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The Governor of California
President pro Tempore of the Senate
Speaker of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

As requested by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, the California State Auditor presents
this audit report concerning the funds that the State and local governments receive from the
penalties assessed pursuant to specified Government and Penal Code sections (penalties and fees).

This report concludes that California’s current approach to funding state and county programs
through penalties and fees from criminal and traffic violations has proven problematic both for
the programs that rely on those funds and for drivers who receive costly citations. Specifically,
penalties and fees intended to help pay for various programs were added to state law in a piecemeal
fashion over time, and the resulting revenue has been inconsistent. Although these penalties
and fees generate more than $450 million annually for numerous state funds, the revenue is
derived from penalty and fee amounts that do not appear to be based on the needs of the funded
programs. Further, the revenue collected from penalties and fees is trending downward, creating
challenges for many of the programs that rely on this revenue to provide services. For example,
penalty and fee revenues for state funds have decreased by 14 percent to 25 percent over the last
three years. Many of these funds rely on penalties for 50 percent or more of their annual revenue.

These penalties and fees also create a financial burden on drivers, particularly low-income
individuals who may be unable to pay them. In fact, the cost of certain traffic offenses increase
six-fold after the penalties and fees are included. Further, many of the penalties are paying for
programs that are not directly related to the traffic offenses for which they are incurred. To
address the problematic nature of the current funding approach, the Legislature would need
to make public policy decisions about whether and to what extent to fund the programs currently
receiving penalty and fee revenue. We provide recommendations of possible approaches to
address the concerns we identified.

Respectfully submitted,

e V). Hreole

ELAINE M. HOWLE, CPA
State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 Sacramento, CA 95814 916.445.0255 916.327.0019 fax www.auditor.ca.gov
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Summary

Results in Brief

California’s current approach to funding state and county programs
through penalties and fees from criminal and traffic violations

has proven problematic both for the programs that rely on those
funds and for drivers who receive costly citations. Although our
report focuses on traffic violations, the state laws that impose the
various penalties and fees on traffic violations apply to all criminal
violations as well. The State and the county entities we reviewed
distributed the penalty and fee revenue to the appropriate funds
during the months we reviewed, and they ultimately spent the
money for allowable purposes; however, the State’s approach lacks

a systematic strategy. Specifically, penalties and fees intended

to help pay for various programs were added to state law in a
piecemeal fashion over time, and the resulting revenue has been
inconsistent. These penalties and fees also create a financial burden
for drivers, particularly low-income individuals who may miss
payments and thus may face additional fines. The Legislature should
reconsider the entire penalty and fee structure (criminal and traffic),
decide whether to adjust or eliminate penalty and fee amounts,

and whether to distribute the resulting revenue differently.

Although these penalties and fees currently generate more than
$450 million annually for numerous state funds, the revenue

is derived from penalty and fee amounts that do not appear to

be based on the needs of the programs. This makes it unclear
whether the amount of revenue is sufficient to fund the service or
program for which it is collected. Further, the revenue collected
from penalties and fees is trending downward, creating challenges
for many of the programs that rely on this revenue to provide
services. For example, penalty and fee revenues for state funds have
decreased by 14 percent to 25 percent over the last three years as
the number of criminal cases filed has decreased and as more fines,
penalties, and fees have gone unpaid.

Penalties and fees added to traffic fines have gone unpaid partially
because they are a significant financial burden for the driving
public, especially low-income individuals. Traffic infractions that
carry a base fine of $35 can cost an individual $237 after penalties
and fees are included. Until recently, those who did not pay their
fines and penalties may also have had their licenses suspended.
According to the Legislature, these penalties are regressive in that
they are particularly harmful to individuals who can least afford to
pay high fines.

April 2018

Audit Highlights . . .

Our review of the revenue received from
penalties and fees state laws impose on
criminal and traffic violations highlighted
the following:

» Penalties and fees intended to help pay
for various programs were added to state
law in a piecemeal fashion over time and
revenue has been inconsistent.

» Revenue generated is derived from
penalty and fee amounts that do not
appear to be based on the needs of the
programs and is trending downward,
creating a challenge for many of the
programs that rely on this revenue.

» Penalties and fees added to traffic fines
have gone unpaid partially because
they are a significant financial burden
for the driving public, especially
low-income individuals.

» Many penalties are paying for programs
that are not directly connected to
the offense.
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In addition, many of the penalties are paying for programs that are
not directly connected to the offense. While an individual cited

for an offense, such as failing to stop at a stop sign, will pay some
penalties that support court-related programs, he or she will also
pay other penalties that fund emergency medical air transportation
and DNA identification services, neither of which is related to the
failure to stop except in very specific circumstances.

Pending legislation would address the significant costs to

indigent individuals by requiring judges to reduce the amount
those individuals must pay in certain cases. However, these changes
could also further reduce revenue from penalties. Thus, additional
action needs to be taken to address the State’s approach of using
penalty and fee revenue to fund programs.

Selected Recommendations

Legislature

To ensure consistent funding streams for state and county
programs, the Legislature should consider whether, and to what
extent, to fund the programs that currently receive penalty and fee
revenue from criminal and traffic violations. The Legislature could
adjust or eliminate individual penalties and fees by considering the
following factors identified in our report:

+ Revenue trends and reliability of penalties and fees as
funding sources.

+ The significant financial impact of penalties and fees on
low-income individuals.

+ How well aligned the uses of penalty and fee revenues are with
the offenses that give rise to the penalty or fee.

+ The seemingly arbitrary amount of the penalty or fee.
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Introduction

Background

As an approach to generating revenue for state and county programs,
the Legislature has established in several sections of state law
numerous financial penalties and fees that are levied on criminal

and public offenses, including violations of the Vehicle Code.!
Violations of the Vehicle Code are also referred to as traffic violations.
Our review focused on penalties and fees resulting from traffic
violations—those penalties and fees that are added to traffic tickets.?
However, the data for penalty and fee revenue that the State collects,
and that we reviewed, are an aggregate of all criminal penalties and
fees, including those added to traffic and nontraffic violations.

These penalties and fees currently generate more than $450 million
annually. According to data available from the Judicial Council

of California (Judicial Council), traffic cases comprised the large
majority—approximately 82 percent on average—of all criminal case
filings in the State from fiscal years 2014—15 through 2015-16.3 As
such, we used the State’s penalty and fee data for our analysis.

