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Collections Reporting Template
Training and Information



Training Goals

 Provide overview of new performance measures and 
benchmarks

 Review reporting requirement and data elements 
 Online Ability to Pay (AtP) determinations and backfill
 Repealed administrative fees (AB 1869 and AB 177)
 Changes to civil assessments (AB 199)

 Review changes to Collections Reporting Template  (CRT)

 Walk-through of CRT (Excel) 

 Discuss 2021-22 reporting process and importance of clean 
data
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Reporting Requirement 



Penal Code § 1463.010 
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Penal Code § 1463.010 (c): Each superior court and 
county to jointly report to the Judicial Council, 
information requested, on reporting template (CRT) 
on or before September 1. 

Judicial Council report annually, on or before 
December 31, to the Legislature and the Department 
of Finance all information required to be collected and 
reported pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 68514
of the Government Code.

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=1463.010.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=68514.&lawCode=GOV


GC § 68514(a)
(1) Total non-delinquent revenue collected, and the number of cases associated 
with those collections. 
(2) Total delinquent revenue collected, and the number of cases associated with 
those collections, as reported by each superior court and county pursuant to 
section 1463.010 of the Penal Code. 
(3) Total amount of fines and fees dismissed, discharged, or satisfied by means 
other than payment. 
(4) A description of the collection activities used pursuant to section 1463.007 of 
the Penal Code.
(5) The total amount collected per collection activity. 
(6) The total number of cases by collection activity and the total number of 
individuals associated with those cases. 
(7) Total operating costs per collection activity.
(8) The percentage of fines or fees that are defaulted on. 
(9) The extent to which each court or county is meeting the collections best 
practices and performance measures and benchmarks, developed pursuant to 
subdivision (c) of Section 1463.010 of the Penal Code, for its collection program.
(10) Any changes necessary to improve the performance of collection program 
statewide.
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND BENCHMARKS

2008 to 2022

• Two reports to Legislature 
(2018-19) 

• PMB determined invalid 

2008

2012

2017

2018

2019 2021

2020

• Judicial Council approves seven 
(7) PMB

• New PMB launched and applied 
to 2021-22 Report to 
Legislature

• CRT revised to capture PMB 
and Ability to Pay information

2022

Penal Code §1463.010 amended
Assembly Bill 367 (Stats. 2007, Ch.132):

• Collections Best Practices adopted

• Performance measures and 
benchmarks (PMB) adopted

• Collections Reporting Template
(CRT) revised

Penal Code § 1463.007 amended
Senate Bill 857 (Stats. 2010, Ch. 720)

 CRT revised to update collections 
activities list (2012-13)

 Legislative Analyst Office conducts 
two-year study, publishes 
Restructuring the Court-Ordered Debt 
Collection Process report (2014)

Government Code § 68514 added 
Assembly Bill 103 (Stats. 2017, Ch. 17):

• CRT revised to capture 
additional collections information

• Two CRTs/reports to Legislature 
with collections information 
(2017-18) 

Forrester Inc., completes:
• Phase I: Discovery
• Phase II: Data Analysis

• Forrester’s Phase III 
completed

• Recommended PMB 
introduced and reviewed

GC §6851 and PC §1463.010 amended
Assembly Bill 1818 (Stats. 2019, Ch. 637): 

• Consolidated reporting to one
annual report (2019-20)

• RFP: Benchmarks for Statewide 
Collections Services (April 2019)

• Forrester Research Inc., selected for 
PMB analysis project (June 2019)



New Performance Measures and 
Benchmarks (PMB)



Forrester: Performance 
Metrics and Benchmarks 
Training
for collections entities and the Judicial Council of California,

Nick Ferrif, Consultant - TEI
Sean McCormick, Principal Consultant - TEI
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Forrester Team

Sean McCormick

Mgr. Principal Consultant – TEI

semccormick@forrester.com

Nick Ferrif

Sr. Consultant – TEI

nferrif@forrester.com

mailto:semccormick@forrester.com
mailto:nferrif@forrester.com
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Agenda

Project Approach
Current State Assessment
Efficacy Analysis
PMB Recommendations
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Referrals, Revenue, and Costs by Category 
(2018/2019 Statewide Totals)

$74M, 67%
$17M, 15%
$17M, 16%

$1.6M, 1%

$954K, 1%
$261M, 48%

$120M, 22%

$109M, 20%

$9.6M, 2%

$44M, 8%

$4.25B, 36%

$5.43B, 46%

$1.25B, 10%

$149M, 1%
$806M, 7%

Court/County

3rd Party

FTB

IntraBranch

Other Debt

Total Referrals (outer ring)
Total Revenue (inner ring)

Total Costs (center)

Statewide referrals, revenue and costs, visualized.

Statewide Collection Totals: 
By the Numbers:
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The Judicial Council of California 
(JCC) commissioned Forrester to:

1. Reevaluate the previously set 
performance metrics and 
benchmarks (PMBs) to ensure that 
they are relevant and accurately 
reflect the efficacy of each of the 58 
Participating Entities and meet the 
reporting requirements, as required 
by statute.

2. Ensure the metrics and benchmarks 
support the JCC’s mission to improve 
the resolution of cases.

Statement of Work
June 28th, 2019



Forrester’s goal is to create performance measures 
and benchmarks that incent entities to optimize 
controllable debt collection without punishing for 
uncontrollable variables.  

- Forrester’s goal statement
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Phase 1: Discovery:

• Interviewed entities

• Developed a Current State Assessment

Phase 2: Statistical Analysis

• Impact analysis of updates to Government 
Code Section 68514 on former PMBs - Gross 
Recovery Rate (GRR) and Success Rate 
(SR).

• Efficacy analysis of former PMBs - GRR and 
SR.

