfied, N = Do not agree. 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of 2roup? 

3 Rule 1479(c): In the portion that reads, "counsel 3. 
must also ascertain and bring to the attention of 
the court the probation department's compliance 
with the case plan," insert "the extent of' 
between "court" and "the probation." 

4. Rule 1479(e): Insert a comma after the word 4. 
"guardian." 

5 Proposed rule 1479 does not address the standard 5. 
of competency that should be required of 
attorneys in juvenile delinquency proceedings. 

Recommendation: Adopt the competency standard in 
rule 1438(c), keeping the substantive language the 
same and changing "dependency" to "delinquency" 
and so forth so that the text addresses delinquency 
proceedings instead of dependency proceedings 

Committee Response 

indicating that counsel must represent 
the youth's interests as long as the 
youth is under the Jurisdiction of the 
juvenile court. 

Former subdivision (c) has been 
deleted. 

Former subdivision (e) has been 
deleted. In new subdivision (d), which 
incorporates much of the language in 
former subdivision (e), a comma ts not 
necessary. 

The committee wishes to observe the 
rule in operation before recommending 
whether a statewtde competency 
standard is necessary. 

A N No specific comment. No response reqmred. 
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Position Comment Comment 
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of group'? 

Committee Response 

A N No objection to proposals. No response required. 

AM N 1. My overall general comment is that it is 1. The rule has been revised to focus on 
presumptuous to describe in a brief, one-page ensuring a consistent level of mimmum 
rule all the responsibilities of attorneys for representation across the state by 
juveniles in delinquency proceedings that will clarifying the standard of practice for 
enhance accountability, public safety, and counsel representing children in 
community well-being. delinquency proceedings Rather than 

provide a list of specific 
The American Bar Associatton, the National responsibilities applicable to counsel, 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers, and the subdivision (b) has been revised to 
State Bar of California have each defined the charge counsel in general with 
responsibilities of attorneys in defending chents and defending the child against allegations 
it might be appropriate to reference or footnote these in all petitions filed in delinquency 
resources in proposed rule 1479. Of particular proceedings and with advocatmg, 
relevance is the following language from an within the framework of the 
American Bar Association publication titled, "A Call delinquency proceedmgs, that the child 
for Justice". receive care, treatment, and guidance 

consistent with his or her best interest. 
''The role of counsel is central to these 

considerations. Young people charged with 
delinquency offenses need effective representation to 
ensure that they are not held unnecessarily in secure 
detention, improperly transferred to adult criminal 
court, or inappropriately committed to institutional 
confinement. They need the active assistance of 
counsel to properly challenge prosecution evidence 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of 2roup? 

and to present evidence m their behalf. If the charges 
against them are sustained, they need effective 
representation to assure that the dispositional order is 
fair and appropriate to their individual needs. If they 
are incarcerated, they need access to attorneys to 
help respond to a myriad of post-dispositionallegal 
issues." 

''The job of the juvenile defense attorney is 
enormous. In addition to all of the responsibilities 
involved in presenting the crimmal case, juvenile 
defenders must also gather information regarding 
client's individual histories, families, schooling, and 
community ties, in order to assist courts in diverting 
appropriate cases, preventing unnecessary pre-trial 
detention, avoiding unnecessary transfers to adult 
court, and ordering individualized dispositions. 
Juvenile defenders have an important role m 
protecting their clients' interests at every stage of the 
proceedings, from arrest and detention to pretrial 
proceedmgs, from adjudication to dispositiOn to 
post-dispositional matters " 

2 Rule 1479(a): In order to present and reinforce 2 
the principles of restorative justice in the 
purpose statement, I suggest that subdivision (a) 

- read as follows: 

"The purpose of this rule is to enhance 
accountability, public safety, and community well-

Committee Response 

Subdivision (a) has been revised to 
focus on ensuring public safety and the 
protection of the child's best interest at 
every stage of the delinquency 
proceedings through clarification of 
the role of child's counsel in 
delinquency proceedings. 

20 Posttwns. A = Agree, AM = Agree only tf modtfied; N = Do not agree. 
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Position Comment Comment 
on behalf 
of2roup? 

being while providing opportunities for youthful 
offenders to repair harm, learn competence, and 
build community by ensuring that attorneys 
representing children in delinquency proceedings, 
consistent with ethical responsibilities and legal 
privileges, provide the court with relevant 
information it needs to make informed decisions." 

Committee Response 

3. Rule 1479(b): Based on the State Bar's 3. The specific responsibilities of counsel 
Guidelines on Indigent Defense Services delineated in subdivision (b) have been 
Delivery Systems, Part ill, 5, eliminated. Subdivision (b) has been 
I suggest the following changes to the language revised to charge counsel in general 
in subdtvision (b): with defending the child against 

allegations in all petitions filed m 
(1) Make or cause to have made careful factual delinquency proceedings and with 

and legal mvestigation deemed necessary, advocating, within the framework of 
including the interviewing of witnesses; the dehnquency proceedings, that the 

(2) Take prompt action to protect the child's child receive care, treatment, and 
constitutional and legal rights; gmdance consistent with his or her 

(3) Inform the child of case developments; best interest. 
(4) Know and explore dispositional alternatives; 
(5) Examme and cross-examine witnesses in both 

adjudicatory and dispositional hearings and 
present wttnesses on the child's behalf; 

(6) Prepare and present recommendations on 
behalf of the child's interests at all hearings; 

(7) Participate in postdispositional proceedings to 
the degree necessary to adequately represent 
the child's ongoing interests; 

(8) Advise child concerning his or her rights of 
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Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
on behalf 
of2roup? 

appeal, 
(9) Maintain client confidences and secrets. 

4. Rule 1479(d): I am uncomfortable with the first 4. Former subdivision (d) has been deleted. 
phrase in subdivision (d) of the rule, "To the 
extent resources are available." If it is deemed 
essential to preserve the interests of the child 
beyond the scope of the juvenile proceeding, 
which the rule suggests, then resources should be 
made available otherwise this paragraph should 
be deleted. The language in subdivision (d) 
makes it likely that no lawyer will go beyond the 
basic mandate since in practice resources will 
generally not be available. Therefore, I suggest 
that either this phrase be deleted or the whole 
paragraph be deleted instead. 

I also want to point out that subparagraph a of 
"Guideline 1.3 General Duties of Defense Counsel" 
of the National Association of Criminal Defense 
Lawyers Performance Guidelines states the 
following justification for deleting the phase "to the 
extent resources are available" in the rule: "Before 
agreeing to act as counsel or accepting appointment 
by a court, counsel has an obligation to make sure 
that they have available sufficient time, resources, 
knowledge, and experience to offer quality 
representation to a defendant in a particular matter." 

A N No specific comment. No response reqmred 
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Position Comment Comment Committee Response 
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of group? 

A N The Pacific Juvenile Defender Center and Legal No response required. 
Services for Children strongly support proposed rule 
SPR03-36 It is our belief that children involved in 
the delinquency system need representation that 
reaches far beyond the traditional model of criminal 
representation and includes excellent representation 
in the post-dispositional phase of their cases, in 
which the most critical decisions about their 
placements and futures are made The law imposes 
the same requirement of a permanent plan for 
delinquent minors as for dependents; however, a 
delinquency case rarely focuses on this requirement. 
By giving delinquency attorneys responsibility to 
address the issue of reasonable efforts, the proposed 
rule will ensure that issues of permanency are 
addressed. It is also very important that delinquency 
attorneys, like dependency attorneys, be required to 
make the court aware of other legal needs that their 
clients may have. We have seen that children m the 
delinquency system have very similar experiences 
and needs as those in the dependency system and 
their cases are often complicated with other legal 
issues, such as education and immigration It ts 
critical that these needs be brought to the attention of 
the court. 
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Title Responsibilities of Attorneys for Juveniles in Delinquency Proceedings 
(adopt Cal. Rules of Court rule 1479) 

Summary To ensure public safety and rehabilitation, the proposed rule would set 
forth the role and responsibilities of attorneys representing youth in 
delinquency proceedings. 

Source Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee 
Hon. Mary Ann Grilli and Hon. Michael Nash, Co-Chairs 

Staff Audrey Evje, 415-865-7706, audrey.evje@jud.ca.gov 
Sewali Patel, 415-865-7595, sewali.patel@jud.ca.gov 

Discussion The proposed rule would further the statutory mandates for the 
juvenile court in California and enhance the juvenile court's goals of 
public protection, rehabilitation, and redressability, by articulating with 
greater specificity the responsibilities of attorneys for juveniles. 

In juvenile delinquency proceedings, the court must ensure public 
safety and encourage rehabilitation of youth offenders. In conjunction 
with the goal of rehabilitation, the juvenile court has the duty to serve 
as parens patriae for the youth under its jurisdiction and to protect 
their interests. The purpose of this rule is to enhance accountability, 
public safety, and community well-being while rehabilitating offenders 
by ensuring that attorneys representing children in delinquency 
proceedings provide the court with relevant information it needs to 
make informed decisions. 

The proposed rule delineates the responsibilities of attorneys in 
juvenile delinquency proceedings. The responsibilities include making 
necessary investigations, examining witnesses, making 
recommendations to the court, and participating in all proceedings, 
including post-disposition proceedings, to adequately represent the 
youth's interests. 

These delineated responsibilities are consistent with In re Gault. 
(1967) 387 U.S. 1. In Gault, the U.S. Supreme Court asserted that in 
juvenile delinquency proceedings, "the juvenile needs the assistance of 
counsel to cope with problems of law, to make skilled inquiry into the 
facts, to insist upon regularity of the proceedings, and to ascertain 
whether he has a defense and to prepare and submit it." (In re Gault, 
supra, 387 U.S. at p. 36.) 

In addition, the proposed rule requires attorneys in juvenile 
delinquency proceedings to inform the court of the probation 
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department compliance with the case plan where applicable. The rule 
also addresses counsel's duties relating to other interests of the youth 
and defines counsel's scope of representation. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 202(d) provides authority for 
establishing the proposed rule because it requires the juvenile courts 
and other public agencies that administer juvenile law to consider the 
goals of public safety, redressability, rehabilitation, and the best 
interests of the youth; these goals are applicable to both delinquency 
and dependency proceedings. Furthermore, section 202(d) emphasizes 
that the court should actively protect the interests of youth in 
delinquency proceedings and advises the presiding judge of the 
juvenile court to follow the recommendations contained in section 
24( e) of the California Standards of Judicial Administration. Section 
202 also states, "when the minor is no longer a ward of the juvenile 
court, the guidance he or she received should enable him or her to be a 
law-abiding and productive member of his or her family and the 
community." 

Section 24( e) of the Standards of Judicial Administration encourages 
juvenile court judges to provide active leadership in determining the 
needs of and developing resources and services for children and youth 
in dependency and delinquency proceedings. In addition, section 
24(c)(3) encourages the presiding judge of the juvenile court to 
establish minimum standards of practice for all court-appointed and 
public office attorneys in juvenile proceedings. Under Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 202 and section 24 of the Standards of 
Judicial Administration, juvenile court judges are encouraged to 
protect the youth's interests in delinquency proceedings and ensure that 
the attorneys representing youth participate in all proceedings, 
including post-dispositional hearings, to the degree necessary to 
adequately represent the youth's on going interests. 

The proposed rule in part is intended to encourage the development of 
systems of representation that reflect the diverse goals of the juvenile 
court enumerated in section 202(d), as noted above. It is thus 
analogous to, and modeled after, the Legislature's reflection of those 
same goals for children's counsel in dependency proceedings 
embodied in Welfare and Institutions Code section 317 (e). 

The proposed rule delineates responsibilities of attorneys in juvenile 
delinquency proceedings that may require attorneys to provide 
additional services, including active representation post-disposition, 
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and therefore could increase costs for counties and private defenders. 
In recognition of fiscal conditions at the county and state levels, the 
phrase, "to the extent resources are available" was added to 
subdivision (d) of the proposed rule. 

The rehabilitative nature of the juvenile court requires a scope of 
representation by counsel that is broader than that of an adult criminal 
defense attorney. Unlike the criminal court, the role of the juvenile 
court goes further than adjudicating the guilt or innocence of a 
youthful offender. In many cases, the post adjudication-dispositional 
phase of a proceeding, which focuses on rehabilitation and treatment, 
is more important than the proceeding itself. The proposed rule is 
necessary to clarify the responsibilities of a juvenile delinquency 
attorney in line with the goals articulated by Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 202 and section 24 of the Standards of Judicial 
Administration. 

The text of the proposed rule is attached at page 4. The text of Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 202 is attached at pages 5-7. The text of 
section 24 of the California Standards of Judicial Administration is 
attached at pages 8-17. 

Attachments 

24b 



Attachment A 

Rule 1479 of the California Rules of Court would be adopted, effective January 1, 2004, 
to read: 

1 Rule 1479. Responsibilities of attorneys for juveniles in delinquency proceedings (§§ 
2 634,679,700,727) 
3 
4 (a) [Purpose] The purpose of this rule is to enhance accountability, public safety, 
5 and community well-being while rehabilitating offenders by ensuring that 
6 attorneys representing children in delinquency proceedings provide the court 
7 with relevant information it needs to make informed decisions. 
8 
9 (b) [Responsibilities] Counsel for the child is charged in general with defending 

10 the child against the allegations in the petition. To that end, counsel must: 
11 
12 (1) Make or cause to have made any investigation that he or she deems to be 
13 necessary to ascertain the facts, including the interviewing of witnesses; 
14 
15 (2) Examine and cross-examine witnesses in both the adjudicatory and 
16 dispositional hearings; 
17 
18 (3) Introduce and examine his or her own witnesses; 
19 
20 (4) Make recommendations to the court on the child's behalf; 
21 
22 (5) Participate in all proceedings, including post-dispositional proceedings, to 
23 the degree necessary to adequately represent the child's ongoing interests. 
24 
25 (c) [Reasonable efforts] When the court has ordered the care, custody, and 
26 control of the child to be under the supervision of the probation officer 
27 pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code section 727(a), counsel must also 
28 ascertain and bring to the attention of the court the probation department's 
29 compliance with the case plan, reasonable efforts to make it possible for the 
30 child to safely return home, and steps necessary to finalize a permanent plan. 
31 
32 (d) [Duties relating to other interests of child] To the extent resources are 
33 available, counsel must investigate the interests of the child beyond the scope 
34 of the juvenile proceeding and report to the court other interests of the child 
35 that may need to be protected by the institution of other administrative or 
36 judicial proceedings. 
37 
38 (e) [Scope of representation] The attorney representing the child in a delinquency 
39 proceeding is not required to assume the responsibilities of a probation officer, 
40 a social worker, or a parent or guardian and is not expected to provide nonlegal 
41 services to the child. 
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California Welfare and Institutions Code 

§ 202. Purpose; protective services; reunification with family; guidance 
for delinquents; accountability for objectives and results; punishment 
defined 

(a) The purpose of this chapter is to provide for the protection and safety of 
the public and each minor under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and to 
preserve and strengthen the minor's family ties whenever possible, 
removing the minor from the custody of his or her parents only when 
necessary for his or her welfare or for the safety and protection of the 
public. When removal of a minor is determined by the juvenile court to be 
necessary, reunification of the minor with his or her family shall be a 
primary objective. When the minor is removed from his or her own family, 
it is the purpose of this chapter to secure for the minor custody, care, and 
discipline as nearly as possible equivalent to that which should have been 
given by his or her parents. This chapter shall be liberally construed to 
carry out these purposes. 

(b) Minors under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court who are in need of 
protective services shall receive care, treatment and guidance consistent 
with their best interest and the best interest of the public. Minors under the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile court as a consequence of delinquent conduct 
shall, in conformity with the interests of public safety and protection, 
receive care, treatment, and guidance that is consistent with their best 
interest, that holds them accountable for their behavior, and that is 
appropriate for their circumstances. This guidance may include punishment 
that is consistent with the rehabilitative objectives of this chapter. If a minor 
has been removed from the custody of his or her parents, family 
preservation and family reunification are appropriate goals for the juvenile 
court to consider when determining the disposition of a minor under the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile court as a consequence of delinquent conduct 
when those goals are consistent with his or her best interests and the best 
interests of the public. When the minor is no longer a ward of the juvenile 
court, the guidance he or she received should enable him or her to be a law-
abiding and productive member of his or her family and the community. 

(c) It is also the purpose of this chapter to reaffirm that the duty of a parent 
to support and maintain a minor child continues, subject to the financial 
ability of the parent to pay, during any period in which the minor may be 
declared a ward of the court and removed from the custody of the parent. 
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(d) Juvenile courts and other public agencies charged with enforcing, 
interpreting, and administering the juvenile court law shall consider the 
safety and protection of the public, the importance of redressing injuries to 
victims, and the best interests of the minor in all deliberations pursuant to 
this chapter. Participants in the juvenile justice system shall hold 
themselves accountable for its results. They shall act in conformity with a 
comprehensive set of objectives established to improve system performance 
in a vigorous and ongoing manner. In working to improve system 
performance, the presiding judge of the juvenile court and other juvenile 
court judges designated by the presiding judge of the juvenile court shall 
take into consideration the recommendations contained in subdivision (e) of 
Standard 24 of the Standards of Judicial Administration, contained in 
Division I of the Appendix to the California Rules of Court. 

(e) As used in this chapter, "punishment" means the imposition of 
sanctions. It shall not include a court order to place a child in foster care as 
defined by Section 727 .3. Permissible sanctions may include the following: 

(1) Payment of a fine by the minor. 

(2) Rendering of compulsory service without compensation performed for 
the benefit of the community by the minor. 

(3) Limitations on the minor's liberty imposed as a condition of probation 
or parole. 

(4) Commitment of the minor to a local detention or treatment facility, such 
as a juvenile hall, camp, or ranch. 

(5) Commitment of the minor to the Department of the Youth Authority. 

"Punishment," for the purposes of this chapter, does not include retribution. 

(f) In addition to the actions authorized by subdivision (e), the juvenile 
court may, as appropriate, direct the offender to complete a victim impact 
class, participate in victim offender conferencing subject to the victim's 
consent, pay restitution to the victim or victims, and make a contribution to 
the victim restitution fund after all victim restitution orders and fines have 
been satisfied, in order to hold the offender accountable or restore the 
victim or community. 
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§ 265. Rules governing practice and procedure 

The Judicial Council shall establish rules governing practice and procedure 
in the juvenile court not inconsistent with law. 

§ 633. Informing minor as to reasons for custody; nature of 
proceedings; right to counsel 

Upon his appearance before the court at the detention hearing, such minor 
and his parent or guardian, if present, shall first be informed of the reasons 
why the minor was taken into custody, the nature of the juvenile court 
proceedings, and the right of such minor and his parent or guardian to be 
represented at every stage of the proceedings by counsel. 

§ 634. Appointment of counsel 

When it appears to the court that the minor or his parent or guardian desires 
counsel but is unable to afford and cannot for that reason employ counsel, 
the court may appoint counsel. In a case in which the minor is alleged to be 
a person described in Section 601 or 602, the court shall appoint counsel for 
the minor if he appears at the hearing without counsel, whether he is unable 
to afford counsel or not, unless there is an intelligent waiver of the right of 
counsel by the minor; and, in the absence of such waiver, if the parent or 
guardian does not furnish counsel and the court determines that the parent 
or guardian has the ability to pay for counsel, the court shall appoint 
counsel at the expense of the parent or guardian. In any case in which it 
appears to the court that there is such a conflict of interest between a parent 
or guardian and child that one attorney could not properly represent both, 
the court shall appoint counsel, in addition to counsel already employed by 
a parent or guardian or appointed by the court to represent the minor or 
parent or guardian. In a county where there is no public defender the court 
may fix the compensation to be paid by the county for service of such 
appointed counsel. 

§ 634.6. Counsel; appearance on behalf of minor; continuity in 
representation 

Any counsel upon entering an appearance on behalf of a minor shall 
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continue to represent that minor unless relieved by the court upon the 
substitution of other counsel or for cause. 

§ 679. Presence of minor and person entitled to notice; right to counsel 

A minor who is the subject of a juvenile court hearing and any person 
entitled to notice of the hearing under the provisions of Section 658, is 
entitled to be present at such hearing. Any such minor and any such person 
has the right to be represented at such hearing by counsel of his own choice 
or, if unable to afford counsel, has the right to be represented by counsel 
appointed by the court. 

§ 700. Reading of petition; advice regarding counsel and restitution; 
continuance 

At the beginning of the hearing on a petition filed pursuant to Article 16 
(commencing with Section 650) of this chapter, the judge or clerk shall first 
read the petition to those present and upon request of the minor upon whose 
behalf the petition has been brought or upon the request of any parent, 
relative or guardian, the judge shall explain any term of allegation contained 
therein and the nature of the hearing, its procedures, and possible 
consequences. The judge shall advise those present that if the petition or 
petitions are sustained and the minor is ordered to make restitution to the 
victim, or to pay fines or penalty assessments, the parent or guardian may be 
liable for the payment of restitution, fines, or penalty assessments. The 
judge shall ascertain whether the minor and his or her parent or guardian or 
adult relative, as the case may be, has been informed of the right of the 
minor to be represented by counsel, and if not, the judge shall advise the 
minor and such a person, if present, of the right to have counsel present and 
where applicable, of the right to appointed counsel. The court shall appoint 
counsel to represent the minor if he or she appears at the hearing without 
counsel, whether he or she is unable to afford counsel or not, unless there is 
an intelligent waiver of the right of counsel by the minor; and, in the 
absence of such a waiver, if the parent or guardian does not furnish counsel 
and the court determines that the parent or guardian has the ability to pay for 
counsel, the court shall appoint counsel at the expense of the parent or 
guardian. The court shall continue the hearing for not to exceed seven days, 
as necessary to make an appointment of counsel, or to enable counsel to 
acquaint himself or herself with the case, or to determine whether the parent 
or guardian or adult relative is unable to afford counsel at his or her own 
expense, and shall continue the hearing as necessary to provide reasonable 
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opportunity for the minor and the parent or guardian or adult relative to 
prepare for the hearing. 

§ 727 Order for care, supervision, custody, maintenance and support of 
ward of court; placement; counseling; parental participation 

(a) When a minor is adjudged a ward of the court on the ground that he or 
she is a person described by Section 601 or 602 the court may make any and 
all reasonable orders for the care, supervision, custody, conduct, 
maintenance, and support of the minor, including medical treatment, subject 
to further order of the court. To facilitate coordination and cooperation 
among government agencies, the court may, after giving notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, join in the juvenile court proceedings any agency 
that the court determines has failed to meet a legal obligation to provide 
services to the minor. However, no governmental agency shall be joined as a 
party in a juvenile court proceeding in which a minor has been ordered 
committed to the Department of the Youth Authority. In any proceeding in 
which an agency is joined, the court shall not impose duties upon the agency 
beyond those mandated by law. Nothing in this section shall prohibit 
agencies which have received notice of the hearing on joinder from meeting 
prior to the hearing to coordinate services for the minor. 

The court has no authority to order services unless it has been determined 
through the administrative process of an agency that has been joined as a 
party, that the minor is eligible for those services. With respect to mental 
health assessment, treatment, and case management services pursuant to 
Chapter 26.5 (commencing with Section 7 570) of Division 7 of Title 1 of 
the Government Code, the court's determination shall be limited to whether 
the agency has complied with that chapter. 

In the discretion of the court, a ward may be ordered to be on probation 
without supervision of the probation officer. The court, in so ordering, may 
impose on the ward any and all reasonable conditions of behavior as may be 
appropriate under this disposition. A minor who has been adjudged a ward 
of the court on the basis of the commission of any of the offenses described 
in subdivision (b) or paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 707, Section 
459 of the Penal Code, or subdivision (a) of Section 11350 of the Health and 
Safety Code, shall not be eligible for probation without supervision of the 
probation officer. A minor who has been adjudged a ward of the court on the 
basis of the commission of any offense involving the sale or possession for 
sale of a controlled substance, except misdemeanor offenses involving 
marijuana, as specified in Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 11053) of 
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Division 10 of the Health and Safety Code, or of an offense in violation of 
Section 12220 of the Penal Code, shall be eligible for probation without 
supervision of the probation officer only when the court determines that the 
interests of justice would best be served and states reasons on the record for 
that determination. 

In all other cases, the court shall order the care, custody, and control of the 
minor to be under the supervision of the probation officer who may place 
the minor in any of the following: 

(1) The approved home of a relative, or the approved home of a nonrelative, 
extended family member as defined in Section 362.7. When a decision has 
been made to place the minor in the home of a relative, the court may 
authorize the relative to give legal consent for the minor's medical, surgical, 
and dental care and education as if the relative caretaker were the custodial 
parent of the minor. 

(2) A suitable licensed community care facility. 

(3) With a foster family agency to be placed in a suitable licensed foster 
family home or certified family home which has been certified by the 
agency as meeting licensing standards. 

(b) When a minor has been adjudged a ward of the court on the ground that 
he or she is a person described in Section 601 or 602 and the court finds that 
notice has been given in accordance with Section 661, and when the court 
orders that a parent or guardian shall retain custody of that minor either 
subject to or without the supervision of the probation officer, the parent or 
guardian may be required to participate with that minor in a counseling or 
education program including, but not limited to, parent education and 
parenting programs operated by community colleges, school districts, or 
other appropriate agencies designated by the court. 

(c) The juvenile court may direct any and all reasonable orders to the parents 
and guardians of the minor who is the subject of any proceedings under this 
chapter as the court deems necessary and proper to carry out subdivisions 
(a) and (b), including orders to appear before a county financial evaluation 
officer and orders directing the parents or guardians to ensure the minor's 
regular school attendance and to make reasonable efforts to obtain 
appropriate educational services necessary to meet the needs of the minor. 

When counseling or other treatment services are ordered for the minor, the 
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parent, guardian, or foster parent shall be ordered to participate in those 
services, unless participation by the parent, guardian, or foster parent is 
deemed by the court to be inappropriate or potentially detrimental to the 
child. 

§ 727 .1. Placement of minor under supervision of probation officer; 
placement of minor adjudged a ward of the court; considerations; 
periodic review; public funds 

(a) When the court orders the care, custody, and control of the minor to be 
under the supervision of the probation officer for foster care placement 
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 727, the decision regarding choice of 
placement shall be based upon selection of a safe setting that is the least 
restrictive or most family like, and the most appropriate setting that is 
available and in close proximity to the parent's home, consistent with the 
selection of the environment best suited to meet the minor's special needs 
and best interests. The selection shall consider, in order of priority, 
placement with relatives, tribal members, and foster family, group care, and 
residential treatment pursuant to Section 7950 of the Family Code. 

