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Having a designated entity with the authority to enforce and enhance the collection of
court-ordered debt may not only increase revenue to governmental agencies, but will
provide respect for the rule of law and enforcement of local court orders. Penal Code
section 1463.010, as amended by Assembly Bill 367 (Stats. 2007, ch. 132), requires the
Judicial Council to develop performance measures and benchmarks to review the
effectiveness of the cooperative superior court and county programs for the collection of
court-ordered debt and to report annually to the Legislature on:
•

The extent to which each court or county is following best practices for its
collection program;
• The performance of each collection program; and
• Any changes necessary to improve the performance of collection programs
statewide.
The statute also requires that each superior court and county jointly report to the Judicial
Council, as provided by the Judicial Council, information requested in a reporting
template on or before September 1, 2009, and annually thereafter.
Before the enactment of AB 367, California had not established best practices for the
collection of court-ordered-debt, nor performed any evaluation of the performance of
local court-ordered debt collection programs. Therefore, during fiscal year 20082009,
the Judicial Council had to identify, develop, and approve the Collections Best Practices
and performance measures for the collection programs. (See Attachments A and B.)
In addition, the Collections Reporting Template, which was initially created to comply
with the reporting mandates of Senate Bill 940 (Stats. 2003, Ch. 275), needed to be
revised in order to capture information that would allow the Judicial Council to evaluate
the performance of individual collection programs. Because many different collection
methods and models are in use, the Collections Reporting Template was revised to
accommodate the various workflow processes and accounts receivable and case
management systems used by the individual court and county collection programs. (See
Attachment C.) The limitations of accounts receivable and case management systems
were identified by several of the collection programs as a reason for the under- or overreporting of revenue derived from the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. (See
Attachment D.)
The Administrative Office of the Courts, Enhanced Collections Unit, contracted with
Gartner, Inc. to develop performance measures and benchmarks, assist with revision of
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the Senate Bill 940 Collections Reporting Template, analyze data received from the
individual collection programs, and recommend procedural changes. (See Attachment E.)
Penal Code section 1463.010 requires the Judicial Council to recommend any changes
necessary to improve the performance of collection programs statewide. The proposed
changes are:
• Require that a collection program have the basic capability to track and collect
delinquent court-ordered debt;
• Amend, as necessary, the Collections Best Practices and enforcement tools based
on court-ordered debt collection industry standards and California statutes;
• Develop and establish a recommended workflow process, tailored to each
individual collection programs, incorporating Collections Best Practices;
• Develop and establish statewide policies, procedures, and processes for the
uniform collection of court-ordered debt;
• Establish an annual collections training program to assist courts and counties in
improving individual performance;
• Standardize, as necessary, communication processes, including letters and notices,
between debtors and collection programs to enhance collection efforts; and
• Assist collection programs with the selection of private collection vendors.
As the first of the annual reports to be submitted, this report serves as a baseline for
determining the performance of the individual court and county collection programs for
delinquent court-ordered debt. It details the steps taken to establish a method for
measuring and reporting the effectiveness of the collection programs. Subsequent reports
will provide information on the progress achieved by the individual collection programs
and recommendations for additional changes necessary to improve performance
statewide.
History of Enhanced Collection Efforts

In January 2003, the Conference of Chief Justices, chaired by California Chief Justice
Ronald M. George, adopted a resolution that called attention to the importance of
collection efforts for delinquent court-ordered debt. Senate Bill 940 (Stats. 2003, ch.
275), Judicial Council sponsored legislation, required the council to (among other things)
adopt guidelines for a comprehensive program for the collection of fees, fines,
forfeitures, penalties, and assessments imposed by the courts and to establish a working
group to evaluate and make recommendations concerning current and future collection
methods. As a result, the Senate Bill 940 Collaborative Court-County Working Group on
Enhanced Collections was created. The working group was tasked with evaluating and
making recommendations concerning collection methods with the purpose of establishing
or enhancing collection programs in all 58 counties. The working group consisted of trial
court judges and executive officers and representatives of the Administrative Office of
the Courts, Franchise Tax Board, California Department of Corrections, State
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Controller’s Office, county governments, California Victim Compensation and
Government Claims Board, California Youth Authority, and California State Association
of Counties. The working group also included various committees and subcommittees
comprised of subject matter experts from courts, counties, and state agencies, which
made recommendations for the development of collection guidelines and standards. In
August 2004, the Judicial Council adopted guidelines and standards as recommended by
the working group and directed the working group to continue its work to develop
additional recommendations concerning current and future collection methods.
In January 2006, as statutorily mandated, the Judicial Council submitted a report to the
Legislature on the effectiveness of statewide collection efforts, which indicated
significant accomplishments in the collection of court-ordered debt, including:
1. The creation of a standard reporting template to monitor the progress of collection
programs;
2. A 27 percent increase in the amount of revenue collected; and
3. The awarding of statewide enhanced collection contracts to four collection
agencies.
Since the 2006 report to the Legislature, several tools have been developed and offered to
help improve the performance of court and county collection programs, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Workshops to provide training about tools to enhance individual collection
programs;
Standards and guidelines for recovering the operating costs of collecting
delinquent court-ordered debt;
Standards and guidelines for the collection of delinquent attorney sanctions;
An interim database tool to assist judicial officers with imposing mandatory and
discretionary fines, fees, penalties, and assessments; and
Statewide master agreements with seven private collection vendors.

In August 2008, the Judicial Council adopted as the Collection Best Practices, a select
number of collection guidelines and standards previously adopted by the Judicial Council
in 2004 and 2006. (See Attachment A.) These collection guidelines and standards were
developed and recommended by the Senate Bill 940 and Civil Assessment working
groups.
Findings

The processes of individual court and county collection programs are not standardized
and antiquated case management and accounts receivable systems used by the collection
programs vary in their ability to track delinquent court-ordered debt. In FY 2008–2009,
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of the 57 collection programs that submitted a Collections Reporting Template, 41
programs either met or exceeded the established performance measures and benchmarks.
According to the revenue figures reported on the Collections Reporting Template court
and county collection programs collected a total of $565,656,730 in delinquent courtordered debt for FY 2008–2009, with outstanding debt estimated at over $5.5 billion. The
outstanding balance includes debt that pre-dates the passage of SB 940, which initiated
California’s statewide collection effort.
It should be noted that all current and delinquent revenue, with the exception of civil
assessments collected from traffic and from criminal cases, is deposited in each county
treasury and distributed to various city, county, and state agencies. Complete and
accurate information on the collection and distribution of revenue must be obtained from
each of the 58 counties and reporting is not enforceable by the Judicial Council.
Therefore, having a designated entity responsible for enforcing policies, procedures, and
legislatively mandated requirements could provide the mechanism necessary to continue
to effectively enhance the performance of the statewide collection programs.
Collections Best Practices

The Judicial Council is required by Penal Code section 1463.010 to report on the extent
to which each court or county is following Collections Best Practices for its collection
program. Twenty-seven Collections Best Practices (see Attachment A) were selected
based on the potential impact of each on the statewide collection efforts.
The extent to which each court and county collection program is following the
Collections Best Practices was limited to the number of practices implemented by the
program. Because 29 of the 57 (or 55 percent) programs submitted their Collections
Reporting Templates after the September 1, 2009, due date, a thorough analysis of all
reported data could not be conducted. Currently, there is no identified correlation
between the number of Collections Best Practices used and program performance or
between a particular practice and program performance.
In the 2010 annual report to the legislature, an analysis and comparison will be
conducted, to the extent possible, to determine (1) potential correlations between the
Collections Best Practices used and the revenue collected, and (2) the priority of each
best practice based on the revenue generated.
Summaries of the performance of the individual collection programs and the extent to
which each is following the best practices can be found in Attachment D.
Based on information reported in the FY 2008–2009 Collections Reporting Templates,
the table below lists the number of Collections Best Practices followed by each court and
county collection program. (Note: The collection program for the Superior Court and
County of Trinity did not submit a Collections Reporting Template.)
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Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Contra Costa
Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo
Kern

23
23
17
21
22
19
24
24
20
22
20
20
25
25
15

Number of Collections Best Practices (by county)
Kings
19 Placer
26
Lake
15 Plumas
20
Lassen
20 Riverside
26
Los Angeles
22 Sacramento
25
Madera
24 San Benito
16
Marin
16 San Bernardino
20
Mariposa
17 San Diego
25
Mendocino
24 San Francisco
17
Merced
18 San Joaquin
18
Modoc
22 San Luis Obispo
22
Mono
7 San Mateo
22
Monterey
20 Santa Barbara
21
Napa
25 Santa Clara
23
Nevada
26 Santa Cruz
25
18 Shasta
Orange
25

Sierra
Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity
Tulare
Tuolumne
Ventura
Yolo
Yuba

18
23
17
24
15
17
19
*
26
27
26
24
26

Amendments to the Collections Best Practices will be made as necessary and as statutes
and court-ordered debt industry standards change, in order to maintain or enhance the
performance levels of all collection programs. Top-performing and innovative collection
programs will be analyzed to determine if any practices currently in place should be
recommended for inclusion or elimination in the Collections Best Practices. For example,
the Superior Court of Shasta County’s innovative approach of providing collection
services to the collection programs of Yuba and Glenn Counties has resulted in
performance levels exceeding the performance standard. The Superior Court of Ventura
County also provides collection services to Imperial County, and both programs exceeded
the performance standard.
Performance Measures

Penal Code section 1463.010 requires the Judicial Council to develop performance
measures and benchmarks to review the effectiveness of the cooperative court and county
collection programs and to report on the performance of the programs. For the purpose of
this report, performance is measured by the amount of revenue collected and courtordered adjustments. The performance of the individual collection program is measured
by the ability of the program to collect delinquent court-ordered debt or the court’s
imposition of an alternative sentence, which leads to the resolution of a case.
Performance measures and benchmarks were developed in FY 2008–2009, establishing a
baseline for the measurement of performance in the future. These were based on data
reported in FY 2004–2005, 2005–2006, and 2006–2007 (on average, 48 of the 58
collection programs submitted reports for the three fiscal years). Collection programs
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were not legislatively required to submit a Collections Reporting Template in FY 2007–
2008.
After conducting a pilot program, site visits, workshops, phone conferences, and an
interactive webinar with staff from various court and county collection programs,
Gartner, Inc. recommended and the Judicial Council approved the following performance
measures:
•

The Success Rate measures the amount of revenue collected from delinquent
court-ordered debt after adjustments.
• The Gross Recovery Rate measures the ability to resolve delinquent courtordered debt, taking into account court-ordered alternative sentences, community
services, and suspensions.
The benchmark for the Success Rate was set at 31 percent and the Gross Recovery Rate
was set at 34 percent.
Based on information reported in the FY 2008–2009 Collections Reporting Templates,
the tables below illustrate the performance of each court and county collection program.

Kern
Los Angeles
San Mateo
Sierra
Humboldt
Lassen
Marin
Butte
Yolo
Mendocino
San Luis Obispo
Merced
Stanislaus
Lake
Shasta

Success Rate: 31% Benchmark (by county; percentage)
78 Napa
51 Monterey
43 Riverside
74 Sutter
51 Nevada
41 Mono
72 Ventura
50 Modoc
41 Santa Barbara
71 Amador
50 Tehama
41 El Dorado
68 Madera
50 Siskiyou
39 Plumas
63 Tuolumne
49 Placer
38 San Francisco
61 San Benito
48 Sonoma
37 Fresno
59 Calaveras
48 Kings
37 Colusa
58 Solano
48 Sacramento
35 Santa Cruz
57 Santa Clara 47 Alameda
35 Orange1
56 Alpine
46 Yuba
34 Inyo2
54 San Diego
45 San Bernardino
33 Trinity3
54 Imperial
45 Contra Costa
30 Del Norte2
53 Glenn
45 San Joaquin
29
52 Tulare
44 Mariposa
29

1

Program did not agree with the methodology used to establish the performance measures.
Collections Reporting Template submitted by program contained a data error.
3
Collections Reporting Template not submitted by program.
2
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28
23
20
19
18
18
16
14
5

Gross Recovery Rate: 34% Benchmark (by county; percentage)
Los Angeles
92 Napa
55 Solano
48 Mariposa
Kern
79 Sutter
54 Tehama
48 Contra Costa
Marin
76 Stanislaus
54 Alpine
46 Mono
San Mateo
74 Imperial
54 Monterey
46 Santa Barbara
Sierra
74 Tuolumne
54 Glenn
45 Plumas
San Joaquin
70 Santa Clara
53 Siskiyou
44 El Dorado
Butte
68 Yuba
53 Tulare
44 San Francisco
Humboldt
68 Sonoma
53 Madera
44 Colusa
Mendocino
66 San Benito
52 Riverside
43 Santa Cruz
Lassen
65 Shasta
52 Kings
41 Del Norte
Yolo
62 Lake
52 Sacramento
37 Orange1
Merced
62 Calaveras
52 Alameda
37 Inyo2
San Diego
58 Ventura
51 San Bernardino
36 Trinity3
San Luis Obispo
56 Modoc
50 Fresno
31
Nevada
56 Amador
50 Placer
30

29
28
26
25
24
19
14
14
6
2

1

Program did not agree with the methodology used to establish the performance measures.
Collections Reporting Template submitted by program contained a data error.
3
Collections Reporting Template not submitted by program.
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The collection programs in Butte, Humboldt, Kern, Lassen, Los Angeles, Marin,
Mendocino, Merced, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Sierra, Stanislaus, and
Yolo Counties reported the highest performance levels statewide; therefore, their
collection programs will be reviewed.
In prior fiscal years (FY 2004–2005 through FY 2006–2007), the Senate Bill 940
Collections Reporting Template did not distinguish between current and delinquent
accounts. In FY 2008–2009, based on legislative requirements, and recommendations by
Gartner, Inc., the Collections Reporting Template was revised to capture information that
would enable efficient tracking and reporting of the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. Collections Reporting Templates were received from 57 of 58 collection
programs; however, several programs were unable to provide complete data, which may
have affected the individual performance levels.
As was reported earlier, based on information in the Collections Reporting Templates,
statewide collection programs collected a total of $565,656,730 in delinquent courtordered debt for FY 2008–2009, with outstanding debt estimated at over $5.5 billion.
Although the outstanding debt amount may appear to be high, the potential collectability
of the debt must be considered since some of the accounts receivable and case
management systems being used are antiquated, making the tracking and reporting of
debt difficult. The total amount of delinquent debt that may be eligible for discharge
under Government Code section 25257 cannot be confirmed. The collection efforts are
also affected by such problems as systems that may be over-reporting outstanding debt,
7

debtors who reside out of the state and/or country, debtors whose information such as
addresses and social security numbers may not be available or reliable, and the economic
conditions of the state and counties.
The delinquent revenue reported in FY 2008–2009 will be used as the base for measuring
the performance level of individual court and county collection programs in subsequent
reports. It should be noted that, in some instances, collection activities were successful in
getting debtors to make fine, fee, penalty or assessment payments, but the payments were
applied directly to victim restitution rather than the debt for which it was collected.
Restitution to a victim is the first priority when accepting installment payments under
Penal Code section 1203.1(d).
Cost of Collections

The Collections Reporting Template captured the cost of collections under Penal Code
section 1463.007 as well as the gross revenue collected from delinquent debt. These
figures were used to calculate the cost per delinquent dollar collected in order to
determine the amount of revenue used to offset operational costs for programs for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. Section 1463.007 allows a collection
program that meets at least 10 of 17 components to deduct the cost of the program before
distributing revenue to any other government entity. In FY 2008–2009, the calculated
cost of collections ranged from $.05 to $.55 per dollar. Revenue received toward
restitution to a victim cannot be used to offset the cost of collection programs. Based on
the wide range in cost per dollar, it is evident that future costs should be tracked to
determine if changes are needed in the area of cost recovery.
Conclusion

