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January 6, 2014

Honorable David Hogue, Chairman
Members of Interim Judiciary Committee
Legislative Counsel — State Capitol

600 East Boulevard Ave.

Bismarck, ND 58505

RE: Interim Committee Study — Section 1 Senate Bill No. 2078

Dear Senator Hogue,

Please consider written testimony in regard to the interim study concerning Senate Bill 2078, which
directed the study of the assessment of court fees, and the feasibility and desirability to combine the
fees into one.

Currently there are a number of fees that can or must be assessed to a defendant in criminal matters.
The specific fees, beginning at the time the defendant appears in court are:

NDCC 29-07-01.1
$35 application fee for a court appointed attorney
-this must be paid at the time of the application, or the Court may allow it to be paid
later
-the Court can waive or reduce the fee if the Court finds defendant financially
unable to pay all or part of fee
** This fee is forwarded to Indigent Defense Administration

Upon guilty plea or finding of guilt:

NDCC 29-26-22
$125-$900 Court Administration Fee
Plus anadditional
$100 Court administration fee (commonly referred to as Facility Improvement/Indigent
Defense Fee)
-The Court may waive this fee if there is a showing of indigency as provided in
NDCC 25-03.1-13
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**This $100 fee is disbursed per statute between 1)Indigent Defense Administration 2)Court
Facility Improvement and Maintenance Fund and then 3) State General Fund

NDCC 27-01-10
$25 victim-witness fee — Discretionary by the Court
**if the governing body (county or city) has approved the fee
**This fee can only be used for 1) private or nonprofit domestic violence or sexual
assault programs or 2) victim and witness advocacy programs which the primary
function is to provide direct services to victims of and witnesses to crimes
**this fee is remitted to the Jocal governing body where the fee was imposed
(IE: County or the City)
NDCC 12.1-32-01 Fine (discretionary unless mandated for specific offense ie: DUI)
NDCC 12.1-32-08
Restitution to the victim
NDCC 12.1-32-08(2)
If the offense was NSF or No Account an additional mandatory fee of $10 or 25% of the
amount of the checks, whichever is greater, not to exceed $1,000, must be assessed.
(commonly referred to as “check fee™)
***this fee is remitted to the governing body of the agency that collects the restitution for the
checks (ie: Clerk of District Court it goes to State Treasure, County Clerk of Court or State’s
Attorney it goes to County Treasurer).
NDCC 29-07-01.1
Reimburse presumed amounts for attorney fees. Can be waived upon a finding by the Court
that the defendant is unable to pay.

All the above fees (for the most part) are collected by the Clerk of District Court, remitted to the State
for disbursement pursuant to a priority disbursement schedule set by, I believe, the State Court
Administration.

I can understand that as a committee, the above list of fees that can be assessed on one case does
appear complicated and cumbersome. However, I would point out that the majority of the fees are
“discretionary”, meaning the Court can waive all or part of the fee or simply not impose the fee. It is
my opinion, and I respectfully request, that before this committee makes any changes or consolidates
these fees, that the committee should review each court and each district for consistency in actually
assessing the fees.

My primary concern regarding consolidation or implementation of a “one fee” system is the victim-
witness fees and the “check fee”. These are fees remitted to the local jurisdiction where the offense
was committed. The victim-witness fee in particular is a fee that is assessed specifically to aid local
domestic violence and victim-witness programs. Here in Ward County, North Central Judicial
District, all five of the chambered judges, in support of local community victim programs, routinely
assess the $25 victim-witness fee. There are only rare occasions, after an offender has provided an
inability to pay, that a court in this district will not order the victim-witness fee (as well as the other
“discretionary” fees).

Senate Bill 2078 was introduced at the last legislative session. The bill was referred for study. I was
present at the hearing for this bill and gave testimony against it, as it applied to the victim-witness
fee. Had the bill passed, Ward County domestic violence and victim-witness programs would have
taken a significant loss. Attached is a copy of Ms. Holewa’s written testimony and the attachments
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she provided the committee, on behalf of the State Court Administration, in favor of the SB 2078.
The first concern and issue I had with the proposal of SB 2078 is on page 1, last line, wherein it is
asserted “A single fee with percentage allocation will save programming costs and staff time in the
future if the state decides to fund more programs or change the amounts dedicated to each program.”
At the present time, the $25 victim-witness fee, provided for by legislature, is the only fee that goes
back to the local community, and 100% returned to the local community. NOTE: That is IF the fee
was ordered by the court. As the State’s Attorney for Ward County, I would like to see that fee stay
as is, with 100% going back to the community where the fee was assessed, and not open for “future
changes to dedicated programs.”

