Agenda

Planning and Policy Committee
West Olive Administration Building — Board Room
12220 Fillmore Street, West Olive, Michigan 49460
Thursday, February 11, 2010
9:30 AM

Consent Items:
1. Approval of the Agenda
2. Approval of January 14, 2010 Planning and Policy Committee Minutes
Action Items:
3. 2009 Evaluation of Electronic Content Management System Report
Suggested Motion:
To approve and forward to the Board of Commissioners the 2009 Evaluation of Electronic
Content Management System Report and accompanying recommendations.
4. Unfunded Mandates
Suggested Motion:
To approve and forward to the Board of Commissioners the proposed Resolution supporting
the findings and recommendations of the Interim and Final Report of the Legislative
Commission on Statutory Mandates.
5. Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project
Suggested Motion:
To receive bids for the Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project and accept the
low bid from Civil Landscape Constructors in the amount of $47,496.00 with funding from
the Parks and Recreation Department budget.
Discussion Item:
6. Closed session to discuss property acquisition.
7. Review Approved Committee Per Diems

Adjournment

Comments on the day’s business are to be limited to three (3) minutes.
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DATE:

TIME:

PLACE:

PRESENT:

PLANNING AND POLICY COMMITTEE

Proposed Minutes

January 14, 2010
9:30 a.m.
Fillmore Street Complex

Dennis Swartout, Jane Ruiter, Joyce Kortman, Gordon Schrotenboer,
Roger Rycenga

STAFF & GUESTS: Alan Vanderberg, Administrator; June Hagan, Fiscal Services

PP 10-001

PP 10-002

PP 10-003

Director; Keith VanBeek, Assistant Administrator; Greg Rappleye,
Corporation Counsel; Lori Catalino, Deputy Clerk; Marci Cisneros, Grand
Haven Convention & Visitors Bureau; Sally Laukitis, Holland Area
Convention & Visitors Bureau

SUBJECT: CONSENT ITEMS

Approve by consent the agenda of today as presented and approve by
consent the minutes of the December 10, 2009, meeting as presented.

SUBJECT: ELECTION OF COMMITTEE VICE CHAIR

Motion: To elect Dennis Swartout as Vice Chairperson of the Planning
and Policy Committee for 2010.
Moved by: Schrotenboer UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: US 31/BLUE STAR HIGHWAY (WEST
MICHIGAN PIKE) HERITAGE ROUTE
RESOLUTION

Motion: To approve and forward to the Board of Commissioners the
Resolution of Support for the nomination of US 31 / Blue Star Highway
(West Michigan Pike) as a heritage route.

Moved by: Swartout UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: “MISSION STATEMENT” AND “PRIORITIES
AND POLICIES” OF THE OTTAWA COUNTY
LAND BANK AUTHORITY

Motion: To approve and forward to the Finance and Administration
Committee the Resolution of the proposed “Mission Statement” and
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PP 10-004

PP 10-005

PP 10-006

PLANNING & POLICY COMMITTEE 01/14/10

“Priorities and Policies for Property Acquisition and Disposition” of the
Ottawa County Land Bank Authority.
Moved by: Schrotenboer UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION AND BY-LAWS
OF THE OTTAWA COUNTY LAND BANK
AUTHORITY

Motion: To approve and forward to the Finance and Administration
Committee the Resolution to approve the proposed Articles of
Incorporation and By-Laws of the Ottawa County Land Bank Authority.
Moved by: Ruiter UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT TO
CREATE THE OTTAWA LAND BANK
AUTHORITY

Motion: To approve and forward to the Finance and Administration
Committee the Resolution to approve the proposed Intergovernmental
Agreement between the Michigan Land Bank Fest Tract Authority and the
Treasurer of Ottawa County establishing Ottawa County Land Bank
Authority.

Moved by: Schrotenboer UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: LOAN OF $50,000 FROM THE LAND SALE
PROCEEDS ACCOUNT TO THE OTTAWA
COUNTY LAND BANK AUTHORITY

Motion: To approve and forward to the Finance and Administration
Committee the request of the Ottawa County Treasurer to loan $50,000
(interest-free) from the Land Sale Proceeds Account to fund the start-up
operations of the Ottawa County Land Bank Authority,

Moved by: Schrotenboer UNANIMOUS

SUBJECT: ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:52 a.m.



Action Request

Committee: Planning and Policy

Meeting Date: 2/11/2010

Requesting Department: Planning and Performance Improvement

Submitted By: Mark Knudsen

Agenda Item: ECMS Report

SUGGESTED MOTION:

To approve and forward to the Board of Commissioners the 2009 Evaluation of Electronic Content Management
System Report and accompanying recommendations.

SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

In 2005, Ottawa County Board of Commissioners approved $1.23 million in funding for the installation of a Justice
Document Management and Imaging System, now referred to as the County Electronic Content Management
(ECM) system. The ECM system was promoted as a time-saver for employees who process court documents and
as a materials-saver for departments that process large volumes of hard-copy files.

A four-year Time-Study and Materials Analysis was conducted to verify the actual cost and/or cost savings that
result from the ECM system.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Total Cost: $0 | County Cost: $0 | Included in Budget: | O  Yes | No

If not included in budget, recommended funding source:

ACTION IS RELATED TO AN ACTIVITY WHICH IS:

Ll Mandated Non-Mandated L New Activity

ACTION IS RELATED TO STRATEGIC PLAN:

Goal:
#4

Objective: ”

Recommended O Not Recommended
ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION:

email=avanderberg@miottawa.org
Date: 2010.02.04 11:24:03 -05'00"

C Admini - Digitally signed by Alan G. Vanderberg
ounty ministrator: a ‘2 . DN: cn=Alan G. Vanderberg, c=US, 0=County of Ottawa, ou=Administrator's Office,

Committee/Governing/Advisory Board Approval Date:
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2005, the Ottawa County Board of Commissioners approved $1.23 million in funding for the installation of a
Justice Document Management and Imaging System, now referred to as the County Electronic Content
Management (ECM) system. The ECM system is designed so that departments working with court files can
image, manage, archive, and deliver documents in digital/electronic formats.

This ECM system is one of the most comprehensive ever developed in the nation. The primary purpose of
this automated system is to lower operating cost (labor and materials) while providing better customer
service. This Time-Study and Materials Analysis is one of the first to quantify, in detail, the impact of an
ECM system on labor and material cost. Departments involved in the criminal justice system estimated that
the system’s cost savings from reductions in labor and material usage would be $468,426 annually. No
estimates were made, however, regarding ongoing maintenance cost.

The purpose of this evaluation is to quantify the cost of developing the system as well as to verify the annual
cost savings that are realized from automation efficiencies. In addition, this evaluation is designed to obtain
input regarding the intangible benefits that have resulted for employees and individuals involved in the
County criminal justice system.

The actual cost of implementing the system, excluding system maintenance and employee labor, was $1.06
million. This amount is $174,610 less than the initial budget for the project. Through this evaluation, it was
confirmed that there is an annual total cost savings of $373,862 from the efficiencies gained in labor and
material usage. Although the verified savings are close to the estimate, the actual labor savings was $424,660,
which was higher than anticipated; and, surprisingly, the material usage resulted in a cost increase of $52,809,
which was not anticipated. The efficiencies also provide $2,011 in annual equipment savings (i.e. reduced
computer hardware and software licenses). Additionally, the average annual cost to maintain the system over
its 25-year useful life is $582,251.

While the original projected cost savings are close to the verified cost-savings, the actual average annual
maintenance cost, combined with the capital cost, results in an average annual cost increase of $276,154. This
translates into a total cost increase over the 25-year useful life of the system of $6,903,850. If recommended
staff reductions (through attrition) do not occur to reflect the time savings that were realized from the system,
the average annual cost increase will become $661,288. This translates into a total cost increase over the 25-
year useful life of the system of $16,532,200.

Although the present Return-on-Investment (ROI) is negative, there are two extenuating circumstances that, if
changed, could provide significant additional system savings and a positive ROI after ten years. These
circumstances have prevented the complete utilization of the ECM system by County departments and, thus,
have prevented potential savings from being realized. The first factor is that state statutes and administrative
rules promulgated by the State Court Administrator’s Office (SCAO) currently restrict the use of electronic
court seals and signatures. Also, digital documents are not recognized as an acceptable means in which to store
court files. As a result, optimal utilization of the system is prevented, and significant efficiencies are not
realized. The second factor is that the ECM system is not being utilized to its fullest extent by some of the
departments, and not at all by others.

The ECM system does provide a number of intangible benefits that have improved work performance, job
satisfaction, customer service, interpersonal relationships, quality control, and work backlogs. Although these
benefits are important, it is imperative to achieve policy changes at the State level and complete utilization of
the system at the County level to justify the system expense.
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II. INTRODUCTION

The installation of a Justice Document Management and Imaging System was approved by the Ottawa County
Board of Commissions in 2005 for departments that work with court files. Currently referred to as the
Electronic Content Management (ECM ) system, this system is designed to image, manage, archive, and deliver
documents in digital/electronic formats and will, ultimately, be utilized by more than 450 law enforcement and
court personnel encompassing sixteen departments (Table 1). The Board approved $1.23 million" in funding to
install one of the most extensive ECM systems ever developed in the nation.

Table 1

Departments Included in the Installation of Justice Imaging System
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services District Court (Grand Haven)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment District Court (Holland)
Circuit Court - Trial Court District Court (Hudsonville)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records District Court Probation (Grand Haven)
County Clerk - Family Division Records District Court Probation (Holland)
County Clerk - Vital Records District Court Probation (Hudsonville)
Friend of the Court Prosecutor's Office
Probate Court Sheriff's Office

Source: IT Department

The County ECM system is promoted as a time-saver for employees who process court documents and as a
materials-saver for departments that process large volumes of hard-copy files. As a matter of fact, it was
estimated that the County would save $468,426 annually by processing documents electronically (Attachment
A). Of'this projected savings, it was estimated that $369,665 would be the result of a reduction in labor
expenses and another $98,761 would be from reductions in paper, postage, and storage needs.

This evaluation is designed to verify the actual cost savings that result from the ECM system and to calculate

the County’s Return-on-Investment (ROI). This data will also assist policy makers in determining if future
expansion of the system is worthwhile.

III. EVALUATION PROCESS

To the best of our evaluators’ knowledge, this is the first time that a full-scale, comprehensive, Time-Study
and Materials Analysis has been utilized to evaluate the impact of an ECM system. This analysis was
deemed necessary in order to verify the actual labor and material efficiencies resulting from the County ECM
system. A four-step analysis process was used to verify the extent of savings and the types of ancillary
benefits that have been realized as a result of implementing the ECM system (Chart 1).

Chart 1
Four-Step Analysis Process

Step Two Step Three Step Four

. Calculate .
Verify Calculate Return-O n-Investment Verify

Labor and Material Savings Return-On-Investment Intangible Benefits

Assuming Legislative
Changes Are Enacted
(Sensitivity Analysis)

(Time-Study and from Verified Efficiencies
Materials Analysis) (Cost-Benefit Analysis)

(Direct Observations &
Self-Reported Feedback)

An overview of the specific methodologies that were used in each of the analyses is as follows:

This allocation did not include the salaries of IT Department staff or other department staff who assisted with the installation of the system.
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Step 1) Verify Labor and Material Savings (Time-Study and Materials Analysis)
The first step in the evaluation process was to review each department’s workflow processes in
order to identify which of them would be directly impacted by the ECM system. The time
processes included such tasks as: updating a court case file with new documentation; distributing
case file information to defendants, plaintiffs, and other departments; or locating a case file for use
in court. It was determined, based on discussions with the directors and supervisors in each of the
departments expected to utilize the new system, that 45 unique work processes would be
significantly impacted. Each work process is listed in the Appendix (Attachment B).

After the work processes were identified, a flowchart was developed to illustrate the steps that were
required to complete each work process using the traditional hard-copy system and the steps required
to complete the same processes using the ECM system (Chart 2). The flowcharts pinpointed the start
and end of steps (i.e. sub-processes) which helped evaluators determine when to turn-on and turn-off
their stopwatches during the time-study portion of the analysis. The flowcharts were also utilized to
identify the amount of materials that were required to complete each process using the traditional,
hard-copy document system and the amount of materials required to complete each process using the
new electronic system.

The time and material usage from each study was then compared and a calculation was made to
determine if any efficiency occurred. The flowcharts developed for each of the impacted work
processes are provided in the Appendix (Attachments C1-C9).

Chart 2
Sample Workflow Process

Workflow
Step 1
Process €p Step 2 Step 3
i Tt Copy and
Pre-Imagin I i
Pmcefs £ FHA-1 LocateFile || Distribute File to Refile File
Handle Internal | Other Department

Request for Case
File Information

Post-Imagi ' ' | No Physical Handling
sing — A—2 ] (Departments can locate
Process [ court files in ECM system)

Step 1

During the time studies, several data collection techniques were utilized to ensure accuracy. The
techniques were specifically designed to equalize any differences in productivity levels that existed
among staff members and work volume levels that fluctuated on a daily basis. For instance, time
data were collected for multiple staff members and then averaged to account for different
productivity levels. Time data were also collected over a period of several days and then averaged
to account for fluctuations in daily caseload. Finally, time data for the post-imaging study were
collected, on average, 12 months after the ECM system was installed in each department. This was
done to ensure that staff had been fully trained in the new system and time data would reflect
normal productivity conditions.

The material data that were collected during the study process included, but were not limited to:
number of pages copied, number of documents faxed, number of case folders created, and
number of file storage units used. Material-usage data were also queried directly from the
ECM system mainframe by the County’s Information Technology (IT) Department. These data
included, but were not limited to: total number of documents scanned into the system, total
number of pages scanned, total number of documents viewed electronically, total number of
documents emailed, and total number of documents printed from the system.
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The Time-Study and Materials Analysis was completed in eleven of the sixteen departments that
were expected to use the ECM System (Table 2). Of the five departments which did not have a
study completed, three did not have any processes that would be significantly impacted by the
installation of the ECM system. Therefore, it was determined by department heads that there would
be no value in including them in the evaluation process. These three departments were the County
Clerk’s Vital Records Division, the Circuit Court’s Juvenile Services Office, and the Circuit
Court’s Juvenile Treatment Office.

In addition, time and materials studies were not conducted in the Hudsonville District Court or the
Hudsonville Probation Office because the ECM system was not being utilized in these departments.
These departments were awaiting the results of this Time-Study and Materials Analysis in order to
determine if, in fact, the new electronic system would provide efficiencies in their locations.

Table 2

me-Studies and Materials Analyses

Workflows Directly Fully-Utilizing Time:Study and.
Impacted by ECM System Materials Analysis
ECM System Completed
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services' No Impact No Impact No
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment" No Impact No Impact No
Circuit Court - Trial Court Division x/ 3 3
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records v v v
County Clerk - Family Division Records v v v
County Clerk - Vital Records® No Impact No Impact No
District Court (Grand Haven) v v v
District Court (Holland) v v V3
District Court (Hudsonville) v n/a* No
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) v v V5
District Court Probation (Holland) v V Vs
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) v n/a* No
Friend of the Court v v v
Probate Court v v v
Prosecutor's Office v v v
Sheriff's Office «/ «/ «l

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1. The ECM system was not expected to significantly impact any workflows in the Juvenile Services and Juvenile Treatment departments since installation of the
system was limited to document scanning software and because it was not expected that there would be any electronic document exchange with other departments.

2. The workflow processes in the Vital Records Office were not significantly impacted by the ECM system since the installation was strictly an upgrade to an
existing electronic document system that had previously been used in that office for several years.

3. The Holland District Court building was under construction when the time study process commenced. Therefore, a pre-imaging time study could not be
conducted in that location. As a result, court officials agreed that the pre-imaging time study data that was collected in the Hudsonville District Court could be
used to replicate the pre-imaging time in Holland. A post-imaging time study analysis could not be conducted in the Holland District Court since this court
location did not begin using the ECM system until August, 2009. The time studies are conducted an average of 12-months after system implementation to ensure
the time data reflect normal productivity. As a result, the post-imaging time data that was collected in the Grand Haven District Court was used to calculate a best-
estimate post-imaging time for the Holland District Court location.

4. The Hudsonville District Court and Hudsonville Probation Office were not currently using the ECM system.

5. A pre-imaging time study could not be completed in the Grand Haven Probation Office or the Holland Probation Office due to unforeseen circumstances (i.e.
building construction and scheduling conflicts). However, court officials agreed that since the impacted processes are similar among court locations, the data
collected during the pre-imaging time study in the Hudsonville Probation Office could be compared to the post-imaging time study data collected in the Holland
Probation Office in order to calculate a time savings for both the Holland and Grand Haven Probation Office locations.
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Step 2) Calculate Return-On-Investment from Verified Efficiencies (Cost-Benefit Analysis)
This analysis measures the County’s Return-on-Investment (ROI) from the system. In simple terms,
a Cost-Benefit Analysis calculates whether the cost-savings of a project outweigh the total project
cost and is determined by simply dividing the project’s cost-savings by its total cost. If the
cost/benefit ratio is one (1) or greater, the project yields a positive ROI.

Step 3) Calculate Return-On-Investment Assuming Legislative Changes are Enacted to Increase
Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Equipment (Sensitivity Analysis)
A Sensitivity Analysis calculates the additional savings that could be attained if certain
hypothetical events take place. In this case, several factors have prevented the complete
utilization of the ECM system by County departments, and, as a result, there are potential savings
that are not being realized from its implementation. One factor impacting the utilization of the
ECM system is that the District and Circuit Court Records Offices are still required by state
statute and administrative rules to maintain hard-copy files.

In addition to the legislative factors impacting system efficiency, the Hudsonville District Court
and Hudsonville Probation Office chose to continue using the traditional, hard-copy document
systemuntil the results of this evaluation were released and the expected efficiencies were
verified. Furthermore, the Prosecutor’s Office is continuing to use hard-copy paperwork because
it was reported that the use of imaged documents by prosecuting attorneys can disrupt the
decorum of the court, especially during cross-examinations of defendants.

The Sensitivity Analysis used in this evaluation hypothetically assumes that state statutes are
amended to allow paperless workflow and all departments truly eliminate paper to the greatest
extent possible in their work activities. It then calculates the additional time and material usage
savings that would result from that assumed scenario. Finally, a Return-on-Investment is calculated
using this hypothetical data.

It is worth noting that time-study data verified that the Hudsonville District Court processed hard-
copy documents more efficiently than any other district court location prior to the implementation
of the ECM system. However, based on the results of the Sensitivity Analysis, it was shown that
other court locations now exceed the efficiency levels of Hudsonville.

Step 4) Verify Intangible Benefits (Direct Observations and Self-Reported Feedback)
In any new system there are always benefits which cannot be quantified monetarily. Some of the
benefits of this system include, but are not limited to, the following: reductions in employee stress;
improvements in communication between departments; and improvement in customer service.
These benefits, by themselves, may not provide adequate justification to install an ECM system, but
they can add merit to the overall impact of such a system.

In order to identify the intangible benefits of the ECM system, a survey was developed (Attachment
D) and distributed to employees of the eleven departments that were involved in the time-study
process in order to obtain self-reported feedback regarding system benefits. The survey probed into
areas of employee satisfaction, the user-friendliness of the system, and overall system effectiveness.

In addition to the survey, an assortment of direct observations involving the day-to-day impact of the
new electronic system were made and documented by evaluators from the Planning and Performance
Improvement Department during the time studies. These observations, as well as feedback submitted
voluntarily by users of the new electronic system, were also included in this report.
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IV. Time-Study and Materials Analysis

The level of efficiencies (i.e. savings) that were actually achieved in terms of labor hours and material usage
from the ECM system were verified through the Time-Study and Materials Analysis. Any labor efficiencies that
were realized from the system were then used to determine whether the time savings equate to any full-time
equivalent positions. The labor and material savings are as follows:

A. Number of Regular Hours Saved
The time-study revealed that 12,492 hours of regular staff time are saved annually (Table 3) as a
result of the implementing the ECM system. The greatest time savings occurred in the Circuit Court
Records Office where 3,132 regular staff hours are saved annually. The Sheriff’s Office had the
second highest time savings with 2,777 regular staff hours saved annually. Because of improvements
that have been made to the system after completion of the time study, some departments may be
experiencing additional efficiencies above and beyond what is verified in this report.

The total number of regular hours that are projected to be saved in the future (over twenty-five
years) is 310,956. This projection was made by multiplying the annual number of regular hours
saved in each department by twenty-five. This multiplier was used since twenty-five years is the
projected useful life of an ECM system.

Tables detailing the time savings from each of the impacted workflow processes in each department
are provided in the Appendix (Attachments E1-E6). The detailed computations that were used to
verify these savings are provided in a supplement to this report titled, Electronic Content
Management System — Supplemental Computations.

Table 3
Number of Regular Hours Saved
Regular Regular
Hours Saved Hours Saved
Annually Over 25 Years

(Post Implementation) (Useful Life of System)

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Dty mamad by Syer

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court (469) (11,725)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records (3,132) (78,300)
County Clerk - Family Division Records + 98! +2,450"
District Court (Grand Haven) (1,928) (48,200)
District Court (Holland) (1,344)? (32,256)*
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A 3 N/A
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) (33) (825)
District Court Probation (Holland) (104) (2,600)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A 3 N/A
Friend of the Court (1,918) (47,950)
Probate Court (466) (11,650)
Prosecutor's Office 419) (10,475)
Sheriff's Office 2,777) (69,425)
Total Regular Hours Saved (12,492) (310,956)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The increase is due to staff being required to update existing files in the electronic system as well as in the hard-copy system.
2. This is a best-estimate for the Holland District Court since a time study could not be completed in this location.
3. The Hudsonville District Court and Hudsonville Probation Office were not currently using the ECM system.
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1) Potential Staff Reductions as a result of Regular Hours Saved
As a result of the regular hours saved, department heads have been able to reassign staff
to complete other departmental functions. While the opportunity for staff to increase
their departmental responsibilities in other areas is advantageous, the system was
approved and installed because it was reported that it would provide a cost-savings as a
result of reductions in employee labor and material usage.

Therefore, the number of regular staff hours saved are converted into fulltime equivalent
(FTE) staff positions in order to ascertain the number of staff reductions that could occur.
The total staff hours saved equate to 5.2 fulltime equivalents (FTE) (Table 4). This
calculation was made by dividing the average annual number of work hours per FTE
(2,080) by the annual regular hours saved. Any department that achieved a time savings of
at least 1,040 hours annually (0.5 FTE) was determined to be in a position to reduce staff.
It is important to note that the 1.5 FTE savings in the County Clerk — Circuit Court Records
Office is not the result of a reduction in staff but is an avoidance of hiring new staff. In
previous years, the County Clerk’s Office had requested additional employees to cover
workload. The Time-Study and Material Analysis confirmed that the Office had a
workload that justified an increase of 1.5 FTEs; however, the installation of the ECM
system has negated the need for these additional 1.5 FTEs.

Table 4

Potential Staff Reductions as a Result of Regular Hours Saved

Potential Staff
Reductions
As a Result of
Regular Hours Saved

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 1.5 FTE!
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 1.0 FTE
District Court (Holland) 0.7 FTE
District Court (Hudsonville) -2
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) -2
Friend of the Court 1.0 FTE
Probate Court 0
Prosecutor's Office 0
Sheriff's Office 1.0 FTE’
Total Potential Staff Reductions 5.2 FTE

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. Asaresult of the time savings, the Circuit Court Records Office is no longer requesting 1.5 FTEs to
account for increased caseloads. Therefore, this is not an actual reduction in current staff.

2. The Hudsonville District Court and Hudsonville Probation Office are not currently using the ECM system.

3. Asaresult of the time savings, the Sheriff’s Office has eliminated two 0.5 FTE positions.

2) Potential Staff Postponements as a result of Regular Hours Saved
In addition to determining the level of reductions that could be made to current staff, the
system’s productivity gains were utilized to forecast future savings that would result from the
postponement of hiring additional FTEs as caseloads increase in the future.

The forecasts were based on several factors. First, the number of historic cases was analyzed
in each department and a twenty-five year trend-analysis was developed. Second, based on
the projected trends, a simple calculation was made to determine the point-in-time at which
additional FTEs would have been needed to process the caseloads if they were working under
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the traditional, hard-copy system versus the new ECM system. For each year that the County
was able to postpone the need to hire an FTE, a one-time cost-savings would occur. It is
important to note that these calculations are based on a twenty-five year projection which is
subject to variability and should, therefore, be used with some caution.

Unless the future workload of departments deviates significantly from the projections made
in this report, it is likely that the Circuit Court Records Office will be the only department
able to justify hiring additional FTEs over the next twenty-five years. However, it is
important to note that staff postponement calculations were based strictly on the workflow
processes that are directly impacted by the ECM system. Therefore, it is plausible that
departments may require additional staff to account for increases in other workflow

processes that were not directly impacted by the system.

The projected year(s) in which the hiring of an FTE could be postponed as a result of the
regular hours saved is provided in Table 5. Staff postponement calculations for each

department are provided in the Appendix (Attachments F1-F7).

Table 5

Projected Years in which The Hiring of New Staff Could Potentially Be Postponed

Projected Year(s) in which
the Hiring of an FTE Could be
Postponed within 25 Years

Total Number of
Times that the Hiring
of an FTE Could
be Postponed
for one Year
Over 25 Years

(Useful Life of System)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services e T E
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment o tror s s e
: Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court - -
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2016, 2023, 2024, 2029, 2030, 2031 6

County Clerk - Family Division Records -

District Court (Grand Haven) -

District Court (Holland) -

District Court (Hudsonville) N/AT

District Court Probation (Grand Haven) -

District Court Probation (Holland) -

District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A!

Friend of the Court -

Probate Court -

Prosecutor's Office -

Sheriff's Office -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. This location is not current using the ECM system; therefore, a postponement in hiring additional staff could not be projected

B. Number of Overtime Hours Saved

In addition to the regular staff hours that were saved by utilizing the ECM system, it also reduced
the need for overtime hours in some departments. This savings was determined by comparing the
number of overtime hours worked by staff prior to the installation of the new electronic system to

the number of overtime hours worked after the installation of the system.

The comparison showed a reduction in overtime hours for two departments (Table 6, Page 9). The
Circuit Court Records Office achieved a savings of 413 overtime hours per year, and the Grand Haven
District Court saved 39 hours in overtime annually. Together, the total overtime hours saved was 452
per year. This equates to 11,300 overtime hours saved over the twenty-five year useful life of the
system. The staff positions that experienced an overtime savings in the two departments, and the
number of hours saved per position, are provided in the Appendix (Attachment G).
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Although some of the remaining departments experienced a reduction in overtime hours, the reduction
could not be directly attributed to the efficiencies that resulted from the ECM system and, as a result,
were not included in the analysis.

Table 6
Number of Overtime Hours Saved
Overtime Overtime
Hours Saved Hours Saved
Annually Over 25 Years

(Post Implementation) | (Useful Life of System)

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Bty paaad by Sy

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records (413) (10,325)
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) (39) (975)
District Court (Holland) 0 0
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A! N/A
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A! N/A
Friend of the Court 0 0
Probate Court 0 0
Prosecutor's Office 0 0
Sheriff's Office 0 0
Total Overtime Hours Saved (452) (11,300)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. This location is not currently using the ECM system; therefore an overtime savings could not be calculated.

C. Amount of Materials Saved
As part of this evaluation, material savings (i.e. copies, postage, supplies, storage, and computer
printing) were also quantified. The data used to determine the amount of material savings that resulted
from using the ECM system were documented during the time-study analysis and were also obtained
from internal computations that were taken directly from reports generated by the ECM system.

Copies

The material savings analysis shows that 549,067 fewer document pages are copied annually (Table 7,
Page 11). Over a twenty-five year period, this equates to 13,700,293 fewer documents being copied.
The Sheriff’s Office accounts for the majority of copy reductions (536,503 fewer pages copied per
year). This reduction occurred, primarily, because warrant requests and juvenile petitions are now
distributed electronically to the Prosecutor’s Office. Judges and prosecuting attorneys are also signing
documents electronically which has reduced copier usage. In some departments, however, copier usage
has increased. For example, the Circuit Court Records Office experienced an increase in copier usage
since defense attorneys no longer submit duplicate versions of documents. This is due to the fact that
only one version is required for scanning into the ECM system. As a result, Circuit Court Records
Office staff must make multiple copies of the documents for distribution to plaintiffs and defendants as
well as for storage in hard-copy case files in accordance with state statutes.

Postage
A total of 7,257 fewer court-related documents are distributed annually via regular mail. This equates

to 178,511 less documents being mailed over twenty-five years. This decrease occurred, primarily,
because many defense attorneys' now accept court-related documents electronically via email.

1 . . . .
It was reported by the Probate Court that approximately 20% of defense attorneys who interact with the court prefer to receive documents
via fax as opposed to email.
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Supplies

Additionally, 2,935 fewer file folders are required annually in District Court Probation (Grand Haven
and Holland) and Friend of the Court. These offices have completely eliminated hard-copy files and
the resulting need for storage space. This eliminates the need purchase 73,375 new file folders over
twenty-five years. The Friend of the Court Office also reduced the need to purchase an additional 20
shelving units over the next twenty-five years since hard-copy files are no longer used.

Storage Space
The Circuit Court Records Office is the only office that uses off-site storage for records. Since

state statutes require hard-copy storage of documents, a storage space savings is not currently being
achieved.

Computer Printing

In contrast to the reductions observed in copier usage, postage, and supplies, there was actually an
increase in computer printer usage. In fact, 801,613 more document pages were printed annually
following the installation of the ECM system which equate to an increase of 19,818,245 printed-
pages over twenty-five years.

This increase is primarily due to the fact that prior to installing the ECM system, documents were
submitted and stored in a hard-copy format. Therefore, if someone requested a copy of a document,
it would be made on a copier. Today, if someone requests a copy, it’s made by printing it out from
a computer. In the vast majority of cases, documents are printed for defendants or plaintiffs who
cannot access a computer or the Internet. However, some staff still prefer to use hard-copy files
over imaged documents. For example, the Prosecutor’s Office reports it is necessary to use hard-
copy files when cross-examining a defendant. This can help avoid searching through electronic
files for paperwork and potentially disrupting the decorum of the court during the time it takes to
locate documents on a computer.

Another reason for the increase is that state legislation and administrative rules require the District
and Circuit Court Records Offices to maintain hard-copy case files. Therefore, it’s necessary to
print and store electronic documents in hard-copy files.

Detailed tables of the material saving calculations for each department are provided in the Appendix
(Attachments H1-H10).

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System Page 10 of 48 Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



Table 7

\ Number of Materials Saved

Copy Postage Supply Savings Cor.np}lter
. . Storage Printing
Savings Savings ' ) Space Savings
(Number (Number of File Shelving PN
of Pages) Documents) Folders Units Savings (Number
of Pages)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Ju.Venile Treatment g?rZ?l;k]gZ;aZre?Z;sg;S -
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court (709) 0 0 0 0 +709
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records + 111,743 (2,253) 0 0 0 + 154,027
County Clerk - Family Division Records (9,527) (156) 0 0 0 + 17,086
District Court (Grand Haven) (13,191) (1,457) 0 0 0 + 111,040
District Court (Holland)? (26,382)° (2,914) 0 0 0 +222,080°
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A*
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) (1,789) 0 (518) 0 0 (1,032)
District Court Probation (Holland) (5,412) 0 (1,323) 0 0 (1,856)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A* N/A*
Friend of the Court (48,690) 0 (1,094) 0.8)° 0 + 16,230
Probate Court (13,475) 477) 0 0 0 +13,316
Prosecutor's Office (5,132) 0 0 0 0 +209,360
Sheriff's Office (536,503) 0 0 0 0 + 60,653
Materials Saved Annually (Post-Implementation) (549,067) (7,257) (2,935) (0.8) 0 + 801,613
Materials Saved Over 25 Years (Useful Life of System) (13,700,293) (178,511) (73,375) 20) 0 + 19,818,245

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The Circuit Court Records Office is the only office that currently uses off-site storage for records retention. Since state statutes require continued hard-copy storage of documents, a

storage space savings is not being achieved.

2. District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven. Therefore, since Holland was not fully utilizing the system at the time
these calculations were made, a material savings was projected for that department by doubling the material savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven).
. The Holland District Court will not achieve this savings until 2010 since that office just recently began fully utilizing the system.

3
4. This location is not currently using the ECM system; therefore a material savings could not be calculated.

5. From fiscal year 2009 through 2013, it was projected that Friend of the Court would have to purchase an additional 4 shelving units to store case files. However, since the
implementation of the ECM system, Friend of the Court is no longer maintaining paper case files. As a result, these 4 shelving units will no longer be required, which translates into an

annual savings of 0.8 shelving units.
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D. Amount of Computer Equipment Saved
If staffing levels are reduced and postponements in hiring additional staff occur as a result of the
number of regular hours saved, a reduction in staff computer equipment needs will be realized. This
savings will be achieved since it will not be necessary to purchase/replace PC units, monitors,
printers, and software licenses for staff positions that no longer exist or where the filling of staff
positions is postponed.

1) Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Reductions

As a result of the reduction of 5.2 staff positions, a total of 163 annual Lotus Notes
licenses will be saved over twenty-five years (Table 8). Additionally, based on the IT
Department’s five-year computer unit replacement schedule, the proposed staff
reductions will result in a savings of 35 computer units over twenty-five years. A
detailed table of the equipment saving calculations is provided in the Appendix
(Attachment 11-13).

Table 8
Number of Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Reductions
. Equipment Saved
Equg}ment Saved ((l)vgr 25 Years
nnually (Useful Life of System)
LowsNotes | LowsNotes i
(Numberof (g | umberof — r e
Licenses Every Five Licenses Every Five
Saved) Years)! Saved) Years)!

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juyenile Treatment g?rz(t)l;kﬁ:;/aftr;:;sg;s -
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2) 2) (48) (10)
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 1) €)) (22) 5)
District Court (Holland) 1) 1) (22) %)
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A?
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A?
Friend of the Court (€8] (1) (23) (®)]
Probate Court 0 0 0 0
Prosecutor's Office 0 0 0 0
Sheriff's Office ?2) 2 (48) (10)
Total Equipment Saved ) S (163) (35)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1. Computer hardware units are replaced on a five year schedule and are comprised of PC unit, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.
2. This location is not currently using the ECM system; therefore an equipment savings could not be calculated.
3. The number of computer units saved is based on the proposed staff reductions. Since these reductions are staggered over several years a total

number of units saved annually cannot be determined.

2) Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Postponements
As a result of postponing six staff positions over twenty-five years, a total of six Lotus
Notes licenses will be saved (Table 9, Page 13). The postponements will not result in a
reduction in the number of computer units requiring replacement. This is due to the fact
that computer hardware will eventually be needed once these positions are hired. A
detailed table of the equipment saving calculations from postponements is provided in the
Appendix (Attachment J).
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Number of Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Postponements

Table 9

Equipment Saved

Equipment Saved

Annually Over-25 Years
(Useful Life of System)
Number of

Number of Years That Number of I\Chg::ll;irt:rf

Years That Computer

Lotus Notes Hardware Lotus Notes Hardware .

Licenses Will  Units Will Not | cicenses That - Units That Will
Be Saved Need To Be Will Be Saved  Not Need To Be
Replaced Replaced

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - J u.venile Treatment gzo'rZ?l;kﬁZ;VaftreO;ijsgjzs o
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 6 Years o (6) o'
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A?
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A?
Friend of the Court 0 0 0 0
Probate Court 0 0 0 0
Prosecutor's Office 0 0 0 0
Sheriff's Office 0 0 0 0
Total Equipment Saved - -— 6) )

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1. Although there are postponements in hiring staff in the County Clerk — Circuit Court Records Office as a result of the efficiencies gained from the
ECM system, an equipment savings from the purchase of new computer hardware will not be realized. This is due to the fact that hardware will

eventually be needed once these positions are hired.

2. This location is not currently using the ECM system; therefore an equipment savings could not be calculated.

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System

Page 13 of 48

Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



V.  Cost-Benefit Analysis

In order to conduct an accurate cost-benefit analysis, the level of efficiencies (i.e. savings) that were actually
achieved in terms of labor hours, material usage, and computer equipment are converted to a dollar value.
This allows a cost-savings to be calculated. The cost-savings are then utilized to calculate the County’s
Return-On-Investment (ROI). The cost-savings that result from the efficiencies, as well as the cost to install
and maintain the ECM and subsequent ROI, are as follows:

A) Cost-Savings
The cost-savings result from reductions in staff, projected postponements in hiring additional staff,
and reductions in overtime hours, materials, and computer equipment. The calculations are as
follows:

1) Cost-Savings from Reductions in Staff
As previously detailed in the Time-Study and Materials Analysis, a total of 5.2 FTE positions can
be reduced based on regular hours saved (Table 4, Page 7). The recommendation is that staff be
reduced through attrition (i.e. retirement, resignations, etc.) since these staff assisted with the
implementation of the computer system. It is projected that the attrition will occur incrementally
over a five-year time period (FY 2010-2013). If this estimation is correct, the average annual cost-
savings to the County will be $332,748 per year (Table 10). If the attrition process requires
additional time beyond the projected 5 years to complete, the cost-savings will be smaller than
anticipated. A table identifying the staff positions that could be reduced based on the number of
regular hours saved is provided in the Appendix (Attachment K).

Table 10

Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Reductions

Annual Average 25-Year Total
Cost-Savings' Cost-Savings'

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment e oy — o —

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($132,390) ($3,309,759)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($83,501) ($2,087,527)
District Court (Holland) ($58,451) ($1,461,270)
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court ($85,728)° ($2,143,202)>
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office ($23,060) ($576,504)
Total Cost-Savings ($383,130) ($9,578,262)

Cost-Savings (State)’ ($50,382)? ($1,259,570)

Cost-Savings (County) ($332,748) ($8,318,692)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2010 through 2013, with all

reductions in place by fiscal year 2014.

2. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries from Friend of the Court Office are reimbursed with State grant dollars.
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2) Cost-Savings from Potential Postponements in Hiring Additional Staff
The Time-Study and Materials Analysis also revealed that as a result of the number of regular
hours saved, the Circuit Court Records Office could postpone the hiring of an additional FTE
six times over the next twenty-five years (Table 5, Page 8).