(b) Unless otherwise authorized by law, the court may not order the 
placement of a minor who is adjudged a ward of the court on the basis that 
he or she is a person described by either Section 601 or 602 in a private 
residential facility or program that provides 24-hour supervision, outside of 
the state, unless the court finds, in its order of placement, that all of the 
following conditions are met: 

( 1) In-state facilities or programs have been determined to be unavailable or 
inadequate to meet the needs of the minor. 

(2) The State Department of Social Services or its designee has performed 
initial and continuing inspection of the out-of-state residential facility or 
program and has either certified that the facility or program meets all 
licensure standards required of group homes operated in California or that 
the department has granted a waiver to a specific licensing standard upon a 
finding that there exists no adverse impact to health and safety, pursuant to 
subdivision (c) of Section 7911.1 of the Family Code. 

(3) The requirements of Section 7911.1 of the Family Code are met. 

(c) If, upon inspection, the probation officer of the county in which the 
minor is adjudged a ward of the court determines that the out-of-state 
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facility or program is not in compliance with the standards required under 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) or has an adverse impact on the health and 
safety of the minor, the probation officer may temporarily remove the minor 
from the facility or program. The probation officer shall promptly inform 
the court of the minor's removal, and shall return the minor to the court for a 
hearing to review the suitability of continued out-of-state placement. The 
probation officer shall, within one business day of removing the minor, 
notify the State Department of Social Services' Compact Administrator, and, 
within five working days, submit a written report of the findings and actions 
taken. 

(d) The court shall review each of these placements for compliance with the 
requirements of subdivision (b) at least once every six months. 

(e) The county shall not be entitled to receive or expend any public funds for 
the placement of a minor in an out-of-state group home unless the 
conditions of subdivisions (b) and (d) are met. 

§ 727 .2. Reunification of minor in foster care with family or 
establishment of alternative permanent plan; reunification services; 
ongoing review of status of minor 

The purpose of this section is to provide a means to monitor the safety and 
well-being of every minor in foster care who has been declared a ward of 
the juvenile court pursuant to Section 601 or 602 and to ensure that 
everything reasonably possible is done to facilitate the safe and early return 
of the minor to his or her home or to establish an alternative permanent plan 
for the minor. 

(a) If the court orders the care, custody, and control of the minor to be under 
the supervision of the probation officer for placement pursuant to 
subdivision (a) of Section 727, the juvenile court shall order the probation 
department to ensure the provision of reunification services to facilitate the 
safe return of the minor to his or her home or the permanent placement of 
the minor, and to address the needs of the minor while in foster care, except 
as provided in subdivision (b). 

(b) Reunification services need not be provided to a parent or legal guardian 
if the court finds by clear and convincing evidence that one or more of the 
following is true: 

(1) Reunification services were previously terminated for that parent or 
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guardian, pursuant to Section 366.21 or 366.22, or not offered, pursuant to 
subdivision (b) of Section 361.5, in reference to the same minor. 

(2) The parent has been convicted of any of the following: 

(A) Murder of another child of the parent. 

(B) Voluntary manslaughter of another child of the parent. 

(C) Aiding or abetting, attempting, conspiring, or soliciting to commit that 
murder or manslaughter described in subparagraph (A) or (B). 

(D) A felony assault that results in serious bodily injury to the minor or 
another child of the parent. 

(3) The parental rights of the parent with respect to a sibling have been 
terminated involuntarily, and it is not in the best interest of the minor to 
reunify with his or her parent or legal guardian. 

If no reunification services are offered to the parent or guardian, the 
permanency planning hearing, as described in Section 727 .3, shall occur 
within 30 days of the date of the hearing at which the decision is made not 
to offer services. 

(c) The status of every minor declared a ward and ordered to be placed in 
foster care shall be reviewed by the court no less frequently than once every 
six months. The six-month time periods shall be calculated from the date the 
minor entered foster care, as defined in paragraph (4) of subdivision (d) of 
Section 727 .4. If the court so elects, the court may declare the hearing at 
which the court orders the care, custody, and control of the minor to be 
under the supervision of the probation officer for foster care placement 
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 727, at the first status review hearing. 
It shall be the duty of the probation officer to prepare a written social study 
report including an updated case plan, pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
706.5, and submit the report to the court prior to each status review hearing, 
pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 727 .4. The social study report shall 
include all reports the probation officer relied upon in making his or her 
recommendations. 

(d) Prior to any status review hearing involving a minor in the physical 
custody of a community care facility or foster family agency, the facility or 
agency may provide the probation officer with a report containing its 
recommendations. Prior to any status review hearing involving the physical 
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custody of a foster parent, relative caregiver, preadoptive parent, or legal 
guardian, that person may present to the court a report containing his or her 
recommendations. The court shall consider all reports and recommendations 
filed pursuant to subdivision (c) and pursuant to this subdivision. 

(e) At any status review hearing prior to the first permanency planning 
hearing, the court shall consider the safety of the minor and make findings 
and orders which determine the following: 

( 1) The continuing necessity for and appropriateness of the placement. 

(2) The extent of the probation department's compliance with the case plan 
in making reasonable efforts to safely return the minor to the minor's home 
or to complete whatever steps are necessary to finalize the permanent 
placement of the minor. 

(3) Whether there should be any limitation on the right of the parent or 
guardian to make educational decisions for the minor. That limitation shall 
be specifically addressed in the court order and may not exceed what is 
necessary to protect the minor. If the court specifically limits the right of the 
parent or guardian to make educational decisions for the minor, the court 
shall at the same time appoint a responsible adult to make educational 
decisions for the minor pursuant to Section 726. 

(4) The extent of progress that has been made by the minor and parent or 
guardian toward alleviating or mitigating the causes necessitating placement 
in foster care. 

(5) The likely date by which the minor may be returned to and safely 
maintained in the home or placed for adoption, appointed a legal guardian, 
permanently placed with a fit and willing relative or referred to another 
planned permanent living arrangement. 

(6) In the case of a minor who has reached 16 years of age, the court shall, 
in addition, determine the services needed to assist the minor to make the 
transition from foster care to independent living. 

The court shall make these determinations on a case-by-case basis and 
reference in its written findings the probation officer's report and any other 
evidence relied upon in reaching its decision. 

(f) At any status review hearing prior to the first permanency hearing, the 
court shall order return of the minor to the physical custody of his or her 

36 



Attachment B 

parent or legal guardian unless the court finds, by a preponderance of 
evidence, that the return of the minor to his or her parent or legal guardian 
would create a substantial risk of detriment to the safety, protection, or 
physical or emotional well-being of the minor. The probation department 
shall have the burden of establishing that detriment. In making its 
determination, the court shall review and consider the social study report, 
recommendations, and the case plan pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
706.5, the report and recommendations of any child advocate appointed for 
the minor in the case, and any other reports submitted to the court pursuant 
to subdivision (d), and shall consider the efforts or progress, or both, 
demonstrated by the minor and family and the extent to which the minor 
availed himself or herself of the services provided. 

(g) At all status review hearings subsequent to the first permanency planning 
hearing, the court shall consider the safety of the minor and make the 
findings and orders as described in paragraphs (1) to (4), inclusive, and (6) 
of subdivision (e). The court shall either make a finding that the previously 
ordered permanent plan continues to be appropriate or shall order that a new 
permanent plan be adopted pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 727.3. 
However, the court shall not order a permanent plan of "return to the 
physical custody of the parent or legal guardian after further reunification 
services are offered," as described in paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 727 .3. 

(h) The status review hearings required by subdivision (c) may be heard by 
an administrative review panel, provided that the administrative panel meets 
all of the requirements listed in subparagraph (B) of paragraph (7) of 
subdivision (d) of Section 727.4. 

§ 729.6. Minors violating criminal law; court order to attend counseling 
as condition of punishment; expense of parents 

If a minor is found to be a person described in Section 602 by reason of the 
commission of an offense described in Section 241.2 or 243.2 of the Penal 
Code, the court shall, in addition to any other fine, sentence, or as a 
condition of probation, order the minor to attend counseling at the expense 
of the minor's parents. The court shall take into consideration the ability of 
the minor's parents consistent with Section 730.7 to pay, however, no minor 
shall be relieved of attending counseling because of the minor's parents' 
inability to pay for the counseling imposed by this section. 
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§ 730.6. Restitution for economic losses 

(a)(l) It is the intent of the Legislature that a victim of conduct for which a 
minor is found to be a person described in Section 602 who incurs any 
economic loss as a result of the minor's conduct shall receive restitution 
directly from that minor. 

(2) Upon a minor being found to be a person described in Section 602, the 
court shall consider levying a fine in accordance with Section 730.5. In 
addition, the court shall order the minor to pay, in addition to any other 
penalty provided or imposed under the law, both of the following: 

(A) A restitution fine in accordance with subdivision (b). 

(B) Restitution to the victim or victims, if any, in accordance with 
subdivision (h). 

(b) In every case where a minor is found to be a person described in Section 
602, the court shall impose a separate and additional restitution fine. The 
restitution fine shall be set at the discretion of the court and commensurate 
with the seriousness of the offense as follows: 

(1) If the minor is found to be a person described in Section 602 by reason 
of the commission of one or more felony offenses, the restitution fine shall 
not be less than one hundred dollars ($1 00) and not more than one thousand 
dollars ($1,000). A separate hearing for the fine shall not be required. 

(2) If the minor is found to be a person described in Section 602 by reason 
of the commission of one or more misdemeanor offenses, the restitution fine 
shall not exceed one hundred dollars ($100). A separate hearing for the fine 
shall not be required. 

(c) The restitution fine shall be in addition to any other disposition or fine 
imposed and shall be imposed regardless of the minor's inability to pay. This 
fine shall be deposited in the Restitution Fund, the proceeds of which shall 
be distributed pursuant to Section 13967 of the Government Code. 

(d)(l) In setting the amount of the fine pursuant to subparagraph (A) of 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), the court shall consider any relevant factors 
including, but not limited to, the minor's ability to pay, the seriousness and 
gravity of the offense and the circumstances of its commission, any 
economic gain derived by the minor as a result of the offense, and the extent 
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to which others suffered losses as a result of the offense. The losses may 
include pecuniary losses to the victim or his or her dependents as well as 
intangible losses such as psychological harm caused by the offense. 

(2) The consideration of a minor's ability to pay may include his or her 
future earning capacity. A minor shall bear the burden of demonstrating a 
lack of his or her ability to pay. 

(e) Express findings of the court as to the factors bearing on the amount of 
the fine shall not be required. 

(f) Except as provided in subdivision (g), under no circumstances shall the 
court fail to impose the separate and additional restitution fine required by 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a). This fine shall not be 
subject to penalty assessments pursuant to Section 1464 of the Penal Code. 

(g) In a case in which the minor is a person described in Section 602 by 
reason of having committed a felony offense, if the court finds that there are 
compelling and extraordinary reasons, the court may waive imposition of 
the restitution fine required by subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of 
subdivision (a). When a waiver is granted, the court shall state on the record 
all reasons supporting the waiver. 

(h) Restitution ordered pursuant to subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) of 
subdivision (a) shall be imposed in the amount of the losses, as determined. 
If the amount of loss cannot be ascertained at the time of sentencing, the 
restitution order shall include a provision that the amount shall be 
determined at the direction of the court at any time during the term of the 
commitment or probation. The court shall order full restitution unless it 
finds compelling and extraordinary reasons for not doing so, and states them 
on the record. A minor's inability to pay shall not be considered a 
compelling or extraordinary reason not to impose a restitution order, nor 
shall inability to pay be a consideration in determining the amount of the 
restitution order. A restitution order pursuant to subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), to the extent possible, shall identify each 
victim, unless the court for good cause finds that the order should not 
identify a victim or victims, and the amount of each victim's loss to which it 
pertains, and shall be of a dollar amount sufficient to fully reimburse the 
victim or victims for all determined economic losses incurred as the result of 
the minor's conduct for which the minor was found to be a person described 
in Section 602, including all of the following: 

(1) Full or partial payment for the value of stolen or damaged property. The 
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value of stolen or damaged property shall be the replacement cost of like 
property, or the actual cost of repairing the property when repair is possible. 

(2) Medical expenses. 

(3) Wages or profits lost due to injury incurred by the victim, and if the 
victim is a minor, wages or profits lost by the minor's parent, parents, 
guardian, or guardians, while caring for the injured minor. Lost wages shall 
include any commission income as well as any base wages. Commission 
income shall be established by evidence of commission income during the 
12-month period prior to the date of the crime for which restitution is being 
ordered, unless good cause for a shorter time period is shown. 

(4) Wages or profits lost by the victim, and if the victim is a minor, wages or 
profits lost by the minor's parent, parents, guardian, or guardians, due to 
time spent as a witness or in assisting the police or prosecution. Lost wages 
shall include any commission income as well as any base wages. 
Commission income shall be established by evidence of commission income 
during the 12- month period prior to the date of the crime for which 
restitution is being ordered, unless good cause for a shorter time period is 
shown. 

A minor shall have the right to a hearing before a judge to dispute the 
determination of the amount of restitution. The court may modify the 
amount on its own motion or on the motion of the district attorney, the 
victim or victims, or the minor. If a motion is made for modification of a 
restitution order, the victim shall be notified of that motion at least 10 days 
prior to the hearing on the motion. When the amount of victim restitution is 
not known at the time of disposition, the court order shall identify the victim 
or victims, unless the court finds for good cause that the order should not 
identify a victim or victims, and state that the amount of restitution for each 
victim is to be determined. When feasible, the court shall also identify on 
the court order, any cooffenders who are jointly and severally liable for 
victim restitution. 

(i) A restitution order imposed pursuant to subparagraph (B) of paragraph 
(2) of subdivision (a) shall identify the losses to which it pertains, and shall 
be enforceable as a civil judgment pursuant to subdivision (r). The making 
of a restitution order pursuant to this subdivision shall not affect the right of 
a victim to recovery from the Restitution Fund in the manner provided 
elsewhere, except to the extent that restitution is actually collected pursuant 
to the order. Restitution collected pursuant to this subdivision shall be 
credited to any other judgments for the same losses obtained against the 
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minor or the minor's parent or guardian arising out of the offense for- which 
the minor was found to be a person described in Section 602. Restitution 
imposed shall be ordered to be made to the Restitution Fund to the extent 
that the victim, as defined in subdivision (j), has received assistance Victims 
of Crime Program pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 13959) 
of Chapter 5 of Part 4 of Division 3 of Tit~e 2 of the Government Code. 

(j) For purposes of this section, "victim" shall include the immediate 
surviving family of the actual victim. 

(k) Nothing in this section shall prevent a court from ordering restitution to 
any corporation, business trust, estate, trust, partnership, association, joint 
venture, government, governmental subdivision, agency, or instrumentality, 
or any other legal or commercial entity when that entity is a direct victim of 
an offense. 

(1) Upon a minor being found to be a person described in Section 602, the 
court shall require as a condition of probation the payment of restitution 
fines and orders imposed under this section. Any portion of a restitution 
order that remains unsatisfied after a minor is no longer on probation shall 
continue to be enforceable by a victim pursuant to subdivision (r) until the 
obligation is satisfied in full. 

(m) Probation shall not be revoked for failure of a person to make restitution 
pursuant to this section as a condition of probation unless the court 
determines that the person has willfully failed to pay or failed to make 
sufficient bona fide efforts to legally acquire the resources to pay. 

(n) If the court finds and states on the record compelling and extraordinary 
reasons why restitution should not be required as provided in paragraph (2) 
of subdivision (a), the court shall order, as a condition of probation, that the 
minor perform specified community service. 

( o) The court may avoid ordering community service as a condition of 
probation only if it finds and states on the record compelling and 
extraordinary reasons not to order community service in addition to the 
finding that restitution pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) should 
not be required. 

(p) When a minor is committed to the Department of the Youth Authority, 
the court shall order restitution to be paid to the victim or victims, if any. 
Payment of restitution to the victim or victims pursuant to this subdivision 
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shall take priority in time over payment of any other restitution fine imposed 
pursuant to this section. 

( q) At its discretion, the board of supervisors of any county may impose a 
fee to cover the actual administrative cost of collecting the restitution fine, 
not to exceed 10 percent of the amount ordered to be paid, to be added to the 
restitution fine and included in the order of the court, the proceeds of which 
shall be deposited in the general fund of the county. 

(r) If the judgment is for a restitution fine ordered pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), or a restitution order imposed 
pursuant to subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), the 
judgment may be enforced in the manner provided in Section 1214 of the 
Penal Code. 

§ 730.8. Minors ordered to pay restitution; community service; 
compliance 

(a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), the court shall require any minor 
who is ordered to pay restitution pursuant to Section 730.6, or to perform 
community service, to report to the court on his or her compliance with the 
court's restitution order or order for community service, or both, no less than 
annually until the order is fulfilled. 

(b) For any minor committed to the Department of the Youth Authority, the 
department shall monitor the compliance with any order of the court that 
requires the minor to pay restitution. Upon the minor's discharge from the 
Department of the Youth Authority, the department shall notify the court 
regarding the minor's compliance with an order to pay restitution. 

§ 750. Petition; conditions for transfer 

Whenever a petition is filed in the juvenile court of a county other than the 
residence of the person named in the petition, or whenever, subsequent to 
the filing of a petition in the juvenile court of the county where such minor 
resides, the residence of the person who would be legally entitled to the 
custody of such minor were it not for the existence of a court order issued 
pursuant to this chapter is changed to another county, the entire case may be 
transferred to the juvenile court of the county wherein such person then 
resides at any time after the court has made a finding of the facts upon 
which it has exercised its jurisdiction over such minor, and the juvenile 
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court of the county wherein such person then resides shall take jurisdiction 
of the case upon the receipt and filing with it of such finding of the facts and 
an order transferring the case. 

§ 775. Changing, modifying or setting aside orders; procedural 
requirements 

Any order made by the court in the case of any person subject to its 
jurisdiction may at any time be changed, modified, or set aside, as the judge 
deems meet and proper, subject to such procedural requirements as are 
imposed by this article. 

§ 778. Petition to change, modify or set aside order or terminate 
jurisdiction of court; grounds; verification; content; hearing 

Any parent or other person having an interest in a child who is a ward of the 
juvenile court or the child himself through a properly appointed guardian 
may, upon grounds of change of circumstance or new evidence, petition the 
court in the same action in which the child was found to be a ward of the 
juvenile court for a hearing to change, modify, or set aside any order of 
court previously made or to terminate the jurisdiction of the court. The 
petition shall be verified and, if made by a person other than the child, shall 
state the petitioner's relationship to or interest in the child and shall set forth 
in concise language any change of circumstance or new evidence which are 
alleged to require such change of order or termination of jurisdiction. 

If it appears that the best interests of the child may be promoted by the 
proposed change of order or termination of jurisdiction, the court shall order 
that a hearing be held and shall give prior notice, or cause prior notice to be 
given, to such persons and by such means as prescribed by Sections 776 and 
779, and, in such instances as the means of giving notice is not prescribed 
by such sections, then by such means as the court prescribes. 

§ 779. Changing, modifying or setting aside order of commitment to 
Youth Authority; notice; judicial considerations; application of chapter 
and section; transfers to a state hospital 

The court committing a ward to the Youth Authority may thereafter change, 
modify, or set aside the order of commitment. Ten days' notice of the 
hearing of the application therefor shall be served by United States mail 
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upon the Director of the Youth Authority. In changing, modifying, or setting 
aside the order of commitment, the court shall give due consideration to the 
effect thereof upon the discipline and parole system of the Youth Authority 
or of the correctional school in which the ward may have been placed by the 
Youth Authority. Except as in this section provided, nothing in this chapter 
shall be deemed to interfere with the system of parole and discharge now or 
hereafter established by law, or by rule of the Youth Authority, for the 
parole and discharge of wards of the juvenile court committed to the Youth 
Authority, or with the management of any school, institution, or facility 
under the jurisdiction of the Youth Authority. Except as provided in this 
section, this chapter does not interfere with the system of transfer between 
institutions and facilities under the jurisdiction of the Youth Authority. This 
section does not limit the authority of the court to change, modify, or set 
aside an order of commitment after a noticed hearing and upon a showing of 
good cause that the Youth Authority is unable to, or failing to, provide 
treatment consistent with Section 734. 

However, before any inmate of a correctional school may be transferred to a 
state hospital, he or she shall first be returned to a court of competent 
jurisdiction and, after hearing, may be committed to a state hospital for the 
insane in accordance with law. 

§ 782. Dismissal of petition; grounds 

A judge of the juvenile court in which a petition was filed, at any time 
before the minor reaches the age of 21 years, may dismiss the petition or 
may set aside the findings and dismiss the petition if the court finds that the 
interests of justice and the welfare of the minor require such dismissal, or if 
it finds that the minor is not in need of treatment or rehabilitation. The court 
shall have jurisdiction to order such dismissal or setting aside of the findings 
and dismissal regardless of whether the minor is, at the time of such order, a 
ward or dependent child of the court. 
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California Government Code 

§ 27706. Duties 

The public defender shall perform the following duties: 

(a) Upon request of the defendant or upon order of the court, the public 
defender shall defend, without expense to the defendant, except as provided 
by Section 987.8 of the Penal Code, any person who is not financially able 
to employ counsel and who is charged with the commission of any 
contempt or offense triable in the superior courts at all stages of the 
proceedings, including the preliminary examination. The public defender 
shall, upon request, give counsel and advice to such person about any 
charge against the person upon which the public defender is conducting the 
defense, and shall prosecute all appeals to a higher court or courts of any 
person who has been convicted, where, in the opinion of the public 
defender, the appeal will or might reasonably be expected to result in the 
reversal or modification of the judgment of conviction. 

(b) Upon request, the public defender shall prosecute actions for the 
collection of wages and other demands of any person who is not financially 
able to employ counsel, where the sum involved does not exceed one 
hundred dollars ($100), and where, in the judgment of the public defender, 
the claim urged is valid and enforceable in the courts. 

(c) Upon request, the public defender shall defend any person who is not 
financially able to employ counsel in any civil litigation in which, in the 
judgment of the public defender, the person is being persecuted or unjustly 
harassed. 

(d) Upon request, or upon order of the court, the public defender shall 
represent any person who is not financially able to employ counsel in 
proceedings under Division 4 (commencing with Section 1400) of the 
Probate Code and Part 1 (commencing with Section 5000) of Division 5 of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

(e) Upon order of the court, the public defender shall represent any person 
who is entitled to be represented by counsel but is not financially able to 
employ counsel in proceedings under Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 
500) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

(f) Upon order of the court the public defender shall represent any person 
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who is required to have counsel pursuant to Section 686.1 of the Penal 
Code. 

(g) Upon the order of the court or upon the request of the person involved, 
the public defender may represent any person who is not financially able to 
employ counsel in a proceeding of any nature relating to the nature or 
conditions of detention, of other restrictions prior to adjudication, of 
treatment, or of punishment resulting from criminal or juvenile 
proceedings. 
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California Education Code 

§ 56300. Individuals with exceptional needs; residence; jurisdiction 

Each district, special education local plan area, or county office shall 
actively and systematically seek out all individuals with exceptional needs, 
ages 0 through 21 years, including children not enrolled in public school 
programs, who reside in the district or are under the jurisdiction of a special 
education local plan area or a county office. 

§ 56301. Child-find system; policies and procedures 

All individuals with disabilities residing in the state, including pupils with 
disabilities who are enrolled in elementary and secondary schools and 
private schools, including parochial schools, regardless of the seventy of 
their disabilities, and who are in need of special education and related 
services, shall be identified, located, and assessed as required by paragraph 
(3) and clause (ii) of paragraph (10) of subsection (a) of Section 1412 of 
Title 20 of the United States Code. Each district, special education local 
plan area, or county office shall establish written policies and procedures for 
a continuous child-find system which addresses the relationships among 
identification, screening, referral, assessment, planning, implementation, 
review, and the triennial assessment. The policies and procedures shall 
include, but need not be limited to, written notification of all parents of their 
rights under this chapter, and the procedure for initiating a referral for 
assessment to identify individuals with exceptional needs. Parents shall be 
given a copy of their rights and procedural safeguards upon initial referral 
for assessment, upon notice of an individualized education program meeting 
or reassessment, upon filing a complaint, and upon filing for a preheating 
mediation conference pursuant to Section 56500.3 or a due process hearing 
request pursuant to Section 56502. 
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California Rules of Court 

Rule 1400. Preliminary provisions 

(a) [Applicability of rules(§§ 200-945) The rules in this division apply to 
every action and proceeding to which the juvenile court law (Welf. & Inst. 
Code, div. 2, pt. 1, ch. 2, § 200 et seq.) applies and, unless they are 
elsewhere explicitly made applicable, do not apply to any other action or 
proceeding. The rules in this division do not apply to an action or 
proceeding heard by a traffic hearing officer, nor to a rehearing or appeal 
from a denial of a rehearing following an order by a traffic hearing officer. 

(b) [Authority for and purpose of rules (Cal. Const., art. VI,§ 6; § 265) 
The rules in this division are adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to its 
constitutional and statutory authority to adopt rules for court administration, 
practice, and procedure, not inconsistent with statute. These rules are 
designed to implement the purposes of the juvenile court law by promoting 
uniformity in practice and procedure and by providing guidance to judges, 
referees, attorneys, probation officers, and others participating in the 
juvenile court. 

(c) [Rules of construction] Unless the context otherwise requires, these 
preliminary provisions and the following rules of construction shall govern 
the construction of these rules: 

(1) Insofar as these rules are substantially the same as existing statutory 
provisions relating to the same subject matter, these rules shall be 
construed as restatements of those statutes; 
(2) Insofar as these rules may add to existing statutory provisions relating 
to the same subject matter, these rules shall be construed so as to 
implement the purposes of the juvenile court law. 

