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. 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 (SCAQ) 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.

I11. 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 One Step Two Step Three Step Four

Calculate
Return-On-Investment
Assuming Legislative
Changes Are Enacted
(Sensitivity Analysis)

Verify Calculate
Labor and Material Savings Return-On-Investment
(Time-Study and from Verified Efficiencies
Materials Analysis) (Cost-Benefit Analysis)

Verify
Intangible Benefits
(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 ep Step 2 Step 3
. Copy and
Pre-Imagin i |
ging —A-1— Locate File —{ Distribute File to Refile File

Handle Internal
Request for Case
File Information

Process

Other Department

Post-Imagin ; ' | No Physical Handling
oing I~ 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

Departmental Time-Studies and Materials Analyses

Workflows Directly
Impacted by

Time-Study and

Fully-Utilizing Materials Analysis

ECM System 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 v v N
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 y «j
District Court (Holland) \ \l V3
District Court (Hudsonville) v n/a* No
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) v v V5
District Court Probation (Holland) \ \l \?®
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) v nfa* No
Friend of the Court v v v
Probate Court V \ \/
Prosecutor's Office v v v
Sheriff's Office v v v

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.

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

. 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.

(S0 N
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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
system until 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
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court (469) (11,725)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records (3,132) (78,300)
County Clerk - Family Division Records +9g? +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 1.5FTE!
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 1.0FTE
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 1.0FTE
Probate Court 0
Prosecutor's Office 0
Sheriff's Office 1.0FTE?
Total Potential Staff Reductions 52 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. As a result of the time savings, the Sheriff’s Office has eliminated two 0.5 FTE positions.

2) Potential Staff Postponements as a result of Reqular 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

Total Number of
Times that the Hiring

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

(Useful Life of System)

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
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/A* -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) - -
District Court Probation (Holland) - -
District Court Probation (Hudsonville) N/AY -
Friend of the Court - -
Probate Court - -
Prosecutor's Office - -
Sheriff's Office - -

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

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

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment B 00 L7 PSS

Directly Impacted by System

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/AL 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.

! 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).
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Table 7

Number of Materials Saved

Supply Savings Computer

SCo_py Post_age Storage Printing
avings Savings Space Savings
(Number (Number of File Shelving Savinast Numbe
of Pages) Documents) Folders Units g (Number
of Pages)

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

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

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).

3. The Holland District Court will not achieve this savings until 2010 since that office just recently began fully utilizing the system.

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

Equipment Saved

Annually Over_25 Years
(Useful Life of System)
Lotus Notes Computer Lotus Notes Computer
Licenses I_-Iardware Licenses I_-Iardware
(Number of Units (Number (Number of Units (Number
Licenses of Units S_aved Licenses of Units S_aved
Every Five Every Five
Saved) Years)" Saved) Years)"
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment N9 UL OEEEE
. Directly Impacted by System
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) 1) (22) (5)
District Court (Holland) 1) 1) (22) (5)
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 1) Q) (23) (5)
Probate Court 0 0 0 0
Prosecutor's Office 0 0 0 0
Sheriff's Office 2 2 (48) (10)
Total Equipment Saved (7 -3 (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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Table 9

Number of Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Staff Postponements

. Equipment Saved
Equxm]eL?;"Saved quEr 25 Years
y (Useful Life of System)
Number of Number of
Number of Years That Number of Computer
Years That Computer
Lotus Notes Hardware ITOtUS Notes Hardware .
Licenses Will Units Will Not L|_censes That = Units That Will
Be Saved Need To Be Will Be Saved  Not Need To Be
Replaced Replaced
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment N(.) UL DT IP RS
. Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 6 Years o' (6) 0!
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/A2 N/A2 N/AZ N/A2
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) 0)

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.
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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
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 ($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- %c:’rirrl][gili]tsr
Co_st- Co_st- Savings Storage Cost- Annual 25-Year
Savings Savings Space Savings Average Total
(Paper (Postage File Shelving Co_st- (Paper Co_st- Co_st-
and and Folders Units Savings and Savings Savings
Toner) Envelopes) Toner)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment No SR
. 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 | +$21,917  +$547,934
District Court (Hudsonville) - - - - - - - -
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) (%$99) $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) (%467) $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 ($30,387) ($4,710)  ($4,440) ($467) $0 +$92,813 +$52,809 + $1,302,205
Cost-Savings (State)* ($1,754) $0 ($2,189) ($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
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 ($574) ($14,358)
County Clerk - Family Division Records $0 $0
District Court (Grand Haven) ($285) ($7,117)
District Court (Holland) ($285) ($7,117)
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
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)  ($1,655214) | ($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

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)
Staff Postponements $0 ($52,957) ($62,179) ($63,629) ($219,377) ($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

! 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 T?é?;tg)%m -IEOCtglIJr(]:tOSt Percen);
) of Total
Capital Outlay
Consultant (ImageSoft) $67,301 $5,9382 $61,363 91.2%
Backfiling (Data Conversion Services)  $290,702 $0 $290,702 100.0%
Hardware $171,990 $59,398 $112,592 65.5%
Software $525,910 $3,461 $522,449 99.3%
Subtotal (Capital Outlay) $1,055,903 $68,797 $987,106 93.5%
Maintenance®
Hardware Maintenance $13,910 $0 $13,910 100.0%
Software Maintenance $335,936 $0 $335,936 100.0%
Subtotal (Maintenance) $349,846 $0 $349,846 100.0%
Employee Labor
IT Department Support Staff $179,236 $0 $179,236 100.0%
IT Department (Training/Conferences) $15,417 $0 $15,417 100.0%
Backfiling (County Staff) $93,747 $11,072 $82,675 88.2%
Subtotal (Employee Labor) $288,400 $11,072 $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).
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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).
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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 3$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 $3,338,342 $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 30 $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 ROI.

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 reason for not using these present values
for cost comparisons.

Using the cost-benefit analysis model, which divides the value 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)°
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V1. 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
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment
County Clerk - Vital Records

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

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) (111)* (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 20FTE
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0
District Court (Holland) 0.5FTE
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 0.4 FTE
Prosecutor's Office 0.5FTE
Sheriff's Office 0.5FTE
Potential Additional Staff Reductions 46 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

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

Additional Year(s) that
the Hiring an FTE
Could Potentially

be Postponed within
25 Years

Number of Additional
Times that the Hiring
of an FTE Could be
Postponed
Over 25 Years
(Useful Life of System)

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

Circuit Court - Trial Court

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

2017, 2018, 2019, 2020,

2021, 2022, 2025, 2026, 12

2027, 2028, 2032, 2033.

