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Executive Summary 

The Administrative Office of the Courts submits the following to the Judicial Council for its 

consideration: (1) Recommendations and options on two courts’ applications for supplemental 

funding related to unanticipated expenses. The amount remaining in the 2 percent state-level 

reserve set-aside in the Trial Court Trust Fund for fiscal year 2012–2013 is $27.7 million. By 

statute, the Judicial Council after October 31 and before March 15 of each fiscal year may 

distribute the remaining funds if there has been a request from any trial courts for unforeseen 

emergencies or unanticipated expenses for existing programs. (2) Allocations to all courts, to be 

distributed after March 15, of a proportionate share of any unexpended funds from the 2 percent 

state-level reserve. 
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Recommendation 1 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) suggests that the Judicial Council consider the 

following options for the supplemental funding request in the amount of $2.11 million from the 

Superior Court of Kings County: 

 

Option 1:  Deny the court’s request 

Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Kings County court.  

 

Option 2:  Grant the court’s request 

Allocate to the court up to $2.11 million and consider making the distribution of funding 

contingent upon one or more of the following terms and conditions (or on other terms as the 

council determines): 

 

a. The court will use its best efforts to spread the cost of the project over the full five-year 

period so as to minimize each year’s distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 

percent state-level reserve.   

 

b. The court is allocated $733,000 from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level 

reserve for fiscal year (FY) 2012–2013. Any unused distribution amount from the 2 

percent state-level reserve in FY 2012–2013 should be used in FY 2013–2014. 

 

c. The funds will be distributed upon the submission of invoices for products and services 

necessary to acquire and deploy the court’s case management system.   

 

d. Any allocations for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 would come from that year’s 

Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level reserve. 

 

e. In order to receive a distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level 

reserve for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 for the project, the court must provide a 

projection of all project costs, and detailed financial information demonstrating why it is 

unable to address those costs within existing resources, to the Judicial Council by no later 

than November 1 of each year. 

 

f. The Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs (including 

invoices) submitted and the payments made to assure that the distributions are 

appropriate. 
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g. The court will provide the Administrative Director of the Courts with access to all 

records necessary to evaluate and monitor the project and will cooperate fully with the 

efforts of the Trial Court Liaison Office to do so. 

 

Recommendation 2 

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council consider the following options for the supplemental 

funding request in the amount of $628,000 from the Superior Court of San Joaquin County: 

 

Option 1:  Deny the court’s request 

Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the San Joaquin County court. This option 

assumes the court will receive funding from the unexpended 2 percent state-level reserve of 

$419,000 and the FY 2012–2013 trial court benefits allocation of $571,000 (totaling $990,000), 

which would eliminate the $628,000 budget shortfall in the current fiscal year. 

 

Option 2:  Partially fund the court’s request 

Allocate partial funding of the court’s request as a one-time supplemental funding distribution if 

the total received by the court in Option 1—the unexpended 2 percent state-level reserve and 

trial court benefit allocation—is less than the $628,000 budget shortfall the court is estimating in 

the current fiscal year. 

 

Option 3:  Grant the court’s request 

Allocate a one-time supplemental funding distribution of $628,000, the amount that the San 

Joaquin County court is requesting.  

 

 

Recommendation 3 

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council consider making any allocation of funding 

contingent upon one or more of the following terms and conditions (or on other terms as the 

council determines): 

 

a. Any court that receives supplemental funding must submit a written report on the use of the 

funding it received and on its fiscal situation as of June 30, 2013, to the Judicial Council by 

no later than August 1, 2013.   

 

b. In addition to any amount the council distributes at this time, it may allocate more funding to 

the same court after October 31 and before March 15 of the fiscal year for unforeseen 

emergencies or unanticipated expenses for existing programs.  

 

c. The supplemental funding for urgent needs received by the court must be used for the 

purposes addressed in the application, including keeping open a sufficient number of 
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courtrooms and providing other necessary services during FY 2012–2013 to meet the court’s 

obligation to adjudicate all matters, both civil and criminal, that come before the court. 

 

d. The Judicial Council may allocate any or all funding to the court in the form of a loan.  

 

 

Recommendation 4 

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council allocate a proportionate share of any unexpended 

funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve to be distributed after March 15, 2013, to all trial 

courts.  

 

Previous Council Action 

Supplemental funding process and criteria 

On June 27, 2012, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill 1021, which repealed the provisions 

in Government Code section 77209 related to urgent needs funding from the Trial Court 

Improvement Fund (TCIF) and added Government Code section 68502.5, which requires that the 

Judicial Council set aside as a reserve an amount equal to 2 percent of the Trial Court Trust Fund 

(TCTF) appropriation in Program 45.10. In response to this new statute, the council, at its 

August 31, 2012 meeting, approved the policy with regard to the process, criteria, and required 

information for requesting supplemental funding from the reserve. This process modified what 

was approved by the Judicial Council at its October 28, 2011 meeting as it related to requests for 

supplemental funding for urgent needs from the TCIF.  (See Attachment A: Judicial Council–

Approved Process for Supplemental Funding) 

 

The council considered supplemental funding requests for unavoidable funding shortfalls 

submitted by trial courts as required by statute (Gov. Code, § 68502.5) at its October 26, 2012 

business meeting. Courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount 

the court contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. Two courts—the Superior Courts 

of Kings and San Joaquin Counties—met the council-approved criterion of projecting a negative 

fund balance for the current fiscal year and each court’s request was considered separately by the 

council. Under the council policy, courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up 

to the amount the court contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. Therefore, the 

council could only approve a one-time amount of $94,000 for the Kings County court even 

though the court had requested $2.29 million, and only $442,000 for the San Joaquin County 

court, which had requested $2.21 million. 

 

The Kings County court was facing a current year estimated negative ending fund balance of 

$2.29 million, which comprised a budget shortfall of $143,000 and an expenditure of $2.152 

million for a soon-to-be unsupported, antiquated county case management system. The presiding 

judge of the Kings County court presented the court’s request to the Judicial Council at its 
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October 26, 2012 business meeting. The Judicial Council approved allocating a one-time 

supplemental funding distribution of $94,000, the amount that the court contributed to the 2 

percent reserve in FY 2012–2013, on two conditions: 

 

a. The court must submit a written report on the use of the funding received and its 

    fiscal situation as of June 30, 2013, to the Judicial Council by no later than 

    August 1, 2013; and 

 

b. The supplemental funding for urgent needs received by the court must be used for the 

    purposes addressed in the court’s application, including keeping open a 

     sufficient number of courtrooms, and providing other necessary services during 

     FY 2012–2013 to meet the court’s obligation to adjudicate all matters, both civil 

     and criminal, that come before the court. 

 

The San Joaquin County court’s supplemental funding request for $2.21 million was for a budget 

shortfall of $1.70 million and included an additional $506,000 to rehire employees and end 

furloughs. The San Joaquin County court’s presiding judge and executive officer presented the 

court’s request to the Judicial Council at its October 26, 2012 business meeting. The Judicial 

Council voted, in a vote of 13 to 4, to defer the decision on allocating any one-time supplemental 

funding distribution until the court reports to the council on the use of the $916,000 from the 

Trial Court Improvement Fund that the council approved as a five-year interest-free loan to the 

court on December 16, 2011, in response to the court’s emergency funding request. 

 

Recommendation 1:  Superior Court of Kings County 

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council consider the following options for the supplemental 

funding request in the amount of $2.11 million from the Superior Court of Kings County: 

 

 Option 1:  Deny the court’s request 

 Option 2:  Grant the court’s request 

 

Rationale for Recommendation 1 

Judicial Council criteria for eligibility for supplemental funding 

Under the policy adopted by the Judicial Council, the main criterion for determining whether a 

court may receive supplemental funding related to an urgent need is that the court is projecting a 

current year negative fund balance. The Kings County court is projecting a $1.969 million 

(General Fund) negative fund balance for FY 2012–2013, and therefore submitted an application 

requesting supplemental funding on January 18, 2013. The court was projecting a funding 

shortfall of $2.29 million earlier in the fiscal year and submitted an application on September 27, 

2012. However, under the criteria adopted by the Judicial Council, the council can only allocate 
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to a court submitting on or before October 1 no more than the amount that court had contributed 

to the 2 percent reserve. The court’s contribution to the 2 percent reserve for FY 2012–2013 was 

$94,000. Thus, although the court requested $2.29 million, under its current policy the council 

could only approve for distribution to the court no more than $94,000 at the October 26, 2012 

business meeting. Under the council’s current policy, the court may request additional funding 

for unforeseen emergencies or unanticipated expenses for existing programs after October 31. 

The council may allocate funding in response to such a request after October 31 and prior to 

March 15 of the fiscal year without taking into consideration the court’s contribution to the 2 

percent reserve limit. Therefore, the court is now requesting a total amount of $2.11 million
1
 for 

an unanticipated expense to be considered at the February 26, 2013 Judicial Council meeting. 

(See Attachments B-1 and B-2 for the application submitted by the Kings County court.) 

 

Overview of the court’s application for supplemental funding 

AOC staff reviewed the completed application submitted by the Kings County court on January 

30, 2013, which contained all of the required information. The application identifies the 

consequences to the public, access to justice, and court operations of not receiving urgent needs 

monies. In order to mitigate a deficit for FY 2012–2013, the court has already laid off 3 

employees; imposed 27 unpaid furlough days on all subordinate judicial officers, management, 

and staff personnel; and directed the court executive officer (CEO) and assistant court executive 

officer (ACEO) to participate in a “job-sharing” program for 40 days each. The court has also 

reduced business hours at all locations and permanently closed the Lemoore Courthouse, 

effective September 11, 2012. In addition to measures already taken in FY 2012–2013 that have 

limited access to justice, in FY 2013–2014, the court will implement measures, including laying 

off 5 to 10 more employees, maintaining the 27 furlough days’ requirement, continuing the 

reduced counter hours at all locations, increasing the number of CEO/ACEO job-sharing days, 

and possibly closing the remaining outlying court facilities to avoid a negative ending fund 

balance. 

 

The Kings County court’s current year estimated negative ending fund balance of $1.969 million 

is a result of an unanticipated expenditure of $2.11 million in the current fiscal year to replace a 

soon-to-be-unsupported, antiquated county CMS. The cost for the county CMS will increase in 

cost from $284,000 in FY 2012–2013 to $586,000 in FY 2014–2015, which includes mainframe 

costs for routine operation and maintenance and COBOL programming costs. If the new CMS 

expenditure of $2.11 million is excluded, the court’s budget shortfall has decreased from a 

negative fund balance of $143,000 to a positive fund balance of $142,000 from the time of the 

council’s October meeting. This change from a negative fund balance to a current positive fund 

balance of $142,000 is composed of: (1) an approved Judicial Council allocation of $94,000 

from the 2 percent reserve; (2) a $60,000 reimbursement from the county for a traffic collection 

                                                 
1
 The court’s original request, in October 2012, included $2.23 million for a case management system. In the court’s current 

request the case management cost is now $2.11 million.  
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clerk (1.5 full-time equivalent) to keep the Avenal court facility open for preceedings one day 

every other week; and (3) the suspension of Phoenix financial services costs of $43,000 in FY 

2012–2013, approved by the Judicial Council at its business meeting on January 17, 2013; and 

(4) unanticipated salary savings.  

 

The Kings County court’s application indicates there is a five-year payment plan option for 

implementation of a new CMS, in which the costs would be extended over that period. The 

concern with this approach is that under Government Code section 68502.5, subparagraph (B), 

and the current Judicial Council policy, urgent needs funding is only to be used for one-time 

unavoidable budget shortfalls, unforeseen emergencies, or unanticipated expenses and cannot be 

allocated on an ongoing basis. Additionally, under the current Judicial Council policy, a 

proportionate share of any unexpended funds from the 2 percent reserve is allocated to all trial 

courts after March 15, using courts’ current year Trial Court Trust Fund and General Fund base 

allocation. Thus, the 2 percent reserve is fully allocated by the end of each fiscal year and no 

unexpended monies can be rolled over to fund ongoing urgent needs requests in a subsequent 

year. A court, though, may apply in a subsequent year if there is “a clear and convincing 

showing” for supplemental funding. The other concern is if the Judicial Council approved a lump 

sum amount of $2.11 million, the court may not be able to expend the funding in time to meet 

the 1 percent fund balance statute requirement beginning July 1, 2014, under Government Code 

section 77203. 

 

AOC staff reviewed the Kings County court’s revenue and expenditure assumptions and related 

information provided in their application and concurs with the court’s estimate of its negative 

fund balance. AOC staff have also reviewed the court’s projections for fiscal years 2012–2013, 

2013–2014, and 2014–2015, and with the exception of their inclusion of expenditures for a new 

CMS for which they currently have no funding, the projections are reasonable.  

 

Discussion of options 

 

Option 1:  Deny the court’s request. Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the 

Kings County court.  

 

The Kings County court indicates that this option would give the court no alternative but to 

continue on the antiquated county-developed mainframe CMS for traffic and criminal, as well as 

the currently installed ACS system which, by 2014, will no longer be supported by the county. 

The amount the county will charge the court to host the CMS on the county mainframe will 

increase from $255,000 in FY 2012–2013 to an estimated $430,000 per year by FY 2014–2015, 

because the court will be the only remaining entity on the system. In addition, because the 

primary county COBOL programming resource retired in January 2012, the court will need to 

provide and pay for all required system modifications to the CMS to ensure compliance with 

new statutes impacting the collection and proper distribution of fees and fines. The county has 
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agreed to contract on an as-needed and as-available basis with the retired resource. However, 

reliance upon a part-time resource provides the court with very limited services and has placed 

the court in an untenable position of being unable to make changes to the mainframe to conform 

to legislative and statutory changes as well as being unable to produce statistical and ad hoc 

reports in a timely manner.   

 

The court could continue to use their existing CMS systems and processes and would not incur 

the cost of deploying a new case management system. However, the amount the county will 

charge the court to host the CMS on the county mainframe and to program all required CMS 

modifications to ensure compliance with new statutes impacting the collection and proper 

distribution of fees and fines is estimated to increase from $284,000 ($255,000 for routine 

operations and maintenance and $29,000 in COBOL programming costs) in FY 2012–2013, to 

an estimated $586,000 by FY 2014–2015 ($430,000 for routine operations and maintenance and 

$156,000 in COBOL programming costs). Additionally, the court would continue to incur the 

cost of $63,000 per year for their ACS “Contexte” civil case management system. Table A below 

demonstrates that the costs of supporting and programming the county CMS are projected to 

total $586,000 in fiscal year 2014–2015 and will cause a significant financial burden for the 

Kings County court even with all the additional cost-savings measures the court is proposing to 

implement in FY 2013–2014. 

