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EXECUTIVE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

OPEN MEETING WITH CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

Open to the Public Unless Indicated as Closed (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1))
OPEN PORTION OF THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED

Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014
Time: 12:10to 1:10 p.m.
Location: Teleconference

Public Call-in Number:  877-820-7831; passcode 846-8947 (listen only)

Meeting materials for open portions of the meeting will be posted on the advisory body web page on the
California Courts website at least three business days before the meeting.

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the
indicated order.

l. OPEN MEETING (CAL. RULES OoF COURT, RuULE 10.75(c)(1))

Call to Order and Roll Call

. DISCUSSION AND PossiBLE ACTION ITEMS (ITEMS 1-2)

ltem 1

Approval of Minutes
Approve minutes of the September 29, 2014, action by e-mail and October 9, 2014,
Executive and Planning Committee meeting.

Item 2

Agenda Setting for the October 27-28, 2014, Judicial Council Meeting (Action Required)
Review available draft reports and set agenda for the October Judicial Council meeting.

Presenters:  Various
e Trial Court Trust Fund Allocations: 2 Percent State-Level Reserve Process
(Action Required)
e Government Code section 68106: Public Notice of Courts by Closures or
Reduced Clerks’ Office Hours (Gov. Code 68106—Report 27) (Information Only)

e Allocation of Trial Court Funding Reductions (No Action Required. There are no
materials for this item.)


http://www.courts.ca.gov/epmeetings.htm
mailto:executiveandplanning@jud.ca.gov

Meeting Agenda | Thursday, October 21, 2014

M. ADJOURNMENT

Adjourn to Closed Session

V. CLOSED SESSION (CAL. RULES OoF COURT, RuULE 10.75(D))

Item 1
Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(d)(1)

Review materials and develop recommendations to be sent to the Chief Justice regarding
requests for advisory body appointments.

Adjourn Closed Session

2|Page Executive and Planning Committee
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EXECUTIVE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF ACTION BY E-MAIL

Thursday, September 29, 2014
12:00 p.m.
Action by E-mail

Justice Douglas P. Miller (Chair); Judge David M. Rubin (Vice Chair); Justice
Judith Ashmann-Gerst; Presiding Judges Marla O. Anderson and Marsha G.
Slough; Assistant Presiding Judges Morris D. Jacobson, Dean T. Stout and
Charles D. Wachob; Judge James R. Brandlin; Ms. Mary Beth Todd and Ms.
Donna D’Angelo Melby

Advisory Body None
Members Who Did

Not Participate:

Advisory Body
Members Who
Participated:

Committee Staff: Ms. Jody Patel and Ms. Nancy Carlisle

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEM

Proposal for Invitation to Comment

The committee reviewed a proposal from Human Resources to circulate for comment proposed
revisions to the Conflict of Interest Code for the Judicial Council and its staff. The proposed code
would consolidate and clarify the Judicial Council’s and former AOC’s Conflict of Interest Codes.

Action: The committee approved the proposal for circulation for comment. The committee chair
concluded that prompt action by email was necessary because of the need to circulate
the proposal for comment in time for it to be included on the Judicial Council’s
December business meeting agenda.

CLOSURE OF ACTION

The action by e-mail was closed on Tuesday, October 7, 2014.

Approved by the advisory body on [enter date].
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EXECUTIVE AND PLANNING CoMMITTEE (E&P)

RULES AND PROJECTS CommITTEE (RUPRO)

MINUTES OF OPEN MEETING WITH CLOSED SESSION

Tuesday, October 9, 2014
12:10 to 1:40 p.m.
Teleconference

Advisory Body E&P: Justice Douglas P. Miller (Chair); Judge David M. Rubin (Vice Chair);
Members Present: Justice Judith Ashmann-Gerst; Presiding Judge Marla O. Anderson; Presiding
Judge Marsha G. Slough; Assistant Presiding Judges Morris D. Jacobson and
Dean T. Stout; Ms. Mary Beth Todd and Ms. Donna D’Angelo Melby

RUPRO: Associate Justice Harry E. Hull, Jr., (Chair); Presiding Judge Brian L.
McCabe (Vice Chair); Presiding Judge Brian J. Back; Assistant Presiding Judge
Martin J. Tangeman; Judges David Rosenberg and Joan P. Weber;
Commissioner David E. Gunn; Mr. Richard D. Feldstein, Mr. James P. Fox, and
Ms. Debra Elaine Pole

Advisory Body E&P:; Assistant Presiding Judge Charles D. Wachob; Judge James R. Brandlin
Members Absent: o\ ;oro: Judge David DeAlba

Invited Guests Judge Laurie Earl, Cochair, Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee
Present:
Committee Staff Ms. Jody Patel and Ms. Nancy Carlisle
Present:
Staff Present: Mr. Peter Allen, Mr. Cliff Alumno, Ms. Heather Anderson, Mr. Patrick Ballard,
Ms. Deborah C. Brown; Ms. Tina Carroll, Mr. Arturo Castro, Mr. Steven Chang,
Ms. Roma Cheadle, Ms. Jessica Craven, Mr. Curtis L. Child, Ms. Cristina Foti,
Ms. Donna Hershkowitz, Mr. Burt Hirschfield, Ms. Leah Rose-Goodwin, Mr. Chris
Magnusson, Mr. Patrick McGrath, Ms. Vicky Muzny, Ms. Amy Nufiez, Ms. Diane
Nunn, Mr. Patrick O’'Donnell, Ms. Kelly Quinn, Ms. Anne Ronan, Mr. Corby
Sturges, Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic

OPEN MEETING

Call to Order and Roll Call
The committee chairs called the meeting to order at 12:10 p.m., and committee staff took roll call.


http://www.courts.ca.gov/epmeetings.htm
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JOINT MEETING: DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEM (ITEM 1)

ltem 1

Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC): Rule Amendments (Action Required)

E&P and RUPRO reviewed a proposal amending California Rules of Court, rule 10.64, the rule
governing TCBAC to make a change to the membership category for presiding judges. The
proposal also recommended that the rule be amended to eliminate a provision concerning the
appointment of cochairs and to make minor technical changes.

Action: E&P approved the proposed amendments to California Rules of Court, rule 10.64. The
proposal was forwarded to RUPRO for its consideration. RUPRO approved the proposal
and recommended its placement on the consent agenda of the October Judicial Council
meeting. The proposal was forwarded to E&P for consideration of RUPRQO’s
recommendation (see Item 5 below).

E&P MEETING: DISCUSSION AND ACTION ITEMS (ITEMS 2-5)

Iltem 2

Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC): Term Extensions (Action Required)

E&P reviewed a request from TCBAC chair regarding term extensions for all existing members
through December 31, 2014, in order to continue addressing critical budget challenges facing the
trial courts during this interim period.

Action: E&P approved the request from the TCBAC chair to extend the terms of all existing
members through December 31, 2014.

Iltem 3

Approval of Minutes (Action Required)
E&P reviewed the minutes of its August 12 and 19, 2014, meetings.

Action: E&P approved the minutes of its August 12 and 19, 2014, meetings.

Iltem 4

Subordinate Judicial Officer (SJO) Positions (Action Required)
E&P reviewed requests from several superior courts to change the number of SJO positions in
their courts.

Action: E&P approved requests from four superior courts, as follows, to change number of SJO
positions in those courts:

e Superior Court of Kings County: Increase the FTE associated with one
commissioner position by 0.1 FTE.

e Superior Court of Lake County: Reduce the workload of on SJO position by 0.2 FTE
e Superior Court of Marin County: Reduce the SJO positions authorizezd by 1.8 FTE

e Superior Court of San Francisco County: Reduce the SJO positions authorized by
9.1 FTE.

Executive and Planning Committee
2|Page Rules and Projects Committee



Meeting Minutes Tuesday, October 9, 2014

Item 5

Agenda Setting for the October 27-28, 2014, Judicial Council Meeting (Action Required)
E&P reviewed available draft reports and set agenda for the October Judicial Council meeting.

Action: E&P approved the following items for placement on the October Judicial Council meeting
agenda:

e Judicial Workload Assessment: 2014 Update of Judicial Needs Assessment and
Proposed Revision to Methodology Used to Prioritize New Judgeships

e Criminal Justice: Recidivism Reduction Fund Court Grant Program

e Update to Court Technology Governance and Strategic Plan

e Special Juvenile Immigration Status and the California Courts

e Appellate Procedure: Confidential Records

e Appellate Procedure: Extensions of Time to File Briefs

e Appellate Procedure: Judicial Notice Requests

e Appellate Procedure: Record in Juvenile Appeals

e Criminal Justice Realignment: Petition and Order for Dismissal

e Criminal Justice Realignment: Petitions for Revocation of Supervision

e Fee Waivers: Payments Over Time and Specific Fees Included in Waivers
e Child Support: Revise Income Withholding for Support and Related Instructions

e Family Law: Petition and Response for Dissolution, Legal Separation, and Nullity
of Marriage and Domestic Partnership

e Family Law: Uniform Standards of Practice for Providers of Supervised Visitation
e Family and Juvenile Law: Parentage

e Juvenile Dependency: Attorney Training

e Juvenile Dependency: Information Form for Parents

e Judicial Administration: Rule for Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee

e Rules and Forms: Miscellaneous Technical Changes

e Decedents’ Estates: Waiver of Bond by Beneficiaries of Estates

e Probate Conservatorship and Guardianship: Accounting Schedules for Gains
and Losses on Sales of Estate Assets

e 2014 Report to the Legislature: Judicial Administration Standards and Measures
That Promote the Fair and Efficient Administration of Justice

e Equal Access Fund: Distribution of Funds for Partnership Grants and
IOLTA-Formula Grants

e Judicial Administration: Change of the Duties of the Advisory Committee on
Financial Accountability and Efficiency of the Judicial Branch

e Judicial Council Report to the Legislature: Allocations and Reimbursements to
the Trial Courts for Fiscal Year 2013-2014

Executive and Planning Committee
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Meeting Minutes | Tuesday, October 9, 2014

e Judicial Council Report to the Legislature: Allocation of New Judgeships
Funding in FY 2013-2014

e Judicial Council Report to the Legislature: Electronic Recording Equipment

e Juvenile Dependency: Proposed Allocation for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 for Court
Appointed Special Advocate Local Assistance

e Judicial Council Report to the Legislature: Cash-Flow Loans Made to Trial Courts
in Fiscal Year 2013-2014

e Adoption and Permanency Month: Judicial Council Resolution
e Court Facilities: The Napa Seismic Experience (No materials for this item.)
e Final Report of the Implementation Task Force on Self-Represented Litigants

e Judicial Council: Implementation of Judicial Council Directives on Judicial
Council Staff Restructuring

e Court Facilities: Trial Court Facility Modification Quarterly Activity Report,
Quarter 4 of Fiscal Year 2013-2014

e Trial Courts: Annual Investment Report for Fiscal Year 2013-2014

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further open meeting business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:00 p.m.

E&P MEETING: CLOSED SESSION

Item 6
Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(d)(1)
Review materials regarding out-of-cycle vacancies on advisory bodies.

Action: E&P determined its recommendations to be sent to the Chief Justice for out-of-cycle
vacancies on advisory bodies.

ltem 7
Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1)
Facilities Policy Development

Action: Informational only; therefore, no action by E&P.

Adjourned closed session at 1:30 p.m.

Approved by the Executive and Planning Committee on [enter date].
Approved by the Rules and Projects Committee on [enter date].

Executive and Planning Committee
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Judicial Council of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688

www.courtinfo.ca.gov

REPORT TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL

For business meeting on October 28, 2014

Title Agenda Item Type
Government Code Section 68106: Public Information Only

Notice by Courts of Closures or Reduced

Clerks’ Office Hours (Gov. Code, § 68106— Date of Report

Report No. 27) October 10, 2014

Submitted by Contact

Jody Patel, Chief of Staff Pam Reynolds, 916-263-1462
Pam Reynolds, Manager pam.reynolds@jud.ca.gov

Leadership Services Division

Executive Summary

Government Code section 68106 directs (1) trial courts to notify the public and the Judicial
Council before closing courtrooms or clerks’ offices or reducing clerks’ regular office hours, and
(2) the council to post all such notices on its website and also relay them to the Legislature. This
is the 27th report to date listing the latest court notices received by the council under this
statutory requirement; since the previous report, 15 superior courts—those of Santa Barbara,
Solano, Glenn, Plumas, Sierra, Mono, Humboldt, Fresno, Kings, Contra Costa, Santa Clara,
Amador, Stanislaus, Napa, and Yolo Counties—have issued new notices.

Previous Council Action

In 2010, the Legislature enacted a Judiciary Budget Trailer Bill with fee increases and fund
transfers for the courts that also added section 68106 to the Government Code.' Section 68106
requires trial courts to notify the public and the Judicial Council in advance of any closures or
reductions in service, and the council in turn to post all such notices on its website and report
them to the Legislature. Since the enactment of section 68106, a total of 48 courts have issued

! Sen. Bill 857; Stats. 2010, ch. 720, § 13. Attachment A contains the full text of Government Code section 68106,
as amended effective January 1, 2011, and June 27, 2012.



notice under its requirements.” The Judicial Council has received 26 prior informational reports
listing such notices as they have been received.

Notice Received From Fifteen Courts Since Last Report

This is the 27th report provided to date on trial court notices submitted under Government Code
section 68106. Since the previous report, the Judicial Council has received new notices of
closures or reduced hours from 15 trial courts:

1.

Effective October 14, 2014, the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County intends to
close the clerk’s office of the Solvang Division located at 1745 Mission Drive, Suite C,
Solvang. The clerk’s office will close at the end of the business day on October 10, 2014.
Traffic Court trials originating from the Solvang jurisdiction will continue to be
conducted at the Solvang facility the 2nd and 4th Wednesday of each month. Effective
October 14, 2014, all matters previously filed at the Solvang Court will be filed at the
Lompoc Division located at 115 Civic Center Plaza, Lompoc. (Attachment B)

On August 8, 2014, the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County issued a public notice
of intention to close the Juvenile Court located at 4500 Hollister Avenue, Santa Barbara.
On October 2, 2014, after taking into consideration public comments received, a new
public notice was issued advising that the court is delaying the planned closure of the
Juvenile Facility on Hollister Avenue pending receipt and review of proposed facility
modification plans. (Attachment B)

The Superior Court of Solano County will have limited operation days on Wednesday,
November 26, 2014, Friday, December 26, 2014, and Friday, January 2, 2015. On the
limited operation days, all clerks’ offices and all but two courtrooms will be closed. The
two courtrooms will be open in the Hall of Justice, 600 Union Avenue, Fairfield, to
conduct arraignments and examinations as required by law, to sign any necessary
documents on an emergency basis, and to handle time-sensitive juvenile matters. Drop
boxes will be available at the Hall of Justice and at the Solano Justice Center, 321
Tuolumne Street, Vallejo, for same-day filing of documents deposited there before 4:00
p.m. (Attachment C)

Effective November 1, 2014, the Superior Court of Glenn County intends to reduce court
office and telephone hours until further notice by closing its offices at 3:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Currently, the court is open Monday through Friday between the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. This reduction in hours includes not only the court’s main branch
in Willows, but also the Orland branch and the Resource Center that houses the Self-Help
Center, the family facilitator, and the mediator/recommending counselor. (Attachment D)

% All courts’ notices are listed and posted at www.courts.ca.gov/12973.htm. Some courts have given more than one

notice.



http://www.courts.ca.gov/12973.htm

. Effective November 3, 2014, the Superior Court of Plumas County will reduce the
clerk’s office and telephone hours. All offices will close daily at 3:00 p.m. and telephones
will be answered between 8:30 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Currently the clerk’s office is open
Monday through Thursday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00
p.m. Telephone lines are currently answered Monday through Thursday from 8:30 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (Attachment E)

. Effective November 3, 2014, the Superior Courts of Plumas and Sierra Counties will
close the Plumas/Sierra Regional Courthouse location in Portola. Beginning on
November 3rd all current and future traffic and small claims cases for the Plumas
Superior Court will be processed and heard at the Quincy Courthouse, 520 Main St.,
Quincy. For information on all current and future traffic cases for Sierra Superior Court
please contact the Sierra Superior Court at (530) 289-3698. Currently the Plumas/Sierra
Regional Courthouse court location is open Monday through Thursday from 8:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (Attachment F)

. Effective October 31, 2014, the Superior Court of Mono County will close the Mammoth
Lakes Courthouse to the public every third Friday through the remainder of this fiscal
year (13 days). The first Friday for closure will be October 31, 2014, with the next
closure day on November 14, 2014. Closure days will continue on Friday’s on an every
three week basis for the remainder of the 2014-2015 fiscal year, except for the month of
January 2015. In January 2015 one closure day, January 9, 2015, is two weeks from the
previous closure day of December 26, 2014. Closure Fridays for the Mammoth Lakes
Courthouse will end June 30, 2015. A judge will be available to conduct any criminal
arraignments and examinations as required by statute, and to sign any orders or
documents on an emergency basis. A drop box will be available at the courthouse on
Friday closure days to accept documents for same day filing. All documents deposited
before 4:00 p.m. will receive a same day date and time stamp. (Attachment G)

. Effective November 3, 2014, the Superior Court of Humboldt County will reduce the
hours the clerks’ office is available to the public. Beginning Monday, November 3, 2014,
the court clerks’ office hours will be 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., (reduced from 9:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m.) Monday through Friday. This also applies to answering telephone inquiries. A
public drop box is available at the 421 “I”” Street location for same day filings during
normal business hours up to 4:00 p.m. The new office hours will continue indefinitely.
(Attachment H)

. The Superior Court of Fresno County will temporarily close the Main Criminal
Courthouse and B.F. Sisk Courthouse (including the Self-Help Center and Archives
Department) and relocate essential hearings and consolidate the clerk’s offices into the M
Street Courthouse and the Juvenile Justice Campus only on the following Days:
December 24, 26, and 31, 2014, and January 2, 2015. See Attachment I for a detailed list
of courtrooms that will remain open on these days. For clerk’s office services on these



10.

1.

12.

13.

dates, the court will have at least one window open at the M Street Courthouse for each
of the following departments: Traffic, Civil/Small Claims, Probate, Family Law/Family
Support, and Criminal. The clerk’s office at the Juvenile Justice Campus will remain
open for juvenile related matters (both delinquency and dependency). The clerk’s office
hours on those days will remain 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Each case specific window will be
open and available to perform all normal clerks’ office duties. Services from the Self-
Help Center and the Archives Department will not be available. (Attachment I)

The Superior Court of Kings County intends to reduce staffing and temporarily limit the
hours and operations of its Divisions and Departments between December 24, 2014, and
January 1, 2015. Please see Attachment J for details on the temporary closures and
limitation of hours and services by Division/Department. (Attachment J)

In June of this year, the Superior Court of Fresno County provided notice of intent to
temporarily close the Family Support Courtrooms, located in the B.F. Sisk Courthouse,
from September 30, 2014 through October 3, 2014, and October 6, 2014 through October
9, 2014, to allow for training of Superior Court and Department of Child Support
Services Staff. The court has now provided a revised notice advising that one of the two
courtrooms will remain open on two days. See Attachment K for details on the temporary
closure dates by Department. The Family Support clerk’s office will remain open during
the temporary Family Support Courtroom closures. (Attachment K)

The Superior Court of Contra Costa County will have temporary reductions in service in
all court locations on December 29, 30, 31, 2014, and January 2, 2015. All services
except those identified in Attachment L will be unavailable during these reduced service
days. Documents submitted by drop box by 5:00 p.m. on reduced service days will be
filed/received on that date. (Attachment L)

Effective November 24, 2014, the Superior Court of Santa Clara County will reduce
business office and telephone hours by one hour at courthouses located in Palo Alto,
Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Jose, and Morgan Hill. Beginning Monday, November 24,
2014, the daily office and telephone hours will be 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (Attachment M)

Effective November 24, 2014, the Superior Court of Amador County will further reduce
its hours of operations by closing the clerk’s office a half hour earlier Monday through
Thursday, and by closing the office every other Friday. Courtrooms will remain open
Monday through Friday and are unaffected by this change. Effective November 24, 2014,
the new hours of operation in the clerk’s office will be Monday through Thursday 9:30
a.m. to 2:30 p.m., Friday 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. and closed the 1st and 3rd Friday of the
month. On those Friday closure days, a clerk will be available to accept any necessary
documents for filing on an emergency basis. A drop box also will be available to receive
documents for same day filing Monday through Friday when the clerk’s office is closed.
(Attachment N)



14. The Superior Court of Stanislaus County will temporarily reduce the clerk’s office hours
on the last two Wednesday’s of December 2014. The clerk’s office will be open from
8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., closing four hours early on Wednesday, December 24, 2014, and
Wednesday, December 31, 2014. A drop box will be available outside the Family Law
and Civil Division clerk’s offices for filing papers or submitting payments. Any
document deposited in the court’s drop box on these days by 4:00 p.m. will be deemed to
have been deposited for filing on that day. (Attachment O)

15. The Superior Court of Napa County will be closed on Wednesday, November 26, 2014,
Friday, December 26, 2014, and Friday, January 2, 2015. Additionally, the court will
continue its schedule of closing at 2:30 p.m. on each Friday. (Attachment P)

16. The Superior Court of Yolo County will temporarily close to the public on the following
dates and times:

Thursday, December 18, 2014, 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Wednesday, December 24, 2014, 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Wednesday, December 31, 2014, 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

(Attachment Q)

Mandate in Government Code Section 68106

In providing fee increases and fund transfers for the courts in the Judiciary Budget Trailer Bill in
2010, the Legislature expressly declared its intention that trial courts remain open to the public
on all days that are not judicial holidays and that access to court services for civil litigants be
preserved to the extent practicable. Statements in Government Code section 68106 affirmed this
intent, and the recent amendment of the statute strengthened it.

Section 68106 imposes the following requirements on trial courts and the Judicial Council:

e Trial courts must provide written notice to the public at least 60 days before closing any
courtroom or closing or reducing the hours of clerks’ offices, although “[n]othing in this
section is intended to affect, limit, or otherwise interfere with regular court management
decisionmaking, including calendar management and scheduling decisions.” The trial court
is to provide this notice “by conspicuous posting within or about its facilities, on its public
Internet Web site, by electronic distribution to individuals who have subscribed to the court’s
electronic distribution service, and to the Judicial Council . . . * The notice must describe
the scope of the closure or reduction in hours, state the financial constraints or other reasons
that make the closure or reduction necessary, and invite public comment.” Courts expressly

* Gov. Code, § 68106(c).
“1d., § 68106(b)(1).
> 1d., § 68106(b)(1), (2)(A).



are not obligated to respond to comments received.® If a court changes its plan “as a result of
the comments received or for any other reason” during the 60-day notice period, it must
“immediately provide notice to the public” by posting and distributing “a revised notice”
using the procedure previously described, including distribution to the council.” The change
in plan does not require notification, however, beyond the original 60-day period.®

e The Judicial Council must, within 15 days of receiving a notice from a trial court,
“conspicuously” post the notice “on its Internet Web site” and forward a copy to the chairs
and vice-chairs of both houses’ Committees on the Judiciary, the chair of the Assembly
Committee on Budget, and the chair of the Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review.’

Implementation Efforts

Judicial Council staff notified all trial court presiding judges and court executive officers of the
enactment of this statutory mandate, and the Judicial Council Legal Services (LS) staff provided
legal guidance to help courts comply with the requirements of the statute. Trial courts have been
requested to e-mail such notices to Debora Morrison, LS Senior Attorney, who has provided
legal review of the courts’ notices since Government Code section 68106 first took effect in
2010.

To fulfill the Judicial Council’s obligations under section 68106, the Judicial Council staff has
placed on the home page of the California Courts website a prominent link to the Reduced Court
Services page (Www.courts.ca.gov/12973.htm), which contains a summary of Government Code
section 68106 and all notices received from trial courts about closures of courtrooms or clerks’
offices or reductions in clerks’ office hours. Since the previous report to the council, the notices
from the courts detailed above have been added to the web page. The Judicial Council staff has
also forwarded the notices from these courts to the designated legislative leaders.

Attachments

Attachment A: Government Code section 68106
Attachment B: Notice(s) from the Superior Court of Santa Barbara:

August 8, 2014, and October 2, 2014
Attachment C: Notice from the Superior Court of Solano, August 18, 2014
Attachment D: Notice from the Superior Court of Glenn, August 25, 2014
Attachment E: Notice from the Superior Court of Plumas, August 27, 2014
Attachment F: Notice from the Superior Courts of Plumas and Sierra, August 27, 2014
Attachment G: Notice from the Superior Court of Mono, August 28, 2014
Attachment H: Notice from the Superior Court of Humboldt, August 29, 2014
Attachment I:  Notice from the Superior Court of Fresno, September 3, 2014

®1d., § 68106(b)(2)(B).
"1d., § 68106(b)(3).
¥1d., § 68106(b)(2)(A).
’1d., § 68106(b)(3).
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Attachment J: Notice from the Superior Court of Kings, September 4, 2014

Attachment K: Notice from the Superior Court of Fresno, September 11, 2014 (update to
6/17/14 notice)

Attachment L: Notice from the Superior Court of Contra Costa, September 22, 2014

Attachment M: Notice from the Superior Court of Santa Clara, September 24, 2014

Attachment N: Notice from the Superior Court of Amador, September 24, 2014

Attachment O: Notice from the Superior Court of Stanislaus, September 24, 2014

Attachment P: Notice from the Superior Court of Napa, September 26, 2014

Attachment Q: Notice from the Superior Court of Yolo, September 26, 2014



ATTACHMENT A

Government Code section 68106:

(a) (1) In making appropriations for the support of the trial courts, the Legislature recognizes
the importance of increased revenues from litigants and lawyers, including increased revenues
from civil filing fees. It is therefore the intent of the Legislature that courts give the highest
priority to keeping courtrooms open for civil and criminal proceedings. It is also the intent of the
Legislature that, to the extent practicable, in the allocation of resources by and for trial courts,
access to court services for civil litigants be preserved, budget cuts not fall disproportionately on
civil cases, and the right to trial by jury be preserved.

(2) Furthermore, it is the intent of the Legislature in enacting the Budget Act of 2010, which
includes increases in civil and criminal court fees and penalties, that trial courts remain open to
the public on all days except judicial holidays, Saturdays, and Sundays, and except as authorized
pursuant to Section 68115.

(b)(1) A trial court shall provide written notification to the public by conspicuous posting
within or about its facilities, on its public Internet Web site, and by electronic distribution to
individuals who have subscribed to the court’s electronic distribution service, and to the Judicial
Council, not less than 60 days prior to closing any courtroom, or closing or reducing the hours of
clerks’ offices during regular business hours on any day except judicial holidays, Saturdays, and
Sundays, and except as authorized pursuant to Section 68115. The notification shall include the
scope of the closure or reduction in hours, and the financial constraints or other reasons that
make the closure or reduction necessary.

(2)(A) The notification required pursuant to paragraph (1) shall include information on how the
public may provide written comments during the 60-day period on the court’s plan for closing a
courtroom, or closing or reducing the hours of clerks’ offices. The court shall review and
consider all public comments received. If the court plan for closing a courtroom, or closing or
reducing the hours of clerks’ offices, changes as a result of the comments received or for any
other reason, the court shall immediately provide notice to the public by posting a revised notice
within or about its facilities, on its public Internet Web site, and by electronic distribution to
individuals who have subscribed to the court’s electronic distribution service, and to the Judicial
Council. Any change in the court’s plan pursuant to this paragraph shall not require notification
beyond the initial 60-day period.

(B) This paragraph shall not be construed to obligate courts to provide responses to the
comments received.

(3) Within 15 days of receipt of a notice from a trial court, the Judicial Council shall
conspicuously post on its Internet Web site and provide the chairs and vice chairs of the
Committees on Judiciary, the Chair of the Assembly Committee on Budget, and the Chair of the
Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review a copy of any notice received pursuant to this
subdivision. The Legislature intends to review the information obtained pursuant to this section
to ensure that California trial courts remain open and accessible to the public.

(c) Nothing in this section is intended to affect, limit, or otherwise interfere with regular court
management decisionmaking, including calendar management and scheduling decisions.



ATTACHMENT B

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara

PUBLIC NOTICE

Courthouse Closure — SOLVANG DIVISION CLERK’S OFFICE

PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106 AND
RULE 10.620 OF THE CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Date: August 8, 2014
NOTICE OF COURTHOUSE CLOSURE

The Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara, intends to close the clerk’s office of the Solvang
Division of the Superior Court located at 1745 Mission Drive, Suite C, Solvang, California. The Court has
taken this action due to severe ongoing budget reductions. The clerk’s office will close at the end of the
business day on October 10, 2014. Traffic Court trials originating from the Solvang jurisdiction will continue
to be conducted at the Solvang facility the 2™ and 4™ Wednesday of each month.

Effective October 14, 2014 all matters previously filed at the Solvang Court will be filed at:

Santa Barbara Superior Court
Lompoc Division
115 Civic Center Plaza
Lompoc, CA 93436
The court finds that above actions are necessary due to the significant and continuing cuts to the state judicial
branch budget. Since 2009, state funding for the judicial branch has been significantly reduced, with those
reductions impacting the budgets of individual superior courts. The limited amount of funding restored in fiscal
year 2014/2015 does not make it fiscally feasible to keep the Solvang Division’s Clerk’s Office open.

Workload considerations dictate that the court stalf be redirected from the Solvang Division location to assist in
the Lompoc Division.

[f you would like to submit comments about the proposed reductions, please send them to: Darrel E. Parker,
Court Executive Officer, 1100 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101. Additionally you may submit
comments via e-mail at CtAdmin{@sbeourts.org

This notice has been posted on the Court’s website at www.sbeourts.org.
Pursuant to Government Code section 68106, this proposal has been published for public comment with a
deadline of October 6, 2014,

Notice will also be posted pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.620(g).



ATTACHMENT B

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara

PUBLIC NOTICE

Courthouse Closure — Santa Barbara Juvenile Court
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106 AND
RULE 16.620 OF THE CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Date: August 8, 2014

NOTICE OF COURTHOUSE CLOSURE

The Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara, intends to close the clerk’s office
and courtroom of the Superior Court located at 4500 Hollister Avenue, Santa Barbara,
California. The Court has taken this action due to severe ongoing budget reductions. The
Juvenile Court will close at the end of the business day on October 10, 2014.

Effective October 14, 2014 all juvenile delinquency and juvenile dependency matters previously
heard at Juvenile Court will be moved and heard at

Santa Barbara Superior Court
Jury Assembly Building
Department 14
1108 Santa Barbara Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

In addition, all juvenile delinquency and juvenile dependency matters previously filed at Juvenile
Court will be filed at

Santa Barbara Superior Court
Figueroa Division
Juvenile Clerk’s Office
118 E. Figueroa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

This action does not change juvenile matters scheduled for the Santa Maria Division of the
Juvenile Court.

The court finds that above actions are necessary due to the significant and continuing cuts to the
state judicial branch budget. Since 2009, state funding for the judicial branch has been
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Notice of Court Closure - Juvenile Division August 8, 2014

significantly reduced, with those reductions impacting the budgets of individual superior courts.
The limited amount of funding restored in fiscal year 2014/2015 does not make it fiscally
feasible to keep the Santa Barbara Juvenile Court open.

Workload considerations dictate that the court staff be redirected from the Hollister Avenue
location to assist in the main court facilities located in downtown Santa Barbara.

If you would Iike to submit comments about the proposed reductions, please send them to:
Darrel E. Parker, Court Executive Officer, 1100 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101,
Additionally you may submit comments via e-mail at CtAdmin(@sbcourts.org

This notice has been posted on the Court’s website at www.sbeourts.org.
p

Pursuant to Government Code section 68106, this proposal has been published for public
comment with a deadline of October 6, 2014.

Notice will also be posted pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.620(g).

Z2]lPage



ATTACHMENT B

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara

PUBLIC NOTICE

Courthouse Closure — Santa Barbara Juvenile Court
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Date: October 2, 2014

CHANGE OF NOTICE RE: COURTHOUSE CLOSURE

On August 8, 2014, the Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara, issued a public
notice of intention to close the clerk’s office and courtroom of the Superior Court located at 4500
Hollister Avenue, Santa Barbara, California. The Court is taking this action due to severe
ongoing budget reductions.

The Court invited written comments on the planned closure. Additionally, on September 5,
2014, the Court conducted a meeting of stakeholders and solicited input on the planned closure.
A number of concerns regarding the new location and impacts on the operation of the juvenile
court and the confidentiality of the proceedings were identified. More time is required to address
those concerns. Therefore, the Court is delaying the planned closure of the Juvenile Facility on
Hollister Road pending receipt and review of proposed facility modification plans.

The Court is grateful for the dedicated professionals committed to serving the needs of the Santa
Barbara Juvenile Justice Community and appreciative of the thoughtful and insightful comments
regarding the relocation. Those remarks and others will aid in facilitating an appropriate
accommodation for the juvenile caseload.

If you would like to submit comments, please send them to: Darrel E. Parker, Court Executive
Officer, 1100 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101. Additionally you may submit
comments via e-mail at CtAdmin(@sbcourts.org

This notice has been posted on the Court’s website at www.sbcourts.org.
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ATTACHMENT C

Executive Office
SUPFRIOR COZ/RTOf Cﬂ[ffOﬂj\/]ﬂ 600 Union Avenue

COUNTY OF SOLANO Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone (707) 207-7475
Fax (707) 426-1631

Public Notice

Contact: Brian K. Taylor FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Court Executive Officer Date: August 18, 2014
Phone: (707)207-7475 Fairfield, California

PuBLIic NOTICE PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106
IMPLEMENTATION OF LIMITED OPERATIONS DAYS IN FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015

The Superior Court of California, County of Solano will have limited operation days on the days
listed below:

Wednesday, November 26, 2014
Friday, December 26, 2014
Friday, January 2, 2015

On the limited operation days, all Clerk’s Offices and all but two courtrooms will be closed. The
two courtrooms will be open in the Hall of Justice, 600 Union Avenue, Fairfield, California to
conduct arraignments and examinations as required by law, to sign any necessary documents
on an emergency basis, and to handle time-sensitive juvenile matters. Drop boxes will be
available at the Hall of Justice and at the Solano Justice Center, 321 Tuolumne Street, Vallejo
for same-day filing of documents deposited there before 4:00 p.m.

The Court finds it necessary to institute these changes in light of the state budget crises, which
resulted in five years of budget cuts to the Judicial Branch. Although the Governor approved
additional funding for the Judicial Branch for this fiscal year, the amount falls $136.9 million
short of what Chief Justice Tani Cantil-Sakauye estimated the branch needed to maintain
operations and to “tread water” for this fiscal year.

Despite instituting various cost savings measures such as freezing vacancies for five years,
prior furloughs, implementation of an early retirement plan, implementation of electronic
reporting for misdemeanors and reengineering court processes for efficiencies, the Court still
faces a projected deficit of $830,000 for the current fiscal year and must take additional
measures to balance the budget.

If you have any comments regarding this action, please send them in writing to Brian Taylor,
Court Executive Officer, 600 Union Avenue, Fairfield, CA 94533 by August 31, 2014.



ATTACHMENT D

Janelle Bartlett
Court Executive Office
Jury Commissioner

Superior Court of California
County of Glenn

Public Notice “

The Superior Court of California, County of Glenn hereby gives
notice, pursuant to the Government Code 8§ 68106(b)(1), that it
intends to reduce court office and telephone hours until further
notice by closing its offices at 3:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday. Currently, the court is open Monday through Friday
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. The effective date
will be November 1, 2014. This reduction in hours includes not
only the court’s main branch in Willows, but also the Orland
branch and the Resource Center that houses the Self-Help Center,

the family facilitator, and the mediator/recommending counselor.

The court has experienced several reductions in its budget and
loss of staff. This modification in office and telephone hours
will enable the court to eliminate backlog and process legal

documents in a timely manner, while being under-staffed.

We apologize for any inconvenience this may cause. Please submit

your comments to the court at webmaster@glenncourt.ca.gov.



ATTACHMENT E

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF PLUMAS

PUBLIC NOTICE
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106

August 27, 2014

Currently the Clerk’s Office in Plumas Superior Court is open Monday through Thursday
from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. excluding court
holidays. Telephone lines are currently answered Monday through Thursday from 8:30
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Effective November 3, 2014 the Clerk’s office and telephone hours will be reduced.
All offices will close daily at 3:00 p.m. and telephones will be answered between
8:30 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.

The Court finds this action necessary due to the ongoing and most recent budget
reductions to the Plumas Court. Staff reductions have resulted in an increased backlog of
work. Closing the Clerk’s Office at 3:00 p.m. will allow staff to adequately process work
in as timely a manner as possible.

We apologize for the inconvenience this may cause. If you would like to submit
comments on the reduction in the Clerk’s office and telephone hours at the Plumas
Superior Court locations, please submit them in writing to Deborah Norrie, Court
Executive Officer, Plumas Superior Court, 520 Main St., Room 104, Quincy, CA 95971.



ATTACHMENT F

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF PLUMAS and COUNTY OF SIERRA

PUBLIC NOTICE
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 68106

August 27, 2014

Currently the Plumas/Sierra Regional Courthouse court location of the Superior Court of
California, Counties of Plumas and Sierra (in Portola, CA) is open Monday through
Thursday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., excluding
court holidays. The telephone lines are answered Monday through Thursday 8:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. and Friday 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Effective November 3, 2014 the Plumas/Sierra Regional Courthouse location of the
Plumas and Sierra Superior Court will be closed. Beginning on November 3" all
current and future traffic and small claims cases for the Plumas Superior Court will
be processed and heard at the Quincy Courthouse, 520 Main St., Quincy, CA

95971. Telephone (530) 283-6232. For information on all current and future traffic
cases for the Sierra Superior Court please contact the Sierra Superior Court at
(530) 289-3698.

The courts find this action necessary due to the continuing and ongoing budget reductions
to the local trial courts. The budget reduction to the local trial courts in the current fiscal
year has demanded that the courts examine all phases of their operations and make
reductions in service levels. If the budget for the courts increases in future years, the
courts would work to re-open the regional courthouse.

We apologize for the inconvenience this may cause. If you would like to submit
comments on the closure of the Regional Courthouse court location, please submit them
in writing to Deborah Norrie, Court Executive Officer, Plumas Superior Court, 520 Main
St., Room 104, Quincy, CA 95971 or Lee Kirby, Court Executive Officer, Sierra
Superior Court, P.O. Box 476, Downieville, CA 95936.



ATTACHMENT G

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MONO

STAN ELLER HECTOR GONZALEZ, JR.
Presiding Judge Court Executive Officer
MARK MAGIT

Assistant Presiding Judge

August 28, 2014

Public Notice:
Mammoth Lakes Courthouse to Close Every Third Friday

(The following courthouse closure is being done pursuant to Government Code §§ 68106, 68108)

Beginning on October 31, 2014, the Mammoth Lakes Courthouse will be closed to the public
every third Friday through the remainder of this fiscal year (13 days). The 13 Fridays that the
Court will be closed will be unpaid furlough days for court staff. The first Friday for closure of
the Mammoth Lakes Courthouse will be October 31, 2014 with the next closure day on
November 14, 2014. Closure days will continue on Friday’s on an every three week basis for
the remainder of the 2014-2015 fiscal year, except for the month of January 2015. In January
2015 one closure day, January 9, 2015 is two weeks from the previous furlough day of
December 26, 2014. Closure Fridays for the Mammoth Lakes Courthouse will end June 30,
2015. The following is a list of the 13 Friday closure days:

1.In 2014 - October 31, November 14, December 5, December 26

2.1In 2015 - January 9, January 30, February 20, March 13, April 3, April 24, May 15,
June 5,and June 26.

The Courthouse will be closed, although a judge will be available to conduct any criminal
arraignments and examinations as required by statute, and to sign any orders or documents on
an emergency basis. A drop box also will be available at the courthouse on Friday closure days
to accept documents for same day filing. All documents deposited before 4:00 pm will receive a
same day date and time stamp.

The every third Friday closures are necessary due to the deep cuts in the state funding allocated for the Superior
Court of Mono County. For the past four years, the court has been able to avoid such action by adopting other
cost saving measures and drawing upon a “rainy day fund” created through frugal financial management in
earlier years. Beginning on June 30, 2014, however, a new law prohibits all California Superior Courts from
retaining a rainy day fund that exceeds one percent of its operating budget from the prior fiscal year. Without its
“rainy day fund,” the Mono County Superior Court can no longer cover the shortfalls created by ongoing state
budget reductions. Accordingly, the Court must close the Mammoth Lakes Courthouse for the thirteen listed
Fridays (beginning on October 31, 2014 and ending on June 26, 2015).

If you would like to submit a written comment regarding the court closures described in this notice, please
address them to Hector Gonzalez, Court Executive Officer, by e-mail to SuperiorCourt@monocourt.org or by
regular mail to P.O. Box 1037, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546



ATTACHMENT H

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT
Kerri L. Keenan Stephanie A. Cameron
Court Executive Officer/ Assistant Court Executive Officer/
Jury Commissioner/Clerk of Court Human Resources Officer

Public Notice Pursuant to Government Code § 68106
Reduction in Clerks’ Office Hours

As a result of the unprecedented budgets cuts to the Judicial Branch, the Superior Court of
California, County of Humboldt, finds it necessary to reduce the hours the Clerks’ Office is
available to the public.

e Beginning Monday, November 3, 2014, the Court Clerks’ Office hours will be 9:00 a.m.
to 2:00 p.m., (reduced from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) Monday through Friday, excluding
court holidays. This also applies to answering telephone inquiries.

e A public drop box is available at the 421 “I” Street location for same day filings during
normal business hours up to 4:00 p.m. Please do not put cash in the drop box.

The new office hours will continue indefinitely.

The Court finds the above actions are necessary due to the significant and continuing budget cuts
to the State Judicial Branch Budget. Since 2009, state funding for the judicial branch has been
significantly reduced, with those reductions impacting the budgets of individual superior courts.
Our projected deficit for FY 2014-15 is $70,784. The limited amount of funding restored in FY
2014-15 does not make it fiscally feasible for the Clerks’ Office hours to remain open until 4:00
p.m.

We apologize for any inconvenience this may cause. If you would like to submit comments
about the proposed reduction in the Clerks’ Office hours, please send them to Kerri Keenan,
Court Executive Officer, 825 Fifth Street, Room 231, Eureka, CA 95501.

Pursuant to Government Code section 68106, this proposal has been published for public
comment. The sixty day comment period is August 29, 2014 through October 28, 2014.

825 Fifth Street ~ Room 231 ~ Eureka, California 95501 ~ (707) 269-1200



ATTACHMENT |

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF FRESNO

NOTICE OF LIMITED
COURT CLOSURES

DECEMBER 24, 26 and 31, 2014 and JANUARY 2, 2015

Due to severe budget reductions and following the required public comment procedures for 60 days, the Fresno
Superior Court hereby announces that it will temporarily close the Main Criminal Courthouse and B.F. Sisk Courthouse
(including the Self-Help Center and Archives Department) and relocate essential hearings and consolidate the Clerk’s
Offices into the M Street Courthouse and the Juvenile Justice Campus only on the following days:

December 24 and 26, and 31, 2014,

January 2, 2015

COURTROOMS

The following courtrooms WILL be open:

Departments 95 and 96 at the North Annex Jail (located at 1265 M Street) for adult criminal arraignment hearings and
previously set matters.

Department 97C at the M Street Courthouse (located at 2317 Tuolumne Street) for traffic and criminal infraction walk-in
arraignments morning only, and will assist Department 95, 96. This department will also process emergency orders.

Departments 97A and 97B at the M Street Courthouse (located at 2317 Tuolumne Street) as standby trial courtrooms for
adult criminal trials, should they need to proceed due to a statutory timeframe limitation, and domestic violence and
restraining order matters, process emergency orders and urgent cases with statutory timeframe limitations.

Department 99A at the Juvenile Justice Campus (located at 3333 East American Avenue) for all juvenile delinquency and
dependency matters with statutory timeframe limitations.

Department 99B at the Juvenile Justice Campus (located at 3333 East American Avenue) as standby trial courtroom for
juvenile trial should they need to proceed due to a statutory timeframe limitation, and provide assistance to 99A should the
need arise.

All other courtrooms will be closed during these days.

CLERK'’S OFFICE

For Clerk’s Office services on the above dates, the Fresno Superior Court will have at least one window open at the M
Street Courthouse, 2317 Tuolumne Street, for each of the following departments: Traffic, Civil/Small Claims, Probate,
Family Law/Family Support, and Criminal. The Clerk’s Office at the Juvenile Justice Campus (located at 3333 East
American Avenue) will remain open for juvenile related matters (both Delinquency and Dependency). The Clerk’s Office
hours on those days will remain 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM. Each case specific window will be open and available to perform
all normal Clerk’s Office duties. Services from the Self-Help Center and Archives Department will not be available.

These changes are a result of the Court’s strategic planning for operational efficiency during this time of year. The
temporary relocation of departments from the Main and B.F. Sisk Courthouses to the M Street Courthouse on these
days will provide the Court the opportunity to better utilize staff resources.

*Pursuant to Government Code 868106, this proposal is published for public comment with a deadline of November 3" 2014. After that
date the comments will be reviewed and modifications will be made to the proposal, if necessary.



ATTACHMENT J

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF KINGS

** *PpUBLIC NOTICE* * *
Pursuant to Government Code § 68106
September 4, 2014

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 68106, the Superior Court of Kings County hereby
gives notice of its intent to reduce staffing and temporarily limit the hours and operations of its Divisions and
Departments between December 24, 2014 and January 1, 2015, as follows:

1. The Avenal and Corcoran Courts will be closed from December 24, 2014 through January 1, 2015.
Only the Hanford Division of the Kings County Superior Court will remain open for business.

2. The Jury Office will be closed from December 24, 2014 through January 1, 2015; any questions
regarding jury service should be directed to the Clerk of the Court at the Hanford Courthouse.

3. The Hanford Courthouse will close at noon on December 24, 2014. There will be no hearings or
other proceedings scheduled after 12:00 p.m. on that day. The Clerk's Office will close at 12:00 p.m.;
however a drop box for documents and payments will be available. Documents and payments deposited
therein before 4:.00 p.m. on December 24, 2014 will be deemed filed/received on that date.
Documents/payments received after 4:00 p.m. on December 24, 2014, will be filed/received on December
26, 2014. Drop boxes will be located in Buildings A and B of the Hanford Courthouse located at 1426 South
Drive, Hanford, California 93230. The drop box located in Building A will be located on the south end of the
building and the one in Building B will be located on the north end of the building.

4, On December 26, 2014 through December 31, 2014, staffing of all departments of the Hanford
Courthouse will be reduced. During this period of reduced staffing, the Hanford Courthouse Clerk’s Office
will resume its regular hours of operation [Monday through Thursday 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Friday 8:00
a.m. to 11:30 a.m.]; however, longer processing and response times may be experienced.

5. On December 25, 2014 and January 1, 2015, the Hanford Courthouse will be closed. Pre-
December 24, 2014 operations and staffing levels will be restored to all Divisions of the Kings County
Superior Court on January 2, 2015.

The Superior Court Judges in Kings County have concluded that this temporary closure of outlying divisions
and/or limitation in staffing levels and hours of the Hanford Courthouse is necessary in order to address the
continued fiscal crisis that the Court faces. The limitation of hours and services set forth above is just one of
many cost-saving steps taken by the Court to address California’s fiscal crisis.

Any interested person or entity wishing to comment on the court’s plan of action should direct the same on or
before November 3, 2014 to Jeffrey E. Lewis, Court Executive Officer at Kings County Superior, 1426 South
Drive, Hanford, California, 93230. You may also send your comments via email to
lewis@kings.courts.ca.gov. All public input will be considered.




ATTACHMENT K

SUPERIOR COURT, COUNTY OF FRESNO

EFFECTIVE DATE
09/30/2014 through 10/03/2014 and
10/06/2014 through 10/09/2014

RE: Temporary Closure of the Family Support Courtrooms

The Court will be temporarily closing the Family Support Courtrooms, located in the B.F.
Sisk Courthouse, to allow for training of Superior Court and Department of Child
Support Services staff.

Department 301 & 302 will be closed on the following days:

e Tuesday, September 30t
e Thursday. October 2nd, 2014
e Friday, October 319, 2014

¢ Monday, October éth, 1014
o Tuesday, October 7th, 2014
e Thursday, October 9, 2014

Department 302 will be closed on the following days:
¢ Wednesday, October 1st, 2014
¢ Wednesday, October 8th, 2014

Department 301 will have a calendar on the following days:
o Wednesday, October 1st, 2014
e Wednesday, October 8, 2014

The Family Support Clerk's Office will remain open.

*Government Code Section 68106 requires trial courts to provide notice to the public at least sixty {(60) days before
closing any courtroom or closing/ reducing the hours of the clerks’ offices by conspicuous posting within its facilities
and on its public website. Proposal was published for public comment with a deadline of August 18, 2014,

**Notice will be posted pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 10.620(g).



ATTACHMENT L

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA
Public Information Office

mediainfo@contracosta.courts.ca.qov
925-957-5663

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Contact: Mimi Zemmelman, Public Information Officer
September 22, 2014

COURT ANNOUNCES FOUR REDUCED SERVICE DAYS

In accordance with California Government Code section 68106, the Contra Costa Superior Court provides public
notice that there will be temporary reductions in service in all court locations on December 29, 30, 31, 2014 and
January 2, 2015. All services except those identified below will be unavailable during these reduced service days.
These service reductions are necessary because of continuing reductions in state funding of the trial courts.

The Superior Court welcomes comments from the public regarding the planned reductions in service. All comments
must be in writing, and received by the court no later than November 21, 2014 at 5:00 pm. The public may send
comments to: Public Information Officer, P.O. Box 911, Martinez, CA 94553, or mediainfo@ contracosta.courts.ca.gov.

This reduction in service does not toll any statute of limitations.
Emergency matters should be filed in Martinez as identified below.

Parties must continue to file all documents on time. Documents submitted by drop box by 5:00 pm on
reduced service days will be filed/received on that date.

AVAILABILITY OF COURT SERVICES

DECEMBER 29, 30, 31, 2014 and January 2, 2015
LOCATION LIMITED SERVICES AVAILABLE

e Limited courtrooms will be open for time-required juvenile matters,
unlawful detainers, civil harassment temporary restraining orders, and
WAKEFIELD TAYLOR COURTHOUSE other emergency matters.
725 Court St., Martinez e Ex parte hours for time-required matters will be from 10 AM — 11:30 AM
for Civil and from 9:30 AM — 11 AM for Probate
e Drop box for all other filings: 8 AM —5 PM

e Limited courtrooms will be open for time-required criminal trials, in-
custody arraignments, warrants, or other proceedings.

e Those wishing to surrender on an outstanding warrant must first go to
the criminal clerk’s office in the Wakefield Taylor Courthouse.

e Jury services will be open from 8 AM -5 PM

A.F. BRAY COURTHOUSE
1020 Ward St., Martinez

e Filings related to Domestic Violence Restraining Orders: 8 AM — 3 PM

e Filings related to time-required ex parte Custody and Family Law
Contempt Matters: 8 AM — 2 PM

e Child and Spousal Support hearings: December 30, 31 ONLY

e Drop box for all other filings: 8 AM — 5 PM

SPINETTA FAMILY LAW COURTHOUSE
751 Pine St., Martinez

JUVENILE HALL

e N rvi vailabl
202 Glacier St., Martinez 0 services available

ARNASON JUSTICE CENTER

1000 Center St., Pittsburg * Drop box ONLY: 8 AM =5 PM

GEORGE CARROLL COURTHOUSE

100 37 St Richmond e Drop box ONLY: 8 AM — 5 PM

WALNUT CREEK COURTHOUSE

640 Ygnacio Valley Rd., Walnut Creek * Dropbox ONLY:SAM—5 PM

COURT RECORDS

. . .
1111 Ward St Martinez No services available
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) ) ) ATTACHMENT M
Superior Court of California

County of Santa Clara

191 North First Street
San José, California 95113
(408) 882-2700

DAVID H. YAMASAKI
Chief Executive Officer

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE — SEPTEMBER 24, 2014
Contact: Joe Macaluso, Public Information Officer (408) 882-2715

IMPORTANT PUBLIC NOTICE

The Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara operates
courthouses in Palo Alto, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Jose and Morgan
Hill. This is to inform the public of the Superior Court’s decision to reduce
business office and telephone hours by one hour. Beginning Monday,
November 24, 2014, the daily office and telephone hours will be 8:30 a.m.
—3:00 p.m.

The Court finds this action is necessary due to the significant and
continuing cuts to the State Judicial Branch Budget. Since 2009, state
funding for the judicial branch has been significantly reduced, with those
reductions impacting the budgets of individual superior courts. The limited
amount of funding restored in FY 2014-15 does not make it fiscally feasible
to keep the same business hours.

We apologize for the inconvenience this may cause. If you would like to
submit comments about the proposed reductions, please send them to
David H. Yamasaki, Court Executive Officer, 191 North First Street, San
Jose, California 95113 by November 24, 2014.

For further information, please check the Superior Court website at
www.scscourt.org




ATTACHMENT N

Superior Court of California
County of Amador

PUBLIC NOTICE

*Government Code section 68106 requires trial courts to provide notice to the public at least 60 days before closing any courtroom or
closing or reducing the hours of clerks’ offices by conspicuous posting within its facilities and on its public website.

NOTICE OF REDUCTION IN CLERK’S OFFICE HOURS

Posted September 24, 2014

Pursuant to Government Code 868106, the Superior Court of California, County of Amador will be
further reducing its hours of operations, by closing the Clerk’s Office a half hour earlier Monday
through Thursday, and by closing the office every other Friday to mitigate the impact of staff
reductions and backlogs. Courtrooms will remain open Monday through Friday and are unaffected by
this change.

Currently, the Clerk’s Office filing windows and telephones are open to the public from 9:30 a.m.-3:00
p.m., Monday through Thursday and from 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. on Fridays, excluding court holidays
and weekends. Effective November 24, 2014, the Amador Superior Court “new hours” of operation
in the Clerk’s Office will be as follows:

MONDAY through THURSDAY
9:30 a.m. -2:30 p.m.

FRIDAY- “CLOSED” the 1°' and 3" Friday of the month.
9:30 a.m. —12:00 p.m. all other Fridays.

The following is a list of the Friday closure days for Fiscal Year 2014-2015:
s In2014: November 21, December 5, 19
* In 2015: January 2, 16, February 6, 20, March 6, 20, April 3, 17, May 1, 15, June 5, 12.

Although the Clerk’s Office will be closed on the above Fridays, a clerk will be available on those days
to accept any necessary documents for filing on an emergency basis, for example, requests for
restraining orders. The public will remain able to pay certain traffic fines and fees and to access court
calendar information on the court’s website at www.amadorcourt.org, and may also access calendars
and certain case information at the public kiosk located in the courthouse.

A drop box also will be available to receive documents for same day filing Monday through Friday
when the Clerk’s Office is closed. Filing deadlines will not be extended due to the limited service days.
Pursuant to California Rules of Court, rule 2.210(b) any document deposited in a court’s drop box by
or before 5:00 p.m. on a court day is deemed to have been deposited for filing on that day.
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ATTACHMENT N

All documents will be removed from the drop box at 5:00 p.m., daily. Any document dropped after
5:00 p.m. will be received and filed the following court business day.

This action is necessary due to the ongoing reductions to the Amador Superior Court budget for Fiscal
Year 2014-2015. A new funding methodology and reductions to the Court’s allocation has required it
to, once again, examine all areas of operation for efficiency and to make further reductions in both
staffing and service levels. The Court had to exhaust its reserves to offset prior year reductions. The
fiscal year ending June 30, 2013, the Court had a $0 fund balance.

Over the last few years the Court has instituted several cost saving measures. It has implemented a
7.38% reduction in pay for court staff by requiring all to take two unpaid holidays, eliminated its
Human Resources position, reduced the Court Reporter position to a three (3) day workweek,
implemented a voluntary staff retirement program, required mandatory furloughs, and frozen merit pay
increases in order to balance the budget.

As a result of continuing reductions to its state funding, however, the Amador Superior Court does not
have the ability to maintain public hours at the same level. The court will be continually faced with
reducing services and eliminating staff positions not only for Fiscal Year 2014-2015, but also going
into Fiscal Year 2015-2016, if there is no restoration of funds.

Anyone wishing to comment on the announced reduction in the Clerk’s Office hours, please submit
your comments by regular mail no later than November 20, 2014. Direct your response to Amador
Superior Court, Barbara Cockerham, 500 Argonaut Lane, Jackson, CA, 95642. You may also send
your comments via email to scadmin@amadorcourt.org. All public input will be considered.
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ATTACHMENT O

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF STANISLAUS

PUBLIC NOTICE*

NOTICE OF REDUCED CLERK'’S OFFICE HOURS

The Clerk’s Office will be open from 8 a.m. to 12 p.m., closing four hours early,
on the following dates due to limited staffing:

Wednesday, December 24, 2014
Wednesday, December 31, 2014

Please use the designated drop box located outside the Family Law and Civil
Division Clerk’s offices for filing papers or submitting payments. Pursuant to
California Rules of Court, rule 2.210(b) any document deposited in a court’s
drop box on these days by 4 p.m. will be deemed to have been deposited for
filing on that day.

*Government Code 868106 requires trial courts to provide notice to the public at least 60 days before closing
any courtroom or closing or reducing hours of clerks’ offices by conspicuous posting within its facilities and
on its public website. Any comments regarding the planned court closure should be directed to: Stanislaus
County Superior Court, Attn: Public Comment re Closure, P.O. Box 3488, Modesto, CA 95353. The court
will review all comments received. However the court is not required to respond to comments received. See
Government Code §68106(b)(2)(B).



ATTACHMENT P

COURT EXECUTIVE OFFICES
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF NAPA

MEMORANDUM

To: Local Justice Agency Partners
Members of the Public
Members of the Napa County Bar Association
All Other Interested Parties

From: Rick Feldstein, Court Executive Officer
Date: September 26, 2014
Subject: Continuation of Friday 2:30 pm Court Closure

Court Closure days for fiscal year 2014/2015

As you know, the state financial crisis has resulted in severe trial court budget reductions
throughout the state over the past six years. In addition to closing every Friday at 2:30 p.m., as
well as Christmas and New Year’s Eve in 2012 and 2013, the court has absorbed these reductions
with the cooperation of its employees through measures such as furloughs, layoffs, elimination of
prior agreed upon cost of living increases, hiring freezes, and all other reasonable efforts to
control labor, supply, and contractual service costs.

With the economy improving in the state, the trial courts had hoped that there would be a
significant restoration of trial court funding by this time. However, the state’s failure to provide
substantial financial relief from years of unprecedented budget reductions, and the elimination of
the court’s fund balance carry-over, has necessitated these actions in order to continue to provide
the most basic judicial services while continuing to function within our dramatically decreased
funding level.

As a result, the court will continue to close at 2:30 p.m. on each Friday. In addition, the court
plans to be closed on the following days:

. Wednesday, November 26, 2014
. Friday, December 26, 2014
. Friday, January 2, 2015

The court regrets having to continue this action and appreciates your understanding and
cooperation. The continuation of the Friday schedule and the additional closure days is only now
being taken after a great deal of consideration of its impact on our local community. The court
believes, however, that this measure is unavoidable and necessary to maintain sound fiscal
management during the current and extremely difficult budgetary situation. If you have any
questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me at (707) 299-1111 or
rick.feldstein@napa.courts.ca.gov.




ATTACHMENT Q

Superior Court

Of the State of California for the
COUNTY OF YOLO

Executive Office

725 Court Street, Room 308
Woodland CA 95695
www.yclo.courts.ca.gov

(530) 406-6838

PUBLIC NOTICE

Pursuant to Government Code Section 68106

September 26, 2014

Notice of Temporary Court Closures

Pursuant to Government Code Section 68106, the Superior Court of California, County of
Yolo is providing notice of temporary closures on the following dates and times.

Thursday, December 18" 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Wednesday, December 24" 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Wednesday, December 31 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.




Judicial Council of California + Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue - San Francisco, California 94102-3688

www.courts.ca.gov

REPORT TO THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL

For business meeting on October 28, 2014

Title Agenda Item Type
Trial Court Trust Fund Allocations: 2 Percent Action Required

State-Level Reserve
Effective Date

Rules, Forms, Standards, or Statutes Affected October 28, 2014

None
Date of Report

Recommended by October 20, 2014
Judicial Council Staff
Curt Soderlund, Chief Administrative Officer Contact

Zlatko Theodorovic, Director patrick.ballard@jud.ca.gov
Finance

Executive Summary

The Judicial Council staff presents options on five courts’ applications for supplemental funding.
There is $37.9 million set aside in the Trial Court Trust Fund for fiscal year 2014-2015, of which
by statute up to 75 percent or $28.4 million may be allocated by the Judicial Council by October
31. Under the policy adopted by the Judicial Council, courts submitting on or before October 1
can only receive up to the amount the court contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. If
the requested amount is beyond the court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund,
the Judicial Council may distribute more funding to the court, after October 31 and prior to March
15 of the fiscal year. The total amount requested by the five courts is $1.12 million. The total
amount contributed by the five courts to the 2 percent state-level reserve is $664,000.



Recommendation

The Judicial Council staff recommends the Judicial Council consider one of the following options
for each supplemental funding request for the Superior Court’s of Amador, Del Norte, Kings,
Mono, and Siskiyou Counties:

Option 1 — Deny the Court’s Request
Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the court.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Allocate a one-time distribution in the amount that the court contributed to the 2 percent state-
level reserve in 2014-2015. This option is consistent with the current Judicial Council policy in
that courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. (See Attachment A: Judicial Council-
Approved Process for Supplemental Funding.)

Option 3 — Grant the Court’s Request Beyond the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Allocate a one-time distribution to a court requesting an amount beyond its contribution to the 2
percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015. Under the current policy adopted by the Judicial
Council, courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. If the requested amount is beyond the court’s
contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund, the Judicial Council may distribute more
funding to the court, after October 31 and prior to March 15 of the fiscal year.

Under options 2 and 3, the court would receive two allocations in 2014-2015 from the Trial
Court Trust Fund (TCTF) 2 percent state-level reserve. One for supplemental funding, and a
second from a proportionate share of any remaining funds from the 2 percent state-level
reserve after March 15, regardless of whether the Judicial Council has allocated to the court
supplemental funding for an urgent need in the current fiscal year process, per Judicial
Council policy.

Previous Council Action

Supplemental Funding Process and Criteria

On June 27, 2012, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill 1021, which added Government Code
section 68502.5, which requires that the Judicial Council set aside as a reserve an amount equal to
2 percent of the Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) appropriation in Program 45.10. In response to
this new statute, the council, at its August 31, 2012 meeting, approved the policy with regard to
the process, criteria, and required information for requesting supplemental funding from the
reserve. This process modified what was approved by the Judicial Council at its October 28, 2011
meeting as it related to requests for supplemental funding for urgent needs from the TCIF.



Of the five courts that have submitted applications for supplemental funding to be considered at
the Judicial Council’s October 28, 2014 business meeting, only the Superior Court of Kings
County has applied in prior fiscal years. In 2012-2013, the Superior Court of Kings County was
facing a current year estimated negative ending fund balance of $1.968 million which was
comprised of a budget shortfall for an expenditure of $2.11 million for a soon-to-be unsupported,
antiquated county case management system. Therefore, Kings County court requested funding
related to unanticipated expenses and unforeseen emergencies of $2.11 million to replace a failing
case management system. Kings County court’s presiding judge presented the court’s request to
the Judicial Council at its February 26, 2013 business meeting. The Judicial Council considered
the court’s request and approved an allocation of up to $2.11 million over a five-year period,
starting with $733,000 in 2012-2013 with conditions’.

At the Judicial Council’s February 20, 2014 business meeting, staff submitted to the council for
consideration a recommendation, including options, on the application of the Superior Court of
Kings County for supplemental funding for the second-year deployment of a new case
management system. The amount remaining at that time in the 2 percent state-level reserve set-
aside in the TCTF for 2013-2014 was $35.2 million. By statute, the Judicial Council, after
October 31 and before March 15 of each year, may distribute the remaining funds if there has
been a request from a trial court for unforeseen emergencies or unanticipated expenses for
existing programs. The Judicial Council approved the supplemental funding request from the
Superior Court of Kings County of $130,000 for the second-year cost of deployment of a new
case management system.