The biggest concern I had, and it was recognized in Ms. Holewa’s testimony, is the loss of revenue
counties, like Ward, would encounter. Specifically Holewa’s testimony on page 4 asserts:

“Our goal in drafting this bill is to ensure that it is revenue neutral. Although we
anticipate it will be revenue neutral on a statewide basis, our biggest concern is
holding even on a county-by-county basis when it comes to the victim-witness fee.
Because there is a wide disparity in the amount of fees assessed and collected per
county, changing to a flat percentage may mean that some counties who collected
more will receive less revenue and some counties who collected less will receive
more revenue. At the same time, it will make the distribution of these funds more
equitable statewide.”

To demonstrate this “equitable distribution”, and current “inequity”, Ms. Holewa provided the
committee with a spread sheet of the actual biennium collections for 2009-2011; what the proposed
changes would be, based upon the proposed percentage allocation; and what the variance would be
for the four specific counties used as example. (See attached pp 7-8). It is my opinion, that when the
committee reviews this spread sheet, the committee can find quite clearly which courts routinely
assess the fees, and which courts do not. Looking at the actual collections, keeping in mind that all
the fees go to the State for distribution, on a percentage “statewide equitable basis™ clearly shows that
the collection rate for all four counties was fairly “equitable” until you go down to the last two fees
that are discretionary, and distributed back locally to the jurisdiction it was assessed (community
service and victim witness fees). There you will find the “inequity”, which in reality is not an
“inequity” of collection. The “inequity” is in the fact that these fees are not being assessed.

SB 2078, as it was proposed provided a windfall to counties (and courts) that did not exercise its
statutory discretion in assessing the fees, and punishes those counties (and courts) which had
routinely exercised its statutory authority. As you can see from the spread sheet provided by Ms.
Holewa, Ward County and Burleigh County would incur a 27.6 % and 29.4% loss respectively.
Whereas Cass County would enjoy a 495.8% increase in funds. To illustrate this loss more
specifically to dollars, I requested a report from the Ward County Clerk of Court showing just the
victim witness fee total assessment was for 2012 and 2013. (See attached pp. 9-10). As you can see,
in 2012 the total dollars assessed for just the victim-witness fee was $45,750.00. For 2013 the total
assessed amount was $48,900.00. Those totals are amounts that, upon collection, are remitted back
to local domestic violence and victim witness programs. The report provided by the Clerk of Court
also shows the amounts paid just for those ordered in each respective year. In 2012, of the $45,750
assessed, $28,146 was collected. In 2013, of the $48,900.00 assessed, $28,295 was collected. I point
this out specifically because that is not the only victim witness fees collected and returned to the
county each year. Offenders are allowed to set up “payment plans”. Many defendants are allowed
to pay $10-$25 monthly. As the fees are paid they are sent to the State for distribution per the
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distribution priority list. (See attached pp. 11). Many of the fees that are collected by the Clerk of
Court are “carry-overs” from past years, which includes the victim-witness fees. Those “old” victim-
witness fees collected are not reflected in the attached reports provided by the Ward County Clerk of
Court.

In Ward County, these fees currently go to the Domestic Violence Crisis Center to assist in funding
programs for domestic violence and sexual assault victims. However, because there has been an
increase across the board for victim-witness services in the State’s Attorney’s Office, these funds
could be used in the future, upon motion of the commission, to fund additional victim-witness staff in
the State’s Attorney’s office. The amounts assessed would be sufficient to fund that position, at least
partially. As I know the committee is aware, there has been a significant increase in crimes in Ward
County and other areas in western North Dakota due to population growth/oil impact. This increase
is for offenses across the board, not just “domestic” related. However, I do not want to diminish the
fact that there has been a significant increase in domestic related cases and the demand for services at
Domestic Violence Crisis Center. As stated above, here in Ward County, we are very fortunate that
all five (5) judges chambered here, in support of the local community programs assisting victims,
routinely assess the victim-witness fee on each defendant, regardless of the offense.