Phase 3: Delivery

• Present and review PMB recommendations

• Conduct interviews to collect feedback

• Finalize PMBs

Project Approach
Forrester took a phased approach to 
evaluating the former PMBs and developing 
these recommendations.



15© 2020 Forrester. Reproduction Prohibited. 15

Agenda

Project Approach
Current State Assessment
Efficacy Analysis
PMB Recommendations



Through conversations with you (the entities), 
Forester heard that former PMBs are not being 
widely used to evaluate or benchmark 
performance.

Entities cited a number of reasons why.
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Agenda

Project Approach
Current State Assessment
Efficacy Analysis
PMB Recommendations
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Efficacy Analysis of PMBs and 
Participating Entities:

1. Determine what, exactly, PMBs are 
measuring and benchmarking.

2. Evaluate effectiveness of PMBs 
measuring collections performance of 
entities.

3. Highlight gaps in coverage or where 
PMBs are not functioning as 
intended.

Efficacy Analysis
April 30, 2020

Efficacy - The ability to produce a desired 
or intended result.

For this analysis we analyzed whether the 
PMBs are measuring what they intended to 
measure when they were developed and 

their effectiveness at measuring and 
benchmarking collections performance



Entities are, looking for ways to track and 
benchmark their performance.

Provided the metrics and benchmarks are 
tied to actual performance and promote 
specific actions to improve performance.



Based on these conversations, Forrester concluded:

While interesting and potentially valuable to 
consider, former PMBs (SR and GRR) fall short of 
measuring performance and do little to help entities 
understand and improve their own performance.



21
21© 2018 FORRESTER.  REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED.

With the former PMBs, there are only three activities
that can impact an entities SR and/or GRR

Collect more on 
available delinquent 

debts 

Discharge more debt 
from accountability

Increase amount of 
Adjustments
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Efficacy Analysis: 
Key Points & 
Takeaways

Former PMBs (SR and GRR) have a narrow 
definition of success and don’t necessarily promote 
improved performance.

Former PMBs track one-time events like 
discharges and adjustments, making them 
problematic when evaluating year-over-year 
collections performance.

Entities have very little influence over the metrics 
that are used to calculate PMBs.

PMBs are not prescriptive and do not offer insight 
into how to improve collections performance

PMBs do not take into account activities designed 
to improve customer experience, employee 
experience, automation or technology investments.
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Agenda

Project Approach
Current State Assessment
Efficacy Analysis
PMB Recommendations
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Forrester’s recommended Performance Measures 
and Benchmarks (PMBs)

Performance-related metrics:
1. Collector Effective Index (CEI)
2. Cost Efficiency Score
3. Cost : Referral ratio
4. First Year Resolution Rate

Normalizing metrics:
1. Adjustment Score
2. Discharge Score
3. Risk Monitor
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*Final Dashboard 
design still being 

finalized.

Sample



Recommended PMBs for 
JCC
Recommended Performance metrics and benchmarks
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Forrester Hypothesis:

An individual can resolve their court-
ordered debt through cash payments 
or other non-cash means.

JCC Mission Statement (courts.ca.gov)
The Judicial Council of California “is 
responsible for ensuring the consistent, 
independent, impartial, and accessible 
administration of justice.”

If this is the case, Forrester 
recommends that entities (and PMBs) 
place a larger emphasis on the 
number of referrals collected on and 
paid-in-full, and a smaller emphasis on 
the value of referrals collected.

It is Forrester’s belief that focusing on 
number of referrals rather than revenue 
collected will promote fairness and help 
ensure that entities are measuring how 
effective they are in closing cases.
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It is our (Forrester’s) job to control for 
certain variables when developing updated 
PMBs to ensure that all entities’ performance 
is measured equitably.
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Forrester’s recommended Performance Measures 
and Benchmarks (PMBs)

Performance-related metrics:
1. Collector Effective Index (CEI)
2. Cost Efficiency Score
3. Cost : Referral ratio
4. First Year Resolution Rate

Normalizing metrics:
1. Adjustment Score
2. Discharge Score
3. Risk Monitor



Recommendations: 
Performance Measuring 
PMBs
These PMBs are designed to measure and benchmark entity performance.

• Collector Effective Index (CEI)
• Spend Efficiency Score (SES)
• Cost : Referral ratio
• First Year Resolution Rate



Collector Effective Index 
(CEI)
• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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Sample
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What it means:

• CEI shows an entities effectiveness at 
collecting referrals of a specific age by 
calculating the percentage of cases with 
payment for debts of specific, pre-determined 
ages.

• CEI gives a numeric (percentage) and visual 
representation of how an entity is performing 
versus peers in collecting referrals of a 
specific age.

Entities should strive to maximize CEI for 
both Current and Prior referrals.

Definition:
Collector Effective 
Index (CEI) 

Definition: 
The Collector Effective Index (CEI) shows the 
percentage of referrals with payment received versus 
total referrals of that age.

Questions: 
• How effective are entitles at collecting 

delinquent referrals? 

• Are entities better at collecting referrals 
of a specific age?

• How does one entity compare to the 
average performance across entities?
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Formula: Collector Effective Index (CEI)

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑝𝑝𝑐𝑐𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝐶𝐶)

𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝐶𝐶)

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

CEI - Current E16 / C16 Col. D Row 10 / Col B Row 10

CEI - Prior E27 / C27 Col 0 Row 18 / Col M Row18

n = age (current or prior)
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Example & Interpretation: CEI

39.53%

18.80%
26.…

11.50%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

35.00%

40.00%

45.00%

CEI(current) CEI(prior)

Sample Entity 1
(Cluster 4)

Riverside CEISample Entity 1

7.93% 7.31%

26.15%

11.50%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

CEI(current) CEI(prior)

Sample Entity 2
(Cluster 4)

Riverside CEI Average CEISample Entity 2 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑝𝑝𝑐𝑐𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤 (𝐶𝐶)

𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟 𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐 (𝐶𝐶)



Spend Efficiency Score (SES)

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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Sample
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What this benchmark shows: 

• SES shows the cost to collect $1 in delinquent 
referrals.