(d) [Severability clause] If a rule or a subdivision of a rule in this division is 
invalid, all valid parts that are severable from the invalid part remain in 
effect. If a rule or a subdivision of a rule in this division is invalid in one or 
more of its applications, the rule or subdivision remains in effect in all valid 
applications that are severable from the invalid applications. 
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California Standards o(]udicial Administration 

§ 24. Juvenile court matters 

(a) [Assignments to juvenile court] The presiding judge of the superior 
court should assign judges to the juvenile court to serve for a minimum 
of three years. Priority should be given to judges who have expressed an 
interest in the assignment. 

(b) [Importance of juvenile court] The presiding judge of the juvenile 
court in consultation with the presiding judge of the superior court 
should: 

(1) Motivate and educate other judges regarding the significance of juvenile 
court. 

(2) Work to ensure that sufficient judges and staff, facilities, and financial 
resources are assigned to the juvenile court to allow adequate time to hear 
and decide the matters before it. 

(c) [Standards of representation and compensation] The presiding judge 
of the juvenile court should: 

(1) Encourage attorneys who practice in juvenile court, including all court-
appointed and contract attorneys, to continue their practice in juvenile court 
for substantial periods of time. A substantial period of time is at least two 
years and preferably from three to five years. 

(2) Confer with the county public defender, county district attorney, county 
counsel, and other public law office leaders and encourage them to raise the 
status of attorneys working in the juvenile courts as follows: hire attorneys 
who are interested in serving in the juvenile court for a substantial part of 
their career; permit and encourage attorneys, based on interest and ability, to 
remain in juvenile court assignments for significant periods of time; work to 
ensure that attorneys who have chosen to serve in the juvenile court have the 
same promotional and salary opportunities as attorneys practicing in other 
assignments within a law office. 

I 
(3) Establish minimum standards of practice to which all court-appointed 
and public office attorneys will be expected to conform. These standards 
should delineate the responsibilities of attorneys relative to investigation and 
evaluation of the case, preparation for and conduct of hearings, and 
advocacy for their respective clients. c 
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(4) In conjunction with other leaders in the legal community, ensure that 
attorneys appointed in the juvenile court are compensated in a manner 
equivalent to attorneys appointed by the court in other types of cases. 

(d) [Training and orientation] The presiding judge of the juvenile court 
should: 

(1) Establish relevant prerequisites for court-appointed attorneys and 
advocates in the juvenile court. 
(2) Develop orientation and in-service training programs for judicial 
officers, attorneys, volunteers, law enforcement personnel, court personnel, 
and child advocates to ensure that all are adequately trained concerning all 
issues relating to special education rights and responsibilities, including the 
right of each child with exceptional needs to receive a free, appropriate 
public education and the right of each child with educational disabilities to 
receive accommodations. 
(3) Promote the establishment of a library or other resource center in which 
information about juvenile court practice (including books, periodicals, 
videotapes, and other training materials) can be collected and made 
available to all participants in the juvenile system. 
( 4) Ensure that attorneys who appear in juvenile court have sufficient 
training to perform their jobs competently, as follows: require that all court-
appointed attorneys meet minimum training and continuing legal education 
standards as a condition of their appointment to juvenile court matters; and 
encourage the leaders of public law offices that have responsibilities in 
juvenile court to require their attorneys who appear in juvenile court to have 
at least the same training and continuing legal education required of court-
appointed attorneys. 

(e) [Unique role of a juvenile court judge] Judges of the juvenile court in 
consultation with the presiding judge of the juvenile court and the presiding 
judge of the superior court, to the extent that it does not interfere with the 
adjudication process, are encouraged to: 

(1) Provide active leadership within the community in determining the needs 
and obtaining and developing resources and services for at-risk children and 
families. At-risk children include delinquents, dependents, and status 
offenders. 
(2) Investigate and determine the availability of specific prevention, 
intervention, and treatment services in the community for at-risk children 
and their families. 
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(3) Exercise their authority by statute or rule to review, order, and enforce 
the delivery of specific services and treatment for children at risk and their 
families. 
(4) Exercise a leadership role in the development and maintenance of 
permanent programs of interagency cooperation and coordination among the 
court and the various public agencies that serve at-risk children and their 
families. 
(5) Take an active part in the formation of a community-wide network to 
promote and unify private and public sector efforts to focus attention and 
resources for at-risk children and their families. 
( 6) Maintain close liaison with school authorities and encourage 
coordination of policies and programs. 
(7) Educate the community and its institutions through every available 
means including the media concerning the role of the juvenile court in 
meeting the complex needs of at-risk children and their families. 
(8) Evaluate the criteria established by child protection agencies for initial 
removal and reunification decisions and communicate the court's 
expectations of what constitutes "reasonable efforts" to prevent removal or 
hasten return of the child. 
(9) Encourage the development of community services and resources to 
assist homeless, truant, runaway, and incorrigible children. 
(10) Be familiar with all detention facilities, placements, and institutions 
used by the court. 
( 11) Act in all instances consistent with the public safety and welfare. 

(f) [Appointment of Attorneys and Other Persons] For the appointment 
of attorneys, arbitrators, mediators, referees, masters, receivers, and other 
persons, each court should follow the guidelines of Section 1.5 of the 
California Standards of Judicial Administration. 

(g) [Educational rights of children in the juvenile court] The juvenile 
court should be guided by certain general principles: 

( 1) A significant number of children in the juvenile court process have 
exceptional needs that, if properly identified and assessed, would qualify 
such children to receive special education and related services under federal 
and state education law (a free, appropriate public education) (see Ed. Code, 
§ 56000 et seq. and 20 U.S.C. § 1400 et seq.); 
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(2) Many children in the juvenile court process have disabilities that, if 
properly identified and assessed, would qualify such children to receive 
educational accommodations (see§ 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
[29 U.S.C. § 794; 34 C.P.R. § 104.1 et seq.]); 
(3) Unidentified and unremediated exceptional needs and unaccommodated 
disabilities have been found to correlate strongly with juvenile delinquency, 
substance abuse, mental health issues, teenage pregnancy, school failure and 
dropout, and adult unemployment and crime; and 
(4) The cost of incarcerating children is substantially greater than the cost of 
providing special education and related services to exceptional needs 
children and providing educational accommodations to children with 
disabilities. 

(h) [Role of the juvenile court] The juvenile court should: 

(1) Take responsibility, with the other juvenile court participants at every 
stage of the child's case, to ensure that the child's educational needs are met, 
regardless of whether the child is in the custody of a parent or is suitably 
placed in the custody of the child welfare agency or probation department 
and regardless of where the child is placed in school. Each child under the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile court with exceptional needs has the right to 
receive a free, appropriate public education, specially designed, at no cost to 
the parents, to meet the child's unique special education needs. (See Ed. 
Code,§ 56031 and 20 U.S.C. § 1401(8).) Each child with disabilities under 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court has the right to receive 
accommodations. (See§ 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 [29 U.S.C. § 
794; 34 C.P.R. § 104.1 et seq. (1980)1). The court should also ensure that 
each parent or guardian receives information and assistance concerning his 
or her child's educational entitlements as provided by law. 
(2) Provide oversight of the social service and probation agencies to ensure 
that a child's educational rights are investigated, reported, and monitored. 
The court should work within the statutory framework to accommodate the 
sharing of information between agencies. A child who comes before the 
court and is suspected of having exceptional needs or other educational 
disabilities should be referred in writing for an assessment to the child's 
school principal or to the school district's special education office. (See Ed. 
Code,§§ 56320- 56329.) The child's parent, teacher, or other service 
provider may make the required written referral for assessment. (See Ed. 
Code,§ 56029.) 

(3) Require that court reports, case plans, assessments, and permanency 
plans considered by the court address a child's educational entitlements and 
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how those entitlements are being satisfied, and contain information to assist 
the court in deciding whether the right of the parent or guardian to make 
educational decisions for the child should be limited by the court under 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 361(a) or 726(b). Information 
concerning whether the school district has met its obligation to provide 
educational services to the child, including special educational services if 
the child has exceptional needs under Education Code section 56000 et seq., 
and to provide accommodations if the child has disabilities as defined in 
section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. § 794; 34 C.P.R. § 
104.1 et seq. (1980)) should also be included, along with a recommendation 
for disposition. 
( 4) Facilitate coordination of services by joining the local educational 
agency as a party when it appears that an educational agency has failed to 
fulfill its legal obligations to provide special education and related services 
or accommodations to a child in the juvenile court who has been identified 
as having exceptional needs or educational disabilities. (See Welf. & Inst. 
Code,§§ 362(a), 727(a).) 

(5) Make appropriate orders limiting the educational rights of a parent or 
guardian who cannot be located or identified, or who is unwilling or unable 
to be an active participant in ensuring that the child's educational needs are 
met, and appoint a responsible adult as educational representative for such a 
child or, if a representative cannot be identified and the child may be 
eligible for special education and related services or already has an 
individualized education program, use form JV -535 to refer the child to the 
local educational agency for special education and related services and 
prompt appointment of a surrogate parent. (W elf. & Inst. Code, § § 361, 726; 
Ed. Code, § 56156; Gov. Code,§ 7579.5.) 
( 6) Ensure that special education, related services, and accommodations to 
which the child is entitled are provided whenever the child's school 
placement changes. (See Ed. Code,§ 56325.) 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 

San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report Summary 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: William C. Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts 
Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director 
Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27,2004 

SUBJECT: Budget Status Report on Fiscal Years 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 
and 2005-2006 (Action Regmred) 

Issue Statement 
Under Cahfomia Rule of Court 6.101, the Judicial Council has the duties of establishing 
responsible fiscal priorities that best enable the judiciary to achieve its goals and 
developing the budget of the JUdiciary based upon these priorities and the needs of the 
court. The February business meeting is histoncally the time at which judicial branch 
funding priorities are presented to the council for consideration. This report presents 
background infonnation on the status of the branch's budget for fiscal years (FY) 2003-
2004 and 2004-2005, and a recommendatiOn for JUdicial branch budget priorities for FY 
2005-2006. 

Recommendation 

Trzal Courts 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council: 

1. Approve the following statewide budget prionties for trial courts for FY 2005-
2006 without a funding cap: 

• Trial Court StaffNegotiated Salary Increases (NSis) and Benefits; 

• Trial Court Staff Retirement; 

• Trial Court Workers' Compensation Program Cost Increases; 



• Security NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; 

• Increased Charges for County Provided Services; 

• Court Interpreters' Workload Growth; 

• Capital Outlay- Tnal Court Facilities; and 

• 
2. Direct staff to review erosion ofbase budget and equalization offundmg issues for 

the trial courts and the impact these have had on ongoing operations and develop a 
funding proposal if it is determined to be appropriate. 

Judiciary 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the following budget priorities for 
FY 2005-2006 for the judiciary, including the Supreme Court, the California Judicial 
Center Library, the Courts of Appeal, the Habeas Corpus Resource Center, and the 
Judicial Council/ Administrative Office of the Courts: 

• Trial Court Facilities Legislation- Infrastructure; 

• Staffing Standards (to the extent that additional resources are justified); 

• Unfunded, Mandatory Cost Increases (including facility rent increases and 
security and judicial protection); 

• Unfunded, Administrative Infrastructure Costs (e.g., fiscal services, 
comprehensive legal services, human resources, and technology); and 

• Capital Outlay 
o Trial Court Facilities Legislation -Infrastructure 

o Training and Judicial Administrative Programs. 

Rationale for Recommendation 

Trial Courts and Judiciary 
In the past two years, the Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) submitted to the Department 
of Finance (DOF) have primarily focused on addressing unfunded, mandatory cost 
increases over which the courts have little, if any, control. If funding is ultimately not 
provided for these increased costs, the courts will likely have to redirect resources needed 
to support important programs and operations. The final, approved budget for FY 2003-
2004 includes some funding for these costs. While the Governor's proposed FY 2004-
2005 budget does not include funding to address these cost increases, staff remam 
hopeful that current negotiations will result in, at least, partial funding in many of these 
areas. 
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Ahernative Actions Considered 

Trial Courts and Judiciary 
Instead of focusing budgetary requests on mandatory, baseline cost items, an alternative 
would be to propose fundmg for important program expansions and enhancements. 
Given the state's current fiscal situation and the DOF's policy of not considering such 
requests this year, this is not staffs recommended course of action. 

Comments from Interested Parties 
Consistent with California Rule of Court 6.45( d)(l )(C), Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) staff provided the public, including designated trial court employees 
representatives, an opportumty to provide input on budget priorities before the Judicial 
Branch Budget Advisory Committee (JBBAC) met to consider recommendations. A 
single comment was received after JBBAC met, which stated that the judicial branch 
should not go forward with a request for funding of workers' compensation increases, but 
rather put pressure on the insurance industry to reduce rates in response to reforms passed 
in 2003. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
The recommended actiOns will not result in an increase in costs to the trial courts or the 
judiciary. The requests that are submitted to the DOF will be for new funding. However, 
because the recommended priorities for which funding may be requested are for program 
areas in which the court has no or limited control over increases, if funding is not 
included in the FY 2004-2005 budget, courts may need to renegotiate contracts in an 
effort to reduce costs and/or services, and redirect scarce resources away from critical 
programs and operations. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: William C. Vickrey, Admmistrative Director of the Courts 
Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director 
Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27,2004 

SUBJECT: Budget Status Report on Fiscal Years 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 
and 2005-2006 (Action Required) 

This report provides an update on a variety of funding issues that affect the judicial 
branch over multiple fiscal years, including recommendations relating to budget prionties 
for FY 2005-2006. 

I. Multi-Year Funding Issues 

A. Fee Revenue Shortfall 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1759 (Stats. 2003, ch. 157) and AB 296 (Stats. 2003, ch. 
757) increased several existing fines and fees and created other new statewide 
fees. The expectation was that these changes would result in a projected 72.5 
percent increase m revenue that could be utilized to mamtain existing programs 
and staffing by offsetting the loss of trial court fundmg previously provided 
through the General Fund. Based on the most current information, however, it 
has become clear that actual receipt of fines and fees will be significantly less 
than the projected levels assumed in the Budget Act of2003. 

Based on an analysis of rea;, through November 2003, the current year fee 
revenue is projected to be ~ .3 million less than originally expected. The 
shortfall is due to a number of factors, including: 

• Late passage of the state budget; 
• Initial projections based on limited data; 
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• Delayed implementation of the changes in the courts; 
• Non-collectiOn of fees in the courts/counties; 
• County remittance issues; 
• Rate of fee waivers approved by the courts; and 
• Non-assessment of fees and fines. 

The million projected shortfall represents approximately 1.1 percent of 
the annual budget or approximately 3.4 percent of the budget for the remaming 
four months of the fiscal year. 

Because fee revenues currently represent a significant component in trial court 
funding, and since the Governor's proposed budget doesn't include any 
additional fiscal relief for the current fiscal year, any amount collected below 
projections will directly Impact allocations to the courts. The AOC sent a 
memorandum to the presiding judges and executive officers of the supenor 
courts in early January to request their assistance in taking steps to minimize 
the impact of the successive reductions in the branch budget and the shortfall 
in revenue from fees and fines. The following actions were recommended for 
all courts: 

• Developing a policy for fee waivers; 
• Offering informatiOn, education, or technical assistance to judges and 

court staff on Issues related to the assessment or waiver of fees, fines, 
and surcharges; 

• Ensuring that all fees, fines, and surcharges are being collected to the 
maximum extent possible; and 

• As mandated by statute, remitting all fees, fines, and surcharges as 
quickly as possible. 

In order to make progress in resolving the shortfa11s, courts were informed that 
we must be able to document the fact that we have administered the new fees 
consistently as required by law and that we have accurate information on 
collection levels. 

To address the anticipated problems 
next year, including collection issues, the Trial Court Fees Working Group, 
appointed by the Chief Justice, has been charged with undertaking a 
comprehensive review of civil fees and making recommendations for a uniform, 
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statewide fee schedule that also addresses the fee shortfall and current sunsets on 
the fees. "' cnt:m~ 

B. State Court Facilities Construction Fund Loan Shortfall 
The Budget Act of 2003 included a loan of $80 million from the State Court 
Facilities Construction Fund to the state General Fund to temporarily fund 
other statewide obligations. Due to the way the loan was structured, however, 
the $80 million was taken from the Trial Court Trust Fund, to be replenished 
by projected State Court Facilities Construction Fund revenues. Unfortunately, 
based on receipts through November 2003, it is currently projected that 
revenues are $9.4 million below the amount projected in FY 2002-2003 by the 
DOF. This results in the possibility of the Trial Court Trust Fund having to 
absorb up to a $9.4 million shortfall. As with the fee shortfall, the Governor's 
Bu et does not relief. 

C. Judges' Retirement System I Deficiency 
1n FY 2002-2003, the legislature reduced the level of fundin 
Jud es' Retirement System 1 (JRS 1) based upon the 

overestimate of savings available in the fund. The reduction in 
funding results in a current year shortfall of $4.3 million. The projected 
shortfall increases to $27.6 million in FY 2004--2005. The DOF has proposed 
funding the shortfall through a transfer from the Trial Court Trust Fund. This 
action represents a major change from the historical policy of keeping the 
funding of JRS 1 separate from trial court operational funding. The AOC is 
aggressively pursuing this Issue and has requested that the action be reversed. 

D. Court Security and Consolidated Administration Services Reductions 
The Budget Act of 2003 mandated permanent reductions in the Trial Court 
Trust Fund for security funding of$11.0 million in FY 2003-2004, increasing 
to $22.0 million in FY 2004--2005, and another $2.5 million in the trust fund to 
be based on efficiencies to be achieved through consolidation of administrative 
services. At its August 2003 meeting, the Judicial Council deferred immediate 
Implementation of these reductions to allow the responsible working groups 
time to address them. 

A separate report containing recommendations on these reductions will be 
presented to the council at this meeting. 
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E. Trial Court Trust Fund 
The Trial Court Trust Fund will be fully depleted before the end ofFY 2003-
2004 and unable to absorb the projected $39 million resulting from the fee and 
loan shortfalls and the JRS I issue. To lessen the impact of reductions on trial 
court operating budgets in the past, statewide funds, such as the Improvement 
and Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization Funds, the Assigned 
Judges Program and JUdicial salary savmgs have absorbed $150 million in 
reductions. As a result, many of these funds are no longer available to incur 
additional cuts. Consequently, most if not all of the fee and loan shortfalls 
discussed previously will result in additiOnal reductions to the trial courts if 
fiscal relief is not provided. 

II. Fiscal Year 2004-2005 

A. Budget Change Proposals 

1. Trial Courts 

Due to the continuing state fiscal cnsis, a reduced number of budget 
proposals, as compared to FY 2003-2004, were identified and subsequently 
submitted to the DOF for consideration. These primarily included 
programs with cost increases that were outside of the courts' control, such 
as: Court Staff Negotiated Salary Increases and Benefits; Court Staff 
Retirement; Court Workers' Compensation Program Increases; Security 
NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; and Court Interpreter Workload 
Growth. Eleven BCPs were submitted to the Governor in the amount of 
$103.103 mi11ion. (Please see Table One.) The Governor's Budget 
includes funding for only two of these proposals, a small portion of the 
Court Interpreters request to fund benefits and a transfer of funds from local 
assistance fundmg previously admmistered by the Department of 
CorrectiOns to allow courts to directly apply for limited reimbursement of 
prisoner hearing costs. 

Table One 
FY 2004-2005 Summary of Trial Court Budget Change Proposals 

(in millions) 
Originally Included in BCPs 

Submitted in Governor's (including 
Pro~ram BCP Bud_get updates) 

Tnal Court StaffNSis & Benefits TBD 0 59.947 
Tnal Court StaffRetJrement 25.813 0 57.949 
Trial Court Workers' 
Compensation Program Increases 6.121 0 6.121 
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Judges Salanes & Benefits 8.118 0 8.118 
Secunty NSis, Retuement, and 
Other Benefits 22.848 0 32.202 
Increased Charges for County 
Provided Services 14.818 0 14.818 
Court Interpreters Workload 
Growth 9.268 0 1.518 
Court Interpreters Program: Trial 
Court Staffing 4.656 .165 4.656 
Prisoner Hearing Costs 3.761 2.556 2.556 
Costs of Homicide Trials .666 0 .666 
Pay Parity- Umfication and 
Market Driven 14.325 0 14.325 
Qperating Expense - Postage .827 0 .827 
Total 103.103 2.721 203.767 

The Chief Justice and AOC management met with the Governor and 
representatives from the DOF prior to the Governor's Budget being 
released. As a result of these discussions, the DOF asked AOC staff to 
provide additional and updated informatiOn on the fo11owing requests: 
Trial Court StaffNSis & Benefits; Trial Court Staff Retirement; Security 
NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; and Increased Charges for County 
Provided Services. DOF staff indicated that they would review the 
supplemental information provided, with the possibility of recommending 
additional funding and/or supporting the submittal of Finance Letters in 
these program areas. Staff contacted all courts during the middle of 
January to ask for data on changes to previous requests and new funding 
increases in those program areas that the court has become aware of since 
the initial submittal of the FY 2004-2005 BCPs. This resulted in an 
updated proposal totaling $203.767 million. (See Table One). 

2. Judiciary 

As with the trial courts, the BCPs submitted for the judiciary were focused 
on mandated cost increases. As indicated in Table Two below, the FY 
2004-2005 Governor's Budget included funding for only part of one 
increase -the Court Interpreters Program. 
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Table Two 
FY 2004--2005 Summary of Judiciary Budget Change Proposals 

(in millions) 
Originally Included in BCPs 
Submitted Governor's (including 

Program in BCP PYs Budget updates) 
Supreme Court 

Capital Case Habeas Corpus 
Staff .922 70 0 .922 

JCIAOC 
SB 1732 -Trial Court 
Facilities Act of2002 30.447 105.3 0 30.447 

Court Interpreters Program .559 2.0 .235 .559 
AOC/Appellate Court User 
and Technical Support .860 7.0 0 .860 

Judicial 
Facilities- Rent Expense 2.332 00 0 2.332 
Workers' Compensation 
Program Cost Increases .195 0.0 0 .195 

Court Secunty & Judicial 
Protection .672 00 0 1.001 

Operating Expense - Postage .063 0.0 0 .063 
Operatmg Expense -
SubscriptiOn & Books .267 0.0 0 .267 

Habeas Corpus Resource Center 
Case Team & Resource 
Assistance Staffing .234 20 0 .234 
Attorney Staffing .434 40 0 434 
Facilities & Rent 
Augmentation .053 00 0 053 

Capital Outlay 
AlteratiOn of Office Space 
for AOC 2.943 00 0 2.943 
Consolidate Mandated 
Trainmg & Judicial 
Administrative Programs .229 0.0 0 .229 

Total: 40.210 127.3 .235 40.539 
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B. Spring Finance Letters 

C. Unallocated Reductions 

1. Trial Courts 

The Governor's Budget proposes an ongoing $59 million unallocated 
reduction to the trial courts. This reflects a reduced level of reduction from 
the amount originally considered by the administration with the expectation 
that the trial courts absorb the following cost increases: 

FY 2003-2004 Judicial Salary and Benefits Increase $8,118,000 

Court Staff Retirement Costs 11 ,900,000 

Court Security NSis, Benefits and Retirement 19,400,000 

Transfer of Funds for JRS I 27,620,000 

The net impact to the trial courts of this reduction is $126 million. 

Staff are working to identify the fairest and 
most equitable methodology for allocating these cuts. These 
recommendations will be presented to the Judicial Council at a future 
meeting. 

2. Judiciary 

The Governor's Budget proposes $9.798 million in ongoing unallocated 
reductions to the judiciary's operating budgets. The administration also 
expects that the judiciary will absorb the following cost increases: 
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Judicial Salary and Benefit Increase 
Non-Judicial Salary Increase 
Court Security and Judicial Protection 

$531,000 
1,547,000 

624,000 
$2,702,000 

In addition, $842,000 for increased lease charges for non-state owned 
buildings was not included in the Governor's Budget. This will result in a 
net ongoing impact of$13.34 million to the judiciary's budget. 

Staff will work with the administrative presiding justices and appropriate 
judicial branch staff to develop recommendations for a fair and equitable 
methodology for allocation of budget reductions in FY 2004-2005 that 
focus on maintaining stability for the employees and retaining those 
programs that are critical to the mission of the state JUstice system. 

III. Fiscal Year 2005-2006 

A. Budget Change Proposal Priorities 

1. Trial Courts 

A meeting of the Trial Court Executive Management Budget Workmg 
Group was held in early January 2004. The purpose of the meeting was to 
provide an update on fiscal and budgetary information to the group. In 
additiOn, their input was sought on recommended budget program fundmg 
priorities for FY 2005-2006. The consensus of the group was to continue 
to submit requests for additional fundmg in program areas where the court 
has little or no control over increased costs. 

On February 4, the Judicial Branch Budget Advisory Committee (JBBAC) 
met to consider budget priorities for the judicial branch in FY 2005-2006. 
California Rule of Court 6.45(d)(l)(C) requires that before JBBAC meets 
and makes recommendations to the Judicial Council on budget priorities, 
input from the public, including designated tnal court employee 
representatives must be sought. As reqmred, communications were sent to 
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the pubhc seeking input, but no responses were received prior to the 
JBBAC meeting. 

After the meetmg, one comment was received, but was not considered by 
JBBAC. The single comment received stated that the judicial branch 
should not go forward with a request for funding of workers' compensation 
program increases, but rather put pressure on the insurance industry to 
reduce rates in response to reforms passed in 2003. 

Staff and JBBAC concur with the recommendations below. 

