IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MOHAVE

IN RE:

SUPERIOR COURT AND
PROBATION DEPARTMENT
BUDGETS MISCELLANEOUS ORDER

MARCH 3, 1987

(e N W

For some time, this Court has been aware of Informal
suggestions by the Board of Supervisors that It intended to
reduce expenses of the Superlor Court generaily, and the
probatlion department In particular. The Court has advised
the Board, through the county manager, that no such reductions
could be tolerated, and that the probation department Is
operating with the minimum number of personnel possible: The
Court has offered to discuss the problem and has, through
counsel, attempted to work with the Board and |ts counsel.

On February 23, 1987, the Board of Supervisors,
through the county mgnager, wrote the Court advising .of |Its
intent to terminate slIx-named employees, and, by implication,
others. Neither the Board nor the county manager d!scussed
the terminations with either the Court or the Chief Probation
Officer previously; and there is no apparent basis for the
selectlon of these particuiar siIx Indlviduals. A copy of
that letter Is attached to thls order.

On February 25, 1987, thls Court'wrote the Board of
Supervisors through the county manager advising that the Court

would not and could not tolerate emplioyee reductions In the




Court system and that each and every remalning employee,
Including the slx-named emp loyees of the probatlion department,
are absolutely necessary to the administratlon of Justice In
the Superlor Court of Mohave County. A copy of that letter
Is also attached to this Order.

on March 2, 1987, by letter from the county ﬁanager.
the Board of Supervisors has advised the Court that It Is
taking action to termlinate the six-named employees. A copy
of that letter Is also attached to thls order.

Neither before nor since that letter has the Board
of Supervisors or the county managér suggested that any Court
employee In general or any probation department employee in
particular |s not necessary or that the appointment or payment
to 'any Court employee was unreasonable, arbitrary or
caprilclous. In fact the only reason given by the Board of
Supervisors or Its employees |I1Is budgetary reasons. on
March 3, 1987, the Mohave County Personnel Department, by Erin
P. Colllns, notifled the Court that the slx-named empléyees
would be termlinated effective Friday, March 6, 1987, at 5:00
p.m. A copy of that memo and enclosures is also attached to
thils Order. (The Court has deleted from the Personnel Actlon
Forms the social securlty number, date of blrth, address and
telephone number of the respective employees.)

As set forth In the Court's letter of February 25,
1987, the Court has the l|legal responsibllity for both the

appointment of probation offlcers and the establlshment of




thelir salarles. Broomfleld Vv. Marlicopa County, 112 Ariz.

565, 544 P.2d. 1080 (1975). The Court also has the statutory
and constitutlonal responsibility to provide adequate
personnel and faclllties to administer the Judlicial system, to
provide falr triais and to provide adequate probation
personnel and facllitles; and, as a result, has the']nherent
power to order that such facllities and personnel be provided

by the Board of Supervisors, 1f necessary. Broomfleld v.

Mar lcopa County, supraj; Mann V. County of Marlcopa, 104 Arlz.

561, 456 P.2d. 831 (1969); Deddens v. Cochise County, 113

Ariz. 75 548 P.2d. 811 (1976); Lockwood v. Board of

supervisors, 80 Ariz. 311, 297 P.2d. 356 {1956); Commonwealth,

ex rel Carroll v. Tate, 442 Pa. 45 274 A.2d. 193 (1971).

As noted In the Court’'s letter of February 25, 1987,
fllings In this Court are at an all-time high. in fact they
are hlgher than any county In Arlzona except Mar lcopa and Pima
even though severa! of those countles have three fuli-time
Judges and one (Pinal) has four. Although the probétlon
department’s workloéd is 14 times greater than It was§10 years
ago, It Is operating wlth a clerlical staff which has Increased
but by one person wlithin that same time period. The Board’'s
reductlon of that clerlcal staff by three' persons cahnot be
tolerated. Similarty, probatlion offlcer caseloads are up,
substantlally, and weli above those statutorilly mandated.
A reduction 1Iin the number of probation officers would
substantlally Impalr the administration of justice and
Jeopardize existing state funding whlch reduces the county
obligatlion by over 40 percent.
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Accordingly, 1T IS ORDERED that the Board of
Supervisors of Mohave County, through Its duly appolnted
officlals, are hereby directed not to take any steps to
terminate any of the employees of the Superior Court of Mohave
County, including but not limited to the partlcular slx-named
employees of the Mchave County Probatlon Department. )

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no emplicoyees of the
Superlor Court, Including the probatlon department, shall be
terminated without the prlor approval of this Court.

IT S FURTHER ORDERED directing the Mohave

County Personnel Department and Finance Department to take

appropriate action to:

1) Reinstate such employees If they
have been "termlnated"; and
2) In any event, pay thelr salaries

and emp loyee-related benefits

when due.