• An SES for Private Agency of 0.2 means that an 
entity spent 20 cents to collect each dollar of 
delinquent referrals when using that program.

Low SES means an entity is spending less to collect delinquent 
referrals, 

High SES means an entity is spending more to collect 
delinquent referrals. 

An SES greater than 1 should always be investigated as it 
indicates a program is spending more than it is taking in.

Definition:
Spend Efficiency 
Score (SES)

Definition: 
The Spend Efficiency Score is the number of 
dollars spent to collect $1 in delinquent referrals 
for the various programs. 

Questions: 
• What is the cost-effectiveness of specific 

collections programs? 

• Are some programs more efficient at 
collecting referrals of a specific age than 
others?

• Are entities leveraging each program in 
the correct way?
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Formula: Spend Efficiency Score (SES)

𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝐶𝐶 =
𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑝𝑝𝐶𝐶

𝐺𝐺𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑅𝑅𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑝𝑝𝐶𝐶

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

Current

Court G10 / F10 Col. F Row 4 / Col. E Row 4

County G11 / F11 Col. F Row 5 / Col. E Row 5

Private Agency G12 / F12 Col. F Row 6 / Col. E Row 6

FTB G13 / F13 Col. F Row 7 / Col. E Row 7

Intra-Branch G14 / F14 Col. F Row 8 / Col. E Row 8

Other G15 / F15 Col. F Row 9 / Col. E Row 9

Prior

Court G21 / F21 Col. Q Row 12 / Col. P Row 12

County G22 / F22 Col. Q Row 13 / Col. P Row 13

Private Agency G23 / F23 Col. Q Row 14 / Col. P Row 14

FTB G24 / F24 Col. Q Row 15 / Col. P Row 15

Intra-Branch G25 / F25 Col. Q Row 16 / Col. P Row 16

Other G26 / F26 Col. Q Row 17 / Col. P Row 17

Combined

Court F32 / E32 Col. AA Row 20 / Col. Z Row 20 

County F33 / E33 Col. AA Row 21 / Col. Z Row 21 

Private Agency F34 / E34 Col. AA Row 22 / Col. Z Row 22 

FTB F35 / E35 Col. AA Row 23 / Col. Z Row 23 

Intra-Branch F36 / E36 Col. AA Row 24 / Col. Z Row 24 

Other F37 / E37 Col. AA Row 25 / Col. Z Row 25 

• 𝒏𝒏 is the time period (current, prior, 
combined, etc.)

• 𝒑𝒑 is the program (court, county, FTB, 
etc.)
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Example & Interpretation: SES

How to interpret: 
There is an SES for each program to show how efficiently each program is collecting $1 in delinquent 
referrals.

Each program’s score is compared to the cluster average score for that program with the difference 
highlighted in the right-hand column.

Low score means you are spending less to collect each $1. High score means you are spending more to 
collect each $1.

Any score of $1 or over should be investigated immediately because it indicates that program is spending 
more than they are brining in.

Spend Efficiency Score:
Dollars spent to collect $1 in delinquent referrals.
(Values listed in dollars)

Yellow: Spending more per dollar collected

Green: Spending less per dollar collected

Current Prior Combined
Program Entity Average Delta Entity Average Delta Entity Average Delta

Court 0.26 0.21 0.05 0.10 0.18 (0.09) 0.19 0.20 (0.01)
County - 0.21 (0.21) 0.72 - - 0.56 (0.56)
Private Agency 0.14 0.25 (0.11) 0.14 8.21 (8.07) 0.14 8.21 (8.07)
FTB 0.19 0.17 0.02 0.23 0.18 0.06 0.21 0.17 0.04 
Intra-Branch 0.20 - 0.20 - 0.20 -
Other 0.01 0.03 (0.02) 0.01 0.12 (0.11) 0.01 0.08 (0.07)



Cost : Referral ratio

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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Sample
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What this benchmark shows: 

This benchmark shows the average cost-per-referral for 
current, prior, and combined referrals, in addition to the 
cost-per-total cases resolved. 

This shows the average number of dollars that an entity 
spends per referral for Current, Prior and Combined.

The Cost:Referral ratio is helpful when entities are 
looking to compare their relative operating costs with 
other entities, and to their cost of resolving court-
ordered debt. The ratio can be used in conjunction with 
the other PMBs to provide more context about an 
entity's performance.

Definition:
Cost : Referral Ratio

Definition: 
Cost:Referral ratio show the average dollars 
spent per referral (of a specific age). 

Questions: 
• What is the average cost per referral

(dollars spent per referral)?

• Is one entity spending more (or less) to
collect on each referral than another and
how can those efficiencies be shared?

• Are entities leveraging each program in
the correct way to minimize costs?
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Equation: Cost : Referral Ratio

Cost to Referral Ratio

𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐 (𝐶𝐶)
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝐶𝐶)

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

Current G16 / C16 Col F Row 10 / Col B Row 10

Prior G27 / C27 Col Q Row 18 / Col M Row 18

Combined F 38 / C38 Col AA Row 26 / Col X Row 26
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Example & Interpretation: Cost : Referral Ratio

Cost:Referral

𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐 (𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟)
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟)

Size (cases) Current Prior Combined

Cluster 1 entity 7,663 $1,013.75 $8.56 $41.78

Average: Cluster 1 12,460 $31.50 $7.15 $12.96 

Cluster 2 entity 156,909 $27.19 $6.19 $11.38 
Average: Cluster 2 96,349 $23.37 $5.84 $8.52 

Cluster 3 entity 144,494 $26.24 $5.45 $8.11

Average: Cluster 3 268,849 $27.91 $6.46 $9.82 

Cluster 4 entity 700,034 $23.97 $9.37 $10.53

Average: Cluster 4 1,233,853 $20.64 $3.60 $6.41 

How to interpret:
 Compare Current, Prior, 

Combined for the same 
entity to the Cluster 
Average for that entity

 Large $ = Room for 
improvement

 Small $ = Good

 A high ratio means that the 
entity is spending more per 
referral.