County Clerk - Family Division Records

District Court (Grand Haven)

District Court (Holland)

District Court (Hudsonville)

District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

District Court Probation (Holland)

District Court Probation (Hudsonville)

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  Additional Additional » Additional
Copy Postage Supply Savings Additional  Computer
Savings Savings® o - Storage Pr".]tm%
(Number (Number of Adclizlfuonal Addltlgnal Space Savings
of Pages) Documents) ile , Shelqug Savings (Number
Folders Units of Pages)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment N(.) Workflow Processes
. 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/AS (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

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

o

2. The number of documents mailed has decreased as a result of emailing imaged documents to attorneys.
3.
4. 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

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

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

Number of Computer Equipment Saved as a result of Additional Staff Reductions

. . Additional Equipment
Ad%';@%akiﬂﬂgﬁ{;ent Saved Oyer 35 $ears
(Useful Life of System)
Additional  Additional g gitional Additional
Computer Computer
LcIJ_tiL(J:serl]\lsc;tses Hardware Litilférl:lsztses Hardware
(Number of Units _(Number (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 - Juvenile Treatment N? Workrlow Processes
. Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 2) 2 (40) 8)
County Clerk - Family Division Records 0 0 0 0
District Court (Grand Haven) 0 0 0 0
District Court (Holland) 1) Q) (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 1) 1) (19) 4)
Prosecutor's Office 1) Q) (19) 4)
Sheriff's Office 1) (@) (16) 4)
Total Equipment Saved (7 R (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

L. . Additional Equipment
Ad%‘;@%akiﬂﬂﬁwem Saved Oyer 35 $ears
(Useful Life of System)
Number of
Number of '\.ll_f:tbirdg];t:;?;rls Number of Year_s_That
Year_s_That Computer Year_s_That Additional
Additional Additional Computer
Lotus Notes Unﬁlir\?\\ll\i/ﬁraot Lotus Notes Hardware
Licenses Will Need To Be Licenses Will  Units Will Not
Be Saved Be Saved Need To Be
Replaced
Replaced
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment N9 BT 01 PO BEEs
. Directly Impacted by System
County Clerk - Vital Records
Circuit Court - Trial Court 0 0 0 0
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 17 years 8 years' (28) (8)*
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) (8)

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
Annual Average Total Additional
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 ($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) ($52,401) ($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) ($1,028,899)
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

Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Postponements

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

Potential Cost-Savings from Additional Reductions in Material

. L Additional
N Additional  Additional Supply Computer | 25-Year
Additional Postage Cost-Savings . L . 25-Year
c Additional  Printing Additional
opy Cost- Cost- Total
Savings® Savings Storage Cost- Annual 4 itional
Additional Additional Space Cost-  Savings Average
(Paperand  (Postage . . - Cost-
File Shelving  Savings (Paper Cost- .
Toner) and - - Savings
Folders Units and Savings
Envelopes) T
oner)
Circuit Court - Juvenile Services
Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment DI eSS
. 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  ($10,149) ($33,064) ($826,593)
District Court (Holland)? $0 ($20,433) ($25,396) $0 $0  ($20,298) ($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) ($63,833)  ($121,441) $0 ($35,314)  ($77,077) | ($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) | ($304,350) ($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).

w

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
County Clerk - Vital Records

No Workflow Processes
Directly Impacted by System

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
25-Year
Additional
Annual Average
Cost-Savings

25-Year Total
Additional
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) ($3,725,572)  ($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-Z2).
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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 ($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 ($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  ($978,520)  ($1,356,280)  ($1,536,218)  ($1,724,335) [  ($5,595,353)
Additional Staff Postponements $0  ($120,645) ($334,385) ($693,003) ($1,046,451) ($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) ($1,011,332) ($4,571,460)  ($9,097,217) ($14,560,282)  ($21,187,189) -

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)
Staff Reductions ($605,428) ($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) ($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  ($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) ($1,913,551)
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) ($990,383) ($3,386,733)  ($4,207,156)  ($5,002,673)  ($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) ($978,087)  ($3,433,439) ($4,481,422)  ($5,792,924)  ($7,888,626) | ($22,574,498)
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)? - - - - - 2.35
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) $2.974,
- - 4- - Cost-Savings (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures) |
$20000000 4 | " Cost-Savings (National Health Insurance Projections) L. a7
B Cost-Savings (3-Year County Health Insurance Trends) L& B
2 $14,085872 .- 4 .
= $15,000,000 - PP
PR
. $8,292,948 T
$10,000,000 - UL A Tent
azzht P $9,616,004
$5,000,000 - $2,927,684 $4,366886 . .x:g $7,662,201
DR a—u—o—2 %" $5,930,064
y -a—a— @ Y A $3,811,526
$0 l——a—a - & & " 078087 |
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Year

! 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 Sheriff’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) 1042

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%-

0.0%-

Daily Weekly Monthly Yearly

Frequency of Use

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?

Less Than One to Four to Seven to More Than
Department One Month Three Six Months Twelve Twelve Total
Months Months 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%
[
E 40.0%
kS
g
S 20.0%-
&
0.0%-
Less than 1 1-3 4-6 7-12 More than 12
Months Used
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?2
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
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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) 4
District Court (Grand Haven) 50.0% (2) 50.0% (2) 42
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) 25.0% (1) 75.0% (3) 4
District Court Probation (Holland) 87.5% (7) 12.5% (1) 8
Friend of the Court 94.4% (17) 5.6% (1) 18
Probate Court 50.0% (1) 50.0% (1) 2
Prosecutor’s Office 68.4% (13) 31.6% (6) 19
Sheriff’s Office 91.7% (22) 8.3% (2) 24
Total 81.19% (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 81.1%
ENo

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)*?

Department Yes \[s] Total
Circuit Court - Trial Court 85.7% (6) 14.3% (1) 7
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*?

Circuit Court - Trial Court 57.1% (4) 42.9% (3)

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.

B Yes 41.2%
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?

ECM Hard-Copy Depends on

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%- 86.8%

80.0%-

60.0%-

40.0%-
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20.0%- 11.0%

2.2%
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Imaging System Hard-Copy System Depends on the Task
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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.
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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) 08?

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.
« Judges can sign all documents electronically, thereby saving staff time delivering
paperwork between offices.

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records
- 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.
« The time to compile State reports was reduced from two months to two weeks.

County Clerk - Family Division Records
« 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.

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

« 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.

« 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)

« 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.

« Inthe 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

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

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

« Inaddition 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.

« 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.

« 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 aresult, 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.

« 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
« The Judge can sign a warrant requests for persons lodged in the jail in under an hour.
« 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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VIIl. 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
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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.

rRatERIAL

LAagyi

=S SAVIALS

District Court 453,045 | 262,500 | 190,545| 53,700 | 136,84

Friend of the Court 48,186 | 10,114 38,072 0 38,072
Juvenile Services - 5,483 0 5,483 1,077 4,406 |-

Prosecuting 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.

Department = |  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

~ Annual Cost Savings Detail

!District Court

Without

. 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 dun’rlg{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

Management Information

County of Ottawa

Systems

Justice Document Management and Imaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

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

Making files, getting mail, clerks office, and dispersing finished work $4,645 B e

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 S R $4,394

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

Locate Specialist $ 1,327 $332 $ 995

Family Service Coordinator $ 4.649 $ 465 $4.184

Retrieving mail and delivering orders i i

Data Processing

Pulling files and researching Bl e Lk
TOTAL ANNUAL COST| $48,186| $10,114]  $38,072 |

Page 3 of 8



Attachment A

Management Information

County of Ottawa

Systems

Justice Document Management and Iinaging System Solution

Estimated Annual Cost Reduction

lJuvemle Servlccsl " Annual Cost Savings Detail | ynaging | 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 oretrials 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 = 86 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

lProsecutmg Attornezl Annual Cost ,
: : Savmgs Detanl

Wlthout

Imagmg

Wlth

Imagmg

; Cost
R@ucﬁon‘ |

Coging‘ ‘gélice r'e'gorts
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

Circuit 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

IProsecutmg Attorney Annual Cost

Savmgs Detanl |

: lethout
ok Imagmg

Wlth
Imagmg

| Cost
Redncﬁon

Fllmg documents in case folders

1463 felony cases x 6 documents = 8778 doc.