The projected annual cost-savings resulting from these postponements is $26,674 over
twenty-five years (Table 11). The total amount saved over twenty five years is projected to
be $666,862.

Table 11

Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Postponements

25-Year
Total
Cost-Savings

Annual Average
Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Workflow Processes Directly
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($26,674) ($666,862)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($26,674) ($666,862)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($26,674) ($666,862)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement
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3) Cost-Savings from Reductions in Overtime Hours
In additional to verifying the number of regular hours saved, the Time-Study and
Materials Analysis verified that two departments achieved a reduction in overtime hours
after the installation of the ECM system (Table 6, Page 9). These departments are the
Circuit Court Records Office and the Grand Haven District Court.

This overtime reduction equates to a cost-savings to the County of $14,856 annually or
$371,398 over twenty-five years (Table 12).

A table identifying the staff positions that achieved an overtime savings in each
department and the actual number of overtime hours saved is provided in the Appendix
(Attachments L1-L2).

Table 12
Cost-Savings from Reductions in Overtime
25-Year
Annual Average Total

Cost-Savings Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($13,659) ($341,485)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($1,197) ($29,913)
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($14,856) ($371,398)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($14,856) ($371,398)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement
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4) Cost-Savings from Reduction in Materials

The Time-Study and Materials Analysis revealed that there was a reduction in copier-usage,
postage, supplies, and storage as a result of the ECM system (Table 7, Page 11). However,
printer usage is projected to increase substantially. The net effect is that the installation of
the new electronic system is not projected to provide a material cost-savings to the County.

Over the next twenty-five years, material expenditures will increase by $55,824 per year
(Table 13). This equates to $1,395,582 in total increased materials over twenty-five years.

Detailed tables of the material cost-savings for each department are provided in the
Appendix (Attachments M1-M10).

Table 13
Copy Postage Supply Cost- %2;?}:;:“
Cost- Cost- Savings Storage g Annual 25-Year
. . Cost-
SaVlngS SaVlngS ............................................... Space . AVel‘age Total
Savings
(Paper (Postage . . Cost- Cost- Cost-
File Shelving . (Paper . .
and and . Savings Savings Savings
Folders Units and
Toner) Envelopes)
Toner)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No W, =
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment " Gl dliocesses
) Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court ($39) $0 $0 $0 $0 + $83 + $44 +$1,089
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records +$6,193 ($1,479) $0 $0 $0 +$17,970 +$22,684  +$567,106
County Clerk - Family Division Records ($528) ($102) $0 $0 $0 +$1,993 +$1,363 + $34,081
District Court (Grand Haven) ($731) ($956) $0 $0 $0 +$12,955 +$11,268  + $281,693
District Court (Holland) ($1,422) ($1,860) $0 $0 $0 +$25,199 +3$21,917  +8547,934
District Court (Hudsonville) - - - - - - - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) (399) $0 ($302) $0 $0 ($120) ($521) ($13,042)
District Court Probation (Holland) ($300) $0 ($772) $0 $0 ($217) ($1,289) ($32,204)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - - - - - - - -
Friend of the Court ($2,698) $0  ($3,366) (8467) $0 +$1,894 ($4,637) ($115,946)
Probate Court ($747) ($313) $0 $0 $0 + $1,554 + $494 +$12,344
Prosecutor's Office ($284) $0 $0 $0 $0 +$24.426 +$24,142  +$603,538
Sheriff's Office ($29,732) $0 $0 $0 $0 +$7,076 ($22,656) ($566,388)
Total Cost-Savings (830,387) (54,710)  ($4,440) ($467) $0 +$92,813 +$52,809 +$1,302,205
Cost-Savings (State)" ($1,754) $0  (82,189) ($303) $0 +$1,231 ($3,015) ($75,377)
Cost-Savings (County) ($28,633) ($4,710)  ($2,251) ($164) $0 + $91,582 + $55,824 + $1,395,582

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. Sixty-six percent of approved materials expenses from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.
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5) Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Equipment
Lastly, an equipment cost-savings will be achieved as a result of the proposed reduction of
staff and postponement in hiring additional staff over the next twenty-five years. These
savings are as follows:

a) The 163 Lotus Notes licenses that will be saved over twenty-five years, combined
with the 35 computer units that will not need to be replaced (Table 8, Page 12), will
provide $1,818 per year in cost-savings (Table 14). This equates to $45,453 in
cost-savings over twenty-five years. Detailed tables of the equipment cost-savings
from staff reductions for each department are provided in the Appendix
(Attachments N1-N3).

Table 14
Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions
Annual Average 25-Year Total
Cost-Savings Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment [Dieaty fmmermied Iy Sywe

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($574) ($14,358)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($285) ($7,117)
District Court (Holland) ($285) (87,117)
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court ($286)" ($7,148)!
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office ($574) ($14,358)
Total Cost-Savings ($2,004) ($50,098)

Cost-Savings (State)' ($186)" ($4,645)"

Cost-Savings (County) ($1,818) ($45,453)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. Sixty-six percent of approved equipment expenses from Friend of the Court Office are reimbursed with State grant dollars.
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b) The six Lotus Notes licenses that will be saved over the next twenty-five years
(Table 9, Page 13) equates to $186 in total savings (Table 15). As previously
described, the postponements will not result in a reduction in computer units
since this equipment will eventually be needed once these positions are filled.

Table 15
Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Postponements
Annual Average 25-Year Total
Cost-Savings Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Workflow Processes Directly
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($7) ($186)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($7) ($186)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($7) ($186)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement
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Total Cost Savings from Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Computer Equipment

The total, gross cost-savings to the County based on reductions in labor, materials, and
computer equipment is $8,007,009 over twenty-five years (Table 16). This savings does
not take into consideration the cost of installing and maintaining the ECM system. These
costs are detailed in a subsequent section of this report.

The average annual savings due to reductions in employee labor is $374,278 (i.e. staff
reductions, staff postponements, and reductions in overtime). This savings is $4,601 more
than the $369,677 that was originally estimated as a result of installing the system.

The actual cost-savings as it relates to materials, however, is not as promising. It was
originally estimated that the installation of the ECM system would provide $98,761 in
savings annually. In actuality, increased material usage will result in an added average cost
of $55,824 per year, or $1,395,582 in increased materials over twenty-five years.

The net effect of the labor savings and computer equipment savings with the additional
material cost is an average annual gross savings of $320,280.

Table 16

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staff Reductions ($635,236) ($1,228,593)  ($1,561,883)  ($2,063,099) ($2,829,881) ($8,318,692)
Staff Postponements $0 ($61,619) ($89,709) ($95,186) ($420,348) ($666,862)
Overtime Reductions ($60,343) ($66,622) ($73,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions +$190,024 + $238,198 + $276,139 +$320,113 +$371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,250) ($45,639)
Cost-Savings (County) ($514,380) ($1,127,824) ($1,458,196) ($1,928,573) ($2,978,036) ($8,007,009)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County)  ($514,380) ($1,642,204)  ($3,100,400)  ($5,028,973) ($8,007,009) -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services
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Cost Savings Based on Alternate Projection Models

To calculate the twenty-five year cost savings, several assumptions were made. The first
assumption was that material savings will increase 3% annually due to inflation. The second
assumption was that salary rates will increase 2% annually, medical benefits will increase
10% annually, and dental and optical benefits will increase 5% annually'.

These projected rate increases were based on nine years of actual County expenditures and
provide the best-case scenario to achieving a maximum cost-savings as a result of installing the
ECM system. Two other projection models were considered that provide potentially more
realistic savings; however, any model that attempts to project future trends in salary rates and
fringe benefits is subject to variability. Therefore, this evaluation used the model that provides
the best possible ROI to the County.

One of the alternate projection models was based on a report prepared by The Commonwealth
Fund?®. This report projected a 94% increase in health insurance premiums nationally by 2020.
This equates to an average annual increase in medical, dental, and optical expenses for Ottawa
County employees of $1,096. The second model used actual County increases in medical,
dental, and optical expenses over the last three years, which equates to an average annual
increase of 3.1%. These two alternate models each result in less cost-savings to the County.

The twenty-five year cost-savings that result from these alternate projection models are
provided in Tables 17 and 18. Detailed tables of the labor savings associated with each of
the models are provided in the Appendix (Attachments O1-02).

Table 17
Cost-Savings Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staff Reductions ($626,377) ($1,151,168)  ($1,317,996)  ($1,491,887) ($1,673,573) ($6,261,001)
Staff Postponements $0 ($57,574) ($70,685) ($72,621) ($253,834) ($454,714)
Overtime Reductions (no change) ($60,343) ($66,622) ($73,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions (no change) +$190,024 + $238,198 + $276,139 +$320,113 +$371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions (no change) ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,250) ($45,639)
Cost-Savings (County) ($505,521) ($1,046,354)  ($1,195,285)  ($1,334,796) ($1,655,214) ($5,737,170)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County)  ($505,521) ($1,551,875)  ($2,747,160)  ($4,081,956) ($5,737,170) -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services

Table 18
Cost-Savings Based on County Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums (Three-Year Average)

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staff Reductions ($605,428) ($1,068,044)  ($1,183,243)  ($1,313,303) ($1,460,265) ($5,630,283)
Staft Postponements $0 ($52,957) ($62,179) ($63,629) (8219,377) ($398,142)
Overtime Reductions (no change) ($60,343) ($66,622) ($73,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions (no change) +$190,024 +$238,198 +$276,139 +$320,113 +$371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions (no change) ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,250) ($45,639)
Cost-Savings (County) ($484,572) ($958,613)  ($1,052,026)  ($1,147,220) ($1,407,449) ($5,049,880)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County)  ($484,572) ($1,443,185)  ($2,495,211)  ($3,642,431) ($5,049,880) -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services

1 . L. . . .
The source of this data and projections is the Fiscal Services Department.

2 C. Schoen, J. Nicholson, S. Rustgi, The Commonwealth Fund, State Health Insurance Premium Trends and the Potential of National
Reform, Data Brief, Pub. 1313, Vol. 17, August 2009
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B) Project Cost

The initial cost to install the ECM system was $1,694,149 (Table 19). Of this total, $1,055,903
was comprised of capital outlay that included consulting fees, backfiling expenses (i.e. converting
old case files into the system), and hardware and software cost. The cost of hardware and software
maintenance during the installation period was $349,846. The remaining $288,400 was for
employee labor associated with installing the system and for system training.

The County’s portion of the total investment was $1,614,280 (95.3% of total). State grant dollars
totaling $79,869 were received for the Friend of the Court office because a portion of the cost for ECM
system equipment that was installed in that office was reimbursable. In addition, a portion of Friend of
the Court salaries spent on backfiling hard-copy documents into the system were also reimbursed by the
State. Additional project cost data are provided in the Appendix (Attachment P).

Table 19
(February 2006 — September 2008)
Count
Total Cost Togal C01St Total Cost Percenyt
(State) (County) of Total
Capital Outlay
Consultant (ImageSoft) $67,301 $5,938 $61,363 91.2%
Backfiling (Data Conversion Services)  $290,702 30 $290,702 100.0%
Hardware $171,990 359,398 $112,592 65.5%
Software $525,910 33,461 $522,449 99.3%
Subtotal (Capital Outlay) $1,055,903 368,797 $987,106 93.5%
Maintenance®
Hardware Maintenance $13,910 30 $13,910 100.0%
Software Maintenance $335,936 30 $335,936 100.0%
Subtotal (Maintenance) $349,846 30 $349,846 100.0%
Employee Labor
IT Department Support Staff $179,236 $0 $179,236 100.0%
IT Department (Training/Conferences) $15,417 30 $15,417 100.0%
Backfiling (County Staff) $93,747 311,072 $82,675 88.2%
Subtotal (Employee Labor) $288,400 311,072 $277,328 96.2%
Total Initial Investment Cost $1,694,149 $79,869 $1,614,280 95.3%

Source: IT Department and Fiscal Services

1. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries and hardware and software expenses from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State
grant dollars.

2. This cost is the result of time spent by FOC staff for consultant services and to attend trainings conducted by ImageSoft, which are
reimbursed with State dollars.

3. Hardware and software maintenance have been separated from capital outlay since they were not part of the initial $1.23 million that
were approved for system installation.

The ongoing maintenance and upgrade costs to the ECM system were provided by the IT Department
and Fiscal Services. These costs include projected hardware and software upgrades over the next five
years as well as the salaries of IT staff that will be performing the maintenance and upgrade work. A
simple linear model was used to calculate the twenty-five year cost to maintain the ECM system
based on the five-year cost estimates.

Taking into account the initial investment in the system ($1,694,149), the total project cost over
twenty-five years is $16,250,415 (Table 20, Page 23). The cost of ongoing maintenance and
upgrades alone over this time period is estimated to be $14,556,266. The cost to the County over
twenty-five years is $16,103,136 (99% of total).

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System Page 22 of 48 Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



Table 20

Project Cost (25 Years)

Years 1-5 Years 6-10  Years 11-15  Years 16-20  Years 21-25 Total
(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Initial Investment Cost"
Capital Outlay $1,055,903 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,055,903
Maintenance $349,846 $0 $0 $0 $0 $349,846
Employee Labor $288,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $288,400
Annual Recurring Cost
Capital Outlay
Hardware Upgrades $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $854,365
Maintenance
Hardware Maintenance $20,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,049
Software Maintenance? $784,706 $1,126,546 $1,617,303 $2,321,847 $3,333,312 $9,183,714
Employee Labor
IT Department Support Staff (Maintenance)® $568,136 $673,671 $818,628 $1,024,210 $1,324,463 $4,409,108
IT Department (Training/Conferences) $19,030 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $89,030
Total Project Cost $3,256,943  $1,988.590  $2,624,304  $3,534,430  $4,846,148 | $16,250,415
Project Cost (State)* $93,351 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $147,279
Project Cost (County) $3,163,592  $1,975,108  $2,610,822  $3,520,948  $4,832,666 | $16,103,136
Cumulative Project Cost (County) $3,163,592 $5,138,700 $7,749,522  $11,270,470  $16,103,136 -

Source: IT Department and Fiscal Services

1. The initial investment cost includes all costs incurred through September 31, 2008; this cost has been reflected in Year 1.

2. Software maintenance costs for years 6-25 are based on a 7.5% annual increase as projected by the IT Department.

3. Based on staff hours for on-going maintenance that were estimated by IT and the projected salaries and fringe benefit rates that were provided by the Fiscal Services Department.
4. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries and hardware and software upgrades from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.

Project Cost Based on Alternate Projection Models

Similar to the assumption that was made regarding the projected salary and fringe benefit rates when
calculating the twenty-five year cost-savings, the same assumption was made in regards to the twenty-
five year cost of system maintenance. As previously described, the projected rate increases were based
on nine years of actual County expenditures. Two other projection models were considered that
provide potentially more realistic salary and fringe benefit projections; however, this evaluation used
the model that provides the best possible RIO to the County.

One of the alternate models assumes a 94% increase in health insurance premiums nationally by
2020. The second model assumes an average annual increase in medical, dental, and optical expenses
of 3.1%. The twenty-five year cost that result from these alternate projection models are provided in
Tables 21 and 22 (Page 24).

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System Page 23 of 48 Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



Table 21

Project Cost Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Years 1-5 Years 6-10  Years 11-15  Years 16-20  Years 21-25 Total
(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Initial Investment Cost'
Capital Outlay (no change) $1,055,903 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,055,903
Maintenance (no change) $349,846 $0 $0 $0 $0 $349,846
Employee Labor (no change) $288,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $288,400
Annual Recurring Cost
Capital Outlay
Hardware Upgrades (no change) $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $854,365
Maintenance
Hardware Maintenance (no change) $20,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,049
Software Maintenance? (no change) $784,706 $1,126,546 $1,617,303 $2,321,847 $3,333,312 $9,183,714
Employee Labor
IT Department Support Staff (Maintenance)® $564,753 $647,263 $734,892 $828,122 $927,510 $3,702,540
IT Department (Training/Conferences) (no change) $19,030 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $89,030
Total Project Cost $3,253,560  $1,962,182  $2,540,568  $3,338342  $4,449,195 | $15,543,847
Project Cost (State)* (no change) $93,351 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $147,279
Project Cost (County) $3,160,209  $1,948,700  $2,527,086  $3,324,860  $4,435,713 | $15,396,568
Cumulative Project Cost (County) $3,160,209 $5,108,909 $7,635,995 $10,960,855 $15,396,568 -

Source: IT Department and Fiscal Services

1. The initial investment cost includes all costs incurred through September 31, 2008; this cost has been reflected in Year 1.

2. Software maintenance costs for years 6-25 are based on a 7.5% annual increase as projected by the IT Department.

3. Based on staff hours for on-going maintenance that were estimated by IT and the projected salaries and fringe benefit rates that were provided by the Fiscal Services Department.
4

. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries and hardware and software upgrades from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.

Table 22
Project Cost Based on County Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums (Three-Year Average)
Years 1-5 Years 6-10  Years 11-15  Years 16-20  Years 21-25 Total
(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)

Initial Investment Cost'
Capital Outlay (no change) $1,055,903 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,055,903
Maintenance (no change) $349,846 $0 $0 $0 $0 $349,846
Employee Labor (no change) $288,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $288,400
Annual Recurring Cost
Capital Outlay

Hardware Upgrades (no change) $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $170,873 $854,365
Maintenance

Hardware Maintenance (no change) $20,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,049

Software Maintenance? (no change) $784,706 $1,126,546 $1,617,303 $2,321,847 $3,333,312 $9,183,714
Employee Labor

IT Department Support Staff (Maintenance)® $556,244 $618,723 $688,640 $766,817 $854,276 $3,484,700

IT Department (Training/Conferences) (no change) $19,030 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $89,030
Total Project Cost $3,245,051 $1,933,642 $2,494,316 $3,277,037 $4,375,961 | $15,326,007

Project Cost (State)* (no change) $93,351 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $13,482 $147,279

Project Cost (County) $3,151,700 $1,920,160 $2,480,834 $3,263,555 $4,362,479 | $15,178,728

Cumulative Project Cost (County) $3,151,700 $5,071,860 $7,552,694  $10,816,249  $15,178,728 -

Source: IT Department and Fiscal Services

1. The initial investment cost includes all costs incurred through September 31, 2008; this cost has been reflected in Year 1.

2. Software maintenance costs for years 6-25 are based on a 7.5% annual increase as projected by the IT Department.

3. Based on staff hours for on-going maintenance that were estimated by IT and the projected salaries and fringe benefit rates that were provided by the Fiscal Services Department.
4. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries and hardware and software upgrades from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.
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C) Return-on-Investment (ROI) Based on Verified Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Equipment
As previously described, the County’s Return-on-Investment (ROI) from the ECM system was calculated
using a Cost-Benefit Analysis. This analysis calculates whether the cost-savings of the project outweigh
the total project cost. This is determined by simply dividing the project’s cost-savings by its total cost.

Before this type of analysis can be conducted, however, it is necessary to convert the cost/cost-savings

that occur in the future into their Present Value (2009 dollars).

This conversion is imperative when

conducting a cost/benefit analysis for major projects, not unlike the ECM system, since a dollar today is
worth more than a dollar one year from now because a dollar today can be invested to accrue interest.
Thus, in order to accurately calculate ROI for a major project, where the majority of the cost is paid
upfront and the majority of the cost-savings are accrued over several years, the present value calculation
ensures a standard dollar value from which to compare cost and cost-savings. It is important to note,
however, that the present values calculated in this report should not be used for any type of cost
comparison. These present values are strictly for use in calculating the County’s ROL.

The present value cost of the ECM system to the County in twenty five years will be $9,616,004 (Table
23). The present value of the cost-savings in twenty-five years will be $6,795,387. Prior to the present

value conversion, the cost-savings was $8,007,009. Hence the
for cost comparisons.

Using the cost-benefit analysis model, which divides the value

reason for not using these present values

of the benefits by the cost, the

benefit/cost ratio of the ECM system is 0.71. As noted in the Evaluation Process section of this report,
a project with a benefit/cost ratio of one (1) or more indicates a positive ROI.

Since the ratio of the ECM project is 0.71, the County will not

achieve a ROI within the useful life of

the system (i.e. twenty-five years). In addition, if staffing levels are not reduced through attrition, the

County’s ROI will be 0.03 (Attachment Q).

Table 23
Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15 Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total
(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Present Value’ (County)

Cost (County) $2,927,684 $1,439,202 $1,563,178 $1,732,227 $1,953,713 $9,616,004
Cost-Savings (County) ($494.,455)  ($1,040,744) ($1,278,556) ($1,612,190) ($2,369,442) | ($6,795,387)
Net Present Value (Cost to County)  $2,433,229 $398,458 $284,622 $120,037 ($415,729) $2,820,617
Benefit/Cost Ratio (County)' - - - - - 0.71
Breakeven (County) - - - - - FY 2065

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services, Planning and Performance Improvement

1. Present Value is calculated using the following statistical formula where A is the Total Project Cost or Benefits; B is the Discounted/Interest Rate (4% based on Fiscal Services

historical precedent); and C is the Year: A/(1+B)€

Cumulative Present Value Cost and Cost-Savings to County (Twenty-Five Years)

$12,000,000
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$10,000,000 - Cost (3-Year County Health Insurance Trends) T
---&---Cost-Savings (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)
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F $5,930,064 LA
= $6,000,000 ok
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VI. Sensitivity Analysis

This Sensitivity Analysis identifies the additional labor and material savings that could potentially result if
statutes are amended to allow paperless workflow and if all departments truly eliminate paper to the greatest
extent possible in their work activities. The additional labor efficiencies that could be realized are converted to
determine whether the additional savings equate to any full-time equivalent positions. These additional savings
in labor and materials are then converted into dollars to calculate the County’s ROI from the assumed scenario.
The result of this analysis is as follows:

A) Additional Regular Hours that Could be Saved
It is projected that an additional 10,680 hours of staff time would be saved if state statutes were
amended to allow a completely paperless workflow and all departments eliminated paper to the
greatest extent possible in their work activities (Table 24). These additional hours were
hypothesized by removing the time that was associated with handling hard-copy documents from
the original time-savings computations.

These hypothetical computations also revealed that the Hudsonville District Court would save
approximately 1,337 hours annually if the ECM system was utilized, and the Hudsonville

Probation Office would save 111 hours annually.

Detailed tables of the additional regular hours that could be saved in each department are
provided in the Appendix (Attachments R1-R6).

Table 24

Additional Number of Regular Hours that Could Be Saved
Regular Hours That Regular Hours That

Could Be Saved Could Be Saved
Annually Over 25 Years
(Post Implementation) | (Useful Life of System)

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment BEieii e s S

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court (32) (704)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records (4,801) (105,622)
County Clerk - Family Division Records (420) (9,240)
District Court (Grand Haven) (752) (16,544)
District Court (Holland) (1,650)" (36,300)"
District Court (Hudsonville) (1,337)* (29,414)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) (33) (726)
District Court Probation (Holland) (94) (2,068)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) ai! (2,442)!
Friend of the Court 0 0
Probate Court (426) (9,372)
Prosecutor's Office (717) (15,774)
Sheriff's Office (307) (6,754)
Total Additional Time Savings (Regular Hours) (10,680) (234,960)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. This is a best-estimate for the Holland District Court since a time study could not be conducted in this location.

2. This is a best-estimate for the Hudsonville District Court since this location is not using the ECM system at this time.
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1) Additional Reductions in Staff if Additional Regular Hours Are Saved
As a result of the additional time saving, it was calculated that an additional 4.6 FTEs
could be reduced through attrition (Table 25). This calculation was made by dividing the
average annual number of work hours per FTE (2,080) by the total number of regular
hours that could be saved, which includes the additional regular hours saved and the
number of regular hours that are currently being saved. Any department that achieved a
total regular hour time savings of at least 1,040 hours annually, which is equivalent to a
part time staff position, was considered for an additional reduction in staffing needs.

Table 25

Additional Staff Reductions That Could Potentially Occur

Additional Staff
Reductions that Could
Occur from Additional

Regular Hours Saved

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Workflow
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Processes Directly
County Clerk - Vital Records Impacted by System
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2.0 FTE
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0
District Court (Holland) 0.5 FTE
District Court (Hudsonville) 0.7 FTE
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) 0
Friend of the Court 0
Probate Court 04 FTE
Prosecutor's Office 0.5 FTE
Sheriff's Office 0.5 FTE
Potential Additional Staff Reductions 4.6 FTE

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement
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2) Additional Postponements in Hiring New Staff if Additional Regular Hours Are Saved
The additional regular hours saved may also be able to increase the number of years
that the hiring of additional staff could be postponed. As calculated previously, the
Circuit Court Records Office may be able to postpone hiring an additional FTE for six
years based on the current number of regular hours saved (Table 5, Page 8). If state
statutes were amended to allow a completely paperless workflow, staff postponements
in the Circuit Court Records Office could occur for an additional 12 years (Table 26).

Detailed tables of the additional staff postponement calculations are provided in the
Appendix (Attachments S1-S9).

Table 26

Number of Staff Postponements That Could

Occur if Additional Regular Hours Are Saved

Additional Year(s) that | \umber of Additional
.. Times that the Hiring

the Hiring an FTE

. of an FTE Could be
Could Potentially
e Postponed
be Postponed within
25 Year Over 25 Years

ears (Useful Life of System)

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Dty e by Sye

County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court

2017, 2018, 2019, 2020,
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2021, 2022, 2025, 2026, 12

2027, 2028, 2032, 2033.
County Clerk - Family Division Records - -
District Court (Grand Haven) - -
District Court (Holland) - -
District Court (Hudsonville) N/A'! -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) - -
District Court Probation (Holland) - -
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/A'! -
Friend of the Court - -
Probate Court - -
Prosecutor's Office - -
Sheriff's Office - -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The projected additional postponements occur after the 25-year timeframe

B) Additional Overtime Hours That Could Be Saved
It was determined that there will not be any additional overtime hours saved. The current overtime
savings has been reduced to a point where any further reduction in overtime that could be directly
attributed to the system is not possible.
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C) Additional Materials That Could Be Saved
It was calculated that printer-usage would decrease by an additional 721,841 pages annually (Table 27).
This is a 90% reduction in the current printer usage (Table 7, Page 11). Copier usage, postage,
supplies, and storage space would also be reduced even further if paperless workflow was permitted and
all departments eliminate paper to the greatest extent possible.

Detailed tables of the additional material saving calculations for each department are provided in
the Appendix (Attachments T1-T5).

Table 27
Additional Number of Materials Saved
Additional  Additional Additional - Additional
Copy Postage Supply Savings Additional Cor.np}lter
Savings' Savings’ o o Storage Pm.ltm%
Additional Additional Space Savings
(Number (Number of . . .
of Pages) Documents) File Shelving Savings (Number
g Folders® Units* of Pages)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Work =
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment o rron b2 ARose s ve
2 Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 (709) 0 0 0 (709)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records (115,788) (31,577) (3,923) 0 N/A® (142,447)
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 (1,285) (1,714) 0 0 (16,045)
District Court (Grand Haven) 0 (17,010) (5,531) 0 0 (95,049)
District Court (Holland)’ 0 (34,020) (11,062) 0 0 (190,098)
District Court (Hudsonville)’ (13,191) (18,467) (5,531) 0 0 +15,991
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0 0 (5,127)
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0 0 0 0 (14,143)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) (2,823) 0 (934) 0 0 (11,605)
Friend of the Court 0 0 0 0 0 0
Probate Court 0 (1,694) (842) 0 N/A® (3,970)
Prosecutor's Office 0 0 (9,820) 0 0 (209,360)
Sheriff's Office 0 (862) (18,032) 0 0 (49,279)
Additional Materials Saved (Annual) (131,802) (105,624) (57,389) 0 0 (721,841)
Additional Materials Saved Over 25 Years (2,899,644) (2,323,728)  (1,262,558) 0 0 (15,880,502)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

The number of pages copied has decreased because documents that require distribution to external case parties are printed from the imaging system or emailed.

el

The number of documents mailed has decreased as a result of emailing imaged documents to attorneys.

The number of file folders utilized will decrease as a result of no longer maintaining hard-copy case files.

The number of shelving units is not projected to decrease in this scenario since paper files are currently shredded when storage capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional
shelving units.

The number of pages printed has increased as a result of printing imaged documents for distribution to external case parties. For this analysis, it was assumed that all documents
distributed to attorneys were done so electronically.

The County Clerk - Circuit Court Records is the only department that pays to store hard-copy case files in off-site storage. Therefore, in this scenario, this department is projected to
experience a savings as a result of no longer requiring off-site storage. The actual cost-savings is included in the analysis; however, the actual square foot reduction is not available.
District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven and the caseload in Hudsonville is approximately equivalent to
Grand Haven. Therefore, since Holland and Hudsonville were not fully-utilizing the system at the time these calculations were made, a material savings was projected for Holland by
doubling the material savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven) and for Hudsonville by using the same material savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven).

The Probate Court will achieve a savings related to storing microfilm. The actual cost-savings is included in the analysis; however, the actual microfilm reduction is not available.
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D) Additional Computer Equipment That Could Be Saved
As a result of the additional time saving, it was calculated that an additional 4.6 FTEs could be
reduced through attrition (Table 25, Page 27). It was also calculated that staff postponements in the
Circuit Court Records Office could occur for an additional 12 years (Table 26, Page 28). These
additional reductions in staff and postponements in hiring staff will result in additional computer
equipment savings.

1) Potential Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Additional Staff Reductions
As a result of additional staff reductions, an additional 130 Lotus Notes licenses will be
saved over twenty-five years (Table 28). An additional 28 computer units will also not
need to be replaced. A detailed table of the additional equipment saving calculations is
provided in the Appendix (Attachment U1-U3).

Table 28
I Numbor of Computr Bipment aved s  esal o Addions il Reductions |
Additional Equipment Additional Equipment
Saved Annually Saved 0.ver 25 Years
(Useful Life of System)
Additional ’éif;gﬁ?:rl Additional ’éiiigﬁ?:rl
Litiljziriztses Hardware L(]itillilljsztses Hardware
(Number of Units gNumber (Number of Units (Number
- of Units Saved - of Units Saved
Licenses Every Five Licenses Every Five
Saved) Years) Saved) Years)!
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Ju'venile Treatment g?r:z;;k{];;faf;?;sg;s p—
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2) 2) (40) ®)
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Holland) (1) (1) (18) 4)
District Court (Hudsonville) 1) (1) (18) 4)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) 0 0 0 0
Friend of the Court 0 0 0 0
Probate Court €)) €)) (19) @)
Prosecutor's Office (€9 (1) (19) “4)
Sheriff's Office (1) (1 (16) 4)
Total Equipment Saved ) — (130) (28)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

3. Computer hardware, including PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer, are replaced on a five year schedule.
4. The number of computer units saved is based on the proposed staff reductions. Since these reductions are staggered over several years a total
number of units saved annually cannot be determined.

2) Potential Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Additional Staff Postponements
The additional staff postponements will save an additional 28 Lotus Notes licenses over
twenty-five years (Table 29, Page 31). These postponements will also result in an
additional eight computer units that will not need to be replaced over the next twenty-five
years. A detailed table of the additional equipment saving calculations as a result of staff
postponements is provided in the Appendix (Attachment V).
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Table 29

Number of Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Postponements

Additional Equipment Additional Equipment
Saved Annually Saved O}fer 25 Years
(Useful Life of System)
Number of
Number of N[llllr;cbzrd(()it;tiizzs Number of Years That
Year.s.That Computer Year.s.That Additional
Additional Additional Computer
Lotus Notes U Har&;&ﬁr; Lotus Notes Hardware
Licenses Will - 10® N1LHOU | Licenses Will - Units Will Not
Be Saved Be Saved Need To Be
Replaced
Replaced
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - J ulvenile Treatment g?rZZ;kﬁ:Xafggsgs -
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 17 years 8 years' (28) ®)!
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Hudsonville) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Holland) 0 0 0 0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) 0 0 0 0
Friend of the Court 0 0 0 0
Probate Court 0 0 0 0
Prosecutor's Office 0 0 0 0
Sheriff's Office 0 0 0 0
Total Equipment Saved - -— 28) (¢

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1. An equipment savings from the purchase of new computer hardware will be realized if legislative changes are enacted. This is due to the fact

that enough additional hours will be saved on an annual basis to negate the hiring of additional staff.
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E) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Equipment
The potential cost-savings as a result of additional reductions in labor and materials are as follows:

1) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Staff
The reduction of an additional 4.6 FTE (Table 25, Page 27) would provide a cost-savings
of $307,459 per year (Table 30). This equates to an additional $7,686,492 in savings
over twenty-five years.

It is important to note that these staff reductions are projected to occur starting fiscal year 2014,
with all potential reductions in place by fiscal year 2018. Fiscal year 2014 was selected as the
starting point to calculate these potential savings since it is assumed that it will take nearly two
years for any legislative changes to be approved by the State and supported by the State Court
Administrator’s Office that would allow paperless work flow.

A table that identifies the staff position(s) that could be reduced to achieve the additional
cost-savings is provided in the Appendix (Attachment W).

Table 30
Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Additional 25-Year

Total Additional
Cost Savings'

Annual Average
Cost-Savings'

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
No Workflow Processes

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment [Diveaty fmmeied iy Sywa

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($160,452) ($4,011,305)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) ($37,430) ($935,739)
District Court (Hudsonville) (852,401) ($1,310,035)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) $0 $0
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court ($7,853) ($196,327)
Prosecutor's Office ($41,156) ($1,028,399)
Sheriff's Office ($8,167) ($204,187)
Total Cost-Savings ($307,459) ($7,686,492)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($307,459) ($7,686,492)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, additional staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2014 through 2017,
with all reductions in place by fiscal year 2018.
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2) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Postponements in Hiring New Staff
The additional twelve years of staff postponements (Table 26, Page 28) would provide
$134,472 in savings per year (Table 31). This equates to $3,361,803 in additional cost-
savings over twenty-five years.

Table 31
Additional 25-Year
Annual Average Total Additional
Cost-Savings' Cost Savings'

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Workflow Processes Directly
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($134,472) ($3,361,803)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($134,472) ($3,361,803)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($134,472) ($3,361,803)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

3) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Overtime
As previously described, additional reductions in overtime hours are not anticipated. As a
result, the overtime savings to the County remains the same as calculated in the Cost-Benefit
Analysis ($14,856 per year).

4) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Materials
The additional reduction in materials would provide $304,350 annual savings (Table 32,
Page 34). This equates to $7,608,735 in additional cost-savings over twenty-five years.

Detailed tables of the additional material cost-savings for each department are provided in the
Appendix (Attachments X1-X10).
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Table 32

o o Additional
. Additional Additional Supply Computer 25-Year
Additional  Postage Cost-Savings . S I 25-Year
Additional  Printing Additional
Copy Cost- Cost- Total
Savings'  Savings Storage  Cost- Annual =\ 4 ditional
g g Additional Additional Space Cost-  Savings Average
(Paper and  (Postage . . . Cost-
T File Shelving  Savings (Paper Cost- .
oner) and . . Savings
Folders Units and Savings
Envelopes)
Toner)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services R =
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment o wor iadRugce e
A Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 ($426) $0 $0 $0 ($76) ($502) ($12,540)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($5,873) ($18,966) ($9,006) $0  ($34,988)'  ($15,210) ($84,043)  ($2,101,089)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 ($772) ($3,935) $0 $0 ($1,713) ($6,420) ($160,502)
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 ($10,217) ($12,698) $0 $0  (510,149) ($33,064) ($826,593)
District Court (Holland)* $0 ($20,433) ($25,396) $0 $0  (520,298) ($66,127)  ($1,653,186)
District Court (Hudsonville)* ($669) ($11,092)  ($12,698) - $0  +$1,707 ($22,752) ($568,781)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($548) ($548) ($13,688)
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($1,510) ($1,510) ($37,759)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) ($143) $0 ($499) - $0 ($1,239) ($1,881) ($47,025)
Friend of the Court $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Probate Court $0 ($1,018)  ($1,933) $0 ($326)° ($424) ($3,701) ($92,502)
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0 ($22,544) $0 $0  ($22,355) ($44,899)  ($1,122,486)
Sheriff's Office $0 ($909) ($32,732) $0 $0 ($5,262) ($38,903) ($972,584)
Total Additional Cost-Savings ($6,685) (863,833)  (8121,441) $0 ($35,314)  (877,077) | ($304,350) ($7,608,735)
Additional Cost-Savings (State)* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Additional Cost-Savings (County) ($6,685) ($63,833)  ($121,441) $0 ($35,314)  ($77,077) | (8304,350) ($7,608,735)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The County Clerk - Circuit Court Records is the only department that pays to store hard-copy case files in off-site storage. Therefore, with a paperless system, this department is projected to
experience a cost savings as a result of no longer requiring off-site storage.

2. The annual caseloads for these departments were projected utilizing the caseload data provided by the IT Department for District Court (Grand Haven) since District Court administrators
indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven and the caseload in Hudsonville is approximately equivalent to Grand Haven. Therefore, a material
savings was projected for Holland by doubling the material savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven); Hudsonville’s material savings was projected to be the same as District Court
(Grand Haven).

3. With a paperless system, Probate Court is projected to experience a cost savings as a result of no longer storing microfilm.

4. Sixty-six percent of approved materials expenses from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.
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5) Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Computer Equipment
The additional staff reductions and postponements in hiring new staff will result in additional
computer equipment savings. These savings are as follows:

a) The additional staff reductions will result in an additional 130 Lotus Notes licenses
that will not be needed as well as an additional 28 computer units that will not need
to be replaced over twenty-five years (Table 28, Page 30). This equates to $40,097
in additional cost-savings over twenty-five years (Table 33). Detailed tables of the
additional computer equipment cost-savings for each department are provided in
the Appendix (Attachments Y1-Y3).