 A low ratio means that the 
entity is spending less per 
referral.
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Just looking at ‘Combined’ does not tell the full story

Cost:Referral

𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐 (𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟)
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟)

Size (cases) Current Prior Combined

Cluster 1 entity 7,663 $1,013.75 $8.56 $41.78

Average: Cluster 1 12,460 $31.50 $7.15 $12.96 

Cluster 2 entity 156,909 $27.19 $6.19 $11.38 
Average: Cluster 2 96,349 $23.37 $5.84 $8.52 

Cluster 3 entity 144,494 $26.24 $5.45 $8.11

Average: Cluster 3 268,849 $27.91 $6.46 $9.82 

Cluster 4 entity 700,034 $23.97 $9.37 $10.53

Average: Cluster 4 1,233,853 $20.64 $3.60 $6.41 
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Cost:Referral Ratio:   
The average dollars spent per referral. 

Yellow = more money spent per 
referral

Green = less money spent per referral

Cost : Referral Ratio

Current Prior Combined
Entity Ratio $    45.58 $       2.96 $           9.12 

Cluster 
Average $    24.13 $       6.16 $           8.18 

Delta $    21.45 $      (3.21) $           0.94 

These numbers will appear on the 
PMB dashboard.

Data are color-coded to indicate 
that this entity has above-average 
cost per referral for Current and 
Combined referrals and below-
average costs for prior referrals.

Example & Interpretation: Cost : Referral Ratio



First-year Resolution Rate

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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Inner 
circle

Sample
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What this benchmark shows: 

• How effective entities are at collecting and resolving 
first-year (current) referrals within that year

• This shows the percentage of current referral dollars 
that were resolved within the first year through 
collections, adjustments and/or discharges.  Higher 
percentages mean an entity was able to resolve 
more ‘current’ debt in the first year.

Entities should strive to make First-year Resolution 
Rate as high as possible.

Definition:
First-year Resolution 
Rate

Definition: 
First-year Resolution is the percentage of 
'current' referral balance that was resolved 
within the first year.

Questions: 
• What percentage of referrals were 

closed within the first year? 

• How does that performance compare to 
other entities? Other entities in their 
cluster?
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Formula: First-year Resolution

𝐹𝐹𝑤𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤 − 𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁 𝑅𝑅𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶 𝑅𝑅𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑁𝑁 = (1 − 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑖𝑖𝐶𝐶 𝑉𝑉𝐶𝐶𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝐶𝐶 (𝑐𝑐𝑉𝑉𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐)
𝑉𝑉𝐶𝐶𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝐶𝐶 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸 (𝑐𝑐𝑉𝑉𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐)

)

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

FYR 1 - (J16 / D16) 1 – (Col I Row 10 / Col C Row 10)
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Example & Interpretation: First-year Resolution Rate

How to interpret:
 A high First-year Resolution rate means that the 

entity is collecting a higher percentage of their current 
referrals.

 A low First-year Resolution rate means that the entity 
is collecting less on current referrals.

 We can also include the “cluster average First-year 
Resolution rate” so entities can compare their relative 
adjustments to other entities.

 Any irregular First-year Resolution rates could indicate 
incomplete or inaccurate data.

The First-year Resolution Rate will be shown 
next to the Risk Score in the Dashboard

Entity First-year 
Resolution

Cluster 
Average

Cluster

Cluster 1 16% 21% 1

Cluster 2 11% 17% 2

Cluster 3 24% 21% 3

Cluster 4 22% 19% 4

Risk Monitor & First 
Year Resolution

16%

First-year resolution 
rate



PMBs - Normalizing Metrics
Normalizing for Uncontrollable Factors

Adjustment score
Discharge score
Risk monitor 



Adjustment Score

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation



55

Sample
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What this benchmark shows: 

• The amount of revenue that an entity adjusted 
through non-cash means.

• The score is a representative number (it is not a 
percentage) and should be used as a reference to 
help understand the relative impact of adjustments 
from entity to entity.

The adjustment score is a normalizing metric and 
is intended to help entities understand where they 
stand in terms of adjustments with the other 
entities in their cluster.

Definition:
Adjustment Score

Definition: 
Adjustment Score is a representation of the dollar 
value of adjustments against the total referral 
balance.

Questions: 
• Did this entity perform adjustments this 

year? 

• What percentage of total referrals were 
adjusted?

• How does this compare to other entities 
in the cluster?
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Formula: Adjustment Score

𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤 𝑆𝑆𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 =
𝐴𝐴𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐 (𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟)

𝑉𝑉𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝐵𝐵𝑁𝑁𝐵𝐵𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝐵𝐵 𝐵𝐵𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁 (𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟)
x 1000

• 𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨𝒏𝒏𝑨𝑨𝑨𝑨 = value of adjustments 
performed in that period

• Value of Cases Beginning Balance = total 
beginning referral balance (current + prior)

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

Adjustment Score (G38 / D38)*1000 (Col AB Row 26 / Col Y Row 26) * 1000
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Example & Interpretation: Adjustment Score

How to interpret:

 A high Adjustment Score means that the entity is 
adjusting a higher percentage of their outstanding 
referral balance.

 A low Adjustment Score means that the entity is 
adjusting less.

