
June 25, 2012

Dear Chief Justice Cantil-Sakauye:

Your appointed Strategic Evaluation Committee issued a report which recommends 
wholesale changes to the AOC.  The Alliance of California Judges monitored the entire 
Council meeting of June 21, expecting the Council to take action on the many important 
recommendations in the report.  We were dismayed by the Council's failure to act upon 
the SEC's recommendations and by its apparent abdication of its authority to the AOC.

Rather than enacting any changes now, the Council decided to study the matter further, 
referring the entire report to the Executive and Planning Committee (E&P), which is now 
said to "own the report."  E&P will conduct a "rolling public comment period."  Justice 
Miller made it quite clear that the process by which recommendations will be presented 
to the Council for action would be structured by and controlled by E&P, and that E&P will 
periodically submit their piecemeal recommendations to the Council during future 
Council meetings, starting in August.

We wonder why then, on the very next day, did no Council member make any comment 
-- much less objection -- to the revelation that "Jody" is moving forward with her own 
reorganization of the agency?  Presumably this refers to Ms. Jody Patel, the latest 
interim director, who will undoubtedly be leaving her post in the next few months.  Once 
again this underscores the lack of meaningful oversight of the AOC by the Council and 
reaffirms a major thrust of the SEC report, that the Council too often defers to the AOC.

How is it that before the Council has voted on a single recommendation -- refusing even 
to accede to Judge Wesley's request that the Council at least acknowledge that it 
controls the AOC and not the other way around -- Ms. Patel is determining how to 
proceed and has indicated that she has made, or is in the process of making, a 
significant number of the SEC report's suggested changes a reality?  Who told her to do 
this?  Has anyone, whether yourself, Justice Miller or any other Council member, 
instructed her to institute some SEC changes and not others?  If so, by what process 
was that decision made?  Exactly which recommendations, if any, has she been 
instructed to implement?

Ms. Patel seemed to suggest at the meeting of June 22 that you and she decided to 
“fast track” some changes on your own.  We submit that the Chief Justice is but one 



voting member of the Council, and we ask whether you consulted with the Council 
before making these important decisions, if in fact we correctly interpreted Ms. Patel's 
comments.

Further, the SEC report recommends a drastic downsizing of the organization, but also 
suggests that this downsizing should proceed by recognizing, for example, that there 
are too many attorneys working at the AOC in jobs that could easily be handled by non-
attorneys.  We are concerned that Ms. Patel’s decisions on how to downsize will likely 
result in relatively low-paid individuals bearing the brunt of the layoffs, while the 
organization remains top-heavy and overstaffed with lawyers.  This is exactly why the 
SEC recommendations are important, and why it is a huge mistake to allow the AOC to 
embark on layoffs unguided by the Council.

Please understand that these are serious questions.  How can it be that the AOC is 
allowed to reorganize itself in some fashion before the Council has even suggested 
what direction that reorganization should take?  Isn't that the job of the Council, and not 
Ms. Patel, either unilaterally or in conjunction with private discussions with the Chief 
Justice or others? 

Finally, we wish to point out that Council meetings are public and include a live 
streaming audio of the proceedings.  Matters of serious consequence are discussed by 
Council members and AOC staff.  As you must be aware, hundreds, if not thousands, of 
hardworking and dedicated trial court employees have lost their jobs as a result of 
misplaced priorities of the Council and its unchecked administrative arm, the AOC.   It 
was therefore inappropriate and demoralizing to those of us on the front lines when, 
during the meeting on the 22nd, the AOC’s Chief Financial Officer prefaced his remarks 
by saying: "Good morning, Council. Members of the Council. Little bit rusty last night, 
just came back from Hawaii last night.”  An unidentified Council member appears to 
chalk this up to alcohol by interjecting the following comment:  “Too many Mai Tais.”  A 
great deal of laughter ensues after which Ms. Patel remarks:  “He sent an email and 
said ‘I’m having one for you, Jody.”  This was followed by even more laughter.  After this 
frivolity died down the Chief Financial Officer then launched into a presentation of the 
massive cuts to the judicial branch.

We believe this type of discussion undercuts the credibility of the judicial branch and 
reflects poorly on the conduct of what should be serious business taking place at public 
expense.  At a minimum it reflects a level of insularity by those apparently callous to the 
realities of the local courts and the public we serve.  We would hope that in the future 
the Council and AOC staff would comport themselves in a more professional manner.  
After all, what the Council does and how it conducts its business reflects on all of us in 
the judicial branch, not just the 21 appointed voting members.

We look forward to your answers to the questions we have posed.  Be assured that your 
response will be forwarded on to the more than 400 members of the Alliance of 
California Judges.

Sincerely,



Directors, Alliance of California Judges

cc: Members of the Judicial Council, Members of the SEC

    


