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Executive Summary 

The Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch 

(A&E Committee) performed a review of contracts of the Judicial Council (formerly the 

Administrative Office of the Courts) in accordance with its oversight duty approved by the 

Judicial Council at its August 23, 2013 meeting.  The A&E Committee decided to review 

consulting contracts in this review and judgementally selected sixteen contracts.  At a two day 

meeting in March 2014 committee members presented their review of ten contracts.  The A&E 

Committee’s review noted that the contracts reviewed generally met the established criteria to 

ensure that the contracts are in support of judicial branch policy, were for financial and efficient 

purposes, benefited the judicial branch and while administered by the Judicial Council were 

mainly of benefit to other judicial branch entities, and had very few issues raised as concerns by 

the A&E Committee.  

Recommendations 

The A&E Committee recommends that the Judicial Council accept the report of the A&E 

Committee entitled First Semi-annual AOC Contract Oversight Review (Report).  The Report is 

mailto:John.Judnick@jud.ca.gov
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attached.  The A&E also recommends based on recommendation 1.b. below that the Judicial 

Council approve the following policy: 

 

 All judicial branch entities should utilize master agreements and leveraged procurement 

agreements to the greatest extent possible where feasible and practical to achieve the 

maximum cost savings possible. 

 

The A&E review of the contracts resulted in three recommendations in its report that the Judicial 

Council staff should consider: 

 

1. Leveraged Procurement Agreements (LPAS) 

a. For the purpose of furthering statewide efficiency and potential cost savings in time and 

money, courts should continuously review the listing of master agreements and LPAs.  It 

was recommended that one listing of these agreements be compiled and periodically a 

notice sent to the superior courts alerting them to updates and changes. 

b. Also, a policy consideration might encompass the requirement to utilize master 

agreements and LPAs to the greatest extent possible where feasible and practical. 

2. Long Term Consultants  

 It is recommended that a continuous review of consultants who have been contracted with for 

long periods of time be done to justify their retention and the feasibility of alternative 

solutions and employment considerations be done. 

3. Use of Consultants in Information Systems Work 

 Management has indicated that information systems consultants have been identified who 

have been working at the Judicial Council for long time in specialized technical work.  

Conversion to Judicial Council employee status has been discussed with them.  There are 

various factors that influence the ability of the Judicial Council to convert these individuals 

including budget constraints of the Judicial Council and the Information Technology 

Services Office, position classification salary range constraints, and resource and expertise 

limitations. Consistent with the previous recommendation, the Judicial Council should justify 

the consultant use and retention, and the feasibility of alternative solutions and employment 

considerations be done. 

 

The Judicial Council has been informed of the three recommendations above and has taken the 

following actions: 

1. LPAs.  Initiated a routine updating the master agreements and LPAs with the intent of 

placing a new consolidated listing in Serranus each time an update occurs.  A notice to all 

interested parties will go out when an update occurs. 

2. A review of long term consultant contracts is being performed and documentation will be 

prepared and presented to the Executive Office to review the justification of the retention of 

the consultant or other alternative solutions and employment considerations. 

3. In concert with the response to recommendation 2, the Information Technology Services 

Office has provided input to the external consultant performing the classification and 

compensation review of the Judicial Council staff and will await the results of that review. 
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Previous Council Actions 

At the Judicial Council’s meeting on August 23, 2013 the council approved the 

recommendations of the A&E Committee concerning Judicial Council contract oversight by the 

A&E Committee with respect to 1) review and reporting, 2) review criteria, 3) exclusions from 

the Committee’s review, and 4) audits.  The A&E Committee has now performed its first semi-

annual oversight review of the Judicial Council contracting process and contracts.  The A&E 

Committee performs these reviews to determine if Judicial Council contracts meet established 

criteria to ensure that the contracts are in support of judicial branch policy.  The review by the 

A&E Committee was not to evaluate compliance with the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual. 

 

The Judicial Council also is required to submit semi-annual reports to the Joint Legislative 

Budget Committee and the State Auditor pursuant to Public Contract Code (PCC) section 19209. 

The reports include a list of all vendors that receive a payment from judicial branch entities 

(Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, superior courts, Habeas Corpus Resource Center, and 

Judicial Council). PCC 19209 also requires the Judicial Council to submit additional information 

on each distinct contract between a vendor and a judicial branch entity, but only if more than one 

payment was made under the distinct contract during the reporting period. Additionally, the 

report lists all judicial branch entity contracts that were amended during the reporting period. 

Rationale for Recommendations 

The Judicial Council is responsible for overseeing Judicial Council contracting activities in a 

manner consistent with the council’s statutory responsibilities under the California Judicial 

Branch Contract Law and to enhance financial accountability and efficiency associated with 

Judicial Council contracts.  The Judicial Council’s Executive and Planning Committee (E&P) 

requested the A&E Committee to make recommendations, through E&P, regarding appropriate 

council oversight of Judicial Council contracts that are not addressed by the Court Facilities 

Advisory Committee and the Court Facility Modification Advisory Committee.  
 

 

E&P made its request to the A&E Committee shortly after provisions of the California Judicial 

Branch Contract Law became applicable to contracts entered into or amended by judicial branch 

entities. That law assigns specific oversight responsibilities to the council by requiring the 

council to adopt and publish the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual incorporating policies and 

procedures that must be followed by all covered judicial branch entities. (Pub. Contr. Code, § 

19206) The law also requires the Judicial Council twice a year to provide reports to the Joint 

Legislative Budget Committee and the State Auditor with information about contracts entered 

into by judicial branch entities and payments to contractors. (Pub. Contr. Code, § 19290)  These 

statutory responsibilities help inform recommendations about the council’s oversight role. 

 

The recommendations made by the A&E Committee contribute to the oversight responsibilities 

of the Judicial Council. 
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Comments, Alternatives Considered, and Policy Implications 

A&E Committee Comments 

The A&E Committee reviewed the detail of Judicial Council contracts provided in order to 

determine what contracts or contract types to review.  The Judicial Council’s contracts as 

previously reported to the Judicial Council only represent approximately 5% of the total 

contracts administered by it and the Report of the A&E Committee provides a summary of 

contracts in the Judicial Council’s Oracle Financial System in total, by judicial branch entity, and 

by the Judicial Council.  It was decided by the committee that Judicial Council consultant 

contracts would be selected for the first semi-annual review.  In the table below are 120 total 

Judicial Council consultant contracts with amounts not billed of approximately $16 million as of 

the September 19, 2013 report extract used for review/data analysis.  Of this total there are 8 

contracts for approximately $100,000 excluded from review as they are construction related and 

expressly excluded by the guidelines. (See yellow highlighted categories in the table below.) 

 

 

Object 

Code Object Copde Description

 # of 

Contracts  Encumbered Amount  Billed Amount  Amount Not Billed 
 Encum. To 

Total 

 Not Billed 

to Tatal 

0404 Consultants-Administrative 4             10,316,643.39      8,808,649.27         1,507,994.12       5.5% 9.2%

0405 Consultants-Architectural 2             869,131.53           774,877.83             94,253.70             0.5% 0.6%

0407 Consultants-Information Systems 71          159,776,690.44   146,456,525.16    13,320,165.28     84.4% 81.1%

0408 Consultants-Edit and Research 2             111,922.00           15,595.00               96,327.00             0.1% 0.6%

0409 Consultants-Speakers 5             7,750.00                750.00                     7,000.00               0.0% 0.0%

0416 Consultants-HR 3             356,288.76           99,349.29               256,939.47          0.2% 1.6%

0417 Consultants-Other 24          5,547,138.58        4,397,092.15         1,150,046.43       2.9% 7.0%

0418 Consultants-Real Estate Services 6             1,274,805.15        1,273,705.15         1,100.00               0.7% 0.0%

0743 Trial Courts - Consultants-IT 2             10,955,302.15      10,955,302.17       (0.02)                      5.8% 0.0%

0745 Trial Courts - Consultants - Other 1             40,000.00              40,000.00               -                         0.0% 0.0%

120 189,255,672.00   172,821,846.02    16,433,825.98     100% 100%

Percentage

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA / ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

AOC ACTIVE CONTRACTS -- SEPTEMBER 19, 2013

CONSULTANT CONTRACTS BY OBJECT CODE 

 

There were sixteen consultant contracts selected for review by the A&E Committee with a 

Judicial Council office distribution: 

 

Center For Families, Children & the Courts  5 

Information Technology Services    4 

Court Operations Special Services   2 

Legal Services      2 

Trial Court Accounting Services   1 

Human Resource Services    1 

Fiscal Services      1 
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In a two day in-person session of the A&E Committee on March 6 and 7 2014 the committee met 

to discuss the contracts selected for review.  Ten contracts were presented and the results and 

recommendations that resulted from the A&E Committee’s review are discussed in this report.  