Table 33

Potential Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

25-Year 25-Year Total
Additional Annual Additional
Average Cost-Savings Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment 10 DA 07 1270 HES s

Directly Impacted by System

County Clerk - Vital Records

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($461) ($11,536)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) ($228) ($5,706)
District Court (Hudsonville) ($228) ($5,706)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) $0 $0
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court ($230) ($5,737)
Prosecutor's Office ($230) ($5,737)
Sheriff's Office ($227) ($5,675)
Total Cost-Savings ($1,604) ($40,097)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($1,604) ($40,097)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

b) The additional staff postponements will result in an additional 28 Lotus Notes
licenses that will not be needed as well as an additional 8 computer units that will
not need to be replaced over twenty-five years (Table 29, Page 31). This equates to
$11,350 in additional savings over twenty-five years (Table 34, Page 36).
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Table 34

Potential Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Postponements

AzdS(;thif)z:lra] 25-Year Total
Additional

Annual Average .
Cost-Savings Cost-Savings

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services No Workflow Processes Directly
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($454) ($11,350)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($454) ($11,350)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($454) ($11,350)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement
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6) Potential Total Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Equipment
The projected gross cost-savings to the County over twenty-five years as a result of the
additional reductions in labor, materials, and computer equipment is $26,715,486 (Table 35).
This equates to an average savings of $1,068,619 per year, which is 234% more than the
annual savings provided by the current reduction in labor, materials, and computer equipment

($320,280 per year).
Table 35

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staff Reductions ($635,236) ($1,228,593)  ($1,561,883)  ($2,063,099) ($2,829,881) ($8,318,692)
Staff Postponements $0 ($61,619) ($89,709) ($95,186) ($420,348) ($666,862)
Overtime Reductions ($60,343) ($66,622) ($73,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions +$190,024  +$238,198 + $276,139 +$320,113 +$371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,250) ($45,639)
Additional Staff Reductions $0 ($1,050,268)  ($1,606,101)  ($2,121,336) ($2,908,787) ($7,686,492)
Additional Staff Postponements $0 ($132,871) ($401,907) ($986,720) ($1,840,305) ($3,361,803)
Additional Material Reductions ($505,811) ($1,403,414)  ($1,626,953)  ($1,886,070) ($2,186,487) ($7,608,735)
Additional Equipment Reductions $0 ($11,195) ($12,854) ($12,978) ($14,420) ($51,447)
Cost-Savings (County) ($1,020,191)  (83,725,572)  ($5,106,011)  ($6,935,677) ($9,928,035) | ($26,715,486)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County) ($1,020,191) ($4,745,763)  ($9,851,774) ($16,787,451)  ($26,715,486) -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services

Potential Cost Savings Based on Alternate Projection Models

As previously described, the twenty-five year cost-savings were based on actual expenditures
and actuary trends. Although alternate models provide potentially, more realistic savings, the
projection used in this report provides the best possible ROI to the County.

One of the alternate models assumes a 94% increase in health insurance premiums nationally
by 2020. The second model assumes an average annual increase in medical, dental, and
optical expenses of 3.1%. The potential twenty-five year cost-savings that result from these
models are provided in Tables 36 and 37 (Page 38). Detailed tables of the additional
employee labor savings associated with the models are provided in the Appendix
(Attachments Z1-72).
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Table 36

Potential Cost-Savings Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18)  (FY 19-23)  (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staff Reductions (8626,377) ($1,151,168)  ($1,317,996)  ($1,491,887)  ($1,673,573) | ($6,261,001)
Staff Postponements $0 ($57,574) ($70,685) ($72,621) ($253,834) ($454,714)
Overtime Reductions (860,343)  ($66,622) (873,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions +$190,024 + $238,198 + $276,139 + $320,113 + $371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) (89,188) (89,250) ($45,639)
Additional Staff Reductions S0 ($978,520)  ($1,356,280)  ($1,536.218)  ($1,724335) |  (85,595,353)
Additional Staff Postponements S0 ($120,645)  ($334,385)  ($693,003)  (S1,046,451) |  ($2,194,484)
Additional Material Reductions ($505.811) ($1,403,414)  ($1,626,953)  ($1,886,070)  ($2,186,487) |  ($7,608,735)
Additional Equipment Reductions $0 ($11,195) ($12,854) ($12,978) ($14,420) ($51,447)
Cost-Savings (County) ($1,011,332) ($3,560,128)  ($4,525,757)  ($5,463,065)  ($6,626,907) | ($21,187,189)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County) (51,011,332) (54,571,460)  ($9,097,217) ($14,560,282)  ($21,187,189) B

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services

Table 37
Potential Cost-Savings Based on County Project Increases in Health Insurance Premiums (Three-Year Average)

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15  Years 16-20 Years 21-25 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Staft Reductions (5605,428) ($1,068,044)  ($1,183,243)  ($1,313,303) ($1,460,265) ($5,630,283)
Staff Postponements $0 ($52,957) ($62,179) ($63,629) ($219,377) ($398,142)
Overtime Reductions ($60,343) ($66,622) (873,555) ($81,213) ($89,665) ($371,398)
Material Reductions +$190,024  +$238,198 + $276,139 +$320,113 +$371,108 +$1,395,582
Equipment Reductions ($8,825) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,188) ($9,250) ($45,639)
Additional Staff Reductions $0 ($903,897)  ($1,218,243)  ($1,353,289) ($1,505,828) ($4,981,257)
Additional Staff Postponements $0 ($109,614) ($297,080) ($603,116) ($903,741) (8$1,913,551)
Additional Material Reductions ($505,811) ($1,403,414)  (81,626,953)  ($1,886,070) ($2,186,487) ($7,608,735)
Additional Equipment Reductions $0 ($11,195) ($12,854) ($12,978) ($14,420) ($51,447)
Cost-Savings (County) ($990,383) ($3,386,733)  (84,207,156)  (85,002,673) ($6,017,925) | ($19,604,870)
Cumulative Cost-Savings (County)  ($990,383) ($4,377,116)  ($8,584,272) ($13,586,945) ($19,604,870) -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and Fiscal Services
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7) Potential Return-on-Investment Based on Additional Reductions in Labor, Materials, and Equipment

The additional cost savings that were calculated in this Sensitivity Analysis were recomputed
to reflect their value in 2009 dollars. This computation allows an accurate projection of
potential ROI to be calculated. As previously stated, the present values should not be used
for cost comparisons. These values are strictly for calculating ROI.

The present value of the County’s total potential cost-savings in twenty-five years is
$22,574,498 (Table 38). The present value cost of the ECM system over the next five years

remains $9,616,004".

Using the cost-benefit model which divides the value of the benefits by the project cost, the
benefit/cost ratio of a paperless workflow system is 2.35. This indicates that the County
could achieve a ROI under this scenario within 10 years.

Table 38

Sensitivity Analysis

Years 1-5 Years 6-10'  Years 11-15'  Years 16-20'  Years 21-25' Total
(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Present Value’ (County)
Cost (County) $2,927,684 $1,439,202 $1,563,178 $1,732,227 $1,953,713 $9,616,004
Cost-Savings (County) (8978,087)  ($3,433,439) ($4,481,422)  (85,792,924)  ($7,888,626) | (822,574,498)
Net Present Value (Cost to County)  $1,949,597  ($1,994,237) ($2,918,244)  ($4,060,697)  ($5,934,913) | ($12,958,494)
Benefit/Cost Ratio (County)® - - - - - 235
Breakeven (County) - - - - - FY 2018

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services, Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The twenty-five year projection was calculated using a linear projection model. That model was based on a detailed analysis of the five-year project cost. The five-year analysis

was then used to project the twenty-five year project cost.

2. Present Value is calculated using the following statistical formula where A is the Total Project Cost or Benefits; B is the Discounted/Interest Rate (4% based on Fiscal Services

historical precedent); and C is the Year: A/(1+B)¢

3. Ratio of 1 or greater indicates that the project benefits outweigh the cost (i.e. a return on investment is achieved)

Cumulative Present Value Cost and Projected Cost-Savings to County (Twenty-Five Years)

$30,000,000
—&— Cost (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)
Cost (National Health Insurance Projections) 21.974.498
$25,000,000 - Cost (3-Year County Health Insurance Trends) $21.974,
- A- - Cost-Savings (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures) L
$20.000.000 4 | "~ Cost-Savings (National Health Insurance Projections) L. a7
U Cost-Savings (3-Year County Health Insurance Trends) L.k B}
z $14,085872  ,.-* _.--"
= $15000,000 - St o aeel
LA e
a $8,292,948 R
$10,000,000 PO A - ]
228277 $9,616,004
$5,000,000 1 $2,927,684 34,366,886 §7.662,291
T g w2 $5,930,064
o8 R $3,811,526
§0 l——a—a - a - & $OIR087 |
2009 2013 2017 2021 2025 2029 2033
Year

1 . . . . .
The future project cost does not include the purchase of any additional hardware and/or software that may be required in a completely paperless system.
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VII. Intangible Benefits and Direct Observations

The intangible benefits of the ECM system are those which cannot be quantified monetarily. These benefits
were obtained by conducting a survey of system users and through feedback submitted voluntarily by
department staff. Also included are direct observations recorded by Planning and Performance Improvement
staff during the departmental time-study process.

A) Survey
A survey was distributed to 198 employees in the ten' County departments that were using the ECM
system. Of the 120 employees who responded to the survey (60.6% response rate), 105 (87.5%) had used
the new electronic system. The remaining 15 (12.5%) respondents had not used the system at the time the
survey was distributed. No feedback was provided by these 15 individuals. These individuals included a
Circuit Court Records employee, a Trial Court employee, a prosecuting attorney, and twelve Sherift’s
Office staff.

Provided in the following pages are the survey results from the 105 employees who had used the ECM
system. Open-ended survey responses are provided in the Appendix (Attachment AA).

Survey Results:

How often do you use the ECM system?

Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (1) 0.0% (0)

County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records' 66.7% (6) 22.2% (2) 11.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 9
District Court (Grand Haven) 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 50.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 62.5% (5) 25.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 12.5% (1) 8
Friend of the Court 95.0% (19) 0.0% (0) 5.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 20
Probate Court 100% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4
Prosecutor’s Office 100% (20) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 20
Sheriff’s Office 40.0% (10) 36.0% (9) 16.0% (4) 8.0% (2) 25
Total 75.0% (78) 15.4% (16) 6.7% (7) 2.9% (3) 104°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court Records.
2. One survey respondent did not answer this question.

80.0%1

60.0%

40.0%

Percent of Total

20.0%1

0.0%-

Daily Weekly Monthly Yearly

Frequency of Use

1
The Holland District Court, Hudsonville District Court and Hudsonville Probation Office were not using the ECM system at the time of the survey.
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How long have you been using the ECM system
to perform your job responsibilities?

Department Less Than
P One Month

One to Seven to
Four to

Three Six Months Twelve

Months ’ Months

Twelve

More Than
Months

Circuit Court - Trial Court 0.0% (0) 14.3% (1) 14.3% (1) 42.9% (3) 28.6% (2) 7
County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records’ 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 11.1% (1) 88.9% (8) 9
District Court (Grand Haven) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (2) 42.8% (3) 28.6% (2) 7
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 25.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 12.5% (1) 25.0% (2) 25.0% (2) 25.0% (2) 12.5% (1) 8
Friend of the Court 0.0% (0) 10.0% (2) 10.0% (2) 30.0% (6)  50.0% (10) 20
Probate Court 0.0% (0) 50.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (1) 25.0% (1) 4
Prosecutor’s Office 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (2) 60.0% (12) 30.0% (6) 20
Sheriff’s Office 8.3% (2) 8.3% (2) 20.8% (5) 29.2% (7) 33.3% (8) 24
Total 4.9% (5) 9.7% (10) 13.6% (14) 34.9% (36) 36.9% (38) 103"

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1.

To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court Records.
2. Two survey respondents did not answer this question.

60.0%

36.9%

40.0%1

20.0%1

Percent of Total

0.0%-

Less than 1 1-3

46

Months Used

7-12 More than 12

Do you feel that you are able to perform your job more efficiently
(i.e. more quickly) as a result of the ECM system'?

Department Yes No Total
Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 7
County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records” 100% (4) 0.0% (0) 4
District Court (Grand Haven) 40.0% (2) 60.0% (3) 5
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0.0% (0) 100% (3) 3?
District Court Probation (Holland) 87.5% (7) 12.5% (1) 8
Friend of the Court 94.4% (17) 5.6% (1) 18
Probate Court 100% (2) 0.0% (0) 2
Prosecutor’s Office 89.5% (17) 10.5% (2) 19
Sheriff’s Office 95.8% (23) 4.2% (1) 24
Total 86.7% (78) 13.3% (12) 90°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. Only survey respondents who worked in the same position before and after implementation of the ECM system were asked to

provide an answer this question.

2. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk -

Circuit Court Records.

3. Two survey respondents did not answer to this question.

B Yes 86.7%
ENo

13.3%

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System

Page 41 of 48

Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



Do you feel that you are able to perform your job more effectively
(i.e. more accurately) as a result of the ECM system'?

Department Yes No Total

Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 7
County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records> 100% (4) 0.0% (0)

District Court (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 50.0% (2) 4
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 25.0% (1) 75.0% (3)

District Court Probation (Holland) 87.5% (7) 12.5% (1)

Friend of the Court 94.4% (17) 5.6% (1) 18
Probate Court 50.0% (1) 50.0% (1)

Prosecutor’s Office 68.4% (13) 31.6% (6) 19
Sheriff’s Office 91.7% (22) 8.3% (2) 24
Total 81.1% (73) 18.9% (17) 90°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. Only survey respondents who worked in the same position before and after implementation of the ECM system were asked to answer this
question.

2. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk -
Circuit Court Records.

3. Two survey respondents did not answer this question.

B Yes
ENo

81.1%

18.9%

Do you feel that the more familiar you become with using the ECM system
the less time it will take you to complete your job functions (i.e. learning curve)'?

Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1)

County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records” 100% (3) 0.0% (0) 32
District Court (Grand Haven) 40.0% (2) 60.0% (3) 5
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 50.0% (2) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 62.5% (5) 37.5% (3) 8
Friend of the Court 94.4% (17) 5.6% (1) 18
Probate Court 100% (2) 0.0% (0) 2
Prosecutor’s Office 73.7% (14) 26.3% (5) 19
Sheriff’s Office 91.7% (22) 8.3% (2) 24
Total 81.1% (73) 18.9% (17) 90°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. Only the survey respondents who worked in the same position before and after implementation of the ECM system were asked to answer
this question.

2. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit
Court Records

3. Two survey respondents did not answer this question.

81.1%

B Yes
ENo

18.9%
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As a result of the ECM system, do you have additional time to perform other Department functions
that you were not able to perform before imaging'?

‘ Department Yes No Total
Circuit Court - Trial Court 57.1% (4) 42.9% (3) 7
County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records? 25.0% (1) 75.0% (3) 4
District Court (Grand Haven) 20.0% (1) 80.0% (4) 5
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 0.0% (0) 100% (4) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 25.0% (2) 75.0% (6) 8
Friend of the Court 83.3% (15) 16.7% (3) 18
Probate Court 0.0% (0) 100% (2) 2
Prosecutor’s Office 22.2% (4) 77.8% (14) 18
Sheriff’s Office 65.2% (15) 34.8% (8) 23
Total 47.2% (42) 52.8% (47) 89°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. Only the survey respondents who worked in the same position before and after implementation of the ECM system were asked to answer

this question.

2. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court

Records.
3. Three survey respondents did not answer this question.

47.2%

B Yes
ENo

If you had a choice between using the ECM system to perform your job responsibilities or using
the previous hard-copy document filing system, which would you choose'?

Depends on

ECM Hard-Copy
Circuit Court - Trial Court 71.4% (5) 28.6% (2) 0.0% (0) 7
County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records’ 100% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4
District Court (Grand Haven) 60.0% (3) 40.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 5
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 50.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 100% (8) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8
Friend of the Court 94.4% (17) 5.6% (1) 0.0% (0) 18
Probate Court 100% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 2
Prosecutor’s Office 84.2% (16) 5.3% (1) 10.5% (2) 19
Sheriff’s Office 91.7% (22) 8.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 24
Total 86.8% (79) 11.0% (10) 2.2% (2) 91°

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. Only the survey respondents who worked in the same position before and after implementation of the ECM system were asked to answer this question.
2. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court Records.

3. One survey respondent did not answer this question.

100.0%-1
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Are you satisfied with how the ECM system operates?

Circuit Court - Trial Court 42.9% (3) 14.3% (1) 42.9% (3)

County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records' 44.4% (4) 44.4% (4) 11.1% (1) 9
District Court (Grand Haven) 28.6% (2) 57.1% (4) 14.3% (1) 7
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 25.0% (1) 50.0% (2) 25.0% (1) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 25.0% (2) 62.5% (5) 12.5% (1) 8
Friend of the Court 55.0% (11) 35.0% (7) 10.0% (2) 20
Probate Court 75.0% (3) 25.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 4
Prosecutor’s Office 65.0% (13) 30.0% (6) 5.0% (1) 20
Sheriff’s Office 80.0% (20) 16.0% (4) 4.0% (1) 25
Total 56.7% (59) 32.7% (34) 10.6% (11) 104

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court Records.

2. One survey respondent did not answer this question.

80.0%
56.7%
= 60.0%
e
2
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Yes Somewhat No
Response

Do you feel the ECM system could be improved?
Refer to Attachment AA for suggestions that were recommended by system users

Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 0.0% (0)

County Clerk - Family/Circuit Court Records' 88.9% (8) 11.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 9

District Court (Grand Haven) 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 7

District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 100% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 2
District Court Probation (Holland) 75.0% (6) 25.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 8

Friend of the Court 75.0% (15) 25.0% (5) 0.0% (0) 20
Probate Court 75.0% (3) 25.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 4

Prosecutor’s Office 84.2% (16) 15.8% (3) 0.0% (0) 19
Sheriff’s Office 40.9% (9) 54.5% (12) 4.5% (1) 22
Total 72.5% (71) 26.5% (26) 1.0% (1) 98’

Source: Justice Imaging Employee Survey

1. To maintain anonymity, responses from staff of County Clerk - Family Division Records were combined with County Clerk - Circuit Court Records.

2. Five survey respondents did not answer this question.
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B) Direct Observations and Voluntary Feedback from System Users
An assortment of direct observations involving the day-to-day impact of the ECM system were
recorded by the Planning and Performance Improvement Department during the departmental time
studies. Feedback regarding the system was also submitted voluntarily by users of the new
electronic system which, in many instances, paralleled the observations. These observations and
voluntary user feedback are as follows.

Circuit Court - Trial Court
» Staff can access court files without having to leave their desks. As a result, existing
files can be updated more quickly and requests for information can be handled much
more efficiently.
o Judges can sign all documents electronically, thereby saving staff time delivering
paperwork between offices.

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records
o Staff can manage hard-copy case files through an electronic barcode system. This
has resulted in an improved tracking system to locate hard-copy files.
« Tension between departments has decreased because court files are not lost as often.
« A one-year backlog was reduced in releasing bonds and restitution payments
» It was reported that there has been a reduction in customer complaints.
o The time to compile State reports was reduced from two months to two weeks.

County Clerk - Family Division Records
o Judges can sign all documents electronically, thereby saving staff time delivering
hard-copy paperwork.
« Staff were reluctant to use the ECM system since an electronic workflow was not
initially developed for this office. As a result, the system did not function properly
for the Family Division. This issue was resolved.

District Court (Grand Haven)

« District Court staff can review electronic judgments entered by the court recorder and
process defendants’ fines and costs before they leave the courtroom. This, in turn, has
improved customer service since court recorded comments are transferred in real-time.

o The Judge can review and sign documents electronically from his office rather than
walking across the hall to District Court.

o A court bailiff can remain in the courtroom during court proceedings instead of
physically delivering files from the courtroom to the District Court Office.

« District Court staff can email files to Mediation Services, located in Holland, thereby
saving them several trips each month to the District Court (Grand Haven) Office.

« Grand Haven District Court is connected to Holland and Hudsonville District Courts
through OnBase (i.e. ECM system). As a result, an employee from Grand Haven can
help out with the Holland or Hudsonville District Court workload without leaving
their office. This is helpful when employees are on vacation, sick, or if an office is
understaffed.

o A drawback of the ECM system, as reported by several County employees, is a lack
of licenses to cover all users. As a result, employees are ‘kicked off” the system if
they have not utilized it for 20 minutes.

District Court Probation (Holland)

o The Holland District Court Probation Office has become almost completely
paperless; however, in order to maintain required district court hard-copy files,
several Probation Office documents must continue to be printed.

« In the Holland District Court Probation Office, one staff member typically images
files while a second staff member indexes the imaged files. This quality control
procedure, which was developed with the introduction of the ECM system, has
enhanced the accuracy with which documents are processed.
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« Probation Office documents can be signed by probationers electronically through the
use of an electronic signature pad.

« Probation Office staff can email files to treatment providers, such as OAR. These
documents had to be faxed prior to the system.

« Most Holland Probation Office documents are imaged by using a copy machine
which, according to staff, is much quicker than logging into a computer in order to
image a document.

Friend of the Court

o The Friend of the Court Office has become almost completely paperless.

o The Friend of the Court and the Judge can sign orders electronically, thereby saving
staff time delivering hard-copy paperwork.

« In addition to the benefits that have been realized as a result of the ECM system, staff
have experienced a time savings from several administrative policy changes within the
office. These policy changes include, but are not limited to, transferring most of the
show cause adjournments and set asides to Friend of the Court Investigators, as well as
shifting the distribution of hearing notices to the Lansing Office.

o The move of the Friend of the Court Office to the new county courthouse will be
easier since that office has eliminated its hard-copy case files.

Probate Court

» Staff can create electronic documents that are distributed to and signed by the Judge
electronically, thereby saving staff time delivering hard-copy paperwork.

- Staff are able to save time by emailing Proofs of Service and other case file updates to
attorneys and case parties.

o Although staff have embraced the ECM system, a dependence on hard-copy files
continues within this Office. For example, a hard-copy file is located prior to
imaging a case update. Then the hard-copy file is physically dispersed throughout the
office in order to assist staff in locating a case update within the ECM system to
complete the appropriate updates within other computer programs.

Sheriff’s Office

« Warrant requests can be completed and sent electronically to the Prosecutor’s
Office. As a result, this process has become much more efficient and effective.

» Department officials stated that there has been a reduction in the backlog of
incident transcriptions from 500 to 100 per day as a result of the new system.

o Clerical staff are able to assist at the front desk and answering phone calls, as
well as with transcriptions, data entry, and file maintenance, since less time is
spent making copies of documents.

Prosecutor’s Office
o The Judge can sign a warrant requests for persons lodged in the jail in under an hour.
o Turn-around time is faster for getting a warrant request or juvenile petition signed by
a prosecuting attorney.
« Refer to the Appendix (Attachment BB) for a Memorandum that was submitted by
the Prosecutor’s Office which highlights the benefits of the system in their office.
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ottawa County has implemented one of the most advanced Electronic Content Management (ECM) systems in
the country. Tangible as well as intangible benefits resulting from its implementation have been documented.
This system can improve efficiencies and reduce the amount of labor needed to process documents and has had
a positive impact the system has had on the work environment and customer service. One unexpected finding
was that material usage actually increased as a result of implementing the ECM system.

The in-depth Time-Study and Materials Analysis calculated the cost-benefit and Return-on-Investment (ROI).
Although the system does provide a cost savings from labor efficiencies, the initial capital investment and
annual maintenance cost exceeds this labor cost savings, resulting in a negative ROI. Even after reducing
current staffing levels (5.2 FTE) to reflect the labor savings that were realized, there will still be an average
annual cost increase of $276,154 per year over the 25-year useful life of the system or $6,903,850. If staffing
levels are not reduced through attrition, the average annual cost will increase to $661,288 annually and
$16,532,200 over twenty-five years.

It is important that staff reductions be accomplished through attrition in circumstances such as these where
new technology is implemented that can improve efficiency but potentially result in lay-offs. If staff were
simply laid-off, it would be viewed as a penalty for improving operations. It is, then, possible that future
attempts to gain efficiencies through automation would be resisted by the staff who are responsible for
implementing these changes.

As previously mentioned in this report, several factors have prevented the complete utilization of the ECM
system by County departments and, thus, have prevented potential savings from being fully realized. State
statutes and administrative rules currently restrict the use of electronic court seals and signatures. Also, digital
documents are not recognized as an acceptable means in which to store court files. In addition, the ECM
system is not being utilized to its fullest extent by some departments and is not being utilized at all by others.

If state statutes and administrative rules can be amended to embrace today’s technology and complete system
utilization occurs with all staff, a positive ROI could be achieved in ten years. In addition, full utilization by all
departments would result in further reductions in staff through attrition. It is imperative to achieve policy
changes at the State level and complete utilization of the system at the County level to justify the existing
system expense and any future system expansions.

In accordance with the findings of this evaluation, the following recommendations are made:

Staffing:

Recommendation 1: Reduce staff in the Friend of the Court Office by one (1) Full-
time Equivalent Judicial Clerk position through attrition (i.e.
retirement, resignation, etc.).

Recommendation 2: Reduce staff in the District Court by two (2) Full-time
Equivalent Deputy Court Clerk positions through attrition (i.e.
retirement, resignation, etc.).

Recommendation 3:  Postpone hiring additional staff who process criminal justice
cases in any department that has access to the ECM system,
unless there are extenuating circumstances that can be
documented or verified to demonstrate that caseloads have
increased beyond the projections included in this evaluation.

Administrative:

Recommendation 4: Continue working with state legislators, state officials, and
lobbyists to amend legislation to permit the use of electronic

Evaluation: Electronic Content Management System Page 47 of 48 Department of Planning and Performance Improvement (02/03/10)



court seals and signatures and to recognize digital documents
as an acceptable means in which to store court files.

Recommendation 5: Department heads should continue to promote innovative work
methods that will encourage staff who are not currently using the
ECM system to use it.

Recommendation 6: Ensure that the results of this evaluation demonstrating the
labor efficiencies which have been realized through the ECM
system are provided to Hudsonville District Court and
Hudsonville Probation Office. This will permit the Court to
make an informed decision regarding the system benefits.
Since the ECM hardware and software are already available in
these locations, no substantive costs will be incurred to
implement the system.

Recommendation 7:  Perform a Time-Study and Materials Analysis in the Holland
District Court in six months (July 2010) to verify efficiencies in
this court location.

Recommendation 8: Encourage all defense attorneys to accept electronic court-related
documents to further reduce labor and material costs.

Recommendation 9: The ECM Team should review all user feedback to determine if
any of the suggested system improvements are viable and able to

be implemented in a cost-neutral manner.

System Expansion:

Recommendation 10: Refrain from expanding the ECM system into other
departments or increasing the number of workflow processes
that are handled by the system unless irrefutable and clearly
documented evidence exists to demonstrate that the
improvements will have a positive, short-term, ROI for the
County. This evidence will be verified by IT, Planning and
Performance Improvement, and the County Administrator. If
independent verification cannot be accomplished, additional
funding should not be approved.

Recommendation 11: Perform a subsequent Time-Study and Materials Analysis if the
aforementioned legislative amendments are enacted and
administrative rules are promulgated to improve system efficiencies.
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

October 7, 2005

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

Annual cost reduction projections related to the Justice Document Management
and Imaging System Solution summarized by department.

rraseErRIal

<[A

LAago

R M TAS

District Court 453,045 | 262,500 | 190,545 136,845

Friend of the Court 48,186 | 10,114| 38072 38,072
Juvenile Services - 5,483 0 5,483 4,406 |-

Frosecuting 125470 | 39,867 | 85,603 0| 85603

Attorney

County Clerk 100,880 | 27,858 | 73,022 17,486 55,536

Sheriff’s Office 195,058 | 119,357 | 75,701 26,498 49,203
Totals [ 928,122 ] 459,696 | 468,426| 98,761 | 369,665 |




Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

September 29, 2005

Annual estimations on projected return on investment figures related to the Justice
Document Management and Imaging System Solution project by department follow both
in summary below and in detail on the following pages.

Departmentt | Cost Reduction
District Court 190,545
Friend of the Court 38,072
Juvenile Services 5,483
Prosecuting Attorney 85,603
County Clerk 73,022
Sheriff’s Office 75,701

Total 468,426
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

istrict Courd  Annual Cost Savings Detail

‘Without

- Imaging

-~ With
. Imaging

Cost
Reduction

We created 21,000 files in 2004. :We estimate that each file
averages 30 pieces of paper. [Each piece of paper takes
approximately 2 minutes to punch, locate file, remove existing
documents, and place new documents. | conservatively believe that
we can eliminate on average 5 of those pieces of paper in each file

by imaging.

$ 315,000

$ 262,500

$ 52,500

Locating Lost Files — We estimate that we spend one-half hour per
day per clerk locating files. We have 35 clerks each using one-haif
hour per day looking for files. Saving is calculated based on a
savings of 17.5 hours per day, an average wage of $15 per hour and
260 work days in a year.

$ 68,250

$0

$ 68,250

Faxing Documents — We estimate that each clerk (35 clerks) spends
15 minutes each day faxing documents. This equals 8.75 hours per
day and calculated based upon the same constants in the previous
example.

$ 34,125

$0

$34,125

Purging files — for 3 weeks per year we spend 2 hours per person per
day (35 clerks) purging files. In addition we spend an additional
$1,200 in document shredding durigg{his time,

$ 16,950

$0

$ 16,950

Copying Police Reports - Once a week we have on average 3 clerks
spending an equivalent of one day copying police reports for defense
attomeys. We can eliminate this by faxing or emailing reports to the
defense attomey from the imaging system.

$ 18,720

$0

$ 18,720

TOTAL ANNUAL COST | $453,045] $262,500 [ $ 190,545 |

District Court - Special Note:

Shelf Space Saving - Saving 5 pieces of paper per file and paper
thickness .0039 inch this totals 105,000 pieces of paper per year.
This equals 409.5 inches or 34 feet of shelf space per year. Divide
34 by 4 since we use shelving that is 4 rows high we save 8.5 linear
feet of shelf space each year. Each linear foot of shelf space
requires 5 square feet of floor space.

42.5 square feet of building
space saved per year
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

Friend of the Court] Annual Cost Savings Detail | Jmaging | Imaging | Reduction

Making files, getting mail, clerks office, and dispersing finished work $4,645 §664 el

J1

Filing files, papers, disbursing mail, clerks mail and alphabetizing $23,026 $5,756 $17,270

J2

Pulling OTS files, searching files for orders, trips to Clerks Office $4,645 $1,327 $3,318

Investigators

Pulling files, trips to clerks office and searching files e LIE iy

Medical Specialist $ 1,527 $382 $ 1,145

Locate Specialist $ 1,327 $332 $ 995

Family Service Coordinator

Retrieving mail and delivering orders 34,649 D0 34,184

Data Processing

Pulling files and researching bl L perTkE
TOTAL ANNUAL COST | $48,186| $10,114]  $38,072 |
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Iinaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

s : AR AR I ! | without | With | Cost
Wuvenile Services| - Annual Cost Savings Detail - | jmaging | Imaging | Reduction
Approximately 2,000 Petitions/complaints a year with an average of
10 pages each needs one copy for the Caseworker (original in $ 628 $0 $ 628
Clerk’s file). 2,000 x 10 = 20,000 x $.025 for copy machine charges
= $500.00 + 40 reams of paper x $3.19 = $127.60 + $500 = $627.60
Approximately 720 pretrials a year are held. When a pretrial is set
we need to make of copy of the petition/complaint for the Prosecutor
and Attomey (an average of 10 pages); 720 pretrials x 10 pages x 2 $ 449 $0 $ 449
copies = 14,400 copies x $,025 per copy machine charges = $360.00
plus 28 reams of paper @ $3.19 = $89.32 + $360 = $449.32

Total Cost Savings on paper/copying costs $1,077 $0 $ 1,077
Staff time for Administrative Aide to copy the 2,000
petitions/complaints a year and making files for the Caseworkers $2.861 $0 $2.861
which takes about 4 hours per week which is about 192 hours a year ? ’
x $14.90 = $2 860.80
Staff time for Asst. Juvenile Register to copy the petitions and
complaints for the 720 pretrials is about 2 hours per week = 96 hours $ 1,545 $0 $ 1,545
a year x $16.09 = $1,544.64 ,

Total Cost Savings on Staff Time $ 4,406 $0 $ 4,406
TOTAL ANNUAL COST|  $5,483 | $0] §$5483 |
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

Prosecutmg Attorney_l Annual Cost L
: : Savmgs Detanl

Wlthout
Imagmg

Wlth %
Imagmg

 Cost.

Beduction |

Coping' leice régorts
9529 cases x 5.5 minutes ea. = 52,410 min.
52,410 <+ 60 = 874 hrs. x 23.40 = 20,452

With Imaging: 9529 x 2.5 minutes (estimate) = 23,823
23,823 + 60 = 397 hrs x 23.40 = 9,290

$ 20,452

$9,290

$11,162

Child Support Unit — coping documents
747 cases yr. x 21 various documents =15,687

15,687 x 2 min. = 31,374 + 60 = 523 hrs.
523 x 30.43 = 15,915

With Imaging: 15,687 x .25 = 3,922 + 60 = 65 hrs.
65 hrs. x 30.43 = 1978

$ 15,915

$1,978

$ 13,937

File Preparation for Circuit Court activities

(arraignment, plea, motion, pretrial, final pretrial)
Retrieve file, document prep, copy

1,022 cases x 3 activities = 3,066

3,066 x 10 min. = 511 hrs. x 23.40 = 11,957

With imaging: 3,066 x 5 min. = 256 hrs. x 23.40= 5,991

$11,958

$ 5,991

$ 5,967

Circuif Court Sentence File Prep.
1,022 x 10 min. = 170 hr. x 23.40

With imaging: 1,022 x 5 min. = 85 hrs. x 23.40

$ 3,978

$ 1,989

$ 1,989

File Creation
Put together folder, make a label, prepare
case progress sheet, affix back pocket for
LEIN.
9529 cases yr. x 7.16 minutes ea.=68,278
68,278 coverts to 1,138 hours
1,138 x $23.40 = 26,629.20
Annual folder stock + _5,200.00
31,829.20
With Imaging: Estimate of 3 minutes set up each file
9529 x 3 = 28,587 <60 = 476.45
476.45x 23.40= 11,149

$ 31,829

$11,149

$ 20,680
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

Prosecutmg Attorney Annual Cost _-,.Wlthout 'Wi“,“: | COs{
' Savmgs Detaﬂ Im“g“’g | Imaging | Reduction

Fllmg documents in case folders
1463 felony cases x 6 documents = 8778 doc.
8778 x 1.34 min. each to file = 11,762.52
or 196 hours filing x 23.40 = $4,586

8066 misdemeanors x 4 documents = 32,264
32,264 x 1.34 min. = 43,234 or 720.6 hours $ 21,448 $ 8,007 $ 13,441
720.6 hrs. x 23.40 = 16,862 + 4,586

With Imaging: 8778 x .5 min. = 4389 min. or 73.15 hrs.
73.15x23.40=1,712
32,264 x .5 = 16,132 min. or 269 hrs.
269 x 23.40 = 6,295 + 1,712 = 8,007
Pulling & Re-filing Cases
(estimate) Pull files for court and re-file
1 hr day x 3 offices x 250 day x 23.40 $ 17,550 $ 1,463 $ 16,087
With Imaging: (est. 25 files)
5 min. x 3 x 250 x 23.40= 1,463
Archiving closed files for off-site storage
Criminal: 1000 yr. @ 6 minutes ea. = 6,000 $ 2,340 $0 $2,340
6,000 min. = 100 hrs. x 23.40 = 2,340

TOTAL ANNUAL COST | $125470] $39,867] $85,603 |
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

oy  JE ' ey i Sl ae] ¥ R P Witl_mut" . With: | Cost
[County Clerkl Annual Cost Savings Detail | Jmaging | Imaging | Reduction
A Cost of document filing and retrieval
3 staff full time @ 9.8662 per hour $61568| $15392| $46,176
B. Cost of misplaced document search and return to file
cabinets
Average of 2 hours per week at $50 per hour $ 5,200 $0 $ 5,200
C. Cost of executives and managers to retrieve and returmn
documents to file cabinets
1 staff member at $30 an hour 1 hour per week $ 1,560 $0 $ 1,560
D. Cost of copying documents
Approximately 200,000 copies per year at .025 Staff
@ 9.8662 per hour to copy. $ 22232 $ 9,866 $ 12,366
E. Cost of copying elections documents
See attached $5,120 $0 $5,120
F. Cost of document review, and return to off-site storage
cabinets
$ 5,200 $ 2,600 $ 2,600
TOTAL ANNUAL COST | $100,880 | $27,858 [ §73,022 |

County Clerk — Special Note:

This cost reduction does not reflect any revenue the Clerks Office may obtain -
from monthly access fees charged to attorneys and employment agencies to

access imaged documents.
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Attachment A

County of Ottawa

Management Information Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

Annual Cost Savmgs Detall

ISherlff’s Office

Withoi;t "

Imaging

Imaging

Cost
| Reduction

A Cost of document review, mdexmg and retum to fi Ie cabmets
11 staff members, spend 90 minutes per day, at an

average cost of .32 per minute ($19..49 an hour),
over an average year containing 239 workdays
Without Imaging Formula: 11 x 90 x .32 x 239
With Imaging Formula: 11 x 50 x .32 x 239

75,715.20

42.064.00

33,651.20

B. Cost of misplaced document location and return to file
cabinets
2 staff members, spend .50 hours per day, at an average
cost of $19.49 an hour, over a given an average year
containing 239 workdays.
Without Imaging Formula: (2 x .50 x 19.49 x 239)

4,658.11

.00

4,658.11

C. Cost of executives and managers to retrieve and retum
documents to file cabinets

1 staff members, spend 30 minutes per day, at an average
cost of .44 per minute ($26.40 an hour), over an average
year containing 239 workdays.

Without Imaging Formula: (1 x 30 x .44 x 239)

With Imaging Formula: (1 x 15 x .44 x 239)

3,154.80

1,577.40

1,577.40

D. Cost of copying documents and retuming them file cabinets
11 staff members, spend 120 minutes per day, at an average

cost of .32 per minute ($19.49 an hour), over a given an
average year containing 239 workdays.