8778 x 1.34 min. each o 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
7206 hrs. x 23.40 = 16,862 + 4,586

With Imaging: 8778 x .5 min. = 4389 min. or 73.15 hrs.

73.156x23.40=1,712
32,264 x .5 = 16,132 min. or 269 hrs.
269 x 23.40 = 6,295 + 1,712 = 8,007

$21,448

$ 8,007

$ 13,441

Pulling & Re-filing Cases
(estimate) Pull files for court and re-file

1 hr day x 3 offices x 250 day x 23.40
With Imaging: (est. 25 files)
5 min. x 3 x 250 x 23.40= 1,463

$17,550

$ 1,463

$ 16,087

Archiving closed files for off-site storage
Criminal: 1000 yr. @ 6 minutes ea. = 6,000
6,000 min. = 100 hrs. x 23.40 = 2,340

$ 2,340

$0

$2,340

TOTAL ANNUAL COST | $125,470| § 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

- 1 .. . . ... | Without | With | Cost
[County Clerk] Annual Cost Savings Detail | Imaging | Imaging | Reduction
A Cost of document filing and retrieval

3 staff full time @ 9.8662 per hour $61,568| $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 retum
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

ISherlff’ S Office Annual Cost Savmgs Detall

Wlthout
Imagmg

Wlth
Imagmg

Cost
Reductmn j

A Cost of document revuew, 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 (80 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

: P Create File
Pre-Imagin i |
Procegs g AA-l — | (AS400, document
‘ prep. and distribution)

File Hard
Copy File

Create

New Case

Post-Imaging i} !
Process ‘A 2 |

Create File*
(AS400, document
prep., image prep.)

File Hard Copy File
1 (physically update and
file file)

Image File
(scan and index)

* 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-lmaging ‘s 4 \ Locate Hard Update Fi_Ie Refile Hard
FB-1— . (AS400, physically i
Process i : Copy File upd:alte file) Copy File
Update to an
Existing Case
(without distribution) Post-Imaging ’BZ Prepare Updates Image Updates F'Ile He:rd ﬁOPV ﬁ'le
rocess Prey AS400, image prep. scan, index, queue ' )
Fressss ' ( ge prep.) ( dex, q ) (ugz:tz aﬁ]dyiéililie)y
Pre-Imaging [~ Locate Hard . Lipda‘i File ; Distribute Case Refile Hard
Process : 3 Copy File (AS400, p ysically Information Copy File
Update to an | I L uptiate file)
Existing Case .
(\:v(ilth dlistgbution) s N ; Print, Copy and File Hard Copy File
Post-Imaging j:C_Z . | Prepare Updates Image Updates Distribute Case [ (locate, physicall
Process — | (AS400, image prep.) (EET, IR BE AR Information update'apndyrefile)y
Pre-Imaging ﬂD-l Locate Hard Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
Process T : Copy File Case Information Copy File
Handle External
Request
ith distributi . PR . .
(with distribution) Post-Imaging ;D 2 | Locate File in E-mail Case
Process it Imaging System Information
Pre-Imaging AE-l Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy File Copy File
Handle External
Request
ithout distributi T - A
(without distribution) Post-lmaging  |: _2: Locate File in
Process Imaging System
Pre-Imaging AF-l Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy File Copy File
Handle Internal
Request |
Post-Imaging |/= »! - N/A
Process % (F|_Ie is \_/lewable from
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

Attachment C3

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

Pre-Imaging Al Create File File Hard
ML (AS400, document prep. N

Process oo and distribution) Copy File

Post-Imagin Create File* ; File Hard Copy File
p S I A' T | (AS400, document prep., Ig:nagz illee (physically update

rocess image prep.) ® ey and file file)
* The post-imaging process includes printing juvenile case files from the imaging system.

Pre-Imaging B ””” ! Locate Hard Update File Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
Process it Copy File (Asﬁgz;fehﬁfga"y Case Information Copy File

Post-Imaging ﬁB- Prepare Updates Image Updates Print and Distribute FilelHalrd hCo_py"FiIe
Process 12 | (AS400, image prep.) (scan, index, queue) Case Information (oucpad:,tg rﬁi‘f:) 4

Pre-Imaging C Locate Hard Update File Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
Process it Copy File (Asﬁgz;fehﬁfga"y Case Information Copy File

Post-Imaging ’C Prepare Updates Image Updates E-mail Case FiIeIHelrd hCo_py”FiIe
Process i (AS400, image prep.) (scan, index, queue) Information (Oucsd:’tg rﬁ:,c:) Y

Pre-Imaging ﬂD- Locate Hard Update File Refile Hard
Process il ! Copy File (Asﬁgz;fehﬁfga"y Copy File

Post-Imaging ﬁD_2 Prepare Updates* Image Updates FiIeIHard hCo_py”FiIe
Process il 3 (AS400, image prep.) (scan and index) ( 05;;;; rZ:illcea) V

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

Refile Hard
Copy File

Pre-Imaging AE-l Locate Hard
Process Copy File
Post-Imaging 4_2 Locate File in
Process Imaging System
Pre-Imaging AF-l Locate Hard Copy and Distribute
Process Copy File Case Information
Post-Imagin N/A
p FR F-2——— (ileisviewable from
rocess [ 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

Attachment C4

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

Pre-Imaging Al Create File Distribute Case File Hard
Process nA-L (AS400, document || Information Copy File
”””” preparation) (Civil Cases)
Post-lmaging || A o Image File* Create File Print and Distribute File Hard
T A-2— (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 Locate Hard Update File Refile Hard
Process B-1 Copy File (AS400 and Copy File
e : Py physically update file) py
D Image Updates i i
Post-Imaging ! | Civil: gre sfm index: Prepare Updates AL E Copy jiL
B -2 — I S, ! (locate, physicall
Process B i Criminal: update/distribute (AS400) o AR
”””” ‘ electronically) update, refile)
Pre-Imaging C 77777 \ Locate Hard (As4g(?da(§e ';”? | Distribute Case Refile Hard
-4 ; and physically ) ¢
Process T : Copy File update file) Information Copy File
Post-Imaging C ””” 1 Image Updates Prepare Updates Print and Distribute Fille Hard hCopyIlI:iIe
Process : 1 (pr_ep, S (AS400) Case Information (locate, p ysicatly
———————— ' index) update, refile)
Pre-lmaging D 77777 \ Locate Hard (As4g§da;e E“? 0 Distribute Case Refile Hard
UL ; and physically ; — ¢
Process T ! Copy File update file) Information Copy File
Post-Imaging ﬂD- Image Updates Prepare Updates E-mail Case F“f Hard EOPV III:iIe
Process =e i (e, €5, (AS400) Information (locate, physically
index) update, refile)
Pre-Imaging AEl Locate Hard L(’Egj;% Filde Copy and Distribute Refile Hard
‘E-1— - — an I ;
Process Copy File physically update file) to County Clerk Copy File
Post-lmaging | = A A
Bliamass ME-Z£— (fileis viewable from
ooee imaging system)
Pre-Imaging 7|—_-_1 Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy File Copy File
Post-Imaging | o N/A
Process 4 =4 (file is viewable from
imaging system)