Recommendations for Options 1, 2 and 3
Background. The Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee’s (TCBAC) supplemental funding

working group provided subject matter expertise and input to Judicial Council staff in the review
of the supplemental funding applications from all five courts, the Superior Courts of Amador, Del
Norte, Kings, Mono, and Siskiyou Counties. Under the policy adopted by the Judicial Council,
the main criteria for determining whether a court may receive supplemental funding related to an
urgent need is that the court is projecting a current year negative fund balance due to unavoidable
funding shortfall, unanticipated expense or unforeseen emergency. The results of this review by
the TCBAC’s working group and staff is that all five courts are projecting a negative fund balance
(General Fund) for 2014-2015 and meet this criterion. But four courts, the Superior Courts of
Amador, Del Norte, Mono, and Siskiyou Counties, do not demonstrate in their applications that
the funding deficiency is due to or the result of an unavoidable funding shortfall or unanticipated
expense or unforeseen emergency to qualify for funding from the TCTF 2 percent state-level
reserve under the council-approved policy and statute. In addition, one court did not respond to
all the questions in the application even after being given additional time to resubmit its

" Report to the Judicial Council. February 26, 2013 http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130226-itemN.pdf



application. Only one court’s application, the Superior of Kings County, demonstrated an
unavoidable funding shortfall.

Recommended Options 1, 2, and 3—Superior Court of Amador County

The Judicial Council staff recommends that the Judicial Council consider one of the following
options for the supplemental funding request from the Superior Court of Amador County.

Option 1 — Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Amador County court.

Option 2 —Allocate a one-time distribution of $49,000, the amount that the Amador County court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Allocate a one-time distribution of $160,000 for the Amador County court’s
supplemental funding request; an amount beyond the court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-
level reserve in 2014-2015.

Rationale for Recommendation

Overview of the Court’s Application for Supplemental Funding

The Amador County court is projecting a $60,000 (General Fund) negative fund balance for
2014-2015, and therefore submitted an application requesting supplemental funding for
$160,000. The application identifies the reason for requesting supplemental funding is that the
Amador County court is one of 15 small courts in the state, severely underfunded, but has been
designated as a “donor” court in the Workload Allocation Funding Model (WAFM) adopted by
the Judicial Council. The court also indicates the new WAFM methodology does not work for a
small court and the underfunding has caused the court to eliminate essential positions. (See
Attachment B for the application submitted by the Amador County court.)

The TCBAC working group working with staff reviewed the application submitted by the
Amador County court on October 2, 2014, which did not contain all the information required by
the council. Therefore it was decided that the court should be given an opportunity to provide the
missing information. Staff notified the court by email on October 3, 2014 of the missing
information and gave the court a deadline of noon on October 7 to submit the information. On
October 7, the court notified staff that the information would be submitted by the end of the day,
however at the time of this report none of the missing information has been submitted.

The Amador County court is estimating a $60,000 (General Fund) negative fund balance for
2014-2015. The court is requesting $100,000 above the current operational deficiency of
$60,000 with no information provided as to the reason for the additional amount. The court was
given an opportunity for justifying the requested amount but did not respond. The application
does identify the consequences to the public, access to justice, and court operations of not



receiving urgent needs monies. Service hours will continue to be reduced impacting the public’s
access and the court will face cash flow issues compromising the ability to meet payroll and other
operational expenditures. In addition, the application identifies priorities if the request is
approved which will be to use the funding for improving public access and the court’s technology
infrastructure to assist with operational efficiencies.

Discussion of Options

Option 1 — Deny the Amador County court’s Request
The court indicates that this option could result in service hours continuing to be reduced
impacting the public’s access. The court will also face cash flow issues to meet operational

expenditures, such as payroll.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Option 2 provides for the allocation of $49,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Amador County court. This option is consistent with the Judicial Council policy
in that courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. However, this option would not fund the
Amador County court’s projected budget shortfall of $60,000 in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Grant the court’s request of $160,000.
Option 3 provides for the allocation of $160,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Amador County court for its 2014—2015 operational deficiency of $60,000. The
court indicates if the request is approved the funding will be used for improving public access and
the court’s technology infrastructure to assist with operational efficiencies.

Table 1 below demonstrates the funding impact of options of 1, 2, and 3 on the court’s estimated
2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 1: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Amador County Court
(Options: 1, 2, and 3)

2014-15 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Setimated Fund (80) (2% = $49,000) ($160,000)
Statutory Restricted Funds
General Fund (60,816) (60,816) (60,816) (60,816)
Court Estimated Fund Balance (60,816) (60,816) (60,816) (60,816)
Funding Options 0 49,266 160,000
Revised General Fund (60,816) (11,550) 99,184
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (60,816) (11,550) 99,184




Recommended Options 1, 2 and 3—Superior Court of Del Norte County

The Judicial Council staff recommends that the Judicial Council consider one of the following
options for the supplemental funding request from the Superior Court of Del Norte County.

Option 1 — Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Del Norte County court.

Option 2 —Allocate a one-time distribution of $57,000 the amount that the Del Norte County court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Allocate a one-time distribution of $300,00 for the Del Norte County court
supplemental funding request; an amount beyond the court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-
level reserve in 2014-2015.

Rationale for Recommendation

Overview of the Court’s Application for Supplemental Funding

The Del Norte County court is projecting a $291,916 (General Fund) negative fund balance for
2014-2015, and therefore submitted an application requesting supplemental funding for
$300,000. The application identifies that the reason for requesting supplemental funding is the
significant loss of fund balance. (See Attachment C for the application submitted by the Del Norte
County court.)

The TCBAC’s working group and Judicial Council staff reviewed the completed application
submitted by the Del Norte County court on September 30, 2014, and determined that the
application did not contain all the information required by the council. Therefore it was decided
that the court should be given an opportunity to provide the missing information. Staff notified
the court by email on October 3, 2014 of the missing information and gave the court a deadline of
noon on October 7 to submit. The court submitted additional information on October 7.

As stated above, the court identifies the significant loss of fund balance as the reason for
requesting supplemental funding. In 2014-2015 the court’s TCTF Program 45.10 allocation was
reduced by $523,000, the amount their 2013—2014 ending fund balance was over the 1% cap (GC
§ 77203). Although the court is projecting a negative balance for General Fund the court’s
overall fund balance is a positive $258,000 for 2014-2015, due to the court having $550,000 in
statutory restricted funds. Almost seventy percent of the court’s statutory restricted fund balance
consists of the 2% automation (GC § 68090.9 and § 77207.5(b)), and comprehensive collections
(PC § 1463.07) monies. The court indicates that it would not be requesting this one-time
supplemental funding if the monies currently held in the statutory restricted accounts could be
used for court operations. The application identifies that if urgent needs monies are not received
in 2014-2015, the court will have to implement furloughs, court closure, and reduced hours,
which would result in increasing the case backlog. For 2015-2016, the court is projecting a
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negative fund balance of $20,000, however; the application does not identify a plan to address the

deficit.

Discussion of Options

Option 1 — Deny the Del Norte County court’s Request

The Del Norte County court indicates that this option could result in furloughs, court closure, and
reduced hours, resulting in increased case backlog.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Option 2 provides for the allocation of $57,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Del Norte County court. This option is consistent with the Judicial Council
policy in that courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the
court contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. However, this option would not
fund the Del Norte County court’s projected deficit of $292,000 (General Fund) in 2014—

2015.

Option 3 — Grant the Del Norte County court’s request for $300,000.
Option 3 provides for the allocation of $300,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Del Norte County court for its 2014-2015 operational deficiency of $292,000 for
General Fund. If the court’s request is approved, employee furloughs, and reduced hours to the
public would not need to be implemented.

Table 2 below demonstrates the funding impact of options of 1, 2, and 3 on the court’s estimated
2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 2: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Del Norte County Court
(Options: 1, 2 and 3)

2014-15 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
S T ($0) (2% = $57,000) ($300,000)
Balance ' !

Statutory Restricted Funds 549,837 549,837 549,837 549,837
General Fund (291,916) (291,916) (291,916) (291,916)
Court Estimated Fund Balance 257,921 257,921 257,921 257,921
Funding Options 0 57,379 300,000
Revised General Fund (291,916) (234,537) 8,084
Revised Estimated Fund Balance 257,921 315,300 557,921

Recommended Options 1, 2, and 3—Superior Court of Kings County

The Judicial Council staff recommends that the Judicial Council consider one of the following
options for the supplemental funding request from the Superior Court of Kings County.




Option 1 — Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Kings County court.

Option 2 —Allocate a one-time distribution of $129,000, the amount that the Kings County court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Allocate a one-time distribution of $509,000 for the Kings County court supplemental
funding request; an amount beyond the court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve in
2014-2015.

Rationale for Recommendation

Overview of the Court’s Application for Supplemental Funding

The Kings County court is projecting a $786,000 (General Fund) negative fund balance for 2014—
2015 comprised of a budget shortfall for an expenditure of a soon-to-be unsupported, antiquated
county case management system, and therefore submitted an application requesting supplemental
funding on October 1, 2014. The court is projecting a negative balance for General Fund;
however the court’s overall fund balance is a negative $747,000 for 2014-2015, due to the court
having $39,000 in statutory restricted funds.

In order to receive a distribution from the TCTF 2 percent state-level reserve for 2013-2014
through 20162017 for the project, the court must provide a projection of all project costs and
detailed financial information demonstrating why it is unable to address those costs within
existing resources, to the Judicial Council, no later than November 1st of each year. Based on
financial projections, the court is now requesting a total amount of $509,000 for the expenses
related to the third and final year deployment of a new case management system to be considered
at the October 28, 2014 Judicial Council meeting. (See Attachment D for the application
submitted by the Kings County court.)

The TCBAC’s working group and Judicial Council staff reviewed the completed application
submitted by the Kings County court on October 1, 2014, and determined that it contained all of
the required information to assess compliance with the terms and conditions approved by the
council at its February 26, 2013 meeting and stipulated in an intra-branch agreement. The court
has tried to mitigate costs whenever possible. It applied the unused distribution of $470,000 to
expenditures in 2013-2014 from the $733,000 the Judicial Council allocated for 2012-2013 but,
due to the timing of the funding request it was necessary to delay the project start date. For 2014—
2015 expenditures, the court will apply the unused distribution of $116,000 from the $130,000 the
Judicial Council allocated for 2013-2014.

The court submitted invoices for all products and services received to-date and submitted periodic
reports as requested by the Judicial Council staff program manager. The application also
identifies the consequences to the public, access to justice, and court operations of not receiving
urgent needs monies. The Kings County court’s current year estimated negative ending fund



balance of $747,000 is a result of an expenditure of $509,000 for the third year deployment costs
of a new case management system and an operational deficiency of $238,000. Based on these
projections, the court is unable to fund the third year deployment costs of the new CMS. The
court is expecting additional revenues from a collaborative court grant for the second year in a
row to offset the majority of the deficiency. However, the court has a plan in place in case these
revenues are not received in 2014-2015 to avoid a negative end-of-fiscal year fund balance,
which will be to increase the number of mandatory furlough day, the layoff of an additional
management position and the closure of a court facility. In 2014-2015, the court has already
achieved cost savings of $250,000 with the implementation of ten mandatory furlough days and
the layoff of one management employee with that position to be eliminated. This will be the sixth
fiscal year of mandatory furlough days, and no increases in salaries or benefits for the represented
and non-represented staff. Over the past four years, from 2009-2010 to 2013-2014, the court has
achieved $2.55 million in cost savings from vacancies, layoffs, terminations, and furloughs.

Discussion of Options

Option 1 - Deny the Kings County court’s Request

The Kings County court indicates that this option would give the court no alternative but to
default on its contract with Tyler and would have to continue on the antiquated county developed
mainframe CMS for traffic and criminal, as well as the currently installed ACS system which, by
the end of 2014, will no longer be supported by the county. The amount the county will charge
the court to host the CMS on the county mainframe has increased from $255,000 in 2013-2014 to
$430,000 per year starting in 2014-2015, because the court will be the only remaining entity on
the system. In addition, because the primary county COBOL programming resource retired in
January 2012, the court will need to provide and pay for all required system modifications to the
CMS to ensure compliance with new statutes impacting the collection and proper distribution of
fees and fines. The county has agreed to contract on an as-needed and as-available basis with the
retired resource. However, reliance upon a part-time resource provides the court with very
limited services and has placed the court in an untenable position of being unable to make
changes to the mainframe to conform to statutory changes as well as produce statistical and ad
hoc reports in a timely manner.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Option 2 provides for the allocation of $129,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Kings County court for the third year of a five year new case management
implementation to assist with deployment of the vendor-hosted Tyler Technologies “Odyssey”
case management system. This option is consistent with the Judicial Council policy in that courts
submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court contributed to the 2
percent state-level reserve fund. However, this option would not fund the Kings County court’s
projected budget shortfall of $786,000 (General Fund) in 2014—2015 mostly due to the third year



costs of a five year new case management implementation. In addition the court has budgeted for
100% of its contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve being returned, after March 15.

Option 3 — Grant the Kings County court’s request for $509,000.

Option 3 provides for the allocation of $509,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Kings County court for the third year of a five year new case management
implementation to assist with deployment of the vendor-hosted Tyler Technologies
“Odyssey” case management system. The approval of $509,000 to continue deployment of
the “Odyssey” system will provide the Kings County court with a single case management
system for all case types. The third year costs in 20142015, are estimated to be $625,000.

Table 3.1 below demonstrates the Kings County court’s estimated costs and savings from
replacement of the County CMS from 2012-2013, the first year of deployment, to 2016-2017

with a new CMS.

Table 3.1: Projected Costs and Savings for the Kings County Court for Option 3
(Allocating $509,000 for Year 3)

Projected | Projected | Projected | Total Costs
Actual Actual 2014- 2015- 2016- Over 5
2012-2013 2013-2014 2015 2016 2017 Years

CMS VENDOR COSTS
One-Time Implementation Costs 181,500 181,500
Annual License and Maintenance 265,225 273,182 281,377 772,725
Travel Costs 56 55,000
Subtotal CMS Vendor Cost 250,000 312,444 446,781 273,182 281,377 1,009,225

COURT CMS COSTS
Project Manager (Temp) 5,720 70,950 32,860 109,530
Court Integration Technician (Temp) 4,810 36,805 27,678 69,293
COBOL Programmer 2,239 4,808 4,637 11,684
Infrastructure/T1 Installation 0 1,496 1,496
Annual T1 Costs - 5 YEARS (DMV, SaaS Connectivity) 0 29,000 29,838 29,838 29,000
Hardware and Scanners 37,954 43,563 81,517
Server Hardware 0 0 0
Unfunded CMS Costs* 21,468 38,770 60,238
Subtotal Court CMS Costs 12,769 171,984 178,004 29,838 29,838 362,758
Total Court and Vendor CMS Costs Per Year 262,769 484,428 624,785 303,020 311,215 1,371,983
Projected Savings from Transitioning off County CMS* 586,000 586,000
Total Net Costs of New CMS Per Year (262,769) (484,428) (624,785) 282,980 274,785
TCTF Allocation 733,000 130,168
TCTF Allocation Remaining 470,231 115,971 | (508,815)

*Costs for the county CMS include COBOL programming costs based on the court’s timeline of complete transition off county CMS by March 2015.
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Table 3.2 below demonstrates the funding impact of options of 1, 2 and 3 on the court’s estimated

2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 3.2: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Kings County Court

2014-15 Option 1 Option 2* Option 3

ES“EZIt:ch”“d ($0) (2% = $129,000) |  ($509,000)
Statutory Restricted Funds 38,774 38,774 38,774 38,774
General Fund (785,515) (785,515) (785,515) (785,515)
Court Estimated Fund Balance (746,741) (746,741) (746,741) (746,741)
Funding Options 0 0 509,000
Revised General Fund (785,515) (785,515) (276,515)
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (746,741) (746,741) (237,741)

*Kings County court is projecting a return of the remaining 2% state-level reserves in General Fund. If the Judicial approves either option 2 or 3, the
court would receive two distributions from the 2% state-level reserves in 2014-2015, one for supplemental funding, and a second from a proportionate
share of any remaining funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve after March 15.

Recommended Options 1, 2, and 3—Superior Court of Mono County

The Judicial Council staff recommends that the Judicial Council consider one of the following
options for the supplemental funding request from the Superior Court of Mono County.

Option 1 — Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Mono County court.

Option 2 —Allocate a one-time distribution of $33,000, the amount that the Mono County court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Allocate a one-time distribution of $82,000 for the Mono County court supplemental
funding request; an amount beyond the court’s contribution to the 2 percent state-level reserve in
2014-2015.

Rationale for Recommendation

Overview of the Court’s Application for Supplemental Funding

The Mono County court is projecting a $82,000 (General Fund) negative fund balance for 2014—
2015, and therefore submitted an application requesting supplemental funding for $82,000. The
application identifies the reason for applying for supplemental funding is because the court had
anticipated close to full restoration of funding of TCTF allocations in 2014-2015 which did not
occur. (See Attachment E for the application submitted by the Mono County court.)

The TCBAC’s working group and Judicial Council staff reviewed the completed application
submitted by the Mono County court on October 1, 2014 and determined that it contained all the
information required by the council. The court had anticipated close to full restoration of funding
of TCTF allocations in 2014-2015. Once the court realized that TCTF funding restoration would
not occur and with the 1% cap on fund balance in effect, the court was compelled to implement
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major reductions in current fiscal year spending and apply for supplemental funding. The court
will begin the implementation of court closures with accompanying mandatory staff furloughs
every third Friday of the month beginning on October 31, 2014. In order to mitigate impacts to
the public, the court has already provided notification of court closure days to the public and
justice partners and will be providing a drop box for filings to be dropped at the court on closure
days. The application identifies the consequences to the public, access to justice, and court
operations of not receiving urgent needs monies. If supplemental funding is not approved, the
court will need to increase furloughs and court closure days by an additional 12 for a total of 25
days and lay-off one clerk position. The court indicates that these additional reductions will
negatively impact the rendering of dispositions in a timely manner.

Discussion of Options

Option 1 — Deny the Mono County Court’s Request

The Mono County court indicates that this option would increase furloughs and court closure days
by 25 days and result in the lay-off of one position. All these additional reductions will impact the
rendering of dispositions in a timely manner.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Option 2 provides for the allocation of $33,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Mono County court. This option is consistent with the Judicial Council policy in
that courts submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve fund. However, this option would not fund the
Mono County court’s projected deficit of $82,000 (General Fund) in 2014-2015.

Option 3 — Grant the Mono court’s request of $82,000

Option 3, provides for the allocation of $82,000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the
TCTF to the Mono County court for its 2014—2015 operational deficiency of $82,000 for General
Fund. If the court’s request is approved, employee furloughs and reduced hours to the public

would not need to be implemented.

Table 4 below demonstrates the funding impact of options of 1, 2, and 3 on the court’s estimated
2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 4: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Mono County Court
(Options: 1, 2, and 3)

2014-15 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Setimated Fund ($0) (2% = $33,000) ($82,000)
Statutory Restricted Funds 37,434 37,434 37,434 37,434
General Fund (82,165) (82,165) (82,165) (82,165)
Court Estimated Fund Balance (44,731) (44,731) (44,731) (44,731)
Funding Options 0 32,711 82,165
Revised General Fund (82,165) (49,454) 82,165
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (44,731) (12,020) 37,434
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Recommended Options 1 and 2—Superior Court of Siskiyou County

The Judicial Council staff recommends that the Judicial Council consider one of the following
options for the supplemental funding request from the Superior Court of Siskiyou County. The
court requested an amount equal to that which the Superior Court of Siskiyou County contributed
to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014—2015.

Option 1 — Do not distribute any supplemental funding monies to the Siskiyou County court.

Option 2 —Allocate a one-time distribution of $72,000, the amount that the Siskiyou County court
contributed to the 2 percent state-level reserve in 2014-2015.

Rationale for Recommendation

Overview of the Court’s Application for Supplemental Funding
The Siskiyou County court is projecting a $70,000 (General Fund) negative fund balance for

2014-2015, and therefore submitted an application requesting supplemental funding for $72,000
which is the court’s TCTF 2 percent contribution amount. The application identifies the reason for
applying for supplemental funding is to prevent a cash shortfall in the coming months, if the 2
percent funds withheld from the court’s TCTF allocation is not returned. (See Attachment F for
the application submitted by the Siskiyou County court.)

The TCBAC’s working group and Judicial Council staff reviewed the completed application
submitted by the Siskiyou County court on September 26, 2014, and determined that it contained
all the information required by the council. Although the court is projecting a negative balance of
$70,000 (General Fund), the court’s overall fund balance is a negative $32,000 for 2014-2015,
due to the court having $38,000 in statutory restricted funds.

The application identifies the consequences to the public, access to justice, and court operations
of not receiving urgent needs monies. In October the court will have three payrolls and in
November and December 2014, the court will be using its encumbered fund balances for one-time
expenditures related to contracts for case management upgrades and document management
systems. If supplemental funding is not approved, the court will not have the cash flow to be able
to meet its payroll liabilities and would need to implement furloughs or layoffs to reduce staffing
costs which would result in immediate and unplanned closure, disrupting services to the public.
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Discussion of Options

Option 1 — Deny the Court’s Request

The Siskiyou County court indicates that if funding is not received the court will not have the
cash flow meet its liabilities. The court would then have to implement furloughs or layoffs which
would result in unplanned court closure, disrupting services to the public.

Option 2 — Approve Funding to the Court at the 2 Percent Contribution Amount

Option 2 provides for the allocation of $72 000 from the 2 percent state-level reserve in the TCTF
to the Siskiyou County court. Option 2 is consistent with the Judicial Council policy in that courts
submitting on or before October 1 can only receive up to the amount the court contributed to the 2
percent state-level reserve fund. This option would fund the Siskiyou County court’s projected
deficit of $70,000 (General Fund) in 2014-2015.

Table 5 below demonstrates the funding impact of options of 1 and 2 on the court’s estimated
2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 5: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Siskiyou County Court
(Options: 1 and 2)

2014-15 Option 1 Option 2

Setimated Fund (80) (2% = $72,000)
Statutory Restricted Funds 38,455 38,455 38,455
General Fund (70,359) (70,359) (70,359)
Court Estimated Fund Balance (31,904) (31,904) (31,904)
Funding Options 0 72,150
Revised General Fund (70,359) 1,791
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (31,904) 40,246

Comments, Alternatives Considered, and Policy Implications

As required by the Judicial Council-adopted process for supplemental funding for urgent needs,
the Superior Courts of Amador, Del Norte, Kings, Mono, and Siskiyou Counties were provided a
preliminary version of the report for review and comment.
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Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts

The costs and operational impacts of granting or not granting the Superior Courts of Amador, Del
Norte, Kings, Mono, and Siskiyou Counties requests’ are discussed within each option.

Attachments

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

2. Attachment B: Superior Court of California, County of Amador, Application for
Supplemental Funding

3. Attachment C: Superior Court of California, County of Del Norte, Application for
Supplemental Funding

4. Attachment D: Superior Court of California, County of Kings, Application for Supplemental
Funding and other documents provided by the court

5. Attachment E: Superior Court of California, County of Mono, Application for Supplemental
Funding

6. Attachment F: Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou, Application for
Supplemental Funding and other documents provided by the court
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Attachment A

Judicial Council-Approved Process for Supplemental Funding

Below is the process for supplemental funding that was approved by the Judicial Council at its
August 31, 2012, meeting.

a.

1.

Supplemental funding for urgent needs is defined as unavoidable funding shortfalls,
unforeseen emergencies, or unanticipated expenses for existing programs.
A request can be for either a loan or one-time funding that is not repaid, but not for
ongoing funding.

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

L.
1l

1il.

1v.

V1.

C.

All requests will be submitted to the Judicial Council for consideration;

Requests will be submitted to the Administrative Director of the Courts by either the
court’s presiding judge or court executive officer;

The Administrative Director of the Courts will forward the request to the AOC Director
of Finance [now Fiscal Services Office].

AOC Finance Division [Fiscal Services Office] budget staff will review the request, ask
the court to provide any missing or incomplete information, draft a preliminary report,
share the preliminary report with the court for its comments, revise as necessary, and
issue a final report for the council;

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

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

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

Beginning in 2012-2013, the Judicial Council shall allocate up to 75 percent of the 2 percent
state-level reserve fund by October 31 of each year to courts requesting supplemental
funding for urgent needs due to unavoidable funding shortfalls.

Beginning in 20122013, after October 31 and by March 15 of each fiscal year, the Judicial
Council shall allocate the remaining funds if there has been an approved request from a trial
court(s) requesting supplemental funding for urgent needs due to unforeseen emergencies or
unanticipated expenses for existing programs. Any unexpended funds shall be distributed to
the trial courts on a prorated basis.
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Attachment A

f. To be considered at a scheduled Judicial Council business meeting, requests submitted after
October 31 for supplemental funding due to unforeseen emergencies and unanticipated
expenses must be submitted to the Administrative Director of the Courts at least 25 business
days prior to that business meeting.

g. The Judicial Council would consider appropriate terms and conditions that courts must
accept in order to receive supplemental funding for urgent needs.

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

Below are the criteria for eligibility for and allocation of supplemental funding for trial courts’
urgent needs that were approved by the Judicial Council at its August 31, 2012, meeting.

a. Only trial courts that are projecting a current-year negative fund balance can apply for
supplemental funding related to urgent needs.

b. Generally, no court may receive supplemental funding for urgent needs in successive fiscal
years absent a clear and convincing showing.

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

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

d. Allocate to all courts after March 15 a proportionate share of any unexpended funds from the
2 percent state-level reserve, regardless of whether the Judicial Council has allocated to a
court supplemental funding for an urgent need in the current fiscal year, using courts’ current
year Trial Court Trust Fund and General Fund base allocation.

e. Ifacourt that is allocated supplemental funding determines during the fiscal year that some

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

Below is the information required to be provided by trial courts for supplemental funding for
urgent needs that were approved by the Judicial Council at its August 31, 2012, meeting.

a. A description of what factors caused or are causing the need for funding;

b. Ifrequesting a one-time distribution, an explanation of why a loan would not be appropriate;
c. Current status of court fund balance;

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

e. Current detailed budget projections for the current fiscal year (e.g., FY 2012-2013), budget
year (e.g., FY 2013-2014), and budget year plus 1 (e.g., FY 2014-2015);

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

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

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

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

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

k. Five years of filing and termination numbers;
1.  Most recent audit history and remediation measures;

m. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and
explain why additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year; and
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n. If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include
an expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its
ongoing funding issue.
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Attachment B

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM

Please check the type of funding that is being requested:

[ 1 CASH ADVANCE (Complete Section | only.)

X URGENT NEEDS (Complete Sections | through 1V.)

X ONE-TIME DISTRIBUTION

[] LOAN

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION

SUPERIOR COURT:;
Amador

PERSON AUTHORIZING REQUEST (Presiding Judge or Court Executive

Officer):

Barbara Cockerham, Court Executive Officer

CONTACT PERSON AND CONTACT INFO: (209) 257-2681

DATE OF SUBMISSION:
10/1/2014

DATE FUNDING IS NEEDED
BY:
11/1/2014

REQUESTED AMOUNT:
$160,000

REASON FOR REQUEST

(Please briefly summarize the reason for this funding request, including the factors that contributed to the
need for funding. If your court is applying for a cash advance, please submit a cash flow statement when
submitting this application. Please use attachments if additional space is needed.)

The catalyst behind requesting supplemental funding is the fact that Amador is one of 15 small courts in the
State, severely unfunded, yet we have been designated as a donor Court, which resulted in additional
funding lost to this already financial strapped Court. The new WAFM methodology does not work for a small
court. The underfunding has caused us to eliminate essential Court positions. We have requested funding
twice in the last two fiscal years despite the fact this Court has seen over a 20% reduction in its staffing level,
laid off employees; froze merit increases for more than six years; implemented a VSIP (Voluntary Incentive
Separation Program); furloughed employees, and reduced wages. Amador Court employees as of October
1, 2014 will be picking up the full 7% CalPERS employer paid contribution. We have streamlined many
processed in operations and other areas of services, which includes making significant changes to the
Court’s calendar.

We have been fraught with several challenges as a result of the reduction to its allocations over the last
three (3) fiscal years. As a result of this significant budget restraint, we were forced to reduce our workforce
to an unsustainable level. The essential positions we were forced to eliminate was the Court’'s Human
Resources Analyst, and Family Court Services Mediator/Probate Investigator. The Court does not have the
funding right now to fill the Court Operations Manager position. Based on WAFM, we are over resourced in
out Admin area. Yet, we are without funding for an operations manager and/or supervisor, FCS staff, and
Human Resources, absolutely critical positions for this Court. The Court has also eliminated child custody
evaluators because the litigants cannot afford the $1200 evaluation fee, and the court cannot afford to
absorb the cost of the evaluations.

Further exasperating the problem is the lack of technological resources to improve public access and
services. We are operating on outdated software; we have no means, other than the manual process to input
the hundreds of traffic citations we receive through the Court. The Court has not been able to replace one
computer over the last 5 years. We are merely performing patch work on the systems we have. With the
desktop systems continuing to run “XP”, the court's Case Management system will not accept any version
updates because of client compatibility.

We have been committed to using existing resources as effectively as possible and seeking efficiencies. At
some point the rubber meets the road and we are not able to go any further. Well, we are there.
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Section Il through Section IV of this form is required to be completed if your court is applying for supplemental funding
for urgent needs (unavoidable funding shortfall, unforeseen emergency or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs). Please submit attachments to respond to Sections Il through Section IV.

SECTION II: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A. What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your court did not receive the
requested funding?

The consequences will be further reducing of court program and services. A continual erosion of court
services and the public’s trust and confidence in the judicial system. This court will be left with enormous
fiscal, operational, and administrative challenges that will be hard to overcome. Court users will suffer
tremendously by continued reduced access to justice and customer service. Court service hours will continue
to be reduced. The Court will not be able to meet a bi-weekly payroll or pay contractors for services and/or
supplies. It has become more difficult to manage a court where there has been over a 50% revenue
reduction. Given these challenges, the Court’s priorities if funding is adequately allocated will consist of
improving access and its technology infrastructure to assist with operational efficiencies.

Additional workforce reductions will result in Court’s inability to perform core functions and will put the
Court in violation of mandated statutes and Judicial Council standards for service delivery to the public.
Backlogs persist in civil assessment collections; traffic data entry; records management and filing.

The negative impacts on the public, judiciary, justice partners, and internal operations will be deepened
by the Court’s inability to carry over fund balances to implement technology and business processing
improvements. We are unable to provide technological solutions such as e-filing, document imaging and
document storage to provide better access to court documents, records and information.

We will no longer be able to guarantee equal and fair access to all who need our services and provide
public service in an efficient manner. Reduced funding has left us no choice but to cut staffing levels,
which has resulted in delays in processing paperwork, longer wait times for customers and increased
complaints from the public.

B. What would be the consequence to your court’s operations if your court did not receive the requested
funding?
Inefficiencies in operational programs and services reduced; employee morale; increased worker’'s comp claims.

C. What measures will your court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and court
operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

As indicated above, this Court has examined and implemented a number of efficiencies to help us stay
afloat. There is very little we can do if we can continue to see a reduction in our workforce and allocations

D. Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.
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2010-2011

Felony filings 349
Misdemeanor filings (incl. 1,0
traffic) 44

Infraction filings (incl. traffic) 6,1
Civil filings 21

Family and juvenile filings 796
Traffic 564

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM (Continued)

SECTION Ill: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL MEASURES

A. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and explain why

add

itional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year.

The Court has never requested supplemental funding.

B. Ifth

e request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include an

expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its ongoing funding
issue.

C. What has your court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue enhancement and/or
expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court closures?

In respect to revenue enhancement we have done the following:

Court has held meetings with other trial courts and collection vendors to discuss processes for
enhancing our collections program. Presentations were presented to the management team and
bench.

We started collecting credit card payments over the telephone and at the public counter which has
significantly increased payments and reduced the calendar size,

Stopped sending our courtesy notices on traffic violations

Eliminated the traffic civil assessment calendar

Reduced operational hours in 2013, resulting in closing ¥ day on Fridays

Effective November 2014, further reduction of court hours. The Clerk’s Office will now be closed
every other Friday for a full day; %2 days on the other Fridays, and an additional ¥2 hour earlier
Monday-Thursday

Laid off Fiscal Supervisor and Human Resources Analyst

Eliminated the Court Program Manager position

Reduced the Court Reporter position to a .6 position

Unpaid Holidays

Furloughs

Pay reductions between 6.34%. One fiscal year the reduction was as high as 9%. Currently
employees are paying the full 7% CalPERS retirement contribution.

In the process of reducing the custodian position to a 32 hour work week.

D. Please describe the employee compensation changes (e.g. cost of living adjustments and benefit
employee contributions) and staffing levels for past five fiscal years for the court.

Over the last five years there has been little to no changes in staff compensation, with the exception of
reductions and hiring freezes. Staff in this area has seen their medical premiums rise as high as 35.7%.
Amador premium rates are set in the San Francisco-Bay Area region which results in significantly higher
premiums for Amador employees, which is out of proportion to their salaries. For example, an entry level

empl

oyee working for the Amador Superior Court, Amador County will make $ 14.19 an hour, yet he/she
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will pay the same medical premium cost [ $2, 014 a month for EE + Family] as that of an employee in
San Francisco making approximately $3,200 a month. Something is inherently flawed in the
regionalizing of these areas, through no fault of the Judicial Council of California. However, when benefit
adjustments are being made, the Judicial Council should take these factors into consideration. Rural
court employees find themselves paying the same amount in health care cost premiums as their sister
courts such as Alameda, San Francisco, San Jose, etc.

Amador Superior Court has seen a 22.3% reduction in its staffing level since 2008.
e In 2008-2009, Amador Court had 37.62 FTEs.
e In 2013-2014, staffing level was reduced to 29.5 positions. According to WAFM, we should have 25
employees, which mean even greater inefficiencies and further reduction of access to justice.

SECTION IV: FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Please provide the following:

A. Current detailed budget projections/estimates for the current fiscal year, budget year and budget year plus
one (e.g., if current fiscal year is FY 2012-2013, then budget year would be FY 2013-2014 and budget year
plus one would be FY 2014-2015).

B. Current status of your court’s fund balance.
FY2014-2015 Beginning Fund Balance ($9,350)
Projected Ending Fund Balance ($60,816)

C. Three-year history of your court’s year-end fund balances, revenues, and expenditures.

2011/12 Fund Balance $867,257, Revenues $2,823,396, Expenditures $2,983,758
2012/13 Fund Balance $175,536, Revenues $2,238,608, Expenditures $2,930,329
2013/14 Fund Balance ($9,350), Revenues $2,546,046, Expenditures $2,730,931

D. If thetrial courts’ application is for one-time supplemental funding, please explain why a loan would
not be appropriate.

A loan would not be appropriate because we are an underfunded Court. We will once again be back
requesting additional funding to manage cash flow problems on a quarterly basis. Amador’s allocation
needs to be adjusted to meet basic operational needs and efficiencies. We need to be restored to the
2008-2009 level. The Court will be forced to continue to address funding reductions and unfunded
costs by decreasing court services in almost every area of the Court. Assisting the public/ self-
represented individuals is a priority for the court but it may no longer be a service we can provide
Increased and improved automation for accessing court services is also a priority. We can’t continue to
reduce our staffing levels without improving our technology. Additional monies are being sought so that
we secure funding to collaborate with adjoining Courts to share in the automation process.

This was our allocation in 2008-2019

Total Allocation FY 2008-2009
Est. Allocation FY 2012-2013**
Percentage change

$ 3,362,883

$ 2,594,306
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o -22.9%

E. The most recent audit findings of fiscal issues and the remediation measures taken to address them.
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AMADOR SUPERIOR COURT

Description 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
Program 45.10 - Operations - Revenue Total 2,096,931 2,230,789 2,305,413
Other State Receipts - Revenue Total 51,756 51,756 51,756
Local Fee Revenue Total 150 150 150
Local Non-Fee Revenue Total 21,572 21,572 21,572
Enhanced Collections 57,801 57,801 57,801
Other - Revenue Total 45 45 45
Investment and Interest Income Total 665 665 665
Trial Courts Revenue Sources 2,228,920 2,362,778 2,437,402
General Fund - MOU/Reimbursement Total 41,233 41,233 41,233
Program 45.10 - MOU/Reimbursement Total 49,049 49,049 49,049
Program 45.25 - Judges Salaries Total
Program 45.45 - Crt Interpreter Reimbursement Total 20,702 20,702 20,702
Program 45.55 - Cvl Crd Reimbursement Total
IMF Fund 5,129 5,129 5,129
State Grants - Reimbursement Total 154,508 154,508 154,508
Non-State Grants - Reimbursement Total
County Program - RestrTotal
Reimbursement - Other Total 12,792 12,792 12,792
Trial Courts Reimbursements Total 283,413 283,413 283,413
Prior Year Revenue Total (9,350)
Revenue Total 2,502,983 2,646,191 2,720,815
Total Salaries 1,352,397 1,476,855 1,548,809
Total Benefits 684,124 624,446 642,397
Salary Savings Total
Salaries and Wages Total 2,036,521 2,101,301 2,191,206
General Expense Total 75,227 75,227 75,227
Printing Total 6,300 6,300 6,300
Telecommunication Total 23,408 23,408 23,408
Postage Total 16,724 16,724 16,724
Insurance Total 1,790 1,790 1,790
Travel-In-State Total 4,094 4,094 4,094
Travel-Out of - State Total
Training Travel 965 965 965
Security Total
Facility Operations Total 12,962 12,962 12,962
Utilities Total
Contracted Services Total 284,095 284,095 284,095
Consulting and Professional Services - County 3,675 3,675 3,675
Information Technology Total 86,716 104,328 89,047
Major Equipment Total
Other Items of Expense Total 610 610 610
Expense Operating ExpenseTotal 516,566 534,178 518,897
Jury Cost Total 10,712 10,712 10,712
Special Items of Expense Total
Special Items of Expense Total 10,712 10,712 10,712
Department Indirect Allocations total
Internal Cost Recovery total 0 0 0
Court Construction
Capital Costs 0 0 0
Prior Year Adjustment Expenditure
Prior Year Adjustment Expense Total 0 0 0
Expense Total 2,563,799 2,646,191 2,720,815
OPER TRANS IN
OPER TRANS OUT
Total Interfund Transfers 0 0 0
Grand Total (60,816) 0 0

Amador Budget Projections FY14-15 15-16 16-17 for Supplemental Funding App (2)/Budget/10/17/2014




Attachment C
APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM

Please check the type of funding that is being requested:

[ ] CASH ADVANCE (Complete Section | only.)

X URGENT NEEDS (Complete Sections | through IV.)
X ONE-TIME DISTRIBUTION

[] LOAN

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION

SUPERIOR COURT: PERSON AUTHORIZING REQUEST (Presiding Judge or Court Executive Officer):
Del Norte Sandra Linderman, CEO
CONTACT PERSON AND CONTACT INFO: 707-464-8115 x112
DATE OF SUBMISSION: DATE FUNDING IS NEEDED BY: REQUESTED AMOUNT:
9/29/2014 1/1/2015 $ 300,000

REASON FOR REQUEST

(Please briefly summarize the reason for this funding request, including the factors that contributed to the need for
funding. If your court is applying for a cash advance, please submit a cash flow statement when submitting this
application. Please use attachments if additional space is needed.)

The Del Norte Superior Court experienced one of the most significant loss of reserve balance. While this reserve
balance was established years prior, the Court had become reliant on this balance for operations. The cuts to the
baseline and other funding has reduced the Court to an operating budget that is insufficient to operate the Court on the
most basic level.

The Court has operated within it means for years with using only a portion of the reserve balance. Had this balance
not been swept, the Court would have maintained its level of service to the public without interruption, however, given
the current fiscal situation, services will be reduced.

Section Il through Section IV of this form is required to be completed if your court is applying for supplemental funding
for urgent needs (unavoidable funding shortfall, unforeseen emergency or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs). Please submit attachments to respond to Sections Il through Section IV.

SECTION II: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A. What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your court did not receive the
requested funding?
The Court is currently weighing all options. We currently are holding positions vacant and have over a 20%
vacancy rate at this time. This affects all areas of court processing. The next step will be organizational wide
furloughs which will have untold effects on the public access to justice. The closure of the Court and reduced
courtroom hours will further backlog our caseload.

B. What would be the consequence to your court’s operations if your court did not receive the requested
funding?
The Court is already struggling with a vacancy rate of over 20%. Furloughs and court closures are the only
viable option remaining if funding is not received.

C. What measures will your court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and court
operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

The Court has pursued every opportunity to reduce expenditures and increase revenue. Staff furloughs
and/or layoffs are the only unpursued options at this point.
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D. Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.

2010/2011 8,753
2011/2012 7,978
2012/2013 7,583
2013/2014 7,059

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM (Continued)

SECTION Ill: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL MEASURES

A. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and explain why
additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year. Not Applicable

B. If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include an
expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its ongoing funding
issue. Not Applicable

C. What has your court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue enhancement and/or
expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court closures?

The Court has continued to utilize strong budgetary controls to diminish the effect of continual cuts. The
Court has not, until now, needed to pursue measures beyond hiring freezes to balance the cuts.

D. Please describe the employee compensation changes (e.g. cost of living adjustments and benefit
employee contributions) and staffing levels for past five fiscal years for the court.

The Court has not negotiated any NSI's nor increased the staffing level in the Court within the past five
years. The Court has negotiated partial benefit enhancements and has provided Lump-Sum payments to
ensure the approval of long term labor contracts. These compensation changes are de minimis in light of
overall budgetary outlook.

SECTION IV: FINANCIAL INFORMATION
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Please provide the following:

A. Current detailed budget projections/estimates for the current fiscal year, budget year and budget year plus
one (e.g., if current fiscal year is FY 2012-2013, then budget year would be FY 2013-2014 and budget year

plus one would be FY 2014-2015).

A. Current Budget Projections

TCTF NTCTF Special Funds Grants Total

Beg Bal - 835,498 539,159 - 1,374,657

Rev 2,245,361 21,800 305,264 139,856 2,712,281

Exp 2,943,240 439,835 294,586 151,367 3,829,029

Xfers 405,952 (417,463) - 11,511 -

End Bal (291,927) 0 549,837 0 257,910
B. Current status of your court’s fund balance.

B. Current Status of Fund Balance (as of 09/29/2014)

Reserves for Encumbrances: 220,908.35

Restricted: 539,158.77

Committed: 364,105.00

Assigned: 471,393.32

Encumbrances: (220,908.35)

700000..999999 320,481.94

Total current Fund Balance: $1,695,139.03

C. Three-year history of your court’s year-end fund balances, revenues, and expenditures.

C. Three-year history of Courts Year-End Fund Balances, Revenues,

Expenses.

FY End Fund Bal Revenues Expenses
11/12 4,287,487 3,398,642 3,464,624
12/13 2,086,477 1,389,905 3,590,915
13/14 1,374,657 3,097,906 3,809,726

D. If thetrial courts’ application is for one-time supplemental funding, please explain why a loan would
not be appropriate.

The Court would not be requesting this one-time supplemental funding if the monies currently held in the
restricted NTCTF accounts could be used for court operations. These monies were discovered to have
been inappropriately used from TCTF in years prior. Now they have been correctly identified, if allowed,
would offset the Court’s current need for one-time funding.

E. The most recent audit findings of fiscal issues and the remediation measures taken to address them.

The Court has addressed any fiscal issues and measured needed at this time. There are no outstanding
issues that affect the Court’s fiscal standing.
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From: Cheyenne Schaad [mailto:cheyenne.schaad@delnorte.courts.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 11:17 AM

To: Linderman, Sandy; Plunkett, Lesley; Patel, Jody

Cc: Theodorovic, Zlatko; Soderlund, Curt; Chang, Steven; Ballard, Patrick
Subject: RE: Del Norte 2% Application

See responses below:

Cheyenne Schaad

Court Accountant

Superior Court of California, Del Norte
450 H Street, Room 209

Crescent City, CA 95531

Phone: 707-464-8115x142

Fax: 707-464-2696

This email may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution, or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the
sender by reply email and delete all copies of this message.

From: Sandy Linderman

Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 1:59 PM
To: Lesley Plunkett; Cheyenne Schaad
Subject: FW: Del Norte 2% Application

Sandra Linderman

Court Executive Officer
Del Norte Superior Court
707-465-3299

sandy.linderman@delnorte.courts.ca.gov

This email may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review,
use, distribution, or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to
receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply email and delete all copies of this message

From: Theodorovic, Zlatko [mailto:Zlatko.Theodorovic@jud.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 1:55 PM

To: William Follett; Sandy Linderman

Cc: Patel, Jody; Soderlund, Curt; Chang, Steven; Ballard, Patrick
Subject: Del Norte 2% Application

Dear Presiding Judge Follett and Court Executive Officer Linderman,

We have received your application and have completed an initial review of the court’s submission. In
order to ensure that we present all the information required by the Judicial Council to determine if the
request should be funded, we have identified the following issues that need your immediate attention:


mailto:cheyenne.schaad@delnorte.courts.ca.gov
mailto:sandy.linderman@delnorte.courts.ca.gov
mailto:Zlatko.Theodorovic@jud.ca.gov

Section IV, B

Response indicates an estimated net fund balance of $1.695 million. The court’s 2014-2015 Schedule 1
reflects an estimated net fund balance amount of $257,921. Please identify the court’s current
estimated ending fund balance. As of 10/07/2014, our “current” fund balance is $1,537,992.27...We are
looking at a net fund balance of $257,921 at year end, however that comes from a balance in Restricted
funds that we are told we cannot use to cover a shortfall in General Fund. It is the Court hope that
would possible would be able to use that restricted fund balance to cover the deficit. At this time we
are being told that is not possible.

Section IV, D

Response is missing budget projections/estimates for 2015-2016 and 2016-2017. This information is
important to determine if the court will have deficit in the next fiscal years. If so, the court then must
include an expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its ongoing
funding issue (please see Section lll, B). Given what we know as of today (including WAFM and a
potential 5% increase to baseline funding, along with assuming expenses are stagnant for the next 2
years) our General Fund budget for 15/16 looks as follows:

Description General

TCTF
Revenue 2,922,278
Salaries 2,010,989
Staff Benefits

879,098
Salary Savings

(484,458)
Operating Expense and
Equipment 543,207
Special Items of Expense 2,247
Capital Costs
Internal Cost Recovery

(7,843)
Total Expenditures 2,943,240
Difference Between Budgeted
Revenues and Expenditures (20,962)

Given the short timeframes we are working with to complete our review and develop options for the
Council to consider at the October meeting, we will need your updated application no later than noon
Tuesday October 7. This will ensure that we meet the submission deadlines for review by the
Executive and Planning Committee.

Also, to aid in completing the application please see the Judicial Council reports from February 2013 and
February 2014 for examples of applications submitted by Kings and San Joaquin.



2013 Kings and San Joaquin
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130226-itemN.pdf

2014 Kings
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20140220-itemL.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20140220-itemL-presentationl.pdf

If you have any questions about the issues we’ve raised above, please feel free to contact me or Patrick
Ballard at (818) 558-3115 or patrick.ballard@jud.ca.gov. We are here to provide assistance, so please
don’t hesitate to call us.

Thank you,
Zlatko

Zlatko Theodorovic, Director and Chief Financial Officer
Finance | Administrative Division

Judicial Council of California

2850 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95833-4353

916-263-1397 | 415-865-7584 | zlatko.theodorovic@jud.ca.gov
WWW.courts.ca.gov



http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130226-itemN.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20140220-itemL.pdf
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20140220-itemL-presentation1.pdf
mailto:patrick.ballard@jud.ca.gov
mailto:zlatko.theodorovic@jud.ca.gov
http://www.courts.ca.gov/

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM

Please check the type of funding that is being requested:

[] CASH ADVANCE (Complete Section 1 only.)

URGENT NEEDS (Complete Sections | through IV.)

[{] ONE-TIME DISTRIBUTION

[] LoAN
SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION
SUPERIOR COURT: PERSON AUTHORIZING REQUEST (Presiding Judge or Court Executive Officer):
Kings Hon. Steven Barnes, Assistant Presiding Judg
Jeffrey Lewis, Court Executive Officer
CONTACT PERSON AND CONTACT INFO: Jeff Lewis, 559-582-1010, Ext. 5000
DATE OF SUBMISSION: DATE FUNDING IS NEEDED BY: REQUESTED AMOUNT:
10/1/2014 12/1/2014 Third and final year request - $508,814
REASON FOR REQUEST

(Please briefly summarize the reason for this funding request, including the factors that contributed to the need for
funding. If your court is applying for a cash advance, please submit a cash flow statement when submitting this
application. Please use attachments if additional space is needed.)

On February 26, 2013, the Judicial Council reviewed and approved the Court’s request for funding from the
Trial Court 2% state-level reserve for up to $2.1 million over a five-year period to assist Kings with the
deployment of vendor-hosted Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” CMS. This has been memorialized in Inter-
Branch Agreement (IBA) 1-026932 and Amendment 1, dated March 15, 2014.

Per the terms and conditions of the IBA Kings is requesting California Judicial Council approval for FY 14-15
supplemental funding for costs projected for year three of Kings’ implementation of Tyler Technologies
“Odyssey” case management system (CMS).

Please see the enclosed document (with supporting Exhibits and Attachments).

Section Il through Section IV of this form is required to be completed if your court is applying for supplemental funding
for urgent needs (unavoidable funding shortfall, unforeseen emergency or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs). Please submit attachments to respond to Sections Il through Section V.

SECTION II: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A. What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your court did not receive the
requested funding?

B. What would be the consequence to your court’s operations if your court did not receive the requested
funding?

C. What measures will your court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and court
operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

D. Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM (Continued)

SECTION lll: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL MEASURES
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Superior Court of Kings County
Request for Distribution from the Fiscal Year 2014-15
Trial Court 2% State Level Reserve Trust Fund
For Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” CMS Project

October 1, 2014

PURPOSE:

The Superior Court of Kings County appreciates and again thanks the Judicial Council for its February
2013 and February 2014 decisions to assist the Court with funding for a new case management system
(CMS). Per the terms and conditions enacted by the Council, and based upon the projected financial
status of the Court on June 30, 2015, Kings is respectfully submitting a funding request to offset the costs
projected for the third-year of our Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” CMS implementation costs in the amount
of $508,814, as itemized in a subsequent exhibit.

BACKGROUND:

In January of 2013, Kings County Superior Court submitted an application to the Judicial Council for
supplemental funding that would enable the Court to migrate from the antiquated mainframe legacy case
management system hosted by the County to transition to a new server-based or web browser-based
CMS (See Attachment A).

On February 26, 2013, the Judicial Council reviewed and approved the Court's request for funding from
the Trial Court 2% state-level reserve for up to $2.11 million over a five-year period to assist Kings with
the deployment of vendor-hosted Tyler Technologies “Odyssey” CMS. The funding was contingent on the
terms and conditions as stated below:

* The court will use its best efforts to spread the cost of the project over the full five-year period so as to
minimize each year's distribution from the TCTF 2% state-level reserve.

e The court is allocated $733,000 from the TCTF 2% state-level reserve for FY 2012 — 2013. Any
unused distribution amount from the 2% state level reserve in FY 2012-2013 should be used in FY
2013-2014.

* The funds will be distributed to the Court upon the submission of invoices for products and services
necessary to acquire and deploy the Kings new CMS.

o Any allocations for FY 2013-2014 through FY 2016-2017 would come from that year's TCTF 2%
state-leve! reserve. ’

e In order to receive a distribution from the TCTF 2% state-level reserve for FY 2013-2014 through
2016-2017 for the project, the court must provide a projection of all project costs, and detailed
financial information demonstrating why it is unable to address those costs within existing resources,

e The Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs (including invoices)
submitted and the payments made to assure that the distributions are appropriate.

On February 20, 2014, the Judicial Council reviewed and approved the Court's request for additional
funding in FY 2013-14. Kings was allocated $130,168 from the TCTF 2% state-level reserve for FY 2013-
2014. Any unused distribution amount from the 2% state level reserve in FY 2013-2014 would be used in
FY 2014-2015.

These terms and conditions supra were memorialized in Infer-Branch Agreement (IBA) No. 1-026932
between Kings County Superior Court and the Administrative Office of the Courts on April 10, 2013 and
subsequently amended on May 1, 2104 (which provided for the additional FY 13-14 distribution of $130K
(Attachment B germane)).

COMPLIANCE:

To date, the Court has strictly adhered to and complied with all of the provisions set forth in the IBA,
including conducting monthly status meetings and reviewing monthly reports provided by the Project
Manager.




Although most project milestones and tasks have been completed on time and according to the master
project schedule, the interface between Tyler and DMV has been delayed twice, causing a rescheduling
in the project “go-live” date, from September 2, 2014 until October 27, 2014 (per September 2014 Status
Report below). Project Management (PM), meetings, data conversion, configuration, and integration
activities are being conducted concurrent with other project related tasks. The following key milestones
and tasks are summarized below (See Attachment C for detailed reports for the periods May through
September, 2014).

MAY 2013

v

Kings and Tyler Technologies (Tyler) conducted project Kickoff meeting on Tuesday, May 7 and
established weekly project status meetings.

v Kings completed Business Process Review (BPR) documentation and submitted to Tyler Kings
specific CMS business process scenarios.
v Tyler conducted initial Odyssey training for Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) in preparation for BPR
and Functional Integration Testing (FIT) sessions.
v Kings had cooperative planning discussions with both ACS and County IT staff regarding legacy
system data extracts.
v Kings completed Integration Questionnaires defining current and future data interfaces.
JUNE 2013
v Kings reviewed/approved Communications Plan, Project Charter, Project Plan and Statement of
Work.
v Tyler and Kings conducted BPR June 10-14. _
v Kings IT set up an environment on their SQL Server so ACS could provide SQL data files to Tyler.
v Kings IT provided test data from both ACS and County mainframe systems to Tyler via Secure File
Transfer Protocol (SFTP)... Data Conversion efforts continue.
v Tyler and Kings conducted FIT session June 18-19.
JuLy 2013
v AOC prepared contract amendment to include Enterprise Custom Reporting (ECR) module...Kings
signed and forwarded to Tyler for signature.
v Kings reviewed and signed off on Conversion Plan and Configuration Plan.
v" Kings IT set up training room, including PCs and projector, to be used through duration of project.
AUGUST 2013
v Governance Board meeting was conducted, and future dates were tentatively scheduled.
v" BPR and FIT findings were reviewed and approved by Kings.
v" Configuration Workshop completed...Kings continuing configuration activities in Odyssey.
v Kings trained on Code Mapper Utility and is continuing code-mapping activities.
v" Kings IT is maintaining a progress tracking and assignment worksheet for configuration tasks. Kings
is currently 19% complete with Case Manager configuration tasks, 29% in progress.
v"Integration Toolkit workshop was conducted August 20-22...Integrations to be completed by Kings
IT were identified.
v" Tyler submitted narrative and DMV Information Security Agreement (DISA) to DMV for approval.
v Tyler delivered DMV Interface Conceptual Product Design to Kings.
SEPTEMBER 2013
v Kings is currently 56% complete with System configuration tasks, with 16% in progress, and 28%

remaining to address. Case Manager configuration is 36% complete, 50% in progress, and 14%
remaining to address.



Kings staff reviewed legacy offense codes and is evaluating best approach for importing and
mapping offenses. Court obtained Offense Code Tables from both DA’s office and from SLO, and is
reviewing and comparing with its legacy data.

Tyler performed some initial data cleanup on legacy offense codes and imported these into Odyssey
-and the Code Mapper...Kings now analyzing results and mapping these codes.

Tyler delivered DMV Interface CPD (Conceptual Product Design) to Kings, which was reviewed, and
was revised to reflect recommended changes...a second round of revisions is in progress.

The initial Business Process Engineering workshop was conducted September 3-5...the next is
scheduled for October 22-24.

Kings reviewed Phoenix Interface Manual and determined there was not enough benefit to Court to
pursue an interface (as Kings only processes one or two Phoenix deposits per month).

OCTOBER 2013

v

v

The SME team has completed the first phase of the configuration and mapping tasks in preparation
for the first data conversion run of Civil case data. The team continues to work on configuration for
Criminal and Traffic. ‘

Tyler prepared to run the first Data Conversion and populate the Test environment for the Court’s
review.

DMV approved Tyler's DMV Information Security Agreement (DISA). This is the first step in
becoming an approved DMV data center. :

Kings twice reviewed the DMV Interface CPD (Conceptual Product Design) and provided feedback
to Tyler. Tyler has revised the CPD to reflect the changes. Kings will next review the final draft
CPD.

Tyler was onsite and completed the Security Workshop with Kings, October 7 — 10.

NOVEMBER 2013

Tyler ran the first Data Conversion and populated the Test Environment for the Court’s review.
Weekly data issue review calls were conducted to review status of all data conversion issues.

Tyler updated Kings’' Odyssey application to Odyssey 2013. This update also included numerous
California specific enhancements for citations, charges, sentencing and ePayments.

Tyler led a walk-through of the DMV Interface CPD (Conceptual Product Design) with Kings to
address any questions and discuss the latest updates.

DECEMBER 2013

v
v

v
v
v

Tyler continues to resolve reported data conversion issues.

A conference call between Tyler, Kings and DMV confirmed that the Kings will need to complete a
DMV Information Security Agreement (DISA).

Tyler led a walk-through of the DMV Interface to discuss the latest updates.

Weekly project team status calls were conducted.

A Governance Board meeting was conducted on December 18.

JANUARY 2014

AN

The Court SME team continued to complete configuration tasks and code mapping.

Additional data issue review calls were conducted to review status of all data conversion issues.
DMV provided feedback and the court's DISA application was updated and returned to DMV.

The Court refined and resubmitted their funding request for the next fiscal year and this application
was approved.

FEBRUARY 2014

v

v
v

Tyler was onsite the weeks of 2/18 and 2/24 to work through code mapping and financial mapping
configuration, Business Process, Forms, DMS and Code Mapping Support.

The Court scheduled new legacy data pulls in preparation for the Next data conversion push/review.
Tyler reported that their DMV Commercial Requester's application was approved.



v Court IT met with the SCO to further discuss plans for interfaces. The SCO is moving to a new jail
system on April 1, 2014, which will necessitate an interim interface solution and procedures.

MARCH 2014 '

v Tyler was onsite the week of 3/10 to assist in data review and configuration review.

v The court SME team reviewed the conversion data for Data Review #2 and documented issues.

v' The court and Tyler conducted a series of Kick-off presentations for the Tyler U online training
courses for staff.

v Weekly project team status calls were conducted.

APRIL 2014

v Tyler was onsite the week of 4/2 for review of the status of Kings' overall project including
configuration and conversion, and to determine needs for additional resources from Tyler. They
listened to our concerns and committed to providing additional resources.

v' Tyler sent their financial expert for additional financials training during the week of 4/7.

v' The Judges’ computers (Dell All-in-Ones) were ordered and a scanner was ordered for testing.

v Data conversion exception reports continue to be reviewed and researched. Research and resolution
continues.

v" Court IT completed the court's DISA. DMV continues to review and ask for revisions.
MAY 2014

v The Court SME team documented and updated their Business Processes with Odyssey-  specific
processes.

v Tyler was onsite 5/20-22 to conduct Forms Training Workshop.

v End User Training plans were updated and dates were confirmed.

v’ The overall Project Plan was updated to reflect new dates for Data Reviews, User Acceptance
Testing and Training

v Credit card readers were ordered.

v" Weekly status calls were conducted.

JUNE 2014

v Tyler was onsite for Data Review #3. Data Review #4 is scheduled for July.

v" Tyler was onsite for DMS/Scanning workshops June 17-19

v' Court IT and AT&T conducted regular status calls to plan for the additional communications
equipment to increase bandwidth to Tyler's Data Center. Target installation is July 15™.

v' The AOC, Tyler and DMV met and defined tasks involved with the configuring the VPN.

JULY 2014

v User Acceptance Testing (UAT) commenced on July 10 and continued through the end of the
month.

v Business Processes were tested and refined.

v" Court IT & AT&T conducted regular status call to plan for the additional communications equipment
to increase bandwidth to Tyler's Data Center. Installation was complete July 15™.

v' The AOC, Tyler and DMV met and defined tasks involved with configuring the VPN. OTech has
engaged and has provided Tyler with the needed VPN information needed for Tyler to complete this
set-up. There has been escalation within the AOC and DMV in hope of confirming a testing
scheduie with OTech and DMV.

 AUGUST 2014
v Data Review #5 resolved a higher percentage of data conversion issues. Civil data is acceptable for

go live. There are still issues with financial data. The team continues to document and resolve
reported issues.



v' Tyler was onsite for the JBSIS Workshop.
v End User Training started August 4™ and will continue through August.
v' Weekly project team status calls were conducted.

SEPTEMBER 2014

v' Due to delays by DMV and Tyler in committing to a schedule for testing, the Kings executive team.
met with Tyler's executive team and agreed to delay the go-live date from Sept. 2 to Oct. 6, 2014.

v’ The JCC, Tyler and DMV met and defined tasks involved with configuring the VPN. OTech was
engaged and has provided Tyler with the needed VPN information so Tyler could complete this set-
up. We escalated within the JCC and DMV in hope of confirming a testing schedule with OTech and
DMV. DMV set up the LUs and testing by Tyler commenced on August 29"

v Subsequently additional delays in configuration and testing resulted in a further delay of the go-live
date from Oct. 6 to Oct 27, 2014,

v' Court IT met with Tyler and various justice partners to further define the interface requirements and
agree to next steps.

v' The Judges Sessionworks module was configured and demonstrated to Judicial Officers.

v' The Web Portal requirements were defined and Tyler began configuring the portal.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

As part of the initial application for funding, a project budget was submitted (Exhibit 1A) pertains). Due to
the timing of Kings funding request, the date of actual funding approval (April 10, 2013) and extended
contractual negotiations, Kings determined it necessary to delay the project start month until May 2014.
Thus, the actual first-year expenses and funding were considerably less than those reflected in Exhibit
1A.

For this reason, as part of the 2m year funding request, Kings prepared Exhibit 2A which reflected actual
costs incurred in FY 2012-13 of $262,770 and forecasted FY 2013-14 costs - $82,573 (year-to-date
expenditures) and another $517,824 (in projected costs) - for a total of $600,399 in FY 2013-14. This
table, which represented a more accurate estimate of how the funding and expenses were aligned with
the progress of the CMS implementation and which provided a more precise accounting of the funding-
needed for FY 13-14, was also reflected in the Court’s budget submission to the AOC for FY 2013-14. It
was noted that there was the potential that some initial projected expenses (reflected in the FY13-14
funding request) might extend into FY 14-15 and possibly beyond.

Kings has now prepared Exhibit 3A, which reflects the actual costs incurred in FY 2012-13 of $262,769
and actual costs in FY 2013-14 of $484,428. This exhibit provides an estimate of the costs for FY 2014-
15 of $624,785 (which will be offset by funding carried forward from FY 12-13 and FY 13-14 of $115,971
(Exhibit 4A). It is projected that the overall cost of the project that was initially approved at $2.1M and
funded by the 2% state level reserves, will be an estimated $1.371M, netting a savings of $738,120 to the
Judicial Branch.

Accordingly, and pursuant to the aforementioned /BA (Attachment B), to receive a distribution from the
TCTF 2% state-level reserve for FY 2013-2014 through 2016-2017 for the Odyssey project, Kings must
provide a projection of all project costs and detailed financial information demonstrating why it is unable to
address those costs within existing resources, to the Judicial Council,

Kings has already provided the requisite financial forecasts to JCC Finance staff for Fiscal Years 2014-15
and 2015-16, whereas Tables 1 and 2 herein summarize Kings financial projections with - and without -
funding for the Tyler Odyssey CMS project, which makes evident this Court's continued need for
supplemental funding for the requested amount of $508,814.



ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS PROJECTED FY 2014-15 AND FY 2015-16 BUDGET SHORTFALLS:

Table 1 - KINGS ENDING FUND BALANCE PROJECTION WITHOUT 3rd YEAR CMS FUNDING

Fiscal projection - without 2nd Year Funding FY 14-15 Pizj;g;::n
Beginning Fund Balance 94,881 (735,428)
State Financing Sources # 5,768,482 6,235,447
Return of 2% Reserve Projected 128,579 128,579
CAC 199,672 199,672
emmﬁwg#m?ﬂaqaﬁig S ek anee 0
it cus g reuest =1, 0
TCTF /Reimb : 1,349,868 1,349,868
Non TCTF Local Revenue 765,200 765,200
AB 1058 Grant/Justice Court Grant 469,168 456,276
Revenue Total . ) 8,858,374 8,399,614
Personnel Services 5,857,535 5,707,535
Operations *** 3,111,482 3,099,664
Expenditures Total B 9,593,802 8,807,199
Projected Fund Balance (735,428) (407,584)
#FY 15-16 incl estimated WAFM share of $90.6M, *CMS Funding carry-over, **FY 13-14 CMS funding request denied FY 15-16
$0 CMS funding request, ***FY 15-16 does not include County CMS costs.

Table 1 — Without receipt of the CMS funding requested the Court faces a potential budget deficit of
(3735,428). This negative fund balance takes into consideration a savings of $251,473 in FY 2014-15
realized by the implementation of 10 mandatory furlough days (MFL) and the layoff of one management
employee with that position to be eliminated. This is the sixth straight fiscal year of mandatory furlough
days, averaging 16 days a year, for all Court employees. Additionally, this is the sixth consecutive year
that there have been no increases in salaries or benefits for the represented and non-represented staff.
Furthermore, from FY 2009-10 to FY 2013-14, the Court has experienced 12 unfilled vacancies and a
cumulative savings of $2.55M from vacancies, terminations, layoffs and furloughs.

The Court's FY 2014-15 budget also reflects a savings of $72,000 in salary and benefits after the
retirement of one and resignation of two Child Custody Recommending Counselors at the
professional/exempt level, subsequently hiring 2 new Counselors and an Investigator at lower salary
ranges.

Lastly, as a means to balance the budget prior to the end of FY 2014-15, the Court is prepared to
increase the number of MFLs and anticipates the layoff an additional exempt/management level position
with a resultant savings of $60,000 to $75,000. However, this additional layoff would bring staffing to a
perilous tow from a service-level perspective. Moreover, the result of this additional layoff would result in a
decrease in management staffing from 31% to 38% over the 7-year period shown in Table 1A.



Table 1A

STAFFING LEVELS

CY CcYy CY CcYy CY CYy cYy %
08 09 10 11 12 13 14 Decrease
Line Staff 71 70 65 62 59 56 57 -20%
Confidential 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0%
Professional/Exempt 11 11 11 11 11 9 9 -18%
Management 13 13 13 12 12 11 9 -31%
SJO 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0%
Total | 100 99 94 90 87 81 80 -20%
Table 2 - KINGS ENDING FUND BALANCE PROJECTION WITH 3rd YEAR CMS FUNDING
. . . FY 15-16
Fiscal Forecast with CMS Funding FY 14-15 Projection
Beginning Fund Balance 94,881 (226,614)
State Financing Sources # 5,768,482 6,235,447
Return of 2% Reserve Projected* 128,579 128,579
CAC 199,672 199,672
iy ﬁ :' " . i 0
TCTF /Reimb 1,349,868 1,304,751
NonTCTF Local Revenue 765,200 765,200
AB 1058 Grant/Justice Court Grant 469,168 456,276
Revenue Total 9,367,188 8,863,311
Personnel Services 5,857,535 5,707,535
Operations™** 3,111,482 3,099,664
FIh : T TN
0
Expenditures Total 9,593,802 8,807,199
Projected Fund Balance (226,614) 56,113

does not include County CMS costs

#FY 15-16 incl estimated WAFM share of $90.6M, *CMS Funding carry-over, **FY 15-16 $0 CMS funding request, ***FY 15-16

Table 2 - In addition to reflecting the approved funding request of $508,814 (Exhibit 4A) pertains), Table 2
also includes the same cost savings discussed in Table 1. In FY 2013-14, the Court received one-time
funding from Kings County for the support of our Avenal Court operations and for the establishment of a
Collaborative Court. While there is a possibility that funding for the Collaborative Court may be extended
in FY 2014-15, there is no likelihood of same with respect to Avenal Court. If there is no subsequent
funding or support from the County, Kings is prepared to take further measures to reduce expenses,
which could include the closure of a court facility, so as to avoid a negative end-of-fiscal year fund

balance.




FIVE-YEAR COSTS & SAVINGS PROJECTION:

Table 3: Projected Costs and Savings for the Kings County Court CMS Allocations over 5 Years

Remaining

. Projected
Projected | Actual Total Costs
2012- | 2012- | Actual | Expenses | 2015- | 5000010 | Overs
2013-2014 2014- 2016
2013 2013 Years
2015

CMS VENDOR COSTS
One-Time Implementation Costs 181,500 257,500 181,500 439,000
Annual License and Maintenance 250,000 | 250,000 265,225 273,182 281,377 1,069,784

Subtotal CMS Vendor Cost 431,500 | 250,000 257,500 446,725 273,182 281,377 1,508,784
COURT CMS COSTS )
Project Manager (Temp) 47,414 5,720 70,950 32,860 88,902
Court Integration Technician (Temp) 47,414 4,810 36,805 27,678 88,902
COBOL Programmer* 73,500 2,239 4,808 4,637 73,500
Infrastructure/T1 Installation 10,000 0 1496 10,000
Annual T1 Costs - 5 YEARS (DMV, Saa$ 29,838 o| 20000 | 29838 29,838 119,353
Connectivity)
Hardware and Scanners 22,500 37,954 43563 22,500
Server Hardware 0 )
Travel 29,333 54,944 56 55,000
Unfunded CMS Costs* 41,249 21,468 38,770 113,323

Subtotal Court CMS Costs 301,248 12,769 226,929 178,060 29,838 29,838 571,481

Total Court and Vendor CMS CostoPer | 7mpmas | 262760 | 484429 | 624785 | 303,020 | 3n215 | 2080265
Projected Savings from Transitioning off
County CMS* 0 586,000 586,000
Total Net Costs of
New CMS Per Year 262,769 484,429 624,785 | -282,980 -274,785
Allocations 130,168
TCTF Allocation | 545 00 | 4790231 | 115,970 508,815

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

transition off the county CMS.

Table 3 demonstrates Kings projected costs and savings from replacement of the County legacy CMS
with Tyler Technologies Odyssey CMS over the five-year period from Fiscal Year 2012-13 through Fiscal
Year 2016-17, equaling an overall estimated savings to the Court in excess of $500,000.

CONCLUSION:

In view of the continued fiscal dire straits that Kings faces in FY 2014-15, (as reflected in Tables 1 and 2
supra), the Court now respectfully requests the California Judicial Council authorize a funding distribution
from the Trial Court 2% State Level Reserve Trust Fund for FY 2014-15 Odyssey roll-out costs in the
amount of $508,814 [i.e., CMS project year-three], as outlined in Exhibit 4A, which will enable Kings to
continue with and conclude its timely implementation of the Tyler CMS project.



EXHIBIT 1A

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 TOTAL COSTS
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 FOR 5 YEARS
CMS VENDOR COSTS
One-Time Implementation Costs* 181,500 181,500
Annual License and Maintenance 250,000 257,500 265,225 273,182 281,377 1,327,284
SUBTOTAL CMS VENDOR COST S 431,500 $ 257,500 S 265,225 S 273,182 S 281,377 | S 1,508,784
COURT CMS COSTS
PROJECT MANAGER (TEMP) 47,414 41,488 - - - 88,902
COURT INTEGRATION TECHNICIAN (TEMP) 47,414 41,488 88,902
COBOL PROGRAMMER 73,500 - - - - 73,500
INFRASTRUCTURE/T1 INSTALLATION 10,000 - - - - 10,000
ANNUAL T1 COSTS - 5 YEARS (DMV, COURT) 29,838 29,838 29,838 29,838 29,838 149,192
HARDWARE and SCANNERS 22,500 - - - - 22,500
SERVER HARDWARE - -
TRAVEL 29,333 25,667 - - - 55,000
UNFUNDED COUNTY CMS COSTS ** 41,249 72,074 S 113,323
SUBTOTAL COURT CMS COST S 301,250 $ 210,554 S 29,838 S 29,838 S 29,838 | $ 601,319
TOTAL CMS COSTS PER YEAR S 732,750 $ 468,054 $ 295063 S 303,020 $ 311,215 $ 2,110,103

*VVendor proposal shows reduced implementation costs in year 1 with balance of implementation costs spread over the remaining years 2-5 and is included in the Annual License and

Maintenance costs. (all subject to final contract negotiations with the vendor)

**Unfunded County CMS costs shows the additional cost for operating the old mainframe system concurrent with the implementation of the new system. These are
unfunded costs due to cost increases the county will impose on to the Court once the court becomes the sole user of the mainframe system.
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EXHIBIT 2A

Project Budget 201213 2013/2014 Totalto | Balanceto | FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 1516 FY 16-17 Balance
Actual YTD Date Date Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected Year 5
CMS VENDOR COSTS W
One-Time Implementation Costs* $ 181,500 $ 181,500 S 181,500 S -
Annual License and Maintenance $ 1,327,284 | s 250,000 $ 250,000 | $ 1,077,284 | $ 257,500 $ 265,225 $ 273,182 $ 281,377| S -
$ 1,258,784 S 446,725
COURT CMS COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER (TEMP) S 88,902 5,720 29,645 35,365 | S 53,537 28,485 25,052 - - S =
COURT INTEGRATION TECHNICIAN (TEMP) S 88,902 4,810 21,521 26,331 | $ 62,571 36,990 25,581 S 0
COBOL PROGRAMMER S 73,500 2,239 2,418 4,658 | S 68,842 50,377 18,465 - - S 0

INFRASTRUCTURE/T1 INSTALLATION S 10,000 - S 10,000 10,000 - - - S -
ANNUAL T1 COSTS - 5 YEARS (DMV, COURT) S 149,192 - $ 149,192 29,838 29,838 29,838 29,838 | S 29,839

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

SERVER HARDWARE - - S - S -
TRAVEL S 55,000 28,989 28,989 | § 26,011 6,510 19,501 - - S 0

$ ;

UNFUNDED COUNTY CMS COSTS ** S 113,323 $ 113,323 75,624 37,699 S -
SUBTOTAL COURT CMS COST S 82,573 $ 260,324 S 156,136 S 29,838 S 29,838 | S 29,839
TOTAL CMS COSTS PER YEAR S 2,110,103 | § 262,769 $ 82,573 $ 1,764,761 | $ 517,824 $ 602,861 $ 303/020 $ 311,215 | $ 2,080,264
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EXHIBIT 3A

Project 2012113 | 2013/2014 Total Budget | FY14415 | FY 1516 | FY 1617 | wMP__M_MM
Actual Actual Expenses | Balance to | Projected | Projected | Projected .
Budget Savings
Expenses | Expenses to Date Date Expenses | Expenses | Expenses Year 5
CMS VENDOR COSTS

One-Time implementation Costs* S 181,500 $ 181,500 $ 181,500 S -
Annual License and Maintenance S 1,327,284 | $ 250,000 S 257,500 S 507,500] S 819,784 $ 2657225 S - S - S 554,559

TYLER TRAVEL EXPENSES S 55,000] 54,944 54,944 | $ 56 56 - - S -

$ 1,001,340 ] S 446,782
COURT CMS COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER {TEMP) S 88,902 5,720 70,950 76,670} S 12,232 32,860 - - S  (20,628)
COURT INTEGRATION TECHNICIAN (TEMP) S 88,902 4,810 36,805 41,615 S 47,287 27,678 S 19,609
COBOL PROGRAMMER** S 73,500 2,239 4,808 7,047 1S 66,453 4,637 - - S 61,816
INFRASTRUCTURE/T1 INSTALLATION S 10,000 - S 10,000 1,496 - - S 8,504
ANNUAL T1 COSTS - 5 YEARS (DMV, COURT) S 149,192 - S 149,192 29,000 - - S 120,192
HARDWARE and SCANNERS S 22,500 37,954 37,954 | $ {15,454) 43,563 - - S (59,017)

SERVER HARDWARE - - S - S -
UNFUNDED COUNTY CMS COSTS * S 113,323 21,468 21,468 | S 91,855 38,770 S 53,085
SUBTOTAL COURT CMS COST ** $ 12,769 S 171,984 | $ 184,753 | - S 178,004 § - S - $ 738,120
TOTAL CMS COSTS $ 2,110,103 | $ 262,769 $ 484,428 | $ 747,197 | $ 1,362,906 | S 624,786 $_ - $ - $ 1,371,983

* Costs reflect Kings County mainframe and programmers costs {$5,426 per month for 8 months ) FY 14/15) **Total CMS costs reflect a savings of $738,120 to the Judicial Branch.
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EXHIBIT 4A
CMS Funding Need Projection FY 2014-15
Actual Expenses FY 2012-13 $ 262,769
Actual Expenses FY 2013-14 $ 484,428
Total Expenses $ 747197
Projected Expenses FY 2014-2015 $ 624,785
Total Expenses $ 1,371,982
Funding approved and held in Trust from FY 2012-13  $ 733,000
Funding approved and held in Trust from FY 2013-14 $ 130,168
Total Funding to Date _ ) $ 863,168
Additional Funding needed for FY 2014-15 $ 508,814
Funding $ 863,168
12/13 Expenses $ 262,769
13/14 Expenses $ 484,428
Balance Eff 7/1/14 $ 115,971

H:\FinanceExec\Tyler Funding Request 2014\Exhibit 4A Funding Amount Request.xIsx 9/26/2014 1:47 PM



JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
INTRA-BRANCH AMENDMENT COVERSHEET

AGREEMENT NUMBER AMENDMENT NUMBER ]
1026932 1 | ;
1. All capitalized terms not defined in this amendment (the “Amendment”) have the meanings given to them in the Intra- i

Branch Agreement (the “Agreement™) referenced above. As set forth in the Agreement, the term “Court” refers to
Superior Court of California, County of Kings, and the term “AOC” refers to the Judicial Council of California,

Administrative Office of the Courts.

2. Title of the Agreement: Kings Case Management System Replacement and Hosting of the System.

3. This Amendment becomes effective on March 15,2014

4. The maximum amount that the AGC may pay Contractor under the Agreement (as amended) is
$863,168.00.

5. The parties agree to amend the Agreement as follows:

A. The purpose of this Amendment is to 1.) extend the expiration date of the Agreement. ii.) update
Exhibit A, Project to be funded. iii.) update Bxhibit B, Payment Provisions. iv.) Add additional funding.

B. Exhibit A, Project to be funded is hereby deleted in iis entirety, and replaced with Exhibit A, Project to be
funded, Revision 1, attached hereto and incorporated herewith.

C. Exhibit B, Payment Provisions is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit B, Payment
Provisions, Revision 1, attached hereto and incorporated herewith.”

D. The expiration date of the Agreement is hereby changed from Jumne 30, 2014 to June 30, 2015.

6. Except as provided in this Amendment, all terms and conditions of the original Agreement (as previously amended, if

applicable) remain in full force and effect.

AOQC’S SIGNATURE

COURT’S SIGNATURE

Judicial Council of California,
Administrative Office of the Courts

Superior Court of California, County of Kings

BY (Autharize;i Signature) .

/“‘;7 i
//f\\ﬁ!'; ‘L\ ﬁ{:‘ AAL -

s/eAiy

BY (Amhaz-fzi?%‘@;i‘;‘j " ] lﬂ,;%;

PRINTED fyﬁ’ AND Tng':y OF PERSON SIGNING

Stephen Saddler, Manager,
Business Services

PRINTED NAME AND '}\I'ILE OF PERSON SIGNING

Jeff Lewis,
Court Executive Officer

ADDRESS

Attn: Business Services Unit
455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

ADDRESS

Attn: KedyMeCleary= Jeff Lewis

1426 South Drive
Hanford, CA. 93230

AOC Internal Use Only
Fund Title Program/ Ttem Chapter | Statute Fiscal Object of Expenditure Amount
Category Year
Trial Court 45.10 0250-101-0932 21 2012 2012- 0932-45107031-0722-16-12- | $733,000.00
Trust Fund 2013 0000
Trial Court 45.10 0250-101-0932 20 2013 2013- 0932-45107033-0722-16-13- | $130,168.00
| Trust Fund 2014 0000
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Inter-Branch Agreement
Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1026932 with the Superior Court of California, County of Kings

EXHIBIT A
PROJECT TO BE FUNDED
REVISION 1

Background [Revised]

The Judicial Council has allocated funding from the Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF), for
the deployment of a new case management system (CMS). The funds are to be used to
pay vendors supplying goods and services to the Court to implement and host the CMS.

The allocation furthers the Council’s commitment to provide an alternative solution for the
Court, following the Council’s decision to terminate deployment of the California Court
Case Management System (CCMS) and the County of Kings communication to the Court
that the County would not support the existing CMS (ACS) by 2014. It will also allow the
Court to move off of the antiquated county-developed mainframe for traffic and criminal.
The new CMS is intended to meet the Court’s need for a replacement to the Court’s legacy
case management systems and the systems will be hosted by an external vendor not the

county.

The funding shall be for the purposes specified in section 2 of this Exhibit A (“Project
Description”) below. Any unused distribution amount from the 2 percent state-level
reserve in FY 2013-2014 should be used in FY 2014-2015. Consistent with prior
allocation practices of the Council, any allocated funds that are unencumbered by the
Court at the end of FY 2013-2014 would be re-appropriated to the TCTF and available
for re-allocation by the Council in FY’s 2014-2015.

Judicial Council approval of the initial funding was contingent upon:

e The Court using its best efforts to spread the cost of the project over the full five-
year period so as to minimize each year’s distribution from the Trial Court Trust
Fund 2 percent state-level reserve.

e All funds will be distributed upon the submission of invoices for products and
services necessary to acquire and deploy the court’s case management system.

e Any allocations for FY 2013-2014 through 2016-2017 would come from that
year’s Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level reserve.

 In order to receive a distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-
level reserve for FY 2013-2014 through 2016-2017 for the project, the court must
provide a projection of all project costs, and detailed financial information
demonstrating why it is unable to address those costs within existing resources, to
the Judicial Council by no later than November 1, of each year.

e The Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs
(including invoices) submitted and the payments made to assure that the
distributions are appropriate.

e The Court will provide the Administrative Director of the Courts with access to
all records necessary to evaluate and monitor the project and will co-operate fully
with efforts of the Trial Court Liaison Office to do so.
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Inter-Branch Agreement
Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1026932 with the Superior Court of California, County of Kings

Project Description

This Agreement’s project is defined as the following (“Project”):

A.  The activities funded under this Agreement are the procurement and deployment of a
new CMS to replace the Court’s legacy CMSs and to have the vendor host the new
CMS. The Award Amount of this Agreement is for reimbursement to the Court for
certain expenditures of procuring and deploying the new CMS, including the
external vendor hosting of the CMS. The ongoing expenditures related to the
maintenance and operations of the CMS are the sole responsibility of the Court,

B.  Under this Agreement funds will be disbursed to the Court based on the following
types of expenditures (not to exceed the Award Amount and contractual limits of
the Tyler contract with the Court in Exhibit G of that contract):

1. Software as a Service (SaaS) fees relating to the hosting of the CMS by the vendor
(limited to anticipated Project costs of $1.327.284.00).

ii.  Profession services fees (limited to anticipated Project costs of
$181.500.00). These fees shall be paid by the Court as milestones
at met and approved by the Court in accordance with Appendix A *
of the Tyler contract wifh the Court. The Court shall retain 10%
of the total cost of services from payment for each invoice
. submitted, which shall be payable to Tyler upon final acceptance,
~ go-live, and productive use of the new CMS.

iii.  Contfactor reimbursable costs/expenses (limited to anticipated
Project costs of $55.000.00)

iv.  Court infrastructure equipment and related services, personal
services costs, and other products and services necessary to
acquire and deploy the court’s case management system as
specified in the Judicial Council’s approval (limited to $301,248
from distribution amount in FY 2012-2013).

Work Requirements [Revised]

A. Period of Performance for disbursement of the Award Amount under this
Intra-Branch Agreement shall commence April 10,2013 and end on June 30, 2015.

B. The Court agrees to allocate appropriate priority and necessary personnel resources
to complete procurement and implementation of the CMS and DMS.

C.  Execution of this IBA constitutes the Court’s acknowledgement of the information
technology project requirements in the State’s Depariment of Finance’s Information
Technology Project Oversight Framework document at the following address:
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Inter-Branch Agreement

Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1026932 with the Superior Court of California, County of Kings

hitp://www.cta.ca. gov/Government/IT Policy/pdf/SIMM 45 IT Project Qversight
Framework 03 092011.pdf .

D.  The parties agree to attend regular status meetings if and as needed or as requested
by the AOC.

E. The parties agree to initiate Dispute Resolution Procedures as set forth in this
Agreement for all disputes arising under this Agreement.

F. All funds related to this Agreement are strictly limited for use in the Project and must
be spent by the Court exclusively for this purpose. If any funds are used for a
purpose other than the Project or are not expended on the Project, the Court shall
return to the AOC a like amount of funds. If the Court does not return such funds, the
AQC shall withhold a like amount from the Court’s annual trial court funding

“allocation.
G.  Disbursing funds to the Court for the Project does not obligate the AOC or Judicial
' Council to disburse funds or reimburse the Court in the future for any other projects.
Reporting
A.  The Court will submit periodic reports to the AOC Program Manager as he or she

réquires, or as requested. The purpose of the periodic reports is to provide the Court
and the AOC with an evaluation of the Project periodically, in relation to this
Agreement. Failure to supply a periodic report may result in a delay of future
disbursements under this Agreement. -

END OF EXHIBIT
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Inter-Branch Agreement
Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1026932 with the Superior Court of California, County of Kings

EXHIBIT B PAYMENT
PROVISIONS

REVISION 1

1. Award Amount [Revised]

A.  The Award Amount under this Agreement shall not exceed $863,168.00, as the
maximum amount the AOC may disburse to the Court under this Agreement.

B. The Award Amount is to be used exclusively for the Project.

C.  This award is a one-time award to the Court by the Judicial Council and
constitutes the entire award made available to the Court under this Agreement.
The disbursement of any portion of the Award Amount will not become part of
the Court’s baseline budget, and does not obligate the Judicial Council to
provide any further funding for the Project.

2. Funding Requirements

The Court will comply with the following requirements:

A.  Funds must not be used except as provided in this IBA:
1. To fund new, permanent staff positions.

1i. To contract with an employee of any judicial branch entity on his or her
own behalf, as prohibited by rule 10.103 of the California Rules of Court;

ii.  For the construction or rental of facilities;

iv.  For routine replacement of office equipment, furnishings or technology,
not associated with the Project; '

\2 To pay for automated court systems that are not recommended by the
AQOC Information Technology and Services Office.

3. Disbursement Process
Court will send a written request on Court letterhead for each installment referencing this

IBA.

Agency Fund [Revised]

A.  Anagency fund will be established within the Court’s fiduciary fund
classification. An agency fund allows one government entity (Court) to conduct
business on behalf of the other entity (the Judicial Council). This is established
with a project account code whereby the Judicial Council allocates funds to be

placed in the agency fund.

Upon approval of the Court of vendor invoices for this project and their
submission to the AOC, the AOC’s Trial Court Administrative Services Office
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Inter-Branch Agreement
Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 1026932 with the Superior Court of California, County of Kings

, will review the submission and disburse funds by check containing two signatures
to the vendor. The funds will be accounted for on the Phoenix system for the
Court, and will be held in the Court’s Bank of America account, but until released
are held on behalf of the Judicial Council on a fiduciary basis.

B.  Adeposit of $130,168.00 shall be deposited in the Court’s agency fund to pay for
costs detailed in Exhibit A.

5. Not-to-exceed Award Amount [Revised]

A.  The amount of payments for contracted commitments to be made to the Court, as
set forth in this Agreement shall not exceed $863,168.00.

END OF EXHIBIT
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Attachment E
APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM

Please check the type of funding that is being requested:

[ ] CASH ADVANCE (Complete Section | only.)

X URGENT NEEDS (Complete Sections | through IV.)
X ONE-TIME DISTRIBUTION

[] LOAN

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION

SUPERIOR COURT: PERSON AUTHORIZING REQUEST (Presiding Judge or Court Executive Officer):
Mono Court Executive Officer

CONTACT PERSON AND CONTACT INFO:
Hector X. Gonzalez, Jr.
hgonzalez@monocourt.org

760-923-2330

DATE OF SUBMISSION: DATE FUNDING IS NEEDED BY: REQUESTED AMOUNT:
10/1/2014 1/1/2015 $82,090.00

REASON FOR REQUEST

(Please briefly summarize the reason for this funding request, including the factors that contributed to the need for
funding. If your court is applying for a cash advance, please submit a cash flow statement when submitting this
application. Please use attachments if additional space is needed.)

See Attachment: Reason For Request

Section Il through Section IV of this form is required to be completed if your court is applying for supplemental funding
for urgent needs (unavoidable funding shortfall, unforeseen emergency or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs). Please submit attachments to respond to Sections Il through Section IV.

SECTION Il: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A. What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your court did not receive the
requested funding?

See Attachment: Section Il part A

B. What would be the consequence to your court’s operations if your court did not receive the requested
funding?

See Attachment: Section Il part B

C. What measures will your court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and court
operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

See Attachment: Section Il part C

Page 1 of 3



mailto:hgonzalez@monocourt.org

D. Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.

See Attachment: Section Il part D

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM (Continued)

SECTION Ill: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL MEASURES

A. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and explain why
additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year.

NOT APPLICATBLE
B. If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include an
expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its ongoing funding

issue.

See Attachment: Section Il part B

C. What has your court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue enhancement and/or
expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court closures?

See Attachment: Section lll part C

D. Please describe the employee compensation changes (e.g. cost of living adjustments and benefit
employee contributions) and staffing levels for past five fiscal years for the court.

See Attachment: Section Ill part D

SECTION IV: FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Please provide the following:

A. Current detailed budget projections/estimates for the current fiscal year, budget year and budget yvear plus
one (e.q., if current fiscal year is FY 2012-2013, then budget year would be FY 2013-2014 and budget year
plus one would be FY 2014-2015).

See Attachment: Excel Worksheet- Section IV question A

B. Current status of your court’s fund balance.
See Attachment: Section IV part B

C. Three-year history of your court’s year-end fund balances, revenues, and expenditures.
See Attachment: Excel Worksheet- Section IV question C

D. If the trial courts’ application is for one-time supplemental funding, please explain why a loan would
not be appropriate.

See Attachment: Section IV part D

E. The most recent audit findings of fiscal issues and the remediation measures taken to address them.

See Attachment: Section IV partE
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REASON FOR REQUEST

The Superior Court of Mono County requests supplemental funding for urgent needs due to
unavoidable budget shortfalls. Our Court has never experienced a budget shortfall in our Court’s
history; we have always prudently managed our budget allocations from all sources of funding over the
years. Our fiscal management allowed us to build a substantial reserve fund in anticipation of covering
local Court costs for building a new Courthouse in 2012. After the completion of Courthouse
construction in 2012, we still had a sizable reserve fund which allowed our Court to maintain close to
normal Court operations for the last two fiscal years despite budget allocation reductions. As with most
Courts, we anticipated return to either full funding or close to full funding of Trial Court Trust Fund
(TCTF) allocations this fiscal year 2014-2015. When TCTF funding was not returned to former allocation
levels and with our reserve fund reduced to 1%, we were compelled to make major reductions in
current fiscal year spending and submit this application for supplemental funding.

SECTION II: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A. What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your Court did not
receive the requested funding?

The Superior Court of Mono County is requesting $82,090 of supplemental funding. If
supplemental funding is not provided, we would need to take the following steps: lay-off one clerk
position and nearly double the current number of furlough/Court closure days. The Layoff of one clerk
position may not seem significant, however, we currently have a total of seven filled clerk positions. On
November 1, 2014 the number of our filled clerk positions will be reduced to six due to promotion of a
Senior Clerk to a management position which became open due to retirement. The promoted
employee’s Senior Clerk position will be left vacant for the balance of the fiscal year and possibly
indefinitely into the next fiscal year. Layoff of one more clerk would reduce our total number of clerks
to five. Consequence to the public’s access to justice would be negatively impacted in the important
area of customer service. First, we would need to reduce further the hours we are available to help the
public by phone. Due to our already existing staff shortage caused by current vacancies in clerk
positions, we only accept public phone calls in the mornings five days week. We would be compelled to
eliminate accepting public phone calls completely for two days out of the week, leaving only three
mornings a week to accept public phone calls. We are already responding to public complaints
regarding the unavailability of Court customer service by phone. In addition, a service important to the
public, timely Court response to criminal record search requests will be delayed even more than the
current two-week backlog. These searches are often the basis for whether a person will be offered
employment by a prospective employer. Finally, our existing backlog in processing of filings and of
traffic citations will certainly increase with fewer clerks available to do legal processing. As with most
Courts, our highest volume of interaction with the public is regarding traffic citations. Most members of
the public who received traffic citations expect to receive a courtesy notice from the Court. However,
our delay in processing traffic citations prompts uncertainty and apprehension in the public when they
do not receive a courtesy notice in a timely manner. This apprehension in the public about their traffic
citation then leads to phone calls to the Court about the status of the person’s traffic citation. Most of



these public phone calls cannot be answered, which increases the public’s frustration and apprehension.
Unfortunately, this dysfunctional cycle of inadequate public service will only spiral down further if we do
not receive supplemental funding.

One of our current measures to reduce spending is the implementation of Court closures with
accompanying mandatory staff furloughs every third Friday of the month beginning October 31, 2014.
That means we already will be closed to the public for 13 days in this current fiscal year. If we fail to
receive the requested funding, we will need to increase the number of days we are closed with staff
furloughs by 12 additional closure days for a total of 25 days that our Court will be closed for the
remainder of this fiscal year. Since we do not anticipate getting an answer for our supplemental budget
request before December 2014, if our supplemental budget request is denied we will need to close and
furlough staff for those additional 12 days beginning January 1, 2015. This will concentrate the impact
of our Court closures in the last half of the fiscal year. We have planned 9 Court closure days for the last
six months of the fiscal year, adding additional 12 closure days would mean our Court is closed for 21
days during the last six months fiscal year. This is equivalent to the Court being closed one month
during a six-month period. When any business is compelled to close for such a substantial amount of
time in a compressed time, the consequences will be exacerbated. However, a Court isn’t like any other
business, our customers have nowhere else to go to handle their matters. The consequences to the
public and to access to justice will be felt on a daily basis. Despite our best efforts of notification, people
will still come to our doors on a day that they made sacrifices to come to Court and take care of their
matters. Court staff will not be able to allay Court customer concerns, anxiety and apprehensions. We
will lose revenue because we were not open to accept payments where a customer has the financial
ability to make a payment. Finally and most importantly, our doors will not be open to fulfill our
greatest function, impartially decide matters and render dispositions in a timely manner.

B. What would be the consequence to your Court’s operations if your Court did not receive
the requested funding?

As previously stated, if supplemental funding is not provided we would lay-off one clerk position
and increase the current number of Court closure/furlough days from 13 to 25 days. Layoff of one more
clerk would reduce our total number of clerks to five with three vacant clerk positions. If the layoff
occurs, we will have reduced the number of clerks by 37% over the last five years. Like nearly every
other Court in California, our total filings have also decreased. Our total filings of 9,084 in 2008-2009
(2010 Court Statistics Report “Statewide Caseload Trends “1999 — 2000 through 2008 — 2009; page 40)
to a total filings of 7,943 for fiscal year 2012-2013. This is a reduction of total filings by 23% over the last
five years. However, if we layoff one more clerk that will mean a reduction of Court clerks by 37%, a
significantly higher rate of reduction than our decrease in filings. For small Courts, the loss of even one
clerk position can be an operational nightmare since clerks in small Courts literally must do it all. Small
Courts do not have the luxury of creating specialized Legal Processing Clerk, Counter Clerk, Collections
Clerk or Courtroom Clerk positions. Operationally, that means the loss of one clerk in a small Court will
be felt in all core Court operations such as processing filings, assisting the public at the counter,
answering public phone calls, accepting payments and clerking Court proceedings. Combine the layoff
of a clerk position with furloughs and the operational harm is multiplied. The combination of these two
budget reduction steps means an increase work load for the remaining Court staff combined with less



pay due to furloughs. This raises the possibility of “job burnout” leading to experienced Court
employees quitting and or retiring. We've already experienced a major loss of a vital Court employee.
Our Operations Manager, our most experienced employee, will be retiring November 1, 2014 because of
the already planned furloughs and anticipated added workload that all Court employees will be facing.
We cannot afford to lose any more experienced Court employees. These operational consequences can
be avoided by modest amount of supplemental funding that we are requesting.

C. What measures will your Court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and
Court operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

There are mitigation steps that we are required to take, such as providing a drop box for filings
to be dropped at Court on Court closure days. Currently, we do not have a drop box but will have one in
place by the date of our first Court closure/furlough day of October 31, 2014. We are also required to
provide notification of Court closure days to the public and justice partners. We have already provided
that notification for the planned Court closure/furlough days and would do the same for any additional
Court closure/furlough days required if supplemental funding is not granted. We definitely understand
the Judicial Branch’s goal of mitigating the harm to the public when Courts are required to reduce
services and implement Court closures/furlough days. We will hold that goal as our prime directive
when faced with claims from the public that they were harmed due to a reduction in service and or
Court closure/furlough day. In situations where a Court customer attempted to contact the Court at a
point we were closed or not accepting public calls due to budget reductions; if we have Court discretion
and proof that the claimed contact did occur we will mitigate or eliminate the detrimental impact to the
customer. For example, if a Court customer attempts to contact the Court in a documented manner
such as by letter, fax or email on the final day to contact the Court before a Civil Assessment is applied
and that final day happens to fall on a Court closure day, our Court will not apply that Civil Assessment.

D. Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.

Reporting Year Total Number of Fillings Number of Dispositions
(Termination Numbers)

2010 9,084 8,627

2011 8,364 7,664

2012 10,569 10,959

2013 9,186 8,797

2014 7,943 8,158




SECTION Ill: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL
MEASURES

A. If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received
and explain why additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year.

NOT APPLICABLE

B. If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the Court must
include an expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the Court
will resolve its ongoing funding issue.

The Mono County Superior Court is asking for a one-time supplemental funding. The Court is
faced with unexpected budget reductions due to the loss of carrying a budget surplus and insufficient
funding to maintain the current level of Court operations. We were not able to react to the budget
shortfall in time to overcome the cash flow deficit and need a onetime supplemental finding to realign
Court operations with the current budget allocations. We are implementing cost saving measures with
mandatory furloughs for both represented and unrepresented employees during Court closures every
third Friday beginning October 31%, 2014. Our Court is also facing a costly retirement making the
current cost saving measures ineffective for the current fiscal year. With one time supplemental budget
funding for this current fiscal year, our Court is confident that we can resolve our budget shortfall issues
in the next fiscal year through the following steps. We will continue to close the Court one Friday a
month for 12 months with mandatory furloughs for employees on those days. Our Court plans to
maintain all open vacancies, including the one created by the employee retiring in November 2014. If
necessary, we would eliminate one Court Reporter position that is currently being used for
misdemeanor/infraction cases one day a week. Our fiscal unit is diligently working to cut operational
expenditures by eliminating all non-essential services and goods.

C. What has your Court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue
enhancement and/or expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced
hours, and Court closures?

Mono County Superior Court has two locations, our main Courthouse location in Mammoth
Lakes and a branch Court location at Bridgeport. Previously, the Bridgeport branch location had two
full-time clerks and was open five days a week. In 2012, Mono County Superior Court reduced Court
Clerk office operations at the Bridgeport Court location from five days a week to just one day a week.
We moved one of two Bridgeport branch Deputy Clerk positions to the main Courthouse in Mammoth
Lakes and left the second Bridgeport Deputy Clerk position vacant. During the past three fiscal years, we
have maintained all Court staff vacancies. We have eliminated any part-time or temp positions at the
beginning of the current fiscal year. Court phone hours have been cut to half day to create more time
for the clerks to take care of daily operational duties. Beginning October 31, 2014, the Court will be
closed for operations and all employees take a mandatory furlough day every third Friday for the current



fiscal year. Beginning November 1, 2014 there will no longer be a Court Reporter on law and motion
matters, helping to reduce the Court expenditures. The Court has also been working towards increased
revenue by implementing the Comprehensive Collections program, which became fully operational in
July of 2014.

D. Please describe the employee compensation changes (e.g. Cost of living adjustments
and benefit employee contributions) and staffing levels for past five fiscal years for
the Court.

During the past 5 years, Mono County Superior Court has not approved any cost of living
increases due to the uncertainty in the budget allocations. The Court has maintained the agreement for
annual step increases based on longevity and performance as required by Collective-Bargaining
Agreement and in the Court Personnel Policies for both represented and non-represented employees.
The Court CEO has not received a pay increase in the past 4 fiscal years and the Fiscal Director was hired
at a decreased pay scale than the previous Fiscal Director. Our second highest compensated Court
employee, our Operations Manager, will be retiring November 1%, 2014. We will be promoting a Senior
Clerk to the Operations Manager position at a decreased pay scale. The promoted Senior Clerk’s
position will be left vacant. We have eliminated a part-time Clerk position with collections duties and
the Fiscal Assistant position has absorbed the collections duties without changing the Fiscal Assistant
pay scale. Per the terms of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, the Court has maintained the level of
employer health benefit contributions to match the increase in health policy costs.

SECTION IV: FINANCIAL INFORMATION

A. Current detailed budget projections/estimates for the current fiscal year, budget
year and budget year plus one (e.g., if current fiscal year is FY 2012-2013, then
budget year would be FY 2013-2014 and budget year plus one would be FY 2014-
2015).

See Excel Worksheet: Section IV question A
B. Current status of your Court’s fund balance.

Mono County Superior Court’s fund balance is $24,925. Of this amount $24,915 is the 2%
Automation Restricted Funds. The total useable balance is $10. This amount would have been spent in
the 2013 Fiscal Year, but Mono County Superior Court had no invoices that equaled $10.

C. Three-year history of your Court’s year-end fund balances, revenues, and
expenditures.

See Excel Worksheet: Section IV Question C



D. If the Trial Courts’ application is for one-time supplemental funding, please explain
why a loan would not be appropriate.

A loan would not be appropriate for Mono County Superior Court based on the
expenditures/revenue enhancement plan in Section Ill, C. We anticipate having a zero fund
balance and will not need supplemental funding. However, for fiscal year 2015-2016 our
Court is not projecting a fund balance that would allow us to repay a loan. In order for Mono
County Superior Court to avoid making another supplemental funding request next fiscal year
we will continue our furlough days at one day per month, we will not be paying a Cost-Of-
Living Adjustment for our employees, we will maintain all our current vacancies and then cut
our last remaining discretionary operational cost, eliminate our off-site storage location.
Given the aforementioned budget reduction measures we already intend to take, the only way
for our Court to repay the loan, would be additional lay-offs and/or increase the number of
furlough days.

E. The most recent audit findings of fiscal issues and the remediation measures taken
to address them.

The most recent AOC audit for the Superior Court of Mono County is from 2011. It is important to
note that the Court hired a new CEO in 2009. The previous CEO had been in the CEO position since the
unification of the Superior Courts and Municipal Courts. This means that the Court had long standing
fiscal policy and practices that the new CEO was just beginning to become familiar with at the point of
the audit in 2011. The 2011 audit was a great benefit to the new CEO because it provided information
that allowed for significant changes to be made in fiscal policy and practices. The following seven (7)
financial issues and responses were taken from Superior Court of California-Mono County response
submitted to the Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch
in March 2012 concerning 2011 AOC audit.

1.) Court Process for Identifying, Recording and Monitoring Trust Monies Needs Significant
Improvements

The Court reconciles the current trust monies, those held since 2003, and holds those current
trust fund monies in a holding account where stale trust monies were also held. The Court has dealt
with the stale trust monies held in this holding account by escheating the stale funds annually starting
2012. However, escheatment did not occur in 2013 due to a turnover in our Fiscal Director position. In
addition to the stale trust fund concern, the audit also recommended that our Court create a redundant
account for criminal trust funds. The current Court practice maintains and promotes efficiency because
of the frequent transfer of criminal trust funds when they are applied to fines, fees and forfeitures. We
did not change our current practice of using a holding account.



2.) Court Bank Account Management Practices Could Be Improved

The Court improved account management practices by requiring sign-off identification of the
staff preparing bank reconciliations and review of those reconciliations by another Court employee who
is not supervised by the preparer of the reconciliation.

3.) Court Does Not Take Full Advantage of Available Automated Fiscal and Accounting Tools

A very prominent theme in the audit recommendations was promoting that our Court to use all
components of Phoenix-Fl. We saw the value of using the Phoenix system and we have utilized all
aspects of the Phoenix-Fl. We now have all Court TCTF funding in Bank of America branch accounts that
allow for complete use of Phoenix-FI. We would prefer to have our trust and holding funds in a Bank of
America account which would allow us to use Phoenix-Fl. However, the closest Bank of America branch
to our main Courthouse location in Mammoth Lakes is 50 minutes away. Since we have to make
deposits at least twice a week of fines and fees, we have holding/trust accounts in a local bank that has
a branch near the Courthouse in Mammoth Lakes. The Phoenix-FI function that we have found
particularly helpful is the Phoenix-Fl “Virtual Buyer” program. The Court believes that the use of
Phoenix Virtual Buyer program has significantly assisted our Court in meeting our fiscal control and
reporting responsibilities in the areas of procurement and acquisitions.

4.) Court Balances Currently Held in the County Treasury Were Incorrectly Categorized in the Court’s
Fiscal Records

The auditor’s accurately identify three Court automation funds totaling a little over $200,000
held by the Mono County (County) Treasury. The Court also maintained over $500,000 in a County
account to cover six months payroll for Court personnel. Our County provides the payroll and benefits
service for Court employees. The Court had the automation funds transferred to Trial Court Trust Fund
accounts even before the submittal of our March 2012 audit response. It is important to note, that
these are long-standing automation funds existed prior to separation of our Superior Court from the
County. The Court was well aware of the existence of these accounts. We maintained the automation
funds in the County accounts for the purpose of holding these funds until they were needed for IT
infrastructure expenditures for the new Courthouse. The automation funds have been totally expended
to cover new Courthouse IT costs by the end of Fiscal Year 2012-2013. In regards to the County account
for Court employee payroll, in 2013 we worked out an agreement with the County to transfer all the
funding, except one month’s Court employee payroll, from the County Court employee payroll fund to a
Court Bank of America TCTF account. We now the deposit in the County account one month’s Court
employee payroll seven days before payroll disbursement to minimize the amount of time Court funds
are held in County accounts.

5.) Procurement, Contracting, and Expenditure Practices Did Not Always Comply with Informal
Court Policy or FIN Manual Guidelines

The audit findings maintained that the Court does not consistently follow FIN Manual policies or
the Court’s own informal practices regarding procurement and expenditure processing. Specifically, the



SEC team found that our Court did not document that we consistently obtained multiple quotes for bids
for purchases over $500 as required by the FIN manual. Our remedy for this finding is in two ways, as
already previously mentioned our Court uses the Virtual Buyer program to help us comply with the
multiple quote requirement on smaller amount purchases. For larger purchases, our Court is a member
of the Shared Procurement Services program administered through Riverside Superior Court.
Unfortunately, obtaining multiple quotes for services, particularly highly specialized technical services, is
still very difficult in an extremely small and isolated mountain community. The auditors also found that
Court internal policy requiring that the CEO review and sign-off on all invoices/claims prior to payment
was not being consistently followed. The Court made significant improvements in invoice
authorizations, requiring a CEO or delegated management team member to authorize any invoice
before processing.

6.) Court Should Improve Cash Controls to Safeguard Court and Public Assets

The audit identified a number of day-to-day Court operational practices and cashiering
processes that needed to be improved to secure cash assets and protect access to case file information.
Even though the SEC team characterized these points of improvement as minor, the Court agrees with
the goal of improving security to access cash and case file information. The Court implemented the
recommendations made by the audit in this area.

7.) Court Does Not Always Ensure Appropriate Calculation, Collection, and Distribution of Fees
and Fines

The SEC audit team found inaccuracies in our Court’s calculation and distribution of fines and
fees. These inaccuracies are a serious problem that our Court has tried to work through unsuccessfully
with ISD, the contractor providing our case management systems. We then came to the conclusion that
we needed to proactively remedy the problem ourselves. Our Court has already made a request to the
AOC Audit Unit to assist us by providing an analysis of our Court’s collection and distribution formulas
and methodology. Since the 2011 audit, our Court has hired a new Fiscal Director who, with our
Operations Manager, is engaged in an ongoing collection/distribution fine and fee correction project.
Our Operations Manager is focused on the correct collection of fines and fees. Our Fiscal Director is
focused on the correct distribution of those fines and fees. Incrementally, the Fiscal Director and
Operations Manager are reviewing and correcting fines and fees collection and distribution. As to be
expected, this is a slow and laborious task but it is essential that it be done.



BUDGET FY 14-15

BUDGET FY 15-

Fund Balance
*Restricted
TOTAL

REVENUE

812100 45.10 TCTF
816000 State Receipts
MOU/Reimbursements

TOTAL

SALARIES

FY 15-16 Salaries

Expenses

FY 15/16 Operating Expense
Total Expenses

Total Deficit

* 205 Automation Fund

Fund Balance $ 24,925

*Restricted $ (24,915)

TOTAL $ 10
REVENUE

812100 45.10 TCTF $ 1,338,448

816000 State Receipts $ 85,641

MOU/Reimbursements $ 285,874

837000Jury Plus Reimbursement $ 16,939

TOTAL $ 1,726,912
SALARIES

[FY 14-15 Salaries $ 1,245,359
Expenses

FY 14/15 Operating Expense $ 551,199

Total Expenses $ 1,796,558

Total Deficit $ (69,646)

* 205 Automation Fund $ (12,444)

Total Deficit $ (82,090)

Total Deficit

* Resticted Funds 2% Automation



TRIAL COURT CHART OF ACCOUNTS

EXPENSE

Detail Listing
Revision 8

ACCOUNT NAME

NUMBER

ACCOUNT ACCOUNT

DESCRIPTION

FY12-13 Actual

FY 13-14 Actual

FY14-15 Budget

As of: 06/01/2012

Page 2 of 7




TRIAL COURT CHART OF ACCOUNTS

EXPENSE

Detail Listing
Revision 8

ACCOUNT NAME ACCOUNT ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION FY14/15 Budget
NUMBER

TRIAL COURT REVENUE

812100 PROGRAM 45.10 - OPERATIONS - REVENUE

816000 OTHER STATE RECEIPTS - REVENUE

821000 LOCAL FEES REVENUE

821200 ENHANCED COLLECTIONS - REVENUE

822000 LOCAL NON-FEES REVENUE

823000 OTHER - REVENUE

825000 INTEREST INCOME

826000 INVESTMENT INCOME

TRIAL COURT REIMBURSEMENTS

831000 GENERAL FUND 0001 - MOU/REIMBURSEMENTS

832000 PROGRAM 45.10 FUND 0932 - MOU/REIMBURSEMENTS

833000 PROGRAM 45.25 OPERATIONS FUND 0932 - REIMBURSEMENTS

834000 PROGRAM 45.45 OPERATIONS FUND 0932 - REIMBURSEMENTS

835000 PROGRAM 45.55 OPERATIONS FUND 0932 - REIMBURSEMENTS

836000 MODERNIZATION FUND 0556 - REIMBURSEMENTS

837000 IMPROVEMENT FUND 0159 - REIMBURSEMENTS

838000 AOC GRANTS - REIMBURSEMENTS

838000 NON-AOC GRANTS - REIMBURSEMENTS

840000 COUNTY PROGRAM - RESTRICTED FUNDS - REIMBURSEMENTS

850000 REIMBURSEMENTS BETWEEN COURTS

860000 REIMBURSEMENTS - OTHER

PRIOR YEAR REVENUE

890000 PRIOR YEAR REVENUE

As of: 06/01/2012 Page 3 of 7



TRIAL COURT CHART OF ACCOUNTS

EXPENSE
Detail Listing
Revision 8
ACCOUNT NAME ACCOUNT ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION FY14/15 Budget
NUMBER
TOTALS [ 172600300

As of: 06/01/2012

Page 4 of 7



MONO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
BUDGET PACKAGE SCHEDULE 7A

HEALTH Non-Sal. Benefits. Total

9.50%

Tot. Sal Drv.

Flex Spend

FTE Confidential Employees ANNUAL 21.46% 1.45%

1 H Gonzalez CEO $ 25,651 $ $ 1,733 % 11,357 $ $ 15,771 $ 552 $ 220 $ 4,731 $ 244 $ 24 $ 72 % 840

1 K Goforth Ops Manager $ 18,137 $ 845 $ 1,226 $ 8,030 $ 2,536 $ 7,885 $ 276 $ 110 $ 2,366 $ 17 $ 12 $ 36 $ 1,250

1 A. Caton Executive Asst $ 10,410 $ 485 % 703 $ 4,609 $ 1,455 $ 20,502 $ 960 $ 379 $ - $ 34 3% 24 3 72 $ 450

1 E.Allen Fiscal Director $ 16,326 $ $ 1,103 $ 7,228 $ $ = $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $

1 F. Espana Network Admin. $ 12,662 $ $ 856 $ 5,606 $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

5 Total Confidential $ 387,689 99,142

|Stationery Engineers (union)

1 H. Kenney Dpty Clerk 11l 10,625 $ $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $ -
1 K. Richmond  Dpty Clerk Il 2,393 $ $ $ $ 10,251 $ $ $ - $ $ $ $
1 D. Mead Dpty Clerk | 7,026 $ $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $
1 S. Gillespie Dpty Clerk Il 8,032 $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $
1 A. Bradley Dpty Clerk | 8,076 $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $
1 S. Oliveira Senior Clerk 12,308 $ $ $ $ 15,771 $ $ $ 4,731 $ $ $ $
1 M. Torres Dpty Clerk | 6,979 $ $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $
1 S. Kadish Acct Assist 8,586 $ $ $ $ 20502 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.5 G. Ramos Interpreter $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.25 D.Knowles Commissioner $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $
[[8.75 Total Clerks / Union $ 343,095 160,445
$ 730,784 $ 254,988 $ 259,587
$ 1,045,359 ]
| Clerks Added Total Salary $ 1,045,359 |
H Gonzalez $ $ 6,292
K Goforth $ $ -
A. Caton $ $ 2,553
E.Allen $ $ 4,005
F. Espana $ $ 2,299
H. Kenney $ $ 2,563
K. Richmond $ $ 12,812
D. Mead $ $ 1,724
S. Gillespie $ $ 1,927
A. Bradley $ $ 1,981
S. Oliveira $ $ 2,975
M. Torres $ $ 1,712
S. Kadish $ $ 2,106
Total 726,536 683,588 $ 42,947

10/17/2014 6:11 PM MAB
Section IV Question A Salary FY14-15



MONO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
BUDGET PACKAGE SCHEDULE 7A

T
Fees Flex Spend Non-Sal. Benefits. Total

HEALTH Tot. Sal Drv.

1 H Gonzalez CEO 25,755
1 A. Caton Executive Asst 10,976
1 E.Allen Fiscal Director 17,212
1 F. Espana Network Admin. 13,316

$ 313,458 $ 114,121

15,771 4,731
20,502 -

= 20,502

7,885 12,617

1 H. Kenney Dpty Clerk Il $ 10,668 $ $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 K. Richmond  Dpty Clerk Il $ 9,851 $ 459 $ $ $ 10,251 $ $ $ = $ $ $ $

1 D. Mead Dpty Clerk | $ 7,556 $ 352 $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 S. Gillespie Dpty Clerk 11 $ 8722 $ 406 $ $ $ - $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $

1 A. Bradley Dpty Clerk | $ 8,614 $ 401 $ $ $ - $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $

1 S. Oliveira Senior Clerk $ 13,167 $ 614 $ $ $ 15771 $ $ $ 4,731 $ $ $ $

1 M. Torres Dpty Clerk | $ 7,341 $ 342 % $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 S. Kadish Acct Assist $ 9,052 $ 422 $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.5 G. Ramos Interpreter 1578 $ 254 $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.25 D.Knowles Commissioner $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $

$ 394103
$ 660,366 $ 246,534 $ 247,636

160,445

| Clerks Added Total Salary

H Gonzalez $ $ 5,808
A. Caton $ $ 2,475
E.Allen $ $ 3,881
F. Espana $ $ 2,225
H. Kenney $ $ 2,365
K. Richmond $ $ 2,222
D. Mead $ $ 1,704
S. Gillespie $ $ 1,927
A. Bradley $ $ 1,943
S. Oliveira $ $ 2,929
M. Torres $ $ 1,655
S. Kadish $ $ 2,041
Total $ 691,542 $ 660,366 $ 31,176

10/17/2014 6:11 PM MAB
Section IV Question A Salary FY15-16



MONO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
BUDGET PACKAGE SCHEDULE 7A

T
Fees Flex Spend Non-Sal. Benefits. Total

HEALTH Tot. Sal Drv.

1 H Gonzalez CEO 25,755
1 A. Caton Executive Asst 11,524
1 E.Allen Fiscal Director 18,072
1 F. Espana Network Admin. 13,963

$ 323,034 $ 117,607

15,771 4,731
20,502 -

= 20,502

7,885 12,617

1 H. Kenney Dpty Clerk Il $ 10,597 $ $ $ $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 K. Richmond  Dpty Clerk Il $ 10,062 $ 469 $ 680 $ 4,455 $ $ 10,251 $ $ $ = $ $ $ $

1 D. Mead Dpty Clerk | $ 7,935 $ 370 $ 536 $ 3513 $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 S. Gillespie Dpty Clerk Il $ 8,970 $ 418 % 606 $ 3971 $ $ = $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $

1 A. Bradley Dpty Clerk | $ 9,044 $ 421 $ 611 $ 4,004 $ $ - $ $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $

1 S. Oliveira Senior Clerk $ 13,639 $ 636 $ 922 % 6,039 $ $ 15,771 $ $ $ 4731 % $ $ $

1 M. Torres Dpty Clerk | $ 7,691 $ 358 $ 520 $ 3,405 $ $ 7,885 $ $ $ 12,617 $ $ $ $

1 S. Kadish Acct Assist $ 9,505 $ 443 % 642 $ 4,208 $ $ 20,502 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.5 G. Ramos Interpreter 1578 $ 254 $ 369 $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $
0.25 D.Knowles Commissioner $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ $

$ 405626
$ 683,953 $_ 254,215 $ 247,636

160,445

| Clerks Added Total Salary

H Gonzalez $ $ 5,808
A. Caton $ $ 2,599
E.Allen $ $ 4,075
F. Espana $ $ 2,333
H. Kenney $ $ 2,390
K. Richmond $ $ 2,269
D. Mead $ $ 1,789
S. Gillespie $ $ 2,023
A. Bradley $ $ 2,039
S. Oliveira $ $ 3,076
M. Torres $ $ 1,734
S. Kadish $ $ 2,143
Total $ 716,232 $ 683,953 $ 32,279

10/17/2014 6:11 PM MAB
Section IV Question A Salary FY16-17



FY 2014-2015 FY 2013-2014 FY 2012-2013
Fund Balance s 24,925.00 Fund Balance S 478,499.00 Fund Balance s 1,321,146.00
*Restricted s (24,915.00) *Restricted S (12,471.00)
Revenue s 1,726,902.00 Revenue S 1,624,115.00 Revenue s 971,392.00
*Restricted s (12,444.00) *Restricted S (12,444.00)
Expenditures s (1,796,558.00) Expenditures S (2,102,614.00) Expenditures s (2,112,199.00)
Ending Fund Balance s (44,731.00) Ending Fund Balance S - Ending Fund Balance s 180,339.00
Restricted Fund Balance s (37,359.00) Restricted Fund Balance S 24,915.00
Total Fund Balance 3 (82,090.00) Total Fund Balance S 24,915.00 Total Fund Balance 3 180,339.00

* Restricted Funds 2% Automation



JAFINANCE\Budget 14-16\Supplemental Funding Application 10-1-14110-1-14 DRAFT Supplemental-Funding-Application-Form.doc

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM

Please check the type of funding that is being requested:

[[] CASH ADVANCE (Complete Section | only.)

URGENT NEEDS (Complete Sections | through IV.)

ONE-TIME DISTRIBUTION

[] LOAN
SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION
SUPERIOR COURT: PERSON AUTHORIZING REQUEST (Presiding Judge or Court Executive Officer):
Click to enter County Laura Masunaga, Presiding Judge
Siskiyou CONTACT PERSON AND CONTACT INFO:

Mary Frances McHugh, CEO @ 530-842-8218 / mchugh@siskiyou.courts.ca.gov

DATE OF SUBMISSION: DATE FUNDING IS NEEDED BY: REQUESTED AMOUNT:
Click here to enter a date. Click here to enter a date. $72,150
9-26-14 11-1-14

REASON FOR REQUEST

(Please briefly summarize the reason for this funding request, including the factors that contributed to the need for
funding. If your court is applying for a cash advance, please submit a cash flow statement when submitting this
application. Please use attachments if additional space is needed.)

Siskiyou needs full 100% restoration of its 2% reserve in order to balance its budget and pay its obligations.

The scheduled 2% reserve for Siskiyou County Superior Court is $72,150.00. Without the 2% reserve the Siskiyou
County Superior Court will have a shortfall and be unable to meet all of its budgeted expenses. Siskiyou's budgeted
total revenues included accounting for receipt of the full 2%. Without that revenue, Siskiyou has a negative fund
balance of $30,113. (See Attachment |.A, Schedule 1 with Revision). Siskiyou's budgeted annual expenditures
total $4,976,889 of which $3,881,763 is salaries & benefits (78%). Of the Court's salaries and benefits, 18% is
supported by programs which provide reimbursement funding such as Court Appointed Counsel (Dependency),
interpreters, enhanced collections and AB 1058. Those funds are all paid in arrears.

As of this application Siskiyou has received its July, August and September allocations totaling $1,543,814. From
this allocation, 5 payrolls have been issued totaling $700,000 along with one partial payroll which was supported by
a cash advance of $158,000 (July 2014, and which has been repaid), for a total of $858,000. Operating
expenditures, including payments on contract obligation for the year to day total $201,529 (see Attachment 1.B —
Trial Balance). Siskiyou County Superior Court has a bi-weekly payroll (26 weeks in a year). Each payroll averages
$140,000.00 (salaries & benefits, see Attachment IV.A.2, page 3).

Siskiyou County must conserve its allocations to meet the full annual payroll, however, in the month of October there
are three (3) payroll pay periods which will require 1.5 times the regular monthly payroll (approximately $420,000).
This will recur in May 2015. Additionally, in November, the court's allocation will not be received before the first pay
period of the month which is November 14™. The payroll obligation for this 1% month period will thus equal $560,000
at a time when available cash is projected to be about $484,285. There are no fund balances available for these
expenditures. Siskiyou is self-funding an upgrade of its Case Management System, which schedules full contract
expenditure by December 31, 2014,

The scheduled allocations for Siskiyou County for the months of October 2014 through January 2015 equal
$116,076 monthly. In February 2015, the scheduled allocation is $56,824. (See Attachment |.C, FY 14-15 Estimated
Distribution of TCTF Base Allocation as of August 2014). Having the 2% restored will allow the Court to meet its
payroll in October and November. The Court has a fund balance of $529,914, these funds are encumbered for
contracts for CMS and DMS, these funds cannot be used for payroll as they are already reserved for committed
obligations. In November and December 2014, Siskiyou County Superior Court will be expending its fund balances
for one time expenditures related to contracts for case management upgrades and document management systems.
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Section Il through Section IV of this form is required to be completed if your court is applying for supplemental funding
for urgent needs (unavoidable funding shortfall, unforeseen emergency or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs). Please submit attachments to respond to Sections Il through Section IV.

SECTION Ii: TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE

A,

What would be the consequence to the public and access to justice if your court did not receive the
requested funding?

If payroll cannot be met, an immediate and catastrophic need for furloughs or layoffs would arise to avoid further
payroll liabilities and would result in immediate and unplanned closure of the courts so that services would be
disrupted.

What would be the consequence to your court’s operations if your court did not receive the requested
funding?
If payroll cannot be met, the consequences are an immediate and catastrophic need for furloughs or layoffs to minimize
payroll liabilities, and court operations would be disrupted by immediate and unplanned closures and drops in staffing
levels.

What measures will your court take to mitigate the consequences to access to justice and court
operations if funding is not approved by the Judicial Council?

Minimize the number of furloughs or layoffs required in order to keep court functioning at a minimal level.

Find ways to reduce unplanned but mandated costs, such as court ordered psychological evaluations and other
similar costs. Siskiyou very timely and aggressively files its claims for reimbursable funding.

Siskiyou is implementing several upgrades of electronic systems to take advantage of efficiencies which are
needed due to staff reductions. The Court is a recipient of a grant for Jury Management System upgrade; the
Court is self-funding a Case Management System upgrade scheduled to go live December 19, 2014, with a
contract value of $176,000; the Court has self-funded the upgrade all of its servers and software systems to
accommodate the new CMS at a contract value last fiscal year of $100,000. The Court has self-funded and
implemented an electronic document management system over the past fiscal year at a contract value of
$180,000, which will reduce staff labor on responding to document search requests. The Court has implemented
receipt of payment by credit/debit card which has been enthusiastically accepted by the Court's customers.

Please provide five years of filing and termination numbers.
See Attachment I1.D.

APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FORM (Continued)

SECTION lil: REVENUE ENHANCEMENT AND COST CONTROL MEASURES

A.

If supplemental funding was received in prior year, please identify amount received and explain why
additional funding is again needed in the current fiscal year.

Siskiyou County Superior Court has not received supplemental funding in any prior year. This fiscal year, Siskiyou
County Superior Court received a cash advance for payroll coverage in the month of July and that cash advance
has been repaid.

If the request for supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern, the court must include an
expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies how the court will resolve its ongoing funding
issue.

Not applicable.

What has your court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue enhancement and/or
expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court closures?
See Attachment III.C,

Please describe the employee compensation changes (e.g. cost of living adjustments and benefit
employee contributions) and staffing levels for past five fiscal years for the court.

There have been no cost of living adjustments for employee compensation given by the Siskiyou County Superior
Court since 2009 (excepting the Commissioner position which is pegged to judicial COLAs). All employees
contribute to their employee share of cost of retirement benefits and a share of health care costs. See
Attachment IV.C for staffing levels over past 5 fiscal years, Quarterly Financial Statement Certifications for
FY 09-10/13-14.

Page 2 of 3
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SECTION IV: FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Please provide the following:

A. Current detailed budget projections/estimates for the current fiscal year, budget year and budget year plus
one (e.g., if current fiscal year is FY 2012-2013, then budget year would be FY 2013-2014 and budget year
plus one would be FY 2014-2015).

See Attachment IV A.1: Current FY Budget; Attachment IV.A.2: budget year and budget year plus.

B. Current status of your court’s fund balance.
See Attachment IV.B.

C. Three-year history of your court’s year-end fund balances, revenues, and expenditures.
See Attachment IV.C: Quarterly Financial Statement Certifications for FY 09-10/13-14.

D. If the trial courts’ application is for one-time supplemental funding, please explain why a loan would

not be appropriate.
A loan would not be appropriate as there is no funding source to repay it and there is no material change

in the Court’s condition in future fiscal years.

E. The most recent audit findings of fiscal issues and the remediation measures taken to address them.
See Attachment IV.E.