 

 

Table A: Projected Fund Condition Statement for the Kings County Court for Option 1 

(Deny Funding) 

 

 
FY 2012–2013 FY 2013–2014 FY 2014–2015 

   Beginning Fund Balance 1,247,252  141,151  (92,438) 

  Trial Court Revenue Sources 5,600,898  5,624,910  5,624,910  

  Trial Court Reimbursements 1,710,010  1,650,010  1,650,010  

  Prior Year Revenue 456,276  456,276  456,276  

Total Financing Sources 9,014,436  7,872,347  7,638,758  

  Personal Services 5,876,344  4,896,344  4,764,344  

  Operating Expenses and Equipment  2,954,091  3,025,591  3,200,591  

  Special Items of Expense 42,850  42,850  42,850  

  Prior Year Expense Adjustments       

Total Expenses*  8,873,285  7,964,785  8,007,785  

        

Court Projected Ending Fund Balance (Remain on County CMS) 141,151  (92,438) (369,027) 

Estimated Allocation from Unexpended 2% State Level Reserve 88,914  88,914  88,914  

Adjusted Projected Ending Fund Balance  

(Remain on County CMS) 230,065  (3,524) (280,113) 

     *Expenditures exclude $2.11 million for a new CMS in FY 2012–2013. 
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Option 2:  Grant the court’s request. Allocate to the court up to $2.11 million and consider 

making the distribution of funding contingent upon one or more of the following terms and 

conditions (or on other terms as the council determines): 

 

a. The court will use its best efforts to spread the cost of the project over the full five-year 

period so as to minimize each year’s distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 

percent state-level reserve.  

 

b. The court is allocated $733,000 from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level 

reserve for FY 2012–2013.  Any unused distribution amount from the 2 percent state-

level reserve in FY 2012–2013 should be used in FY 2013–2014. 

 

c. The funds will be distributed upon the submission of invoices for products and services 

necessary to acquire and deploy the court’s case management system. 

 

d. Any allocations for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 would come from that year’s 

Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level reserve. 

 

e. In order to receive a distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level 

reserve for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 for the project, the court must provide a 

projection of all project costs, and detailed financial information demonstrating why it is 

unable to address those costs within existing resources, to the Judicial Council by no later 

than November 1 of each year. 

 

f. The Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs (including 

invoices) submitted and the payments made to assure that the distributions are 

appropriate. 

 

g. The court will provide the Administrative Director of the Courts with access to all 

records necessary to evaluate and monitor the project and will co-operate fully with 

efforts of the Trial Court Liaison Office to do so. 

 

The Judicial Council Technology Committee (JCTC) recommends that the Judicial Council 

approve Option 2.   

 

Option 2 provides for the allocation of up to $2.11 million over a five-year period from the 2 

percent state-level reserve in the Trial Court Trust Fund to the Kings County court to assist with 

deployment of the vendor-hosted Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” case management system. The 

approval of up to $2.11 million to implement the “Odyssey” case management system will 

provide the Kings County court with a single case management system for all case types. The 



 

 10 

first-year costs, in FY 2012–2013, are estimated to be $733,000. Subsequent fiscal year funding 

would be allocated from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level reserve pending the 

submission of projections of all project costs and detailed financial information demonstrating 

why the court is unable to address those costs within existing resources. This information would 

need to the submitted to the Judicial Council no later than November 1of each year. The yearly 

allocation for the Kings County court would be considered at the Judicial Council’s December 

business meeting. The funds would be distributed upon the submission of invoices for product 

and services necessary to acquire and deploy the court’s case management system. Additionally, 

the Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs (including invoices) 

submitted and the payments made to assure that the distributions are appropriate.   

 

By deploying the “Odyssey” CMS, the court is provided with a long-term solution of a modern 

case management system, integrated across all case types, that includes features such as an 

integrated e-filing system and a document management system, which the Kings County court 

believes can be fully deployed within 13 to 18 months. The five-year cost projection of $2.11 

million had the lowest five-year cost projection of all options considered by the court. The Tyler 

Technologies vendor has offered the Kings County court a five-year structured payment plan 

(with the actual terms and conditions to be finalized as part of contract negotiations) and was the 

only vendor who offered a vendor-hosted solution that provides the court with cost savings from 

both a hardware and staffing perspective. There are some concerns since Tyler Technologies 

does not currently have the “Odyssey” system installed in a California trial court although there 

is a deployment currently under way in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County. However, 

this will be the first time that a vendor-hosted case management system solution has been 

deployed in a California trial court. As such, there may be additional challenges encountered 

such as complying with DMV and DOJ interface requirements.  Table B on the following page 

demonstrates the Kings County court costs and savings from replacement of the county CMS 

from FY 2012–2013 to FY 2016–2017 with Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” CMS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 11 

Table B: Projected Costs and Savings for the Kings County Court for Option 2 

(Allocating up to $2.11 Million Over 5 Years) 

 

  2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 

Total Costs 

Over 5 years 

CMS Vendor Costs             

One-time Implementation Costs 181,500          181,500  

Annual License and Maintenance  250,000  257,500  265,225  273,182  281,377  1,327,284  

Subtotal CMS Vendor Cost 431,500  257,500  265,225  273,182  281,377  1,508,784  

              

Court CMS Costs             

Project Manager (Temp)  47,414  41,488        88,902  

Court Integration Technician (Temp) 47,414  41,488        88,902  

COBOL Programmer 73,500          73,500  

Infrastructure/Ti Installation  10,000          10,000  

Annual T1 Costs - 5 years (DMV & Court) 29,838  29,838  29,838  29,838  29,838  149,190  

Hardware Scanners 22,500          22,500  

Server Hardware                                   -    

Travel 29,333  25,667        55,000  

Unfunded CMS Costs 41,249  72,074        113,323  

Subtotal Court CMS Costs 301,248  210,555  29,838  29,838  29,838  601,317  

Total Costs Per Year 732,748  468,055  295,063  303,020  311,215  2,110,101  

CMS Savings versus remaining with County      146,500  586,000  586,000  1,318,500  

Net Savings Over 5 Years  (732,748) (468,055) (148,563) 282,980  274,785  (791,601) 

*Costs for the county CMS include COBOL programming costs to the court. Costs are based on court’s timeline of complete 

transition off county CMS  by March 2015. 

 

Recommendation 2:  Superior Court of San Joaquin County 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) suggests that the Judicial Council consider the 

following options for the supplemental funding request in the amount of $628,000 from the 

Superior Court of San Joaquin County: 

 

 Option 1:  Deny the court’s request 

 Option 2:  Partially Fund the Court’s Request 

 Option 3:  Grant the Court’s Request 

 

Rationale for Recommendation 2 

Judicial Council criteria for eligibility for supplemental funding 

Under the policy adopted by the Judicial Council, the main criterion for determining whether a 

court may receive supplemental funding related to an urgent need is that the court is projecting a 

current year negative fund balance. The San Joaquin County court is projecting a $628,0002
 

(General Fund) negative fund balance for FY 2012–2013, and therefore submitted a completed 

                                                 
2
 The court estimates a net negative fund balance of $433,000 for all funds as of December 31, 2012. In addition to this amount, 

$194,000 is statutorily restricted and is unavailable for use in offsetting the court’s operational shortfall. 
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application requesting supplemental funding on February 7, 2013, for unanticipated 

expenditures. The court was projecting a funding shortfall of $1.70 million3 in the current fiscal 

year and submitted an application on October 1, 2012. However, under the criteria adopted by 

the Judicial Council, the council can only allocate to a court submitting on or before October 1 

no more than the amount that court contributed to the 2 percent reserve. The court’s contribution 

to the 2 percent reserve for FY 2012–2013 was $442,000. Thus, although the court requested 

$2.21 million, under its current policy the council could only approve for distribution to the court 

at the October 26, 2012 business meeting no more than $442,000. Under the council’s current 

policy, the court may request additional funding for unforeseen emergencies or unanticipated 

expenses for existing programs after October 31. The council may allocate funding in response 

to such a request after October 31 and prior to March 15 of the fiscal year without taking into 

consideration the court’s contribution to the 2 percent reserve limit. Therefore, the San Joaquin 

County court is now requesting a total amount of $628,000 for unanticipated expenditures to be 

considered at the February 26, 2013 Judicial Council meeting. (See Attachments C-1 through C-

3 for the application submitted by the San Joaquin County court.) 

 

Overview of court’s application for supplemental funding 

AOC staff reviewed the completed application submitted by the San Joaquin County court on 

February 7. The court’s application identifies the consequences to the public, access to justice, 

and court operations of not receiving urgent needs monies. Some of the major cost-savings 

measures the court has implemented to mitigate a deficit for FY 2012–2013 include: laying off 

13 employees (August 1, 2012); imposing 12 days of mandatory furlough for all unrepresented 

employees (July 1, 2012); no longer setting hearings on new small claims filings (September 1, 

2012); and no longer providing court reporters in all five civil courtrooms. In addition to 

measures already taken in FY 2012–2013, in the prior year the court closed one courtroom in a 

full-service two-courtroom courthouse in Lodi, closed a full-service two courtroom courthouse in 

Tracy, and laid off 42 staff. If funding is not received for the court’s budget shortfall, the court 

will take additional measures, including laying off employees, which the court indicates “will 

have a direct impact in all case types for the citizens of San Joaquin County.” 

 

The San Joaquin County court’s urgent need request would eliminate a budget shortfall of 

$628,000 and allow the court to fully resume the processing of small claims. The court estimates 

the current fiscal year negative fund balance to be $628,000 but does not include the allocations 

of unexpended funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve and the FY 2012–2013 trial court 

benefits also to be considered at the Judicial Council meeting on February 26. If both allocations 

being considered are approved at the council’s February 26 business meeting, the court would no 

longer face a budget shortfall for FY 2012–2013. The court has been informed of these 

                                                 
3
 At the Judicial Council meeting on October 26, 2012, the court estimated a net negative fund balance of $1.512 million for all 

funds; in addition to this amount, $194,000 was statutorily restricted and unavailable for use in offsetting the court’s operational 

shortfall. 
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allocations; however, since the FY 2012–2013 benefits funding is currently still in the midst of a 

30-day review by the Legislature, the court has decided to continue to pursue urgent needs 

funding.  

 

The San Joaquin County court also points out in its application that the Judicial Council at its 

December 13, 2011 meeting, approved an allocation to the court of $2.0 million from the Trial 

Court Improvement Fund’s “urgent needs” reserve—$1.084 million that was not subject to 

repayment and $916,000 in the form of a five-year interest-free loan. The court expended $1.084 

million in the prior year to address those budget reductions but currently still has the $916,000 

loan amount remaining and identified as a liability in its balance sheet. As stated previously, this 

is a future liability for the San Joaquin County court and is not reflected in the court’s fund 

balance. At the Judicial Council’s meeting on October 26, 2012, in which the prior request of 

$2.21 million for urgent needs was being considered, the council directed the court to use the 

loan to implement the Court Assistance Review Team (C.A.R.T.) recommendations.
4
 One of the 

C.A.R.T. recommendations did identify that the court would eventually need to transition off of 

the county’s CMS mainframe to a new CMS. The court has since decided to apply the loan funds 

toward a purchase of a new CMS for criminal, traffic, and juvenile dependency case processing. 

Through the statewide CMS Request For Proposal (RFP) process, the court has been informed 

that the cost for a new CMS could range between $1 million to $2.6 million. However, until the 

statewide Master Service Agreement process has been completed, the court is unable to select a 

vendor and fully identify both the costs and savings. By transitioning off the current county 

CMS, the court estimates the costs savings to be around $1 million a year. The court indicates in 

its application that although there is an ongoing need for funding, there are no more reductions 

that the court can entertain in this fiscal year. The court’s shortfall estimate has decreased from a 

negative fund balance of $1.70 million in October 2012 to $628,000 as of December 31, 2012, 

from unanticipated cost savings at the time of the council’s October meeting. This change in the 

negative fund balance amount comprises employee retirements, the suspension of Phoenix 

financial services costs in FY 2012–2013 (approved by the Judicial Council at its business 

meeting on January 17, 2013), reduced county CMS expenditures, and the negotiation of 

furloughs for represented employees. However even with these savings and if the entire request 

was approved by the Judicial Council, the court still faces a budget shortfall in FY 2013–2014 

from the court’s projections. The court’s application identifies a plan for addressing the ongoing 

operational structural deficit for FY 2013–2014 that includes the implementation of cost-savings 

measures and the potential for increased revenues totaling $4.5 million.  

 

                                                 
4 The Judicial Council directed the AOC to assist the San Joaquin County Court, to identify possible cost savings measures and 

opportunities to increase revenues. From February 28 through April 5, 2012 a team of experienced court executive officers 

(CEO) convened to participate as members of the San Joaquin Court Assistance Review Team (C.A.R.T.). Mr. Alan Carlson 

CEO of Orange Superior Court, Ms. Kim Turner CEO of Marin Superior Court, Ms. Kiri Torre CEO of Contra Costa Superior 

Court, Mr. Mike Planet CEO of Ventura Superior Court and Mr. David Yamasaki CEO of Santa Clara Superior Court, with 

assistance from then AOC Interim Administrative Director Jody Patel, provided the Judicial Council at its June 22, 2012 meeting, 

options relating to C.A.R.T. recommendations for the court  regarding its operational and administrative activities and areas 

where the court might achieve additional cost savings and increase revenue to minimize future requests for emergency funding.   
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The San Joaquin County court does state that it has implemented 78 percent of the C.A.R.T. 

recommendations (compared to the 47 percent implemented by October of 2012) and indicates in 

the C.A.R.T. attachment that they have begun implementing many of the new fee 

recommendations but are unsure of the level of revenues to project.  However the court indicates, 

many of the new fee recommendations will have minimal impact on the court’s revenues with 

the exception of civil assessment for failure to pay fine cases.   The court has had to implement 

this fee using a manual process and expects it will realize a significant revenue ($500,000) 

increase in FY 2013–2014.  The C.A.R.T. also identified that the court should audit all county 

charges currently being paid to the county and move away from the A87 Cost Allocation Plan. 

