
Remarks of Judge Charles Wachob, SEC Chair, to the Judicial Council, 
June 21, 2012.

Chief Justice:
At this time, I would like to ask the chair and Vice Chair of the SEC to 
please formally present the report to council

Judge Wachob:
Thank you. Good afternoon, Chief.  I'm Charles Wachob, current chair 
of the SEC, and next to me is Brian McCabe, Judge of the Merced 
Superior Court.  I was thinking that it was not that long ago that SEC 
was not in everybody's lexicon.  SEC used to bring to mind the 
southeastern conference or maybe the Security and Exchange 
Commission, but that's forever changed.  

As recognized in the report, the AOC has played a vital role in achieving 
monumental changes in the state court funding, trial court unification, 
and other efforts to strengthen the judicial branch, and to make it a truly 
independent branch of government.  Also as recognized in the SEC 
report, the AOC is an essential organization because it fulfills a variety 
of functions, many of which are mandated by state statute, rule of court, 
or Judicial Council directive.  

However, the charge given to the SEC by the Chief Justice when she 
formed our committee was not to detail or list many of the positive 
contributions of the AOC of which there are numerous, but at the request 
of the Chief to undertake an in-depth, comprehensive examination of the 
role, functions, organizational structure, methods of operation, and 
staffing of the Administrative Office of the Courts and to make 
recommendations to ensure that the AOC performs only essential 
functions in an appropriate, beneficial, cost effective, and transparent 
manner.  Accordingly, the SEC's report by it's very nature focuses on 
problems rather than on many of the positives that we see from the 
AOC.  At the outset, the SEC wishes to acknowledge that the AOC 
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employs many dedicated, skilled employees. That was acknowledged on 
the very first page of the report.  It may be glossed over, but on behalf of 
the committee, I would like to restate that.  

2I don't intend to cover all the findings and recommendations in the 
report.  I'm sure you're glad about that.  Many have read the report, it 
speaks for itself in many ways.  I would like to talk to you about the 
process.  It's not discussed in the report specifically.  How we went 
above our work, what we did, how we came together as a group of 
Judges to make the recommendations and findings that we're presenting 
to you today.  First the committee comes from all parts of the state, and 
with incredibly diverse backgrounds, from the largest court, literally, to 
the smallest court, and with incredibly different perspectives.  This 
committee was dedicated, and spent many long nights, weekends and 
hours away from families and from their courts.  I'm sure many of the 
courts that were involved here will be glad to get their Judges back.  I 
know I'm looking forward to returning to my day job as a trial court 
Judge.  The thing that I would like to do too is talk about the members of 
the committee just briefly to acknowledge them and to demonstrate to 
you the diversity of background and perspectives that were brought to 
this task.

First of all, the Chief appointed Justice Art Scotland, former 
Administrative Presiding Judge of the Third District of Court of Appeal 
to be the Chair of our committee. He served probably through about 
three quarters of our work until about February when he stepped down. 
He had incredible experience both on the trial court level and on the 
appellate court level. I think that I can speak for all of the committee 
members and specifically for myself that I was sorry when he stepped 
down.  I was made chair.  That was not something I envisioned when I 
started and Judge McCabe stepped in as Vice Chair.  

Judge McCabe--the numerous exhibits and attachments in the back, all 
of those were a product of Judge McCabe's work.  Those were not 
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charts, numbers, statistics, pulled from an AOC shelf.  We fought for the 
numbers, dug for those numbers and they were assembled.  And I think 
that speaks to the diligence of our committee in trying to get to the 
bottom of some of the issues that we were looking at as we moved 
along.  Also in the committee, Judge Verna Adams.  I don't know if she's 
here.  She can wave her hand. There we go.  And Judge Adams was a 
trial judge for over 13 years including a stint as a presiding judge of the 
Marin County court.  The first domestic violence court -- and what she 
was most proud of as a judge was that she was a pioneer in establishing 
ADR.  The first intermediary settlement for high conflict custody cases 
in which volunteer mental health professionals are included as part of 
the process with astoundingly successful results. 