An individual who receives a citation for a traffic
violation is assessed an amount that consists of a

base fine plus several penalties and fees, as defined Definitions of Key Terms

in the text box. The base fine depends on the type of
violation. Traffic violations fall into three categories:
infractions, misdemeanors, and felonies. Traffic
infractions are generally minor offenses not
punishable by time in jail but by a base fine of up to
$100, and they include offenses such as speeding or
failing to stop at a stop sign. State law requires the
Judicial Council to establish a uniform traffic
penalty schedule for all nonparking infractions of
the Vehicle Code unless a judge in a particular case
specifies a different penalty. Traffic misdemeanors
are offenses punishable by imprisonment in a
county jail, a base fine of up to $1,000, or both.
This type of violation includes driving under the
influence of alcohol and/or drugs and reckless

Base Fine: A monetary sanction imposed in criminal cases
as set forth in state law. The maximum base fine varies from
violation to violation.

Penalty or Surcharge: An amount added to the base
fine and imposed as part of the monetary punishment for
a crime.

Fee or Assessment: An amount added to the base fine
that is imposed for cost-recovery purposes, such as covering
the cost of court operations in processing a case. Fees are
intended to be used for specific purposes.

Source: Judicial Council’s 2016 white paper on the Structure and
Collection of Criminal Fines and Fees.

driving. Lastly, traffic felonies are generally serious offenses
punishable by imprisonment, a base fine of no less than $1,000 and
up to $10,000, or both. An example of a traffic felony is the failure
of an individual to stop his or her vehicle after being involved in an

accident resulting in injury or death to another person.

T We explain violations of the Vehicle Code in more detail in the Scope and Methodology section

beginning on page 10.

2 The penalties and fees that we reviewed are not imposed on parking tickets.

3 The Judicial Council incorporated traffic and nontraffic infractions into its data on criminal

case filings.
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In addition to the base fine, state law imposes further penalties,
surcharges, and fees on individuals cited for traffic violations.
Many of the penalties we reviewed are calculated as a certain dollar
amount per every increment of $10, or any part of $10, of the base
fine. Figure 1 shows an example calculation for a $35 base fine

and a penalty set at $10. As Table 1 demonstrates, many penalties
have amounts that range from $1 to $10 per $10 of the base fine.
Furthermore, the fees we reviewed are a set amount per conviction,
and the state surcharge is calculated as a percentage of the total
base fine used to calculate the state penalty.

Figure 1
Some Penalties Are Calculated Based on Increments of the Base Fine

10

10
$35 4 X $10 = $40

PENALTY
10 INCREMENTS ~ PENALTY FOR EVERY ADDEDTO
INCREMENT OF $10 THE BASE FINE
BASE FINE OR PART OF $10

S

Source: California State Auditor’s analysis of state law.

Table 1 also identifies the administering agencies responsible for
overseeing the spending of revenue from the funds associated with
the penalties we reviewed, the code and section that established the
penalty or fee, and the respective fund into which the penalty or
fee must be deposited. These funds support various state and local
government programs and services. For the $7 county penalty,
each county’s board of supervisors has determined by resolution
the proportion of the revenue to be deposited into specific county
funds. The base fines are generally transferred to specific funds
within the local jurisdiction where the violation occurred. We
discuss the different types of programs that these funds help pay
for in more detail later in this report.
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Table 1
The Numerous Penalties and Fees Imposed on All Traffic Violations Are Distributed Into Many State and County Funds

Prosecutors and Public
Defenders Training
Fund

CODE
(IN EFFECT AS OF
PENALTY/FEE FUND ADMINISTERING AGENCY JUNE 26,2017) AMOUNT ($)
State Penalty* State Penalty Fund Penal Code (PC) 1464

Fish and Game PC 1464 (f)(1)

Preservation Fund .

Restitution Fund PC 1464 (f)(2) E

&

Peace Officers’ PC 1464 (f)(3) §

Training Fund 2

Driver Training Penalty PC 1464 (f)(4) £

ALL REVENUE Assessment Fund g

FROM THE X L e

STATE PENALTY Corrections Training PC 1464(f)(5) s

TRANSFERS TO Fund N

THESE FUNDS a

Local Public PC 1464(f)(6) g

2

£

g

&

g

Victim-Witness PC 1464 (f)(7)
Assistance Fund
Traumatic Brain PC 1464 (f)(8)(A)
Injury Fund
County Penalty Various Government Code
(GC) 76000
DNA Penalty (county)Jr DNA Identification GC76104.6 (a)(1)
Fund (county)
DNA Penalty (state) DNA Identification GC76104.7 (a)
Fund (state)
Emergency Medical Air EMAT Act Fund GC 76000.10 (c)(1)
Transportation (EMAT)
Penalty
Emergency Medical Services = Maddy EMS Fund GC 76000.5
(EMS) Penalty (county)
State Court Immediate and Critical GC 70372
Construction Penalty Needs Account/

State Court Facilities
Construction Fund

Criminal Conviction Immediate and Critical GC70373
Assessment Needs Account

Court Operations Trial Court Trust Fund PC 1465.8
Assessment

State Surcharge State General Fund PC 1465.7

Source: State law.

* The State Penalty is split, with 30 percent retained by the county and 70 percent deposited in the State Penalty Fund. This fund is a pass-through fund
for the funds listed beneath it in the table. Historically, the State Controller’s Office (State Controller) has distributed the revenue based on the percentages
stated in the law; however, recent legislation removed the previously required percentages. According to the Department of Finance (Finance), beginning
June 27,2017, applicable programs can spend directly out of the State Penalty Fund according to their authorized budget.

T Of the revenue collected for the county DNA Penalty, 75 percent is deposited in the county DNA Identification Fund and 25 percent is transferred to
the State’s DNA Identification Fund. All of the revenue collected for the state DNA Penalty is transferred to the State’s DNA Identification Fund.
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Table 2

The penalties and fees have been added to state law over time,
resulting in a significant total cost for each traffic violation. Table 2
shows the year when each penalty or fee was added to state law
and the total cost of a violation as of that year. Currently, for
example, an individual who is guilty of a traffic infraction with a
base fine of $35 could pay up to $237 after all associated penalties
and fees are added to the base fine. In fact, the total cost for a traffic
infraction almost doubled from 2002 to 2010. It is also important
to note that failure to pay all or any portion of a fine may result in
an additional civil assessment of up to $300. What is more, until
state law changed in 2017, an individual’s driver’s license could be
suspended for failure to pay a fine.

