Judicial Council of California

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 lItem 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 22, 2014
Judicial Council Staff
Curt Soderlund, Chief Administrative Officer Contact

Administrative Division Patan Ba”ard, 818-558-3115
Zlatko Theodorovic, Director patrick.ballard@jud.ca.gov
Finance

Executive Summary

The Judicial Council staff presents options on four 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 four courts is $963,000.



Recommendation

The Judicial Council staff recommends the Judicial Council consider one of the following options
for each supplemental funding request for the Superior Courts of 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.

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. The first 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, which is allocated to all 58 trial courts regardless of
whether the Judicial Council has allocated to the court supplemental funding for an urgent
need in the current fiscal year process.

Previous Council Action

Supplemental funding process and criteria

On June 27, 2012, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill 1021, which repealed the provisions
in Government Code section 77209 related to urgent needs funding from the Trial Court
Improvement Fund (TCIF). SB 1021 added Government Code section 68502.5, which requires
that the Judicial Council set aside as a reserve an amount equal to 2 percent of the Trial Court
Trust Fund (TCTF) appropriation in Program 45.10. In response to this new statute, the council, at
its August 31, 2012 meeting, approved the policy with regard to the process, criteria, and required
information for requesting supplemental funding from the reserve. This process modified what
was approved by the Judicial Council at its October 28, 2011 meeting as it related to requests for



supplemental funding for urgent needs from the TCIF. (See Attachment A: Judicial Council—
Approved Process for Supplemental Funding.)

Of the four 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 (CMS). Therefore, Kings County court requested
funding related to unanticipated expenses and unforeseen emergencies of $2.11 million to replace
a failing CMS. Kings County court’s presiding judge presented the court’s request to the Judicial
Council at its February 26, 2013 business meeting. The 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 CMS. 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 CMS.

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 four courts: the Superior Courts of 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 four courts are projecting a negative fund
balance (General Fund) for 2014-2015 and meet this criterion. But three courts, the Superior
Courts of 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

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



reserve under the council-approved policy and statute. Only one court’s application, from the
Superior Court of Kings County, demonstrated an unavoidable funding shortfall.

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 $300,000 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 B 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 e-mail 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
(Gov. Code, § 77203). Although the court is projecting a negative balance for the 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 70 percent of the court’s statutory restricted fund
balance consists of the 2% automation (Gov. Code, § 68090.9 and § 77207.5(b)), and
comprehensive collections (Pen. Code, § 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
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closure, and reduced hours, which would result in increasing the case backlog. For 2015-2016,
the court is projecting a 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 the
General Fund. If the court’s request is approved, employee furloughs and reduced hours to the
public would not need to be implemented.

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

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

2014-2015 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Estimated Fund Balance (%0) (2% = $57,000) ($300,000)
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 57,384 300,000
Revised General Fund (291,916) (234,532) 8,084
Revised Estimated Fund Balance 257,921 315,305 557,921




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 the 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 2016-2017 for the project, the court must provide the Judicial Council— no later than
November 1 of each year—with a projection of all project costs and detailed financial
information demonstrating why it is unable to address those costs within existing resources.
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 CMS to be considered at the
October 28, 2014 Judicial Council meeting. (See Attachment C 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 CMS 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. The
plan will increase the number of mandatory furlough days, eliminate an additional management
position, and implement the closure of a court facility. In 2014-2015, the court has already
achieved cost savings of $250,000 with the implementation of 10 mandatory furlough days and
the lay off 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 nonrepresented staff. Over the past five years, from 2009-2010 to 2013-2014, the court has
achieved $2.55 million in cost savings from vacancies, lay offs, 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
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percent state-level reserve fund. However, this option would not fund the Kings County court’s
projected budget shortfall of $767,000 (General Fund) in 2014-2015, mostly due to the third-year
costs of a five-year new case management implementation.

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 CMS for all case types.
The third-year costs in 2014-2015 are estimated to be $625,000.

Table 2.1 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 2.1: 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 257,500 181,500 181,500
Annual License and Maintenance 250,000 265,225 273,182 281,377 772,725
Travel Costs 54,944 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
TCTEF 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.




Table 2.2 below demonstrates the funding impact of options 1, 2, and 3 on the court’s estimated
2014-2015 ending fund balance.

Table 2.2: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Kings County Court

2014-2015 Option 1 Option 2* Option 3

Estimated Fund Balance ($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 0 128,592 509,000
Revised General Fund (785,515) (656,923) (276,515)
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (746,741) (618,149) (237,741)

*Kings County court is projecting a return of the remaining 2% state-level reserves in General Fund. If the Judicial Council 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 $32,000, 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 an $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 D 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 thel percent cap on fund balance in effect, the court was compelled to
implement 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 days—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 $32,000 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 County 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 the General
Fund. If the court’s request is approved, employee furloughs and reduced hours to the public
would not need to be implemented.

Table 3 on the following page demonstrates the funding impact of options 1, 2, and 3 on the
court’s estimated 2014-2015 ending fund balance.
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Table 3: Estimated 2014-2015 Ending Fund Balances for the Mono County Court
(Options 1, 2, and 3)

2014-2015 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Estimated Fund Balance (%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 32,260 82,165
Revised General Fund (82,165) (49,905) 0
Revised Estimated Fund Balance (44,731) (12,471) 37,434

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 E 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
court indicates in it’s application that of the $38,000 in statutory restricted funds, $27,000 is
restricted for use pursuant to Business & Professions Code § 470.5 for eligible dispute
resolution programs and is therefore completely unavailable to cover the payroll liabilities.
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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 lay offs to reduce staffing
costs. This would result in immediate and unplanned court closure, disrupting services to the
public.

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 to meet its liabilities. The court would then have to implement furloughs or lay offs that
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 4 below demonstrates the funding impact of options 1 and 2 on the court’s estimated 2014—
2015 ending fund balance.

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

3014-2015 Option 1 Option 2
Estimated Fund ($0) (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
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Comments, Alternatives Considered, and Policy Implications

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

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts

The costs and operational impacts of granting or not granting the requests of the Superior Courts
of Del Norte, Kings, Mono, and Siskiyou Counties 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 Del Norte, Application for
Supplemental Funding

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

4. Attachment D: Superior Court of California, County of Mono, Application for Supplemental
Funding

5. Attachment E: 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. 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:

Vi.

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 2012-2013, after October 31 and by March 15 of each fiscal year, the Judicial
Council shall allocate the remaining funds if there has been an approved request from a trial
court(s) requesting supplemental funding for urgent needs due to unforeseen emergencies or
unanticipated expenses for existing programs. Any unexpended funds shall be distributed to
the trial courts on a prorated basis.
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Attachment A

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.

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.

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

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

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.

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.

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

or all of the allocation is no longer needed due to changes in revenues and/or expenditures,
[it] is required to return the amount that is not needed.
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Attachment A

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.

b.

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

If requesting a one-time distribution, an explanation of why a loan would not be appropriate;
Current status of court fund balance;

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

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);

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;

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

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

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

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

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

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:

[ ] 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/
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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.




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
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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

Page 1 of 1



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 D
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
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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
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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 $ 43 % 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
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