
 

 

 
September 15, 2022 
 
  
 
Judicial Council of California                 Sent Via Email:   judicialcouncil@jud.ca.gov  
 
Members of the Judicial Council: 
  
On behalf of the Orange County Employees Association (OCEA), which represents court reporters in 
Orange County Courts, I am submitting comments regarding item 22-181 of your September 20 agenda.  
  
OCEA is supportive of the recommended allocations. However, we are concerned with the Judicial Council 
staff recommendation included in the accompanying report for this agenda item. The staff recommendation 
does not take into account the added language adopted by the Legislature in SB 154 this year. 
  
We respectfully urge you to adopt the recommendation made by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee 
(TCBAC). The TCBAC recommendation would approve the proposed allocation amounts and provide trial 
courts with the statute as guidance regarding their expenditures.   
  
As you may know, the revised budget bill language reads as follows (new language indicated by underlines):  
 

“Of the amount appropriated in Schedule (1), $30,000,000 shall be allocated by the Judicial 
Council in a manner that ensures all courts are allocated funds to be utilized to increase the 
number of official court reporters in family and civil law cases. This funding may be used for 
recruitment and retention purposes, filling existing vacancies, converting part-time positions to 
full-time positions, increasing salary schedules, and providing signing and retention bonuses to 
enable trial courts to compete with private employers in the labor market. This funding shall not 
supplant existing trial court expenditures on court reporters in family law and civil law cases. 
Any unspent funds shall revert to the General Fund.” 

  
The language is intended to increase the number of official court reporters who can cover family and civil 
law cases. The second sentence of the language provides the means in which to increase those numbers – 
this funding may be used for “recruitment and retention purposes, filling existing vacancies, converting part-
time positions to full-time positions, increasing salary schedules, and providing signing and retention bonuses 
to enable trial courts to compete with private employers in the labor market.”   
 
Trial courts employ official court reporters. They do not have classifications of employees called family law 
or civil law reporters. They simply employ court reporters who work where the need is or where assigned. 
This second sentence reflects this reality and how official court reporters are compensated. 
 
If recruiting and retaining more official court reporters as a general matter will increase the number for family 
and civil cases – because court reporters are often assigned to where the need is or form a pool that covers 
multiple types of cases – then this would seem to be a permissible use of funds. 
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Labor agreements provide for all reporters to be paid the same because, again, their employment 
classification is official court reporter and not civil law case reporter, family law case reporter or criminal law 
reporter. Additionally, because court reporters can cover multiple types of cases, “increasing salary 
schedules” across-the-board and “providing signing and retention bonuses” for all official reporters is a 
permissible use of funds if it will “increase the number of official court reporters in family and civil law cases.”  
 
Making the work of official court reporters more competitive with private employers in the labor market is 
exactly what will attract reporters in becoming officials. We are all sadly aware that official court reporter 
wages have fallen behind since 2009 when trial court budgets were cut. Until last year, the court reporter 
transcript rate had not been increased in 31 years. Coupled with the growth of freelance court reporting and 
the growth of large private firms that can charge whatever the market demands, which can run as high as 
$4,000 a day for trials, courts can hardly compete without increasing salaries.  Otherwise, lucrative rates in 
the private sector will continue to draw reporters away from trial court employment.   
 
To the extent the Judicial Council staff recommendation would require local courts to pay more money to 
court reporters who solely cover civil and family law cases, it would interfere with existing local collective 
bargaining agreements and local court authority to negotiate collective bargaining 
agreements.   Government Code 71634.2 provides trial courts are responsible for collective bargaining.  It is 
highly unlikely the Legislature intended to interfere with local collective bargaining or existing agreements. 
Further, the Legislature would not have intended to prevent using the money to increase the pool of official 
reporters and thereby increase the number for family and civil cases.  The Legislature also would not have 
intended to encourage official reporters assigned to criminal departments to seek different assignments. 
 
The Legislature added the second sentence to the budget bill language because it wanted to address the 
narrow interpretation and direction that was provided to the trial courts last year regarding the expenditures 
of these funds. The Legislature was concerned courts were restricted from being able to meaningfully spend 
this money.  If, as recommended by the Judicial Council staff, the same direction is adopted and the funds 
are largely reverted back to the general fund again then the money is rendered useless. This would 
undermine the Legislature’s intent, ensuring this issue will again be revisited next year. 

 
Courts statewide have systematically taken steps that have forced the early retirement of court reporters or 
transitioned them into the freelance market.  However, the plight for court reporters in Orange County is 
worse than in other counties.  The Orange County bench imposed part-time status on our court reporters 
(35-hours per week with loss of benefits) in 2012 and stopped covering civil courtrooms.  The efforts to claw 
back full-time status and benefits has been years in the making.  As a result of this, the turnover has been 
severe; presently, Orange County Superior Court is down 34% from historical staffing levels; that means 
Orange County needs to hire dozens of court reporters to be fully staffed.  
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For these reasons, we respectfully urge you to adopt the recommendation made by the TCBAC.  Thank you 
for your consideration of our position. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ORANGE COUNTY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION 

       
Charles G. Barfield      Judy Bowling  
General Manager      Board President  

 