The review of the remaining contracts will be reported subsequently.  The ten contracts reviewed 

were: 

 

All Star Consulting 

Coloserve 

EDP Management 

EPI-Use America, Inc. 

Haven Falls Motion Picture 

Juvenile Law Society 

Northwest Professionals 

Mono Group, Inc. 

Prometric, Inc. 

Texas Lawyers For Children 

 

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts 

There are minimal, if any, implementation requirements, costs, or operational impacts.   

Relevant Strategic Plan Goals and Operational Plan Objectives 

The recommendations contained in this report pertain to the activities related to Goal II, 

Independence and Accountability—in particular Goal II.B.4—by helping to “[e]stablish fiscal 

and operational accountability standards for the judicial branch to ensure the achievement of and 

adherence to these standards.” Additionally, the recommendations fulfill several of the objectives 

of the operational plan related to Goal II because they pertains to the requirement that the branch 

“maintain the highest standards of accountability for its use of public resources and adherence to 

its statutory and constitutional mandates.”  

 

Attachment 

1. Report of the Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial 

Branch:  First Semi-annual AOC Contract Oversight Review 
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Report of the Advisory Committee on  
Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch 

First Semi-annual AOC Contract Oversight Review 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overview of Review Results 
The Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch (A&E 
Committee) performed a review of contracts of the Administrative Office of the Courts in accordance 
with its oversight duty approved by the Judicial Council at its August 23, 2013 meeting.  The A&E 
Committee decided to review consulting contracts and judgementally selected sixteen contracts to 
review.  At a two day meeting in March 2014 committee members presented their review of ten 
contracts.  The A&E Committee’s review noted that the contracts reviewed: 
 

• generally met established criteria to ensure that the contracts are in support of judicial branch 
policy; 

• were for financial and efficient purposes; 
• benefited the judicial branch and while administered by the AOC were mainly of benefit to other 

judicial branch entities; and 
• had very few issues raised as concerns by the A&E Committee. 

 
Background and Details 
At the Judicial Council’s meeting on August 23, 2013 the council approved the recommendations 
(Appendix A) of the A&E Committee concerning AOC contract oversight with respect to 1) review and 
reporting, 2) review criteria, 3) exclusions from the Committee’s review, and 4) audits.  The A&E 
Committee performed its first semi-annual oversight review of the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC) contracting process and contracts.  The A&E Committee performs these reviews to determine if 
AOC contracts meet established criteria to ensure that the contracts are in support of judicial branch 
policy.  The review by the A&E Committee was not to evaluate compliance with the Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual. 
 
Based on the approved recommendations, the A&E Committee reviewed the detail of AOC contracts 
provided to in order to determine what contracts or contract types to review.  The AOC’s contracts as 
previously reported to the Judicial Council only represent approximately 5% of the total contracts 
administered by the Judicial Council/Administrative Office of the Courts and Appendix B to this report 
provides a summary of contracts in the AOC’s Oracle Financial System in total, by judicial branch 
entity, and by AOC Office.  It was decided by the committee that AOC consultant contracts would be 
selected for the first semi-annual review.  There are 120 total AOC consultant contracts with amounts 
not billed of approximately $16 million as of the September 19, 2013 report extract used for review/data 
analysis.  Of this total there are 8 contracts for approximately $100,000 excluded from review as they 
are construction related and expressly excluded by the guidelines. 
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There were sixteen consultant contracts selected with an AOC office distribution: 
 

Center For Families, Children & the Courts  5 
Information Technology Services    4 
Court Operations Special Services   2 
Legal Services      2 
Trial Court Accounting Services   1 
Human Resource Services    1 
Fiscal Services      1 

 
In a two day in-person session of the A&E Committee on March 6 and 7, 2014 the committee met to 
discuss the contracts selected for review.  Ten contracts were presented and the results are discussed in 
this report. The review of the remaining contracts will be reported subsequently.  In general the A&E 
Committee’s review indicated that the contracts reviewed generally met the established criteria to ensure 
that the contracts are in support of judicial branch policy.  Additionally, the committee members felt that 
the contracts generally have: 
 

• financial and efficiency purposes that were demonstrated; 
• benefited the judicial branch but in particular while administered by the AOC were mainly 

benefiting other judicial branch entities; and 
• had very few issues raised as concerns upon review. 

 
The A&E Committee in reviewing the contracting process identified a robust process that involved 
multiple offices and units of the AOC, and numerous individuals and committees (one example is the 
Workers Compensation Committee) that performed oversight and reviews of the programs and contracts 
on an on-going basis.  Many of these committees have individuals who are not AOC employees 
(justices, judges, and court executive officers) and therefore represent an independent function in the 
process. 
 
The A&E Committee did not identify any trends or significant issues that arose during its review but it 
did identify a few areas where it believed it should make recommendations for consideration of AOC 
management. 
 

1. Leveraged Procurement Agreements 
For the purpose of furthering statewide efficiency and potential cost savings in time and money, 
courts should continuously review the listing of master agreements and LPAs.  It was 
recommended that one listing of these agreements be compiled and periodically send a notice to 
the superior courts alerting them to updates and changes.  Also, a policy consideration might 
encompass the requirement to utilize master agreements and LPAs to the greatest extent possible 
where feasible and practical for superior courts. 
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2. Long Term Consultants  

It is recommended that the AOC develop a process to review the use of long-term consultants to 
confirm the need to contract for their services for a long-term and also evaluate the feasibility of 
alternative solutions, including employing the consultants as regular employees.   It is important 
to note that consultants are sometimes paid by grants and so hiring employees, even if possible, 
has on-going funding implications. 

 
3. Use of consultants in information systems work 

AOC management has indicated that information systems consultants have been identified who 
have been working at the AOC for long time in specialized technical work.  Conversion to AOC 
employee status has been discussed with them.  There are various factors that influence the 
ability of the AOC to convert these individuals including budget constraints of the AOC and the 
Information Technology Services Office, position classification salary range constraints, and 
resource and expertise limitations. Consistent with the previous recommendation the AOC 
should justify the consultant use and retention, and the feasibility of alternative solutions and 
employment considerations be done. 

 
Other items noted by the A&E Committee were: 

1. New AOC contracts in excess of $1 million between July 1, 2013 and December 31, 2013 as 
reported to the State Auditor are listed in Appendix C.  The contracts were identified as regular 
and reoccurring (except for one contract) and not subject to review based on the committee’s 
review criteria.  The exception was the case management contract for San Luis Obispo Superior 
Court which was reviewed and approved by the Judicial Council.  

2. There were no contract reviews specifically requested by the Judicial Council or the Executive & 
Planning Committee of the Judicial Council. 

3. There were no existing contracts which AOC management was aware of that had a significant 
change or amendment in amount, term, purpose, or nature. 

4. Aside from the December 2013 Judicial Council approved change in the Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual, there were no other significant changes, trends, or issues in the AOC 
contracting practices since July 1, 2013. 
 

