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Reference:  Judicial Corruption – SBX-211 Cover-up by California Government 
update

Dear Arnie:
Pease circulate and encourage people to contact their supervisors to end the 
unlawful payments.
Please also encourage people to contact their State Legislature representative 
and ask them to repeal Govt. Code Section 68220.
Finally please encourage people to contact the California Judicial Council to 
update their 2009 Report to the State Legislature as stated in such Report.
Regards,
Richard  

http://www.dailykos.com/stories/2017/1/4/1616925/-Time-to-
End-400-Million-Plus-Taken-by-Counties-from-Taxpayers-to-Fund-
Unlawful-Judicial-Benefits

This node will contain a number of div.page.

• Time to End $400 Million Plus Taken by Counties from Taxpayers to 
Fund Unlawful Judicial Benefits

• California counties expended over $400 million of taxpayer monies in 
unlawful payments to California Superior Court judges corrupting, 
perverting and obstructing the administration of justice for over 30 
years.

• At present Los Angeles [LA] County and other California counties are 
paying approximately $25 million plus per year in unlawful payments 
to Superior Court judges by paying more than they were paying on 
July 1, 2008.

• The History of the Payments
• In 1985 LA County commenced paying California Superior Court 

judges sitting on the California Superior Court for Los Angeles 
County “supplemental judicial benefits” in addition to their state 
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compensation. The stated purpose for such payments was “to 
attract and retain qualified people” to serve as judges in Los 
Angeles County. Subsequently, approximately 29 of California’s 58 
counties followed LA County in instituting “supplemental judicial 
benefits.”

• Three problems existed from the outset: 
• (1) The county payments violated California Constitution, Article 

6, Section 19 stating only the State Legislature can prescribe 
the compensation of the judges; 

• (2) The county payments violated California and federal criminal 
law as the county paying the judge was a party appearing 
before the judge [i.e., a bribe]; and 

• (3) The county payments were a sham as Superior Court judges 
are elected every six [6] years so they cannot be “attracted” or 
“retained” by county payments.

• Also from the outset, the county payments were concealed from 
the public and litigants. 

• On September 15, 2000, California Supreme Court Chief Justice 
Ronald M. George told the California Judges Association the 
county payments were “wrong and possibly unconstitutional”.

• Commencing in 2001, Richard I. Fine exposed the county 
payments in California appellate court briefs, in 2002 exposed the 
county payments in federal cases and in 2004 onwards exposed 
the county payments in California cases seeking to disqualify 
Superior Court judges in cases where counties were a party.

The Judicial and Legislative Response
• In 2008, the county payments were held to violate California 

Constitution Article 6, Section 19 in the case of Sturgeon v. County of 
Los Angeles, 167 Cal.App.4th 630 (2008), Rev. Denied 12/23/2008 
[Sturgeon I] which provides the Legislature shall prescribe the 
compensation for judges.

• In response, the California Legislature at the behest of the judges 
enacted SBX 2 11. Section 2 allowed the judges of courts receiving 
county payments as of July 1, 2008  to continue receiving such 
payments on the same terms and conditions as were in effect on that 
date.  [Enacted as Govt. Code Section 68220 (a)]

• Section 5 gave retroactive immunity from criminal prosecution, civil 
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liability and disciplinary action as follows:
• “SEC. 5.  Notwithstanding any other law, no governmental entity, 

or officer or employee of a governmental entity, shall incur any 
liability or be subject to prosecution or disciplinary action because 
of benefits provided to a judge under the official action of a 
governmental entity prior to the effective date of this act on the 
ground that those benefits were not authorized under law.”

• Sturgeon v. County of Los Angeles, 191 Cal.App.4th 344 (2010), 
Rev. Denied March 16, 2011 [Sturgeon II] held:
• “At the very least, section 68220 provides that trial judges in 

office as of July 1, 2008, shall continue to receive the same 
county benefits they were receiving on that date.” (Emphasis 
added.)

• The court in Sturgeon II also observed the new legislation was 
but an “interim measure.” (Sturgeon II, supra, 191 Cal.App.4th 
at 354) The court said it was “not a permanent response to 
either the constitutional issues we identified in Sturgeon I or the 
difficult problem of adopting a compensation scheme that deals 
with varying economic circumstances in an equitable and 
efficient manner.” (Id. at p. 355)

• Faced with a challenge to declaring county payments to judges 
elected after July 1, 2008, illegal the court in Sturgeon v. County of 
Los Angeles, 242 Cal.app.4th 1437 (2015) [Sturgeon III] expanded 
the payments to all judges holding at 242 Cal.App.4th at 1450 in 
relevant part:
• “The bottom line: Section 68220 subdivision (a) plainly requires 

any county paying its judges supplemental benefits as of July 1, 
2008 to continue to pay its judges supplemental benefits, 
including all judges who took office after July 1, 2008—
albeit subject to the right of the county in the first two 
sentences of subdivision (b) to terminate those benefits after 
specified notice. The county has no choice and no discretion to 
“fix” judicial compensation, which has thus been prescribed by 
the Legislature. The opt-out provisions of the first two 
sentences of subdivision (b) provide the only choice a county 
has in that situation, and even then there's no fixing of 
compensation, just a choice to pay the prescribed amount 
or not to pay any supplemental compensation at all. The last 
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sentence of subdivision (b) is unconstitutional 
surplusage.” (Emphasis added.)

The court continued citing to an article in the Daily Kos in FN 12 as 
follows:

“In the spirit of Sturgeon II, we offer these further comments: Even 
though it is not required, the Legislature may want to revisit the trial 
court compensation problem. Groups as diverse as Judicial 
Watch11and the Daily Kos12 continue to inveigh against county 
payments to trial judges…” (Emphasis added.)
“12 See Fine, End California's Judicial Corruption Now; Stop 2015–16 
Illegal Budget Payments to Judges! (June 1, 2015) < dailykos.com/...; [as 
of Aug. 25, 2015].)”

The Solution
• The Courts in Sturgeon II and Sturgeon III each implored the 

Legislature to solve the problem. The Legislature has not responded.
• Requests to the U.S. and California Attorneys General, U.S. and 

District Attorneys to prosecute criminal violations have been rejected.
• Complaints to the California Commission on Judicial Performance 

have been rejected.  
We the voters must exercise our power and demand the counties stop 
taking our taxpayer monies and making the unlawful payments to the 
Superior Court judges.

Richard I. Fine, Ph.D.; Strategic Consultant and Mediator; Chmn. 
Campaign for Judicial Integrity; Co-Chmn., Judicial Reform Comm., 
DivorceCorp.
Website: www.richardfinelaw.com  

http://dailykos.com/story/2015/06/02/1389761/-End-California-s-Judicial-Corruption%3E
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