COURTS
SECTION E

DESCRIPTION:

Budget Unit 2-104 Grand Jury

The Grand Jury is impaneled once each year and has three basic functions: weigh criminal charges and
determine whether indictments should be returned; weigh allegations of misconduct against public officials
and determine whether to present formal accusations requesting their removal from office; and act as the
public’s “watchdog” by investigating and reporting upon the affairs of local government. The Grand Jury’s
19 members are appointed by the Superior Court. The Superior Court provides staff services to the Grand
Jury.
DEPARTMENT REQUEST:
The requested Net Budget for FY 2008-09 totals $25,068. This is a decrease of $1,253 (4.8%) from the FY
2007-08 Adopted Budget. There are no revenues in this budget, so the Unreimbursed Cost is also
$25,068, which is $1,253 (4.8%) less than the prior year.
The request for Services and Supplies decreases by $1,489 (6.5%) compared to the FY 2007-08 Adopted
Budget. This is primarily due to a one time purchase of a computer in the prior year. This year, the Grand
Jury Foreman has requested $3,000 for publication of the Grand Jury Report in The Appeal-Democrat, a
newspaper of general circulation. The Grand Jury Foreman opines that a vast majority of people who
would have an interest reading the report do not use personal computers.
CAO RECOMMENDATION:
The budget is recommended at $27,568, which is $2,500 more than requested. There are no revenues in
this budget, so the Unreimbursed Cost is also $27,568, which is $1,247 (4.7%) more than the prior year.
Services and Supplies are recommended at $24,050, which is $2,500 more than requested. This amount
includes $5,500 for the possible printing and distribution of the Grand Jury report in The Appeal-Democrat.
Staff research and communication with The Appeal-Democrat indicates that $3,000 would be insufficient to
cover the cost. The amount recommended reflects the estimated $5,125 provided by The AppealE-1

Democrat. The actual cost could increase or decrease based on the design of the publication. Additional
research may reveal more effective and economical ways to distribute the report. In an era of widespread
computer use, the Grand Jury report is already widely accessible to any who wish to read it. The report is
made available on the Sutter County website, at the County Library, and copies are available in the Board
of Supervisor’s office. Once the County publishes the report in The Appeal-Democrat, it will create an
expectation that the report will be published with The Appeal-Democrat in perpetuity. The CAO will work
with the Grand Jury to explore the most efficient method for making the report available to those with an
interest in reading it, and this budget recommendation keeps distribution through The Appeal-Democrat as
one option.
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DESCRIPTION:

Budget Unit 2-109 Trial Court Funding

The Trial Court Funding budget contains the County's Trial Court Funding Fine and Forfeiture maintenance
of effort (MOE), as established in the law, and the revenue, often referred to as “AB 233 fees,” transferred
from the State to finance the MOE. If revenues do not meet the MOE, the County would be required to pay
the MOE with General Fund resources. To the degree that the revenues exceed the MOE, they will be
divided between the County and State on an equal basis.
This budget is prepared by the County Administrator's office.
DEPARTMENT REQUEST/CAO RECOMMENDATION:
The recommended budget is $922,087, which is the same as last year.
The required MOE payment is specified in AB 145 (Chapter 75, Laws of 2005). Prior to AB 145, the Trial
Court Funding Act of 1997 (also referred to as “AB 233”) specified that a portion of various court fees were
to be retained by counties. AB 145 was intended to resolve administrative problems related to splitting the
fees between courts and counties. With passage of AB 145, the Uniform Civil Fees (UCF) and Standard
Fee Schedule Act of 2005”, a portion of these fees will be retained by the State, with a corresponding
reduction in the County’s annual Fine and Forfeiture Maintenance of Effort requirement. While the MOE is
budgeted in the Trial Court Funding budget unit, the fee revenue from Fines and Forfeitures, which is
subject to the AB 145 shift, is budgeted and recorded in the Consolidated Courts Budget Unit (2-112).
For the past three years, this budget has also appropriated funds to reflect the shift of “undesignated” fee
revenue from the County to the State, as was enacted by the State in Fiscal Year 2003-04. For example, in
FY 2004-05, the County was “obligated to participate” by transferring $94,348 to the State. With the
passage of AB 139 (Chapter 74, Laws of 2005), Sutter County’s share of the Undesignated Fee shift has
been reduced to zero.
Revenues are recommended at $1,200,000, which is reflective of actual revenues credited to this budget in
recent years. The revenue estimate includes the County’s 50% share of revenues in excess of the
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County’s MOE appropriation (the remaining 50% to be returned to the State). Therefore, the budget has a
requested negative Unreimbursed Cost of $277,913.
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DESCRIPTION:

Budget Unit 2-112 Superior Court

This budget unit contains certain court-related operational costs that are not the responsibility of the State
of California. The budget has been prepared by the County Administrative Office since the enactment of
the Lockyer-Isenberg Trial Court Funding Act of 1997. Prior to that time, it was prepared by the Superior
Court.
DEPARTMENT REQUEST:
The requested budget is $337,500, which is $60,520 (21.8%) higher than the FY 2007-08 Adopted Budget.
The requested revenue is $136,000, which is the same as prior year. Therefore, the Unreimbursed Cost is
$201,500, which is $60,520 (42.9%) higher than in the prior year.
The appropriation increase is due to one Conflict Attorneys contract which was renewed in FY 2007-08,
and which reflect cost of living adjustments. The increase is also due to costs associated with trials,
specifically Investigations fees and Professional and Specialized services. With the increase in trials,
indigent defendants are allowed to petition the court for expert evaluations. If the presiding judge grants the
request, the cost related to the fees for the professional service is funded out of this budget unit.
The requested revenue is the same as last year. Pursuant to AB 145, the Uniform Civil Fees (UCF) and
Standard Fee Schedule Act of 2005, also referred to as the “AB 233 Buyout,” which was passed in FY
2005-06, a portion of fees previously retained by the County will be retained by the State. The County will
see a corresponding reduction in its annual Fine and Forfeiture Maintenance of Effort requirement. The
MOE is budgeted in the Trial Court Funding Budget Unit (2-109), and the fee revenue from Fines and
Forfeitures, which is subject to the AB 145 shift, is budgeted and recorded in this budget. Therefore, the
revenue request is based on historic actual revenues, less the “shift” of certain fees, which will now be
retained by the State.
CAO RECOMMENDATION:
The budget is recommended as requested.
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