The court has provided the county notice pursuant to Government Code section 77212 that it will 

no longer participate in the county’s A87 billing methodology and is currently working with the 

county to implement this recommendation. In addition, the court’s application also indicates that 

80 percent of the fiscal issues identified in the last audit report, which was completed in January 

2011, have been addressed and indicates that as of January 2013, there are 17 incomplete fiscal 

issues remaining from the court’s last audit. The AOC Internal Audit Services (IAS) staff 

reviewed the information provided by the court and states that of the 17 issues, 12 are revenue-

distribution calculation corrections that the court is working with the county to correct since the 

county maintains the court’s CMS. The remaining 5 issues are either long-term issues that are 

not significant or are issues for which the court’s response on the funding application indicates 

that they are taking appropriate planned corrective or mitigating action. The court’s application 

does state that even with full implementation of both the outstanding C.A.R.T. recommendations 

and audit fiscal issues, the anticipated savings and revenues generated would be insufficient to 

address the ongoing funding shortfall the court is facing for current and future fiscal years.  

 

AOC staff reviewed the San Joaquin County court’s revenue and expenditure assumptions and 

related information provided in their application and concurs with the court’s estimate of its 

negative fund balance. AOC staff also reviewed the court’s projections for fiscal years 2012–

2013, 2013–2014, and 2014–2015, concluding that the projections are reasonable with the 

exception of their inclusion of expenditures for additional funding to rehire 13 positions and 

eliminate furloughs for unrepresented staff in FY 2012–2013, for which the court currently has 

no funding. 

 

Discussion of options 

 

Option 1:  Deny the court’s request. Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the 

San Joaquin County court.  

 

This option assumes the court will receive funding from the unexpended 2 percent funds and the 

FY 2012–2013 trial court benefits allocations, which would eliminate the $628,000 budget 

shortfall. However, if funding is not approved, this option would require the court to address 

over the next four months, through layoffs, furloughs, court closures, and/or other measures, a 

projected negative $628,000 (General Fund) fund balance by the end of the fiscal year. The court 
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indicates that this option would give the court no alternative but to continue not to process small 

claims cases. Additionally the court would have to take additional measures, including laying off 

employees, which the court indicates will have a direct impact on all case types. Table C below 

demonstrates the court’s estimated ending fund balance, and the estimated ending fund balance 

with the additional funding if the allocations (unexpended funds from the 2 percent state-level 

reserve and the FY 2012–2013 trial court benefits) are approved by the Judicial Council at its 

February 26, 2013 meeting.  

 

Table C: Projected Fund Condition Statement for the San Joaquin County Court for Option 1 

      (Deny Funding) 

*The court estimates a net negative fund balance of $433,000 for all funds as of December 31, 2012, however this includes $194,000 which is  

statutorily restricted and unavailable for use in offsetting the court’s operational shortfall.. 

 

Option 2:  Partially fund the court’s request. Allocate partial funding of the court’s request as 

a one-time supplemental funding distribution if the total received by the court in Option 1—the 

unexpended 2 percent state-level reserve and trial court benefit allocation—is less than the 

$628,000 budget shortfall the court is estimating in the current fiscal year. 

 

Option 2 assumes the court would not receive the appropriate level of funding from the 

unexpended 2 percent funds and the FY 2012–2013 trial court benefits allocations mentioned in 

Option 1, which would then not fully eliminate the $628,000 budget shortfall the court is 

estimating in the current fiscal year. With this option, the court could receive the difference in a 

supplemental funding distribution in order to avoid layoffs, furloughs, court closures, and/or 

other measures, to eliminate a projected negative $628,000 (General Fund) fund balance by the 

end of the fiscal year. 

 
FY 2012–2013 FY 2013–2014 FY 2014–2015 

   Beginning Fund Balance          1,323,188            (628,049)          (4,510,917) 

  Trial Court Revenue Sources        26,142,133         24,643,740          24,643,740  

  Trial Court Reimbursements          4,571,769           4,571,769            4,571,769  

  Prior Year Revenue               25,013      

Total Financing Sources        32,062,103         28,587,460          24,704,592  

  Personal Services        25,423,670         25,677,727          25,677,727  

  Operating Expenses and Equipment           6,680,092           6,833,518            6,833,518  

  Special Items of Expense             393,528              393,528               393,528  

  Prior Year Expense Adjustments                  (741)                       -                           -    

Total Expenses         32,496,549         32,904,773          32,904,773  

        

Court Projected Ending Fund Balance*             (434,446)        (4,317,313)          (8,200,181) 

Restricted Funds            (193,603)           (193,603)             (193,603) 

Court Projected Shortfall           (628,049)        (4,510,917)          (8,393,784) 

Estimated Allocation from Unexpended 2% State Level 

Reserve             419,266              419,266               419,266  

Estimated Allocation for 2012-2013 Benefits Funds             571,000              571,000               571,000  

Projected Ending Fund Balance (Option 1)             362,217         (3,520,651)          (7,403,518) 
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Option 3:  Grant the court’s request. Allocate a one-time supplemental funding distribution of 

$628,000, the amount that the San Joaquin County court is requesting.  

 

Option 3 provides for the allocation of up to $628,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in 

the Trial Court Trust Fund to the San Joaquin County court. This option would allow the court to 

avoid further layoffs, additional furloughs, court closures, and/or other measures, over the next 

four months, in order to mitigate a projected negative $628,000 fund balance by the end of the 

fiscal year. However, this option may fund the San Joaquin County court in excess of the 

projected budget shortfall of $628,000 in FY 2012–2013 if the court were to receive the pending 

allocations described in Option 1. Table D below demonstrates that the court with this option 

would still need to implement major cost-savings measures in the subsequent fiscal years 2013–

2014 and 2014–2015. 

 

Table D: Projected Fund Condition Statement for the San Joaquin County Court for Option 3 

(Allocate Court’s Requested Amount of $628,000) 

 

 
FY 2012–2013 FY 2013–2014 FY 2014–2015 

   Beginning Fund Balance          1,323,188            (628,049)          (4,510,916) 

  Trial Court Revenue Sources        26,142,133         24,643,740          24,643,740  

  Trial Court Reimbursements          4,571,769           4,571,769            4,571,769  

  Prior Year Revenue               25,013      

Total Financing Sources        32,062,103         28,587,460          24,704,593  

  Personal Services        25,423,670         25,677,727          25,677,727  

  Operating Expenses and Equipment           6,680,092           6,833,518            6,833,518  

  Special Items of Expense             393,528              393,528               393,528  

  Prior Year Expense Adjustments                  (741)                       -                           -    

Total Expenses         32,496,549         32,904,773          32,904,773  

        

Court Projected Ending Fund Balance*           (434,446)        (4,317,313)          (8,200,180) 

Restricted Funds            (193,603)           (193,603)             (193,603) 

Court Projected Shortfall           (628,049)        (4,510,916)          (8,393,783) 

Allocation from 2% State Level Reserve             628,049      

Projected Ending Fund Balance (Option 3)                       -           (4,510,916)          (8,393,783) 

*The court estimates a net negative fund balance of $433,000 for all funds as of December 31, 2012, however this includes $194,000 which is  

statutorily restricted and unavailable for use in offsetting the court’s operational shortfall.. 

 

 

Recommendation 3 

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council consider making any allocation of funding 

contingent upon one or more of the following terms and conditions (or on other terms as the 

council determines): 

 

a) Any court that receives supplemental funding must submit a written report on the use of the 

funding it received and on its fiscal situation as of June 30, 2013, to the Judicial Council by 

no later than August 1, 2013.   
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b) In addition to any amount the council distributes at this time, it may allocate more funding to 

the same court after October 31 and before March 15 of the fiscal year for unforeseen 

emergencies or unanticipated expenses for existing programs.  

 

c) The supplemental funding for urgent needs received by the court must be used for the 

purposes addressed in the application, including keeping open a sufficient number of 

courtrooms and providing other necessary services during FY 2012–2013 to meet the court’s 

obligation to adjudicate all matters, both civil and criminal, that come before the court. 

 

d) The Judicial Council may allocate any or all funding to the court in the form of a loan.  

 

 

Rationale for Recommendation 3 

Previous trial court supplemental funding requests approved by the Judicial Council have 

stipulated certain terms and conditions for receiving a loan or a one-time distribution for budget 

shortfalls, unforeseen emergencies, or unanticipated expenses for existing programs.  These 

terms and conditions allow the court to know the Judicial Council’s expectations for the funds 

received. 

 

 

Recommendation 4: Allocating Unexpended 2 Percent Reserve Funds  

The AOC suggests that the Judicial Council allocate a proportionate share of any unexpended 

funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve to be distributed after March 15 to all trial courts.  

 

Rationale for Recommendation 4 

Approve allocations to all courts to be distributed after March 15, 2013, of a proportionate share 

of any unexpended funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve, as required by Judicial Council 

policy and by statute (Gov. Code, § 68502.5). The process for supplemental funding that was 

approved by the Judicial Council at its August 31, 2012, meeting states that: 

 

Beginning in 2012–2013, after October 31 and by March 15 of each fiscal year, the 

Judicial Council shall allocate to all courts after March 15 a proportionate share of any 

unexpended funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve, regardless of whether the 

Judicial Council has allocated to a court supplemental funding for an urgent need in the 

current fiscal year, using courts’ current year Trial Court Trust Fund and General Fund 

base allocation.  

 

Therefore, the council is required to allocate any remaining funding to all the trial courts as 

stated in its policy. The actual amount to be allocated among the courts will be based on the 

council’s decisions with regard to the options presented in this report. 
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Comments From Interested Parties 

As required by the Judicial Council-adopted process for supplemental funding for unavoidable 

funding shortfalls, the Kings County and San Joaquin County courts were provided a preliminary 

version of the report for review and comment. The San Joaquin County court provided the 

following comment: 

 

Superior Court of California, County of San Joaquin  

The Superior Court of California, County of San Joaquin requests that the Judicial Council 

consider the following additional information in regards to its request: 

 

The court recognizes that there may be budget actions and allocations made during the same 

meeting for which this supplemental funding request will also be considered by the Judicial 

Council.  However, until the Council has taken action on those potential revenues and because 

there are statutory deadlines the court needed to comply with, the court believed it was necessary 

to go forward with its supplemental funding application at this time. 

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts 

The costs and operational impacts of granting or not granting the two courts’ requests are 

discussed above in the appropriate section for each of the courts. 

Attachments 

1. Attachment A: Judicial Council–Approved Process for Supplemental Funding 

2. Attachments B-1 and B-2: Superior Court of California, County of Kings, Application for 

Supplemental Funding and other documents provided by the court 

3. Attachments C-1 and C-2: Superior Court of California, County of San Joaquin, Application 

for Supplemental Funding and other documents provided by the court  
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Judicial Council-Approved Process for Supplemental Funding 
 
 
Below is the process for supplemental funding that was approved by the Judicial Council at its 
August 31, 2012, meeting. 
 
a. Supplemental funding for urgent needs is defined as unavoidable funding shortfalls, 

unforeseen emergencies, or unanticipated expenses for existing programs. 
i. A request can be for either a loan or one-time funding that is not repaid, but not for 

ongoing funding. 
 
b. The submission, review, and approval process is: 

i. All requests will be submitted to the Judicial Council for consideration; 
ii. Requests will be submitted to the Administrative Director of the Courts by either the 

court’s presiding judge or court executive officer; 
iii. The Administrative Director of the Courts will forward the request to the AOC Director 

of Finance [now Fiscal Services Office]. 
iv. AOC Finance Division [Fiscal Services Office] budget staff will review the request, ask 

the court to provide any missing or incomplete information, draft a preliminary report, 
share the preliminary report with the court for its comments, revise as necessary, and 
issue a final report for the council; 

v. The final report will be provided to the requesting court prior to the report being made 
publicly available on the California Courts website; and 

vi. The court may send a representative to the Judicial Council meeting to present its request 
and respond to questions from the council. 
 

c. Beginning in 2012–2013, court requests for supplemental funding for urgent needs due to 
unavoidable budget shortfalls, must be submitted to the Administrative Director of the 
Courts, by no later than October 1. Courts are encouraged to submit supplemental funding 
requests for urgent needs before the October 1 deadline, but no earlier than 60 days after the 
Budget Act is enacted into law. 

 
d. Beginning in 2012–2013, the Judicial Council shall allocate up to 75 percent of the 2 percent 

state-level reserve fund by October 31 of each year to courts requesting supplemental 
funding for urgent needs due to unavoidable funding shortfalls. 

 
e. Beginning in 2012–2013, after October 31 and by March 15 of each fiscal year, the Judicial 

Council shall allocate the remaining funds if there has been an approved request from a trial 
court(s) requesting supplemental funding for urgent needs due to unforeseen emergencies or 
unanticipated expenses for existing programs. Any unexpended funds shall be distributed to 
the trial courts on a prorated basis. 



Attachment A 

 

 
f. To be considered at a scheduled Judicial Council business meeting, requests submitted after 

October 31 for supplemental funding due to unforeseen emergencies and unanticipated 
expenses must be submitted to the Administrative Director of the Courts at least 25 business 
days prior to that business meeting. 

 
g. The Judicial Council would consider appropriate terms and conditions that courts must 

accept in order to receive supplemental funding for urgent needs. 
 

Judicial Council-Approved Criteria for Eligibility for and Allocation of Supplemental 

Funding 

Below are the criteria for eligibility for and allocation of supplemental funding for trial courts’ 
urgent needs that were approved by the Judicial Council at its August 31, 2012, meeting. 
 
a. Only trial courts that are projecting a current-year negative fund balance can apply for 

supplemental funding related to urgent needs. 
 
b. Generally, no court may receive supplemental funding for urgent needs in successive fiscal 

years absent a clear and convincing showing. 
 

c. Courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court 
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. If the requested amount is beyond the 
court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund, the Judicial Council may 
distribute more funding to the court, after October 31 and prior to March 15 of the fiscal 
year. 