Over Time, Penalties and Fees Have Significantly Increased the Cost of Traffic Violations

YEAR ADDED
PENALTY TO STATE LAW
Base fineT
State Penalty 1980
County Penalty 1991
State Court Construction Penalty 2002
State Surcharge 2002
Court Operations Assessment 2003
DNA Penalty (county) 2004
DNA Penalty (state) 2006
EMS Penalty (county) 2006
Criminal Conviction Assessment 2008
EMAT Penalty 2010

EXAMPLES OF TOTAL AMOUNTS OWED

INFRACTION* MISDEMEANOR*
AMOUNT TOTAL COST TOTAL COST
(AS OF JUNE 26, 2017) cosT (AS OF YEAR IMPOSED) cosT (AS OF YEAR IMPOSED)

Sources: State law, legislative bill analyses, and the Judicial Council’s Uniform Bail and Penalty schedules.

* An infraction is a minor violation, such as failing to stop at a stop sign ($35). A misdemeanor is a more significant violation, such as driving

with a suspended license ($300).

T The examples in this table reflect base fines for a first conviction. The base fine for certain Vehicle Code violations increases by $10 for each prior
moving violation conviction within the past 36 months, so the base fine for an individual can be higher than the amounts shown.

Furthermore, counties can choose whether to levy certain penalties,
so the total number and amount of penalties differs by county. For
example, Sacramento County did not impose the $2 EMS penalty
for every $10 increment or part of $10 until Ianuary 2018, s0 a
violation in Sacramento County occurring earlier than 2018 would
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not have included this penalty while a violation in the counties

of San Mateo, Merced, or Los Angeles would have included it. In
addition, courts that conduct night or weekend sessions of the court
can choose to impose a $1 per case night or weekend court fee.

Research has shown that California’s traffic fines are among the
highest in the nation. For example, according to a May 2017 report
published by the Lawyers” Committee for Civil Rights, California’s
$490 total fine for a red-light violation is the highest amount of all
the states. The Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) came to a similar
conclusion in 2016, finding that California’s fines and fees associated
with common traffic offenses were high compared to 33 other states
that the LAO surveyed.

The State and County Entities That We Reviewed Have Distributed
Penalty and Fee Revenue Appropriately

Several state and county entities have a role in collecting,
distributing, and spending penalty and fee revenue. Although

we did not review the collection processes, we verified that the
collected amounts were distributed in the manner state law and
county resolution require. As shown in Figure 2 on the following
page, the general process starts when a county court collects
penalty and fee revenue from traffic citations in its county. The
court reports this revenue to the county’s auditor-controller.

The auditor-controller then distributes the county’s portion of the
money collected to relevant county funds and sends the State’s
portion to the State Controller.s The State Controller distributes this
money to different state funds as the law requires. Administering
agencies then must ensure that the funds from penalties and fees
are used appropriately.

In reviewing the distribution of penalty and fee revenue from fiscal
years 2014—15 through 2016—17, we examined the distribution

and expenditure processes at four counties: Los Angeles, Merced,
Sacramento, and San Mateo. We found that for the months we
reviewed, county auditor-controllers had accurately distributed
the revenue that the court reported collecting to the State and
select county funds in the proportions required by state law

and county resolution. We also reviewed the State Controller’s
disbursement process and examined how five state entities spent

4 Some courts use private collection agencies.

5 State law requires that before making any other required distribution, the county treasurer
shall transmit 2 percent of all fines, penalties, and forfeitures collected in criminal cases into
the State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund to be used exclusively to pay the
costs of automated systems of the trial courts, such as automated data collection through case
management systems.

April 2018
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the penalty and fee revenue; we found that the State Controller
appropriately distributed the revenue from the State Penalty Fund
to other state funds. Our review of expenditures from several
state and county funds that receive penalty and fee revenue

found that state and county entities spent the penalty revenue for
allowable purposes.

Figure 2
State and County Entities Distribute Penalty and Fee Revenue From Traffic Violations

(R

PP - Court

T receives traffic
I I I I I I citations from
law enforcement.
Court staff
or vendors
enter
citation data
into
case management
system
Court case management system  Court reports County auditor-controller enters  County remits state State Controller enters state
is configured to calculate revenue monthly the county penalty andfeedata  penalty and fee revenue penalty and fee data into
revenue generated by each state  to county into its accounting system, to the State as indicated its fiscal system, as indicated
and county penalty and fee. auditor-controller as indicated in the courtreport.  in courtreport in the county’s remittance.
County State
auditor-controller Controller
distributes money to distributes money
county funds* to state funds
r COUNTY ‘ STATE
Various county departments Various state administering
must spend the money agencies must spend money
according to the according to the
county funds’ purposes. state funds’ purposes.

Sources: Description of processes from staff at Los Angeles, Merced, and Sacramento counties’ auditor-controller’s offices, San Mateo County’s County
Manager’s Office and county controller’s staff, and the State Controller.

* In San Mateo County, the County Manager’s Office distributes county penalty revenue to various county funds, while the county controller sends state
penalty revenue to the State Controller.
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State Entities Have Previously Identified Issues With the Distribution
and Use of Penalties and Fees

Other state entities have previously raised concerns about the
State’s system of penalties and fees. The LAO issued a report in
January 2016 that explained its concerns with the State’s system,
such as the difficulty the Legislature has in controlling the use of
revenue from fines and fees. In addition, the LAO concluded that
the existing system distributes revenue in a manner that is generally
not based on program needs, which results in certain programs
receiving more or less funding than needed. The report also stated
that the complexity of the current distribution process makes it
difficult to distribute revenue accurately and that complete and
accurate data on collections and distributions were lacking. The
LAO recommended that the Legislature reevaluate the overall
structure of the fine and fee system and that it increase legislative
control over the use of this revenue.

In an April 2016 white paper, the Judicial Council also noted the
complex structure required to administer California’s criminal
fines and fees. It reported that the number of criminal case filings
dropped overall from fiscal years 2005—06 through 2014-15, and

it indicated that future collections may decline in the near term,
according to these trends. In addition, the white paper discussed
significant public policy issues the Judicial Council believes must
be considered, such as the complexity of administering the current
fine and fee system, the Legislature’s role in deciding how to

spend penalty revenue, and the overall significant increase in the
total costs of violations. The Judicial Council recommended to

the Legislature that any funding that is decreased or eliminated
through a change to the current structure should be assessed for
need and any resulting loss in revenue to the judicial branch and
the trial courts be fully addressed. It also recommended that the
overall structure of criminal fines and fees, including collection and
distribution, be simplified.