Due to the differing operational processes, case management and accounts receivable
systems, and statewide demographic and economic diversity, currently there may be no
single measure that can accurately capture all of the information necessary to gauge the
true performance of each of the 58 court and county collection programs.
However, improvement in the performance of the collection programs may be realized
with the implementation of the recommended changes listed in this report.
Finally, although the Judicial Council is mandated to develop performance measures and
benchmarks, report on the performance of each program, and make recommendations for
improving collections, the Council does not have the authority to enforce compliance.
Therefore, without a designated authority responsible for enforcing compliance, it may
not be possible to significantly enhance the overall performance of the statewide
collection programs.
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Collections Best
Practices
ATTACHMENT A

Attachment A
Collections Best Practices

Penal Code section 1463.010 as amended by Assembly Bill 367 (Stats. 2007, ch.132) requires
the Judicial Council to report the extent to which each court or county is following best practices
for its collection program.
The collection programs are encouraged to use the following best practices. Additional
information regarding best practices, including guidelines and standards, can be obtained on
Serranus: http://serranus.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/collections/best.htm; the external
collections Web site: http://www2.courtinfo.ca.gov/collections; or by contacting staff of the
Enhanced Collections Unit at collections@jud.ca.gov.
1. Develop a plan and put the plan in a written memorandum of understanding (MOU) that
implements or enhances a program in which the court and county collaborate to collect
court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court order.
2. Establish and maintain a cooperative superior court and county collection committee
responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of the joint collection
program.
3. Meet at least 10 of the 17 components of a comprehensive collection program in order
that the costs of operating the program can be recovered under Penal Code section
1463.007.
4. Complete all data components in the Collections Reporting Template.
5. Reconcile amounts placed in collection to the supporting case management systems.
6. Retain the joint court/county collection reports and supporting documents for at least
three years.
7. Participate in both the Franchise Tax Board Court-Ordered Debt collection program and
the Franchise Tax Board Interagency Intercept program.
8. Take appropriate steps to collect court-ordered debt locally before referring it to the
Franchise Tax Board for collection.
9. Establish a process for handling the discharge of accountability for uncollectible courtordered debt.
10. Participate in any program that authorizes the Department of Motor Vehicles to suspend
or refuse to renew driver’s licenses for licensees with unpaid fees, fines, or penalties.
11. Conduct trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section 40903 and, as
appropriate in the context of such trials, impose a civil assessment.
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Attachment A
12. Follow the Criteria for a Successful Civil Assessment Program if the court has
implemented such a program.
13. Develop a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions.
14. Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection agencies or companies to
which court-ordered debt is referred for collection.
15. Accept payments via credit and debit card.
16. Accept payments via the Internet.
17. Include in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies owed to the court
under a court order.
18. Include financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to processing installment
payment plans and account receivables.
19. Charge fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1205(d).
20. Charge fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l).
21. Use restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the collection of funds owed to
the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code section 13963(f).
22. Participate in the statewide master agreement for collection services or renegotiate
existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are provided at an economical
cost, when feasible.
23. Request mediation services from the AOC and California State Association of Counties
if the court and county are unable to agree on a cooperative collection program.
24. Require private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county, as
agreed.
25. Require private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to court or county on a
monthly basis.
26. Use collection terminology (as defined in the glossary, instructions, or other documents
approved for use by courts and counties) for the development or enhancement of a
collection program.
27. Require private vendors to complete the components of the Collections Reporting
Template that corresponds to its collection program.
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Collections
Performance
Measures and
Benchmarks
ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B

Collections Performance Measures and Benchmarks

Performance
Measure

Gross Recovery
Rate (GRR)

Success Rate
(SR)

Definition

Measures a collection program’s ability
to resolve delinquent court-ordered debt,
including alternative sentences,
community service, and suspended
sentences.
Measures the amount of revenue
collected on delinquent court-ordered
debt based on total delinquent accounts
referred after adjustments, including
NSF checks.

Formula

Benchmark

Delinquent collections
for the fiscal year +
Adjustments / Referrals

34%

Delinquent collections
for the fiscal year /
Referrals - Adjustments

31%

The performance measures and benchmarks recommended above are based on results from the
2008 Gartner project and data submitted in FY 2004–2005 and FY 2005–2006 by collection
programs in their reporting templates.
It is estimated that 80 percent of statewide collection programs are currently meeting or
exceeding the percentages identified above. The proposed benchmarks represent a minimum
standard of performance that should be achievable by all collection programs in the next fiscal
year.
The Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate use a formula that is standard in the collection
industry.

Collections
Reporting
Template
ATTACHMENT C

Court and County
Collection
Program Reports
ATTACHMENT D

County of Alameda and Superior Court of Alameda County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 1,556,657

Judges/Commissioners: 69/16

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Alameda and the Superior
Court of Alameda County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $15,072,879 from 370,060 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$4,381,628. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$10,068,893. The ending balance of $112,002,375 represents 329,710 delinquent cases,
of which 163,148 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 37 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 35 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 23 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 4 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of participating in any program that authorizes the Department of Motor
Vehicles to suspend or refuse to renew driver’s licenses for licensees with unpaid fees,
fines, or penalties is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.

Attachment D-1
Page 1 of 2

County of Alameda and Superior Court of Alameda County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection is currently
not being met because the agreement between the program and the agency was recently
implemented. The program will begin conducting evaluations in the next fiscal year.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
Attachment D-1
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County of Alpine and Superior Court of Alpine County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 1,201

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Alpine and the Superior Court
of Alpine County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes a contract with a private debt collector for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the private debt collector
collected a total of $24,759 from 132 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$5,641. The ending balance of $106,299 represents 82 delinquent cases, of which 58
were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a
46 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent
benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 46 percent exceeds the recommended 31
percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 23 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 4 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, the court and county are working on
developing a memorandum of understanding.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.

Attachment D-2
Page 1 of 2

County of Alpine and Superior Court of Alpine County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Amador and Superior Court of Amador County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 38,080

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Amador and the Superior
Court of Amador County. However, the court and county have not entered into an
updated, written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s
Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC)
programs and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 12 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $208,958 from 8,637 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $70,360.
The Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt program collected the largest amount of
delinquent court-ordered debt: $175,285. The ending balance of $4,312,572 represents
8,049 delinquent cases, of which 982 were established in the current reporting period.
The total amount collected represents a 50 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds
the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 50 percent
exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 17 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 10
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, an updated memorandum of understanding
has been drafted and is anticipated to be adopted in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
Attachment D-3
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County of Amador and Superior Court of Amador County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report

The best practice of participating in any program that authorizes the Department of Motor
Vehicles to suspend or refuse to renew driver’s licenses for licensees with unpaid fees,
fines, or penalties is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and account receivables is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the
court or county, as agreed, is currently not being met.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to its collection program is currently not
being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized county designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Butte and Superior Court of Butte County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 220,748

Judges/Commissioners: 12/2

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Butte and the Superior Court
of Butte County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes a contract with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept Collections
(FTB-IIC) program for the collection of court-ordered delinquent debt. The program has
implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 13 of the 17
collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,094,418 from 104,431 non-delinquent and delinquent cases, with a total
collection cost of $819,768. The court collected the largest amount of non-delinquent and
delinquent court-ordered debt: $5,856,603. The ending balance of $65,163,815 represents
86,622 non-delinquent and delinquent cases, of which 22,307 were established in the
current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a 68 percent Gross
Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s
Success Rate of 59 percent exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark. While the
high Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate may be due to the limitations in the
program’s case management system which prevents the separation of delinquent and nondelinquent cases, the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible
recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 21 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 6 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program has
identified eligible cases and plans to have a process developed in the next fiscal year.
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The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is not being met. Therefore, the best
practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection agencies
or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring private
vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3) requiring
private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county on a
monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to their collection programs are not
being met. In Butte County, the court serves as the primary collection agency and the
county serves as the secondary collection agency. However, the court and county
collection program may review these best practices and may consider contracting with a
third party vendor in the next fiscal year for additional collection assistance as needed.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Calaveras and Superior Court of Calaveras County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 45,987

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Calaveras and the Superior
Court of Calaveras County. The court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt; however, a verbal agreement has been established. The program includes a contract
with a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The
program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes
11 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by
providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $539,868 in delinquent debt from 9,337 - 11,130 delinquent and nondelinquent
cases with a total collection cost of $132,458. The private agency collected the largest
amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $443,522. The ending balance of $9,060,308
represents 11,101 cases, of which 3,085 were established in the current reporting period.
The total amount collected represents a 52 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds
the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 48 percent
exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The program has indicated that the
case management system was unable to distinguish between delinquent and nondelinquent cases, and that of the court’s established cases, between 9,337 and 11,130 are
delinquent.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met, but the court and county collaborate on collections
matters as necessary.
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The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
collection program and the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept program is
currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and account receivables is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation because the court has been
the only provider of collection services since 2000.

This report contains information reported by the court in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Colusa and Superior Court of Colusa County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 21,997

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is currently being handled by the Superior Court of Colusa County. The
court and county have not entered into a written memorandum of understanding (MOU)
for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt, because the county has opted out of
collecting delinquent court-ordered debt. The program includes a contract with a private
debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has
implemented a comprehensive collection program that includes 12 of the 17 collection
activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and
credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the private debt collector
collected a total of $146,632 from 952 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$23,009. The ending balance of $893,364 represents 778 delinquent cases. The total
amount collected represents a 14 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 14 percent does not
meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. On request, the Administrative Office of
the Courts’ Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or enhancing
collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in the next
fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 19 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 8 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not applicable because the county has opted out of collecting delinquent
court-ordered debt.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
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the joint collection program is currently not applicable because the county has opted out
of collecting delinquent court-ordered debt.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is not being met and a request has not been
received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported by the court in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Contra Costa and Superior Court of Contra Costa County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 1,060,435

Judges/Commissioners: 38/9

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Contra Costa and the Superior
Court of Contra Costa County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $10,481,973 from 240,687 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$1,493,422. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $4,770,143. The ending balance of $160,980,688 represents 240,687
delinquent cases, of which 71,368 were established in the current reporting period. The
total amount collected represents a 28 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet
the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 30 percent does
not meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate and
Success Rate may be due to limitations in the program’s accounts receivable and case
management systems. The systems lack interface and case tracking capabilities, resulting
in overstated accounts receivable numbers. On request, the Administrative Office of the
Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or enhancing
collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in the next
fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
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The best practice of completing all components in the Collections Reporting Template is
currently not being met due to limitations in the program’s accounts receivable and case
management systems, which lack interface and case tracking capabilities.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met. However, the program is reviewing this practice for
possible implementation in the next fiscal year.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Del Norte and Superior Court of Del Norte County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 29,547

Judges/Commissioners: 3/0.8

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Del Norte and the Superior
Court of Del Norte County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes a contract with a private debt collector for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a comprehensive
collections program that includes 10 of the 17 collection activity components and
provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data provided in FY 2008–2009, the collection program did not
collect any revenue from delinquent court-ordered debt, as the program began referring
delinquent court-ordered debt to a private debt collector in June 2009. The ending
balance of $2,213,782 represents 2,696 delinquent cases, of which 2,744 were established
in the current reporting period; however, the program was unable to provide a beginning
balance for the number and value of cases. The 2 percent Gross Recovery Rate does not
meet the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of less than 1
percent does not meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The Gross Recovery
Rate and Success Rate are low because the program entered into a contract with a private
vendor for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt at the end of the current
reporting period, therefore limiting the revenue collected for current reporting period. On
request, the Administrative Office of the Courts’ Enhanced Collections Unit will assist
the program in developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the
recommended standard of performance in the next fiscal.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met, as the program began referring delinquent court-
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ordered debt to a private debt collector in June 2009 and information is not available for
FY 2008-2009.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.

This report contains information reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of El Dorado and Superior Court of El Dorado County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 180,185

Judges/Commissioners: 7/2

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of El Dorado and the Superior
Court of El Dorado County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 15 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $1,563,166 from 75,164 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$479,459. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,433,614. The ending balance of $4,295,269 represents 40,462 delinquent cases, of
which 12,789 were established in the current reporting period. Because of limitations in
the program’s case management system, the total gross revenue collected, and the
beginning and ending balance of cases in the current reporting period are not available.
The total amount collected represents a 19 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not
meet the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 19 percent
does not meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate
and Success Rate may be due to limitations in the case management system because it is
unable to separate delinquent from nondelinquent accounts. Therefore, the program
estimates that a separation of the nondelinquent from delinquent revenue would increase
the Gross Recovery Rate by 5 to 10 percent. On request, the Administrative Office of the
Courts’ Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or enhancing
collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in the next
fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to their collection programs are not
currently being met. They may be met once the program contracts with a private vendor.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 942,298

Judges/Commissioners: 44/9

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Fresno and the Superior Court
of Fresno County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $11,017,810 from 447,528 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$3,234,229 which does not include the total cost of the Franchise Tax Board’s CourtOrdered Debt program. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of
delinquent court-ordered debt: $9,401,689. The ending balance of $269,134,976
represents 420,745 delinquent cases, of which 95,647 were established in the current
reporting period. The total amount collected represents a 31 percent Gross Recovery
Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s
Success Rate of 16 percent does not meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The
low Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate may be due to the program’s ongoing
conversion to a new case management system, which may have affected the referral of
delinquent cases to collections. On request, the Administrative Office of the Court’s
Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or enhancing collection
procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
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order is currently not being met. However, the program is planning to pursue the creation
of a memorandum of understanding.
The best practice of completing all data components of the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met due to limitations in a module of the program’s case
management system. Therefore, the program can only report on delinquent cases and is
unable to report all nondelinquent collections.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. Since the private debt
collector has demonstrated moderate success in collecting on older cases and there is no
cost to the program for the collector to carry the inventory, the program has decided not
to discharge accounts at this time.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received. The program has a verbal agreement for a cooperative collection
program, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 29,239

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Glenn and the Superior Court
of Glenn County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes an MOU with the Superior Court of Shasta County and contracts with the
Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept (FTBIIC) Collections programs for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The
program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes
16 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by
providing credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $834,486 from 11,176 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $167,836.
The Superior Court of Shasta County collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $823,615. The ending balance of $8,213,760 represents 11,176 delinquent
cases, of which 543 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 45 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 45 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the programs case
management system.
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The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and reported
in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal
Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 132,755

Judges/Commissioners: 7/1

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Humboldt and the Superior
Court of Humboldt County. However, the court and county have not entered into an
updated, written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s
Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC)
programs and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 16 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $3,957,587 from 118,881 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$469,998, which does not include the cost for the private vendor or the FTB-COD. The
county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $3,302,382. The
corresponding number of delinquent cases to the ending balance of $78,175,034 is
unknown as the number of cases was not provided because of limitations in the
program’s accounts receivable system. The total amount collected represents a 68 percent
Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The
program’s Success Rate of 68 percent exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
The high Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate may be due to limitations within the
program’s accounts receivable and case management systems, which prevent the program
from extracting accurate numbers. The program’s procedures will be analyzed further for
possible recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best
Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
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collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, an updated memorandum of understanding
has been drafted and is anticipated to be adopted in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met; however, the program plans to complete all
components in the next fiscal year.
The best practice for conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met. However, the program is in the process of establishing
a procedure.
The best practice of handling discharge of accountability for uncollectible court-ordered
debt is currently not being met; however, the program plans to have a process developed
in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met;
however, the program is looking into the ability to accept online credit card payments.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized county designee and as
jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
Attachment D-12
Page 2 of 2

County of Imperial and Superior Court of Imperial County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 179,254

Judges/Commissioners: 9/2.4

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Imperial and the Superior
Court of Imperial County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes an MOU with the Superior Court of Ventura County and a contract with a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $3,511,503 from all delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $973,728.
The Superior Court of Ventura County collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $2,023,916. The corresponding number of delinquent cases to the ending
balance of $37,475,530 is unknown as the number of cases was not provided because of
limitations in the program’s case management system. The total amount collected
represents a 54 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 45 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components of the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s case
management system and the program is unable to provide the number of cases.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met. However, the
program and the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt program have an MOU
agreement and cases will be submitted in the next fiscal year.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Inyo and Superior Court of Inyo County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 18,049

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Inyo and the Superior Court of
Inyo County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD)
program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 12 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and, debit card, and e-check payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $452,292 from 878 delinquent cases with a total collection cost of $44,884. The
court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $405,218. The
ending balance of $5,815,798 represents 6,203 delinquent cases, of which 789 were
established in the current reporting The total amount collected represents a less than 1
percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34 percent
benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of less than 1 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate
are due to limitations in the program’s case management system. The program indicates
878 is only the number of delinquent cases that were transferred to date to outside
collections. The program also indicates 789 is only the number of cases that were
transferred to outside collections in FY 20082009. Many other delinquent cases remain
as in-house collections; and cases with delinquent balances that are currently receiving
time payments will continue to be collected in-house. The number of delinquent cases
established within FY 20082009 cannot be accurately determined and, therefore, the
program is currently attempting to write a program that will extract the necessary data.
The program is also researching possible programming solutions that will provide this
data for the current year. If an in-house program cannot be created, funding for vendor
programming will be sought to meet the reporting requirements. On request, the
Administrative Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in
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developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of
performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s case
management system.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met; however, a procedure is
pending approval in the next fiscal year.