RecommendatiOn 
Staff recommends that the Judicia] Council: 

a. Approve the following statewide budget pnorities for trial courts for 
FY 2005-2006 without a funding cap: 

• Trial Court StaffNegotiated Salary Increases (NSis) and 
Benefits; 

• Trial Court StaffRetirement; 

• Trial Court Workers' Compensation Program Cost Increases; 

• Security NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; 

• Increased Charges for County Provided Services; 

• Court Interpreters' Workload Growth; 

• Capital Outlay- Trial Court Facilities; and 

• Court-Appointed CounseL 

b. Direct staff to review erosion of base budget and equalization of 
funding issues for the trial courts and the impact these have had on 
ongoing operations and develop a funding proposal if it is 
determined to be appropriate. 
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2. Judiciary 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the following budget 
priorities for FY 2005-2006 for the JUdiciary, including the Supreme Court, 
the California Judicial Center Library, the Courts of Appeal, the Habeas 
Corpus Resource Center, and the Judicial Council/ Administrative Office of 
the Courts: 

• Trial Court Facilities Legislation- Infrastructure; 

• Staffing Standards (to the extent that additional resources are 
justified); 

• Unfunded, Mandatory Cost Increases (including facility rent 
increases and security and judicial protection); 

• Unfunded, AdministratJVe Infrastructure Costs (e.g., fiscal services, 
comprehensive legal services, human resources, and technology); 
and 

• Capital Outlay 

o Trial Court Facilities Legislation- Infrastructure 

o Training and Judicial Admmistrative Programs. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report Summary 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: William C. Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts 
Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director 
Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27, 2004 

SUBJECT: Budget Status Report on Fiscal Years 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 
and 2005-2006 (Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
Under California Rule of Court 6.101, the Judicial Council has the duties of 
establishing responsible fiscal priorities that best enable the judiciary to achieve its 
goals and developing the budget of the judiciary based upon these priorities and 
the needs of the court. The February business meeting is historically the time at 
which judicial branch funding priorities are presented to the council for 
consideration. This report presents background mformat10n on the status of the 
branch's budget for fiscal years (FY) 2003-2004 and 2004-2005, and a 
recommendation for judicial branch budget priorities for FY 2005-2006. 

The information contazned in this report is accurate as of February 13. Due to 
ongoing dzscusszons with the Department of Finance, the information may change. 
If any znformatzon in this report changes przor to the counczl meeting, the report 
will be revised and handed out at the meeting on February 27. 

Recommendation ~,~ 

Trzal Courts 

Staff recommends that the Judicial Council: 
1. Approve the following statewide budget priorities for trial courts for FY 

2005-2006 without a fundmg cap: 

• Trial Court Staff Negotiated Salary Increases (NSis) and Benefits; 
• Trial Court Staff Retirement; 
• Trial Court Workers' Compensation Program Cost Increases; 



• Security NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; 
• Increased Charges for County Provided Services; 
• Court Interpreters' Workload Growth; and 
• Capital Outlay- Superior Court Facilities 

2. Direct staff to review erosion of base budget and equalization of funding 
issues for the trial courts and the impact these have had on ongoing 
operations and develop a funding proposal if it is determined to be 
appropriate. 

Judiczary 

Staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the following budget priorities 
for FY 2005-2006 for the judiciary, includmg the Supreme Court, the California 
Judicial Center Library, the Courts of Appeal, the Habeas Corpus Resource 
Center, and the Judicial Council/Administrative Office of the Courts): 

) 

• Trial Court Facilities Legislation - Infrastructure; 
• Staffing Standards, to the extent that additional resources are justified; 
• Unfunded Mandatory Cost Increases, including facility rent increases and 

security and judicial protection; 
• Unfunded, Administrative Infrastructure Costs (e.g., fiscal services, 

comprehensive legal services, human resources, and technology); and 
• Capital Outlay 

o AOC Office Space (due to Trial Court Facilities Legislation-
Infrastructure) 

o Training and Judicial Administrative Programs. 

Rationale for Recommendation 
Trial Courts and Judiciary 

In the past two years, the Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) that have been 
submitted to the Department of Finance (DOF) have been primarily focused on 
addressing unfunded, mandatory cost increases over which the courts have little, if 
any, control. If funding is not provided for these increased costs, the courts will 
have to redirect resources needed to support important programs and operations. 
The FY 2003-2004 final approved budget includes some funding for many of 
these costs. The Governor's proposed FY 2004-2005 budget, however, includes 
no funding to address these cost increases, but staff remam hopeful that current 
negotiations will result in, at least, partial funding in many of these areas. 
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Alternative Actions Considered 

Trial Courts and Judiciary 
Instead of focus~ng budgetary requests on mandatory, baseline cost items, an 
alternative would be to propose funding for important program expansions and 
enhancements. Given the state's current fiscal situation and the DOF's policy of 
not considering such requests this year, this is not staff's recommended course of 
action. 

Comments from Interested Parties 
Consistent with California Rule of Court 6.45(d)(l)(C), Administrative Office of 
the Courts (AOC) staff provided the public, including designated trial court 
employees representatives, an opportunity to provide input on budget priorities 
before the Judicial Branch Budget Advisory Committee (JBBAC) met to consider 
recommendations. A single comment was received after JBBAC met, which 
stated that the judicial branch should not go forward with a request for funding of 
workers' compensation increases, but rather put pressure on the insurance industry 
to reduce rates in response to reforms passed in 2003. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
The recommended actions will not result m an increase in costs to the trial courts 
or the judiciary. The requests that are submitted to the DOF will be for new 
funding. However, because the recommended priorities for which funding may be 
requested are for program areas in which the court has no or limited control over 
increases, if funding is not included in the FY 2004-2005 budget, courts may need 

, to renegotiate contracts in an effort to reduce costs and/or services, and redirect 
scarce resources away from critical programs and operations. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINJrSTRA TIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A venue , 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: William C. Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts 
Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director 
Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27, 2004 

SUBJECT: Budget Status Report on Fiscal Years 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 
and 2005-2006 (Action Required) · 

The enclosed report provides an update on a variety of funding issues that affect 
the judicial branch over multiple fiscal years, including those having an impact 
only in fiscal year (FY) 2004-2005, and the only recommendations in the report, 
which relate to budget priorities for FY 2005-2006. 

I. Multi-Year Funding Issues 

A. Fee Revenue Shortfall 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1759 (Stats. 2003, ch. 157) and AB 296 (Stats. 
2003, ch. 757) increased several existing fines and fees and created 
other new statewide fees. The expectation was that these changes 
would result in a projected 72.5 percent increase in revenue that 
could be utilized to mamtain existing programs and staffing by 
offsetting the loss of trial court funding previously provided through 
the General Fund. Based on the most current information, however, 
it has become clear that actual receipt of fines and fees will be 
significantly less than the projected levels assumed in the Budget 
Act of2003. 

Based on an analysis of receipts through November 2003, the current 
year fee revenue is projected to be $24.9 million less than origmally 
expected. The shortfall is due to a number of factors, including: 

• Late passage of the state budget; 
• Initial projections based on limited data; 
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• Delayed implementatioi;I of the changes in the courts; 
• Non-collection of fees in the courts/counties; 
• County remittance issues; 
• Rate of fee waivers approved by the courts; and 
• Non-assessment of fees and fines. 

The $24.9 million projected shortfall represents approximately 1.1 
percent of the annual budget or approximately 3.4 percent of the 
budget for the remaining four months of the fiscal year. 

Because fee revenues are currently a significant component in trial 
court funding and the FY 2004-2005 Governor's Budget does not 
propose providing additional relief, any amount collected below the 
projected amount will directly impact allocations to the courts. The 
AOC sent a memorandum to the presiding judges and executive 
officers of the superior courts in early January to request their 
assistance in taking steps to minimize the impact of the successive 
reductiOns in the branch budget and the shortfall in revenue from 
fees and fines. The following actions were recommended for all 
courts: 

• Developing a policy for fee waivers; 
• Offering information, education, or technical assistance to 

judges and court staff on issues related to the assessment or 
waiver of fees, fines, and surcharges; 

• Ensuring that all fees, fines, and surcharges are being 
collected to the maximum extent possible; and 

• As mandated by statute, remitting all fees, fines, and 
surcharges as quickly as possible. 

Staff will continue to work with the administration and the 
legislature to address the projected shortfalls this year by submitting 
a deficiency request during the Governor's May Revise. In order to 
make progress in resolving the shortfalls, courts were informed that 
we must be able to document the fact that we have administered the 
new fees consistently as required by law and that we have accurate 
information on collection levels. To address the anticipated 
problems next year, including collection issues, the Trial Court Fees 
Working Group, appointed by the Chief Justice, has been charged 
with undertaking a comprehensive review of civil fees and making 
recommendations for a uniform, statewide fee schedule that also 
addresses the fee shortfall and current sunsets on the fees. 
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B. State Court Facilities Construction Fund Loan Shortfall 

The Budget Act of 2003 included a loan of $80 million from the 
State Court Facilities Construction Fund to the state General Fund to 
temporarily fund other statewide obligations. Due to the way the 
loan was structured, however, the $80 million was taken from the 
Trial Court Trust Fund, to be replenished by projected State Court 
Facilities Construction Fund revenues. Unfortunately, based on 
receipts through November 2003, it is currently projected that 
revenues are $9.4 million below the amount projected in FY 2002..:. 
2003 by the DO F. This results in the possibility of the Trial Court 
Trust Fund having to absorb up to a $9.4 million shortfall. As with 
the fee shortfall, while the Governor's Budget does not currently 
provide relief, staff are continuing to work with the administration 
and the legislature to backfill the shortfall through a deficiency 
request during the Governor's May Revise. 

C. Judges' Retirement System I Deficiency 

In FY 2002-2003, the legislature reduced the level of funding to 
support the Judges' Retirement System I (JRS I) based upon their 
own overestimate of savings available in the fund. The reduction in 
funding results in a current year shortfall of $4.3 million. The 
projected shortfall increases to $27.6 million in FY 2004-2005. The 
DOF has proposed funding the shortfall through a transfer from the 
Trial Court Trust Fund. This action represents a major change from 
the historical policy of keepnig the funding of JRS I separate from 
trial court operational funding. The AOC is aggressively pursuing 
this issue and has requested that the action be reversed. 

D. Court Security and Consolidated Administrative Services 
Reductions 

The Budget Act of 2003 mandated permanent reductions in the Tnal 
Court Trust Fund for security funding of $11.0 million in FY 2003-
2004, increasing to $22.0 million in FY 2004-2005, and another 
$2.5 million in the trust fund to be based on efficiencies to be 
achieved through consolidation of administrative services. At its 
August 2003 meeting, the Judicial Council deferred immediate 
implementation of these reductions to allow the responsible working 
groups time to address them. 
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A separate report containing recommendations on these reductions 
will be presented to the council at this meeting. 

E. Trial Court Trust Fund 

The Trial Court Trust Fund will be fully depleted before the end of 
FY 2003-2004 and unable to absprb the projected $39 million 
resulting from the fee and loan shortfalls and the JRS I issue. To 
lessen the impact of reductions on trial court operating budgets in the 
past, statewide funds, such as the Improvement and Judicial 
Administration Efficiency and Modernization Funds, the Assigned 
Judges Program and judicial salary savings have absorbed $150 
million in reductions. As a result, many of these funds are no longer 
available to incur additional cuts. Consequently, most if not all of 
the fee and loan shortfalls discussed previously will result in 
additional reductions to the trial courts if fiscal relief is not provided. 

II. ~ Fiscal Year 2004-2005 

A. Budget Change Proposals 

1. Trial Courts 

Due to the continuing state fiscal crisis, a reduced number 
of budget proposals, as compared to FY 2003-2004, were 
identified and subsequently submitted to the DOF for 
consideration. These primarily included programs with cost 
increases that were outside of the courts' control, such as: 
Court Staff Negotiated Salary Increases and Benefits; Court 
Staff Retirement; Court Workers' Compensation Program 
Increases; Security NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; 
and Court Interpreter Workload Growth. Eleven BCPs 
were submitted to the Governor in the amount of $103.103 
million. (Please see Table One.) The Governor's Budget 
includes funding for only two of these proposals, a small 
portion of the Court Interpreters request to fund benefits and 
a transfer of funds from local assistance funding previously 
administered by the Department of Corrections to allow 
courts to directly apply for limited reimbursement of 
prisoner hearing costs. 
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Table One 
FY 2004-2005 Summary of Trial Court Budget Change Proposals 

(in millions) 
Originally Included in BCPs 

Submitted in Governor's (including 
Program BCP Budget updates) 

Trial Court Staff NSis & Benefits TBD 0 59.947 
Trial Court Staff Retirement 25.813 0 57.949 
Tnal Court Workers' 
Compensation Program Increases 6.121 0 6.121 
Judges Salanes & Benefits 8.118 0 8.118 
Secunty NSis, Retirement, and 
Other Benefits 22.848 0 32.202 
Increased Charges for County 
Provided Services 14.818 0 14.818 
Court Interpreters Workload 
Growth 9.268 0 1.518 
Court Interpreters Program: Tnal 
Court Staffmg 4.656 .165 4.656 
Pnsoner Heanng Costs 3.761 2.556 2.556 
Costs of Homicide Tnals .666 0 .666 
Pay Panty- UmficatiOn and . 
Market Dn ven 14.325 0 14.325 
Operatmg Expense - Postage .827 0 .827 
Total 103.103 2.721 203.767 

The Chief Justice and AOC management met with the 
Governor and representatives from the DOF prior to the 
Governor's Budget being released. As a result of these 
discussions, the DOF asked AOC staff to provide additional 
and updated information on the following requests: Trial 
Court Staff NSis & Benefits; Trial Court Staff Retirement; 
Security NSis, Retirement, 'and Other Benefits;_and 
Increased Charges for County Provided Services. DOF 
staff indicated that they would review the supplemental 
information provided, with the possibility of recommending 
additional funding and/or supporting the submittal of 
Finance Letters in these program areas. Staff contacted all 
courts during the middle of January to ask for data on 
changes to previous requests and new funding increases in 
those program areas that the court has become aware of 
since the initial submittal of the FY 2004-2005 BCPs. This 
resulted man updated proposal totaling $203.767 million. 
(See Table One). 
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2. Judiciary 

As with the trial courts, the BCPs submitted for the 
judiciary were focused on mandated cost increases. As 
indicated in Table Two below, the FY 2004-2005 
Governor's Budget included funding for only part of one 
increase - the Court Interpreters Program. 

Table Two 
FY 2004-2005 Summary of Judiciary Budget Change Proposals 

(in millions) 
Originally Included in BCPs 
Submitted Governor's (including 

Program inBCP PYs Budget updates) 
Supreme Court 

Capital Case Habeas Corpus 
Staff .922 7.0 0 .922 

JC/AOC 
SB 1732 - Tnal Court 
Facilities Act of 2002 30.447 105.3 0 30.447 
Court Interpreters Program .559 2.0 .235 .559 
AOC/Appellate Court User 
and Techmcal Support .860 7.0 0 .860 

Judicial 
Facilities -Rent Expense 2.332 0.0 0 2.332 
Workers' CompensatiOn 
Program Cost Increases .195' ( 0.0 0 .195 

Court Secunty & Judicial 
ProtectiOn .672 0.0 0 1.001 
Operatmg Expense - Postage .063 0.0 0 .063 
Operatmg Expense -
SubscnptiOn & Books .267 0.0 0 .267 

Habeas Corpus Resource Center 
Case Team & Resource 
Assistance Staffmg .234 2.0 0 .234 
Attorney Staffmg .434 4.0 0 .434 
Facilities & Rent 
AugmentatiOn .053 0.0 0 .053 

Capital Outlay 
Alteration of Office Space 
for AOC 2.943 0.0 0 2.943 
Consolidate Mandated 
Traming & Judicial 
Adrmmstrative Programs .229 0.0 0 .229 

Total: 40.210 127.3 .235 40.539 
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B. Spring Finance Letters 

Staff will continue to meet with DOF staff in an effort to obtain 
approval for the submission of spnng finance letters for the trial 
courts and judiciary in an effort to increase funding over the levels 
proposed in the Governor's Budget. 

C. Unallocated Reductions 

1. Trial Courts 

The Governor's Budget proposes an ongoing $59 million 
unallocated reduction to the trial courts. This reflects a 
reduced level of reduction from the amount originally 
considered by the administration with the expectation that 
the trial courts absorb the following cost increases: -

FY 2003-2004 Judicial Salary and 
Benefit Increase 

Court Staff Retirement Costs 
Court Security NSis, Benefits and 

Retirement 
Transfer of Funds for JRS I 

$8,118,000 
11,900,000 

19,400,000 
27,620,00"0 

The net impact to the trial courts of this reduction is $126 
million. 

Meetings with DOF staff are continuing at which the AOC 
IS attempting to reduce the proposed trial court 
unallocated reduction to the FY 2003-2004 level and to 
keep them one-time in nature as much as possible. Staff 
are working to identify the fairest and most equitable 
methodology for allocating these cuts. These 
recommendations will be presented to the Judicial Council 
at a future meeting. 

2. Judiciary 

The Governor's Budget proposes $9.798 million in 
ongoing unallocated reductions to the judiciary's 
operating budgets. The administration also expects that 
the judiciary will absorb the following cost increases: 
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Judicial Salary and Benefit Increase 
Non-Judicial Salary Increase 
Court Security and Judicial Protection 

$531,000 
1,547,000 

624,000 
$2,702,000 

In addition, $842,000 for increased lease charges for non-
state owned buildings was not included in the Governor's 
Budget. This will result in a net ongoing impact of $13.34 
million to the judiciary's budget. AOC staff continue to 
work with the administration in an effort to reduce the 
proposed reduction to the level imposed upon the 
judiciary in FY 2003-2004 and keeping the reduction one-
time in nature to the maximum extent possible. 

Staff will work with the administrative presiding justices 
and appropriate judicial branch staff to develop 
recommendations for a fair and equitable methodology for 
allocation of budget reductions in FY 2004-2005 that 
focus on maintaining stability for the employees and 
retaining those programs that are critical to the mission of 
the state justice system. 

III. Fiscal Year 2005-2006 

A. Budget Change Proposal Priorities 

1. Trial Courts 

A meeting of the Trial Court Executive Management 
Budget Working Group was held in early January 2004. 
The purpose of the meeting was to provide an update on 
fiscal and budgetary information to the group. In addition, 
their input was sought on recommended budget program 
funding priorities for FY 2005-2006. The consensus of the 
group was to continue to submit requests for additional 
funding in program areas where the court has little or no 
control over increased costs. 

On February 4, the Judicial Branch Budget Advisory 
Committee (JBBAC) met to consider budget priorities for 
the judicial branch in FY 2005-2006. California Rule of 
Court 6.45(d)(l)(C) requires that before JBBAC meets and 
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makes recommendations to the Judicial Council on budget 
priorities, input from the pubhc, including designated trial 
court employee representatives must be sought. As 
required, communications were sent to the public seeking 
input, but no responses were received prior to the JBBAC 
meeting. 

After the meeting, one comment was received, but was not 
considered by JBBAC. The single comment received stated 
that the judicial branch should not go forward with a request 
for funding of workers' compensation program increases, 
but rather put pressure on the insurance industry to reduce 
rates in response to reforms passed in 2003. 

Staff and JBBAC concur with the recommendations below. 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Judicial Council: 

a. Approve the following statewide budget priorities for 
trial courts for FY 2005-2006 without a funding cap: 

• Trial Court Staff Negotiated Salary Increases (NSis) 
and Benefits; 

• Trial Court Staff Retirement; 
• Trial Court Workers' Compensation Program Cost 

Increases; 
• Security NSis, Retirement, and Other Benefits; 
• Increased Charges for County Provided Services; 
• Collrt Interpreters' Workload Growth; and 
• Capital Outlay- Supery_or Court Facilities. 

b. Direct staff to review erosion of base budget and 
equalization of funding issues for the trial courts and the 
impact these have had on ongoing operations and 
develop a funding proposal if it is determined to be 
appropriate. 
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2. Judiciary 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Judicial Council approve the 
following budget priorities for FY 2005-2006 for the 
judiciary, including the Supreme Court, the California 
Judicial Center Library, the Courts of Appeal, the Habeas 
Corpus Resource Center, and the Judicial 
Council/Administrative Office of.the Courts): 

• Trial Court Facilities Legislation - Infrastructure; 
• Staffing Standards, to the extent that additional 

resources are justified; 
• Unfunded, Mandatory Cost Increases, including 

facility rent increases and security and judicial 
protection; 

• Unfunded, Admini~trative Infrastructure Costs (e.g., 
fiscal services, comprehensive legal services, human 
resources, and technology); and 

• Capital Outlay 
o AOC Office Space (due to Trial Court Facilities 

Legislation - Infrastructure) 
o Training and Judicial Administrative Programs. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A venue 
Sari Francisco, California 94102-3660 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Ronald G. Overholt, Chief Deputy Director 415-865-4235 
Tina Hansen, Director, Finance Division 415-865-7951 
Stephen Nash, Assistant Drrector, Finance Division 415-865-7584 
Vicki Muzny, Supervismg Budget Analyst 415-865-7553 

DATE: February 27, 2004 

SUBJECT: Allocation of $11 Million Trial Court Security and $2.5 Million 
Administrative Consolidation Reductions for Fiscal Year 2003-2004 
(Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
The Budget Act of 2003 (Ch. 157, Stats. of 2003) included a reduction of $11 
million in trial court security funding in fiscal year (FY) 2003-2004, effective 
January 2004. The reduction will be ongoing and increase to $22 million m FY 
2004-2005. The Budget Act also included a $2.5 million ongoing Admimstrative 
Consolidation reduction for FY 2003-2004, which was based on an assumption 
that trial courts would implement changes through consolidation of admmistrative 
services to generate savings necessary to offset the cost reduction. 

Staff brought these items to the Judicial Council at its August 29, 2003 business 
meeting. At that time, the council approved the staff recommendations to delay 
determination of the allocation methodology for these reductions until later in the 
fiscal year. It was anticipated that the Working Group on Court Security 
(mandated by Assembly Bill 1759 and the Superior Court Law Enforcement Act 
of 2002) would meet prior to the effective date of the reduction and develop 
guidelines and standards for court security that would assist the courts in achieving 
the targeted court security cost savings. With regards to the administrative 
consolidation issue, it was anticipated that the Rural Court Juqges Working Group 
on Administrative and Operational EffiCiency would develop a process within the 
judicial branch to ensure implementation and maintenance of a cost effective 
judicial branch administrative 'structure, thereby resulting in savings to partially 
offset the reduction. 



While neither group has submitted recommendations relating to the current year 
reductions, both groups are continuing to meet and discuss possible 
recommendations. The consensus of the Working Group on Court Security, at its 
meetmg in mid-January, was that they should concentrate on the FY 2004-2005 
reduction, because there were no recommendations they could make that could be 
implemented in 'time to produce enough savings to generate the $11 million in FY 
2003-2004. 

The current staff recommendations are interim proposals to be utilized on a one-
time basis for FY 2003-2004 only. The Working Group on Court Security will 
develop standards and guidelines to assist courts and sheriffs in making changes in 
their secunty programs that will, hopefully, enable them to meet, on a statewide 
basis, the ongoing $22 million reduction in FY 2004-2005 and beyond. An 
Operational Cost Savmgs Working Group has been meeting to develop 
recommendations that would result in courts saving money on operating expenses 
in an effort to offset the administrative consolidation reductions. In other 
initiatives to reduce costs, the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) recently 
put into place a statewide contract for of(ice paper and a courtwide ADP (payroll) 
contract. Staff are currently working to secure contracts for office supplies, 
shredding services, law books and electronic legal research services, and case 
files. 

The information contained in this report zs accurate as of February 13. Due to 
ongozng dzscussions with the Department of Finance, the znformation 'may change. 
If any information in thzs report changes przor to the counczl meetzng, the report 
will be revised and handed out at the meetzng on February 27. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council: 

1. Approve the staff recommendation to allocate, on a one-time basis in FY 
2003-2004, the $11.0 million reduction for security as indicated in Option 
4 on Attachment 1, which is based on the lesser of each court's FY 2003-
2004 security budget or a court's FY 1996-1997 security baseline plus all 
ongoing security augmentations since that time. 

2. Approve the staff recommendation to allocate, on a one-time basis in FY 
2003-2004, the $2.5 million reduction for consolidation of administrative 
services to each court as a prorated portion of the total FY 2003-2004 
beginning baseline allocation (excluding juror, interpreter, and court 
appointed counsel), as indicated in Attachment 2. 
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Rationale for the Recommendation 

Security 
Option 4 is recommended because it only applies the reduction to each court's 
funded security level. If a court has had to absorb unfunded security increases by 
paying more for security services than they have received through funding 
requests, this option will not disadvantage them because it applies to each court's 
funded security budget versus applying the reduction to their higher expenditure 
00~~. ' . 

Admznistrative Consolidation 
This recommendatiOn is being made because the proposed amounts were 
prevwusly communicated to the courts as their potential portion of the $2.5 
million reduction for planning purposes. While the Operational Cost Savings 
Working Group is making recommendations that should result in decreased 
operating costs in some areas, the specific suggestions will take time to 
implement. Staff will evaluate the recommended reductions for each court over 
the next few months to determine if this is the fairest and most equitable approach 
to use for this reduction on an ongoing basis. 

Alternative Actions Considered 

Security 
In developing the recommendations, staff considered a number of alternatives. 
Each of the alternatives mvolved a different version of a pro rata allocation. The 
information on which the allocation was based varied between options. The 
alternatives considered included the following: 

• Option 1- Dividing each court's FY 2001-2002 security expenditures by 
the statewide trial courts' FY 2001-2002 security expenditures. (At the 
time, FY 2001-2002 was the most recent year for which expenditure data 
was available.) Courts were notified of this amount as the potential 
reduction they should consider for planning purposes. Since this option 
was first considered, FY 2002-2003 security expenditures have been 
reported by the courts. In addition, by not including court attendant and 
marshal_costs, this data underrepresented total court secunty costs for some 
courts. 

' ) 

• Option 2- Dividing each court's FY 2002-2003 security expenditures, 
including costs of court attendants and marshals, by the total statewide FY 
2002-2003 security expenditures. This option represented a more current 
and comprehensive amount than the FY 2001-2002 security expenditures. 
However, if courts made recent efforts with their sheriff to reduce their 
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security expenditures, it is likely that the results would not be reflected in 
these numbers. 

• Option 3- Dividing each court's FY 2003-2004 security budget by the 
total statewide FY 2003-2004 security budget. FY 2003-2004 is the first 
year in which courts have been required to provide the AOC with their 
projected budgets for court security as a specific line item. This number 
should incorporate recent efforts courts have made in cooperation with their 
sheriff or other security providers to reduce the security costs, which might 
not be reflected in their FY 2002-2003 expenditures. 

• Option 4- Comparing each court's FY 2003-2004 security budget to their 
adjusted FY 2003-2004 security budget (which adds together each court's 
FY 1996-1997 baseline security allocation and all ongoing security 
augmentations received through FY 2003-2004). The lesser of the two 
amounts for each court is selected and the total for all courts is summed. 
Each court's individual amount is then divided by the overall total. This 
methodology looks at whether courts are currently spending more or less 
than the total of all allocations they have received specifically for security 
and compares it to what they are planning to spend on security in FY 2003-
2004. The impact of this option is that reductions are applied only to 
funded budgets - not against security costs that the courts have had to 
absorb. 