The Legislature Has Acted to Revise the State’s Approaches to
Imposing and Distributing Penalty and Fee Revenue

To provide relief to individuals who are in violation of court orders
because of unpaid traffic fines as well as to collect revenue by
encouraging individuals to pay old unpaid fines, the Legislature
established an amnesty program in 2015. From October 1, 2015,

to April 3, 2017, the one-time program offered individuals with
qualifying infractions and misdemeanors an opportunity to
resolve delinquent debt that had been initially due on or before
January 1, 2013. Depending on their income, these individuals
were allowed to resolve their outstanding debts by paying

April 2018
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20 percent or 50 percent of the total amount due, including fines,
fees, and penalties. The program also allowed driving privileges
that had previously been suspended to be restored under certain
conditions. More recently, legislation proposed in 2017 would
require the court, in any case involving an infraction filed with

the court, to determine whether the defendant is indigent. If the
defendant can prove indigence through specified information,

the court would then be required to reduce the base fine and
associated fees by 8o percent and offer a payment plan option. This
legislation is currently pending consideration in the Legislature.

The Legislature has also recently changed the way some penalty
revenue is distributed to associated funds. Specifically, changes

to state law removed the authority, and the previously required
percentages, for distributing revenue from the State Penalty Fund to
other state funds as shown earlier in Table 1 on page 5. Instead,
according to Finance, beginning June 27, 2017, applicable programs
can spend directly out of the State Penalty Fund according to

their authorized budget. While this change may alter the specific
allocations for the programs that receive funding from the State
Penalty Fund, it does not revise the amount of the State Penalty,
which is still $10 for every increment of $10, or part of $10, of the
base fine on all criminal and traffic violations.

Scope and Methodology

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (Audit Committee)

directed the California State Auditor (State Auditor) to review

the funds that the State and local governments receive from the
penalties assessed according to specified Government and Penal
Code sections. Table 3 lists the objectives that the Audit Committee
approved and the methods we used to address them.



Table 3
Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them

AUDIT OBJECTIVE
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METHOD

Review and evaluate the laws, rules,
and regulations significant to the
audit objectives.

Identify the total revenue,
expenditures, and fiscal year-end fund
balances for each of the state funds
that receive revenue from penalties
for traffic violations from fiscal

years 2014-15 through 2016-17.

From a selection of four counties,
identify the total revenue, total and
types of expenditures, and fiscal
year-end fund balances for each

of the local funds that received
revenue from traffic violation fines
and fees from fiscal years 2014-15
through 2016-17.

Reviewed relevant laws, rules, guidelines, and policies related to penalties generated from
traffic violations. We found that criminal violations, such as misdemeanors and felonies, may be
punishable by imprisonment. Infractions are not punishable by imprisonment and are typically
not considered criminal violations. However, in this report, we consider all violations of the
Vehicle Code that constitute felonies, misdemeanors, or infractions as “criminal” violations and
characterize all penalties, surcharges, fines, fees, and assessments imposed for violations of the
Vehicle Code as “criminal.”

Interviewed key staff at the State Controller, the Judicial Council, county auditor-controllers’ offices,
and local county departments.

Reviewed reports from the Judicial Council and the LAO on the subject of criminal fines and fees.

Identified penalties related to traffic violations by reviewing state law and the Judicial Council’s
Uniform Bail and Penalty schedules. The penalties and fees we identified are listed in Table 1 on
page 5.

Reviewed state law to identify the state funds that receive penalty and fee revenue.

Queried the State Controller’s fiscal system to determine total yearly cash collected (revenue)
and cash disbursed (expenditures) for the funds identified. Also determined the

revenue generated specifically from the penalties and fees listed in Table 1 and identified the
year-end balances for those funds.

Identified trends in revenue, expenditures, and year-end balances. Interviewed staff at
administering agencies to identify reasons for and impacts of these trends.

Interviewed State Controller staff to identify internal controls for processing counties’ remittances
and reviewed its process for distributing the State Penalty Fund revenue to other funds.

To select four counties for review, we considered the following factors:

The amount of penalty revenue generated in the county.

Representation of urban, suburban, and rural populations.

Population demographics such as ethnicity and median income to cover a range of
socioeconomic levels.

« The volume of traffic based on average daily miles traveled and major travel corridors.

- The region of California in which the county is located.

Selected the counties of Los Angeles, Merced, Sacramento, and San Mateo and performed
the following:

« Reviewed and analyzed data from each county’s auditor-controller’s office to determine annual
revenues, expenditures, and year-end fund balances for county funds that receive penalty and
fee revenue. We present the types of expenditures that are allowable from each of the funds
inTable 7.

Interviewed staff at local administering agencies to identify reasons for trends in these amounts.

Reviewed internal controls each county put in place to ensure that revenue amounts distributed
are accurate and complete as established in state law and county resolution.

Reviewed the configuration in the case management system at a superior court responsible for
traffic violations in each county to verify that the system is configured with the penalty and fee
amounts established in state law and county resolution.

Examined the processes used by each auditor-controller’s office for distributing the penalty and
fee revenues.

Determined whether each auditor-controller distributed revenue completely by verifying that the
total revenue received from the respective court was fully distributed to the required state and
local funds for one month in each of the fiscal years from 2014-15 through 2016-17. Determined
whether each county auditor-controller distributed revenue accurately by verifying that it
distributed the correct revenue amounts (as determined by the court’s case management system)
into selected funds as established in state law and county resolution.

continued on next page.. ..
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE

METHOD

Determine whether state agencies
spent revenue from the penalties
that state funds received from fiscal
years 2014-15 through 2016-17 in
accordance with the requirements
and stated purposes of those funds.

Determine whether the four selected
counties spent the revenue from the
penalties that local governments
received from fiscal years 2014-15
through 2016-17 in accordance with
the requirements and stated purposes
of those funds.

Review and assess any other issues
that are significant to the audit.

.

.

.

Reviewed state law to identify the agencies responsible for administering the state funds that
receive penalty and fee revenue.

Reviewed state law and the Manual of State Funds to identify the purpose and allowable uses of
each state fund that receives penalty and fee revenue.