Also in the group, Judge Angela Bradstreet Superior Court of San 
Francisco back there. This was part of the brilliance, I think, in the Chief 
Justice in appointing members of our committee that came with 
backgrounds with long experience as judges and shorter experiences as 
judges. She was the part of the women lawyers bar association.  She was 
honored with the state bar's diversity award,  an honor given only to one 
attorney,  for advancing women and minorities in the profession.  
Overseeing an organization with approximate 2400 people.  

And retired LA county Superior Court Judge Judith Chirlin with over 20 
years on the bench. Her committee experience is too long to detail. 
Served on task forces, and interestingly, she taught legal issues and 
judicial administration for over 20 years at the Judicial Administration 
program at USC. 

Judge Ron Christianson is the presiding Judge of the San Bernardino 
court is here and came to our committee with a background as a former 
prosecutor.  

And Judge Cheryl Ellsworth seated to the left is the current presiding 
Judge of the Riverside Superior Court and served on numerous advisory 
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committees, task force, working groups, etc. in areas including domestic 
violence and family law.  

Also on the group we have people like Justice Scottland who has served 
on the Judicial Council, and Judge Kingsbury, she was a Judicial 
Council member from 2004 to 2007. She chaired the Rules and Projects 
committee for two years.

On the Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee since 1999.  I 
asked her how many working groups she had been on and she said 
“zillions” and I don't have reason to doubt her. 

Not here today due to prior planned vacation, Judge McLaughlin, a long- 
time hand in the judicial branch on the LA Superior Court for over 20 
years and served on numerous Judicial Council committees. He was on 
the Judicial Council itself for several years I think in 2002 or so. 
Brought a perspective of someone who has served on a large court. 

Moving from the largest to the smallest court, bringing a small court 
perspective, Judge William Pangman, retired judge of the Sierra 
Superior Court -- served for over 14 years.  And served on a variety of 
Judicial Council committees including the Presiding Judge Executive 
Committee and several turns on the budget working group.

 Also here, member of the committee, is Judge Richard Sueyoshi 
Sacramento who came from a civil litigation background.  And a new 
judge, someone not tied into the system for a long time.  

I've been on a number of committees with other judges and I have to say 
I was honored personally to serve on the group.  It was an incredibly 
hardworking diligent group.  Our committee was assisted by a pretty 
amazing group of advisory committee members.  This was not detailed. 
Jim Tilton had 32 years of experience working in a variety of positions 
with the State of California, including 28 years in executive management 
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positions.  And overseeing the state of California Department of 
Corrections which employed at that time more than 55,000 peace 
officers and other staff members who worked in the prisons.  And he has 
a background with the Department of Finance as did all of our advisory 
committee members.  So when we talk about recommendations about 
the budget process, it's a pretty solid group to be talking to, they know 
their stuff. 

Not here today is Diane Cummins, a long time state and government 
veteran, and also a veteran in the Department of Finance.  Served 
multiple governors and administrations.  

And Dave Caffrey.  Served with several positions. When he was done 
with the career in government, he became a management consultant.  All 
of those types of experiences helped the committee with the analysis of 
the organization that we took. Not here today is Mary McQueen, an 
advisory member of the committee.  Current president for the National 
Center for State Courts.  She brought a perspective of other states, what 
they do in terms of their Judicial Administration.  And additionally, she 
had the experience of having been a director of the Washington State 
court system.  

I point that out not to brag about the committee members but to highlight 
the experience they bring to the task.  This was a reasonable cross 
section of judges in our State and we were well served by well 
experienced advisory members.  I can attest to the fact that we came 
with no hidden agendas, no preconceived notions, only the promise to be 
objective, fair, and hardworking. 

I want to talk a little bit about what our task was and what it wasn't. 
Because if you read and listen to comments, I sort of get the impression 
that not everyone understands precisely what it was we were to do. We 
started with a charge given to us by the Chief Justice when the 
committee was formed back in 2011.  The Chief Justice asked the 
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committee to conduct an in-depth review of the Administrative Office of 
the Courts and the organizational structure to promote transparency and 
accountability for providing services to the courts, and make findings 
and recommendations to improve the efficiency of the AOC. 