Without Imaging Formula: (11 x 120 x .32 x 239)

With Imaging Formula: (11 x 90 x .32 x 239)

100,953.60

75,715.20

25,238.40

E. Cost of copying documents for internal purposes and then

thrown away
28,800 documents are copied at a cost of .025 cents

each (28,800 x .025)

720.00

.00

720.00

F. Cost of purchasing banker boxes for document storage
90 boxes are purchased at a cost of $6.00 each (90 x 6.00)

540.00

.00

540.00

G. Cost of document review, indexing and retum to off-site

storage cabinets
2 staff members, spend 60 minutes per day, at an average

cost of .32 per minute ($19.49 an hour), over an average
year containing 239 workdays Without Imaging Formula: (2 x

19.49 x 239)

9,316.22

.00

9,316.22

TOTAL ANNUAL COST

195,057.93

119,356.60

75,701.33
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Attachment C2

Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Pre-Imaging Create File File Hard
Process (AS400, document Copy File
c ¢ prep. and distribution)
reate
New Case Post-Imaging Create File* Image File File Hard Copy File
P ”:A-Z % (AS400, document (scan and index) | (physically update and
”””” prep., image prep.) file file)

* For domestic files that originate from the Prosecutor's Office, as well as criminal files, the post-imaging process includes printing the files from the imaging system.

Pre-Imaging B 77777 | Locate Hard N E’Iggati File I Refile Hard
Process - Copy File ( Su d’afe gfel)ca Y Copy File
Update to an P
Existing Case
(without distribution) Post—Imaging jﬁ”if: Prepare Updates Image Updates Fli(li H?rd fopy 11’;116
[l » BV . . ocate, physically
Process i ; (AS400, image prep.) (scan, index, queue) update and refile)
Pre-Imaging Py 4 | Locate Hard Update F{le Distribute Case Refile Hard
"C-1— ; —— (AS400, physically — . )
Process | ! Copy File Information Copy File
ffffffff ' update file)
Update to an
Existing Case .
(with di<t§hution) N ‘ Print, Copy and File Hard Copy File
strib Post-Imaging ! | Prepare Updates Image Updates . f
Process -2 | AS400, i (scan, index, queue) 2O (locate, physically
ks ‘ ( » IR [T > -4 Information update and refile)
Pre-Imaging ﬂDl Locate Hard Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
Process — Copy File Case Information Copy File
Handle External
Request
(with distribution) S [, . )
Post-Imaging ;D | Locate File in E-mail Case
Process - Imaging System Information
Pre-Imaging AEI Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy File Copy File
Handle External
Request
ithout distribution) [N R .
(ithout distribution) Post-Imaging AE 21 Locate File in
Process Imaging System
Pre-Imaging *Fl Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy File Copy File
Handle Internal
Request Post-Imaging N/A
Process E F-2 — 1 (File is viewable from
IR imaging system)




Create New Case

Update to an

Existing Case
(with distribution)

Update to an

Existing Case
(without distribution)

Handle External

Request for
Information

Handle Internal

Request for
Information

County Clerk - Family Division Records

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Attachment C3
Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)

Create File

* The post-imaging process includes printing juvenile case files from the imaging system.

Pre-Imaging
Process

File Hard
(AS400, document prep. C Fil
and distribution) opy rile
I v o s e
, docu . . ysically u
image prep.) (fsszim ol il and file file)
Locate Hard Update File Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
Copy File (Asigg;ihﬁgauy Case Information Copy File

Post-Imaging
Process

Prepare Updates
(AS400, image prep.)

Image Updates

(scan, index, queue)

Print and Distribute

Case Information

File Hard Copy File

(locate, physically
update, refile)

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

:C w Locate Hard Update File Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
- Copy File (Asigg‘aihﬁ;a“y Case Information Copy File

7 C 2 Prepare Updates Image Updates E-mail Case Flleletrd hCop };lFlle
L - 7t7 - 73 (AS400, image prep.) (scan, index, queue) Information ( OL(l::d:.)tte ri;ilr:) Y
[ Locate Hard Update File Refile Hard

M D'l ' C Fil (AS400, physically C Fil
S ! opy rile update file) opy rile

ﬁlrﬁ _2 Prepare Updates* Image Updates Fﬂ%g;zdphcyggzlfﬂe
L 7777777 ' (AS400, image prep.) (scan and index) - da’te, )

* The post-imaging process includes printing juvenile case files from the imaging system.

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Locate Hard
Copy File

Locate File in
Imaging System

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Locate Hard
Copy File

Copy and Distribute

Case Information

Refile Hard
Copy File

N/A
(File is viewable from
imaging system)

Refile Hard
Copy File




Create

New Case

Update to an

Existing Case
(without distribution)

Update to an

Existing Case
(with distribution)

Update to an

Existing Case
(felony bind over)

Handle Internal

Request

Pre-Imaging
Process

Attachment C4

Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)
District Court (Grand Haven, Holland, Hudsonville)

Create File

Distribute Case

Post-Imaging
Process

) File Hard
(AS400, document [ Information C .
. . opy File
preparation) (Civil Cases)
Image File* Create File Print and Distribute File Hard
(prep, scan (AS400 and | Case Information Copy File

and index)

physically update file)

(Civil Cases)

(cart at desk)

* The post-imaging process includes printing criminal files that originate from the Sheriff's Office from the imaging system.

Pre-Imaging
Process

Locate Hard
Copy File

Update File
(AS400 and
physically update file)

Post-Imaging
Process

Image Updates
(Civil: prep, scan, index;
Criminal: update/distribute
electronically)

Prepare Updates
(AS400)

Refile Hard
Copy File

File Hard Copy File
(locate, physically
update, refile)

Pre-Imaging
Process

Update File

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

imaging system)

1C 1 Locate Hard (AS400 and physicall Distribute Case Refile Hard

rC-1— . and physically [ p ;

T ! Copy File update file) Information Copy File
C ””” ! Im(age Updates Prepare Updates Print and Distribute Fi(lle H[ard hCOP y lll:ile

A OLV /A a—— prep, scan, — q ] ocate, physically
il ; index) (AS400) Case Information update, refile)
1 Locate Hard Update Fil? Distribute Case Refile Hard

~D-1 o , (AS400 and physically [—| . — .
e ! opy File update file) Information Copy File
D 77777 1 Im(age Updates Prepare Updates E-mail Case Fi;le EET Eopy lll:ile

()= prep, scan, : ocate, physically
e ‘ index) (AS400) Information update, refile)
Locate Hard Update File Copy and Distribute Refile Hard

E E-1 1 Copy File (AS400 and to County Clerk Copy File
”””” physically update file)

:’”””“ N/A

j E-2 % (file is viewable from
”””” imaging system)

*F-l Locate Hard Refile Hard
Copy File Copy File
D N/A

r F-2 % (file is viewable from




Create

New Case
(without no contact)

Create

New Case
(with no contact)

Update to an

Existing Case
(amend probation order)

Update to an

Existing Case
(probation violation)

Update to an

Existing Case
(probation discharge)

Handle External

Request

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Attachment C5

Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven, Holland, Hudsonville)

Create File

Distribute File to

jéil,,% (AS400, folder and Copy Order Probation Officer
document prep.)
e Create File ;
i ; Image File
A2 (AS400, ] oy
(scan and index)
document prep.)
Bl% Sigeatfe 11;ile ; Cony Order | | Fax No Contact Distribute File to
! (A8400, folder an py Order to Sheriff Probation Officer
ffffffff document prep.)
******** | Create File g
; ‘ Image File
tB-2! (AS400, — ge s
o ; (scan and index)
document prep.)
C ””” 1 Asliggati File I Distribute to Judge Cony Order Distribute to
T (¢ - physically (for signature) 24 District Court
,,,,,,,, ' update file)
P w Update File Distribute to Judge Image File Distribute to

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

(AS400, OnBase)

(for signature)

(scan and index)

District Court

Order to OAR

E-mail Treatment
Order to OAR

******** | Update File P P
‘ ‘ Distribute to Judge Distribute to
FD-1 — i . C Ord .
Dl (Asizg;tr::hf}':lsel;a“y (for signature) opy Lrdet District Court
jﬁ 2 As[iggati}:i'le I Distribute to Judge Image File Distribute to
= ( up d,atz gls;; S (for signature) (scan and index) District Court
Tt Update File P
| | Distribute to Judge . .
FE-1—— (aAs400, physically (For si nature)g ——  Dismantle File
oo update file) &
”EZ Update File Distribute to Judge Image File
e (AS400) (for signature) (scan and index)
Fax Treatment
HF-1—




IreIN £q 19p10
pajuLd ANQLISIQ

(19p1Q L] pue
u3i§ Areoruonsa|y)
19p1Q pausig aepdn

armeusig 10y o3pn(
D04 03 AnqrsIq

A[resruonodg

19pIQ) 9)BAI)

[TeIN £q 19pIO ajeusig 10y oSpny amyeusig 10 org Adop 19p1Q UL ang Ado)
pardo) anquusiq 03 anquysiq/Ado) D04 01 anquusiq pIeH o[yoy pue 21ea1) pIeH 9820
y191D) Auno) amjeusig ey o )
0} ANqQIIsI( s,08pnf pue DOA wEuEmooD o
A[[earuonod[g duweyg A[resruonss|g
101D Ayuno) amyeusis oumyeudls 10§

(aq1301 pue ‘9epdn
AqeorsAyd “oq1y 93e00])
o[t Ado) piey oftg

0} 9INqISI

s,a8pn[ dwreyg

3I0)) 9y} Jo
PpuoLI] 0} ANQLISIJ

(xopur pue ueos)
syuownoo(J dgew|

(syuawnoop aznaqeydie/10s)

a4 Adop
PIeH d[yoy

syuewNo0( AZIuesi0

wo)sAg SurSewy
ut o[t 9)eo07]

o[t Adop

(o[t 1MNOD) Ay} JO PUSLLY)
o1 Adop

PIeH o[y

101D Auno) 0y
1] TeS0T WMoy

pIey 91800

wo)sAg Surdewy
Ul o1 €507

m Sureoy asne) moyg |

(SwiSew-1504 pue SurSew-01q) S9SSA001d MO[PHIOAN patoeduy ajo1dwo) 01 sdaig

SI0)BSTISOAUT 0] SOYI (411 mno) 2y jo puatiy) (911 [59T ALY ‘SPYOLL
o[t Adop 3L AMQLISI/RIBR1))
INQIISI/YNRIN PIeR 21800 o[ ST 2AdLnY
31Nn0)) 3Y) JO PUALL

9D JudWIYIENY

§50001J
SuiSew-1sog

$S9001J
SuiSewy-a1g

§S9001J
SurSewy-1s0g

§S90014
SuiSew-a1g

$80001J
SuiSew-1sog

§S0001J
SurSewy-a1g

§50001g
SurSewy-)sog

$S9001d
SuiSewy-a1g

$S9001J
SurSewy-1sog

§S90014
SuiSew-a1g

(12p10)
ase) Junsixy

ue 0) jepdn

(asne) MoyS 03 uonoyA)
ase) Sunsixy

ue 03 epdn

(Ssyudwndo( dy)
ase) Junsixy

ue 0) dyepdn

(Sununodde ‘Supdow

AP SYSEL PPO)
AL Ise)) 98I0

(BuLIBdH Isne) MoyS)

I 3Ise)) )80




o1 £do)

PIeH 91y

aq1g £dop
PICH Yo

anquysi pue Kdo)

(woysAg SurSew] woxy
31qeMaIA ST ATY) V/N

$S3201d

SuiSewy-)sog

o Adop
piey dedo0]

! | $89001g
' Surdewy-o1g

woysAg Surdewy
Ut 91 21ed0]

$59001J
SurSewy-)sog

(Xopul pue ueos)
soyepd) oSew]

o Adop
PpIeH 9800

$59001g
SuiSewy-o1g

a1 £dop
PIeH 918207

§50001
SuiSew-)sog

PIeH 91y

a1 £do) (AjreorsAyq pue
PIeH o[y 00+SV) 14 arepdn
ot Adop (AirearsAyq pue
pIey oy 00+SV) 4 orepdn
atg Adop (AirearsAyq pue
PIEH Yy 00¥SV) oItd 21epdn
o Adop (A1reorsAyq pue ;

TeIN-d pUe JULJ

nqusig pue Ado)

00¥SV) oIt 2repdn ‘

atg Adop
PIeH Yoy

(AqrearsAyq pue
00¥SV) oIt 2repdn

o1 £do)
PIeH 2[5y

N S S S e

(A1reorsAyq pue ;

2)NqIISIJ puE JULIJ

anquusiq pue Ado)

00¥SV) o[t a1epdn ‘

atd Adop
PIeH Yoy

(AjreorsAyq pue ;

o Adop
PpIeH 9800

§59901J
Surdewy-o1g

I

asequQ 0) ULl
‘uawndo(q
aredaig Ajjesruonso)g

a1 Adop
PIeH 9)eo0]

§S9001J
SurSew-)sog

I

juownoo(q aredoig

o[t Adop
piey 9e00T

$S9001g
SuiSewy-o1g

I

asequQ 01 UL
‘uawmoo(
aredarg Ajjesruonss)g

a1 £dop
PIeH 91800

$59001J
SurSewy-)sog

I

juownoo( oredard

ang Adop
pIeH 918007

$50001J
SuiSewy-o1g

00¥SV) oIt 21epdn

INqIISIJ pue JULIJ

a8pn( 0 nquusIiq
A[reatuonos[g

asequQ 0} UL
‘uaund0(
aredarq Ajjesruonod)g

a1 Adop
PpIeH 918207

§59001J
SurSew-)sog

ot Adop
pIey d[yoy

ot AdoD preH o[1g
‘oyepdn AjresrsAyg

a1 £do)

(AirearsAyq pue
00¥SV) oIt 21epdn

SHUOWNI0( PAIYS
puUB WIJOIOTA

nqusig pue Ado)

a3pn( 0) Anqusiq

juoumoo( oredarg

3t Adop
pIeH 91800

(xopur pue ueds)
91 2Sewy

(uoneredaxd

1u_UWNO0P ‘00FSV)
J[1q 91BAI)

PIeH 9l

3Ino)) deqoid

A1 21eaI)

(uoneredard
1uawWNd0p ‘00SV)

(SuiSew-1s04 pue SuISewI[-1) S9SS9001J MOJIOA Paroeduw] ajo1dwio)) 031 sdaig

LD yudwydENy

$59001J
Suidewy-o1g

§59001g
Suiewy-)sod

$89001g
SuiSewy-o1g

1sanbay
[euad)u] d[puey

)sanbay
[euI9)X 7 d[puRyH

SIp JnoyIM)
ase) unsixy

ue 0) djepdn

(quswndoq PYPQ)
ase) Junsixyg

ue 0) yepdn

(s19p10)
ase) unsixy

ue 0) djepdn

ase)
MIN 3BIID



it O T O T IO I ) IR ] ==
01 onquysi( m‘llll.l‘llllm PIeH 2l : et Jﬂ ““““ | SurSewy-1s0g
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ s
T 5 B B BV Gy s | 10 g
passadoid dn-yo1g T L Q1 A1) I B :

g Ado woysAs SurSewr wa)sAs JuiSewn
Iid 2690 L — A — (NVVd PUE 00+SV) 0fsap 3¢ x0q) (ug usaI0g) 890014
pIeq o[ pue | | 3oy 03 —  lomdssold 03 — a[1 o8ew] 1 Iop[ogoear)y || £ sinduwo [ |MI1AY 10J 10JNJ9S0IJl | £ G Sws
ayepdn) AqjeorsAyg ANQIISIq nquisi(g pue Xapup sl 0} anqLisIq AU IIEHeD Heesed (£ouasy dd1[04 19O Wo.Ly
s3sanbay Jueriepy)
ASED MIN dJvAI)
arg Ado)H 1no) 0} AMBUBIS 21d ayepdn (AVVd Pue 00¥SY) (isap 32 x00) (U] uaaIdg) $S9901]
| 10y 10)n00S0Ig AqrearsAyqg pue || MITADY 10J 10INO3SOIJ| |
pIeH o1tg AanqrysIq X R Anug 1endwo) : Anug 1endwo) SurSewy-a1g
0) anquusig 19p[o drear) 0} Anquisig :
wo)SAs Surdewr As Swig .
o1t £don) ( oo ) (wsAs Furdewr) a1 arepdn (woysAs SurSewr) T BT (woysAs SurSewr) s ” ” —
e — }noy 0} |  10In09s01q 0} L1 Ajeorskyg pue || uonn{ 10 e e MITADY 10J 10JNOSOIJ| | g i —— Nl R
. ANQINSI NqLusIJ pue xapup I9p[0,] B3I jsonboy juLg 0] ANqLsIq [ : (32430 S JJLIYS oL
SUONNIJ AIUdAN[
pue s)sanbay Jueriepy)
(12A1[9p X0Qq N0 armeudig o arepdn (yseprexoq) | | | e . ISED MIN IvAIL)D
aqig £do) ¢ [ . y (AVVd PUE 00¥SV) (u] U22IS) | i §sa0014
pIeH o11d | ‘oydo8) unopy o1 || Jojaomossory ||  A[eorsAyq pue £nug sonduwon MIIADY 10] I0INOISOIJ| | Anug somdwon) — M < ,7 SuSew-aig
ANqQLISIq 0} ainquysig 19p[0] 1) 0} AnquisIg [ :

YJO §,103N2350.1J
(SurSewy-1s04 pue SuISewI[-01) SISS001J MO[PHOA PAordw] jo1dwio)) 0 sdayg

8D yudwydENY



Create New Case

(No Warrant Request or
Juvenile Petition)

Create New Case

(With Warrant Request or
Juvenile Petition)

Update to an

Existing Case
(Supplemental)

Handle Request

for Information
(with distribution)

Handle Request

for Information
(without distribution)

Pre-Imaging
Process

Attachment C9

Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)
Sheriff's Office

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

Post-Imaging
Process

Pre-Imaging
Process

File Hard
Copy Report
ﬂAz Image Report e
' (scan and index) Copy Report
S : Manually Prepare C?I’}" and File Hard
A B-1——— Warrant Request or Distribute " Cony Report
R ' Juvenile Petition Documents by Bep
,,,,,,,, El ically P .
: | Image Report ectronlc‘a Y rrepare Image LEIN File Hard
B-2: (scan and index) and Distribute (scan and index) | Copy Report
S ; Request or Petition Py Rep

Post-Imaging
Process

Copy Report
Updates

Distribute Report
Updates

File Updates
(locate file, physically
update, and refile)

Pre-Imaging
Process

Image Updates
(scan and index)

Distribute Report
Updates
(Electronically)

File Updates

| (locate file, physically

update, and refile)

Locate Hard
Copy Report

Copy Report
Information

Distribute Report
Information

Refile Hard
Copy Report

Post-Imaging
Process

Locate Report in
Imaging System

Print Report
Information

Distribute Report
Information

Pre-Imaging
Process

Locate Hard
Copy Report

Copy Report
Information

Distribute Report
Information

Refile Hard
Copy Report

Post-Imaging
Process

Locate Report in
Imaging System

E-mail Report
Information

Pre-Imaging
Process

Locate Hard
Copy Report

Post-Imaging
Process

Locate Report in
Imaging System

Refile Hard
Copy Report




Attachment D

ELECTRONIC CONTENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
SELF-EVALUATION SURVEY

. Have you used the ECM System? [ |Yes [ |No Ifno, please proceed to Question 13

. Please identify how often you use the ECM System:

At Least Once At Least Once At Least Once At Least Once
Daily A Week A Month Every Six Months A Year

[ [ [ [ [

How long have you been using the ECM System to perform your job responsibilities?

Less than One to Three Four to Six Seven to Twelve More than
One Month Months Months Months Twelve Months

[ [ [ [ [

your Department?

[1Yes [No Ifno, please proceed to Question 11

. Were you employed at your current position before the ECM System was implemented in

As a result of the ECM System, do you feel that you are able to perform your job more efficiently?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

result of the ECM System?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

For the following primary job functions, please identify the extent of time savings, if any, that
you’ve experienced as a direct result of the ECM System. For the job functions that you do not

perform, please check the “N/A” box:

Significant Minimal Same Minimal  Significant
Time Time Amount Time Time
Savings Savings of Time Increase Increase

Locating a Document/File

Delivering a Document/File to a County Department/Staff
Distributing a Document/File to an Outside Agency/Person
Updating a Document/File with New Information

Filing a Document/File

Copying a Document/File

Creating a New Case File

ooodgon
ooodgon
ooodgon
ooodgon

Other

If Other, please describe function:

Do you feel that the more familiar you become with using the ECM System the less time it will

take you to complete your job functions?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

. Do you feel that you are able to perform your job more effectively (i.e. more accurately) as a

ooodgon

N/A

ooodgon



Attachment D

ELECTRONIC CONTENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
SELF-EVALUATION SURVEY

9. As aresult of the ECM System, do you have additional time to perform other Department
functions that you were not able to perform before imaging?

|:| Yes |:| No

If Yes, please briefly explain the other Department functions that you are now able to perform:

10. If you had a choice between using the ECM System to perform your job responsibilities or
using the previous hard-copy document filing system, which would you choose?

[ ]ECM System [_| Hard-Copy System

Please briefly explain your answer:

11. Please identify your level of agreement with each of the following statements:

Somewhat
Agree Agree Disagreo
The ECM System is/was easy to learn [] [] []
The ECM System is easy to use [] [] []
I am satisfied with how the ECM System operates [] [] []
The ECM System is useful in performing my job [] [] []

12. Do you feel the ECM System could be improved? [ ]|Yes [ |No
If Yes, please briefly describe how you think the ECM System could be improved:

13. If you would like to make any additional comments, please type them in the space below. Any
information that may identify you as the source of the comments will remain confidential.

Thank You for Completing the Survey!



Attachment E1

Regular Hours Saved
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Regular Hours Regular Hours

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Handle Request for File (Court Hearing) 87.12 27.04 -60.08
Handle Request for File (Other Tasks) 147.52 0.00 -147.52
Update to an Existing Case (Process Orders) 306.56 95.80 -210.76
Update to an Existing Case (Case Preparation) 152.08 101.27 -50.81
Total 693.28 224.11 -469.17

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department

Regular Hours Saved
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Regular Hours Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved

(Annual)
Create New Case 1,469.38 1,146.76 -322.62
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 3,810.97 5,026.72 1,215.75
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution) 4,772.46 4,991.14 218.68
Handle External Request (With Distribution) 319.81 55.57 -264.24
Handle External Request (Without Distribution) 3,699.19 2,102.03 -1,597.16
Handle Internal Request 2,382.52 0.00 -2,382.52
Total 16,454.33 13,322.22 -3,132.11

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department



Attachment E2

Regular Hours Saved
County Clerk - Family Division Records

Regular Hours Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
Create New Case 179.94 214.23 34.29
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)1 184.57 218.41 33.84
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 389.03 504.68 115.65
Handle External Request for Information 54.16 16.64 -37.52
Handle Internal Request for Case Information 48.07 0.00 -48.07
Total 855.77 953.96 98.19

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department

! The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 201.85 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 16.56 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.

Regular Hours Saved
District Court (Grand Haven)

Regular Hours Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
Create New Case 772.38 668.73 -103.65
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 2,595.19 1,538.08 -1,057.11
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)1 2,245.41 1,537.00 -708.41
Update to an Existing Case (Felony Bind Over) 42.40 0.00 -42.40
Handle Internal Request for Information 16.15 0.00 -16.15
Total 5,671.53 3,743.81 -1,927.72

Source: District Court, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 1,450.68 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 86.32 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.



Attachment E3

Regular Hours Saved
District Court (Holland)

Projected Projected PI:OJeclted
Regular Hours Regular Hours eguiar
' NN .2 Hours Saved
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) (Annual)
Create New Case 1,758.11 1,778.22 20.11
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 3,767.69 2,699.10 -1,068.59
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)® 3,012.78 2,834.99 -177.79
Update to an Existing Case (Felony Bind Over) 83.50 0.00 -83.50
Handle Internal Request for Information 33.76 0.00 -33.76
Total 8,655.84 7,312.31 -1,343.53

Source: District Court, IT Department

! Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Hudsonville District Court. The annual caseload was projected by doubling the caseload data for District Court (Grand
Haven) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven.

2 Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Grand Haven and Hudsonville District Courts. The annual caseload was projected by doubling the caseload data for
District Court (Grand Haven) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven.

® The Projected Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 2,677.48 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 157.51 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.

Regular Hours Saved
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Regular Hours Regular Hours

(Pre—Imaging)1 (lz'ost—lmaging)2

Create New Case (Without No Contact) 34.23 31.09 -3.14
Create New Case (With No Contact) 4.28 3.10 -1.18
Update to an Existing Case (Amend Probation Order) 7.40 5.08 -2.32
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Violation) 31.57 21.68 -9.89
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Discharge) 52.66 36.35 -16.31
Handle External Request’ 0.83 0.24 -0.59
Total 130.97 97.54 -33.43

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

' Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Hudsonville District Court Probation.
% Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Holland District Court Probation.

® These hours only involve faxing or e-mailing treatment orders to OAR.



Attachment E4

Regular Hours Saved
District Court Probation (Holland)

Regular Hours

(l’re-lmaging)1

Regular Hours
(Post-Imaging)

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Create New Case (Without No Contact) 81.17 73.72 -7.45
Create New Case (With No Contact) 18.75 13.60 -5.15
Update to an Existing Case (Amend Probation Order) 51.70 35.51 -16.19
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Violation) 103.69 71.22 -32.47
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Discharge) 134.51 92.83 -41.68
Handle External Request’ 1.32 0.38 -0.94
Total 391.14 287.26 -103.88

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

' Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Hudsonville District Court Probation.

% These hours only involve faxing or e-mailing treatment orders to OAR.

Regular Hours Saved
Friend of the Court

Regular Hours Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
Locate Case File (Show Cause Hearing) 1,197.85 67.59 -1,130.26
Locate Case File (Other Tasks) 452.99 237.49 -215.50
Update to an Existing Case (File Documents) 402.59 337.06 -65.53
Update to an Existing Case (Motion to Show Cause) 554.49 138.94 -415.55
Update to an Existing Case (Order) 2,135.89 2,044.97 -90.92
Total 4,743.81 2,826.05 -1,917.76

Source: Friend of the Court, IT Department



Attachment ES

Regular Hours Saved
Probate Court

Regular Hours Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
Create File 105.11 117.88 12.77
Update to an Existing Case (With Order) 701.54 504.69 -196.85
Update to an Existing Case (With Other Distributed Document)" 744.09 571.67 -172.42
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 275.06 200.98 -74.08
Handle External Request2 41.32 10.60 -30.72
Handle Internal Request3 4.98 0.00 -4.98
Total 1,872.10 1,405.82 -466.28

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 514.35 hours to print and distribute other updates and 57.32 hours to distribute other updates by e-mail.
% These hours only include the time to locate and file a court file; the time actually spent relaying the information to a customer is not included

® These hours only involve mental health case files to the Prosecturing Attorney and petition cases

Regular Hours Saved
Prosecutor's Office

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Regular Hours Regular Hours

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Create New Case (Warrant Requests and Juvenile Petitions from Sheriff's Office) 2,023.21 1,745.10 -278.11
Create New Case (Warrant Requests from Other Police Agency) 759.31 681.14 -78.17
Create New Case (Child Support Cases) 182.11 119.38 -62.73
Total 2,964.63 2,545.62 -419.01

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department



Attachment E6

Regular Hours Saved
Sheriff's Office

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Regular Hours Regular Hours

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Create New Case (No Warrant Request or Juvenile Petition) 66.41 210.60 144.19
Create New Case (With Warrant Request or Juvenile Petition) 969.50 395.56 -573.94
Update to an Existing Report (Supplemental) 367.40 120.21 -247.19
Handle Request for Report Information (With Distribution)" 1,023.81 291.78 -732.03
Handle Request for Report Information (Without Distribution) 1,496.09 128.42 -1,367.67
Total 3,923.21 1,146.57 -2,776.64

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 236.18 hours to print and distribute requests by mail and 55.60 hours to distribute requests by e-mail.



Attachment F1

Staff Postponements (25 Years)

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE

] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that

Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a

Workflow Workflow Postponement

Workflow Workflow

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 16,454 7.9 13,322 6.4 —
2009 16,718 8.0 13,536 6.5 0.0
2010 16,987 8.2 13,754 6.6 0.0
2011 17,260 8.3 13,975 6.7 0.0
2012 17,537 8.4 14,199 6.8 0.0
2013 17,819 8.6 14,427 6.9 0.0
2014 18,104 8.7 14,658 7.0 0.0
2015 18,394 8.8 14,892 7.2 0.0
2016 18,688 9.0 15,131 7.3 (1.0)
2017 18,987 9.1 15,373 7.4 0.0
2018 19,291 9.3 15,619 7.5 0.0
2019 19,600 9.4 15,869 7.6 0.0
2020 19,913 9.6 16,122 7.8 0.0
2021 20,232 9.7 16,380 7.9 0.0
2022 20,555 9.9 16,642 8.0 0.0
2023 20,884 10.0 16,908 8.1 (1.0)
2024 21,218 10.2 17,179 8.3 (1.0)
2025 21,558 10.4 17,454 8.4 0.0
2026 21,903 10.5 17,733 8.5 0.0
2027 22,253 10.7 18,017 8.7 0.0
2028 22,609 10.9 18,305 8.8 0.0
2029 22,971 11.0 18,598 8.9 (1.0)
2030 23,339 11.2 18,895 9.1 (1.0)
2031 23,712 114 19,198 9.2 (1.0)
2032 24,091 11.6 19,505 9.4 0.0
2033 24,477 11.8 19,817 9.5 0.0

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department Total One-Time 6.0)

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.
% The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachment E1). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033
were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (1.6%) that occurred between 2004 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase

in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F2

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court (Grand Haven)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE
] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that
Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a
Workflow Workflow Postponement
Workflow Workflow
Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 5,672 2.7 3,744 1.8 —
2009 5,719 2.7 3,774 1.8 0.0
2010 5,767 2.8 3,804 1.8 0.0
2011 5,815 2.8 3,835 1.8 0.0
2012 5,863 2.8 3,865 1.9 0.0
2013 5,912 2.8 3,896 1.9 0.0
2014 5,959 2.9 3,927 1.9 0.0
2015 6,007 2.9 3,959 1.9 0.0
2016 6,055 2.9 3,990 1.9 0.0
2017 6,103 2.9 4,022 1.9 0.0
2018 6,152 3.0 4,055 1.9 0.0
2019 6,202 3.0 4,087 2.0 0.0
2020 6,251 3.0 4,120 2.0 0.0
2021 6,301 3.0 4,153 2.0 0.0
2022 6,352 3.1 4,186 2.0 0.0
2023 6,402 3.1 4,219 2.0 0.0
2024 6,454 3.1 4,253 2.0 0.0
2025 6,505 3.1 4,287 2.1 0.0
2026 6,557 32 4,321 2.1 0.0
2027 6,610 32 4,356 2.1 0.0
2028 6,663 32 4,391 2.1 0.0
2029 6,716 32 4,426 2.1 0.0
2030 6,770 33 4,461 2.1 0.0
2031 6,824 33 4,497 2.2 0.0
2032 6,878 33 4,533 2.2 0.0
2033 6,933 33 4,569 2.2 0.0
Source: District Court, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachment E2). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033

were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (0.8%) that occurred between 2000 and 2007. It is important to note that this percent increase
in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F3

Staff Postponements (25 Years)

District Court (Holland)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE

] Regular Hours’ FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that

Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a

Workflow Workflow Postponement

Workflow Workflow

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 — — — — -
2009 8,656 4.2 7,312 3.5 —
2010 8,725 4.2 7,370 35 0.0
2011 8,795 4.2 7,429 3.6 0.0
2012 8,865 43 7,489 3.6 0.0
2013 8,936 4.3 7,549 3.6 0.0
2014 9,008 43 7,609 3.7 0.0
2015 9,080 4.4 7,670 3.7 0.0
2016 9,153 4.4 7,731 3.7 0.0
2017 9,226 4.4 7,793 3.7 0.0
2018 9,300 4.5 7,856 3.8 0.0
2019 9,374 4.5 7,918 3.8 0.0
2020 9,449 4.5 7,982 3.8 0.0
2021 9,525 4.6 8,046 39 0.0
2022 9,601 4.6 8,110 3.9 0.0
2023 9,678 4.7 8,175 39 0.0
2024 9,755 4.7 8,240 4.0 0.0
2025 9,833 4.7 8,306 4.0 0.0
2026 9,912 4.8 8,373 4.0 0.0
2027 9,991 4.8 8,440 4.1 0.0
2028 10,071 4.8 8,507 4.1 0.0
2029 10,151 4.9 8,575 4.1 0.0
2030 10,233 4.9 8,044 4.2 0.0
2031 10,315 5.0 8,713 4.2 0.0
2032 10,397 5.0 8,783 4.2 0.0
2033 10,481 5.0 8,853 4.3 0.0

Source: District Court, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

|:| Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system. However, since Holland District Court is not
projected to reap the benefits of the ECM System until 2010, 2009 was utilized as the baseline year.

% The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2009 were based on the departmental time study that was conducted in Hudsonville District Court (pre-
imaging) and Grand Haven District Court (post-imaging) (Refer to Attachment E3). The Regular Hours for 2010-2033 were projected based on the average annual
percent increase in caseload (0.8%) that occurred between 2000 and 2007. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F4

Staff Postponements (25 Years)

District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE
] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that
Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a
Workflow Workflow Postponement
Workflow Workflow
Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 131 0.1 98 0.0 —
2009 134 0.1 100 0.0 0.0
2010 137 0.1 102 0.0 0.0
2011 140 0.1 105 0.1 0.0
2012 143 0.1 107 0.1 0.0
2013 146 0.1 110 0.1 0.0
2014 149 0.1 112 0.1 0.0
2015 153 0.1 115 0.1 0.0
2016 156 0.1 117 0.1 0.0
2017 160 0.1 120 0.1 0.0
2018 163 0.1 122 0.1 0.0
2019 167 0.1 125 0.1 0.0
2020 170 0.1 128 0.1 0.0
2021 174 0.1 131 0.1 0.0
2022 178 0.1 133 0.1 0.0
2023 182 0.1 136 0.1 0.0
2024 186 0.1 139 0.1 0.0
2025 190 0.1 142 0.1 0.0
2026 194 0.1 146 0.1 0.0
2027 198 0.1 149 0.1 0.0
2028 203 0.1 152 0.1 0.0
2029 207 0.1 155 0.1 0.0
2030 212 0.1 159 0.1 0.0
2031 216 0.1 162 0.1 0.0
2032 221 0.1 166 0.1 0.0
2033 226 0.1 169 0.1 0.0
Source: District Court Probation, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time studies that were conducted in Holland and Hudsonville District
Court Probation Offices (Refer to Attachment E3). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (2.2%)
that occurred between 2001 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F5

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court Probation (Holland)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE
] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that
Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a
Workflow Workflow Postponement
Processes Workflow Processes Workflow in Hiring*
(Annual) Processes (Annual) Processes g

2008 391 0.2 287 0.1 —
2009 400 0.2 293 0.1 0.0
2010 408 0.2 300 0.1 0.0
2011 417 0.2 306 0.1 0.0
2012 427 0.2 313 0.2 0.0
2013 436 0.2 320 0.2 0.0
2014 446 0.2 327 0.2 0.0
2015 456 0.2 334 0.2 0.0
2016 466 0.2 341 0.2 0.0
2017 476 0.2 349 0.2 0.0
2018 487 0.2 357 0.2 0.0
2019 497 0.2 365 0.2 0.0
2020 508 0.2 373 0.2 0.0
2021 519 0.2 381 0.2 0.0
2022 531 0.3 389 0.2 0.0
2023 542 0.3 398 0.2 0.0
2024 554 0.3 406 0.2 0.0
2025 567 0.3 415 0.2 0.0
2026 579 0.3 424 0.2 0.0
2027 592 0.3 434 0.2 0.0
2028 605 0.3 443 0.2 0.0
2029 618 0.3 453 0.2 0.0
2030 632 0.3 463 0.2 0.0
2031 646 0.3 473 0.2 0.0
2032 660 0.3 484 0.2 0.0
2033 674 0.3 494 0.2 0.0
Source: District Court Probation, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

* The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time studies that were conducted in Holland and Hudsonville District
Court Probation Offices (Refer to Attachment E4). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (2.2%)
that occurred between 2001 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staft postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F6

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Friend of the Court

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE
] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that
Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a
Workflow Workflow Postponement
Workflow Workflow
Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 4,744 2.3 2,826 1.4 —
2009 4,797 23 2,857 1.4 0.0
2010 4,850 23 2,889 1.4 0.0
2011 4,904 2.4 2,920 1.4 0.0
2012 4,959 2.4 2,952 1.4 0.0
2013 5,014 2.4 2,985 1.4 0.0
2014 5,069 2.4 3,018 1.5 0.0
2015 5,125 2.5 3,051 1.5 0.0
2016 5,181 2.5 3,084 1.5 0.0
2017 5,238 2.5 3,118 1.5 0.0
2018 5,296 2.5 3,153 1.5 0.0
2019 5,354 2.6 3,187 1.5 0.0
2020 5,413 2.6 3,222 1.5 0.0
2021 5,473 2.6 3,258 1.6 0.0
2022 5,533 2.7 3,294 1.6 0.0
2023 5,594 2.7 3,330 1.6 0.0
2024 5,655 2.7 3,367 1.6 0.0
2025 5,717 2.7 3,404 1.6 0.0
2026 5,780 2.8 3,441 1.7 0.0
2027 5,844 2.8 3,479 1.7 0.0
2028 5,908 2.8 3,517 1.7 0.0
2029 5,973 2.9 3,556 1.7 0.0
2030 6,039 2.9 3,595 1.7 0.0
2031 6,105 2.9 3,635 1.7 0.0
2032 6,172 3.0 3,675 1.8 0.0
2033 6,240 3.0 3,715 1.8 0.0
Source: Friend of the Court, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

Savings (25 Years)

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachment E4). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033
were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (1.1%) that occurred between 2004 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase
in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staft postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment F7

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Probate Court

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

One-Time FTE
] Regular Hours FTES® Required Regular Hours FTEs® Required Savings that
Year to Complete to Complete to Complete to Complete Result from a
Workflow Workflow Postponement
Workflow Workflow
Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring4
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 1,872 0.9 1,406 0.7 —
2009 1,889 0.9 1,419 0.7 0.0
2010 1,906 0.9 1,431 0.7 0.0
2011 1,923 0.9 1,444 0.7 0.0
2012 1,941 0.9 1,457 0.7 0.0
2013 1,958 0.9 1,470 0.7 0.0
2014 1,976 0.9 1,484 0.7 0.0
2015 1,993 1.0 1,497 0.7 0.0
2016 2,011 1.0 1,510 0.7 0.0
2017 2,029 1.0 1,524 0.7 0.0
2018 2,048 1.0 1,538 0.7 0.0
2019 2,066 1.0 1,552 0.7 0.0
2020 2,085 1.0 1,566 0.8 0.0
2021 2,103 1.0 1,580 0.8 0.0
2022 2,122 1.0 1,594 0.8 0.0
2023 2,142 1.0 1,608 0.8 0.0
2024 2,161 1.0 1,623 0.8 0.0
2025 2,180 1.0 1,637 0.8 0.0
2026 2,200 1.1 1,652 0.8 0.0
2027 2,220 1.1 1,667 0.8 0.0
2028 2,240 1.1 1,682 0.8 0.0
2029 2,260 1.1 1,697 0.8 0.0
2030 2,280 1.1 1,712 0.8 0.0
2031 2,301 1.1 1,728 0.8 0.0
2032 2,321 1.1 1,743 0.8 0.0
2033 2,342 1.1 1,759 0.8 0.0
Source: Probate Court, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

I:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

Savings (25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachment ES). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033

were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (0.9%) that occurred between 2000 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase
in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staft postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging.