This report contains information as reported by the court in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Kern and Superior Court of Kern County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 827,173

Judges/Commissioners: 38/8

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Kern and the Superior Court
of Kern County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 15 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing credit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $23,611,491 from 183,060 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$3,857,955. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$17,209,426. The ending balance of $74,556,015 represents 125,095 delinquent cases, of
which 68,558 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 79 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 78 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. As a result, the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for
possible recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best
Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 15 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 12
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met, although the court and county collaborate extensively.
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The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. However, the
program is in contract negotiations with a private vendor and implementation is
anticipated in the next fiscal year.
Therefore, the best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external
collection agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection,
(2) requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as
agreed, (3) requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court
or county on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the
components of the Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection
program may be met once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable to
agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Kings and Superior Court of Kings County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 154,743

Judges/Commissioners: 8/1.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Kings and the Superior Court
of Kings County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board Court-Ordered Debt
(FTB-COD) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 11 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the private debt collector
collected a total of $1,480,907 from 44,009 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost
of $367,891. The ending balance of $26,202,181 represents 42,480 delinquent cases, of
which 9,008 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 41 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 37 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 19 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 8 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met; however the program is currently working on establish a
memorandum of understanding.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(1) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and reported
in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal
Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Lake and Superior Court of Lake County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 64,025

Judges/Commissioners: 4/0.8

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Lake and the Superior Court
of Lake County. However, the court and county have not entered into an updated, written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes a contract with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) program for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The
program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes
12 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by
providing Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $1,936,969 from 39,815 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$230,283. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$868,351. The ending balance of $29,223,962 represents 30,914 delinquent cases, of
which 8,008 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 52 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 53 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. The high Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate may be due to
the recent conversion to a new accounts receivable software and the implementation of
electronic case transfers between the program’s case management and accounts
receivable systems.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 15 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 12
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, an updated memorandum of understanding
has been drafted and its adoption is anticipated in the next fiscal year.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met. However, as the system’s reporting options are
refined, the program expects requested data components to be readily available from a
single source in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management systems is currently not being met. A process between each collection
program’s system, which will address the recent software change and case transfer
procedures, is in progress.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met, primarily because of loss
of data during the software conversion process. The deletion of case age data during the
conversion resulted in aging reports not being available. The program plans to refer older
and hard-to-collect cases to a private debt collector before proceeding with discharge.
The best practice of including in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies
owed to the court under a court order is currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. However,
discussions with private vendors were initiated in FY 2009–2010 for the collection of
aged and hard-to-collect cases and implementation is anticipated by the end of the current
fiscal year. Therefore, the best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency
of external collection agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for
collection; (2) requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court
or county as agreed; (3) requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees
to the court or county on a monthly basis; and (4) requiring private vendors to complete
the components of the Collections Reporting Template that correspond to its collection
program may be met once the program contracts with a private vendor.
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The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Lassen and Superior Court of Lassen County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 35,550

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is an effort between the County of Lassen and the Superior Court of Lassen
County. The court and county have not entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt; however, a
verbal agreement has been established. The program includes a contract with a private
debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has
implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17
collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $869,788 from 5,939 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $207,846.
The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $824,498. The
ending balance of $5,199,892 represents 4,522 delinquent cases, of which 1,737 were
established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a 65
percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark.
The program’s Success Rate of 63 percent exceeds the recommended 31 percent
benchmark. While the high gross recovery and success rates may be due to limitations
within the program’s accounts receivable system, which prevent the separation of
delinquent and nondelinquent cases, as well as other justice-related reimbursements, the
program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible recommendation to the
Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, the court and the county are currently
negotiating the terms of a collection memorandum of understanding.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s accounts
receivable system, which prevents the program from providing specific data.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met; however, the
program anticipates including the best practice by next fiscal year.
The best practice for conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met. The program reported there are no cases for unpaid attorney
sanctions.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and account receivables is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Los Angeles and Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 10,393,185

Judges/Commissioners: 430/120

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Los Angeles and the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and two
private debt collectors for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $116,290,595 from 2,380,327 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$20,089,474. The private debt collectors collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $92,063,643. The ending balance of $1,401,162,859 represents 1,792,506
delinquent cases, of which 548,596 were established in the current reporting period. The
total amount collected represents a 92 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 74 percent exceeds
the recommended 31 percent benchmark. While the high Gross Recovery Rate and
Success Rate may be due to the inclusion of litigation types that are outside of the
reporting criteria, the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible
recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Comments: Pursuant to the Summary of Findings dated October 26, 2009, the Gartner
Study found the inherent collectability of debt for Los Angeles County measured
difficult-to-collect, under Category 4.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
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The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met; however, the program has
submitted policies and procedures to the county for approval in this regard.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of following the Criteria for a Successful Civil Assessment Program, if
the court has implemented such a program, is currently not being met. The program will
consider establishing a policy to determine good cause for waiving or reducing civil
assessments.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met; however, the program will consider instituting the fees.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met. However, the program will consider using the
restitution rebate to further collection efforts of funds owed to the Restitution Fund.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Madera and Superior Court of Madera County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 152,331

Judges/Commissioners: 10/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Madera and the Superior
Court of Madera County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and two
private debt collectors for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $3,221,543 from 124,332 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$410,779. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,279,046. The ending balance of $73,984,759 represents 109,944 delinquent cases, of
which 14,874 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 44 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 50 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
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The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable to
agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Marin and Superior Court of Marin County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 258,618

Judges/Commissioners: 10/4.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Marin and the Superior Court
of Marin County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $2,287,926 from 28,354 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$800,620. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$2,255,576. The ending balance of $11,705,906 represents 13,606 delinquent cases, of
which 13,984 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 76 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 61 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark and the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible
recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 16 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 11
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met, but the court and county
are collaboratively working on a process which may be implemented in the next fiscal
year.
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The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiation of existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met.
Therefore, the best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external
collection agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection,
(2) requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as
agreed, (3) requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to court or
county on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components
of the Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program may be
met once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 and, as appropriate in the context of such trials, impose a civil assessment is
currently not being met.
The best practice of following the Criteria for a Successful Civil Assessment Program, if
the court has implemented such a program, is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1205(d) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
13963(f) is currently not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Mariposa and Superior Court of Mariposa County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 18,306

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Mariposa and the Superior
Court of Mariposa County. The court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt; however, a verbal agreement has been established. The program includes a contract
with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) program for
the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a
successful, comprehensive collection program that provides 15 of the 17 collection
activity components.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the county collected $237,453
from all delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $75,439. The ending balance of
$1,966,667 is a combination of nondelinquent and delinquent cases and the
corresponding number of cases to the ending balance was not provided because of
limitations in the program’s accounts receivable system. The total amount collected
represents a 29 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 29 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate
may be due to the transfer of collection activities from a private vendor to the county and
unforeseeable programming costs that prevented the planned referral of cases to the
Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) program. On request, the
Administrative Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in
developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of
performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 17 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 10
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
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order is currently not being met. However, a memorandum of understanding has been
drafted and is being reviewed by the program.
The best practice of completing all components in the Collections Reporting Template is
currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s accounts receivable
system.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program
will work to establish a process in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met.
However, the program will discuss the merits of this type of payment option.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection;(2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed; (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to a court or county on
a monthly basis; and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program may be met
once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received. The program has a verbal agreement for a cooperative collection
program so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 90,206

Judges/Commissioners: 8/0.4

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Mendocino and the Superior
Court of Mendocino County. However, the court and county have not entered into an
updated, written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s
Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC)
programs and two private debt collectors for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 16 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $4,561,785 from 34,998 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$701,598. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$4,561,785. The ending balance of $28,950,176 represents 29,203 delinquent cases, of
which 9,991were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 66 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 57 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. While the high gross recovery and success rates may be due to the
inclusion of litigation types that are outside of the reporting criteria and limitations within
the program’s accounts receivable system, which may have resulted in overstated
numbers, the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible recommendation
to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
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order is currently not being met. However, the court and county are in the process of
adopting a memorandum of understanding in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met. However, the program is considering the practice for
inclusion in its collection program in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s accounts
receivable and case management systems.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 256,450

Judges/Commissioners: 9 /3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Merced and the Superior
Court of Merced County. However, the court and county have not entered into an
updated, written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s
Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC)
programs and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 17 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $6,381,166 from 127,567 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$2,331,320. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$3,384,329. The ending balance of $70,326,002 represents 104,049 delinquent cases, of
which 29,602 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 62 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 54 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark, and the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for
possible recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best
Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collections program is meeting 18 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 9
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, the Court and County anticipate approving a
new MOU in the next fiscal year.
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The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s case
management system.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met due to the program’s belief
that court-ordered debt cannot be discharged through the county pursuant to Government
Code section 25257-25259, and that the code as currently written is questionable.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s case management
system.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the
court or county, as agreed, is currently not being met because the terms of the existing
contract requires the vendor to remit net amounts. Therefore, the best practice of
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis is currently not being met because the terms of the existing contract
requires the private vendor to remit net collections.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Modoc and Superior Court of Modoc County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 9,698

Judges/Commissioners: 2/15

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Modoc and the Superior Court
of Modoc County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept Collections
(FTB-IIC) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 12 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options. The program provides a toll-free number as an additional tool for collections.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $160,209 from 1,385 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $63,304.
The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $138,648. The
ending balance of $1,461,886 represents 1,307 delinquent cases, of which 667 were
established with the private debt collector. Because of limitations within the program’s
case management system, the total number and value of cases established in the current
reporting period is not available. The total amount collected represents a 50 percent Gross
Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s
Success Rate of 41 percent exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s case
management system.
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The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management systems is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s
case management system that prevents the program from separating current from
delinquent collection accounts.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to complete components of the Collections
Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program is currently not being met.
However, the program plans to require the private vendor to complete all applicable
components in the next fiscal year.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 13,504

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is currently being handled by the Superior Court of Mono County. However,
the court and county have not entered into a written memorandum of understanding
(MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has not
implemented a comprehensive collections program. However, the program currently
satisfies 5 of the 17 collection activity components.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the court collected a total of
$22,430 from all delinquent cases. The ending balance of $73,887 represents 184
delinquent cases, of which 269 were established in the current reporting period. The total
amount collected represents a 26 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 23 percent does not
meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. Because of limitations in the program’s
case management system, the beginning balances for the number and value of cases
established for the fiscal year were not reported. On request, the Administrative Office of
the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or enhancing
collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in the next
fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collections program is meeting 7 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 20
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
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The best practice of meeting at least 10 of the 17 components of a comprehensive
collection program in order that the costs of operating the program can be recovered
under Penal Code section 1463.007 is currently not being met because the program is
unable to allocate the funding and personnel resources necessary to meet the required 10
of 17 components to qualify as a comprehensive collection program.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board Court-Ordered Debt
collection program and the Franchise Tax Board Interagency Intercept program is
currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program may be met
once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of following the Criteria for a Successful Civil Assessment Program if
the court has implemented such a program is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of accepting payments via credit and debit card is currently not being
met.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met.
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The best practice of including in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies
owed to the court under a court order is currently not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and account receivables is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable to
agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information as reported by the court in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Monterey and Superior Court of Monterey County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 431,892

Judges/Commissioners: 20/2

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Monterey and the Superior
Court of Monterey County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,599,414 from 270,429 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$2,780,634. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$5,344,194. The ending balance of $113,279,337 represents 250,498 delinquent cases, of
which 45,325 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 46 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 43 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices

The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, a memorandum of understanding has been
drafted and its adoption is anticipated in the next fiscal year.
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The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met because the program has
not requested guidance on establishing a process under Government Code sections
25257–25259.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable to
agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 137, 571

Judges/Commissioners: 6/2

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Napa and the Superior Court
of Napa County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept Collections
(FTB-IIC) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the private debtor collector
collected $2,916,453 from 35,001 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$381,553. The ending balance of $35,568,947 represents 35,001 delinquent cases, of
which 7,534 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 55 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 51 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met; however, the program is
developing such a process.

Attachment D-28
Page 1 of 2

County of Napa and Superior Court of Napa County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 98,718

Judges/Commissioners: 6/1.6

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Nevada and the Superior
Court of Nevada County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD)
program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 15 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $1,259,084 from 31,000 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$261,282. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $1,186,492. The ending balance of $17,722,905 represents 26,496
delinquent cases, of which 5,669 were established in the current reporting period. The
total amount collected represents a 56 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 41 percent exceeds
the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.
The best practice for conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 3,139,017