Page 3 of 3
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Urgent Needs Funding Application of Siskiyou County Superior Court - Attachments Table of Contents

Attachments 1.B, 11.D, IV.A.2 and IV.B were prepared during the period of September 12 — 23, 2014, and reflect the
fiscal condition of the Court during that period.
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Attachment I.C Fiscal Year 14-15 Estimated Distribution of TCTF Base Allocation as of | 12
August 2014
Attachment I1.D Filings and Dispositions past 5 fiscal years, Siskiyou County Superior 14
Court
Attachment I11.C Past Efforts re Revenues and Expenditures, Siskiyou County Superior | 21
Court
Attachment lIl.D Quarterly Financial Statements, Siskiyou County Superior Court FY 67,90
2009-2010 to 2013-2014
Attachment IV.A.1 | Current Fiscal Year Budget, Siskiyou County Superior Court 68
Attachment IV.A.2 | Budget year and budget Year Plus (9-16-14 Detailed Budget 80
Projections FY 14-15/FY15-16/FY 16-17 and Table A-Estimated 2015~
2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 WAFM Allocation Adjustments
Using 2014-2015 WAFM — assumes $90.6 million in new 2015-2016
funding for general court operations
Attachment IV.B Current Fund Balance, Siskiyou County Superior Court 88
Attachment IV.C Quarterly Financial Statement Certifications, Siskiyou County
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90
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Schedule 1 as Certified - included the receivable of the 2%

SUMMARY OF SUBMITTED BUDGET
Beginning Balance

Current Year Financing Sources
Total Financing Sources

Total Expenditures

Fund Balance

Fund Balance Classifications
Nonspendable

Restricted

Committed

Assigned

Unassigned

Schedule 1 showing revision of 2%

SUMMARY OF SUBMITTED BUDGET
Beginning Balance
Current Year Financing Sources

Total Financing Sources
Total Expenditures

Fund Balance

Fund Balance Classifications
Nonspendable

Restricted

Committed

Assigned

Unassigned

General -TCTF
310,056.00
3,741,171.00
4,051,227.00
4,049,645.00
1,582.00

0.00
0.c0
0.00
1,582.00
0.00

General -TCTF
310,056.00
3,741,171.00
[72,150.00)
3,979,077.00
4,048,645.00
{70,368.00)

Q.00
0.00
0.00
1,582.00
0.00

General -

Non-TCTF
192,018.00
{105,495.00)
85,523.00
86,314.00
205.00

0.00
0.00
o.00
209.00
0.00

General -

Nen-TCTF
192,018.00
(105,485.00)

86,523.00
86,314.00
209.00

.00
0.00
0.00
205.00
0.00

J\FINANCE\Budget 14-15\Suppl

Specisl Revenue
General Mon-Grant

502,074.00 27,839.00
3,635,676.00 318,750.00
4,137,750.00 346,589.00
4,135,952.00 308,134.00
1,791.00 38,455.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 38,455.00
0.00 0.00
1,791.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

Special Revenue

General Nen-Grant

502,074.00 27,839.00
3,635,675.00 318,750.00
4,137,750.00 346,589.00
4,135,959.00 308,134.00
1,791.00 38,455.00°
0.00 0.00
0.00 38,455.00
0.00 0.00
1,791.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

1tal Funding Application 10-1-14\3-23-14 Revision to Schedule 1 showing loss of 2%

Special Revenue
Grant
0.00
532,796.00
532,796.00
532,756.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Special Revenue
Grant
0.00
532,796.00

532,796.00
532,796.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Capital Project
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Capital Project
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00

*These funds are restricted for dispute resolution program to he created per statutory guidelines and cannot be used except for those purposes.

Dabt Service
Q.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Debt Service
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Q.00
.00
Q.00
0.00
0.00

Proprietary
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Proprietary
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

TOTAL
529,913.00
4,487,222.00
5,017,135.00
4.976,889.00
40,245.00
0.00
0.00
38,455.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00

TOTAL
529,913.00
4,487,222.00
(72,150.00)
4,415,072.00
4,976,889.00
30,113.00]
0.00
0.00
38,455.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00
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Attachment 1.B — Trial Balance




SUPERIOR COURTS OF CALIFORNIA
Superior Court of Siskiyou
Trial Balance - Debit/Credit Detail

Fiscal Year : 2014

Period ¢ 3 -SEPTEMBER

Fund tZSFUND-ALL ~ CONSOLIDATED

Transaction : ZGLO10

User s MFMICHUGH

Run Date :09-12-2014

Run Time :16:33:55

GL ACCOUNTS OPEN BALANCE  DEBITS CREDITS ENDING BALANCE
100000 POOLED CASH 136299.42 528177.78 -444636.45 219840.75
100011 OPS DEPOSIT 0 94225.11 -107785.13 -13560.02
100017 OPS OUTGOING EFT 0 13559.56 -13559.56 0
100025 DISB CHECK-OPERATIONS -44030.91 17881.82 -71720.45 -97869.54
100027 DISB OUTGOING EFT -2402.63 14130.94 -11728.31 0
100037 PR OUTGOING EFT 0 152857.98 -152857.98 0
100117 UCF OUTGOING EFT 0 1.52 -50213.83 -50212.31
100151 TRUST DEPOSIT 0 962.8 -962.8 0
100165 TRUST DISBURSEMENT CHECK -150 0 0 -150
112100 CASH PAYROLL OPERATIONS CLEARIN 0 107277.28 -107277.28 0
114000 CASH-REVOLVING 10100 0 0 10100
119001 CASH ON HAND - CHANGE FUND 800 0 0 800
119002 CASH ON HAND - PETTY CASH 375 0 0 375
120001 CASH WITH COUNTY -2700 0 0 -2700
120002 CASH OUTSIDE OF AOC 64836.72 0 0 64836.72
120050 SHORT TERM INVESTMENTS-LAIF 864498.17 0 -300000 564498.17
120051 SHORT TERM INVESTMENTS-CAPITAL 122160.26 181681.03 -6717.4 297123.89
131204 A/R-DUE FROM AOC (CUSTOMER) 13901.91 0 0 13501.91
131601 A/R - DUE FROM EMPLOYEE 366.3 0 0 366.3
140011 OPERATIONS-DUE FROM TRUST 17.89 9.03 0 26.92
301001 A/P - GENERAL -1612.57 164611.02 -162998.45 0
311403 INTEREST CONTROL ACCOUNT -9.03 27.44 -18.41 0
314011 TRUST-DUE TO OPERATIONS -17.89 0 -9.03 -26.92
321600 A/P-TC145 LIABILITY -50212.31 100424.62 -50212.31 0
323001 A/P - SALES & USE TAX -1249.72 0 0 -1249.72
323010 TREASURY INTEREST PAYABLE -0.76 1.52 -0.76 0
351003 LIABILITIES FOR DEPOSITS - STALE DA -355.81 0 0 -355.81
353003 CIVIL TRUST-OTHER( RPRTR FEES, APF -84903.66 0 -140 -85043.66
353004 JURY FEES- NON-INTEREST BEARING -3697.8 0 -341.4 -4039.2
353090 FUNDS HELD OUTSIDE OF THE AOC -62136.72 0 0 -62136.72
374001 PAYROLL CLEARING ACCOUNT - LIABI 0 52096.91 -52096.91 0
374101 RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTIONS EE & E 0 22586.69 -22586.69 0
374102 RETIREMENT BENEFITS - JUDGES 0 92.32 -92.32 0
374201 VOLUNTARY DEDUCTIONS EE -33.3 0 0 -33.3
374305 SOCIAL SECURITY & MEDICARE PAYAI 0 12353 -12353 0
374401 STATE INCOME TAX WITHHOLDING-E 0 2420.16 -2420.16 0
374501 FEDERAL INCOME TAX WITHHOLDINC 0 8017.19 -8017.19 0

J\FUNDING 2014\9-12-14 Trial Balance thru Period 3 FY 2014 - mfm




374603
374701
374702
374703
374705
374706
374707
374709
374801
535001
552001
552002
553001
554001
615001

UNION DUES

HEALTH BENEFITS PAYABLE EE & ER
BENEFITS PAYABLE-MEDICAL EE AND
BENEFITS PAYABLE-DENTAL EE AND E
BENEFITS PAYABLE-LIFE EE AND ER
BENEFITS PAYABLE-FLEX SPENDING E
BENEFITS PAYABLE-LTD EE AND ER
BENEFITS PAYABLE-SUPP INSURANCE
DEFERRED COMPENSATION PAYABLE
RESERVE FOR ENCUMBRANCES
FUND BALANCE - RESTRICTED

FUND BALANCE - COMMITTED

FUND BALANCE - ASSIGNED

FUND BALANCE - UNASSIGNED
ENCUMBRANCES

NET BALANCE SHEET

812110
812140
812144
812146
812151
812152
812153
812158
812159
812160
812165
812167
821120
821202
822121
825010
831010
832011
832012
833010
834010
837011
838010
838020
839010
841011
861011
900301
900320
900325
900327
906303
906311

TCTF-PROGRAM 45.10-OPERATIONS
TCTF-PROGRAM 45.10-SMALL CLAIM
TCTF-PROGRAM 45.10-CLERKS TRAN
TCTF-PROGRAM 45.10-COPY PREPAR.
TCTF-10-CUSTODY/VISITATION - MED
TCTF-PROGRAM 45.10-RETURNED CF
TCTF-PROGRAM 45,10-GUARDIANSH
TCTF-10-CUSTODY/VISITATION - FAM
TCTF-10-CIVIL ASSESSMENT
45,10-AUTOMATED RECORDKEEPING
TCTF-PROG 45.10-STEP PARENT ADOI
45.10-GC 77207.5 REPLACEMENT 2%
OTHER COURT RETAINED LOCAL FEES
ENHANCED COLLECTIONS (OTHER)
GC13963f RESTITUTION REBATE
INTEREST INCOME
GF-AB2030/AB2695 SERVICE OF PRO!
TCTF-PGM 45,10-JURY

TCTF-PGM 45.10-CAC

PROGRAM 45.25-JUDGES SALARIES
PROGRAM 45.45-COURT INTERPRETE
TRIAL COURT IMPROVEMENT AND M
AB1058 GRANTS

OTHER AOC GRANTS

NON-AOC GRANTS

DISPUTE RESOLUTION
MISCELLANEQUS REIMBURSEMENT
SALARIES - PERMANENT

LUMP SUM PAYOUTS

BILINGUAL PAY

MISCELLANEQUS DIFFERENTIAL
SALARIES - COMMISSIONERS
SALARIES - SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

0
12.22
429.32

-0.5
-605.95
0.04

0

0
-374668.44
-411352.67
-402346
-796336.39
1080121.38
374668.44
429764.01
-1041140
=15

-100
-1085
-120

-34

-200

-80

22385
-70

-200
-3083
5003.33
21068.36
50

18.12
2450
-11795
-20594
-5000

-11

907
15408.94
9170.5
15235.79
418

0
259585.72
-12793.37
610.47
5744.24
20368.27
3923.04

1482304.43

OO0 0 000 00000000000 0COoOQOoOOoO OO0 o

74909.54
0

179.55
1661.62
6035.34
1153.84

-498.42

0
-22082.15
-1280

0

-369.22

0
-1612.57
-6797.72

-1611385.

OO oo 0O 00O C OO0 COoOwoOo ooo o

-4804.28
-21026.09
-142.87
-60.11
-2450

o 0o o0 oo

-16277.55
-9170.5

0

-423
-2143.46

o o O O o o

JA\FUNDING 2014\9-12-14 Trial Balance thru Period 3 FY 2014 - mfm

12.22
-21652.83
-1280

-0.5
-975.17
0.04

0

0
-374668.44
-411352.67
-402346
-796336.39
1080121.38
374668.44
300682.54
-1041140
-15

-100
-1085
-120

-34

-200

-80
-22385

-70

-200

-3083
199.05
42.27
-92.87
-41.99

0

-11795
-20594
-5000

-11

907
-868.61

0
15235.79
-5
-2143.46
334495.26
-12793.37
790.02
7405.86
26403.61
5076.88




910301
910302
910401
910501
910502
910503
910601
912402
912501
913501
913502
913601
913699
913701
913803
920302
920599
920601
921799
922399
922699
922799
922899
925101
925102
926199
929299
933104
935202
935301
935499
938201
938401
938502
938503
938504
938513
938601
938701
938801
938802
939017
941101
942901
943201
943301
943501
952499
965101

SOCIAL SECURITY INS & MEDICARE - (
MEDICARE TAX

DENTAL INSURANCE

MEDICAL INSURANCE

FLEXIBLE BENEFITS

RETIREE BENEFIT

RETIREMENT (NON-JUDICIAL OFFICEF
DEFERRED COMPENSATION - 457
STATUTORY WORKERS COMPENSATI(
LIFE INSURANCE

LONG-TERM DISABILITY

VISION CARE INSURANCE

OTHER INSURANCE

OTHER JUDGES BENEFITS

PAY ALLOWANCES

BANK FEES

DUES AND MEMBERSHIP
MISCELLANEOUS OFFICE SUPPLIES
MEETINGS, CONFERENCES, EXHIBITS
LIBRARY PURCHASES AND SUBSCRIPT
MINOR EQUIPMENT - UNDER $5,000
EQUIPMENT RENTAL/LEASE

OFFICE EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

INTERNET ACCESS PROVIDER SERVICE
STAMPS, STAMPED ENVELOPES, POS?
TRAVEL IN STATE

TUITION AND REGISTRATION FEES
RENT/LEASE NON-STATE OWNED
JANITORIAL SERVICES

MAINTENANCE & SUPPLIES
CONSULTING SERVICES-TEMP HELP
GENERAL CONSULTANTS & PROFESSI
COURT INTERPRETER TRAVEL

COURT INTERPRETERS - REGISTERED
COURT INTERPRETERS - CERTIFIED
COURT INTERPRETER-LANGUAGE LIN
COURT REPORTERS SERVICES

COURT TRANSCRIPTS

DEPENDENCY COUNSEL CHRGS FOR (
DEPENDENCY COUNSEL CHRGS FOR F
EVALUATION MENTAL COMPETENCY
SHERIFF - REIMBURSEMENTS - AB203
COUNTY - OTHER SERVICES

IT MAINTENANCE

ITCOMMERCIAL CONTRACTS

IT REPAIRS & SUPPLIES

VEHICLE OPERATIONS

JURORS - FEES

16538.18
3931.77
5142.23

71765.43

3318.9
6031.26

58697.53

1907.61

12566
906.98
870.31
546.5
121.87
355.6
756
446.14
85
409.56
699.85
2248.38
15555.3
290.28
1300
611.8
1132.56
84.34
255.46
0

4450
1387.44
15.05
603

76229.17

2600.77

0
4016.21
114.63
5993.86
5479.81
6625.25
11508.81
17862.75
630
-29972.01
580.6
1060.65
101.21
55.3
5190

4992.33
1184.17
1224
19902.52
976.15

0
16696.35
551.56

105
1755.16
0
2697.84
2409.26
341.66
0
3549.75
0
29964.34
579.78
6618.93
0

0

2940

o o

-175

-44

OO0 0000000000000 0CO0O0C000C0O0O00CcC00COoO0CONODDODODOODODOoOOoOOC OO

J\FUNDING 2014\9-12-14 Trial Balance thru Period 3 FY 2014 - mfm

A S

21530.51
5115.94
6191.23

91667.95
4295.05
6031.26

75393.88
2459.17

12566
906.98
870.31

546.5
121.87
355.6
756
607.4
85
434.16
750.84
2870.13
15555.3
290.28
1850
611.8
1132.56
99.06
255.46
315
4615
1387.44
15.05
603

76229.17

2600.77

105
5771.37
114,63
8691.7
7889.07
6966.91

11508.81

21412.5

630
-7.67
1160.38
7679.58
101.21
55.3
8130




965102 JURORS - MILEAGE 7381.36 3274.88 0
965106 JURORS NON-SEQUESTERED MEALS 208.65 147.44 0
total 920302 - 965106 145241.18 56331.56

999910 PRIOR YEAR ADJUSTMENTS - EXPEND 282.23 0 0
NET REVENUE & EXP -429764.01 185798.53 -56717.06
NET TRIAL BALANCE 0 1668102.96 -1668102.56

JAFUNDING 2014\9-12-14 Trial Balance thru Period 3 FY 2014 - mfm

10656.24
356.09
201528.54
282.23
-300682.54
0




- Attachment I.C, FY 14-15 Estimated
Distribution of TCTF Base Allocation
as of August 2014



FY 2014-15 Estimated Distribution of TCTF Base Allocation as of August 2014

July Auguist September October Novemb D b January February March April May June July
Court 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2015 2015 201% 2015 2015 2015 2015 Total

1" Alameda 14,547 316 10,658,106 11,345,985 2,814,810 2814810 2,814,810 2,814,810 2,614,810 1.377.981 5778271 5778271 3,982,234 1,796,038 69,339,252
YAlpine 708,112 - - - - - = - - - - - - 108,112
Amador 428227 284,085 320528 79,544 79,544 79,544 79 544 78.544 38,941 163,288 163.289 112,534 50,754 1,959,467
Sutte 1673470 1.403.072 1,384,825 343,558 343,559 343 558 343,589 343,558 168,188 705,262 705,262 486,049 218215 8,463,145
Calaveras 388,550 274471 288,441 74.040 74.040 74040 74,040 74.040 36,248 151.990 151,990 104.744 47,244 1,823,876
Colusa 280 385 147,322 192,521 47,783 47763 47,763 47 763 47,763 23382 98.047 S8.047 67,566 30,473 1,176,558
lws| Contra Costa 6,923,074 5,680,977 5677422 1,408,504 1,408,504 1,408,504 1,408,504 1,408,504 £89,528 2,891,391 2,881,391 1,992675 828,718 34,696,696
Del Norte 462,485 168,352 283,954 70448 70448 70,448 70448 70446 34487 144812 1446512 95,662 44,949 1,735,343
El Derado 1.210,038 508,816 953,745 235,613 236,613 236613 236613 236,613 115,833 485722 485,722 334,751 150,875 5,628,668
Fresno 6,803.841 5883119 5.710.800 1,416,735 1,416,735 1,416,735 1416,735 1,416,735 593,558 2,908 288 2,808,288 2,004,320 903,871 34,899,460
Glenn 364,243 240,041 272,002 67 481 67 481 67,481 67,481 57,481 33.035 138,525 138,525 95462 43,068 1,662,294
Humboldt 1.068.077 B862.423 868.962 215578 215,578 215,579 215,579 215,578 105,536 442 544 442 544 304,964 137,857 5,310,532
Imperial 1404 881 1203241 1,173,866 281,247 291,247 291247 281,247 281,247 142,579 597,876 587,876 412,046 185,838 7,174,513
Inve 378818 313,517 311,896 77403 77403 77,403 77403 77,403 37.882 158,883 158,883 109,507 49,386 1;906,718
Kemn 6,013,856 5725021 5.283 846 1,310,862 1.310.882 1.310.862 1.310.862 1.310.862 £541,728 2.690,951 2,690,851 1,854,539 B36.416 32,291,418
Kings 1,143,171 928625 933,013 231470 231,470 231,470 231.470 231,470 113,316 475,164 475,164 327486 147 684 5,701,963
Lake 641,783 462,808 457 248 123,361 123,361 123,381 123,361 123,381 60,391 253,237 253,237 174,518 78,715 3,038,839
Lassen 457 735 302,958 342,406 84,947 84,947 84,847 84,947 84.947 41,588 174,380 174,380 120176 54201 2,092,558
Los Angeles 87 350,743 76,248,020 73,638,633 18,268,133 18,262,133 18,269,133 18,262,133 18,269,133 8,943 591 37,503,081 37,503,061 25848136 11,656,923 450,036,733
|Madera 1,232,118 968,785 980,877 245,776 245,776 245776 245776 245776 120318 504,531 504.531 347712 156,820 5,054,374
Marin 2,481,220 1,777,183 1,918,804 475,537 475,537 475,537 475537 475,537 232798 976.188 976,188 672 762 303,427 11,714,255
Manposa 195,633 162,191 161,065 39,858 38.958 39,958 39,958 38,958 18,562 82,027 82027 56,530 25,498 984,323
Mendocing 857,803 846,417 681,585 168,084 169.084 169.084 165,094 169,084 82,779 347117 347117 238222 107,892 4,166,402
Merced 1,851,542 1.544.338 1,528,563 378,218 378,218 379.219 378.219 379,218 185645 778.465 778.485 536,458 241,968 9,341,580
Modoe 192.258 112,154 137,023 33,8954 33,984 33,984 33,884 33,594 16,842 69,783 69,783 48,090 21690 837,393
Maono 243100 216,357 208812 51,308 £1,308 51,208 51,308 51,308 251117 105,325 105328 72,588 32,737 1,263,901
Monterey 2,950,760 2.362,157 2391483 533,300 593.300 593,300 593,300 593,300 290,448 1.217.932 1.217.932 839.367 378,565 14,615,184
Napa 1283668 983.357 1.024.841 254.276 254278 254 278 254,278 254276 124,480 521.981 521,981 359,733 162,248 6,263,769
Nevada 904,419 718,505 730,515 181,233 181,233 181.233 181.233 181,233 88,722 372,036 372,036 256,396 115,636 4,464,430
Crange 24,413,248 19,833.018 19,816,253 4,840,997 4,240,997 4,840,997 4,940,997 4,840,597 2,418.848 10,142,928 10,142,928 £,880.238 3,152,686 121,715,133
Placer 2,443 579 2,031,560 2,014,362 489.740 499,740 488740 499,740 488 740 244,646 1,025 872 1,025,872 707 006 318,868 12,310,466
Plumas 288,841 160,310 206,674 51274 91,274 51,274 51,274 51,274 25101 105,255 105,255 72,536 2718 1,263,057
Riverside 13,350,391 11,801,585 11,321,478 2,808,730 2,808,730 2,808,730 2,808,730 2,808,730 1,375.004 5,765,780 5,765,790 3.973.832 1.782.158 69,189,479
Sacramanto 12,865,827 10,546,280 10,538,328 2,674,440 2,614,440 2.614.440 2.614.440 2814440 1,278,830 5,366,948 5,365 8948 3,698,761 1,668,184 64,403,376
San Benile 520,284 321,926 379,089 94,048 94 048 S4 048 24 048 94,048 46,041 193,062 193,062 133,048 60,007 2,316,740
San Bemardine 14,745,807 12,962,484 12,472,138 3,084 196 3.084 196 3,094,196 3.084 196 3,094,185 1,514,753 6.351.797 6,351,797 4,377 481 1,874,305 76,221,562
San Diego 25212.087 19,668,827 20,201,027 5,011,646 5.011.646 5.011.646 5.011.646 5,011,646 2,453 434 10,287 957 10,287,857 7,090,185 3,197,762 123,455,480
San Francisco 10,161,805 7586840 7,989.115 1,882,008 1,882,008 1,982,009 1.982,008 1,982,009 970,286 4,068,688 4,068 688 2,804,028 1.264 655 43,824,250
San Joaguin 5,005,586 4.132.601 4,113,306 1,020,464 1.020,484 1,020,454 1.020.464 1,020,464 493,565 2,094,820 2.084 820 1443599 £51,127 25,137,844
San Luis Obispo 2,359 687 1,926 841 1,925,464 478678 478,678 478678 478678 478.678 234,335 962 635 582,635 677,210 305427 11,791,624
San Mateo 6.058,146 4,867 141 4,827 688 1,187 697 1,197,697 1,197,697 1.197.697 1,197,667 586,329 2,458 644 2,458 644 1,684,428 764,209 29,603,723
Santa Barbara 3,773,385 2,804 633 2,360,916 734,570 734,570 734570 734,570 734,570 358,606 1,507,932 1,507,832 1,038,228 463,702 18,095,184
Santa Clara 14,902,531 10,670,157 11.514,001 2,856,493 2,856,483 2,856,493 2856493 2856 453 1.398 387 5,853,838 5,863,838 4,041,202 1,822 634 70,366,063
Santa Cnuz 2029301 1615500 1.640.608 407 016 407,016 407 016 407 016 407,016 199,253 B835.527 835,527 575,825 258,705 10,026,326
Shasta 2,112,529 1,584 468 1.709,285 424,057 424 057 424,057 424 057 424 057 207,586 870,508 870,508 599,928 270,575 10,448,092
Sierrz 108,130 138,354 111,848 27,748 27,748 27,748 27,748 27,748 13,584 56.962 56.:862 39,258 17,707 683,546
Siskiyou 622,314 417,140 467,882 116,076 116,076 118,076 115.078 116,076 56,824 238.282 238,262 164223 74,062 2,869,389
Solano 3,481,523 2,859.374 2,854,182 708,080 708,080 708020 708,080 708.090 346 843 1,453,575 1.483.575 1,001,763 451812 17,442,897
Sonoma 3,801,059 3.154,135 3,175,704 787 856 TE7.856 787,856 787,856 787,856 385692 1817318 1.617.318 1.114,613 502,706 19,407,827
Stanislaus 3,088.224 2,641.317 2696478 668.966 E68.966 658 966 658,966 558, 966 327 490 1,373,260 1.373.260 946 411 426,845 16,479,116
Sutter 757,889 528,330 623,969 154,799 154,789 154,759 154 7e8 154,798 75,781 317,774 317,774 218,004 88,775 3,813,291
Tehama 591,671 468.000 476,982 118,334 118,334 118,334 118.334 118,334 57,930 242917 242,817 167,408 75,508 2,915,001
Trinity 289,958 239,199 238.186 53,0591 58,081 59.081 59,091 59,081 28,828 121,303 121,303 83,588 37,704 1,455,636
Tulare 2749 482 2,234.631 2,243 486 556,579 558,578 556,575 556,572 556,579 272,471 1,142,550 1,142,550 787 415 355,132 13,710,589
Tuolumne 578,820 411,632 445,870 110,615 110,618 110,615 110,818 110615 54,151 227,072 227072 156,497 70.580 2,724,869
fq:..&m 5485278 4,650,293 4,566,753 1,132,860 1,132,960 1.132.960 1.132.960 1.132.960 554,637 2325751 2325751 1,602,842 7229802 27,909,007
Yolo 1,538,098 1,235,678 1,248,538 309,748 308,748 309,748 308,748 308,748 151,636 535,854 635,854 438211 197,641 7,630,245
Yuba £62,215 532,433 537,738 133407 133,407 1335407 133,407 133,407 55,302 273,859 273,859 188.731 85123 3,286,302
IHmnr.u.__ 308,000,000 253,471,268 252,681,906 62,687,518 §2,687,516 62,687,516 62,687,516 62,687,618 30,688,460 128,685,567 128,685,567 88,686,704 38,998,820 | 1,544,335.872
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Attachment I.D —Filings and
Dispositions



Five Year Filings and Dispositions — Siskiyou County Superior Court

ol

i,

{ 2013-
L 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2014
%  FILINGS
CRIMINAL
Felony
Pre-Jbsis *
Homicide (10) g 10 3 12 7
Forcible Rape (20) 14 2 1 1 3
Kidnap (30) 5 2 2 3 3
Assault (40) 94 100 118 105 148
Robbery (50) 8 4 12 i 4
Sex Offense (60) 10 18 15 11 8
Property Offense (70) 119 118 127 122 157
Drug Offense (80) 166 155 149 145 164
Cther Felony (20)eg.,
FTA on Felony; Accessory;
Firearm Possession by felon,
elc. 125 113 132 102 89
Misc. Fel. Pet. (100) 34 26 18 27 17
Habeas Corpus (120) 9 2 11 9 ]
593 551 589 544 608
Misdemeanor
Assault & Batt. (210) 184 133 185 147 115
Property Offense {220) 45 43 54 53 56
Drug Offense (230) 257 179 171 180 118
Sex Offense (240) 5 3 3 L 3
Other NT Off. (250) 287 196 227 226 163
Dut (260) 385 348 346 267 253
Other Traffic  (270) 56 44 60 282 38
DWLS (280) 233 126 226 209 171
Traffic Infractions (290) 20,938 18,250 14,535 13,642 13,570
Non-Traffic Inf.  (300) 236 260 317 260 301
Parking Appeal (310) ' 0
Pre-Jbsis

19582 16134 15270 14788




2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
CIVIL UNLIMITED

(3

Pre-Jbsis **
Auto Tort (10) i1 8 g i3 16
Other PWPD/WD  (20) 29 8 21 11 19
Other Tort (30) 7 T 8 7
Employment (40) 1 1 2 0 4
Contract (50) 32 35 23 22 24
Real Property (80) 10 6 18 22 14
Unl. Detainer (70) i 0 1 1 1
Jud. Review (80) 9 10 8 10 13
Complex Litig. (20) 0 0 4] 0 0
Enforce Judg. (100) 3 0 1 1 1
Other civil (110) 91 113 g2 93 96
Sm. Claims App. (120) 11 3 8 2 5

Appeais a0 35 41 33

Mental Health 18 5] 3 1 5

Probate 97 107 108 115 108

370 339 338 330 311
Civil Limited
Pre-JBSIS Lid.
AutoTort (10} 5 3 6 0 1
Other PI/PD/WD (20) 2 2 4 3 2
Other Tort (30) 1 0 2 0 1
Employment (40) 10 1 12 5 5
Contract (50) 389 317 177 167 158
Real Property (60) 2 0 2 1 0
Unl. Detainer (70) 145 141 173 168 198
Jud. Review (80) 1 1 1 1 2
Complex Litig.  (890) 0 0 0 0 0
Enforce Judg. (100) 5 4 14 2 8
Other civil  (110) 40 37 99 125 111
Sm. Claims 144 143 110 103 105
744 648 600 575 591
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2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

. FAMILY LAW
o Pre-JBSIS FL
= Diss. W/Minor (10) 82 82 88 81 79
;ﬁ: Legal Sep W/Min (20) 5 8 6 4
- Nullity WiMinor  (30) 1 2 0 0
Diss W/O Minor (40) 94 80 g7 91 78
Legal Sep.W/O Minor
(50) 8 7 1 B 5
Nullity W/O Minor (80) 1 0 0 5 1
Establish Parental Rel.
(70) 24 14 15 17 7
DV Prevent W/ Minor
(80) 77 88 85 84 93
DV Prevent W/O Minor (90) 84 68 75 82 101
DCSS (100) 234 189 202 175 203
DA-UIFSA (110) 66 85 b4 54 55
Adoption (120) | 7 19 6 g
Other Fam. Law (130) 50 70 52 69 68
737 698 701 672 703
JUVENILE
Dependency
Dep 300 Original 88 46 78 73 78
Dep 342 Subsequent 0 3 0 0 0
Placement 387 13 8 10 14 10
Adoption 7 22 26 18 21
108 79 114 105 108
Delinquency
Status 601 Criginal 16 5 20 0 0
Deling. 602 Original 119 88 50 63 e
Staus 801 Subseguent 0 0 0 0 0
Deling. 602 Subseqg 0 4] 0 1 0
WE&I 777 0 0 0 0 0
135 93 70 64 71
TOTAL FILINGS 25313 21991 18546 17560
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DISPOSITIONS

2008-
= 10 2010-11  2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
=, BiTrial AfTrial BfTrial AlTrial BiTrial AfTrial BiTrial AfTrial BiTrial AlTrial

“CRIMINAL/FELONY
Homicide (10) 1 2 4 i 1 4 1 1 0
Forcible Rape (20) 5 6 0 0 1 0 0 1
Kidnap (30) 1 0 §] 0 1 0 1 0
Assault (40) 68 3 57 2 63 1 70 1 81 3
Robbery (50) [+ 5 7 0 T 0 5 0
Sex Offense (60) 8 19 8 1 13 0 7 1
Property Offense (70) 67 a2z 87 3 86 0 81 1
Drug Offense (80) 105 3 149 99 4 95 1 105 0
Other Felony (90) 76 80 4 B85 1 88 0 64 1
Misc. Fel. Pet. (100) 54 15 17 7 9 4 16 11 17 a
Reduced to Misd. (110) 98 1 53 25 0 54 Q 69 0
Habeas Corpus (120) 3 3 T 15 0 2] 0 7 g
492 27 489 13 359 15 444 14 438 7
Misdemeanor

Assault & Batt. (10) 137 142 127 5 138 5 2 g7
Property Offense (20) 43 56 33 2 43 0 0 46
Drug Offense (30) 164 176 2 118 0 123 0 4 82
Sex Offense (40) 3 3] 4 0 2 0 0 3
Other NT Off. (50) 258 247 2 195 3 204 1 7 136
DUl (60} 248 2 222 2 253 3 183 5 1 169
Other Traffic (70) 228 1 216 154 1 136 2 0 107
DWS (80) 108 1 109 100 1 142 2 7 106
Traffic infractions (80) 19832 1,111 18879 1.026 15334 757 12192 868 11,487 2.016
Non-Traffic Inf. (100} g5 27 158 23 208 25 7 19 63 94
Parking Appeal (110) 0

Pre-Jbsis
21117 1142 20211 1055 16526 792 13170 898 11571 2856
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m
o 2008-
= 10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

# CIVIL/JUNLIMITED BTral  A/Trial B/Trial AlTrial BiTrial AlTrial BiTrial AfTrial BfTrial  AfTrial
28 Auto Tort (10) 10 10 11 0 8 1 i 0
- Other PI/PD/WD (20) 17 3 22 4 18 3 1 4 8 1
Other Tort (30) 4 1 3] 3 4 4 4 0 2 0
Employment (40} 1 2 1 2 0 2 0 3 2
Contract (50) 24 2 34 1 34 4 14 0 27 4
Real Property (80) g 2 10 1 14 <] 14 3 20 2
Unl. Detainer (70) 2 0 0 1 0 1 ] 0 0
Jud. Review (80) 3 B 5] 4 4 7 1 7 6 1
Complex Litig. (90) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enforce Judg. (100) 1 0 0 0 1 0] 1 0
Other civil (110) 58 39 41 28 34 58 20 32 27 22
Sm. Claims App. (120) 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0
Appeals 6 2 9 15 p 4
Mental Health 5 4 8 3 2 1
Probate Wi 124 163 93 97 0
218 55 261 42 300 85 187 49 212 38

Civil Limited

Pre-JBSIS Lid.. 1 1 1
Auto Tort (10) 1 4 6 0 0 0 1 0
Other PI/PD/WD (20) 2 3 2 0 4 0 3 1
Other Tort (30) 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Empiloyment (40) 10 j 12 0 5 0 5 0
Contract (50) 377 3 419 7 220 10 159 10 156 6
Real Property (60) 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 0
Unl. Detainer (70) 105 19 153 16 145 25 131 37 129 46
Jud, Review (80) 2 3 1 1 1 0 1 2 0
Complex Litig. (90) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enforce Judg. (100) B 4 19 0 2 0 8 5
Other civil (110) a7 1 29 73 6 107 3 17 5
Small Claims 57 73 65 77 49 76 3s 54 42 70
600 97 683 101 529 118 448 105 464 134
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2008-
10 2010-11 201112 2012-13 201314
BiTrial AfTrial BMrial AfTrial B/Trial AlTrizl BTrial AlTrial BiTrial AfTrial

2

{n FAMILY LAW
& Legal Sep WiMin (20) 3 & 3 g 9 0 2 4
- Nullity W/Minor (30) 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0
Diss W/O Minor (40) 62 1 85 2 67 63 92 21 84 13
Legal Sep.W/O Minor 4 8 2 - 5 5 B 1
Nullity W/O Minor (60) 1 0 1 4 2 0 3 0
Establish Parental Rel. 8 18 2 13 15 21 B 32 42
DV Prevent W/ Minor 71 78 1 79 0 140 4 90 0
DV Prevent W/O Minor 83 63 70 0 98 0 101 0
DCSS (100) 243 207 229 0 212 0 221 0
DA-UIFSA (110} 92 118 143 0 1404 0 57 0
Adoption (120) 12 2 10 13 1 0 18 1 6
Other Fam. Law (130) 13 18 19 5 41 £ 103 27
647 3 661 20 711 151 2135 90 776 130

JUVENILE

Dependency

Dep 300 Original 68 53 41 35 29 24
Dep 342 Subseguent 0 0 2 0 0
Placement 387 g 1 ] T 2 1
Adoption 11 22 27 19 18

88 86 75 61 49 25

Delinquency
Status 601 Original 14 8 13 0 0 0
Deling. 602 Original o9 g0 64 55 13 47
Staus 801 Subsequent 0 0 0 0
Deling. 602 Subseqg 1 1 0 0
Placement Supp. 0 0 0
114 a8 77 56 13 47
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 23277 1324 22489 1231 18577 1161 16502 1156 13,223 3,237
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Attachment lll.C - Past Efforts re
Revenues and Expenditures




Section I11.C

What has your court done in the past three fiscal years in terms of revenue enhancement
and/or expenditure reductions, including layoffs, furloughs, reduced hours, and court
closures?

Siskiyou County is the little county that could. Though ranked at 43" (the smallest court in “cluster 2”),
Siskiyou County stands 36" in case dispositions, with a higher disposition rate than several courts with
more judges, and Siskiyou County stands 40" in filings. Siskiyou County does more with fewer staff than
similarly situated courts.

Siskiyou leads in innovation. In 2009, the Court created collaborative justice courts for drug offenders
and for members of families involved dependency proceedings. This was funded for three years with a
$300,000 grant used to establish the court program and has been maintained since then with the
commitment of the Court’s justice partners in the County.

Historically, Siskiyou County Superior Court has regularly generated $4.5 million annually in revenues for
the State, which exceeds the base funding allocation for Siskiyou County by over $1 million.

The attached memorandum details the painful decision the Court took in closing its Weed, California
and Happy Camp branches effective January 6, 2014. The Weed branch served the southern part of the
County, which has roughly one-half of the County population. As a consequence of this closure, Court
calendars have been consolidated in the central Courthouse in Yreka. This creates inconveniences for
the public by congestion and travel.

Siskiyou’s greatest financial cost, and its greatest resource, is its employees. Those employees are the
connection between the Court and the community. Employee costs are approximately 78% of the
Court’s total budget, but this is what we do. Obviously, the Court doesn’t make any product or thing —
it serves the public —and that requires people. Itis people that give “access” to justice, The Court has
contained its staffing costs as funding has diminished. The Court has implemented reductions of staff
costs by not providing COLAs since 2009 and negotiating employee contributions for health care costs.
Employees already contribute fully their employee share of retirement benefits. Furloughs were utilized
in FYs 2010-2013, and may be utilized this fiscal year. Staff has been reduced by attrition —when
retirements or resignations occur, positions are not filled, and duties are redistributed. The staff of the
Court has been reduced from 56 in 2009. In the past three (3) years staff has reduced from 51 to 37.

To achieve more efficiencies in providing access to justice, Siskiyou is implementing several upgrades of
electronic systems which are needed due equipment age and staff reductions. The Court is self-funding
a Case Management System upgrade scheduled to go live December 19, 2014, with a contract value of
$176,000; the Court is a recipient of a grant for Jury Management System upgrade project with a value
of $50,000; the Court has self-funded the upgrade all of its servers and software systems to
accommodate the new CMS at a contract value last fiscal year of $100,000. The Court has self-funded
and implemented an electronic document management system over the past fiscal year at a contract



value of $180,000, which will reduce staff labor on responding to document search requests. In July
2014, the Court implemented receipt of payment by credit/debit card which has been enthusiastically
accepted by the Court’s customers. It is anticipated that this will increase the number of full payment
obligations and earlier case closures than heretofore experienced. Anecdotally, the Court is receiving
roughly 150% more revenue per month for accounts payable than the two month period prior to
implementation of credit card payments.

The Court continually re-examines and re-defines the levels of service expected for access to justice. For
example, Court must weigh competing levels of service for access to justice: it means balancing whether
a public window can be open from 8am to 5pm, against a competing level of service for access to justice,
viz., staffing a courtroom. The Court chooses which of competing levels of service for access to justice
that it can fulfill with the resources it has. Siskiyou is doing all it can to maintain access to justice
through extending its limited personnel resources by enhancing electronic systems for access to justice,
such as case management system upgrades, document management system upgrades and financial
system upgrades.
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SISKIYOU COUNTY
SUPERIOR COURT

AGENDA MEMORANDUM

For:  Presiding Judge, Assistant Presiding Judge, and Judges

FFrom: Mary Frances McHugh, Court Executive Officer

Date:  November 4, 2014

Re: Report Re: Closure of Weed and Happy Camp Court Sessions and Court Operations

On October 10, 2013, after review of conditions which have overwhelmingly overtaken the courts with
regards budget shortfalls and staffing resources, the Judges authorized issuance of a Notice of Intent
soliciting public comment on the closure of the Weed and Happy Camp facilities and ceasing all court
operations there effective January 6, 2014. Needless to say, this is a difficult step for the Courts with a
real impact upon the community and its justice partners. To the extent we can, we hope to mitigate the
concerns of the community and our justice partners by explaining this process.

Legal basis for action. Courts contemplating closing courtrooms or clerks' offices or reducing clerks'

office hours look to Government Code 68106 for related public notice requirements. Section 61806

requires 60 days' advance written notice of a decision to take such action. Notice must be posted

"conspicuously" on the court's website and "about [court] facilities" and forwarded to the Judicial Council

60 days before the effective date of the decision. (Gov. Code, § 68106(b)(1).) Courts may comply with

the latter step by e-mailing a copy of the notice to Debora Morrison at Debora.Morrison@jud.ca.gov or to i
Senior Attorney Charley Perkins charles.perkins@jud.ca.gov.

Other than this notification requirement, there is no other law or regulation governing a court’s decision
to close courtrooms, courthouses or reduce clerk office hours.

Context of Decision: The Court facilities in Weed are rented for the Court’s use by the Administrative
Office of the Courts, which pays the rent and utilities directly. The rent is approximately $4,200 per
month. These expenses are not part of this Court’s annual budget. On March 6, 2013, after conferring
with the Court, the AOC gave 90 day written notice for an additional two year term of the lease of the
premises at the City of Weed for the Court facilities which was due to expire on June 30, 2013. The lease
allows for termination upon 90 days notification.

On April 2, 2013, at the Regional Meeting held by the Administrative Office of the Courts in Sacramento,
California, the Courts in Region 3 learned of the new Funding Methodology. This funding methodology
used a regression model with an index to develop the distributions for each court, and relies on filings to
determine the allocation of funds. The Judicial Council approved this Funding Methodology (“WAFM™)
at its meeting on April 26, 2013, and exempted the 15 smallest courts from the methodology because
there were anomalies in the application of the methodology that adversely impacted the smallest 15 courts
which could not be readily explained or resolved. Fourteen of the fifteen cluster 1 courts would all lose
allocations if WAFM had been applied. Furthermore, the index itself (which was based upon the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, called the “BLS” factor) was subjected to adjustment as approved by the Judicial
Council in July 2013, to address complaints that it did not use consistent variables. This WAFM was the



product of the political pressure on the Judicial Branch to come up with a new funding methodology (not
historical) or any requests to refund the branch would be disregarded, and is the reality of the Trial Court
budget process, even though it relies upon what Siskiyou County has consistently argued is a flawed
process: Smaller courts in rural counties are adversely impacted because there is not the variety of
occupations in rural communities as in urban, and because rural communities have differing governmental
and public service structures than urban counties. Costs in a rural county are higher because there are no
resources. Recruitment and retention are huge factors in a small rural court’s staffing. Based upon our
direct experience as a small rural court, higher salaries than local County or City government achieve the
objectives of recruitment and retention and are justified by law and by the need in rural communities
which have no depth in their local labor pool. We have to attract and retain families, not just the
employee. These are not features held in common with larger courts, they are unique to local courts, just
as is the way small courts deploy their staff by cross-training and cross-assignment.

The original Funding Methodology Subcommittee, whose recommendations have been wholly adopted
by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee and the Judicial Council never considered the question of
what a trial court needs to fulfill its Constitutional duties and provide essential services. Currently there
is an effort being undertaken by the Small Court Subcommittee to the Funding Methodology
Subcommittee to determine whether the WAFM can be adjusted to then be applied to the Cluster 1 courts
(2.3-3.8 authorized judicial positions), Siskiyou County Superior Court, as the smallest of the Cluster 2
courts exemplifies the disparate and disproportionate impact on small courts of a funding methodology
reliant on filings. Siskiyou County Superior Court’s allocation was ,23% and pursuant to the current July
2013 WAFM it is .12%. There may be some adjustments to WAFM for the Cluster 1 Courts, but those
would not apply to Siskiyou County Superior Court as the smallest of the Cluster 2 Courts. The Cluster 2
Courts included courts with 4.3 authorized judicial positions up to 16.5 authorized judicial positions.

By September 2013, after the TCTF allocation for the Siskiyou County Superior Court’s FY 2013-14
budget had been approved by the Administrative Office of the Courts, it was evident that the budget
shortfall for FY 13-14 would be $308,495. Using the BLS index which is projected for FY 14-15, the
Court will experience a further shortfall of $289,578 because the annual average pay declined in Siskiyou
County during FY 2011-12, and the resulting index factor declines from .71 to .68. Attached for review
is the budget analysis for FYs 13-15 prepared by the CEO. This analysis includes savings which have
been achieved by attrition in staff reductions in the amount of $283,637, which is reflected in this fiscal
year and going forward.

The Budget for FY 13-14 puts Court at $308,495 in deficit. This is being addressed by expending from
the Court's reserves, which must be spent to 1% of operating expenses by 6-30-14, Per Government Code
§77203, no reserves beyond 1% of operating expenditures from FY 13-14 will be available after 7-1-14
for use in the Court's operations or for salaries and benefits. For those that suggest legislative support
exists for future funding, it is important to note that future funding is likewise controlled by the Funding
Methodology. The WAFM application to Siskiyou County Superior Court is predictable. Were the
Legislature to increase funding for the Courts by $100,000,000, Siskiyou County’s share would not
exceed $8,000. This is the reality of trial court funding for Siskiyou County Superior Court.

Siskiyou County Superior Court is on track to have a State built Courthouse pursuant to SB 1407,
legislation. The Siskiyou County Superior Court project moved forward, as did four other courthouses for
the smallest of the Cluster 2 courts (Lake, Tehama, Sutter and Tuolumne) as they were viewed as the
main all-purpose courthouse for the respective counties, and not “regional” courthouses. Many of the




“regional” courthouse projects were indefinitely delayed when the SB 1407 funds were reallocated or
borrowed by the State during funding shortfalls over the last five years. Siskiyou County Superior Court
has a complement of judicial officers, administrators and staff who are committed to fulfill the Court’s
Mission seeing the trial court funding impact as a challenge but not a barrier,

Current situation
o The number of employees at Weed site has been reduced by attrition over past 3 years from 5
to 3 (including | supervisor).

The number of employees at the Main Courthouse has been reduced by attrition over past 3

years from 52 in 2010 to 42 (which includes CEO and Commissioner).

o Sick leaves and other absences result in staffing impacts requiring coverage staff to be sent
from the Main Courthouse, reducing its staff.

o The average number of cases per week in Weed is 95. The average number of cases handled
in Happy Camp over the past 6 months is 5.

o Officer security in Weed requires presence of 2 bailiffs, which draws away security staff from
Main Courthouse calendars.

o The District Attorney’s Office and Public Defender’s Office have declined to send attorneys
to Weed in recent years due to their internal staffing issues.

o  Weed processes traffic citations - no cash is collected because there is no local bank for
depository (that closed over 2 years ago when the County Treasurer changed banks). No
court operations occur in Happy Camp.

o Workloads for clerks in both Weed and the Main Courthouse have increased due to
redistributions of duties resulting from staffing reductions. Because of these increasing
workloads, business processes are being re-examined.

0

The Court must use its resources to fulfill its Mission to Siskiyou County and deploying staff from
main courthouse will support that effort. The way the methodology works, the funding need is
determined by the number of full time equivalent employees allotted the court based upon a filings-driven
workload study done 3 years ago. The number of FTEs is multiplied by the statewide average pay for
court employees, this is the “funding need”. The “funding need” is multiplied by the BLS factor to
determine what funds will be available, Siskiyou County’s BLS factor is .71 for this fiscal year. This
means that the funding need of Siskiyou County is reduced by 29% for this year. For fiscal year 14-135
the BLS factor for Siskiyou County will be .68 and the funding need will be reduced by 32%.

Moreover, Federal law requires break periods and lunch hours which affect staffing during these periods
and impacts public hours access and courtroom operations at Weed and Main Courthouse locations.
Economies and efficiencies of staff redeployment from Weed to the Main Courthouse will allow the
Court to maintain public hours without closing during the noon hour or other hours and will allow
courtroom support to be maintained without redistributing court calendars such that calendars run beyond
5pm (and thereby avert overtime costs).

The Court expends only about $13,000 annually for operating expenses in Weed. The Court sends one
bench officer one day a week for four weeks out of the month for court sessions. The court expends a
half day of a bench officer and a court clerk for the Happy Camp sessions along with the cost of



transportation (court car). The Weed lease is a cost borne by the State of California. Weed lease was
renewed in March 2013 for additional 2 year term - this action was due and taken prior to the April 2,
2013, Regional Meeting which rolled out the new Funding Methodology. The fiscal impacts upon court
staffing were not known at the time of the renewal, The Court's presence in Happy Camp is in the
Sheriff's substation, which is made available without cost to the Court.

The average weekly Weed caseload and calendar can be absorbed into the Main Courthouse calendar with
minimal disruption, and, due to the availability of the Commissioner there will be an additional bench
officer available for the entire calendar and caseload; the reconfigured calendar would retain the same
matters set in the same recurring days. Law enforcement agencies have been notified of the new schedule
so that there will be minimal disruption in the citation process. In making calendar adjustments we are
trying to retain the same calendar dates as have been used in Weed., There will be slight adjustments in
the Civil/Family Law calendars, which will be published by mid-November.

Prior advice from Larry Gobelman at the time of the Tulelake closure indicated the continued operation of
the Weed Court was problematic and that closure would have to be contemplated. Anticipated impacts
upon public agencies are expected to be minimal, given that the Offices of the District Attorney and the
Public Defender have not staffed the Weed Court facility regularly over the past few years, and make no
appearances in the Happy Camp court facility,

The Court remains committed to provide outreach service for the community it serves. The Self-Help and
Family Facilitator services are being maintained. The business process for those services has been re-
examined and is being developed to provide direct services in outlying areas. Family Law matters |
currently have the greatest number of self-represented litigants, and the continuing services of the Family
Law Facilitator will directly benefit that population. Use of electronic communication and data base
access are being explored so that the public may obtain access to justice by remote means rather than
physically coming into the courthouse. These efforts include the upgrade of the Court’s case management
system, digitizing court records, and developing electronic filing rules for local electronic filing of
documents with the court. The Court recognizes we will have to challenge ourselves to develop processes
and procedures for citizens to have access to court information and services in a different manner than
previously and welcome suggestions from the court users for evaluation.

Notice of Intent has been posted and served upon all affected public agencies. Ten court days were
afforded for notice. Public comment has been received and is attached to this report for your
consideration.

Recommendation: This is, without question, a difficult step for the Court to take. The local
communities of Siskiyou County expect local justice because Siskiyou County traditionally served its
communities by the location of justice courts which served the needs of the local communities for small
claims and misdemeanor matters. It was not uncommon for misdemeanor jury trials to be conducted in
justice courts in the County. This experience of locally administered justice was necessary in such a
wide-flung territory as Siskiyou County. With the changes in the structure of the court system since the
early ‘90s, from justice courts to municipal courts to the unification of all courts into the Superior Court,
access to justice has been progressively redefined.



The contraction of the State funding for trial courts drives the need for a different work model, an
evolution from historic and traditional means of providing access to justice to a modern model. While the
Court has to survive and needs fully functioning staff to do so, it is important to mitigate impacts of this
decision to the extent possible, and that means replacing the means of access to justice by use of
technology. There have been constructive comments received regarding this action that the Court should
explore further, such as, how to make remote testimony possible for litigants and witnesses. This Court
has initiated changes already through implementation of case management system upgrade and
digitization of court records which will need to be followed through. Business processes are continually
under review for efficiencies of both time and technology, and consideration of e-filing needs to be chief
among these processes.

With the foregoing in mind, it is recommended that court operations and court sessions in Weed and
Happy Camp cease effective 60 days from November 7, 2013, which would be January 6, 2014, and that
the CEO be authorized to:

1. execute necessary notifications pursuant to Goyernment Code Section 61806

2. issue a press release describing the process related to the closure at Weed and Happy Camp, and,

3. Develop recommendations for further consideration by the Court on re-engineered business processes
which will promote access to justice by use of technological means to supplant historical business
processes.

J:11-5-13 REPORT ON CLOSURE OF WEED AND HAPPY CAMP COURT SESSIONS AND COURT OPERATIONS WITH LM REV.DOC



INUDGES Meetings-Agenda and Minutes\11-4-13 Budget Analysis FY 13-15

FY 2013-14
58 B for FY 3,888,782"

Projected Revenue
less OE&E per WAFM

add grants?

Net avail for S&:B -3,296,650

shortfall 592,132
FY unfilled positions -283,637
net shortfall 308,495

Total for FY 13-15

Note 1: original budget was 3,954,272; actuals
Does not include pass throughs.

3,689,806
791,000

2,898,806
397,844

3,296,650

FY 2014-15

3,605,145*

3,315,567
289,578

289,578

3,798,223
~791,000
3,007,223
308,344

|

3,315,567

e L

.

289,578

308,495
598,073

$3,888,782, difference of $65,400 Is acknowledged as savings during FY 12-13,

Note 2: The Grant for the Family Drug Court expires at the end of FY 13-14 and will not be In place In FY 14-15.

Note 3: The Court will absorb this shortfall for FY 13-14 by voluntary separation incentives and other economies.

“FY 13-14 reduced by FY unfilled positions 283,637



COMMENTS RECEIVED ARE ATTACHED:

O s

FROM DATE RECEIVED
Tom Welter, Lake Shastina, CA 10-25-13
Prem Rajababa, Mt. Shasta, CA 10-28-13
Supervisor Michael N. Kobseff 11-4-13
Iinclosed a copy of an unexecuted letter from the

City Council, Weed, CA

Robert D, Winston, Esq., Weed, CA I 1-4-13
Kirk Andrus, District Attorney, Siskiyou County 11-4-13
Holly Hansard, Weed, CA 11-4-13
City of Weed 11-6-13
Catrina Cangiamilla and William Gann, 11-6-13
Modesto, CA

Melanie Mehaffey, Weed, CA 11-6-13
John Hecker, Weed, CA

Jeannette Tallerico, Weed, CA

Arlis Tyner, Weed, CA

Kathy Riley, Weed, CA 11-6-13
Daniel Cole (sp?), Weed, CA 1 1-6-13
Kevin Taylor, Weed, CA 11-6-13
Craig Baker, Weed, CA 11-6-13 o
Laura Winkleman 11-6-13
Holly Hansard, Weed, CA 11-6-13
Pat Dawson 11-6-13
[.inda Wade, Weed, CA 11-6-13

Tom Moore, Weed, CA
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Mary Frances McHugh s o —
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From: Tom Wetter [tom@lakeshastina.com] SUPERIOR COURT
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2013 4.33 PM
To: Mary Frances McHugh OCT 25 2013
Cc: John McCarthy
Subject: Proposed Closure Of Weed Superior Court [html-removed]

YREKA

Ms McHugh,

I've just read in the Weed Press that due to budget shortfalls you are proposing the
elimination of court services at the Weed and Happy Camp facilities. Seems like a win for
your department and a big loss for the folks who live in south and west areas of the County.
Having access to the court system is a fundamental part of our way of life and
constitutionally guaranteed, Circuit courts have been around since the founding fathers. So
only providing court services in Yreka is a step in the wrong direction, In our economically
depressed area moving all court services to Yreka could in some cases deny access to the
courts. It will also require local law enforcement personnel to travel to Yreka for any court
appearance, taking them away from the public and increasing costs for local communities.
Finally, because of associated costs it will reduce the enforcement of traffic laws (because
of increased travel and personnel costs) and make our roads less safe.

All in all it's a bad idea. I know the state is being irresponsible with their budgeting, but
making this change will pass the costs on to already under served citizens and underfunded
communities.

Regards,

Tom Wetter
Lake Shastina
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M.y Frances McHugh

From: Prem [joybook@sbceglobal.net] SUPERIOR COURT
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:26 PM
To: Mary Frances McHugh OCT 28 2013
Subject: WEED COURT CLOSURES [html-removed)

YREKA

Attention of Mary Frances McHugh

The court systems of this country and this county are broken and have been ever since the war
on drugs, which is a war on the people of this country. It has overloaded the courts. If the
state refuses to support the county of Siskiyou in enforcing their illegal drugs laws, it is
the responsibility of the court system to refuse to enforce the non victim and illegal drug
laws. That one act will unload the case loads of the court system by over 50% and solve the
money problem and repair the court system.

WHY THE DRUG LAWS ARE TLLEGAL

Urider title 18, USC 2381, "Whoever, owing allegiance to the United States, levies war against
them or adheres to their enemies, giving them aid and comfort within the United States or
elsewhere, is guilty of treason and shall suffer death, or shall be imprisoned not less than
five years and fined under this title but not less than $10,000; and shall be incapable of
holding any office under the United States".

The war on drugs is actually a war on people and the drugs targeted are no more harmful or
addictive than alcohol or tobacco. The war on drugs was designed to target African Americans
and other minorities to ethnically cleanse them from society and take their right to vote
away from them.

The war on drugs has harmed and destroyed more innocent lives of innocent children and other
family members by criminalizing innocent people related to them.

BUT THE BOTTOM LINE FOR YOU, MS McHUGH AND YOUR COWORKERS IS;:
By working in a court system that enforces these laws, you all are guilty of treason and
shall suffer death.

There is an underground movement that will soon expose this and challenge all the governments
and their employees, law enforcement agencies and file criminal complaints against all of
them and their employees, officers, elected officials, whch includes you and your fellow
employees and supervisors and judges.

If you and your court take action to show now that you are aware that you have been
committing crimes under Title 18, USC 2381, you all refuse to enforce and/or try any drug
cases in your court system and challenge the state of California to repeal all those drug
prohibition laws and enact drug control laws, similar to those that control tobacco and
alcohol use.

1f this doesn't happen, I guarantee that your and your coworkers' and employers'chances of
getting off without being convicted of treason will be the same chances as a snowball in
hell.

Contrary to what you probably are thinking, I do not use drugs and do not like others using
drugs and do not support the use of drugs. But I also do not believe it is my right or the
right of any government to control other people's rights to do what they want, as long as it
does not harm anyone. the convicting and encarceration of innocent people, for non victim
drug laws is a form of legal slavery, per the thirteenth amendment,

1
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Section 1. Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for crime
whei-eof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within the United States, or
any place subject to their jurisdiction.

Section 2. Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.
Also, per this amendment, the arrest and encarceration of suspects of crimes they have not
been "duly convicted of" is slavery, which is a violation of the Constitution of the United
States. This is the law and you adn your court system and criminal system has been violating
the constitutional rights of everyone that has experienced the cruel end of your system.

You have to ask yourself, Mary, just how many innocent children have had their lives
destroyed because of the illegal and treasonous actions of the system against their parents,
that you profit from.

Prem Rajababa
Mount Shasta, CA
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Niary Frances McHugh

From: Supervisor Michael N, Kobseff [michael@kobseff.org]

Sent: Saturday, November 02, 2013 8:08 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh RECEIVED
Cc: Tom Odom; Rose Ann Herrick: Brian Morris SUPER!OR cou
Subject: FW. Court closure in Weed [html-removed) RT
Attachments: QPPOSITION TO COURT CLOSURE.doc NOV 04 2013
Mary Frances, YREKA

The Weed City Council would like this letter of opposition secured in the record. They will
have representatives at our meeting next week, Lake Shastina will have representatives also.

Thank you,

MK

Michael N. Kobseff
Siskiyou County Supervisor, District 3

Phone or Fax - 530.918.9128

From: ken palfini [mailto:kenpalfini@att.net]
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 4:31 PM

To: Supervisor Michael N. Kobseff

Subject: Court closure in Weed

Mike,

The court house in Weed is scheduled to close the first of the year. The city council of
Weed is signing a letter of opposition to this closure.

This will pass state and county expenses to south county municipalities and citizens. I have
also contacted Brian Dahle.

We want to make sure this letter gets entered into the public hearing record. Will there be
any future hearings on the matter?? If there are, could you keep the Weed City council
apprised? Any suggestions?

Thanks

Ken Palfini



T

550 Main Street
P. Q. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094

City of Weed —

(530) 938-5096 (FAX)

November 4, 2013

Mary Francis McHugh, Court Executive Officer
Siskiyou County Superior Court

311 Fourth Street

Yreka, CA 96097

Dear Ms, McHugh,

Thank you for providing the City of Weed with an opportunity to comment on the Superior
Courl’s proposal to discontinue holding court and conducting court operations in Weed,
California.

We strongly oppose this proposal and encourage you to continue holding court and conducting
court operations in Weed.

As we understand it, regularly a judge and a bailiff ravel from Yreka to Weed to conduct court
hearings on most Tuesdays and you have two clerks conducting court operations in Weed. You
have stated that due to a reduction in funding you have been unable to fill vacancies, you have
eliminated vacant staff positions, and the court is operating at a deficit. However, we cannot sce
that the elimination of the court operations in Weed will significantly improve your staffing
issues. You are proposing to retain the same staff, but simply have them working from the
courthouse in Yreka rather than in Weed. The clerks will continue to handle the court
operations, the judge and bailiff will continue to hold court, and you will save at the most 1 hour
of time for the judge and bailiff (their travel time to and from Weed). Two hours a week is not
likely to make a significant improvement in the efficiencies of operations and will certainly not
equate to replacing the $1,6 million in funding that has been cut since I'Y 2011-12.

However, eliminating court operations in Weed will have a significant detvimental effect on the
entire population of South Siskiyou County. For example, last week there were 113 individuals
calendared to appear before the court and hundreds more that came to the counter during the
week to pay tickets, obtain information, and conduct business. So, in return for saving 2 hours of
staff time each week, you will cause the citizens of South County to incur literally hundreds of
hours of travel time.

We shouldn’t forget that many of these citizens are the least fortunate of our population and the
additional cost that would be imposed on them may well be a significant expense to them, We
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are certain that you are committed to eliminating the barriers these individuals lace in obtaining
justice and will give this great consideration in your deliberations,

[n addition, eliminating court operations in Weed will have a budgetary impact on our police
department and law enforcement generally within South County, Our officers will have Lo travel
to Yreka to appear. This will add some cost to our operations and the travel time will reduce the
number of hours that these officers will be on the street providing services 1o our community,
We view these costs as vet one more unfunded mandate by the State on local government, lo
improve your budget situation you are transferring costs to our budgel.

We want to assure you that our opposition to your proposal has nothing to do with the fact that
the State is paying rent to the City of Weed. Although we use these funds to provide utilities and
lo maintain the building, if reduction or even the elimination of the rent for a period of time
would be sullicient to retain this convenience to the citizens of South County, we would be
willing to agree to such changes.

Thank you for your consideration.

Bob Hall, Mayor Dave Pearce, Mayor Pro Tem

Stacey Green, Council Member Chuck Sutton, Council Member

Ken Palfini, Council Member
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WEED OFFICE
150 Alamo, Saile 103
{530)) 938-3438

WRAY E. KIRSHER (1922-2003)
U.S, Magistrate Judge, Retired

ROBERT D. WINSTON

EST. 1970

YREKA OFFICE
[ ttigonth KIRSHER, WINSTON & BOSTON ~ FOPHTR-EOSION
— LAW CORPORATION  STACEYL MACK
www.kwb-law.net Sr. Paralegal
Please Respond To: JULIE A, JACKSON
205 N. M. Shasta Blvd,, Suite 400 Sr. Bstate Administration Specialist
P.O. Box 177, Mt, Shasta, CA 96067
(530) 926-3444. Fax (530) 926-3599 .
RECEIVED
SUPERIOR COURT
November 1, 2013 NOV 1 L 204
Mary Francis McHugh YREKA

Cowrt Executive Officer
Siskiyou County Superior Court
31] Fourth Street

Yreka. CA 96097

Re: Weed Court Closure
Dear Mary Francis:

This is to express, on behalf of my firm and our many southern Siskiyou County clients, our
strong opposition to the proposal to close the Weed court.

Although there may be some savings for the court in such a change, it will be at the expense and
hardship of law enforcement and the public, all of whom would then have to travel more than 50
miles, round-trip, to the Yreka courthouse for every traffic ticket and Small Claims Court
proceeding.

If you feel that a drastic cut-back is necessary, please consider, instead, live remote video courtr
proceedings. which I understand are now in use elsewhere in the state. It seems to me that could
be done in one or two rooms, with only a court clerk and bailiff present, both of whom could be
there only on court days, if desired. There would be a one-time investment in cquipment, but that
would be recovered relatively quickly.

Thank you for considering my comments.

(9N

Robert ID. Winston

RDW/



Mary Frances McHugh

REU
From: Mary Frances McHugh COURT
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 6:16 PM SUPE'R'OR
To: 'Kirk Andrus' NOY 04 2003
Cc: Renee Crane; Rita Koven '
Subject: RE: Confusion over Court changes
Attachments: Court Dates to Agencies 2014.wpict.doc; 2014 Weed, Dorris, Happy §@f#Gourt - Law

Enforcement Copy.dog; 2014 Yreka - Law Enforcement Copy.doc; Amended Court Dates to
Agencies 2014.wpict.doc; 2014 Amended Yreka and Dorris Court - Law Enforcement and
Court Copy.doc

Kirk, your questions are probably best answered by beginning with a brief review of the
notices which have been issued by the Court Manager of the Weed Court, both of which are
attached for your information.