Attachment G

Overtime Hours Saved

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

O 0 O 0 0
5 . . 5 o 0
Job Classification
Records Processing Clerk | 19.00 3.50 -15.50
Case Records Processor 1 155.75 46.50 -109.25
Account Clerk I 63.50 11.00 -52.50
Case Records Processor 11 16.00 40.25 24.25
Case Records Specialist 274.00 14.50 -259.50
Total 528.25 115.75 -412.50
Source: Fiscal Services Department
! This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2005.
2 This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2008.
Overtime Hours Saved
District Court (Grand Haven)
O

Job Classification
Deputy Court Clerk I 42.75 23.50 -19.25
Deputy Court Clerk IT / Assignment Clerk 27.75 8.00 -19.75
Total 70.50 31.50 -39.00

Source: Fiscal Services Department

! This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2005.

2 This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2008.



Attachment H1

Amount of Material Saved
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Amount of

il ol L
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)] 709 0 =709
Mail (Number of Documents)’ 1,418 1,418 0
File Folders® 0 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units)* 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages)’ 709 1,418 709

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department

! Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

2 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete
Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT
Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

? Circuit Court - Trial Court files are maintained by the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records. As a result, file folders and storage units are not utilized.

* Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department
provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment H2

Amount of Material Saved
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Amount of

s |yt | s
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 4,045 115,788 111,743
Mail (Number of Documents)’ 37,339 35,086 -2,253
File Folders’ 3,923 3,923 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages)’ 0 154,027 154,027

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department

! The number of pages copied pre-imaging were to process 2,253 external requests for case information. The number of pages copied post-imaging were to
distribute 35,086 updates that required distribution to an external case party; prior to imaging, attorneys submitted multiple copies of documents for the court to
process. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the
workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as
well as the average number of pages per case.

2 Based on a total of 37,339 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 35,086 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These
data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow
processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

3 Based on a total of 3,923 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the County Clerk
provided the annual number of files created.

* The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result,
continues to utilize these materials.

> The number of pages printed post-imaging were to process 36,675 annual cases. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department
provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment H3

Amount of Materials Saved

County Clerk - Family Division Records

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)]
Mail (Number of Documents)’
File Folders®
Storage (Number of Shelving Units)

Printer (Number of Pages)5

Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging)

9,527
1,668
1,714

Amount of

Material U
aterial Usage Material Saved

(Post-Imaging)

(Annual)

0 -9,527
1,512 -156
1,714 0
0 0!
17,086 17,086

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department

1 . Lo . .
Based on a total of 2,357 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the

annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

2 Based on a total of 1,668 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 1,512 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging.
These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes

in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

* Based on a total of 1,714 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the County Clerk

provided the annual number of files created.

* The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since the County Clerk - Family Division Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a

result, continues to utilize these materials.

5 . L . .
Based on a total of 6,612 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment H4

Amount of Material Saved

District Court (Grand Haven)

Material Usage
(Pre-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)2
Mail (Number of Documents)’
File Folders*
Storage (Number of Shelving Units)
Printer (Number of Pages)6

13,191
24,388
5,531

. Amount of
Material Usage

(Post-Imaging)

Material Saved'

(Annual)

0 -13,191
22,931 -1,457
5,531 0

0 0°
111,040 111,040

Source: District Court, IT Department

' The Amount of Material Saved that was calculated for District Court (Grand Haven) was doubled in order to project the material savings for District Court
(Holland) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven.

2 Based on a total of 392 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

3 Based on a total of 24,388 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 22,931 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These
data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow
processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

4 Based on a total of 5,531 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the IT Department

provided the annual number of files created.

> The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since District Court is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to

utilize these materials.

¢ Based on a total of 24,368 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment HS

Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Amount of

ol bl BT
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 1,789 0 -1,789
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0?2
File Folders’ 518 0 -518
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages)’ 6,159 5,127 -1,032

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

! Based on a total of 934 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C5) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

2 The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation continues to mail the same number of documents.

* Based on a total of 518 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

* The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation shredded paper case files when storage capacity was
reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units or paying to store files off-site.

% Based on a total of 1,115 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. Of these annual cases, 258 required a substance abuse assessment (i.e. SALCE)
to be printed pre-imaging in order to maintain a hard-copy probation file. However, since hard-copy files are no longer maintained, these assessments are not
printed post-imaging.



Attachment H6

Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Holland)

Amount of

ol bl BT
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 5,412 0 5,412
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0?2
File Folders’ 1,323 0 -1,323
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages)’ 15,999 14,143 -1,856

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

! Based on a total of 2,982 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C5) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

2 The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation continues to mail the same number of documents.

* Based on a total of 1,323 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

* The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation shredded paper case files when storage capacity was
reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units or paying to store files off-site.

S Based on a total of 3,198 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. Of these annual cases, 464 required a substance abuse assessment (i.e. SALCE)
to be printed pre-imaging in order to maintain a hard-copy probation file. However, since hard-copy files are no longer maintained, these assessments are not
printed post-imaging.



Attachment H7

Amount of Material Saved
Friend of the Court

Amount of

e | et | s
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 48,690 0 -48,690
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0?2
File Folders’ 1,094 0 -1,094
Storage (Number of Shelving Units)* 0.8 0 -0.8
Printer (Number of Pages)5 16,230 32,460 16,230

Source: Friend of the Court, IT Department

! Based on a total of 8,659 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C6) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

2 The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since Friend of the Court continues to mail the same number of documents.

* Based on a total of 1,094 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

* Refer to Inset Table for calculation.

3 Based on a total of 8,659 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C6) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number
of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

Inset Table
Storage Unit Capacity Actual/Projected Additional Available Year Additional Storage
Year (Number of Files) Nu‘mber of Cases EI!d Storage Units Required
K Active Cases s Unit Capacity 0
at Start of Year (Start of Year)! (Year End) (Number of Files)’ (Number of Units)
2004 - - 1,003 - -
2005 - - 416 - -
2006 - - 134 - -
2007 - - 580 - -
2008 - - 595 - -
2009 12,000 10,631 545 824 0
2010 12,000 11,176 545 279 0
2011 12,000 11,721 545 -266 1
2012 12,400 12,266 545 -411 2
2013 13,200 12,811 545 -156 1
Additional Shelving Units Required (through 2013) 4
Annual Average 0.8

© At the start of 2009, the shelving units in the Friend of the Court Office could hold approximately 12,000 files.

7 The number of active cases (10,631) at the start of 2009 is actual; the number of active cases at the start of 2010-2013 is projected based on the average number (545) of
Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008.

8 The number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008 are actual; the number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2009-2013 are projected based on the average
number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008.

° Calculation based on the Storage Unit Capacity (Number of Files) at Start of Year less Actual/Projected Number of Active Cases (Start of Year) less the number of
Additional Cases (Year End).

1 Each additional storage unit holds approximately 400 files.



Attachment HS

Amount of Material Saved
Probate Court

Amount of

s | | s
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 13,475 0 -13,475
Mail (Number of Documents) 7,252 6,775 -477
File Folders’ 842 842 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0*
Printer (Number of Pages)5 0 13,316 13,316

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

1 . . . .
Based on a total of 7,333 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

Based on a total of 7,252 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 6,775 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These data
were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes
in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

” Based on a total of 842 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then Probate Court
provided the annual number of files created.

The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since Probate Court is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to

utilize these materials.

* Based on a total of 7,252 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment H9

Amount of Material Saved
Prosecutor's Office

Amount of

vl Bl BT
(Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)' 5,132 0 -5,132
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0?2
File Folders’ 9,820 9,820 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages)5 0 209,360 209,360

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department

! Based on a total of 677 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office continues to mail the same number of documents.

Based on a total of 9,820 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create folder" step occurred; then the IT
Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office continues to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to utilize
these materials.

Based on a total of 6,648 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual
number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.
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Attachment H10

Amount of Material Saved

Sheriff's Office

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)]
Mail (Number of Documents)’
File Folders®
Storage (Number of Shelving Units)

Printer (Number of Pages)5

Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging)

536,503
1,725
18,032
0

0

Amount of

Material U
aterial Usage Material Saved

(Post-Imaging)

(Annual)

0 -536,503

1,725 0
18,032 0
0 0!
60,653 60,653

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department

Based on a total of 16,084 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

Based on a total of 1,725 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete
Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT
Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred. Sheriff's Office administration staff determined the percent of annual

cases that were distributed by fax, mail, or in-person delivery/pick-up.

Based on a total of 18,032 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create new case" step occurred; then the Sheriff's

Office provided the annual number of files created.

The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since the Sheriff's Office is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to utilize

these materials.

Based on a total of 4,601 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment 11

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Reductions

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Year 2

(FY 2010)

Year 3
(FY 2011)

Year 4
(FY 2012)

Year 5
(FY 2013)

Year 6
(FY 2014)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.5) (1.5) (1.5) (1.5) (1.5)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved 2) 2 2) 2) ?2)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' () 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 1.5 FTE are projected to occur in the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records Office in 2010. As a result, an annual savings of 1.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Staff reductions equate to 1.5 FTE; however, it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE, as well as the 1.0 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Reductions
District Court (Grand Haven)

Year 4

(FY 2012)

Year 5

(FY 2013)

Year 6
(FY 2014)

Year 7

(FY 2015)

Year 8
(FY 2016)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)' (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved (@)) (@) @) (1) 1)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 1.0 FTE are projected to occur in Grand Haven District Court in 2012. As a result, an annual savings of 1.0 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment 12

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Reductions
District Court (Holland)

Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
(FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014) (FY 2015) (FY 2016)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.7) (0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7)
Lotus Notes License’
Number of Licenses Saved (1) (1) (1) 1) (1)
Computer Hardware’
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department
! Staff reductions of 0.7 FTE are projected to occur in Holland District Court in 2012. As a result, an annual savings of 0.7 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
* Staff reductions equate to 0.7 FTE; however, it is assumed that the 0.7 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Reductions
Friend of the Court

Year 3 \ () Year 5 Year 6 Year 7
(FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014) (FY 2015)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)' (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License’
Number of Licenses Saved (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
Computer Hardware’
Number of Computer Hardware Saved (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department
! Staff reductions of 1.0 FTE are projected to occur in Friend of the Court in 2011. As a result, an annual savings of 1.0 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment 13

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Reductions

Sheriff's Office
Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
(FY 2010) (FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License’
Number of Licenses Saved (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)
Computer Hardware’
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' () 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of two 0.5 FTE occurred in the Sheriff's Office in 2010. As a result, an annual savings of two 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
* Staff reductions include two 0.5 FTE positions; however, it is assumed that each 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment J

Computer Equipment Savings from Staff Postponements

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

One-Time FTE
Savings that Number of Number of
Year Result from a Lotus Notes Computer
Postponement Licenses Saved Hardware Saved’
in Hiring1
2008 — - -
2009 0.0 0.0 0.0
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0
2011 0.0 0.0 0.0
2012 0.0 0.0 0.0
2013 0.0 0.0 0.0
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0
2016 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2017 0.0 0.0 0.0
2018 0.0 0.0 0.0
2019 0.0 0.0 0.0
2020 0.0 0.0 0.0
2021 0.0 0.0 0.0
2022 0.0 0.0 0.0
2023 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2024 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2025 0.0 0.0 0.0
2026 0.0 0.0 0.0
2027 0.0 0.0 0.0
2028 0.0 0.0 0.0
2029 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2030 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2031 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2032 0.0 0.0 0.0
2033 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

" These one-time FTE savings were calculated in Attachment F1.

2 An equipment savings from the purchase of new hardware will not be realized as a result of staff postponements.
This is due to the fact that these are merely staff postsponements (i.e. the equipment will still need to be purchased,

just at a later date).



Attachment K

Staff Reductions

Potential

Reduction Recommended Position Reduction
in FTEs

Circuit Court - Trial Court — -

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 1.5FTE " Case Records Processor [
County Clerk - Family Division Records - -

District Court (Grand Haven) 1.0 FTE Deputy Court Clerk I
District Court (Holland) 0.7 FTE Deputy Court Clerk I

District Court (Hudsonville) - —
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) — -
District Court Probation (Holland) - -
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court 1.0 FTE Judicial Clerk I
Probate Court - -

Prosecutor's Office — -
Sheriff's Office 1.0 FTE 2 Records Processing Clerk I

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! This is not an actual reduction in current staff. This savings is the result of that office no longer requiring additional staff.

% The Sheriff's Office has eliminated two 0.5 FTE positions as a result of the time savings from the ECM system.



Attachment L1

Overtime Cost-Savings (2009)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

O | O 0 O
P ging Po ging 0 g

Records Processing Clerk I

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 19.00 3.50 -

Overtime Cost ($19.6792/hr)’ $373.91 $68.88 ($305.03)
Case Records Processor I

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 155.75 46.50 -

Overtime Cost ($22.9609/hr)” $3,576.16 $1,067.68 ($2,508.48)
Account Clerk I

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)1 63.50 11.00 -

Overtime Cost ($23.5129/hr)’ $1,493.07 $258.64 ($1,234.43)
Case Records Processor 11

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 16.00 40.25 -

Overtime Cost ($25.9825/hr)’ $415.72 $1,045.80 $630.08
Case Records Specialist

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 274.00 14.50 -

Overtime Cost ($27.9133/hr)’ $7,648.25 $404.74 ($7,243.51)
Total ‘ $13,507.11 $2,845.74 ($10,661.37)

Source: Fiscal Services Department

! This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2005 (pre-imaging) and 2008 (post-imaging).

2 Calculation based on the Number of Overtime Hours (Annually) multiplied by the hourly overtime 2009 Step C salary and fringe benefit rate for each job
classification. For each subsequent year, the hourly overtime rate was adjusted to reflect an annual 2% increase in salaries, 10% increase in medical benefits,

and 5% increase in dental and vision benefits.



Attachment L2

Overtime Cost-Savings (2009)
District Court (Grand Haven)

O | O 0 O
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Deputy Court Clerk I

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 42.75 23.50 -

Overtime Cost ($22.3931/hr)’ $957.31 $526.24 ($431.07)
Deputy Court Clerk 11 / Assignment Clerk

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)' 27.75 8.00 -

Overtime Cost ($25.4571/hr)’ $706.44 $203.66 ($502.78)
Total $1,663.75 $729.90 ($933.85)

Source: Fiscal Services Department

! This represents the actual number of overtime hours worked by job classification in 2005 (pre-imaging) and 2008 (post-imaging).

2
Calculation based on the Number of Overtime Hours (Annually) multiplied by the hourly overtime 2009 Step C salary and fringe benefit rate for each job classification. For each
subsequent year, the hourly overtime rate was adjusted to reflect an annual 2% increase in salaries, 10% increase in medical benefits, and 5% increase in dental and vision benefits.



Attachment M1

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 709 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $26.94 $0.00 ($26.94)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 1,418 1,418 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $638.10 $638.10 $0.00
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)6

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 709 1,418 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $56.72 $113.44 $56.72
Total $721.76 $751.54 $29.78

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number
of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

3 The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

4 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided
the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

5 Circuit Court - Trial Court files are maintained by the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records. As a result, the annual savings for file folders, on-site storage, and off-site
storage was not calculated.

® The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

7 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C1) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual
number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.
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Attachment M2

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 4,045 115,788 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $153.71 $4,399.94 $4,246.23
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 37,339 35,086 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $16,802.55 $15,788.70 ($1,013.85)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)5

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)® 3,923 3,923 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $6,747.56 $6,747.56 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ’
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ¢
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)"

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)" 0 154,027 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $12,322.16 $12,322.16
Total $23,703.82 ‘ $39,258.36 $15,554.54

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

The number of pages copied pre-imaging were to process 2,253 external requests for case information. The number of pages copied post-imaging were to distribute
35,086 updates that required distribution to an external case party; prior to imaging, attorneys submitted multiple copies of documents for the court to process. These
data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in
which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of
pages per case.

The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

Based on a total of 37,339 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 35,086 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These data were
obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in which a
"distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

5 The average cost of a County Clerk - Circuit Court Records file folder is $1.72; this cost includes the file folder ($1.36) and the case number label ($0.36).

3

Based on a total of 3,923 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the County Clerk provided the annual
number of files created.

The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result,
continues to utilize on-site storage.

The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result,
continues to utilize off-site storage. It is important to note that the annual cost of off-site storage is expected to increase with the move to the new courthouse since it will
have less storage capacity than the current building. However, since this cost increase is not the result of the ECM System, it has not been included in this analysis.
The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

The number of pages printed post-imaging were to process 36,675 annual cases. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C2) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual
number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment M3

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
County Clerk - Family Division Records

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 9,527 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $362.03 $0.00 ($362.03)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 1,668 1,512 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $750.60 $680.40 ($70.20)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)5

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)® 1,714 1,714 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $2,948.08 $2,948.08 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ’
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ¢
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)"

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)" 0 17,086 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $1,366.88 $1,366.88
Total $4,060.71 ‘ $4,995.36 $934.65

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 2,357 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

3 The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

4 Based on a total of 1,668 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 1,512 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These data were
obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a
"distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

5 The average cost of a County Clerk - Family Division Records file folder is $1.72; this cost includes the file folder ($1.36) and the case number label ($0.36).

6 Based on a total of 1,714 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the County Clerk provided the annual
number of files created.

7 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since the County Clerk - Family Division Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result,
continues to utilize on-site storage.

8 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the County Clerk - Family Division Records is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result,
continues to utilize off-site storage.

° The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

' Based on a total of 6,612 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C3) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment M4

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
District Court (Grand Haven)

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savingsl

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)2

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 13,191 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $501.26 $0.00 ($501.26)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Pastage)4

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 24,388 22,931 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $10,974.60 $10,318.95 ($655.65)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)6

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 5,531 5,531 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $9,513.32 $9,513.32 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)10

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)"' 0 111,040 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $8,883.20 $8,883.20
Total $20,989.18 ‘ $28,715.47 $7,726.29

Source: District Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The Material Cost-Savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven) was doubled to project the annual material savings for Holland District Court since District Court
administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven.

2 The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

3 Based on a total of 392 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

4 The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

5 Based on a total of 24,388 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 22,931 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These data were
obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a
"distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

® The average cost of a District Court file folder is $1.72; this cost includes the file folder ($1.36) and the case number label ($0.36).

7 Based on a total of 5,531 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual
number of files created.

8 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since District Court (Grand Haven) is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to utilize
on-site storage.

% The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court (Grand Haven) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

!9 The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

11 Based on a total of 24,368 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C4) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment M5

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 1,789 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $67.98 $0.00 ($67.98)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 518 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $207.20 $0.00 ($207.20)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)g 6,159 5,127 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $492.72 $410.16 ($82.56)
Total $767.90 $410.16 | ($357.74)

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 934 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C5) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of
times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

? The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation (Grand Haven) continues to mail the same number of documents.

* The average cost of a District Court Probation file folder is $0.40.

5 Based on a total of 518 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

¢ The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation (Grand Haven) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage
capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

7 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court Probation (Grand Haven) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

8 The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

9 Based on a total of 1,115 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. Of these annual cases, 258 required a substance abuse assessment (i.e. SALCE) to be
printed pre-imaging in order to maintain a hard-copy probation file. However, since hard-copy files are no longer maintained, these assessments are not
printed post-imaging.



Attachment M6

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
District Court Probation (Holland)

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 5,412 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $205.66 $0.00 ($205.66)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 1,323 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $529.20 $0.00 ($529.20)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)° 15,999 14,143 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,279.92 $1,131.44 ($148.48)
Total $2,014.78 | SL131.44 | ($883.34)

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 2,982 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C5) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

? The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation (Holland) continues to mail the same number of documents.

* The average cost of a District Court Probation file folder is $0.40.

5 Based on a total of 1,323 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

¢ The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation (Holland) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage
capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

7 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court Probation (Holland) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

8 The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

° Based on a total of 3,198 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. Of these annual cases, 464 required a substance abuse assessment (i.e. SALCE)
to be printed pre-imaging in order to maintain a hard-copy probation file. However, since hard-copy files are no longer maintained, these assessments
are not printed post-imaging.



Attachment M7

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
Friend of the Court

Material Cost Material Cost Material
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)l

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)® 48,690 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $1,850.22 $0.00 (1,850.22)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annuallyj5 1,094 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $2,308.34 $0.00 (2,308.34)
On-Site Storage Cost

Additional Shelving Units Required (through 2013)° 4 0 -

Total Cost of Additional Shelving Units (through 2013)’ $1,600.00 $0.00 -

Annual Cost of Additional Shelving Units® $320.00 $0.00 ($320.00)
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)10

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)'' 16,230 32,460 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,298.40 $2,596.80 $1,298.40
Total $5,776.96 \ $2,596.80 \ ($3,180.16)
Total (State Dollars)"” $3,755.60 $1,688.18 ($2,067.42)
Total (County Dollars) $2,021.36 $908.62 ($1,112.74)

Source: Friend of the Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 8,659 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to
Attachment C6) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as
well as the average number of pages per case.

3 The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since Friend of the Court continues to mail the same number of documents.

4 The average cost of a Friend of the Court File Folder is $2.11; this cost includes the file folder ($1.75) and the case number label ($0.36).

5 Based on a total of 1,094 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

® Refer to Inset Table for calculation.

7 The average cost of a shelving unit is $400, with each shelving unit holding approximately 400 files.

8 Calculation based on the annualized rate of Total Cost of Additional Shelving Units (through 2013).

° The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since Friend of the Court does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

1% The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

' Based on a total of 8,659 annual cases that were printed pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment
(Refer to Attachment C6) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process
occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.

12 Sixty-six percent of approved material expenses are reimbursed with State grant dollars.

Inset Table
Storage Unit Capacity Actual/Projected Additional Available Year Additional Storage
Year (Number of Files) Nu'mber of Cases Elfd Storag'e Units Required
3 Active Cases s Unit Capacity 17
at Start of Year (Start of Year)™ (Year End) (Number of Files)"® (Number of Units)
2004 - - 1,003 - -
2005 - - 416 - -
2006 - - 134 - -
2007 - - 580 - -
2008 - - 595 - -
2009 12,000 10,631 545 824 0
2010 12,000 11,176 545 279 0
2011 12,000 11,721 545 -266 1
2012 12,400 12,266 545 -411 2
2013 13,200 12,811 545 -156 1
Additional Shelving Units Required (through 2013) 4

' At the start of 2009, the shelving units in the Friend of the Court Office could hold approximately 12,000 files.
14 The number of active cases (10,631) at the start of 2009 is actual; the number of active cases at the start of 2010-2013 is projected based on the average number (545) of
Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008.
15 The number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008 are actual; the number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2009-2013 are projected based on the average
number of Additional Cases (Year End) from 2004-2008.
1% Calculation based on the Storage Unit Capacity (Number of Files) at Start of Year less Actual/Projected Number of Active Cases (Start of Year) less the number of Additional Cases (Year End).

' Each additional storage unit holds approximately 400 files.



Attachment M8

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
Probate Court

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 13,475 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $512.05 $0.00 ($512.05)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Pastage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 7,252 6,775 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $3,263.40 $3,048.75 ($214.65)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)5

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)® 842 842 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $1,448.24 $1,448.24 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ’
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ¢
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)"

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)" 0 13,316 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $1,065.28 $1,065.28
Total $5,223.69 | $5,562.27 $338.58

Source: Probate Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 7,333 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

3 The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

4 Based on a total of 7,252 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre-imaging and 6,775 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging. These data were
obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a
"distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

5 The average cost of a Probate Court file folder is $1.72; this cost includes the file folder ($1.36) and the case number label ($0.36).

¢ Based on a total of 842 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create file" step occurred; then Probate Court provided the annual
number of files created.

7 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since Probate Court is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to utilize on-site storage.

8 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since Probate Court does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

% The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

10 Based on a total of 7,252 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C7) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment M9

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
Prosecutor's Office

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 5,132 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $195.02 $0.00 ($195.02)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 9,820 9,820 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $16,890.40 $16,890.40 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 0 209,360 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $16,748.80 $16,748.80
Total $17,085.42 ‘ $33,639.20 $16,553.78

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 677 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

* The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office continues to mail the same number of documents.

* The average cost of a Prosecutor's Office file folder is $1.72; this cost includes the file folder ($1.36) and the case number label ($0.36).

5 Based on a total of 9,820 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create folder" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred.

® The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office continues to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to
utilize on-site storage.

7 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

® The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

9 Based on a total of 6,648 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C8) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment M10

Material Cost-Savings (2009)
Sheriff's Office

Material Cost Material Cost Material

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Cost-Savings

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)2 536,503 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $20,387.11 $0.00 ($20,387.11)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 1,725 1,725 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $1,362.75 $1,362.75 $0.00
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)5

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)® 18,032 18,032 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $24,523.52 $24,523.52 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ’
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ¢
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)"

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)" 0 60,653 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $4,852.24 $4,852.24
Total $46,273.38 | $30,738.51 | ($15,534.87)

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

' The average cost to copy a one page document is $0.038; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 16,084 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

? The average cost to mail a document is $0.45; this cost includes an envelope ($0.03) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.42).

* Based on a total of 1,725 annual cases that were distributed by mail pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted
Workflow Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "distribute" step occurred; then the IT Department provided
the annual number of times that each workflow process occurred. Sheriff's Office administration staff determined the percent of annual cases that were distributed by fax,
mail, or in-person delivery/pick-up.

> The average cost of a Sheriff's Office file folder is $1.36.

¢ Based on a total of 18,032 annual cases that were created pre- and post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "create new case" step occurred; then the Sheriff's Office provided the
annual number of files created.

” The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since the Sheriff's Office is required to maintain paper case files and, as a result, continues to
utilize on-site storage.

¥ The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the Sheriff's Office does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

? The average cost to print a one page document is $0.08; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

12 Based on a total of 4,601 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes
attachment (Refer to Attachment C9) to determine the workflow processes in which a "print" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the annual number of times
that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages printed per case.



Attachment N1

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
(FY 2010) (FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.5) (1.5) (1.5) (1.5) (1.5)
Lotus Notes License

Number of Licenses Saved @ 2 (2) 2 2)

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (862) (862) ($62) ($62) (862)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' ) 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ [ (52,636) | (562) | ($62) | (562) | (862)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 1.5 FTE are projected to occur in the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records Office in 2010. As a result, an annual savings of 1.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
? Staff reductions equate to 1.5 FTE; however, it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE, as well as the 1.0 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions
District Court (Grand Haven)

Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
(FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014) (FY 2015) (FY 2016)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License

Number of Licenses Saved (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses ($31) ($31) ($31) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved (1 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware' ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings® ‘ ($1,318) ‘ (831) ‘ (831) ‘ ($31) ‘ (831)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 1.0 FTE are projected to occur in Grand Haven District Court in 2012. As a result, an annual savings of 1.0 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

3 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

* The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.



Attachment N2

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions
District Court (Holland)

Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
(FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014) (FY 2015) (FY 2016)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.7) (0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7)
Lotus Notes License

Number of Licenses Saved 1 )] 1) )] 1

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (831 (831 ($31) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ [ s1318) | ¢31) | $31) | (831) ($31)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 0.7 FTE are projected to occur in Holland District Court in 2012. As a result, an annual savings of 0.7 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% Staff reductions equate to 0.7 FTE; however, it is assumed that the 0.7 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.
* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.
> The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions

Friend of the Court
Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7
(FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014) (FY 2015)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License

Number of Licenses Saved (@) (@) @8 (€] 1

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses ($31) (831) (831) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved (1) 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré' ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost—Savings5 ‘ ($1,318) ‘ ($31) ($31) ($31) ($31)
Total Cost-Savings (State)° ($857) ($20) (520) ($20) ($20)
Total Cost-Savings (County) ($461) ($11) ($11) ($11) ($11)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of 1.0 FTE are projected to occur in Friend of the Court in 2011. As a result, an annual savings of 1.0 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

3 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

* The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

© Sixty-six percent of approved equipment expenditures from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.



Attachment N3

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Staff Reductions

Sheriff's Office
Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
(FY 2010) (FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013) (FY 2014)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved @ 2 (2) 2 (©))
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (862) (862) ($62) ($62) (862)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' ) 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings® | (52,636) | ($62) | ($62) | (562) | (862)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Staff reductions of two 0.5 FTE occured in the Sheriff's Office in 2010. As a result, an annual savings of two 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% Staff reductions include two 0.5 FTE positions; however, it is assumed that each 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.



Attachment O1

Labor Savings Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Reductions

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

Annual Average
Cost-Savings'

25-Year Total
Cost-Savings'

No Workflow Processes

Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($98,201) ($2,455,034)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($60,731) ($1,518,268)
District Court (Holland) ($42,511) ($1,062,787)
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court ($62,941) ($1,573,529)°
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office ($23,060) ($576,504)
Total Cost-Savings ($287,444) ($7,186,122)

Cost-Savings (State)? ($37,005) (8925,121)?

Cost-Savings (County) ($250,439) ($6,261,001)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2010 through 2013, with all

reductions in place by fiscal year 2014.

2. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries from Friend of the Court Office are reimbursed with State grant dollars.

Table 2

‘ Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Postponements

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Annual Average
Cost-Savings

25-Year
Total

Cost-Savings

No Workflow Processes Directly

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($18,189) ($454,714)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($18,189) ($454,714)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($18,189) ($454,714)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement



Attachment O2

Labor Savings Based on County Projected Increase in Health Insurance Premiums (3-Year Average)

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Reductions

Annual Average 25-Year Total

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

Cost-Savings'

Cost-Savings'

No Workflow Processes

Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($87,661) ($2,191,524)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($53,787) ($1,344,677)
District Court (Holland) ($37,651) ($941,273)
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court ($55,942)° ($1,398,553)°
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office ($23,060) ($576,504)
Total Cost-Savings ($258,101) (86,452,531)

Cost-Savings (State)? ($32,890) ($822,248)?

Cost-Savings (County) ($225,211) ($5,630,283)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2010 through 2013, with all

reductions in place by fiscal year 2014.

2. Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries from Friend of the Court Office are reimbursed with State grant dollars.

Table 2

‘ Cost-Savings from Potential Staff Postponements

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Annual Average
Cost-Savings

25-Year
Total

Cost-Savings

No Workflow Processes Directly

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($15,926) ($398,142)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($15,926) ($398,142)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($15,926) ($398,142)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement



Attachment P

Project Cost

(Installation, On-going Maintenance and System Upgrades)

Actual Cost | Projected Cost - | Projected Cost - | Projected Cost - | Projected Cost - | Projected Cost -
Description (through Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
FY 2008) (FY 2009) (FY 2010) (FY 2011) (FY 2012) (FY 2013)
Services/Trainings' $67,301.00 - - - - -
Total Consultant (ImageSoft) Cost $67,301.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

IT Department

Salary and Fringe Benefits’ $179,235.84 $106,622.00 $109,889.00 $113,412.00 $117,134.00 $121,079.00
Training/Com‘“erences3 $15,417.00 $2,250.00 $6,280.00 $3,500.00 $3,500.00 $3,500.00
Total IT Department Cost $194,652.84 $108,872.00 $116,169.00 $116,912.00 $120,634.00 $124,579.00

Backfiling
Data Conversion Services

$290,701.72

Circuit Court Records* $14,274.57 - - - - -
District Court* $28,664.18 - - - - -
Friend of the Court* $18,833.73 - - - - -
Probate Court* $2,930.60 - - - - -
Prosecutor's Office* $29,000.00 - - - - -
Sheriff's Office* $44.15 - - - - -
Total Backfiling Cost $384,448.95 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Servers’® $37,514.00 - - - - -
Scanners $91,203.25 $30,440.00 $31,594.00 $35,582.00 $42,817.00 $30,440.00
Monitors® $28,641.00 - - - - -
Label Printers $6,314.00 - - - - -
Barcode Readers $928.56 - - - - -
Other Miscellaneous Hardware’ $7,388.52 - - - - -
Hardware Maintenance® $13,910.50 $20,049.00 - - - -
Total Hardware Cost $185,899.83 $50,489.00 $31,594.00 $35,582.00 $42,817.00 $30,440.00

Server Software $30,487.00 - - - - -
Scanner Software $83,627.00 - - - - -
Imaging Software and Licenses $395,766.00 - - - - -
Other Miscellaneous Software’ $16,030.00 - - - - -
Software Maintenance'’ $335,936.00 $135,098.60 $145,231.00 $156,123.32 $167,832.57 $180,420.01
Total Software Cost $861,846.00 $135,098.60 $145,231.00 $156,123.32 $167,832.57 $180,420.01
Total Project Cost | $1,694,148.62 | $294,459.60 | $292,994.00 | $308,617.32 | $331,283.57 | $335,439.01
Services/Training ($5,938.42) - - - - -
Backfiling ($11,072.88) - - - - -
Hardware ($59,397.03) ($3,468.29) $0.00 $0.00 ($6,545.86) ($3.468.29)
Software ($3,460.63) - - - - -
Total Reimbursements ($79,868.96) ($3,468.29) $0.00 $0.00 ($6,545.86) ($3,468.29)
Total Project Cost (County) | $1,614,279.66 | $290,991.31 | $292,994.00 [ $308,617.32 | $324,737.71 | $331,970.72

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! Includes $140,225 for project services/trainings, $9,840 in services for approved project scope changes, as well as $82,764 in discounts provided to Ottawa County by ImageSoft.

? Actual cost based on total IT Department staff hours invested between February 2006 and September 2008. Projected cost based on estimated IT Department staff hours for on-going maintenance.

* Includes training/conference registration fees, as well as travel and lodging expenses.

* Actual cost based on total County/temporary staff hours invested to backfile documents.
* According to the IT Department, future replacement of servers would impact the County's total infrastructure. As a result, server replacement cost are not included in the cost of the ECM System.

¢ Several departments requested larger screen monitors as part of the ECM System. This cost reflects the added cost to purchase a larger screen monitor instead of a standard size monitor. The total cost of the larger
screen monitors was not included since all monitors purchased have been counted as part of the normal equipment replacement cycle.

7 Includes $6,490.32 in hardware for approved project scope changes, as well as $898.20 for other miscellaneous hardware expenses such as cables.

¥ After 2009, the IT Department does not anticipate any hardware maintenance cost; this is the result of retaining spare hardware, as well as repairing hardware on a time and materials basis.

? Includes $16,030 in software for approved project scope changes.

"% The projected cost for 2009 was calculated by the IT Department; the projected cost for 2010-2013 was based on a 7.5% annual increase over the previous year's cost.

""" Sixty-six percent of approved staff salaries and hardware and software expenses from Friend of the Court are reimbursed with State grant dollars.



Dollars

Attachment Q

Return-on-Investment (Without Reductions In Staff)

Table 1

Cost/Benefit Analysis (Without Reductions in Staff)

Years 1-5 Years 6-10" Years 11-15' Years 16-20'  Years 21-25" Total
(FY 09-13) (FY 14-18) (FY 19-23) (FY 24-28) (FY 29-33) (25 Years)
Present Value’ (County)
Cost (County) $2,927,684 $1,439,202 $1,563,178 $1,732,227 $1,953,713 | $9,616,004
Cost-Savings (County) +$125,485 +$101,425 +$100,606 +$118,411 ($113,891) | +$332,036
Net Present Value (Cost to County)  $3,053,169 $1,540,627 $1,663,784 $1,850,638 $1,839,822 | $9,948,040
Benefit/Cost Ratio (County)3 - - - - - 0.03
Breakeven (County) - - - - - n/a

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services, Planning and Performance Improvement

1. The twenty-five year projection was calculated using a linear projection model. That model was based on a detailed analysis of the five-year project cost. The five-year
analysis was then used to project the twenty-five year project cost.