 We include the “cluster average adjustment score” so 
entities can compare their relative adjustments to 
other entities.

 Any irregular Adjustment Scores could indicate 
incomplete or inaccurate data

Entity Adjustment 
Score

Cluster 
Average

Cluster

Cluster 1 Entity 34.3 18.0 1

Cluster 2 Entity 196.65 25.86 2

Cluster 3 entity 3.14 60.06 3

Cluster 4 entity 20.94 33.18 4



Discharge Score

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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Definition:
Discharge Score

Definition: 
Discharge Score is a representation of the dollar 
value of discharges against the total referral balance.

What this benchmark shows: 

• The amount of revenue that an entity discharged in 
the fiscal year.

• The score is a representative number (it is not a 
percentage) and should be used as a reference to 
help understand the relative impact of adjustments 
from entity to entity.

The discharge score is a normalizing metric and is 
intended to help entities understand where they 
stand in terms of discharges with the other entities 
in their cluster.

Questions: 
• Did this entity perform discharges this 

year? 

• What percentage of total referrals were 
discharged?

• How does this compare to other entities 
in the cluster?
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Formula: Discharge Score

𝐷𝐷𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝐵𝐵𝑁𝑁 𝑆𝑆𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 =
𝐷𝐷𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝐵𝐵𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁 𝐴𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝 (𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟)

𝑉𝑉𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝐵𝐵𝑁𝑁𝐵𝐵𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝐵𝐵 𝐵𝐵𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁 (𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟)
x 1000

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

Discharge Score (H38 / D38)*1000 (Col. AC Row 26 / Col. Y Row 26) * 1000
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Example & Interpretation: Discharge Score

How to interpret:

 A high Discharge Score means that the entity is 
discharging a higher percentage of their outstanding 
referral balance.

 A low Discharge Score means that the entity is 
discharging less, or not at all.

 We include the “cluster average adjustment score” so 
entities can compare their relative adjustments to 
other entities.

 Any irregular Adjustment Scores could indicate 
incomplete or inaccurate data

Entity Discharge 
Score

Cluster 
Average

Cluster

Cluster 1 Entity 1.88 7.46 1

Cluster 2 Entity 156.16 40.0 2

Cluster 3 entity 7.73 30.14 3

Cluster 4 entity 56.34 40.27 4



Risk Monitor

• Dashboard Placement
• Definition
• Formula
• Example & Interpretation
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What this benchmark shows: 

• The Risk Monitor assesses the riskiness of the 
Current referrals. This is done by taking the total 
number of current delinquent referrals at the start 
of the year and dividing that by the total number 
of referrals (delinquent and non-delinquent).

• The Risk Monitor is designed to assign a ‘riskiness 
score’ to an entity’s current year referrals to help the 
entity (and JCC) set expectations for performance 
on those specific referrals.

A high Risk Monitor means fewer referrals were paid before 
going delinquent.

A low Risk Monitor means more referrals were paid before 
going delinquent.

Definition:
Risk Monitor

Questions: 
• How difficult will it be to collect on our 

current year referrals?

• Are people making payments on non-
delinquent debt this year?

• What percentage of total referrals 
(delinquent and non-delinquent) are we 
collecting on this year?

Definition: 
The Risk Monitor shows the percentage of referrals 
that went delinquent out of the total current referral 
pool for that year.
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Risk Monitor - Formula

𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟,𝑅𝑅𝑁𝑁𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟, 𝑇𝑇𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟(𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤)
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐𝑤𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤 + 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝐶𝐶𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑃𝑃𝑐𝑐𝑝𝑝𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤𝑐𝑐 𝑅𝑅𝑁𝑁𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑤𝑤𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟 (𝐶𝐶𝑜𝑜𝐶𝐶 − 𝑟𝑟𝑁𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑤𝑤𝐶𝐶𝑑𝑑𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤, 𝑐𝑐𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶𝑤𝑤)

Excel Equation 
(2018+) CRT Equation

Risk Monitor C16 / (C16 + E10) Col B Row 10 / (Col B Row 10 + Col D 
Row 3)
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40%

Risk Monitor – Cluster 4 
Entity (’18-’19)

Non-delinquent - Number of
cases
Current year Referrals

Example & Interpretation: Risk Monitor

Total number of cases in 
current year - delinquent & 
non-delinquent

Cases paid-in full before 
becoming delinquent 

Number of delinquent referrals 
– current year

Risk Score
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Example & Interpretation: Risk Monitor

8…

Risk Monitor: Entity 2 
('18-'19)

Non-delinquent - Number of cases
Current year Referrals

40%

Risk Monitor: Entity 1 
('18-'19)

Non-delinquent - Number of cases
Current year Referrals

Risk Monitor Score

Current year referrals 
(number of cases)

Non-delinquent cases with 
payment
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Risk Monitor – All Entities Overview ‘18-’19

29.55%
25.71%

42.39%

58.09%

31.17%
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39.19%39.72%

65.54%

4.63%

31.97%

99.89%98.93%

45.30%

97.26%

31.98%
43.21%

82.92%

24.10%

80.25%

33.25%
42.17%

93.74%

38.39%

96.91%

69.87%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%
90.00%

100.00%

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910111213141516171819202122232425262728293031323334353637383940414243444546474849505152535455565758

R
is

k 
M

on
ito

r (
20

18
-2

02
0)

Entity Number
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Risk Monitor Average Risk Monitor

70%

Risk Monitor - Average

Non-delinquent - Number of cases

Current year Referrals

This data indicates on average that 70% of all cases become 
delinquent and are subsequently referred to collecting 
entities.
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Example & Interpretation: Risk Monitor

• We expect both the accuracy and relevancy of the Risk Monitor to increase 
over time as entities get better at reporting accurate case counts for both non-
delinquent and delinquent referrals.

