Trial Court Funding
Workgroup

April 26, 2013



Workgroup Creation

- Created by Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr.
and Chief Justice Tani Cantil-Sakauye In
September 2012

10 Members
6 Judicial Branch Appointees

4 Executive Branch Appointees
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Charge

- Determine how the state has progressed since the
Trial Court Funding Act of 1997.

- Ascertain whether the goals of the Trial Court
Funding Act have been met.

- Propose options to the Judicial Council to
effectively meet and maintain the goals of having
a state-funded trial court system and enhance
transparency and accountability.
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History

- Brown-Presley Trial Court Funding Act,
enacted 1988

e From 1988 to 1990 the state’s
contributions to trial courts increased to
$500 million (a 68 percent increase)

- Trial Court Realignment and Efficiency Act
of 1991
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History, cont.

e AB 2553, pre-cursor to AB 233, was
iIntroduced In 1996

- Lockyer-Isenberg Trial Court Funding
Act of 1997 (AB 233) signed into law
by Governor Wilson on 10/10/97 and

took effect 1/1/98



CHART 6 — TRIAL COURT REVENUE AND OFERATING EXFENDITURES FROM ALL FUND SOURCES
From FY 2000-2001 to FY 2012-2013 {estimated)

(Thousands of §)
o . .1 FY 12-13
Trial Court Financial Information FY 00-01 | FY 0102 | FY 02-03 | FY 03-04 | FY 04-05 | FY 05-06 | FY 0607 | FY 07-08 | FY 08-09 | FY 09-10 | FY 10-11 | F¥ 11-12 I
est)
Trial Court Revenue’ 1,985,514] 2,031,228]2.070,903) 2,199, 225] 2,368,396] 2,554,622 | 2,795,165| 2,966,654 2,.971,612|2 B28,755] 2,595,680 2,901,051)2 486,650/
Trial Court Dperating E-.:p.gndimmg’ 1,929,602(1,997,353 2,129,1?4'2,1?9,591'2.25&435' 2,465,935] 2,741,152| 2,951,337 3_DJW|2.BEE',525|2,932.354 2,931,521]2,895,463

Trial Court Revenue and Operating Expenditures
from All Fund Sources, FY 2000-01 to FY 2012-131
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‘InFy 2011-12, funding for sheriff-provided oourt security costs was transferred from the Trial Cowrt Trust Fund to the counties. FY 2001-12 and FY 2012-13 revenue and operating expenditures indude sheriff's ssourity oosts funding for comparizon purposes only. The figures for
2012-3013 are estimated revenue and expenditures based on courts” 2002-2013 Schedule 1 budgets.
* Total revenue reported by courts indudes revenues not recefved from trial court operations allocations, such as fee revenues retained locally, and enhanced collections reimbursements. For this and other reasans, total revenues reported by courts in their finandsl statements
ane not equivalent to total trial court operations allocations.

il Court operating expenditunes can include the use of trial court fund balances. Due to this, totsl expenditures can exceed total revenue, which ooourmed in P 2008-09, 2005-10, and 2011-12 and 2012-13 fest].

Diata source: Quartery Financial Statements and Schedule 1s [budgets] submitsed by the courts.
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CHART | — TOTAL TEIAL OOURT OFERATIONS ALLOCATIONS AND OTHER FROGRAM 4 (TRIAL COURT-RELATED) EXFENINTURES
{Thoumres of £)
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Trial Court Operations Allocations and

other Program 45 (Trial Court-Related) Expenditures
FY 1357-38 through FY 201314 [FY 201213 to FY 2013-14 Estimated)
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AB 233 & Judicial Branch
Achievements

- Examined intent, goals, and requirements of
AB 233

- Assessed judicial branch accomplishments In
pursuit of the goals and requirements

- Judicial branch substantially complied with
the Act

- Ongoing need to assess ways to provide
equal and quality justice
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Equal Access to Justice

- Equal access to justice not defined
in AB 233

- Workgroup looked at literature

- No concrete definition of equal
access to justice; identified basic
elements
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Findings: Metrics, Staffing
Standards, Efficiencies

- Substantial compliance with Act

- Improve funding allocation to
promote equal access to justice



Findings: Metrics, Staffing
Standards, Efficiencies, cont.

- Current funding allocation Is:
Not based on workload fluctuations

Not designhed to promote equal
access

Not designed to promote statewide
policies, efficiencies, or cost savings



Findings: Metrics, Staffing
Standards, Efficiencies, cont.

- Resource Assessment Study
(RAS) adopted by Judicial Council:

Relies on case weighting

Can be a tool in determining
relative funding and staffing needs



Findings: Cost Drivers and Other
Factors Impacting Equal Access

- Labor costs are 79 percent of court
costs; trifurcated structure IS
complicated and should be
reviewed

- Facilities Is another significant cost
driver that affects access to justice



Findings: Administrative Efficiencies
and Coordinated Efforts

- Judicial branch has adopted numerous
administrative efficiencies and coordinated
efforts

Standards, guidelines, and performance
measures from the Blue Ribbon
Commission on Children in Foster Care

Superior Court of Riverside County’s
Shared Procurement Services program (18
trial courts)
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Findings: Increase Funding
Transparency

- Funding transparency IS necessary to
iInform public about funding decisions
made by the council and individual trial
courts

- Internet posting of information alone is
insufficient: the information must be
made understandable to the lay public



Other Findings

- Need to reevaluate
accomplishments and consider
additional mandatory
requirements to further
promote equal access or
achieve AB 233 goals



Recommendations

-  Workgroup developed 18
recommendations in the following areas:

Access/Equal Access
Ensuring Equity in Funding

Efficiency, Uniformity, and Cost Savings

- Recommendations can be found in the
Executive Summary (pp. vii-x) and in the
body of the report (pp. 38-43)
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Judicial Council Action

- Accept the report of the
workgroup.

- Begin the process of examining
and implementing each of the
recommendations.



Questions
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