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M I N U T E S  O F  O P E N  M E E T I N G  W I T H  C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  

December 5, 2018 
12:15 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 

Conference Call 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. David Rosenberg, Hon. Peter Siggins, Hon. Susan Matcham, Hon. Mary 
Ann O’Malley, Mr. Kevin Harrigan, Ms. Tania Ugrin-Capobianco, Ms. Sherri 
Carter, Mr. Kevin Lane, Mr. Phil Jelicich (non-voting advisory member) 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

 

Others Present:  Mr. Grant Parks, Mr. Rick Beard, Ms. Kelly O’Dell, Mr. Richard Cabral, Mr. 
Robert Sherman 

O P E N  M E E T I N G   

Call to Order and Roll Call  
The chair called the meeting to order at 12:15 p.m., and took roll call. 

Approval of Minutes 
Judge O’Malley moved to approve the minutes of the October 3, 2018 meeting. Mr. Kevin Harrigan 
seconded the motion.  There was no further discussion of the minutes.  Motion to approve passed by 
unanimous voice vote of the committee members present. 

Mr. Grant Parks informed audit committee that no public comments were received for this meeting. 

D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  A C T I O N  I T E M S   

Info Item 1 

Report from Audit Services 
Mr. Parks informed the audit committee that audit staff are in the process of closing its work at Glenn 
Superior Court and 5th District Court of Appeal. This work is currently going through a supervisory review. 
Audit staff will be contacting San Benito and 4th District Court of Appeal to schedule their upcoming 
audits. Audit staff also conducts first audit of Merced Superior Court under Court Grant Innovation 
Program. 
 
The State Auditor’s Office is working on its biennial procurement audit of five courts (Imperial, Los 
Angeles, Monterey, Santa Barbara and Santa Cruz). We expect to see these audits done sometime in 
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January 2019. The State Controller’s Office (SCO) is near completion of their pilot audits of trial courts 
revenue, expenditures and fund balance. Additionally, the SCO will soon audit the Judicial Council’s 
administration of revenues, expenditures and fund balance under its control. We are trying to finalize 
inter-agency agreements with SCO, which should be cleared up in a week or so. 
 
Mr. Parks had conversation with Michael Roddy regarding potential changes to new rules for court 
interpreters. The Audit Committee had previously directed audit staff to suspend audit activities in that 
area pending revision of the existing rules. We had a planning meeting with Susan Miller from 6th DCA 
with respect to an appellate court manual. That meeting focused primarily on identifying key players and a 
scope of what a manual might actually entail. Mr. Parks expects there will be more discussions in that 
area in the next few weeks. Mr. Parks also had a discussion with Jake Chatters regarding JBSIS data 
quality standards. CEAC may be considering revised JBSIS data quality rules sometime in late January 
or early February. 
 
Mr. Parks also wanted to share that he has been in discussions with SCO regarding TC31 audits on fine 
and fees revenue distribution. Some of these audits have had audit periods that are rather long (e.g. 8-10 
years) because there is no well-defined records retention system for those audits. Mr. Parks was able to 
convince SCO that they should curtail their audit period. SCO agreed to go to a four-year audit period. Mr. 
Parks expects the Judicial Council’s TCAS staff will be making conforming changes to the FIN manual 
regarding record retention practices. 

Info Item 2. 

General Discussion by Members of the Committee  

Hon. David Rosenberg asked committee members if there was anything they wished to discuss. No one 
had items to discuss. 
 

Action Item 1 

External Audit Reports of San Mateo and Tehama Superior Courts’ administration of revenues, 
expenditures and fund balance pursuant to Government Code, Section 77206(h) – State 
Controller’s Office (Action Required) 

Mr. Parks shared that auditors identified some cash handling issues in both courts and recommended 
that both should more proactively provide public notice for amounts in unclaimed trust (to begin the 
escheatment process). Overall, SCO concluded that both courts had complied with the governing rules 
regarding their court revenues, expenditures and fund balance. 