Judges/Commissioners: 113/29

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Orange and the Superior Court
of Orange County. The Court and County of Orange currently have a working
relationship with respect to the referral of formal probation cases from the court to
probation and the transferring of data and work cooperatively to ensure the effective
collection of these cases. All other collection activities and the great majority of the
delinquent case processing are performed solely by the court. The Court’s enhanced
collections program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) program and three private debt collectors for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The private firms have been hired from the statewide
contracts established by the Administrative Office of the Courts.
The program has successfully implemented a comprehensive collection program that
includes 14 of the 17 collection activity components defined in PC 1463.007, and
provides accessibility to defendants by providing credit and debit card payment options.
In Fiscal Year 2009-10, the program will implement the final three components.
The court is in the process of deploying several enhancements to the existing program
including: an IVR system to automate phone payments, allowing for Web payments, a
outbound predictive dialer to enhance communication with delinquent accounts, and the
court and county are currently in the process of finalizing a joint written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) between both entities. The joint MOU will establish an agreement
for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt for both entities and will be finalized
in early 2010.
Performance
The instructions provided to complete the Collections Reporting Template by AOC staff
resulted in logical errors in the template that make conclusions inaccurate.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 18 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Of the nine
recommended best practices not being met as of June 30, 2009, six are currently being
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implemented. The following lists current practices, practices being implemented and
other practices that are presently not being met:
Current Best Practices performed by the Court:
1. Meet at least 10 of the 17 components of a comprehensive program in order that
the cost of operating the program can be recovered under Penal Code sections
1463.007.
2. Reconcile amounts placed in collection to the supporting case management
system.
3. Participate in both Franchise Tax Board Court-Ordered Debt collection program
and the Franchise Tax Board Interagency program.
4. Take appropriate steps to collect court-ordered debt locally before referring it to
the Franchise Tax Board for Collection.
5. Establish a process for handling the discharge if accountability for the
uncollectible court-ordered debt.
6. Participate in a program that authorizes the Department of Motor Vehicles to
suspend or refuse to renew driver’s license with unpaid fees, fines, or penalties.
7. Follow the Criteria for a Successful Civil Assessment Program if the court has
implemented such a program.
8. Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the external collection agencies or
companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection.
9. Accept payments via credit and debit card.
10. Include in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies owed to the
court under a court order.
11. Include financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to processing
installment payment plans and account receivable.
12. Charge fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1205(d).
13. Charge fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(I).
14. The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts
for the collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by
Government Code section 13963(f).
15. Participating in the statewide master agreement for the collection services or
renegotiate existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of service are provided
at an economical cost, when feasible.
16. Require private vendors to remit gross amount collected to the court on a monthly
basis.
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17. Require private vendors to submit invoices for the commission fees to court on a
monthly basis.
18. Use collections terminology (as defined in the glossary, instructions, or other
documents approved for use by the courts) for the developments of enhancement
of a collection program.
Best Practices in the process of implementation by the Court:
19. The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written
memorandum of understanding that implements or enhances a program in which
the court and county collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies
owed to a court under a court order. This joint is in the final phases and will be
signed and in early 2010.
20. The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and
county collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal
enhancements of the joint collection program is currently not being met. This
committee will follow as we finalize the MOU with the county.
21. Complete all data components in the Collections Reporting Template. Some
historical information is not identified but the court is currently looking at a
more efficient way to store that information. This will be available for the next
AB367 report due in the FY 09/10.
22. The best practice of retaining the joint court/county collection reports and
supporting documents for at least three years is currently not being met. This
requirement will also be implemented once the MOU has been signed and
established.
23. The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently in the works.
Implementation for this is scheduled for December 2009.
24. Require private vendors to complete the components of the Collections Reporting
Template that corresponds to its collection program. This will be implemented
and working by next AB367 Report submittal for the end of this fiscal year.
Current Best Practices in the process not being implemented by the Court:
25. The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code
section 40903 and, as appropriate in the context of such trials, imposing a civil
assessment is currently not being met.
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26. The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney
sanctions is currently not being met.
27. The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office
of the Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and
county are unable to agree on a cooperative collection program is not required.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Placer and Superior Court of Placer County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 339,577

Judges/Commissioners: 12/4.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Placer and the Superior Court
of Placer County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,065,710 from 119,489 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$1,385,502. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$6,192,910. The ending balance of $77,046,277 represents 96,275 delinquent cases, of
which 36,230 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 30 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 38 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. The Gross Recovery Rate may be underreported due to the large
number of uncollectable cases in inventory that may be eligible for discharge of
accountability.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program plans
to have a process established in the next fiscal year.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized county designee and as
jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Plumas and Superior Court of Plumas County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 20,632

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Plumas and the Superior Court
of Plumas County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $175,613 from 8,045 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $41,620.
The Franchise Tax Board’s Court Ordered Debt program collected the largest amount of
delinquent court-ordered debt: $96,804. The ending balance of $2,604,544 represents
4,590 delinquent cases, of which 3,168 were established in the current reporting period.
The total amount collected represents a 24 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not
meet the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 18 percent
does not meet the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Success Rate may be
due to an inability to remit civil assessment amounts to collections, staff shortages, and
limitations in the program’s case management system. On request, the Administrative
Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or
enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in
the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
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order is currently not being met because of the implementation of a new case
management system and the uncertainties of participant roles in collecting court-ordered
debt. The program will be developing new procedures and roles, and responsibilities will
be defined with a written memorandum of understanding expected in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met due to the inability of the collection program to
obtain collection data from outside collection entities.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management systems is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program is currently
not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 2,107,653

Judges/Commissioners: 58/18

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Riverside and the Superior
Court of Riverside County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $19,654,530 from 367,330 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$6,056,820. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$16,793,576. The ending balance of $240,962,430 represents 330,526 delinquent cases,
of which 55,396 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 43 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 28 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Success Rate can be attributed in large
part to the addition of $77 million in traffic infraction and warrant cases to the
comprehensive collections program portfolio in FY 2008–2009 late in the fiscal year,
which skewed the Success Rate. In addition, old debt considered uncollectable has not
yet been discharged; however, the County Board of Supervisors has on its November 24,
2009, agenda an item that will allow discharge of old debt pursuant to methods agreed
upon by the court and the county. The revised Success Rate will more accurately reflect a
true collection ratio once the uncollectable debt is not considered.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.

Attachment D-33
Page 1 of 2

County of Riverside and Superior Court of Riverside County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s accounts
receivable system that prevent the program from providing specific data, such as the
breakdown of victim restitution and nondelinquent collection amounts. The collection
program staff is working with programmers of the court’s case management system, as
well as the computer system vendor to rectify this.
The County Board of Supervisors is considering a discharge of accountability policy
mutually agreed upon by the court and county at its November 24, 2009, meeting. It is
anticipated that the Board will approve the policy and that old, uncollectable debt will be
discharged.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 1,433,187

Judges/Commissioners: 64/14.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Sacramento and the Superior
Court of Sacramento County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 16 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $28,345,618 from 708,234 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$7,198,643. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$20,529,448. The ending balance of $519,553,532 represents 688,142 delinquent cases,
of which 123,794 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 37 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 35 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program reports
preliminary work has been done to set up a process. The program has not requested
assistance on establishing a process under Government Code sections 25257–25259.
The best practice for developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of San Benito and Superior Court of San Benito County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 58,016

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Benito and the Superior
Court of San Benito County. However, the court and county have not entered into a
written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s CourtOrdered Debt (FTB-COD) program and a private debt collector for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 13 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $418,201 from 14,174 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $76,390.
The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$333,128. The ending balance of $11,668,422 represents 13,497 delinquent cases, of
which 1,097 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 52 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 48 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 16 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 11
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met. However, the court is currently developing a draft
memorandum of understanding for the county’s review and approval, with an estimated
completion date of June 30, 2010, or earlier.
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The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met; however, the program reports the
relationship is cooperative and a formal committee will be established by January 1,
2010.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations in the programs case
management system that prevent the program from providing specific data, such as the
breakdown of victim restitution. However the program states a solution will be
implemented by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management system is currently not met. The program states this is due to the lack of
data from the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD), which inhibited
the reconciliation process. The program is planning to implement a reconciliation process
by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met; however, the program will
work to establish a process for the discharge of accountability by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met. However, the court is currently reviewing various
procedures and estimates a procedure will be implemented by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met; however, the program reports there are no unpaid attorney
sanctions on file. The program plans to develop a process by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1205(d) is
currently not currently being met. However, the court is looking into establishing a
process by January 1, 2010, and will submit a request for authorization to the County
Board of Supervisors by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met. However, the county is in the process of evaluating a process for
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adoption by the Board of Supervisors to help offset the administrative costs of restitution
collection. This process is expected to be completed by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met. However, the county is in the process of
implementing this best practice by June 30, 2010.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation. However, a memorandum
of understanding is expected to be implemented by June 30, 2010, or earlier.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of San Bernardino and Superior Court of San Bernardino County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 2,060,950

Judges/Commissioners: 78/13

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a effort between the County of San Bernardino and the Superior Court of
San Bernardino County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $37,250,568 from 455,212 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$6,028,178. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$36,247,837. The ending balance of $226,793,138 represents 382,137 delinquent cases,
of which 212,513 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 36 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 33 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 20 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 7 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. In the county’s opinion,
discharged court-ordered debt cannot be processed through the county because legislation
is needed to modernize Government Code sections 25257–25259 as it appears that the
code is questionable.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
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provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to its collection program may be met
once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported by the court and county in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections
Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 3,173,407

Judges/Commissioners: 130/24

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Diego and the Superior
Court of San Diego County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $61,206,102 from 1,276,319 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$8,217,779. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $22,551,586. The ending balance of $630,728,472 represents 1,002,780
delinquent cases, of which 324,188 were established in the current reporting period. The
total amount collected represents a 58 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 45 percent exceeds
the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.

Attachment D- 37
Page 1 of 2

County of San Diego and Superior Court of San Diego County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 845,559

Judges/Commissioners: 51/14

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Francisco and the
Superior Court of San Francisco County. The court and county have entered into a
written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 16 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $4,635,291 from 95,707 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$2,021,913. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$2,916,116. The ending balance of $76,069,517 represents 89,348 delinquent cases, of
which 20,197 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 14 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 18 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate
may be due to limitations in the program’s case management and accounts receivable
systems. Both systems lack an interface, reporting, and accounting capabilities, which
prevent the extraction of accurate traffic infraction case activity and data. On request, the
Administrative Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in
developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of
performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 17 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 10
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management systems is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s
case management system.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met because of limitations within the program’s case
management and accounts receivable systems.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met. However, the
program has signed contracts with two private vendors who will serve as liaisons
between the program and the Franchise Tax Board for the transfer of delinquent cases.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program
will work to develop a policy.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. However, as of
September 2009, the program entered into contracts with two private debt collectors for
collection services. Therefore, the best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and
efficiency of external collection agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is
referred for collection; (2) requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected
to the court or county as agreed; (3) requiring private vendors to submit invoices for
commission fees to the court or county on a monthly basis; and (4) requiring private
vendors to complete the components of the Collections Reporting Template that
corresponds to its collection program will be met in the next fiscal year.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is considered to be met because the court
and county are in agreement and have a written memorandum of understanding for a
cooperative collection program.
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This report contains information jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of San Joaquin and Superior Court of San Joaquin County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 689,480

Judges/Commissioners: 32/4.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Joaquin and the Superior
Court of San Joaquin County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) program and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment
options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,348,079 from 331,189 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$1,397,717. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$6,091,985. The ending balance of $174,483,518 represents 285,222 delinquent cases, of
which 111,074 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 70 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 29 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The Success Rate may be due to limitations in the
program’s case management and accounts receivable systems, which cannot create
reports necessary to conduct reconciliations between the program entities. On request, the
Administrative Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in
developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of
performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 18 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 9 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management systems is currently not being met because of limitations in the program’s
case management and accounts receivable systems.
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The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection is currently
not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and accounts receivable is currently not being met.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized county designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County Population: 270, 429

Judges/Commissioners: 12/3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Luis Obispo and the
Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County. The court and county have entered into a
written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s CourtOrdered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for
the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a
successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17 collection
activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $7,618,264 from 69,265 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$1,209,369. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$3,524,277. The ending balance of $59,327,188 represents 53,653 delinquent cases, of
which 22,192 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 56 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 56 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. The high Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate may be due to
limitations within the program’s case management system. The system’s inability to
separate specific data may have resulted in overstated accounts receivable numbers.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
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requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to its collection program may be met
once the program contracts with a private vendor.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of San Mateo and Superior Court of San Mateo County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 745,858

Judges/Commissioners: 26/7

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of San Mateo and the Superior
Court of San Mateo County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 15 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,361,971 from 114,947 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$945,665. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$7,369,284. The ending balance of $55,596,451 represents 100,174 delinquent cases, of
which 16,757were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 74 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 72 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark, and the program’s procedures will be analyzed further for
possible recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best
Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 22 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 5 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. However, the
program has received proposals from private collection vendors operating under the
statewide master agreement, and one may be selected during the next fiscal year.
Therefore, the best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external
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collection agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection,
(2) requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as
agreed, (3) requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court
or county on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the
components of the Collections Reporting Template that correspond to their collection
programs may be met once the program contracts with a private vendor.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Santa Barbara and Superior Court of Santa Barbara County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 431,312

Judges/Commissioners: 19/5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Santa Barbara and the
Superior Court of Santa Barbara County. However, the court and county have not entered
into a written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s
Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC)
programs and a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 17 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $3,259,836 from 90,085 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$976,786. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,910,518. The ending balance of $54,621,746 represents 85,253 delinquent cases, of
which 24,932 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 25 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 20 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. The low Gross Recovery Rate and Success Rate
may be due to changes to the original delinquent debt amounts. On request, the
Administrative Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in
developing or enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of
performance in the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 21 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 6 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met.
Attachment D-42
Page 1 of 2

County of Santa Barbara and Superior Court of Santa Barbara County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report

The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collections program is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of including in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies
owed to the court under a court order is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met. However, the program will
identify cases eligible for discharge and submit them to the county for approval in the
next fiscal year.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Santa Clara and Superior Court of Santa Clara County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 1,857,621

Judges/Commissioners: 79/10

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Santa Clara and the Superior
Court of Santa Clara County. However, the court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $37,405,966 from 616,851 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$3,890,403. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$24,130,150. The ending balance of $223,433,234 represents 593,868 delinquent cases,
of which 212,156 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 53 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 47 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 23 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 4 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is not being met and a request has not been
received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
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The best practice of requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the
court or county, as agreed, is currently not being met as the terms of the existing contract
require the vendor to remit net amounts. Therefore, the best practice of requiring private
vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county on a monthly basis
is currently not being met, as the terms of the existing contract require the private vendor
to remit net collections.

This report contains information as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 268,637

Judges/Commissioners: 10/3.5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Santa Cruz and the Superior
Court of Santa Cruz County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes a contract with a private debt collector for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the private debt collector
collected a total of $642,976 from 36,893 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$350,615. The ending balance of $26,999,422 represents 36,893 delinquent cases, of
which 13,526 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 6 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which does not meet the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 5 percent does not meet the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. Additional comments regarding the program’s
Gross Recovery Rate or Success Rate were not provided. On request, the Administrative
Office of the Court’s Enhanced Collections Unit will assist the program in developing or
enhancing collection procedures to achieve the recommended standard of performance in
the next fiscal year.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 2 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court authority and as jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Shasta and Superior Court of Shasta County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 183,023

Judges/Commissioners: 11/2

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Shasta and the Superior Court
of Shasta County, with the collections program staffed and operated by the Superior
Court. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of understanding
(MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program includes
contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and two private debt collectors for
the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a
successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the 17 collection
activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $6,369,490 from 153,523 delinquent cases, of which $6,097,210 was collected by
Court personnel and the remaining $272,280 being recovered by agencies contracting
with the court. Total collection costs were $1,015,452. The ending balance of
$67,448,154 represents 153,523 delinquent cases, of which 43,690 were established in
the current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a 52 percent Gross
Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark. It should be
noted that victim restitution monies have not been segregated from fines, fees and
forfeitures due to programming issues in the court’s case management system. This
computer complication should in no way diminish the aggressive collections efforts put
forth by the court and the county. The program’s Success Rate of 52 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark. Again, this outstanding success rate can be
attributed to Shasta’s model program and efforts to enforce court orders. The court’s case
management system may overstate accounts receivable numbers by less than 10 percent
due to victim restitution being included with fines, fees and forfeitures.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 25 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, the
2 best practices described below are not yet implemented due to case management system
limitations.
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1) Currently, not all data components in the Collections Reporting Template can be
extracted from the case management system. The system, implemented in 1992, is
somewhat outdated and extremely expensive to re-program. Due to the state economic
crisis and the impending California Case Management System which will replace
Shasta’s computer system, no funds have been set aside to make this modification.
2) The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently scheduled for
deployment sometime in 2010. The interface with the case management system is nearly
complete and this goal should be achieved in the next reporting period, barring any
further computer complications.
The court, using its own resources, is attempting to extract victim restitution amounts
from the fines, fees, and forfeiture figures. Future reports should reflect separate amounts
for restitution and other justice related reimbursements. Once this is accomplished,
Shasta’s program will have achieved every best practice developed for California
collection programs.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 3,358

Judges/Commissioners: 2/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Sierra and the Superior Court
of Sierra County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency Intercept Collections
(FTB-IIC) program for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has
implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 11 of the 17
collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the court collected a total of
$81,912 from 601 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $24,101. The ending
balance of $306,376 represents 487 delinquent cases, of which 178 were established in
the current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a 74 percent Gross
Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s
Success Rate of 71 percent exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark. The
program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible recommendation to the
Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 18 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 9 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met, as there are no unpaid attorney sanctions in this Court.
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The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that corresponds to their collection programs are
currently not being met. They may be met once the program contracts with a private
vendor.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as
reported by the court in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Siskiyou and Superior Court of Siskiyou County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 45,973

Judges/Commissioners: 4/1

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Siskiyou and the Superior
Court of Siskiyou County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a
private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 15 of the
17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing
Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $1,975,528 from 32,817 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$362,946. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,067,751. The ending balance of $22,600,566 represents 31,185 delinquent cases, of
which 5,211 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 44 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 39 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 23 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 4 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management system is currently not being met due to limitations in the program’s case
management system.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
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The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.