• As time goes on, we will have more information on how accurately the Risk 
Monitor can predict performance for each entity, and also what other 
information can be derived by looking at a specific risk-score and comparing it 
to other entities.

• A high risk monitor may indicate that entities should investigate their non-
delinquent payment systems to make it easier for people to pay timely. Having 
people pay-in-full before a case goes delinquent is the best way to improve 
collections performance and maximize the efficiency of each collections 
practice.



These PMBs come together to 
tell a more representative 
story of entity performance
Performance dashboard 



73

Sample



74

Metric Definition Reference

Collective Effective 
Index (CEI)

The Collector Effective Index (CEI) shows the 
percentage of referrals with payment received versus 
total referrals of that age.

High CEI = higher % of cases with payment received 
Low CEI = lower % of cases with payment received
Entities should strive to maximize CEI for both Current 
and Prior referrals.

Adjustment Score
Adjustment Score is a representation of the dollar 
value of adjustments against the total referral 
balance.

The score is a representative number (it is not a 
percentage) and should be used as a reference to help 
understand the relative impact of adjustments from entity 
to entity.

Discharge Score
Discharge Score is a representation of the dollar 
value of discharges against the total referral 
balance.

The score is a representative number (it is not a 
percentage) and should be used as a reference to help 
understand the relative impact of adjustments from entity 
to entity.

Risk Monitor
The Risk Monitor shows the number of cases with 
payment received as a percentage of total 
‘current’ referrals (including non-delinquent 
referrals).

High Risk Monitor = more cases went delinquent that year
Low Risk Monitor = fewer cases went delinquent, more 
non-delinquent payments received

First-year Resolution 
Rate

First-year Resolution is the percentage of 'current' 
referral balance that was resolved within the first 
year.

Goal - score as high as possible

Spend Efficiency Score 
(SES)

The Spend Efficiency Score is the number of 
dollars spent to collect $1 in delinquent referrals 
for the various programs. 

Low SES means an entity is spending less to collect 
delinquent referrals, 
High SES means an entity is spending more to collect 
delinquent referrals. 
An SES greater than 1 should always be investigated as it 
indicates a program is spending more than it is taking in.

Cost:Referral Ratio Cost-to-Referral ratio show the average dollars 
spent per referral (of a specific age). 

High = more money spent per referral
Low = less money spent per referral
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Thank You.

July 20th, 2022

• Nick Ferrif, Consultant – TEI       
nferrif@forreser.com

• Sean McCormick, Principal Consultant – TEI 
semccormick@forrester.com
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Stakeholders Interviewed

Forrester spoke with a representative group of entities and reviewed 
materials provided by the JCC.

Data & Collateral

Document Name
Codes for Collections 

(PC1463.010 & GC68514)

2017-18 CRTs

2018-19 CRTs

Collateral/Docs from stakeholder entities

Collections Info. Summary
2017-18 & 2018-19 prelim 

Futures Commission Report (2017) 

Restructuring the Court-Ordered Debt Collection Process 
(2014)

2018-19 – Report to Legislature (PC1463.010 & 
GC68514)

Report to the Legislature (January 2010)

Not Just a Ferguson Problem: How Traffic Courts Drive 
Inequality in California

Entity Name Date
Riverside Aug. 22nd

Inyo Aug. 26th

Merced (on-site) Aug. 27th

Ventura Aug. 28th

San Diego Aug. 29th

Monterey Aug. 30th

San Bernardino Sept. 5th

Ventura (Incentive Program) Oct. 1st

• 7 stakeholder groups interviewed  
between Aug. 22nd and Sept. 5th, 2019.
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Success Rate and Gross Recovery Rate Recap

Success Rate:

Does a reasonable job recording how successfully an entity collects revenue, but there are a 
lot of other factors that can impact the SR that do not necessarily have to do with collections –
like Discharges and Adjustments. The impact of Discharges and Adjustments is less dramatic 
with SR because they are subtracted from (denominator) total referral balance which is a very 
large number to begin with. 

Gross Recovery Rate:

Can vary widely year-to-year because Discharges and Adjustments are in the nominator 
(included when evaluating the success of an entity) so changes to the amount of adjustments 
or discharges year-over-year will have a large impact on GRR, making it problematic to use as 
a year-over-year benchmark.
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Appendix: Collector Effective Index (CEI)
Should we include adjustments in the CEI?

 Forrester Response: The CEI is designed to measure how effective entities are at collecting/closing outstanding
referrals so we should exclude adjustments in order to present the effectiveness of collection as cleanly as possible.
By including Adjustments, this metric becomes less actionable because entities will not know if Adjustments or
collections are contributing more to their score.

 Additionally – adjustment data is currently reported as currency, there is no indication as to the number of cases that
received adjustments.

The “start date” for aging referrals varies from entity to entity, will this impact the data/results?

 Forrester Response: While it would be ideal to develop a standard ‘start-date,’ Forrester recognizes that this may be
difficult and recommends that entitles consistently apply their current definitions for age-of-debt.  If an entity
considers a debt 1-year old, place it in the 1-year category.

Why does CEI use the number of cases rather than the value collected?

 Forrester Response: Number of referrals is more closely tied to the resolution of cases, so we want to focus on 
entities ability to effectively resolve court-ordered debt, not necessarily their ability to collect revenue.
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Adjustment Score - considerations

Why is this metric important?

 Forrester Response: As advised by the JCC, it is important for entities, and the JCC to track adjustments and be able 
to see if entitles are adjusting referrals and what the relative impact of those adjustments are on an entity's collections.
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Risk Monitor – Considerations

Why assign a risk score to entities?
 Forrester Response: Entities are not in control of the referrals that they receive in a given year, so it is 

important to assess the referrals that are assigned to each entities to provide more context around their 
performance for that year.