 
More specifically, courts that submit by October 1 a request for an unavoidable funding 
shortfall, may apply with updated financial information for unforeseen emergencies or 
unanticipated expenses for existing programs distribution at a future Judicial Council 
business meeting prior to March 15.   

 
d. Allocate to all courts after March 15 a proportionate share of any unexpended funds from the 

2 percent state-level reserve, regardless of whether the Judicial Council has allocated to a 
court supplemental funding for an urgent need in the current fiscal year, using courts’ current 
year Trial Court Trust Fund and General Fund base allocation. 

 
e. If a court that is allocated supplemental funding determines during the fiscal year that some 

or all of the allocation is no longer needed due to changes in revenues and/or expenditures, 
[it] is required to return the amount that is not needed. 
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Judicial Council-Approved Information Required to be Provided by Trial Courts for 

Supplemental Funding 

 
Below is the information required to be provided by trial courts for supplemental funding for 
urgent needs that were approved by the Judicial Council at its August 31, 2012, meeting. 
 
a. A description of what factors caused or are causing the need for funding; 
 
b. If requesting a one-time distribution, an explanation of why a loan would not be appropriate; 

 
c. Current status of court fund balance; 

 
d. Three-year history of year-end fund balances, revenues, and expenditures; 

 
e. Current detailed budget projections for the current fiscal year (e.g., FY 2012–2013), budget 

year (e.g., FY 2013–2014), and budget year plus 1 (e.g., FY 2014–2015); 
 

f. Measures the court has taken in the last three years regarding revenue enhancement and/or 
expenditure reduction, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court closures; 

 
g. Employee compensation practices (e.g., cost-of-living adjustments) and staffing levels in the 

past five years; 
 

h. Description of the consequences to the court’s operations if the court does not receive 
funding; 

 
i. Description of the consequences to the public and access to justice if the court does not 

receive funding; 
 

j. What measures the court will take to mitigate the consequences to court operations, the 
public, and access to justice if funding is not approved; 
 

k. Five years of filing and termination numbers; 
 

l. Most recent audit history and remediation measures; 
 

m. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and 
explain why additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year; and 
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n. If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include 
an expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its 
ongoing funding issue. 
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Section IV (A) CMS Payment Tables Amended 1/30/13

Table 1

CMS 1 yr payment FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Beginning Fund Balance 1,247,252 -1,968,953 -2,202,542

State Financing Sources 5,600,898 5,624,910 5,624,910

Other Financing Sources 1,710,010 1,650,010 1,650,010

Grants 456,276 456,276 456,276

Revenue Total 9,014,436 5,762,243 5,528,654

x Personnel Services 5,876,344 4,896,344 4,764,344

x Operations 5,107,045 3,068,441 3,043,941

Expenditures 10,983,389 7,964,785 7,808,285

Ending Fund Balance -1,968,953 -2,202,542 -2,279,631

Table 2

CMS - 5 yr [Equal payments] FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Beginning Fund Balance 1,247,252 -220,869 -816,478

State Financing Sources 5,600,898 5,624,910 5,624,910

Other Financing Sources 1,710,010 1,650,010 1,650,010

Grants 456,276 456,276 456,276

Revenue Total 9,014,436 7,510,327 6,914,718

Personnel Services 5,876,344 4,896,344 4,764,344

Operations 3,358,961 3,430,461 3,405,961

Expenditures 9,235,305 8,326,805 8,170,305

Ending Fund Balance -220,869 -816,478 -1,255,587

Table 3

CMS - 5 yr [Structured Schedule] FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Beginning Fund Balance 1,247,252 -530,349 -1,262,758

State Financing Sources 5,600,898 5,624,910 5,624,910

Other Financing Sources 1,710,010 1,650,010 1,650,010

Grants 456,276 456,276 456,276

Revenue Total 9,014,436 7,200,847 6,468,438

Personnel Services 5,876,344 4,896,344 4,764,344

Operations 3,668,441 3,567,261 3,807,986

Expenditures 9,544,785 8,463,605 8,572,330

Ending Fund Balance -530,349 -1,262,758 -2,103,892

Table 4

CMS - remaining with County FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Beginning Fund Balance 1,247,252 141,151 -92,438

State Financing Sources 5,600,898 5,624,910 5,624,910

Other Financing Sources 1,710,010 1,650,010 1,650,010

Grants 456,276 456,276 456,276

Revenue Total 9,014,436 7,872,347 7,638,758

Personnel Services 5,876,344 4,896,344 4,764,344

Operations 2,996,941 3,068,441 3,243,441

Expenditures 8,873,285 7,964,785 8,007,785

Ending Fund Balance 141,151 -92,438 -369,027

G:\Finance\BUDGET\Council Reports\2013\02 February 27 Meeting\2 Percent State Level Reserve\2 Percent Package\Kings\Kings New Table Amendment 1-30-13 -
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

CMS VENDOR COSTS

One-Time Implementation Costs* 181,500             181,500          

Annual License and Maintenance 250,000             257,500             265,225          273,182          281,377          1,327,284       

    SUBTOTAL CMS VENDOR COST 431,500$          257,500$          265,225$        273,182$        281,377$        1,508,784$     

 COURT CMS COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER (TEMP) 47,414               41,488               -                   -                   -                   88,902             

COURT INTEGRATION TECHNICIAN (TEMP) 47,414               41,488               88,902             

COBOL PROGRAMMER 73,500               -                     -                   -                   -                   73,500             

INFRASTRUCTURE/T1 INSTALLATION 10,000               -                     -                   -                   -                   10,000             

ANNUAL T1 COSTS - 5 YEARS (DMV, COURT) 29,838               29,838               29,838             29,838             29,838             149,192          

HARDWARE and SCANNERS 22,500               -                     -                   -                   -                   22,500             

SERVER HARDWARE -                     -                   

TRAVEL 29,333               25,667               -                   -                   -                   55,000             

UNFUNDED COUNTY CMS COSTS ** 41,249               72,074               113,323$        

     SUBTOTAL COURT CMS COST 301,250$          210,554$          29,838$          29,838$          29,838$          601,319$        

            TOTAL CMS COSTS PER YEAR 732,750$          468,054$          295,063$        303,020$        311,215$        2,110,103$     

EXHIBIT 1A

**Unfunded County CMS costs shows the additional cost for operating the old mainframe system concurrent with the implementation of the new system.  These are 
unfunded costs due to cost increases the county will impose on to the Court once the court becomes the sole user of the mainframe system.  

 TOTAL COSTS 

FOR 5 YEARS 

*Vendor proposal shows reduced implementation costs in year 1 with balance of implementation costs spread over the remaining years 2-5 and is included in the Annual License and 
Maintenance costs. (all subject to final contract negotiations with the vendor)
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TABLE 1: SAN JOAQUIN CART TRACKING DOCUMENT             

 Updated 2/4/2013 

 

1 

 

CASEFLOW/COURTROOM PROCESSING 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R1 

Trial by 
Declaration in 
Absentia Process  

It is recommended that the court evaluate other options for streamlining the processing 
of defendants in Traffic matters and minimizing the need to personally appear in court.  
Options include: 

 Implementing a Trial by Declaration in Absentia process pursuant to VC 40903 
for eligible traffic citations.   

 Eliminating open arraignment traffic court. 

 Develop policies or standing orders that provide clerks authority to grant or 
approve certain actions to assist with streamlining and efficiencies in 
processing Traffic matters.  

Short – CRITICAL  Efficiencies and Savings - 
Implementation of the trial in 
absentia process expedites 
adjudication of cases decreasing 
backlogs and the number of calendar 
settings.  The implementation of such 
a change would allow for a significant 
savings in the use of resources that 
are assigned to the processing of 
cases for trial and redirect staff 
towards mail processing and or the 
data entry of new citations  

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R1 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court will evaluate and consider implementing this recommendation.  If the court is unable to implement this recommendation, the court will consider an alternative program as has been suggested 
by Marin Superior Court.  Judicial buy-in will be needed to fully implement this recommendation. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court estimates it will be able to finalize its evaluation and begin implementation in approximately 6 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R1 
Implementation Date:  In progress.  A judicial committee, that includes key management staff, has been formed to review all aspects of this recommendation.  Further analysis is being completed.  The 
court anticipates a decision to be made within the next 4 months. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R2 

Outsourcing of 
Traffic Citation 
Data Entry    

Evaluate the cost/benefit of outsourcing Citation Processing. 
 
Court would need to get buy-in from the County ISD to work with the 
vendor to accept the data and the resulting images from outsourcing. 

Medium  Efficiencies and savings –  
Outsourcing could result in annualized savings to the 
court in staff and resources for Citations data entry.    

Initial cost 
estimated at 
approximately 
$128,000 in 2011. 
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COURT RESPONSE  

R2 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court will adopt the CART recommendations of evaluating the cost/benefit of outsourcing Citation Processing.   
Timeframe for implementation:  The Court estimates the timeframe for evaluating and implementing to be at least 6 months, but no more than 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R2 
Implementation Date:   
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R3 

Return to Court 
Policy  

It is recommended that the court implement a Return to Court Policy that prohibits 
defendants returning to court once adjudicated unless certain strict criteria are met 
(commitment by the court to a consistent policy by all bench officers). 

Short  Efficiencies and savings. None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R3 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court will evaluate and consider implementing this recommendation.  Judicial buy-in will be needed to fully implement this recommendation. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court estimates it will be able to evaluate and implement in approximately 2 to 3 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R3 
Implementation Date:  In evaluating this recommendation, it became clear there exists a general return to court guideline that has been in place since 2000. Over the years, those guidelines have been 
updated.  Most recently newer guidelines were adopted as the court’s policy on 12/5/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  As the court has had this in practice for many years, any efficiencies or savings will be minimal. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R4 

Family Law Case 
Processing  

It is recommended that the court prepare mediator recommendations as Word 
documents and email the Word document to the clerk preparing orders (minute and 
OAH’s) so that they can be copied and pasted into orders and only typed once. 
 
 
 

Short  Efficiencies and savings  None  
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COURT RESPONSE   

R4 

   Court Does not Adopt Recommendation  (Provide reason(s) for not adopting Recommendation) 

 
San Joaquin County’s Child Custody Recommendation Counseling sessions are not conducted by appointment.  They are conducted on the day of the court hearing.  The stipulations and 
recommendations are written during the session with both parents.  Stipulations are reached in over 80 % of the cases.  Recommendations are often changed by the judicial officers.  San Joaquin does not 
have tentative rulings in custody cases.  
 
It is in the best interest of the clients we serve to use the Judicial Council Forms to delineate the details of the custody agreements and/or orders versus a pleading or free flowing format offered by Word 
templates. 
 
The Child Custody Recommending Counselors (CCRC) already assist in preparing the Order After Hearing and will continue to do so.  The CCRCs spend most mornings mediating non-stop and do not have 
time to add clerical duties.  To do so would reduce the number of mediations, increase court (judicial) time, and increase the time clients would wait to have their cases mediated and heard.  Changing the 
current practice in San Joaquin will require more clerical time from CCRCs during the sessions, thereby reducing the number of mediations they can conduct each day.  Additional consequences would be 
the reduction in the number of mediations held each day and an increase the amount of time clients have to wait to have their cases heard. 
 
Although the court will not adopt this specific recommendation, we will continue to look for other ways to streamline this process.   
 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R5 

Traffic 
Correspondence  

It is recommended that the court no longer respond to letters from traffic defendants 
with customized letter responses and instead institute a standardized letter advising 
defendants to pay or appear. 

Short  Savings - between one and two 
clerical FTEs currently handle this 
correspondence.  These staff could be 
deployed to other important duties.   
 

None  

 

 

 

COURT RESPONSE   

R5 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court will adopt the recommendation as stated.  We will provide the necessary information on our website for those defendants who feel they have been a victim of identity theft. 
Timeframe for implementation:  This new process will be in place on or before July 1, 2012.   

COURT UPDATE 

R5 
Implementation Date: 7/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Annualized savings estimate is $20,426.  However, since the CART Review, the court has had to lay off an additional 13 staff so many time savings associated with this 
recommendation has been redirected to other duties left vacated by the layoffs. 

Attachment C-2



 

 

TABLE 1: SAN JOAQUIN CART TRACKING DOCUMENT             

 Updated 2/4/2013 

 

4 

 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R6 
Appeals 
Transcripts   

It is recommended the Court look into the feasibility of contracting out the copying of 
Appeals clerks’ transcripts rather than utilizing court staff for this activity.  

Short  Savings and efficiencies - Potential 
costs savings and enhanced staff 
productivity.  

Contract costs with 
outside vendor.  

COURT RESPONSE   

R6 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

A cost analysis was performed comparing the Court’s costs versus our County’s Duplicating costs.  We save 2.2% by utilizing our court staff for this activity. However, we may have to use our County 
Duplicating, if layoffs occur due to next year’s budget.  It should be noted that the court already uses the County print shop for large jobs.  We researched outside venders (Office Depot, Office Max, 
Staples) only to find they no longer offer this service. There are no other local businesses close to our court.  

COURT UPDATE 

R6 
Implementation Date: May 2012 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Analysis completed and we have determined that our current way of doing business is the most cost effective. 

 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R7 
Forms    It is recommended the Court discontinue the practice of automatically providing forms 

to attorneys with every filing. 
Short  Savings - Reduced printing and 

postage costs; staff time savings 
None   

COURT RESPONSE   

R7 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court will discontinue the current practice and will review and implement a new process involving the distribution of forms to public and law partners. 
Timeframe for implementation:   Implementation within the next 30 days. 

COURT UPDATE 

R7 
Implementation Date:  7/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates approximately $234 of savings related to copies and approximately $2,550 in staff costs annually. Staff time saved in implementing this 
recommendation would be redirected to other important duties. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R8 
Juvenile Traffic 
Infraction 
Processing  

Explore shifting some juvenile infraction citations to adult traffic processing  
 

Short   Efficiencies  None 

 

COURT RESPONSE   

R8 

   Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

In 2007, our court eliminated the requirement for infraction and some misdemeanor juvenile traffic citations to be mandatory court appearance.  These citations are processed in the same manner as 
adult citations.  
 
For those juvenile infraction citations that still require a mandatory appearance, we currently do not have an open calendar or courtroom in Stockton to hear juvenile matters.  Shifting any case type from 
JJC to Stockton would have a significant impact of any adult calendar.  Juvenile matters, including juvenile traffic, are closed proceedings.  People present on other cases and the public are not allowed in 
the courtroom while a juvenile case is underway.  Consequently, the cases move more slowly and cannot be mixed with other cases.  
 