This report contains information as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Solano and Superior Court of Solano County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 426,729

Judges/Commissioners: 19/5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Solano and the Superior Court
of Solano County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Interagency
Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) program and a private debt collector for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $9,984,596 from 266,753 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$948,807. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $6,239,854. The ending balance of $137,280,892 represents 204,000
delinquent cases, of which 28,460 were established in the current reporting period.
Because of limitations in the program’s case management system, the total value of the
beginning and ending balance of cases in the current reporting period is not available.
The total amount collected represents a 48 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds
the recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 48 percent
exceeds the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 17 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 10
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met.
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The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management system is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection is currently
not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and accounts receivable is currently not being met.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable to
agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the
court or county, as agreed, is currently not being met.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to
the court or county on a monthly basis is currently not being met.

This report contains information as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 486,630

Judges/Commissioners: 19/5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Sonoma and the Superior
Court of Sonoma County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $5,894,340 from 113,435 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$1,262,587. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$3,363,672. The ending balance of $55,015,222 represents 77,226 delinquent cases, of
which 42,817 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 53 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 37 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met.
The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of requiring private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the
court or county, as agreed is currently not being met due to the program’s case
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management system being programmed to receive net amounts and the inability of the
program to fund the reprogramming necessary to allow the system to facilitate gross
amounts.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Stanislaus and Superior Court of Stanislaus County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 526,383

Judges/Commissioners: 22/4

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Stanislaus and the Superior
Court of Stanislaus County. However, the court and county have not entered into a
written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent courtordered debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s CourtOrdered Debt (FTB-COD) and Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for
the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a
successful, comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17 collection
activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and
credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $6,296,177 from 331,111 delinquent cases, with a total cost of $1,072,653. The
county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt: $4,773,026. The
ending balance of $69,731,245 represents 312,184 delinquent cases, of which 31,616
were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected represents a
54 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34 percent
benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 54 percent exceeds the recommended 31
percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 15 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 12
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met.
The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
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The best practice of establishing a process for handling the discharge of accountability
for uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
The best practice of including in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies
owed to the court under a court order is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(l) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to their collection programs are currently
not being met. They may be met once the program contracts with a private vendor.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Sutter and Superior Court of Sutter County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 96,554

Judges/Commissioners: 5/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is currently being handled by the Superior Court of Sutter County. The court
and county have not entered into a written memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program includes a contract with the
Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) program for the collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 14 of the 17 recommended collection
activity components and provides accessibility to defendants by including credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $3,833,165 from 22,361 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$174,703. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$3,483,336. The ending balance of $10,418,585 represents 12,237 delinquent cases. Due
to limitations in the program’s case management system, the total number and value of
cases established in the current reporting period is not available. The total amount
collected represents a 54 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 51 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 17 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 10
of the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of developing a plan and putting the plan in a written memorandum of
understanding that implements or enhances a program in which the court and county
collaborate to collect court-ordered debt and other monies owed to a court under a court
order is currently not being met because the county is not involved in court collections.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
Attachment D-51
Page 1 of 2

County of Sutter and Superior Court of Sutter County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report

The best practice of completing all data components in the Collections Reporting
Template is currently not being met.
The best practice of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met because the court is uncertain
of authority; however the court and county will address the practice soon.
The best practice of participating in the statewide master agreement for collection
services or renegotiating existing contracts to ensure appropriate levels of services are
provided at an economical cost, when feasible, is currently not being met. Therefore, the
best practices of (1) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection, (2) requiring
private vendors to remit the gross amount collected to the court or county as agreed, (3)
requiring private vendors to submit invoices for commission fees to the court or county
on a monthly basis, and (4) requiring private vendors to complete the components of the
Collections Reporting Template that correspond to their collection programs are currently
not being met because the court collects all court order debt and due to the high gross
recovery rate an agreement may not be cost effective.
The best practice of requesting mediation services from the Administrative Office of the
Courts and the California State Association of Counties if the court and county are unable
to agree on a cooperative collection program is currently not being met and a request has
not been received, so there has not been a need for mediation.

This report contains information reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council
Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Tehama and Superior Court of Tehama County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 62,836

Judges/Commissioners: 4/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Tehama and the Superior
Court of Tehama County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
contracts with a private debt collector for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt.
The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection program that
includes 10 of the 17 collection activity components and provides accessibility to
defendants by providing Internet and credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $409,941 from 19,764 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of $79,896.
The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$397,610. The ending balance of $14,675,724 represents 19,210 delinquent cases, of
which 3,047 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 48 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 41 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 19 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 8 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of participating in both the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt
and Interagency Intercept Collections programs is currently not being met.
The best practiced of establishing a process for the discharge of accountability for
uncollectible court-ordered debt is currently not being met.
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The best practice of developing a process for the collection of unpaid attorney sanctions
is currently not being met.
The best practice of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of external collection
agencies or companies to which court-ordered debt is referred for collection is currently
not being met.
The best practice of including financial screening to assess the ability to pay prior to
processing installment payment plans and accounts receivable is currently not being met.
The best practice of charging fees as authorized by Penal Code section 1202.4(1) is
currently not being met.
The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts for the
collection of funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code
section 13963(f) is currently not being met.

This report contains information as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial
Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Tulare and Superior Court of Tulare County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 441,481

Judges/Commissioners: 20/5

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Tulare and the Superior Court
of Tulare County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 15 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing credit and debit card
payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $8,133,503 from 156,221 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$2,104,190. The private debt collector collected the largest amount of delinquent courtordered debt: $4,797,212. The ending balance of $61,840,934 represents 155,463
delinquent cases, of which 51,310 were established in the current reporting period. The
total amount collected represents a 44 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the
recommended 34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 44 percent exceeds
the recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.
The best practice of reconciling amounts placed in collection to the supporting case
management system is currently not being met due to limitations in the program’s case
management system.
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This report contains information reviewed by the county designee and as jointly reported
in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant to Penal
Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Tuolumne and Superior Court of Tuolumne County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 56,335

Judges/Commissioners: 4/0.8

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Tuolumne and the Superior
Court of Tuolumne County. The court and county have entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered
Debt and Interagency Intercept Collections programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit card
payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $1,372,407 from 27,449 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$162,329. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,189,482. The ending balance of $22,349,251 represents 27,138 delinquent cases, of
which 4,575 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 54 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 49 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 27 of the 27 Collections Best Practices.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as jointly reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting
Template, pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Ventura and Superior Court of Ventura County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 836,080

Judges/Commissioners: 29/4

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Ventura and the Superior
Court of Ventura County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum
of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $22,213,066 from 404,649 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$4,472,785. The internal court program collected the largest amount of delinquent debt:
$16,987,330. The ending balance of $155,402,030 represents 286,944 delinquent cases,
of which 149,446 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount
collected represents a 51 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended
34 percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 50 percent exceeds the
recommended 31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.
The best practice of conducting trials by written declaration under Vehicle Code section
40903 is currently not being met. Based on the volume of infraction citations and the
number of defendants that fail to appear the court has determined that implementing a VC
40903 program would not prove effective at this time.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court and county designees
and as reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template,
pursuant to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Yolo and Superior Court of Yolo County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 200,709

Judges/Commissioners: 11/2.4

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Yolo and the Superior Court
of Yolo County. The court and county have entered into a written memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program
includes contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs and a private debt collector for the
collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful,
comprehensive collection program that includes 16 of the 17 collection activity
components and provides accessibility to defendants by providing Internet and credit and
debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $6,618,797 from 73,873 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$805,120. The court collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$4,536,246. The ending balance of $61,645,786 represents 32,130 delinquent cases, of
which 15,718 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 62 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 58 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark. The program’s procedures will be analyzed further for possible
recommendation to the Judicial Council as additions to the Collections Best Practices.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 24 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 3 of
the best practices are not being met.
The best practice of establishing and maintaining a cooperative superior court and county
collection committee responsible for compliance, reporting, and internal enhancements of
the joint collection program is currently not being met.
The best practice of including in a collection program all court-ordered debt and monies
owed to a court under a court order is currently not being met.
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The best practice of using the restitution rebate, as appropriate, to further efforts to collect
funds owed to the Restitution Fund as authorized by Government Code section 13963(f)
is currently not being met. However, the court will look into the benefits of implementing
this best practice.

This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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County of Yuba and Superior Court of Yuba County
Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Collections Program Report
County Population: 73,067

Judges/Commissioners: 5/0.3

Program Overview
As reported in the fiscal year 2008–2009 Judicial Council–approved Collections
Reporting Template, the prompt, efficient, and effective collection of delinquent courtordered debt is a cooperative effort between the County of Yuba and the Superior Court
of Yuba County. However, the court and county have not entered into a written
memorandum of understanding (MOU) for the collection of delinquent court-ordered
debt. The program includes an MOU with the Superior Court of Shasta County and
contracts with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt (FTB-COD) and
Interagency Intercept Collections (FTB-IIC) programs for the collection of delinquent
court-ordered debt. The program has implemented a successful, comprehensive collection
program that includes 17 of the 17 collection activity components and provides
accessibility to defendants by providing credit and debit card payment options.
Performance
Based on the financial data reported in FY 2008–2009, the collection program collected a
total of $2,506,656 from 31,010 delinquent cases, with a total collection cost of
$271,100. The county collected the largest amount of delinquent court-ordered debt:
$1,350,994. The ending balance of $18,588,162 represents 24,489 delinquent cases, of
which 13,652 were established in the current reporting period. The total amount collected
represents a 53 percent Gross Recovery Rate, which exceeds the recommended 34
percent benchmark. The program’s Success Rate of 34 percent exceeds the recommended
31 percent benchmark.
Collections Best Practices
The collection program is meeting 26 of the 27 Collections Best Practices. Currently, 1 of
the best practices is not being met.
The best practice of accepting payments via the Internet is currently not being met.
However, the program is in the process of implementing this best practice.
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This report contains information reviewed by the authorized court designee and as jointly
reported in the FY 2008–2009 Judicial Council Collections Reporting Template, pursuant
to Penal Code section 1463.010.
Data Source
Population data from State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State With Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2008 and 2009.
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1.0 Executive Summary
Gartner undertook a study to assist the Administrative Office of the Courts’ (AOC) Enhanced
Collections Unit in gaining compliance with Assembly Bill 367 (AB 367). The study evaluated the
performance of collections programs for delinquent court-ordered debt and analyzed potential
measures for improving collections performance. The effort included capturing information on
sample cases and capturing aggregate collections information for fiscal year (FY) 20082009.
Gartner’s overall findings were as follows:
 Foundational capabilities. Some programs exhibited difficulties tracking the debt under
their management. Only 37 of 58 collections programs (64 percent) were able to provide
aggregate collections information that was free of balance or edit errors 1. Given the
amount of debt under the programs’ management statewide, it is vital that these
foundational capabilities be put in place at all collections programs.
 Inherent collectability of debt. The sample data demonstrated that there are differences
in the inherent collectability of debt. Gartner found that collections performance is
influenced by (1) the size of the debt, (2) the accuracy of the initial address information,
(3) whether or not debtor is a California resident, and (4) other factors. Stratifying the
debt according to inherent collectability helped Gartner analyze the impact of various
collections procedures and may provide a means of tailoring collection approaches in
the future.
 Procedural approaches. The study found that most procedural approaches did not have
a significant impact on collections performance. However, the Vehicle Code section
40903 procedure (Trial in Absentia) was helpful when used in conjunction with
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) holds for debtors that reside outside of California 2.
 Effort. The analysis demonstrated that collections performance improves significantly if
the collections program attempts and completes telephone calls to the debtor. Gartner
found that this is the single most important measure that can be adopted to improve
collections performance.
Gartner’s primary recommendation is for the State to establish specific service-level standards
for collections programs. The service-level standards should encompass the following elements:
A.

All collection programs should have the ability to accurately track the amount of debt
under their management, track the actions taken to collect individual debt items and
provide annual reporting of collections performance. Any program that cannot meet
these foundational requirements should source their debt to an internal or external
collection entity that has these capabilities.

B.

All collections programs should exert a minimum level of effort toward collecting the
debt under their management. Specifically, the collection program should ensure that

1

This information was captured using a Collections Reporting Template. A balance error indicates that
the ending balance did not reconcile to the beginning balance, plus the sum of transactions that occurred
during the year. An edit error indicates that one or more quality criteria were not confirmed by the
program. Additional information is contained in Section 3.2.2.
2

This refers to Implementing a Trial by Written Declaration (in Absentia) program under Vehicle Code
40903.
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there are completed calls to 10% of cases that remain unpaid as of 360 days from
the date of referral1.
C.

An ongoing program should be established to monitor and report collections
performance and compliance with these service-level standards.

Gartner believes that establishing service-level standards will increase collections, ensure more
uniform treatment of court-ordered debts, and provide ongoing information that will lead to
further improvements in the future. A complete list of recommendations and the rationale for
each recommendation is included in Section 4.0 of this report.

2.0 Background
2.1

Objectives and Scope of Study

The California State Legislature passed AB 367 (Stats. 2007, ch.132) which amended Penal
Code section 1463.010. The Assembly Bill enacted the final recommendations of the 2004
Senate Bill 940 (SB 940) Collaborative Court-County Working Group on Enhanced Collections.
An emphasis on uncollected fines, fees, penalties, and assessments in criminal and traffic
cases became a priority for the California Judiciary in January 2003, when the Conference of
Chief Justices adopted a resolution that called attention to the importance of collection efforts on
delinquent court-ordered debt. In January 2006, the Judicial Council submitted a legislative
report on Enhanced Collections which indicated significant accomplishments in the area of
collections, including guidelines and standards for the development and/or enhancement of
individual collection programs, the creation of a standard reporting template to monitor progress
of collection programs, and the awarding of statewide enhanced collection contracts. Since the
2006 legislative report, education and training workshops have been conducted statewide, a
database tool to help judicial officers in sentencing has been updated each year, and
memorandum of understandings (MOUs) with seven private collection vendors has been
established. Guidelines and standards have also been developed on cost recovery as well as
additional recommendations to assist courts and counties with collections. Collection of
delinquent court-ordered debt continues to be a priority of Chief Justice Ronald M. George.
The mandate for AB 367 was to report on (1) the extent to which each court or county is
following best practices for its collection program; (2) the performance of each collection
program; and (3) any changes necessary to improve the performance of collection programs
statewide.
In order to meet the legislative requirements of Penal Code 1463.010, performance measures
and benchmarks, best practices, and a revised Collections Reporting Template (CRT) were
developed and approved by the Judicial Council. In January 2008 the AOC Enhanced
Collections Unit retained Gartner, Inc., an independent and impartial expert, to assist with the
development of performance measures and benchmarks and the revision of the existing
reporting template as previously required under SB 940 (statutes of 2003) and approved by the
Judicial Council in 2004.