The report sections that follow are: 
 

1. GENERAL CONTRACT SELECTION PROCESS 
2. GENERAL CONTRACT REVIEW PROCESS 
3. CONTRACT REVIEW PRESENTATION SUMMARY  
4. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
APPENDICES 

A. Judicial Council Approved AOC Contract Review Duties 
B. Oracle Contract Statistics 
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C. AOC Contracts Over $1 Million Noticed to the California State Auditor 
D. AOC Active Contracts – September 19, 2013, Consultant Contracts By Vendor 
E. Contract Review Procedures and Form Templates 

• Procedures for the Committee’s Semiannual Review of AOC Contracts 
• Contract Review Procedures Checklist 
• Contract Review Observations, Comments, and Concerns 
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1. GENERAL CONTRACT SELECTION PROCESS 
 

The A&E Committee reviewed the detail of AOC contracts provided to in order to determine what 
contracts or contract types to review.  As shown in the table below, the AOC only represents 
approximately 5% of the total contracts administered by the Judicial Council/Administrative Office of 
the Courts and the second table below lists contracts by AOC office.   
 

AOC
5%

Facilities
32%

Local Assistance
3%

Local Assistance -
Reimb.

15%
Support - Reimb.

1%

Other Misc. Funds
0%

Trial Court Funds
44%

Fiscal Year 2012 - 2013
Contract Payments on Funds Administered

by the Judicial Council/AOC
(Excludes Appellate Court Trust Fund and Construction Funds)

 
 

Judicial Branch Entity  
# of 

Contracts
Office of Appellate Court Services ATCJ 1 5,585,218.00             0.8% 1,861,739.32            0.3% 3,723,478.68       3.2%
Center for Families, Children & the Courts CFCC 95 420,593,194.03        64.0% 343,180,940.98        63.3% 77,412,253.05     67.2%
Center for Judiciary Education and Research CJER 5 1,084,826.48             0.2% 602,583.74                0.1% 482,242.74           0.4%
Court Operations Special Services Office CPAS/COSSO 2 57,638.00                  0.0% 41,556.92                  0.0% 16,081.08             0.0%
Fiscal Services Office FIN 6 24,463,849.74          3.7% 17,543,327.56          3.2% 6,920,522.18       6.0%
Judicial & Court Administrative Services Div JCASD 1 6,000.00                    0.0% 2,742.14                    0.0% 3,257.86               0.0%
Human Resources Services Office HR 4 10,505,296.39          1.6% 8,951,256.24            1.7% 1,554,040.15       1.3%
Information Technology Services Office (1) IS 55 166,731,818.39        25.4% 147,018,556.10        27.1% 19,713,262.29     17.1%
Information Technology Services Office (2) ITSO 8 20,543,646.20          3.1% 18,742,539.13          3.5% 1,801,107.07       1.6%
Office of Security OERS 2 1,217,774.50             0.2% 1,189,173.50            0.2% 28,601.00             0.0%
Trail Court Administrative Services Division TCAD 1 124,776.44                0.0% 113,400.00                0.0% 11,376.44             0.0%
Trial Court Liason Office TCLO 1 1,716,000.00             0.3% 35,805.00                  0.0% 1,680,195.00       1.5%

181 652,630,038.17$      99.3% 539,283,620.63$      99.5% 113,346,417.54$ 98.4%

Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office (1) JBCP 0 -                              0.0% -                              0.0% -                         0.0%
Legal Services Office (1) LSO 2 98,064.96                  0.0% 38,003.06                  0.0% 60,061.90             0.1%
Legal Services Office (2) OGC 4 882,660.15                0.1% 822,503.28                0.2% 60,156.87             0.1%
Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office (2) OCCM 10 3,495,635.24             0.5% 1,938,675.49            0.4% 1,556,959.75       1.4%
Office of Real Estate and Facilities Mgmt. REFM 2 270,199.00                0.0% 101,613.36                0.0% 168,585.64           0.1%

18 4,746,559.35$          0.7% 2,900,795.19$          0.5% 1,845,764.16$     1.6%
199 657,376,597.52$      100.0% 542,184,415.82$      100.0% 115,192,181.70$ 100.0%

656 1,950,243,617.54$   98.9% 1,118,678,350.89$  98.8% 831,565,266.65$ 99.0%
72 21,342,724.77$        1.1% 13,228,726.46$        1.2% 8,113,998.31$     1.0%

728 1,971,586,342.31$   100% 1,131,907,077.35$  100% 839,679,264.96$ 100%

AOC Contracts Subject to Committee Review

Amount Encumbered

TOTAL JUDICIAL BRANCH CONTRACTS

Amount Billed Amount Not Billed

TOTAL AOC CONTRACTS SUBJECT TO REVIEW

AOC CONTRACTS
OTHER JUDICIAL BRANCH ENTITY CONTRACTS

 
 
It was decided that for the first semi-annual review that AOC consultant contracts would be reviewed.  
There are 120 total AOC consultant contracts with amounts not billed of approximately $16 million as 
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of the September 19, 2013 report extract used for review/data analysis.  Of this total there are 8 contracts 
for approximately $100,000 excluded from review as they are construction related and expressly 
excluded.  These are all shown in the table below. 
 

Object 
Code Object Copde Description

 # of 
Contracts  Encumbered Amount  Billed Amount  Amount Not Billed 

 Encum. To 
Total 

 Not Billed 
to Tatal 

0404 Consultants-Administrative 4             10,316,643.39      8,808,649.27         1,507,994.12       5.5% 9.2%
0405 Consultants-Architectural 2             869,131.53           774,877.83             94,253.70             0.5% 0.6%
0407 Consultants-Information Systems 71          159,776,690.44   146,456,525.16    13,320,165.28     84.4% 81.1%
0408 Consultants-Edit and Research 2             111,922.00           15,595.00               96,327.00             0.1% 0.6%
0409 Consultants-Speakers 5             7,750.00                750.00                     7,000.00               0.0% 0.0%
0416 Consultants-HR 3             356,288.76           99,349.29               256,939.47          0.2% 1.6%
0417 Consultants-Other 24          5,547,138.58        4,397,092.15         1,150,046.43       2.9% 7.0%
0418 Consultants-Real Estate Services 6             1,274,805.15        1,273,705.15         1,100.00               0.7% 0.0%
0743 Trial Courts - Consultants-IT 2             10,955,302.15      10,955,302.17       (0.02)                      5.8% 0.0%
0745 Trial Courts - Consultants - Other 1             40,000.00              40,000.00               -                         0.0% 0.0%

120 189,255,672.00   172,821,846.02    16,433,825.98     100% 100%

Percentage

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA / ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
AOC ACTIVE CONTRACTS -- SEPTEMBER 19, 2013

CONSULTANT CONTRACTS BY OBJECT CODE 

 
The detail by contract is included in Appendix D of this report.  There were sixteen consultant contracts 
selected judgmentally by the committee with an AOC office distribution: 
 
Center For Families, Children & the Courts  5 
Information Technology Services    4 
Legal Services      2 
Trial Court Accounting Services   1 
Human Resource Services    1 
Fiscal Services      1 
Court Operations Special Services   2 
 
The following two pages provide detail on the individual contracts selected.   
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A&E COMMITTEE 
OVERSIGHT OF AOC CONTRACTS 

CONSULTANT CONTRACTS SELECTED FOR REVIEW 
Contract 
Vendor 

Contract 
Numbers 

Project Office  Office Director Information 

Juvenile Law 
Society 

1026419 0417 – 
Consultants, 

Other 

Court 
Appointed 

Council 
Training 

CFCC Diane Nunn 415-
865-
7689 

Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov 
 

 
Prometric, Inc. 

 
1025147 

 
0404 – 

Consultant 
Administrative 

Court 
Interpreter 

Exam Program 

Court 
Operations and 

Special Services 
 

 
Donna 

Hershkowitz 

818-
558-
3068 

 
Donna.Hershkowitz@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Haven Falls 
Motion Picture 

 
1025243 

 
0417 

Alternative 
Dispute 

Resolution 
Centers 

 
Legal Services 

Office 

 
Deborah 
Brown 

 
415-
865-
7667 

 
Deborah.Brown@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Northwest 
Professionals 

 
1025205 

 
 
 
 
 

1025209 

 
0408, Edit 

and Research 
Consultant 

 
 
 

0417 

 
Cal 

Endowment 
Parolee 
Reentry 
Program 

 
Sargent Shriver 

 
CFCC 

 
Diane Nunn 

 
415-
865-
7689 

 
Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Coloserve 

 
1010379 

 
0407 

Consultant IS 

 
Co-location for 

AOC web-
hosted system 
infrastructure 

 
Info Tech 
Services 

 
Mark 

Dusman 

 
415-
865-
4999 

 
Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Mono Group, 
Inc. 