Now what is the report not?  Somewhere along the line the Chief was 
quoted as saying the SEC report was going to be the Bible.  Thanks for 
not creating too great of an expectation [Laughter].  Chief, it's not.  Nor 
is the report a formal audit.  It's not that.  Nor is the report a classic 
statistical or quantitative analysis of data that we collected.  The report 
itself indicates in the introductory part limitations we faced in 
approaching our task as a committee.  We were not provided resources, 
other than the consultants and experienced advisory committees that we 
had with us.  We were not asked to conduct employee workload studies, 
extensive fiscal analysis, job classification studies or other types of 
studies like that.  Although, our report recommends that those occur, 
those are necessary, but that was beyond our charge.  

The information that we received also was -- at least from the AOC -- 
was self-reported information.  I want to talk about the timing of the 
report because I think you're entitled to know how we went about the 
report in terms of our own deadline and what happened to that.  First of 
all, our committee received a two-year assignment.  The committee was 
formed at the end of March, 2011.  We had our first meeting in May of 
2011.  Someone thought it would take up to two years.  We were not 
given a deadline by the Chief or anyone else.  No external deadline.  Our 
deadline was our own.  You have to remember that the judges on the 
committee were working in the courts and had day jobs.  The advisory 
members, some of whom were retired but some were not retired, so we 
had to work with that.  I would like to dispel a rumor that there was 
some time of interim report. There's one report. That's the report that you 
have.  It was the one that was delivered to the Chief at the end of May of 
this year.  We had our last full committee meeting on May 9, 2012.  Our 
report was issued several after that. We continued to do interviews 
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including that of the Finance Director of the AOC, up to the last week 
before our report was completed.  
Some have suggested that we held our report until after the May revise 
budget appeared. That would be an utter coincidence. Our report was 
turned in when we completed it. Some have suggested that we turned in  
the report before the state budget was acted on to somehow influence the 
budget, and that's also not correct.  The report was given to the Chief on 
May 24.  I suggested -- which happened to be before the long weekend 
and my suggestion to the Chief was that this report needs to be made 
public. It's going to be public.  Get it out there, start the comments on it, 
and we need transparency.  That's one of the themes of the reports. 
There's your chance and the Chief immediately put it out there.  As a 
committee, we think it's unfair she was criticized for releasing the report 
when it was that was simply when it was done.  

When the report began, we didn't spend time on this in the report 
necessarily.  The introduction to the report talks about the broader 
historical context in which the AOC developed and how it grew some of 
the monumental legislative things that happens such as trial court 
unification, taking over court employees, court facilities, and the like. 
The triggering event, as we all know probably for this report, is 
dissatisfaction and unrest in the branch with the handling of the CCMS 
project.  That's what brought things to the boil and we state that in the 
report.  

When the Chief came along in 2011 and asked us several months into 
her tenure as Chief Justice to perform the task, what was the 
environment, what was it like when we were there?  The Chief made 
mention of it in her opening remarks.  She said she sent out 
questionnaires to the presiding judges.  The Chief posed two questions 
to the Presiding Judges Advisory Committee in March 2011 before our 
committee’s first meeting asking two questions.  One, in your opinion, 
what if any are the specific problems with the operation of the AOC, and 
second if you identified any problems, what do you recommend in terms 
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of specific solutions to the problems.  So those questions were asked and 
those questions were answered before our committee met. To those 
questions, the Chief received 108 pages of responses which was the first 
material we were given as a committee when we went about our work. 
When our committee started, all the themes and issues virtually that 
were reported are referred to or mentioned or implicated in the answers 
that were given to the Chief in those responses.  Our report identifies 
several overarching themes.  One is that the AOC is a top-heavy 
organization.  Two, that the AOC internal management systems were 
deficient in various ways outlined in the report, and that AOC was 
oversized and should be downsized, and another was that the focus on 
the service to the courts was losing out to a culture of control. And 
finally, another overarching theme that we identified in our work, which 
was reflected in the preliminary responses that we received before we 
even started as a committee, was that the AOC needed to take steps to 
restore it's credibility. 

A lot of those themes and concerns presented to us in the packet of 
information were concerns and issues that were present in this branch for 
a long time. They were masked or not seen because at that time the 
judicial branch was more financially stable. The lack of financial 
stability and issues such as CCMS brought to a head the need to take a 
look at the AOC and how it operates. The questions that we sent to 
hundreds of trial Judges and others in the state as part of our work, we 
told those folks those are your confidential responses.  But what I will do 
is share with you the responses that were given to the Chief before we 
started our work because it set the groundwork for what we later did and 
they mirror to a large extent the concerns that were expressed in the 
course of one year work that our committee did.  