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

Attachment C5

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

: DR Create File fotri ;
Pre-Imagin } ! Distribute File to
Procegs ’ jA_l‘ (AS400, folder and Copy Order Probation Officer
document prep.)
; T Create File ;
Post-Imagin } | Image File
Procesgs ’ jA_Z: (AS400, (scan agnd index)
”””” document prep.)
P Create File P ;
Pre-Imaging | ! Fax No Contact Distribute File to
Process Bl (AS400, folder and Copy Order Order to Sheriff Probation Officer
document prep.)
P \ Create File :
Post-Imagin : ! Image File
Procesgs ’ | B-2. (AS400, (scan agr‘1d index)
******** ' document prep.)
N Update File o P
Pre-Imaging ! ) ) Distribute to Judge Distribute to
Process nC-1 1 (AS400, physically (for signature) Copy Order District Court
oo ‘ update file)
Post-Imaging ’C Update File Distribute to Judge Image File Distribute to
Process ' (AS400, OnBase) (for signature) (scan and index) District Court
P | Update File " cotp
Pre-Imaging ! ) ) Distribute to Judge Distribute to
Process D-1 1 (AS400, physically (for signature) Copy Order District Court
ffffffff ' update file)
Post-Imaging |/ 5! Asiggati e ’ Distribute to Judge Image File Distribute to
Process ! } ( » physically (for signature) (scan and index) District Court
ffffffff update file)
; Update File "
Pre-Imagin i | Distribute to Judge . .
Procegs ’ nE-1 (AS400, physically (for si nature)g Dismantle File
update file) g
Post-Imaging ﬂE-Z Update File Distribute to Judge Image File
Process (AS400) (for signature) (scan and index)
Pre-Imaging AF-l Fax Treatment
Process Order to OAR
Post-Imaging ﬂFZ E-mail Treatment
Process ey Order to OAR
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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)

Attachment C9
Steps to Complete Impacted Workflow Processes (Pre-Imaging and Post-Imaging)

Sheriff's Office
Pre-lmaging *A-l File Hard
Process Copy Report
Post-Imaging ﬁAZ Image Report File Hard
Process [\ (scan and index) Copy Report
Pre-Imaging '~ 4 1 Manually Prepare Cf)py. and File Hard
Process - B-1——— Warrant Request or Distribute Copy Report
eeeee- ‘ Juvenile Petition Documents Py Rep
Post-Imaging [ ‘ Image Report EIectronlc_aII)_/ Prepare Image LEIN File Hard
Process B-2: (scan and index) LRIl T (scan and index) Copy Report
———————— ‘ Request or Petition Py Rep
Pre-Imaging Cl Copy Report Distribute Report | Filti_IUpdhate_s )
Process il Updates Updates (locate file, p ysicatly
ffffffff update, and refile)
Post-Imaging C2 Image Updates DIStrllJb;c::teRseport ’ l:tili_lLdehatgs ’
Process |1 a ; ocate file, physically
ffffffff ‘ (EEEM RS, (Electronically) update, and refile)
Pre-Imaging ﬂD-l Locate Hard Copy Report Distribute Report Refile Hard
Process T : Copy Report Information Information Copy Report
Post-Imaging D Locate Report in Print Report Distribute Report
Process ~en Imaging System Information Information
Pre-Imaging ﬁEl Locate Hard Copy Report Distribute Report Refile Hard
Process ="t Copy Report Information Information Copy Report
Post-Imaging | = 5! Locate Report in E-mail Report
Process Imaging System Information
Pre-lmaging AF-l Locate Hard Refile Hard
Process Copy Report Copy Report
Post-Imaging AF-Z Locate Report in
Process Imaging System




Attachment D

ELECTRONIC CONTENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
SELF-EVALUATION SURVEY

N

Have you used the ECM System? [ ]Yes [ ]No If no, 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

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

[ 1Yes [INo Ifno, please proceed to Question 11

As a result of the ECM System, do you feel that you are able to perform your job more efficiently?
[ ]Yes [ ]No

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

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

Oooodgdon
Oooodgdon
Oooodgdon
Oooododon
Oooododon
Oooodgdon

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



Attachment D

ELECTRONIC CONTENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
SELF-EVALUATION SURVEY

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

[ JYes [ ]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 Disagree
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 Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved

ging ging (Annual)
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)® 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)® 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 PREOJecIted
Regular Hours Regular Hours egutar
Pre-Imaging)* (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
( ging ging (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 Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging)* (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
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.
2 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)

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) (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 3551 -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.

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

Regular Hours Saved
Friend of the Court

Regular Hours

(Pre-Imaging)

Regular Hours
(Post-Imaging)

Regular
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 E5

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 Request® 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.
2 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

(Pre-Imaging)

Regular Hours
(Post-Imaging)

Regular
Hours Saved
(Annual)

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 Regular Hours Regular
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
(Annual)
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
1 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 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 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 75 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 21,558 104 17,454 8.4 0.0
2026 21,903 105 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)

|:| 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 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
1 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 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 3,865 1.9 0.0
2013 5912 2.8 3,896 1.9 0.0
2014 5,959 29 3,927 1.9 0.0
2015 6,007 29 3,959 1.9 0.0
2016 6,055 29 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 31 4,186 2.0 0.0
2023 6,402 31 4,219 2.0 0.0
2024 6,454 31 4,253 2.0 0.0
2025 6,505 31 4,287 2.1 0.0
2026 6,557 3.2 4,321 2.1 0.0
2027 6,610 3.2 4,356 2.1 0.0
2028 6,663 3.2 4,391 2.1 0.0
2029 6,716 3.2 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 3.3 4,569 2.2 0.0
Source: District Court, IT Department Total One-Time 0.0

Savings (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 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.

“ 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

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

Post-Imaging

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

One-Time FTE
Savings that

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

Workflow Workflow Postponement

Workflow Workflow

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 35 0.0
2011 8,795 4.2 7,429 3.6 0.0
2012 8,865 4.3 7,489 3.6 0.0
2013 8,936 4.3 7,549 3.6 0.0
2014 9,008 4.3 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 45 7,856 3.8 0.0
2019 9,374 45 7,918 3.8 0.0
2020 9,449 45 7,982 3.8 0.0
2021 9,525 4.6 8,046 3.9 0.0
2022 9,601 4.6 8,110 3.9 0.0
2023 9,678 4.7 8,175 3.9 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 8,644 42 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)

1 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 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.

3 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

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

Post-Imaging

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

One-Time FTE
Savings that

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

Workflow Workflow Postponement

Workflow Workflow

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 0.1 107 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

|:| 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.

“ 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

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

Regular Hours?

FTEs® Required

One-Time FTE
Savings that

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

Workflow Workflow Postponement

Workflow Workflow

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 0.2 313 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

|:| 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 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.