 
ISD10021-
01 

 
0407 

 
IT 

Infrastructure 

 
Info Tech 
Services 

 
Mark 

Dusman 

 
415-
865-
4999 

 
Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
EPI-Use 
America, Inc. 

 
1026649 

 
0407 

 
Phoenix Staff 
Augmentation 

 
Trial Court 

Administrative 
Services 

 
Doug 

Kauffroath 

 
916-
263-
1462 

 
Doug.Kauffroath@jud.ca.gov 

 

        

mailto:Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Donna.Hershkowitz@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Deborah.Brown@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Dougam.Reynolds@jud.ca.gov
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Contract Vendor Contract 
Numbers 

Project Office  Office Director Information 

 
LLOP, Cristina 

 
1025276 

 
0417 

 
Various 
projects 

 
CFCC 

 
Diane Nunn 

 
415-
865-
7689 

 
Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
EDP Management 

 
1026111 

 
0407 

 
CASA 
Tracker 

 
CFCC 

 
Diane Nunn 

 
415-
865-
7689 

 
Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Concepts 2000 
Consulting 

 
1017052 

 
0407 

Data 
Integration 
Services 

 
Info Tech 
Services 

 
Mark 

Dusman 

 
415-
865-
4999 

 
Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Bold Planning 
Solutions 

 
1012693 

 
0417 

 
Security 

Grants and 
Admin.  

 

 
Security 

 
Malcolm 
Franklin 

 
415-
865-
8830 

 
Malcolm.Franklin@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
All Star Consulting 

 
HR11001-01 

 
0416 – 

Consultant HR 

 
HRMIS IT 
Developer 

 
Human 

Resources 

 
Ken Couch 

 
415-
865-
4271 

 
Ken.Couch@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
Infojini 

 
ISD10014-01 

 
0407 

 
Appellate 

CCMS 

 
Info Tech 
Services 

 
Mark 

Dusman 

 
415-
865-
4999 

 
Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov 

 

 
ADP 
 
 
 
Texas Lawyers For 
Children 

 
1010254A 
 
 
 
1012770 

 
0407 

 
 
 

0407 

 
ADP 

Customization-
Assigned Judges 

Payroll 
 

Calif. Legal 
Website 
Program 

 
Fiscal 

Services 
 
 

CFCC 

 
Zlatko 

Theodorovic 
 
 

Diane Nunn 

 
916-
263-
1397 

 
415-
865-
7689 

 
Zlatko.Theodorvic@jud.ca.gov 

 
 
 

Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov 
 

 
Orrick, Herrington 

 
1016601 

 
0407 

 
Consultants, 
Information 

Systems 

 
Legal 

Services 
Office 

 
Deborah 
Brown 

 
415-
865-
7667 

 
Deborah.Brown@jud.ca.gov 

 

mailto:Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Malcolm.Franklin@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Ken.Couch@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Mark.Dusman@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Zlatko.Theodorvic@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Diane.Nunn@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Deborah.Brown@jud.ca.gov
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2. GENERAL CONTRACT REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The contract documentation was obtained from the Business Services Unit of the Accounting 
Department of the Fiscal Services Office on an unredacted basis.  Additionally, the contracts and history 
of amendments were provided to the committee members. 
 
The contract review procedures, checklist, and review observations, comments and concerns forms were 
provided to all committee members as guidance for their reviews.  (Appendix E)  The documentation 
was then submitted and provided to each committee member prior to the review meeting. 
 
 

3. CONTRACT REVIEW PRESENTATION SUMARY 
 
The following ten contracts were presented and discussed at the March 6 and 7 2014 meeting of the 
A&E Committee. 
 

1. Juvenile Law Society 
2. Prometric, Inc. 
3. Haven Falls Motion Picture Co. 
4. Northwest Professionals 
5. Coloserve 
6. Mono Group, Inc. 
7. EPI-Use America, Inc. 
8. EDP Management 
9. All Star Consulting 
10. Texas Lawyers For Children 

 
A summary for each contract reviewed covered the following and is detailed for each of the ten 
contracts starting on the next page. 

1. Purpose of the contract 
2. Does the contract meet criteria to ensure that the contract is in support of judicial branch policy? 
3. Are there any financial or efficiency considerations from your review? 
4. Which entity or entities primarily benefit from this contract? 
5. Does the AOC benefit from the contract? 
6. Are there any concerns raised from your review? 
7. Follow-up questions necessary for the future – for the committee or others? 
8. Programmatic questions? 
9. Other comments, if any. 
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1. Juvenile Law Society 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Training of court appointed counsel in dependency 

counsel cases/program 
2 Does the contract meet criteria to 

ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

No; this is the best method available at the time 
given funding limitations. 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Superior courts – court appointed dependency 
counsel program. 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

No 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

a. The maximum funding available was limited 
and as a result, when the program was put out 
for bid, only one qualified vendor responded.  
Others bidders believed the funding was 
inadequate. 

b. Who should pay for training of CAC in 
dependency cases? 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

Should or can contract be sole sourced in the future 
or submitted for bids? 

8 Programmatic questions? Review of how dependency representation is 
effectively provided (future 

9 Other comments? As no funding is likely available in local courts and 
not in most of the contracts who pays for training.  
CFCC is also interested in a follow-up contract that 
would focus on developing a training model with 
greater use of volunteers, utilizing the developed 
curriculum plus developing a model for traiing such 
volunteers. 

 
 

2. Prometric, Inc. 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract The State retained the Contractor to provide 

services in support of the testing requirement for 
qualifying interpreters for the interpreter programs. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 
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3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

No 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Superior courts and interpreters 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Yes 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

None; There are some functions that require skills 
that are not available within the AOC and should 
not be developed within the AOC 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

None 

8 Programmatic questions? None. 
9 Other comments? The services under this contract are unique. 
 
 
 
 

3. Haven Falls Motion Picture Co. 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Provide video program available online and at 

individual courts to assist unrepresented litigants in 
civil harassment, small claims, and unlawful 
detainer cases. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

This is best or most effective and efficient manner 
of providing service. 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

 
Self-represented litigants, small claims courts. 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Indirectly 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

No 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

No 

8 Programmatic questions? Relatively inexpensive vehicle to improve / enhance 
access to justice.  Project beyond capabilities of 
AOC staff. 

9 Other comments? None 
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4. Northwest Professionals 

 
Question Summary Response 

1 Purpose of the contract Grant from Federal Stimulus monies to gather data 
to evaluate the benefit of parole re-entry programs 
in 6 pilot courts.  Legislatively mandated data 
gathering for legislative report. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

Legislatively mandated.  The AOC research unit is 
not large enough to complete on their own. 
 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Trial courts. 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

No 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

AOC staff would like to follow up with the Parolees 
to see how effective the intervention was on the 
children of the defendant’s but that is not part of the 
pilot program. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

No 

8 Programmatic questions? No 
9 Other comments? The contract cost was zero out of AOC budget. 
 
 
 

5. Coloserve 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Operation of the “public website” for the Judicial 

Council, Supreme Court, Appellate Courts and the 
AOC as well as the branch’s intranet, Serranus. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

No;  the AOC is reasonably looking into other ways 
to obtain service (i.e., Cloud with est. probable 
savings of 40%. 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Judicial Council, Supreme Court and Courts of 
Appeal 
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5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Yes; in part 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

Consideration as to whether the AOC contract with 
a trial court to provide a similar service should be 
explored for cost savings if feasible.  AOC PM 
evaluating. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

Amount of contract is consistent with this type of 
service. 

8 Programmatic questions? See Contract Review Observations, Comments, and 
Concerns form response to question 1. 

9 Other comments? No 
 
 
 

6. Mono Group, Inc. 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Work order under review is to provide a full-time 

contract project manager to administer allocations 
from the MOD fund and assist trial courts in 
maintaining and refreshing computer and network 
hardware/software. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 
 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

Probably not;  

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Trial courts 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Peripherally  

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

From a technical or expertise standpoint 
consideration to not outsource this position is 
necessary; rather have it an IT FTE. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for 
the future – for the committee or 
others? 