 

Action: Ms. Ugrin-Capobianco moved to approve Tehama audit report for posting (seconded by 
Ms. Carter). The motion passed by unanimous voice vote of the committee members present (Mr. 
Harrigan abstained). 
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Action: Ms. Ugrin-Capobianco moved to approve San Mateo audit report for posting (seconded 
by Judge Matcham).  The motion passed by unanimous voice vote of the committee members 
present. 

 

A D J O U R N M E N T  

There being no further open meeting business, the meeting was adjourned to closed session at 
12:45 p.m. 

C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  

Item 1 
Draft Audit Report of the Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento – Rule of Court 
10.75(d) (6) Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports 

The committee’s members discussed the draft audit of Sacramento Superior Court. 

Action: Ms. Ugrin-Capobianco moved to approve and publicly post the audit report (seconded by 
Judge Matcham). Motion approved unanimously. 

Item 2 

Draft Audit Report of the Superior Court of California, County of Ventura – Rule of Court 10.75(d) 
(6) (Action Required) Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports 

The committee’s members discussed the draft audit report for Ventura Superior Court. 

 

Action: Judge O’Malley moved to approve and publicly post the audit report (seconded by Ms. 
Carter). Motion approved unanimously. 

 

 

Adjourned closed session at 1:15 p.m. 
 
 
Approved by the advisory body on enter date. 



 
         Meeting Date: 02/08/2019 
 
Informational Item #1 – (No Action Required) 
 
Report from Audit Services 
 
Status Update – Judicial Council’s Audit Services 
 

Staffing & Workload 
 
Audit staff continue to make progress implementing the annual audit plan approved by 
the committee at the beginning of the fiscal year.  Today, we will be discussing our audits 
of Glenn Superior Court and the 5th DCA (the fourth and fifth audits we’ve released this 
year). Audit staff were at the 4th DCA and San Benito Superior Court during December 
and January. Our audit of Merced Superior Court’s Court Innovations Grant (CIG) award 
has been drafted and is close to completion.  I expect Merced Court’s CIG audit will be 
ready for the committee’s review at our next meeting.  Audit staff are in the process of 
determining which other courts should be reviewed next based on their level of grant 
spending and overall progress.  Finally, Audit Services expects to have a vacancy in one 
of its auditor positions, bringing the total number of court audit staff down to six.  We 
don’t anticipate significant disruption to the approved audit schedule.    

 
Upcoming External Audits 
 

State Controller’s Office (SCO) 
 

SCO auditors are currently conducting interviews and reviewing accounting transactions 
at the Judicial Council’s offices in San Francisco.  Similar to their court audits, SCO is 
evaluating whether the Judicial Council followed applicable state rules when managing 
the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under its control (per GC 77206(i)).  The 
SCO expects to complete its audit of the Judicial Council in the spring. 
 

Miscellaneous Updates 
 
Policies & Procedures Manual for Courts of Appeal 
 
On January 25th, Doug Kauffroath, Jason Lopez (Deputy Director of Branch Accounting 
and Procurement) and Grant met with Susan Miller (CEO of the 6th DCA) regarding the 



parameters for an appellate court manual, and discussed how Judicial Council staff can 
assist with compiling applicable policies and requirements (by subject area) for the 
appellate clerks’ review and input.    
 
JBSIS Data Quality Standards 
 
In response to the audit committee’s April 2018 letter, CEAC met on February 1st to 
discuss proposed data quality standards for JBSIS reporting (Attachment A).  The 
proposed standards address two of the three concerns highlighted in the audit 
committee’s letter.  Specifically, the proposed standards provide courts with: 

 
• Suggested best practices on what they should do to identify JBSIS reporting 

errors on a routine and non-routine basis, and  
 

• a tolerable error threshold of 2%, beyond which courts would be required to 
resubmit the applicable monthly JBSIS report within 60 days.   

 
Committee staff believe the proposed standards are a positive first step, but notes the 
suggested best practices are not required and there is no minimum requirement / baseline 
expectation for the courts to follow.   
 