“ 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 F6

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Friend of the Court

Pre-Imaging Post-Imaging
One-Time FTE
1 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 Hiring*
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 4,744 2.3 2,826 1.4 —
2009 4,797 2.3 2,857 14 0.0
2010 4,850 2.3 2,889 1.4 0.0
2011 4,904 2.4 2,920 14 0.0
2012 4,959 2.4 2,952 14 0.0
2013 5,014 2.4 2,985 14 0.0
2014 5,069 2.4 3,018 15 0.0
2015 5,125 25 3,051 15 0.0
2016 5,181 2.5 3,084 15 0.0
2017 5,238 25 3,118 15 0.0
2018 5,296 2.5 3,153 15 0.0
2019 5,354 2.6 3,187 15 0.0
2020 5,413 2.6 3,222 15 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 17 0.0
2027 5,844 2.8 3,479 1.7 0.0
2028 5,908 2.8 3,517 17 0.0
2029 5,973 29 3,556 1.7 0.0
2030 6,039 2.9 3,595 1.7 0.0
2031 6,105 29 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)

|:| 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 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 F7

Staff Postponements (25 Years)
Probate Court

Pre-Imaging Post-Imaging
One-Time FTE
1 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 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 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 11 1,652 0.8 0.0
2027 2,220 11 1,667 0.8 0.0
2028 2,240 11 1,682 0.8 0.0
2029 2,260 11 1,697 0.8 0.0
2030 2,280 11 1,712 0.8 0.0
2031 2,301 11 1,728 0.8 0.0
2032 2,321 11 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

|:| 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 E5). 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.



Attachment G

Overtime Hours Saved
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Ove e Ho Ove e Ho
Pre aging Po ag : o
Job Classification
Records Processing Clerk | 19.00 3.50 -15.50
Case Records Processor | 155.75 46.50 -109.25
Account Clerk I 63.50 11.00 -52.50
Case Records Processor |1 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)
Ove e Ho Ove e Ho c c
Pre aging Po ag : o
Job Classification
Deputy Court Clerk | 42.75 23.50 -19.25
Deputy Court Clerk 11 / Assignment Clerk 27.75 8.00 -19.75
Total 70.50 31.50 -39.00

Source: Fiscal Services Department

1 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
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 709 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)5 709 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
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 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 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 0 154,027 154,027

Source: County Clerk - Circuit Court Records, IT Department

1 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.

4 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.

5 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

Amount of
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 9,527 0 -9,527
Mail (Number of Documents)® 1,668 1,512 -156
File Folders® 1,714 1,714 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 0 17,086 17,086

Source: County Clerk - Family Division Records, IT Department

! 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.

® 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 Material Saved?
(Post-Imaging) aterial save

(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.

5 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.

6 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 H5

Amount of Material Saved
District Court Probation (Grand Haven)

Amount of
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 1,789 0 -1,789
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 02
File Folders® 518 0 -518
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 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.

3 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.

5 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
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 5,412 0 -5,412
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 02
File Folders® 1,323 0 -1,323
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 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.

3 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.

5 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

Material Usage Material Usage Amc_)unt of
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Material Saved
(Annual)
Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 48,690 0 -48,690
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 02
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

1 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.

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

* Refer to Inset Table for calculation.

5 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) Nl{mber of Cases En.d Storage Units Required
6 Active Cases 8 Unit Capacity 10
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.

9 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).

19 Each additional storage unit holds approximately 400 files.



Attachment H8

Amount of Material Saved
Probate Court

Amount of
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 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 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 0 13,316 13,316

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

! 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.

2 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
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 5,132 0 -5,132
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 02
File Folders® 9,820 9,820 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 04
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.

2 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.



Attachment H10

Amount of Material Saved

Sheriff's Office
Material Usage Material Usage Amc_)unt of
(Pre-Imaging) (Post-Imaging) Material Saved
(Annual)
Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)1 536,503 0 -536,503
Mail (Number of Documents)® 1,725 1,725 0
File Folders® 18,032 18,032 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0 04
Printer (Number of Pages)5 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.

2 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.

3 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.

4 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.

5 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 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 (2
Computer Hardware?
Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ 2 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.
2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

3 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 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) (6]
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.
2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
3 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
(FY 2013) (FY 2014)

(FY 2012)

Year 7

(FY 2015)

Year 8

(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) (8 (8
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.

2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
3 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 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 () 1) () 1) (6]
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.

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

3 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment I3

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’ 2 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.
2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.
3 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 Hiring
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 15FTE? Case Records Processor |
County Clerk - Family Division Records - —

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

District Court (Hudsonville) — -

District Court Probation (Grand Haven) - —

District Court Probation (Holland) — —

District Court Probation (Hudsonville) - —

Friend of the Court 1.0FTE Judicial Clerk |
Probate Court — —
Prosecutor's Office — -

Sheriff's Office 1.0 FTE 2 Records Processing Clerk |

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.
2 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

Ove e Co Ove e Co Ove e
Pre aging Po aging 0 a g

Records Processing Clerk |

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)* 19.00 3.50 -

Overtime Cost ($19.6792/hr)* $373.91 $68.88 ($305.03)
Case Records Processor |

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 |

Number of Overtime Hours (Annually)* 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

1 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)

Ove e Co Ove e Co Ove e
Pre aging Po aging 0 a g
Deputy Court Clerk |
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).

? 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)1

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)? 709 0 -

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

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)®

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.

% 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.



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)1

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)®

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 7
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.008
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.

2 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).

4 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.

® 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).

6 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.

7 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.

8 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.

10 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)1

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

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

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 7
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.008
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.

% 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.

® 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.

10 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-Savings'

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 Postage)*

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 $0.008
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)™* 0 111,040 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $0.00 $8,883.20 $8,883.20
Total | $20,989.18 $28,71547 | $7,726.29

Source: District Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

1 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.

* 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.

10 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)1
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 8
Off-Site Storage Cost
Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®
Number of Pages Printed (Annually)® 6,159 5127 -
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.

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

5 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.

" 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)1

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 2
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 8
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®

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 | $1,131.44 | ($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.

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

6 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.

" 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.

9 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)*

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 (Annually)® 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)™

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.

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

“ 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).

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

® Refer to Inset Table for calculation.

" 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.

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

1 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 gixty-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 En_d Storage Units Required
3 Active Cases 5 Unit Capacity NE
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

3 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.
%6 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).
*7 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)1

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)? 13,475 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $512.05 $0.00 ($512.05)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)®

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 7
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.008
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.

% 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.

® 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).

6 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 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)1

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 2
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 8
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®

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.

" 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.

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 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)1

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)? 536,503 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $20,387.11 $0.00 (%$20,387.11)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)®

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 7
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.008
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 $30,73851 | ($15534.87)

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.

6 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.

10 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 2

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses’ ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ 2 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware’ ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings®  ($2636) ($62) ($62) | ($62) ($62)

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.
2 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 (@) (@) (@) () ()

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® . ($1318) ($31) ($31) | ($31) ($31)

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.
2 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’ @ @ @ N @

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® . ($1318) ($31) ($31) | ($31) ($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.

2 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

(FY 2011)

Year 4

(FY 2012)

Year 5

(FY 2013)

Year 6

(FY 2014)

Year 7
(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 (@) (@) (@) () ()

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) ($31) ($31) ($31) ($31)
Total Cost-Savings (State)° ($857) ($20) ($20) ($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.