There were many favorable comments to the AOC from the presiding 
judges and the comments from the courts.  And the comments that the 
small courts need services--that was a theme identified frequently that's 
mentioned in the report.  Many people felt there were no problems at all 
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with the AOC and those are reflected.  And the very successful programs 
in the AOC including procedure.  The theme about performing essential 
functions was was also reflected in some of the answers and comments 
given to the Chief by various trial judges such as the AOC has gotten out 
of hand, should be a better definition, the AOC appears to be performing 
nonessential functions. Many persons commented on the fact that they 
felt that the AOC was top heavy and had too many layers of 
management and that there was a lack of accountability because of that. 

Many people commented and had the perception -- and I'll talk about 
how we pierced the perception -- many had the perception that the AOC 
was oversized, citing the growth over a ten-year period and that it 
expanded at a rapid rate when trial courts were struggling with budgets, 
similar to the comments you heard here today.  

And an issue that was festering and present for a long time was the 
whole issue of whether or not the AOC is a service agent or a control 
agent. One person stated as the Chief stated then, “the AOC is not a 
control agency but one could sure not tell that from the trial court level.”  
The AOC needs to be trimmed, and the new Bill Vickry needs to 
understand that it works for the courts -- and not the other way around.  
These are the comments that formed one of the themes we were trying to 
look at in our work. 

Other issues surfaced regarding the restoration of credibility.  Many 
people did not trust the AOC.  They did not trust certain aspects of the 
operation.  They didn't like the culture.  Because our committee was 
asked to do a top to bottom review of the AOC, that necessarily included 
a look at the AOC divisions.  Many people in the Judicial Branch 
commented about various criticisms they had on specific AOC divisions 
including people that worked in the -- including the comment on the 
screen in front of you.  People in the advisory committees commented 
regarding their experiences with the AOC.  
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In the course of our work, the SEC did not single out any particular 
division but there were divisions that raised more concerns than others.  
Those comments are reflected in some of the comments regarding the 
Office of General Counsel.  There was questions about how many 
offices they had, how many people that were working there and whether 
or not there were conflicts in representations and a number of specific 
problems. There were problems or comments raised regarding divisions 
in the AOC that are popular, such as CFCC.  Several speakers spoke 
here before we talked.  To the uninitiated, the judges that came to the 
committee without prior experience of the CFCC, that was an eye 
opener.  The point that I'm making here this -- is that we came to the task 
with an open eye, trying to figure out the criticisms and concerns, trying 
to figure out if they're popular, whether the divisions--or not popular, our 
task was to look at the efficiency and the transparency of the various 
parts of the AOC.  

The SEC also received criticism. Criticism was not spared. The creation 
of the Strategic Evaluation Committee staff by the same loyalists who 
serve on other Council nothing more than --the SEC has taken pot shots 
like you do here in the Judicial Council.  I don't know what it means to 
be considered an AOC loyalist or not, but I can vouch for our committee. 
Everyone on there is a Judicial Branch loyalist who came to the branch 
with passion and dedication to try to make the AOC leaner, nimble, more 
effective, so the branch can succeed in its core mission of providing 
access to justice for people who need to get to the courtrooms and 
resolve the types of disputes such as Mr. Dolan talked about before I 
spoke. 

I want to talk very briefly too about the process that we used.  This was 
not talked about in the report.  Our guiding principles when we 
evaluated information was to be objective, inclusive, thorough, and fair. 
We hope that that surfaced when you read the report.  We decided at the 
beginning what our methodology was going to be, which was to gather 
as much information as possible and to verify as much information as 
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possible.  In the course of our work, we sent out surveys or 
questionnaires to every sitting judge or judicial officer in the state, both 
appellate and trial court level.  And past judges.  We felt we owed a 
special obligation to court executive officers.  Our committee did not 
include a court executive officer.  We made special attention to reach out 
to them because they're on the front lines with the relationships between 
the trial courts and the AOC and they deal with the problems on a day-
to-day basis when many of the judges do not.  Discovering information, 
analyzing information, and preparing a report is what we set out to do. 