Selected five state funds to review by identifying the total revenue received, the percentage of the
total revenue that was from penalties and fees, the fund’s purpose and whether that purpose was
related to traffic violations, and the administering agency.

Obtained expenditure data from the administering agencies for fiscal years 201415 through
2016-17 and selected five expenditures for testing to determine whether each expenditure was
allowable. We did not perform completeness testing on these data because it would have been
cost-prohibitive to collect supporting documents located throughout the State.

Reviewed each administering agency’s design of internal controls over processing expenditures.

Selected four county funds to review by examining expenditure data obtained from each county
and identifying the total revenue received, the fund’s purpose, and the administering
county department.

Identified the administering agency of each of the selected funds and interviewed staff to gain
perspective on how the fund is managed, how expenditures are processed, and the controls in
place to ensure that fund revenue is spent appropriately.

Selected five expenditures from each of the four funds for testing to determine whether each
expenditure was allowable. We did not perform completeness testing on these data because it
would have been cost-prohibitive to collect supporting documents for numerous county systems.

Reviewed each administering agency’s design of internal controls over processing expenditures.

Determined whether the amount of each penalty was based on program needs by reviewing the
electronically available legislative history and bill analyses for each penalty and fee.

Evaluated how well the purposes for which the penalty or fee can be used aligned with traffic
violations. We reviewed the purposes of each fund that receives penalty revenue and assessed
whether the purposes directly, indirectly, or do not align with the nature of traffic violations.

Analyzed the increase in total fines from traffic-related penalties and fees over time.

Interviewed key staff at Finance regarding the recent change in state law concerning the transfers
from the State Penalty Fund.

Source: California State Auditor’s analysis of the Audit Committee’s audit request number 2017-126 and state law, and information and documentation
identified in the column titled Method.
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In performing this audit, we obtained electronic data from state and
county entities’ information systems. Table 4 describes the analyses
we conducted using data from these information systems, our
methods for testing, and the results of our assessments. Although
these determinations may affect the precision of the numbers we
present, there is sufficient evidence in total to support our audit

findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

Table 4

Methods Used to Assess Data Reliability

INFORMATION SYSTEM

PURPOSE

State Controller’s
fiscal system

To identify total revenue,
expenditures, and year-end fund
balances for state funds that
received revenue from penalties
for traffic violations from fiscal
years 2014-15 through 2016-17.

Selected county
auditor-controller
and departmental
accounting systems

To identify total revenue,
expenditures, and year-end fund
balances for county funds that
received revenue from penalties
for traffic violations from fiscal
years 2014-15 through 2016-17.

Sources: California State Auditor’s analysis of various documents, interviews, and data from the entities listed in this table.

METHOD AND RESULT

April 2018

CONCLUSION

Sufficiently reliable
for the purposes of
this audit.

Undetermined
reliability for the

purposes of this audit.

Although this
determination may
affect the precision
of the numbers we
present, there is
sufficient evidence to
support our findings
and conclusions.
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Audit Results

No Systematic Strategy Guides the State’s Use of Penalties and
Fees to Fund State and Local Programs, and the High Cost Has
Burdened Drivers

Penalties and fees were established as an approach to generating
revenue for state and county programs. However, they have been
added to state law in a piecemeal fashion over time, without any
systematic strategy and with little documented analysis of the
expected revenue and the amount needed to support the funded
programs. This approach has led to problems both for many of
the state and county programs that depend on the revenue and
for the driving public.

Unpaid penalties and fees, coupled with declining criminal case
filings, likely have contributed to a decline in the revenue. This
revenue decline has contributed negatively to many state and
county fund balances and thus the sustainability of some of the
related programs. At the same time, as additional penalties and
fees have been added, the total cost to drivers has increased
dramatically. Currently, the penalties and fees imposed increase the
base fine more than six-fold for some violations. This cost increase
has created a disproportionate financial burden for low-income
drivers, causing some to not pay.

As discussed in the Introduction, the Legislature took action to
provide relief, in part, to individuals in violation of court orders
because of unpaid traffic fines by creating a one-time amnesty
program. State law also currently allows judges the discretion to
order individuals to pay reduced amounts based on their ability

to pay. However, both of these attempts mirror the piecemeal
nature of the penalties themselves, as one was temporary and the
other lacked standardization. A more standardized method for
mitigating costs to indigent drivers has been proposed in pending
legislation that would require courts to reduce indigent individuals’
base fines and associated fees by 80 percent. The progression of this
funding approach is depicted in Figure 3 on the following page.

Also as discussed in the Introduction, many state entities, including
the LAO and the Judicial Council, have identified issues with the
current approach. In addition, both the Legislature and the
Governor have expressed concern with using penalties to fund
programs, and they have indicated an intent to stop doing so.

For example, the Legislature found that reliance on penalties is

a regressive financing mechanism that is particularly harmful to
individuals who can least afford high fines, and therefore it intends
to stop relying on this type of revenue to fund emergency medical
air transportation services. The Governor has noted that costs

April 2018
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added to traffic tickets should be based on reasonable punishment,
not on financing more of the State’s General Fund activities.
Similarly, our review found several areas in which the practice of
using penalties and fees as a significant revenue source is
problematic. Table 5 presents a scorecard with a high-level overview
of the factors we identified for consideration: whether estimates
existed of the revenue that the penalties and fees were expected to
generate, how revenue and fund balances are trending, and whether
the funds’ uses align with the related traffic violations. We discuss
each of these concerns in greater detail in the following sections.

Figure 3
The Current Approach of Generating Revenue From Penalties and Fees Is Problematic

IMPACT ON AGENCIES
—>
When the penalties and fees Revenue from penalties and fees Actions taken to reduce the
were created, there was a lack has declined as the number of financial burden on motorists may
I of documented analyses criminal and traffic filings has have further affected program
establishing how much revenue decreased and delinquent debt revenue. Pending legislation to
the program needed. Further, has gone uncollected. These reduce penalties for those who can
for many penalties and fees an factors likely contributed to demonstrate that they are indigent
estimate of expected revenue decreasing funds for programs. could result in further decreases in
was not documented. funding for programs.
v
Penalties and fees were Penalties and fees do not
established to generate always generate consistent
revenue for various programs. revenue for various funds
O and programs.

As multiple penalties and fees
were added over time, the total
cost to drivers has increased
dramatically. In addition, some
programs that receive penalty
and fee revenue are not related
to traffic violations.