2.2

Approach and Methodology

Gartner’s approach and methodology for determining the benchmarks and performance
measures is shown in Figure 1.
1

See Section 3.1.6.3 for additional information.
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After completing the initial data gathering, draft metrics and performance standards were
developed, a revision of the previous CRT was created, and a pilot project was undertaken to
test the new CRT with 16 statewide collection programs. The pilot participants represented a
broad sampling of the collaborative collection programs statewide. They included differing
program sizes, case volumes, case management systems, procedures, referral methods, and
demographic and economic diversity. The purpose of the pilot was to gather initial data to
calibrate subsequent data gathering (i.e., determine how much data would be needed) and
confirm the ability of programs to support potential changes to the CRT.

Step 1
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Step 3

Step 4

Step 5

Step 6
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and Data
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Develop
Draft
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Develop Data
Collection
Template

Collect Data
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Results
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Figure 1.
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Submit to
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Approach and Methodology

After the pilot was completed, Gartner conducted workshops, phone conferences, and webinars
with the 58 statewide collections programs to review proposed changes to the CRT. The key
focus for the proposed improvements to the CRT was to simplify it and include measures to
improve the quality of the data that was reported. Changes to the CRT were minimized where
possible to reduce change management problems. The resulting data collection encompassed
two dimensions:
 To overcome reporting limitations and avoid the need to change computer systems, a
sampling approach was used to evaluate the efficacy of potential improvement
recommendations that couldn’t be evaluated with aggregate reporting. Collections
programs were asked to submit sample debt items using a Supplemental Data
Gathering Questionnaire (SDGQ). The sample was limited to traffic infraction citations
within specific timeframes to avoid distortions resulting from differences in seasonality or
case types. Section 3.1 of this report documents the results of the analysis of the sample
cases. While the sample was limited to traffic infraction citations, the findings regarding
the efficacy of specific collections measures is intended to be equally applicable to
criminal and other case types.
 Performance measures and benchmarks are key requirements of Penal Code 1463.010
and necessary for the Judicial Council to review the effectiveness of collection programs
statewide. To benchmark the performance of collections programs Gartner
recommended several different refinements to the aggregate annual financial reporting
section of the CRT. The refinements included changes to allow collections programs to
capture only delinquent court-ordered debt and reconcile the beginning and ending debt
balances to the annual transactions data. These changes were made to improve the
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completeness and integrity of the reported data. The refinements also included quality
checklists to further improve data integrity. The performance benchmark analysis is
included in Section 3.2 of this report.
After the data was collected for FY 20082009, Gartner analyzed the results and developed
draft improvement recommendations. These were reviewed with the AOC Enhanced Collections
Unit, the California State Association of Counties, and court and county collection programs
prior to the development of this report.

2.3

Metrics Used to Assess Collections Performance

As a result of the initial data gathering and pilot, two metrics were identified for measuring
collections performance. These metrics are shown in Figure 2.
 The Success Rate (SR) quantifies the ability of the collection program to convert debt
into revenue. It represents the view of stakeholders that are interested in improving the
amount of revenue derived from the collections effort.
 The Gross Recovery Rate (GRR) quantifies the ability of the collection programs to
resolve court debts. This metric represents the view of stakeholders that are interested
in ensuring that justice is administered.

Metric
Success Rate
Gross Recovery
Rate
Figure 2.

Calculation
Collections /
(Referrals – Adjustments)
(Collections + Adjustments) /
Referrals

Collections Performance Metrics

3.0 Findings
3.1

Collections Practices

To evaluate collections practices, programs were asked to submit samples of 20 traffic infraction
citations each month for 12 months using the SDGQ. The citations were randomly selected and
included failure-to-pay (FTP) and failure-to-appear (FTA) cases. The citations were selected so
that each was exactly two years old (had been with the collections program for two years or
were delinquent for two years). The sample data included elements depicting:
 The conditions of the debt item itself when it was received by the collections program.
 The entity responsible for primary and secondary collections and the dates when the
debt was referred to each program.
 The procedural measures that were used to collect the debt.
 The numbers of calls that were made and letters that were issued to collect the debt.
 The status of the debt after two years.

3.1.1 Overview of Potential Hypotheses
The study was designed to explore several different potential hypotheses related to the factors
that influenced collections performance. These factors are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3.

Potential Hypotheses and Metrics

In general, collections performance was expected to be affected by:
 The type of entity collecting the debt. In most instances, this was a court, a county, or a
private agency.
 The tools at their disposal. Tools included capabilities for (1) accepting Internet
payments, (2) a predictive dialer, (3) the type of computer system used, and (4) other
factors.
 The processes employed. Procedural measures included (1) imposing civil
assessments, (2) charging VC 40508(a) as an infraction or a misdemeanor, (3) a trial by
written declaration (in absentia) under VC 40903, (4) developing an MOU with the
California DMV to take payments on court-ordered debt, (5) using a specialized
collection form, (6) making outbound calls on nights or weekends, and (7) other
procedural measures.
 The quantity of effort applied. This includes (1) making calls, (2) placing DMV holds, (3)
revoking or suspending the debtor’s driver license, (4) establishing payment plans, and
(5) performing skip traces.
 The inherent collectability of the debt itself. Several factors were thought to influence the
inherent collectability of the debt including (1) case type, (2) validity of address
information, (3) the size of the debt, (4) age at referral, and (5) other factors.
Collections performance, in turn, was then measured using the GRR and SR statistics as well
as the Paid-in-Full (PIF) rate, which is the percent of cases PIF after 2 years 1.

1

As an example, if 100 cases were referred to a collection program and at the end of 2 years 40 of those
cases were PIF, the PIF Rate would be 40 percent.
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3.1.2 Inherent Collectability of Debt
To analyze the inherent collectability of debt, the PIF Rate for different subsets of debt was
measured. This included different sizes of debt, debts with different ages at the time of referral,
debts with and without valid address information, and debts where the debtor resided in or
outside of California.
Table 1 shows the number of sample traffic cases by age and Table 2 shows the PIF Rate
within each age category. Age was calculated as the difference between when the date was
referred to the primary collections program and the original due date.
2,500

50%
45%

2,147

2,000

1,914

40%

47%
41%
39%

Average of All Cases

40%

37%

35%
1,500

1,296
1,197

31%

32%

30%
25%

1,000

20%
642
530

500

33%

401

328

15%
10%
5%

-

0%

Number of Cases

Table 1.

Number of Cases at Different Ages
of Referral

PIF Rate

Table 2.

PIF Rate at Different Ages of
Referral

Most of the sample cases (61 percent) were found to have been referred within 90 days. As the
age at referral increased the number of referrals in each age classification diminished until
beyond 360 days where the number increased due to wider age classifications 1.
The average PIF Rate for all cases was 40 percent and is shown as a dashed line in Table 2.
As expected, the PIF Rate was highest for cases that were referred within 30 days of the
original due date. In this instance, the PIF Rate was 7 percentage points above average.
Beyond 120 days, the PIF Rate drops below average and continues to diminish thereafter.
The programs were asked to indicate if the citation had a valid initial address. Table 3 shows the
number of sample cases with and without a valid address on the initial citation. Table 4 shows
the PIF Rate for these cases.

1

The first 6 classifications in Table 1 include a range of only 30 days. The last two classifications include
a range of 90 days or more.
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Invalid
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Table 4.
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Thirty percent of the traffic cases did not have a valid initial address on the citation 1. The PIF
Rate for cases without valid addresses was 13 percentage points below average and 19
percentage points lower than cases where there was a valid initial address.
The sample cases denoted whether or not the debtor was a California resident. The volume of
those cases and the associated PIF Rate are shown in Table 5 and Table 6 respectively.
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Number of Cases with California
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Table 6.

PIF Rate for Cases with California
Residence

The data included 1,241 cases (14 percent) where the debtor resided outside of California and
7,362 cases where the debtor was a California resident. The PIF Rate for California residents
was slightly above average, but the difference was not significant. However, the PIF Rate for
cases where the debtor was not a California resident was 15 percentage points below average
and 17 percentage points below cases where the debtor was a California resident.

1

The validity of the initial address was not denoted for 420 cases.
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Table 8.

PIF Rate for Cases with Different
Citation Amounts

Table 7 shows sample traffic infraction cases classified according to the total fine, fee, penalty,
and assessment imposed. The largest category was $401-$600 where there were 3,035 sample
cases. The number of cases generally diminished as the amount assessed increased or
decreased from the median amount, which was $604. The average amount assessed was
$744. The PIF Rate for these cases is shown in Table 8. The PIF Rate was negatively
correlated to the amount assessed. The highest PIF Rate was for cases where the amount
assessed was less than or equal to $200 where 74 percent were PIF. Cases with an amount
assessed between $1,501-$2,000 were the hardest to collect and exhibited a PIF Rate of only
14 percent.

3.1.2.1

Inherent Collectability Classification Framework

Gartner developed a classification framework that categorized debt in terms of inherent
collectability. The classification framework was used in subsequent analyses to minimize the
distortions that resulted from inherent attributes of the debt rather than the specific factor being
analyzed (sourcing approach, tools, procedures, level of effort, etc.) The classification
framework shown in Figure 4 has two dimensions:
 Size of debt. The median amount assessed was $604. Debts that were greater than the
median amount were classified as “larger” (Category 3 or Category 4), while debts that
were equal to or less than the median amount were classified as “smaller” (Category 1
or Category 2).
 Demographics. Cases where the initial address was invalid or where the debtor’s
residence was outside of California were classified as “difficult to collect” (Category 2 or
Category 4), while debts where the initial address was valid and the debtor was a
California resident were classified as “easier to collect” (Category 1 or Category 3).
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Figure 4.

Classification Framework for Inherent Collectability of Debt

The classification framework stratified the debt according to inherent collectability and also
provided a sufficient number of cases in each category to permit meaningful conclusions to be
drawn 1.
 The influence of the size of the debt on collections performance can be seen by
comparing Category 1 to Category 3 or Category 2 to Category 4 (comparing columns).
The PIF Rate was 18-26 percentage points greater for smaller debts than larger debts,
depending on the demographics. Likewise the GRR was 16-23 percentage points
greater for smaller debts than larger debts, and the SR was 16-24 percentage points
greater for smaller debts, depending on the demographics 2.
 The influence of demographics on collections performance can be seen by comparing
Category 1 to Category 2 or Category 3 to Category 4 (comparing rows). The PIF Rate
was 16-24 percentage points higher, the GRR was 16-23 percentage points higher, and
the SR was 14-22 percentage points higher, depending on the size of the debt.
 The difference between the least challenging debt items and the most challenging debt
items can be seen by comparing Category 1 and Category 4. The PIF Rate for Category
1 was more than triple the figure for Category 4, and the GRR and SR for Category 1
were more than double the rates for Category 4.

3.1.3 People / Sourcing Approach
One of the questions analyzed was whether the courts, the counties, or private agencies
performed better as the primary collection program to which delinquent debt is initially referred.

1

Age at referral was also found to influence the inherent collectability of debt, but this factor was not used
in the debt classification framework because (a) creating an additional dimension would leave too few
items in some categories to support all of the subsequent analyses, and (b) the difference in PIF Rate for
differing ages of referrals was not as significant as differences based on size of debt and demographics.
2

For the analysis of collections practices in Section 3, the GRR and the SR were calculated by applying
payments and adjustments to the case in which the assessment occurred. This is different than the
performance benchmark where the GRR and SR are calculated based on the activity within a particular
fiscal year.
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To evaluate this, Gartner compared the PIF Rate and the GRR of debt sourced to counties,
courts and private agencies overall and within each debt category.
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The number of cases referred to each type of program within each category is shown in Table 9.
Courts and counties had the greatest share of Category 1 and Category 3 cases, indicating that
they had the greatest share of smaller debts. Private agencies had the greatest share of
Category 2 and Category 4 cases, indicating that they had the greatest share of larger debts.
Courts and counties also had the greatest share of Category 1 cases, which have the highest
inherent collectability, while private agencies had significantly more Category 4 cases, which
have the lowest inherent collectability.
Gartner found that counties and courts had similar PIF Rates across all debt categories and
private agencies had lower PIF Rates across all debt categories. The difference between the
performance of individual sourcing alternatives was most pronounced in Category 1 and least
pronounced in Category 4.
Gartner conducted additional analysis to confirm that the results were not within the margin of
error of the sample and confirmed that the results were statistically significant. However,
Gartner’s analysis identified other factors that may have influenced the result. Table 11 shows
several different categories of cases, the PIF Rate, the GRR, and the percent of those cases
that were referred to private agencies.
 Overall, 30 percent of the cases were referred to private agencies. The average PIF
Rate for all sample cases (all sourcing types) was 40 percent, and the GRR for all
sample cases was 41 percent.
 Private agencies were under-represented (less than 30 percent share) for cases with
valid addresses, cases where there was a valid address and the debtor was a California
resident, or cases that originated in counties where the high school graduation rate was
greater than or equal to 80 percent 1. All of these case classes had PIF Rates and GRRs
greater than average.

1

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County Quickfacts.
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 Private agencies were over-represented (more than 30 percent share) for cases where
the high school graduation rate was less than 80 percent, the age at referral was greater
than 120 days, or the percent of households in the county where a language other than
English was spoken at home was greater than 50 percent 1. For all of these
classifications, the PIF Rate and the GRR were below average.
PIF Rate

GRR

Private %

Valid Address

Category
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46%

23%

Valid Address + California
Resident

49%

49%

21%

Valid Address + CA + Age at
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20%
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44%

26%
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37%

36%

37%

Age at Referral > 120 Days

33%

36%

37%

Non-English > 50%

3%

13%

100%

All Cases

40%

41%

30%

Table 11.

Private Agency Share of Specified Case Groups

These figures indicate that the cases referred to private agencies may be more difficult to collect
than the overall cases, or even the cases within the inherent collectability categories shown in
Figure 4. The limited number of cases within the sample database prevented Gartner from
developing more granular classifications that could have accounted for this discrepancy, and in
some cases, private agencies are handling all the cases within the classification so there are no
non-private programs from which to draw a comparison.

3.1.4 Process
Subsequent to the pilot, several collection procedures were targeted for further analysis. The
procedures analyzed in this regard were as follows:
 Imposing a Civil Assessment if the defendant fails to appear.
 Charging VC 20508(a) as an infraction if the defendant fails to appear.
 Charging VC 20508(a) as a misdemeanor if the defendant fails to appear.
 Implementing a Trial by Written Declaration (in Absentia) program under VC 40903.
 Implementing an MOU with the DMV to take payments on court-ordered debt.
 Using specialized data collection forms to capture debtor demographic, employment,
and other personal information on non-forthwith payments.
 Routinely making outbound calls on nights (after 6:00 p.m.) and weekends.
 Establishing installment plans.
With the exception of specialized forms, procedural measures were assessed by comparing the
PIF Rate for the cases where the procedure was applied to the overall PIF Rate. For specialized
forms, the cases were limited to FTP, since the procedure isn’t applicable to FTA cases.
Therefore the comparison was between FTP cases where the procedure was applied to FTP
cases where it was not applied.
1

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts.
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The following sections show the results of the analysis for each procedure.

3.1.4.1

Civil Assessment

Table 12 shows the results for the civil assessment procedure.
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Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Civil Assessment Procedure

The civil assessment was used most frequently for Category 1 and Category 3 cases where
courts were the most common primary collection program 1. Counties were also frequent users
of civil assessment and were responsible for 42 percent of the Category 1 cases where civil
assessment was used and 33 percent of the Category 3 cases where civil assessment was
used 2.
The PIF Rate for cases where civil assessment was applied was not significantly different in any
category.

3.1.4.2

Charging VC 40508(a) as Infraction

Table 13 shows the results for the VC 40508(a) as Infraction procedure.

1

Courts were the primary collection program for 40 percent of Category 1 cases and 42 percent of
Category 3 cases. Counties were the primary collection program for 38 percent of Category 1 cases and
32 percent of Category 3 cases.