Administratzve Consolidation 
Staff considered a couple alternatives for applying this reduction. 

• Applying the reduction against each court's FY 2003-2004 administrative 
baseline budget. Administrative costs vary widely from court to court. 
Staff believed that it may be fairer and more equitable to all courts, on an 
interim basis, to apply the reduction against total baseline rather than the 
administrative portion of the each court's baseline. 

• Dividing each court's FY 2003-2004 baseline (exclusive of juror, 
interpreter, and court appointed counsel) by the total statewide FY 2003-
2004 baseline. This option treats all courts the same regardless of how 
much they spend on administrative functions. 

Comments from Interested Parties 
Trial court budget reports, other than those concerning recommendations for 
budget priorities, are not subject to the invitation to public comment requirement; 
however, staff did solicit input on the security reduction from the members of the 
Trial Court Executive Management Budget Working Group, the Court Executives 
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Advisory Committee, the Working Group on Court Secunty, and the AOC's 
regional administrative directors in the process of developing this interim 
recommendation. 

Implementation Requirements and, Costs 
After the Judicial Council makes its deciswn, a memorandum will be sent to the 
trial courts notifying them of the approved reduction for their court. One quarter 
(114) of the amount of each court's reduction for both Security and Administrative 
Consolidation will be applied against its budget allocation beginning with the 
March allocation and the same amount will be subtracted each month through June 
2004. 

Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
OPTIONS FOR ALLOCATION OF $11 MILLION SECURITY REDUCTION IN FY 2003·2004 

Option 1 Opt1on 2 Option 3 Opt1on 4 - Recommended 
Adjusted FY Allocation o 

2003-04 $11 m1l. 
%Court %Court %Court Security Reduction 
Expend. Allocation of Expend. Allocation of Budget Allocation of Budget Based on 

Is of $11 Mil Is of $11 m11 IS Of $11 mil (FY 96-97 Lesser of 
Total Reduction Total Reduction Total Reduction Secunty Security 

FY 2001- Based on FY FY 2002· Based on FY 2003- Based on Baselme + Budget or 
FY 2001.02 02 2001.02 FY 2002.03 03 FY 2002.03 FY 2003.04 04 FY 2003.04 Ongomg %Kis Adjusted 
Security Security Security Secunty Security Security Security Security Security Secunty Lesser of G of Col. K Secunty 
Expend Expend Expend.* Expend.** Expend. Expend. Budget*** Budget Budget Increases) andJ Total Baseline 

Court System A B c D E F G H I J K L M 
Alameda 15,723,227 5% 579,387 18,017,073 6% 611,214 19,470,780 6% 629,255 16,826,072 16,826,072 5% 555,780 
Alpine 3,139 0% 116 10,422 0% 354 11,000 0% 355 33,029 11,000 0% 363 
Amador 305,094 0% 11,242 335,096 0% 11,368 343,000 0% 11,085 430,024 343,000 0% 11,330 
Butte 975,260 0% 35,937 1,297,165 0% 44,005 1,358,518 0% 43,904 839,109 839,109 0% 27,717 
Calaveras 178,312 0% 6,571 207,761 0% 7,048 230,000 0% 7,433 206,173 206,173 0% 6,810 
Colusa 166,236 0% 6,126 90,223 0% 3,061 90,223 0% 2,916 185,200 90,223 0% 2,980 
Contra Costa 8,477,103 3% 312,374 8,875,358 3% 301,089 9,629,142 3% 311,194 9,507,165 9,507,165 3% 314,030 
Del Norte 124,867 0% 4,601 113,190 0% 3,840 189,296 0% 6,118 256,996 189,296 0% 6,253 
ElDorado 1,247,188 0% 45,958 1,484,470 0% 50,359 1,300,000 0% 42,013 1,448,211 1,300,000 0% 42,940 
Fresno 6,824,268 2% 251,468 6,244,594 2% 211,843 6,523,218 2% 210,817 8,093,348 6 523,218 2% 215,468 
Glenn 73,230 0% 2,698 99,728 0% 3,383 120,214 0% 3,885 89,671 89,671 0% 2,962 
Humboldt 722,279 0% 26,615 803,862 0% 27,270 462,194 0% 14 937 1,066,297 462,194 0% 15,267 
1m penal 838,551 0% 30,900 879,079 0% 29,822 898,394 0% 29,034 654,363 654,363 0% 21,614 
lnyo 148,627 0% 5,477 148,721 0% 5,045 146,750 0% 4,743 153,167 146,750 0% 4,847 
Kern 5,269,867 2% 194,190 5,659,957 2% 192,009 5,898,279 2% 190,620 6,034,798 5,898,279 2% 194,825 
K1ngs 562,163 0% 20,715 609,405 0% 20,674 646,678 0% 20,899 539,171 539,171 0% 17,809 
Lake 263,231 0% 9,700 295,590 0% 10,028 234,000 0% 7,562 194,998 194,998 0% 6,441 
Lassen 150,835 0% 5,558 233,772 0% 7,931 189,550 0% 6126 220,579 189,550 0% 6,261 
Los Angeles 107,745,640 36% 3,970,329 114,638,229 35% 3,889,005 114,429,269 34% 3,698,116 128,235,479 114,429,269 34% 3 779,702 
Madera 306,696 0% 11 ,301 292,913 0% 9,937 295,300 0% 9,543 522,376 295,300 0% 9,754 
Mann 2,120,199 1% 78,127 2,342,416 1% 79,464 2,260,132 1% 73,043 2,773,098 2,260,132 1% 74,654 
Manposa 25,090 0% 925 27,125 0% 920 26,000 0% 840 41,885 26,000 0% 859 
Mendocino 550,186 0% 20,274 629,347 0% 21,350 762,076 0% 24,629 629,769 629,769 0% 20,802 
Merced 1,225,000 0% 45,140 816,620 0% 27,703 322,400 0% 10,419 1,306,418 322,400 0% 10,649 
Modoc 22,975 0% 847 25,975 0% 881 22,975 0% 743 15,102 15,102 0% 499 
Mono 66,731 0% 2,459 71,790 0% 2,435 76,000 0% 2,456 58,318 58,318 0% 1,926 
Monterey 2,099,557 1% 77,367 2,364,961 1% 80,229 2,786,739 1% 90,062 2,103,382 2,103,382 1% 69,477 
Napa 1,117,696 0% 41 '186 1,175,041 0% 39,862 1,135,000 0% 36,681 1,599,637 1,135,000 0% 37,490 
Nevada 726,851 0% 26,784 656,830 0% 22,282 515,416 0% 16,657 775,807 515,416 0% 17,025 
Orange 25,138,501 8% 926,331 26,683,734 8% 905,223 29,335,356 9% 948,058 29,255,038 29,255,038 9% 966,320 
Placer 1,629,599 1% 60,049 1,563,550 0% 53,042 1,600,000 0% 51,709 1,643,797 1,600,000 0% 52,849 
Plumas 147,969 0% 5,453 136,029 0% 4,615 152,000 0% 4,912 256,026 152,000 0% 5,021 
R1vers1de 9,122,002 3% 336,137 9,876,690 3% 335,058 10,900,000 3% 352,265 11,246,006 10,900,000 3% 360,037 

Sec Reduc Attachment 1-28·04 xis 2/11/2004 5 16 PM 



OPTIONS FOR ALLOCATION OF $11 MILLION SECURITY REDUCTION IN FY 2003-2004 

Opt1on 1 Option 2 Option 3 

%Court %Court %Court 
Expend. Allocation of Expend. Allocation of Budget Allocation of 

Is of $11 Mil IS of $11 mil Is of $11 mil 
Total Reduction Total Reduction Total Reduction 

FY 2001- Based on FY FV 2002- Based on FV 2003- Based on 
FY 2001-02 02 2001-02 FY 2002-03 03 FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04 04 FY 2003-04 
Secunty Security Security Security Security Security Security Security Security 
Expend Expend Expend.* Expend.** Expend. Expend. Budget*** Budget Budget 

CourtS~tem A B c D E F G H I 
Sacramento 10,956,836 4% 403,749 12,407,445 4% 420,912 13,992,721 4% 452,216 
San Bemto 50,338 0% 1,855 63,987 0% 2 171 65,000 0% 2,101 
San Bernardino 12,737 245 4% 469,356 14,290,943 4% 484,808 15,927,441 5% 514,742 
San D1ego 18,034,939 6% 664,571 20,240,886 6% 686,655 22,393,113 7% 723,699 
San Francisco 7,110892 2% 262,030 7,690,038 2% 260,878 7,548,814 2% 243,962 
San Joaquin 4,374,330 1% 161,190 4,480,690 1% 152,004 4,413,005 1% 142,619 
San LUis Ob1spo 1,842,253 1% 67,885 2,660,443 1% 90,253 2 100,000 1% 67,868 
San Mateo 4,774,827 2% 175,948 5,216,045 2% 176,950 6,522,688 2% 210,800 
Santa Barbara 3,278,515 1% 120,810 3,318,245 1% 112,569 3,748,043 1% 121,129 
Santa Clara 17,581,660 6% 647,868 20,444,175 6% 693,551 22,903,204 7% 740,184 
Santa Cruz 1,835,034 1% 67,619 1,898,911 1% 64,419 1,830,000 1% 59,142 
Shasta 617,640 0% 22,759 1,541,080 0% 52,280 1 484,080 0% 47 962 
S1erra 2,756 0% 102 - 0% - - 0% -
S1sk1you 301,850 0% 11,123 375,626 0% 12,743 415,000 0% 13,412 
Solano 3,122,165 1% 115,049 3,269,609 1% 110,919 3,432,348 1% 110,926 
Sonoma 3,914,019 1% 144,228 4,140,747 1% 140,471 4,285,000 1% 138,482 
Stamslaus 2,733,505 1% 100,727 2,050,630 1% 69,566 2,474,388 1% 79,967 
Sutter 440,083 0% 16,217 475,764 0% 16,140 609,425 0% 19,695 
Tehama 306,623 0% 11,299 357,610 0% 12,132 330,000 0% 10,665 
Tnn1ty - 0% - 183,106 0% 6,212 183,106 0% 5,918 
Tulare 2,526,905 1% 93,114 3,024,403 1% 102,600 3,450,000 1% 111,497 
Tuolumne 227,843 0% 8,396 264,357 0% 8,968 309,621 0% 10,006 
Ventura 5,936,859 2% 218,768 7,191,657 2% 243,971 7,512,400 2% 242,785 
Yolo 1,360,104 0% 50,119 1,552,611 0% 52,671 1,607,359 0% 51,947 
Yuba 349,453 0% 12,877 407,011 0% 13,808 471,745 0% 15,246 
Total: 298,514,843 11,000,000 324,252,735 11,000,000 340,368,400 11,000,000 

Allocations proVIded to courts 1n fall of 2003 to provide advance notice of possible reduct1on amounts Data IS from FY 2001-02 fourth quarter QFS 
Based on FY 2002-03 fourth quarter QFS With adJustments by AOC staff to adJust for m1ss1ng or m1sreported data 
Based on FY 2003-04 Schedule 1 w1th adjustments by AOC staff to adJust for m1ss1ng or m1sreported data 
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Adjusted FY 
2003-04 
Security 
Budget 

(FY 96-97 
Security 

Baseline+ 
Ongoing 
Secunty 

Increases) 
J 

15,771,225 
127,217 

15,270,352 
23,394,377 

6,930,912 
3,956,472 
1,934,473 
6,275,702 
3,988,240 

25,127,036 
2,086,657 
1,476,741 

23,590 
987,087 

3,388,443 
4,094,745 
2,510,079 

534,741 
294,608 
116,123 

3,392,352 
364,401 

7,885,478 
1,585,817 

419,182 
359,176,562 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Opt1on 4 - Recommended 
Allocation o 

$11 m1l. 
Reduction 
Based on 
Lesser of 
Secunty 

Budget or 
%KIS AdJUSted 

Lesser of G of Col. K Security 
and J Total Baseline 

K L M 
13,992,721 4% 462,192 

65,000 0% 2,147 
15,270,352 5% 504,393 
22,393,113 7% 739,665 

6,930,912 2% 228,934 
3,956,472 1% 130,686 
1,934,473 1% 63,897 
6,275,702 2% 207,292 
3,748,043 1% 123,801 

22,903,204 7% 756,513 
1,830,000 1% 60,447 
1,476,741 0% 48,778 

- 0% -
415,000 0% 13,708 

3,388,443 1% 111,923 
4,094,745 1% 135,253 
2,474,388 1% 81,731 

534,741 0% 17,663 
294,608 0% 9,731 
116,123 0% 3,836 

3,392,352 1% 112,052 
309,621 0% 10,227 

7,512,400 2% 248,141 
1,585,817 0% 52,381 

419,182 0% 13,846 
333,021,512 11,000,000 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

PROPOSED ALLOCATION OF $2.5 MILLION ADMINISTRATIVE CONSOLIDATION REDUCTION 

FY 03..04 
Begmning %Court 
Baseline Represents 

Allocation of Total FY 
(w/ Juror and 2003..()4 Allocation of 

CAC Base Beglnmng $2.5 M11l10n 
Court System Removed) Basel me Reduct1on 
Alameda 86,539,335 5% 126,224 
Alpine 396,078 0% 578 
Amador 2,135,046 0% 3,114 
Butte 7,396,494 0% 10,788 
Calaveras 1,532,769 0% 2,236 
Colusa 1,118,634 0% 1,632 
Contra Costa 42,233,704 2% 61,601 
Del Norte 2,028,154 0% 2,958 
ElDorado 7,619,331 0% 11,113 
Fresno 34,616,762 2% 50,491 
Glenn 1,402,541 0% 2,046 
Humboldt 5,488,807 0% 8,006 
1m penal 6,066,449 0% 8,848 
lnyo 1,777,666 0% 2,593 
Kern 32,867,769 2% 47,940 
K1ngs 5,285,254 0% 7,709 
Lake 2,125,556 0% 3,100 
Lassen 1,329,427 0% 1,939 
Los Angeles 527,299,143 31% 769,102 
Madera 3,952,463 0% 5,765 
Mann 16,155,732 1% 23,564 
Manposa 705,073 0% 1,028 
Mendocino 5,201,391 0% 7,587 
Merced 7,088,926 0% 10,340 
Modoc J 635,577 0% 927 
Mono 1,131,420 0% 1,650 
Monterey 14,970,822 1% 21,836 
Napa 7,517,369 0% 10,965 
Nevada 4,101,632 0% 5,983 
Orange 145,141,761 8% 211,699 
Placer 9,604,958 1% 14,009 
Plumas 1,384,507 0% 2,019 
R1vers1de 65,603,248 4% 95,687 
Sacramento 72,277,432 4% 105,422 
San Bemto 1,451,490 0% 2,117 
San Bemard1no 67,158,059 4% 97,955 
San D1ego 137,671,794 8% 200,804 
San Franc1sco 60,361,988 4% 88,042 
San Joaquin 21,167,588 1% 30,874 
San LUIS Obispo 12,971,239 1% 18,919 
San Mateo 35,419,247 2% 51,661 
Santa Barbara 21,418,369 1% 31,240 
Santa Clara 88,964,345 5% 129,761 
Santa Cruz 11,857,281 1% 17,295 
Shasta 7,650,837 0% 11,159 
S1erra 336,362 0% 491 
S1sk1you 3,816,676 0% 5,567 
Solano 18,903,793 1% 27,572 
Sonoma 20,813,098 1% 30,357 
Stamslaus 15,180,662 1% 22,142 
Sutter 3,363,702 0% 4,906 
Tehama 2,897,763 0% 4,227 
Tnmty 849,553 0% 1,239 
Tulare 13,528,608 1% 19,732 
Tuolumne 2,687,121 0% 3,919 
Ventura 30,547,152 2% 44,555 
Yolo 7,316,540 0% 10,672 
Yuba 2,943,638 0% 4,293 
Total 1,714,008,137 2,500,000 

Sec Reduc Attachment 1-28-04 xis 2111/2004 516PM 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Christine M. Hansen, Director, Finance Division, 415-865-7951 

DATE: February 27, 2004 

SUBJECT: Statement of Investment Policy for the Trial Courts and 
Resolutions Regarding Investment Activities for the Trial Courts 
(Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
Government Code section 77009 authorized the Judicial Council to establish bank 
accounts that were separate from county treasuries for the deposit of "any and all money 
under the control of the court ... " At its April19, 2002 meeting, the Judicial Council 
delegated its authority to establish trial court operating funds separate from the county 
treasury to the Administrative Director of the Courts (ADC). 

Many courts have established their own accounts and have moved their operating account 
into it from the county treasury. This has occurred either due to the following: 

• A court's transition to the statewide fiscal system; or 
• A notice of discontinuation of banking and treasury services issued by either the 

court or the county due to various factors. 

This process will continue during the next few years until the trial courts have all moved 
their funds out of the county treasuries. Unfortunately, the funds in these new accounts 
can remain idle for periods ranging from a few days to several months. Prudent financial 
management standards mandate that these funds should be invested. 

The next step in the process of handling the funds of the trial courts is the establishment 
of a treasury function whereby funds are invested in a prudent and safe manner while 
yielding the maximum possible return. 
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Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Judicial Council: 

( 1) Approve the attached Statement of Investment Policy for the Trial Courts; and 

(2) Approve the attached three resolutions, which will allow investment activities to 
be initiated by and for the benefit of the trial courts. The three resolutions are as 
follows: 

(a) Resolution Authorizing the Development of an Investment Program for the 
Trial Courts. This resolution provides that the Judicial Council, or its 
designee, the ADC, directs that an investment program be developed for the 
trial courts. It also directs that the Director, Finance Division of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), be the 'treasurer' relating to 
invested funds and activities under the statutory requirements. 

(b) Resolution Authorizing Investments for Trial Court Funds. This resolution 
authorizes the investment of trial court funds into the: 

o State of California Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF); 

o Bank of America, N.A. investment funds; or 

o Other investments as approved by the ADC. 

(c) Resolution Regarding Investment Reporting Requirements for the Trial Courts. 

Rationale 

This resolution establishes the requirements for reporting investment activities 
by the responsible individuals. 

The proposed policy and resolutions meet the statutory requirements for investments by 
"local agencies." (See Gov. Code §§ 53630 et. seq.) As discussed further below, we 
have found no authorities addressing whether courts are local agencies for the purposes 
of these statutes, and we can identify arguments on either side of this issue. Nonetheless, 
the adoption of the proposed policy and resolutions are desirable as a matter of policy. 

The Council's Authority to Adopt Policies on Trial Court Investments 
Government Code section 77009 establishes the council's authority to establish bank 
accounts for the trial courts: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, including, but not limited to, this section, 
the Judicial Council may establish trial court operations funds separate from the 
county treasury. The operations funds may supersede those provided for under this 
section and may require the courts to include any or all money under the control of 
the court in the funds. 
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This section explicitly authorizes the council to establish accounts for the trial courts and 
require the courts to use them. Implicitly, the section also authorizes the council to 
establish policies. for managing and investing the money in those accounts. 

Government Code sections 53630 through 53686 address investment of local agencies' 
funds. A local agency is defined as follows: 

"Local agency" means county, city, city and county, including a chartered city or 
county, a community college district, or other public agency or corporation in this 
state. (Gov. Code, § 53630(a)). 

This definition does not specifically mention trial courts. On the one hand, it could be 
argued that the general reference to "other public agency or corporation in this state" 
should be construed to include the trial courts. On~~he other hand, the trial\ courts are part 
of the statewide judicial branch, and section 770090) gives the council the authority to 
establish trial court operations funds "notwithstanding any other provision of law." The 
only case we have found that addresses trial courts in the context of section 53630 is 
inconclusive. 1 

The proposed policies and resolutions are ones that an entity subject to sections 53630 et. 
seq. would need. They are also ones that the council could adopt in order to implement 
its authority under section 77009 to establish court operations funds outside of the county 
treasury. Regardless of whether trial courts come within the definition of local agency in 
section 53630, adopting those policies will help ensure that trial court funds are invested 
in a responsible manner. For the same reason, AOC staff, in implementing those 
policies, intends to comply with the restrictions contained in sections 53630 et. seq. 

Statement of Investment Policy for the Trial Courts and Resolution Authorizing Development 
of the Investment Program for the Trial Courts 
Government Code section 53646 (a) requires: 

I That case, Ost/ey v Saper (1957) 14 7 Cal.App 2d 671, 675, concerned the ownership of mterest earned on funds 
deposited With the trial court m the County of Los Angeles m an mterpleader proceedmg, which the court clerk had 
m tum deposited m the county treasury. Government Code sectiOn 53647 specifies that mterest on deposited funds 
belong to "the local agency represented by the officer making the deposit, unless otherwise directed by law." The 
Court of Appeal cited sectiOn 53647 and held that the trial court, rather than the county, was entitled to the mterest 
earned on the deposited funds, statmg that trial courts are "on a parity with other . 'local agencies' just as If [they] 
were mcluded m the defm1tion of that term m [Government Code] section 53630" Although the appellate court 
treated the trial court m the same manner as entitles covered by section 53630, Its language suggests that It did not 
view trial courts as commg within the definitiOn of local agencies. In addition, the statute defmmg local agencies 
read differently at the time of this case, It defined a local agency as a "county, city, mumcipahty, or other pubhc or 
mumc1pal corporation" (See Stats 1951, ch 437, p 1419, §1) 
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• The treasurer or chief fiscal officer of a local agency to submit a statement of 
investment policy annually to the legislative body of that local agency and any 
oversight committee of that local agency. 

• The legislative body of the local agency must consider the statement at a public 
business meeting. 

• The legislative body of the local agency at a public business meeting must also 
consider any change in the policy-statement. 

Although the statute does not specify what the "legislative body' is for the trial courts, the 
Judicial Council is the most logical entity to serve that role. The Judicial Council is the 
authorizing body for trial court bank accounts and legislation authorized the Judicial 
Council to move the operations fund of the trial courts out of the county. The Judicial 
Council is also the body that is responsible for approving all rules of court and the 
policies that control the manner in which trial courts operate both from a court function 
and administrative/operational basis. 

The policy sets the overall guidelines relating to investments of trial court funds in a 
policy statement and objectives. The objectives include considerations concerning the 
funds safety, liquidity, and yield. 

Local Agency Legislative Body and Treasurer 
Government Code section 53646 (a) (2) specifies that: 

" ... the treasurer or chief fiscal officer of the local agency shall annually render to 
the legislative body of that local agency and any oversight committee of that local 
agency a statement of investment policy, which the legislative body ofthe local 
agency shall consider at a public meeting." 

As discussed above, the policy statement and resolutions recommended assume that the 
legislative body for the trial courts (local agency) is the Judicial Council. For the reasons 
discussed below, the proposed resolution would designate the Director, Finance Division 
of the AOC, as the treasurer for the trial courts. 

In the current environment, the presiding judge of a trial court has the overall 
responsibility for the budget and fiscal matters that affect the court. The court executive 
officer and/or the court fiscal officer also have defined duties and responsibilities. 
Investment responsibilities for the funds of the court are not specifically mentioned in the 
duties specified in policy, procedures, rules, or statute for any of the above officers of the 
court. 

Because of the investment processes and responsibilities discussed above, it is not 
possible or practical to have 58 separate trial court 'treasurers' responsible for the 
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investment activity of the 'pool' at the state level. For this reason, it is the 
recommendation of staff as part of the first resolution relating to the investment program 
that: 

'The Administrative Office of the Court's Director of Finance shall be 
considered the 'treasurer' with respect to all investment activities relating to 
trial court funds required by statute to be duties of the treasurer.' 

This would also include those trial courts that are not on the statewide fiscal system but 
elect to have their funds invested through the statewide treasury function. 

Resolution Authorizing Investments for the Trial Courts 
This resolution concerns the types of investments that will be allowed at the current time 
for trial court funds and is very conservative. It is anticipated that all investments will 
comply with the provisions of Government Code section 16430 et. seq., which governs 
investments of state funds, as well as the statutes governing investments of local agencies 
discussed above (see Government Code section 53630 et. seq.) It recommends that the 
investments of the trial courts shall be approved by the Judicial Council, or its designee, 
the ADC, and shall be in eligible securities as defined by the statutes cited above. 

The trial courts are currently mandated to move onto the statewide fiscal system during 
the next five years. As the ,trial courts move onto the system or if courts elect, the courts 
may have their funds invested to maximize there yield. In order to accomplish this, the 
funds will be effectively 'pooled' while still maintaining their specific trial court identity. 
What this means is that the pooled funds will result in greater earnings but the trial courts 
will have their funds segregated in a strict accounting so that the funds will always be 
accounted for at the individual trial court level. 

It is contemplated that the LAIF, which is managed by the State Treasurer's Office and 
which consistently results in higher than market returns, will be used specifically when a 
court has significant funds that are not immediately needed to fund current cash flow 
needs. LAIF returns and restrictions regarding transactions (six debits per month) dictate 
this investment strategy. LAIF has already indicated that they will accept the funds if the 
Judicial Council provides a resolution authorizing the trial courts to invest in LAIF. This 
fund is set up specifically for local agencies and is similar to the State Surplus Money 
Investment Fund (SMIF), which is only for pre-distributed state agency or entity funds. 

The AOC is finalizing negotiations with the Bank of America, N.A. (BofA) to be the 
primary 'banker' for the funds of the trial courts. As courts come on to the statewide 
fiscal system, the funds will be deposited into their BofA account. Every day any funds 
not required for compensating balance requirements, or set aside for longer term 
investments, will be swept into an overnight qualified investment fund established for 
and used by public agencies. Any court that has separated from the county and desires to 
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utilize this arrangement will be permitted to do so even though not on the statewide fiscal 
system. 

Other investments, as approved by the Judicial Council, or its designee, the ADC, that 
comply with the Statement of Investment Policy will be allowed as investments of the 
trial courts. These investments must be submitted for approval to the ADC if they are not 
in either LAIF or the specified BofA investments. This situation is specifically for trial 
courts who have separated from their county and need to comply with established policy. 