2. Present Value is calculated using the following statistical formula where A is the Total Project Cost or Benefits; B is the Discounted/Interest Rate (4% based on Fiscal
Services historical precedent); and C is the Year: A/(1+B)C

3. Ratio of 1 or greater indicates that the project benefits outweigh the cost (i.e. a return on investment is achieved)

Cumulative Project Cost and Cost-Savings (Twenty-Five Years)

$11,000,000 - —&— Cost (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)

$9,616,004

- - A- - Cost-Savings (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)
$9,000,000 A $7.662.291

$7,000,000 A $5,930,064

$5,000,000 - $4,366,886
$2,927,684
$3,000,000 -
$1,000,000 - ($125,485) (8226,910) (8327,516) (8445,927) (8332,036)

A& A A=A~ - AR A - A -k -k - k--h--A-hA- A A A p A A A e -

($1,000,000)
2009 2013 2017 2021 2025 2029 2033

Year



Attachment R1

Additional Regular Hours Saved
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours A Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
e (Annual)
Handle Request for File (Court Hearing) 27.04 0.00 -27.04
Handle Request for File (Other Tasks) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Update to an Existing Case (Process Orders) 95.80 95.80 0.00
Update to an Existing Case (Case Preparation) 101.27 96.54 -4.73
Total 224.11 192.34 -31.77

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department

Additional Regular Hours Saved
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours A Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
e (Annual)
Create New Case 1,146.76 914.16 -232.60
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 5,026.72 2,888.72 -2,138.00
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)’ 4,991.14 2,561.01 -2,430.13
Handle External Request (With Distribution) 55.57 55.57 0.00
Handle External Request (Without Distribution) 2,102.03 2,102.03 0.00
Handle Internal Request 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 13,322.22 8,521.49 -4,800.73

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department

! The Regular Hours (If Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 322.48 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 2,238.53 hours to distribute updates
by e-mail.



Additional Regular Hours Saved

Attachment R2

County Clerk - Family Division Records

Regular Hours

(Post-Imaging)

Additional
Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

Regular Hours
(If Legislative
Changes Enacted)

Create New File 214.23 98.52 -115.71
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)" 218.41 137.42 -80.99
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 504.68 280.86 -223.82
Handle External Request for Information 16.64 16.64 0.00
Handle Internal Request for Case Information 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 953.96 533.44 -420.52

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (If Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 24.06 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 113.36 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.

Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court (Grand Haven)

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours R Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
g (Annual)
Create New Case 668.73 428.80 -239.93
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 1,538.08 1,369.52 -168.56
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)" 1,537.00 1,193.17 -343.83
Update to an Existing Case (Felony Bind Over) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Handle Internal Request for Information 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 3,743.81 2,991.49 -752.32

Source: District Court, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 1,450.68 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 86.32 hours to distribute updates by e-mail. The Regular Hours (If Legislative
Changes Enacted) includes 346.27 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 846.90 hours to distibute updates by e-mail.



Attachment R3

Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court (Holland)

Projected Regular Hours Additional
. Regular
Regular Hours (If Legislative
Post-Imaging)' Changes Enacted)' Hours Saved
(Post-Imaging) anges Enacted) (Annual)
Create New Case 1,778.22 1,081.82 -696.40
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 2,699.10 2,404.12 -294.98
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)’ 2,834.99 2,175.72 -659.27
Update to an Existing Case (Felony Bind Over) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Handle Internal Request for Information 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 7,312.31 5,661.66 -1,650.65

Source: District Court, IT Department

! Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Grand Haven and Hudsonville District Courts. The annual caseload was projected by doubling the caseload data for
District Court (Grand Haven) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven.

% The Projected Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 2,677.48 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 157.51 hours to distribute updates by e-mail. The Regular Hours (If
Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 640.54 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 1,535.18 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.

Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court (Hudsonville)

Projected Regular Hours Al;ldm:mal

Regular Hours (If Legislative eguar

Pre-Imagine)! Changes Enacted) Hours Saved

(Pre-Imaging) anges Enacte (Annual)
Create New Case 879.06 428.42 -450.64
Update to an Existing Case (Without Distribution) 1,883.85 1,369.52 -514.33
Update to an Existing Case (With Distribution)® 1,506.39 1,193.17 -313.22
Update to an Existing Case (Felony Bind Over) 41.75 0.00 -41.75
Handle Internal Request for Information 16.88 0.00 -16.88
Total 4,327.93 2,991.11 -1,336.82

Source: District Court, IT Department

! Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Hudsonville District Court. The annual caseload was projected utilizing the caseload data for District Court (Grand
Haven) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Hudsonville is approximately the same as Grand Haven.

% Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Grand Haven District Court. The annual caseload was projected utilizing the caseload data for District Court (Grand

Haven) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Hudsonville is approximately the same as Grand Haven.

® The Regular Hours (If Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 346.27 hours to print and distribute updates by mail and 846.90 hours to distribute updates by e-mail.



Attachment R4

Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Create New Case (Without No Contact) 31.09 20.17 -10.92
Create New Case (With No Contact) 3.10 2.01 -1.09
Update to an Existing Case (Amend Probation Order) 5.08 3.67 -1.41
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Violation) 21.68 15.67 -6.01
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Discharge) 36.35 23.14 -13.21
Handle External Request 0.24 0.24 0.00
Total 97.54 64.90 -32.64
Source: District Court Probation, IT Department
' Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Holland District Court Probation.
Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court Probation (Holland)
Add 0
R eg \ R 0 R
Po ging 0 ed

Create New Case (Without No Contact) 73.72 47.84 -25.88
Create New Case (With No Contact) 13.60 8.82 -4.78
Update to an Existing Case (Amend Probation Order) 35.51 25.67 -9.84
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Violation) 71.22 51.48 -19.74
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Discharge) 92.83 59.09 -33.74
Handle External Request 0.38 0.38 0.00
Total 287.26 193.28 -93.98

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department



Attachment R5

Additional Regular Hours Saved
District Court Probation (Hudsonville)

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours . Regular
(Pre-Imaging)' (f Legislative Hours Saved
Changes Enacted) (Annual)
Create New Case (Without No Contact) 64.46 37.99 -26.47
Create New Case (With No Contact) 4.28 2.01 -2.27
Update to an Existing Case (Amend Probation Order) 15.27 7.58 -7.69
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Violation) 37.09 18.41 -18.68
Update to an Existing Case (Probation Discharge) 94.96 41.72 -53.24
Handle External Request 3.28 0.95 -2.33
Total 219.34 108.66 -110.68

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

' Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Hudsonville District Court Probation.

% Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Holland District Court Probation.

Additional Regular Hours Saved

Probate Court
Regular Hours Additional
Regular Hours e . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
ges cte (Annual)
Create File 117.88 77.74 -40.14
Update File (Orders)" 504.69 369.43 -135.26
Update File (Other Distributed Document)’ 571.67 411.94 -159.73
Update File (Without Distribution) 200.98 110.33 -90.65
Handle External Request’ 10.60 10.60 0.00
Handle Internal Request 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 1,405.82 980.04 -425.78

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

' The Regular Hours (If Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 305.26 hours to print order updates and 64.17 hours to distribute order updates by e-mail.
2 The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 514.35 hours to print and distribute other updates and 57.32 hours to distribute other updates by e-mail. The Regular Hours (If
Legislative Changes Enacted) includes 310.78 hours to print other updates and 101.16 hours to distribute other updates by e-mail.

* These hours only include the time to locate and file a court file; the time actually spent relaying the information to a customer is not included



Attachment R6

Additional Regular Hours Saved
Prosecutor's Office

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
° (Annual)
Create New Case (Warrant Requests and Juvenile Petitions from Sheriff's Office) 1,745.10 1,212.15 -532.95
Create New Case (Warrant Requests from Other Police Agency) 681.14 536.43 -144.71
Create New Case (Child Support Cases) 119.38 80.11 -39.27
Total 2,545.62 1,828.69 -716.93

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department

Additional Regular Hours Saved

Sheriff's Office
Regular Hours Additional
Regular Hours e Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enacted) Hours Saved
g (Annual)
Create New Case (No Warrant Request or Juvenile Petition) 210.60 144.20 -66.40
Create New Case (With Warrant Request or Juvenile Petition) 395.56 356.78 -38.78
Update to an Existing Report (Supplemental) 120.21 66.87 -53.34
Handle Request for Report Information (With Distribution)” 291.78 142.89 -148.89
Handle Request for Report Information (Without Distribution) 128.42 128.42 0.00
Total 1,146.57 839.16 -307.41

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department

! The Regular Hours (Post-Imaging) includes 236.18 hours to print and distribute requests by mail and 55.60 hours to distribute requests by e-mail. The Regular Hours (If Legislative Changes
Enacted) includes 44.30 hours to print and distribute requests by mail and 98.59 hours to distribute requests by e-mail.



Attachment S1

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlg:n};;);zs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow s a4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 16,454 7.9 13,322 6.4 —
2009 16,718 8.0 13,536 6.5 0.0
2010 16,987 8.2 13,754 6.6 0.0
2011 17,260 8.3 13,975 6.7 0.0
2012 17,537 8.4 8,521 4.1 0.0
2013 17,819 8.6 8,657 4.2 0.0
2014 18,104 8.7 8,796 4.2 0.0
2015 18,394 8.8 8,937 4.3 0.0
2016 18,688 9.0 9,080 4.4 0.0°
2017 18,987 9.1 9,225 4.4 1.0)
2018 19,291 9.3 9,373 4.5 (1.0)
2019 19,600 9.4 9,523 4.6 (1.0)
2020 19,913 9.6 9,675 4.7 (1.0)
2021 20,232 9.7 9,830 4.7 (1.0)
2022 20,555 9.9 9,987 4.8 (1.0)
2023 20,884 10.0 10,147 4.9 a.0)°®
2024 21,218 10.2 10,309 5.0 (1.0) s
2025 21,558 10.4 10,474 5.0 2.0
2026 21,903 10.5 10,642 5.1 2.0
2027 22,253 10.7 10,812 5.2 2.0
2028 22,609 10.9 10,985 5.3 2.0
2029 22,971 11.0 11,161 5.4 2.0)°
2030 23,339 11.2 11,339 5.5 2.0)°
2031 23,712 11.4 11,521 5.5 2.0)°
2032 24,091 11.6 11,705 5.6 3.0
2033 24,477 11.8 11,892 5.7 3.0)

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings (28.0)
(25 Years)

|:| Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

% The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachments E1 and R1). The Regular Hours for
2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (1.6%) that occurred between 2004 and 2008. It is important to note that this
percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).

> A postponement of 1.0 FTE has already been accounted for during these years (Refer to Attachment F1).



Attachment S2

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court (Grand Haven)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlgz;};;)elzs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy . 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 5,672 2.7 3,744 1.8 —
2009 5,719 2.7 3,774 1.8 0.0
2010 5,767 2.8 3,804 1.8 0.0
2011 5,815 2.8 3,835 1.8 0.0
2012 5,863 2.8 2,991 1.4 0.0
2013 5,912 2.8 3,015 1.4 0.0
2014 5,959 2.9 3,039 1.5 0.0
2015 6,007 2.9 3,063 1.5 0.0
2016 6,055 2.9 3,088 1.5 0.0
2017 6,103 2.9 3,113 1.5 0.0
2018 6,152 3.0 3,137 1.5 0.0
2019 6,202 3.0 3,163 1.5 0.0
2020 6,251 3.0 3,188 1.5 0.0
2021 6,301 3.0 3,213 1.5 0.0
2022 6,352 3.1 3,239 1.6 0.0
2023 6,402 3.1 3,265 1.6 0.0
2024 6,454 3.1 3,291 1.6 0.0
2025 6,505 3.1 3,317 1.6 0.0
2026 6,557 32 3,344 1.6 0.0
2027 6,610 32 3,371 1.6 0.0
2028 6,663 32 3,398 1.6 0.0
2029 6,716 32 3,425 1.6 0.0
2030 6,770 33 3,452 1.7 0.0
2031 6,824 33 3,480 1.7 0.0
2032 6,878 33 3,508 1.7 0.0
2033 6,933 33 3,536 1.7 0.0

Source: District Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

|:| Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachments E2 and R2). The Regular Hours for
2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (0.8%) that occurred between 2000 and 2007. It is important to note that this
percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.

The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow

processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S3

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court (Holland)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging

(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlg:n};;);zs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy . 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 — — — — —
2009 8,656 4.2 7,312 3.5 —
2010 8,725 4.2 7,370 3.5 0.0
2011 8,795 4.2 7,429 3.6 0.0
2012 8,865 43 5,662 2.7 0.0
2013 8,936 43 5,707 2.7 0.0
2014 9,008 43 5,753 2.8 0.0
2015 9,080 4.4 5,799 2.8 0.0
2016 9,153 4.4 5,845 2.8 0.0
2017 9,226 4.4 5,892 2.8 0.0
2018 9,300 4.5 5,939 2.9 0.0
2019 9,374 4.5 5,987 2.9 0.0
2020 9,449 4.5 6,035 2.9 0.0
2021 9,525 4.6 6,083 2.9 0.0
2022 9,601 4.6 6,132 2.9 0.0
2023 9,678 4.7 6,181 3.0 0.0
2024 9,755 4.7 6,230 3.0 0.0
2025 9,833 4.7 6,280 3.0 0.0
2026 9,912 4.8 6,330 3.0 0.0
2027 9,991 4.8 6,381 3.1 0.0
2028 10,071 4.8 6,432 3.1 0.0
2029 10,151 4.9 6,483 3.1 0.0
2030 10,233 4.9 6,535 3.1 0.0
2031 10,315 5.0 6,587 32 0.0
2032 10,397 5.0 6,640 32 0.0
2033 10,480 5.0 6,693 32 0.0

Source: District Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system. However, since Holland District Court is not
projected to reap the benefits of the ECM System until 2010, 2009 was utilized as the baseline year.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2009 were based on the departmental time study that was conducted in Hudsonville District Court (pre-
imaging) and Grand Haven District Court (post-imaging) (Refer to Attachments E3 and R3). The Regular Hours for 2010-2033 were projected based on the average
annual percent increase in caseload (0.8%) that occurred between 2000 and 2007. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S4

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court (Hudsonville)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that
Year! R:ﬁlg:n};;);zs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow sy e 4
Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 — — — — —
2009 - — — — -
2010 — — — — —
2011 - — — - -
2012 4,328 2.1 2,991 1.4 —
2013 4,363 2.1 3,015 1.4 0.0
2014 4,398 2.1 3,039 1.5 0.0
2015 4,433 2.1 3,063 1.5 0.0
2016 4,468 2.1 3,088 1.5 0.0
2017 4,504 2.2 3,113 1.5 0.0
2018 4,540 2.2 3,137 1.5 0.0
2019 4,576 2.2 3,163 1.5 0.0
2020 4,613 2.2 3,188 1.5 0.0
2021 4,650 2.2 3,213 1.5 0.0
2022 4,687 23 3,239 1.6 0.0
2023 4,724 2.3 3,265 1.6 0.0
2024 4,762 2.3 3,291 1.6 0.0
2025 4,800 2.3 3,317 1.6 0.0
2026 4,839 2.3 3,344 1.6 0.0
2027 4,877 2.3 3,371 1.6 0.0
2028 4,916 2.4 3,398 1.6 0.0
2029 4,956 24 3,425 1.6 0.0
2030 4,995 2.4 3,452 1.7 0.0
2031 5,035 24 3,480 1.7 0.0
2032 5,076 2.4 3,508 1.7 0.0
2033 5,116 2.5 3,536 1.7 0.0
Source: District Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

|:| Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system. However, since Hudsonville District Court is not
projected to reap the benefits of the ECM System until 2013, 2012 was utilized as the baseline year.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2012 were based on the departmental time study that was conducted in Hudsonville District Court (pre-
imaging) and Grand Haven District Court (post-imaging) (Refer to Attachment R3). The Regular Hours for 2013-2033 were projected based on the average annual
percent increase in caseload (0.8%) that occurred between 2000 and 2007. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S5

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlgz;};;)elzs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy e 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 131 0.1 98 0.0 —
2009 134 0.1 100 0.0 0.0
2010 137 0.1 102 0.0 0.0
2011 140 0.1 105 0.1 0.0
2012 143 0.1 65 0.0 0.0
2013 146 0.1 66 0.0 0.0
2014 149 0.1 68 0.0 0.0
2015 153 0.1 69 0.0 0.0
2016 156 0.1 71 0.0 0.0
2017 159 0.1 72 0.0 0.0
2018 163 0.1 74 0.0 0.0
2019 166 0.1 76 0.0 0.0
2020 170 0.1 77 0.0 0.0
2021 174 0.1 79 0.0 0.0
2022 178 0.1 81 0.0 0.0
2023 182 0.1 83 0.0 0.0
2024 186 0.1 84 0.0 0.0
2025 190 0.1 86 0.0 0.0
2026 194 0.1 88 0.0 0.0
2027 198 0.1 90 0.0 0.0
2028 202 0.1 92 0.0 0.0
2029 207 0.1 94 0.0 0.0
2030 211 0.1 96 0.0 0.0
2031 216 0.1 98 0.0 0.0
2032 221 0.1 100 0.0 0.0
2033 226 0.1 103 0.0 0.0

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

(25 Years)

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.
2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time studies that were conducted in Holland and Hudsonville District

Court Probation Offices (Refer to Attachments E3 and R4). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload

(2.2%) that occurred between 2001 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staft postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow

processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S6

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court Probation (Holland)

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

Pre-Imaging

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlgz;};;)elzs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy e 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 391 0.2 287 0.1 —
2009 400 0.2 293 0.1 0.0
2010 408 0.2 300 0.1 0.0
2011 417 0.2 306 0.1 0.0
2012 427 0.2 193 0.1 0.0
2013 436 0.2 197 0.1 0.0
2014 446 0.2 202 0.1 0.0
2015 455 0.2 206 0.1 0.0
2016 465 0.2 211 0.1 0.0
2017 476 0.2 215 0.1 0.0
2018 486 0.2 220 0.1 0.0
2019 497 0.2 225 0.1 0.0
2020 508 0.2 230 0.1 0.0
2021 519 0.2 235 0.1 0.0
2022 530 0.3 240 0.1 0.0
2023 542 0.3 245 0.1 0.0
2024 554 0.3 251 0.1 0.0
2025 566 0.3 256 0.1 0.0
2026 578 0.3 262 0.1 0.0
2027 591 0.3 267 0.1 0.0
2028 604 0.3 273 0.1 0.0
2029 618 0.3 279 0.1 0.0
2030 631 0.3 286 0.1 0.0
2031 645 0.3 292 0.1 0.0
2032 659 0.3 298 0.1 0.0
2033 674 0.3 305 0.1 0.0

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time studies that were conducted in Holland and Hudsonville District
Court Probation Offices (Refer to Attachments E4 and R4). The Regular Hours for 2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload
(2.2%) that occurred between 2001 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staft postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S7

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville)

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlg:n};;);zs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy e 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 - — — — -
2009 — — — — —
2010 — — — — —
2011 - - - - -
2012 219 0.1 109 0.1 —
2013 224 0.1 111 0.1 0.0
2014 229 0.1 114 0.1 0.0
2015 234 0.1 116 0.1 0.0
2016 239 0.1 119 0.1 0.0
2017 244 0.1 122 0.1 0.0
2018 250 0.1 124 0.1 0.0
2019 255 0.1 127 0.1 0.0
2020 261 0.1 130 0.1 0.0
2021 266 0.1 133 0.1 0.0
2022 272 0.1 135 0.1 0.0
2023 278 0.1 138 0.1 0.0
2024 284 0.1 142 0.1 0.0
2025 291 0.1 145 0.1 0.0
2026 297 0.1 148 0.1 0.0
2027 304 0.1 151 0.1 0.0
2028 310 0.1 154 0.1 0.0
2029 317 0.2 158 0.1 0.0
2030 324 0.2 161 0.1 0.0
2031 331 0.2 165 0.1 0.0
2032 338 0.2 168 0.1 0.0
2033 346 0.2 172 0.1 0.0

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system. However, since Hudsonville District Court
Probation is not projected to reap the benefits of the ECM System until 2013, 2012 was utilized as the baseline year.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2012 were based on the departmental time study that was conducted in Holland and Hudsonville District
Court Probation Offices (Refer to Attachment R5). The Regular Hours for 2013-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (2.2%)
that occurred between 2001 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

4 Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S8

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Friend of the Court

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlgz;};;)elzs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy e 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 4,744 2.3 2,826 1.4 —
2009 4,797 23 2,857 1.4 0.0
2010 4,850 2.3 2,889 1.4 0.0
2011 4,904 2.4 2,920 1.4 0.0
2012 4,959 2.4 2,952 1.4 0.0
2013 5,014 2.4 2,985 1.4 0.0
2014 5,069 2.4 3,018 1.5 0.0
2015 5,125 2.5 3,051 1.5 0.0
2016 5,181 2.5 3,084 1.5 0.0
2017 5,238 2.5 3,118 1.5 0.0
2018 5,296 2.5 3,153 1.5 0.0
2019 5,354 2.6 3,187 1.5 0.0
2020 5,413 2.6 3,222 1.5 0.0
2021 5,473 2.6 3,258 1.6 0.0
2022 5,533 2.7 3,294 1.6 0.0
2023 5,594 2.7 3,330 1.6 0.0
2024 5,655 2.7 3,367 1.6 0.0
2025 5,717 2.7 3,404 1.6 0.0
2026 5,780 2.8 3,441 1.7 0.0
2027 5,844 2.8 3,479 1.7 0.0
2028 5,908 2.8 3,517 1.7 0.0
2029 5,973 2.9 3,556 1.7 0.0
2030 6,039 2.9 3,595 1.7 0.0
2031 6,105 2.9 3,635 1.7 0.0
2032 6,172 3.0 3,675 1.8 0.0
2033 6,240 3.0 3,715 1.8 0.0

Source: Friend of the Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.
2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachments E4). The Regular Hours for 2009-
2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (1.1%) that occurred between 2004 and 2008. It is important to note that this percent
increase in caseload is subject to variability.

? Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment S9

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Probate Court

Pre-Imaging

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

One-Time FTE
2 2 Savings that

Year! R:ﬁlgz;};;)elzs FTEs® Required R:ﬁ‘gz::;;:::s FTEs® Required Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement

Workflow Workflow sy e 4

Processes Processes Processes Processes in Hiring

(Annual) (Annual)
2008 1,872 0.9 1,406 0.7 —
2009 1,889 0.9 1,419 0.7 0.0
2010 1,906 0.9 1,431 0.7 0.0
2011 1,923 0.9 1,444 0.7 0.0
2012 1,941 0.9 980 0.5 0.0
2013 1,958 0.9 989 0.5 0.0
2014 1,976 0.9 998 0.5 0.0
2015 1,993 1.0 1,007 0.5 0.0
2016 2,011 1.0 1,016 0.5 0.0
2017 2,029 1.0 1,025 0.5 0.0
2018 2,048 1.0 1,034 0.5 0.0
2019 2,066 1.0 1,043 0.5 0.0
2020 2,085 1.0 1,053 0.5 0.0
2021 2,103 1.0 1,062 0.5 0.0
2022 2,122 1.0 1,072 0.5 0.0
2023 2,142 1.0 1,082 0.5 0.0
2024 2,161 1.0 1,091 0.5 0.0
2025 2,180 1.0 1,101 0.5 0.0
2026 2,200 1.1 1,111 0.5 0.0
2027 2,220 1.1 1,121 0.5 0.0
2028 2,240 1.1 1,131 0.5 0.0
2029 2,260 1.1 1,141 0.5 0.0
2030 2,280 1.1 1,152 0.6 0.0
2031 2,301 1.1 1,162 0.6 0.0
2032 2,321 1.1 1,172 0.6 0.0
2033 2,342 1.1 1,183 0.6 0.0

Source: Probate Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0
(25 Years)

l:l Additional 1.0 FTE Required to Account for Increasing Caseload

! Staff postponements were calculated over a period of 25 years, which is estimated to be the useful life of the system.

2 The Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes for 2008 were based on the departmental time study (Refer to Attachments E5 and R5). The Regular Hours for
2009-2033 were projected based on the average annual percent increase in caseload (0.9%) that occurred between 2000 and 2008. It is important to note that this
percent increase in caseload is subject to variability.

* Calculation based on the Regular Hours to Complete Workflow Processes divided by the annual number of work hours (2,080) per FTE.

* Due to the efficiencies that have resulted from the implementation of the ECM System, there will be postponements in hiring staff to account for increasing caseloads.
The staff postponements were based on the comparison of when an additional 1.0 FTE ( refer to yellow cells) would have been required to complete workflow
processes pre-imaging versus when an additional 1.0 FTE will be required to complete workflow processes post-imaging (if legislative changes enacted).



Attachment T1

Additional Amount of Material Saved
Circuit Court - Trial Court

. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage C . Amount of
. (If Legislative .
(Post-Imaging) cl E O Material Saved
hanges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 1,418 709 -709
File Folders 0 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 1,418 709 -709

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done

so electronically.

Additional Amount of Material Saved
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

. Additional
. Material Usage
Material Usage s Amount of
. (If Legislative .
(Post-Imaging) Ch E Q) Material Saved
anges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 115,788 0 -115,788
Mail (Number of Documents) 35,086 3,509 -31,577
File Folders 3,923 0 -3,923
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0?2
Printer (Number of Pages) 154,027 11,580 -142,447

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done
so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.

% The County Clerk - Circuit Court Records will experience a cost-savings as a result of no longer requiring off-site storage for paper case files.



Attachment T2

Additional Amount of Material Saved
County Clerk - Family Division Records

. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage C . Amount of
. (If Legislative .
(Post-Imaging) cl E O Material Saved
hanges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 1,512 227 -1,285
File Folders 1,714 0 -1,714
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 02
Printer (Number of Pages) 17,086 1,041 -16,045

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done
so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.

% The County Clerk - Family Division Records will experience a cost-savings as a result of no longer requiring off-site storage for paper case files.

Additional Amount of Material Saved
District Court (Grand Haven)

. Additional
. Material Usage
Material Usage 1 Amount of
. (If Legislative 2
(Post-Imaging) Changes Enact d)l Material Saved
anges Lnacte (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 22,931 5,921 -17,010
File Folders 5,531 0 -5,531
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0°?
Printer (Number of Pages) 111,040 15,991 -95,049

Source: District Court, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done
so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.

2 The Additional Amount of Material Saved for District Court (Grand Haven) was used to project the additional amount of material saved for District
Court (Holland) and District Court (Hudsonville) since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as
Grand Haven and the caseload in Hudsonville is approximately the same as Grand Haven.

3 The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court shredded paper case files when storage capacity was reached in lieu
of purchasing additional shelving units or paying to store files off-site.



Attachment T3

Additional Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage s Amount of
. (If Legislative .
(Post-Imaging) cl E O Material Saved
hanges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0
File Folders 0 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 5,127 0 -5,127

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that require a judge's signature will be
electronically distributed and signed by a judge.

Additional Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Holland)

. Additional
. Material Usage
Material Usage Amount of

(Post-Imaging) Material Saved

(If Legislative
Changes Enacted)1

(Annual)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0
File Folders 0 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 14,143 0 -14,143

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that require a judge's signature will be
electronically distributed and signed by a judge.



Attachment T4

Additional Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Hudsonville)

. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage (If Legislative Amount of
. =] .
(Pre-Imaging) cl E O Material Saved
hanges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages)2 2,823 0 -2,823
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 03
File Folders* 934 0 -934
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0°
Printer (Number of Pages)6 11,605 0 -11,605

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that require a judge's signature will be
electronically distributed and signed by a judge.

2 Based on a total of 1,493 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging. These data were obtained by referencing the Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow
Processes attachment (Refer to Attachment C5) to determine the workflow processes in which a "copy" step occurred; then the IT Department provided the
annual number of times that each workflow process occurred, as well as the average number of pages per case.

* The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation continues to mail the same number of documents.

4 Based on a total of 934 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

° The annual savings for storage units was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation shredded paper case files when storage capacity was
reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units or paying to store files off-site.

® Based on a total of 3,735 annual cases that would no longer be printed if legislative changes are enacted.

Additional Amount of Material Saved

Probate Court
. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage . c 1. Amount of
X (If Legislative X
(Post-Imaging) Ch E N Material Saved
anges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 6,775 5,081 -1,694
File Folders 842 0 -842
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0?2
Printer (Number of Pages) 13,316 9,346 -3,970

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done
so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.

2 Probate Court will experience a cost-savings as a result of no longer microfilming paper case files.



Attachment TS

Additional Amount of Material Saved
Prosecutor's Office

. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage (If Legislative Amount of
. -] .
(Post-Imaging) cl E O Material Saved
hanges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 0
File Folders 9,820 0 -9,820
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 209,360 0 -209,360

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

Additional Amount of Material Saved

Sheriff's Office
. Material Usage Additional
Material Usage C 1. Amount of
X (If Legislative X
(Post-Imaging) Ch E Q' Material Saved
anges Enacted) (Annual)
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 1,725 863 -862
File Folders 18,032 0 -18,032
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 60,653 11,374 -49,279

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department

! The Material Usage (If Legislative Changes Enacted) calculation based on the assumption that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done
so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment U1l

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
(FY 2014) (FY 2015) (FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (2.0) (2.0) (2.0) (2.0 (2.0
Lotus Notes License’
Number of Licenses Saved 2) 2) 2) 2) 2)
Computer Hardware’
Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ () 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 2.0 FTE are projected to occur in the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records Office in 2014. As a result, an annual savings of 2.0 FTE will be realized each

subsequent year.
% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
District Court (Holland)

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12
(FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019) (FY 2020)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (0.5) 0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Lotus Notes License’
Number of Licenses Saved (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
Computer Hardware’
Number of Computer Hardware Saved ) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in Holland District Court in 2016. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
* Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

Attachment U2

District Court (Hudsonville)

Year 8

(FY 2016)

Year 9
(FY 2017)

Year 10
(FY 2018)

Year 11
(FY 2019)

Year 12
(FY 2020)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.7) (0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved (1) (€)) (1) (1) @)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.7 FTE are projected to occur in Hudsonville District Court in 2016. As a result, an annual savings of 0.7 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Staff reductions equate to 0.7 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.7 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Probate Court

Year 7

(FY 2015)

Year 8
(FY 2016)

Year 9
(FY 2017)

Year 10
(FY 2018)

Year 11
(FY 2019)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.4) 0.4) 0.4) 0.4) 0.4)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved (1) (1) (1) (1) 1)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved® (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

' Additional staff reductions of 0.4 FTE are projected to occur in Probate Court in 2015. As a result, an annual savings of 0.4 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

? Staff reductions equate to 0.4 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.4 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

4 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

Attachment U3

Prosecutor's Office

Year 7

(FY 2015)

Year 8
(FY 2016)

Year 9
(FY 2017)

Year 10
(FY 2018)

Year 11
(FY 2019)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.5) (0.5) (0.5) 0.5) 0.5)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved (1) (€)) (1) (1) @)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in the Prosecutor's Office in 2015. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

* Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

Sheriff's Office

Year 9

(FY 2017)

Year 10
(FY 2018)

Year 11
(FY 2019)

Year 12
(FY 2020)

Year 13
(FY 2021)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (0.5) 0.5) 0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Lotus Notes License’

Number of Licenses Saved (€)) (1) (1) (1) (1)
Computer Hardware’

Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (€8] 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

' Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in the Sheriff's Office in 2017. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.

% The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

? Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

4 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment V

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Postponements

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

One-Time FTE
Savings that Number of Number of
Year Result from a Lotus Notes Computer
Postponement Licenses Saved Hardware Saved®
in Hiring1

2008 — — —
2009 0.0 0.0 0.0
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0
2011 0.0 0.0 0.0
2012 0.0 0.0 0.0
2013 0.0 0.0 0.0
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0
2016 0.0° 0.0 (1.0)
2017 1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2018 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2019 1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2020 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2021 (1.0) (1.0) (1.0)
2022 (1.0) (1.0) 0.0
2023 1.0)° (1.0) 1.0)
2024 1.0’ (1.0) 0.0
2025 2.0) (2.0) 0.0
2026 2.0) 2.0) (1.0)
2027 2.0) (2.0) 0.0
2028 2.0) 2.0) (1.0)
2029 @0’ 2.0) (1.0)
2030 2.0)° 2.0 0.0
2031 @0’ 2.0) (1.0)
2032 (3.0) (3.0) 0.0
2033 (3.0) (3.0) (1.0)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

" These one-time FTE savings were calculated in Attachment S1.

A postponement of 1.0 FTE has already been accounted for during these years.

* An equipment savings from the purchase of new hardware will be realized if legislative changes are enacted. This is
due to the fact that enough additional hours will be saved on an annual basis to negate the hiring of additional staff.

Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment W

Additional Staff Reductions

Additional
Potential
Reduction
in FTEs'
Circuit Court - Trial Court - —
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2.0 FTE Case Records Processor [
County Clerk - Family Division Records - -
District Court (Grand Haven) — —
District Court (Holland) 0.5 FTE Deputy Court Clerk I
District Court (Hudsonville) 0.7 FTE Deputy Court Clerk I
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) — —
District Court Probation (Holland) - -
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court - -

Recommended Position Reduction

Probate Court 0.4 FTE Microfilmer/Imager
Prosecutor's Office 0.5 FTE Legal Assistant IT
Sheriff's Office 0.5 FTE Records Processing Clerk I

Source: IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

' This potential reduction in staffing needs is in addition to the current reduction in staffing needs (Refer to Attachment K).



Attachment X1

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)1

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 1,418 709 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $697.27 $348.63 ($348.63)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)4

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 1,418 709 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $123.96 $61.98 ($61.98)
Total $821.23 $410.61 ‘ ($410.61)

Source: Circuit Court - Trial Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

I After inflation, the average cost to mail a document in 2012 is $0.491727; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 1 ounce piece
of mail ($0.458945).

2 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were distributed by mail. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that are distributed to
attorneys will be done so electronically.

3 Circuit Court - Trial Court files are maintained by the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records. As a result, the annual savings for file folders, on-site storage, and off-site
storage were not calculated.

4 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

5 Based on a total of 709 annual cases that were printed. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be
done so electronically.



Attachment X2

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)2 115,788 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $4,807.98 $0.00 ($4,807.98)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)3

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)* 35,086 3,509 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $17,252.73 $1,725.47 ($15,527.26)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)5

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)® 3,923 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $7,373.24 $0.00 ($7,373.24)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage® $28,644.00 $0.00 ($28,644.00)
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)"

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)]0 154,027 11,580 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $13,464.73 $1,012.30 ($12,452.43)
Total $71,542.69 ‘ $2,737.77 ‘ ($68,804.92)

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! After inflation, the average cost to copy a one page document in 2012 is $0.041524; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 35,086 annual cases that were copied post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that are distributed to
attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.

3 After inflation, the average cost to mail a document in 2012 is $0.491727; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.458945).

* Based on a total of 35,086 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging and 3,509 annual cases that would be distributed by mail if legislative changes are
enacted. It is assumed that, if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.

5 After inflation, the average cost of a County Clerk - Circuit Court Records file folder in 2012 is $1.879490; this cost includes the file folder ($1.486109) and the
case number label ($0.393381).

® Based on a total of 3,923 annual cases that were created in 2008. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

7 The annual savings for on-site storage is reflected in the off-site storage savings since, pre-imaging, the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records sent paper case files to off-
site storage when the on-site storage capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

8 Since the new courthouse has less storage capacity than the previous building, the annual off-site storage cost is expected to increase to $27,000 in 2010 ($28,644 in 2012
after inflation). The increased cost is reflected in this analysis because legislative changes are not projected to occur until 2012 (i.e. after the move to the new
courthouse).

% After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

19 Based on a total of 36,675 annual cases that were printed post-imaging and 3,509 annual cases that would be printed if legislative changes are enacted. It is assumed that,
if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment X3

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
County Clerk - Family Division Records

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)1

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 1,512 227 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $743.49 $111.62 ($631.87)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)3

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)* 1,714 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $3,221.45 $0.00 ($3,221.45)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)’

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)8 17,086 1,041 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,493.62 $91.00 ($1,402.62)
Total $5,458.56 $202.62 ‘ (85,255.94)

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! After inflation, the average cost to mail a document in 2012 is $0.491727; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail (80.458945).

* Based on a total of 1,512 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging and 227 annual cases that would be distributed by mail if legislative changes are
enacted. It is assumed that, if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.

3 After inflation, the average cost of a County Clerk - Family Division Records file folder in 2012 is $1.879490; this cost includes the file folder ($1.486109) and the case
number label ($0.393381).

4 Based on a total of 1,714 annual cases that were created in 2008. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

5 The annual savings for on-site storage is reflected in the off-site storage savings since, pre-imaging, the County Clerk - Family Division Records sent paper case files to
off-site storage when the on-site storage capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

¢ The County Clerk records the off-site storage cost for Circuit Court Records and Family Division Records jointly; as a result, the savings has not been separated for this
report. Instead, the savings is reflected in the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records table (Attachment X2).

7 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

% Based on a total of 6,612 annual cases that were printed post-imaging and 227 annual cases that would be printed if legislative changes are enacted. It is assumed that, if
legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment X4

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
District Court (Grand Haven)

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)2

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 22,931 5,921 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $11,275.79 $2,911.52 ($8,364.28)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 5,531 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $10,395.46 $0.00 ($10,395.46)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)g 111,040 15,991 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $9,706.89 $1,397.90 ($8,308.99)
Total $31,378.15 ‘ $4,309.42 ‘ ($27,068.73)

Source: District Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The Additional Material Cost-Savings calculated for District Court (Grand Haven) was utilized to project the additional material cost-savings for Holland and
Hudsonville District Courts since District Court administrators indicated that the caseload in Holland is approximately twice as much as Grand Haven and the caseload in
Hudsonville is approximately the same as Grand Haven.

2 After inflation, the average cost to mail a document in 2012 is $0.491727; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 1 ounce piece of mail ($0.458945).

* Based on a total of 22,931 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging and 5,921 annual cases that would be distributed by mail if legislative changes are
enacted. It is assumed that, if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.

4 After inflation, the average cost of a District Court file folder in 2012 is $1.879490; this cost includes the file folder ($1.486109) and the case number label ($0.393381).

5 Based on a total of 5,531 annual cases that were created post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

¢ The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court (Grand Haven) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage capacity
was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

7 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court (Grand Haven) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

8 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

% Based on a total of 24,368 annual cases that were printed post-imaging and 5,921 annual cases that would be printed if legislative changes are enacted. It is assumed that,
if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment X5

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)4

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 5,127 0 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $448.19 $0.00 ($448.19)
Total $448.19 $0.00 ‘ ($448.19)

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation (Grand Haven) would continue to mail the same number of documents if
legislative changes are enacted.