2

Courts were responsible for 35 percent of Category 1 cases where civil assessment was used and 40
percent of Category 32 cases where civil assessment was used.
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Category 2

Analysis of VC 40508(a) as Infraction

The VC 40508(a) as Infraction was used most frequently for Category 1 and Category 3 cases.
Usage in Category 1 was driven by counties who were responsible for 44% of the Category 1
cases where VC 40508(a) as Infraction was used. Usage in Category 3 was driven by courts
who responsible for 52 percent of the Category 3 cases where VC 40508(a) as Infraction was
used. The PIF Rate was also not significantly different than the average in any category.

3.1.4.3

Charging VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor

Table 14 shows the results for the VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor procedure.
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Analysis of VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor

The VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor was used most frequently for Category 1 and Category 3
cases. Usage in Category 1 was driven by courts who were responsible for 41 percent of cases
where VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor was used. In Category 3, Private Agencies were
responsible for 29 percent of cases where VC 40508(a) as Misdemeanor was used although
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they were the primary collection program for only 23 percent of cases in the category. The PIF
Rate was below average in all categories.

3.1.4.4

VC 40903 (Trial in Absentia)

Table 15 shows the results for the VC 40903 (Trial in Absentia) procedure.
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Analysis of VC 40903 (Trial in Absentia)

The VC 40903 procedure was used most frequently for Category 1 and Category 3 cases.
Usage in both categories was driven by counties who were identified as the primary collection
program for 47 percent of the Category 1 cases where VC 40903 was used and 40 percent of
the Category 3 cases where VC 40903 was used.
The PIF Rate was 5 percentage points higher than average for Category 2 cases and 2
percentage points higher than average for Category 4 cases (both categories include debts
where the initial address was invalid or the debtor resides outside of California). The PIF Rate
was not significantly different for Category 1 or Category 3 cases.
A more granular analysis is shown in Table 16, which compares the PIF Rate for cases where
VC 40903 was used with and without a DMV hold.
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Cases Where DMV Hold Was Placed
70%
62%

60%
50%

50%

47%
40%
38%

40%

37%

36%

PIF Rate When
VC40903 Not Used

28%

30%

PIF Rate When
VC40903 Used

26%
19%

20%
10%
0%
Category 1

Table 16.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

All

Analysis of VC 40903 and DMV Hold

Overall VC 40903 was used for 20 percent of the cases where a DMV hold was placed 1. The
PIF Rate for cases where a DMV hold was placed and VC 40903 was used was 14 percentage
points greater for Category 2, and 7 percentage points greater for Category 4 compared to
when VC 40903 was not used. The use of the VC 40903 in conjunction with a DMV hold was
most effective when there was a valid address and the debtor resided outside of California. In
these instances, the PIF Rate was 68 percent, although the number of cases in this subclassification was relatively small 2.

3.1.4.5

DMV MOU

Table 17 shows the results for implementing an MOU with the DMV to take payments on
delinquent court-ordered debt.

1

A DMV hold was placed on 6,072 of the sample cases. The VC 40903 was used for 1,226 of these
cases. Additional information on DMV hold is contained in Section 3.1.6.1.
2

There were 244 total cases where the initial address was valid and debtor resided outside of California,
and a DMV hold was placed. The VC 40903 process was used for 34 of these cases and 23 were PIF.
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70%
65%
61%

60%
50%

Usage
40%

37%

37%
35%

34%

DMV MOU PIF Rate

30%
20% 19%

20%
11%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

10%

10%

6%

6%

0%
Category 1

Table 17.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of DMV MOU

The DMV MOU was not used frequently in any category. The PIF Rate was 4 percentage points
above average in Category 1, was slightly less than average in Category 2, and not significantly
different in Category 3 or Category 4.

3.1.4.6

Specialized Forms

Table 18 shows the results for using specialized data collection forms to capture debtor
demographic, employment, and other personal information on non-forthwith payments. The
analysis was restricted to FTP cases since the procedure cannot be applied to FTA cases.
90%
81%

81%

80%

77%
72%

70%

64%

60%

54%

Usage

50%
42%
38%

40%

PIF Rate With Specialized
Forms

36% 37%

30%
22% 21%

PIF Rate Without
Specialized Forms

20%
10%
0%

.

Category 1

Table 18.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Specialized Forms

Specialized forms were found to be widely adopted across all debt categories 1. The PIF Rate
was 10 percentage points higher when used for Category 1 compared to when it was not used.
For Category 2, the PIF Rate was 4 percentage points higher when it was used compared to
when it was not used. The PIF Rate was not significantly different for Category 3 or Category 4.

1

The figures indicate the programs where specialized forms were employed. The SDGQ data did not
include an indicator regarding whether a specialized form was used for particular cases.
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3.1.4.7

Nights and Weekends

Table 19 shows the results for routinely making outbound calls on nights (after 6:00 p.m.) and
weekends.
70%
61%

60%
50%
43%

Usage

40%

37%
35%

34%

Nights and Weekends PIF
Rate

31%

30%
20%

20%

17%

16%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

19%
16%

14%

10%
0%
Category 1

.
Table 19.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Nights and Weekends

Less than 20 percent of collections programs routinely made calls on nights and weekends. The
data also failed to confirm that making outbound calls on nights and weekends improved the PIF
Rate in any debt category.

3.1.4.8

Installment Plans

Table 20 shows the results for cases with Installment Plans.
80%

75%

70%
61%

60%
50%

Usage

50%
43%

40%

37%

Installment Plan PIF Rate

35%
28%

30%
20%

19%

17%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

14%

10%

8%

6%

0%
Category 1

Table 20.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Installment Plans

Installment plans were used for 6-17 percent of cases, depending on the category. In this
instance, the rate of usage is not directly comparable to other procedures because installment
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plans require cooperation from the debtor to implement. However, the PIF Rate for cases with
installment plans was 8-14 percentage points greater than average, depending on the category.

3.1.5 Tools
The study also looked at the impact of particular tools on collections performance. The specific
tools that were analyzed are:
 Capability for collecting payments over the Internet.
 Predictive dialer for making outbound calls.
The tools were assessed by comparing the PIF Rate for the cases where the tools were
available to the overall PIF Rate.

3.1.5.1

Internet Payments

Table 21 shows the results for Internet payments.
70%
61%

60%
55%

50%

Usage
40%

37%

37%
34%

36%

34% 35%

Internet Payments PIF Rate

29%

28%

30%

19% 19%

20%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

10%
0%
Category 1

Table 21.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Internet Payments

Internet payments were available for approximately 33 percent of the sample cases. The data
failed to demonstrate that the PIF Rate for cases where Internet payments were available was
higher than the overall average for any category.

3.1.5.2

Predictive Dialer

Table 22 shows the results for a predictive dialer capability.
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70%
61%

60%
51%

50%

Usage
40%

37%
34% 35%

33%

Predictive Dialer PIF Rate

30%
22%

22%

23%
21%
19%

20%

17%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

10%
0%
Category 1

.
Table 22.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of Predictive Dialer

Predictive dialers were available for approximately 22 percent of the sample cases. The data
failed to demonstrate that the PIF Rate for cases where a predictive dialer was available was
higher than the overall average for any category.

3.1.6 Quantity of Effort
The study evaluated the impact of various collections actions on overall performance. The
specific actions that were evaluated are:
 DMV hold
 Attempted calls
 Attempted calls in the first 60 days
 Completed calls
 Completed calls in the first 60 days
 Letters
 Revoking or suspending the driver’s license
 Performing a skip trace.
The efficacies of the specified actions were assessed by comparing the PIF Rate for the cases
where the actions were taken to the overall PIF Rate.

3.1.6.1

DMV Hold

Table 23 shows the results for traffic cases where a DMV hold was placed.
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70%
60% 61%

60%
50%
42%

41%

40%

Usage

39%
37%

30%

36% 35%

34%

DMV Hold PIF Rate

26%
20% 19%

20%

Overall PIF Rate for
Category

10%
0%
Category 1

Table 23.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Analysis of DMV Hold

The DMV hold was used most frequently for Category 3 cases where it was used for 42 percent
of cases. The usage in this category was driven by Courts and Private Agencies who accounted
for 44 percent and 25 percent of the cases where DMV Holds were placed respectively 1. The
PIF Rate was 4 percentage points above average in Category 2, but was not significantly
different from the average in any other category 2.

3.1.6.2

Calls and Letters

Table 24 shows the results of the analysis of the impact of calls and letters on the PIF Rate. The
first 5 bars in each category show the PIF Rate for cases that had received attempted calls,
completed calls, or letters. The last (green) bar in each category shows the PIF Rate for the
entire category (all cases within the category).

1

For Category 3, Courts were the primary program for 42 percent of all cases and Private Agencies were
the primary program for 23 percent of all cases.
2

Additional information on PIF Rates for DMV Hold and VC 40903 are contained in 3.1.4.4.
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80%
73%

70%

68%
64%

62%

61%61%

60%

59%

58%
55%
53%

52%
50%

50%

46%46%

40%

44%

42%

41%
36%37%

40%

37%

39%40%

35%35%
31%
29%

30%

21%

20%

18%19%

10%
0%
Category 1

Table 24.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

1+ Attempted Calls

1+ Attempted Calls in First 60 Days

1+ Completed Calls

1+ Completed Calls in First 60 Days

1+ Letters

All

All

Impact of Calls and Letters on PIF Rate

Overall completed calls within the first 60 days had the greatest impact of collections
performance, but completed calls (unqualified) and attempted calls in the first 60 days also had
higher PIF Rates than average.
 The PIF Rate for cases with completed calls in the first 60 days was 11-25 percentage
points higher than average depending on the category. Completed calls in the first 60
days had the greatest impact in Category 2 and Category 4, but had significant impact
overall and in all categories.
 The PIF Rate for cases with completed calls (unqualified) was 7-18 percentage points
greater than average depending on the category. Completed calls (unqualified) had the
greatest impact in Category 2, but also had significant impact overall and in all
categories.
 Cases with attempted calls in the first 60 days exhibited a higher PIF Rate overall and in
all categories, but the difference was not as great as completed calls.
 Unqualified attempted calls (over the life of the case) exhibited a PIF Rate that was
slightly higher than the overall rate for Categories 2-4. For Category 1, the PIF Rate for
cases with attempted calls was lower than average.
 As expected, nearly all the cases (93 percent) were identified as having received letters
and the PIF Rate was very close to the average in each category.
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80%
70%

75%
70%
64% 65%

64%
61%

60%

57%

56%

54%
50%

50%
41% 42%

42% 42%

43%

41%

40% 41%

40%
30%

25% 26%

20%
10%
0%
Category 1
1+ Completed Calls

Table 25.

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

1+ Completed Calls in First 60 Days

1+ Letters

All
All

Impact of Calls and Letters on GRR

The impact of calls and letters on the GRR is shown in Table 25. The analysis of GRR is
consistent with the analysis of the PIF Rate in that completed calls and completed calls within
the first 60 days both had a significant impact overall and in every individual debt category.
However, the GRR for unqualified completed calls was greater than the GRR for cases that had
received completed calls in the first 60 days. The GRR for debts with completed calls was 10-22
percentage points higher than average, depending on the debt category.
Gartner also evaluated the incremental collections resulting from a completed call in each
category. This was calculated by quantifying the additional collections for cases with successive
levels of completed calls and dividing the additional collections by the additional calls associated
with those cases 1. The result is shown in Table 26.

1

The analysis ignores partial payments that may have been made on a particular case. For example, for
rd
a case with $500 in total collections and 3 completed calls, the analysis would assume that the 3 call
produced an additional $500 in collections.
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$600
$500

$478

$400
$334

$300

$272
$227

$200

$329

$225
$191

$191

$148

$100

$183

$165

$98
$79

$145 $139

$133

$107

$92

$98

$72

$Category 1
1 Completed Call

Table 26.

Category 2
2 Completed Calls

Category 3

Category 4

3 Completed Calls

All

4 Completed Calls

Incremental Collections Per Completed Call

The analysis shows that the 1st and 2nd completed call produced more than $100 in collections
overall and in every debt category. The 3rd completed call produced more than $100 in
collections overall and in Categories 3-4. For Category 4, completed calls produced more than
$100 in additional collections through the 4th call and for Category 3 completed calls produced
more than $100 in revenue through the 6th call ($108 in additional collections).
The results are partly the product of the debt classification system, where the smaller cases are
grouped into Categories 1-2 and the larger cases are grouped into Categories 3-4. However,
the general observations are:
 The first completed call results in $227-$478 in additional collections, depending on the
debt category.
 Completed calls experience diminishing returns in all categories with the 2nd completed
call producing more than $148-$225 in additional collections, depending on the debt
category; and the 3rd completed call resulted in $92-$191 in additional collections,
depending on the debt category.
 The additional collections from a completed calls drops below $100 on the 3rd-7th
completed call, depending on the debt category; the result being influenced by the size
of the debt.

3.1.6.3

Determining A Potential Standard for Collections Effort

If standards were established for calls, the standard would need to target attempted calls or
completed calls and would need to target all cases or only unpaid cases, and a specific time
frame would need to be identified. Table 27 shows the data distribution for the percent of unpaid
cases with completed calls after 2 years. For the sample cases:
 70 percent of programs had completed calls to at least 6 percent of cases that remained
unpaid at the end of 2 years.
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 65 percent of programs had completed calls to at least 10 percent of cases that
remained unpaid at the end of 2 years.
 50 percent of programs had completed calls to at least 15 percent of cases that
remained unpaid at the end of 2 years.
Percentile
25th

Percent of Unpaid
Cases With
Completed Calls
0%

30th

6%

th

35

10%

40th

13%

th

45

14%

Median

15%

Table 27.

Percent of Unpaid Cases With Completed Calls After 2 Years

Gartner believes that if a standard were to be established for calls, completed calls is a
preferable metric to attempted calls because this condition is more widely tracked and has a
greater correlation to collections performance. It is also preferable to target unpaid cases
because the analysis demonstrates there are some differences in the inherent collectability of
debt and some collections programs experience good payment rates without any calls today.
Finally, Gartner believes that the time period should be set to one-year, as this would allow a
reasonable amount of time for the collection program to achieve compliance and collections
performance steadily erodes as the case gets older.
Based on SDGQ data, Gartner believes that a reasonable standard would be for collections
programs have completed calls to at least 10 percent of cases that remain unpaid one year after
referral to the collections program 1.

3.2

Performance Benchmark

One of the objectives of the study was to develop performance measures and benchmarks to
review the effectiveness of court and county collection programs and report on the actual
performance of the programs. The approach and methodology is explained in Section 2.2. This
section of the report documents the results of the performance benchmark analysis.

3.2.1 Performance Standards
To establish performance standards, Gartner estimated the performance of collections
programs using data submitted in FY 20062007 and FY 20052006 when new data was not
available 2. Since the older templates did not include referrals or adjustments, these figures were
estimated and the standard established at the 20th percentile 3.
1

For example: If 1,000 cases were referred to a primary collections program and at the end of one year
400 of those cases were PIF, the collections program would need to have completed calls to at least 60
of the 600 cases that remain unpaid to achieve compliance with this standard.
2

FY 2006-2007 data was not available for some programs. In these instances FY 2005-2006 data was
used instead, if it was available.
3

Adjustments were estimated using the rate of adjustments on closed cases. Referrals were calculated
based on the overall change in debt balance, reported collections and estimated adjustments. The figures
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The resulting standards are shown in Figure 5. The standards were intentionally set at a
conservative level in this first year to encourage adoption among the programs, none of which
had significant lead time to gain compliance.
Metric

Performance
Standard

Success Rate

31%

Gross Recovery Rate

34%

Figure 5.