Resolution regarding Investment Reporting Requirements for the Trial Courts 
Government Code section 53646 (b) specifies the investment reporting requirements the 
local agency. The resolution recommended follows the statutory requirements. 

Alternative Actions Considered 
Currently, trial courts that have separated from the county and are not on the statewide 
fiscal system have no investment authority to guide them in the prudent and safe 
investment of their funds. In some cases, the funds are idle and producing very little 
income. Some courts are investing without authority. 

Given the restrictions of the Government Code the only alternative at this time would be 
to take no action and leave the funds idle, producing no income. At the current rates this 
will ultimately result in the courts foregoing significant annual investment income. If 
anticipated rates begin increasing this 'lost income' will increase proportionately. 

Comments from Interested Parties 
This authority that would be provided by the resolutions has been requested by several of 
the trial courts and informally discussed with numerous Court Financial Officers, all of 
whom have been receptive. 

Implementation Requirements and Costs 
Implementation costs would be marginal and consistent with the rollout of CARS. The 
program itself has no cost to the participants and actually would be a program that would 
provide a positive cash flow. 
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STATEMENT OF INVESTMENT POLICY 
FOR THE TRIAL COURTS 

It is the policy of the Judicial Council/Administrative Office ofthe Courts (AOC) to 
ensure that funds held by the trial courts, or for their benefit, are prudently invested in 
compliance with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations in order to preserve capital 
and provide necessary liquidity, while maximizing earnings. The investments shall also 
comply with the investment objectives identified below. 

INVESTMENT OBJECTIVES 

The primary objectives of the investment activities of the trial courts, or funds invested 
for their benefit, shall be: 

Safety· Safety of principal is the foremost objective of the investment program. The 
trial court's investments shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks to ensure the 
preservation of capital in the overall portfolio. The trial courts, or AOC for the benefit of 
the trial courts, shall seek to ensure that capital losses are avoided whether from 
mstitutional default, broker-dealer default, or erosion of market value. Diversification is 
required so that potential losses on individual securities do not exceed the income 
generated from the remainder of the portfolio. Only investments specified by statute are 
allowed. 

Liquidity: The trial courts, or the AOC for their benefit, shall ensure that the investment 
portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to enable the trial courts to meet all operating 
requirements that might be reasonable anticipated. 

Yield: The trial courts, or the AOC for their benefit, shall manage the investments to 
maximtze their return consistent with prudent financial management, the two objectives 
above, and with the goal of exceeding performance benchmarks over a market cycle 
(typically a three to five year period). 

Investment Pohcy Stmt February 24, 2004 



RESOLUTIONS REGARDING INVESTMENT ACTIVITIES 
FOR THE TRIAL COURTS 

Resolution Authorizing Development of an Investment Program for the Trial Courts 
The Judicial Council, or its designee, the Administrative Director of the Courts (ADC), 
shall develop a comprehensive investment program for the investment of the funds held 
by or for the benefit of the trial courts. As part of such comprehensive investment 
program, the Judicial Council shall annually review and approve a Statement of 
Investment Policy (Policy) for the trial courts. Any change in the Policy shall be 
approved by the Judicial Council. 

The Policy and any changes to it shall be reviewed and approved at a public business 
meeting of the Judicial Council. The Administrative Office of the Court's Director of 
Finance shall be considered the 'treasurer' with respect to all investment activities 
relating to trial court funds required by statute to be duties of the treasurer. 

Resolution Authorizing Investments for the Trial Courts 
The investments of the trial courts shall be approved by the Judicial Council, or its 
designee, the Administrative Director ofthe Courts (ADC), and shall be in eligible 
secunties as defined by applicable statute. 

The Judicial Council authorizes investments of the trial courts in: 

• State of California Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) 
• Bank of America, N.A: 

o Nations Cash Reserves Fund- Adviser Class Shares 
o Nations Treasury Reserves Fund- Adviser Class Shares 

• Other investments, as approved by the Judicial Council, or its designee the ADC, 
that comply wtth the Statement oflnvestment Policy. 

Investments of the trial courts must be submitted for approval to the ADC if they are not 
in either of the first two authorized investments above. 

Resolution Regarding Investment Reporting Requirements for the Trial Courts 
A quarterly report of investments shall be submitted to the Judicial Council, the 
Administrative Director of the Courts, and the Administrative Office of the Court's 
(AOC) Manager of Internal Audit Services by the Director of the Finance Division of the 
AOC within 30 days following the end of the quarter covered by the report. The report 
shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations, and, at a minimum, it shall: 

• State whether the portfolio is in compliance with the Statement of Investment 
Policy, or manner in which the portfolio is not in compliance; 

• Provide details as to investments held; 
• Describe any funds, investments, or programs that are under the management of 

contracted parties; and 
• Provide any additional information or data that may be required by the Judicial 

Council. 

Investment Pohcy Stmt February 24, 2004 
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Date 

Jju.oicial Qlnuncil nf Qlalifnrnia 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A,enue • San Franetsco, Cahforma 94102-3688 

Telephone 415-865-4200 • Fax 415-865-4205 • TOO 415-865-4272 

MEMORANDUM 

Action Requested 

TAB 11 

February 26, 2004 Cons1der proposed rule for adoptwn 

To 
Members of the Judicial Council 

From 

Michael Bergeisen, General Counsel 
Melissa W Johnson, Assistant General 
Counsel 
Joshua Wemstem, Attorney 

Subject 

Proposed rule 2073 5 

Deadline 

N/A 

Contact 

Joshua W emstem 
415-865-7688 phone 
415-865-7664 fax 
Joshua. Wemstem@Jud.ca ogv 

Attached IS a revised verswn of proposed rule 2073 5, which contam a number ofmmor 
revisions, many designed to clanfy the rule There are two sets of reviswns. those proposed by 
staff, and those offered by the Court Technology Advisory Committee Additionally, a copy of 
the existmg rules on electromc access IS attached for your reference 

The staff proposals are shown m italics and would 

• Make clanfymg changes to subdiviSion (c); and 
• Provide that a copy of the order must be sent to the Judicial Council (see rule 2073.5(e), 

hnes 4 and 5). 

The Court Technology Advisory Committee, at Its meetmg on February 23, 2004, suggested 
reviswns. At that meetmg, Court Technology Advisory Committee voted to endorse the mtenm 
rule, If Its suggested revisions are adopted. All but one of their revisions are m the attached 
revised verswn of the rule The revislOn that IS not mcluded would provide that the relevant 
factors considered by the court under subdiVISion (b) would mclude "the benefit to the pubhc m 
allowmg remote electromc access " Staff did not :mclude that proposal m the revised draft 

G \LGL_SVCS\SHARED GRP\Wemstem\CTAC\Memorandum (pmk sheet) doc 



Members of the Judicial Council 
February 26, 2004 
Page 2 

because the factors considered m determmmg whether to allow remote electromc access focus on 
the benefits and burdens to the court and the pnvacy of the parties, victims, and witnesses. 

The remammg revisiOns suggested by the court Technology Committee are in shown bold 
These revisions would: 

• Clanfy that the court may not provide remote electromc access to Juror names and other 
Juror Idenhfymg mformatwn (see rule 2073 5(c), lines 23,28 and 29), 

• Clanfy that the court order IS not to list every mdtvidualitem to be redacted, but rather 
the type ofmformatwn to be redacted (see rule 2073.5(e), lines 2 and 3); and 

• Clanfy that the court IS not reqmred to make findmgs of fact m the order (see rule 
2073.5(e), lines 3 and 4) 

Attachments 



Rule 2073 5 ofthe California Rules of Court would be adopted, effective munedmtely, to 
read: 

1 Rule 2073.5 Remote electronic access allowed in individual criminal cases 
2 
3 (a) Exception for extraordinary cases. Notwithstandmg rule 2073(b)(2), the 
4 presiding Judge of the court, or a Judge assigned by the presidmg Judge, may 
5 exercise discretiOn, subJect to (b), to permit remote electronic access to all or a 
6 portiOn of the pubhc court records man mdividual cnmmal case If (1) the number 
7 of requests for access to documents m the case IS extraordmanly high, and (2) 
8 respondmg to those requests would significantly burden the operations of the court 
9 

10 (b) Relevant factors. In exercismg discretiOn under (a), the Judge should consider 
11 relevant factors, such as: 
12 
13 (1) The Impact on the pnvacy of parties, victims, and witnesses, 
14 
15 (2) The benefits to and burdens on the parties m allowmg remote electronic 
16 access, mcludmg possible Impacts on Jury selectiOn, and 
17 
18 (3) The benefits to and burdens on the court and court staff 
19 
20 (c) Redaction of private information. The court should, to the extent feasible, redact 
21 the followmg mformatwn from records to which It allows remote access under (a) 
22 driver hcense numbers; dates of birth; social secunty numbers, addresses, and 
23 phone numbers of jurors, parties, victims, Witnesses, and court personnel, financial 
24 mformatwn records, account numbers; and other personalidentifymg a~td fi~tanczal 
25 mformatwn The court may order any party who files a document contammg such 
26 mformatwn to provide the court with both an ongmal unredacted versiOn of the 
27 document for filmg m the court file and a redacted versiOn of the document for 
28 remote electronic access No juror names or other juror identifying information 
29 may be provided by remote electronic access. This subdivision does not zmpose 
30 a duty on the court to redact apply to any document m the ongmal court file, tts 
31 requzrements ttl313lv zt applzes only to documents that are avmlable by remote 
32 electronic access. 
33 
34 (d) Notice and comments. Five days notice must be provided to the parties and the 
35 pubhc before the court makes a determmatiOn to provide remote electronic access 
36 under this rule. Notice to the pubhc may be accomplished by postmg notice on the 
37 court Web site. Any person may file comments with the court for consideratiOn, 
38 but no heanng IS reqmred 
39 
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1 {e) Order The court's order penmttmg remote electromc access must specify which 
2 court records will be avmlable by remote electromc access and what categories of 
3 mformatwn tS are to be redacted The court is not required to make findings of 
4 fact. The court's order must be posted on the court's Web Site and a copy sent to 
5 the Judzczal Counczl. 
6 
7 (0 Sunset date This rule IS effective until January 1, 2005. 
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Public Access to Electronic Trial Court Records 

Rule 2070. Statement of purpose 

(a) [Intent] The rules m this chapter are mtended to provide the public with reasonable 
access to tnal court records that are mamtained m electromc form, while protectmg 
pnvacy mterests 

(b) [Benefits of electronic access] Improved technologies provide courts with many 
alternatives to the histoncal paper-based record receipt and retention process, 
mcludmg the creation and use of court records mamtamed m electromc form 
Providmg public access to tnal court records that are mamtamed m electromc form 
may save the courts and the public time, money, and effort and encourage courts to 
be more efficient m their operatiOns. Improved access to tnal court records may also 
foster m the public a more comprehensive understandmg of the tnal court system. 

(c) [No creation of rights] These rules are not mtended to give the public a nght of 
access to any record that they are not otherwise entitled to access. 

Rule 2070 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Advisory Committee Comment 

The rules acknowledge the benefits that electromc court records provide but attempt to limit the 
potential for unjustified mtruswns mto the pnvacy of mdividuals mvolved m litigatiOn that can occur as a 
result of remote access to electromc court records The proposed rules take mto account the limited 
resources currently avmlable m the tnal courts It IS contemplated that the rules may be modified to 
provide greater electromc access as the courts' technical capabilities Improve and with the knowledge 
gamed from the expenence of the courts m proVIdmg electromc access under these rules 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-These new rules establish (1) statewide policies on pubhc access to tnal courts' electronic 
records that provide reasonable electromc access while protectmg pnvacy and other legitimate 
mterests and (2) statewide policies regardmg courts' contracts with vendors to provide pubhc 
access to electromc court records 

Rule 2071. Authority and applicability 

(a) [Authority] The rules m this chapter are adopted under the authonty granted to the 
Judicial Council by article VI, sectiOn 6 of the California ConstitutiOn and Code of 
Civil Procedure sectiOn 1 01 0 6 

(b) [Applicability] The rules m this chapter apply only to tnal court records. 

(c) [Access by parties and attorneys] The rules m th1s chapter apply only to access to 
court records by the public. They do not hmit access to court records by a party to an 



actiOn or proceedmg, by the attorney of a party, or by other persons or entitles that are 
entitled to access by statute or California Rules of Court 

Rule 2071 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070. 

Rule 2072. Definitions 

(a) [Court record] As used m this chapter, "court record" IS any document, paper, or 
exhibit filed by the parties to an actwn or proceedmg; any order or judgment of the 
court, and any Item hsted m subdiVISion (a) of Government Code section 68151, 
excludmg any reporter's transcnpt for which the reporter IS entitled to receive a fee 
for any copy The term does not mclude the personal notes or prehmmary 
memoranda of JUdges or other JUdicial branch personnel. 

(b) [Electronic record] As used m this chapter, "electromc record" IS a computenzed 
court record, regardless of the manner m which It has been computerized. The term 
mcludes both a document that has been filed electromcally and an electronic copy or 
versiOn of a record that was filed m paper form. The term does not mclude a court 
record that IS mamtamed only on microfiche, paper, or any other medium that can be 
read without the use of an electromc device 

(c) [The public] As used m this chapter, "the pubhc" IS an mdividual, a group, or an 
entity, mcludmg pnnt or electromc media, or the representative of an mdividual, a 
group, or an entity 

(d) [Electronic access] "Electromc access" means computer access to court records 
avmlable to the pubhc through both pubhc termmals at the courthouse and remotely, 
unless otherwise specified m these rules. 

Rule 2072 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070 

Rule 2073. Public access 

(a) [General right of access] All electromc records must be made reasonably available 
to the pubhc m some form, whether m electromc or m paper form, except those that 
are sealed by court order or are made confidential by law 

(b) [Electronic access required to extent feasible] A court that mamtains the followmg 
records m electromc form must provide electromc access to them, both remotely and 
at the courthouse, to the extent It IS feasible to do so. 
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(1) Register of actiOns (as defined m Gov. Code,§ 69845), calendars, and indexes; 
and 

(2) All records m CIVIl cases, except those hsted m (c) 

(c) [Courthouse electronic access only] A court that mamtams the followmg records m 
electromc form must provide electronic access to them at the courthouse, to the extent 
It IS feasible to do so, but may provide remote electromc access only to the records 
governed by (b)(l): 

(1) Any record m a proceedmg under the Family Code, mcludmg, but not limited 
to, proceedmgs for dissolutiOn, legal separatiOn, and nullity of mamage; child 
and spousal support proceedmgs, and child custody proceedmgs; 

(2) Any record m 'a JUVemle court proceedmg; 

(3) Any record m a guardianship or conservatorship proceedmg; 

(4) Any record m a mental health proceedmg, 

( 5) Any record m a cnmmal proceedmg; and 

(6) Any record m a civil harassment proceedmg under Code of 
Civil Procedure sectiOn 527 6 

(d) ["Feasible" defined] The reqmrement that a court provide electromc access to Its 
electromc records "to the extent It IS feasible to do so" means that a court IS reqmred 
to provide electromc access to the extent It determmes It has the resources and 
technical capacity to do so. 

(e) [Access only on case-by-case basis] A court may only grant electromc access to an 
electromc record when the record IS Identified by the number of the case, the captiOn 
of the case, or the name of a party, and only on a case-by-case basis This case-by-
case limitatiOn does not apply to a calendar, register of actwns, or mdex 

(t) [Bulk distribution] A court may provide bulk distnbutwn of only Its electromc 
calendar, register of actwns, and mdex. "Bulk distnbutwn" means distnbutwn of all, 
or a significant subset, ofthe court's electromc records 

(g) [Records that become inaccessible] If an electromc record to which the court has 
provided electromc access IS made maccessible to the public by court order or by 
operatiOn of law, the court IS not reqmred to take actiOn with respect to any copy of 
the record that was made by the public before the record became maccessible 

(h) [Off-site access] Courts should encourage availability of electromc access to court 
records at public off-site locatiOns 
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Rule 2073 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Advisory Committee Comment 

The rule allows a level of access to all electromc records that IS at least eqmvalent to the access 
that Is available for paper records and, for some types of records, Is much greater At the same time, It 
seeks to protect legitimate pnvacy concerns 

SubdlVIsJOn (c) excludes certam records (those other than the register, calendar, and mdexes) m 
specified types of cases from remote electromc access The comm1ttee recognized that while these case 
records are pubhc records and should remam available at the courthouse, either m paper or electromc 
form, they often contam sensitive personal mformatJon The court should not pubhsh that mformat10n 
over the Internet 

Subd1V1s10ns (e) and (f) hmit electromc access to records (other than the register, calendars, or 
mdexes) to a case-by-case basis and prohibit bulk distributiOn of those records These limitatiOns are 
based on the qualitative difference between obtammg mformatwn from a specific case file and obtammg 
bulk mformatJOn that may be mampulated to compile personal mformat10n culled from any document, 
paper, or exhibit filed m a lawsmt This type of aggregate mformatwn may be explmted for commercial 
or other purposes unrelated to the operations of the courts, at the expense of pnvacy nghts of mdividuals. 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070. 

Rule 2074. Limitations and conditions 

(a) [Means of access] A court must provide electromc access by means of a network or 
software that IS based on mdustry standards or IS m the pubhc domam 

(b) [Official record] Unless electromcally certified by the court, a tnal court record 
avmlable by electromc access does not constitute the official record of the court. 

(c) [Conditions of use by persons accessing records] A court may conditiOn electromc 
access to Its records on (1) the user's consent to access the records only as mstructed 
by the court and (2) the user's consent to the court's momtonng of access to Its 
records A court must giVe notice of these conditions, many manner It deems 
appropnate The court may deny access to a member of the public for fatlure to 
comply with any of these conditiOns of use 

(d) [Notices to persons accessing records] A court must give notice ofthe followmg 
mformatwn to members of the pubhc accessmg Its electromc records, m any manner 
It deems appropnate· 

( 1) The court staff member to contact about the reqmrements for accessmg the 
court's records electromcally 
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(2) That copyright and other propnetary nghts may apply to mformat10n m a case 
file absent an express grant of additional nghts by the holder of the copynght or 
other propnetary right. The notice should mdicate that (A) use of such 
mformatwn IS permissible only to the extent permitted by law or court order and 
(B) any use mconsistent With propnetary nghts IS prohibited. 

(3) Whether electromc records constitute the official records of the court. The 
notice should mdicate the procedure and any fee reqmred for obtammg a 
certified copy of an official record of the court 

(4) Any person who Willfully destroys or alters any court record mamtamed m 
electromc form IS subject to the penalties Imposed by Government Code sectiOn 
6201. 

(e) [Access policy] A court must post a pnvacy pohcy on Its pubhc-access Web site to 
mform members of the pubhc accessmg Its electromc records of the mformat10n It 
collects regardmg access transactiOns and the uses that the court may make of the 
collected mformatwn. 

Rule 2074 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070 

Rule 2075. Contracts with vendors 

A court's contract with a vendor to provide public access to Its electromc records must be 
consistent With these rules and must reqmre the vendor to provide public access to court 
records and to protect the confidentiality of court records as reqmred by law or by court 
order Any contract between a court and a vendor to provide pubhc access to the court's 
records mamtained m electromc form must specify that the court IS the owner of these 
records and has the exclusive nght to control their use 

Rule 2075 adopted effectzve July 1, 2002 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070. 

Rule 2076. Fees for electronic access 

A court may Impose fees for the costs ofprovidmg pubhc access to Its electromc records, 
as provided by Government Code sectwn 68150(h) On request, a court must provide the 
pubhc with a statement of the costs on which these fees are based To the extent that pubhc 
access to a court's electromc records Is provided exclusively through a vendor, the court 
must ensure that any fees the vendor Imposes for the costs of providmg access are 
reasonable. 
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Rule 2076 adopted ejfect1ve July 1, 2002 

Drafter's Notes 
2002-See note followmg rule 2070. 

Rule 2077. Electronic access to court calendars, indexes, and registers of actions 

(a) [Intent] The mtent of this rule IS to specify mformatwn to be mcluded m and 
excluded from the court calendars, mdexes, and registers of actiOns to which pubhc 
access IS available by electronic means under rule 2073 (b) To the extent It IS 
feasible to do so, the court must mamtam court calendars, mdexes, and registers of 
actiOns avmlable to the pubhc by electromc means m accordance With this rule. 

(b) [Minimum contents for electronically accessible court calendars, indexes, and 
register of actions] 

(1) The electronic court calendar must mclude· 

(A) Date of court calendar, 

(B) Time of calendared event, 

(C) Court department number; 

(D) Case number, and 

(E) Case title (unless made confidential by law.) 

(2) The electromc mdex must mclude. 

(A) Case title (unless made confidential by law), 

(B) Party names (unless made confidential by law), 

(C) Party type, 

(D) Date on which the case was filed; and 

(E) Case number. 

(3) The register of actiOns must be a summary of every proceedmg m a case, m 
compliance with Government Code section 69845, and must mclude: 

(A) Date case commenced, 

(B) Case number; 
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" 

(C) Case type; 

(D) Case title (unless made confidential by law), 

(E) Party names (unless made confidential by law), 

(F) Party type, 

(G) Date of each activity, and 

(H) Descnptwn of each activity 

(c) [Information that must be excluded from court calendars, indexes, and registers 
of action] The followmg mformatwn must be excluded from a court's electronic 
calendar, mdex, and register of actwns· 

(1) Social secunty number; 

(2) Any financial mformatwn, 

(3) Arrest warrant mformatwn, 

(4) Search warrant mformatwn, 

(5) VIctim mformatwn; 

(6) Witness mformatwn, 

(7) EthniCity; 

(8) Age; 

(9) Gender, 

(1 0) Government-Issued IdentificatiOn card numbers (1.e, military), 

(11) Dnver's license number; and 

(12) Date ofbirth 

Rule 2077 adopted effectzve July I, 2003 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Report 

TO: Members of the Judicial Council 

FROM: Mtchael Bergetsen, General Counsel 
Mehssa W. Johnson, Asststant General Counsel 

Tk6 If 

Joshua Wemstein, Attorney, 415-865-7688, JOshua.wemstein@jud.ca.gov 

DATE: February 20, 2004 

SUBJECT· Access to Electromc Court Records: Intenm Rule to Allow Trial Courts to 
Provtde Internet Access to Electronic Court Records in Selected Crimmal 
Cases (adopt Cal Rules of Court, rule 2073.5) (Action Required) 

Issue Statement 
Htgh publicity cnmmal cases offer stgmficant challenges for the courts and court staff. 
As pubhc mterest nses, so do demands on com1 staff. In these cases, it IS not uncommon 
for the court to have scores, if not hundreds, of requests for certain documents such as the 
complamt or motiOns. Courts are considering mnovative solutiOns to ease demands on 
court staff, and postmg case mformation on the Internet is one possible solution. While 
rule 2073 permtts courts to provide remote (t.e, Internet) access to all electronic court 
records m mdtvtdual ctvil cases, It excludes records m crimmal cases. 

Recommendation 
AOC staff recommends that the Judtctal Council, effecttve tmmedtately and until January 
1, 2005, adopt mtenm rule 2073.5, to a11ow courts m hm1ted circumstances to post 
electromc com1 records m 'mdivtdual cnmmal cases 

The text of the proposed rule ts attached at pages 8-9. 

RatiOnale for Recommendation 

1. Background of rule 2073 and "practical obscurity." 

When the council adopted rule 2073, It sought to balance the public's mterest in 
convement access to court records with the pnvacy concerns of vtcttms, Witnesses, and 
parties. The rule prohibits courts from postmg complete case records on the Intemet. 
Under the rule, only the mdexes, registers of actiOns, and court calendars in cnmmal 



cases may be posted on the Internet. (See rule 2073(b) and (c).) Thus, the court may 
provide some case-specific mformation over the Internet, such as dates of hearing, 
assigned Judges, and similar mformation. But most of the documents in criminal case 
files, such as motwns, court orders, and clerk's mmutes, cannot be made available over 
the Internet. 

Rule 2073 prohibits courts from providing those criminal case records over the Internet 
even though they are not confidential and are available to the public at the courthouse. In 
adopting this rule, the council recogmzed that the "practical obscurity" of most court 
records provides mdividuals with some protection against the broad dissemmation of 
private informatwn that may be contained m public court records. Although court 
records are publicly avatlable, most people do not go to the courthouse to search through 
records for pnvate information, and m most cases that information IS not widely 
dissemmated. In contrast, If records are available over the Internet, they can be easily 
obtained by people all over the world. As the United States Supreme Court noted in a 
Freedom oflnformation Act case, there is a "vast difference between the public records 
that might be found after a diligent search of courthouse files, county archives, and local 
police statiOns throughout the county, and a computenzed summary located in a single 
cleannghouse ofmformation." (United States Department of Justice v. Reporters 
Commztteefor Freedom ofthe Press (1989) 489 US 749, 764.) 

The report to the Judicial Council that recommended adoption of rule 2073 noted several 
areas of concern If cnmmal case records were available over the Internet. (Report to the 
Judicial Council, "Public Access to Electronic Trial Court Records" (Dec. 11, 2001 ), at 
appendix B. A copy of that report is attached at pages 1 0-15.) The primary concerns 
were: 

• Sensitive personal informatwn (such as home addresses, phone numbers, 
and social secunty numbers), which might have no beanng on the ments of 
the case, could be made easily avatlable, creatmg potential risks of identity 
theft or other misuse. 

• Putting records on the Internet could Jeopardize future cnmmal 
mvestigations and create safety risks for victims, witnesses, and their 
families. 

• Allowmg remote electromc access to all cnmmal case records would 
facilitate compilation of mdividual cnminal hi stones, m contraventwn of 
public policy as established in statute. 

For these reasons, the council declmed to permit remote electronic access to cnminal 
records, thus ensunng that those records remain practically obscure. 
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2. High profile cases are not practically obscure. 

Some cases generate such high levels of pubhc and press interest that virtually every 
detml of the case is publicized. Almost every aspect of these high publicity cases, 
includmg the contents of the court file, is discussed on televisiOn and reported in the 
newspapers, and the court documents become available over the Internet. Thus, 
regardless of rule 2073's prohibitions on the court postmg electronic court records m 
cnminal cases, the mformatwn m these court files will be broadcast over the airwaves 
and the Internet and there is no practical obscurity. 