2 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 2 2

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Licenses’ ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62)
Computer Hardware

Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ 2 0 0 0 0

Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware’ ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings® | (52636) | ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62)

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.
2 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

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 ($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)? ($925,121)>

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
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 ($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) ($6,452,531)

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
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 ($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)

Description

Actual Cost
(through
FY 2008)

Projected Cost -
Year 1
(FY 2009)

Projected Cost -
Year 2
(FY 2010)

Projected Cost -
Year 3
(FY 2011)

Projected Cost -
Year 4
(FY 2012)

Projected Cost -
Year 5
(FY 2013)

Consultant (ImageSoft)
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/Conferences® $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

Software

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

Reimbursements*

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.
2 Actual cost based on total IT Department staff hours invested between February 2006 and September 2008. Projected cost based on estimated 1T 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.

5 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.
" Includes $6,490.32 in hardware for approved project scope changes, as well as $898.20 for other miscellaneous hardware expenses such as cables.

8 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.

1% 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 21-251 Total

(FY 09-13)  (FY 14-18)  (FY 19-23)  (FY24-28)  (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) +$125485  +$101,425 +$100,606  +$118411  ($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)? - -
Breakeven (County) - -

- 0.03
- 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)°
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 -

—=8— Cost (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)

- - 4- - Cost-Savings (9-Year County Health Insurance Expenditures)

$9,000,000 -
$7,000,000 -
$5,000,000
$3,000,000 -

$1,000,000 -

$5,930,064

$4,366,886

$2,927,684

($125,485) ($226,910) ($327,516)

$7,662,291

($445,927)

$9,616,004

($332,036)

($1,000,000)
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Attachment R1

Additional Regular Hours Saved
Circuit Court - Trial Court

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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 . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(Annual)
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 L Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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 Algd't'(lmal

Regular Hours (If Legislative egutar

Post-Imaging)* Changes Enacted)* Hours Saved

(Pos ging Y (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.

2 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 A:dltl?nal

Regular Hours (If Legislative eguiar

Pre-| o ch Enacted)? Hours Saved

(Pre-Imaging) anges Enacted) (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.

2 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)

- AdO Oona
- e( d 0
egular Ho Regula
eqislative
Po aging 0 aved
ange d ea A 5
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)
5 Additiona
- €g - O -
e( a O e( a
agislative
Po aging 0 aved
ange d e A
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)

Regular Hours Reg“'af Ho_urs A;Séﬂtl);ral
(Pre-lmaging)* (I 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.
2 Time data based on results of time study analysis conducted in Holland District Court Probation.

Additional Regular Hours Saved
Probate Court

Additional
Regular Hours
Regular Hours . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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 . Regular
. (If Legislative
(Post-Imaging) Hours Saved
Changes Enacted)
(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

1 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.



Year

Attachment S1

Additional Staff Postponements (25 Years)
County Clerk - Circuit Court Records

Pre-Imaging

Regular Hours?
to Complete

FTEs® Required

Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted)

Regular Hours?
to Complete

FTEs® Required

One-Time FTE
Savings that
Result from a

Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow S

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 (10)°
2024 21,218 10.2 10,309 5.0 (1.0)°
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 (.0)°
2030 23,339 11.2 11,339 55 (2.0)°
2031 23,712 114 11,521 55 (.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)

\:| 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 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.

3 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow s
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 14 0.0
2013 5,912 2.8 3,015 14 0.0
2014 5,959 29 3,039 15 0.0
2015 6,007 29 3,063 15 0.0
2016 6,055 2.9 3,088 15 0.0
2017 6,103 2.9 3,113 15 0.0
2018 6,152 3.0 3,137 15 0.0
2019 6,202 3.0 3,163 15 0.0
2020 6,251 3.0 3,188 15 0.0
2021 6,301 3.0 3,213 15 0.0
2022 6,352 31 3,239 1.6 0.0
2023 6,402 31 3,265 1.6 0.0
2024 6,454 31 3,291 1.6 0.0
2025 6,505 3.1 3,317 1.6 0.0
2026 6,557 3.2 3,344 1.6 0.0
2027 6,610 3.2 3,371 1.6 0.0
2028 6,663 3.2 3,398 1.6 0.0
2029 6,716 3.2 3,425 1.6 0.0
2030 6,770 33 3,452 17 0.0
2031 6,824 3.3 3,480 1.7 0.0
2032 6,878 33 3,508 1.7 0.0
2033 6,933 3.3 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.

3 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow S g
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 35 0.0
2011 8,795 4.2 7,429 3.6 0.0
2012 8,865 4.3 5,662 2.7 0.0
2013 8,936 4.3 5,707 2.7 0.0
2014 9,008 43 5,753 2.8 0.0
2015 9,080 44 5,799 2.8 0.0
2016 9,153 44 5,845 2.8 0.0
2017 9,226 44 5,892 2.8 0.0
2018 9,300 45 5,939 2.9 0.0
2019 9,374 45 5,987 2.9 0.0
2020 9,449 45 6,035 29 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 48 6,432 31 0.0
2029 10,151 49 6,483 3.1 0.0
2030 10,233 49 6,535 3.1 0.0
2031 10,315 5.0 6,587 3.2 0.0
2032 10,397 5.0 6,640 3.2 0.0
2033 10,480 5.0 6,693 3.2 0.0
Source: District Court, IT Department Additional One-
Time Savings 0.0

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

(25 Years)

1 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow S
Processes ProCesses Processes ProCesses in Hiring
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 - - - — —
2009 - - — - -
2010 — - — - -
2011 - - - - —
2012 4,328 2.1 2,991 14 —
2013 4,363 2.1 3,015 14 0.0
2014 4,398 21 3,039 15 0.0
2015 4,433 2.1 3,063 15 0.0
2016 4,468 2.1 3,088 15 0.0
2017 4,504 2.2 3,113 15 0.0
2018 4,540 2.2 3,137 15 0.0
2019 4,576 2.2 3,163 15 0.0
2020 4,613 2.2 3,188 15 0.0
2021 4,650 2.2 3,213 15 0.0
2022 4,687 2.3 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 2.4 3,425 1.6 0.0
2030 4,995 2.4 3,452 17 0.0
2031 5,035 2.4 3,480 1.7 0.0
2032 5,076 2.4 3,508 17 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

1 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.

3 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 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow s
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

I:I 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.

“ 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 S6

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

Pre-Imaging ‘ _Post-Imaging
(If Legislative Changes Enacted) .
One-Time FTE
2 ) 2 ) Savings that
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow s
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)

I:I 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.

“ 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 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow s
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

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

(25 Years)

1 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.