In conclusion, I would respectfully request this committee, when considering the consolidation of
fees, that it would not consolidate the victim-witness fee. Rather leave the fee as it is currently
provided assessed and collected with 100% going back to the local assessing jurisdiction. In the
alternative, I would request the committee find a fee system (percentage distribution) that is less
discretionary and more equitable, so that Ward County, and other similarly situated counties, will not
incur a significant loss.
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Senate Bill 2078
Senate Appropriations Committee
Presented by Sally Holewa
January 29, 2013

Good afternoon, Chairman Holmberg and members of the Committee. For the
record, my name is Sally Holewa. I am the State Court Administrator. I am here
today to testify in support of Senate Bill 2078,

Senate Bill 2078 would eliminate several fees and reallocate another fee that are
designed to raise revenue for specific accounts and replace them with a single court
fee. The revenue from this single court fee would then be allocated by percentage
to several funds. The bill is intended to address the difficulties associated with
collecting so many fees. A related inquiry was undertaken by the Commission on
Alternatives to Incarceration during the interim but they did not reach a conclusion
on what recommendation.

This proposal was reviewed and approved by the court’s Administrative Council
and by the Judicial Conference as one way to address our judge and staff shortage.
" Currently, there are 7 fees that can be assessed against a defendant, depending on
the charge, the jurisdiction, and the specific sentence. We estimate that under the
current system of individual fees this requires judges and court staff to consider the
fees 6 times for each criminal case. While these considerations are not necessarily
time consuming, they do open the door for mistakes to be introduced into the
system. Eliminating just three of these fees can save judges and court staff up to
450,000 decision-making points or actual computer transactions per year. It will
save time by eliminating the need for some manual calculations in the courtroom
and simplify the clerk’s overall bookkeeping duties. A single fee with a
percentage allocation will save programming costs and staff time in the future if
the state decides to fund more programs or change the amounts dedicated to each
program.
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Thie three fees that we are proposing be repealed are:
Victim-Witness Fee 27-01-10(1):

Purpose: To provide funding for private, nonprofit domestic violence or sexual assault
programs and victim and witness advocacy programs whose primary function is to
provide direct services to victims and witnesses’

Amount: Not more than $25

Assessed: Persons convicted of a crime for which the maximum penalty imposed
includes imprisonment if the county has designated a program to receive the funds

Allocation: Retained by the county
Indigent Defense/Court Facility Fee 29-26-22(2):

Purpose: To provide additional funding for Indigent Defense and to fund grants to the
counties to offset the cost of courthouse maintenance and improvement

Amount: $100

Assessed; Persons convicted of a crime for which the maximum penalty imposed
includes imprisonment

Allocation: The first $750,000 collected during the biennium is deposited with the state
in the Indigent Defense Administration Fund as a continuing appropriation to the
Commission on Legal Counsel for Indigents. The next $460,000 is deposited with the
state in the Court Facilities Improvement and Maintenance Fund as a continuing
appropriation to the Judicial Branch for the purpose of providing grants to the counties.
After these thresholds are met, all other deposits are split equally between the funds.

Community Service Supervision Fee 29-26-22(3):
Purpose: To provide funding to private community corrections agencies®
Amount: $25

Assesged: Persons required to perform community service work as part of their sentence.

“Towd
! Our records Indicate that six counties {Barnes, Billings, Eddy, Slope, Tower and Wells) do not have a designated victim/witness
provider

Currently there are 14 private providers in the state: Barnes, Bismarck (urban), Blsmarck (rural), Devils Lake, Fargo, Grand
Forks, Jamestown, Minot, Richland County, Rugby, Sargent County, Wells County and Williston
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Allocation: Deposited with the state in the Community Service Supervision Fund. The
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation may access the fund, subject to legislative
appropriation, for the purpose of providing grants to private providers who maintain

community service programs.

In addition to repealing the fees listed above, the bill would re-allocate the Restitution Collection

fee.