I want to tell you that the information that we received was voluminous. 
We talked to anyone and everybody that had something to say about the 
AOC.  When we heard something, that didn't mean it was true, but it was 
considered.  Some people have asked about the way in which the SEC 
came about with its recommendations and findings.  How did you get a 
room of a dozen or so judges so reach decisions on anything?  It's a fair 
question.  And I just have to say, it was incredibly simple.  The 
information that we received was so powerful and so consistent and so 
voluminous that it could not be ignored.  

Our committee--the entire committee-- interviewed the former director, 
Bill Vickry, Ron Overholt, as a committee we interviewed each division 
director and that was followed up with written requests, more e-mails 
and requests for information than the AOC probably thought it would 
get.  We know we were a pest but we felt we needed to be thorough and 
diligent in our information finding. We interviewed as many court CEOs 
as we could.  Broke up into groups of three.  Talked to CEOs and 
presiding judges together. What I have to say about the interviews is 
this. They were incredibly candid.  Many people expressed that they had 
been wanting someone to tell their concerns to for a long time in a safe 
way and there would be no possibility of any retribution or financial 
consequences to their courts or whatever. I t was almost like a 
confessional at some point, but they were very, very candid 
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conversations.  The conversations often ended that we not divulge their 
comments and assurances of confidentiality.  

I think one of the strong suits of the report is the objective and thorough 
manner in which the judges on the committee and the advisory members 
sifted through the information to find out, not only what the themes 
were, but what was the verifiable information.  What I have said before 
is that any reasonable cross section of a dozen judges in California when 
confronted with the same information that we were given from all of the 
multiple sources of information that we derived would have come to 
probably 95% of the same recommendations and findings that we did.  It 
was not the members of the committee that were speaking, it was the 
information that was speaking.  It was the judicial branch speaking. 

There were questions -- I've heard it here today -- about the tone of the 
report.  And I would like to say that I believe based on the information 
that we have that the tone was completely appropriate. When you are 
looking at problems, when you are looking at personnel rules that are 
ignored, efficiency management systems which he outlined in the report, 
and various problems that we saw, they had to be discussed. Sometimes 
there's just not a really pleasant nice way to talk about those other than 
to identify them and say that there are problems. I can say, too, that the 
tone of the report could have been much harsher but it wasn't.  At the 
end of the day, we felt that the report was a judicious, fair, reasonable 
assessment of the information that we were provided. 

I want to talk, too, because it's only given lip service in the report, I want 
to talk about the difficulty in getting information. You would expect that 
any organization, not just this one, that is being investigated or examined 
would have some reluctance, some resistance to providing information, 
that would be a normal thing in a management review.  That would be 
expected.  And we encountered that.  Our report, if you will notice, 
never made a conclusion that the information was withheld intentionally 
or to obfuscate or derail us.  But the information that we received was 
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the result of a lot of digging, a lot of requests.  The interviews with the 
division directors and the managers of the AOC, some were very candid, 
some helpful, some very forthcoming, and some were not, flat out not. 
That was to be expected and it was a fact that we had to work around. 

The other thing about acquiring information, whether it had to do with 
staffing levels or budgets is this, the information that we asked of the 
AOC was not often kept in a consistent, organized manner.  The charts 
that you see at the end of the report detailing staffing levels and budget 
for each division, that information did not exist in the form that we have 
presented it to you.  We have given that as a gift to AOC.  That was our 
work.  That information did not exist.  It had to be extricated from the 
organization. And, again, we make no judgment about whether or not it 
was withheld in any wrongful or purposeful manner, it just often did not 
exist in a consistent manner.  

Some of the answers, some of the responses that we received from AOC 
staff in response to our questions for information, were simply not 
responsive.  People on the committee would joke sometimes that if we 
were in court and heard that answer and someone objected that the 
answer was nonresponsive, all 12 of us would have sustained the 
objection.  A question, for example, about whether or not a division used 
a cost-benefit analysis is -- in trying to decide which programs to offer 
seems like a fairly straightforward question, but it often diverged into 
multiple e-mails, request for clarifications, letters, correspondence, and 
at the end of the day, the answer was “no”.  So this is the kind of tension, 
the kind of difficulty that we sometimes faced.  And, again, not across 
the board, but it did happen.  