“ 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow S 4
Processes ProCesses Processes ProCesses in Hiring
(Annual) (Annual)
2008 4,744 2.3 2,826 14 —
2009 4,797 2.3 2,857 14 0.0
2010 4,850 2.3 2,889 14 0.0
2011 4,904 24 2,920 14 0.0
2012 4,959 24 2,952 14 0.0
2013 5,014 2.4 2,985 14 0.0
2014 5,069 24 3,018 15 0.0
2015 5,125 25 3,051 15 0.0
2016 5,181 25 3,084 15 0.0
2017 5,238 25 3,118 15 0.0
2018 5,296 25 3,153 15 0.0
2019 5,354 2.6 3,187 15 0.0
2020 5413 2.6 3,222 15 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 17 0.0
2027 5,844 2.8 3,479 1.7 0.0
2028 5,908 2.8 3,517 17 0.0
2029 5,973 2.9 3,556 1.7 0.0
2030 6,039 2.9 3,595 17 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)

I:I 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
Yeart Rig%i:ﬂ';?etigs FTEs® Required Rig%i:ﬂ';:)elgs FTEs® Required Result from a
Workflow to Complete Workflow to Complete Postponement
Workflow Workflow s
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 11 1,111 0.5 0.0
2027 2,220 11 1,121 0.5 0.0
2028 2,240 11 1,131 0.5 0.0
2029 2,260 11 1,141 0.5 0.0
2030 2,280 11 1,152 0.6 0.0
2031 2,301 11 1,162 0.6 0.0
2032 2,321 11 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

I:I 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 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

Aaditiona

ateria age
ateria age AMmo 0

eqislative

Po aging aterial Saved
ange acted A q
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

AdO Oona

aléria age
ateria age A 0 O

egislative

Po aging aterial Saved
ange d ea A 5
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 02
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.

2 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

ateria age
aléeria age
eqislative
Po aging
ange acted
Type of Material

Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 1,512 227
File Folders 1,714 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 17,086 1,041

-1,285
-1,714
0 2
-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.

2 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)

ateria age
eqislative
Po aging
ange d ed
Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 22,931 5,921
File Folders 5,531 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 111,040 15,991

-17,010
-5,531
03
-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)

eqislative
PO i J ange acted
Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0
File Folders 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 5,127 0

Adaitiona
Amo 0
0

0

0

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)

egislative
Po aging nge Acted
Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages) 0 0
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0
File Folders 0 0
Storage (Number of Shelving Units) 0 0
Printer (Number of Pages) 14,143 0

o O o o

-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)

Additional
Amount of
Material Saved
(Annual)

Material Usage
(If Legislative

Changes Enacted)"

Material Usage

(Pre-Imaging)

Type of Material
Copier (Number of Pages)2 2,823 0 -2,823
Mail (Number of Documents) 0 0 02
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.

3 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 934 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

5 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

Aaditiona

ateria age
ateria age AMmo 0

eqislative

Po aging aterial Saved
ange acted A q
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 02
Printer (Number of Pages) 13,316 9,346 -3,970

Source: Probate Court, IT Department

1 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 T5

Additional Amount of Material Saved
Prosecutor's Office

Aaditiona

ateria age
ateria age AMmo 0

eqislative

Po aging aterial Saved
ange acted A q
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

Aaditiona

ateria age
ateria age AMmo 0

eqislative

Po aging aterial Saved
ange acted A q
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

1 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’ 2 0 0 0 0

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1 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.

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

3 Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions

District Court (Holland)

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) 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.

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

3 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.



Attachment U2

Computer Equipment Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
District Court (Hudsonville)

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11
(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) 1) (8
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.
2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

3 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 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) (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.
2 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.

* Computer hardware is replaced on a five year schedule.



Attachment U3

Computer Equipment 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) (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.
2 The 5-year equipment savings that are reflected in this table will be replicated every five years going forward.

3 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 Year 10 Year 11 Year 13
(FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019) (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 (€H)] (¢H)] (¢H)] (€H)]
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 Sheriff's Office in 2017. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
2 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.



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 Hiring®

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 (10)* (L0) (L0)
2024 1.0)? (L0) 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 (2.0)° (2.0) (1.0)
2030 (2.0)° (2.0) 0.0
2031 (2.0)° (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.
2 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

. Recommended Position Reduction
Reduction

in FTEs"

Circuit Court - Trial Court — —

County Clerk - Circuit Court Records 20FTE Case Records Processor |
County Clerk - Family Division Records - —

District Court (Grand Haven) - -

District Court (Holland) 0.5FTE Deputy Court Clerk |
District Court (Hudsonville) 0.7 FTE Deputy Court Clerk |
District Court Probation (Grand Haven) — —

District Court Probation (Holland) - -

District Court Probation (Hudsonville) — —

Friend of the Court - -

Probate Court 0.4 FTE Microfilmer/Imager
Prosecutor's Office 0.5 FTE Legal Assistant I1
Sheriff's Office 0.5FTE Records Processing Clerk |

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

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po a0 Q €9 @ € aleria
ange da ed 0 a 0

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)? 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°3
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.003
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)*

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

Annual Cost to Print Documents $123.96 $61.98 ($61.98)
Total $821.23 $41061 | ($410.61)

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

1 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

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po aging CYISTALIVE ateris
ange a ed 0 d 0

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)1

Number of Pages Copied (Annually)? 115,788 0 -

Annual Cost to Copy Documents $4,807.98 $0.00 ($4,807.98)
Mailing Cost (Envelope and Postage)®

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)™ 154,027 11,580 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $13,464.73 $1,012.30 ($12,452.43)
Total | $71542.69 $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).

4 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.

10 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

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po aging CYISTALIVE ateris
ange a ed 0 d 0

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)? 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 8
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)’

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)® 17,086 1,041 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,493.62 $91.00 ($1,402.62)
Total | $5,458.56 $202.62 | ($5,255.94)

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

1 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 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. Itisassumed 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).

“ 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.

6 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).

" 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)

ateria 0 Additiona
..' eria a 0 a eq a e ateria
ange d ed 0 da d

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)® 22,931 5921 -

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 8
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)® 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

1 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. Itisassumed 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.

6 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.

" 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)

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po a0 Q €0 @ € ateria
ange a ed 0 d 0

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 2
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.003
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)*

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.

% 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)

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po a0 Q €0 @ € ateria
ange a ed 0 d 0

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 2
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.003
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)*

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.

% 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)

a 0 ateria O AdO ona
. AQiNG egislative ateria
ange a ed 0 d 0

Copying Cost (Paper and Toner)1

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 2
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 8
Off-Site Storage Cost

Annual Cost of Off-Site Storage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 7
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®

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.

® Based on a total of 934 annual cases that were created pre-imaging.

5 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.

" 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.

9 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

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po A q eqd a e ateria
ange da ed 0 a 0

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)? 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 8
Microfilm Cost

Annual Cost of Processing Microfilm’ $267.00 $0.00 ($267.00)
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)®

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)® 13,316 9,346 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $1,164.06 $817.01 ($347.05)
Total | $6,345.04 | $3315.47 | ($3,029.57)

Source: Probate Court, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

1 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.

® 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

N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
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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 4
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)’ 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).

® 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.

" 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
N 5 ateria 0 Aaditiona
Po aging CYISTALIVE ateris
ange a ed 0 d 0

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)? 1,725 863 -

Annual Cost to Mail Documents $1,489.11 $744.99 ($744.12)
File Folder Cost (Folder and Case Number Label)’

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 8
Printing Cost (Paper and Toner)’

Number of Pages Printed (Annually)® 60,653 11,374 -

Annual Cost to Print Documents $5,302.16 $994.29 ($4,307.87)
Total | $33588.79 $1,739.28  ($31,849.51)

Source: Sheriff's Office, IT Department, Fiscal Services Department

1 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).