There may be value in CEAC adding a requirement that each court develop its own court-
specific data quality plan (based on each court’s available resources).  Each court’s plan 
would define how it will perform the “routine and non-routine reviews” currently 
contemplated in CEAC’s draft JBSIS standards. These plans could then be filed with 
CEAC’s JBSIS subcommittee so there is a central “clearinghouse” of different 
approaches and policies that any court can refer to when seeking to improve its local 
quality control procedures. 
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Executive Summary 

The Court Executives Advisory Committee (CEAC) should consider adopting new requirements 

for courts to amend data submitted to the Judicial Branch Statistical Information System (JBSIS) 

and to include expanded best practices in the JBSIS manual regarding data quality controls. 

 

These recommendations are made in response to a letter sent to CEAC by the Audit 

Subcommittee and are designed to enhance the quality and confidence in JBSIS data. If 

approved, these guidelines would be incorporated into the JBSIS 3.0 manual that is scheduled for 

release in Spring 2019 and may be updated and revised from time to time as needed. 

 

Recommendation 

The Court Executives Advisory Committee should adopt new requirements for courts to make 

amendments to JBSIS data submissions when data errors exceeding a specified threshold are 

found. Specifically, JBSIS requirements should be established to require courts to: 
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1. Submit JBSIS data amendments upon identification of an error in a data submission that 

exceeds a 2% threshold.  

2. Resubmit all JBSIS reports annually for fiscal years including in the upcoming year’s 

funding model calculations.  Courts submitting via the JBSIS portal should be 

encouraged to resubmit their data, but not required. 

 

In addition, CEAC should consider adopting a set of data quality best practices to provide 

guidance to courts for data quality review prior to submitting data to JBSIS. These 

recommendations are made in response to a letter sent to CEAC by the Audit Subcommittee and 

are designed to enhance the quality and confidence in JBSIS data. If adopted, CEAC should 

consider directing the Office of Court Research staff to incorporate this information into the 

JBSIS 3.0 manual that is scheduled for release in Spring 2019.  

 

Background 

California Rules of Court 10.400 (a) states the purpose of JBSIS is: “to provide accurate, 

consistent, and timely information for the judicial branch, the Legislature, and other state 

agencies that require information from the courts to fulfill their mandates.”  

 

On April 17, 2018, Judge David Rosenberg, Chair of the Advisory Committee on Audits and 

Financial Accountability, wrote to Kimberly Flener, Chair of the Court Executives Advisory 

Committee, asking for the assistance of CEAC's JBSIS Subcommittee to consider various 

recommended enhancements to the JBSIS rules concerning data quality. 

 

These recommendations were consistent with concurrent discussions of the JBSIS Subcommittee 

of CEAC concerning data submissions. The subcommittee discussed the topic at its August, 

October, and December 2018 meetings and have incorporated those discussions into the policy 

recommendations described here. 

 

In addition, with the development of new JBSIS 3.0 filings definitions approved by the Judicial 

Council in January 2018, a new JBSIS manual is being developed to incorporate the new filings 

definitions; the addition of these data quality requirements and best practices in data reporting to 

the JBSIS manual are intended to further enhance JBSIS data quality.  

 

Context for recommendation 

The JBSIS subcommittee has focused its discussions related to policy-making on improving the 

accuracy, consistency, and timeliness of JBSIS data. The subcommittee met at various times in 

the last year to discuss principles of data quality and the standards by which courts must report 

JBSIS data. Through these discussions, the subcommittee, working within the framework 

provided by Rule 10.400, determines that JBSIS data submissions should meet the following 

criteria: 



Court Executives Advisory Committee 

December 13, 2018 

Page 3 

 

• Accurate : All data must accurately reflect actual events and should be reported in an 

agreed-upon format which conforms to JBSIS standards. Data should be captured in full. 

All mandatory data items within a data set should be completed and miscellaneous free-

form codes will only be used where appropriate. 

• Consistent: The data should be reported uniformly by courts using the JBSIS data 

definitions and reporting requirements specified in the JBSIS manual. JBSIS data 

definitions should be reflected in court procedure documents. 

• Timely: Data should be collected and reported at the earliest opportunity. 