One of the tremendous advantages to our process is that a lot of the 
critical information regarding the operation and functions of the AOC 
came from the AOC itself.  It came from the AOC division managers 
who were candid about the decision-making process, the operations, and 
functions of AOC.  
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I want to a talk just a little bit about the perspective of our report. There's 
a -- perhaps a natural tendency to say, “well, this is backward looking 
report.  We're looking back at things that happened.  We're looking back 
at staffing levels. We're looking back at what the budget was.”  Really, 
what the point, as far as we were concerned for the committee was to 
develop a strategy.  The name itself, Strategic Evaluation Committee, 
implies that we were trying to develop a strategy for the organization to 
move forward and succeed.  The committee was asked to undertake a 
strategic evaluation for the Administrative Office of the Courts.  And the 
organizational structure, management, processes, and size.  Also stated 
in the report was that consistent with the goals of transparency, and 
efficiency, the intent of the report was to recommend an organizational 
structure that would better position the AOC for future success and 
which would be leaner, nimbler, and more responsive to the judicial 
branch.  That's as forward looking as we could get, the prism through 
which we looked at our assignment. 

One of the other things that was difficult as we moved along was the fact 
that there are changes occurring in the Administrative Office of the 
Courts.  We were not looking at a static organization. We started in May 
2011, here we are a year later, obviously things were happening in the 
meantime.  And Ms. Patel will tell you what some of the changes are. 
We did take into account the changes that have occurred since May 
2011.  The starting point of our task was what the AOC looked like in 
May 2011.  In the intervening months the AOC made a number of 
changes and continues to make organizational changes.  

Events over the past year resulted in what we considered a slight 
contraction of the organizational structure.  A coordination of events, a 
retirement of a former Administrative Director, a resulting interim 
appointment and retirement, that led to some reorganization.  We also 
noted that it was merged with another division which became known as 
C pass. (sic)  The CCMS management process and the information 
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services division.  And divisional office retired and management 
responsibilities were transferred to another director placed in the 
executive office.  In late 2011 the council made a sea change in regards 
the technology division in March when it stopped the statewide 
deployment of CCMS for statewide case management.  That was in the 
report.  We reviewed the divisions and functions that attached to the 
different divisions and parts of the organization.  We also made a 
judgment on whether or not that was a solid way to move forward or not. 
We characterized the AOC's change in the last year as inching towards 
consolidation of functions and not necessarily as one that came through 
a predetermined game plan. The organizational consolidations that 
occurred in the last year many of which we felt resulted from extraneous 
events, retirement, attrition, that type of thing. I think the AOC is 
moving towards the predetermined game plan and structural 
reorganization but I don't think that that has occurred yet. And our 
committee commented on that. That's our view. 

We commented on changes in staffing levels that occurred in May 2011. 
I will tell you that in many points in the recent history was the most 
difficult thing we tried to accomplish in the report. That's because the 
information ever information did not exist in a consistent unified 
fashion. It had to be pulled and many of the directors had different 
understandings of what temporary employees were, what contract stuff 
were, and the like. Those are talked about in the report. We found that, 
obviously, as mentioned in the report, the AOC sustained tremendous 
growth as a result of the monumental changes that occurred in the 
organization starting in the late '90s with the trial-court unification and 
those types of events.  As of December, which we use is a benchmark in 
our report, we found the total staffing positions were approximately 
1008.  All numbers came from the AOC.  They're self-reported numbers. 
We have no ability to count 1008 people but that's the information.  We 
note it was a decrease.  We tried to make the report as current as we 
possibly could.  We turned in the report on May 24.  May 11, ten or 11  
days before the report or so we sent an e-mail and said please tell us the 
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current staffing level of the AOC. As -- the staffing level at that point 
was 883 and that's not much of a drop from the 1008 that existed at the 
end of the year.  My personal belief, I know this is shared with other 
members of committee is that no one really knows how many people 
worked at various points in time and that's just the way it is in our view. 