 While not a performance measure, the Risk Monitor will help entities set expectations for performance 
and provide context about their current referrals. Over time, we will be able to use the Risk Monitor to 
more accurately predict performance. Consistently high Risk Monitor scores may also indicate that 
entities need to improve their processes for collecting payments on referrals before they become 
delinquent.

How to interpret Risk Monitor?
 The risk monitor is best used in conjunction with the other PMBs to get a clearer picture of how a 

specific entity is performing on collecting outstanding referrals.  Over time, we will be able to more 
accurately use the risk monitor to predict future performance.  At the moment it is most useful to 
provide context and better understanding of an entity's current referrals.
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Risk Monitor – Considerations

What does the Risk Monitor tell us?
 Forrester Response: We currently have two competing theories about how to assess the Risk Score and 

both may be partially true:
 Theory 1: High Risk Monitor = lower probability to collect

 If an entity has a high Risk Monitor, that means that a large percentage of the total cases in that 
county went delinquent.  This indicates that people in the county were unable to pay their fines 
and fees on-time so an entity will have a harder time to collect on those cases now that they are 
delinquent.

 Conversely, a low Risk Score indicates that citizens had an easier time paying their fines and 
fees on-time meaning the economic conditions in that county are more favorable. Entities should 
expect to have an easier time collecting on outstand referrals.

1. Theory 2: High Risk Monitor = more low-hanging fruit for collectors
 If an entity has a high Risk Monitor, there will be more ‘low hanging fruit’ for the collectors. More 

cases where the person can pay but did not pay on time for some reason. This would imply that 
there may be challenges or unnecessary barriers to people paying their fines and fees on-time.

 Conversely, a low Risk Monitor would indicate that most of the people who were able to pay, did 
pay, leaving the entity only with the most difficult cases to chase.
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Spend Efficiency Score - Considerations

Why is this metric important?

 Forrester Response: It’s always important to look at cost as well as dollars collected to ensure entities are spending 
their budgets efficiently and effectively.  Additionally, by analyzing the efficiency of each program, entities can 
investigate any irregularities and use this data to help inform which programs are best at collecting on specific types of 
referrals.
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Optimizing the discharge practice – Calculation

Equation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A1 Value of Cases Provided $84,107,297 $71,237,226 $56,435,378 $41,461,317 $34,360,748 $32,914,283 $31,350,264
A2 Number of Cases Provided 132,733            112,510             88,682                53,793               48,000                46,375                 45,389               
A3 Average Case Value A1/A2 $633.66 $633.16 $636.38 $770.76 $715.85 $709.74 $690.70

A4 Probability of Collection
Industry 
Average 27.00% 14.00% 7.00% 3.50% 1.75% 0.88% 0.44%

A5 Collectable Case Value A1*A4 $22,708,970 $9,973,212 $3,950,476 $1,451,146 $601,313 $288,000 $137,157

A6 Average cost to collect CRT $4.86 $3.42 $3.42 $3.42 $3.42 $3.42 $3.42

A7
Cumulative cost to collect 

(per case) A6*Age $4.86 $6.84 $10.26 $13.68 $17.10 $20.52 $23.94
A8 Collection margin A5/(A2*A7)-1 3418% 1196% 334% 97% -27% -70% -87%

• This is a proof of concept, rather than a performance measure or benchmark.

• We used one entities detailed data and would be happy to replicate this calculation with other entity 
aged debt data.

• Forrester recommends that all entities make referrals eligible for discharge starting at year 6.

• According to this calculation, entities will likely see a negative return (spending more than they are 
expected to collect) for referrals older than 5 years.
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CRT Components



CRT Worksheets 

1. Contact and Other Information Sheet

• DELETED: Adjustments by Type section 

2. Program Report

• DELETED: Three Collections Best Practices, as required by statute or Judicial Council policy 

3. Performance Report: No Change. 

4. Annual Financial Report (AFR) 

• DELETED: GRR and SR metrics
• ADDED: New Ability to Pay section 
• ADDED: Franchise Tax Board Interagency Intercept Collections line
• DELETED: Other Justice Related Reimbursements from section

5. Performance Metrics

• ADDED: New tab, captures individual program performance

6. Transfers: 

• ADDED: FTB-IIC program line 

7. Categories: No change 

8. Quality Checklist: Updated to include edits to CRT  



Contact and Other Information Sheet
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Program Report
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Performance Report
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Annual Financial Report
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ADDED: FTB-IIC 
program line 

DELETED: GRR and SR
ADDED: Ability to Pay section 

DELETED: Other Justice 
Related Reimbursements 



Ability to Pay (AtP) Section
 ALL data calculated by Period. Current, Prior, and Combined:

 Nondelinquent, delinquent, and combined revenue totals collected from 
online and in-person (paper form) AtP requests:

 Number of cases and costs claimed for nondelinquent AtP cases, from 
Online and In-Person (paper form) requests:

92



Performance Metrics 
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PMB: CRT and Dashboard
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Performance Comments
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Transfer Sheet 
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Categories 
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Quality Checklist
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Metrics and Reporting of
Key Data Elements
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Collector Effective Index

100NOTE: Column D should include the number of cases with payment received, not the number of payments. 

CEI: Calculates the percentage of referrals with payment received versus total referrals of that age.



First Year Resolution
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Resolution: calculates the percentage of 'current' referral balance that was resolved within the first year.



Reporting Revenue
 Report the number of cases with payments received, not the number of 

payments.

 Report revenue collected for nondelinquent and delinquent cases and 
the associated number of cases.   

 Delinquent and nondelinquent collections information should be separated by 
period.  