2 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 isassumed that, if legislative changes are enacted, all case documents that are distributed to attorneys will be done so electronically.

® After inflation, the average cost of a Sheriff's Office file folder in 2012 is $1.486109.
“ 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.

" 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 ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62) ($62)
Computer Hardware
Number of Computer Hardware Saved’ 2 0 0 0 0
Cost-Savings from Reduction in Computer Hardware' ($2,574) $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost-Savings®  ($2636) ($62) ($62) | ($62) ($62)

Source: Planning and Performance Improvement and IT Department

1 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.

2 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.

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’ @ @ @ N @
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® . ($1318) ($31) ($31) | ($31) ($31)

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.
2 Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

3 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 Y2

Computer Equipment Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
District Court (Hudsonville)

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11
(FY 2016) (FY 2017) (FY 2018) (FY 2019)

Annual Savings from Staff Reductions (FTE) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7) 0.7)
Lotus Notes License

Number of Licenses Saved’ @ @ @ N @

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® . ($1318) ($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.
2 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’ @ @ @ @ @
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® . ($1318) ($31) ($31) | ($31) ($31)

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.
2 Staff reductions equate to 0.4 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.4 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

3 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 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’ @ @ @ N @
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® . ($1318) ($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.
2 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’ @ @ @ @ @
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) ($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 Sheriff's Office in 2017. As a result, an annual savings of 0.5 FTE will be realized each subsequent year.
2 Staff reductions equate to 0.5 FTE; however it is assumed that the 0.5 FTE would require a Lotus Notes License each year.

3 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 Z1

Labor Savings Based on Nationally Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums by 2020

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Additional
Annual Average
Cost-Savings®

25-Year Total
Additional
Cost-Savings!

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment el DR

County Clerk - Vital Records

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
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 ($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 Z2

Labor Savings Based on County Projected Increases in Health Insurance Premiums (3-Year Average)

Table 1

Cost-Savings from Additional Staff Reductions
Additional
Annual Average
Cost-Savings®

25-Year Total
Additional
Cost-Savings!

Circuit Court - Juvenile Services

Circuit Court - Juvenile Treatment el DR

County Clerk - Vital Records

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) ($204,187)
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
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 ($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
o | can be better informed as to the status of a case file at the time orders are presented to me for signature
e | spend less time searching for information for attorneys/public
e Itis no longer necessary (on 2006 files forward, anyway) to go to Circuit Court Records to obtain
the hard-copy file

District Court (Grand Haven)
¢ | am able to assist more at the counter on a daily basis and help with filing

Friend of the Court

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, | 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

o | spend less time signing documents, which leaves me more time for other responsibilities

Prosecutor’s Office
o 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
¢ | 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 | 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

Page 1 of 9



Attachment AA

Open-Ended Survey Responses

Answer: No

Circuit Court - Trial Court
e The ECM system is only as good as the system "inputers.” | 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 As | am involved in the development of our department's ECM system, | 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

¢ | think once all the departments are on board it will be more time efficient. Also, once we get rid of
paper files | think there will definitely be time for other things

o It has saved me time in some areas but now I have to spend time scanning and indexing. 1I’m
doing duplicate work

o As of now, because the system is so new, we are still creating paper files. | think once the system
is utilized as it should (paperless), it will help us save substantial time

o Possibly will in the future, but we are doing both imaging AND paper file maintenance

o 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
o | 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

¢ Itis 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 Itis 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)
o Itis much easier and eliminates the need for all the paperwork and files cluttering your desk.
Also, there is less physical filing
e Even though | do not save time using the ECM system, | realize it does save the court time overall
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

District Court Probation (Grand Haven)
e 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)

e 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

e Working with probationers and people on bond, it has been a big help in finding documents. It
is great

e Although I am not opposed to imaging, it currently seems like double work as not everyone
is online

Friend of the Court

o Easier to locate files/documents

o 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

¢ | am much more productive and efficient using the ECM system

e 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

e Much more efficient on imaging, everything at your fingertips

Probate Court
e 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

o It is much easier to locate information in on-base [ECM system] rather than pulling the file. Itis
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

o Itis 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

o 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

o | like the ECM system, but aspects of my job still require use of hard-copy documents

¢ | 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
e Are you kidding? Who wouldn't want to use the new system? Everything is right there in front of you
e Imaging has made the Sheriff's office so much more efficient
e Much quicker
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Open-Ended Survey Responses

¢ It 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

o It helps that once a document is in the system, everyone has access to it at the same time

o It does work more efficiently, however you lose that personal contact between departments when
an issue or item needs further explanation....

o | 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
¢ 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)
e 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 Itis 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 | have to continuously flip back and forth from on-base
[ECM system] to MICSES to update the information

Sheriff’s Office
o 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
¢ | think that it is beneficial to use both systems together. | would not want to choose
o 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)

o 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

o 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 | change the document until it is ready to sign. Parties have
to wait for their copy

Better in house training is needed

o 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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o |tis 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

o Itis 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

o It'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

o 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

o [Takes more time with ECM to] Change a client's name, address...etc. from incoming mail

o Some difficulty allowing the public access to imaged files

Probate Court

e When orders and petitions are sent to me for signature, | have to sign them as is or send them
back. | 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

¢ Everything can always be improved upon

e 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

o 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

o There have been a lot of glitches - | 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

e There are still areas of our program that need to be addressed. Also, getting all the courts on
board would be greatly beneficial

o 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

¢ Regarding the victim notes. | should be able to go back and change or fix my notes

o 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

o More departments on board for improved flow of communication/use. Difficult when certain
departments refuse to utilize the technology available

o 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

o | 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

o | just think we need to get moving with the other departments. Most of the bugs are worked out. But
as in anything | think there is always room for improvement. The sooner we go paperless the better
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o | 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

¢ Not sure how but with anything....there is always room for improvement

o Not entirely sure how, but there is always room for improvement

e Just fine tuning things

o |If 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

o If we could get it into the jail to handle all inmate files it would make the jail a ot more
efficient!!! It would also speed up looking for an inmate file

e As with anything electronic - newer, quicker, and more efficient ways to operate this system are
going to be coming in the future. | love it the way it is now - but know that it will only get better
as time goes on

e Always room for improvement, give me some time to work with it and see what improvements
need to be done

o 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)
¢ Right now it is a big help. However, | 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. | am very happy with his ability to tweak
the system

Sheriff’s Office
o 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
o | 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
¢ |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? | am as careful as I can possibly be.
However, being human beings once in awhile "typos", for example, will occur
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o | 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

e Double/triple work load for imaging

District Court Probation (Holland)

¢ | would suggest that departments that do not get on board 100% with imaging have every request
for additional resources denied

Friend of the Court

e 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

¢ | wish such County departments as Fiscal Services were on imaging. | 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™

o 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
o 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
¢ Real time savings will come in the future when we can reduce/eliminate the paper system we also
have to maintain

Prosecutor’s Office

o 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

o | 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, | 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. | do not feel confident enough in it, though, to eliminate our
hard-copy files. | don't know if | ever will

Additional clerical time is still required to scan and index incoming documents

e The savings I've noted are for the support staff | supervise. As an administrator | 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. | have heard and been told of its positive uses

Most of the problems that | 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

o 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 | 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 11 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.

I 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
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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. Engie, JD
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