Use of Mod fund monies for contract personnel, 
limit outsourcing of Mod funds to true IT projects 
rather than ongoing programs,   

8 Programmatic questions? FTE funding rather that utilizing contractors should 
be considered. 

9 Other comments? Need for IT project manager classification to allow 
budget and hiring flexibility? 
Contractor has been with the AOC a long time 
through different external companies. 
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7. EPI-Use America, Inc. 

 
Question Summary Response 

1 Purpose of the contract Maintenance of the Phoenix Financial System;  
staffing services 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

None; based on information reviewed and 
explanation from PM 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Trial courts 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Indirectly as TCAS Office supports systems used 
for/by trial courts. 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

No; appears they are continuously evaluating and 
have made changes over the life of the agreement as 
well as in issuing the FRP for the current agreement. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

No 

8 Programmatic questions? No 
9 Other comments? None 
 
 
 

8. EDP Management 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract CASA Tracker Software program; contractor 

provides maintenance and support services to, and 
licensing for all CASA Tracker Software installed 
at 44 court sites. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

Contract to go to competitive bid process this year. 
Using this contract is better than each program 
doing these services themselves.  Big improvement 
from before. 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

All 44 courts who use program benefit. 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Yes; program has unified CASAs and allows AOC 
to keep tabs and generate invoices easily.  All 44 
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courts who use also benefit. 
6 Are there any concerns raised from 

your review? 
Work has been provided for 10 years but it is only 
now going to be competitively bid.  No ADR clause 
in contract in the event of a dispute/threat of 
litigation. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

ADR question above. 

8 Programmatic questions? This is a low dollar, small, non-controversial 
contract. 

9 Other comments? None 
 
 
 

9. All Star Consulting 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Consulting services to provide the required expertise 

in Oracle/PeopleSoft for the Human Resource 
Employee Management System (HREMS). 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

No.  Vendor has required technical expertise for 
HREMS.  Would not expect to have a staff person 
with Oracle People Soft expertise on staff at AOC 
for a less than full-time need for ongoing 
maintenance. 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

AOC, Supreme Court, DCA, CJP, HCRC 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Yes 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

AOC to explore the feasibility of moving HREMS 
onto Phoenix HR to have all HR on a single 
platform. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for 
the future – for the committee or 
others? 

See Contract Review Observations, Comments, and 
Concerns form responses for question 4 

8 Programmatic questions? No 
9 Other comments? ITSO and AOC divisions seem to be increasingly 

hampered by a competitive market for IT staff that is 
driving the need for consultants. 
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10. Texas Lawyers For Children (TLC) 
 

Question Summary Response 
1 Purpose of the contract Create the functionality for and host an interactive 

Internet-based information management system 
modeled after the current TLC Website (the 
“Derivative Website”) for Licensee’s use. 

2 Does the contract meet criteria to 
ensure that the contract is in support 
of judicial branch policy? 

 
Yes 

3 Are there any financial or efficiency 
considerations from your review? 

No 

4 Which entity or entities primarily 
benefit from this contract? 

Primarily juvenile attorneys, judges, and trial court 
staff 

5 Does the AOC benefit from the 
contract? 

Yes;  CFCC and LSO 

6 Are there any concerns raised from 
your review? 

Due to the way contract was executed initially, 
AOC is finding it hard to either move to create a site 
using AOC ITSO staff without infringing on the 
proprietary structure of the content of the contracted 
website. 

7 Follow-up questions necessary for the 
future – for the committee or others? 

Web technology is dated. 

8 Programmatic questions? None; vendor-provided usage data indicates that the 
website is widely used and that usage is increasing 
every year. 

9 Other comments? None 
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Leveraged Procurement Agreements 
Discussion at the meeting was focused on emphasizing or recommending that courts review the 
statewide master agreements and LPAs to save time and money.  Leveraged procurement agreements 
(LPAs) are defined in Chapter 6 of the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual as: 
 

Leveraged procurement typically involves consolidating the procurement needs of multiple entities, 
and leveraging the entities’ combined buying power to reduce prices, improve terms and conditions, 
or improve procurement efficiency. 
 
In this Manual, a leveraged procurement generally refers to either: 

• A JBE’s procurement of goods/services through the use of an agreement (the LPA) that is 
established by a third party entity with a Vendor, and which enables the JBE to procure 
goods/services from the Vendor (without competitive bidding) on the same or substantially 
similar terms as in the LPA; or 

• The establishment of an LPA by a JBE, on behalf of or in collaboration with other entities, 
that permits the JBE and other entities to procure goods or services from the Vendor that is 
contracted under the LPA. 

•  
As of January 1, 2014, information about LPAs established by the AOC is posted at: 
www.courts.ca.gov/procurementservices.htm. 
 
Committee recommendation for consideration: 
For the purpose of furthering statewide efficiency and potential cost savings in time and money, courts 
should continuously review the listing of master agreements and LPAs.  It would be helpful if these 
were compiled in one list that could be updated and sent periodically to the courts.  One of the 
challenges is that these master agreements and LPAs are found in several places and are not always easy 
to review.  A policy consideration might encompass the requirement to utilize master agreements and 
LPAs, where feasible and practical for courts.  This would be done with the understanding that an ‘opt 
out’ provision must be contained in the agreements that will allow a court to take advantage of 
procurement opportunities that may be available only to a single court (e.g. a special modular office 
furniture sale of county inventory made available at low cost to a court, special deal on office supplies 
from a local vendor going out of business, or other similar special circumstances.) 
 
In addition to the likely cost savings that courts would achieve from enhanced buying power under 
master agreements and LPAs and the relief from the administrative burden of conducting a competitive 
procurement, the effect of this policy would be to make clear to courts that do not take advantage of 
master agreements and LPAs that their decision-making may be subject to review in the event they come 
to the Judicial Council for supplemental funding.  Courts should be made aware that failure to use 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/procurementservices.htm.
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master agreements and LPAs, where available, would be included as part of the due-diligence financial 
analysis that would accompany their requests for funding augmentation at the Judicial Council. 

 
 

Long Term Consultants 
It is recommended that the AOC develop a process to review the use of long-term consultants to confirm 
the need to contract for their services for a long-term and also evaluate the feasibility of alternative 
solutions, including employing the consultants as regular employees. 
 
 
Use of consultants in information systems work 
AOC management has indicated that information systems consultants have been identified who have 
been working at the AOC for long time in specialized technical work.  Conversion to AOC employee 
status has been discussed with them.  There are various factors that influence the ability of the AOC to 
convert these individuals including budget constraints of the AOC and the Information Technology 
Services Office, position classification salary range constraints, and resource and expertise limitations. 
Consistent with the previous recommendation the AOC should justify the consultant use and retention, 
and the feasibility of alternative solutions and employment considerations be done. 
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APPENDICES 
 

APPENDICES 
A. Judicial Council Approved AOC Contract Review Duties 
B. Oracle Contract Statistics 
C. AOC Contracts Over $1 Million Noticed to the California State Auditor 
D. AOC Active Contracts – September 19, 2013, Consultant Contracts By Vendor 
E. Contract Review Procedures and Form Templates 

1. Procedures for the Committee’s Semiannual Review of AOC Contracts 
2. Contract Review Procedures Checklist 
3. Contract Review Observations, Comments, and Concerns 
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APPENDIX A 

Judicial Council Approved AOC Contract Review Duties 

Review and Reporting 
1. The Judicial Council should receive a semi-annual report on all AOC contracts that meet the review 

criteria established below to ensure that such contracts are in support of judicial branch policy as set 
by the Judicial Council. The report shall: 
a. Report on the results of the reviews. 
b. List all of the reviewed contracts by subject and amount encumbered. 

2. The review of specified contracts should be performed by the Advisory Committee on Financial 
Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch (A&E) or by a committee designated by the 
Chief Justice after consultation with the Executive & Planning Committee (E&P Committee).  