2 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation (Grand Haven) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage
capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

3 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court Probation (Grand Haven) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

4 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

5 Based on a total of 1,115 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that require a judge's
signature will be electronically distributed and signed by the judge.



Attachment X6

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
District Court Probation (Holland)

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)4

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 14,143 0 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,236.35 $0.00 ($1,236.35)
Total $1,236.35 $0.00 ‘ ($1,236.35)

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation (Holland) would continue to mail the same number of documents if legislative
changes are enacted.

2 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation (Holland) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage
capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

3 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court Probation (Holland) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

4 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

5 Based on a total of 3,189 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that require a judge's
signature will be electronically distributed and signed by the judge.



Attachment X7

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
District Court Probation (Hudsonville)

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)'

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)’ 2,823 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $117.22 $0.00 ($117.22)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)4

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 934 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $408.24 $0.00 ($408.24)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 11,605 0 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,014.49 $0.00 ($1,014.49)
Total $1,539.95 $0.00 | ($1,539.95)

Source: District Court Probation, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! After inflation, the average cost to copy a one page document in 2012 is $0.041524; this cost includes paper and copy machine toner.

2 Based on a total of 1,493 annual cases that were copied pre-imaging.

3 The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since District Court Probation (Hudsonville) would continue to mail the same number of documents if
legislative changes are enacted.

4 After inflation, the average cost of a District Court Probation file folder in 2012 is $0.437091.

5 Based on a total of 934 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

¢ The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, District Court Probation (Hudsonville) shredded paper case files when the on-site storage
capacity was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

7 The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since District Court Probation (Hudsonville) does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

8 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

% Based on a total of 2,031 annual cases that were printed pre-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that all case documents that require a judge's
signature will be electronically distributed and signed by the judge.



Attachment X8

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
Probate Court

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)1

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 6,775 5,081 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $3,331.45 $2,498.46 ($832.99)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)3

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)* 842 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $1,582.53 $0.00 ($1,582.53)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 ¢
Microfilm Cost

Annual Cost of Processing Microfilm’ $267.00 $0.00 ($267.00)
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)8

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)9 13,316 9,346 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,164.06 $817.01 ($347.05)
Total ‘ $6,345.04 $3,315.47 ‘ ($3,029.57)

Source: Probate Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! After inflation, the average cost to mail a document in 2012 is $0.491727; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 1 ounce piece
of mail ($0.458945).

2 Based on a total of 6,775 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging and 5,081 annual cases that would be distributed by mail if legislative changes are
enacted. It is assumed that, if legislative changes enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.

3 After inflation, the average cost of a Probate Court file folder in 2012 is $1.879490; this cost includes the file folder ($1.486409) and the case number label ($0.393381).

4 Based on a total of 842 annual cases that were created post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

3 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, Probate Court microfilmed and shredded paper case files when the on-site storage capacity
was reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

® The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since Probate Court does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

7 Based on the projected cost to microfilm files during 2009; the cost was calculated by annualizing the actual cost ($61) from January-March 2009. After adjusting
for inflation, the annual cost in 2012 is projected to be $267.

8 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

? Based on a total of 7,252 annual cases that were printed post-imaging and 5,081 annual cases that would be printed if legislative changes are enacted. It is assumed that,
if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment X9

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)
Prosecutor's Office

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)2

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)’ 9,820 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $18,456.59 $0.00 ($18,456.59)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 *
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 >
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)6

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)’ 209,360 0 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $18,301.83 $0.00 ($18,301.83)
Total $36,758.42 $0.00 ‘ ($36,758.42)

Source: Prosecutor's Office, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! The annual savings for mailing documents was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office would continue to mail the same number of documents if legislative changes
are enacted.

2 After inflation, the average cost of a Prosecutor's Office file folder in 2012 is $1.879490; this cost includes the file folder ($1.486109) and the
case number label ($0.393381).

3 Based on a total of 9,820 annual cases that were created post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.

4 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, the Prosecutor's Office shredded paper case files when the on-site storage capacity was
reached in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.

* The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the Prosecutor's Office does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.

® After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

7 Based on a total of 6,648 annual cases that were printed post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment X10

Additional Material Cost-Savings (2012)

Sheriff's Office
¢ : 0 ‘ .. 0 . I ' o A ate ) 9
Po aging noes od 0 AVine

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)

Number of Pages Copied (Annually) 0 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)1

Number of Documents Mailed (Annually)’ 1,725 863 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $1,489.11 $744.99 ($744.12)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)3

Number of File Folders Utilized (Annually)* 18,032 0 -

Annual Cost of File Folders $26,797.52 $0.00 ($26,797.52)
On-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of On-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 °
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)’

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)8 60,653 11,374 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $5,302.16 $994.29 ($4,307.87)
Total $33,588.79 $1,739.28 ($31,849.51)

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

! After inflation, the average cost to mail a 12 page document in 2012 is $0.863254; this cost includes an envelope ($0.032782) and postage for a 3 ounce

piece of mail ($0.830472).

% Based on a total of 1,725 annual cases that were distributed by mail post-imaging and 863 annual cases that would be distributed by mail if legislative changes are

enacted. It is assumed that, if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.
3 After inflation, the average cost of a Sheriff's Office file folder in 2012 is $1.486109.
4 Based on a total of 18,032 annual cases that were created post-imaging. If legislative changes are enacted, it is assumed that paper case files will no longer be maintained.
5 The annual savings for on-site storage was not calculated since, pre-imaging, the Sheriff's Office shredded paper case files when the on-site storage capacity was reached
in lieu of purchasing additional shelving units.
% The annual savings for off-site storage was not calculated since the Sheriff's Office does not utilize off-site storage for closed case files.
7 After inflation, the average cost to print a one page document in 2012 is $0.087418; this cost includes paper and printer toner.

¥ Based on a total of 4,601 annual cases that were printed post-imaging and 863 annual cases that would be printed if legislative changes are enacted. It is assumed that, if
legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically and paper case files will no longer be maintained.



Attachment Y1

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
(FY 2014) (FY 2015) (FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (2.0) (2.0) (2.0) (2.0 (2.0
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved 2) 2) 2) 2) 2)
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (862) (862) ($62) ($62) (862)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ ) 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré' ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ [ (52,636) | (562) | ($62) | (562) | (862)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 2.0 FTE are projected to occur in the County Clerk - Circuit Court Records Office in 2014. As a result, an annual savings of 2.0 FTE will be realized each
subsequent year.

% The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

: Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

* The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
District Court (Holland)

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12
(FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019) (FY 2020)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved Q) 1 M D 1)
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (831) ($31) ($31) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' 1) 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings® ‘ ($1,318) ‘ (831) ‘ (831) ‘ ($31) ‘ (831)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in Holland District Court in 2016. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The S-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.



Attachment Y2

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
District Court (Hudsonville)

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12
(FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019) (FY 2020)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.7) (0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved 1 )] 1) )] 1
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (831 (831 ($31) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ [ s1318) | ¢31) | $31) | ¢31) | ($31)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.7 FTE are projected to occur in Hudsonville District Court in 2016. As a result, an annual savings of 0.7 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
* Staff reductions equate to 0.7 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.7 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Probate Court

Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11
(FY 2015) (FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) 0.4)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved 1 1 6] e)) 1)
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses ($31) ($31) (831) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ ‘ ($1,318) ‘ (831) ‘ (831) ‘ ($31) ‘ (831)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

" Additional staff reductions of 0.4 FTE are projected to occur in Probate Court in 2015. As a result, an annual savings of 0.4 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% Staff reductions equate to 0.4 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.4 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The S-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.



Attachment Y3

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Prosecutor's Office

Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11
(FY 2015) (FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" 0.5) (0.5) (0.5) 0.5) 0.5)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved 1 )] 1) )] 1
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses (831 (831 ($31) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1) 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardwaré ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ [ s1318) | ¢31) | $31) | ¢31) | ($31)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

! Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in the Prosecutor's Office in 2015. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
* Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

¢ Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The 5-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Sheriff's Office

Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13
(FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019) (FY 2020) (FY 2021)
Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE)" (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Lotus Notes License
Number of Licenses Saved 1 1 6] e)) 1)
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses ($31) ($31) (831) ($31) ($31)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved' (1 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware ($1,287) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings’ ‘ ($1,318) ‘ (831) ‘ (831) ‘ ($31) ‘ (831)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

" Additional staff reductions of 0.5 FTE are projected to occur in the Sheriff's Office in 2017. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
% Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

* The annual cost of a Lotus Notes License is $31 per person.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

* The average cost of computer hardware is $1,287; this cost includes a PC, monitor, desktop software suite, and printer.

® The S-year equipment cost-savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.



Attachment Z1

Labor Savings Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

Additional

Annual Average

Cost-Savings'

25-Year Total
Additional
Cost-Savings'

No Workflow Processes

Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($115,085) ($2,877,134)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) ($26,189) ($654,713)
District Court (Hudsonville) ($36,664) ($916,598)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) $0 $0
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court ($7,853) ($196,327)
Prosecutor's Office ($29,856) ($746,394)
Sheriff's Office ($8,167) ($204,187)
Total Cost-Savings ($223,814) ($5,595,353)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($223,814) ($5,595,353)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2014 through 2017, with all

reductions in place by fiscal year 2018.

Table 2

Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Postponements

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Additional
Annual Average
Cost-Savings

25-Year

Total Additional

Cost-Savings

No Workflow Processes Directly

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($87,779) ($2,194,484)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($87,779) ($2,194,484)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($87,779) ($2,194,484)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement



Attachment Z.2

Labor Savings Based on County Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums (3-Year Average)

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

Additional

Annual Average

Cost-Savings'

25-Year Total
Additional
Cost-Savings'

No Workflow Processes

Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($101,580) ($2,539,504)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) ($22,959) ($573,987)
District Court (Hudsonville) ($32,143) ($803,581)
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) $0 $0
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court ($7,853) ($196,327)
Prosecutor's Office ($26,547) ($663,671)
Sheriff's Office ($8,167) (8204,187)
Total Cost-Savings ($199,249) ($4,981,257)

Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0

Cost-Savings (County) ($199,249) ($4,981,257)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

1. For this analysis, staff reductions through attrition were projected to occur during fiscal years 2014 through 2017, with all

reductions in place by fiscal year 2018.

Table 2

Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Postponements

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Additional
Annual Average
Cost-Savings

25-Year

Total Additional

Cost-Savings

No Workflow Processes Directly

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court $0 $0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records ($76,542) ($1,913,551)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court (Holland) $0 $0
District Court (Hudsonville) - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Holland) $0 $0
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - -
Friend of the Court $0 $0
Probate Court $0 $0
Prosecutor's Office $0 $0
Sheriff's Office $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings ($76,542) ($1,913,551)
Cost-Savings (State) $0 $0
Cost-Savings (County) ($76,542) ($1,913,551)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement



Attachment AA

Open-Ended Survey Responses

Survey Question: As a result of the ECM System, do you have additional time to perform other
Department functions that you were not able to perform before imaging?

Answer: Yes

Circuit Court - Trial Court
¢ [ can be better informed as to the status of a case file at the time orders are presented to me for signature
¢ [ spend less time searching for information for attorneys/public
¢ [t is no longer necessary (on 2006 files forward, anyway) to go to Circuit Court Records to obtain
the hard-copy file

District Court (Grand Haven)
e | am able to assist more at the counter on a daily basis and help with filing

Friend of the Court
e Answering client's written correspondence and returning phone calls
Answer voice mail messages, complete other paperwork, etc.
Able to answer more letters, phone calls, etc. because of the immediate access to files imaged
Without leaving my desk, I can assist other staff in their work and check the specifics of an order
I am able to stay at my desk more and, as a result, am more available to phone calls etc.
I have more time to do custody and parenting time investigations and more time to focus on mediation
I haven't taken on any additional job functions, but am able to take a little more time doing my
current functions more accurately and efficiently due to the ECM system
e [ spend less time signing documents, which leaves me more time for other responsibilities

Prosecutor’s Office
e The staff who use imaging to perform general department functions have significantly decreased
processing time and improved communication and tracking of case progress and activities
e [ am able to spend a little more time on trial preparation
o There has been a savings of time in file location and reviewing releases; more time for all other
prosecutor functions. The "wait time" for file delivery from a remote office is significantly reduced

Sheriff’s Office

e [ am able to assist my co-workers in other areas of the department

e Have more time to complete daily tasks

e By being able to email reports to requesting agencies outside our own rather than copying, and
faxing or mailing, it allows me more time to do my other jobs. It's just much more efficient! The
recipients of the emailed forms really like getting them this way
Allows more time for other job responsibilities that [ have
Prosecutor Memos
I have more time to accurately perform my current job duties, and assist in other areas
It allows me more time to work on other things because of the efficiency in sending reports by email
I think that it just frees up time to work on other issues and tasks
I have more time to transcribe, assist with imaging/scanning, assist at the front window and assist
other co-workers as needed (before I had ZERO time)
¢ [ have more time to be at the front desk, instead of in the back looking through the files to fax or

send through the transfers to the deputies
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Attachment AA

Open-Ended Survey Responses

Answer: No

Circuit Court - Trial Court
e The ECM system is only as good as the system "inputers." I find that the staff who image the
documents into the system do not have adequate training to properly label and organize the
information

District Court Probation (Holland)
e AsIam involved in the development of our department's ECM system, I won't realize an overall
time savings until imaging is more fully implemented
¢ In helping develop the ECM system for our department, co-workers come to me with questions

Prosecutor’s Office

o [ think once all the departments are on board it will be more time efficient. Also, once we get rid of
paper files I think there will definitely be time for other things

e [t has saved me time in some areas but now I have to spend time scanning and indexing. I’'m
doing duplicate work

e As of now, because the system is so new, we are still creating paper files. I think once the system
is utilized as it should (paperless), it will help us save substantial time

e Possibly will in the future, but we are doing both imaging AND paper file maintenance

e Our system is not fully functional so only part of our work is done in the ECM System and the
other part is done the old way

Sheriff’s Office
e [ still assist at the front desk the same amount of time as before

Survey Question:  If you had a choice between using the ECM System to perform your job
responsibilities or using the previous hard-copy document filing system, which
would you choose? Why?

Answer: ECM System

Circuit Court - Trial Court

e [t is no longer necessary (on 2006 files forward, anyway) to go to Circuit Court Records and sign
out the hard-copy file -- if, in fact, the document I'm interested in has been imaged

o [t is much easier to find the case file by going to the computer as opposed to "bothering" staff to
physically find the file. But, once the file is located, our current ECM system is no better than the
hard-copy system

o [t took a few months to get used to doing the referee orders through on-base [ECM system], but
now that most of the bugs are worked out it seems to be going well

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records
e Using the ECM system has great benefits, and when we go all electronic this is the way to go, but
naturally we are in a stage where we are utilizing both systems and sometimes it feels like
duplicate amount of work

District Court (Grand Haven)
e [t is much easier and eliminates the need for all the paperwork and files cluttering your desk.
Also, there is less physical filing
¢ Even though I do not save time using the ECM system, I realize it does save the court time overall
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

The ECM system will be beneficial in the long-run as we become more familiar with it and the
bugs are worked out. Also, with the ECM system, it is easier to locate older documents without
searching through files

District Court Probation (Holland)

Imaging provides easy access to information/documents without looking for the actual Court file.
Also, the ECM system allows multiple users to access a file at the same time to perform different
functions

Imaging provides much easier access to documents than looking for a file, plus increased access
of the file for multiple users of a file

Working with probationers and people on bond, it has been a big help in finding documents. It
is great

Although I am not opposed to imaging, it currently seems like double work as not everyone

is online

Friend of the Court

Easier to locate files/documents

Document delivery from one department to another is fantastic. We are no longer filing paper,
we are imaging all case file documents even for files that were not back-filed

I am much more productive and efficient using the ECM system

The amount of time wasted looking for a paper file in our office was ridiculous. And then if you
didn't find what you needed in the paper file you had to then go to the County Clerk and spend
more time looking for document

Much more efficient on imaging, everything at your fingertips

Probate Court

The age of the internet and email is upon us and in order to be efficient we must be able to make
all information accessible, easy to reach and fast

Prosecutor’s Office

It is much easier to locate information in on-base [ECM system] rather than pulling the file. It is
very valuable to have the cases available in on-base to review if we should receive any questions
when the hard-copy file is not available

It is very nice to be able to file electronically with the court and have them return documents
electronically. It is easier and faster

Imaging, when fully implemented will be great for the vast majority of the files in the Justice system.
However, for some larger, more significant files a hard copy file might be preferable

It will take a considerable amount of time to prepare for a "paperless" courtroom, so until that
happens we must also maintain our paper files

I like the ECM system, but aspects of my job still require use of hard-copy documents

I am in-between answers on this. Not all police agencies are participating, so this makes the
system more complicated. Once everyone is on board, it will be a lot easier using the ECM
system. Right now, we also have to make paper files, so we are duplicating efforts

Sheriff’s Office

Are you kidding? Who wouldn't want to use the new system? Everything is right there in front of you
Imaging has made the Sheriff's office so much more efficient
Much quicker
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

o [t is so much more efficient in every way possible. No more going to the records room to locate a
file, then going back to your desk to get information from it, then going back to file it. Now, you
have a few clicks and everything is right there

e It helps that once a document is in the system, everyone has access to it at the same time

o [t does work more efficiently, however you lose that personal contact between departments when
an issue or item needs further explanation....

e [ appreciate the efficiency of the ECM System in sending out reports and information as well as
viewing all documents received on a report while at my desk. This is especially efficient when
there is a time-sensitive matter with a case currently in court

Answer: Hard-Copy System

Circuit Court - Trial Court
o In the courtroom, I still require the hard-copy file, as the computer response time is not fast
enough, and my ability to click or type between documents is not fast enough to keep pace with
activity in the courtroom
e The ECM system is extremely user un-friendly. There is no manual and no help function. The
software is very difficult to decipher. It is next to impossible to find documents. If found, the
documents are extremely difficult to read

District Court (Grand Haven)
¢ For me the ECM system has increased the amount of time to review files, determining if a
document is in a file and signing documents or orders

Friend of the Court
o [t is much easier to access a file and its contents but as far as my daily job goes regarding client's
address changes it takes a lot longer as I have to continuously flip back and forth from on-base
[ECM system] to MICSES to update the information

Sheriff’s Office
e Imaged warrant requests are transmitted to the prosecutor’s office electronically, eliminating the
personal contact with the reviewing Assistant Prosecutor

Answer: Depends on the Task

Prosecutor’s Office
o [ think that it is beneficial to use both systems together. I would not want to choose
e Great for the simpler files. However, a major charge felony headed to trial still requires a hard
copy system

Survey Question: Do you feel the ECM System could be improved? How?
Answer: Yes

Circuit Court - Trial Court

e Two things: 1. Faster computers, and faster response time between workstations and the server.
2. Training, and "cheat sheets" (how-to reminders)

e From the AS/400 Events section, launching the list of documents for review and printing is
sometimes very slow, necessitating several double-clicks to get the program to launch. Otherwise,
it seems to be working nicely after launch

e Able to search by case number more easily
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

1. Write and distribute a printed users' manual containing step-by-step "how to" instructions
2. Incorporate a Windows-style "Help" function into the software

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

To say No means there wouldn't need to be improvements. The system is good, but general
improvements can always be made. As far as specific ones at this time, none come to mind

The files and the ECM system need to match and for the most part they do, however, some files
are not being updated with current documents when hearings are done. They may be imaged, but
they are not in the file

Needs more streamlining, we have to handle the same documents too many times. I'm not sure
that we will ever be a "paperless" operation. It is very handy to find documents quickly though
It could be faster

I'm not exactly sure how to answer this at this time, but [ am person who always says "things can
be improved"

For [the Vital Records Office] it could play a significant role, for example the transferring of
Electronic birth records from the hospital's to On-base [ECM system]

District Court (Grand Haven)

There are a lot of things that could be done to save time. We could have our bonds and
commitments routed to the jail instead of printing and faxing them. Also, our plea by mails could
be routed to a Judge to sign through the system

Make sure that everything imaged populates the AS400. We are getting there a little at a time

It takes too much time from the time I change the document until it is ready to sign. Parties have
to wait for their copy

Better in house training is needed

Better (more detailed) indexing is needed so documents can be identified easier

Appropriate equipment before implementation

District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

It would help to fix the little things, such as the system working fine one day and then not
working the next. Also, electronic document changes do not always save, causing duplicate work
on my part

District Court Probation (Holland)

Occasional odd, quirky things happen. The system would be greatly improved if all criminal
justice personnel were using it

Occasional quirks

Add spell check

Friend of the Court

There are many things that could be changed to improve the system, however management seems
to take a "that's the way it is approach"

There are just small routing issues on occasion

The implementation of Document Knowledge Transfer and other modules that we purchased
could benefit. Also adding Fiscal Services would be a huge effort, but would improve morale
between departments. Having to keep paper copies of bills is outdated

Must have ALL documents imaged, and imaged within a short time (departments often tell me
that they have documents in their possession that aren't yet imaged - or probably more accurately,
not indexed)

It will improve over time - need to get the kinks out
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

e [t is inconvenient that there is limited access and we are booted from the system if we don't use it
within a certain number of minutes. This makes it very inconvenient to have to continually log
back in and find the documents that you were last working with

e [t is frustrating to be "kicked out" when you do not access the system for 20 minutes. Also, the
time it takes for records to get things imaged can be frustrating. The ECM system itself works
well, but when documents do not get imaged, it is frustrating

e [t's not so much that it could be improved, but some modules that were purchased haven't been
implemented yet such as Document Knowledge Transfer. This module would be very helpful in
our office

e Faster response time

e Could be easier to email copies of orders and/or documents in a format that the public can easily open
(jpeg)? Would be nice to have a "search" field for finding documents with specific catch words

e [Takes more time with ECM to] Change a client's name, address...etc. from incoming mail

e Some difficulty allowing the public access to imaged files

Probate Court

e When orders and petitions are sent to me for signature, I have to sign them as is or send them
back. I am not allowed to make a small modification and then sign it. It is a time waster to keep
sending documents back for correction rather than make the corrections myself

e Everything can always be improved upon

¢ Any job process that we do can be improved upon, it must be continually assessed for
effectiveness. We are the pioneers of this program and in years when the hard files are gone and
the glitches are worked out individuals will be overjoyed by the efficiency

Prosecutor’s Office

e We need more programmers so that the system can properly work for our department. We are still
waiting for the last part of our program to be written, implemented, tested and finally in production

e There have been a lot of glitches - I know that is to be expected with any new system. There are
many different ways that a person's name can be indexed - that causes a problem as far as the
documents going into our Justice Computer System

o There are still areas of our program that need to be addressed. Also, getting all the courts on
board would be greatly beneficial

e The effectiveness of the system is substantially reduced when some courts in the County do NOT
scan and index file documents. Also our office is presently doing the double work or running hard
copy system and ECM system in parallel

o The ability to index documents in more than one way and add more categories of documents. Also,
better coordination between agencies regarding the naming of documents

e Regarding the victim notes. I should be able to go back and change or fix my notes

e Our work process has never been completed. We can only use it to get to a certain stage of our
process and then we have to finish it the old way. And, I'd like more options to use my personal
scan printer for virtual print drive

e More departments on board for improved flow of communication/use. Difficult when certain
departments refuse to utilize the technology available

e Limit the core functions to the respective individual users. Several icons are useless to a
prosecutor, as opposed to an office assistant. Other icons are missing from sections. For example,
the review of subsequently filed documents does not have a denial

¢ [ think that as use expands, it will improve. Right now its usefulness is limited due to the
reluctance of some departments to use the system

e | just think we need to get moving with the other departments. Most of the bugs are worked out. But
as in anything I think there is always room for improvement. The sooner we go paperless the better
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

¢ [ believe we could achieve greater benefits from the ECM System, and be more secure in our
system support if IT had at least two full time staff dedicated to OnBase [ECM system]. One
could work on development and the other could focus on maintenance and problems

Sheriff’s Office

e Not sure how but with anything....there is always room for improvement

e Not entirely sure how, but there is always room for improvement

e Just fine tuning things

e [f we could merge all the documents together when they are scanned in at different times, so that
you do not have to look at each separate document

e Ifwe could get it into the jail to handle all inmate files it would make the jail a lot more
efficient!!! It would also speed up looking for an inmate file

o As with anything electronic - newer, quicker, and more efficient ways to operate this system are
going to be coming in the future. I love it the way it is now - but know that it will only get better
as time goes on

¢ Always room for improvement, give me some time to work with it and see what improvements
need to be done

e The personal contact between departments has been lost and now it is more like just shuffling
paper from one department (Sheriff's Office) to another (Prosecutor's Office), and the
communication between them has been lost

Answer: No

District Court Probation (Holland)
e Right now it is a big help. However, I am sure that other things could be done in the future as
more people begin to use the system

Prosecutor’s Office
e Any improvements needed, Syl has been able to make. I am very happy with his ability to tweak
the system

Sheriff’s Office
¢ Our system works extremely well because the staff that use it everyday had a major role in the
development of the system. Other departments aren't so lucky, and I wish their systems worked
better to assist ours

Answer: Not Sure Yet

Sheriff’s Office
e [ am not familiar with all the functions yet of the ECM System and cannot fairly answer that question

Survey Question: If you would like to make any additional comments, please type them in
the space below.

Circuit Court - Trial Court
o [t seems to me that the system is designed to "get the info into the system" with only secondary
thoughts on how the information should be categorized and retrieved by the ultimate user. As an
ultimate user of the system, I find this somewhat frustrating
e s this the ECM system that Circuit Court Records uses to image files? If so, how are any
corrections made to documents once they have been imaged? I am as careful as I can possibly be.
However, being human beings once in awhile "typos", for example, will occur
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

e [ am appalled at the cost of the ECM system, particularly in these times of tight budgets, hiring
freezes, and other cut-backs. $50,000 or perhaps $100,000 would have been reasonable

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records
e The process needs to be streamlined a little to better serve the public
e The ECM system allows documents to show up in the file in a short time. This makes the
document accessible to other people more quickly

District Court (Grand Haven)

e The ECM system has been by far, the most stress producing and divisive program our department
has ever experienced. Whether it is beneficial in the long run is still very questionable in the
minds of many staff members

o [ believe that imaging will become better as time goes on

¢ Double/triple work load for imaging

District Court Probation (Holland)
e [ would suggest that departments that do not get on board 100% with imaging have every request
for additional resources denied

Friend of the Court

o The system was a little hard to learn at first, but once you figure out how things work, where
documents go, how the workflow works, etc., it's so convenient. It's also great to have legal files
there to just look up documents instead of having to pull a file in records

e [ wish such County departments as Fiscal Services were on imaging. 1 would be able to scan in
documents for payment, payroll and much more. It would be more cost effective since we are
located in Grand Haven and must courier everything to Fillmore

o [ think it is pretty scary the amount of stuff that gets "lost" out there in the middle of nowhere.
Especially when it comes to court orders. About every week or two we get an email saying
"We've found 30-60 orders that never got routed properly"

e Our office is located in five different suites in the current Grand Haven Building. The amount of
time saved by no longer having to walk through the building to locate the file (if it were there),
copy the document(s) and mail it to another entity is huge

Probate Court
e The imaging is a great thing, we are heading in the right direction, we need to think 'big picture'.
We are saving time, resources and making the courts more accessible to the public
e Since we still have to keep hard files, some steps actually take longer due to the double work. The
big picture however is clear and will save an enormous amount of time
e Real time savings will come in the future when we can reduce/eliminate the paper system we also
have to maintain

Prosecutor’s Office

e Because we have a split system (real files and electronic files), evidence and reports appear in one
file but are not placed in the other file

e | think that eventually when all of the small but important changes are addressed and we can
eliminate the work of maintaining a paper file, it will be a good system

¢ In addition to the need for a second dedicated OnBase IT staff member, I also believe the justice
departments that agreed to take part in this project should not be allowed by the County to
withdraw or limit their involvement at this point
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I think the system is a great idea. However, it would be great if everyone was required to use it
(i.e. all of the district courts, etc.). The only way we will see the true value of it is if everyone
uses it (and appropriately). Thank you

I love the system. It is helpful. I do not feel confident enough in it, though, to eliminate our
hard-copy files. I don't know if I ever will

Additional clerical time is still required to scan and index incoming documents

The savings I've noted are for the support staff I supervise. As an administrator I can see the
efficiencies and benefits in workloads, but my administration workload is not part of the ECM
system

Sheriff’s Office

The ECM system has been amazing. It has saved tons of time in our department. If you have the
right mental attitude to change the processes that you are used to, then you will be highly rewarded.
If you don't have a positive attitude, or do not like change, then you will not like the system

My answers are based on how our department is using imaging and not necessarily on my use of
the program. I have heard and been told of its positive uses

Most of the problems that I have seen have come from employees who may not have put the
scanned documents in the proper places in the information files. This resulted in incomplete
reports being sent to prosecutor's. Often times, the information was there, just not labeled right

If we have access to reports just by asking for a copy, and receive the exact copy that we would
get if we had access to the imaged reports, why can't we have direct access to the imaged reports?
I believe that the OnBase ECM system has helped the Sheriff's Office to be a lot more efficient
along with getting Incidents to deputies, courts, probation officers in a timely fashion

I am not responsible at our department for the imaging, however those that are talk highly of it
For anyone having to run back and forth repeatedly pulling files, this will be a tremendous
timesaver. You have all information at your fingertips

It's very convenient when I am looking for a particular form that is filed with a report but is not
recorded as a received document in the OCCDA system
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MEMORANDUM

To:  Shannon Virtue, Planning & Performance Improvement Dept.
From: Deanna Sears, Office Administration — Prosecuting Attorney’s Office
Date: March 30, 2009

Re:  OnBase follow-up time study

Attached are the time sheets from staff with their best time estimates following OnBase
implementation. I did not have Stephanie Stoddard complete one, as she has moved to
the Victim Assistance Unit. There are also components of the original cost savings
estimate which are not yet in place, but are on the Phase II agenda.

Much of our work is done on OnBase, as well as printed on paper with the maintenance
of a physical file. This is due to court rule requirements and state statutes which have yet
to be changed to reflect electronic processes available today. Steps have been taken to
begin this process with the State and State Court Administrator’s Office.

We have made great strides in improved time efficiency and have countless conveniences
with data and documents being at our fingertips rather than in a file. We can not only see
our documents from any of our locations, we can also see Court documents, which is
immensely helpful. This is just a one example of something which cannot be measured
but is made possible with imaging and workflow”. I asked staff send me some input on
improvements they have noticed with OnBase, which is attached as well.

In addition, we are now able to track the time it takes to process a warrant through the
office. Although no formal measure was in place before we know a considerable
improvement in processing time has been made possible with OnBase. Juvenile petitions
used to come to us in stacks. They would also move through our office “in stacks”, and
on to the Court “in stacks”, which was difficult for them to process in such large batches.
It was also not uncommon for us to have a three to four week backlog of petitions to be
typed. Now petitions move through our office in a continuous flow and are sent directly
(electronically) to the Court within hours or up to one to two from arrival. In addition,
we are able to track individual and process productivity electronically; a measure
previously not available prior to OnBase.

There are many improvements to be added to OnBase in Phase II which will continue to
improve communication and productivity between police agencies, prosecutors and the
courts. Please feel free to contact me if you need more information regarding OnBase or
the time study.
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Advantages to OnBase
Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

2/24/09 Holland front desk clerk was on vacation and the other two staff members were
very busy. Jane was able to access warrants to be typed and help get them
processed from the West Olive office.

The biggest advantage and process improvement for me is accessing files for the Hudsonville
and Grand Haven courts which are not located in my office. It also allows for me to enter notes
and have them available instantaneously to the APA file which may be accessed by a laptop
upstairs in court. | might think of more but this is what | can think of off the top of my head.

Jennifer Bouwens
Violence Intervention Officer

Craig Bunce:

I am able to attend drug court sessions and other court appearances and review warrants at the
same time (while | could do it before with paper submissions, it is easier with therm being digital
because | can navigate the laptop much more quietly and get to many other resources to
complete the authorization.

The felony files used to go on courrier from GH to the outlying offices when a file was needed.
Now, the assistant prosecutor can just access it instantly on New Jerusalem while speaking with
the defense attorney on the phone. This removes staff directly from the seek and find and ship
and receive that particular file and the assistant from doing the same (along with having to chase
after missing files lost in transit). So far THAT is a major time, efficiency and use of resources
savings.

Eduardo

Soonja Hixon:

Other than the huge time saving benefits and how quicky warrant are authorized by APA's vs.
paper warrants, the most notable improvement is the ability to retrieve any file quickly to access
information witnesses, victims, defense and APA's request vs. having the pull the file physically
and looking through it. In addition, we now have the ability to print these reports/documents from
on-base directly to our copier without having to physically stand there copying each and every file
(pulling the paper, sending through copier, and waiting for the copy prints). Hope this is helpful?
If I think of more, | will let you know, but the above is a huge advantage in saving time and
improving the efficiency of our department.

| am sure you have heard the same thing already but | find that reviewing files is great. | don't
have to hunt for a file and can review it OnBase. At the moment

there are drawbacks also such as scanning all documents and then filing them. | am spending a
lot of time scanning documents as everything we receive and

send must be scanned.

Cathy J. Eidson



Attachment BB

The warrant turn around time has improved dramatically. Now we can access the warrant
requests from juvenile court or Hudsonville. Previously the paper stack would wait at Fillmore
until someone had office time to review it. Sometimes there would be a 2-3 week backlog. Now
there is rarely a request that remains in the queue for even 2 days.

Kent D. Engle, JD
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Response to County Clerk’s Office Review
of ECM System Evaluation

Staffing:

Recommendations 1-4: Reduce staff...through attrition (i.e. retirement, resignation, etc.).

Clerk’s Response: From the Clerk’s Office perspective, reducing staffing levels in any office as a result
of the implementation of imaging would significantly negatively impact all future advancement projects
in any County office. Each department will see a significant reduction in customer service, morale and
dedication to continual office improvement if the response to the implementation of imaging is to
eliminate staff positions whether through attrition or out right staff reductions.

The purpose and intent of implementing the imaging system was to make each office more effective and
efficient so that the increases in caseload each office was experiencing could be handled with the
staffing levels that existed at the time the imaging project began and alleviate the need to fill positions
that were being sought by various departments each annual budget cycle.

Response: It is agreed that the purpose and intent of the County’s ECM system is to
improve effectiveness and efficiency. The system has been promoted as a
time-saver for employees who process court documents and as a materials-
saver for departments that process large volumes of hard-copy files.

The evaluation verified that 12,492 hours of employee labor are saved among
all departments annually as a result of implementing the ECM system. The
recommended staff reductions are intended to offset this labor savings.

The evaluation also revealed that annual workload is decreasing in several
offices. Taking into account this reduced workload and the improved
efficiencies since installing the ECM system, it is only appropriate to
recommend a reduction in staffing levels.

Most importantly, to maintain customer service and staff morale,
employees should be fully informed by their supervisors that no one, in any
department, will lose their job as a result of this evaluation. It is
recommended that staffing levels be reduced through attrition (i.e.
employee retirement, resignation, or departure for any other reason).

There is also no recommendation to reduce staffing levels in the County
Clerk’s Circuit Court Records Office. It was revealed during the evaluation
process that prior to installing the ECM system the workload in this office
had been greater than the available staff resources. However, as a result of
the efficiencies gained through automation, staffing levels are now
sustainable with current workloads. This finding was agreed upon in our
earlier meetings where the report was discussed with the County Clerk.

Currently, the ECM system provides a negative return-on-investment (ROI)
whether or not staff is reduced through attrition. However, the ROI is far
more negative if staff are not reduced. If staff are not reduced through
attrition, the total cost increase will be $16,532,200 over the 25-year useful
life of the ECM system compared to $6,903,850 if the reductions do occur.
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Recommendation 5: Postpone hiring additional staff who process criminal justice cases in any
department that has access to the ECM system, unless there are extenuating circumstances that can be
documented or verified to demonstrate that caseloads have increased beyond the projections included in
this evaluation.

Clerk’s Response: The postponement of hiring additional “criminal justice” staff could only be a
reasonable and feasible solution if the County is fully dedicated to continuous improvement of existing
system capabilities and agrees to the development of additional workflows that will help streamline and
automate the justice system.

Response:  The County is dedicated to the continuous improvement of the ECM
system. Itis also committed to being fiscally responsible. Since a positive
ROI is not being achieved based on the ECM system, verifiable data should
be provided to demonstrate that expansion of system capabilities or the
creation of additional workflows will result in a positive ROI.

Administrative:

Recommendation 6: Continue working with state legislators, state officials, and lobbyists to amend
legislation to permit the use of electronic court seals and signatures and to recognize digital documents
as an acceptable means in which to store court files

Clerk’s Response: The County Clerk’s Office agrees that these pursuits are important and will result in
additional savings for the County when implemented.

Response: No response necessary.

Recommendation 7: Department heads should continue to promote innovative work methods that will
encourage staff who are not currently using the ECM system to use it.

Clerk’s Response: This will only be feasible if the County is fully dedicated to continuous improvement
of existing ECM system capabilities and further agrees that the development of additional workflows
will help streamline and automate the justice system.

Moreover, the Clerk’s Office agrees to continually encourage staff to get the maximum usage out of the
existing system but further notes that it will be difficult to encourage such innovative usage or any
advancement if the County’s response to the implementation of imaging is to eliminate staff positions.

A further note should be mentioned that this follow up evaluation was completed in Circuit Court Records
over a year and half ago and since that time, significant strides have been made in fine-tuning and creating
additional workflows that have resulted in additional savings and improved employee morale.

Response:  The County is dedicated to the continuous improvement of the ECM system.
It is also committed to being fiscally responsible. Since a positive ROI is not
being achieved based on the ECM system, verifiable data should be provided
to demonstrate that expansion of system capabilities or the creation of
additional workflows will result in a positive ROI.