On 9-30-13, Ms. Koven issued the necessary 2014 calendar court dates for Yreka, Weed, Dorris
and Happy Camp. This Notice occurs annually, so that law enforcement agencies receive timely
information on court dates for citations to be properly issued for the next calendar year.

After review of conditions which have overwhelmingly overtaken the courts with regards budget
and staffing resources, on October 16th the Judges authorized issuance of a Notice of Intent
soliciting public comment on the closure of the Weed and Happy Camp facilities and ceasing
all court operations there effective January 6, 2014. In anticipation of law enforcements’
need for timely information for citations, Ms. Koven issued an amended notice on October
22nd, which states the dates for citation for the various case types which are to be in
Yreka. This was prudent, given that the citations which are soon to be issued will require
information current as of 1-1-14,

As Judge Masunaga indicated, the Yreka calendars will not be changed, but will absorb the
Weed and Happy Camp cases. In making our calendar adjustments we are trying to retain the
same calendar dates as have been used in Weed. There will be slight adjustments in the
Civil/Family Law calendars, which will be published by mid-November.

Ms, Koven is available for any questions which law enforcement may have regarding the Notices
of the Misdemeanor, Traffic and Criminal Infraction Court dates. Her direct number is 8183,

Needless to say, this is a difficult step for the Courts with a real impact upon the
community and its justice partners. To the extent we can, we hope to mitigate the concerns
of the community and our justice partners by explaining this process. I hope this assists you
in understanding the situation. As always, I appreciate your perspective and welcome any
comments you have.

mfm

Mary Frances McHugh

Court Executive OFFicer
Siskiyou County Superior Court
311 Fourth Street

Yreka, CA 96097

(530)842-8218
mchugh@siskiyou.courts,ca.gov

----- Original Message-w««--»
From: Kirk Andrus [mailto:kandrus@siskiyouda.org]

1
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Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 4:46 PM
To: Mary Frances McHugh
Subject: RE: Confusion over Court changes

Sounds great. Thanks.

««««« Original Message-----

From: Mary Frances McHugh [mailto:mchugh@siskiyou.courts.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 9:54 AM

To: Laura Masunaga; Kirk Andrus

Cc: Rita Koven; Rita Yreka Koven

Subject: RE: Confusion over Court changes

Kirk, I have a planning meeting on this topic this morning, and will get you updated
information shortly thereafter. Thanks., mf

----- Original Message-----

From: Laura Masunaga

Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 9:16 AM

To: Kirk Andrus

Cc: Mary Frances McHugh; Rita Koven; Rita Yreka Koven
Subject: RE: Confusion over Court changes [html-removed ]

Good Morning

I will ask that Mary Frances bring you up to date on notices that Rita has circulated to law
enforcement agencies regarding the infractions.
The Yreka misdemeanor calendars are not changing.

There are no changes in the Tuleka-Dorris courts.
You could have law enforcement agencies contact Rita Koven, Criminal Dept. manager.

Thank You
Judge Masunaga

----- Original Message----=

From: Kirk Andrus [mailto:kandrus@siskiyouda.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2013 9:09 AM

To: Laura Masunaga

Ce¢: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Confusion over Court changes [html-removed]

Dear Judge Masunaga,

with the announcement that the Weed and Happy Camp courts will be closing we have recently
been beset by confusion coming from the law enforcement agencies. They are trying many
different and interesting things, such as citing Weed, Happy Camp and Dorris infractions to
the Yreka Court but at the same times that they were scheduled in the former locations. The
same is true for cited misdemeanor referrals.

Can you tell us if there will be any changes to the Yreka calendar schedule? We would like
to know if there will be any changes to the date and time of the Misdemeanor Arraignment
calendar and the Infraction calendar. We will pass the information along to the law
enforcement agencies (along with the reminder that the Dorris Court will remain open for
business).



Thank you for your assistance.

Kirk Andrus
Siskiyou County District Attorney
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Monday November 4", 2013 SuU PERlGR COUR

1 '_ uJ i .' lll 3
From: Holly Hansard -211 Pine Street WEED, CALIFORNIA v X
To Whom It May Concern YREK«&

Re: Siskiyou County Superior Court—Weed Branch

Please do NOT close the Weed Branch of the Siskiyou County Superior Court. It would be a huge
inconvenience and UNDUE HARDSHIP to people such as me in South Siskiyou County who do not have
easy access to travel to YREKA.

Officers of the Peace of The City of Weed Police Departiment freely issues tickets left and rightas a
punitive measure against struggling women people such as me for such things as “dog at large” or other
minor violations, such as a PUBLIC NUANCE ticket concerning the aesthetics on a construction site
where a CANVAS for an ART project born of a real practical need, and grief over the loss of my father
and many of my father’s belongings and historic documents is being perfected over time by me on my
private property, when myriad, other alternatives to ticketing would suffice.

To have to travel to YREKA to claim innocent or guilty with an appeal for COMMUNITY SERVICE to work
off the already exorbitant CALIFORNIA STATE and local “MANDATORY” and not mandatory fines, when
my only vehicle is a truck that | can’t drive in the rain or the snow, and that often breaks down and
which | often times don’t even have 55 for gasoline for, seems unfair, unjust and even cruel. At the
very least, again, it would be an extreme hardship placed upon a person such as me already suffering
hard-hard economic times. In addition, for some, to take off work in order to protest a just or unjust
ticketing by a law enforcement officer would also serve as an extreme hardship upon that person.

Perhaps, the County of Siskivou could agree that the City of Weed could SELL Weed Superior Court T-
Shirts designed by Lisa Mallory of Wild Hare Printables or another local GRAPHIC ARTIST to help offset
the cost of KEEPING the SISKIYOU COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT open in the city of Weed? I've noticed that
many who come to the Siskivou County Superior Court in the City of Weed take PICTURES of the name
“Siskiyou County Superior Court—WEED, CALIFORNIA” as they are waiting to check in with the clerk. It
seems to me that SOME of these people would love to take back a T-shirt (or other items) that, say the
same, If allowed, | would be happy to pay for the initial graphic design set up by Lisa for this cause.

Seeking Sound and JUST ways to KEEP JUSTICE (and Mercy) alive and well in SOUTH COUNTY...

Yours Truly /ﬁ /,[
Holly Hanss j@ QL‘Q oD s
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550 Main Street
P, O. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094

City OF Weed (530) 038 5020
_ReCHVEDY
SUPERIOR ©
November 4, 2013 wny 6 2013

AL

Mary Francis McHugh, Court Executive Officer YREKA
Siskiyou County Superior Court

311 Fourth Street

Yreka, CA 96097

Dear Ms. McHugh,

Thank you for providing the City of Weed with an opportunity to comment on the Superior
Court’s proposal (o discontinue holding court and conducting court operations in Weed,
California.

We strongly oppose this proposal and encourage you to continue holding court and conducting
court operations in Weed.

As we understand it, regularly a judge and a bailiff travel from Yreka to Weed to conduct court
hearings on most Tuesdays and you have two clerks conducting court operations in Weed. You
have stated that due to a reduction in funding you have been unable to fill vacancies, you have
climinated vacant staff positions, and the court is operating at a deficit. However, we cannol see
that the elimination of the court operations in Weed will significantly improve your statfing
issues. You are proposing to retain the same staff, but simply have them working from the
courthouse in Yreka rather than in Weed. The clerks will continue to handle the court
operations, the judge and bailiff will continue to hold court, and you will save at the most 1 hour
of time for the judge and bailiff (their travel time to and from Weed). Two hours a week is not
likely to make a significant improvement in the efficiencies of operations and will certainly not
equate to replacing the $1.6 million in funding that has been cut since FY 2011-12,

However, eliminating court operations in Weed will have a significant detrimental effect on the
entire population of South Siskiyou County. For example, last week there were 113 individuals
calendared to appear before the court and hundreds more that came to the counter during the
week to pay tickets, obtain information, and conduct business. So, in return for saving 2 hours of
staff time each week, you will cause the citizens of South County to incur literally hundreds of
hours of travel time.

We shouldn’t forget that many of these citizens are the least forfunate of our population and the
additional cost that would be imposed on them may well be a significant expense to them, We
are certain that you are committed to eliminating the barriers these individuals face in obtaining
justice and will give this great consideration in your deliberations.




[n addition, eliminating court operations in Weed will have a budgetary impact on our police
department and law enforcement generally within South County, Qur officers will have to travel
to Yreka to appear. This will add some cost to our operations and the travel time will reduce the
number of hours that these officers will be on the street providing services Lo our community,
We view these costs as yet one more unfunded mandate by the State on local government, (o
improve your budget situation you are transferring costs to our budget.

We want to assure you that our opposition to your proposal has nothing to do with the fact that
the State is paying rent to the City of Weed. Although we use these funds o provide utilities and
to maintain the building, if reduction or even the elimination of the rent for a period of time
would be sufficient to retain this convenience to the citizens of South County, we would be
willing to agree to such changes.

Thank you for your consideration.
Fog tatl Favee Prtnes

Bob Hall, Mayor Dave Pearce, Mayor Pro Tem
i L g5 :

Stacey Gre unc:l Member Chuck Sutton, Council Member
_ % .
Kwﬁ’alwnc@

S
t\“_z,.__’f!_ s
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Mary Frances McHugh

Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:28 AM

To: 'Deborah Salvestrin'

Subject: RE: One of 10 comments in re: Court Closure [html-removed]

Thank you, Deborah, we won't need the hard copies. I have received 10 total comments plus a
correction on the tenth.

mfm

Mary Frances McHugh

Court Executive Officer
Siskiyou County Superior Court
311 Fourth Street

Yreka, CA 96097

(530)842-8218
mchugh@siskiyou.courts.ca,gov

----- Original Message-----

From: Deborah Salvestrin [mailto;salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:16 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: One of 10 comments in re: Court Closure [html-removed]

Please let me know if you need the hard copy.

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0, Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.56206
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances NMcHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]

Sent; Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:17 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Two of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Attachments: 0434 _001.pdf

please let me know if you want the hard copy.

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0, Box 478
Weed, CA 96094
530,938.5020
53@-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Tu‘es#ay, November 5™ 2013 YREKA :Erg‘:cii:i i
To WHL Om 1t May Concern, : 1
RE: Stiperior Court Weed Branch 1'

We the fo!iow:ng resadents of SISKIYOU COUNTY appeal to the Sisk:you County Board of Suparwsors to

AN KIND do not close the Superior Court WEED BRANCH. Lifeis hard encugh asitis. Localand

AP

hia State punitive fines and measures are as hard and as heartless as they are, Having to getto

LAY LY
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oneself in COURT on a matter of a law enforcement officers zeal in punitive ticket writing (When

otherl

hore humane alternatives are available), or overzealous charges in vehicle code violations, or

econdically, but, also all the residents of SOUTH COUNTY and all who may need to defend their civil as
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aconomic liberties in the face of injustice, or “injustice” that poses as policy steep punitive
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Weed Superior Court be closed in the name of saving money for Government of Siskiyou County.
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Mary Frances McHugh

From:! Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:17 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Three of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Attachments: 0435_001.pdf

Please let me know if you need the hard copy.

Deborah Salvestrin

City Clerk

|
City of Weed
P. 0. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
536.938,5020
530-938-5096 (fax)
1

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances McHugh
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From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2013 8:18 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Four of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Attachments: 0436_001.pdf

Please let me know if you need the hard copy.

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P, 0. Box 4780
Weed, CA 960894
530.938.5020
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca. us
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Mary Frances McHugh

O M

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachmentis:

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. O, Box 47@
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.5020

539-938-5096 (fax)

Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca us)
Wednesday, November 08, 2013 8:18 AM

Mary Frances McHugh

Five of 10 comments (court closure) [html-removed)]

0437_001.pdf

salvestrin@ci.weed,ca,us
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci weed.ca.us)
Sent: Wednesday, Novernber 06, 2013 8:18 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Six of 10 comments (court closure) [html-removed]
Attachments: 0438_001.pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
538.938.5020
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances McHugh _
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From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci,weed.ca.us)

Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:19 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Seven of 10 comments (court closure) [html-removed]
Attachmenis: 0439_001.pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. O, Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
53@,938,5020
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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RECEIVED
SUPERIOR COURT

NOV 06 2013

NOVEMBER §, 2013

YREKA
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

| AM IN SUPPORT OF THE WEED LOCATION SUPERIOR COURT REMAINING OPEN AND ACTIVE IN OUR
ATTEMPTS AT JUSTICE IN THE FINE COUNTY OF SISKIYOU, CALIFORNIA.

THANK YOU,

LAURA WINKELMAN
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:20 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Eight of 10 comments [html-removed]
Attachments: 0440_001.pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.5620
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrinflci . .weed.ca.us
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SUPERIOR COURT
To Whom It May Concern, NOV
v 06 2013
RE: Siskiyou County Superior Court—Weed Branch closure.,
Weed City Council Special Meeting--November 5™ 2013 YREKA

To Whom It May Concern,
In Support of the City of Weed City Council's Support of the Weed Branch Superior Court.

We the following appeal to the powers that be to PLEASE keep the SISKIYOU COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
WEED BRANCH open,

Whatever decision making body In the county of SISKIYOU made the decision to close the SUPERIOR
COURT ~Weed Branch, consolidating all court hearings to the city of YREKA in order to “save money” as
it seems, did not look at the whole picture. Closing the WEED BRANCH of the Siskiyou County Superior
court will negatively affect not only the city of Weed, but, also negatively affect all the residents of
SQUTH COUNTY and all who may need to defend thelr civil as well as economic liberties in the face of
injustice, or possible injustice, or even “justice” that poses as a “policy,” a policy of steep punitive
measures upon an already taxed to the max people during hard times.

Error, or possible error, even heartlessness by those who are administrating justice even law
enforcement officers happens. \We as a free people need to be able to have our case in defense of
justice and mercy true to be heard before a just judge that greater justice and mercy might prevail.

It's not JUST that the Weed Branch of the Weed Superior Court be closed in the name of saving money
for Government of Siskiyou County. There are ALTERNATIVES to closing the Weed Superior COURT
Branch. One such possibility Is that the Superior Court under an erdinance {that could in potential be
enacted Into law) from the Weed City Council could offer a product line that people ticketed from out of
the area, might bring home an ANTI-POT pro city of Weed memorabilia from our city.

For the sake of fair play in these United States of America where “the Gov dollar” or lack thereof, isn’t
always the bottom line, where concern for human kind, thus just justice and real life is factored into the
equation, let us reason together to find alternatives to the Superior Court of the City of Weed closure.

ez O 81 Bt
9 75@%}/
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]

Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:20 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Nine of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Afttachments: 0441_001. pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 470
Weed, CA 966094
530.938.5020
53@-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrinci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us|

Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2013 8:21 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Nine of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Attachments: 0442_001 . pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 47@
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.5020
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances McHugh

I

-

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us)

Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 8:23 AM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: Correction -- Ten of 10 comments in re: court closure [html-removed]
Attachments: 0442_001.pdf

Correction.

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 478
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.5020
530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Mary Frances McHugh

From: Deborah Salvestrin [salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, November 06, 2013 2:04 PM

To: Mary Frances McHugh

Subject: One Court closure comment [html-removed]
Attachments: 0443_001.pdf

Deborah Salvestrin
City Clerk

City of Weed

P. 0. Box 470
Weed, CA 96094
530.938.5020

530-938-5096 (fax)

salvestrin@ci.weed.ca.us
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Attachment IIL.D - Quarterly Financial
Statements, Siskiyou County Superior
Court FY 2009-2010 to 2013-2014

GO TO ATTAGHMENT IV G
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Judicial Council of California

BASELINE BUDGET
Certification
Court: Superior Court - Siskiyon Fiscal Year: FY 2014-15
Court Contact: Lorena Barnes Budget Prepared By: Lorena Barnes
Phone: 530-842-8368 Preparer's Phone: 530-842-8368
E-mail Address: Ibamesi@siskivou.courts.ca gov E-mail Address: Ibarnes@siskivou.courts.ca.gov
Special Revenue | Special Revenue
SUMMARY OF SUBMITTED BUDGET General Nop-Grant Grani Capital Project Debt Service Proprietary TOTAL
Beginning Balance 302,074 27,839 0 0 0 0 529,913
Current Year Financing Sources 3,635,676 318,750 332,796 0 0 0 4,487,222
Total Financing Sources 4,137,750 346,589 532,7%6 0 i 0 5,017,135
Total Expenditures 4,135,959 308,134 532,796 0 0 0 4,976,889
Fund Balance 1,791 38,455 0 0 0 0 40,246
Fund Balance Classifications 9
Nonspendable 0 0 0 0 0 0 i
Restricted 0 38.455 1] 0 0 0 38.455
Committed a 0 e} 0 1] 0 U}
Assigned 1,791 0 0 o 0 0 1,791
Unassigned 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
CERTIFICATION

[ HEREBY CERTIFY, to the best of my knowledge and belief, that the amounts stated herein and contained in the Baseline Budget detail documents inclnded by reference above, fairly
present a statement of all court estimated revenues (Gnancing sources) and court expenditures in accordance with the reporting requirements adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant
to anthority granted by Government Cede section 77206.

/%WMQJ_,—»

Signarure of Pre.f:}%ugiudge orE

Executive Officer
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Description
Revenue

Salaries

Staff Bensfits

Salary Savings

Cperating Expense and Equipment
Special ltems of Expense

Capital Costs

Internal Cost Recovery

Total Expenditures

Difference Between Budgeted
Revenues and Expenditures

Net Interfund Transfers

Functional Area
1100
1211
1212
1220
1231
1232
1233
1234
1310
1320
1330
1340
2110
2120
9100
S200
9300
9400
9500
9600
Total

General TCTF
3,675,938

1,856,442
1.068,013

1,086,390
57,800

4,048,645

(373,707)

65,233

918,998
321,636
349,938
117,689
252 346
183,780
304,550

55,699
123,385

79,882
131.308

&4

327,342
141,121
111,319
173,148
457 414

4,049,645

General Non-
TCTF

74,505

B1,414
4,800

86,314

(11,808)

(180,000)

1,330
78,414

86,314

Phoenix Budget Template

FY 2014-15 ‘
Summary
Special Special
Revenue Non- Revenue Gzipital
Grant Grant Project
318,750 418,029 -
119,686 325,178 | -
76,850 171,553 -
111,498 36,065 I
308,134 532,796 -
10,616  (114,767) -
|
- 114,767 -
- 114,653 -
- 400,143 -
- 18,000 -
308,134 = I
- — | =
. ; | -
308,134 532,796 -

PA\Administration\14-15 Budget\Budget 14-15\C47BudgetUploadTem plate1415

Debt Service

Proprietary

Amounts Not

Assigned to
Fund Type

Total
4,487,222

2,301,306
1,317,516

1,295,367
62,700

4,976,889

(489,567)

1,034,371
321,636
348,838
117,699
652,488
183,780
304,550

73,689
124,185
79,882
136,356

308,218

327.342
141,121
111,319
174,476
535,828

4,976,389

&8/19/2014
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Description

Cost Center
471001
473100
473200
Cost Center Total

Phoenix Budget Template i

FY 2014-15
Summary
Special Special
General Non- Revenue Non- Revenue
General TCTF TCTF Grant Grant
4,049,645 85,314 308,134 532,796
4,049,645 86,314 308,134 532,798

PAdministration14-15 Budgef\Budget 14-15\C47BudgetUploadTemplate 1415

Capital
Project

Debt Service

Proprietary

Amounts Not
Assigned to
Fund Type Total

- 4,976,889

- 4,976,889

8/19r2014
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Phoenix Budget Tempiate
FY 2014-15
Summary by Expense GL Account

I I 1
o S o I Amounts
. Not

Expense . Special Special Assigned

GL Account] General General Revenue | Revenue Capital | Debt to Fund
# TCTF Non-TCTF | Non-Grant Grant _Project | Service |Proprietary Type Total
900301| 1,695,036 0] 119886 248,129/ ol | 0 0 0] 2,062,851
900320 7,055] 0 0 0 ol | 0] 0 0 7,055
900322 0| 0l _0 0] o] | o 0L 0 0
_900325] 4777 o 0 0 o] | g 0 9 4,777
900327 42,525 0l 0 ) __ 0] 0 0 0 42525
906303 77,049 of 0 77,049/ : 0 0l 0 154,098
906311] 30,000 ol 0! ol 0 0] 0] 30,000
910301, 107,780 0| 7,421 19,907 0 0 0 0] 135108
910302 25,695 0, 1736 4,855 0 0 0 0 32,086
910401 27,933 0! 2222] 4728 0] 0 0 0 34,883
910501 445221] 0 33,338 74,761 0] 0/ 0 0 553,320
910601 341,856 0| 24,138 49,216 0] 0 0 0 415,210
912301 o 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0
912402 12,006 0 810 1,884 0 0 0 0 14,700
912501 60,375 0] 4,801 10218 0 0 0 0| 75,394
913301 9,129 0| 726 1,545 o | 0 ! 0| 11,400
913501 6820 0] 408 1,113 o | 0 o o 8,341
913502 6,858, 0, 463 1,242 o] | 0 0] 0| 8,563
913801 3652] 0 290 818 of [ 0] 0] 0 4,560
913699 2510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,510
913701 2,950 0| 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,950
913803 6,480 0 0 0 0 0 0! 0 6,480
913899 9,748 0| 597 1,666 o] | 0 0] 0 12,011
920302 4,200 o o 0| o | o o 0 4,200
920599 1,010 0 0/ 150 o | 0 0| 0 1,160
920601 10,000] 0] 0| 0/ 0 0! 0l 0 10,000
921509 0| 0 ) 0| 0| 0] 0 0
921798 0| 2,000 8] 350 0 i) 0] 0 2,350
_ 9223%9 715351 D ol 500 0 0 0| 0| 72035
922614 0 1] o o] o 0! ol 0 0
922699 350000 O 0 gooo0] 1 0 0l 0] 44000
922799 1,200/ 0 0 0 0 | 0 0| 0 1,200
922899 15,000 o] ol o] o| | 0 0] 0 15,000
923899 0] 10000 0o 6000 0 0] ol 0| 7,000
924599 3,500 0 ol 0 0 0! o 0| 3,500
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Phoenix Budget Template

FY 2014-15
Summary by Expense GL Account
925101 25,000] 0l 0 4100 0 0 0 0 29,100
| o25102] 18000] ol  of o o | o o 0 18,000
9256199 20,100 0l 20180 o o | O 0 0 40,280
928801 1,800 0! 0 0 0| 0 0 0 1,800
920299 4,750] 0| 0| 3000 0| 0 0 0 7.750
933104 1600 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0] 1,600
935202 8,900 0 0 0| ol | o o 0 8,900
935301 1775 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0 1,775
935498 1,500 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0 1,500,
938201 9,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,000
938401, 191395 0| 0 12,065| o] 0 of o 203,460
938404 31,000 o0 o 0l 0| 0 0 0 31,000
938405 o] 0| 0 0l 0 0 ol o 0
938502 18,000 o0 o o o | D o] 0 19,000
 538503] o 0 0| )| o 0] 0 0 0
938504 40,000 0 o, o o | o 0 0 40,000
938506 1,000 0 0 0 ol | of 0 0 1,000
938513 20000 0 0 of o0 0 0 0 2,000
938601 85000, 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 65,000
~ 938701] 45,000 0l 0 0 0 0 0 0| 45,000
938801 90,000| 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0! 90,000
938802| 150,000 0 0 0 o 0 0 | 150,000
938803, 800 0| o o, 0 | 0 0 0| €00
939002 2,300 0 0 o) o] 0 0 0] 2,300
939008 4,800 0l 0] 0l 0l 0| o 0] 4,800
938017 550000 0] 0 0| of | o 0 0! 55,000
941101 8,000 o, o o ol | o 0 0l 8,000
942901| 100,225 0! 0 o 0 0 0 0l 100,225
943201 5,500, 0! D| 900| 0 0 0 0 6,400
943301 6,000 78414, 91318 0 0 0 o, 0 175,732
943501 2,0000 o] 0 o| o | 0 0 ) 2,000
943502 5,000 0! 0 0l o | 0 0 0 5,000
946601| 50000 0 0 0l 0l 0 0 0 5,000
952498 3500 0] o o 0] 0 0 0 3,500
965101 26,500 2,100 0 0 0l 0 0 0 28,600
965102 | 31,300) 2,300, 0] 0 of I o 0 0 33,600
 965108| o] 500, 0 0 ) 0 0 0 500
971101 0| 0 0 of o ] 0 0 0
992008/ 0 0 0| 0l o] 0 0 0 0
| 999910/ o] B 0O 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Total | 4,049,645 86,314  308,134| 532,796/ [ 0 0 0/ 4,976,889
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FY 201415 + 27
Financing Sources
Financing Sources [ : =7
| QFLZJ—}%L”}’,
General Non- | Special Revenue | Special Revenus Speriai.ftmnue Specaal Revenue | Special Her-enuea‘sﬁccgl‘:ﬁwenu:
Fund Type General TCTF TCTF Non-Grant Non-Grant Mon-Grant Grant Grant Mon-Grant Total
Enter Fund code in this row {required) 110081 120001 120004 120007 130004 190100 1530031 120021
Enter Cost Center Associated with Fund code in this row {required) AT1001 479001 471004 aT1004 -ﬁ‘ﬁ:ﬂ! £T1001 471091 471001
GL _|GL Description i _ LT | wBS Element — ]
#1210 | TCTF-Progmn 45.10-Operations [ v ole 1 e KU wia 2. 15 2,926,458 N zazsait
§12110 | TCTF-Program 45, 10-Operations LM 20,234 20,234
8121103 | TCTF-Progran 45.10-Operations e [ ) |O-4TET00-2 5,101 5101
512140 |TCTF-Program 45.10-Small Ciaums-Service by Mail T30 70
127144 |TCTF-Program 45, 10-Creixs Transcopt on Appeal 8735 8,725
512145 |{TCTF-Program 45.10-Copy Preparation 16,342 40,242
812148 | TOTF-Program 45.10-Manal Search of Records 570 ET0
812151 |TCTF-Program £5.10-CustodyVisitatan-Mediaton 580 S50
§72152 | TCTF-Program 45.10-Retumed Check 1268 1,238
812153 | TCTF-Program 45 10-Guardianship. investigation 35650 3,650
&12154 | TCTHProgram 45.10-infc Packags for Consenvatons -
812155 |TCTF-Progeam 45.10-Conservatorship investigation 3.400 3406
812158 | TCTF-Program 45 10-CustogyiVisiaton-Famiy Law Faciiitaors 540 | B0
§12155 | Program 45.10-Civil Assessments 155 531 | 155 531
812180 |Program 45.10-Microgrephics: &85 856
8121681 | TCTF-Progaam 45.10-Premarital Counseing for Manors 1 125 125
812165 |TCTF-Program 45.10-Step Pasen! Adaption Imvestigation | 1.000 | 1,000
12167 |GC T7207.5 Replace T% ] 36,905 35,595
16111 |Genesal Fund Revenue | 51,037 | 91,637
$21120 |Other Court Retained Local Fees | £9.082 68,082
£217184 |CRC 10.500 Pub®c Access-Duplicatson and Reineval ; =
821202 |Enhanced CoSidcticas-{Cther) 278014 | 220.000
g2oi2t |SCII063F Rastirulion Rebate T34 T24
H23001 | Mscellanecus Revenus 1 -
825010 |Interest inceme 2,100 1,900 50 120 | &0 4,260
831010 |General Fund-AB2030MAE2595 Senvice of Processing 8,470 | 2,470
832010 | TCTE Fuad-MOLU Reimbursemanis M-4T02-114 35,249 1 38,2438
832011 | TCTF-Prograrm 5. 10-Jary sT880 57,860
832012 |TCTF-Program 45.10-CAC 240000 240,000
832013 |Program 45.10-Elder Abuise 585 585
533010 | Program 45.25-Juoges Safanes 30,000 30,000
834010 |Program 45.45-Cotid Interpreter 60 500 50,000
B3N |improvement & Modemizalion Fond M-4702-112 5208 5,208
835010 |AB1054 Grants G-4T1058-1-14 97,112 T4z
538010 JAB1053 Granis G4T 1058114 | 302897 302,647
538020 [Other AOC Grasis C-LT1060-1-74 | 18.000 12,000
832010 |Non-AOC Granis G-473003-1-10 -
841011 |Dispule Resohdicn 2,756 2,756
851010 [Civil Jury Reimbursemend 3,523 | 3.523
861011 |Reimbursemenis-Mescetlansous | —
899910 _|Prior Year Revenue Agustment | =
| -
| z
| <
] -
TOTAL REVENUES 3,675,938 T4.505 2808 278134 37,088 418,029 = T2 =] 4487222
INTERFUND TRANSFERS: I
701100 |INTERFUND TRAMSFER IN 1B85.000 | 180,000
701100 |INTERFUND TRANSFER 1N G=T1058-1-14 | | 114,767 114,767
701200 |INTERFUND TRANSFER OUT (114767} [1E0,000)) | [294,767)
[ TOTAL INTERFUND TRAMSFERS 55,233 [1&0,000) = = | = 114,767 - = - -
TOTAL REVENUES AND INTERFUND TRANSFERS 174147 [105,455) 2,806 278,134 | 37,085 532,798 - 724 - 4,447,222
|
C47Budp=iUpinadTempiz1e 1415 - Financing Séurtes Page 101 | BAEF20147 1:41 PM




PHOENIX BUDGET TEMPLATE

.
FY 2014-15
L Budgeted Expenditures
118 rabale,
} Guardianship )
: Judgos and Traffic & Other Family and & Mantal Juvenile Juvenila Othar Nen- Business & Allocata
19 Courtraom Other Criminal Children Health y | Delinguency | Othor S Court Enhancod Court Executive Fiscal Human Faeilities Information | Budget by
b Suppaort Infractions Casis Civil Services Services Services Samvices Operations | biterpreters | Jury Services | Security Collections | Operations Ofice Servicas Resources Services Technology | PECT Salary Total
1 Cost e o e e}
{._.» Fund T Fund | Centor GLa GL Description WES Elemant 1100 1211 1212 220 1231 1232 1233 1234 1310 1320 1330 1340 2110 2120 ai00 | 8200 9300 8400 a500 9500
General TG 1000 AT100° 900301 | Permanant 352,185 183,695 157,603 67 696 148,051 110,558 35,587 32169 71,028 8107 37,340 227 852 31,803 4677 37,941 1,625,280
Gidmgiral TCTF 10001 | 47100 900301 _|Permanent |©-479600. 28,688 28,688
al TCTF 10800 1001 | 800201 |Parmanent G-478700- 327 7588 10,718
Gi | TETE 1000 100 900301._|Permansnt Q479901 30353 30,353
General TCTF 1000 1001 | 806303 _|Commissioneis 77048 77,049
General TGTE 26611 11,389 R A 4,187 8.055 5254 2208 1,994 4,404 565 215 12,040 5072 4,630 2:352 103,455
General TCTF C-475600-, 1,719 1778
Gengral TCTF O-475700-2 184 470 564
General TETE -4 TS50 1,882 1,682
General TCTF 6224 2 654 2,285 932 2,118 1,803 518 486 1,030 132 541 3,304 1,186 1,083 550 24.684.
Ganetal TCTF O-4759600- 418 416
General TCTF O-4T9700- 45 110 158
General TCTF 04789301 440 440
General TCTE 6,426 3,882 3,442 1,267 2,249 1,625 543 688 1,385 i84 753 1,744 1,285 130 459 26,823
General TCTE -4 19600 578 578
General TCTF ©-475700-2 3 92 165 |
Genoral TETF = O-479801- 36T 367
General TCTF | { 111,034 E4.781 58,758 20 781 34,695 25,106 10,865 11,697 23,713 3,182 13,087 20,90 15,150 9,350 5.500 428,289
General TGTF 1000 001 | 910501 _|Healih Insurance 0-475800- 10,055 10,055
General TGTE 110001 | 471001 | 910501 _|Healih insurance O-ATET00- 1277 1,100 2,377
General TGTF 11000 471001 10561 | Health Insurance 0479901 4400 4400
Rel {Non-Judicial
T GEREr TCTE 19001 | AT 1001 [~ ST080T THo2s P L ) Y A3 EAES 29A5S 22297 LA 6438 14525 TBIT 7331 45935 15455 TH0ET 1682 T
Retirement (Nor-Judicial
|General TOCTF 110001 | 471001 O-478600-2 5.786 5,788
Retrament (Non-Judicial
General TCTF 110001 471001 0-479700-2 631 1,530 2,181
Rebrement (Non-Judicial
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 | 910601 |Offic 0-478901-3 6122 6122
Retirement {Subordihale
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 | 912301 |Judicial Officers) =
General TETF 110001 | 471005 | 912402 |Deferred Compensalion - 457 2190 300 120 197 74 571 il 30 80 3630 1,380 1470 fele] 11,408
General TCTF 110001 | 471000 | 912402 |Defamed Compensation - 457 | 0-478700-2 120 120
Genoral TCTE | 110001 | 471001 | 912402 |Defemed Compensation: 457 |O-479901-3 480 480
Statutory Warkers
General TCTF 18001 | 471001 | 512501 |Compe 13,868 8392 7440 2738 4861 3512 ] 1488 3016 397 1,627 3,770 2978 1,866 992 57,974
Statutory Warkers :
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 [ 872501 |Compensation 0-478600-2 1,250 1,250
Statutory Warkers
General TCTF 110001 | 471009 [ 912581 C-475700-2 159 198 357
General TCTE 10001 | 471001 | 812500 0-475901.3 54 794
General TCTF 10001 | AT1 2100 1,268 1128 44 735 531 210 225 456 50 248 570 20 255 150 8,766
General TCTF 10001_|_ 471004 O ATG600- 188 189
General TCTF 1600 471001 | O-478700-; 24 30 54
General TGTF 10001 | 47100 047890 120 120
General TCTF 1000 47100 1,308 523 458 172 321 232 a7 B2 185 24 48 1,735 435 ] 200 5,534
General TCTF 1000 47100 0-473600-; 75 76
General TCTE 10001 | 471001 | ©-479700- 10 a0 50
General TCTFE 479501 160 180
General TCTE 471001 1,661 T B0 ] 565 428 138 124 Fif 38 145 iz 3T 788 147 6,589
General TCTF 47100 D4 79600 [iE] 111
General TETF 47100 G477 00- 12 29 41
General TCTF 47100 0-478901- 17 117
General TGTE | 47100 840 508 450 166 294 212 &4 90 182 24 98 228 168 102 B0 3,506
Ganeral TETF 47100 C-479600-2 75 76
General TCTF |_ 47100 (C-4T79700-2 1] 12 22
(Genaral T 7100 0-479801-3 48 48
General T 7160 2753 7894 G55 330 B48 633 155 133 269 33 134 1457 510 554 182 9,450
General T 7100 0-479608-; 103 103
General 1001 | 0-479700- 13 35 49
General TCTFE 100° O-4795901- 148 146
Special Revenue Non-Grant 7100 0-470304- 86,337 96,337
cial Revenue Non-Grant 71001 | 900301 |Permanent |0-47030 23,349 23,349 |
Spacial Revenus Non-Grant [ 10301 |Social Securi 0470304 5973 5973
Special Revenue Non-Gi 7100 ﬁ 0-470304- 1,448 1448
Special Revenus Nen-Grant 7100 0-470304- 1.397 1,397
Special Revenue Non-Grant 7100 O-470304-2 339, 339
Special Revenus Non-Grant 7100 | Dental Insurance 0-470304- 1.836 1,836 |
ecial Revenue Non-Grant 7100 | Dental Insurance |0~< 0304-3 186 386
ceial Revenue Non-Grant 7100 | Health Insurance 0-470304. 28,000 28,000
zcial Revenue Mon-Grant 7100 | Haalth Insurance 0-470304- 5,338 5338
Retirerant (Non-Judicial
ecial Revenue Non-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 910601 [Officers) O-470304-1 19,429 19,428
Retrement {Non-Judiclal =
ecial Revenue Mon-Grant 120007 | 471001 S10601 | Officers) 0-470304-2 4,708 4,709
Spacial Revenus Non-Grant | 120007 | 471001 | 912402 |Deferred Compensation - 457 [0-470304-1 B&0 B60
acial Revenue Mon-Gran 120007 | 471001 | 912402 |Defarred Compensation - 457 | ©-470304-2 150 150
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FY 201415
Budgeted Expenditures

Probate,
™ Guardianship
-J-. Judges and Traific & Other Famiily and & Mental Juvenile Juvenile Crther Non- Business & ‘Allocate
""\r_ Courtroom Gther Griminal Children Health Dependency | Delinguancy | Cther Support Court Enhanced Court Executive Fizcal Hisman Facilities Information | Budget by
{/ Suppart Infraciions Cases Gvil Services Servicas Services Services Operations | erpreters | Jury Services | Security Collections | Operationi Cifice Services Resources Sewvices | Tochnology | PECT Salary | Total |
ey Gost
':. ! Funa Type Fund | Centsr | GLY GL Doscription WES Element 1160 1211 1212 1220 1231 1232 1233 1234 1310 1320 1330 1340 2110 2120 9100 9200 8300 8400 8500 9600
il Stanory Workers
|Special Revenue Non-Grant | 120007 | 471001 | 912501 |Compensation 0-470304-1 3968 3,968
¥ oo} Statutory Workers
Speghl Revenue Non-Grant_| 120007 | 471001 | 912501 {Compensation 0-470304- 833 833
Special Revenue Non-Grant_| 120007 | 471001 | §13301_|Unemploymeént Insurance G- 4T 0304 500 600 |
-|Speclal Revenue Non-Grant_|_ 120007 | 471001 | 913301 |Unemployment insurance G-AT0304- 126 126
pecial Revenus Mon-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 913501 |Life Inaurance 470304 350 350
Special Revenue Non-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 913501 |Life Insurance C-470304- 58 58
Special Revenue Non-Granl | 120007 | 471001 | 913502 |Long-Temm Disabiy O-470304- 373 373
Special Revenue Mon-Grant | 120007 | 471001 | 913502 |Long-Term Disabiity 104703042 40 80 |
Speeial Ravenus Nor-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 913601 |Vision Care C-470304- 240 240
Special Revenue Mon-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 913601 |Vision Care (0-470304- 50 50
Special Revenue Non-Grani | 120007 | 471001 | 913889 |Cher Bonalis O-470304- 478 478
Special Revenue Mop-Granl | 120007 | 471001 | 813890 |Other Benafils D-470304-2 119 119
Special Revenue Grant 150100 | 471001 | 900001 |Permanent GAT1058-1- 55,920 55920 |
Special Revenue Grant 180100 | 471001 | 900301 |Permanent i@mss- - 31,860 .31,850 ]
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 900301 |Permanant GAT1D50-1- 12,768 147 580 160,349 |
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 906303 |Commissioners -471058-1- 77,049 77,048 |
Speclal Revenus Grant 180100 | 471001 | 910301 |SocklSe |G-471058-1- 213 213
Special Revanue Grant 190100 | 471061 | 910301 |Secial Secu 5-471055-1- 4777 875 752 |
pecial Revenus Grant 180106_| 471001 | 9840301 |Soci) Se 4710581 T8z 150 42
Special Revenue Gram 180100 | 471001 | 510302 |Medicare -471058-1- 751 51
S peciat-Rovere Srant Ot 00— 4T 10019108 e AT AR LTS 1,308
pecial Reverue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910302 |Medicare AT10581- 185 2140 2328
ecial Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910401 |Dental Inswance 47 1058-1-14 507 697
Special Revente Grant 190100 | 471001 | 510401 |Dendal insusance -A71058-1-14 458 459 818
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910401 |Dental instrance 47 1058-1-14 275 2938 3.213
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 10501 |Health insurance |E-471056-1-14 0,881 10,881 |
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910501 |Heathinsurance G-471059-1-14 5,500 5,350 10,750 |
Speclal Revene Grant 180100 | 471001 | 810501 |Heallh Wstrance G-471059-1-14 4,788 48,342 63,130 |
Retirement (Non-Judiciat
pecial Revenue Grant 190100 1 471001 | 910601 |Officers) G-471058-1-14 10.451 10,451 |
Retrament (Mon-Judicial
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910601 |Officers] G-AT1059-1-14 5426 8A26
Retirement {Mon-Judicial .
pecial Reverue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 910601 |Officers) G-471059-1-14 2575 29764 32,339 |
) Retirement {Subordinate:
Special Revenue Grant 180100 | 471601 | 912301 |Judicial Officers] GAT1053:1.14 L
eeial Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 912402 |Deferred Compensation « 457 |G471058-1-14 234 234
Speciol Revenue Grant 190100 | 479001 | 512402 |Deferred Compensation - 457 | G.471053-1-14 1,050 300 1350
Special Revanue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 912402 |Deferred Gompensation - 457 |G-471058.1:14 300 200
Statutory Warkers
Special Revenue Grant 100100 | 471001 | 912501 |Compensation G-471058-1-14 1,290 1,230
Statutory Warkers .
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 4710071 | 912501 |Compensation G-471058-1-14 992 992 1,984
Statutory Workers
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 912501 |Com i -471058-1- 505 6349 8,944
pecial Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 913301 [Unemployment Instsance 47 1058-1-14 105 195
pecial Revenue Grant 190400 | 471001 | 912301 |Une ment Insurance AT1059-1- 150 150 300
ecial Revenue Grant 190100_|_ 47100 13201 _|Unemployment Insurance -471059-1-14 50 360 1,050 |
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471004 | 913601 [Life Insurance -471058-1-14 78 78
pecial Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 913501 |Lile Insurance G-A71059-1-14 525 75 800
pecial Revenue Grant | 180100 | 471001 13501 |Life Ingurance AT 1069-1-14- 6 389 255
pecial Revenue Granl 190100 | 471001 | 913502 |Long-Term Disai ~471058-1- 20 201
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 413502 [Long-Term Disa A71059-1-14 298 12 421
Special Revenue Grant 190400 | 471001 | 913502 |Long-Term Dk |G-471059-1-14 49 57 620
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 47100 | 913601 [Vighon Care G-4T1058-1-14 T 78
Spacial Revenue Grant 180100 | 47 3601 [Vision Care G-471059-1-14 a0 50 120
pecial Revenue Grant 190100 | 4 H 3601 _|Vision Care G-471059-1-14 36 384 420
Special Revenue Grant 150100 3809 [Other Benefis G471058-1-14 373 373 |
pecial Revenue Grant 180100 | 913899 |Other Benefits G-471058-1-14 437 182 619
Special Revenue Grant 180100 | 4 3899 |Cther Benefits G-471059-1-14 40 625 BT4
General TCTF 10001 | 471001 | 900320 |Lump Sum Pa 7,055 7,055
General TCTF 10001 | 471001 | 900322 |Pramum P: _
General TC 10001 | 471001 | 900325 |Biingual 2047 2730 AT ]
General 1 10001 | 471001 | 900327 |Miscefansous Offferential 1,589 2,047 12,530 4,785 11,785 2278 2277 2,389 2,845 42,525 |
General 10001 | 471001 | 908311 rior Court Judges 30,000 40,000 |
General 10001 | 47100 13699 | Other Insurance 400 85 33 78 215 115 15 15 B3 15 16 B4 B5 50 207 514 510
General 10001 | 47100 13701 _|Ciher Judges Benefits 2,950 350
General TC 10001 | 47100 13603 _|P: _ 5400 1.080 480, |
General TGTE = G20302_|Bank Fees 4,200 200
Genetal TCTF 10001 920589 _|Oues and Membershi 300 325 85 00 L£10
Spocial Revenue Grant 99 _|Dues and Memberships GA71058-1-14 150 150
General TCTE 920601 _|Office Supplios-Miscelaneous 200 9,600 10,000
General TCTF 110091 | 471001 | 921599 |Adverfising -
Meetings, Conferences,
General Non-TCTF 120001 | 471001 | 921799 |Exhibits & Shows 720 2001 150 330 2,000
Meatings, Conferences, |
Special Revenus Grant 190100 | 471001 | 921799 |Exhibits & Shows G-4T1060-1-14 350 350
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FY 201415
Budgeted Expenditures

o Frobate,
| Mae Guardianship
¥ Judges and Traffic & Other Family and & Mental Juvenile Juvenita Other Non- Business & Allocate
(1™ Courtroom Criminal Children Health 3] ] Oithar Court Enhanced Court Executive Fiscal Human Facilities Information Budgat by
b g Support Infractions Cases Civil Services Services Services Services [s] terpretors | Jury Services | Security Caolicctions | Operations Oifice Services Resources Services | Technoleny | PECT Salary Total
4 a5t
‘w} Fund T Fund Center GL# GL Description WES Element 1100 1211 1212 1220 1231 1232 1233 1234 1310 1320 1330 1340 2110 2120 2100 9200 9300 400 9500 8600
‘r Library Purchases and
Emra] TCTF 115001 AT1001 522399 | Subscripfions 70,535 1,000 71,635
1 Library Purchases. and
cial Revenue Grant 100100 | 471001 922305 |Subscriptions G-471058-1-14 500 500
Ganeral TGTFE 110001 | 471001 Security Survellance =
) Minor Equipment - Under =
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 622899 [$5000 35,000 45,000
Minos Equipment - Under
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 | 922553 G-471058-1-14 9,000 9,000 |
General TCTF 110007 | 471001 | 922798 |Equipment Rertalloase 1,200 1,200 |
Office
General TCTFE 110001 | 471001 | 922899 |EquipmentiMaintenance 1,750 B.650 6,500 15,000 |
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471001 923998 |General Expense - Service G-471080-1-14 B8.000 (000 |
General Non-TETF 120001 923999 |General Expense - Senvice 1,000 000 |
enecal TCTE | 110001 | | Prting 1,500 1,500 - S00 _3,500 |
General TETF 110001 | Telecommunications 360 22.000 2700 25,000
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | Telecommunications 47 1060-1-14 700 700
Special Revanue Grant 190100 | Telecommunications 4 71059-1-14 2400 2,400
Special Revenus Granl 190100 | Telecommunications 471 058-1-14 1,000 1,000
Intermet Access Provider
Genaral TCTF 110001 Senvices 18,000 18,000
Stamps, Stamped Envelopes,
eneral TGTF | ij0001 | 471007 | GFT05 |Posteards, ele B0 ) TO.U00 20,1007
) Stamps, Stamped Envelopes,
ecial Revanue Non-Grant 120007 1001 | 925193 |Posicards, ete 04703041 20,180 20,180
General TCTE 110001 1001 | 928801 |insurance 500 1.200 800
Genaral TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 920209 |Travelin State 3,000 1,000 250 500 4,750
otial Revenue Gram 190100 | 471001 | 825299 |Travel-n State G-471058-1-14 1,000 000
ecal anuae Gran 190100 | 471001 | 929293 |Travel-in State |G-471058-1-14 2.000 000
General TCTF 110001 | 471 & 933104 | Tuifion and Registration Fees. 300 500 800 1,600 |
General TCTF 11000 471001 | 935202 |RentfLease Non-State Crmed | 6,900 (800 |
General TCTF 11000 471001 | 935301 |Japilorial Services 1.5, 78
Genaral TCTF 11000 471001 | 935485 |Maintenance and Supphes 1.500 500
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 938201 |Consulling Sendces - Temp 9,000 o 600 |
Consultant and ] v
General TCTF 110001 | 474001 | 938401 |Professional Servces 17,759 173645 191,395 |
. General Consultant and —=
Special Revenus Grant 180100 | 471001 938401 | Professional Services G-471060-1-14 10,850 10.850
. i Consuliant and
Spncial Revenue Grant 100100 | 471001 | 938401 |Profassional Senvices G-AT1059-1-14 1,115 1,115
Genaral TCTF 10001 1001 | 938404 | Administiative 10,000 10.000
General TCTF 10001 | 471001 S38404 | Admenistrative 0-479801-3 4,000 17.000 21,000
General TCTFE 10001 1001 | 938405 |Auditing ==
Genaral TCTF 10001 1001 | 838502 |Court Inferpreter Trave! 18,000 1a,n$|7‘
General TCTF 10001 1001 | 938503 !Cnuﬂ lme%e‘w—-ﬁe& Rered -
General TCTF 10604 1001 | 938504 |Court Interpreter-Cerlified 40.000 40,000
Court Interprater-Hon
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 | 938506 |Certified 1,000 1,000 |
Court Imterpreter-Language
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 938513 |Line-in Court 2.000 2,000
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 938801 }Court Reporter Samvices 65,000 65,000
General TGTE 110001 ATI001 938701 | Court Transcripta 45,000 45,000
Oependency Counsel
General TCTF. 110001 | 471001 | 938801 ICbargE For Children S0.000 80,000
Dependency Counsel
Ganeral TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 938802 |Charges For Parents 150,000 150,000
Court Appainted Counsel
Charges-Family Code Section
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 | 928803 |3150 B0 800
General TCTF 110061 | 471001 b 2,300 e 2,300
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 4,800 [" 4,800
Mental Competency Hearing —
General TCTE 110001 | 471001 i 55,000 55,000 |
Gansral TCTF 110001 | 4 ;132 8,000 8,000 |
General TCTE 110001 | 471000 | 25 200 50,000 50,000 100,225
Genaral TCTE 110001 47100 5500 5,500
Special Revenue Grant 190100 | 471007 | |G-a71058-114 700 700
Special Revenue Grant 180100 | 47100 |G-471058-1-14 200 200
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 5000 5,000
General Non-TGIE 120601 1097 | Te 414 78,414
Special Revenue Non-Grant 120007 | 471001 | 2-470304-1 ‘51318 81318
General TCTF 110001 | 471001 | 2,000 2,000 |
General TCTF 1000 471001 | IT Seftware and License Fees 5,000 5,000 |
General TCTF 1000 471001} Major Equipment-IT 5,000 5,000 |
General TCTF 1800 1001 3,500 3,500
«|General TCTFE 1000 1001 26,500 26,500
General Non-TCTF 20001 1001 | 2900 2,100 |
Genoral TCTE 1000 1001 | 31300 31,300
General Non-TCTF 2000 1001 | 2,300 2,300

wtebides 4251 cd @ T fov AT



§ Mo PHOENIX BUDGET TEMPLATE

. } FY 201415
’ Budgeted Expenditures
-t
Probale,
Guardianship
Judges and Traffic & Other Family and & Mental Juvenihe duvenila . Oiher Non- . Business & . Allocate
Caurlroom Othar Criminal GChildren Health Dependepcy | Delinguency | Other Support Court Enhanced Court Executive Fiscal Human Facilitios Information | Budget by
e Support Infractions Cases Civil Services Services Services Sarvices | Operations | Interpreters | Jury Services | Security Collections | Operations Offica Services Resources Services Technology | PECT Salary Totai
o5 — ] 1

Fund Centar GL# GL Description WBS E it 11o0 1211 1212 1220 1231 1232 j233 1234 1310 1320 1330 1340 2110 2420 100 200 4300 2400 8500 9600
Meals (Moo Sequesterad

120001 AT1001 SE5108_| Jurors) s00 E00
Other Posl Employment

11o0ot | ATI000 GPES -
Departmantal Indirect
Allogations-Operating

General TCTE 110001 | 471001 S
Prios Year Expense
General TGTE 110001 | 471001 | 999910 Adusiments -

Total Expenditures - 1,034,371 321,835 349,938 117,689 652 183,780 304,550 73,693 124,185 r3,882 136,356 = 308,218 - 327,342 141,021 111,318 174,476 E35,828 - 4,876,888




FY'2014-15 O I Trial Court Trust Fund "Base" 812110 Al as of August 2014 (See below for ) E
* -
Raverse FY 2012 £22.7 Willioan Pretimenary Less; Self-Help
Annualization of $40 Mithon Pro. 1 Mt Reverse FY 2013 FY 201213 andd | Reduclion for | Reductian for ProRata | Criminal Justice | Criminal Justice sty
FY 209314 TCTF| Reductlon for | FY 2042493 |Rata Mol f|a ol 460 | Net Renflocation | 14 Al Het Reatlocation | Aetjustiment FY 201314 Estimated | Fumd Balance lacation ol (#32010)
Progeem 45.10 Appolted Benefits Cost | lo Funding fo | of 18 Percent of | 40 Percantol | Mition b New | of $50.0 Milbon |snd Reafloeation|  ANocation'of | of $86.3 Milslon Related to Benefils Cost Revern Alive the 1% Reinalning 2% Funafing Fundling nchuded In
Ending Bage | Convetled S0 Chinges be Gistrilaned Hesturical Histobcal Fimding Using | 5 Histordeal | of $60 Million In | S86.3 Mitianin | n Historial | WAFM Funding Changes Shoniall Gap (15t Hall) (20 Halfy Cowl Base
Alocation Position Reduclion fram IGHA Funding Fumding | Upstaled WAFM Furiding Tew Funding | Mew Funding Funding Floar Funding | {Cne-tima) {fme-hma) : {onetime)’ Altcation Tetal,
1,494,008 ;. 5 3145 142 {1,023 020 {53269} 1E0EET | (1,006 390 . 151,377 1104.209) Go.33g0se
5 12,247 @.&m' 286,308 5245 . [ (34,069 5,642 |
2075747 97480 27, tggl (1,645 2838 (29.137) 2000 (A5,773) 1,950,457
B,170,89 412,034 48 (B.221) 158,401 {118,327} 37,520 [A4,057) 5,453,145 |
1840406 97,045 (19,834 (1,513) A5771 (27, mi 2678 136,175 1,823,876
1360395 14,379] 127 16004 » 1,385 {25,000} 1,176,558
A A4 I 10,513 127,312 \CQU,E]') ‘9’41_4 md 47333 {1} M,
2,300,584 | 5,1 {1,783 A5 700 (3,618 4, (353577 173534 |
872358 (19,518 (4,763) 850 15520 12,10 5,428,668
33,705,146 154,595
1,794,455 2534
5,241,800 20,003 510,532
7.020.750 12,200 774510
1.BMAGT ail 1,906,118
79,595,005 100,414
5,510,658 9413
3,102,931 8,001
2292,081 2755
20980172 1,526,185
5,069,745 21,564
12.354,000 6,175 #5717 11,714 255
054,174 764 {34,847} on4,373
4,435 535 1,187 {30, 204) 4N65.402
9206327 734 {45.471) 91\1,5&
83283 544 {31.457) 837393
121054 a0 i 1,263,501
14,497 345 15,503 {837 14615184
6372800 B854 2 6,263,760
4478772 211741 4.484,430
120,988,177 G126,007
12,068,757 746,331
e 50,973
86,271 653 ; 4,340,145
NIENCE] (120,812 2,402 580 (71,684) (2,578,151} 3,565,161 |
256,744 . 75,293 (28,577) (85,264)| 108,297
72,347,163 :2.@&' 3411593 857,118 (#269841 4,007,430
125,478,197 1531 T 4,165 290 1927 004) 502, BO19842
#3,185,369 E 1,459,083 | 1,567,617 (B19.475) {90,514) 2283522
24914633 4 1,095,593 110,955 {1,338,224) 1575827
11,448,303 a57 B4 1641 (421.150) 058,581
29561664 1,083,844 158155 Jaeapday 150,02
16,243,443 636,277 (128,605) 1,01 815,179
ITIST B 2307 428 (785,93 (1,759,734, 3,318,857
9,997,202 383213 19,354 551216
10,109,734 £ N1zt 8665 I
538,106 (5070 1355 1,11 : 8302
3072475 - (80,127} (20,23 ém é I 157,706 | T401
17290738 (@17, 113,00 181524 {243,425) TOL56
15,441,705 - i (120.574) 17,454 (13451 BOGABT 816,811
15,957,751 {00335y {100,458 558,507 {A57,618) B11,718 210045 (13.744) 018,044
3 3600 455 23,75 5 (58,201 162,135 30,190 (2.975) 72212 ARl
Tatems 2875164 17z 9410 I 171,807 1,152 2413 24,566 2,515,001
=" 1.421,48) 16551 8 -1 5,158 I £5.905 19970 -
Tutwe 13404033 . ' 71,923 (20,451 100,341 1199, -
Tushitrae 2,008.339 ; F:unﬂ (21006) 19,240 (37,04 (2118 2,443 3,004
\enlurz 2T oTIAN X 1,961,024 143084 1,211,550 1,663,940 | 210,117 21,141 542,126 . G50, 35,000
Yol 7,542,166 ;-s,siij] 119 | 574 28|y {aen, 358y | A0 BT 11 G {105,604) (175,387)| 21,137
Yt 3261573 2.578) (47 403) - 7 15011
Tl & jz?,ﬂll].ﬂlhl 2,008,240) 37 862, AF11.600
Feumons 3 , Vo Lo ! P = ' e —
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Attachment IV.A.2-Budget Year and
Budget Year Plus




9-16-14 Detailed Budget Projections FY 14-15/FY15-16/FY16-17

The budget for FY 2014-15 was approved including the 2% set aside.

Balance Forward
A. TRIAL COURT TRUST FUND
BASE
ADJUSTMENTS
1. Ongoing
1.1.5AL Retirement savings & Alloc.
SAL Growth
1.2.Security
1.3. Improvement
1.4.Micro
Eider Abuse
2. 0One-Time
2.1 45,10 GC 77207.5 Replacement

3. Reimbursements

3.1 Jury
3.2 Ct. Appt Counsel
3.3 Judges
3.4. 5)0 Benefits
3.5 Interpreters
3.5 Mod. Fund
3.6 Retirement

Other State Receipts

5. Return of Fees/Asses.
5.2 Small Claims
5.3 Adm fee NSF
5.3 Adm PRTL Pmt
5.4 Clerk Trans
5.5 Copy Prep
5.5 Comparison
5.6 Record Search
5.7 Estate Search
5.8 Visit Mediation
5.8 Rtrn Check
5.9 Guardianship
5.10 Info. Package
5.11 conservatorship investig.
Annual Fee

2014-2015
Budget

528

Budge'f apbrm;e'd '

2,951,773.00

91,037.00

6,208.00

586.00

36,996.00

57,660.00
240,000.00
30,000.00

60,000.00

8,725.00
10,342.00

570.00

960.00
1,296.00
3,650.00

3,400.00

201516

30000.00

2858287.00

0.00

6200.00

0.00

0.00

60000.00

240000.00

30000.00

60000.00

700.00

5000.00
5000.00

600.00

1000.00
1000.00
2000.00

50.00
2000.00

e

2016-17"

32000.00

2910837.00

0.00

6200.00

0.00

0.00

60000.00

240000.00

30000.00

60000.00

700.00

5000.00
5000.00

600.00

1000.00
1000.00
2000.00

50.00
2000.C0




5.12 Visit FLF
5.12 Civil Assessments
5.12 Miocrogragphics
45.10 Premarital
Declare Child Free
Step Parent
Misc. Revenue
Civil Jury Reimbursement
Misc. Reimbursement

6. Prior Year Adjust.

TOTAL DIST.REV.FROM TCTF

B. TCTF Grants and Non-TCTF
1.TCTF Grants
1.1 1058 Commissioner
1.2 1058 Facilitator

1.3 Substance Abuse
2. Non-TCTF
2.1 Block Dispute Res.
Other Co. svcs
2.1 Local Fees/Fines
CRC10-500 Pub Access
2.2 Enhanced Coll. (other)
Non-Fee Rev 1
GC13963f Restitituion (VT)
2.3 Interest Income
2.4 Other Local Fees
2.5 Other local fee 2
2.7 Other State Grants - Collaborative
2.7 Other State Grants - Jury System
GF-AB2030 SVS Process
Non-AQC Grants
2.8 GF-MOU Reimbursements
TOTAL REV. NON-TCTF/OTHR

SALARIES & BENEFITS EXPENSES
Salaries Regular

Salaries Transcripts

Lump Sum Payouts

Premium Pay

Bilinguzl Pay

Differential - Misc.

640.00
156,531.00
886.00
125.00

1,000.00

3,523.00

3,666.638.00

302,917.00
97,112.00

2,756.00

69,082.00

278,014.00

724.00
4,260.00

18,000.00

8,470.00

39,245.00
820,584.00

4,487,222.00

2,062,851.00

7,055.00

4,777.00
42,525.00

0.00
200000.00
800.00
125.00
500.00

2000.00

3475262.00

400000.00
87000.00

2000.00

70000.00

220000.00

5000.00

18000.00

6000.00

818000.00

4293262.00

2,013,451%*

0.00
2000.00
2000.00

£

T e e 5 W | R
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0.00
200000.00
800.00
125.00
500.00

2000.00

3527812.00

350000.00
97000.00

2000.00

70000.00

220000.00

5000.00

18000.00

6000.00

768000.00

4295812.00

2,013,451%*

0.00
2000.00
2000.00




Furl & Sal Sav Non Jud
Temp. Employees on P/R
Commissioner

Salaries Sup. Judge
Furlgh Save Commish

oT

Social Security Ins.**
Medicare Tax**

Dental Insurance**
Health Insurance**

Flexible Benefits** 26,062.00
Retiree Benefits** 28,187.00
Retirement** 54,249.00

Retirement (Sub. Jud. Officers)**
Def. Comp 457**

Workers Comp**

Unemployment ins.**

Disability Insurance**

Life Insurance®*

ETD*#*

Vision**

Other Benefits - EAP**

Judge Life**

Pay Allowances**

Other Benefits - EAP**

Subtotal Non-Regular Salaries and deductions
TOTAL SALARIES & BENEFITS EXP."

OPERATING & EQUIPMENT EXPENSES
Bank Fees

Dues Legal & Other

Misc. Office Supplies
Advertising
Meeting/Conf./Exh/Shw
Libry Pchse/Sub/Pub

Minor Office Equip/Machine
Security Surveillance - Minor
Minor Equip.

Equip. Rental/lease

Office Equip. Maint.

General Exp-Svc

Printed Forms/Printing
Telecommunications

ISP Lease Lines

Postage

Insurance

Travel-per Diem In State

154,098.00
30,000.00

135,108.00
32,086.00
34,883.00

553,320.00

415,210.00

14,700.00
75,394.00
11,400.00

8,341.00

8,563.00
4,560.00
2,510.00
2,950.00
6,480.00
12,011.00

1,555,971.00
3,618,822.00

4,200.00
1,160.00
10,000.00

2,350.00
72,035.00

44,000.00
1,200.00
15,000.00
7,000.00
3,500.00
29,100.00
18,000.00
40,280.00
1,800.00
7,750.00

155000.00
30000.00

135,108.00
32,086.00
34,883.00

553,320.00

415,210.00
14,700.00
75,394.00
11,400.00

8,341.00
8,563.00
4,560.00
2,510.00
2,950.00
6,480.00
12,011.00

1,506,516.00

3,519,967

4,000.00
1,200.00
10,000.00

2,500.00
35,000.00

20,000.00
1,200.00
15,000.00
7,000.00
3,500.00
30,000.00
18,000.00
40,000.00
2,000.00
7,750.00

155000.00
30000.00

135,108.00
32,086.00
34,883.00

553,320.00

415,210.00
14,700.00
75,394.00
11,400.00

8,341.00
8,563.00
4,560.00
2,510.00
2,950.00
6,480.00
12,011.00

1,506,516.00

3,519,967

4,000.00
1,200.00
10,000.00

2,500.00
35,000.00

20,000.00
1,200.00
15,000.00
7,000.00
3,500.00
30,000.00
18,000.00
40,000.00
2,000.00
7,750.00



Qut of State Travel
Tuition/Registration
Perimeter Security
Perimeter Security - Sheriff
Perimeter Sec. - Other
Courtroom Security
Rent-Non State Owned
Janitorial

Maintenance & Supplies, cleaning
Other Facilitiy Costs - Svcs
Utilities

Agency Temp Help

Repair & Supplies - [T
General Consultants
Administrative Service
Auditing Services
Interpreter travel
Interpreter register
Interpreter certified
Interpreter - Non Reg.
interpreter non certified
Interpreter - Languageselect svcs
Court Reporter Per Diem
Court Reporter Transcript
CAC child

CAC parent

CAC 3150

Investigative Services
Court ordered investigation
Psych evaluations

Other Crt. Order Svcs.
Expert Witness

Eval Not Guilty Insanity
Exam Sexually Vicent W&I 6600
Eval Mental Competency
Mediators/Arbitrators

Civil Arbitration Fee
Sheriff-Reimb-AB2030
County - Other Services

IT maintenance

IT commerical contracts

IT repairs and supplies

IT Software & Lic. Fees
Other IT Expenditures
Major Equpment - Non IT
Major Equip. IT

Other ltems of Expense

1,600.00

8,900.00
1,775.00
1,500.00

9,000.00

203,460.00
31,000.00

19,000.00
40,000.00

1,000.00
2,000.00
65,000.00
45,000.00
90,000.00
150,000.00
800.00

2,300.00

4,800.00

55,000.00

8,000.00
100,225.00
6,400.00
175,732.00
2,000.00
5,000.00

5,000.00

0.00
1,600.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
9,000.00
1,775.00
1,500.00

9,000.00

1,000.00
70,000.00
31,000.00

19,000.00
4,500.00
40,000.00
0.00
1,000.00
2,000.00
65,000.00
45,000.00
90,000.00
150,000.00
10,000.00

2,300.00

60,000.00

8,000.00
100,000.00
35,000.00
25,000.00
4,500.00
25,000.00
1,000.00
5,000.00
25,000.00

T o s
LR W& L

0.00
1,600.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
9,000.00
1,775.00
1,500.00

9,000.00
1,000.00
70,000.00
31,000.00

19,000.00
4,500.00
40,000.00
0.00
1,000.00
2,000.00
65,000.00
45,000.00
90,000.00
150,000.00
10,000.00

2,300.00

60,000.00

8,000.00
100,000.00
35,000.00
25,000.00
4,500.00
25,000.00
1,000.00
5,000.00
25,000.00



Vehicle Operations
Cashier Shortages
TOTAL OPERATING & EQUIP EXPENSES

SPECIAL ITEMS OF EXPENSE

Jurors fees

Jurors mileage

Jurors Non-Seq. Meals

Witness Fees & Trans.