In April 2012, our Presiding Juvenile Judge on changed our truancy citations to non-mandatory, reducing the number of truancy cases on calendar by 1,176 annually (98 monthly).  With 98 fewer truancy 
cases a month, we will be in a better position to set hearings in a timely manner. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R9 

Juvenile 
Delinquency and 
Dependency 
Confirmation 
Hearings   

Assess value of “confirmation hearings.” These appear to create more appearances and 
there may be better ways to manage the cases.  
 

Short   Savings and efficiencies  None 

 

COURT RESPONSE   

R9 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

We have assessed the value of confirmation hearings.  Confirmation hearings in both juvenile dependency and delinquency are set on a case-by-case basis.  Generally, if a confirmation hearing is 
scheduled it is done to expedite the disposition of the pending issue.  Our judges are very aware of staff’s time and generally do not set court dates without a specific reason.   

COURT UPDATE 

R9 
Implementation Date: This is an ongoing process.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court has used this process for several years and will continue to do so.  There are no savings associated as it is a current practice. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R10 

Family Law Case 
Management   

Evaluate the courts efforts to ensure the implementation of case management to assist 
the Court and litigants to efficiently conclude their family law proceedings. 

 Without family law case management thousands of cases do not reach 
disposition because the cases are not given future dates.  At the time of 
filing and at subsequent hearings, all litigants should be given future dates 
for case progress conferences. 

Short   Efficiencies - There would be 
significant efficiencies derived from 
implementing case management, 
including many more cases reaching 
full disposition.    

None 

 

COURT RESPONSE   

R10 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Family Law judges along with local Family Law Bar members will continue to follow the current practice of setting CMC hearings on a case-by-case basis. Our court believes and the local bar agrees 
that setting CMC hearings on all cases will cause additional backlog, long calendars, and more cost to its customers as their hearings would be further delayed due to the vast number of CMC hearings 
that would need to be set.  
Instead, our court will continue to set CMC hearings on a case-by-case basis.  All attorneys who request a CMC will be provided one and the Court on its own motion will set CMC hearings as necessary in 
Pro Per cases. 
The court will adopt a process to setting CMC hearings as a tracking mechanism to ensure proper adjudication of FL cases. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court can begin scheduling CMC dates by July 1, 2012.   
 

COURT UPDATE 

R10 
Implementation Date:  This recommendation was partially implemented on 7/1/12.   CMS programming still in development.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense: Undetermined at this time as not yet fully implemented.   

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R11 

Family Law - 
Department of Child 
Support Services 
Stipulation Process  

It is recommended that the court stop preparing minute orders and orders after 
hearing for DCSS stipulated matters that do not have court hearings.  The court should 
cease using the judges’ signature stamps to sign such orders.  By creating minute 
orders and OAHs, the registers of action incorrectly reflect that hearings were held. 

Short   Savings - This change would save 
hundreds of hours of court staff time 
in preparing minute orders and OAHs 
for cases that never appear in court.   

None – The court 

responded that they 

believe there is an 

associated cost. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R11 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Programmatic changes will need to be made to the court’s case management system and discussions will need to be held with our local DCSS partners to discuss alternatives to the current process.  The 
estimated cost of 16 hours of program time at $68.01 hourly rate is $1,088.16. 
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Timeframe for implementation:  We believe this could take place by August 1, 2012.   

COURT UPDATE 

R11 
Implementation Date: 8/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates approximately 8 hours per month would be saved for an annualized savings of $3,771.  However, the court also had a one-time expense associated with 
programmatic changes to its CMS in the amount of $1,088. 

 

CIVIL ASSESSMENT 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R12 

Civil Assessment 
Program  

1.  Increase Civil Assessment collections by including “failure to pay” traffic        
cases 

2     Require all Petitions to Vacate civil assessment be filed ex-parte and not 
addressed at subsequent court hearings. 

 
3. Modify the process for re-evaluating the reduction civil assessments by 

limiting petitions to be in writing and to allow reductions only when 
extenuating circumstances have been demonstrated.  Under San Joaquin’s 
current process wherein the Court imposes a sanction pursuant to VC 
40508(A) and (B), the defendant is actually assessed a higher penalty 
amount and the addition of a new charge.  The cost to the defendant is 
actually, $419 ($80 Base Fine + 240 PA + $30 Conviction fee + $40 SECA + 
$4 EMAT + $10 DMV + $15 AWS as compared to $300 in a civil assessment 
with Court retaining the revenue. 
 

4. Implement Civil Assessment on select criminal misdemeanor failure to pay 
cases. Under San Joaquin’s current process wherein the Court imposes a 
sanction pursuant to VC 40508(A) and (B), the defendant is actually 
assessed a higher penalty amount and the addition of a new charge.  The 
cost to the defendant is actually, $419 ($80 Base Fine + 240 PA + $30 
Conviction fee + $40 SECA + $4 EMAT + $10 DMV + $15 AWS  as compared 
to $300 in a civil assessment with Court retaining the revenue. 
 

5.  

Short – CRITICAL 
 
 
Short – CRITICAL  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Short – CRITICAL 

Potential significant increased civil 
assessment and warrant fee revenues 
for the court’s baseline budget.  In 
addition, there will be additional 
collections for traffic cases that will 
benefit both the state budget and local 
agencies. 
 
 
 
 
Issuing warrants for failure to pay fines 
on misdemeanors has been estimated 
to cost approximately $400 per case.  
Adjudicating cases where an individual 
is incarcerated on a post disposition 
warrant frequently involves a reduction 
in an outstanding fine with credit 
granted for time served with no actual 
financial sanction imposed.   

The court would 
need to work with 
the county on any 
programming 
changes to CJIS 
(criminal/traffic 
system). 
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COURT RESPONSE   

R12.1 
   Prior to receiving C.A.R.T.'s recommendations, Court received Executive Committee approval to implement the recommendation 

The court has been working on this program since September of 2011.  The CEO had just received the Executive Committees approval to move forward on May 1, 2012. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court need to work with the county ISD to have program changes made to its case management system.  Implementation of program could take up to 6 months 

R12.2    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation of the recommendation would be in conjunction with the changes to the overall Civil Assessment Program. 

R12.3 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated Timeframe for implementation) 

The first part of this recommendation will require judicial by-in.   
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation of the recommendation would be in conjunction with the changes to the overall Civil Assessment Program. 
The second part of the recommendation is not the court’s current practice.  We do not assess or impose bail/fine on 40508(a)s and 40508(b)s.  We add the Civil Assessment of $315.00, which includes 
the $15.00 for the Local Warrant System.   

R12.4 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

This recommendation will require judicial by-in.   
Timeframe for implementation:  Before implementing this new procedure, we need to notify the Probation Department and train our staff on the change.  We could implement this no later than July 
1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R12.1 
thru 

R12.4 

Implementation Date:   R12.1 and R12.4 were implemented on 1-2-13.  R12.2 and R12.3 are in progress – estimated implementation date 3/1/13. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Based on FY11-12 civil assessment revenue collections, the court estimates a projected revenue estimate of $325,000 per year.  Significant CMS programming changes need 
to be made by the county to our old case management system. It is not clear at this time if those changes can be made.  The implementation of a civil assessment program is presently being done using a 
manual process.     

 

COLLECTIONS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R13 

Installment 
Payments  

It is recommended that the court discontinue its current practice of setting up new 
distributions for every charged offense against which fines and forfeitures are assessed, 
according to the date of sentencing.  This is confusing and duplicative and is not in 
accordance with requirements or standard business practices.  

short Efficiency – this would save countless 
staff hours on a task that can be 
handled more globally through CJIS 
table maintenance. 

None. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R13 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

We believe there is a misunderstanding with how we set up our distributions – we use the following tables to set up our distributions:  Fund Agency, Fine Allocation, Receiver Code, Bail Schedule, etc.  We 
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already follow the recommendation and have done so since the inception of CJIS (1988). 

COURT UPDATE 

R13 
Implementation Date: 1988 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court already follows the recommendation – no cost savings. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R14 

Collections 
Program   

It is recommended that the court conduct an analysis of its current 
fine stay and installment fee assessment and collections efforts 
related to PC 1463.007 Enhanced/Civil Assessment Collections.   

Medium-Long  Revenue – There is a potential for increased cost 
recovery related to Enhanced/Civil Assessment 
collections related to the FTA Civil Assessment Program. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R14    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  At a minimum 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R14 
Implementation Date:  In Progress.  The court has already had discussions and will continue to meet with the county and our third party vendor regarding the collection of all fees and fines.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R15 

Collections    Deem cases as new delinquent case type in order to negotiate sending them to an 
outside collector rather than the county for collections.  

Short  Revenue Increased resource 
need for court staff 
with costs to be 
offset by the 
county. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R15 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation within 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R15 
Implementation Date:  11/2/12 – The court met with the county and our third party vendor for collections.  The new civil assessment cases will be sent to the third party vendor for collections. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Because the program is still in its infancy, we do not have sufficient data to make a reasonable projection. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R16 

Accounts 
Receivable System    

It is recommended that the court evaluate its current Accounts Receivable system to 
automate the AR system or purchase an outside system that can interface with the 
existing system to allow for the collection of criminal installment payments.  

Medium Revenue – for the monies that can be 
collected directly by the court if they 
are able to accept criminal 
installment payments.  

For the AR system 
used by Santa Clara 
there is a license fee 
of $8,000. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R16 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Evaluation and analysis of this recommendation will have to be fully investigated to determine the full costs of implementation. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The Court estimates that it will take between 6 months to 1 year for evaluation and potential implementation. 

COURT UPDATE 

R16 
Implementation Date:  The court will implement this recommendation when it migrates on to a new case management system.  The court will be using the soon to be completed statewide Master 
Services Agreement for CMS vendors and estimates a complete migration to its new CMS in approximately 18 months. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court will be able to fully assess any costs or increased revenue once the court had determined with vendor it will be using to implement a new CMS. 

 

COUNTY JUSTICE PARTNERS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R17 

County Justice 
Partners   

It is recommended that the court stop performing DOJ audits of CLETS records for 
protective orders. 

Short  Savings - Many hours of staff time per 
month will be saved from eliminating 
this task. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R17    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation by July 1, 2012.   

COURT UPDATE 

R17 
Implementation Date: 8/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:   The court estimates an annualized savings of approximately $1,650.  Clerk time saved will be redirected to other important duties. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R18 
County Justice 
Partners   

It is recommended that the court advise the District Attorney (DA) to either fix the 
interface for electronically filed complaints or the court will stop accepting electronic 
filings. 

Short  Savings - While there may not be time 
savings, this change will mitigate risk 
for the court. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R18    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  We anticipate it will take 6 months to implement this recommendation. 

COURT UPDATE 

R18 
Implementation Date:  12/1/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: The county has made modifications to the interface which has significantly reduced the number of errors on complaints. 

 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R19 

County Justice 
Partners   

It is recommended that the court stop making a copy of each transfer-in case file for 
DA’s Office 

 

Short  Savings - By terminating this practice, 
hours of staff time and the cost of 
paper and toner will be saved. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R19 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

We would provide the District Attorney’s office with the Court’s copy of the Notice of Hearing and Motion for Jurisdictional Transfer (PC 1203.9) after review by our PJ, to use as a guide to check CJIS for 
transferred in cases.  Once a transfer case is received by the court and entered into CJIS, all necessary information be obtained and printed at the District Attorney’s Office, thereby eliminating the copying 
of the entire case file.  Should the District Attorney’s Office still request a copy of the file then copy charges would apply. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation on or before July 1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R19 
Implementation Date: 7/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates approximately $589 would be saved annually in staff time as well as $18 in copy costs.  
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R20 

County Justice 
Partners   

It is recommended that the court either stop making copies of prior records for local 
criminal justice agencies or charge for the copies and certifications. 

 

Short  Revenue and savings - If the court 
charges for the priors, the revenue 
could be significant. If the court sends 
the files into court, there would be 
significant staff savings because the 
files would not have to be 
disassembled to copy and certify 
documents. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R20 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court is in the process of centralizing all copy requests to our Records Management Division.   By centralizing the copy requests, the court will save staff time by not transporting the files to the main 
courthouse for copying.   Under GC 70633, we will charge for all copy requests. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation by July 1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R20 
Implementation Date:  9/10/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates approximately $69,958 in annual staff time savings if the copies were not made free of charge.  The court estimates approximately $5,766 in new 
revenue as a charge for copies and certification of priors. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R21 

County Justice 
Partners   

It is recommended that the court stop providing copies of minute orders to county 
criminal justice agencies and request that they review the minute orders online.  

 

Short  Savings - Hours of staff time, form 
costs, paper and toner would be 
saved by eliminating this practice. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R21 
   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court will discontinue providing copies of minute orders to the majority of county criminal justice agencies.   However, the court will continue providing copies of minute orders to the jail regarding 
defendants in custody, released from custody, remanded, or sentenced as the jail will need to know the status of these defendants immediately.  Case information in CJIS is not updated immediately, 
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thereby the need to continue providing copies of minute orders to the jail.  The Juvenile Justice Center will continue providing copies until a case management system is implemented. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Eliminating the distribution of copies to most law and justice agencies will begin immediately.  Please see Recommendation 59 for information regarding juvenile case 
management system. 

COURT UPDATE 

R21 
Implementation Date:   May 2012 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court  estimates approximately $10,213 of annualized savings in staff time as well as $78 of costs for copies. 

 

COURT REPORTERS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R22 
Court Reporters – 
Transcript 
Reimbursement  

It is recommended that the court ensure that it is complying with 
Penal Code 869 to reduce reporters’ transcript reimbursement by 
50% if transcripts are not submitted timely. 

Short Savings- Savings may be significant if many reporters 
are out of compliance.   

None  

COURT RESPONSE  

R22 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court has always been in compliance with Penal Code Section 869.  All transcripts are submitted to the Senior Office Coordinator for verification of timeliness.  If transcripts are not submitted timely, 
the reimbursement for the reporter is reduced by 50%.  This is then reflected on the reporter’s claim form.   
Timeframe for implementation:  The court will follow-up with CART members to obtain samples of billing and claim forms. 

COURT UPDATE 

R22 
Implementation Date:  As of 10/1/12, the preliminary hearing date will be added to invoices.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  No savings as court was already in compliance with PC 869. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R23 

Court Reporters – 
utilization of word 
count versus folio 
rate 

GC 69950 governs how much court reporters may charge per word 
for transcripts and GC 27360.5 defines the word “folio” to mean 100 
words. In addition, CRC 8.130 mandates that court reporters charge 
the statutory rate for transcripts on appeal. 
 