It's a little unnerving to come and give you the report and tell you that 
you need to do something.  It's unnerving to tell you that our committee 
found that the Judicial Council has to exercise greater oversight but 
because it's a top to bottom review of the AOC necessarily the review 
starts at the top and I'm looking at the top right now, which is the 
Judicial Council.  We made various findings about that.  We feel that's a 
critical part of the entire endeavor because the tone of the AOC,  it's 
mission, whether or not it's a service or control agency, and those types 
of things are determined in a large part by the actions and oversight of 
the Judicial Council.  

We specifically recommend that the performance of the Administrative 
Director of the Courts be reviewed.  And reviewed in a very specific, 
regimented way.  I'm not going to spend time going over the 
organizational structure.  It's in the report.  But I want to make just a 
couple of comments about it.  What you see before you is the 
organizational structure of the AOC when our committee began it's task. 
A picture tells a thousand stories in this case. This is a picture of an 
organization that is top heavy.  When we started it, it had 17 separate 
directors reporting to the Administrative Director including various 
divisions, specialized offices, and regional offices.  The difficulty in 
decision-making whether it's fiscal processes or not, was rendered very 
difficult by the manner in which the organization was established.  In a 
trial, there's always a few phrases that stick out in a case and when 
talking to some of the divisional directors during the course of our 
interviewers of the division directors, one of the things that stuck out 
was a characterization that went like that.  The AOC has grown in its 
organization like a coral reef without seeming function or shape. And 
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this is what happened. This is where it ended up. That's where we 
started. 

Our recommendation, which is simply that, a recommendation, was to 
streamline and reduce the number of divisions and basically if I could 
describe it in a sentence, to push down the organization to make it less 
top heavy, to make it more streamlined to put it more in line with other 
organizations in state agencies and the like which would include 
basically operational side and an administrative side.  And in this case, 
the chief of staff would be charged with some of the policies, legislative 
matters, and also to elevate trial support and liaison services to make that 
at the top of the organizational chart.  

Someone else here, I think, already noted that we found it interesting 
that when we started the organizational charts, and we received many, 
that reflects the organization of the AOC over years never showed the 
Judicial Council at the top. That says a lot. It says a lot about Judicial 
Council oversight but it also talks and speaks about the perspective or a 
viewpoint of the organization itself.  That it's an organization unto itself 
and that has to change.   

Very briefly, in addition to analyzing the organizational structure, we 
took a hard look at some of the management systems and processes. The 
-- and those are detailed in the report.  I won't reiterate those. We found 
the decision-making process to be unclear.  This information came from 
administrative managers, division directors and high level managers who 
were saying that to us.  We found that the program and project planning 
and monitoring system needed improvement.  There was a lack of 
system wide fiscal planning and processes and a lack of buy-in from 
courts on a number of important projects.  The performance appraisals 
and personnel policies, that part of the organization is broke.  We were 
surprised to learn that with few exceptions the divisions were not 
conducting and had not conducted a regular personnel evaluations of 
their employees. It's important for a number of reasons of which are set 
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forth in the report. Personnel policies were violated or ignored. One of 
the most noteworthy was the telecommute policy.  I want to -- just as a 
side note -- tell you right there that when we see these types of policies 
and identify them it's hard not to do that without sounding overly critical 
and not having a tone, but these are the facts.  

We looked at the position classification system.  We found that to be out 
of balance and not applied in a consistent manner.  And followed by 
problems with the compensation system which we noted.  One of the 
more significant problems we found was when we talked with the people 
running the finance division and in charge of the financial policies in the 
organization.  We found they were (uninteligible).

We wanted to describe the staffing and resources for the various 
divisions.  We wanted to identify the core functions of each. Unless you 
do that, you cannot tell if they're performing non-essential functions, 
which is one of the criticisms we were receiving up and down the state.
We also identified what we identified (uintelligible) issues and 
findings. We did not include the issues with all of the divisions, only 
those we found to be consistent, verifiable, and noteworthy.

We made recommendations for improvement.And looking at the 
divisions, we did not accept a single anecdote of a complaining judge or 
complaining CEO about a problem with a particular division.We tried to 
identify patterns and problems that were reappearing.We also looked at 
the budget process.  