OPEB Expense

TOTAL SPECIAL ITEMS OF EXPENSE

Use of Fund Balance

3,500.00

1,295,367.00

28,600.00

33,600.00
500.00

62,700.00

4,976,889.00

(489,667.00)

3,000.00

1,042,325.00

25,000.00

35,000.00

1,000.00

61,000.00

4,623,292.00

(330,030.00)

*ESTIMATED-see calculation Estimated 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 WAFM

Allocation Adjustments Using 2014-2015 WAFM --
general court operations (See Attached Table A)

** assumes two positions vacated one 12-13-14 and one 3-31-15
approximating $50,000 in savings - deductions will have to be adjusted

" Note: Salaries and Benefits per payroll = $140,000

L
3,000.00
1,042,325.00
25,000.00
35,000.00
1,000.00
61,000.00

4,623,292.00

(327,480.00)

assumes $90.6 million in new 2015-2016 funding for




Estimated 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 WAFM Allocation Adjustments Using 2014-2015 WAFM -- assumes $90.6 million in new 2015-2016 funding for general court operations

[ Heversal ol
Court's Share of Current Historical 2014-15
Funding vs. FY 14-15 WAFM Reallocation of 30% Reallocation of $90.6M WAFM
Funding Need Allocation Estimated Estimated
(Historical) | Share of Total Adjustment Adjustment
Farifeg Subgec | Fuadiok Sabject Allocation of Allocation of e Ao P
to Reallocation | to Reallocation | Share of Total 30 Percent of Reatlocation 90,6 Mtlikoi Original Share 3506 Mitlio Estimated Related to | Estimated | Relatedto | Estimated
Using WAFM | WAFM Funding | | Funding Subject | Using W;?FM Net “Using 1415 ol'f%.t':IMllllon Using 14-15 2015-16 Net | |Estimated 2015 Reulln:ahon Funding | Reallocation | Funding
(Historical | Need (FY 14-15) | | to Reallocation Proportion of "Old" Money Total 16 Funding of 40% of Floor of 50% of Floor
funding WAEN, To Be WAFM6 15% Adjustments Floor Historical | Adjustment | Historical | Adjustment
proportion) Reallocated Net Reallocation | | to Allocation Adjustment Base in 2016-17 Base in 2017-18
Cluster |Court A 8 c D=30%*Col. A | E=$432.1M * Col. C F=D+E 1= 590.6M"C K =-$90,6M*B L= 1K M= $90.6M * C 0 P Q R s T u
4 |Alameda 69,586,367 4.83% 3.64% (20,876,060) 15,749,266 | (5,126,795) 3,301,852 (4,376,691)| (1,074,839) 3,301,852 2,563,397 (336,384) (56,718) (1,708,932) (28,121)| (1,708,932) (19,697)
1 |Alpine 552,142 0.04% 0.01% {165,643) 61,302 {104,340) 12,852 (34,727) (21,875) 12,852 52,170 (61,193) 327,501 (34,780) 34,780 (34,780) 34,780
1 |Amador 2,080,491 0.14% 0.11% (624,147) 488,130 (136,017) 102,337 (130,853) (28,516) 102,337 68,008 5,813 (1,731) (45,339) (861) (45,339) (605)
2 |Butte 7,287,810 0.51% 0.55% (2,186,343) 2,363,703 177,360 495,553 (458,369) 37,184 495,553 (88,680) 621,417 (7,150) 59,120 (3,657) 59,120 (2,644)
Calaveras 1,950,892 0.14% 0.11% (585,267) 485,951 (99,316) 101,880 (122,702) (20,822) 101,880 49,658 31,400 (1,643) (33,105) (821) (33,105) (580)
1 |Colusa 1,368,302 0.09% 0.08% (410,491) 338,739 (71,751) 71,017 (86,060) (15,043) 71,017 35,876 20,099 122,649 {23,917) 193,252 {23,917) 23,917
3 |Contra Costa 32,906,460 2.28% 2.30% (9,871,938) 9,924,584 52,646 2,080,701 (2,069,663) 11,037 2,080,701 (26,323) 2,118,061 {30,899) 17,549 (15,707) 17,549 (11,287)
1 |Del Norte 2,202,321 0.15% 0.15% (660,696) 634,966 (25,731) 133,121 (138,516) (5,394) 133,121 12,865 114,861 {1,993) (8,577) (1,012) (8,577) (724)
2 |ElDorado 5,880,901 0.41% 0.39% (1,764,270) 1,666,417 (97,853) 349,366 (369,881) (20,515) 349,366 48,927 279,925 (5,322) (32,618) (2,691) (32,618) (1,923)
3 |Fresno 34,456,224 2.39% 2.62% (10,336,867) 11,322,091 985,224 2,373,690 {2,167,136) 206,553 2,373,690 (492,612) 3,072,855 (33,850) 328,408 (17,334) 328,408 (12,546)
1 |Glenn 1,811,707 0.13% 0.10% (543,512) 418,956 |  (124,556) 87,835 {113,948) {26,113} 87,835 62,278 (557) 33,392 {41,519) 41,519 {41,519) 41,519
2 |Humboldt 5,005,941 0.35% 0.31% (1,501,782) 1,352,359 (149,424) 283,524 (314,850) (31,327) 283,524 74,712 177,485 (4,464) (49,808) (2,248) (49,808) (1,600)
2 |Imperial 6,294,286 0.44% 0.48% (1,888,286) 2,082,100 193,814 436,515 {395,881) 40,633 436,515 (96,907} 574,055 (6,180) 64,605 (3,166) 64,605 (2,293)
1 |lnyo 1,722,461 0.12% 0.08% (516,738) 357,505 (159,234) 74,951 (108,335) (33,384) 74,951 79,617 (38,049) 206,863 (53,078) 53,078 (53,078) 53,078
3 [Kern 28,781,786 2.00% 2.84% (8,634,536) 12,258,072 | 3,623,536 2,569,919 (1,810,241) 759,679 2,569,919 (1,811,768) 5,141,366 (32,886) 1,207,845 (17,203)] 1,207,845 (12,710)
2 |Kings 4,765,510 0.33% 0.37% (1,429,653) 1,611,569 181,916 337,867 (299,728) 38,139 337,867 {90,958) 466,965 (4,765) 60,639 (2,446) 60,639 (1,774)
2 |Lake 2,903,720 0.20% 0.16% (871,116) 685,884 (185,232) 143,796 (182,631) (38,834} 143,796 92,616 12,346 (2,402) (61,744) (1,195) (61,744) (840)
1 |Lassen 1,890,662 0.13% 0.11% (567,199) 496,533 (70,665) 104,099 (118,914) (14,815} 104,099 35,333 53,951 (1,645) (23,555) (826) (23,555) (587)
4 |Los Angeles 392,482,162 27.25% 30.56% (117,744,649) 132,048,434 | 14,303,785 27,684,110 (24,685,304)| 2,998,805 27,684,110 (7,151,892) 37,834,808 (392,808) 4,767,928 (201,535)| 4,767,928 (146,146)
2 |Madera 5,953,244 0.41% 0.40% (1,785,973) 1,748,828 (37,145) 366,644 {374,431) (7,788) 366,644 18,573 340,283 (5,420) (12,382) (2,749) (12,382) (1,5971)
2 |Marin 13,338,797 0.93% 0.57% (4,001,639) 2,460,435 | (1,541,204) 515,833 (838,948) (323,115) 515,833 770,602 (577,884) (9,729) (513,735) (4,733) (513,735) (3,249)
1 |Mariposa 920,593 0.06% 0.05% (276,178) 226,162 (50,016) 47,415 (57,901) (10,486) 47,415 25,008 11,922 83,313 (16,672) 112,965 (16,672) 16,672
2 |Mendocino 4,379,075 0.30% 0.26% (1,313,723) 1,140,090 {173,633) 239,021 (275,423) (36,402} 239,021 86,816 115,803 (3,791) (57,878) (1,903) (57,878) (1,350)
2 |Merced 9,033,368 0.63% 0.73% (2,710,011) 3,171,400 461,389 664,888 (568,157) 96,731 664,888 (230,694) 992,313 (9,238) 153,796 (4,757) 153,796 (3,461)
1 |Modoc 890,668 0.06% 0.03% (267,200) 145,847 (121,353) 30,577 (56,019) (25,442) 30,577 60,677 (55,542) 89,917 (40,451) 40,451 {40,451) 40,451
1 |Mono 1,232,348 0.09% 0.08% (369,704) 352,389 {17,315) 73,879 (77,509) (3,630) 73,879 8,657 61,591 70,019 (5,772) 160,351 (5,772) 175,809
3 |Monterey 13,009,124 0.90% 0.95% (3,902,737) 4,097,028 194,291 858,947 {818,213) 40,733 858,947 (97,146) 996,826 (12,496) 64,764 (6,376) 64,764 {4,598)
2 |Mapa 6,088,978 0.42% 0.34% {1,826,693) 1,466,860 (359,833) 307,529 (382,968) (75,439) 307,529 179,916 52,173 (5,138) (119,944) (2,561) (119,944) (1,805)
2 |Nevada 3,817,225 0.26% 0.25% (1,145,167) 1,060,290 (84,877) 222,291 (240,086) (17,795) 222,291 42,439 162,058 (3,435) (28,292) (1,734) (28,292) (1,237)
4 |Orange 122,983,490 8.54% 7.10% (36,895,047) 30,675,996 | (6,219,051) 6,431,259 (7,735,090} (1,303,831) 6,431,259 3,109,525 2,017,902 (105,539) (2,073,017) (52,778}| (2,073,017) (37,300)
2 |Placer 11,114,142 0.77% 0.86% (3,334,243) 3,737,276 403,033 783,524 (699,028) 84,496 783,524 (201,516) 1,069,537 (11,086) 134,344 (5,688) 134,344 (4,124)
1 |Plumas 1,441,037 0.10% 0.06% {432,311) 255,247 (177,064) 53,513 {90,635) (37,122) 53,513 88,532 (72,141) (1,052) (59,021) {510) (59,021) 57,535
4 |Riverside 57,140,417 3.97% 5.04% (17,142,125) 21,778,302 | 4,636,177 4,565,847 (3,593,867) 971,980 4,565,847 (2,318,089) 7,855,915 (61,570) 1,545,392 {31,915)| 1,545,392 (23,375)
4 |Sacramento 61,567,979 4.27% 4.15% (18,470,394} 17,952,656 {517,738) 3,763,795 (3,872,340) (108,544) 3,763,795 258,869 3,396,382 (57,086) (172,579) (28,935) (172,579) (20,732)
1 |San Benito 2,496,024 0.17% 0.13% (748,807) 542,295 (206,512) 113,693 {156,988) (43,295) 113,693 103,256 (32,858) {1,989) (68,837) (983) (68,837) (686)
4 |San Bernardino 61,335,147 4.26% 5.69% (18,400,544) 24,573,957 | 6,173,413 5,151,959 (3,857,696)| 1,294,263 5,151,859 (3,086,707) 9,532,929 (67,872) 2,057,804 (35,327)] 2,057,804 (25,976)
4 |San Diego 122,736,644 8.52% 6.98% (36,820,993) 30,144,300 | (6,676,693) 6,319,788 (7,719,565)| (1,399,777) 5,319,788 3,338,346 1,581,665 (103,660) (2,225,564) (51,761)| (2,225,564) (36,525)
4 |San Francisco 52,988,157 3.68% 2.65% (15,896,447) 11,434,713 | (4,461,734) 2,397,301 (3,332,709) (935,408) 2,397,301 2,230,867 (768,974) (43,154) (1,487,245) (21,319)| (1,487,245) (14,876)




Court's Share of Current Historical _R'ze_\";:::lse.:f
Fonding vs. FY 14-15 WAFM Reallocation of 30% Reallocation of $90.6M WAFM
Funding Need Allgcation Estimated: Estimated
(Historical) | Share of Total Adjustmient Adjustment
Fudieg Subject | ¥umling Sub_jecl Allocation of Allocation of by . b y
to Reallocation | to Reallocation | Share of Total 30 Percent of Reallocation $90.6 Mbilion Original Share S50 Millise Estimated ) Related fo | Estimated | Related to Estimated
Using_ WAFM | WAFM ans Funding Subject |  Using WAFM Net Using 14-15 of fgﬁ.ﬁuMillian Using 14-15 2015-16 Net | |Estimated 2015{ | Reallocation | Funding | Reallocation | Funding
(Historical | Need (FY 14-15) | | to Reallocation Proportion WARM of "Old" Money WArMs Total 16 Funding of 40% of Floor of 50% of Floor
funding To Be 15% Adjustments Floor Historical | Adjustmeni | Historical | Adjustment
roportion Reallocated Net Reallocation | | to Allocation Adjust Base in 2016-17 Base in 2017-18
Cluster |Court A B C D=30%"*Col. A |E=$432.1M * Col. C FaD+E 1=$90.6M*C K=-590.6M*8 L= J+K N=590.6M*C (+] P a R 5 T u
3 |San Joaquin 23,639,320 1.64% 1.83% (7,091,796) 7,890,940 799,144 1,654,345 (1,486,803)| 167,541 1,654,345 (399,572)| | 2,221,458 (23,227) 266,381 (11,910)] 266,381 (8,633
2 |San Luis Obispo 10,604,942 0.74% 0.76% (3,181,483) 3,297,740 116,257 691,375 (667,002) 24,373 691,375 (58,129) 773,877 (10,161) 38,752 (5,179) 38,752 (3,731)
3 |San Mateo 29,770,060 2.07% 1.81% (8,931,018) 7,806,321 | (1,124,697) 1,636,604 (1,872,398)  (235,794) 1,636,604 562,349 838,461 (26,209) (374,899) (13,164)|  (374,899) {9,345)
3 |Santa Barbara 18,365,326 1.27% 1.06% (5,509,598) 4,582,750 |  (926,847) 960,779 (1,155,094)|  (194,315) 960,779 463,424 303,041 (15,697) (308,949) (7,850)|  (308,949) {5,547)
4 |Santa Clara 74,267,457 5.16% 3.85% (22,280,237) 16,619,171 | (5,661,067) 3,484,229 (4,671,078)| (1,186,849) 3,484,229 2,830,533 (533,154) (59,560) (1,887,022) (29,492)| (1,887,022) (20,629)
2 |Santa Cruz 9,910,386 0.69% 0.64% (2,973,116) 2,760,211 | (212,905) 578,681 {623,317) {44,636) 578,681 106,452 427,593 (8,720) (70,968) (4,402) (70,968) {3,141)
2 |Shasta 7,409,092 0.51% 0.53% (2,222,728) 2,285,134 62,406 479,081 (465,997) 13,084 479,081 {31,203) 523,368 {7,199) 20,802 (3,666) 20,802 (2,639)
1 |Sierra 542,215 0.04% 0.01% (162,665) 60,445 ; 12,672 (34,103) (21,430) 12,672 51,110 {59,868) 333,200 (34,073) 34,073 (34,073) 34,073
2 Kiyou _ B 27 0.23%| 0.12%] | 976,388)| 539,405 36 113,087 (204,701)]  (91614)| 13,087 | | 218892 | | (19 — i 1] {145,661 (755)]
3 |Solano 15,704,185 1.09% 1.17% (4,711,256) 5,074,303 363,048 1,063,834 (987,720) 76,113 1,063,834 (181,524) 1,321,471 {15,329) 121,016 (7,838)] 121,016 (5,665)
3 |[Sonoma 18,845,883 1.31% 1.34% (5,653,765) 5,808,674 154,909 1,217,795 (1,185,318) 32,477 1,217,795 (77,454) 1,327,726 {17,876) 51,636 (9,104) 51,636 (6,554)
3 |Stanislaus 15,497,803 1.08% 1.35% (4,649,341) 5,846,355 | 1,197,014 1,225,695 {974,740)| 250,955 1,225,695 (598,507) 2,075,158 (16,326) 399,005 (8,458)] 399,005 (6,192)
2 |Sutter 3,403,045 0.24% 0.27% (1,020,914) 1,172,091 151,177 245,730 {214,036) 31,695 245,730 (75,589) 353,014 (3,468) 50,392 (1,783) 50,392 {1,295)
2 |Tehama 2,907,298 0.20% 0.20% (872,189) 877,957 5,768 184,065 (182,856) 1,209 184,065 (2,884) 188,158 (2,729) 1,923 (1,388) 1,923 (997)
1 |Trinity 990,359 0.07% 0.06% {297,108) 260,412 (36,696) 54,596 {62,289) (7,693) 54,596 18,348 28,555 76,556 (12,232) 12,232 (12,232) 12,232
3 |Tulare 12,293,011 0.85% 0.94% {3,687,903) 4,048,057 360,154 848,680 (773,173) 75,507 848,680 (180,077) 1,104,263 {12,059) 120,051 (6,176)| 120,051 (4,471)
2 |Tuolumne 2,589,803 0.18% 0.15% (776,941) 634,873 | (142,068) 133,102 (162,887) {29,785) 133,102 71,034 32,283 (2,192) {47,356) (1,094) (47,356) (772)
3 |Ventura 24,366,827 1.69% 1.94% (7,310,048) 8,362,209 | 1,052,161 1,753,147 (1,532,560)] 220,587 1,753,147 {526,080) 2,499,814 (24,607) 350,720 (12,646)] 350,720 {9,186)
2 |Yolo 6,504,149 0.45% 0.47% {1,951,245) 2,037,483 86,238 427,161 (409,081) 18,080 427,161 {43,119) 488,360 (6,184) 28,746 (3,154) 28,746 (2,274)
2 |Yuba 3,225,076 0.22% 0.20% (967,523) 871,229 (96,294) 182,654 (202,842) {20,188) 182,654 48,147 114,319 (2,848) (32,098) (1,434) {32,098) (1,021)
Statewide 1,440,487,965 100% 100%)| | (432,146,390)| 432,146,390 0 || 90,600,000 | (90,600,000) 0| 90,600,000 | (0)] | 90,600,000 | | ] | 0| (0] 0| 0|
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Attachment IV.C- Quarterly Financial
Statement Certifications for FY 08-
10/13-14.




vl QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT CERTIFICATION

In accordance with the requirements of the Trial Court Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN 1,02, Section 6.2.2(c); FIN 4.02,
Section 6.3.2; and FIN 5.01, Section 6.72(2)) and to the best of my knowledge, 1 certify that the attached statements fairly
present in all material respects the financial condition of the court for the periods presented.

WL Qe— 2121

' Si@ature of Presiding Judge or Court Executive Date

SISKIYOU

Court
FY 20132014 4th QTR

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter
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QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT
Filled Court Employee Positions (FTEs)

SISKIYOU
Cowrt
FY 2013-2014 4th QTR
Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter
Positions (FTEs) Filled
Court Positions

gTTI‘.‘sR; 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
e Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter

Court Employee Positions

(FTEs) 40 40 39 39 39

! The Authorized Positions should reflect the amount submitted on the court’s Schedule 7A for the reporting fiscal year.
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QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOOTNOTLES

SISKIYOU

Court

FY 2013-2014 4th QTR

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

FOOTNOTES

1

2

10

11

12




Jury Fean - Non-Intarest
Foos - Partial Payment & Overpayment
Unclaorad Collactions
Other Miscallansous Lisblities
Tetal Other Liabilfies

Total Linbilties and Fund Balsncs [T

DB122014 124745

Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou
Trial Court Opsratiens Fund
Balance Sheet
{Unaudited)

ASSETS }
Oparations §(31.901) $27.242 30|
Payroll §9
Jury
Revolving 510100
Other
Distributon
Chvl Fiiing Faas
Trust
Cradit Card
Caah on Hand $1.178
Caah with County
Cash Outside of the ADC
Total Cash § (80,626} $37242 30
Short Term Imestmant §849,303
Invastrmant in Firmncial institution
Total Invesimants| § 848,303
‘Aczrued Revanue T3 3108
Accounts Receivable - Gananl § 52677
Dishonorad Chicks
Due From Emplayse $1,507 50 50
Civil Jury Fass
Trust
Dus From Other Funds $ 160,878
Due From Ciher Governmants 315,980 § 86,646
Due From Other Courla §2.879
Due From State $70.043 $3,083 §30.815
Trust Dug To/From
Diatribution Bus ToFrom
Civil Filing Fee Due Ta/From
General Due To/From 3 81
Total Racolvables § 252,338 § 60,837 $ 02,2402
Prepaid Expensas - Genoml
Salary and Trovel Advances
Countigs )
Tolul Prepsid Exponses
Other Asvets
Tolof Othar Assata
Total Assots === |
LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES )
Accrued Liabilillea Fii0472 $1M4 $108
Accounts Payable - General $a33m 50 %0
Due 1o Othes Funds $0 §89,085 $71,882
Due 1o Other Courts
Due to Stete $0
TC148 Liability $E83228
Due to Other Governments. §44,024 § 20,484
AB145 Dua to Other Govemmant Agency
Dug to Cther Public Agencies
Sales snd Use Tax §88
Intarnet §1
Miscallsneous Accls, Pay, and Accrued Lisb,
Total Accounts Payable and Accrued Liab. $ 197,903 $ 80,238 § 92482 43,350)
Civil sB4.318
Crirviiral 30
Unreconclied - Civil and Criminal
Trust Held Quiside of tha ACC §e4.837
Trus! Interes! Payable
Miscellaneous Trust
Toial Trust Depasits § 148,153])
Accrued Peyrell $118,371
Beonefita Fayable §2300
Deferrad Compensation Payabie §0
Deductions Payutls 50
Payroll Clearing §0
Totl Payroll Liatdlites 3 120,680
Revenue Calleclad in Advanca 50
Liabillies For Coposils 5388

S P




Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expendituras and Changss In Fund Balances

(Unaudited)
=
i ]
-
REVENUES
Stete Financing Saurces . ‘
Trial Court Trus! Fusd 33,248,002 §38088
Improvement and Modemization Fund $0.200 $6.208
Judges’ Compansultion [45.25) 330,000 i
Court Interpratar (45.45) $ 53,871 o
Cwil Coardination Relmbursement (45.55) e
MOU Relmpursaments {45.10 und Ganaral) § 333.407] S
Othar Mincelangous $.91.037] Bt
33, B § 36,006]
Trants
AB 1088 CommisslonarFacitator $ 412,457 54
Othar ADC Granis 310,599 :"l’w
NenACT Granty s5967 Jesase
§ 521,078
Other Finanging Sources
Intares! Income §3.008 $283 84
Investmant Incoma
DOonaticna
Locel Fean s8,141 468,
NomFee Rovanune $0 5T Y
Enhaniced Caollactions 5278015 s
-1
Priar Yaar Revenus 512261 $(7,018) si2m
Caurnty Program - Resticind 50 $2.758 . ‘.‘:’ﬂ' y
Reimbutsamint Cthar 54,154 £
Saln of Fixed Assotz =
Other Miscolaneous $88 : 5
3 58,530 $274,
Total Revanues
EXPENDITURES
Parsoriol Services
Salaries - Parrmanent $2,005.215 §124822 5284417 S R.AT4,
Tamp Help
Overdime
Sl Banetia $1,167.608 374,375 3 142122 51
s $.198,187 5 425,500
Opurating 8w
General Expense ' ¥ 128,828 $2456 810,783
Printing $3.218
Telssammunieations ;m‘ﬂ £3.200
Postage § 33,
nayrance § 1,802
In-Stats Trave| 513,001 $ 1288 $5.070
Qui-of-Btate Travel
Training $1,859 58
Security Sarvices
Foglly Cparatos § 30881 £ 5,388
Utlites
Contracted Sarvices 5 617,969 311,000 500,558
Conauiting snd Profexsional Services $101, 781
Informatien Teshnelogy 3105443 § 140,059 $1.382
Meajor Equipment £ 18,187 §42,740
Other ltama of Expense § 3,550/
WE{ 321,900 $ 117,048
Specitl Rems of Expange
Gmind Jury
Jury Comls 383,318
Judgements, Beliements and Claims
Debt Servica ‘ ‘
Omer § 400,000 Sa0
Capdal Casty :
Iniernal Coat Recovery s(a;:; 585500 “p.q_
Frier Year Exponae Adusimant § (283, $ 284,082 !
§03.004 $ 284,062 85,500
Tatal Expendifiras]
Excons {Defici) of Ravenuas Over Bxpandiares S(s8B.108)  S(3W3513)|  §(107,.500) 00e002
Oparsting Transfers in (Ou) % {107,500}/ $ 107500 50
Fund Balance (Defict)
Beginniing Balarica (Deficl) 31,106,883 $411,353 50 31,000,039
Ending Balance (Dafict) PRI = e =
08120014 12:4858




e

Superiar Court of California, County of Siskiyou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statemnant of Program Expenditures

(Unaudited)

En
'..‘ 5 - ‘_ : oy
§ 250 t;;‘! 26

Othur Criminal Cases FaaLTy 3388312 503,65
Grvll $ 58 $ 1213 z
Family & Chilkdren Services : $78 §613,584) -
Protate, Guardinehip & Menal Health Servises Sas § TS515| R Radles 1
Juvenila Services 543208 $ 346,042 BamamT| sadoes| : B4,
Juvenila Services $35.536 517,180 ~3szvisf - §4830 B
Other Court Operations $220,857 $8,920 $22057 § 5l 3 iz
Court infarpretera § 14,960 $ 60,867 5157 TSRz 368 as _$9sn
Jury Sarvices 34179 $320.767 383,319 ¥ §1s §8ram 3T13ZEN
Sacurlty 54,184 | 3 k] T

Triwé Coun Operations Pregrem|  § 2,493,003, § 742,081 § 62310 50| 5(289,908]
Enharced saom.12|  $1z024 3284082 SE14 e $ian
Othar Non-Court Operstions e — =

Non-Ceurd Opurations Program| $207.112) § 120244 $ 264,062
Exscutive Office s478.173 $ 8200 5 4 318,93 557331
Flacal Services § 150, 556210 $ 208! 5
Human Resourcen § 136,444 $3,758 51 s ‘
Business & Fuslities Servicar $01,085 £ 178,057 $ 400,000 FEI0E LE ¥
information 3295023 $ 348, § B4 J ey -

Caurt Administation Program| 5 1,162,254, BH35TT 3 400,000
Expundiiuraz Not Distributed or Posted to @ Program $0 30 §0 :_
Priar Year Adjustmants Not Peatad to b Program

Total
0811212014 12:43:24

Pugatel




QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT CERTIFICATION

In accordance with the requirements of the Trial Court Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN 1.02, Section 6.2.2(c); FIN 4.02,
Section 6.3.2; and FIN 5.01, Section 6.72(2)) and to the best of my knowledge, I certify that the attached statements fairly
present in all material respects the financial condition of the court for the periods presented.

(/. 10845

géﬂure of Presiding Judgblor Court Executive Date

Siskiyou

Court
FY 2012-2013 4th QTR

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter



Siskiyou

QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOOTNOTES

FY 2012-2013 4th QTR

Court

Fiseal Year and Ending Quarter

FOOTNOTES

e

e

2




Siskiyou

QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT
Filled Court Employee Positions (FTEs)

Court
FY 2012-2013 4th QTR

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

CHIHEYS)

Positions (IF'TEs) Fllled

(FTEs)

Total Authorized
Court Positions.
(FLEs)' Ist 2nd 3rd dth
(OPTIONAL) Quiarter Quarier Quarter Quarter
Court Employee Pasitions 43.00 44.50 44.50 44.50 43.00

" The Authorized Positions should reflect the amount submitted on the court’s Schedule TA for the reporting fiscal year,




Superior Court of California, County of Sisklyou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Balance Sheatl
{Unauditad)

36T

WAL _SEel 2 ol LR F 5
AT ATLAR 1
ASSETS
3 (350,892} 3348384 $0 $ 70,149 TS &
Payrol 50 50| 3 %0
Wm 5 10.100| : 5104
10, 10,9
Othar o k.
Distribution
Civil Fling Fass 30 3 3
Trimt § (363 § (2:539) ‘86232
Credh Card .
Cash on Hond 31,280 5 $.1.480
Cash with County 4
Cash Outsida of the A0C $ 85589 T
Total Cush| 3 [335.542) 3348304 50 5 161,
Shest Tarm investmant 51,237,002 soraas|  svacanai| 23
Investment in Finencial Instiutien i e L
Total investments| & 1,337,002 § 67
Aecrusd Revonua 54,581 §135 i e Tt
Agcounts Receivable - Genaral 234,908 3234 iz
Dus Frem Employes $0) 50 50 Y 3
Civil Jury Faes : ’
Trust Y
Dua From Other Funds $282.953 s %
Dug From Other Governmants saan 361,741 390 @351 iy
Due From Cihor Courts S0 sof 50 _¥0
Due From Stmp $60.718 $3.083 558,186/ § 174,088 3
Trual Due ToiFrom Loss s
Distrbution Due To/From
Civdl Fling Fee Dua To/From |
Gonsmi Dus Toffram 3 37| B3l Im
Tatsl Recalvabiea $370.578 5 84,950 £753,152 5
Prepald Expenses - Ganaral 5
Salnry and Trave| Advancas
Counlies
Total Prapald Expensos|
Chthisr Asmets
Total Other Amete|
Total Assats] > = =
LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES 1
Accrued Liabilties §37.734 578 $ 782 1,
Accourts Payabls - Genersl $ 20737 50 50 521737 229906
Due ks Other Punds 50 $9 $282,953 537 26 ¥
Duo to Other Courns e
Dun to Siate $(331) .
TC145 Linbilty 5 85,456] 82,
Due to Other Governmants § 48,566/ £10.120 54
AB146 Dua to Othar Govammant Ageacy
Due to Othar Public Agancies
Salea and Uso Tax 55 35 3
ey £1 11 3
Miseolisnecus Anca. Pay. and Acorued Lish. ‘ :
Total Accounts Poyable and Accrued Liab. 5 107.710 50| S 299,162 $ 69,404
o sraetl  smzadd s
Criminal 50 3
Unrecoiclied - Clul snd Criminal
Trus! Hald Qutside of the ACC $28; $ 85,95 E1-2
Trust Interast Paynbie
Migeailanssuy Trust —f—
Total Trust Daposits $180;
Acerund Payroll 67,722 50| 80 87,73 saL:
Banofita Payubla $2,50 $0 3 I,!.H
Deforred Cornpensation Payabls 30 L B 5
Deductions Payabie 50 50 540
Payroll Clagdng 30 I
Talal Payrofl Liablites $ 70,258/ 50 50
Revenuo Collactod In Advance 50, %0 %0
Llablitios For Degosits $ 387 50 L 5848
$160) 5180 $1.080
£0
31
:mm s,
$72,053:30 S
) .
Excons (Dofich) of Rev, Over ExponseaOp, Transters | % (1,364,198 $ 67,581 50 503,
Totai Fund Balancs)
Total Lisbilitles and Fund Balanco|

10M0B2013 003337 Paga el




Superior Court of California, Gounty of Sigkiyou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Program Expenditures
(Unaudited)

= ki o cnbshr

PR 'C EXPENDITUREE

Judges & Couriroom Support
Traffic & Cther Infractions $313.813]
Ofthar Criminnl Cosaa s420.801 575,318
il $213.410 $ 10,95/ |
Family & Chikiron Services 5 687,948 $19,857 sz 30
Probate, Guardianship & Mental Health Servicas. $470m7 51217
Juvenile Dependency Secvices $45,882] 5348414
Juveniis Dalinquency Sanvces $31,837 $18642
Cther Court Oparations §245.852 57,633
Courl Intarpretars §13.812 § 481,350
Jury Servican 337,019 $7.481 $42,909
Security 3 1877

Trial Count Qperations Program § 2,544,583 $ 713,403 343,521 50
Enhanced Caliections. $ 185,842 53,108
Othar Non-Court Oparations

Non-Count Oparations Program, 5 185,642 $2,108
Ezeculive Office 5550675 518434
Figcal Services 5 187,682 $ 50,500
Human Resourcas $132718 $6.820
Buslress & Fuclities Serviess §1,007 § 196,884
Information Technology $ 206,515 $03.208

Court Agministration Program 3 1.178.577] § 361.942
Expenditures Not Distritited or Posiad o Progam 50 50
Prior Year Adjustmenta Not Posted 1o a Progmm
Tow| gssfszael 51 ) Y] I YN

WOR0T3 DRI SE Puge vl



Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Ghanges In Fund Balances

Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou

Trial Court Operations Fund

(Unaudhed)

e B A
L A5 L

m L O 0
T
" N -
=11 = L
REVENUES
Slate Financing Sourcan
Tebol Court Trust Fund §2.320,353) $32013
Trial Caurt Improvemmnt Fund $8.207
Judicigl Administration Effidoncy & Mod Fung
Jutiges’ Compentalion (45.25) $130,000
Court Intarproter (45.45) $52,740
Livil Coordination Reimbursement (45.55)
MOU Relmbursaments (45,10 &n Qanaral) $ 284,037
Other Miseallonasus § 185,785
§2.859,002] 5033
Gmanis
AB 1088 CommishonanFnciitstor 50 S418,098
Other ADC Grant §18.712
Han-AOC Granms § 120,891
§0l $ 655,502
Other F
intarael incoma $ 8476 §1.020
Invastmant Incorne
Donabons
Local Fees § 73.87:
Non-Fes Revanues §250
Enhanced Collactions $191.078
Enchantmunt
Prict Year Revenus £ (34.828)
County Program - Rustricted $ 1,800 $ 3,080
Raimbursement Other $16.837
Sale of Fixed Astals
Othar
365,110 3 108,103]
EXPENDITURES
Personal Sorvices
Sataras - Permanant §2.152340 ES- R Y] $ 277084
Temp Holp
Overtimo
Staff Benefis $1,171.213) $62.348 $ 125,701
§3322 S161.525]  $403,608
Opeiuting Expenees ant Equisment
Ganoral Exoemsa § 74,680 ¥ 11,837
Prinbing 8845
Tolocommunications § 72447 $3:382
Postage $69.975
Insurance 52013
In-State Travel $4.013 §5.050
Out-of-Stata Traval
Training 52617 §3u5
Securiy Sarviest
Focity Operaticns §17.868
Utilites
Contractod Servicos §515,283 B124274
Consulting and Profassional Servicoy $ 94,853
Information Technalogy £ 58,547 §807
Major Equipmant $19.774
Qther llama of Expenns 5 2,860
§ 932,655 § 145,708
Spacial llems of Expanse
Jury
Jury Costy 542,000
Judgaments. Sottiemants and Cleime
Dubt Sarvios
Other a2
Caphal Gosts
internal Cogt Recovary 5 {&1.088)
Prior Yeer Expenta Adustnent 5 (6.728)
§ (44,448)
Total Expendituras| = T .
Extoss (Dofil) of Revenues Ovar Expenditiutes $(1.280,970)
Operating Transfers i {Qul) 5 (74.220)
Fund Balance (Dafict)
Beginning Buiance (Dafict)
Ending Balanzs (Dsliall)
10DA/2013 08:36:47

27
£2ma047
5

4780
| Barg
s

s8504

# (120880
5

3230033 e
1
£30.000 |
20283
301587
5
3450, 5
T8 B
3 v
3110 w1,
E s
%2
& LAkl
&
‘ 3
£
o
' ’ -j_" M
31 m
s | s
17, 5
Prey 5
$54.0 3
S Fere
e
L §232
sor Py
P [
% 757,557 5
ey,
§ a0 848 %
$a000]
S50 soaaT
54 %
wumtsee)|  wpss
3
5

477,
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QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT CERTIFICATION

«cordance with the requirements of the Trial Court Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN 1.02. Scction 6.2.2(¢): FIN 4.02.
ton 6.3.2: and FIN 5.01. Section 6.72(2)) and to the best of my knowledge. [ certify that the attached statements fairly
:nt in all material respects the financial condition of the court for the periods presented.

- (7;/, (19/25/2012
Dalc_ o

Signature of Presiding Judge or Coust Ixecutive

Siskryou

Court

EY2011-2012 41h Quarter

zal Year and Ending Quarter




QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT CER FHFICATION

In accordance with the requirements of the Trial Court Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN 1.02. Section 6.2.2(c): FIN 4.02
Section 6,32 and FIN 3.01. Seetion 6.72(2)) and 1o the best of my knowledge, | certity that the attached statements izirly
present in all material respects the financiat condition of the court for the periods presented.

/ 08/13/2012

N - — i

SignatureAf Presiding Judge or Court Fyecutive

Siskivou
Caourt
FY 201 1-2002 4ib Ouarter

Fiscal Y car and 1-nding Quarter




QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT
Filled Court Employee Positions (FTEs)

L) Siskiyou
: Court

FY 2011-12 4th Quarter
Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

Positions (FTEs) Filled
Total Authorized
Court Positions
(FTEs)! I'st 2nd 3rd 4th
(ORTIONGL) Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter
Court Employee Positions 51.25 51 51 51 51
(FTEs)

" The Authorized Positions should reflect the amount submitted on the court’s Schedule 7A for the reporting fiscal year.




Siskiyou

QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOOTNOTES

Court

FY 11-12 4" Quarter

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

FOOTNOTES

1

2

10

11

12




ASSETS

Operations

Payroll

Jury

Revolving

Other

Distribution

Civil Filing Fees

Trust

Credit Card

Cash on Hand

Cash with County

Cash Outside of the AOC
Total Cash

Short Term Investment
Investment in Financial Institution
Total Investments

Accrued Revenue
Accounts Receivable - General
Dishonored Checks
Due From Employee
Civil Jury Fees
Trust
Due From Other Funds
Due From Other Governments
Due From Other Courts
Due From State
Trust Due To/From
Distribution Due To/From
Civil Filing Fee Due To/From
General Due To/From
Total Receivables

Prepaid Expenses - General
Salary and Travel Advances
Counties
Total Prepaid Expenses

Other Assets
Total Other Assets

Total Assets|

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

Accrued Liabilities

Accounts Payable - General

Due to Other Funds

Due to Other Courts

Due to State

TC145 Liability

Due to Other Governments

AB145 Due to Other Government Agency

Due to Other Public Agencies

Sales and Use Tax

Interest

Miscellaneous Accts. Pay. and Accrued Liab.
Total Accounts Payable and Accrued Liab.

Civil
Criminal
Unreconciled - Civil and Criminal
Trust Held Outside of the AOC
Trust Interest Payable
Miscellaneous Trust
Total Trust Deposits

Accrued Payroll
Benefits Payable
Deferred Compensation Payable
Deductions Payable
Payroll Clearing
Total Payroll Liabilities

Revenue Collected in Advance
Liabilities For Deposits
Jury Fees - Non-Interest
Fees - Partial Payment & Overpayment
Uncleared Collections
Other Miscellaneous Liabilities
Total Other Liabilities

Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund
Balance Sheet

(Unaudited)
Fiscal Year 2011/12 2010/11
( Total . Total
Funds Funds
(Info. Purposes (Info. Purposes
Only) L ont
$ (385,464) $300,567 $ 17,942 $1,155 $ (65,800) $ (749)
$0 $0 $0 $ (29,705)
$10,100 $ 10,100 $10,100
$0 $0 $0
$62,216 $62.216 48,349
$ 1,450 $ 1,450 $ 1,450
$562,120
$(373,914) $300,567 17,942 $ 125,491 _
$2,941,632 $ 51,230 $2,992,862)  $3,039,183
$ 2,041,632
$2,146 $230 $0 $2,376 $3,694
$ 112,556 $ 112,556 $111,616
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$ 144,569 $144560]  $121,285
$ 12,875 $ 42,974 $ 28,418 $ 84,267 9121334
$0 $0 $0 $0
$ 129,328 $ 10,216 $ 139,544 $ 91,587
$0 $0 ‘
$31 $0 $31 ‘ $ 55
$ 286,948 $43,204 $151,189
$0

$ 185,122 $6,620 $191,743
$ 20,906 $0 $0 $ 20,906
$0 $0 $ 144,569 $31 $ 144,600
$52,377 $ 52,377
$ 25,021 $ 17,942 $ 42,963
$2 $2
$8 $8

$ 231,051 $0 $ 169,131
$ 60,235 $ 60,236
$0 $0

$62,120 $ 62,120 '
$ 122,35

$61,223 $0 $0

$ 664 $0 $ 664

Total Liabilies] = §

Total Fund Balance

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance|

08/07/2012 13:35:01

$76,836
$(30.212)
$ 121,339

$0

$ 1,800

3.570.818
Page 10f 1



Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Program Expenditures

) (Unaudited)
BN [ Ry i — i ¢ s o AR T
Fiscal Year 2011/12 _ 1 2010/11
Personal.  Capital | IntemalCost | ‘T YOS | Total Actual | ghie Total Actual B
~ Services Costs Recovery | o sy Expense . Expense |
e = A (Annual) : {Annual)
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES: _ _
Judges & Courtroom Support $ 567,508 $ 249,466 $(281) $816,694 $ 1,018,297 $ 693,785 $8?1,460
Traffic & Other Infractions $ 321,914 $ 27,797 $95 $349,806 $ 414,399 $ 352,385 $ 355,262
Other Criminal Cases $395,214 $ 76,705 $115 $472,034 $ 360,314 $442,170 $679,427
Civil $ 191,445 $ 16,845 $ 60 $ 208,351 $ 239,841 $ 185,305 $ 247,119
Family & Children Services $ 708,716 $ 39,767 $0 $ 131 $ 748,614 $794,007 $ 756,239 $ 828,605
Probate, Guardianship & Mental Health Services $79,103 $5,770 $25 $ 84,898 $ 161,053 $ 107,110 $ 99,941
Juvenile Dependency Services $ 49,569 $ 343,906 $14 $ 393,490 '$ 510,001 $ 336,995 $432,153
Juvenile Delinquency Services $44,972 $16,727 $13 $61.711 $ 67,709 $.73,909 $ 70,470
Other Court Operations $ 403,315 $ 39,118 $117 $ 442,549 $ 357,542 $ 644,303 $433,040
Court Interpreters $ 15,002 $ 72,922 $5 $87,929 '$108,264 $90,540 $104,337
Jury Services $ 41,991 $ 10,666 $ 68,879 $13 $ 121,548 $102,059 $ 60,008 $ 100,557
Security $ 41,108 $ 613,202 $612,873
Trial Court Operations Program $2,818,749 $ 940,797 $ 68,879 $0 $ 307| $ 4,355,951| $ 4,834,935
Enhanced Collections $ 141,086 $7,938 $ 41 $196,612 $115,702
Other Non-Courl Operations
Non-Court Operations Program $ 141,086 $7,938 $a1} ~ $196612]  $115702
Executive Office $ 475,624 $ 31,341 $ 159 $ 507,125 $ 348,458 $ 529,032 $378,932
Fiscal Services $ 178,824 $ 51,489 $57 $230,369 $ 224,226 $ 242,288 $ 213,358
Human Resources $ 123,866 $ 8,182 $36 $ 132,085 $134,197 $ 129,056 '$ 130,696
Business & Facilities Services $ 147,195 $10,775 $ 157,970 $231,305 $272.230 $276,764
Information Technology $ 398,732 $ 146,046 $129 $ 544,907 $ 441,292 $.435,027 $ 492,948
Court Administration Program $1,177,046 $ 364,253 $ 11,155 | R EHIE EE ~ $1,608532] 1,492,698
Expenditures Not Distributed or Posted to a Program 50 $0 $0 $0 50
Prior Year Adjustments Not Posted to a Program
Total $4,136,881 $1,332,988 $68.879 Do S50 1~ 5 ,ﬁamm T :$.‘<.6;€)§5 .~ $6,443,335]

08/07/2012 13:39:54 Page 1 of 1




Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances

(Unaudited)
- . A . L ; 3 L L L
‘ ' '  Fiscal Year 2011/12 v . ootomt
Total Current . Total . Final
Funds Budget Funds _ Budget
(lnto‘oPrw):oaas (Annual) (lnfo.(;:.:;y)wfe‘s‘ (Anoual)
REVENUES
State Financing Sources s
Trial Court Trust Fund $4,031,588 $4,031,588 $4,015,575 $ 4,902,115 $ 4,808,898
Trial Court Improvement Fund $6,207 $ 6,207 $ 6,207 . §$6361] $ 6,207
Judicial Administration Efficiency & Mod Fund e 5
Judges' Compensation (45.25) $ 30,000 $ 30,000 $30,000f $ 30,0001 $ 30,000
Court Interpreter (45.45) $ 93,462 $ 93,462 $91,885 $80,8041 $ 89,588
Civil Coordination Reimbursement (45.55) : S 1t
MOU Reimbursements (45.10 and General) $ 390,382 $ 390,382 $367,216 $ 420,540
Other Miscellaneous $48,618 .
§4,600,257 : GseE
Grants ' . L
AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator $ 409,978 $ 409,978 $402818]  §a02816f
Other AOC Grants $ 15,519 $ 16,519 $19.139 $19,139
Non-AOC Grants $92,124 $92,124 $ 116,654
517,621 , o
Other Financing Sources L "L' “
Interest Income $9,755 $1,419 $11.174 $15000f $15921 . $20,000
Investment Income . o
Donations s
Local Fees $71,885 $.71,885 $ 70,000 $ 67,000
Non-Fee Revenues $20 $ 20 $250 L
Enhanced Collections $179,197 $ 179,197 $205000f  $217,636 $ 205,0004
Escheatment . ’ ' i
Prior Year Revenue $0 $0 8218l
County Program - Restricted $2,964 $ 2,964 $ 3,000 $3252  $3,500
Reimbursement Other $100 $100 $ 1,500 | vl ~ §4,000
Sale of Fixed Assets . . .
Other Miscellaneous $ 1,425 $ 1,425
$ 83,185 $ 183,580 ¥
Total Revenues
EXPENDITURES
Personal Services
Salaries - Permanent $ 2,394,531 $ 89,143 $ 305,364 $ 2,789,087 $ 2,907,877 $2922204]  $2,961,744
Temp Help $294 $204 $ 10,357 $ 10,4171 ~ $15,000
Overtime $30 $30 . $5,000]
Staff Benefits $ 1,161,656 $ 48,488 $ 137,377 $ 1,469 $ 1,412,626
§ 3,566,510 $ 137,631 § 442,740 394,369
Operating Expenses and Equipment g
General Expense $ 184,439 $ 13,093 $ 197,531 $ 141,180 $ 155,360 $ 177,972
Printing $10,320 $ 10,320 $ 10,000 . $13543 1 §12.000
Telecommunications $81,154 $ 3,653 $ 84,807 $ 88,000 . $87.118f  § 105,000
Postage $72,834] $72.834 $ 54,000 . 853557 $ 55,000
Insurance $1,621 $ 1,621 $ 2,000 $1.911 \ $2,200
In-State Travel $4,137 $ 1,694 $ 6,831 $ 15,000 $17,323 $ 15,000
Out-of-State Travel $25100 .
Training $2,167 $ 360 $2528 $2000f  $2383 $ 5,000
Security Services . §612173 $612,173
Facility Operations $21,874 $21,874 $20710] | $20650]  §25850
Utilities $39 $39 $ 1,300 : $ 1,287 $ 1,700
Contracted Services $ 641,441 $ 95,232 $ 736,673 $ 739,747 . 8578742 $ 689,952
Consulting and Professional Services $86,272 $ 86,272 $ 106,500 o 3‘,139,766 $ 175,019
Information Technology $ 53,300 $775 $ 54,075 $42486)  $44842 $ 80,000
Major Equipment $ 55,042 $ 55,042 $ 28,090 $ 25,000
Other ltems of Expense $ 3,540 $ 3,540 $ 6,000 . $5,887] $ 5,000
$ 1,218,180 $ 114,809 1,228 1,794,938 . ¢
Special Items of Expense
Grand Jury >
Jury Costs $ 68,879 $ 68,879 $ 27,000
Judgements, Settlements and Claims .
Debt Service
Other
Capital Costs
Intemal Cost Recovery $(88,343) $ 88,343 $0 $0
Prior Year Expense Adjustment $ 11,503 $ 11,603
$(7.962) $88,343 :
Total Expenditures| &}m 2
Excess (Deficit) of Revenues Over Expenditures $ (83,286) $ 45,950 $(128,272) $(165,608) $ (389,739) $ (!2,523) $(310,784)
Operating Transfers In (Out) $(128,272) $ 128,272 $0 $0 - $0 . $0
Fund Balance (Deficit)
Beginning Balance (Deficit) $2,774,439 $297,822 $0 $ 3,072,261 $ 3,072,261 3,084,785

Ending Balance (Deficit) 52562882 T F 0 $2906653 $2.774.001

08/07/2012 13:38:14 Page 1 0of 1




QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT CERTIFICATION

In accordance with the requirements of the Trial Court Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN 1.02, Section 6.2.2(c); FIN 4.02,
Section 6.3.2; and FIN 5.01, Section 6.72(2)) and to the best of my knowledge, | certify that the attached statements fairly
present in all material respects the financial condition of the court for the periods presented.

j Ghah

Signature oﬂ’residing Judge or Court Executive Date
Siskiyou
Court

FY 2010-2011 4th Quarter
Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

e




QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Filled Court Employee Positions

Siskiyou

Court

FY 2010-2011 4th Quarter

Fiscal Year and Ending Quarter

Positions Filled

Total Authorized 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Court Positions' Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter
Court Employee Positions 52.25 51 32 52 51

"Total Authotized Positions {(FTEs) pre=populated using information submitied in the court's FY 2010-2011 Schedule 7A.




REVENUES
State Financing Sources

Trial Court Trust Fund
Trial Court Improvement Fund
Judicial Administration Efficiency & Mod Fund
Judges' Compensation (45.25)
Court Interpreter (45.45)
Civil Coordination Reimbursement (45.55)
MOU Reimbursements (45.10 and General)
Other Miscellaneous

Grants
AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator
Other AOC Grants
Non-AOC Grants

Other Financing Sources
Interest Income
Investment Income
Donations
Local Fees
Non-Fee Revenues
Enhanced Collections
Escheatment
Prior Year Revenue
County Program - Restricted
Reimbursement Other
Sale of Fixed Assets
Other Miscellaneous

EXPENDITURES
Personal Services
Salaries - Permanent
Temp Help
Overtime
Staff Benefits

Operating Expenses and Equipment
General Expense
Printing
Telecommunications
Postage
Insurance
In-State Travel
Out-of-State Travel
Training
Security Services
Facility Operations
Utilites
Contracted Services
Consulting and Professional Services
Information Technology
Major Equipment
Other Items of Expense

Special Items of Expense
Grand Jury
Jury Costs
Judgements, Settlements and Claims
Debt Service
Other
Capital Costs
Internal Cost Recovery
Prior Year Expense Adjustment

Excess (Deficit) of Revenues Over Expenditures
Operating Transfers In (Out)

Fund Balance (Deficit)
Beginning Balance (Deficit)
Ending Balance (Deficit)

Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund

Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances

(Unaudited)

Total Revenues|  §

2,503,936 $ 117,982 $ 300,286 $2,922,204 $2,961,744
$10,117 $10,117 $ 15,000
$ 5,000
$1,217,227 $ 65,381 $ 130,137 $ 1,412,625
$3,731,280 § 183,362 $ 430,423
$ 148,310 $7,050 $ 155,360 $ 177,972
$ 13,543 $ 13,543 $ 12,000
$ 82,989 $4,127 $87,116 $ 105,000
$ 53,557 § 53,557 $ 65,000
$1,911 $1,911 $2,200
$ 14,209 §3,113 $ 17,323 $ 15,000
$2510 $2,510
$1,738 $ 644 $2,383 $ 5,000
$612,173 $612,173 $612,173
$ 20,650 $ 20,650 $ 25,850
1,287 § 1,287 $ 1,700
$ 521,006 $57,736 $ 578,742 $ 689,952
$ 169,766 $ 169,766 $ 175,019
§ 44,325 $317 $ 44,642 $ 80,000
$28,090 $ 28,090 $ 25,000
§ 5,887 § 5,887 $ 5,000
$1,719,441 $ 75,498
$ 19,917 $19,917, $62,100
$ (81,065) $ 81,065 $0 $0
$ 1,175 $1,175
$ (59.973) $ 81,065 092

Total Expenditures|

08/30/2011 08:53:44

$ 65,933 $ 38,945 $ (117,402)
$ (117,402) $ 117,402
$ 2,825,908 $ 258,877 $0
S S e

S5a80747

$ (12,523) $(310,784)

$0 $0

2009/10
Total Current Total  Final
Funds Budget Funds Budget
(Info.é’mu;;;osas {Arrual) _(lnfo.(l;nu‘;;;oses ‘ (Amual) '
$4,902,115 $4,902,115 $ 4,868,898 $4,613,671 $4,697,337
$6,361 $ 6,361 $6,207 $6,064 §$ 37,000
$ 30,000 $ 30,000 $ 30,000 $ 30,000 § 30,000
$80,804 $ 80,804 $ 89,588 $ 90,699 $ 69,469
$ 322,697 $322,697 $ 420,540 $ 410,440 $ 439,889
$ 5,341,977 - $5.173,695)
$ 402,816 § 402,816 $ 402,818 $ 402,817 $398,735
$19,139 $19,139 $15,000 $ 18,907 $ 15,000
$ 47,628 $ 47,628
$ 469,584

$ 14,501 $1,420 $ 15,921 $ 20,000 $ 20,590 $ 30,000
$ 91,140 $ 91,140 $ 67,000 $ 68,031 § 65,000

$25 $25 $ 61
$217,636 $ 217,636 $ 205,000 $ 205,397 $ 200,000

$6216 $6.216 $ (625)
$3,252 $3,252 $ 3,500 $3,303 $ 3,500

$2,821 $2.821 $ 4,000 $ 7,143

$ 114,703 § 222,308

$2,769,610
$ 12310

$ 1,243,960

$ 156,000
$ 11,683
$ 102,462
$ 48,360
$ 2,143

$ 12,369

$ 3,367

§ 620,443
$ 26,007

- $1.847

$742,170
$ 99,896

$ 97,829

$ 4,310]

$ 48,757

$0
$2,794

5 (128,113)
$0

$3,084,785 §3,084,785

2774001

f e
. §6004827

$2927.474
$13.614

$ 5,000
$1,383,128

$ 187,600
$ 15,000
$ 115,000
$ 62,000
$2.300

$ 25,000

$ 5,000

$ 620,443
$ 26,290
$ 1,700

$ 803,447
$ 95,942
$ 63,000
$ 110,000
$ 5,000

$21,000
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Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Program Expenditures

L (Unaudited)
&
T ___For the month ended Jun . e o
Fiscal Year 2010/11 2009/10
Personal E.-QPE.’ raing.. g Capital el Total Actual g Total Actual b
Services | Expenses and | Costs SRea Expense Sacnes Expense Bitoget
MRS Equipment 205 Adjustment £ B
| (Annual) (Annual)
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES:
Judges & Courtroom Support $ 536,290 $ 157,411 585 $ 693,785 $ 871,460 $ 676,293 $ 854,810
Traffic & Other Infractions $ 338,148 $ 14177 $ 60 $ 352,385 $ 355,252 $312.119 $-367‘;09?
Other Criminal Cases $ 386,221 $ 55,881 $ 68 $ 442,170 $ 679,427 $ 457,197 $ 739,352
Civil $ 173,521 $ 11,750 $34 $ 185,305 $ 247,119 $ 199,763 $ 262,255
Family & Children Services § 718,195 $ 37,965 $0 $79 $ 756,239 $ 828,605 $ 726,940 $ 877,366
Probate, Guardianship & Mental Health Services $ 102,651 $ 4,440 $18 $107,110 $99,941 $ 89,240 $ 103,639
Juvenile Dependency Services $ 47,451 $ 289,536 $7 $ 336,995 $ 432,153 $343,421 $ 509,334
Juvenile Delinquency Services $52,810 $ 21,090 $9 $73,909 $70,170 $67,028 $ 73,841
Other Court Operations $ 614,500 $ 29,697 $ 106 $ 644,303 $ 433,040 §703,490 $ 508,025
Court Interpreters $ 16,194 $ 73,900 $ 445 $ 90,540 $ 104,337 $90,537 $ 87,560
Jury Services $ 28,954 $11,132 $19,917 $5 $ 60,008 $ 100,557 $ 84,946 $61,564
Security $ 613,202 $613,202 $612.873 $ 623,974 $ 620,443
Trial Court Operations Program|  $3,014,935]  $ 1,320,183 $19,917 $0 $917] ~ §4355951]  $4834935]  $4374.948]  §5,065087
Enhanced Collections $ 189,585 $6,994 $33 $ 160,528 $ 127,490
Other Non-Court Operations
Non-Court Operations Program $ 189,585 $ 6,994 $23 $160.528| $ 127,490
Executive Office $ 507,794 $ 22,034 $ 104 $ 529,932 $ 378,932 $ 465477 $ 366,816
Fiscal Services $ 178,979 $ 63,275 $34 $ 242,288 $213,358 $ 239,013 $193,773]
Human Resources $ 122,201 $ 6,833 $ 22 $ 129,056 $ 130,696 $ 125,356 $ 141,116
Business & Facilities Services $ 272,230 $ 272,230 $ 276,764 $ 190,938 $ 28,283
Information Technology $ 331,572 $ 103,390 $ 65 $ 435,027 $492,948 $ 448,567 $ 565,374
Court Administration Program| 1,140,545 $ 467,762 $225  $1608532] 51492698 $1.469,350]  §1.295361
Expenditures Not Distributed or Posted to a Program 50 $0 §0 $0 $0
Prior Year Adjustments Not Posted to a Program
Total]  $4,345,065|  §1,794,938 oo $0] sta75] % 651_61@ _$6443335] $6,004827]  $6487,938

08/30/2011 08:55:52
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Siskiyou Superior Court
Trial Court Operations Fund
Balance Sheet
(Unaudited)
For the month enc 5
| Year 2010/11 2009/10
. . Total Total
Funds Funds
ebt (info. Purposes (Info. Purposes
General _ Service Only) Only)
ASSETS
Operations $(232,477) $ 231,728 $0 $0 $ (749) $148611
Payroll $ (29,705) $0 $ (29,705) $ (69,505)
Jury
Revolving $10,100 $ 10,100 $ 10,100
Other
Distribution
Civil Filing Fees $0 $0 $0
Trust $ 48,349 $ 48,349 $ 73,941
Credit Card
Cash on Hand $ 1,450 $ 1,450 $ 1,450
Cash with County $52,221 $ 79,339
Total Cash $ (250,632) $231,728 $0 $ 100,570  $243935
Short Term Investment $ 3,039,180 $0 $2 $ 3,039,183 $ 3,277,021
Investment in Financial Institution
Total Investments $ 3,039,180 $0 $2)
Accrued Revenue $ 3,432 $ 262 $0 $0 $ 3,694 $ (18,854)
Accounts Receivable - General $ 111,516 $111,516 $ 83,327
Dishonored Checks
Due From Employee $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Civil Jury Fees $0
Trust
Due From Other Funds $ 121,285 $0 $ 121,285 $ 47,996
Due From Other Governments $ 23,753 $ 77,667 $19,915 $ 121,334 $63,344
Due From Other Courts $0 $0 $0 $0
Due From State $72,448 $19,139 $ 91,587 $47,428
Trust Due To/From
Distribution Due To/From
Civil Filing Fee Due To/From
General Due To/From $ 55
Total Receivables $ 220,972 $ 77,928 $ 150,569

Prepaid Expenses - General $0
Salary and Travel Advances $0
Counties

Total Prepaid Expenses $0
Other Assets

Total Other Assets

Total Assets|  §$3,009,521]
LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

Accrued Liabilities $ 69,453 $6,883 $ 76,336 $ 261,868
Accounts Payable - General $ (30,212) $0 $0 $(30,212) $ 56,824
Due to Other Funds $0 $0 $ 121,285 $ 55 $ 121,339 $ 47,996
Due to Other Courts $0 $0

Due to State

TC145 Liability $0 $0 $ 64,630
Due to Other Governments $0 $0 $0

AB145 Due to Other Government Agency
Due to Other Public Agencies

Sales and Use Tax $ 48 $48 $ 55
Interest $2 $2 $8
Miscellaneous Accts. Pay. and Accrued Liab. $0

Total Accounts Payable and Accrued Liab. $ 39,288 $0 $ 128,168 $57)
Civil $ 46,944
Criminal $0 $0 $0
Unreconciled - Civil and Criminal
Trust Held Outside of the AOC $ 52,221 $ 52,221 $ 79,339

Trust Interest Payable
Miscellaneous Trust

Total Trust Deposits $ 99,166 T @‘?49;823'
Accrued Payroll $ 193,145 $ 11,834 $ 22,401 $ 227,380 $ 43,875
Benefits Payable $ 1,800 $0 $ 1,800 $ 30,427
Deferred Compensation Payable $0 $0 $0
Deductions Payable $0 $0 $0 $0
Payroll Clearing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Payroll Liabilities $ 194,946 $11,834 $ 22,401 : .
Revenue Collected in Advance $0 $0 $0
Liabilities For Deposits $ 848 $0 $ 848 $ 920
Jury Fees - Non-interest $1,350 $1,350 $ 3,450
Fees - Partial Payment & Overpayment
Uncleared Collections $0 $0 $0
Other Miscellaneous Liabilities $0 $0 .
Total Other Liabilities $ 848 $ 1,350 2,19 . $4370
Total Liabilities| = §285082}  $11834]  $150569] L . $100572)  498.057]  $659677
Fund Balance - Restricted $ 1,129,281 $ 258,877 $ 1,388,158 $ 1,324,360
Fund Balance - Unrestricted
Designated $ 1,625,807 $ 1,625,807 $ 1,888,538
Undesignated $70,819 $0 $0 $70,819 $0
Excess (Deficit) of Rev. Over Expenses/Op.