It will also be noted in the final evaluation report that some departments
may be experiencing additional savings above and beyond what is
verified in the report as a result of continued improvements that have
been made to the system.
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Recommendation 8: Ensure that the results of this evaluation demonstrating the labor efficiencies which
have been realized through the ECM system are provided to Hudsonville District Court and Hudsonville
Probation Office. This will permit the Court to make an informed decision regarding the system
benefits. Since the ECM hardware and software are already available in these locations, no substantive
costs will be incurred to implement the system.

Clerk’s Response: The County Clerk agrees that significant labor efficiencies and improved customer
service have been realized from the implementation of ECM in our office that should be reviewed by the
Hudsonville District Court. Furthermore, since the implementation of the imaging project, fluctuations
in volume of work and short term leaves of absences by current staff are accommodated more easily
without having to hire temporary staff both in Circuit Court Records and other departments that
implemented the ECM system.

Response: Short term leaves of absences and fluctuations in workload are a common
management issue in every County department. Retaining full-time
employees to accommodate these absences and workload fluctuations may
not be the most cost-effective solution, especially during the challenging
economic times the County is facing today.

Recommendation 9: Require all defense attorneys to accept electronic court-related documents to further
reduce labor and material costs.

Clerk’s Response: Pursuant to current Michigan Court rules, attorneys can only voluntarily accept
electronic service of documents by stipulated agreement.

Response:  This recommendation has been updated. The word “require” has been
replaced with “encourage.”

Recommendation 10: The ECM Team should review all user feedback to determine if any of the
suggested system improvements are viable and able to be implemented in a cost-neutral manner.

Clerk’s Response: Currently, each department involved in the implementation of the ECM system
participates in regularly scheduled Justice Users/Imaging Issues Meeting to discuss issues and identify
possible advancements that need to be done to improve the system and address feedback from the
various departments involved. In addition, several departments, including the Clerk’s Office, has
employees within their departments who are certified workflow and/or system administrators who
regularly review workflows and feedback to improve many aspects of the ECM.

Response: It is possible that some user feedback which our Department received may
not have been discussed during the Justice Users/Imaging Issues Meetings.
To ensure these items are not overlooked, this recommendation encourages
the ECM Team to review all available feedback that was received during
the evaluation process.
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System Expansion:

Recommendation 11: Refrain from expanding the ECM system into other departments or increasing the
number of workflow processes that are handled by the system unless irrefutable and clearly documented
evidence exists to demonstrate that the improvements will have a positive, short-term, ROI for the
County. This evidence will be verified by IT, Planning and Performance Improvement, and the County
Administrator. If independent verification cannot be accomplished, additional funding should not be
approved.

Clerk’s Response: Significant expansion has taken place since this follow up evaluation was completed
in Circuit Court Records over a year and half ago through the fine-tuning and creation of additional
workflows. Furthermore, not all portions of all of the Departments involved in the ECM system are fully
functioning with workflows but rather there are several Departments that still need to complete vital and
necessary connections between their respective workflows. Therefore, more efficiencies will be
observed by the consistent and continual review and improvement of existing workflows and such
improvements should not be subject to rigorous or cumbersome approval processes as such verification
would be more costly than the developments/improvements themselves.

Response: It is agreed that more efficiencies will likely be observed if a subsequent
Time-Study and Materials Analysis is conducted. However, based on
current verifiable efficiencies, the ECM system does not provide a
positive ROI for the County. As a result, expending additional
resources to expand system capabilities without first evaluating whether
or not they will provide a positive ROI could be fiscally irresponsible.

It is also fully recognized that the IT Department has a procedure in place to
evaluate the technical benefits of proposed improvements to the system and
the initial cost of each. However, the IT Department does not have the
resources to evaluate ROI. Therefore, the recommendation to involve the
Planning and Performance Improvement Department, and County
Administrator, in the evaluation process will ensure a thorough and accurate
review of the potential cost-effectiveness of each project request.

Recommendation 12: Perform a subsequent Time-Study and Materials Analysis if the aforementioned
legislative amendments are enacted and administrative rules are promulgated to improve system
efficiencies.

Clerk’s Response: The Clerk’s Office has no objection and would in fact encourage a follow up study
having been performed following the implementation of the aforementioned proposed legislative
amendments.

Response:  No response necessary.
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Response to Prosecutor’s Office Review
of ECM System Evaluation

The Prosecutor’s Office staff recognizes the considerable effort which took place to analyze the
complex justice processes involved in evaluation the ECM system for Ottawa County. The OnBase
ECM solution has provided many measurable improvements, some cost shifting due to process changes
in printing responsibilities from one department to another, as well as countless immeasurable efficiency
improvements.

Following the initial meeting between the Planning and Performance Improvement staff and
Prosecutor’s support and attorney management staff the group agreed there is little systematic casework
which could be measured by the stop watch method used for the time study. The very basic functions of
opening a case on various computer systems, generating legal documents and building files were the
only measurable functions. There have been many benefits and efficiencies for support and attorney
staff, as well as other criminal justice agencies and the public served by this department, which are not
associated with a cost factor in this study, but which deserve consideration when evaluating the ROI for
this ECM system.

There are process improvements we have experienced and are confident are a direct result of
OnBase. One example of this is the processing time for juvenile petition review and document
preparation. Prior to implementation of the OnBase juvenile petition workflow it was not uncommon to
have a foot high stack of petition requests awaiting review and/or petition preparation. Following
workflow implementation the petition backlog disappeared and new requests are processed within one to
three days, depending on staff availability. Our office staff has noticed warrant and petition processing
time improvements due in part to the accessibility of OnBase workflows for attorney staff from their
laptop or other computers when out of the office at court locations. When assistant prosecutor’s (APAs)
have down time between hearings they now have the ability to access waiting charge requests, thus
increasing office productivity. Additionally, these authorized charges are instantly available to support
staff for document preparation and can be sent back to the APA for signature and forwarded to the court,
all while the APA is working off site. This is just one example of a valuable improvement in work
output which was not subject to analysis by this evaluation, yet has great value in the overall criminal
justice process.

There are countless other examples of time saved as a result of workflow and imaged document
retrieval, which are not adequately addressed due to the difficulty in obtaining an accurate measure of an
average time per function. The best example is file retrieval. Although files are still pulled for many
court hearings, access to files is not necessary to answer questions regarding case status. This saves
time for many criminal justice departments in responding to attorney, court, victim/witness, and public
inquiry. Due to the Prosecutor’s multiple office locations and the housing of felony files in Grand
Haven, the APA’s have found great benefit in being able to access a case file electronically in order to
resolve cases in a more timely manner, as they no longer have to wait for the file to be transferred or
need to have support staff fax portions of the file.

Response: It is agreed that there are many intangible benefits to the ECM system.
Many of these benefits are listed in the Intangible Benefits and Direct
Observations section of the report and provided in the Appendix
(Attachment BB).

Additionally, the above mentioned juvenile petition and warrant
processing workflows were analyzed as part of this evaluation and are
included in the Time-Study and Materials Analysis and Return-on-
Investment sections of the report.
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If there are additional efficiencies that the Prosecutor’s Office believes
are not represented in the report but would result in the ability to reduce
staff in order to improve return-on-investment (ROI), our Department is
willing to review these work tasks.

In regard to the staff reduction recommendations in this ECMS evaluation consideration was not
given to cost savings departments experience due to the ability to shift workloads when there is an
extended employee absence. The Prosecutor’s Office and District Courts operate from multiple
locations and can have staff cover for each other without leaving their assigned work location. In the
summer of 2009 we experienced a twelve week staff shortage due to various leaves. In the past we have
paid over $7,000 for temporary help during extended employee absences. OnBase workflows allowed
our staff to assist other PA locations with time sensitive matters without leaving their assigned work
location, a savings not considered in the ECMS evaluation, but which deserves consideration in the
overall value attributed to the OnBase solution.

Response: It is not disputed that the efficiencies have allowed some departments to shift
workloads during extended employee absences. This is noted in the
Intangible Benefits and Direct Observations section of the report.

A cost-savings is not attributed to a reduction in temporary staff hours since
every County department is responsible for managing available resources in
order to accommodate leaves of absence, regardless of whether efficiencies
are gained through automation.

Additionally, for some departments, it may be more cost-effective to reduce
staffing levels as a result of the efficiencies and hire temporary staff on an as-
needed basis rather than retaining full-time staff to accommodate employee
absences or fluctuations in workload, especially in the challenging economic
times the County is facing today.

A final factor to consider in regard to the staff size recommendations in this report is the lack of
recognition that a reduced staff growth rate may be realized due to OnBase efficiencies. When our
department looked at the historic growth rate during recent building projects we found our staff size had
doubled over twenty years. The significance of cost savings due to slowing this growth rate has been
missed in the study.

Response: The report takes into account reduced staff growth rate as a result of the
efficiencies gained from the ECM system. These results are provided in the
Potential Staff Postponements as a result of Regular Hours Saved sections of
the report.

Again, we appreciate the time and effort that went into this study. However, taking into
consideration that not all criminal justice departments utilizing OnBase were studied, difficult to
measure process and productivity improvements were not taken into consideration in the final
recommendations, and the study looked at only a glimpse of functionality potential (which is now out
dated, as further improvements have been made to the ECMS) we hope that those reviewing the final
ROI for this project will look at the total picture and continue to support the ECMS under the
supervision of the Information and Technologies Department.
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Response: The Planning and Performance Improvement Department is not aware of
any other departments that have workflow processes which are
significantly impacted by the system but were not included in the study.

Additionally, this study recognized the intangible benefits that resulted
from the implementation of the ECM system. However, the primary
purpose of the evaluation was to quantify the cost of developing the ECM
system and to verify the annual cost savings that are realized from
automation efficiencies. This was accomplished by measuring those tasks
which the Prosecutor’s Office had identified as most significantly impacted
by the ECM system.

Staffing Levels — Recommendations 1 through 5:

It was not the intent of the Criminal Justice Departments to reduce existing staff by
implementing an ECM system. The assumption was that the need for additional staff in the
future would be significantly reduced due to staff efficiencies created by OnBase.

Response:  The County’s ECM system was promoted as a time-saver for employees
who process court documents and as a materials-saver for departments
that process large volumes of hard-copy files. Furthermore, each
department provided estimated savings that would result from processing
documents electronically. It was assumed that these savings would be used
to offset the substantial investment that was made in the ECM system by
the County.

Currently, the ECM system provides a negative ROI whether staff is
reduced through attrition or not. However, the ROI is far more negative if
staff are not reduced. If staff are not reduced through attrition, the total
cost increase will be $16,532,200 over the 25-year useful life of the ECM
system compared to $6,903,850 if the reductions do occur.

Although the report is very thorough in assessing time and cost savings due to workflow
implementation which has been converted into personnel cost savings, the report does not take
into consideration savings due to the elimination or reduced need for additional staff overall in a
department as a result of efficiencies created by OnBase workflows. For example, our
department saved over $7,000 during the summer of 2009 due to the ability to share work
between office sites with OnBase workflows. We had a 12 week period with a shortage of one
of three staff members due to vacations, maternity leave, surgery and military training. We were
able to help staff stay current with critical elements of the workload because of OnBase
workflows. In the past we have had to hire temporary help during extended absences. In 2007
it cost $7,007 to fund temporary help during an extended absence.

Response:  The report takes into account the elimination or reduced need for
additional staff. These results are provided in the Potential Staff
Postponements as a result of Regular Hours Saved sections of the report.

Additionally, a cost-savings is not attributed to a reduction temporary staff
hours since every County department is responsible for managing available
resources in order to accommodate leaves of absence, regardless of whether
efficiencies are gained through automation.
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e Historically our department doubled in staff size over a twenty year period. More time will be
needed to fully evaluate the cost savings associated with reduced staff needs, but we believe
continued improvement in OnBase workflows will result in increased efficiencies which will
lead to a slower staff growth rate.

Response: It is agreed that continued improvements to the ECM system may help to
increase efficiencies. A review of all proposed improvements by the IT
Department, Planning and Performance Improvement Department, and
County Administrator, will ensure that a positive ROI is realized whether
through a slower staff growth rate or other outcomes.

Recommendation 6:

e Agree. Significant efforts have been made to address the legislative and court rule updates that
would allow for use of digital data storage and electronic processes which would ultimately
increase our ECM system future ROI and the overall efficiency level and cost effectiveness of
the criminal justice system.

Response: No response necessary.

Recommendation 7:

e Agree. All Prosecution staff is currently using the OnBase system in some capacity. Further
connections to outside police agencies and the state probation department will increase work
efficiency and cut down on scanning and indexing time. Additional workflows connecting PA to
other internal criminal justice and family court departments will also increase our efficiency
level and system response time. These improvements were put in Phase II of the project and are
underway or awaiting programmer and department time for complete design and
implementation.

Response: No response necessary.

Recommendation &:

e Agree. It would benefit the Prosecutor’s office to be able to use the same workflows to connect
with any of the three District Courts and interact with the Courts in a consistent manner.

Response: No response necessary.

Recommendation 9:

e Disagree. It is unlikely that a requirement forcing electronic receipt of court documents would
be allowed due to a conflict with current court rules and limited technology in some law offices.

Response: This recommendation has been updated. The word “require” has been
replaced with “encourage.”

e The Prosecutor is waiting on a project in the Phase II list which would develop a Discovery
Tracking workflow for documents provided to defense attorneys electronically (for those who

choose to receive discovery materials electronically).

Response: No response necessary.
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Once the free electronic delivery process is developed a charge could be implemented for those
who elect to receive hard copies of the material.

Response:  No response necessary.

Recommendation 10:

The IT Department, in conjunction with the individual departments is in the best position to
evaluate the impact of further ECM system improvements. Consideration should be given to
cost, but value also needs to be placed on increased customer service and improved system
efficiencies which may or may not be numerically measurable.

Response: It is agreed that intangible benefits realized from improved system
efficiencies are important. However, current efficiencies result in a negative
ROI. Therefore, the involvement of the Planning and Performance
Improvement Department and County Administrator in the IT
Department’s current review process will ensure a thorough and accurate
review of the potential cost-effectiveness of each project request.

Recommendation 11:

Disagree. A number of workflows and system expansions have been placed in the Phase II
section of OnBase implementation. We have been working hard over the past year to make a
safe and efficient method of connection with outside police agencies. We have also had to delay
the design and development of the Discovery workflow and some other workflow connections to
the Courts, as they are projects to be addressed after the police department connection project.
Each workflow connection to other agencies and internal departments increases efficiency levels
and system response time. To require detailed cost analysis and an approval level all the way to
the County Administrator would additional delay and cost (study, documentation, analysis and
the approval process), which would ultimately result in increasing the cost of implementation
and slow technological advancement unnecessarily. We believe the IT Department and OnBase
Oversight Team, as well as individual departments can effectively evaluate process
improvements and associated costs. Additional costs for software and system hardware is
already part of the budget process and subject to Administrative review.

Response:  Based on estimated efficiencies provided by departments, it was anticipated
that processing documents electronically would provide an annual cost-
savings of $468,426. However, current efficiencies result in a negative ROI.
This translates into an average annual cost increase of $276,154.

Therefore, it is prudent that a thorough review of all project requests
related to the ECM system, regardless of simplicity or cost, is conducted to
ensure a positive ROL.
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Response to District Court’s Review
of ECM System Evaluation

The judges and administration of the 58" District Court recognize the effort and time invested in the
Electronic Content Management System (ECMS) evaluation. We appreciate the Planning and
Performance Improvement department’s staff for their effort and dedication.

The ECMS evaluation is a brief snapshot in time of a small part of the court’s processes. The
evaluation was conducted by staff from the Planning and Performance Improvement department
using stop watches to time the basic operations of creating, distributing and closing a file. The
timing of these basic operations took place for not more than one day in two of our court locations.
The tasks measured are low value tasks and do not account for the high value tasks associated with a
court case. The evaluation may leave a reader, who is unfamiliar with court operations, the
impression that our clerks perform simple clerical functions.

Response:  The ECM evaluation report is one of the most comprehensive studies
of an ECM system available. The evaluation consisted of a time study
analysis that was conducted in thirteen departments over a period of
four years. In the District Court alone, seventy hours of time study
data were collected over ten days — not one day as noted above. In
total, more than 480 hours of time study data were collected to
complete the evaluation.

Further, the work processes measured in the time study may be “basic”
as asserted; however, they are not “low value.” Furthermore, these are
the work processes which the Court itself had agreed are most
significantly impacted by the ECM system.

The high value tasks not measured in the ECM evaluation are assisting the public in person
or on the telephone. Determining actions in a case by evaluating various events in the courtroom or
filed in a document. The evaluation of events in the courtroom or in filed documents requires our
clerks to have in depth knowledge of court procedures, court rules and statutes. In addition our staff
is responsible for maintaining financial control for the receipt of nearly three million dollars of
revenue each year.

The Mission of the 58th District Court is, “to administer justice, interpret and apply the law
with fairness, equality and integrity. We will resolve matters before the court in a timely and
courteous manner and conduct ourselves in a way that inspires public trust and confidence.” The
clerical task of opening and closing a file is a minor part of our overall mission.

Response: It is not disputed that the 58" District Court is an important and
integral institution that provides an invaluable service to the
community. This study also recognized the intangible benefits that
resulted from the implementation of the system. However, the primary
purpose of this evaluation was to quantify the cost of developing the
ECM system and to verify the annual cost savings that are realized
from automation efficiencies.

This was accomplished by measuring those tasks which the Court

agreed are most significantly impacted by the ECM system. Even
though these tasks are basic, significant efficiencies are still realized.
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In the Grand Haven District Court it was determined that 1,928 hours
of employee labor are saved annually and an estimated 1,344 hours
will be saved annually in the Holland District Court.

Most of our staff were, and are motivated to move from a paper environment to an ECM
environment. However, the change from working with paper and manual processes to electronic
documents and workflow was a significant disruption for our staff.

The change is comparable to a stranger adding appliances and rearranging all the utensils,
pots and pans and dishes in your kitchen. And yet, you are required to keep the same quality and
schedule of meals as was present before the kitchen was rearranged.

This motivation will diminish among judges, administration and staff if it is perceived that
employees are losing their jobs because of the efficiencies gained from the ECMS. We emphasize
what is stated on page 49 of the ECMS evaluation, “[i]t is important that staff reductions be
accomplished through attrition in circumstances such as these where new technology is implemented
that can improve efficiency but potentially result in lay-offs.”

Response: It is agreed that transitioning from a paper environment to an ECM
environment can be a significant disruption for staff. For that reason, the
post-imaging time study was conducted, on average, twelve months after
the ECM system was installed in each department. This was to ensure
that staff had been fully trained in the new system and time data would
reflect normal productivity conditions.

To maintain staff motivation, employees should be fully informed by
their supervisors that no one, in any department, will lose their job as a
result of this evaluation. It is recommended that staffing levels be
reduced through attrition (i.e. employee retirement, resignation, or
departure for any other reason).

It is important to stress that each organization within the criminal justice system is driven by
a complex set of processes and rules. The interaction between criminal justice agencies is also
complex and governed by statutes, court rules and administrative regulation. The flow of
information and the sharing of information are essential to an effective criminal justice system. The
more efficiently the information flows and is shared, the more effective the criminal justice system
and that translates into a safer community.

The ECMS was placed on top of our complex criminal justice system. We should have
realistic short term expectations of the ECMS. We cannot expect all of our documents to become
electronic content overnight. It will take time to program the ECMS with our business rules. We
cannot expect the programming of all the routing of electronic documents to happen overnight. We
cannot expect our staff to immediately see how the ECMS may create efficiencies among all the
relationships between documents, business rules and the flow of information.

Response: The expectations of the ECM system were established by the District Court
itself. In 2005, District Court had estimated that the efficiencies gained in
their offices as a result of installing the ECM system would result in
$190,545 in annual savings.
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Document Printing

Before the ECMS was implemented, the Sheriff’s Department and Prosecutor’s office
delivered police reports, warrants, criminal histories and tickets to the District Court on paper.
These same documents are now delivered electronically by the ECMS and must be printed at the
District Court. The burden of printing these documents has shifted to the District Court.

The ECMS evaluation says our post imaging printing during file creation in criminal cases
takes 47 seconds. The time study that determined we spend 47 seconds was conducted prior to the
Sheriff’s Department delivering their police reports via the ECMS.

Many of the police reports are more than 10 pages per defendant. Some of the police reports
are 50 pages or more. It is impossible to locate the police report in the ECMS queue, print the report,
walk to the network printer, walk back to your desk, punch holes in the paper and file the report in 47
seconds.

This printing process is a reduction in the efficiency of the system that was not totally
accounted for in the ECMS evaluation.

Response:  Itis agreed that the burden of printing police reports, warrants, criminal
histories, and tickets has shifted to the District Court after the installation
of the ECM system. This reduction in efficiency is accounted for in the
evaluation.

However, the post-imaging time study was not conducted prior to the
Sheriff’s Office delivering their police reports via the ECM system as
noted above. The Sheriff’s Office began distributing electronic
documents to the District Court in November 2007. The post-imaging
time study was conducted in the Grand Haven District Court in
January 2009.

Further, it takes 47 seconds to print civil case files - not Sheriff’s Office
reports. It takes District Court staff, on average, 1 minute and 45.6
seconds to locate a police report in the ECM system, open the file, and
print the document. This is identified as Step 1 in Attachment D1 of the
Supplemental Computations Report. It takes an additional 6 minutes
and 38.4 seconds to create a new physical file for each report (Step 2), and
another 15 seconds, on average, to physically file the report (Step 4). Step
3, which includes 47 seconds for printing, only applies to civil cases.

Foot Note 3. Page 4

Foot note number 3 on Page 4 of the evaluation states, “/#/he Holland District Court
building was under construction at the time the pre-imaging time study process commenced.
Therefore, the study could not be conducted in that department. However, because of similarities
between the Grand Haven and Holland court locations, court officials agreed that the data collected
during the pre-imaging time study in the Hudsonville District Court could be compared to the post-
imaging time study data collected in the Grand Haven District Court in order to calculate a time
savings for the Holland Court location.”
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What “court officials” agreed to as stated in this comment was misunderstood. We agreed
that the pre-imaging time study at the Hudsonville District Court could be compared to the Holland
District Court. However, the post imaging time study data could not be compared after the Holland
District Court moved into the new building.

The time it takes to move paper files in the new Holland building will take much longer. The
new Holland building significantly increased the size of the area where files are moved. Plus the
new building places our operation on two floors where we were operating on one floor in the old
building. We are now moving files around in a much larger space and we are moving files between
two floors.

Response: It is not disputed that the size of the new Holland court building may have
some impact on efficiency. However, a time study could not be completed
at this location for several reasons. First, the building was under
construction at the time of the pre-imaging study. As a result, court
officials agreed that the time data collected in the Hudsonville District
Court could be used to replicate the pre-imaging time for Holland. Second,
a post-imaging time study could not be conducted in Holland because this
court location did not begin using the ECM system until August, 2009. The
post-imaging time studies are conducted, on average, 12-months after
system implementation in order to ensure the data reflect normal
productivity conditions. As a result, the post-imaging time data collected in
Grand Haven was used as a best-estimate to replicate the time in the
Holland District Court.

It will be recommended that a post-imaging time study be conducted in
the Holland District Court in six months (July 2010) in order to verify
the efficiencies included in the report.

Further, footnote 3 of Table 2 as noted above will be clarified.

Recommendation 7 and 11

Recommendation number 7 of the ECMS evaluation encourages department heads to
promote innovative work methods. However recommendation number 11 advises to refrain from
expanding into other departments or increasing workflow processes. The two recommendations are
inconsistent with each other and inconsistent with achieving greater economic efficiencies.

Recommendation 11 advocates that courts and departments create a system of cost
accounting to demonstrate a positive return on investment resulting from requested additions to
ECMS workflows. This cost accounting justification will require the preparation of a document.
The document is then presented to the IT Department, the Planning and Performance Improvement
Department and the County Administrator for verification and approval.

This new layer of bureaucracy is an added expense and will create delays in implementing
what may be simple and cost saving workflows. The delays and work involved in creating the cost
accounting documentation will have a chilling effect on making improvements to the ECMS. The IT
Department currently evaluates all their project requests. The county administration should continue
to trust the IT Department’s evaluation of project requests without adding a new bureaucracy.
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Response: Based on estimated efficiencies provided by departments, it was
anticipated that processing documents electronically would provide an
annual cost-savings of $468,426. However, current efficiencies result in
a negative ROI. This translates into an average annual cost increase of
$276,154. Therefore, it is prudent that a thorough review of all project
requests related to the ECM system, regardless of simplicity or cost, is
conducted to ensure a positive ROI.

Recommendation 9

Currently there are no court rules or statutes allowing courts to require attorneys to accept
documents by email.

Response: This recommendation has been updated. The word ‘require’ has been
replaced with ‘encourage.’

Recommendation 2 and 3

The State Court Administrative Office (SCAO) was asked by the judges and court
administration to conduct an analysis of the court’s operations. This analysis, called the
Management Assistance Report, was released in March of 2008. The Management Assistance
Report used a weighted caseload analysis to compare the number of case processing staff in the 58"
District Court with other four judge district courts. The results of this analysis showed that the 58"
District Court had 8.42 F.T.E. fewer case processors than the comparison courts.

We presented this information to the county administration in late 2008 with a request to add
2.75 F.T.E. case processors. The county administration agreed to this request and the 2.75 F.T.E.
were added on January 5, 2009. The 58" District Court remains under staffed by 5.67 positions
when compared to similar four judge district courts.

In January of 2009, the Holland division of the 58™ District Court began entering arrest
warrants into the Law Enforcement Information Network (LEIN). The Grand Haven and
Hudsonville court locations have been entering warrants since 2006. This task was taken over from
the Sheriff’s Department. For the Holland District Court this is a big task. The warrants issued in
Holland represent half or more of all arrest warrants issued in Ottawa County. We estimate this task
alone absorbed at least 1 F.T.E. in the Holland District Court of the 2.75 F.T.E. added to the case
processing staff.

The recommendations of the ECMS evaluation should be changed to show that the 58"
District Court is under staffed by almost 6.67 F.T.E. case processors. The 58" District Court will
direct efficiencies gained by using the ECMS to avoid adding case processing staff.

Response: The ECM system evaluation revealed that, prior to installing the new
electronic system in the Holland District Court, the time required to
complete the basic tasks that were significantly impacted by the
system equate to 4.2 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions.

Once efficiencies were gained from automation, it was calculated that 3.5

FTE could complete those same tasks. This is the reason for
recommending a 0.7 FTE reduction in the Holland District Court.
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In the Grand Haven District Court, the time required to complete the
basic tasks that were significantly impacted by the system equate to 2.7
FTE. After implementation of the system, it was calculated that 1.8 FTE
could complete the same tasks. This is the reason for recommending a 1.0
FTE reduction in the Grand Haven District Court.

Any recommendations resulting from the 2008 SCAO Management
Assistance Report will need to be discussed and/or negotiated in a separate
venue between the District Court, County Administrator, and County Board.

Conclusion

Not all aspects of the tasks performed by court personnel are easily quantifiable. The court
relies on the SCAO for guidance in establishing appropriate levels of staffing. It is a credit to our
court employees that we have delivered these services at levels well below the SCAO’s
recommendations.

Response:  No response necessary.

To suggest that the partial implementation of the ECMS in the district court would make staff
expendable could be both unfair and inaccurate, when based solely on the data accumulated by the
Planning and Performance Improvement Department study. We would urge that the totality of
circumstances relating to court operations be considered rather than this limited study.

Response:  To infer that the ECM System Evaluation suggests that staff are
expendable is inflammatory.

The report does not recommend that any employee in any department
lose their job as a result of efficiencies that were realized. It actually
recommends that staffing levels be reduced through attrition (i.e.
employee retirement, resignation, or departure for any other reason).

When the study was initiated department heads were requested to
provide the totality of work tasks that would be impacted by the ECM
system. This study was comprehensive and thorough, and the
parameters were established in conjunction with those department heads.
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Action Request

Committee: Planning and Policy

Meeting Date: 02/11/2010

Requesting Department: Planning and Performance Improvement

Submitted By: Mark Knudsen

Agenda Item: Unfunded Mandate Resolution

SUGGESTED MOTION:

To approve and forward to the Board of Commissioners the proposed Resolution supporting the findings and

recommendations of the Interim and Final Report of the Legislative Commission on Statutory Mandates

SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

The State Legislature established the Legislative Commission on Statutory Mandates to identify mandates and the

related cost of the mandates to local units of government and to recommend resolutions for the unfunded

mandates.

An interim report was issued in June, 2009 and the final report was completed in December, 2009

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Total Cost: $0

| County Cost: $0

|Included in Budget: | O Yes | No

If not included in budget, recommended funding source:

ACTION IS RELATED TO AN ACTIVITY WHICH IS:

Mandated

0 Non-Mandated

L New Activity

ACTION IS RELATED TO STRATEGIC PLAN:

Goal:
#1

Objective: ”

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION:

Recommended

0 Not Recommended

County Administrator:
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Committee/Governing/Advisory Board Approval Date:




COUNTY OF OTTAWA

RESOLUTION

At a regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the County of Ottawa, Michigan, held at
the Fillmore Street Complex in the Township of Olive, Michigan on the day of
, 2010 at o’clock p.m. local time.

PRESENT: Commissioners:

ABSENT: Commissioners:

It was moved by Commissioner and supported by

Commissioner that the following Resolution be adopted:

WHEREAS, the electorate of the State of Michigan passed an amendment in November
1978 to the State’s Constitution that required the State to fund mandates imposed on local units
of government (often referred to as the “Headlee Amendment”); and

WHEREAS, the Headlee Amendment (Article IX, Section 29) states:
“The state is hereby prohibited from reducing the state financed proportion of the
necessary costs of any existing activity or service required of units of Local Government
by state law. A new activity or service or an increase in the level of any activity or
service beyond that required by existing law shall not be required by the Legislature or
any state agency of units of Local Government, unless a state appropriation is made and
disbursed to pay the unit of Local Government for any necessary increased costs. The

provision of this section shall not apply to costs incurred pursuant to Article VI, Section

18.” and;



WHEREAS, the Headlee Amendment became effective on December 23, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the State Legislature established the Legislative Commission on Statutory
Mandates (LCSM) through P.A. 98 of 2007, as amended by P.A. 356 of 2008 and assigned the
LCSM to identify mandates (including those involving reports) and the related cost of the
mandates to local units of government, along with recommendations to resolve the unfunded
mandates; and

WHEREAS, the LCSM worked with the Citizens Research Council (issued an analysis of
other state’s statutes and constitutional requirements similar to the Headlee Amendment) and
local units of government associations, including: Michigan Association of Counties, Michigan
Municipal League, Michigan Township Association, Michigan School Business Officials,
Michigan Association of School Administrators, Michigan Community College Association, and
County Road Association of Michigan.

WHEREAS, the LCSM issued a report in June 2009 entitled “Interim Report of the
Legislative Commission on Statutory Mandates” that indicated, among other matters, that the
State had failed to enact legislation enabling the Headlee Amendment and has not complied with
the Headlee Amendment since its adoption in 1978; and

WHEREAS, the LCSM has completed its report in December 2009 entitled “Final Report
of the Legislative Commission on Statutory Mandates” that reaffirms the Interim Report results
and provides recommendations, including but not limited to:

e Drafted legislation and court rules that would mitigate unfunded mandates imposed on
local units of government in the future.

e Proposed procedures that will prevent new unfunded mandates from being imposed on
local units of government.

e Proposed procedures that would be corrective should unfunded mandates be imposed that
include, among other requirements:

o A submission of an action before the Court of Appeals to be heard by a special
master in order to rule on whether the matter is a mandate and if the mandate is
underfunded.

o Require the Court of Appeals to rule on the above within six months of the filing.

o Should the Court of Appeals not rule on the above within six months, the local

unit of government would have no obligation to continue to provide the services
until such time as the State complies with the Headlee Amendment.



WHEREAS, the Michigan Association of Counties adopted a resolution of support for
the recommendations contained in the final LCSM report in December 2009.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ottawa County Board of
Commissioners supports the findings and recommendations in the interim and final reports of the
Legislative Commission on Statutory Mandates and encourages the Governor, Legislature and
Supreme Court to adopt and enact the recommendations cited in the final report.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Ottawa County Board of Commissioners
approves the release of this resolution to be distributed to the Governor, Legislators, Supreme
Court and local units of government legislative boards and executives located within Ottawa

County.

YEAS: Commissioners:

NAYS: Commissioners:

ABSTENTIONS: Commissioners:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED.

Chairperson, Ottawa County Ottawa County Clerk
Board of Commissioners



Action Request

Committee: Planning and Policy

Meeting Date: 2/11/2010

Requesting Department: Parks and Recreation

Submitted By: John Scholtz

Agenda Item: Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project

SUGGESTED MOTION:

To receive bids for the Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project and accept the low bid from Civil
Landscape Constructors in the amount of $§47,496.00 with funding from the Parks and Recreation Department
budget.

SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

The Parks and Recreation Commission recommends approval of the low bid for the Park 12 Retaining Walls and
Walkway project. The project includes:

* Replacing two critical sections of walkway leading to cottages.

* Stabilization of the historic retaining wall between the Auburn parking lot and the Upper Boardwalk.

* Replacement of the retaining walls and walkway for the “switchback™ from the Upper Boardwalk to the beach.

These walkways are used by the general public and the cottage owners.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Total Cost: $47,496 | County Cost: $47,496 | Included in Budget: | Yes | O No

If not included in budget, recommended funding source:

ACTION IS RELATED TO AN ACTIVITY WHICH IS:

Ll Mandated Non-Mandated New Activity

ACTION IS RELATED TO STRATEGIC PLAN:

Goal:
#3

Objective: 5

Recommended O Not Recommended
ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION:
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Ottawa County Parks &

Recreation Commission

12220 Fillmore St., West Olive, Michigan 49460
(616) 738-4810 www.miottawa.org/parks

MEMORANDUM

Date:  February 2,2010

To:  Ottawa County Board of Commissioners
From: John Scholtz, Parks and Recreation Director
RE:  Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project

The Ottawa County Parks and Recreation Commission recommends approval of the low bid
from Civil Landscape Constructors in the amount of $47,496.00 for the Park 12 Retaining Walls
and Walkway Repairs Project at Park 12. A complete list of bids is attached.

Proposed motion:

To receive bids for the Park 12 Retaining Walls and Walkway Repairs Project and accept the low
bid from Civil Landscape Constructors in the amount of $47,496.00 with funding from the
Parks and Recreation Department budget.

This project will replace two critical sections of walkways leading to cottages at Park 12
including the stabilization of historic retaining wall on the walk leading from the Auburn parking
lot to the Upper Boardwalk and replacement of retaining walls and walkway for the “‘switch-
back” leading down from the Upper Boardwalk to the beach. Both sections have deteriorated to
the point where safety is a major consideration in recommending timely replacement.

This request relates to a non-mandated activity and supports Goal #3 “To contribute to a healthy
physical, economic and community environment.” The walkways are used by the general public
in addition to resident cottage owners.



Ottawa County Paﬂ{S & Quotation Tabulation
Recreation Commission 100 January 28, 2 012 s

12220 Fillmore .
West Olive, Michigan 49460 2:00 p.m.

COMPANY (BIDDER) BID BOND . AD_DENI)UM BASE BID

Civil Landscape Constructors v N/A $47,496.00
Affordable Excavating, Inc. v N/A $49,010.00
Katerberg - Verhage v N/A $49,975.00
Brookview Landscaping v N/A $59,084.36

Denny's Excavating v N/A $60,336.73

3 Jaran Construction, Inc. v N/A $64,130.00 |
B Bill McKinley Masonry v N/A $66,145.00
B Twin Lakes Nursery Y N/A $66,820.00
Ron Meyer & Assoc. Excavating v N/A $73,624.00
Al's Excavating, Inc v N/A $78,458.50
Bosch's Landscape (incomplete bid) v N/A $24,169.00




Board of Commissioners
Approved Committees and Rates

Effective date: 0170172010

Reviewer: June Hagan/County of Ottawa
Fult day rate: $70.00

Half day rate:  $40.00

Mileage rate: $0.500

Approved Committeas
Administrator's Evaluation Committes
Board of Commissioners Meeting
Board of Commissioners Work Session
Community Corrections Advisory Board
Community Mental Health Board
CMH Annual State Conference
CMH Board Administrative & Finance Committee
CMH Board QI/Planning/Program Committee
CMH Board Executive Committee
CMH Board Community Relations Committee
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Committee (CEDS)
Drain Board PA 20
Finance & Administration Committee
Food Services Advisory Commitiee
Food Services Appeals Board
Grand Valley Metro Council
GVMC Policy Committee
GVMC Technical Committea
Health & Human Services Committee
Human Resources Committee
Lakeshore Coordinating Council
Legislative Work Session
Lloyd's Bayou Lake Board
Local Emergency Planning Commission (LEPC)
Macatawa Area Coordinating Council Policy Board
MDOT Asset Managment Council
Michigan Association for Laocal Public Health (MALPH)
Michigan Association for CMH Board Committees {(MACMHB)
Michigan Association of Counties - Conference
Michigan Association of Counties - Steering
MSU Cooperative Extension Board
National Association of Counties - Conference
National Assaclation of Counties - Steering
OCCDA Policy Board
Ottawa County Economic Development Office Board (Qtrly)
Ottawa County Insurance Authority
Ottawa County Jall Diversion Task Force
Ottawa County Negotiation Team
Ottawa County Planning Comimission
Overall Economic Devalopment & Planning
Parks & Recreation Commission
Parks & Rec Finance & Personnel Committea
Parks & Rec Planning Committee
Parks & Rec Public Refations Committee
Personnel Interview Committee
Planning and Policy Committee
Purchase of Davelopment Rights Study Committee
Region 8 Planning Commission
Remonumentation Plan Committee
Rya Study Oversight and Appeal Committee
Solid Waste Planning Committee
Southwest Michigan Alliance of Region Three (SMART)
Spring Lake Lake Board



Tax Aflocation Board

Technology Committee

Timberland Resource Conservation and Davelopment Area Council
Veterans' Affairs Committee

West Michigan Airport Authority (Tullp City Airport)

West Michigan Regional Planning Committee
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