 

Best Practices for Data Quality 

The subcommittee also discussed practices that courts could engage in to improve data quality 

and integrity, including the following: 

 

Define key roles in ensuring quality data integrity. While court leadership has ultimate 

responsibility for JBSIS data submissions, there are many individuals at a court that have a hand 

in ensuring JBSIS data quality (some individuals in a court may have more than one role).  

 

Data Entry Staff are responsible for ensuring that the data collected is accurate, is as close to 

real-time as possible, and consistent with case management system entries. 

 

Operations Managers, Supervisors, and Leads must ensure staff are aware of their 

responsibilities towards data quality. They must be certain to review data capture processes 

regularly, must ensure data entry staff are consistent in their approach to the quality of captured 

data, and must give feedback to data entry staff when discrepancies in data are identified. 

 

Analytical Staff should ensure that data quality is monitored using audit and other operational 

reports and where anomalies are identified, that they are reported to court leaderships and raised 

with data entry staff and IT support for correction. They communicate with operations staff to 

ensure that data capture processes are reviewed regularly, clarify data definitions and reporting 

guidelines with Judicial Council staff, and communicate findings of quality review findings to 

court leadership. 

 

IT Support is responsible for working with operations staff to ensure that the system 

configurations are accurate and collaborating with the analytical staff to implement technical 

solutions as needed. 

 

Court Leadership are responsible for timely, accurate, and valid submission of JBSIS data. They 

must support and encourage a data quality culture amongst their teams and oversee the court’s 

responsibility to resolve quality review findings. 
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Have methods of routine and non-routine review. Courts should run regular case management 

reports to check for data quality. Some examples of those reports could include:  

o comparisons to prior periods (month to month or year to date to prior years); and 

o review of exception reports that may identify data errors; and 

o random sampling by pulling files to compare information in the paper file to what is entered 

in the case management system 

Ensure CMS correctly maps to JBSIS definitions . As case management systems are upgraded 

or changed or as JBSIS definitions are revised to reflect changes in laws, the mappings should be 

reviewed to make sure the data are reported in the right JBSIS categories. 

Ensure the court is reporting data based on the JBSIS definitions and not based on court 

practice. JBSIS definitions may not always match a court’s particular way of processing cases. 

For example, some courts process Misdemeanor Driving Under the Influence cases in the traffic 

division whereas others process these matters as non-traffic misdemeanors. Regardless of where 

they are handled, these matters should be reported to JBSIS as traffic misdemeanors. 

Train staff on the importance of JBSIS and data quality. JBSIS filings data are used in the 

budget allocation process and are audited as part of regular court audits; it is important that 

JBSIS data are accurate and that all court staff take responsibility for reporting JBSIS data 

correctly. 

Include key data entry steps in procedures and other documents . Having all staff trained to 

report JBSIS data helps ensure better data quality.  

To help achieve these standards, courts should consider adopting a data quality plan that would 

incorporate the above recommended practices. Further, these recommended practices will be 

incorporated in the JBSIS manual as best practices and updated and revised from time to time as 

needed. 

 

Error Correction and Ensuring Data is Up to Date 

To ensure data quality, clearer standards need to be established to require courts to address 

JBSIS data errors that result from any one of the following: 

 
a. Documented errors in an audit report;  
b. When the results of the annual data quality review by the Office of Court Research show 

that variation in data are the result of an error and not normal year-to-year differences;  
c. Findings and results of local quality assurance efforts as described elsewhere in these 

guidelines; or 
d. Ad hoc error discovery. 
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Error Quantification and Acceptable Error Rates 

The error rate is determined by the difference of the reported value and the correct value, divided 

by the reported value. The magnitude of the error relative to the number of filings in a given 

period affected determines how courts should remedy the error. The JBSIS subcommittee 

determined that a 2% error rate met the criteria of being rigorous enough to ensure high data 

quality without posing an undue burden for courts.  

 

The committee determined that an error rate or 2% or more in any one data element for a specific 

case type or cumulative across case types for one data element—limited at this time to filings, 

dispositions, trials, and time to disposition, when reported—should be established as the 

threshold above which courts must submit amended data correcting the report and that amended 

reports to resolve the error must be submitted within 60 days of error discovery. 