Violators are less likely to be

able to pay the significant total
fine amount, which potentially
decreases the amount of revenue
collected. Additionally, a judge
has the discretion to reduce part
orall of a fine.

Source: California State Auditor’s analysis of state law, financial data, and fund purposes.

Due to the high rate of nonpayment
of fines, a one-time amnesty
program was offered from 2015 to
2017 allowing violators a reduced
payment option. Pending legislation
would require judges to significantly
reduce penalties and fees if a violator
is determined to be indigent.



California State Auditor Report 2017-126
April 2018

Table 5
Funding State Programs Through Penalty and Fee Revenue Raises Concerns
WAS THERE ISTHE FUND
AN ESTIMATE PURPOSE
OF EXPECTED ARE PENALTY ISTHE FUND ALIGNED
REVENUE FROM REVENUES BALANCE WITH TRAFFIC
PENALTY THE PENALTY? INCREASING? INCREASING? VIOLATIONS?
Sete Penalty [ | 0 A

Fish and Game Preservation Fund

Restitution Fund Somewhat Somewhat

Peace Officers'Training Fund

ALL REVENUE FROM THE STATE PENALTY

a
=
2
é
T  DriverTraining Penalty Assessment Fund _— Somewhat Somewhat
o
E Corrections Training Fund _— Somewhat Somewhat
% Local Public Prosecutors and Public Defenders Training Fund _— Somewhat Somewhat
<<
F  Victim-Witness Assistance Fund ___ Somewhat
Traumatic Brain Injury Fund _— Somewhat Somewhat
EMAT Penalty _ Somewhat Somewhat

State Court Construction Penalty Somewhat Somewhat*

Criminal Conviction Assessment Somewhat Somewhat

Court Operations Assessment

State Surcharge

Sources: California State Auditor’s analysis of revenue estimates in legislative bill analyses, revenue and fund balance data from the State
Controller’s fiscal system, and state law.

Note: This table only lists penalties that fund state programs. It does not include the penalties and fees that fund county programs, which
are included in Table 1 on page 5.

NA = All revenue initially collected in the State Penalty Fund was then transferred to other state funds.

* Portions of the State Court Construction Penalty are deposited into both the Immediate and Critical Needs Account and the State Court Facilities

Construction Fund, which are listed in Table 1.

M = Yes.
= Somewhat.
H = No.

Traffic Penalty and Fee Amounts Do Not Appear to be Based on the
Revenue Needs of the Funded Programs

As discussed in the Introduction, state law established the amounts of
the penalties and fees imposed for traffic violations, with the intent

of generating revenue for particular programs. However, we were
unable to identify evidence that any of the set amounts were based

on the needs of the funded program. Absent this information, the
dollar amounts of many penalties and fees appear to be arbitrary.

In addition, it is unclear for many of these penalties and fees if they
were intended to provide all the revenue necessary to operate the
respective programs or just to supplement other revenue sources.

We reviewed the electronically available legislative history and
analyses of the bills and propositions that enacted these penalties
and fees in law. Although some bill analyses noted the need for
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Table 6

more revenue, as Table 6 shows, only four of the seven state
penalties and fees had documentation with revenue estimates.
What is more, three of the four analyses do not make it clear
whether the estimated revenue would meet the needs of the
funded programs.

Decreasing Revenue and Fluctuating Fund Balances Demonstrate That State Penalties and Fees Provide
Inconsistent Levels of Funding
Fiscal Years 2014-15 Through 2016-17

ANNUAL
PENALTY
REVENUE
ESTIMATE FROM
BILL ANALYSIS
PENALTY (MILLIONS)
State Penalty None
Fish and Game NA
«  Preservation Fund
=
2 Restitution Fund NA
E Peace Officers’ NA
© Training Fund
wv
& Driver Training NA
wv
E Penalty Assessment
E Fund
E Corrections Training NA
& Fund
= .
= Local Public NA
£ Prosecutorsand
Z Public Defenders
E Training Fund
=2
E Victim-Witness NA
% Assistance Fund
= Traumatic Brain NA
Injury Fund
DNA Penalty (state) None
EMAT Penalty $26.0
State Court 60 to 80%
Construction Penaltyt
Criminal Conviction 280
Assessment
Court Operations None
Assessment
State Surcharge 45.8

ACTUAL PERCENTAGE FUND PERCENTAGE OF
AVERAGE OF PENALTY BALANCE FUND BALANCE
ANNUAL REVENUE CHANGE FISCAL CHANGE FROM
PENALTY FROM FISCAL YEAR-END FISCALYEAR
REVENUE YEAR 2014-15 2016-17 2014-15TO0
(MILLIONS)* T02016-17 FUND (MILLIONS) 2016-17

=
>

22% decrease

14% decrease $69.8

24% decrease 99.7

19% decrease

24% decrease

—

21% decrease

14% decrease

oo

24% decrease

~

24% decrease

20% decrease
19% decrease
24% decrease

25% dec

rease

411.0

24% decrease 173.5

N o 1N > = w o
- N ] o

20% decrease

3,750.0

REVENUE
SOURCES

Single
Multiple

Multiple
Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single
Single
Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Sources: California State Auditor’s analysis of revenue estimates in legislative bill analyses, and revenue and fund balance data from the State Controller’s

fiscal system.

Note: This table only lists penalties that fund state programs. It does not include the penalties and fees that fund county programs, which are included in

Table 1 on page 5.

NA = All revenue initially collected in the State Penalty Fund was then transferred to other state funds.

* The data for penalty and fee revenue that the State collects are an aggregate of all criminal penalties and fees, including those added to traffic and

nontraffic violations.

T Portions of the State Court Construction Penalty are deposited into both the Immediate and Critical Needs Account and the State Court Facilities

Construction Fund.

* The estimate from the bill analysis was based on an aggregation of several penalties and fees that were included in a single bill, and not just for the
penalty we are reviewing. The portion of the estimate attributable to the listed penalty was not specified.
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Further, only two of the four analyses had estimates that were
specific to the individual penalty. For example, a bill analysis

for the EMAT Penalty documented a revenue estimate and the
methodology used to calculate the estimate. In contrast, the other
two included only an aggregate revenue estimate for multiple
penalties and/or fees that were established at the same time in the
same bill. For the other three penalties, there was no documented
estimate of the revenue that the individual penalty would generate.