 If data cannot be separated by period, report all information in the Prior 
Period section 

 Report payment amount received on a discharged case as revenue 
collected in Column E, and the same value (not case balance) should be 
reported in Column C. One case should be reported in Columns B and D, 
and any collections cost in Column F. 

102



Spend Efficiency Score
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SES: Calculates the number of dollars spent to collect $1 in delinquent referrals for all programs. 



Cost to Referral Ratio

104

Cost to Referral Ratio: Calculates the average dollars spent per case referral.

NOTE: Columns B and M should have an accurate, up-to-date case count.  



About Cost Recovery…  

• Authorized by Penal Code § 1463.007

• Costs for processing delinquent Ability to Pay installment plans are 
recoverable.   

• Programs must comply with Penal Code § 1463.010(b)
• Cooperative plan between court and county
• Current written MOU satisfies requirement

• Program must meet 10 of 16 collections activities 

• Separately track and report delinquent revenue 

• Use revised Guidelines and Standards for Cost Recovery
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https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/documents/Guidelines-and-Standards-for-Cost-Recovery-2022.pdf


Risk Monitor 
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Risk Monitor: Calculates the percentage of referrals that went delinquent out of the total current referrals for that 
year.

NOTE: 
Column D should include the number of cases with payment received, not the number of payments. 
Column B should have an accurate, up-to-date case count.  



Adjustment Score
Adjustment Score: Calculates the dollar value of adjustments against the total referral balance.

NOTE: Adjustments include any court-ordered dismissal or vacate order resulting from statutory change.   



Adjustments Reminders:

 Include only court-ordered suspensions, dismissals, and alternative 
payments such as community service or post sentence service of time 
in custody in lieu of fine, or other non-cash adjustments that occurred 
during the reporting period. 

May include ability to pay reduced amounts and fees vacated as a 
result of legislation (e.g., AB 1869, AB 177, and AB 199)

 If added to a case, civil assessments should be reported as part of 
delinquent debt established, not as adjustments. 
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Discharge Score

Discharge Score: Dollar value of discharges against the total referral balance. 

NOTE: Discharge debt annually to decrease balance and increase overall score (individual and cluster). 

D



Discharge from Accountability

 Discharge is authorized and can be approved by responsible collecting 
entity (Government Code § 25257 and § 25259.7)

 Discharge relieves entity of obligation to actively pursue the debt, but 
individual remains liable for payment.

 Discharge score (metric) impacted by residual outstanding balance

 Discharged cases may be referred to FTB-IIC 

 Report payment amount received on a discharged case as revenue collected 
in Column E, and the same value (not case balance) should be reported in 
Column C. One case should be reported in Columns B and D, and any 
collections cost in Column F. 
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http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=25257.&lawCode=GOV
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=25259.7.&lawCode=GOV
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CRT  Worksheet Walk-through
in Excel
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Other News and Reminders
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AtP Installment Payment Costs

 Programs may not charge an administrative fee for payment plans on 
nondelinquent and delinquent accounts, for an online or in-person 
(paper form) ability-to-pay determination request.

 Programs may claim costs associated with AtP installment payment 
plans (Gov. Code § 68645):  
 Nondelinquent: claim up to $35 (PC 1463.007(d)) per approved 

payment plan
 Delinquent: recover costs, up to actual, per normal collections 

practices (PC § 1463.007)
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AtP Installment Plans 
Cost Recovery
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2021-22 Reporting
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Pre-Filled CRT

• Use CRT provided only

CRT Due 

• September 1st
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Individual Program Report 
(2020-21)
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Reporting Repealed Fees 

Fees repealed by Assembly bill’s 1869 and 177, should 
be dismissed or vacated, and reported as Adjustments
in CRT. 
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A collecting entity cannot collect fees 
repealed by  AB 1869 and AB 177.

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1869
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB177


AB 199: Civil Assessments

• Civil assessments collected on or before June 30, 2022, should be reported 
as Gross Revenue Collected, Columns E and P.  

• As of July 1, 2022, the balance of outstanding court-imposed civil 
assessments is unenforceable and uncollectible. Any portion of a judgment 
imposing those assessments shall be vacated.

• Vacated civil assessments should be reported as Adjustments in 2022-23, 
Columns G and R. 

AB 199 Frequently Asked Questions: https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/455.htm
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https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/455.htm


Data Errors

• Impact to metrics:
• Dashboard visualizations

• Cluster averages

• Possible solutions:
• Develop required report(s)

• Reprogram system(s)

• Use available tools:
• Instructions
• 2021 CRT training

• Double-check entries

122

https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/455.htm
https://www.courts.ca.gov/revenue-distribution.htm#panel44947


Resources

Report on Statewide Collection of Court-Ordered Debt for 
2020-21

2021-22 CRT: https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/455.htm

Collections website:
http://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/collections.htm

Collections related questions: collections@jud.ca.gov

Revenue Distribution: revenuedistribution@jud.ca.gov

https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/lr-2021-JC-statewide-court-ordered-debt-2020-21-pc1463_010c-68514a.pdf
https://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/455.htm
http://www.courts.ca.gov/partners/collections.htm
mailto:collections@jud.ca.gov
mailto:revenudistribution@jud.ca.gov


Training Evaluation
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• Your feedback is very important to us — it guides planning of 
future training sessions to meet your needs.

• Please complete the SurveyMonkey evaluation at the end of 
today’s session or after watching the session online.

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.surveymonkey.com%2Fr%2F2021-22CRTEval&data=05%7C01%7CMaria.Lira%40jud.ca.gov%7C77b5b2ea4a594a3e0aa308da66a66f23%7C10cfa08a5b174e8fa245139062e839dc%7C0%7C0%7C637935162258688362%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QarEYPE0etQFDwJ05TUeDso1LEN7%2FF59QtcMWPYq%2FJc%3D&reserved=0
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