Because non-confidential mformatwn in the case file must be made available to the 
public, court staff face considerable burdens m responding to requests for documents m 
these htgh publicity cases. As a result, several courts have asked the Office of the 
General Counsel of the Admmistrative Office of the Courts whether a Web site on which 
documents in an mdividual case are posted would vwlate the electronic access rules. 
Such a Web Site would violate rule 2073. To address the difficulties faced by courts m 
managing l11gh profile cases, the Court Technology Advisory Committee is developmg 
amendments to rule 2073 that would allow courts m limited circumstances to post 
electronic court records m mdividual criminal cases on the Internet. The Committee 
plans to circulate a rule for comment later this year. 

3. The proposed interim rule. 

While the committee's proposal is bemg developed, AOC staff proposes that the council 
adopt a simJlar rule on an mtenm basis. 1 Under the proposed mtenm rule, the court may 
allow remote electronic access to court records m a specific cnminal case to alleviate the 
burden on the court if the case has generated an extraordinanly high level ofpubhc or 
press mterest. Specifically, the rule provides that: 

• The pres1dmg judge or a judge assigned by the presiding JUdge IS to decide 
whether to a11ow remote electromc access. 

• Access may be a11owed to all or a portiOn of the court records. 

• Remote electromc access can be allowed only If there IS an extraordmary demand 
for case documents that sigmficantly burdens the operatiOns of the court. 

1 The Court 1 echnology Advisory Committee considered recommendmg an mte1nn rule, but declmed to do so The 
comnuttee wa~ not opposed to mtenm solutiOns but was not prepared to make such a 1 econunendat1on until the 
proposed rule was fully vetted and approved for CirculatiOn by the committee Specifically, the committee felt an 
appropnate mte11m solutiOn was for the Judicial Council to approve case-specific waJVeJS of rule 2073 F01 the 
reasons discussed m Alternative ActiOns Considered, staff Is not recommendmg that the JudJcJal Counc!l be 
mvolved m the decJsiOn-makmg process 
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• The court ts to take mto account relevant factors, including the impact of the 
pnvacy of the parttes, victims, and witnesses; the benefits and burdens of 
provtdmg remote electronic access; and the benefits and burdens on court staff. 

• Speclfied personal mformation should be redacted from the versiOn of documents 
that ts provided over the Internet, and the court may order parties to provtde 
redacted copies of any document m the case. 

As noted above, htgh publtctty cases are dtssected in the press; the contents of documents 
are discussed in newspapers and on radio and televisiOn and often are posted on the 
Internet, regardless of whether the court does so Thus, the question is not whether the 
court documents remam practically obscure, but whether the court controls the release of 
Its own records. 

Under the proposal, the pnvacy concerns the council sought to protect when It adopted 
rule 2073, as dtscussed above, will be protected. Courts will redact personal mformatton 
before releasmg documents electromcally. Because a decision whether to post cnminal 
case records would only be made m mdtvidual, unusual cases, any safety concerns or law 
enforcement tssues can be addressed m the indivtdual case; for example, the court could 
declme to post parttcular documents that posed such a threat. And because only a 
relatively small number of cases would be posted, the proposed rule would not facilitate 
the compilatiOn of cnminal hi stones. 

Nevertheless, the records will be redacted of the senstttve personal information the 
council sought to remain practically obscure. Because of the scrutiny these high publtctty 
cases recetve, regardless of whether the court allows remote electronic access, the 
authontles hkely wtll not put such mformatwn m these records, antic1patmg that the 
records w1l1 be obtained and dissemmated by the press. Therefore, the mtenm rule meets 
the needs of courts m managing htgh profile cases and is consistent with the rationale for 
the prior Jud1c1al Council decision. 

The Judictal Conference of the Umted States has endorsed a similar approach to the 
problem of access to documents m high profile cases In 2001, the Conference adopted a 
policy on electromc access to court records, which recommended that remote electromc 
access not be avmlable m cnminal cases. (Judicial Conference Committee on Court 
AdmimstratiOn and Case Management, Report on Privacy and Public Access to 
Electromc Case Files (June 26, 2001), p. 8.) In March of2002, the Judicial Conference 
decided to "amend its policy by allowing Internet access to cnmmal case files when 
requests for documents m certain 'high profile' cases Impose extraordmary demands on a 
court's resources" (Admmistrative Office of the Untied States Courts, News Release, 
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March 13, 2002; see also Report of the Proceedmgs of the Judicial Conference of the 
Umted States, March 13, 2002, pp. 10-11.) 2 

We do not anticipate that this hmited exceptwn to the rule prohibiting remote access to 
criminal case documents will be apphed routinely. As noted above, to invoke the rule, 
the court must find that there IS an extraordmary demand for records that significantly 
burdens the operatwns of the court. Moreover, there is a significant burden on the court, 
as personal Identifymg and financial information m the court documents should be 
redacted pnor to providmg remote electromc access Thus, courts will not be inclined to 
undertake redactmg the records unless that task is significantly less burdensome than 
responding to public requests for documents. Because of the burden of redaction and 
courts' awareness and concerns about personal privacy, we expect that courts will 
carefully consider whether to provide remote electromc access under this rule and Will do 
so only in those cases m which it is warranted. 

Alternative Actwns Considered 
Several alternatives verswns of the intenm rule were considered. 

One alternative considered was to circulate the proposal for comment, rather than present 
the rule to be effective Immediately. Circulatmg the proposal for comment would offer 
two benefits: ( 1) there would be additional time to consider the Imphcatwns of the rule; 
and (2) the council would have the benefit of comments from mterested parties. 
However, several factors weigh against circulatmg the rule for comment. First, three 
courts have been mundated with press requests m a few extremely high publicity cases 
and are urgmg an mtenm rule. Second, the rule would have hmited applicatwn, as It 
would only apply m a few extraordmary high pubhcity cases. Third, the permanent 
proposal will benefit from the experiences under the interim rule, essentially operatmg as 
a pilot proJect. 

The two vanations on who should make the deciSlOn were considered: either ( 1) to have 
the Judicial Council approve case-by-case waivers of rule 2073 or (2) to have the tnal 
Judge, rather than the presiding judge, approve the exemption. 

Under the first alternative, the council, rather than the presiding judge, would approve of 
cases that should be allowed to have Web sites. This alternative was not recommended 
for several reasons. While the deciSion IS partly an admmistratJve one-as It mvolves 
access to court records-it IS also a case-specific decision. The council should not make 
these deciSions, as It IS not an adjudicative body. Moreover, because there are case-

2 The pohcy differs from this proposal m that Internet access IS "pe1 m1tted only 1f all parties consent and the tnal 
judge or pres1clmg JUdge of an appellate panel finds that such access IS warranted " (Jb1d) In additiOn, the federal 
pohcy does not appear to reqmre redactiOn of personal mforrnatwn 
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specific considerations, the tnal court appears to bema better position to make that 
determinatwn. 

The trial judge alternative was reJected because the Web site might be needed before a 
tnal judge IS assigned. Additwnally, the decision requires consideratiOn of both court 
admmistratlve concerns, such as the Impact on court resources, and case-specific 
concerns, such as the pnvacy of the parties, victims, and witnesses. As such, the trial 
judge may not mall cases be m the best positlon to make the decision. Thus, It is 
appropriate for the presiding judge to decide whether to make the determination him or 
herself, or whether to have it determmed by a designee (who could be the trial judge if 
one has been assigned). 

Several other alternatlves were considered. Three that were not recommended were (1) 
make no change to rule 2073; (2) encourage courts to use surrogate agencies, such as the 
Sheriffs Department, to post these documents for the courts; and (3) amend the rule to 
allow posting of case documents m both civil and cnmmal cases. 

The first two alternatives are not recommended because several courts have contacted the 
Office of the General Counsel desiring to have such Web sites, and to set them up 
correctly. Encouraging other agencies to post the documents undermines the purposes of 
rule 2073. It is preferable to have the courts control the content of the Web sites and to 
have that control sanct10ned by the rules of court. 

The third alternatlve, allowing posting of case documents m all criminal cases, was not 
recommended because the desire to ease the burden on courts m high publicity cases does 
not appear to be a valid basis to reverse the Judicial Council's previous decision not to 
broadcast personal and sensitlve mformation over the Internet in crimmal cases generally. 
Redactwn of personal mformat10n would not be a practical solutwn if electromc access 
were permitted for all cnminal cases. 

Comments From Interested Parties 
The proposal has not yet been circulated for comment. This temporary rule would be 
effective for the remamder of the year, while a permanent rule allowing Internet access to 
court records m certain mdividual criminal cases would be circulated for pubhc 
comment. 

The rule was reviewed by the Rules Subcommittee of the Tnal Court Presidmg Judges 
Court ExecutJVes Advisory Committees and their comments were considered m 
developmg this draft. The subcommittee members supported the rule. Some thought that 
redactwn of personal mformat10n should not be required because It is burdensome for the 
court. However, redaction of personal mformatwn would serve to protect the pnvacy 
concerns that led the council to adopt rule 2073. In additwn, the burden ofredactwn will 
be 'outweighed by the reduced burdens to court staff m responding to requests for 
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documents. Fmally, the court may order parties to provide redacted versiOns of 
documents for Internet posting. 

ImplementatiOn Reqmrements and Costs 
ImplementatiOn costs would be hmited to the cost of providmg the Web site for remote 
access and for redacting the records pnor to posting. These costs would be offset by the 
benefit of freemg court staff from answenng repeated requests and inquiries about these 
few high publicly cases. 

Attachment 

G ILGL_SvCSISHAKill GRP\Wemstem\CTACIJC Report (rule 2073 5- E&.P2) doc 
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Rule 2073 5 ofthe California Rules of Court would be adopted, effective Immediately, to 
read 

1 Rule 2073.5 Remote electronic access allowed in individual criminal cases 
2 
3 (a) Exception for extraordinary cases. Notw1thstandmg rule 2073(b)(2), the 
4 pres1dmg Judge of the court, or a JUdge assigned by the pres1dmg Judge, may 
5 exercise discretiOn, subJect to (b), to penmt remote electromc access to all or a 
6 portiOn of the public court records man mdividual cnmmal case If (1) the number 
7 of requests for access to documents m the case IS extraordmanly high, and (2) 
8 respondmg to those requests would s1gmficantly burden the operatiOns of the court 
9 

10 (b) Relevant factors. In exerc1smg discretiOn under (a), the Judge should consider 
11 relevant factors, such as 
12 
13 ( 1) The 1m pact on the pnvacy of parties, victims, and witnesses, 
14 
15 (2) The benefits to and burdens on the parties in allowmg remote electromc 
16 
17 

access, mcludmg possible Impacts on Jury selection, and 

18 (3) The benefits to and burdens on the court and court staff 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

(c) Redaction of private information. The court should, to the extent feasible, redact 
the followmg mfom1at10n from records to which It allows remote access under (a). 
dnver license numbers; dates of birth, social secunty numbers; addresses, and 
phone numbers of Jurors, parties, victims, witnesses, and court personnel, financial 
records, account numbers, and other personal1dentifymg and financial mformation. 
The court may order any party who files a document contammg such mformahon to 
provide the court with both an ongmal unredacted versiOn of the document for 
filmg m the court file and a red~cted version of the document for remote electromc 
access This subdiVISIOn does not Impose a duty on the court to redact any 
document m the ongmal court file; Its reqmrements apply only to documents that 
are ·available by remote electromc access 

32 (d) Notice and comments F1ve days notice must be provided to the parties and the 
33 pubhc before the court makes a determmatwn to provide remote electromc access 
34 under this rule Notice to the public may be accomplished by postmg notice on the 
35 comi Web Site Any person may file comments with the court for consideratiOn, 
36 but no heanng IS reqmred 
37 
38 (e) Order The court's order perm1ttmg remote electromc access must specify which 
39 court records will be avmlable by remote electromc access and what mformation IS 
40 to be redacted The court's order must be posted on the court's Web site. 

G \LGL_SVC\1\IIARED GRP\Wemstem\CTAC\Rule 2073 5 (E&.P2) doc 8 



1 
2 (0 Sunset date This rule IS effective until January 1, 2005. 
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Wuoicial Qlouncil of Qlal ifornia 
~ministrnti6c ®ffia of ~c C!Iourls 

Information ServiCes Division 
455 Golden Gate Avenue + San Franctsco, CA 94102-3660 

Telephone415-865-7400 + Fax415-865-7496 + TDD415-865-4272 

RONALD M GEORGE 
Chzef ]ust!ce of Cahfomtn 

Chatr of the ]udtcwl Coanul 

WILLIAM C VICKREY 
Admmtstratwe Dtrector of the Courts 

RONALD G OVERHOLT 

TO: Chtef Justice Ronald M. George 
Members ofthe Judtcial Council 

FROM: Charlene Hammitt, Manager 
V1ctor Rowley, Spectal Consultant 

DATE: December 10,2001 

Chtef Deputy Dtrector 

PATRICIA YERIAN 
D11ect01 

Information Servzces Dwmon 

SUBJECT/ PURPOSE Proposed Rules on Electromc Access to Court Records 
OF MEMO: 

CONTACT FOR 
FURTHER 
INFORMATION: 

NAME: TEL: 
Charlene Hammttt 415-865-7 410 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

FAX: 
415-865-7 497 

EMAIL: 
charlene hammitt@jud.c 
a.gov 

Why should the rule prohtbtt remote electromc access (other than to the register and 
calendar) m case types other than c1vil? 

REASONS FOR PRECLUDING REMOTE ACCESS TO SPECIFIC 
CATEGORIES OF CASE FILES 

Proposed rules 2070-2076 reqmre courts to provtde electromc access to general 
mformat10n about court cases and prohibtt them from providmg access to case files m 
certam types of cases 

Rule 2073(b) would reqmre courts to provide remote access to registers of act10ns (as 
defined in Government Code section 69845) and calendars when they can feasibly do so. 



Chief Justice Ronald M. George 
December 5, 2001 
Page 11 

Rule 2073( c), however, would reqmre courts to restrict access to electronic versiOns of 
the documents and other records that are found m case files. Under this rule, only case 
files m CIVIl cases would be avmlable remotely F1les mother types of cases, which are 
listed m 2073( c), would not be accessible remotely at this time. 

The proposed rules represent an mitial approach to providmg remote access to electromc 
case files that are hkely to contain sensitive and personal information. Electromc records 
in all case types could be available through tem1mals at the courthouse. This approach 
provides them the same de facto privacy protectiOn traditionally afforded paper records. 
The United States Supreme Court has characterized this protection as a "practical 
obscurity" that 1s attnbutable to the relative difficulty of gathering paper files. See Umted 
States Dep't of Justzce v Reporters Comnutteefor Freedom ofthe Press 489 U.S. 749 
[109 S.Ct. 1468, 103 L.Ed.2d 774]. 

Dehvery of court records on the Internet constitutes publication and typically fac1htates 
republicatiOn. W1th the exceptiOn of docket mformatlon, trial courts generally have not 
been pubhshers of case records. Electronically published data can be easily cop1ed 
dissemmated, and 1ts dissemmatwn is irretnevably beyond the court's control. 
Publication of court records on the Internet creates a much greater threat to pnvacy 
interests than does access to paper records, or access to electromc records through 
termmals at the courthouse. 

The case-types set out m rule 2073 (c) would be precluded from remote access for the 
followmg reasons: 

• Sensitzve personalmformatwn unrelated to adjudicatwn Courts sometimes collect 
sensitive personal mformatwn that has no beanng on the ments of a case but that 
assists the comi m contactmg parties or in record keepmg. Such informatiOn could 
mclude unhsted home telephone numbers, home addresses, dnver's hcense numbers, 
and Social Security numbers. Before such mformatwn is published on the Internet, the 
Judicial Council should survey trial courts to Identify the sensitive or personal 
informatiOn they collect, determine whether or not thts mformatwn IS essential to 
workload management, and then consider how to protect such informatiOn when It IS 
legitimately needed. 

• Przvacy ofznvoluntary particzpants Individuals who are sued, subpoenaed, or 
summoned for JUry duty are mvoluntary partiCipants m legal proceedings and may be 

11 
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compelled to provide the court with sensitive personal mformatwn. As records 
custodians, courts should proceed with caution m publishmg such mformation, as It 
has relatively little relevance to the public's ability to monitor the institutional 
operatiOn of the courts but relatively great Impact on the pnvacy of citizens who come 
m contact with the court as defendants, litigants, witnesses, or JUrors. Publication of 
sensitive financial, medical, or family information provided by involuntary court 
participants could, for instance, harm individuals by holdmg them up to ridicule, 
damagmg their personal relationships, and foreclosing busmess opportunities. 

• Jnvestzgatwns zn cnmmal cases. The Federal Judicial Conference1 m September 2001 
adopted a pohcy that makes cnmmal cases unavmlable remotely for a two-year penod. 
The Judicial Conference identified two reasons for this exclusion of cnmmal cases. 
First, electromc pubhcatwn of cnmmal case records could jeopardize investigations 
that are under way and create safety nsks for victims, witnesses, and their families. 
Second, access to premdictment information, such as unexecuted arrest and search 
warrants, could severely hamper law enforcement efforts and put law enforcement 
personnel at nsk. These reasons would apply to the proposed California pohcy as well. 

• Cnmmal hzstones. Allowmg remote electronic access to criminal cases would greatly 
facilitate the compilatiOn of mdividual cnminal hi stones, in contravention of pub he 
pohcy as established m statute. (See Westbrook v City of Los Angeles (1994) 27 
Cal.App 4111 157 [court note required to provide to pubhc database contaming cnmmal 
case infonnation]) For this reason, the Attorney General supports excluding cnmmal 
cases from remote electromc access: 

1 

Our pnncipal concern IS with criminal records and the threat that the electromc 
release of these records poses to mdividual pnvacy and to the legislative and 
judicial safeguards that have been created to msure that only accurate mformatwn 
IS d1sclosed to authorized recipients (See, e.g., Penal Code sec. Ill 05.) The 

"The federal court system governs Itself on the natiOnal level through the JudiCial Conference of the Umted States 
The Judicial Confeience IS a body of27 federal Judges It IS composed of the Chief Justice of the Umted States, who 
serves as the p1esidmg officer, the chief Judges of the 13 courts of appeal, the chief Judge of the Court of 
InternatiOnal T1ade, and 12 distnctJudges from the regiOnal Circmts who are chosen by the JUdges of their circUit to 
serve terms of three years The JudiCial Conference meets twice yeady to considei pohcy Issues affectmg the federal 
courts, to maJ..c Iecommendatwns to Congress on legislatiOn affectmg the JUdicial system, to propose amendments to 
the federal rules ofpiactice and procedure, and to consider the adrmmstratJve problems of the courts" See 
http //www uscourts gov/understandmg_courts/89914 htm 
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electromc disseminatiOn of cnmmal records ts a tremendous danger to individual 
privacy because it will enable the creation of virtual rap sheets or private databases 
of cnminal proceedmgs which will not be subject to the administrative, legislative 
or judicial safeguards that currently regulate disclosure of criminal record 
inforn1at10n. (Letter from Attorney General Dame] E. Lungren commentmg on 
draft rules (March 6, 1997); See letter from Attorney General Btll Lockyer (Dec 
15, 2000), reaffirmmg position taken in March 6, 1997 letter.) 

• Risk of physical harm to v1ctuns and witnesses The safety of victims and witnesses 
could be compromised if courts were to publish their addresses, telephone numbers, 
and other informatiOn that would allow them to be located. Such nsk IS perhaps most 
common m cnmmal and family cases. 

• Fraud and 1dentlty theft Although sensitive personal mformatton, such as Soctal 
Secunty and financtal account numbers, may already be avmlable m paper files at the 
courthouse, tts "practical obscurity" has provided It with de facto pnvacy protectiOn. 
Publishmg such informatiOn on the Internet exposes tt to a substantial risk of crimmal 
misuse. ParticipatiOn m court proceedings, whether voluntary or involuntary, should 
not expose participants to such victimizatiOn. 

• Determinatwn of reliability. Ex parte allegatiOns, particularly in family cases, present 
a problem in that they may be skewed by self-mterest and subsequently determmed to 
be unreltable. Although such allegations could be read m case files at the courthouse, 
the physical demands of accessing such files would afford them "practical obscunty." 
Courts should not broadcast ex parte allegations on the Internet until there are policies 
and procedures to address the problems ofunvetted ex parte allegations. 

• Statut01y rehablllfatwn pohcws. Vanous sectiOns of the Penal Code allow for sealmg 
of a defendant's cnmmal record provided that certam conditions are met Such sealmg 
does not occur by operation of law; see for mstance the entnes on arrest or convtctton 
for man_1uana possessiOn and the record of a "factually mnocent" defendant m Table 1. 
If such mforn1ation is published before conditions for sealmg are met, the pubhcatton 
would make the subsequent sealing meffectual and thus thwart the rehabthtatiVe mtent 
of the authonzmg legislation. Admittedly, informatiOn could be published from files 
accessed at the courthouse, but the "practical obscunty" of such files has lessened the 
likelihood of publication and reduced the risk ofthwartmg rehabilitatiOn policies. 
Publication on the Internet would make it difficult to Implement such policies 
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• Tools to apply confidentzahty policies. By statute, courts are obligated to protect 
confidential information in many types of case records, including some of the types of 
case records specified in rule 2073(c) (see Table 1). This obligation may be absolute 
or defined by statutonly set or judicially determmed time hmits. Courts have 
traditionally met these obligations on an ad hoc basis, as individual case records have 
been requested at the courthouse. To respond m a responsible manner to remote 
electromc requests, courts would need to meet these obligations by applying 
appropnately protective cnteria to all records, not only those that are requested but 
those that mtght be. Courts simply do not have staff who can review and monitor all 
records to make them available for remote electronic access. They will need to use 
automated tools to address the review and momtoring problem. Effective tools should 
be based on standards. Standards should then be applied by case management 
systems. Until these standards can be developed and applied by case management 
systems, the proposed rules would make specified case types unavailable by remote 
electromc access. 

• Inadvertent exposure of sensztzve or personalznformation. Parties to the excepted case 
types (particularly family law) who are unaware that sensitive or personal mformation 
mcluded in court filings IS publicly accessible will also be unaware they can take steps 
to protect such mformatwn, by requestmg a sealing or protective order. For example, 
m family law proceedings, It is not unusual for litigants to attach copies of their tax 
returns to their fihngs, even though tax returns are made confidential by statute. 
Similarly, m family law proceedmgs, allegatiOns of abuse are not uncommon; 
however, htigants may not be aware that there are procedures for hmitmg pubhc 
access to this highly sensitive and personal mformation to protect not only their own 
pnvacy, but that of their minor children. The exceptiOns to remote access in rule 2073 
(c) afford time for the Judicial Council to consider how the privacy mterests of 
litigants, particularly the self-represented, might be protected before courts 
electromcally pubhsh case files that mclude sensitive or personal mformatwn that 
litigants have madvertently disclosed. 

Polzcy development While the proposed rules encourage courts to use technology to 
facilitate access to court records (m accordance with long-term goals of the judicial 
branch), they do so cautiously, providing breathmg room while pnvacy Issues and 
records pohcies are more thoroughly reexamined at state and federal levels. The rules 
allow remote access to civil case files. Civil cases do present some of the same pnvacy 
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concerns discussed above, but generally to a lesser degree than m the types of case 
records that are unavailable under 2073(c). The courts' experiences with remote access 
to civil cases will gmde the council's policy-making in the future. This incremental 
approach allows further debate and experimentation. Such an approach is in lme with the 
approach adopted by the Judicial Conference of the Umted States and other states. 
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Circulating Orders 



Date 
December I 0, 2003 

To 
Members of the Judicia 

From 
Mr William C. VIckre 

Administrative DI 
Mr. Michael Bergeisen, 

General Counsel 
Mr. Courtney Tucker, 

Jju.Oicial Qiouncil of Qialifornia 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

455 Golden Gate A\enue • San Franctsco, Cahfomta 9410:!-3688 

Telephone 4 15-865-4:!00 • Fax 415-865-4:!05 • TOO 415-865-427:! 

MEMORANDUM 
Action Requested 

Voting Members Must Sign and Return by 
Facsimile and Mail 

Deadline 

By 5:00P.M., December 17,2003 

Contact 

Mr. Courtney Tucker 
Phone: (415) 865-7611 
Email: courtney.tucker@jud.ca/gov 

Semor Court Services Analyst 

Subject 
Cuculatmg Order C0-03-07: Revise 
Uniform Bail and Penalty Schedules 

Admmistrative Office of the Courts staff and the Traffic Advtsory Commtttee recommend that 
the Judicial Council adopt the proposed 2004 Uniform Bail and Penalty Schedules ("Schedules") 
to conform to statutory reqmrements. The attached report provtdes background informatiOn on 
the annual revision of the Schedules. 



Members of the Judicial Council 
December 10, 2003 
Page 2 

C0-03-07 

The Traffic Advisory Committee recommends that the Judicial Council adopt the revised 
Schedules, effective January 1, 2004 The Rules and ProJects Committee ofthe coun?il has 
reviewed the proposal and recommended that It be submitted by circulating order for adoption by 
the council. 

It IS necessary to adopt the Schedules by circulatmg order to satisfy Vehicle Code section 40310 
and rule 4 102 of the California Rules of Court because the limited time available to revise the 
Schedules, circulate them for comment, and a11ow implementatiOn by the courts on January 1, 
2004, requires adoption of the Schedules pnor to the next council meeting. 

Voting members 

• Please indicate your vote, sign, and FAX the signature pages attention Rom a 
Cheadle at 415-865-4332 by 5:00p.m., Wednesday, December 17, if possible. 

• If you are unable to reply by December 17, please do so as soon as possible. 

• Additionally return the original signature page to the Secretariat Office, 
Admmistrative Office of the Courts, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, 
California, 94102-3660. Keep a copy for your records. 

Advisory members 

• The circulating order IS being mmled to you for your information only. There is no 
need to sign or return anythmg. 

WCV/CT 

Attachments 



'', 

C0-03-07 

The Judicial Council of California 

The Judicial Council, effective January 1, 2004, adopts the revised 2004 Uniform 
Bail and Penalty Schedules: 

My vote is as follows: 

D Approve D Disapprove D Abstain 

/s/ 

Ronald M George, Chair Marvin R. Baxter 

/s/ 

Ellen M Corbett Enc L. Du Temple 

Norman L. Epstem Martha Escutia 

/s/ /s/ 

Michael T. Garcia Wilham C. Hamson 

/s/ 

Rex S. Hemke Richard D Huffinan 

/s/ /s/ 

Laurence D. Kay Jack Komar 



My vote is as follows: 

D Approve 

Is! 