I told you we were blessed as a committee with a high level of 
expertise and experience on our committee with advisory members 
that were there to guide us.  They found that there's a big problem with 
the transparency in the budget.  I know that steps are being taken to fix 
that, and that's one of things that has to happen before the AOC starts to 
regain credibility with its budget process.
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We made specific recommendation regarding tracking systems, 
information displays, and tracking appropriations and expenditures so 
members of the public, members of the judicial branch and others can 
look at the AOC budget, can look at the judicial branch budget and make 
an apples to apples comparison of one year to another.

On staffing levels, again, we didn't start with the pre conceived notion 
that the AOC was too big or that it had too many people.
I shared with you some of the comments we received, some of 
the perceptions that were widely shared perceptions amongst the
judicial branch, but we set out to try to find out what staffing level was.
We noted inconsistent data on staffing levels, because neither the HR 
division or AOC division regularly maintained complete information 
about that.That was the hardest area to get data.None of the charts in the 
appendix as I mentioned existed before.   I would say this, too.  That if 
the report is viewed as a snapshot in time, as to staffing levels, I would 
tell you that if it is a snapshot, it contains a panoramic view.  It looks at 
ten years or so what the staffing levels were with the budgeting levels 
were for the various divisions in the AOC as a whole.

We made a recommendation that was limited in my view, and by the 
committee, based on the information that we had.  We did not have 
workload studies that would tell us whether or not there should be three 
employees in a division unit instead of two or four.  We didn't have that 
information, but we did have what I think is also better information than 
a metric or a piece of data, and that is we had the conversations-- candid 
admissions of many of the directors and managers within the AOC who 
said, “look, there's too many people here.  We don't need that unit.  We 
have too many people there,” or one unit talking about another, and it 
helped focus our examination of those issues.  We think that the 
whatever the staffing level is at the AOC, it must be made more 
transparent and understandable.  It needs to be as with the budget 
information, something that anyone can look at and made 
some suggestions about that.
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I think that the budget, state budget situation is out-stripping the 
recommendations that we made in terms of staff size.  What the budget 
crisis is forcing the AOC to do, probably should have been happening all 
along, which is this, to examine our most critical, essential functions that 
serve the trial court and the public, to put our resources there.  You have 
to make some hard decisions about some of the functions that are not 
essential, given limited resources.  Our proposal on staffing levels 
was really modest.  We simply said don't exceed the number of 
authorized positions that the legislature gives you, that's where 880 came 
from.  That's in the governor's budget.

We suggest that after that, that a reorganization of the AOC with 
efficiencies and some of the other recommendations that we're making 
would result in a much smaller organization, and we took our best stab 
at that.  

The final thing I'd like to say is this.  People wonder whether or not the 
SEC report is a landmark document or it's a blueprint for the future, and 
a number of other things, and I think the answer is we don't know.
It could be, or it might not.That depends on what you want to do with 
your power as members of the Judicial Council to move the branch 
forward, and to take a look at the organization as we see it.

If I was critiquing the report in hindsight, and judges need  to be 
accountable, I would say that we did not properly emphasize the strength 
of the services provided to the appellate courts by the AOC.  By 
definition, though, as I tried to say earlier, our focus was on the problems 
that we were seeing not necessarily on the positives and to the extent 
that we didn't emphasize that particular strength, I give myself a demerit 
and our committee a demerit, that was not intended.  Our focus was on 
the trial courts, which is where the bulk of the criticisms were coming 
from.
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In 2006, they were given a consultant report K M G,  it made changes 
and recommendations regarding the administrative infrastructure of the 
AOC.  It made recommendations to the state technology. It 
recommended that there be a business case analysis.It recommended a 
number of things.  It critiqued the Office of General Counsel.  It did a 
number of things, and that report gathered dust, to be blunt.

So our concern is that many of the recommendations that we're 
stating have been stated previously, and that we hope that they are not 
only considered, but that some of them are implemented.  That would 
conclude my comments.

____________________________

(Note:  This transcript is a corrected version of the very rough “machine 
generated” AOC transcript that was streamed live along with the 
Council meeting.  As is always the case, the machine transcript was rife 
with errors (roughly one for every two lines, sometimes dropping entire 
sentences) and omissions.  Every effort has been made to provide the 
best transcript that we are able.)
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