Many courts have an established standard that sets a fixed number of 
folios per page.  

Short Savings –  
30% savings estimated at $150,000 

None  
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It is recommended that an actual word count be implemented for 
determining the amount paid for each transcript.  

COURT RESPONSE  

R23 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court understands that there are perhaps a handful of courts that currently use the word count methodology.  The issue of folio vs. word count is one that courts throughout the state are currently 
analyzing.  Once uniformity or legislation has been established that clarifies the word count issue, then the court will conform to new policy or legislation.  In the meantime, the court will move forward 
with the word count methodology. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation will take place within 6 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R23 
Implementation Date: GC 69950 (new legislation in the budget act of 2012) prohibits changes at this time. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R24 
Court Reporters – 
Court reporter 
fees 

Recommend that the court validate that it is charging civil parties for 
every hearing longer than one hour, and that the rate charge is 
commensurate with the full cost of salaries and benefits for reporters. 

Short Savings  - If the average cost of a staff reporter is 
approximately $75,000, then the court should be 
collecting much more than $61,000 per year. 

None 

COURT RESPONSE   

R24 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court agrees with the recommendation that we validate we are charging for civil reporters in every evidentiary hearing and trial longer than one hour and that the current half day and full day rates 
charged are reflective of current reporter costs.  We will do so by reviewing courtroom procedures to make sure clerks are collecting reporter fees from parties when appropriate.  We will also review and 
validate that full day and half day rates are reflective of current salary and benefit costs to ensure full cost recovery.  Finally, we will work with our Presiding Judge to include this process in our local rules 
to ensure parties are aware of their requirement to pay. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court will review and implement any necessary changes in regards to procedures and rate analysis within 60 days.  However, local rule changes are an annual process 
that would not be fully implemented until January 1, 2013. 

COURT UPDATE 

R24 
Implementation Date:  8/23/12 - Effective 10/1/12, we will no longer provide official court reporters in any civil courtroom. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Existing court reporter resources will be used where required by law.   
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R25 

Court Reporters  
Resources 

It is recommended that the court review the utilization of court 
reporters to maximize court reporter resources by considering: 
pooling court reporters and reducing the ratio of staff reporters to 
judicial officers; implementing a policy of having parties and attorneys 
in civil cases bring their own reporters to civil proceedings; and 
ensuring that the court is using Electronic Recording (ER) in all 
permissible proceedings (misdemeanors, infractions and limited civil) 
in lieu of court reporters. 

Short Savings – reduction in the number of court reporters 
resources needed. 

 

Costs for Electronic 
Recording 
equipment is 
approximately 
$1,000 per 
courtroom. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R25 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court currently has a practice of pooling court reporters; however, we will review the utilization of court reporters to determine if we are maximizing our court reporter resources.  The court will also 
review its current practice of court reporters in some civil proceedings.  We will implement electronic recording in permissible proceedings.  Cost of additional electronic recording equipment or software 
will be a consideration. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation within 6 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R25 
Implementation Date:  8/23/12 - Effective 10/1/12, we will no longer provide official court reporters in any civil courtroom. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Existing court reporter resources will be used where required by law.   

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R26 

Court Reporters – 
notes storage 

Recommend that the court require court reporters to store their 
notes electronically (e.g., ACORN) and direct court reporters to either 
destroy their own paper notes or take them home to store. 

 

Short  Savings - The benefits of not having to store, move, 
destroy and track hundreds of boxes of reporter notes 
would be significant  

Small cost - the one-
time cost to 
purchase ACORN is 
less than $5,000.  
The annual service 
fee is approximately 
$500 per month.  
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COURT RESPONSE   

R26 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Effective July 1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R26 

Implementation Date:  We investigated the use of an in-house electronic storage warehouse, which will have very little or no cost to the court.  On 11/15/12 we rolled out this new electronic storage 
system for our court reporters. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The only expense to the court was some staff time spent in exploring and implementing this option.  The court also projects a one-time expense for destruction of notes for 
approximately $2,800. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R27 Court reporters – 
supplies  

In tandem with recommendation R29, recommend that the court 
discontinue purchasing paper for Court reporters. 

Short Savings - would be $10,000 - $20,000 per year.    None 

COURT RESPONSE   

R27    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Effective July 1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R27 
Implementation Date:  7/1/12 – we will use up existing supply and will not make future purchases. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court has not purchased paper in the last 4 years.  Two boxes remain in the supply and there are only 2 reporters who still use paper while all the others use electronic 
storage. 

 

 

 

FACILITIES 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R28 

Facilities   It is recommended that the court consider eliminating the Lodi and Manteca branch 
courts (3 courtrooms) and use 3 vacant courtrooms in Family Law Annex for proceedings 
that do not require holding cells (e.g. civil departments). 

. 

Medium   Savings and efficiency - Savings from 
closing branch courts would be 
immediate and would help the court 
manage its diminished staff 
resources.   

Cost of moving staff 
and equipment. 
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COURT RESPONSE   

R28 

   Court Does not Adopt Recommendation  (Provide reason(s) for not adopting Recommendation) 

We believe the branch courts provide an important access to justice to the residents of those communities.  The Lodi courthouse serves not only the City of Lodi but also the communities of Thornton, 
Acampo, Victor, Lockeford and Clements, many of which don’t have public transportation to Stockton.  The Tracy and Manteca courts (South County) service not only the City of Tracy and the City of 
Manteca, but also serve the cities and communities of Mountain House, Banta, Ripon, Escalon and Lathrop, many of which don’t have public transportation to Stockton as well.  Some cities (areas) are as 
far as 45 minutes from the Stockton courthouse and the lack of public transportation will certainly prohibit access to justice for these communities and residents. 
 
The majority of residents in San Joaquin County live outside the City of Stockton.  South county residents represent nearly 35% of the county’s total population.  There are seven law enforcement agencies 
representing six cities in south county alone.  The Lodi court is housed in the Lodi police facility where the Lodi jail is also located.  Inmates are brought directly from the Lodi jail to the Lodi courtroom for 
arraignment.   
 
Another important impact of closing the Lodi and Manteca courts is the lack of holding cells in the Stockton courthouse.   Every day, the numbers of inmates exceed the maximum capacity for holding.  
Cell space is insufficient for the growing number of “keep separate from’s” and the number of holding cell incidences (fights among inmates) continue to grow.  This problem would be exacerbated by 
closing Lodi and Manteca and bringing those in-custody defendants to Stockton. 
 
Furthermore, with the planning of the new Stockton Courthouse, there were assurances made to Stockton city officials that the branch courts would remain open to prevent the significant additional 
impacts on city services, including transportation and parking, created by additional defendants, victims, jurors and other litigants having business at the Stockton courthouse 
 
The 540 Family Law Annex, located 4 blocks from the main Stockton courthouse, has three family law courtrooms on the 1

st
 floor.  The court was able to lease the 1

st
 floor of the building using SB56 funds 

when the court received 3 new judicial positions. In anticipation of receiving 3 additional judicial positions under AB159 (positions which were authorized but not funded) we were able to have tenant 
improvements made on the 2

nd
 floor providing 3 additional courtrooms.  However, the courtrooms have never been finished with audience seating, jury box seating, counsel tables and all other 

furnishings.    Another factor that may prohibit our use of the 2
nd

 floor of 540 is our inability to support the lease costs.  The court cannot pay for the lease costs associated with leasing the 2
nd

 floor or the 
1

st
 floor.    

 
Consequently, if we closed the Lodi and Manteca courts and brought in the three remaining judges, we would have no chambers or courtrooms for those judges in either the 540 Family Law Annex or the 
main Stockton Courthouse. 
 
2/3/13 Update:  The court continues to object to closing branch courts and sees no statewide policy regarding branch court closures.  However, due to our fiscal emergency we are closing the Lodi Branch 
Court effective 3/4/13. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R29 

Relocation of 
Juvenile 
Dependency to 
Juvenile Justice 
Center     
  

Explore the ability to move dependency matters to the Juvenile Justice Center. 
 

Short   Efficiencies  Cost to relocate 
staff. 
 

COURT RESPONSE   

R29 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

We have explored the recommendation and have concluded that such a move at this time is not feasible. 
 
There are no courtrooms available at the Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) to handle the dependency matters.  In fact, the delinquency matters consume the courtroom time for both J1 and J2 such that the 
traffic hearings have to be heard in a closet by a volunteer attorney.  Even when the 3rd courtroom is completed at JJC (SB1407 project), there will still not be enough courtroom time to accommodate 
the dependency hearings at JJC.  That would require adding a fourth courtroom at JJC for which no funding has been appropriated.  Dependency cases involve other law and justice partners who are 
located within walking distance of the Stockton courthouse.  Moving this case type to JJC located in French Camp, a 15 to 20 minute drive, will impact these other agencies.  Moving the dependency cases 
to JJC would limit the accessibility for some of the parents because of the lack of public transportation to JJC.  Furthermore, the JJC facility is connected to the Juvenile Hall detention facility.  Minors are 
escorted directly to the courtrooms through a secure passage.  There is only one room that is used as a temporary holding and cannot be considered a holding cell.  If dependency matters were heard at 
JJC and either parent is incarcerated and transported to the hearing, there would be a problem for the sheriff in separating juveniles and adults, both sight and sound separation. 

COURT UPDATE 

R29 
Implementation Date:  May 2012 – We have explored the recommendation and have concluded that such a move at this time is not feasible. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 
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FEES 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R30 

Fees   VC 40508 allows for administrative assessments, not to exceed $10, 
to be charged for clerical and administrative costs for (a) recording 
and maintaining a record of a defendant’s prior convictions and (b) 
notifying DMV of the attachment or restriction of a license or 
registration. 
 
It is recommended that the court charge the $10 for both sections (a) 
and (b). At this time the Court is only charging the $10 pursuant to (b) 
above. 

Short Revenue - Potential significant additional revenue by 
charging an additional $10 fee on every subsequent 
violation pursuant to VC 40508(a). 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R30 
   Recommendation implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

We do assess the $10.00 Administrative Assessment to both the 40508(a)s and 40508(b)s, whether the FTAs/FTPs are added electronically or manually. 

COURT UPDATE 

R30 

Implementation Date:  After further investigation, it was determined that the court was only charging for one of the $10 assessment fees.  Programmatic changes to the courts 30 year old CMS was 
completed and in production as of 12/17/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Because the program is still in its infancy, we do not have sufficient data to make a reasonable projection.  (However, for the time period of 12/17/12 through 1/28/13, the 
court added this fee to 931 citations.  Only 2% of those citations where this fee was applied have paid with a total of $210 collected.)   

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R31 
Fees   Increase GC71386 Returned Check Fee $25 (or Based on Cost) to $50 

based on actual clerical processing costs. 
Short Revenue - Annual increase $6,000. None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R31 
   Prior to receiving C.A.R.T.'s recommendations, Court received Executive Committee approval to implement the recommendation 

The court’s CEO received approval from the Executive Committee on May 1, 2012 to increase the fee. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Programming changes will need to be made; however, the court believes it can implement within 30 days. 
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COURT UPDATE 

R31 
Implementation Date:  7/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:   Projected increase in revenue is approximately $6,450.  From 7/1/12 through 1/28/13, the court collected $3,635, which is an increase of $1,221 over the same time period 
last fiscal year. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R32 
Fees   Ensure judicial officers are imposing PC1305 Bail Bond Forfeiture Set 

Aside Fee.  Consider increasing fee based on cost.  
Short Revenue - Annual increase = $20-$30K 

 
CJIS Programming 
changes will be 
billed to the court. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R32 
   Prior to receiving C.A.R.T.'s recommendations, Court received Executive Committee approval to implement the recommendation 

The court’s CEO received approval from the Executive Committee on May 1, 2012 to increase the fee based on actual costs.   
Timeframe for implementation:  Amount of fee to be determined.  We estimate that once fee is determined, programming changes will take place within 60 days.   

COURT UPDATE 

R32 
Implementation Date:  3/4/13 – The fees based on costs have been determined to be $69 and $126. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court projects revenue for the current fiscal year to be approximately $2,000.  Potential full year revenues could be as high as $8,000. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R33 
Fees   Impose GC70617(a) Motion Fee on criminal and traffic hearings. 

Santa Clara imposes the fee when Bond Agents and Others request a 
hearing. 

Short Revenue - Annual increase = $10K 
 

CJIS Programming 
changes will be 
billed to the court. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R33 
   Prior to receiving C.A.R.T.'s recommendations, Court received Executive Committee approval to implement the recommendation 

The court’s CEO received approval from the Executive Committee on May 1, 2012 to impose this fee. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Programming changes will need to be completed.  It is estimated this could take up 60 days to implement. 

COURT UPDATE 

R33 
Implementation Date:  3/4/13 - Pursuant to GC70617(a) the motion fee is $60. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates the revenue for the current fiscal year to be approximately $1,000.   
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R34 

Fees   Notify County re:  VC16028/PC1463.22 Financial Responsibility 
($17.50) revenue due to the Court. 

  

Short Revenue - Court staff have identified revenues of $1.2 
million and expenditures of $1.6 million dating back to 
2001.  The County is currently holding $300K in a special 
fund related to these collections.  The Court incurs the 
cost related to the above mentioned sections; not the 
County.   

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R34 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

This recommendation is one the courts own staff brought to the attention of CART.  The court will be contacting the county to obtain this revenue to offset the court’s costs for implementation of this 
program. 
Timeframe for implementation:  It is anticipated the court will complete by the close of Fiscal Year 2012-2013. 

COURT UPDATE 

R34 
Implementation Date:  6/30/13.  The court has had discussions with the county regarding this revenue.  Discussions and negotiations are ongoing but expect to be completed by the end of the fiscal year. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Unknown at this time. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R35 Fees   Impose PC1205 Stay Fee on fines imposed in Court.   Short Revenue .   None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R35 

   Prior to receiving C.A.R.T.'s recommendations, Court received Executive Committee approval to implement the recommendation 

The court’s CEO received approval on implementation of this fee from the Executive Committee on May 1, 2012.  The fee will be imposed and collected upon the defendant’s request for a one-time 30 
day extension to pay his/her fine. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court anticipates programming changes and training of staff could be completed and implemented no later than July 1, 2012. 
 