In addition, even the penalties that had estimates when established
did not generate as much revenue as expected. For the two state
penalties with specific estimates of expected revenue, we compared
the electronically available estimates to the actual penalty revenue
collected for the three fiscal years in our audit period and found
that both collected less than was projected. Specifically, the EMAT
Penalty collected $7.7 million per year on average—Iless than a
third of the expected $26 million annually. The revenue from the
state surcharge, which charges 20 percent on the base fine used

to calculate the state penalty, has been declining and for fiscal

year 2016—17 amounted to $37.3 million, representing 81 percent of
what was projected.

The Penalty and Fee Revenue Collected Is Trending Downward,
Contributing to Declining Fund Balances for Many Programs

Revenue from penalties and fees has decreased over the past

three fiscal years, demonstrating that this form of revenue is not
consistently available for the programs that rely on it. Table 6 shows
the trends in penalty revenue for the 15 state funds we reviewed.
The amount of revenue these funds received from penalties
decreased by amounts ranging from 14 percent to 25 percent overall
from fiscal year 2014—15 to 2016—17. Many of these funds rely on
penalties for 50 percent or more of their annual revenue.

Several state agencies indicated that the declining revenue

from penalties and fees has led them to reduce, or to consider
reducing, the services they fund. For example, the Commission on
Peace Officer Standards and Training, which administers the Peace
Officers’ Training Fund, reduced the types of training it reimburses
and the amount of funding it provides to some training programs.
Table A.1 beginning on page 27 in the Appendix presents the total
revenue from all sources, total revenue from penalties, and total
expenditures for fiscal years 2014—15 through 2016-17 as well as the
year-end balances for the state funds we reviewed.

April 2018
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Many other funds have balances
that rose and fell inconsistently
over the three years. Some balances
fluctuated by 40 percent or

more annually.

In addition, some state funds’ balances declined from fiscal

years 2014—15 through 2016—17 in part due to decreased

penalty revenue, which is an unsustainable trend in the long

term. For example, the state DNA Identification Fund’s balance
decreased by 74 percent, from $23 million to $6.2 million, and the
Victim-Witness Assistance Fund’s balance decreased by 57 percent,
from $11 million to $4.8 million. Without reductions to expenses
or increases in revenue, those funds will likely be depleted within
three years.

On the other hand, some state funds that have multiple revenue
sources have not consistently experienced decreasing fund balances.
In particular, the Trial Court Trust Fund had an increasing fund
balance over our audit period; it relies on the court operations
assessment for less than 10 percent of its revenue. Further, many
other funds have balances that rose and fell inconsistently over

the three years. Some balances fluctuated by 40 percent or

more annually.

Many of the county funds we reviewed that receive penalty revenue
have also experienced declining revenue in the past three fiscal
years, which has created an inconsistent revenue source for the
associated programs. According to some county departments that
manage these funds, they may begin or have already begun to use
other funding sources, including their county general fund. Some
do not have such plans and may face program reductions if revenue
continues to decline.

Like the state funds, some of the county funds had fluctuating or
declining balances over the three years, sometimes because of
changes in expenditure amounts or declining revenues. Table A.2
beginning on page 30 in the Appendix presents the total revenue
and total expenditures for fiscal years 2014—15 through 2016—17 as
well as the year-end balances for the county funds we reviewed.
Given these trends, counties should reevaluate how they allocate
revenue from the county penalty as they take into consideration any
future changes to penalties and fees the Legislature might make.

On the other hand, some of the county programs that receive funds
from penalties and fees do not spend all the revenue they receive,
which can lead to large fund balances. Each of the four counties

we reviewed has at least one fund whose fiscal year 2016—17
balance was many times more than its annual expenditures for the
three years we reviewed. For example, the Automated Fingerprint
Identification Fund in Los Angeles County had a fiscal year 2016-17
fund balance of $79 million and spent only about $8 million each
year. Similarly, Merced County’s DNA Identification Fund had a
balance of more than $1 million as of the end of fiscal year 2016—17
and was growing by roughly $100,000 each year, while average
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yearly expenditures were less than $10,000. This suggests that the
penalty amount charged could be unnecessarily high for these
counties, thus generating a surplus of revenue. Although the Los
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department asserted that it has several
large projects upcoming that will spend down its fund balance, that
balance has increased by more than $1 million per year over the
past three fiscal years. According to the Merced County Sherift’s
Department the revenue deposited into its DNA Identification
Fund is currently in excess of what the county can reasonably use,
and it is considering other allowable uses for the fund.

One likely reason penalty revenue has declined is that the number
of criminal cases filed has decreased. The offenses that the penalties
and fees are levied upon are composed of criminal and public
offenses, including traffic violations. According to data in the
Judicial Council’s 2017 Court Statistics Report, the total criminal
case filings decreased overall between fiscal years 2008—09

and 2015-16. These data also show that traffic filings—the number
of both misdemeanor and infraction traffic cases—decreased by
44 percent from fiscal years 2008—09 through 2015-16. According
to the data, traffic cases made up more than 8o percent of the total
criminal filings during that period. Thus, the decrease in traffic
filings likely has had a significant effect on penalty revenue.

Another factor that appears to be contributing to the declining
revenue is that many penalties are not being paid. This is
demonstrated by the large amount of outstanding delinquent
court-ordered debt, including traffic fines owed. According to

the Judicial Council’s 2017 Report on the Statewide Collection of
Delinquent Court-Ordered Debt, such debt at the end of fiscal

year 2016—17 was $10 billion—a 3.6 percent increase over the
previous year.e The LAO, which reviewed California’s criminal fines
and fees, indicated in its 2016 report that much of this outstanding
debt may be uncollectible, as the costs of collection may be greater
than the amounts that would be collected. The Judicial Council also
noted in a 2016 white paper that high dollar amounts for fines and
fees can limit violators’ ability to pay in full or in a timely manner,
contributing to the amount that remains unpaid.

As described in the Introduction, a recent amnesty program

in effect from October 1, 2015, through April 3, 2017, relieved
some offenders from paying a portion of their outstanding debt.
In the law creating the program, the Legislature declared that
the program would provide increased revenue by encouraging
payment of old fines that had remained unpaid. A Judicial

6 Penal Code section 1463.010 defines court-ordered debt as including court-ordered fees, fines,
forfeitures, penalties, restitution, and assessments. This type of debt also includes the penalties
that are the subject of this report.