$ (51,469) $ 38,945 $0 $ 02'52,3), $ (128,113)

Total Fund Balancef

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance
08/30/2011 08:50:52 Page 6 of 17




Superior Court - Siskiyou

as of June 30, 2011

Constraints on Fiscal Year-End Fund Balance - Summary

Governmental Funds

Special Revenue Total Funds
Capital Debt Proprietary Fiduciary (Info. Purposes
Classification General Non-Grant Grant Project Service Funds Funds Only)
Nonspendable - - - - - - - -
Restricted - 297,822 - - - - - 297,822
Committed 500,000 - - - - - - 500,000
Assigned 2,274,439 - - - - - - 2,274,439
Unassigned - - - - - N/A N/A -
Total $ 2,774,439 | $ 297,822 | $ - $ - = - - $ 3,072,261




Court System: Supsricr Court - Bisiivou

County Number

(for AOC Use): 47

Court Contact: Becky Greenley

Contact's Phone: 520-842-8108

E-mail Address: bgreenle@siskivou.courts.ca.gov

Judicial Council of California
Trial Court Funding Act of 1997
QUARTERLY FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Transmittal and Certification
FY 2009-2010

Fiscal Year: #% 200%.2010

Quarter:

QFS Prepared By:
Preparer's Phone:

E-mail Address:

4

[Enter only current quarter #]

TCTF Non-TCTF
Revised Actual and Actual and
FINANCING BOURCES Budget Actual Accruals Revised Budget Actual Accruals
Beginning Balance 1,479,457 1,479,457 1,479,457 1,733,441 1,733,441 1,733,441
Prior Year Adjustments - (2,792) (3.419) - - -
Financing Sources 5,587,430 5,534,865 5,586,308 298,500 225,597 291,031
Interfund Transfer (In/Out) - - 5 . 5 =
TOTAL BB & FINANCING SOURCES 7,066,887 7,011,530 7,062,346 2,031,941 1,959,038 2,024,472
Actual, Actual, Accruals
Revised Accruals and and
USE OF FINANCING SOURCES Budget Actual Encumbrances | Revised Budget Actual Encumbrances
Expenditures 6,378,899 5,545,062 5,845,619 109,039 154,620 156,413
Fund Balance 687,988 1,466,469 1,216,726 1,922,902 1,804,418 1,868,058
Fund Balance Designation
Restricted - Contractual 230,000 925,349 925,349 130,000 100,000 100,000
Restricted - Statutory - - - 195,079 258,877 258,877
Unrestricted - Designated 457,988 291,377 291,377 1,597,823 1,509,181 1,509,181
Unrestricted - Undesignated 0 249,743 0 (0) (63,640) 0
TOTAL 687,988 1,466,469 1,216,726 1,922,902 1,804,418 1,868,058
CERTIFICATION
THEREBY CERTIFY, to the best of my knowledge and belief, that the amounts stated herein and contained
in the Quarterly Financial Statement detail documents included by reference ahove, fairly present a statement of all court
revenues (financing sources), funds held in trust, and court expenditures in accordance with the reporting requirements adopted
by the Judicial Council pursuant to authority granted by Gavernment Code section 77206.
Signature of Presiding Judge or Court Executive Date
ATQFS4FY0E1MCerification Page 1of 1

62014 1:32 PM
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Superior Court of California, County of Siskiyou
Trial Court Operations Fund

Balance Sheet L1 1 3
{Unaudited)
il o] J il = T =1 iF«W-EmﬁmfénﬂNﬁum‘i s
Fiscal Year 200910 2008/09
Governmental Funds. Tl Total Total
_Special Revenus. | ' Funds ‘Funds
Gotersl | Nowgrart | Grant Bripet i | snigs |1 PRkt | EGRR | U Pusoses. | (s Blises
ASSETS
Operations §(51,623) $210.838 §{14,881) § 4,280 § 148811 $ 3,268,108
Payroll § (68.508) §0 $(69,505) F{67.977)
Jury
Revolving $ 10,700 £10,700 $ 10,100
Other
Distributlon
Civil Flling Fees 50 $0 $ 83,330
Trust $ 73,841 §73841 $163,870
Credit Card
Cash on Hand £ 1.450 1450 § 1,450
Cash with County | _
Cash Outside of tha AOC 579330 § 79,339 §212,508]
TetaiCash|  §(109,578) $210.838 $114,581) 3 167,558| | S243.835] 53049881
Short Term Investment £3.215923 5738 580,358 §3,277.021
Investmant in Financial Inslitution
Total Invesimants $3,215923 $ 738 $80,359] SRR
Accrued Revanue $5.850 §$245 §(24,858) $0 §(18,854) §3,875
Accounts Receivable - General §83.327 s833z;
Cishanrared Checks
Due From Employee 50 50 50 50 5505|
Civil Jury Fees 50 §0 §2,287
Trust =
Dua Fram Other Funds 547,996 50 % 47,898 $ 156,069
Dua From Other Govarnmenlis $ 14,897 548,347 $83,344 §.64,164
Due Frar Other Courts $0 $0
Due Fram Stale §32038 £15,302 547428 § 302,350
Trust Due Ta/From
Disfribution Due To/From
Civil Flling Fee Due Ta/From
Ganeral Dua To/From
Total Recelvables| § 100,888 §48,562 § 72,761 $0).  §asgin|  seeaeia
Propar Expenses - General 5284 $264
Salary and Travel Advances
Counties
Talal Prepaid Expanges| 5264  Eahd
Othar Agsels
Tom! Gthar Asssts | AP [ i
Total Assots| T S 35070 5500068 T R M |
LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES
Aguried Liabilities § 255,082 $ 6,808 § 261,858 §253,638
Accounts Payable - General $56,824 $0 50 5 56,824 § 60,272
Dua'to Other Funds §0 §0 £47,929 £57 $ 47,996 §156,068
Due ta Cther Courts
Due to State ] L ;
TC145 Liability § 64,630 § 84,630 63,230
Dug te Other Gevermmants 50 $0 $0
AB145 Due to Other Government Agency
Due to Othar Public Agencies
Sales and Use Tax $85 §55 $32
Interest §8 58 §0
Miscallanecus Accls. Pay. and Accrued Liab,
Total Accounts Payabla and Accrued Liab. $311,942 $0 § 54,745 564656]  Saungss) — sespaan
Civil §70284 §70,284 561,454
Criminal $0Q 30 £0
Unrecanciled - Clvil and Criminal
Trust Held Outside of the ACC §7¢.339 576,330 §212,508
Trust Interest Payable
Miscallaneous Trusi
Total Trust Daposits $140623] | $i4pBz3|  §=27a.684
Accrued Payroll $ 38,451 $1.280 $4,134 $43.876 ¥ 2?.458|
Benafits Paypale §a04z? $a § 30,427 §28,335
Deferred Compensalion Payable 50 50 50
Deductians Payable 50 $a i 50
Payroll Clearing 50 §a 30
Total Payroll Linbilliss $esars £1,280 S4.134 T 56,821
Revenue Colleciad in Advanca 50 50 50
Liabiliies For Deposits §770) 5150 $ 920 5740
Jury Fees - Non-Interast §2.450 $3450 §2.250
Fees - Partial Payment & Qverpayment
Uncleared Collections
Other Miscellanaous Liabillties
Tatal Cher Liablities 5770 $3.800]
Total Lizbilities 330,569 671,260 § 58,880 : = R LA
Total Fund Balance|"$ 2825908 5358877 53
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance| § 3,207,487 § 280,168 $EB.BA0 ; S217m8

0916/2014 7115524 Page 1 6f 1
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Supericr Court of California, County of Siskiyou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Staterment of Revenues, Expenditures and Changas in Fund Balances
{Unaudited)
e e Wl 'FWW?W@“GF — = - T -
Flacal Yaar 2009/10 2008/08
. — - ol Total Curreint Tofal Final
Funds Budgeat Funds Budget
Fropriatary Fidusiary. (info; Pu T (Inifo. Purge A :
Eihnara gt [ o) (A o i e
REVENUES
Stata Financing Sources ) |
Trial Court Trust Fund 54.813.871 §4,610671 54507337 §4,035.005) 34,834,570
Impravement and Modernization Fund 56,064 5 6,054 337,000 T UUSEEN 58,207
Judges’ Compansation (48 25) 530,000 § 30,000 3 30,000 S 720,630 $ 26,000
Cour Interpreter (45.45) 590,699 § 550 659 § 60,450 11051 £ 76,000
Civil Coordination Retmbursamant (45.55)
MOU Reimbursements (4510 and Genaral) £410,440 3410440 £430.880 417448 §472,145
Dthar Miseallansaus £ 17443 $17113
£5.150.864 o I ) SEG08AST|  Snesosh
Grarits )
AB 1058 CommissionarFaciltator g402.817 3 ADZ BT 5308,735 5 409,791 $ 906,735
Other AOC Grants £ 18,907 $ 18,807 515,000 L1078 816,845
Non-AQC Grants.
§421.724 _ SAnTa 5aTEs S 428260 $ 418,280
Othar Financing Saurces
Inigrest Income 518,842 3.1.647 § 20,550 £ 30,000 $30,087 §B0,000
Investmant ncome
Donationa
Local Fess s68.011 sesn3i # 65,000 80,782 § ro.con
Non-Fee Rovenues §51 5§51 . %70 i
Enhanced Collestions § 205,307 5 206.387 5§ 200,000 3 168,088 $ 225000
Esshoatmant -
Prior Year Revenue §(B25) 5 (625) _ L.
County Pragram « Restrictad $3,303 § 3,303 $ 2,500 $4.012 £ 3,000
Roimbursamant Othar $7,143 57,143 5 16108 510,785
Sale of Fixed Assels
Othar Miscallansous 5235 §235
S83.778 S210907] 7 3 500,768
1
Total Revenues| 55,244 623 S210347] [EFIR = 55,295,100
EXPENDITURES
Bersonal Sorvices
Sataries - Permanant $2378,046 £102,144 $288.421 §2.760,600 32827474 52.603,410 $2.818. 248
Temp Halp 12,310 $12.310 §13.014 5 19',!)32 39702
Qvertima $6,000 3 544 $ 5,000
Etaff Banefits § 1,085,388 5 44 408 5114,167 51245560 5 1.383.178 5 7/263,032, 31,410,350
53475943 5 146,649 § 400 588 EanshERG| S432058 SB§01018] $4,59.940
O a ang &
General Expense § 144,319 §10,880 $ 155,000 5 187,600 $209.277 $22HH00
Printing 511,683 $71,683 515,000 5 10,080 5 17,000
Talecommunications 5 88,007 F4.485 § 102462 5115,000 S5111.810] 5 133,000
Pestage §48,380 $48,260 302,000 $59,308 § 52,000
Insurance 52,143 52,143 §2,300 $2.230] S1671
In-State Travel 510,835 51434 § 12,368 $ 25,000 519,827 5 37,000
Out-ol-State Travel | ) |
Training 52,817 § 650 % 3,367 $ 5,000 $2.514 ‘517,000
Seturity Sarvices 5620443 £ 50443 5620443 5652611 5851512
Faciliy Gparations $ 28,007 §26,007 326,200 325,581 $24,178
Utiitiea §1.347 51,700 $1.507 $ 1,500/
Conttacted Services 5730287 11014 £ 803,447 5754587 & BET BAT
Cansuiting and Profléssicnal Services 5 96,896 395,042 586345 $87.837
Information Tazhnology $98.672 $1,188 $83,000 5 77.863 £39,860
Major Equipment 5110.000 £11.845 572,00
Gther ltems of Expanso 54,310 ﬂi.ﬂﬂﬂ $3.256 % 5,500
51,897,187 530,155, U P 52.029,700 § 2.206.092|
Special Nems of Expanss
Grand Jury Lt
Jury Gosta §48,757 § 48,757 21,000 324,773 $ 35,100
Judgemenis, Settlemants and Claima
Debt Servica L
Other 5 260
Capital Soals {
Internal Cast Recavery 5 (80.803) §4a0,803 ;g: 5 ES HS 0
Priof Year Expense Adjustment 52,794 $2. {6.915)
§ (29.252) 550,803 R TS z1000) 5 14.868] S 55550)|
! = I. l
Total Expandituras|  § 5.343.088] 5 146,548 $514,550 t:!ﬁmaiﬂi—_bzliﬂimf — 50,026,680] SEOTTTER
Excess (Daficit) of Revenuas Qvar Expendturas 5 (99,048) B3 T8 § (92.886) £ {128.11a) £ (602.008)
Operating Transfers in (Out) 5§ {92.888) § 82,888 0 L]
Fungd Balnncs (Deficit) i .
Beginning Balance (Deficity 52017819 5185079 50 53212898 33212898
Ending Balance (Daflcl) T 50 S s T e F I

TS162074 11:66:37




Superior Court of California, County of Sigkivou
Trial Court Operations Fund
Statement of Program Expenditures

(Unaudited)
| Fiscal Year 2009/10 2008/09
| - e " = T o [ paaeaar: ] Gurrenl Final
Parsonal a&ﬁm m Intemal Gost | PO9C Y Total Aciual S Total Actual Blis!
‘Services | Egpeans and sis | Rocovery | pExpen Expense oy Expense s
B e A Eulpment _ ¥ | Adiewert R i
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES: _
Judges & Courtroom Suppart § 457,035 $ 218,257 50 5 676,203 $3854.810 § 792,398 $844.385
Traffic & Qther Infractions $201,756 $20,363 $312,119 £367.097 5 329,871 $369,665
Othar Criminal Gases § 393,582 563,638 < 457,187 5735357 53836826 $ 710248
civil ; ‘ § 183,112 516,651 5 189,763 262,256 $ 180,423 5222165
Family & Childran Services § 673,260 §53,680 50 § 726,840 $ 877,306 § 728,307 $ 870676
Probate, Guardianship & Menial Health Services 583,286 55,854 589240 103,638 £87,620 §79.943
Juvenils Depandency Services $40.680 302,741 $ 343421 $500,334 §411,337 $508443
Juvenile Delinquancy Services $ 45,254 §21,774 $67,024 £ 73,641 s47.528 $56.778
Cthar Court Operations $ 654,611 § 48,252 S 827 703,490 $508,025 $611,085 5482311
Court Intarprelers $13,485 § 77,052 500,537 87,560 £ 74,901 587,005
Jury Services § 25,364 $10.826 £48757 §84.948 561,504 $64.980 580485
Security § 623,974 $623874 £620,443 §873,637) 5851512
Trial Court Operations Progmam|  $ 2,861,507 51,464,068 §48,757 0 7 | BEQGGDET| 4400874 35143628
Enhanced Collections 5 151,092 $9,435 % 160,528 $ 127,480 5179728
Other Non-Court Operations B
Nor-Colrt Opetalions Program $ 151,092 5 9,435 e BaB| — saaranal — Sija028
Executive Office $434,735 §230,742 $4B5,477 5306818 $433,342 5337317
Fiscal Services § 170,098 $68,914 $229.013 $193,773 5215235 508,122
Human Resources §112,826 10,363 §2,167 $ 125,356 3141,118 $121.010 $192047
Business & Faciities Services % 190,538 120,838 $28,283 § 228,505 5108321
| Irfarmation Technology § 285,622 % 152845 $ 448,567 £ 566374 $ 455,359 5 428,349
| Coun Adminisiration Brogram| & 1,013,281 § 453,003 52,167|| S AAuak| - - Sieansat). S — 5143856
| Expenditures Not Distributed or Posted in a Program 50 50
Prior Year Adjusimenis Mot Posted to a Program
Totsl [~ Ss0z0e80]  Si0ar. SAB a7 30

0162014 11:57.05
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This report contains confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution, or disclosure by others not identified in the
report transmittal letter is strictly prohibited.

This report is not subject to the information disclosure requirements of the Public Records
Act.

For authorization to distribute this report to any other parties please contact:
Mr. John A. Judnick

Manager, Internal Audit Services
Administrative Office of the Courts

Phone: (415) 865-7450
Fax: (415) 865-4337
E-mail: john.judnick@jud.ca.gov
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Siskiyou Superior Court
October 2008
Page i

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Introduction

The Trial Court Funding Act of 1997 (Act) eliminated the requirement for county audits of
the courts effective January 1, 1998. Since that time, there have been significant changes to
the operations and internal control structure of the Superior Courts of California. These
changes have impacted the internal control structure of the courts, yet no independent
reviews of their operations were generally conducted until Internal Audit Services (IAS)
initiated audits in 2002.

The audit of the Superior Court of California, County of Siskivou (Court) was initiated by
IAS of the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) in April 2008. Depending on the size
of the court, the audit process typically involves three or four cycles, or audits. encompassing
the following primary areas:

e Court administration;

e (Cash controls;

e Court revenue and expenditure; and
s (eneral operations.

During audits, we plan on covering all four of the above areas. The audit process involves
the review of compliance with statute, California Rules of Court, the Trial Court Financial
Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), and other relevant policies. An important
consideration in this audit is the Court’s use of the Phoenix Financial System (Phoenix)
which was implemented in November 2003. Prior to the implementation of Phoenix, the
AOC contracted with an outside accounting firm to assist the Court achieve an acceptable
level of accounting readiness for the Court’s transition to the then Phoenix Financial System.
The results of that review are incorporated info this audit.

Compliance with the Financial Integrity and State Manager’s Accountability Act known as
FISMA is also an integral part of the andit process. The primary thrust of a FISMA review is
to evaluate the Court’s internal control structure and processes. While we do not believe that
the FISMA applies to the judicial branch, we do believe that it represents good public policy
and we conduct internal audits incorporating FISMA concepts relating to internal control.
These guidelines include:

e A plan of organization that provides segregation of duties appropriate for proper
safeguarding of assets;

e A plan that limits access to assets to authorized personnel;
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e A system of authorization, record keeping, and monitoring that adequately provides
effective internal control;

® An established system of practices to be followed in the performance of duties and
functions; and

e Personnel of a quality commensurate with their responsibilities.

Audits performed by IAS are specifically designed to identify instances of non-
compliance with the FIN Manual and FISMA. We did note some instances of non-
compliance that are highlighted in the Audit Issues Overview below. However, we
would be remiss in not commenting upon the numerous examples in which the Court was
in compliance with the FIN Manual and FISMA. Specifically, we identified these areas
of compliance including:

* An organizational plan that provides for an effective segregation of duties at the three
locations to properly safeguard assets including money from its collection to deposit;

e An organizational plan that limits access to assets 1o authorized personnel;

e A well documented system of authorization and recordkeeping for revenues and
expenditures that provides effective accounting control;

e Written policies and procedures for cash handling, human resources, information
services, accounting, and procurements that are adhered to and help ensure a
consistent and proper performance of duties and activities;

e Management controls are in place to monitor personnel in the performance of their
duties and responsibilities; and

o The ability to attract and retain quality personnel at all court locations that are
knowledgeable and motivated to take accountability and responsibility for the
performance of their duties.

The Court has made significant efforts since the inception of State Trial Court Funding and
its transition from the County’s financial reporting systems to the state financial reporting
system. This is the first comprehensive audit of the Court following the PHOENIX readiness
review, Our review of the Court’s operations affirms their efforts to embrace FISMA
concepts and ensuring the success of the PHOENIX accounting system. We believe that
overall, the Court is actively engaged in improving all of its operations.

We believe that in the performance of our internal audit of the Court we have provided the
Court with a review that also accomplishes what FISMA requires. It is important to note
those areas of noncompliance reported below and in the body of this report that the Court
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should actively monitor these issues brought up within this internal audit and any issues
identified by its own staff that may perform periodic reviews of Court operations and
practices.

Audit Issues Overview

At the conclusion of the audit, the Court adequately responded to and considered complete
many issues IAS identified. We believe the Court, relative to its size, generally has a
satisfactory level of operational confrols although we note certain high risk areas in the audit
report (e.g., handling of exhibits and revenue distribution).

This internal audit identified 109 points of interest that were consolidated into 10 reportable
issues included in this report as well as several verbal recommendations. IAS has not tested
the implementation of all the corrective measures to verify their correction. There were some
points of interest that were not significant enough in our opinion to be included in the report
that were discussed with court management. While the Court was not in full agreement with
all recommendations, IAS understands the basis of the disagreements and will continue to
work with the Court in the future to resolve all issues.

Specifically the Court needs to improve and refine certain procedures and practices in order
to fully comply with statewide policies and procedures and/or best practices. The most
significant are summarized below.

Cash Handling

Although IAS identified opportunities for improving the Court’s cash handling practices, we
commend the Court for its willingness to address and take action to correct identified issues
before the andit was completed. IAS identified the following cash handling issues during the
course of our review:

e Although stored in locked boxes then stored in locked desks or cabinets, the
Criminal/Traffic division at the main courthouse does not secure the daily depositin a
safe overnight. Best practices advise that courts secure change funds and daily deposits
in a safe. In addition, the safe combination in Weed has not been changed on a routine
basis or with changes to staff that have knowledge of the combination (4.2, page 9).

e The Court does not have another employee verify the deposit other than the person who
prepared it (4.1, page 7).

¢ Court clerks located in all branch offices have their own set of judicial signature stamps
and block stamps. Judicial officers have delegated clerks the authority to approve certain
court documents with judicial stamps in place of judicial officer review, but the court
does not have a procedure in place requiring secondary review, at least periodically on a
sample basis, by a supervisor when a stamp is used. In addition, we were informed that
clerks do not lock up their judicial stamps overnight and on weekends (4.2, page 9).

e Void transaction are not always reviewed and approved by a supervisor or lead at the
time the void occurs (4.1, page 8).
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e The Weed location does not always process mail payments away from the front counter
(4.2, page 10). Best practice advises not commingling mail payments with payments
presented at the front counter by the public.

The Court responded positively and reports the following changes since IAS preformed its
review: The Criminal/Traffic division now secures the deposit in a safe that was purchased
by the Court during the audit. The court also agreed to verify deposits by someone other than
the person who prepared it. Judge’s stamps have been moved away from the front counters
and are locked in drawers overnight and on the weekends. The court also agreed that voided
receipts should be reviewed and approved by a supervisor, Finally, the court agreed to
process mail payments away from the front counter by someone who is not accepting
payments from the public,

Domestic Violence (14.1. page 32)

The disposition of Domestic Violence cases is often complex, with fines and fees that are
dependent upon other factors in the case. When IAS suggested to the Court that it could
benefit from a review procedure to ensure that all the minimum mandated fines/ fees are
being assessed, including documenting all waivers or reductions of statutory fines/fees in the
court minute orders, the Court agreed to issue a memorandum that summarizes DV fees,
fines, and penalties to all judges and courtroom clerks.

Specifically, IAS noted the following exceptions based on our review of 30 domestic
violence cases: (&) the Court did not assess the minimum $400 DV fes in two cases, (b) the
Court incorrectly assessed less than the minimum $400 DV fee in 5 cases, (c) the court
security fee was not imposed in one case, (d) the Court did not include the 10%
administrative fee pursuant to PC1202.4(1) in two cases, (¢) the Court did not impose the
mandated Probation Revocation fine pursuant to PC 1202.44 in one case, and (f) the Court
did not require the defendant to make payments to a battered women’s shelter in two cases.

Revenue Distribution (4.3, page 12)

State statutes and local ordinances govern the distribution of the fees, fines, penalties, and
other assessments that courts collect and the distribution can be complex. To assist the trial
courts, the California State Controller’s Offices publishes a Manual of Accounting and Audit
Guidelines for Trial Courts, commonly referred to as Appendix C. In response to the audit
findings, the court read the guidelines, agrees with the findings, and have implemented the
recommended changes to the CMS financial codes to bring the distributions in line with
AOC and SCO guidelines.

Specifically, we selected a sample of cases with violations occurring with FY 2006-07 and
FY 2007-08. The sample included high-volume cases and complex distribution cases, and
additional cases as necessary to validate our initial findings. Our review of eight Traffic
Infraction and seven Misdemeanor/Felony cases found several calculation and distribution
errors relating to: the Two Percent State Automation Fund (2%) pursuant to GC §68090.8,
traffic school dispositions, railroad and red light funds, health and safety violations, and fish
and game violations.
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Exhibit Handling

Consistent with its overall willingness to address identified issues, the Court states it is
committed to improving its exhibit handling operations. The Court maintains exhibits under
its control and responsibility in four separate locations including two off-site public storage
units, Since the Court started entered exhibit information on JALAN in 2002, there appear to
be 172 (96 criminal and 76 civil records regarding exhibits taken under control by the Court.
The individual responsible for exhibits at the Court also maintains manual listings that
include exhibits from prior to 2002. During our testing of exhibits IAS noted the following
types of issues and concerns.

e The Court maintains an abbreviated manual which describes the manner in which it
handles and maintains exhibits. IAS was provided with a one page document that TAS
was told was the procedures utilized by the Court. While not requiring an extensive
thoroughly documented ‘manual,” JAS believes that a more comprehensive manual
should be produced that outlines the procedures that the Court follows to receipt for,
monitor, account for, and secure exhibits. (15.1, page 35)

¢ A comparison of exhibits reports (Jalan and manual listings) disclosed that the records do
not appear to be complete. (15.1, page 37)

e The exhibit reports and control documents do not provide sufficient information to
effectively and efficiently locate all exhibits that the Court is responsible for. IAS
selected exhibits from the listings for five cases (criminal and civil) and could not easily
locate the exhibits. The Court indicated that the boxes containing the exhibits would
have to be opened to until the exhibits were located. (10.1, page 36)

» Physical security over the exhibits was also a concern of IAS. The off-site public storage
units are aluminum structures that are only secured by a small key lock that could be
easily cut to access the unit. Additionally, rain had seeped into the unit getting boxes
containing exhibits (including documents) on the floor of the unit wet. (10.1, page 36)

We recommend that the Court: (a) enter event code EXL in JALAN for every exhibit
accepted into evidence, (b) develop a comprehensive exhibit procedures manual, (¢) conduct
an aggressive exhibits record destruction effort, (d) establish a viable exhibits inventory
locator system , and (e) move Criminal and Civil exhibits to a more secure location, ideally
within the courthouse.

The court stated that it has an exhibits procedures manual that it updates as required. The
exhibit technician keeps his own records. He indicates to the clerks the location of exhibits,
which they in turn enter into JALAN. The court has an exhibits locator program in place that
we continually work to improve and update. The court recently acquired new storage
locations for exhibits.

Information Systems (5.1, page 18)

The Court acknowledged that it does not have a Business Continuity Plan ( BCP ) or Disaster
Recovery Plan ( DRP ). However, the Court proactively requested assistance from the
AOC’s Emergency Response and Security unit. This unit provided the Court with a
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Continuity of Operations Plan ( COOP ) template to assist the Court in developing a BCP and
DRP. The Court has an existing security policy that it is transitioning to the COOP and has
begun enhancing its current policies and procedures to address the issues identified by IAS.
The Court stated that 1s has partially completed its COOP and will continue working with the
AOC.

The Court also acknowledged that it does not have documented IT policies and procedures.
IAS provided the Court with resources from which it can develop formal and comprehensive
IT policies and procedures.

Temporary Judees (1.2, page 2)

To its credit, the Court acknowledges the opportunities to improve its administration and
training of temporary judges and is committed to improvement. In turn, IAS appreciates that
the Court’s geographic location does not present the Court with many local training
opportunities and there are practical difficulties in sending attorneys, who volunteer to
become temporary judges, to San Francisco for in-person training . Consequently, we
recommend that the Court work and cooperate with other courts to develop local training
opportunities for temporary judges. We also encourage the Court to contact the AQC’s
CIER Division to explore regional training opportunities. Also, the Court must improve its
recordkeeping in order to comply with CRC 2.812(e), CRC 2.814, and CRC 2.815(b), et al:
along with the reporting requirements of CRC 10.742(c).

To be specific, the court was non-compliant with CRC guidelines and other requirements for
the administration of the temporary judges program, specifically:

Application for Temporary Judge

Documenting Membership in the State of California Bar
Training

Retention of Appointment Orders and Swearing in Oath
Quarterly Reporting

Traffic Cases (16.1. page 40)

The Court understands its responsibility to keep DMV data secure and protected and it
reports that as of March 1, 2009, it has addressed this issue. The Court indicates it is
committed to review annual re-certification requirements on the Information Security
Statements, Form INF 1128, for all employees having DMV access and will also review the
DMV error log on a bi-weekly basis to make sure the errors are resolved on a timely basis.

External Audits (12.1. page 29
The Court engages Smith and Newell, Certified Public Accountants, to perform bi-annual
reviews of the court’s financial statements during the three to four year interim between [IAS’
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regularly scheduled audits. If the objective of retaining an external auditor is to provide more
frequent reviews of the same areas tested by IAS, the work the external auditor is engaged to
perform is not consistent with IAS’s primary purpose. Specifically, although financial
statement audits involve testing of internal controls over financial reporting, the
comprehensive audits TAS performs involve testing of operational internal controls,
compliance with statutes, California Rules of Court, and judicial branch policies. such the
Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures manual.

Currently, IAS does not have the resources to conduct annual comprehensive audits.
However, the Court and IAS agree that IAS will perform limited cash handling testing once a
year.
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STATISTICS

The Siskiyou County Superior Court operates 4 locations. The Court has four judges and one
subordinate judicial officer who handled approximately 25,376 cases in FY 2006-07.

Further, the Court employed 55 staff to fulfill its administrative and operational activities,
with total trial court expenditures of more than $5.4 million for the fiscal year ended June 30,
2007.

Before 1997, the Court and the County worked within common budgetary and cost
parameters—ofien the boundaries of services and programs offered by each blurred. The
Court operated much like other County departments and, thus, may not have
comprehensively or actively sought to segregate or identify the cost and service elements
attributable to court operations and programs. With the mandated separation of the Court
system from county government, each entity had to reexamine their respective relationships
relative to program delivery and services rendered, resulting in the evolution of specific cost
identification and contractual agreements for the delivery of County services necessary to
operate the court. The county provides credit card merchant processing, new employee
fingerprinting, Sheriff to serve restraining order, and Sheriff bailiff and perimeter security
services.

The charts below contain general court statistical information.

Yreka Weed Domis Happy Camp Total

Number of Authorized 4 o
Judgeships as of June 30,
2007

Number of Authorized 1 1
Subordinate Judicial Officers
as of June 30, 2007

Number of Full Time 46.5 5 1 52.5
Equivalent Employees as of
the Pay Period Ending Date
June 30, 2007

Total authorized positions 49 5 1 55
(FTE) as of June 30, 2007

The court does not have staff permanently assigned to Happy Camp. The location is open for
court business one day each month with staff from Yreka.
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County Population

47.500 est. in 2005

Number of Temporary Employees as of June 30, 2007

Small Claims

Per 7A.

Total Salaries estimated for temporary employees for FY 2006/07 $21,995

(QFS) actual

FY 2006/07 Daily Average Revenues Collected: $19,119

Number of Case filings:
s Civil Limited 445
e Civil Unlimited 206
e Criminal Felony 588
e Non-Traffic Misdemeanor 936
®» Non-Traffic Infractions 150
e Traffic Infractions 20,797
e Traffic Misdemeanors 922
e Family Law ?]22
: Probate 151
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FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) has identified accountability as the
paramount objective of financial reporting. The GASB has further identified two essential
components of accountability: fiscal and operational. Fiscal accountability is defined as:

The responsibility of governments to justify that their actions in the current
period have complied with public decisions concerning the raising and
spending of public moneys in the short term (usually one budgetary cycle or
one year),

The Strategic Plan for California’s Judicial Branch 2006-2012 entitled Justice in Focus
established, consistent with the mission statement of the Judicial Council, a guiding principle
that states that “Accountability is a duty of public service™ and the principle has a specific
statement that “The Judicial Council continually monitors and evaluates the use of public
funds.” As the plan states, “All public institutions, including the judicial branch, are
increasingly challenged to evaluate and be accountable for their performance, and to ensure
that public funds are used responsibly and effectively. For the courts, this means developing
meaningful and useful measures of performance, collecting and analyzing data on those
measures, reporting the results to the public on a regular basis, and implementing changes to
maximize efficiency and effectiveness.” Goal II of the plan is independence and
accountability with an overall policy stated as:

“Exercise the constitutional and statutory authority of the judiciary to plan for and
manage its funding, personnel, resources, and records and to practice independent
rule making.”

Two of the detailed policies are:
1. Establish fiscal and operational accountability standards for the judicial branch to
ensure the achievement of and adherence to these standards throughout the branch.
2. Establish improved branch wide instruments for reporting to the public and other
branches of government on the judicial branch’s use of public resources.

Under the independence and accountability goal of The Operational Plan for California’s
Judicial Branch, 2008 — 2011, objective 4 is to ‘Measure and regularly report branch
performance - including branch progress toward infrastructure improvements to achieve
benefits for the public.” The proposed desired outcome is “Practices to increase perceived
accountability.”

To assist in the fiscal accountability requirements of the branch, the statewide fiscal
infrastructure process, Phoenix — FI, was established and the Court implemented this m 2003.
Fiscal data is processed through the shared services center in Sacramento for the Court using
Phoenix — F1. The fiscal data on the following pages are from this system and present the
unaudited FY 2005-06 and FY 2006 - 07 financial statements of the Trial Court Operations
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Fund for the Court. The three financial statement schedules are:

Balance Sheet (statement of position)
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances (statement
of activities)
Statement of Program Expenditures (could be considered a “product line™ statement)

The fiscal year 2005 — 06 information is also condensed into a total funds column (does not
include individual fund detail). The financial statements specify that the total funds columns for
each year are for “information purposes™ as the consolidation of funds are not meaningful
numbers. Additionally, the financial information is unaudited and therefore presumed to be
presented, as required, on a modified accrual basis of accounting, which recognizes increases and
decreases in financial resources only to the extent that they reflect near-term inflows or outflows
of cash.

There are three basic fund categories available for courts to use: Government, Proprietary
and Fiduciary. The Court uses the following fund types and categories with the
classifications.

Governmental
General — Used as the chief operating fund to account for all financial resources
except those required to be accounted for in a separate fund.

Special Revenue — Used to account for certain revenue sources “earmarked” for
specific purposes (including grants received). Funds included here are:
Special Revenue
1. Dispute Resolution
2. Enhanced Collections
Grants
1058 Family Law Facilitator Program
1058 Child Support Commissioner Program
Substance Abuse Focus Program
California Drug Court Program

it S

Fiduciary
Trust — Used to account for funds held in a fiduciary capacity for a third party (non-
governmental) generally under a formal trust agreement. Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP) indicates that fiduciary funds should be used “to
report assets held in a trustee or agency capacity for others and therefore cannot be
used to support the government’s own programs.” ' Fiduciary funds include pension
(and other employee benefit) trust funds, investment trust funds, private-purpose trust
funds, and agency funds. The key distinction between trust funds and agency funds is
that trust funds normally are subject to “a trust agreement that affects the degree of

' GASB Statement No, 34, paragraph 69.
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management involvement and the length of time that the resources are held.” Funds
included here include deposits for criminal bail trust, civil interpleader, eminent
domain, etc. The fund used here is: Trust - 320001.

Agency - Used to account for resources received by one government unit on behalf of
a secondary governmental or other unit. Agency funds, unlike trust funds, typically
do not involve a formal trust agreement. Rather, agency funds are used to account for
situations where the government’s role is purely custodial, such as the receipt,
temporary investment, and remittance of fiduciary resources to individuals, private
organizations, or other governments. Accordingly, all assets reported in an agency
fund are offset by a liability to the party(ies) on whose behalf they are held. Finally,
s a practical matter, a government may use an agency fund as an internal clearing
account for amounts that have yet to be allocated to individual funds. This practice is
perfectly appropriate for internal accounting purposes. However, for external
financial reporting purposes, GAAP expressly limits the use of fiduciary funds,
including agency funds, to assets held in a trustee or agency capacity for others.
Because the resources of fiduciary funds, by definition, cannot be used to support the
government’s own programs, such funds are specifically excluded from the
government-wide financial statements.” They are reported, however, as part of the
basic fund financial statements to ensure fiscal accountability. Sometimes, a
government will hold escheat resources on behalf of another government. In that
case, the use of an agency fund, rather than a private-purpose trust fund, would be
appropriate. Funds included here are:

Trust Fund - 320001 and
Civil Filing Fees Fund - 450000.

% GASB No. 34, paragraph 12.
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SISKIYOU SUFPERIOR COURT
TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS FUND
BALANCE SHEET
(UNAUDITED)
AS DF JUNE 30
2007 | 2008
Governmental Funds | : TOTAL
i TOTALFUNDS| FUNDS
! Special Fiduciary. | Proprietary’| e pimases (inta, Parpeaes
General ‘Revenue Funds 'Funds "~ Oniy) ~ only)
ASSETS
Cash - Operaliens 3 2316243 -107,051| & |8 -3 2,209,192 | § 1,776,245
Cash - Civi| Filing Feas - - 74,118 - T4.118 -
Cash - Trust Account - - 305,921 - 305,891 143 487
Cash on Hand 1,480 . - - 1.450 1,450
Cash-Revalving 10,100 - - ~ 10,100 10,100
Total Cash and Cash Equivalents| 8 2.327.793 -107.051| % 280110 | § -1 5 2600852 | $ 1.831.282
AR - Accruad Revanua s 6,588 | & 157 | § 1.289 | 3 =& 11.024 | B 5,881
AJR - Due Frem Other Funds 1,256 - - 1,268
A/R - Due From Other Govis 74,325 17,872 - 21,097 184,480
A/R - Due From State 137,203 148,914 - 286,118 78,785
Prapaid Expense 18 26 - 45
Total Recelvables| § 222402 | 8 166,750 | § 1.268 5 350,440 | & 271,125
Total Assets| s 2,650,185/ § B9,718 | 8§ 381,378 | § 1'% 2,991,292 '§.2,202417
LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES
AJ/P - Due to Other Governmants 5 Bk -|8 N I N -
AP - General 2,111 - = - 2111 -
AP - Due to Other Sunds - - 1,256 - 1,256 -
AP« TCT45 Llabllity - - 74,118 - 74,118 =
AP - Sales & Use Tax &5 - = - 55 271
AP = Accruad Liabilities 104,286 2,778 = = 107,076 182,714
Tetal Aveounts Payable| § 106,481 | 5 277818 76.375 B 184815 | 8 482085
Accrued Payroll ) 106,777 3,783 | 8 - -8 108,560 | & -
Liabllitles For Deposits 193 - - - 193 78
FPayroll 37,022 -3,308 = = 33,114 54,832
Criminal Generzl = - - g
Criminal Trust (Reconciled/Unreconciled) = - - - =
Civil Trust - Qther - - 301,429 - 301,429
Jury Fees - Non intarest - - 1,250 - 1,350 1,200
Chvil Trust - Court Reporter - - - - 142,287
Civll Trust - Appeal Transcripts = = - £ &
AR 145 Due To Other Govemment Agencies - - - = -
Eschaatmant Liability - - - P L
Trust Intarest Payabia = 3,225 " 3,225 633
Total Other Liabllities| 3 142.982 S125| & 305,004 | & -1 5 448871 | & 199.046
Total Liabilities] £ 248463 | 5 Zi654 | 'S5 381,379 $ ‘833,488 | § 382,031
Fund Balence - Restricted - - - N
Contractual 3 590,822 |8 &7.085 - =& B47.BB7 1.575.111
Statutary 81,387 - - - 81,387
Fund Balance - Unrestricted - - - -
Dosignated 1,628,523 - - =% 1,628,522 38,768
Undesignated = - = = -
Total Fund Bajance| § 2,300,742 |'§ 67,065 3 2,257,808 | § 1,814,878
=1
Total Liabilities and Fund Ealance |§ 2,680,198 |5 B2, 718 |$ 381,378 e 2,891,292 | 5 1,896,910
SOURCE: Phoenix Financial System Note 4! FY 2005-06 fund balance amounts obtained from the trial balance. FY 2008-07

fund balance amounts obtained from the repert io the legislature,
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SISKIYOU SUPERIOR COURT
TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS FUND
BTATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND EALANCES

{UNAUDITED)
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30
- 2007 3 2006
TF B o | ToTAL
i Special. | Flduclary | Propriotary |FUNDS  |inte,| jinta.Burpeses 1
‘Ganoral Revenus Funds: Funds Purposesdnly) | only |
REVENUES
State Financing Sources:
Trial Court Trust Fund-Program 45,10 g 4831855 | 5 - & - & -| & 48318555 4719524
Trinl GoumM Impravernant Fund - Raimburssmen 11,304 - - - 11,304
Trial Court Improvernent Fund - Block ‘ - = - =
Judicial Adminisiration Efficlancy & Mad Fund 7.500 - - - 7.500 =
Judges' Caompensation (45.25) 390,000 - - - 30,000 30,000
Court Intarpretar (45,45) 76,642 - - - 76442 78,100
MEU 4510 Reimbursemen 330,651 - - - 330.551 108,158
Diher miscallansous - - = - -
5 5267662 | § -5 - |8 -8  50387652|§5 4834783
Grants:
AB 1058 Commissianer/Facilltatar § -1 % 358,792 | ¢ = |8 -5 a5R7O2 | 8 asi.27
Other AQT Granls 4,181 17.8688 - - 22,058 20,495
Non-State Grants - - - - - 12,095
£ 4181 |8 376660 | § =15 -1 % 380.851 | § 283,861
Other Finansing Ssurees:
Investment Income 91,6688 | & 224 |'% Sk -| 8 21,820 RE7.904
Denations - - - - -
Local Fes and Non-Foe Revenus 102,085 102,800 - = 204,885 241,488
Pior yaar revenua 18,115 =B,6B2 s = 10,433 =104, B84
County Program - restrictad z2&7e - - 2678 o
Raelmbursament Other 1,643 - - - 1.843 -
Other miscallansgus - = - - -
H 214,588 | S5 97.021 - =15 211,580 5204 488
Total Riwunuu-ﬁ 3 :5,506,382 |'S 473881 'S -5 - |'$ '5;8B0,083 |3 5,523132
EXPENDITURES
Personal Services:
Salaries and Wages § 22148947 [ & 286,360 | § -| 5 -| & 2501207 | % 2400445
Employes Benafits 951,325 BS. 637 - - 1.037.873 1,022 268
[ 5/166,263 | & 372987 |'§ =& ~={%5 3539280 ['% G422812
Qperating Expenses and Equipment:
General Expense 3 186,664 [ § 10,435 | § -8 - & 187,288 | % 147,328
Printing 15,819 25 =S - 18,844 BE.185
Cemmunications 110,247 54917 - - 116.154 102698
Postage 45 548 - - - 48,548 53,856
Insurancs 718 - - - 718 381
In-State Travel 22 530 1,705 - - 24.285 21.081
Out-of-State Travel - - - - - 20
Training 2,555 2180 - - 4,748 4,200
Facilitles Oparationa $EB.750 10,881 - - 67,641 45638
Security Contraciual Ssrvices 585,324 210 - - 505,534 BEB 897
Utilities £,834 2,498 = = B 430 10,358
Contracted Services 841,773 24,477 - - 6BE.280 48387
Censuiting and Prafessional Services 28,088 - - 28,098 -
Infermation Technology 31,388 3,041 - - 54,408 104,458
Majar Equipmeant 15781 - - - 15.781 63,258
Othar llems of Expanse 36,284 - = - 36,284 11.081
' i 1796782 | 5 B1347 15 =1 -|:$  m:essp12e 'y 17i872,860
Specinl items of Expense - Juror Costs 3 46323 | % - 3 AB323 | F 35,435
Special ltems of Expense = Other - - - -12,103
Prier Year Adjustment te Expense -1.088 - 48,323 =2.381
i 45,284 |'5 =% ST -|'s 452341 % 21852
Tetal Exponditures|§ 5,008,300 |5 534,344 | 5 =g S| % 5442644 |3 E£317.624
EXCESS (DEFICIT) OF REVENUES OVER EXPENDITURES 3 498082 | & 30,337 | § -8 - § 537 418 | § 205 808
FUND BALANCES (DEFICIT)
Beginning Batance (Daficil) 1,802,859 17,728 1,820 387 1,874,878
Ending Bslance (Daficit) 3 2,300,741 | $ E7.086 'S 2357808|'S 1,820,368

SOURCE: Phoenix Financial System
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SISKIYOU SUPERIOR COURT
STATEMENT OF PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS FUND
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30
(UNAUDITED)

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES: 2006-07 2005-06
Judges and Courtroom Support $ 664,666 | § 1,256,464
Traffic & Other Infractions $ 335881 | % 269,589
Other Criminal Cases $ 415105 | $ 385,268
Civil & 205316 | § 132,311
Family and Children Services $ 727231 | % 640,424
Probate, Guardianship & Mental Health Sarvices $ 41,886 | $ 66,646
Juvenile Dependency Services $ 365458 | 339,472
Juvenile Delinquency Services $ 56,083 [ § 45,755
Other Support Operations 3 440,088 | § 555,730
Court Interpreters $ 77,154 | $ 86,217
Jury Services § 91,128 | § 61,253
Security $ 595,592 | § “
Enhanced Collections $ 65,261 | § -
Other Non-Court Operations $ -8 *
Executive Office $ 393,434 | § 270,175
Fiscal Services $ 213,081 | § 296,957
Human Resources $ 150,296 | § 123,850
Business & Facilities Services $ 230,669 | § 283,238
Information Technology $ 375,616 | § 506,660
Prior year adjustment to expense -1,088 -2,381

-1
Total| § 5,442,644 § 5,317,626

SOURCE: Q4 QFS
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this review was to determine the extent to which the Court has:

e Complied with the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual and the
Court’s own documented pelicies and procedures;

¢ Compliance with various statutes and rules of court; and

» Designed and implemented an internal control structure that can be relied upon to
ensure the reliability and integrity of information; compliance with policies,
procedures, laws and regulations; the safeguarding of assets; and the economical and
efficient use of resources.

The scope of audit work included reviews of the Court’s major functional areas, including:
cash, contracting and procurement, accounts payable, payroll, financial reporting, case

management, information technology, and court security. Coverage in depth of each area is
based on initial scope coverage decisions.

TIMING AND REVIEWS WITH MANAGEMENT

The entrance letter was issued to the Court on February 7, 2008.
The entrance meeting was held with the Court on April 1, 2008.
Audit fieldwork immediately commenced on April 21, 2008.
Fieldwork was completed in October 2008,
Preliminary results were discussed with court management during the course of the review.
A preliminary review of audit results was held on March 20, 2009 with:

° Larry Gobelman, Court Executive Officer;

® Renee Crane, Assistant Court Executive Officer; and

e  Becky Greenley, Court Financial Officer.

A final review of audit results was not conducted by mutual agreement.

Final management responses to our recommended actions were received on June 5, 2009.




T s Ay

Siskivoun Superior Court
Qctober 2008
Page 1

ISSUES AND MANAGEMENT RESPONSES
1. Court Administration

Background

Superior courts are subject to rules and policies established by the Judicial Council to
promote efficiency and uniformity within a system of superior court management. Within
the boundaries established by the Judicial Council, each superior court has the authority and
is responsible for managing its own operations. All employees are expected to fulfill at least
the minimum requirements of their positions and to conduct themselves with honesty.
integrity and professionalism. All employees shall also operate within the specific levels of
authority that is established by the superior court for their positions.

California Rules of Court (CRC) and the Trial Court Financial Policy and Procedures
Manual (FIN Manual), established under Government Code section (GC) 77001 and
proceduralized under CRC 10.804, specify guidelines and requirements concerning court
administration and governance.

1.1 Add Annual Review And Approval Procedures To The Court’s Governance and
Administrative Protocols

Background

The Judicial Council has adopted rules of court to enable the trial courts to operate in an
efficient, effective, and accountable manner in serving the people of California. CRC
Division IV, Trial Court Administration, establishes rules concerning the authority and duties
of presiding judges (CRC 10.603), executive committees when established (CRC 10.605),
and court executive officers (CEQ) (CRC 10.610).

CRC 10.603(b) establishes the authority of the presiding judge to authorize and direct
expenditures from the court’s Trial Court Operations Fund. This authority, as authority in
general, cannot be delegated to any other court personnel. CRC 10.603(c) establishes special
duties of the presiding judge that include under paragraph 6, budget and fiscal management,
the duty to approve procurements, contracts, and expenditures; and the allocation of funds in
a manner that promotes the implementation of state and local budget priorities. This
paragraph aisc expressly allows the presiding judge the authority to delegate those duties, but
not the authority listed in paragraph 6, to the CEOQ, if the court has an executive officer. This
is under the stipulation that the presiding judge ensures that the CEO performs such
delegated duties consistent with the court’s established budget. Under CRC 10.603(d), the
presiding judge may delegate any of the specific duties listed in the rule, but the presiding
judge “remains responsible for all duties listed...even if he or she has delegated particular
tasks to someone else”.
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The Court published a Governance and Administrative Protocols document in 2007 to
establish the structure, process, and principles guiding the overall administration of the court.

Issues

The Governance and Administrative Protocols document does not include a requirement to
review and approve the following items annually or as a best practice upon the election of a
new presiding judge as required or recommended by the FIN Manual sections cited.

Organization chart (FIN 1.01, paragraph 6.3.1(g)),

Court budget (FIN 1.01, paragraph 6.3.2(c)).

Responsibility delegation by the presiding judge (CRC 10.603(d)),
Authorization matrix (FIN 1.02, paragraph 6.2.2),

Court contracts (FIN 7.01, paragraph 6.0.2),

Policies and procedures changes (FIN 1.02, paragraph 6.1.2(b)),
Local rules (CRC 3.711, CRC 10.613(h)), and

Job descriptions (FIN 4.03), if any changes have occurred.

Recommendations

Add annual review and approval procedures to the court’s Governance and Administrative
Protocols for the items listed above. The review procedure should also be conducted
whenever there is a change in the presiding judge. The review and approval requirement
should be documented and included with the Governance and Administrative Protocols.

Superior Court Response By:  Becky Greenley Date: 12-11-2008

The Court currently has a procedure in the Governance and Administrative Protocols for
amendments, which requires approval of at least three of the four judges to change
something, If and when we have a new Presiding Judge we will follow the procedure by
having the Presiding Judge review and request for any changes.

The last two Presiding Judges collaborated in putting the Governance and Administrative
Protocol document together.,

1.2 Improvements Are Needed In The Administration Of The Temporary Judges
Program

Background

Judges face an ever increasing case load each year requiring continuances on the court’s own
motion. Sometimes the result is a delay in the resolution of a case, plus added costs in
additional trial or hearing preparation. As a result, trial courts often appoint judges pro tem
1o assist them in expediting hearing of and resolution of cases. A judge pro tem is an
attorney who is brought in to serve temporarily as a judge with the consent of the parties.
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Tudges pro tem are often practitioners in the field in which they are asked to hear cases and
often have as much knowledge about the cases they will hear as a permanent judge.

There are two rules in the CRC (California Rules of Court) that guide trial courts in the
administration of temporary judges programs. Rule 2.810 through 2.819 primarily discuss
the qualifications for appointment and the education requirements of a judge pro tem, while
CRC 10.740 through 10.746 focus on the court’s responsibilities for administering their
Judges pro tem program. Some of the specific requirements inciude:

e Application for temporary judge CRC 10.744(a)

s Member in good standing of the California State Bar forat CRC 2.812(2) and
least five years 2.812(6)(1)

¢ In person class on Bench Conduct, Demeanor, and CRC 2.812(c)(1)
Decorum

o Class on Judicial Ethics for Temporary Judges CRC 2.812(c)(2)

¢ Substantive law training in each subject area to serve as CRC 2.812(c)(3)
temporary judge

e Records of attendance CRC 2.812(g)

¢ Appointment and oath CRC2.814

Issues

The Court has appointed four attorneys as judges pro tem since April 2004. The Court has
appointed one of these attorneys for 89 days, while appointing the other three a combined
total of only five days. Except for testing for State Bar membership for all four attorneys, we
chose the attorney most frequently appointed by the Court to test for compliance with CRC
requirements.

Application for Temporary Judge
The court acknowledged that it has not complied with CRC 10,744(a) in the past, but is
accepting applications for the judge pro tem position it is currently seeking to fill.

Member of the California State Bar

The court does not have a process to confirm that temporary judges are members in good
standing with the State Bar of California. We conducted an atforney search in the State Bar
of California website for the four attorneys appointed as temporary judges by the court. The
search in the state bar’s website returned no results on one of the attorneys. We could not
determine, based on the information in the website, when that attorney’s bar membership
ended, nor could we determine if the attorney’s membership was active when appointed as a
temporary judge.

Bench Conduct, Demeanor, and Decorum
One attorney serving as a judge pro tem acknowledged pot having completed the course on
Bench Conduct, Demeanor, and Decorum. This course is offered only in San Francisco: The
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attorney stated travel and workload considerations have prevented him from completing this
course.

Judicial Ethics for Temporary Judges

The attorney stated that he was encouraged to review the Code of Judicial Ethics, which he
subsequently did. Neither the Court nor attorney could provide us with any documentation
concerning this.

Substantive Law Training
The attorney has completed only one substantive law course. It is the AQOC’s Traffic Cases
online self-study course.

We noted after reviewing the Court’s calendars from April 2004 to the present that the
attorney has also been involved as a judge pro tem in Small Claims; Drug Court,
Misdemeanor, Appeals, and Adoption, Guardianship, and Conservatorship matters.

Appointment and Oath
The court did not have appointment orders and swearing-in documents on file for the
attorney for 14 bench assignments beginning 8-13-2007 to the present.

Quarterly Reporting Requirements

CRC 10.742(c) requires the trial courts to report quarterly concerning its use of attorneys as
temporary judges. The Court reported to the AOC in each quarter of FY 2006-07 and the
first and third quarter of FY 2007-08, but missed the second quarter.

Recommendations

Since most of the issues identified above relate to training, we recommend that the Court
work and cooperate with other courts to develop local training opportunities for judges pro
tem. This recommendation is consistent with the CRC Advisory Committee Comments
relating to CRC 2.813, Contents of Training Programs. We also encourage the Court to
contact the AOC’s CJER Division to explore regional training opportunities.

Also, the Court must improve its recordkeeping in order to comply with CRC 2.812(g), CRC
2.814, and CRC 2.815(b), et al; along with the reporting requirements of CRC 10.742(c).

Superior Court Response By: Larry Gobelman Date:

Please indicate agreement or disagreement. If you agree please indicate so and action(s) to be taken, date
when actions(s) will be taken, and responsible person. If you do not agree, pleasé indicate why and provide
details and submir supporting documentation, if necessary.

The Court agrees but notes that its geographic location presents a challenge to find local

training opportunities and there are practical difficulties in sending attorneys, who volunteer
to become temporary judges, to San Francisco for training,
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2. Fiscal Management

Background

Superior courts must operate within the limitations of the funding approved and appropriated
in the State Budget Act. To accomplish this, they establish budgetary control procedures to
monitor their budgets throughout the year to assure that actual expenditures do not exceed
budgeted amounts. Courts must also have an adequate fiscal system and sound fiscal
practices in place to properly track and report on how and when funds are used. Regular
budget monitoring allows the court to exercise an appropriate level of control over available
funds and to take corrective action as necessary. These financial management tools also help
courts meet applicable requirements specific to different funding sources, such as grants,
including funds used to administer programs and support operations, and funds held in a
fiduciary capacity.

There were no issues identified during this audit to report to management in this
section,
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3. Accounting Practices

Background

Superior courts are obligated to account for use of public funds, and demonstrate their
accountability by producing financial reports that are understandable, reliable, relevant,
timely, consistent, and comparable. To assist courts in meeting this object, the FIN Manual
provides uniform accounting guidelines for superior courts to follow when recording
revenues and expenditures associated with court operations. Superior courts are required to
prepare and submit various financial reports using these accounting guidelines to the AOC
and appropriate counties, as well as internal reports for monitoring purposes.

There were no issues identified during this audit to report to management in this
section. However, IAS did note one minor issue which is addressed in Appendix A of
this report.
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4. Cash Collections

Background

FIN 10.02, Cash Handling, was established to provide uniform guidelines for superior court
employees to use in receiving and accounting for payments from the public in the form of
fees, fines, forfeitures, restitutions, penalties, and assessments resulting from court orders.
Additionally, FIN 10.01, Revenue Collection and Distribution, provides uniform guidelines
regarding collection, processing, and reporting of these amounts. Superior courts should
institute procedures and internal controls that assure safe and secure collection, and accurate
accounting of all payments.

The Court collects payments in the form of cash, checks, and money orders within the Civil/
Family/ Probate Division (Civil Division) and at the Criminal/ Traffic/ Juvenile Division
(Traffic Division) located in the main courthouse. Both divisions use the JALAN case
management system (CMS). During May 2007, the Court’s average daily collection was
$5,200, of which 75 percent was collected in the form of checks and the balance of 25
percent was collected in cash.

4.1 The Court Lacks Proper Monitoring and Oversight over Some Cash Handling
Procedures

Background

Trial courts are required to maintain effective internal control systems as an integral part of
its management practices. The objective of an internal control system is to minimize the
court’s financial risks and provide reasonable assurance that court assets are safeguarded.

The control envirenment is the cumulative effect of factors including management style,
organizational structure, delegation of authority, control methods, personnel guidelines,
appropriate segregation of duties, and others that establish and enhance the effectiveness of
specific policies and procedures.

Issues
We identified several areas within cash handling, as listed below, that may be sirengthened
with improved monitoring, oversight, and/or segregation of duties.

Daily Deposit
The Court does not have another employee other than the person who prepares the deposit

(preferably a supervisor) verify, sign, and date each day’s receipts as stated in FIN 13.01,
paragraph 6.3.8, Deposits.

Change Funds
Each cashier clerk has a change fund that is used during the workday to make change.

However, we did not consistently observe cashier clerks verifying the receipt of their
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beginning cash funds with their supervisors as recommended by FIN 10.02, paragraph 6.3.1,
Beginning Daily Balance, so that cash discrepancies are resolved before the start of the
cashier’s shift. In addition, this verification was not documented for future review on a
beginning till balance sheet.

Void/Reversal Transactions

Voids and reversals are not always being reviewed and approved by a supervisor at the time
they occurred, Two court departments had instances where the voided receipt documentation
from the daily deposit showed no evidence of supervisor approval signature, reason for void,
and date. See FIN 10.02, paragraph 6.3.8, Void Transactions.

Recommendations: .
The Court should establish the following monitoring and oversight procedures over its cash
handling operations:

1. We recommend that the court establish a policy that requires someone, other than the
person who prepared the deposit, verify, sign, and date the deposit documentation.
Preferably, this second documented verification should be done by a supervisor.

2. The Court should adopt procedures that require each cashier to verify their beginning
cash funds with their supervisor and document this verification on a beginning till
balance sheet in compliance with FIN 10.02, paragraph 6.3.1 Beginning Daily Balance.
This practice protects each cashier by ensuring any discrepancies are resolved prior to the
end of day balance.

3. Werecommend the Court re-emphasize and strictly enforce current procedures for voids
and reversals. The Court must enforce strict limits on cashiers from performing voids.
Authorization of voids needs to occur at the time the void is being performed. In
addition, all voids/reversals need 1o clearly document a reason for the void and the clerk
and supervisor/manager needs to be reviewing and authorizing each void with a signature
and date.

Superior Court Response By: Becky Greenley Date: 1-8-2009
1. We agree and will implement issue. We will have the supervisor verify, sign and date
each day’s receipts as stated in FIN 13.01.6.3.8.

2. We will continue to follow the daily closeout procedure as listed above and implement
the Beginning Daily Balance procedure by having the clerks run a balance till sheet at the
beginning of the work day and have the supervisor or lead clerk verify the beginning cash
funds.

3. We agree that voided receipts should have supervisor approval. We know of the one,
which was at the Weed Court, and have been in contact with the Weed Supervisor to
stress on the importance of following the procedures and documenting voided receipts at
the time of instance.
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4.2 Some Physical Safeguards Are Inadequate Due To Poor Controls

Background

A trial court must promote appropriate physical security of court assets and sensitive or
confidential court documents by limiting access to court employees, and by monitoring such
access. In fact, FIN 2.02, paragraph 6.3.4, Supervision, identifies controlled access to assets
as one of the key components to an effective system of internal controls.

Issues
During our visit at the main courthouse and two branch offices, we identified the following
control weaknesses over physical security.

Secure Daily Deposits
The Criminal/Traffic Division at the main courthouse does not secure the daily deposit in a

safe overnight. In addition, the safe at the Weed location has not had the combination
changed on a routine basis or with changes to staff that have knowledge of the combination.
Best practices advise that locations and divisions that collect large amounts of cash should
secure the change funds and daily deposit in a safe and limit the number of individuals that
have knowledge of the combination to as few as possible. '

Judicial Officer Stamps

Court clerks located in all branch offices have their own set of judicial officer signature
stamps and block stamps. Judicial officers have delegated clerks the authority to approve
certain court documents with judicial stamps in place of judicial officer review, but the court
does not have a procedure in place requiring secondary review, at least periodically on a
sample basis, by a supervisor when a stamp is used. In addition, we were informed that
clerks do not lock up their judicial stamps overnight and on weekends.

Manual Receipts
FIN 10.02, paragraph 6.3.9.1, Backup Procedure For Automated System Down Time, states:

“In the case of a failure of the automated accounting system, pre-numbered receipt books
will be issued by the supervisor or designated employee”. We noted that the court is not
properly securing handwritten receipt books. While the court issues very few handwritten
receipts per month, with the current problems with manual receipts throughout the state, we
believe that compensating controls must be considered in situations like this where internal
controls are compromised.

The court’s fiscal unit conducts a monthly review of the green board to ensure each
handwritten receipt issued has been posted in the case management system. We feel that this
is a proper compensating conirol because the control is in place after the transaction is
complete and results of the review are documented.
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Mail Payments Processing

The Weed location does not always process mail payments away from the collection
window. Best practices involve the processing of mail payments away from collection
windows so mail and window payments are not commingled, thus allowing proper
segregation of duties for a cashier clerk.

Confidential Court Records

The Criminal/Traffic division has sensitive and confidential court records housed in three
wall lockers outside in the public area of the criminal/traffic division. While these lockers
are locked, this area is accessible to the public.

Recommendations
The Court must improve physical security controls by instituting the following:

1. Secure cashier change funds and daily deposits in high risk, high cash volume areas by
installing safes at Dorris location and Criminal/Traffic division at main courthouse. In
addition, the safe combinations at all locations should be changed when: (a) they become
known to an excessive number of employees; (b) an employee with knowledge of the
combination leaves; (¢) an employee no longer requires the combination to perform
his/her job; and (d) on a periodic basis defined by the Court.

2. The issuance of judicial stamps must be controlled and the use of stamps should be
closely monitored by adopting a secondary review, at least periodically on a sample
basis, by a supervisor when a stamp is used. Court clerks must be required t¢ secure their
set of judicial stamps in locked desk drawers after business hours.

3. We feel that Fiscal’s review of handwritten receipts to ensure the payments are posted 1o
CMS is a proper compensating control, therefore we encourage the court to continue
reviewing handwritten receipts issued for timely posting and propriety at least on a
monthly basis.

4. Mail payments should be processed in a suitable location away from the public collection
window and in the presence of other court staff. Ideally, mail payments should be
processed by a clerk that is not accepting payments from the public at the front counter
that day.

5. Confidential and sensitive court records must be stored in a secured area away from
possible public access.

Superior Court Response By: Becky Greenley Date: 1-14-2009

1. We agree with this issue and have already started implementing your recommendation by
ordering safes for each of the locations. All of the safes have been installed and are being
used except for the Civil Department where we are waiting for the maintenance
department to install a shelf for the safe. The supervisor and the lead clerk have the
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combination to the safe. The Asst. CEO or the Admin. Services Officer can open the
safes in the instances when they are not available.

2. The judges stamps have been moved away from the counters and are locked in the
drawers nightly and on the weekends.

3. We will continue to review the handwritten receipts issued on a monthly basis as per our
internal controls procedures.

4. We have discussed these concerns with the Weed Supervisor. The new procedure is as
follows: The Supervisor will open the mail, distribute the mail payments to the Criminal
Clerks, leaving the cashiers only taking money at the counter. The supervisor will verify
the cash boxes, reports and take the deposit to the bank.

5. We agree with your recommendation that confidential and sensitive court records should
be in a secured area. However, we do not have sufficient space to store them anywhere
else. When we receive more space or a new building, the public will not be able to access
the lockers. In the meantime we will continue to keep them locked so the public cannot
access them without breaking the lock.

4.3 The Case Management System Does Not Always Calculate Correct Assessments or
Comply with Certain Statutes and Guidelines Governing Distribution

Background

State statutes and local ordinances govern the distribution of the fees, fines, penalties, and
other assessments that courts collect. The Uniform Bail and Penalty Schedule (UBS) and the
Office of the State Controller’s Manual of Accounting and Audit Guidelines for Trial Courts
— Appendix C (SCO Appendix C) are guidelines courts use to appropriately calculate and
distribute these court collections. Courts use either manual or automated systems to make and
track the often complex calculations and distributions required by law.

The Court uses SUNGARD HTE, formerly known as JALAN, as its case management
system (CMS) to process traffic infraction and criminal misdemeanor/felony case payments,
respectively. The CMS automatically calculates and distributes the court collections using
financial code distribution tables where distribution percentages and standard fees are entered
for both specific (e.g. DUT cases) and non-specific violations (e.g. base fine is $100). The
Court employs a manual excel spreadsheet to calculate the distribution percentages for entry
into the CMS distribution tables.