Restitution Collection Fee 12.1-32-08 (2)

Purpose: To defray the cost of collecting restitution

Assessed: Persons convicted of issuing checks without sufficient funds or without an

account

Amount: Either $10 or 25% of the restitution ordered, whichever is greater, but not to

exceed $1,000

Current Allocation: Retained by the county if the county is responsible for restitution

collection (applies only to the counties of Burleigh, Cass, Grand Forks and Ward),
otherwise deposited with the state in the Restitution Collection Assistance Fund as a
continuing appropriation for the court

Proposed Allocation: Would abolish the Restitution Collection Assistance Fund so fees

collected under this statute would be deposited in the General Fund; those counties

collecting restitution would continue to retain this fee

The court administration fee would be renamed the “court fee” and the current

rates would be increased as follows:

Level of Conviction Current Fee Proposed Fee
Class B Misdemeanor $125 $250
Class A Misdemeanor $200 $400
Class C Felony $400 $600
Class B Felony $650 $800
Class A/Class AA Felony $900 $1,000

It should be noted that although the dollar amount for the court fee is higher than
the current amount, it may or may not be higher than what individual defendants
are currently being assessed. For example, under the current statutes, depending
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on the charge and sentence, a person charged with a class B misdemeanor could be

assessed:

Defendant 1

Defendant 2

. Defendant 3

Court Admin, Fee $125
Ind. Def./Facility  $100

Total $225

Court Admin, Fee $125
Ind. Def./Facility $100
NSF check fee $25
Total $250

Court Admin, Fee $125
Ind. Def./Facility $100
Victim Witness  § 25
Community Service$ 25
Total 8275

Because most defendants are not able to pay in full on the date of sentencing, we
set them up on payment plans. When the court receives the payment, it is split
based on the priority schedule adopted by the court’s Administrative Council (see
attached). The Administrative Council includes the Chief Justice, all of the district
court presiding judges, and several others.

Our goal in drafting this bill is to ensure that it is revenue neutral. Although we
anticipate it will be revenue neutral on a statewide basis, our biggest concern is
holding even on a county-by-county basis when it comes to the victim-witness fee.
Because there is a wide disparity in the amount of fees assessed and collected per
county, changing to a flat percentage may mean that some counties who collected

- more will receive less revenue and some counties who collected less will receive
more revenue, At the same time, it will make the distribution of these funds more
equitable statewide.

The current fiscal note and percentage allocation in the engrossed bill were based
on an incorrect assumption by my office regarding the intent of the bill. To correct
that, I have attached a proposed amendment to adjust the percentage allocation in
SB 2078. Ifthe amendment is adopted, we will be issuing a new fiscal note which
will show minimal fiscal impact to the General and other funds. Don Wolf, our
Director of Finance, is here today and available to answer any questions you may
have about the fiscal implications of this bill.
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2078

Page 6, line 12, replace “Sixty-eight and two-tenths” with “Fifty-eight”

Page 6, line 13, replace “Fourteen” with “Nineteen” and “five-tenths” with “two-tenths”
Page 6, line 15, replace “Twelve and two-tenths” with “Sixteen”

Page 6, line 17, replace “Four” with “Six” and “seven-tenths” with “two-tenths”

Page 86, line 21, replace “Four-tenths” with “Six-tenths”

Renumber accordingly
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REVENUES PER BIENNIUM

2005-07 2005-07 2007-09  2007-09 2009-11  2009-11 2011-13  2011-13
Biennium Percent Biennium Percent Biennium Percent Estimate Percent

$47356.820 60.4% 'SB979719  58.4% 19007 57.8% S 5412,099 57.8%

0.7% 0.6% 0.6% $ 49,664 0.5%

$4,404,728 61.1% 95,032,423  59.0%  $4,766,929 58.4% $ 5,461,763  58.3%

15.6% $1,490,740 15.9%

19.2% $1,780,740 19.0%

0.6% $ 54,282 0.6%

itness f 6.1% $580,758  6.2%

Total Special Funds $2,809,501 38.9% $3,492,666 41.0%  $3,393,193 41.6% $3,906,520 41.7%
Total $7,214,228 100.0% $8,525,089  100.0%  $8,160,122 100.0% $9,368,283 100.0%

1/ Proposed bill would change restitution collection from special funds to General Fund revenue.
2/ Indigent Defense became a separate agency in 2006.