COURT UPDATE 

R35 
Implementation Date:  7/1/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The courts early projection (7/1/12) was approximately $2,430 in new revenue for the current fiscal year.  For the period of 7/1/12 through 1/31/13 the court has collected 
$2,475 in revenue.  We now project a total of $4,200 could be collected by the end of the current fiscal year. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R36 
Fees   Imposition of $15 warrant fee pursuant to VC 40508.5. 

 

Short  Revenue None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R36 
   Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

We do assess the $15.00 for the Local Warrant System, which is part of the Civil Assessment.  The $15.00 is retained by the County.   

COURT UPDATE 

R36 
Implementation Date:  7/1/97. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

FINANCIAL 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R37 

County Costs  It is recommended that the court audit all county charges currently being paid by the 
court to the county and move away from the A87 Plan and instead establish a plan 
wherein the County must bill the court for actual costs.  

Medium Savings None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R37 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The Court will adopt the CART Team recommendations of having all county charges currently being paid by the court to the county audited.  
On September 11, 2009, at our AOC Audit kick off meeting, we asked the AOC Audit Division to audit our CJIS county charges as it appeared that the county had been overcharging us for years.   
Over the last several months, we have had discussion with the AOC Audit Division about our desire to move away from the A87 cost allocation billing method, and establish a plan for the County to direct 
bill the Court for actual costs.   
The Court will work with the AOC’s Audit Division on the County audit, and will provide all of the necessary assistance the Division’s staff requires. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court estimates it will be able implement the recommendation in 6 months to 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R37 
Implementation Date:   Pursuant to GC77212, notice was given to San Joaquin County on 12/18/12.  Effective 7/1/13, the court will no longer be part of the county’s A87 charges and will be direct billed 
for services from the county. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  This may not result in actual savings but will provide the court with current (real time) expense information which will allow the court to make better business decisions. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R38 

Bail Exoneration 
and Refund 
Checks Processing   

Evaluate business process for bail exoneration and refund checks to determine if staff 
can reduce the workload related to generating and distributing bail exoneration and 
refund checks.  An upload process is available using Phoenix.  Have checks mailed by 
County or AOC depending on system utilized to generate checks. 

Medium  Savings - The reduction in hours was 
not quantified, but it may be as high 
as 20-25% for staff involved in bail 
exoneration/refund process. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R38 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The Court will evaluate our current business process for bail exoneration and refund checks to determine if staff can reduce the workload related to generating and distributing bail exonerations and 
refund checks, including the utilization of the Phoenix financial system. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation could be 6 months to 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R38 
Implementation Date:  This recommendation was partially completed and implemented on 9/1/12.  The court estimates full completion by 6/30/13. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court is projecting annual staff time savings of approximately $1,124. 

 

GRANTS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R39 

Grant Funding  It is recommended that the court ask the Department of Child 
Support Services (DCSS) to have the DCSS grant cover the prorated 
cost of the family law manager who directly oversees the processing 
of DCSS documents for the court. 

Short Savings - savings to baseline budget for personnel. 
Actual dollar estimations should be prepared by court in 
preparation for negotiations with DCSS for next cycle. 

None 

COURT RESPONSE   

R39 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court will adopt the CART team recommendations and review our Plan of Cooperation with Department of Child Support Services (DCSS). 
Timeframe for implementation:  Our review will be completed by July 1, 2012. 

COURT UPDATE 

R39 
Implementation Date:  The court has met with the director of our local DCSS office.  The court has also made numerous follow-up phone calls with no response.  The court has sought the assistance of 
AOC lead staff that in turn has made contact with the State Department of Child Support Services.  A final/updated plan of cooperation is in progress.  Estimated completion is 3/1/13. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Potential revenue and reimbursement to the court are estimated to be $3,100 to $24,500. 
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MISCELLANEOUS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R40 

Passport 
Processing  

It is recommended that the court review passport processing to determine whether 
revenue earned is worth the effort. 

 

Short  Efficiency – this change would free up 

court staff to process court filings and 

other court work required by law. 

If the court 
terminates this 
service, some 
revenue will be 
forfeited. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R40 
   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The Court has been reviewing our passport processing to determine whether revenue earned is worth the effort. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Review within 6 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R40 
Implementation Date:  9/25/12 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court has completed its analysis and has determined that it will continue to process passports at this time.  We will re-evaluate again in February 2013. 

 

PURCHASING 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R41 

Office Supply and 
Equipment 
Ordering 

It is recommended that the court review the office supplies and 
equipment provided to determine which discretionary items should 
be removed to reduce costs. It is also recommended that the court 
review the policy regarding ordering of custom or non-standard items 
to eliminate non-essential purchases. 

Short Potential baseline budget savings in office supplies and 
equipment. 

None  

COURT RESPONSE   

R41 

   Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

As an ongoing process, the Court routinely reviews office supplies and equipment to determine what may be discretionary in efforts to reduce the Courts cost and unnecessary/non-essential purchases. 
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COURT UPDATE 

R41 
Implementation Date:  Since 2003, the court has routinely reviewed its purchasing practices in an effort to keep costs low.  This is an ongoing process for the court.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Savings have varied year to year.  At this point, the only savings left that could be achieved are any associated ongoing OE&E for staff that have been laid off. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R42 

Office Supply and 
Equipment 
Ordering 

Generic laser printer toner is not being used.  Products from Innovera and Greenbox 
have been evaluated but have not met quality requirements.  It is recommended that 
the court Pilot the use of Sustainable Earth Brand remanufactured toner from Staples.  
Many courts are using this toner and have had very good results. 

Short  Savings - potential 30% reduction in 
cost for toner purchases. Current 
budget for toner is $19,600.  Savings 
could be $5,880 per year. 

None 
 

COURT RESPONSE   

R42 

   Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

The Court does use generic toner.  The court had been purchasing the Innovera brand, but finds as mentioned by the CART team, the product is not adequate.  The Court currently purchases Image 
Master from Unitone (A California based company).   We are pleased with the recycled product.  Unitone is ISO9001 certified and holds the STMC certification from the International Imaging Technology 
Counsel.  Furthermore we find our cost for the Image Master toner to be less than Staples sustainable earth brand. 

COURT UPDATE 

R42 
Implementation Date:  This is an example of how the court has continued to find ways to save money.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Any savings achieved have already been negated due to ongoing budget cuts. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R43 

Copiers, and Fax 
Machines and 
Transition to 
Duplex Printing 
and Scanning and 
Emailing of 
Documents 

It is recommended that the court review the number and types of 
copiers currently provided throughout the organization to see if the 
number of devices can be reduced. In addition, it is recommended 
that the court transition to duplex printing and copying and to 
scanning and emailing of documents where feasible (paperless 
transactions instead of hard copy distribution).   
The court should also consider changing the default font used in 
printing and place limitations on color printing.    
 

Short Potential baseline budget savings in copier lease and 
maintenance cost if the number of devices is reduced. In 
addition, the per copy costs charged by the copier 
vendor and paper costs will be reduced upon transition 
to duplex printing and copying. 

None  
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COURT RESPONSE   

R43 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court has evaluated its copier fleet and finds that it is more cost effective to reduce the number printers and network copiers.  The Court has 21 copiers.  Of the 21, only three have a lease payment 
associated.  All other copiers are on maintenance agreements that the Court pays less than a penny a copy, except for the Court’s one color copier which is billed at .094 per copy.  The maintenance 
agreements include toner and staples.  We have issued a notice to staff to duplex when feasible to reduce paper cost, and will continue this effort.  Color copiers have access codes which restricts usage 
thus limiting cost.  The Court has limited scanning ability, but has implemented scanning and emailing with our Juvenile Dependency calendars. We will continue to seek avenues to reduce paper usage 
through scanning & emailing. 
Timeframe for implementation:  This is an ongoing process that is dependent on funding for additional scanners and new copiers and available resources to implement copier networking. 

COURT UPDATE 

R43 
Implementation Date:  Ongoing 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Savings and expense will depend on future needs for replacement of equipment. 

 

RECORDS 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R44 

Records/Filing/ 
Exhibits      

Conduct an overall review of current records and exhibit management and purge 
program to identify efficiencies to be realized by modifying existing practices.   
Specific recommendations include:  

1. Utilize paper sorting tools where needed when pre-sorting items to be filed. 
2. Across the court, maintain physical file in single numeric order based on 

numbering provided by the case management system rather than segmenting 
by case type for more efficient retrieval and re-shelving of case files and to 
reduce misfiles.  

3. Consider process re: stipulation to return exhibits (applicable to other case 
types as well) to reduce processing workload of exhibit management (i.e., 
storage, noticing for destruction, etc.).  

4. Utilize bar code labels on every active file and create bar codes for court 
locations to assist with file tracking. 

5. Develop records destruction and purging program. 
6. Utilize the front of case file folders to clearly identify pertinent information on 

large labels to assist staff with quickly pulling calendars and re-shelving case 
files.  

Medium  Savings, efficiencies, and cost 

avoidance.  

None  
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7. Segregate cases in warrant status from disposed cases in the records storage 
areas to make identification of warrant cases more straightforward and to assist 
with making purge process more efficient.  

8. The noticing and destruction of exhibits and corresponding processes may also 
need to be refined.  

9. Both an index of cases filed and cases destroyed should be maintained and 
accessible to juvenile staff.  

10. Explore opportunity to organize files in more consistent manner. In some 
instances the side pocket of a file was used as an interim holding place for 
documents and reports that the judge might need. This caused an additional 
workload when the documents need to be re-filed in chronological order. 
Explore use of target sheets to more easily find documents. 

11. Order file folders with pockets (staff are manually creating pocket by cutting 
card stock and taping it to the file folder)  

12. Explore opportunities to improve requests for files. Give records staff access to 
directly view cases on calendar so they may provide cases to courtroom or 
calendar prep staff. Currently case processing staff is preparing requests in the 
system and emailing the Records Unit with their file requests.   

13. Target sheets in files may provide easier access to certain documents and more 
consistency in how files are maintained (Juvenile Dependency). 

COURT RESPONSE   

R44.1 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  The court will follow through with the examples provided by Orange County and will also look into other alternatives that may be available.  Court will also need to 
research which option will be less costly to implement. 

R44.2 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  The court is already working on the file merge with the CCMS filing groups and we will be researching the possibility of creating a single sequential file numbering system 
with our criminal files to achieve the file merge of all criminal felony and misdemeanor files.  The file merge project for CCMS is expected to be completed by June 1, 2012.  The criminal file numbering 
merge will take 6 months to 1 year to draft and implement. 

R44.3 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  The court already has a stipulation regarding exhibits in place for small claims.  The court will look the use of a stipulation in all other case types.  Research and possible 
implementation between 6 months to 1 year. 

R44.4 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation between 6 months to 1 year. 

Attachment C-2



 

 

TABLE 1: SAN JOAQUIN CART TRACKING DOCUMENT             

 Updated 2/4/2013 

 

28 

 

R44.5 

   Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

The court already has a purging program in place for all lower jurisdiction records which account for nearly 60% of records currently stored in the Records Facility. The purging program cannot move 
forward as there are not enough staff resources in records to proceed with the current purging plan.  The records department has historically been under staffed since its inception in 2000 and it continues 
to be understaffed.  The current financial crisis facing this court has forced it to remove critical staff in Records to more critical functioning areas of the organization.  In the future should the department 
be restored to minimum staffing, purging of files will be resumed. 

R44.6 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation)  

Timeframe for implementation:  The court will research the ability of expanding the current fields in the existing label formatting.  We will also look into the possibility of adopting new case labels for 
criminal cases.  Implementation 6 months to 1 year. 

R44.7 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The Court had a system of segregating cases in warrant status from disposed cases in the records storage areas to make identification of warrant cases more straightforward and to assist with making the 
purge process more efficient; however, over time the system previously used no longer works. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The Court will research possible methods to clearly  identify warrant status from disposed cases.  Implementation between 6 months to 1 year. 

R44.8    Recommendation  implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

The court already has a simplified process for noticing and destroying exhibits. The current back log is due to insufficient staffing. 

R44.9 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation between 6 months to 1 year. 

R44.10    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  The court will explore additional possibilities of file organization and plans to have this research completed and in place in 2-3 months. 

R44.11 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  The court will look into the possibility of purchasing different supplies for the department to discontinue the practice currently in place.  Implementation should be 
completed no later than 3-6 months depending on current stock of supplies. 

R44.12 
   Recommendation implemented by Court well before C.A.R.T.  

Access is already provided to Records Management staff to view any pending calendars.  Only those files that are needed as a last minute urgent request is ordered via E-mail or phone call. 

R44.13    Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation within 6 months.   

COURT UPDATE 

R44.1 
Thru 

R44.13 

Implementation Date:  All of these recommendations, 44.1 through 44.13 have an implementation date of 6 months to 1 year.  Our records management division will do its best to completely 
implement these recommendations timely.  However, with the reductions in staff, timely implementation may prove to be difficult. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Yet to be determined. 
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STAFFING  

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R45 

Staff Savings   It is recommended the court eliminate two-person mail opening 
teams by implementing video camera recording of the mail 
processing work area to ensure direct observation of the handling of 
mail.  

Short Staff savings by reducing two person mail opening team 
to one person in each location that has teams that open 
the mail. 

Small cost to 
purchase and 
maintain video 
camera system. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R45 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

   Court Does not Adopt Recommendation  (Provide reason(s) for not adopting Recommendation) 

Stockton Court (Adopts with Modifications):  We currently do not have a two-person mail opening team.   Our mail is opened on the 1
st

 and 3
rd

 floors (Traffic & Civil) which require a total of three clerks, 
with an estimated time of 4 hours per day.  It is anticipated that by centralizing the mail opening process, we could eliminate one (1) clerk and also fulfill the AOC Audit requirement of a two person mail 
opening team.   
We will evaluate and determine for cost and efficiency purposes the implementation of either centralizing the mail opening process or pursuing approval for the video camera recording. 
 
Branch Courts – Lodi, Manteca & JJC (Does not Adopt):  No resources available for purchase of video camera, monitoring, or maintenance.  Currently in the branch courts, opening of the mail can be 
observed by multiple staff, at any given time in all court locations. 
 
Timeframe for implementation:  Stockton Court - Between 30 and 90 days. 