Issues

We selected a sample of cases with violations occurring within FY 2006-2007, and FY 2007-
2008. The samples included a combination of high-volume cases and complex distribution
cases, and included additional cases as necessary to validate our initial findings. In total, we
reviewed 15 cases of the following types:



(e 1 ==

Siskiyou Superior Court
October 2008
Page 12

e Traffic Infraction (8 total) — (2) Speeding, (2) Red Light, (2) Railroad, and 1 each
for: Proof of Insurance, Proof of Correction

e Misdemeanor/Felony (7 total) — (2) DUIL, (2) Fish & Game, (2) Health & Safety,
and (1) Penal Code

We communicated to the Court our initial findings and were able to finalize the following
calculation and distribution errors noted during our review of the above 15 cases.

1. The Two Percent State Automation (2%) pursuant to GC §68090.8 was improperly
applied thus resulting in calculation and distribution inaccuracies to the following
cases:

e For all four cases tested, which were disposed as traffic school, 2% was deducted
to applicable fines and penalty assessments.

s For all six applicable cases tested, 2% was not deducted from the State Restitution
Fine pursuant to PC §1202.4.

2. For all applicable cases disposed as traffic school (TS), the distribution and
composition dictated by VC §42007 sections in the SCO Appendix C were not
followed.

s Red Light TS case (IN-TR-07-0001578-001) — There are no $1 distributions to
GC §76100 — Courthouse Construction fund and GC §76101 — Criminal Justice
Facilities Construction fund pursuant to VC §42007.3.

e Red light and Speeding TS cases — Base fine is not separately distributed and is
consolidated in one account for the Traffic Violator School (TVS) balance
amount pursuant to VC §42007.

o Red light and Speeding TS cases — DNA penalty assessments are distributed
separately and not included in the Traffic Violator School (TVS) balance pursuant
to VC §42007.

Table 1 (on the next page) illustrates the issues cited above. The expected
distribution applies to violations eligible for traffic school except Railroad and Child
Seat offenses. Railroad distribution composition is detailed on the next bullet.

e Railroad TS case (DO IN-TR-06-0012724-001) — Traffic school distribution
composition is dissimilar to the distribution composition of a conviction (e.g. bail
forfeiture) and shows no distribution to GC §76000, PC §1464, PC §1463.001, and
VC §42007.4 — Railroad fund.

Table 2 (on the next page) illustrates the issue cited above. Similar o Railroad TS
cases, Child Seat TS cases are distributed the same manner as a conviction.
However, since total fine remains as fine, they are subject to 2% State Aufomation
pursuant to GC §68090.8 unlike Railroad TS cases.
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TABLE 1. General Traffic School Distribution Composition Comparison Tabls

¥ = Met Expected Composition
X = Did Not Mest Expected Composition
na = Not Applicable
EXPECTED COMPOSITION COURT'S COMPOSITION
{Does not include $24 TS fee) (bold = variance from expected)
s ok ‘ Red Light Speeding
AB 3000 - 20% State Surcharge 4 B
PC 1465.7 - $20 Court Security v ¥
GC 70372(a) - State Courthouse Censtrustion v v
GC 78104 - 82 par 10 EMS PA (taken from GC 76000 7/10) v .
GC 76100 - $1 Local Courthouse Construction X o
GC 76101 - §1 Local Criminal Justice Facllities X ¥
PC 1463.001 - Base County or County/City Split X X
VC 42007.3 - Balance of Traffic Violator School Feg' e 3
VC 42007.3 - 30% Red Light Fund? X na
na GC 76104.6 - DNA PA
na GC 76104.7 - DNA Add'l PA

Notes:

1 |TVS baiance squals PC 1464 (10/10), @G 76000 less EMS (5/10}, and both DNA PA'S (2/10) of 517 per 10 minus 52

2 |30% teken from TVS balance and Base fina

3 |Court usas one TS account {e,g. County TS) that includes the Base fine and TVS balance less DNA FPi's

TABLE 2. Rallroad Traffic School Distribution Composition Comparison Table

¥ =Met Expected Composition
X =Did Not Meet Expectad Composition
ne = NotApplicable

EXPECTED COMPOSITION
(Does n,r':fr.‘lm_.".ludn $24 TS fee)

COURT'S COMPOSITION
(Railroad)
(bold =variance from expected)

AB 3000 - 20% State Surcharge

PC 1485.7 - $20 Court Security

GC 70372(2) - State Courthouse Construction

GC 76104.6 - DNA PA

GC 76104.7 - DNA Additional PA

s 5] & 4] =

GC 78000 - Local PA ($7 per 10)

Hl"-'l

PC 1464 - State (§7 per 10)

PC 1464 - County (83 per 10)

PC 1483.001 - Base County or County/City Split

VC 42007.4 - 30% Raliroad Fund’

M

na

County T5?

Notes:

1 |30% taken irom PC 7483.007-Base fine, PC 1464 & GC 76000

2 |Court had no diskributions to some local GC 76000 components (Fingerprinting & County Penalty
Fund) and miscalculated distributions fo others (Courfhouse & Crim Justice)

GC 76000,

3 |Court uses ane TS account (e.g. County TS) that includes amounts from PC 1463.001, PC 1464 &

Page 13

3. For the two Railroad cases tested, there was no 30% allocation and distribution to the
Railroad Fund pursuant to VC §42007.4 for one case disposéd as traffic school (DO
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IN-TR-06-0012724-001) and pursuant to PC §1463.12 for one multiple count case
disposed as a conviction (DO IN-TR-06-0020770-001).

4. Forthe two Red Light cases tested, 30% allocation to the Red Light Fund was
incorrectly configured into CMS calculation and distribution:
e There was no 30% allocation and distribution to the Red Light Fund pursuant to
VC §42007.3 for the case disposed as traffic school (IN-TR-07-0001378-001)
o  GC §70372(a) — State Courthouse Construction was subjected to 30% allocation.
to the Red Light Fund pursuant to PC 1463.11 for the case disposed as &
conviction (YK IN-08-0011024-001),

5. For the two Health & Safety (HS) cases tested (YK CR-F 06-0001796-002 and YK
DR-M-06-0001174-002), HS-specific assessment and distribution guidelines per SCO
Appendix C were not followed:

s Base fine pursuant to PC §1463.001 was distributed entirely to the County which
is inconsistent with HS §11502 — General Distribution of Uniform Controlled
Substances.

» BothHS §11372.5 — Criminal Lab Fee and HS §11372.7 — Drug Program Fee
were applied as fees and not as base fine enhancements thus were not subject to
all applicable penalty assessments and to GC §68090.8 — 2% State Automation

o Both HS §11372.5 — Criminal Lab Fee and HS §11372.7 — Drug Program Fee
were $160 each, which exceeded the maximum amounts allowable per their
respective statutes.

6. For the two Fish & Game (FG) cases tested (YK CR-M-06-0001793-002 and WD
CR-1-07-0000325-002), total distribution variance from fines and penalty assessments
totaled $15, which is equivalent to the FG Secret Witness penalty per FG §12021.

Recommendations

To ensure appropriate calculation and distribution of fines, fees and penalty assessments, the
Court should correct its CMS financial code distribution table configuration by considering
the following:

1. Ensure “2% State Automation” pursuant to GC §68090.8 is comrectly addressed in the
CMS.
s (Cases disposed as traffic school, except for Child Seat cases, are disposed as fees
and not fines thus are not subject to two percent deduction.
e Pursuant to PC §1202.4, State Restitution fine is defined as a fine and not a fee
thus is subject to two percent deduction.

These CMS corrections would result in appropriate distributions to the State
Automation Fund and consequent remittances and reporting of the Trial Court
Improvement Fund — GC §68090.8 — 2% Automation line item in the I'C-3] — Report
to State Controller of Remittance to State Treasurer (TC 31).
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2. Ensure that appropriate distribution composition is addressed for cases disposed as
traffic school. Pursuant to VC §42007, when disposed as traffic school a fine
becomes a fee or the uniform traffic violator school fee (TVS fee).

s  As specified in the county resolution for GC 76000 distribution, 7 gmounts
should be distributed to GC §76100 — Courthouse Construction fund and GC
§76101 — Criminal Justice Facilities Construction fund pursuant to VC §42007.3.

¢ Asrequired in the 50/50 Excess Split Revenue Form, only VC 42007 collections
distributed to the county general fund, which excludes distributions to the cities,
are reported. To facilitate accurate and proper distribution, the Court should
separate base fine distribution from the Traffic Violator School balance regardless
if it was a city or county arrest.

o Per DNA Penalty Assessment (Proposition 69) and DNA Additional Penalty
Assessment (Assembly Bill 1806) distribution guidelines published by the SCO,
both DNA penalty assessments, if levied, are part of the VC 42007 distribution to
the county general fund since there is no specified distribution to the DNA
Identification Fund from the TVS fee.

o Pursuant to VC §42007.4. the remaining balance of the TVS fee after 30%
allocation to the Railroad fund will be distributed under PC §1463 or as if the
case was disposed as a conviction. The only difference between a Railroad case
disposed as traffic school and disposed as a conviction is the addition of the $24
traffic school fee and the ineligibility for 2% State automation.

These CMS corrections would result in more appropriate distributions to county or
county/city general funds pursuant to VC 42007 and in a more effective remittance
and subsequent reporting of the VC 42007 line item in the “30/50 Excess Split
Revenue Computation Form ", which determines the fifty percent excess revenue
transferred to the State pursuant to GC §77205.

3. Ensure that a 30% allocation to the Railroad Fund is established and calculated
correctly per guidelines set by the SCO Appendix C. Pursuant to PC §1463.12, the
30% allocation is taken from PC §1463.001, PC §1464, and GC §76000 moneys. The
Court should create a separate general ledger account, one for each arresting agency,
to appropriately distribute the 30% allocation to the Railroad fund.

4. Ensure that a 30% allocation to the Red Light Fund is established and calculated

correctly per guidelines set by the SCO Appendix C.

e Pursuant to VC 42007.3, 30% allocation is taken from PC §1463.001 and the TVS
fee balance that includes PC §1464, GC §76000 less EMS PA and DNA PA’S,
The Court should create a separate general ledger account, one for each arresting
agency, to appropriately distribute the 30% allocation to the Red Light fund.

¢ Pursuant to PC §1463.11, the 30% allocation applies to only PC §1463.001, PC
§1464, and GC §76000 distributions and should not be taken from GC §70372(a)
— State Courthouse Construction.
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Ensure conformity with statutes relating to Health and Safety fees and distribution.

s Pursuant to HS §11502, for violations within HS 11000-11651, Base fine — PC
1463.001 should be distributed to both the State (75%) and the County or City
(25%), depending on the arresting agency.

e HS §11372.5 — Criminal Lab Fee and HS §11372.7 — Drug Program Fee are
considered as base fine enhancements not fees thus impacting the calculation of
the “per 10” penalty assessments and the PC §1465.7 — 20% State Surcharge as it
increases the base fine amount. However, these base fine enhancements will still
be distributed to their appropriate funds and should not be consolidated with the
PC 1463.001 distributions. In addition, as fines, both are applicable to 2%
deduction pursuant to GC §68090.8.

o HS §11372.5 - Criminal Lab Fee and HS §11372.7 — Drug Program Fee have
maximum amounts of $50 and $150 respectively. The Court should inform the
bench officers of the maximum limits for each base fine enhancement and should
arrive at a consensus to facilitate proper determination of amounts to be assessed
going forward prior to CMS configuration changes.

Review and evaluate the Fish and Game CMS distribution tables and manual
spreadsheets to verify correctness and consistency of calculated distribution
percentages. Either update the CMS distribution tables or modify the algorithm used
to calculate distribution percentages for FG cases to improve the integration of
constant or “fixed” amounts (e.g. $15 FG Secret Witness fee, $20 Court Security fee)
and consequently, to minimize, if not eliminate, distribution amount variances for
applicable fines and penalty assessments. The Court should consider examining other
violation codes with a similar scenario.

Superior Court Response By:  Colleen Brown Date: 2/20/2009

Please indicate agreemeni or disagreement. If you agree please indicate so and action(s) io be taken, date
when actions(s) will be raken, and responsible person. If vou do not agree, please indicate why and provide
details and submil supporting documentation, if necessary.

1

Agree. All distributions for traffic school have been corrected and the 2%
calculation removed. The State Restitution fine has been corrected and the 2%
calculation has been added. The changes were effective 1/1/09.

Agree. Additional changes had been implemented to the financial codes to bring the
distributions in line with AOC and SCO guidelines.

Agree. New financial codes and distributions have been created and set up to handle
the 30% allocation to the Railroad Fund. The changes were effective 1/1/09.

Agree. The distribution for Red Light violations has been corrected. The changes
were effective 1/1/09.

Agree. The distributions have been recalculated. The changes were effective 1/1/09,
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6. Agree with correcting applicable fines for Fish & Game. Effective 2/1/09, the §15
Cal Tip fee will no longer be a part of the overall fine amount for Fish & Game
violations. A separate financial code has been set up to handle the Cal Tip fee. The
case management system that is used automatically adds a separate entry (charge) for
the $20.00 court security fee. The court security fee will not be added to any of the
fines.




1 553

Siskiyou Superior Court
October 2008
Page 18

5. Information Systems

Background

The Court employs a staff of three 1T professionals to support its information technology
operations. The IT Department: (a) supports the JALAN case management system, (b)
monitors the network environment that provides e-mail services to court staff and research
services to the public, and (c) is quite skilled at writing customized reports for the court.

51  Develop Formal Procedures For Information Technology Governance

Background

The Court uses the JALAN case management system and does not rely on the county for any
of its computing needs. The court has a staff of three Information Technology professionals
that manages the network and provides support services to court staff.

Business continuity plans (BCP) address how a trial court will respond to a business
disruption. A business disruption is any event that prevents a trial court from carrying out its
primary objectives which includes providing equal access 1o the courts. Events that cause a
business disruption can be man-made (e.g., bomb) or natural (e.g:, flood) and vary in size
from a minor nuance to a disaster or catastrophic event.

BCPs should based on a risk assessment which defines the critical processes a trial court
needs to reestablish so that the trial court can as quickly as possible resume its primary
functions. BCPs are a comprehensive plan to address business disruptions. BCPs include a
separate Disaster Recovery Plan (DRP) which specifically deals with all the related
technology issues that must be addressed if a trial court is to overcome a business disruption.
BCP and DR plans should take into account local issues (e.g., geography, flooding,
earthquakes, etc) when establishing alternative facilities from which the trial court can
operate or establishing where critical and necessary back-up material should be stored.

Business continuity plans should be tested at least annually so that trial court personnel
understand their roles and responsibilities during a disruption or disaster. It allows the trial
court to validate that ifs selected technology solution will actually work. Most importantly, it
allows a trial court to assess its readiness to handle a disruption or disaster and to identify
areas of improvement.

Issues

The court acknowledged that it does not have a BCP or DRP. The court also stated that it has
requested assistance form the AOC’s Emergency Response and Security unit which created a
COOP (Continuity of Operations Plan) template which can assist the court in developing a
BCP and DRP.

The court also acknowledged that it does not have documented IT policies and procedures.
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Recommendations
1. We encourage the court to continue working with the COOP team to develop a |
comprehensive BCP/DRP. |
2, We recommend that the court develop documented IT policies and procedures.

Superior Court Response By: Becky Greenley Date: 12-11-2008

1. The Court has made progress toward the completion of COOP, which was given to the
Auditors. There are sections in the COOP that pertain to the BCP and DRP. We will
continue to work on COOP. However, at this time we will continue to operate under the
Security Manual for The Siskiyou County Courthouse or Outlying Facilities we have in
place. A copy of the manual has been given to every employee as well as the Auditors.
The manual covers emergency phone numbers, trapped in the elevator, chemical spills,
power outage, letter bombs, fire, earthquakes,
disturbances/threats/robbery/theft/suspicious person(s), hostage situations, evacuations,
medical emergency, bomb threat checklist, anthrax exposure and weapons policy.

2. There are policies and procedures for the use of computer equipment. The Court requests
that the AOC place IS policies into the FIN manual.
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6. Banking and Treasury

Background

GC 77009 authorizes the Judicial Council to establish bank accounts for superior courts to
deposit court operations funds and other funds under the courts® control separate from the
county treasury. FIN 13.01, Banking Services, establishes the conditions and operational
controls under which superior courts may open these bank accounts and maintain funds. At
the time of our review, the Court maintains its bail and civil trusts and an old operating
account in the County Treasury and its current operating accounts outside the County
Treasury.

There were no significant issues identified during this audit fo report to management in
this section. However, IAS did note two minor issues which are addressed in Appendix
A of this report.
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7. Court Security

Background

Appropriate law enforcement services are essential to trial court operations and public safety.
The Court currently receives services from security personnel provided by the County
Sheriff’s Office. Currently, two bailiffs provide security services within two courtrooms in
the main courthouse and one courtroom situated in the Sheriff’s office.

There were no significant issues identified during this audit to report to management in
this section, However, IAS did note two minor issues which are addressed in Appendix
A of this report.
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8. Procurement

Background

The FIN Manual provides uniform guidelines for superior courts to use in procuring
necessary goods and services, and to document their procurement practices. Typically, a
written or electronic purchase requisition is used to initiate all procurement actions, The
requestor specifies the correct account code(s) and verifies that budgeted funds are available
for the purchase, completes the requisition form, and forwards it to the superior court
employee responsible for approving the purchase, verifying that the correct account code(s)
are listed, and assuring that funding is available.

There were issues identified in this area, but they are included with related issues in
section 10, Accounts Payable. We also noted one minor issue which is addressed in
Appendix A of this report.
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0. Contracts

Background

FIN 7.02, Memorandums of Understanding, establishes uniform guidelines for the trial courts
to follow in preparing, reviewing, negotiating, and entering into memorandums of
understanding (MOUs) between itself and other entities. It is the responsibility of every
court employee authorized to commit court resources to apply contract principles and
procedures that protect the interests of the court.

There were no significant issues identified in this area, but they are included with
related issues in section 10, Accounts Payable. We also noted four minor issues which
are addressed in Appendix A of this report.

=,
it
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10. Accounts Payable

Background

All invoices received from superior court vendors, suppliers, consultants, and other
contractors shall be routed to the superior court accounts payable department for processing.
The accounts payable staff shall process the invoices in a timely fashion and in accordance
with the terms and conditions of the purchase agreements. All invoices must be matched to
the proper supporting documentation and must be approved for payment by authorized court
personnel acting within the scope of their authority.

Superior court judges and employees may be required to travel in the course of performing
their official duties, and may occasionally conduct official court business during a meal.
Courts may reimburse its judges and employees for their reasonable and necessary travel
expenses incurred while traveling on court business only within maximum reimbursement
limits. Courts may also pay vendors’ invoices or reimburse its judges and employees for the
actual cost of business meals only when related rules and limits are met.

10.1 Comply With Procurement Procedures

Background

As stewards of public funds, trial courts have an obligation to use sound procurement
practices to demonstrate that goods and services are purchased in a fair and reasonable
manner, and that public funds were used economically. To obtain the best value for a
purchase, courts should attempt to obtain competing offers from multiple, well-qualified
vendors. At the same time, they should evaluate the time and resources dedicated to such
activities. Therefore, we believe that the procurement methods and corresponding dollar
thresholds suggested by the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN
Manual) provide a good framework for courts to follow.

FIN 6.01, paragraph 6.11.2, Sole Source Procurements, provides that justification of the
rationale for sole source procurements should predate the actual procurement, must be
documented thoroughly and carefully in the event an audit or investigation is performed
during or after the procurement.

Issues

To determine whether the court adheres to the procurement policies and procedures set forth
in the FIN Manual, we interviewed appropriate Court staff regarding the Court’s current
practices. We also reviewed purchase documentation (i.e. invoices, claims, contracts,
MOUs, if available) related to a sample of 30 judgmentally selected expenses incurred in FY
2006-07. We found the following control weaknesses and/or areas of noncompliance.

1. The court does not have an authorization matrix. An authorization matrix listing the
scope and levels of authority for various trial court employees must be created and
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maintained by the court as a means of establishing effective management control over
assets, liabilities, revenues, and expenditures. The authorization matrix shall be updated
as responsibilities change, and no less frequently than annually. Please refer to FIN 1.02,
paragraph 6.2, Levels of Authority.

2. The court cited Section 10.3 License Fees for the Professional Unit of the MOU for
Professional/Miscellaneous Units as justification for paying the CEQ’s California State
Bar Association dues. However, the Operating Guidelines and Directive for Budget
Management in the Judicial Branch approved by the Judicial Council on August 29, 2003
is still in force. The guideline prohibits reimbursement for professional association dues
that are due or owing on or after January 1, 2004. This does not inciude those license
fees, including State Bar dues, where the license is requirement of the position. The court
did, however, acknowledge that a law degree is not required as a condition of
emplovment for the position of court executive officer.

3. The court could not provide sole source justification for the procurement action with
vendor Hue and Cry Security. The procurement action was for a security system in
Family Law. The cost was $1,799.99,

Recommendations
To ensure that it demonstrates prudent use of public funds, the Court should:

1. The court should establish an authorization matrix and ensure that purchase requisitions
are approved by a court employee with the appropriate approval level. Please refer to
FIN 6.01, paragraph 6.3, Purchase Requisition and Approval, for suggested approval
threshold amounts. Additionally, the matrix should be reviewed annually or when a
Presiding Judge is elected. Please refer to audit report item 1.1.

2. The court should not be paying the CEO’s annual bar association dues. The CEO is an
executive management position and would not fall under the reference cited by the court,
unlike the Research Attorney position that would require a law degree or a doctor at the
county hospital who would require a medical degree.

3. Full and open competition is a primary goal of public procurement. Sole source
procurement is a noncompetitive exception to the norm. It is accomplished by soliciting
an offer from only one source under conditions that normally require the use of '
competitive procurement methods. Ensure that the rationale for sole source procurements
is thoroughly and carefully documented before any actual procurement. Also refer to
FIN 6.01, paragraph 6.11, Sole Source Procurements, for sole source procurement
documentation requirements.

Superior Court Responses By:  Becky Greenley Date: 1-6-2009
1. We disagree with your findings: The Court follows the Levels of Authority procedure by
using the Suggested Approval thresholds for Trial Court Procurements listed in the Trial
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Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual 6.3. We have incorporated these
policies into our Governance and Administrative Protocols.

In addition, as a smaller court, Siskiyou Superior Court can not justify the expenditure of
staff time to develop it’s own policies and procedures when it has already agreed to
follow the Administrative Office of the Courts policies and procedures.

Our Memorandum of Understanding with our CEO states that the Court shall pay the
CEO’s bar dues. In our opinion, this is permissible.

The Supervising Officer for the Sheriff’s Department solicited bids and found Hue and
Cry to be the only local vendor that could perform the work. In addition, Hue & Cry
provides all of our electronic and security, it seemed reasonable to use the same vendor.




st s
e e

Siskiyou Superior Court
October 2008
Page 27

11. Fixed Asset Management

Background

The Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), Procedure No.
FIN 9.01, Subsection 3.0 states that, the trial court shall establish and maintain a Fixed Asset
Management System to record, control and report all court assets in accordance with this
policy’s uniform guidelines. This system’s primary objectives are to:

o Ensure that court assets are properly identified and recorded:;
» Ensure that court assets are effectively utilized; and
o Safeguard court assets against loss or misuse.

There were no issues identified to report fo management in this section. IAS used the
court’s Fixed Asset Management System inventory report and selected 32 items to
verify their existence. TAS was able to find 30 of the items. The missing two items were
disposed of when they were damaged in a recent flood. Court personnel inadvertently
forgot to advise the CFO and when notified she stated she would update the listing.
Despite this minor set-back, IAS commends the court in this area.

3
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12. Audits

Background

There are many legal requirements and restrictions surrounding the use of public resources
that can lead to audits of superior court operations and finances. The Court shall, as part of
its standard management practice, conduct its operations and account for its resources in a
manner that will withstand audit scrutiny. During an audit, the Court shall fully cooperate
with the auditors to demonstrate full accountability, efficient use of public resources, and
compliance with all requirements. Substantiated audit findings shall be investigated and
corrected in a timely fashion.

12.1 Orient External Audits Towards Performance and Operational Reviews of Trial
Court Operations

Background

The Siskiyou County Superior Court engages Smith and Newell, Certified Public
Accountants, to perform annual reviews of the court’s financial statements during the three to
four year interim between Internal Audit Services (IAS) regularly scheduled audits. The
financial audits performed by Smith and Newel! are primarily concerned with providing
reasonable assurance that the financial statements are presented fairly in all material respects
and in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. The focus of Smith and
Newell’s review is clearly financial as evidenced by the first sentence in the last paragraph of
the Independent Auditor’s Report.

Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial
statements that collectively comprise the Court’s basic financial statements.

In contrast, while financial statement audits involve testing of internal controls over financial
reporting, the comprehensive audits performed by IAS also involve testing of operational
internal controls, compliance with statutes, California Rules of Court, and judicial branch
policies such the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures manual.

Issue

If the objective of retaining an external auditor is to provide more frequent reviews of the
same areas tested by IAS, then the current scope of work performed by the external auditors
is inconsistent with IAS’s primary purpose as authorized by the right-to-audit code sections
in the Government Code. As a result, the external auditors’ work while providing value, is
not fully meeting the Court’s objective.

Right-to-audit Statute

The right-to-audit government code sections are oriented toward performance and
operational reviews of trial court operations. Performance audits entail an objective and
systematic examination of evidence to provide an independent assessment of the
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performance and management of a program against objective criteria. Operational audits are
a systematic review and evaluation of an organizational unit, including a review of the
management control system for any business activity or function.

First and overarching, Government Code Section 13400-13407 Financial Integrity and State

Manager’s Accountability (FISMA), requires each state agency to maintain effective systems

of internal accounting and administrative control as an integral part of its management
practices and prepare a report on the adequacy of the system of control. While we do not
believe that FISMA applies to the judicial branch, we do believe that it represents good
public policy and IAS conducts its internal audits incorporating FISMA concepts relating to
internal control. Additional statutes authorize the Judicial Council to audit courthouse
construction funds; bank accounts opened to deposit monies for trial court operations and
fiscal compliance of those funds; superior court operations and records; budget and fiscal
management including the collection of fees, fines, forfeitures and penalties; and county-
provided services.

FIN Manual

FIN 2.02, Internal Controls, establishes the minimum standards of internal control for the
trial court to use as a reference in forming organization plans, implementing procedures and
controlling accounting records. To be effective, the system of internal controls must be an
integral part of court management practices. It covers all aspects of the court’s operations
from the overall planning of the court organization to the implementation of specific
operating and administrative procedures. The components of an effective system of internal
controls are listed in FIN 2.02, paragraph 6.3.2, Key Elements of an Effective System, of
Internal Controls, followed by a more detailed discussion of each component in FIN 2.02,
paragraph 6.4.1 through FIN 2.02, paragraph 6.4.17, Minimum Internal Control Standards.

Additionally, please consider if the Smith and Newell audit procedures include and are
sufficient to opine on the control concepts presented in FIN 2.01, paragraph 6.3, Accounting
System, FIN 2.01, paragraph 6.4, Internal Controls, and FIN 2.01, paragraph 6.5, Accounting

Records; and whether the reporting provided by Smith and Newell is sufficient to provide the

court reasonable assurance that the goals and objectives outlined in these and other FIN
Manual sections are being achieved.

Risk Assessment

A risk assessment is a process that identifies and analyzes the relevant risks to the
achievement of objectives, determines how those risks will be managed, and looks for the
safeguards that will help prevent losses from such risks. The output of the risk assessment
can be turned into an audit program that makes sure needed controls are operating to reduce
risk. Atthe end of the risk assessment one should decide which of the audit engagement
types listed below would be most effective in providing reasonable assurance that the overall
objectives and goals of the organization are achieved in an efficient, effective, and
economical manner.
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Financial audits provide reasonable assurance that the financial statements are
presented fairly and are materially accurate.

Performance audits provide an independent assessment of the performance
and management of a program against criteria.

Operational audits appraise an organization and managerial efficiency.

Aftestation engagements perform agreed-upon procedures on a subject matter
or an assertion about a subject matter.

Auditors can also be engaged in consulting services requested by
management.

Decision Making

Finally, in considering whether the court is receiving maximum value for the cost of the
Smith and Newell engagement, we would ask the court to consider how essential Smith and
Newell’s work product is as an input to any or all court decision-making processes.

Recommendations

To the extent the Court feels it is necessary to continue engaging an external auditor to
perform financial audits; IAS instead recommends that the court consider conducting
periodic reviews of its system of internal controls. Specific high risk areas of court
operations that should be reviewed include: (a) cash handling, (b) exhibits, (c) submitted
cases, (d) trust payments, (e) contracts and MOUs, and (f) disposition of traffic cases.

We suggest the Court to ensure that the internal control concepts presented in Section 2
Fiscal Management of the FIN Manual are embodied in the review process. These concepts
should give the court a reasonable basis from which to develop the proper action plans,
obtaining resources for implementing the plans, monitoring its operations, and accounting
publicly for its performance. Additionally, IAS can provide the Court with self-assessment
tools that can be utilized in internal reviews of controls and mandatory policies and
procedures.

Superior Court Response By: Larry Gobelman Date: 3-20-2009

Upon further discussion at the preliminary exit teleconference on March 20, 2009, the Court
and IAS agreed that IAS would perform limited cash handling testing annually.
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13. Records Retention

Background

It is the policy of the superior court to retain financial and accounting records in compliance
with all statutory requirements. Where legal requirements are not established, the superior
court shall employ sound business practices that best serve the interests of the court. The
superior court shall apply efficient and economical management methods regarding the
creation, utilization, maintenance, retention, preservation, and disposal of court financial and
accounting records. This policy applies to all superior court officials and employees who
create, handle, file, and reproduce accounting and financial records in the course of their
official responsibilities.

There were no issues identified to report to management in this section.
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14. Domestic Violence

Background

There are three main categories of domestic viclence cases: Criminal, Civil, and Juvenile.
While there is little to no money collected in Civil and Juvenile cases, the bulk of court-
ordered domestic violence fines and fees are derived from assessments in criminal cases. At
most courts the collection and distribution of court-ordered domestic violence fines and fees
in criminal cases are handled by the county probation departments.

The main types of criminal domestic violence related fine and fee assessments are:

e Penal Code (PC)1203.097 probation fees

PC 1202.4(b) State Restitution Fees

PC 1465.8 Court Security Fee

Direct restitution payments to victims

Court-ordered payments to Battered Women’s Shelters
PC 273.5 Fines

State penalty assessments

Local penalty assessments

14.1 Assess Domestic Violence Fines And Fees As Required By Statute

Background

In June 2003, the Joint Legislative Audit Committee (JLAC) requested that the Internal Audit
Services Unit of the Administrative Office of the Courts conduct an audit of court-ordered
fines and fees in domestic violence cases. JLAC had approved an audit on the funding for
domestic violence shelters based on a request from an Assembly Member. As part of the
report that was issued in March 2004, Internal Audit Services agreed to test the assessment of
fees and fines in domestic violence cases on an on-going basis.

The audit program used by Internal Audit Services is updated on an annual basis to reflect
new and changed minimum fees and fines that must be assessed in domestic violence cases.
The Court is required to assess all of the following statutory fines/fees:

s Penal Code (PC) 1203.097 (a)(5) Fees (alse known as “DV Fees”)
Effective 1/1/2004, a minimum $400 DV Fee must be imposed on conwcted
batterers who are granted probation for committing DV crimes.

= PC 1465.8 (a)(1) Fee
Effective August 17, 2003, a court security fee of $20 must be imposed on
every conviction of a criminal offense.

» PC 12024 (b) State Restitution Fine
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The court must impose a separate and additional restitution fine of not less
than $200 for a felony conviction and shall not be less than $100 for a
misdemeanor conviction in every case where a person is convicted of a crime.
In assessing the amount of fine in excess of the $200 or $100 minimum, the
court shall consider any relevant factors such as the defendant’s inability to
pay, the seriousness and circumstances of the offense, any economic gain
derived by defendant, the extent that the victim(s) suffer and the number of
victims involved in the crime.

PC 1202.44 (or PC 1202 45) Probation (or Parole) Revocation Fine
Effective January 20085, the court must impose an additional probation
revocation restitution fine in the same amount as that imposed under PC
1202.4 (b) in every case in which a person is convicted of a crime and a
probation (or parole) sentence is imposed.

We judgmentally selected 30 cases from FY 2006-07 DV criminal convictions. We reviewed
the minute orders to identify the following charge codes and fees and fines assessed.

Issues

Nineteen of the 30 cases selected for review were disposed as DV cases: 3 defendants
were sentenced to jail or prison and 16 defendant received probation.

In 10 out of 30 cases, the Court dismissed the DV charge or deferred entry of
judgment pending review for possible dismissal.

In 1 out of 30 cases, the Court changed the charge code to a non-DV charge.

We noted the following exceptions based on our review of the minuie orders:

1.

In 2 out of 16 cases (13 percent non-compliance rate) that we reviewed where the
defendants were granted probation, the Court did not assess the minimum $400 DV
fee.

In 5 out of 16 cases (31 percent non-compliance rate) that we reviewed where the
defendant was granted probation, the Court incorrectly assessed less than the
minimum $400 DV fee.

In 1 out of 19 cases (5 percent non-compliance rate) that we reviewed, the Court
failed to impose the PC 1465.8 (a) (1) court security fee of $20.00.

In 2 out of 16 cases (13 percent non-compliance rate) that we reviewed, the Court did
not include the 10% administrative fee pursuant to PC1202.4(1).

In 1 out of 16 cases (6 percent non-compliance rate) that we reviewed where the
defendants were granted probation, the Court failed to impose the mandated
Probation Revocation fine pursuant to PC 1202.44.

In 2 out of 16 cases (13 percent non-compliance) that we reviewed where the
defendants were granted probation, the Court did not require the defendant to make
payments to a battered women’s shelter, up to 2 maximum of $5,000 pursuant to PC
1203.097 (a)(11)(A).
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Recommendations
1. The Court should implement process and review procedures to ensure that all the
minimum mandated fines/ fees are being assessed.

2. All waivers or reductions of statutory fines/fees should be well documented in the court
minute orders.

Superior Court Responses By: Becky Greenley Date: 12-11-2008

1. We agree and will have our Presiding Judge issue a memo to all Judges of the minimum
mandated fines and fees. This information will also be given to court clerk, so that they
may assist the Judges.

2. We agree and will have our Presiding Judge issue a memo to all Judges that any waiver
or reductions of statutory fines must be noted on the record, which will then be noted in
the court minutes. This information will also be given to court clerks.
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15. Exhibits

Background

Evidence is oftentimes presented in both criminal and civil cases and accepted by the court as
exhibits during trials. Trial courts are responsible for properly handling, safeguarding, and
transferring these exhibits. Trial court and security personnel with these responsibilities
should exercise different levels of caution depending on the types of exhibits. Compared to
paperwork and other documents, extra precautions should be taken when handling weapons
and ammunition, drugs and narcotics, money and other valuable items, hazardous or toxic
materials, and biological materials.

A best practice for trial courts is to prepare a written Exhibit Room Manual (manual). This
manual normally will define the term “exhibit” as evidence such as papers, documents, or
other items produced during a trial or hearing and offered in proof of facts in a criminal or
civil case. While some exhibits have little value or do not present a safety hazard, such as
documents and photographs; other exhibits are valuable or hazardous and may include:
contracts or deeds, weapons, drugs, or drug paraphernalia; toxic substances such as PCP,
ether, and phosphorus; as well as cash, jewelry, or goods such as stereo equipment. In order
to minimize the risk of exhibits being lost, stolen, damaged, spilled, and/or disbursed into the
environment; a manual should be prepared to guide and direct exhibit custodians in the
handling of exhibits. Depending on the type and volume of exhibits, the manual at superior
courts can be minimum in length or very extensive. Manuals would provide practices and
procedures that consistently directs exhibit custodians in the proper handling, storing, and
safeguarding of evidence until final closure of the case.

The Court 1s among the “early adopters” for the new California Case Management System
(CCMS) and indicates that will use the exhibit handling capabilities built into the CCMS to
improve its exhibit operations. Currently, the Court has few storage options available, In
addition, the Court is constructing a new courthouse which it hopes will enable it 10
consolidate storage of its exhibits.

15.1 Improve Controls Over Exhibit Handling and Storage

Background

Exhibits are oftentimes presented in both criminal and civil cases. Trial courts are
responsible for proper handling, safeguarding, and transferring of exhibits. Trial courts and
security personnel with these responsibilities should exercise different levels of caution
depending on the types of exhibits presented. Compared to paperwork and other documents,
extra precautions should be taken when handling weapons and ammunition, drugs and
narcotics, money and other valuable items, hazardous or toxic materials, and biclogical
materials.
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There are four exhibit storage locations that the court has. There are two evidence closets
adjacent to courtrooms 1 and 2 that hold exhibits for cases that are being heard currently.
The court also rents two units at a public storage enterprise in Yreka. One unit houses civil
exhibits and the second unit houses criminal exhibits.

Issues
We identified the following issues during our review of controls over the handling of
exhibits.

1. The courtroom clerks enter event code EXL in the docket when an exhibit has been
entered into evidence. The Court has been tracking exhibits in its case management
system with this event code since October 1, 2002. There are 172 (96 criminal and 76
civil records) on a report produced by the Court using event code EXL and the date range
October 1, 2002 to the present as the retrieval criteria. We compared the records on the
EXL report to the inventory lists maintained manually by the Court and found that only
25 records had been entered on the inventory lists. Conseguently, the inventory lists
appear incomplete.

2. The Court’s exhibit procedures can be enhanced. Currently, the procedures are
documented on one page and include major heading titles for Felony and Misdemeanor
Cases and Traffic and Criminal Infractions.

3. The court does not reconcile the case management system exhibit records and exhibit
inventory lists to stored exhibits.

4. Not all fields in the court’s inventory lists are filled in. The exhibit inventory list for
courtroom 1 does not include the entered date for every exhibit on the list. We also noted
that many of the exhibits on the four inventory lists maintained manually are quite old
and the exhibits might be eligible for disposition. Lastly, we observed that the Weed
location does not maintain an exhibit inventory list.

5. The Court does not have an effective exhibits locator system. We selected five cases on
the inventory list for the criminal storage unit. We were unable to find the first exhibit in
our sample. The court acknowledged that we would have to open boxes until it was
found. As a result, we did not bother looking for the remaining four exhibits we had
selected. We were also unable to find the first exhibit in our sample in the civil storage.
While the court would generally have sufficient time prior to needing an exhibit in court,
it is not an efficient use of staff resources.

In both the criminal and civil exhibit storage units, we selected six exhibits on the shelves
in each storage unit and found that the Court had entered only five of the six exhibits
selected on their respective inventory lists.

6. The Court stores Criminal and Civil exhibits in off-site public storage units. We
observed that the storage units are aluminum structures that could be broken into because
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each unit is secured only by a small key lock that can be easily cut by a bolt cutter. We
also observed rain coming in under the door and as a result, boxes with documentation
were getting wet because the boxes had been placed directly on the concrete slab floor.

Recommendations

1. Ensure courtroom clerks enter event code EXL for every exhibit accepted into evidence.
Procedures must include documenting intake of exhibits on a comprehensive control
listing(s). The EXL report from the CMS and other inventory lists must be reconciled or
inventoried to the actual exhibits to validate that records are complete.

2. The court should develop a comprehensive exhibit procedures manual. At a minimum
the procedures should include a documented process that addresses: (a) intake,
safeguarding, and ongoing inventory of exhibits, (b) storage, destruction and/or
disposition of exhibits, (c) segregation of duties, and (d) security of exhibit information in
the case management system.

Relevant code sections and other authoritative references to consider are:

* CRC 2.502 and GC 68151 (a) which define exhibits,

* PC 1417 - 1417.9 requires the clerk of the court to establish a procedure to account
for exhibits properly until final determination of the action or proceedings and the
distribution or disposition as provided in these code sections,

o PC 1420 establishes the rules for depositing of unclaimed monies received in criminal

actions,

CRC 2,400(c) which address return of exhibits in general,

PC 12021.3 return of firearms,

CCP 1952 and CCP 1952.3 that address return of civil exhibits,

GC 69846 that places responsibility for safekeeping all papers and records filed with

the court in any action or proceeding with the clerk of the court,

» GC 68150 — 68153 Management of Trial Court Records, and

e Rules on Appeal.

3. We suggest that they document intake of exhibits on a three-part form as this is an
efficient and effective manner of controlling exhibits. The original goes in the case file,
the second copy goes to the exhibit room custodian, and the third goes to a court
employee that is independent of the exhibit process. Establish procedures to reconcile
case management system exhibit records, manually maintained inventory lists, and the
third copy of the intake record.

4. Conduct an aggressive exhibits record destruction effort and establish an exhibits
inventory list at Weed.

5. Establish an exhibits inventory locator system to facilitate locating exhibits.
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6. We recommend that the court move Criminal and Civil exhibits to a more secure

location, ideally within the courthouse. The location should afford adequate protection
from damage.

Superior Court Response By: Becky Greenley Date: 11-7-2008

I

Our exhibit technician keeps his own records. He indicates to the clerks the location of
exhibits, which they in turn log on to our JALAN case tracking system.

IAS Response: A strong exhibit control system requires adequate record keeping both in
the CMS, which is used by the courtroom clerks, and a separate exhibit tracking system
used by exhibit room staff. The independent systems when adequately reconciled serve as
a check and balance, sirengthening the control environment and reducing risk to the
court.

We do have an exhibits procedures manual. We will update the manual as required.
IAS Response: The Court provided IAS with a one page written procedure on exhibits. If
the Court has the manual in electronic form, please kindly send it to us via email for

evaluation,

We do not have this three-part form or is it in use at this time. Because we are a very
small court, it is not necessary at this time in our opinion.

Our exhibits record destruction effort is an on-going project that has been in place since
2001.

. We do have an exhibits locator program in place that we continually work to improve &

update, although our efforts are hampered due to lack of accessible space. We were able
to set-up some new storage locations for exhibits recently. This storage unit lends itself
to our efforts to better organize our exhibits. Our technician will continue these efforts.

Currently, the Court has few storage options available, In addition, the Court is
constructing a new courthouse which it hopes will enable it to consolidate storage of its

exhibits.
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16. Traffic

Background

The purpose of the traffic case file review is to determine the degree to which a court is
controlling access to DMV records. The Court should ensure that proper agreements are in
place and that properly executed Employee Security Statements are on file for each employee
that has access to DMV records. A periodic review should also be done by the Court to
determine that there is & legitimate business reason for every DMV query submitted by the
court,

16.1 Court Should Strengthen Its Procedures for Controlling and Monitering Access
to Sensitive DMV Records

Background

The California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) and the trial courts agree to share
information when gach court enters into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
DMV, For example, courts need certain DMV data to assist them in determining appropriate
judgments in traffic cases. Similarly, DMV needs certain traffic case information from each
court to assist it in carrying out its motor vehicle and driver license program responsibilities.
MOUs provide courts with the ability to access and update DMV data on-line, such as data in
the DMV vehicle registration and driver license files.

The DMV also requires each requestor agency employee and contractor having access to
DMV records to sign a security statement, and annually re-certify on the log attached to the
statement or by completing a new statement. Agencies are required to retain the security
statements and a current list of individuals with direct or incidental access to DMV records
for a two-year period in the event that the agency is audited.

Before DMV allows courts to access and update sensitive and confidential DMV data, DMV
requires each court to agree to certain conditions spelled out in an MOU. For example, DMV
may require courts to agree 1o the following conditions in an MOU:
e Maintain a current list of individuals who are authorized to access DMV files.
e Allow audits or inspections by DMV authorized employees at court premises for
purposes of determining compliance with the terms of the MOU.
e Establish security procedures to protect DMV access information, including ensuring
that each employee having access to DMV records sign an individual security
statement which must be re-certified annually.

Additionally, MOUs include a condition that allows DMV to immediately cancel the MOU
and terminate court access to DMV data if a court negligently or intentionally misuses DMV
data.
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Issues

Although the Court understands its responsibility to keep DMV data secure and protected,
our review of Court procedures to control and monitor access to DMV data identified the
following exceptions:

1. We compared the names on a report of employees with CMS access, and therefore access
to DMV records, to a list of current employees obtained from HR. We noted one userid
was still active for a retired employee and one other userid that was not on the employee
list. In addition, there were three userids still active that had changed as a result of a
name change.

2. Thirty-nine (66 percent) of the 59 DMV Individual Security Statements were not signed
or re-certified within the last 12 months.

3. We also noted that the Individual Security Statement should be updated for seven
employees that now have a different last name. Also, there were no Individual Security
Statements on file for two employees.

4, DMV errors are logged on report DMV005B DMV Communication Errors Review.
There were 61 errors on the report when we reviewed the 5-20-2008 report. On this date
there were 25 (41 percent) errors older than two weeks.

Recommendations
To ensure it takes responsible steps to meet the conditions stated in the MOU with the DMV,
the Court should consider the following:

1. Establish a process to periodically review the list of userids with access to sensitive
and confidential DMV data, and authorize access to DMV data to only those
individuals that need such access to perform their current job assignments.

2. Require employee authorized access to DMV data to complete and annually recertify
their Information Security Statement, Form INF 1128.

3. The Court should consider establishing monitoring procedures to ensure DMV errors
‘ are processed timely.

| Superior Court Responses By:  Becky Greenley Date: 1/14/09
| Court Response #1: The Court has a process in place and agrees.

Court Response #2: The Court now has a process to review the forms annually and is in the
process of updating its forms.  Employee A has filled out the Security Statement. We are
having seven employees whose names have changed fill out a new Security Statement.
Employee B no longer works with us, therefore we cannot get the security statement from
that individual.
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Court Response #3: Currently, each clerk is responsible to clean up their own errors from the
log. However, the managers have agreed to monitor the DMV error log on a bi-weekly basis
to make sure the errors are cleaned up in a timely manner,
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entry (charge) for the $20.00 court security fee The cowt sezurity fee will not be
e 1o any ofthe fings.
5 |Information Systems
7 |Develop Formal Procedures for Information Technology
Governance
The court does piot have = BCP o DRP. The court 2iso stated that it lus C | The Coust lns made progress toward the conpletion of COOP, ;uhid- was given Director of A
requested assistanes fomm e AOC's Energency Response and Security wil to the Auditors. There are sections in the COOP that pertain to the BCP and Information
which created 8 COOP (Continuity of Operations Plan) template which can DRP. We will continue to work on COOP. However, at this tims we will Technology
aszist the court in developing a BCP and DRP. {eontinuz 16 operate under the Seourity Manal for The Siskiyou County
(Cowrthouse of Outlying Facilitics we have in place, A copy of the manual has
bean given to every employee as well as the Auditors. The manusd covers
cmegency phone simbers, trapped in (ke slevater, chemical spills, power ctape,
letier bamsbs, fire, disturky 1l frobberyith pict
hostage situati ious, medical 2 bomb threat
ehecklist, anthrax exposure and weapons policy.
[ The cowrt decs not kave decimented IT policies and procedures. € |Thereare polivies and procedures for (he tse of computer equipment. The Court Director of MiA
requests et the AOC place IS policies into the FIN manual Information
Ti.‘clinulugy
Log The court's anti-virus software i not configured in such a soumer as to prevest | This issue hes been i Options are d profecied. Dircetor of N/A
users from disabling the anti-virus software including the ame-update featurs, Information
Technology
Log The court’s servers and other eritical hard drives ars not seanned regulariy for € |This issue has been corrected. Drives arc scanned montkly. Dircetar of ™A
vinses, Information
Technology
6 |Banking and
| Treasury
|
Log Invoices nre parked for review and opproval onfy once in Phocwix Financials, | T [ The court hes querry only sccess, TCAFS/Tiocnix posts, parks, edits, doletes md CFQ_ I l';
regardicss of the payment amount, Paymeis are processed in Phoenix that processes il of our Ansncials, TAS
exceed $15,000 should be “parked” and opproved twice by court officials Respanse: IAS will weik wilh Phosnix. to address this lsse.
before the check is 1ssued by the Phoenix Shated Services Center in veder 10
comply with FIN 13.04, paragapl 6,.4.4.
L)
L)
it
Kay Agal closo of Befdwank:
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Judicial Council of California Issues Control Log Superlor Courl of California,
Administrative Office of the Courts County of Siskiyou
Internal Audit Services
FUNCTION. ISSUE COURT RESPONSE
7 |Court Security
Log |Wl‘. walked through the parking lot belingd the courthouse and believe that We agree. We will request sufficient lighting, :ln-d the possibility of & secure CEQ Mot provided by
lighting is inadequate, Alisogh the eourt does not liold night cowt, omployees parking aren for enpluyoe during the design phase of the new comthouse Court.
dho park in thiz o We sought feedhack from soviral emiployees and each leonstuction:
agreed with our observation. One enpleyoe added that oceasionally there dre
*homeless types” lingering in the parking lot.
(n) Please request sufficient lighting when discussing building design
i for the courtt aling request recontly submiitted. (b}
Please ensure cmployees accompany each olliet wiven walking 1o their cars in
this purking bot. {c} Inguire of the sherifT if they will pateol througl this arca
between 1630 and 1700 hours,
Log We also reviewed the security survey conducted by the AOC's ERS This survey was 1o provide recommendations onty. The court reviowed the survey CEO MNiA
(Emergency Response and Secunity) unit in December 2007, Please deseribe and 1ook 2ppeopriate actioh where possible. This itemn should not be in thig audit
the corrective taken on cach of 1he ten recommendations made by ERS, report,
8 |Procorvement No isswes to report,
9 |Contracts
Log The county bils the court for teleplione services that are rot included in the Twe disagree. Iy the Mewerandim of Understanding: under Recitals 3rd CFO NIA
MO, paragraph it states) County was tequired to continue to provide and Court s
required to continie to use, County services provided to Court, including, but not
limited 1o, andi ller services, of telephone services, data-
P ing and i i Tusology serviee, f humian s
county counsel services, facilities g andd legal rep
Log Couet did ot have  contract or blank purchass order with vendor Gold Nugget Weagres ‘:"I' M 1 e i r‘_"hﬁr“ ]::5?' Printidg. Howover, CFo NIA
Printing. Total purchies weee $3,642.19 in FY 2007-08. Precmronbly hisv.a:shory Form:a oot with e for Y (1509
Log The court’s stndard contract 'terms and conditions” does ol contain linguoge Future comtracts will inclide this clause, CFO
foe disputes and dispute resohution, reemedics, and confidentiality.
10 |Accounts Payable
100 Comply With Procurement Procedures
[The court-docs not have an suthorization matrix, Please refer to FIN 1032, We disagree with your findings: The Court follows the Levels of Authority CFO NSA
paragraph 6.2 Levels of Autharity, F dure by using the Suggested Approval thresholds for Trial Comt
Procurements fisted in the Trial Coust Financial Policies and Procedures Mamial -
.3 We have ineorporated these policies into our Governance and Adnanistrative 1: :;
Protocols. - _Fﬁ‘
b
s
1
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1
Judicial Council of California Issues Conltrol Log Superior Court of California,
Administrative Office of the Courts . County of Siskiyou
Internal Audit Services
JE: | COURT RESPONSE
The court cited Section 10,3 License Fees for the Professional Unit of e MOT Our Memorandum of Undesstanding with our CEO states that the Court shall pay
For P fonalMiscell Units as justi for paying the CEOQ's the CEO's bar dues. In our apivion, this is peaissibhe
|California State Bar Association dues. However, the Operating Guidelines ind
Dirctive for Budget Management in the Judicial Branch spproved by the
Judicial Council on August 29, 2003 is still in force The guideline profibits
i for professional o duzs Ihat are die or owing on or
afler Jamuary 1, 2004, This does not inchide those license fees, including State
Bar dues, where the license is requircment of the position. The comt did,
however, acknowledge that 2 law dopres is not required a5 a condition of
| for the pesition of court exceutive officer,
The court could not provide sole sonrce justification for the procurenent sction The Supervizing Officer for the Sherifl™s Department solicited bids and founed Hus CFO
with vendor Hue-and Cry Securily, The procuteingt action was for a security and Cry to be the only focal vendor thar could pecform the work. In additicn, Hue
systom in Family Law. The cost was £1,799.99, & Cry provides all of our electronic and sceurity, it scemed reasonable to use the
featna vendor.
Ton We know lat the is not 1 ule 810 allowable expense. We charged i CFO
" . o3 " T to Non-TCTF. 1AS
Thintonets piscleon oF sl caluperator ik ot vk 10 Response: IAS his dolcriniticd that uli finds exporsdad by s stperor court imist
b CRC (0,810 allowabic.
11 |Fixed Asset Mo issues Lo repori.
Management
12 |Audits
BEiE i 2123 Orient External Andits Towards Performance and Operational| F
Reviews of Trial Court Operations L - E o
At the preliminary exit teleeonfercqes the Court and IAS apreed that LAS would CEQ NIA
IF the objective of retaining an extermal nuditor is ta provide more frequent perform limited cash landling testing annually.
reviews of the sun areas tested by 1AS, then the current scope of work
perforimed by the extemal auditors is inconsistent with 1AS's primary purpase
as awthorized by the right-to-audit code sections in the Govermment Code. As a
result, the external anditors' work while providing value, may not fully moet
the Court’s objectives or needs,
13 |Records Retention Mo issues Lo report.
14 |Domestic Vialence
o,
L)
.
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Judicial Council of Califarnia
Administrative Offica of the Courts

Intemal Audit Services

Issues Control Log

Supsr.lur Court of California,
County of Siskiyou

RPT .
NO |
Required Fines and Fees Were Not Always Assessed Tor .
Criminal Domestic Violence Cases Reviewed
We reviewed & rindom sauple of 30 misdemeanar and felony cases i which Tha Cowrt agrees with the recomnendations set fosth in this issue memorandum | Direetor of Criminal NIA
{the defendznt was convicted of a domestic violeine chargs code in Y aned would like to request that the AQC/OGE provide 2 bench schedile to ensure Operations
2006—2007 snd identified 13 exceptions accurate assessmant of these fines and cansistent application of compelling and
|estraordinary reasons, waivers and determinations. A standard beach schedule
would fnsure standard application of thesa rules throughout the stte and eliminate
thiplicative wark by individunl eouris.
The Previding Judge will bring teese reconznéndstions o the Cringnal Team
meeting to hasize these mantes, and continui will be sought on|
1his manster,
Log The conrt bas o list of standnrd fine/fee amounts Tor specific violations aud fecs Wo agree and will bave our Presiding Judge issue a mema to all Judges ofthe Director of Criminal NiA
i docurrent titked Financial Codes for Specitic Vielations & Fees, The mininmmonmndated fines and fees. This informstion will also be given 1o court Operations
fisting is in alphsbetical otder by subject mafter, with three DV related codte cleck, =0 rhat they may azsist the Judges,
sections listed mi two pages, The documant doesn'tinclude any DV charge
eode seetions, We feel that the court can present DV fiecs, fines, and penalties
i a more cohesive manner. . W think tha intent is thers and with a litthe effort
the Financial Codes for Specific Vilations & Fees report eould evolve into an
outstanding bench guide oriened solely towsird domestic violense.
15 |Exhibits
L5 '10; Controls Over Exhibit Handling and Storage Need
Tmprovement .
[The court has been feacking exhilbsits in its case nunnpement system with this O exhibit technician keeps his own records. He indicates 16 the elerks the Direetor of TBD
event code since 10-1-2002, There are 172 (96 eniminal and 76 eivil records) Tocation of exhibits, which they in turn fog on 1o our Jalan case tacking sysiem. Couriroom '
e & report produced by the count using event code EXL and date range 10:1- The Court iz o of the CCMS "early adopter” courts and will use the bii 0 7
2002 1o the preseat as the retrieval eriteria. 'We cotrpared the recards on the i the COMS to.enhance its exhibit operations, -
EXL report 16 the invetory lists maintained manually by the court and found
thst enly 25 records had been ontered on the inventory lists. Cansequently, the
inventory lists appear incomplete,
Wedo have an exhibits procedures manial We will update the manual as Director of TED
[ The Court's exhitbit dures can be ek d. Thep d reqrired. Courtroomnt
docurnented o ene page and include nujor heading titles for Felony and Opcrations
Misdemeanor Cases nnd Traflic s Crimival Infractions.
The court does nat recoticile the case nanagement system exhibit reconds and "We do not have this three-part form or i it in dge st s timwe. Bocause wearea Director.of TRD
exhibiit inventory lists to stored exhibits, very small courd, It is not pecessary &t this time i our apinion. Courtronim
Operations
The exhibit inventory list for covrtroom | does pot includs the catered date for Ot exhibits secord destruction effost is an on-poing grojeet that has been i place Director of TBD
every exhibit on the fist, We also noted that inany of the exhibits on the four sinee 2001, Counttroommn.
inventory lists mamtained meoually are quite old. Lasily, we observed that the Operations
Wieod location does not nssintain an exiabit inventory list.
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| = incomplate
C - Comzleta

Angandic A




Judicial Counell of California |ssues Control Log Superiar Court of California,
Administrative Office of the Courts County of Siskiyou
Internal Audit Services
ISSUE I | COURTRESPONSE
| Thie court docs not have an effective exhibits locator system. We sslected five | [ Wi do have an exhibits locater program in place that we confinuaily work (o Director of TBD
cuses on the inventory list for the criminal storage unit. Wi were unable 1o find impreve & update, aithough our efforts are lampered due 10 lack of aceessible Courtroom
thia first exhibit in cur sagngle, The court ackoowledged that we would luve 1o space. We were ahle o Sei-up somes naw storage locations for exhibits recently, Clpcmimu
open boxes unti] it was found. As 2 result, we Jid net bother looking for the [ This storage wnit fonds fesehl o our efforts 10 better organize our exhibiis. Our
renaining four exhibits we bud sshected. We were also unable to find in the technician will continne tese affons.
civil storage unit the first exhibit in our sample,
[n both the criminal and civil oxhibit storage vmts, we selected six exhibrs on
the shelves in cach storage snit and found that the court had entered five of the
six cxhibits selected on thair respective inventory lists.
The esurt stores Criminal 2nd Civil exhibirs in ofF-site public ﬂﬁmaﬂ_wd’& I Currently, the Court has few storage options svailable, Inaddition, the Court {s Direator of THD
We gbscrved tlat the storage units are shuminum stroctures that could bo constricting o now courthouse which it hopes will enablz it to consolidate storage Courtroom
(heoken fito because each unit is secured only by 2 srmall key lock that can be of it exhibits. Opetations
casily eut by a bolt cutter. We also observed rain coming in tnder the door and
25 & resull, boxes with docnmentation were geiting wet, because (e boxes had
been placed directly on the conerete shals floor,
Log Tha court shauld crente and document 2 vritten palicy stating that enly the I The coyrt proceduse requires that the cowtroom clerk working that cazsis the Direetor of TBD
courtroom clerks warking on that case are sliowed 10 aceess oxhibit serecns in elerk who would access andfor create the exhibit event,  (The JALAN system Courtroom
Talan, (eannot accormmodate exclusive sceess to.any events.) Operations
16 [Traffic Case Review
o = 160 Court Could Strengthen 1s Procedures for Controlling and i =T o
"] Maonitoring Access to Sensitive DMY Records
|we compared the names on o repert of employees with CMS access 1o a list of C | The Court hins 8 process i place and agrees Director of Criminal NiA
curretit employees ohtained from HR. We noted oae userid was till active for Operations
i retired employee and one other userid that was not on the cmployee List, In .
addition, there were three userids still nctive that hed changed a5 8 result ofs
e change.
Thrity-nine (66 percent) of the 59 DMV Individual Security Statements were | The Cotirt now has @ process to review the faoms annually and is in the process of | Director of Criminal MIA
ot signed or re-centified within tha last 12 menths. pdating its forms.  Employee A has filled out the Security Staterment. We are Operations
aving soven caployecs whoss names have changed Al oul a new Security
Statement. Employee B no longer works with us, therefiore we cantol pet the
sacurity from that individuzl.
We nlso noted that the Individual Security Statcment shostld b updated for [ Fmp[uyce!\ tas since filled cun the Scourity Statenonl, We are having seven Direetor of Criminal MIA
seven employees that now have a different last name, Adso, thare wore no employees whose aames have changed [l out & new Security Statement, Operations
Individual Secunty on file for two k Employes B no longer works with s therefore we cannat. et the security
statement from her,
Additionally, DMV emrors are lopged onreport DMVODSE DMY © [Currently, each clerk is respongible to elean up their own eirors from the log, Director of Criminal NIA
Commemnication Errors Review, There were 61 crrors on thi report whon wa However, the manzgers have spreed to monitor the DMY ervor log on a bi-weekly, Operations.
publed it e 5-20-2008. O this date there were 25 (41 pereent) errors older Basis 1o make sure the errors sre cleansd up in e imely mamner.
than two weeks,
ey As of claze of Radwark:
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Superior Court of California

County of Siskiyou

311 Fourth Street, Room 207
Yreka, California 96097

Laura J. Masunaga, Presiding Judge (530) 842-8179 Telephone
(530) 842-8339 Fax

September 29, 2014

By email

Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic,

Judicial Council of California

2850 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95833-4353

Re: Application for Supplemental Funding — Siskiyou County Superior Court
ADDENDUM
Dear Mr. Theodorovic:

After the Application for Supplemental Funding was submitted by the Siskiyou County Superior Court
for consideration by the Judicial Council at its October 2014 meeting of restoring the funding of the 2%
hold back funds to Siskiyou County, the Siskiyou County Superior Court discovered a slight error in
calculation and submits the attached Addendum to replace the page in Attachment I.A “Schedule 1 with
Revision” of the Court’s application.

Please confirm receipt of this request by acknowledging receipt by email.
Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SISKIYOU

By: \:.////fs—) '

Laura Masunaga, Presiding Judge

/mfm
cc: Patrick Ballard, Supervising Budget Analyst, Judicial Council, Finance/Administrative Div.

J\FINANCE\Budget 14-15\Supplemental Funding Application 10-1-14\9-29-14 Transmittal Letter - Addenda - Application for Supplemental Funding.doc



Schedule 1 as Certified - included the receivable of the 2%

SUMMARY OF SUBMITTED BUDGET
Beginning Balance

Current Year Financing Sources
Total Financing Sources

Total Expenditures

Fund Balance

Fund Balance Classifications
Nonspendable

Restricted

Committed

Assigned

Unassigned

Schedule 1 showing revision of 2%

SUMMARY OF SUBMITTED BUDGET
Beginning Balance

Current Year Financing Sources
less 2%

Revised Total Financing Sources
Total Expenditures

Fund Balance reflecting 2% deduction
Fund Balance Classifications
Nonspendable

Restricted

Committed

Assigned

Unassigned

General -TCTF

310,056.00
3,741,171.00
4,051,227.00
4,049,645.00

1,582.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
1,582.00
0.00

General -TCTF

310,056.00
3,741,171.00
(72,150.00)

3,979,077.00
4,049,645.00

(70,568.00)

0.00
0.00
0.00
1,582.00
0.00

General -

Non-TCTF
192,018.00
(105,495.00)
86,523.00
86,314.00
209.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
209.00
0.00

General -

Non-TCTF
192,018.00
(105,495.00)

86,523.00
86,314.00

209.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
209.00
0.00

General
502,074.00
3,635,676.00
4,137,750.00
4,135,959.00
1,791.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00

General
502,074.00
3,635,676.00

4,137,750.00
4,135,959.00

1,791.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00

Special Revenue
Non-Grant
27,839.00
318,750.00
346,589.00
308,134.00
38,455.00

0.00
38,455.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Special Revenue
Non-Grant
27,839.00
318,750.00

346,589.00
308,134.00

38,455.00*

0.00
38,455.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Special Revenue
Grant
0.00
532,796.00
532,796.00
532,796.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Special Revenue
Grant
0.00
532,796.00

532,796.00
532,796.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Capital Project
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Capital Project
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

*These funds are restricted for dispute resolution program to be created per statutory guidelines and cannot be used except for those purposes.

changes are highlighted by bold italics

Debt Service
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Debt Service
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Proprietary
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Proprietary
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

TOTAL
529,913.00
4,487,222.00
5,017,135.00
4,976,889.00
40,246.00
0.00
0.00
38,455.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00

TOTAL
529,913.00
4,487,222.00
(72,150.00)

4,944,985.00
4,976,889.00

(31,904.00)
0.00

0.00
38,455.00
0.00
1,791.00
0.00
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