2011-13 BIENNIUM ESTIMATE

Revenues
Estimated Revenues Collected Percent of Biennium
2011-13 Biennium to Date Biennium Estimate
Criminal court administration fee S 3,608,066 66.7% S 5,412,099
Restitution collection S 33,109 66.7% S 49,664
Court facility fé S 945,493 66.7%  $1,490,740
S 1,235,493 66.7%  $1,780,740
Community service supervision fee S 36,188 66.7% S 54,282
Victim witness fee S 290,379 50.0% S 580,758

Proposed Allocation:
General fund

Judicial Branch facility fee
Indigent Defense admin.
Victim witness fee
Community service fee
Total

Priority list:

Indigent Defense application fee
ID/Court facility fees

Victim witness fee

Restitution

Fines/forfeitures

Court administration fee
Restitution collection

61.2%
15.8%
21.3%
0.9%
0.8%
100.0%
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Crimingl Court aaimn fees
Fasurution Coliection
Court facility fee

indigent defense faciiity tee
Community service fee

victim witness e

m

Fercent of siatewide ©alal

Criminal court admin fees
Restitution Coilection
Court facility fee

indigent defense fadiiity fee
Community service fee
YICTm witness {ee

Total

Percant of statewide toial

2005-11 Biennium Actual Coliections
Percent as percent I Fercent
55 4% 57.8%
0.0% 0.5%
14,89 15.6%
L6.0%.

18.2%
0.6%

6.1%

R R . : : 160.0%
12.8% 11.9%

2011-13 Biennium Estimated Collectio

Percent 3 Lass - Percent Percent
57.4% ' S7.4%
0.6% 0.6%

16.0% 16.0%

19.2%: 19.2%

0.6% 0.5%

5.2% 6.2%

100.0% ;48 160.0%5 75589 180.0% " £;
10.4%

100.0%




2005-11 biennium Actuai Collections

Burieigh - Percent _Cassit Percent - Percent  ‘Grand Forks  Percent
Crimninal court admin Tees . "2.3“.$553;:;2}3'26: 55.4% ‘;'15789_;3@4 65.2%‘i 22 §525,690 51.8%
Restitution Collection 50 0.0% . 80 0.0% 0.0%
Court facility fee : 14.8% : 14.1% 16.6%
Indigent defense facility fee 16.0% 19.2% 20.7%
Community service fee 1.0% - ¢ 0.5%" 0.1%
Victim witness fee 4 8.8% 512,592 1.0%" 0.8%
Total 15987531 160.0% $1,209,981 100.0% 100.0%
2009-11 Biennium Collections Allocated per Percentage
Percent | “ass A Percent Percent
Criminal court admin fees 57.4% .- : 57.4% 57.4%
Restitution Collection 0.6% 0.6%: 0.6%
Court facility fee 16.0% 16.0%; 16.0%
Indigent defense facility fee 19.2% 19.2%: 19.2%
Community service fee 0.6% 0.69 0.6%
Victim witness fee 6.2% 6.2% 6.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 106.0%
Z00S8-11 Biennium Variance
4 Percent | ihGassi.i . Percent Percent
Criminal court admin fees 33% -12.0% -7.1%
Restitution Collection
Court facility fee 8.3% 13.4% -3.6% -
indigent defense facility fee 19.8% 0.2%: -7.2%
Community service fee -42.8% 32.1%: 630.0%
Victim witness fee -29.4% 495.8%" 662.0%

Totai
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GASB 34 NDODYPROD
Assessed: 01/01/2012 to 12/31/2012 Collected: 01/01/2012 to 12/31/2012 Case Categories: CR Case Types: CT, FE, IN, Mi

Ward County

Criminal

Case # Defendant Disp Date Assessed Paid Credits Balance

51-2012-CR-01753 Oxendine, Dwayne 11/19/2012 25.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

MONROE, JACOB THOMAS 11/20/2012 A 25.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

Knecht, Michael Conrad 11/20/2012 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

RELF, VONDERDRICK EUGENE 11/20/2012 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

Ligman, Katherine Ann 11/20/2012

Bressie, Dawson Ray 11/20/2012

51-2012-CR-02069 Artz, Cody Marvis 11/21/2012 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2012-CR-02078 *** Confidential *** 11/2172012 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2012-CR-01051 TRAUTMAN, NORMAN JOSEPH 11/21/2012 A 25.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

Criminal Totals 45,750.00 28,146.00 75.00 17,529.00
Grand Totals 45,750.00 28,146.00 75.00 17,529.00
Printed on 01/03/2014 10:54 AM Page 62 of 62
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GASB 34 NDODYPROD

Assessed: 01/01/2013 to 12/31/2013  Collected: 01/01/2013 to 12/31/2013 Case Categories: CR Case Types: CT, FE, IN, Mi
Ward County

Criminal
Case # Defendant Disp Date Assessed Paid Credits Balance
51-2013-CR-01709 Smith, Alexis Jay 10/14/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2013-CR-01772 Knutson, Megan 10/14/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