April 2018

Another factor that appears to

be contributing to the declining
revenue is that many penalties are
not being paid.
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Offenses that carry a base fine

of $35 can cost an individual

$237 after the penalties and fees
are included—a six-fold increase.

Council report stated that the intent of the program included
providing relief to individuals who faced significant cost barriers

to paying court-ordered debt and generating revenue for the State
Penalty Fund. However, that report also stated that, after costs

of $13.5 million to operate the program, only $31.6 million was
collected—a small fraction of the estimated $2.6 billion in debts that
were eligible for the program. The report also stated that 34 percent
of individuals who started a payment plan under the amnesty
program defaulted on their reduced amount due.

Although the amnesty program has ended, pending legislation has
been introduced that would require courts in any case involving
an infraction to identify indigent individuals and to reduce the
amount they must pay. Previously established state law already
allows judges the discretion to order defendants to pay reduced
amounts. Although they offer relief to low-income defendants,
both this existing option and the pending legislation to standardize
reductions for indigent defendants can reduce the amount

of penalty revenue generated and therefore contribute to the
inconsistency of this revenue source.

Penalties and Fees Associated With Traffic Citations Have Increased
Substantially, Increasing the Financial Burden on Drivers

As discussed in the Introduction and shown in Table 2 on page 6,
the size and number of penalties and fees added to traffic fines
can be substantial enough to affect individuals’ ability to pay them,
and they create disproportionate financial burdens on low-income
individuals. Additionally, those penalties can seem unfair or
incongruous because many of the funds pay for programs with
indirect or no connection to the cited traffic violations. For these
reasons, when establishing new penalties or revising California’s
fine and fee system, the Legislature should decide whether to
consider individuals’ ability to pay penalties and fees, and whether
penalties and fees should pay only for programs and services with
direct connections to the cited violations.

As shown in the Introduction, offenses that carry a base fine of

$35 can cost an individual $237 after the penalties and fees are
included—a six-fold increase. If an individual is cited for multiple
offenses, such as failure to stop at a stop sign and failure to signal
before turning—both of which carry a $35 base fine—the base fines
are added together and the penalties and fees are calculated on
that total base fine. A driving under the influence offense incurs
additional fees unique to that offense, such as an Alcohol Abuse
Education and Prevention Penalty Assessment of up to $50, so the
$390 base fine for a first offense could generate a total fine amount
of approximately $2,024. As a point of context, a 2017 report by the
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Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System found that only
56 percent of the U.S. households that responded to their survey
could fairly easily handle a $400 emergency expense; the remaining
44 percent indicated that they either could not pay or would have to
borrow or sell something to do so.

In addition, others have indicated that any punitive effect of the
penalties is experienced unevenly among offenders, because

the penalties create a greater financial burden on low-income
populations. In fact, legislation to extend the EMAT Penalty in 2015
stated that high fines and penalty assessments can perpetuate

a cycle of poverty and inequality, given that individuals with

lower incomes are more likely to miss payments and suffer the
consequences. Formerly, failure to pay could have led to suspension
of the driver’s license and can still result in an extra assessment

and the possibility of imprisonment. Other entities, including the
U.S. Department of Justice, have noted this issue as well.

Additionally, the incongruity between a driver’s violation and the
purpose of the penalties and fees may create a negative perception
for drivers and cause them to question the appropriateness of the
penalties. Many of the penalties pay for activities not directly related
to the traffic violation, as Table 7 on the following page shows. For
example, failing to stop at a stop sign results in penalties that pay
for various operations, including fish and game preservation and
State General Fund uses, neither of which relates to that particular
offense. Most of the other penalties pay for services that result from
some, but not all, instances of a traffic violation and are therefore
indirectly aligned. For example, the EMAT Penalty would directly
relate only to a traffic violation that resulted in an injury requiring
air transport to a hospital. In addition, the DNA Identification
Penalty would directly relate only to a traffic incident that required
law enforcement to collect and analyze DNA. Nevertheless, all
traffic violations incur these penalties. Only four of the funds that
receive penalty and fee revenue appear to be directly aligned with
traffic violations; these funds support law enforcement training and
court facilities and operations.

To address the problematic nature of the current approach, the
Legislature would need to consider these issues and make public
policy decisions about how, and to what extent, to fund the
programs that currently receive penalty and fee revenue from
criminal and traffic violations. We recognize the challenge of

both providing sufficient revenue for these programs and levying
reasonable amounts on drivers who break the law, and following we
provide several recommendations of possible approaches to address
the concerns we identified.
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Table?7

Most Penalties and Fees Are Used for Purposes Not Directly Related to Traffic Violations

FUND

SUMMARY OF ALLOWABLE FUND USES (AS OF JUNE 26, 2017)

ALIGNMENT WITH
TRAFFICVIOLATIONS

State Penalty Fund:

Fish and Game Preservation Fund

Restitution Fund

Peace Officers' Training Fund

Driver Training Penalty
Assessment Fund

Corrections Training Fund

Local Public Prosecutors and
Public Defenders Training Fund

Victim-Witness Assistance Fund

Traumatic Brain Injury Fund

ALL REVENUE FROM THE STATE PENALTY TRANSFERS TO THESE FUNDS

DNA Identification Fund (County)

DNA Identification Fund (State)

Emergency Medical Air Transportation
Act Fund

Maddy EMS Fund (County)

Immediate and Critical Needs Account

State Court Facilities Construction Fund

Trial Court Trust Fund

State General Fund

County Penalty

The State Penalty Fund money is transferred monthly into the 8 funds below.

Education or training of Department of Fish and Game employees.

Compensation for those citizens (or their dependents) who are injured and suffer
financial hardship as a result of a crime, or who sustain damage or injury while
performing acts that benefit the State.

Grants to local governments and districts for the selection and training of law
enforcement officers.

Driver instruction within the State Department of Education, including costs of
instruction in the operation of motor vehicles, and costs of replacing vehicles and
simulators used in driver education programs.

Development of appropriate corrections standards, training, and program evaluation.

Statewide programs of education, training, and research for local public prosecutors
and public defenders.

Services to victims and witnesses of all types of crime.

Services for adults with traumatic brain injury sustained after birth, including
supported living, community reintegration, and vocational supportive services.

Reimbursement of local sheriff or law enforcement agencies' DNA-related
administrative costs; procurement of equipment and software; and the collection,
analysis, and storage of DNA specimens.

Operations of the DOJ forensi