3. As appropriate and necessary on a case by case basis, with the approval of the E&P Committee, the 
designated committee may obtain independent technical advisory assistance in its review of 
contracts as the budget allows. 

4. The reviewing committee shall be available for special urgent reviews whenever requested by the 
Judicial Council or the E&P Committee.  

5. The reviewing committee shall include in the semi-annual reports its current oversight practices and 
any significant changes, trends, or issues identified in the contracting practices of the AOC, as 
reported to the committee by AOC management. 

6. Because the review of contracts and contracting practices involves a review of programs and their 
funding, certain policy issues may result from a review of the contracts. The reviews of contracts and 
the contract process should include an evaluation of the best or most effective and efficient manner 
of funding, operational efficiencies, or cost effectiveness that could be achieved by the programs. 

7. The Judicial Branch Contract Law requires the Judicial Council to adopt and publish a Judicial 
Brach Contracting Manual (JBCM) which will be updated and revised periodically for Judicial 
Council approval. Review of the updates and revisions review should be performed by the Advisory 
Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch (A&E) or by a 
committee designated by the Chief Justice after consultation with the Executive and Planning 
Committee. 

8. Annually, the reviewing committee shall receive and review a report of all AOC contracts. 
a. The report shall summarize pertinent information on each contract and be summarized by type of 

contract. 
b. The information contained in the report should include, at a minimum: initial contract date, 

contract expiration date, vendor name, contract number, amount encumbered, amounts paid, 
amount of time remaining on the contract, and number of amendments.  

c. The committee should identify any contracts that should be reviewed. 
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Review Criteria 

General 

1. All new contracts with a total contractual value in excess of $1,000,000 not specifically excluded as 
noted below. 
a. New contracts will be considered to be those that are not regular and reoccurring historically. 
b. A list of regular and reoccurring contracts shall be complied and presented for the committee’s 

review and concurrence. The listing shall be updated for each committee meeting. 
2. A sampling from the listing of all AOC contracts, which will be judgmentally selected by the 

committee. 
3. All existing contracts which have a significant change or amendment in amount, term, purpose, or 

nature, as determined by staff. Specific ‘triggers’ will be established as guidelines and may be 
adjusted periodically or as appropriate. This process should be similar to, or tailored after, 
procedures used by the Appellate Indigent Defense Oversight Advisory Committee. 

Specific 

1. Grants that are not for the benefit of the trial courts. 
2. Lease agreements for real property, equipment, and vehicles, as appropriate, upon committee 

request. 
 

Exclusions from the Committee’s Review 
1. All contracts addressed by the duties of the Court Facilities Advisory Committee and the Trial Court 

Facility Modification Advisory Committee. 
2. Contracts for litigation support provided by outside counsel. 
3. Grants that are for the benefit of the trial courts. 
4. Intra-branch agreements (IBAs) between the AOC and the trial courts. 
5. A review for compliance with the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual as that function is performed 

by the Legal Services Office and the Fiscal Services Office. 
 

Audits 

1. The council recognizes the California State Auditor’s responsibility for conducting audits of AOC 
contracts under Public Contract Code section 19210. These reports should be provided for 
informational purposes to the committee reviewing contracts. 

2. Audit issues related to the contract process and contracts included in audits conducted by the AOC 
Internal Audit Services Office should also be reviewed and evaluated by the committee. The review 
of contracts by the committee shall not duplicate the function or reviews conducted by the AOC’s 
Internal Audit Services Office. 

 
 
 

 
 



Page 22  May 13, 2014 

APPENDIX B 
Oracle Contract Statistics 

 
The following page provides summary Oracle Financial System Contract data as of September 19, 2013. 
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Number of contracts
Encumbered amount 100%
Amount billed on encumbrances 57%
Amount not billed 43%

Encumbered amount 100%
Amount billed on encumbrances 16%
Amount not billed 84%

Judicial Branch Entity  
# of 

Contracts
Supreme Court SC 1 1,826,404.63$          0.1% 1,716,199.70$          0.2% 110,204.93$        0.0%
Court of Appeal - 1st District 1DCA 1 2,800,348.00             0.1% 1,400,173.98            0.1% 1,400,174.02       0.2%
Court of Appeal - 2nd District 2DCA 1 4,853,844.00             0.2% 2,831,409.00            0.3% 2,022,435.00       0.2%
Court of Appeal - 3rd District 3DCA 6 2,441,753.64             0.1% 1,582,496.50            0.1% 859,257.14           0.1%
Court of Appeal - 4th District 4DCA 1 4,265,633.00             0.2% 2,488,285.94            0.2% 1,777,347.06       0.2%
Court of Appeal - 5th District 5DCA 1 2,097,361.00             0.1% 1,223,460.76            0.1% 873,900.24           0.1%
Court of Appeal - 6th District 6DCA 1 1,591,079.00             0.1% 928,129.44                0.1% 662,949.56           0.1%
Office of Appellate Court Services ATCJ 1 5,585,218.00             0.3% 1,861,739.32            0.2% 3,723,478.68       0.4%
Center for Families, Children & the Courts CFCC 220 473,703,384.00        24.0% 346,451,272.60        30.6% 127,252,111.40   15.2%
Center for Judiciary Education and Research CJER 5 1,084,826.48             0.1% 602,583.74                0.1% 482,242.74           0.1%
Commission on Juidicial Performance CJP **  
Court Operations Special Services Office CPAS/COSSO 2 57,638.00                  0.0% 41,556.92                  0.0% 16,081.08             0.0%
Fiscal Services Office FIN 6 24,463,849.74          1.2% 17,543,327.56          1.5% 6,920,522.18       0.8%
Habeas Corpus Resource Center HCRC 60 1,466,301.50             0.1% 1,058,571.14            0.1% 407,730.36           0.0%
Human Resources Services Office HR 4 10,505,296.39          0.5% 8,951,256.24            0.8% 1,554,040.15       0.2%
Information Technology Services Office (1) IS 74 167,331,260.39        8.5% 147,018,556.10        13.0% 20,312,704.29     2.4%
Information Technology Services Office (2) ITSO 8 20,543,646.20          1.0% 18,742,539.13          1.7% 1,801,107.07       0.2%
Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office JBCP 22 56,613,932.52          2.9% 48,567,776.23          4.3% 8,046,156.29       1.0%
Judicial & Court Administrative Services Div JCASD 1 6,000.00                    0.0% 2,742.14                    0.0% 3,257.86               0.0%
Legal Services Office (1) LSO 34 2,377,977.03             0.1% 1,651,234.92            0.1% 726,742.11           0.1%
Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office OCCM 201 1,143,085,462.80     58.0% 501,101,221.50        44.3% 641,984,241.30   76.5%
Office of Security OERS 2 1,217,774.50             0.1% 1,189,173.50            0.1% 28,601.00             0.0%
Legal Services Office (2) OGC 26 3,449,209.91             0.2% 2,872,829.08            0.3% 576,380.83           0.1%
Office of Real Estate and Facilities Mgmt. REFM 47 35,017,365.14          1.8% 20,431,336.91          1.8% 14,586,028.23     1.7%
Trail Court Administrative Services Division TCAD 2 3,484,776.44             0.2% 1,613,400.00            0.1% 1,871,376.44       0.2%
Trial Court Liason Office TCLO 1 1,716,000.00             0.1% 35,805.00                  0.0% 1,680,195.00       0.2%