# o B Al B i i

10/16/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2013-CR-01845 Walker, Brendan William

51-2013-CR-01864 Hubbard, Micah Dean 10/15/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

et

51-2013-CR-01867 Schiele, Kimberly Kay 10/15/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

T & . BB

51-2013-CR-01869 Sandy, Katelyn Deanna 10/16/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2013-CR-01874 Walter, Allison Louise 10/16/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

Dyt SEEES: A

25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00

51-2013-CR-01885 Lapica, Kayla Hunter 10/16/2013 A

51-2013-CR-01915 SPOTTEDHORSE, MYLO SCOTT 10/16/2013 A 25.00 0.00 0.00 25.00
DAWSON .

51-2013-CR-01955 Potts, Christopher Lee 10/16/2013 A 25.00 25.00 0.00 0.00
Criminal Totals 48,900.00 28,295.00 125.00 20,480.00
Grand Totals 48,900.00 28,295.00 125.00 20,480.00
Printed on 01/03/2014 10:52 AM Page 68 of 68

ActiveReports Evaluation. Copyright 2002-2005 (c) Data Dynamics, Ltd. All Rights Reserved. lD
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nt of court fees

By Sally Holewa, State Court Administrator

Most people are familiar with the concept of a fine as a penalty
for criminal behavior, but many are not aware that besides a
fine, there are a number of other fees that may be added to a
sentence when someone is found guilty of a crime.

Because most payments are not enough to cover the entire
financial obligation, the court has had to set a priority for how
the payments are divided. In general, if a defendant has multiple
cases, the payment is applied to the oldest case first. Within
each case, the payment is divided using the priorities established
by the Administrative Council. This priority list is:

* Indigent defense application fee

 Indigent defense/facility improvement fee

e Victim/Witness fee

¢ Restitution

* Fines/Forfeitures

* Courtadministrative fee

* Check collection fee

* Community service supervision fee

* Indigent defense recoupment B

« City transfers and other county |

ordinance violations ]

Questions are sometimes raised as to
why we don't have restitution as our first
priority, or why some other fee isn't higher
on the list. There are two main drivers
behind how the priority list is set. The
first has to do with the services the fees
are funding and the second has to do
with whether or not there are other
sources of funding. A o

The indigent defense application fee Sr -S-M—Emd—
and the indigent defense fee receive the
highest priority because they are used to
fund the Commission on Indigent Defense
Services. The court system recognizes that
to have a fair and just system, indigent
defendants must have access to legal | B
counsel. Part of the indigent defense
fee also goes into a fund that is used to
reimburse counties for maintenance and
improvement of court facilities, Adequate facilities are necessary
for the court to conduct hearings.

The victim/witness fee is used to fund victim and witness
advocates and as funding for entities that provide direct services
to victims. By placing this fee high in the priority list, the court

lcourts.gov

State Tuition Fu nd .
$4 583 198

g Fund 279: Ind:gent Defense Famhty Fee (SC) $547, 624
- Fund 282: IndlgentDefense Facility Feg - $845,514
Fund 282: Indlgent Appllcatmn Fee- $90,620
Fund 237: Cnvnl Legal Serwce $333 252
Fund 235: Dlsplaced Homemakers . $97, 735 e
’Fund 268 Restitutlon Collectlon Assmtance $26 135

system recognizes the impact of crime on individuals and the
need to provide someone who can assist victims and witnesses in
understanding their rights, the sometimes complex and confusing
legal procedures and terminology and to ensure that the victims
get an opportunity to voice their thoughts about the case.

Restitution is fourth on the priority list. While restitution is
an important part of any defendant’s sentence, it is not first
on the priority list because victims have the ability to pursue
restitution through civil action and because victims of certain
types of crimes can seek payment through the Crime Victims
Reparations Fund.

The balance of the items.on the list serve as a supplemental
source for entities whose major funding comes from somewhere
else and therefore are given a lower priority than some of
the other fees.

Revenues Collected
Fi ""cal year endlng 6/ 30/ 2010

| "-,Spec;al Funds
968,968

'$4 463, 753

: _'- Fund 320 Commumty Serwce Superwsmn $28 088

The pie chart above indicates state revenues collected by
the clerk of court offices for fiscal year ending June 20, 2010.
Revenue collected by the courts is divided between the State
General Fund, the State Tuftion and Special Funds. A breakdown
of those special funds is included in the chart.
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