Wilham A MacLaughlm 

Wilham J. Murray, Jr. 

David J Pasternak 

Richard E. L. Strauss 

Barbara Ann Zuniga 

Date: December 17, 2003 

C0-03-07 

D Disapprove D Abstain 

Attest: 

Is/ 

Heather D. Morse 

Is/ 

Michael Nash 

Is! 

Ann Miller Ravel 

Is/ 

Thomas J. W arw1ck 

Administrative Dir 
and Secretary oft 

or of the Courts 
Judicial Council 



Jju.Oirial Oiouncil of Oialifornia 
ADMINISTRATIVE o'FFICE OF THE COURT~ 
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455 Golden Gate A\enue • San FranciSCo, Cahfonua 94102-3688 

T elephonc 415-865-4 200 • Fa>. 415-865-4 205 • TDD 415-865-4 2 72 

MEMORANDUM 

Date 

December 17, 2003 

To 

Members ofthe Judicial Council 

From 
William C. Vickrey, Admmistraf ector 

of the Courts 
Kim K. Davis, Director, Office of Court 

ConstructiOn and Management 
Michael A Fischer, Semor Attorney, Office of 

the General Counsel 

Subject 

Circulatmg Order: C0-03-08 re Appointment 
to the Court Facilities Dispute ResolutiOn 
Committee 

Action Requested 

Votmg members: please indtcate your vote, 
sign the attached circulatmg order, and fax 
the signature pages to 415-865-4332 

Deadline 

5:00p.m., December 30, 2003 

Contact 

Kim K. Davis 
415-865-7971 phone 
415-865-4326 fax 
kim.davis@Jud.ca. gov 

Michael A. Fischer 
415-865-7685 phone 
415-865-7664 fax 
Imchael.fischer@ntd.ca gov 

IMMEDIATE ACTION REQUIRED 
IF POSSIBLE, FAX REPLY BY 5:00 P.M., DECEMBER 30, 2003 , 

Issue Statement 
The Tnal Court Facilities Act of2002 requires the Judicial Council to appomt a member to the 
Court Facihtles Dispute ResolutiOn Committee. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Judicial Council appoint Associate Justice Ronald B. Robie, Court of 
Appeal, Thud Appellate Distnct, to the Court Facilities Dispute ResolutiOn Committee. This 
appomtment would be effective January 1, 2004. 

r 
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Rationale for Recommendation 
The Tnal Court Facihties Act of2002 (Sen. B1ll 1732 [Escutia], Stats. 2002, ch. 1082) provides 
for the creation of a Court Facilities Dispute ResolutiOn Committee. (Gov. Code, § 70303(a), 
attached.) The committee is charged wtth hearing and determimng disputes mvolving the 
following matters· 

1. Buildmgs reJected for transfer of responsibility because of defic1enc1es. 
2. Fmlure to reach agreement on transfer of responsibility for a building. 
3. Disputes regardmg the appropnateness of expenditures from a local courthouse 

construction fund as provided. 
4. County appeal of a county factlities payment an1ount. 
5. Admm1strative Office ofthe Courts appeal of a county facthties payment amount. 

The recommendatiOns of the committee are to be sent to the state Duector ofFinance for a final 
determmation of the 1ssue in dispute 

Pursuant to Government Code section 70303(a), the members of the Court Facthties Dispute 
Resolution Committee are: 

1 One person selected by the California State AssociatiOn of Counties; 
2 One person selected by the Judicial Council; and 
3. One person selected by the state Director of Finance. 

Staff recommends that the Judtcial Council appomt Justice Ronald B. Robie to the Court 
Facilities Dispute Resolution Committee, because of his JUdicial expenence, experience m 
governmental affmrs, and proven commitment to the Improvement of JUdictal administration. 

Appomted as a mumcipal court Judge m 1983, Justice Robte served there until he was elected to 
a vacant seat on the Sacramento County Supenor Court. In 2002, Governor Gray Dav1s 
appomted him to the Court of Appeal, Thtrd Appellate Distnct. 

Before his appointment to the bench, Justice Robie served as director of the Department of Water 
Resources from 197 5 to 1983 Before that, he was the attorney member on the State Water 
Resources Control Board from 1969 to 1975, and a consultant to the Assembly Water Committee 
from 1960 to 1969. 

He has served on the California Judges Association's Executive Board as chair oftts technology 
committee, the California Federal-State Judicial Council and the Judictal Adm1mstrat10n Institute 
of California In 1999, Chtef Justice Ronald M. George appomted him to the Judictal Counctl. 
He served as liaison to the council's Court Technology Advisory Committee and as chatr of the 
Rules and Projects Committee. 
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Voting Members 

C0-03-08 

• Please mdicate your vote, sign, and FAX the signature pages attentiOn Roma Cheadle at 
415-865-4332 by 5:00p.m., December 30, 2003, If possible. 

• If you are unable to reply by December 30, 2003, please do so as soon as possible. 

• Additionally return the ongmal signature page to the Secretanat Office, Administrative 
Office ofthe Courts, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California, 94102-3688. 
Keep a copy for your records. 

Advisory Members 
• The circulating order IS being faxed to you for your mformat10n only. There IS no need to 

sign or return anythmg 



C0-03-08 

The Judicial Council of California 

The Judicial Council approves the appointment of a member of the Court Facilities 
Dispute ResolutiOn Committee as follows: 

Effective January 1, 2004, Justice Ronald B. Robie IS appointed to the 
Court Fac1ht1es Dispute Resolution Commtttee. 

My vote is·as follows: 

D Approve D Disapprove D Abstain 

Is/ 

Ronald M. George, Chair Marvin R. Baxter 

Ellen M Corbett Enc L. Du Temple 

Is/ 

Norman L. Epstein Martha Escutla 

lsi 

Michael T. Garcia William C. Harrison 

Is/ 

Rex S. Hemke Richard D. Huffman 

Is/ Is/ 

Laurence D. Kay Jack Komar 



My vote is as follows: 

0 Approve 

Is! 

Wilham A. MacLaughlin 

Is/ 

Wilham J. Murray, Jr. 

David J. Pasternak 

Is! 

Richard E. L. Strauss 

Barbara Ann Zuiiiga 

Date: December 19, 2003 

C0-03-08 

D Disapprove D Abstain 

Heather D. Morse 

Is/ 

Michael Nash 

Ia! 

Ann Miller Ravel 

Is! 

Thomas J. Warwick 

/ 

Attestd~-:-~----
Administrative tiftictor of the Courts 
and Secretary of}the Judicial Council 
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THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The followmg appointments are made to the Judicial Council Advisory Committee on 

Civil Jury Instructions for terms ending October 30, 2006: 

Date: November 24, 2003 

Hon. Gail A. Andler 

Hon. Ahce C. Hill 

Hon. Stephen J. Kane 

Mr. Robert A. Goodin 

Mr. Richard L. Seabolt 

Mr. RobertS. Warren 

·~ 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following reappomtments are made to the Judicial Council Court Executives 

. I Advisory Committee: 

c 

Date: November 24, 2003 

Mr. John A. Clarke 

Mr. Gordon Park-Li 

CJ-
/·~ 

Chief Justice of Cahforrua and 
Chair of the Judicial Council 

1 Consistent With the amended Cahforma Rules of Court, rule 6 48, all rune counties m the "48+ Judges" category 
Will continue to serve on the Court Executives AdVIsory Comnnttee, and therefore no term exprration dates apply. 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following reappointments are m~de to the Judicial Council Court Executives 

Advisory Committee for terms endmg October 31, 2006. 

Date: November 24, 2003 

Ms:Tamara L. Beard 

Mr. Gary M. Blair 

Ms. Tma Burkhart 

0 

0--7 . 
/ ' 

/A.~ I o I~Q \) 
L~·~ 

Chief Justice of Califomi:J.d 
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the following appointments are made to the Judicial Council 

Court Executives Advisory Committee for terms ending October 31, 2005: 

Ms. Tressa S. Kentner, Chau, replacing Mr. Alan Slater 

Ms. Susan Null, Vtce-Chair, replacing Ms. Tressa S. Kentner 

Date: November 24, 2003 

• 

---) 

/~~e 
Chief Justice of California and 

Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appointment is made to the Judicial Council Court Executives Advisory 

Committee: 1 

Ms. Inga McElyea 

Date: November 24, 2003 

Chair of the Judicial Council 

1 Consistent with the amended Cahfonna Rules of Court, rule 6.48, all rune counties m the "48+ JUdges" category 
will continue to serve on the Court Executives Advisory Conuruttee, and therefore no term exprration dates apply 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appointment IS made to the California State-Federal Judicial 

Council for a term endmg July 31, 2004: 

Hon. Cynthia G. Aaron, replacmg Hon. Daniel M. Kolkey 

Date: November 25, 2003 

) 

Chief Justice o~fomia and 
Chmr of the Juaicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The followmg appomtment IS made to the Judicial Council Govemmg Committee of the 

Center for Judicial EducatiOn and Research for a term endmg October 31, 2004· 

/ 

Hon Yolanda Neill Northndge (Advisory Member), replacmg 
Hon Susan P. Fmlay (Ret.) 

Date. November 25, 2003 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The followmg appointment Is made to the Judicial Council Advisory Committee on Civil 

Jury Instruct10ns for a term ending October 30,2006: 

Date: December 11, 2003 

Hon Charles W. McCoy, Jr. 

\--......... .... ---

Chief Justice of Cahfomia-and 
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appomtments are made to the Judictal Council Working Group on 

Court Security for terms ending December 31, 2007: 

Date: December 15, 2003 

Mr. Roy L. Burns 

Mr. Clifford Priest 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appomtment is made to the Attorney General's Advisory 

Committee on Criminal History Records Improvement, California Criminal 

Justice Integration Sub-Committee for a term ending December 31, 2005: · 

Hon. Charles W. Campbell, Jr., replacing Hon. Michael Nash 

Date: December 29, 2003 

I ' 

Chief Justice of Caf.iiiaalld 
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the following reappointment is made to the JudiCial Council 
Trial Court Presiding Judges Executive Committee for a term endmg December 31,2005: 

Date: January 12, 2004 

Hon. Frederick P. Hom 

'"/,C~~qo -- ~ r--
chief Justice of Califo~ and 

Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, the following appointments are made to the Judicial Council Tnal 
Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee for terms ending December 31, 2005: 

Hon. Terrence R. Boren, replacing Hon. Lynn O'Malley Taylor 

Hon. Raymond A. Cota, replacing Hon. Juan Ulloa 

Hon. Michael L. Duffy, replacing Hon. Barry T. LaBarbera 

Hon. JohnS Einhorn, replacmg Hon. Richard E. L. Struass 

Hon. Peter B. Foor, replacing Hon. Scott L. Kays 

Hon. Susan C Harlan, replacmg Hon. David Sargent Richmond 

Hon. Eric L. Labow1tz, replacing Hon. Ronald Brown 

Hon. Bobby W. McNatt, replacing Hon. George J. Abdallah, Jr. 

Hon. Barbara J. Miller, replacing Hon. Harry R. Sheppard 

Hon. Peter H. Norell, replacmg Hon. James Michael Welch 

Hon. Donna M Petre, replacing Hon. Michael W. Sweet 

Hon. Barbara L. Roberts, replacmg Hon. Thomas W. Kelly 

Hon. John A. Tieman, replacing Hon. S. William Abel 

Hon. Michael G. Virga, replacing Hon. Michael T. Garcia 

Date: January 12,2004 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The.followmg appomtment Is made to the Judicial Council Tnal Court Presidmg Judges 
Executive Committee for a tenn ending December 31, 2004: 

Date: January 12, 2004 _ 

Hon. Michael E. Barton 

Chief Justice of California and 
Chau of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appointments are made to the Judicial Council Trial Court Presiding 
Judges Advisory Committee for terms ending December 31, 2004: 

Hon. Frank Dougherty, replacing Hon. Betty Dawson 

Hon. Angus I. Saint-Evens, replacmg Hon. Donald Cold Byrd 

Date: January 12, 2004 

r} 
( ,, 
\. ,,'/~ 

__,;'";:.:.,.,,v 

--/~~_!\ Ot::'> -
/ ~ 

Chief Justice of Califoxe/a and 
Chair of the Judtcial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the following reappomtments are made to the Judicial 
Council Trial Court Presidmg Judges Advisory Committee for terms endmg December 31. 
2004: 

Date: January 12, 2004 

Hon. Stephen D. Bradbury 

Hon. Harold F. Bradford 

Hon. David W. Herrick 

Hon. Wtlliam W. Pangman 

Hon. W. Scott Snowden 

Hon. Harry J. Tobias 

Hon. F. Dana Walton 

o.tma and 
Chair ofthe Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the following reappointments are made to the Judicial 
Council Trial Court Presiding Judges Executive Committee for terms ending December 31, 
2004: 

Date: January 12, 2004 

Hon. Frederick P. Hom, Chair 

Hon. Suzanne N. Kingsbury 

Hon. William W. Pangil"!an 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appointment IS made to the Judicial Council Task Force on Self-

Represented Litigants: 

Ms. Marilyn James 

Date: January 12, 2004-

Chair of the Judi -



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the followmg reappointment is made to the Judicial 
Council Tnal Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee for a term ending December 31, 
2004: 

Hon. Fredenck P. Hom, Chair 

Date: January 12, 2004 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The followmg reappomtments are made to the Judicial Council Trial Court Presiding 
Judges Advisory Committee for terms enduig December 31, 2005: 

Date: January 12, 2004 

Hon. Larry L. Dier 

Hon. Frederick P. Hom 

Hon. Edward P. Moffat IT 

Hon. Paul A. Vortmann 

Hon. Robert W. Weir 

~ 
/"-/:~.·~--r~:~\9-Q __ _,/ "-.: C! 

· Chief Justice of Califorriifi and 
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The following appomtments are made to the Judicial Council Tnal Court Presidmg Judges 
Executive Committee for terms endmg December 31, 2005: 

Date: January 12. 2004 

Hon. JohnS. Emhorn 

Hon. Peter H. Norell 

Hon. Barbara J. Miller 

Hon. Michael G. Virga 

hief Justice of Califo · and 
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Effective January 1, 2004, the followmg reappomtment IS made to the Judicial 
Council Tnal Court Pres1dmg Judges Advisory Comnuttee for a term ending January 1, 
2006: 

Date: January 12, 2004 

Hon. Roger T. Kosel 

L "-\ ,___ ~.~ 

, --Chief Justice of California aila:f -
Chair of the Judicial Council 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The followmg appomtment is made to the Judicial Council Access and Fairness Advisory 

Committee for a term endmg October 31, 2004: 

Hon. Gordon S. Baranco, replacing Hon. John J. Conway 

Date: February 9, 2004 

~. 

.~ Chief Justice of CalifofiJ.tll ~d 
Chair of the Judicial Council 

' -



Monday, February 23 

V anous ttmes 
(see attached) 

Judicial Council ~tinerary 
February 23-27, 2004 

Renrussance Pare 55 Hotel 
55 Cynl Magmn Street 

San Francisco, Caltforma 
Phone: 415-392-8000 
Fax: 415-403-6602 

and 

' Adinlmstrattve Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, California 

Phone: 415-865-4200 
Fax: 415-865-4332 

Judicial Council Advisory CoffiiTilttee Meetmgs 
Renrussance Pare 55 Hotel 

Tuesday, February 24,2004 

V anous times 
(see attached) 

Judicial Council Advisory Committee Meetmgs 
Renru.ssance Pare 55 Hotel 

Wednesday, February 25, ~004 

7:30am- 8:45 am 

9:00a.m. 

12:15 p.m.-2:15p.m. 

5:00pm-7:00pm 

CJAC Registration and Continental Breakfast 
Renaissance Pare 55 Hotel 

CJACOpenmg 

Ralph N. Kleps Awards Luncheon wtth Chtef Justice 
Ronald M. George 

CJAC Knowledge Frur and Evening Reception 
' Renaissance Pare 55 Hotel 



Thursday, February 26, 2004 

6:30a.m. 

7:30am- 2.15 pm 

12:15 p m -2:15p.m 

2:15 p.m.-2:30p.m. 

3:00p.m.- 5:30p.m. 

6:30 p.m. - 9:30 p.m. 

5K Fun Run and Walk 

CJAC RegistratiOn and Contmental Breakfast 
Renatssance Pare 55 Hotel 

Distmgmshed Service Awards Luncheon with Chief Justice 
Ronald M. George 

Closmg Remarks 

Judicial Council Issues Meetmg 
For Judicial Council members only 
Renaissance Pare 55 Hotel, Barcelona II 

Judicial Council Dmner 
Renaissance Pare 55 Hotel 

Friday, February 27, 2004-Administrative Office ofthe Courts 

7:45a.m. 

8:00 a.m.-8:30 a.m. 

8:30 a.m.-1:05 p.m. 

AOC van amves at Pare 55 for transport to AOC 
(Outside mam entrance, at the taxi/shuttle dnve-through.) 

Contmental breakfast 
JCCC, Lunchroom 

Busmess Meetmg 
JCCC, Malcolm M. Lucas Boardroom 
Box lunches will be provided 

' " f .. \ ~ 
t • >f I~ ~. 
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2004 Committee Meetings during CJAC 
Renaissance Pare 55 Hotel 

55 Cyril Magmn Street 
San Francisco: CA. 

(Please note all meetmg space 1s subJect to change) 

Traffic Advisory-Committee 
February 23, 2004 
9:00am- 5·00 pm 

Meetmg Room: Raphael 
Staff Coordmator: Courtney Tucker (5-7611) 

Contact Person: Lisa Graves (5-7622) 
JC Liaison· Hon. Enc Taylor 

Appellate Advisory Committee 
February 23,2004 

10:00 am- 2:00 pm 
Meetmg Room: Redwood AlB 

Staff Coordmator: Heather Anderson (5-7691) 
Contact Person: Cmdy Agno (5-7301) 

JC Ltmson: Hon. Norman Epstcm 

Court· Technology Advisory Committee 
February 23,2004 

10:00 am-3:00pm 
Meetmg Room: Boardroom 

Staff Coordmator: Charlene Hammitt (5-7410) 
Contact Person: Christopher Smith (5-7416) 

JC Limson: Hon. Rtchard Strauss 
Ms. Susan Null 

································~)(1ll)J\~~ •.... ~ ....••................... 

Collaborative Justice Courts Advisory Committee 
• 1 February·24, 2004 

8:30am-3:30pm 
Meetmg Room: Da Vinci IIIIll (2&3) 

Staff Coordmator: Nancy Taylor (5-7607) 
Contact Person: Patnck Danna (5-7992) 

JC Liaison: Hon. Mtchael Garcia 

1 



Access and Fairness Advisory Committee 
February 24, 2004 
8.30 am-5:00pm 

Meetmg Room. Stenna 
, Staff Coordmator: Donna Clay Conti (5-7911) 

Contact Person: Bemta Downs (5-7957) 
JC L1a1son Hon Heather Morse 

Criminal Law Advisory Committee 
February 24, 2004 
9:00am-3:00pm 

Meetmg Room: Cervantes 
Staff Coordmator: Joshua Weinstem (5-7688) 

Contact Person: Ltsa Graves (5-7622) 
JC Luuson: W11liam J. Mu'rray, Jr. 

Court Interpreters Advisory Panel 
February 24, 2004 
9:00 am- 4:00 pm 

Meetmg Room: Barcelona II (2) 
Staff Coordinator: Ricardo Beacon (5-7759) 

Contact Person: Debbie Chong-Mangmat (5-7596) 
JC L1msons: Jack Komar 

Mr. Alan Slater 

Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee 
February 24, 2004 
9:00 am-4:30pm 

Meetmg Room: Barcelona I (1) 
Staff Coordmator: Patrick O'Donnell (5-7665) 

ContaC:t'Person: Bemta Downs (5-7957) 
__ JC Lt~hson: Hon. Wilham MacLaughlm 

Mr. Dav1d Pasternak 

2 
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Family mid Juvenile Law Advisory Committee 
February 24, 2004 
9·00am- 5·00pm 

Meeting Room Pare I Ballroom 
Breakout 1:00pm- 5:00pm 

Breakout Meetmg Room. Michelangelo 
Staff Coordmator: Susie VIray (5-7704) 
Contact Person: Myrna Caarmc (5-4223) 

JC L1mson: Hon. Mtchael Nash 

CJER Governing Committee 
February 24, 2004 , 
I 1:00am- 3:00pm 

Meetmg Room: Redwood AlB 
StaffCoordmator: James M. Vesper (5-7797) 

Contact Person: Barbara Jo Whiteoak (5-7800) 
JC Lwison: Hon Rtchard Huffman 

Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee 
February 24,2004 
1:00pm-3:00pm 

Meetmg Room: Ballroom Pare ill (3) 
Staff Coordmator: Penny Davis (5-7612) 
Contact Person: Penny Davis (5-7612) 

JC Ltatson: Hon. Fredenck Hom 

Court Executives Advisory Committee 
February 24, 2004 
1:00pm-3:00pm 

Meetmg Room: Ballroom Pare II (2) 
Staff Coordinator: Penny Davis (5,-7612) 
Co,ntact Person: Penny Davis (5-7612) ._, ::_ 

. JC Lt~uson: Ms. Tressa Kentner. 
Ms. Susan Null (Y1ce-Chatr) 

'• ' 
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Joint Court Executives and Trial Court Presiding Judges 
Advisory Committee 

February 24, 2004 
3:00pm- 5.00 pm 

Meetmg Room: Ballroom Pare II (2) 
Staff Coordmator: Penny Davis (5-7612) 
Contact Person: Penny Davis (5-7612) 

JC LJaisons: Hon. Fredenck Hom 
Ms. Trcssa Kentner (CEAC Chmr) 

Ms. Susan Null (CEAC V1ce-Chatr) 

Judicial Council Advisory Committee Chairs MeetinK 
February 24, 2004 . 
5:30pm-7:00pm 

Meetmg Room: Barcelona I (1) 
Staff Coordmator: Sonya Smith (5-7653) 
Contact Person: Sonya Smith (5-7653) 

Hon. Rtchard Huffman. Hon. Marvm Baxter. Hon. Norman Epstem 
-----~----------~~------------------------L-----~ 

-----------------NEXT DAY.-----------------

Presiding Judges Executive Committee 
February 25,2003 

10:00 am-11:30 am 
Meeting Room: Aragon 

Staff Coordinator: Penny Davis (5-7612) 
Contact Person: Penny Davis (5-7612) 

JC Lta.Json: Hon. Fredenck Hom 

-----------------NEXT DAY.-----------------

Judicial Council Issues Meeting 
(Closed Session) 

February 26, 2004 
3:00pm-5:30pm 

Meeting Room: Barcelona II 
Staff Coordmator: Sonya Smith (5-7653) 
Contact Person: Sonya Smith (5-7653) 

All JC Memhers 

4 

l 
\ 

v 
" • 



Committees Not Meeting 

Judicial Service Advisor~ Committee 
Staff Coordmator: Gtgt Robles (5-4295) 
Contact Person· Gtgt Robles (5-4295) 

Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee 
Staff Coordmator: Douglas C. Miller (5-7535) 
Contact Person: Douglas C. Mtller (5-7535) 

' ' 
~. • I 
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MAPS ~RIVI~G YELLOW Home I· Help I Sett1nqs I Mobile 
OlR!!CTIONS PAGI!$ 

Driving Directions Pnnt I E-M~JI I Download to PDA I Reverse I Ne:"' D1rect1ons 
t 

455 Golden Gate Ave, San FranCisco, CA 94102-3660 US - Hotel Offers -
Flight Deals 
55 Cynl Magnm St, San Franc1sco, CA 94102-2812 US - Hotel Offers -
Flight Deals 

Maneuvers Distance Maps 

1: Start out gomg East on GOLDEN GATE AVE toward 0.2 miles- Map 
LARKIN ST. 

2: Turn LEFT onto LEAVENWORTH ST. 0.1 m1les Map 

3: Turn RIGHT onto EDDY ST 0.3 m1les Map 

' 4: Turn LEFT onto CYRIL MAGNIN ST/STH ST N. <0.1 m1les Map 

5: End at 55 CYRIL MAGNIN ST SAN FRANCISCO CA Map 

Total Est. Time: 3 mmutes Total Est. Distance: 0.68 m1les • 

Why drive when you can fly? Need a place to stay? 

Search for cheap flights' 

l!RBITZ Flights 
Car Rentals 

Route Overview Map 

Fmd and book a hotel' 

-Save up to 70% on Orb1tz Savers nat1onw1de Search San 
Francisco, CAl 

- Fmd low fares to the San Francisco/San Jose area' 
- Fmd special offers on rental pnces m the San FranCisco/San 
Jose area' 

Make th1s map mteract1ve 

Page 1 of 2 

MapQuest Searc 
Enter Busmess or Ca 

Show Offers: ~ 

Hotel Rooms - E: 
Huge Savmgs at Grea 
Low Rate Now' 
www exped1a com 

Marnott F1sherm 
San Francisco lodgm 
& a short walk to man 
marnott com 

San Francisco I 
4-star hotels at 2-sta 
Hotw1re Hot-Rates'(sr 
www hotw1re com 

Pncelme Hotel D 
Save Up To 40% On 5 
Hotels - Guaranteed 
www pncel!ne com 

San Francisco I 
Exclus1ve deals and gr 
70% off at PlacesToSt 
www. placestostay c· 

Show Offers: f'Hc 

http://www .mapquest.com/dtrectwns/mam.adp?go:=1&do=nw &cl=EN &un=m&ct=NA& 1... 2/17/2004 



MapQuest. Dnvmg DirectiOns. North Amenca 

All nghts reserved Use SubJect to L1cense/Copynght I Map Legend ~NAVTECH~ ••t+•·m· 
These d1rect1ons are rnformat1onal only No representation 1s made or warranty g1ven as to the1r content, road 
cond1t1ons or route usability or exped1t1ousness User assumes all nsk of use MapQuest and 1ts suppliers assume no 
respons1b11ity for any loss or delay resultrng from such use 
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