Collections Performance Benchmark Standards

3.2.2 CRT Submission Statistics
The CRT submission statistics are shown in Table 28. The revised CRT form incorporated
refinements to improve data quality. This included adding transaction information to allow the
beginning and ending debt balance to be reconciled to the transactions that occurred during the
fiscal year and quality criteria to permit the programs to validate that all case types and data
were included. The overall submission statistics were as follows:
 37 programs (64 percent) submitted CRTs that were error free. This means that the
ending balance reconciled to the beginning balance, plus the transactions that occurred
during the period and the program validated that all quality criteria were met.
 10 programs (17 percent) submitted CRTs that were out of balance. In these instances,
the ending balance could not be reconciled to the beginning debt balance, plus the
transactions that occurred during the period 1.
 10 programs (17 percent) submitted CRTs that were in balance, but had left one or more
quality criteria unchecked, indicating that the CRTs did not meet all data quality
standards 2.
 1 program (2 percent) did not submit a CRT.

for certain counties/courts were adjusted where this approach led to unrealistic results (e.g., negative
referrals).
1

In the revised CRT, programs were asked to report the balance at the beginning of the year, the new
referrals, debt transfers, collections, adjustments, and debt balance at the end of the year.
2

The revised CRT included check boxes for the programs to affirm that all case types and data were
included and other quality specifications were met. Failure to check one or more quality criteria also
caused an error message to appear on the CRT. The error message was included to minimize the
possibility of an accidental omission.
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Millions
$7,000
$5,963
$6,000

Submitted
With No
Errors
Submitted Out
of Balance

1, 2%

10, 17%
10, 17%

37, 64%

Submitted
With Other
Errors
Did Not
Submit

$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000

$1,832

$1,000

$566

$526

$Referrals +
Transfers

Table 28.

CRT Submission Statistics

Table 29.

Delinquent Adjustments
Collections

Ending
Balance

Aggregate Transaction Volumes and
Total Delinquent Debt Outstanding

Aggregate transaction volumes and total delinquent debt outstanding are shown in Table 29.
The first column shows the sum of referrals and transfers. Debt transfers represent debt that
was transferred from the primary collection program to a secondary collection program. These
figures are added together to eliminate potential double-counting of referrals. Delinquent
collections represent cash received toward the satisfaction of delinquent debt, excluding victim
restitution 1. Adjustments include any noncash transaction that increased or decreased the
amount of debt outstanding, subsequent to the initial assessment. Noncash transactions
included suspensions, alternative payments, dismissals, and discharges from accountability.

3.2.3 Program Benchmark Compliance Standards
The benchmark compliance statistics are shown in Table 30. The table shows the GRR and SR
for each program and indicates if the report was in balance or contained other errors (see
Section 3.2.2). The red GRR and SR figures show programs that did not meet the specified
performance standard (see Section 3.2.1).

1

Some programs collect victim restitution, but this was not the focus of this study and these figures are
not included in any of the figures provided in this report.
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#

County/Court

GRR

SR

In
Balance

Other
Errors

#

County/Court

GRR

SR

In
Balance

Other
Errors

1 Los Angeles

0.92

0.74

Yes

No

30 Modoc

0.50

0.41

No

Yes

2 Kern

0.79

0.78

Yes

No

31 Amador

0.50

0.50

Yes

Yes

3 Marin

0.76

0.61

Yes

Yes

32 Solano

0.48

0.48

Yes

No

4 San Mateo

0.74

0.72

Yes

No

33 Tehama

0.48

0.41

Yes

No

5 Sierra

0.74

0.71

No

Yes

34 Alpine

0.46

0.46

Yes

No

6 San Joaquin

0.70

0.29

Yes

No

35 Monterey

0.46

0.43

Yes

No

7 Butte

0.68

0.59

Yes

No

36 Glenn

0.45

0.45

Yes

No

8 Humboldt

0.68

0.68

Yes

No

37 Tulare

0.44

0.44

Yes

No

9 Mendocino

Yes

0.66

0.57

Yes

Yes

38 Siskiyou

0.44

0.39

Yes

10 Lassen

0.65

0.63

Yes

Yes

39 Madera

0.44

0.50

Yes

No

11 Yolo

0.62

0.58

Yes

No

40 Riverside

0.43

0.28

Yes

No
Yes

12 Merced

0.62

0.54

Yes

No

41 Kings

0.41

0.37

Yes

13 San Diego

0.58

0.45

Yes

No

42 Sacramento

0.37

0.35

Yes

No

14 Orange

0.57

0.39

No

Yes

43 Alameda

0.37

0.35

No

Yes
Yes

15 San Luis Obispo

0.56

0.56

Yes

No

44 San Bernardino

0.36

0.33

Yes

16 Nevada

0.56

0.41

Yes

No

45 Fresno

0.31

0.16

Yes

No

17 Napa

0.55

0.51

Yes

No

46 Placer

0.30

0.38

Yes

No

18 Sutter

0.54

0.51

No

Yes

47 Mariposa

0.29

0.29

Yes

Yes

19 Stanislaus

0.54

0.54

Yes

No

48 Contra Costa

0.28

0.30

Yes

Yes

20 Imperial

0.54

0.45

Yes

No

49 Mono

0.26

0.23

Yes

No

21 Tuolumne

0.54

0.49

Yes

No

50 Santa Barbara

0.25

0.20

Yes

No

22 Santa Clara

0.53

0.47

Yes

No

51 Plumas

0.24

0.18

No

Yes

23 Yuba

0.53

0.34

Yes

No

52 El Dorado

0.19

0.19

No

Yes
Yes

24 Sonoma

0.53

0.37

Yes

No

53 San Francisco

0.14

0.18

No

25 San Benito

0.52

0.48

Yes

No

54 Colusa

0.14

0.14

Yes

No

26 Shasta

0.52

0.52

Yes

No

55 Santa Cruz

0.06

0.05

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

27 Lake

0.52

0.53

Yes

No

56 Del Norte

28 Calaveras

0.52

0.48

No

Yes

57 Inyo

29 Ventura

0.51

0.50

Yes

No

58 Trinity

Table 30.

0.02
Data Error

-

CRT Not Submitted

Performance Benchmark Results by Program

Aggregate benchmark performance compliance statistics are shown in Table 31. Overall 42
programs (72 percent) were in compliance with both standards; and another 3 programs (5
percent) were in compliance with at least one standard. A total of 11 programs (19 percent)
missed both standards. For 1 program the GRR and SR could not be calculated due to a data
error, and 1 program did not submit a CRT 1.
The data distribution is shown in Table 32. The table shows the level of performance achieved
by the highest and lowest performing programs. Overall the median GRR was 51 percent and
the median SR was 45 percent. The 20 percent of programs performing at the highest level
achieved a GRR of 62 percent or greater and an SR of 54 percent or greater.

1

The GRR and SR for Inyo could not be calculated because the report did not include any referrals for
the year. Trinity did not submit a CRT.
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Met Both
Standards

3, 5%

1,
1, 2% 2%

Missed One
Standard

11, 19%
42, 72%

Missed Both
Standards
Data Error
Prevented
Calculation
Did Not
Submit CRT

Table 31.

Aggregate Benchmark
Compliance Statistics

GRR

SR

20th Percentile

31%

29%

40th Percentile

46%

41%

Median

51%

45%

60th Percentile

53%

48%

80th Percentile

62%

54%

Table 32.

Performance Benchmark Data
Distribution

3.2.4 Analysis of Non-Compliant Programs
Gartner examined the programs that missed one or both standards to determine if there were
any common issues that may have been inhibiting compliance. The results are shown in
Table 33.
 6 of the programs that were not compliant (43%) did not report any outbound phone calls
on their SDGQ (5 programs) or made only a limited number of outbound calls (1
program). Gartner’s analysis indicates that completed calls have a significant impact on
collections performance (see Section 3.1.6.1).
 5 of the noncompliant programs provided CRTs that were either out of balance (2
programs) or had other errors (2 programs) or were unable to submit any SDGQ cases
(1 program). This could have affected the reporting itself (i.e., the figures supplied may
have been inaccurate) or may be indicative of other foundational issues at the programs.
 1 program had particularly difficult debt with 73 percent of the debt classified as
Category 4, and an average assessment amount of more than $1,000 in the SDGQ (the
median for all cases was $604). Both of these factors indicate that the debt was
inherently difficult to collect (see Section 3.1.2).
 2 programs had no obvious barriers.
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1, 7%

1, 7%

2, 15%
1, 7%
2, 14%

5, 36%
2, 14%

Table 33.

No Obvious Barriers
Difficult Debt
CRT Out of Balance
Other CRT Error
No Calls
Limited Calls
No SDGQ

Potential Performance Issues at Non-Compliant Programs

Given the number of CRTs with balance or other errors, it is possible that some programs may
have over-reported or under-reported referrals, collections, or other information. The collections
effort is also impacted by victim restitution. In some instances, collections activities were
successful in getting debtors to send a payment, but the resulting payments were applied to
victim restitution rather than the debt that was the subject of the collections effort 1.

3.2.5 Cost of Collections
Table 34 shows a comparison of the cost of collections to collections performance. The vertical
axis is the cost per delinquent dollar collected (CPDDC) as reported on the CRT, and the
horizontal axis is the corresponding GRR 2. Each plot represents the figures for a particular
program.
The calculated CPDDC ranged from $.05 to $.55. The chart depicts the slight negative
correlation between CPDDC and GRR 3. This is potentially attributable to the difficulties lowerperforming programs may have in covering fixed costs.

1

The “priority of payment” schedule requires that partial payments of court-ordered debt be applied
toward victim restitution before fines, fees and other assessments.
2

The CRT did not report this figure discretely, but captured information on the cost of collections
(pursuant to Penal Code 1463.007) and the gross revenue collected from delinquent debt. These figures
were used to calculate the cost per delinquent dollar collected.
3

The linear correlation coefficient between the two was -.34.

© 2009 Gartner, Inc. and/or its affiliates. All rights reserved.
Gartner is a trademark of Gartner, Inc. or its affiliates.
For internal use of Judicial Council of California Administrative Office of the Courts only.

Judicial Council of California Administrative Office of the Courts
December 2009—Page 33

Engagement: 221951430—Version 1

Comparison of Cost Per Delinquent Dollar Collected and
Gross Recovery Rate
$0.50
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40%

50%

60%
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80%

90%

100%

Cost Per Delinquent Dollar Collected
Table 34.

Comparison of Cost and Collections Performance

The CPPD by program type is shown in Table 35. Overall, county programs were the most
costly with a median CPDDC of $.25 and an average CPDDC of $.27. The California Franchise
Tax Board (FTB) was the least costly, but the FTB doesn’t provide the same scope of services
as the other collections programs; and there are additional collections costs for the debts FTB
recovered that were included in the costs attributable to the county, court, or private agency
collection programs 1.
Counties

Courts

Private
Agencies

FTB

Overall

20th Percentile

$

0.14

$

0.10

$

0.16

$

0.15

$

0.12

40th Percentile

$

0.18

$

0.17

$

0.18

$

0.15

$

0.16

50th Percentile

$

0.25

$

0.20

$

0.19

$

0.15

$

0.18

60th Percentile

$

0.26

$

0.24

$

0.20

$

0.15

$

0.21

80th Percentile

$

0.35

$

0.38

$

0.23

$

0.15

$

0.29

Average

$

0.27

$

0.25

$

0.20

$

0.15

$

0.21

Table 35.

Cost Per Delinquent Dollar Collected by Program Type

1

The FTB does not make outbound calls, does not track the aggregate debt balance outstanding and
does not meet several of 17 components that have been identified as best practices for a collections
program. The FTB does offer a very effective service that collections programs have used to good effect,
but the services offered by FTB are not comparable to county, court, or private agency collection
programs.
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4.0 Recommendations
Gartner’s recommendations from the statistical and benchmark analysis are shown in Table 36
below.
Improvement Recommendation
1.

Rationale for Recommendation

Establish service-level standards for debt
collection programs. The service-level standards
should encompass the following:

Establishing service-level standards will
increase collections and ensure more uniform
treatment of court-ordered debt.

A.

All collection programs should have the
ability to accurately track the amount of debt
under their management, track the actions
taken to collect individual debt items, and
provide annual reporting of collections
performance. Any program that cannot meet
these foundational requirements should
source their debt to an internal or external
collection entity that has these capabilities.

Court-ordered debt represents an asset of the
state, counties, and other entities that is being
managed on a third-party basis. Given the
amount of debt under management, it is vital
that the collections programs provide accurate
reporting of the amount of debt under
management and the actions that have been
taken to resolve the debts.

B.

All collections programs should exert a
minimum level of effort toward collecting the
debt under their management. Specifically,
the collection program should ensure that
there are completed calls to 10 percent of
cases that remain unpaid as of 360 days
from the date of referral.

C.

An ongoing program should be established
to monitor and report collections
performance and compliance with these
service-level standards on an annual basis.

Increasing the number of completed calls will
improve collections performance. The PIF Rate
for cases with completed calls was 7-18
percentage points greater than average, and
the GRR was 10-32 percentage points higher
than average, depending on the debt category.
An ongoing program should be established to
monitor compliance to allow the courts, the
State, the counties, and other entities that
benefit from payments of court-ordered debt to
verify that effective actions are being taken to
resolve court-ordered debt.

2.

The VC 40903 procedure should be used in
conjunction with DMV hold for debtors that reside
outside of California.

The PIF Rate for cases where the debtor
resided outside of California was significantly
greater if a DMV hold was placed and the VC
40903 process was used.

3.

Collections programs should attempt to establish
installment plans for debtors that cannot pay in
full.

The PIF Rate for cases with installment plans
was 8-14 percentage points greater than
average, depending on the category.

4.

Collections programs should attempt to implement
specialized data collection forms to capture debtor
demographic, employment, and other personal
information on non-forthwith payments.

The PIF Rate was 10 percentage points higher
when used for Category 1 cases, and 4
percentage points higher for Category 2 cases
compared to when specialized forms were not
used.

5.

Uniform guidelines should be established for the
discharge of unpaid debt. This should encompass:

Some programs are tracking debt that is more
than 10 years old with no reasonable prospect
for payment or resolution. The presence of
these very old debts diffuses collection efforts
that would be more productively spent working
debts where there is a greater possibility of
payment.

A.

The debt that would be eligible for
discharge.

B.

The specific collections actions that must be
taken before a debt is discharged.

Table 36.

Recommendations From Statistical and Benchmark Analysis
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5.0 Conclusion
Gartner believes that implementing the proposed recommendations would improve collections
performance and provide ongoing information that would lead to additional improvements in the
future. The estimated impact of these improvements is shown in Table 37.
 If all programs could be brought into conformance with the current SR target, this would
provide the state, counties, and other entities that receive a portion of collections from
court-ordered debt an additional $29 million per year in collections.
 Currently 65 percent of programs achieve an SR of 38 percent. If all programs could be
brought to this level, it would provide an additional $49 million per year in collections.
 If all programs below the median SR could be brought to the median, this would provide
an additional $69 million per year in collections.
The proposed recommendations would also lead to a faster resolution of cases and more
uniform administration of justice with respect to collections of court-ordered debt.
Improvement Scenario
Bring all programs to current benchmark standard

Impact on Collections

31%

+$29 million per year

th

36%

+$43 million per year

th

38%

+$49 million per year

th

41%

+$58 million per year

th

45%

+$69 million per year

Bring all collections programs to 30 percentile
Bring all collections programs to 35 percentile
Bring all collections programs to 40 percentile
Bring all collections programs to 50 percentile
Table 37.

Success Rate
Target

1

Estimated Impact of Improved Collections Performance

Gartner believes that these improvements are readily achievable. The proposed monitoring
program (Recommendation 1C) would also enable affected stakeholders to measure the
improvement on a year-to-year basis and increase the benchmark standard as lower-performing
programs bring their operations into better alignment with the higher-performing programs.

1

Estimates calculated based on FY 20082009 CRT submissions with 57 of 58 programs reporting.
Assumes programs that are currently performing at or above the target would remain unchanged.
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Any questions regarding this report
should be addressed to:
Gregory Shelton
Gartner, Inc.
Telephone: +1-619-542-4812
Facsimile: +1-866-519-4740
E-mail: gregory.shelton@gartner.com
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