Total  728 1,971,586,342.31$   100% 1,131,907,077.35$  100% 839,679,264.96$ 100%

** Commission on Judicial Performance is on Oracle but data is confidential

AOC Office  
# of 

Contracts
Office of Appellate Court Services ATCJ 1 5,585,218.00             0.3% 1,861,739.32            0.2% 3,723,478.68       0.4%
Center for Families, Children & the Courts CFCC 220 473,703,384.00        24.3% 346,451,272.60        31.0% 127,252,111.40   15.3%
Center for Judiciary Education and Research CJER 5 1,084,826.48             0.1% 602,583.74                0.1% 482,242.74           0.1%
Court Operations Special Services Office CPAS/COSSO 2 57,638.00                  0.0% 41,556.92                  0.0% 16,081.08             0.0%
Fiscal Services Office FIN 6 24,463,849.74          1.3% 17,543,327.56          1.6% 6,920,522.18       0.8%
Judicial & Court Administrative Services Div JCASD 1 6,000.00                    0.0% 2,742.14                    0.0% 3,257.86               0.0%
Human Resources Services Office HR 4 10,505,296.39          0.5% 8,951,256.24            0.8% 1,554,040.15       0.2%
Information Technology Services Office (1) IS 74 167,331,260.39        8.6% 147,018,556.10        13.1% 20,312,704.29     2.4%
Information Technology Services Office (2) ITSO 8 20,543,646.20          1.1% 18,742,539.13          1.7% 1,801,107.07       0.2%
Office of Security OERS 2 1,217,774.50             0.1% 1,189,173.50            0.1% 28,601.00             0.0%
Trail Court Administrative Services Division TCAD 2 3,484,776.44             0.2% 1,613,400.00            0.1% 1,871,376.44       0.2%
Trial Court Liason Office TCLO 1 1,716,000.00             0.1% 35,805.00                  0.0% 1,680,195.00       0.2%

326 709,699,670.14$      36.4% 544,053,952.25$      48.6% 165,645,717.89$ 19.9%

Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office (1) JBCP 22 56,613,932.52          2.9% 48,567,776.23          4.3% 8,046,156.29       1.0%
Legal Services Office (1) LSO 34 2,377,977.03             0.1% 1,651,234.92            0.1% 726,742.11           0.1%
Legal Services Office (2) OGC 26 3,449,209.91             0.2% 2,872,829.08            0.3% 576,380.83           0.1%
Judicial Branch Capital Projects Office (2) OCCM 201 1,143,085,462.80     58.6% 501,101,221.50        44.8% 641,984,241.30   77.2%
Office of Real Estate and Facilities Mgmt. REFM 47 35,017,365.14          1.8% 20,431,336.91          1.8% 14,586,028.23     1.8%

330 1,240,543,947.40$   63.6% 574,624,398.64$      51.4% 665,919,548.76$ 80.1%
656 1,950,243,617.54$   100.0% 1,118,678,350.89$  100.0% 831,565,266.65$ 100.0%

656 1,950,243,617.54$   98.9% 1,118,678,350.89$  98.8% 831,565,266.65$ 99.0%
72 21,342,724.77$        1.1% 13,228,726.46$        1.2% 8,113,998.31$     1.0%

728 1,971,586,342.31$   100% 1,131,907,077.35$  100% 839,679,264.96$ 100%

Contracts By Judicial Branch Entity

Amount Encumbered Amount Billed Amount Not Billed

AOC Contracts 

Amount Encumbered Amount Billed Amount Not Billed

OTHER JUDICIAL BRANCH ENTITY CONTRACTS
TOTAL JUDICIAL BRANCH CONTRACTS

AOC CONTRACTS

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA/ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
AOC - ACTIVE CONTRACTS REPORT

Oracle Contract Statistics 
Contract Data As of September 19, 2013

TOTAL AOC CONTRACTS

728

200,817,205.25$                         
32,814,866.33$                           

168,002,338.92$                         

Population

1,971,586,342.31$                     
1,131,907,077.38$                     

839,679,231.90$                         

Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Contracts Only

 
APPENDIX C 
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AOC Contracts Over $1 Million Noticed to the California State Auditor 
 

See next page. 
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JBE Date Executed Contractor Name Contract No.
Amendment 

No.
Contract Amount 

(as amended) Type of Services
Administrative 
Office of the 

August 13, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of San 
Francisco

1026783  $1,208,409.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year, 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 15, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Alameda 1026747  $1,370,828.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year, 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 15, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of San 
Diego

1026782  $2,298,717.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year, 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 15, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Santa 
Clara

1026790  $2,041,379.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year, 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 16, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Fresno 1026755  $2,022,627.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 19, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Orange 1026775  $2,801,466.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 23, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of San 
Bernardino

1026781  $3,304,520.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 23, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Riverside 1026778  $1,257,049.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 23, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of Contra 
Costa

1026752  $1,014,068.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

August 23, 2013 Greater Bakersfield Legal Assistance, Inc. 1024215 3 $1,186,075.00 Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Project Contract for Greater Bakersfield 
Legal Assistance, Inc.

Administrative 
Office of the 

September 5, 2013 Superior Court of California,  County of 
Sacramento

1026779  $1,340,135.00 Child Support Commissioner Program for Fiscal  Year 2013-2014

Administrative 
Office of the 

September 24, 2013 Theresa G. Klein 1025560 1 $1,431,500.08 Court-appointed dependency proceedings to the Superior Court of 
California, County of San Luis Obispo

Administrative 
Office of the 

September 24, 2013 Dependency Legal Services 1025735 1 $1,196,159.59 Court-appointed dependency Council Services to the Court of 
California, County of Sonoma for parents, guardians, and de facto 

Administrative 
Office of the 

October 21, 2013 Jacqueline D. Gillespie 1025737 1 $1,130,210.00 Court-appointed dependency council services to the Superior Court 
of California, County of Sonoma for children and youth, including 

Administrative 
Office of the 

October 21, 2013 State Bar of California 1027189  $16,110,806.00 Administration of the Equal Access Fund FY 13-14

Administrative 
Office of the 

October 29, 2013 Superior Court of CA, County of Los Angeles (FLF) 1026707  $2,363,706.00 Family Law Facilitator Program for Fiscal Year 13-14

Administrative 
Office of the 

October 29, 2013 Superior Court of CA, County of Los Angeles 
(CSC)

1026764  $6,524,767.00 Child Support Commissioner Program Fiscal Year 13-14

Administrative 
Office of the 

November 6, 2013 Superior Court of CA, County of San Luis Obispo 1025886 1 $3,360,000.00 Replacement Case Management and Document Management 
Systems Funding

Administrative 
Office of the 

December 2, 2013 First District Appellate Project (FDAP) 1027528  $2,800,348.00 Provide legal services to counsel appointed in appeals and perform 
certain functions for the First Appellate District Court

Administrative 
Office of the 

December 2, 2013 Sixth District Appellate Program (SDAP) 1027533  $1,591,079.00 Provide legal services to counsel appointed in appeals and perform 
certain functions for the Sixth Appellate District Court

Administrative 
Office of the 

December 3, 2013 Superior Court of California, County of Los 
Angeles

1027500  $1,117,000.00 FY "2013-2014 Complex Litigation Funding

Administrative 
Office of the 

December 3, 2013 John P. Passalacqua 1017713 7 $1,017,517.87 Court appointed dependency counsel services to the Superior Court 
of California, Counties of Lake and Mendocino

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA / ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE SECTION 19204 - AOC CONTRACTS OVER $1 MILLION NOTICED TO THE CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR

PERIOD COVERED:   JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2013
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APPENDIX D 
AOC Active Contracts – September 19, 2013, Consultant Contracts By Vendor 
 

See report starting on the next page. 
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APPENDIX E 
Contract Review Procedures and Form Templates 

 
On the following pages are: 

• Procedures for the Committee’s Semiannual Review of AOC Contracts 
• Contract Review Procedures Checklist 
• Contract Review Observations, Comments, and Concerns 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
 AND EFFICIENCY FOR THE JUDICIAL BRANCH 

 
PROCEDURES FOR THE COMMITTEE’S 

SEMIANNUAL REVIEW OF AOC CONTRACTS 
 

 
I. Contract listings and statements prepared by AOC management 

A. Systems extract from Oracle 
1. Prepare summary report 

a. All contracts 
b. AOC contracts showing contracts amounts excluded by policy 

2. Prepare listing of all AOC contracts subject to review  
B. Provide a lease agreement for real property, equipment, and vehicles report 
C. Update the  list of regular and reoccurring contracts for committee review 
D. New AOC contracts in excess of $1 million since the last committee review 

1. Identify all that meet the criteria 
2. Provide short  synopsis on the contracts listed 

E. Identify any contracts requested by the Judicial Council or E&P Committee for urgent review. 
F. Identify any existing contracts which have a significant change or amendment in amount, term, 

purpose, or nature based on committee identified ‘triggers.’ 
G. Identify any significant changes, trends, or issues in AOC contracting practices for inclusion in 

the committee’s report to the Judicial Council. 
 