COURT UPDATE 

R45 
Implementation Date:  6/18/12 – For the Stockton branch, all mail is opened by 2 people on the 3

rd
 floor, which eliminated the need for a 3

rd
 person to assist with this process.  This change allowed us to 

spend no money while also putting us in compliance with the AOC Audit recommendation of a 2 person mail team.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates an annualized savings of $81,702 for the staff time associated with this task. 
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TECHNOLOGY 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R46 

Chief Information 
Officer  

It is recommended that the court actively pursue filling the vacant 
Chief Information Officer position to assist the court with developing 
and maintaining a long-term technology and infrastructure plan. 

Short - CRITICAL Critical need for court wide infrastructure of systems. Cost to fill position 
which will allow for 
substantial savings 
overall to the court. 

COURT RESPONSE 

R46 
   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

This recommendation is one the court had already been working on for the past couple of months.  In fact, the recruitment closed on May 4, 2012 and interviews will take place on May 17, 2012. 
Timeframe for implementation:  We anticipate having the successful candidate hired by mid-June. 

COURT UPDATE 

R46 
Implementation Date:  The IT Manager was selected on 6/12/12 and began employment with the court on 7/2/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:   The court has an approximate annual position cost of $150,000. 

 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R47 

Infrastructure It is recommended that the court replace 15 individual servers with 3 
servers running VMWare virtualization. 

 

Short - CRITICAL Critical need for court wide infrastructure of systems. Cost for 
implementation 
approx. $81,000. 
 

COURT RESPONSE 

R47 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The court had previously recognized that this recommendation is vital to ensure continuity of its operations.  We had already obtained quotes for servers and had those quotes validated by CART 
members.  As we are so close to hiring an IT manager, we will be waiting until the IT manager is selected and will have that person involved in the final decision making process for this major purchase. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The servers will be purchased within the next 2 months. 
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COURT UPDATE 

R47 
Implementation Date:  The court purchased 3 servers on 6/19/12.  All have been deployed except for one.  We will migrate the remaining server once we have completed the Win7 desktop deployment.  
Win7 desktop deployment is expected to be completed by 2/28/13. 
 Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates the cost of server purchase, deployment and migration to be approximately $81,500. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R48 

Infrastructure  Replace key servers and software.  Review AOC audit report from 
2011 audit to determine additional areas where there may be 
additional business exposure.  

Short – CRITICAL Critical need for court wide infrastructure of systems. 
 

 Minimal 
investment 
estimated to be 
$81,000. 

COURT RESPONSE 

R48 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The court recognizes that this recommendation is critical to its overall infrastructure.  Once our new IT manager is hired, we will be sharing both this report and our 2011 audit report with him/her so that 
all IT related deficiencies can be remedied. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court expects, where financially feasible, to complete all items within the next 6 months to 1 year. 

COURT UPDATE 

R48 
Implementation Date:  The court purchased 3 servers on 6/19/12.  Deployment completed 12/31/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: The court estimates the cost of server purchase, deployment and migration to be approximately $81,500. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R49 
Infrastructure  Move IBM Filenet Hosting and Support to the AOC / CCTC Short - CRITICAL Critical need for court wide infrastructure of systems –  Unknown 

COURT RESPONSE 

R49 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court recognizes that this recommendation is important.  However, the court will wait until its IT manager is in place so a final decision and recommendation can be made with that person’s input. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation of this recommendation or any modification of this recommendation may take a few months of planning. 
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COURT UPDATE 

R49 
Implementation Date: Further analysis was completed on 9/26/12 and the court will not adopt this recommendation as the cost of the CCTC hosting will be an additional cost to the court. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R50 

Software Licenses Audit software licenses to confirm that they are still being used.  
Eliminate maintenance renewals on unused software. 

Short - CRITICAL Savings - Unknown but likely under $10K of savings.  Most expensive 
software 
maintenance is just 
under $54K per year 
for IBM which is 
over 50% of the 
court’s maintenance 
cost. 

COURT RESPONSE  

R50 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Once our new IT manager is hired, he or she will ensure an audit of all software licenses is completed. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Completion is estimated to be within the next 6 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R50 
Implementation Date:  This process began 7/1/12 and is ongoing.  Our IT manager continually assesses software licensing to determine if cost and need are appropriate. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The court estimates that as much as $75,000 annually could be saved.   

 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R51 

Infrastructure  Move Hosting of Public Access Website to AOC CCTC / CCMS Secure 
Portal, or replace the Current Server that is locally Hosting the 
Website.   

Short - CRITICAL Critical need for court wide infrastructure of systems 
Prevents a possible disruption in the Court’s on-line 
services, plus the Court will gain new capabilities 
through the use of more current internet-based 

The cost of moving 
public access / on-
line case 
information 
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 technologies. searches to the 
CCTC Secure Portal 
is unknown. 

COURT RESPONSE  

R51 
   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court recognizes that this recommendation is important.  However, the court will wait until its IT manager is in place so a final decision and recommendation can be made with that person’s input. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Several months of planning for this recommendation or any modification of this recommendation may be necessary prior to implementation. 

COURT UPDATE 

R51 
Implementation Date:  On August 9, 2012, the court replaced the server that hosted our website.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  An existing newer server was repurposed for our website which eliminated the need for the old IBM AS400 server.  The only cost to the court was approximately 16 hours of 
staff time to test and migrate the website to the repurposed server. 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R52 

Electronic Traffic 
Citations   

Identify cost for further implementation of electronic Traffic citations 
and seek out grant funding.  Sources could include Department of 
Transportation. 

 

Medium  Efficiencies  Cost for 
implementation 
could be $100K but 
may be covered by 
grant funding 
sources.   

COURT RESPONSE  

R52 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court recognizes the efficiencies e-citations bring to the court.  The court already has the 2
nd

 largest law enforcement agency (LEA) in San Joaquin County using e-citations.  As soon as is practical, the 
court will meet with LEA’s to discuss the efficiencies this program presents to both LEA’s and the Court and will encourage LEA’s to seek out grant funding to implement this program.  When time permits, 
the court may assign staff to investigate funding opportunities. 
Timeframe for implementation:  The court expects it may take up to 1 year or more to fully explore, apply and implement a program of this nature.   

COURT UPDATE 

R52 
Implementation Date: 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R53 

Website     It is recommended that the court conduct an evaluation of its existing website for 
redesign and updating to make it easier to navigate and to ensure that it contains 
relevant and accurate information.   

Medium/Long Term  Customer Service, Efficiencies – 
potential for reduction in the number 
of calls and requests for information 
from court staff. 

Cost to upgrade 
website. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R53 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court recognizes that this recommendation is important.  However, the court will wait until its IT manager is in place so a final decision and recommendation can be made with that person’s input. 
Timeframe for implementation:  A project of this magnitude, given the courts diminished staff and financial resources, may take a year or more to fully implement. 

COURT UPDATE 

R53 
Implementation Date:  June 2013 is the expected completion of this project. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  No costs or financial resources, other than staff time, have been expended by the court to complete this recommendation. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, 

REVENUE 
ASSOCIATED COST 

54 

Criminal, Traffic, 
Case 
Management 
System       

It is recommended that the court consider the following options for the CJIS 
Criminal/Traffic case management system: 

 Option 1: It is recommended that the court investigate and migrate to 
alternative “off the shelf” case management system for Criminal and Traffic.  
The existing Crim/Traffic case management system is a 30-year old COBOL 
application running on an IBM mainframe managed and maintained by the 
County.  The Court is billed by transaction.  The Court spends $1.5M per year on 
CJIS. 

 Option 2: It is also recommended that the court consider cost savings and risk 
avoidance derived from CJIS “lift and shift” from IBM mainframe to SQL 
platform.  

 

Long-term  Option 1: New case 
management system 
could result in 
reduction of yearly 
maintenance cost 
from $1.5M per year 
to $60K per year.   

 Option 2: the long-
term savings and 
greater control of the 
database are 
significant. 

 Option 1: Initial costs 
potentially up to $550K one 
time for software licenses, 
hardware and 
implementation.  Detailed 
ROI analysis would need to 
be performed to determine 

specific savings. 
 Option 2: By moving CJIS to 

a SQL platform, the 
transition would take about 
9 months to complete, cost 
between $1.5 and $2 M, 
but would be recouped in 
less than 2 years from the 
savings generated from 
moving off the mainframe.  
The annual cost of the SQL 
environment is 
approximately $100,000. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R54 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The court agrees with this recommendation, however, is more interested in implementing Option 2 – “Lift and Shift” as a short term solution. This option would stabilize the courts current case 
management system and could generate ongoing savings for the court, which would then give us the ability to save money to use for Option 1 – replacement of the legacy case management system.  The 
long term solution for the court or Option 1 would be to investigate the purchase of a case management system to replace its 30 year old legacy system.  
Timeframe for implementation:   Option 2 may take up to 2 years.  Option 1 may take 3 to 5 years. 

COURT UPDATE 

R54 

Implementation Date:  The court will be using the $916,000 loan provided by the Judicial Council in December 2011 to replace the CJIS case management system (CMS).  The court will be using the 
statewide Master Services Agreement for CMS vendors that is expected to be completed in February 2013.  The court has already had discussions with the county regarding the court’s intent to get off of 
the county’s main frame CJIS system.  The court expects that the full deployment of a new case management system could take up to 18 months.   
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  The cost of a new CMS is unknown at this time.  However, preliminary estimates show that a newer system will cost the court far less that what is paid to the county 
annually.  Today, the court annually pays the county $1.5 million and a newer system could cost as much as $500,000 annually, leaving the court with a potential $1.0 million savings each year. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, 

REVENUE 
ASSOCIATED COST 

R55 

Juvenile 
Delinquency Case 
Management 
System        

It is recommended that the court consider options for implementing a Juvenile 
delinquency case management system: 

 In the short-term, utilize the ShowMe Case management system currently 
utilized by family law and juvenile dependency.  

 In the long-term there may be value in assessing the CMS vendor that the 
Probation department uses.  

 Short – for 
ShowMe option 

 Long – for 
Probation 
option. 

Savings – very significant 
staff resources could be 
saved by automating 
juvenile delinquency case 
processing. 

Costs to move to ShowMe CMS 
or contract with Probation 
vendor. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R55 

   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

Our short-term approach will be to add the Juvenile Delinquency case type content data to our existing CMS, then assess the CMS vendor used by the Probation Department, long term. 
Timeframe for implementation:  Implementation can be completed within six months for the short-term recommendation.  For the long-term recommendation, assessment can be completed within 1 
year.  

COURT UPDATE 

R55 
Implementation Date:  The court will be including a juvenile delinquency case management system when it implements R54. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R56 

E-filing       Expand e-filing to other case types.  The Court is using CCMS V3 and may be able to 
leverage some technical work that Orange County and San Diego have done to integrate 
e-filing service providers with CCMS V3. The Court can leverage the existing Document 
Management System to facilitate the storage of e-filed documents. 

Medium Savings - Detailed ROI analysis would 

need to be performed to determine 

specific savings. 

Initial investment of 
approximately 
$150K one time for 
implementation. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R56 

   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

A detailed Return on Investment analysis would need to be performed to determine specific savings versus an estimated one-time cost of $150K for implementation of this recommendation.  Until such 
an analysis can be completed, we cannot definitively respond how the court will proceed.   
Timeframe for implementation:  The analysis to be completed between 12 and 18 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R56 
Implementation Date: 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R57 

Document 
Imaging 

It is recommended that once E-filing and E-Citations are implemented, the court can 
dedicate positions to begin scanning paper documents as an investment in future 
efficiencies.  
 

Medium Savings and Efficiencies - Detailed ROI 
analysis would need to be performed 
to determine specific savings.  

Since DMS is 
already in place, 
cost would only be 
for document 
scanners - 
potentially $20K. 

COURT RESPONSE   

R57 
   Adopts Recommendation with Modifications (If Yes, Explain Modifications and provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

A detailed Return on Investment analysis would need to be performed to determine specific savings.  Until such an analysis can be completed, we cannot definitively respond how the court will proceed.   
Timeframe for implementation:  The analysis to be completed between 12 and 18 months. 

COURT UPDATE 

R57 
Implementation Date: 
Cost Savings/Court Expense: 

# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R58 

Telephone System  It is recommended that the court review its existing telephone system and identify 
additional functionality or consider converting to Voice Over IP (VOIP) to assist with 
increasing customer service. 
 

Long-Term  Savings and efficiencies  May include initial 
costs that may be 
required to 
ultimately realize 
savings.   

COURT RESPONSE   

R58 

   Court identified the recommendation prior to C.A.R.T. and is in the process of implementing the recommendation  

The Court is currently dependent on the County for its phone systems.  Because of the age of the County’s system adding additional functionality is not cost effective; however, the Court is reviewing its 
IVR process and recordings in an effort to identify functionality that may result in a more efficient processing of incoming calls.  In addition, the Court is currently working with a vendor to evaluate the 
possibility of hosted VoIP services.  The primary issue that may prohibit the Court from moving to a VoIP platform is the age of the Courthouse infrastructure.   The Court has planned for VoIP 
infrastructure in the new Stockton Courthouse. 

COURT UPDATE 

R58 
Implementation Date:  The court is still working on this project.  If the court is able to implement prior to moving to the new courthouse, it will do so within the next 18 months. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  Exact costs and/or savings are unknown at this time. 
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# SUBJECT AREA RECOMMENDATION 
IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME 
SAVINGS, EFFICIENCIES, REVENUE ASSOCIATED COST 

R59 

Juvenile 
Dependency 
Technology 
Infrastructure     

Assess antiquated technical environment which prohibits staff from working efficiently 
(e.g., printer unplug/plug in for every minute order prepared during calendar 
preparation process).  

 

Short   Efficiencies  Cost to upgrade 
technical 
environment. 
 

COURT RESPONSE   

R59 
   Adopts Recommendations as stated  (If Adopting Recommendation, provide estimated timeframe for implementation) 

The issue identified is a result of a failing network print server.   We agree a more reliable alternative can be found. 
Timeframe for implementation:  An assessment can be completed within 30 days of the project start date. 

COURT UPDATE 

R59 
Implementation Date:  Outdated equipment was replaced on 7/1/12. 
Cost Savings/Court Expense:  There was no cost to the court.  The simple fix was to install a new driver for the computers to connect to a different/operational and more convenient printer. 
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