II. Contract Review Selection 
A. Identify contract type or category for review and have contract review population report 

prepared. 
B. Assign contracts to committee members for review (requests for specific contracts by members 

will be considered) 
 

III. Contract Review Process 
Primary contacts regarding the contract process: 

 General arrangements  Susan Reeves, 415-865-4601, Susan.Reeves@jud.ca.gov 
 AOC Fiscal Services Office, contract policies and procedures technical information: 
  Accounting:   Pat Haggerty, 415-865-7922, Pat.Haggerty@jud.ca.gov 
  Business Services: 
    Grant Walker, 415-865-4090, Grant.Walker@jud.ca.gov 
    Stephen Saddler, 415-865-7989, Stephen.Saddler@jud.ca.gov 
  Contact the individuals above to provide you with contract background,   
 explanations, and technical assistance. 
 

A.  Provide copy of assigned contract to committee member (electronic copy of entire contract or 
extract of appropriate sections) and other pertinent documents  
1. Request for contract (contract transmittal form, electronic requisition, non-competitive bid 

request, etc. as appropriate and necessary) 

mailto:Susan.Reeves@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Pat.Haggerty@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Grant.Walker@jud.ca.gov
mailto:Stephen.Saddler@jud.ca.gov
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2. Extract sections (different contract templates may have different titles for similar items) 
a. Cover summary 
b. Description/statement of work 
c. Terms and conditions 
d. Pricing 

3. Amendments 
a. Latest amendment 
b. Consider reasoning for number of amendments, if numerous 
c. Schedule detailing the amendments and the purpose of each amendment 

B. Evaluation of program and funding considerations based on review of contract 
1. Identify any policy or procedural issues 
2. Evaluate best or most effective and efficient manner of funding, operational efficiencies, or 

cost effectiveness that could be achieved by the program. 
C. Other considerations in reviewing the contracts and discussion with office director 

1. Review history of contract from initiation.  Consider why AOC needed and still needs the 
contract. 

2. Determine if this is a regular and reoccurring contract and why it is if it is. 
3. Determine if the contract was competitively procured and if not, why wasn’t it. 
4. Determine when the last time the contract was procured and are there option years involved. 
5. Has there been a significant change or amendment in the contract and why? 
6. Who benefits from the contract and to what degree? 
7. Is this the best or most effective and efficient manner of obtaining the services or 

deliverables in the contract? 
D. Discussion with office director and contract project manager responsible for contract 

1. Contact responsible director and/or manager to discuss contract 
2. Have Susan Reeves arrange meeting via conference call, etc.  

E. Contract review forms 
1. For each contract complete forms provided  

a. Contract Review Procedures Checklist 
b. Contract Review Observations, Comments, and Concerns  (one form for each contract 

reviewed) 
2. Submit forms to Susan Reeves for discussion at next committee meeting. The forms will be 

sent out prior to the committee meeting for review. 
 

IV. Technical advisory assistance 
A. Committee members should identify the specific need for specific technical assistance to the 

committee chair. 
B. Committee chair and vice-chair to review and seek approval and funding. 
 

V. Committee meeting to present committee member review of contracts 
A. Committee members present result s of their reviews to committee 
B. Contract office director / project manager may be invited to meeting to respond to questions 
C. Meeting – in person and periodic video conference by region 

1.  Semiannual meeting  
a. September with data from the six months ending June 30 
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b.  March with data from the six months ending December 31 
 

VI. Judicial Council Report. 
A. Prepare report on the results of the semiannual review for the Judicial Council 

1. Summarize pertinent information on each contract reviewed by type of contract. 
2. Ensure required information according to duty statement is provided. 

B. Other information as necessary. 
 

VII. Other miscellaneous  
A. Document any other observations, comments, and concerns for the committee’s attention based 

on your review. 
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A&E COMMITTEE 
CONTRACT REVIEW PROCEDURES CHECKLIST 

 
Committee Member____________________ 
 
Signature _____________________________ Date completed and submitted:_______________ 
 

Contract Number   
Vendor Name   

Amount Encumbered   
Contract record date   

Contract expiration date   
 

Procedures Performed (Note 1)   
Review of contract with Business Services/ Office 

Director 
  

A Review contract With Business Services / Program 
Mgr. 

  

 1 Did you contact Business Services to review the 
contract? 

  

 2 Were there issues that resulted from that 
review? 

  

  If yes, use the comment form.   
 3 Did you contact Office Director and/or Program 

Manager to review the contract? 
  

 4 Were there issues that resulted from that 
review? 

  

  If yes, use the comment form.   
    

General Review of Contract   
A Contract History   
 1 Reviewed history of contract and why AOC is 

outsourcing the work 
  

 2 Is this a regular and reoccurring contract?   
  How long has this work been provided?   
  Has it been the same vendor?   
 3 When was the last time the contract service or 

good was procured prior to this contract? 
  

 4 Does the AOC benefit from the contract?   
  If not, what entity or entities benefit?   
     

B Request for contract   
 1 Reviewed documentation requesting the 

contract. 
  

 2 Request appears reasonable and appropriate   
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C Statement of Work   
 1 Reviewed Statement of Work   
 2 Statement of Work complete, clear, sufficiently 

detailed scope especially for large dollars, etc. 
  

 3    
     
     
  Contract Number 
    
    

D Pricing / cost   
 1 Reviewed the pricing / cost section of the 

contract 
  

 2 Determine section is clear, payment schedule 
reasonable, retainage (if applicable) reasonable, 

payment milestones appropriate (e.g., 
deliverable), etc. 

  

     
E Competitive Procurement   
 1 Was the contract competitively procured?   
  If not, was documentation prepared that 

reasonably justifies it not being competitively 
procured (e.g., a non-competitive bid form)? 

  

 2    
     

F Amendments   
 1 Has the contract been amended?   
  How many times has it been amended?   
 2 Were there significant changes or amendments?    
  Were the changes or amendment appropriate 

and necessary? 
  

     
     
     
 Program review   
 1 Is this the best or most effective and efficient 

manner of obtaining the services or deliverables 
in the contract? 

  

 2 Are there operational efficiencies or cost 
effectiveness considerations that can or should 

be considered by the program? 

  

     
 Contract Review Observation, Comments, and 

Concerns 
  

 1 Comment form completed and attached (Note 2)   
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 Committee Meeting Requirements   
 1 How much time do you estimate you will  need to 

present the results of your review of the 
contract? 

  

 2 Will you require the office director and/or the 
program manager to be present at the meeting? 

  

 
Notes: 

1. There will be a number of questions on the checklist that simply require a yes or no response.  
Generally if there is a no response it will result in a comment on the Contract Review 
Observations, Comments, and Concerns Form.  

2. For all comments where additional information or concerns require elaboration, please use the 
Contract Review Observations, Comments, and Concerns Form. 

Remember this is not a review to evaluate compliance with the Judicial Branch Contract 
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A&E COMMITTEE 

CONTRACT REVIEW OBSERVATIONS, COMMENTS, AND 
CONCERNS  

In completing this form, please provide clear and specific comments or impressions.  Comments should 
summarize your observations, concerns or impressions, since the intent is to further explain the 
comments during your presentation at the committee meeting. 

 

Committee Member  

Date Completed  

Contract Reviewed (Vendor)  

Contract Number  
 
 

CONTRACT REVIEW OBSERVATIONS, COMMENTS, AND CONCERNS 
1. Note any general or specific issues you’d like to discuss with the committee about 

this contract. 
 
 
 
2. List any procedural questions that you have for or as a result of your meeting with 

AOC Business Services staff about the contract or procurement process concerning 
this contract. 

 
 
 

3. Note any programmatic questions that you have for or as a result of your meeting 
with the AOC office director or project staff. If you need more information, describe 
what you would like to receive. 

 

 

4. Offer any relevant information that you’ve learned during this process that you’d like 
to share with the committee. 

 
 
 

5. Note any recurring issues or trends that came to your attention. 
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