 

If the cumulative error rate is below 2%, the size of the error is deemed ‘tolerable’—small 

enough that it becomes optional for courts to submit amended reports. However, courts must still 

remedy the underlying problem that results in the error and pay close attention to future errors in 

these data elements as any small future error may result in a cumulative error of 2% or more (for 

example, a court identifies an error or 1.5% and does not amend its reports.  Later a new error of 

1% if found.  The cumulative error is now 2.5% and would trigger the requirement to amend 

data.) 

 

Error rates for other JBSIS data elements will be considered in future versions of these 

guidelines.  

 

Error diagnosis and prevention  

The court's obligation to provide accurate data goes beyond remedying the erroneous report: the 

court should take affirmative steps to diagnose the source of the error and to prevent making it in 

the future.  Errors should be studied to determine the root cause and remedied in the following 

manner:  

 
1. Intermittent user errors should result in a training plan for court staff that addresses the 

errors.  

2. Any intolerable error (greater than 2%) with a root cause in written policies, procedures, 
guidelines, desk manuals, etc., should result in appropriate changes to those documents.  

3. Any intolerable error with a root cause in technology must result in a plan to address the 
error.  

 

Error amendment  

Courts must amend intolerable errors within 60 days of identifying the error or prior to the 

reporting deadline at which the affected fiscal year's data become part of the dataset to be 

included in the Resource Assessment Study (RAS) model (a date determined each year by the 
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Office of Court Research), whichever is sooner. If the root cause analysis indicates that the 

source of the error is not unique to the most recent fiscal year, amendments must be made to all 

three fiscal years that pertain to the upcoming RAS model calculations.  

 

In addition, courts that report their data via JBSIS interface must annually resubmit all JBSIS 

reports that will become part of the dataset to be in included in the Resource Assessment Study 

(RAS) model by the reporting deadline established each year by the Office of Court Research. 

Portal courts are encouraged to resubmit this data, but the Subcommittee does not recommend 

this as a requirement due to the significant staff effort involved in Portal resubmissions.  Instead, 

Portal courts must pay extra attention to the 2% intolerable error reporting requirements. 

 

In the event that intolerable errors are found, courts should notify the Office of Court Research 

as soon as practical. Courts should also provide documentation of resolution of intolerable errors 

and submit the amended reports within 60 days and can seek assistance from OCR in submitting 

amended reports. If tolerable errors are found, courts should notify the Office of Court Research 

if they intend to submit amended reports. 

 

Conclusion  

If approved by CEAC, these data amendment requirements will be incorporated into the JBSIS 

Manual as follows: 

 
a. Upon identification of an error or 2% or more in any one data element for a 

specific case type or cumulative across case types for one data element, courts 

must submit amendment within 60 days. 

b. Courts reporting their data via JBSIS will be required to resubmit their data for all 

reports annually on a date communicated by OCR for use in RAS and the annual 

Court Statistics Report. 

Furthermore, if approved, JBSIS recommended data quality standards will be added to the JBSIS 

manual for reference. 

 

 



 
         Meeting Date: 02/08/2019 
 
Action Item #1 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit Report – State Auditor’s Office 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Discuss the external audit report and approve its posting on the www.courts.ca.gov 
website per California Rules of Court, Rule 10.63(c)(1). 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment B - California State Auditor’s Report #2018-301: Judicial Branch 
Procurement: Some Superior Courts Generally Followed Requirements but Could 
Improve Their Procurement Practices (January 2019) 

 
Summary: 
 

Public Contract Code, Section 19210, requires the California State Auditor’s Office to 
audit at least five judicial branch entities (JBEs), excluding the Judicial Council, every 
other year in order to evaluate each’s compliance with the Judicial Branch Contract Law 
(sections 19201 through 19210 of the Public Contract Code).  The audit often entails a 
review of a JBE’s procurement practices including, but not limited to: adherence to 
competitive bidding requirements; vendor payment procedures; and the Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual. 
 
In January 2019, the State Auditor’s Office issued its report on the following five JBEs. 
 

• Imperial Superior Court 
• Los Angeles Superior Court 
• Monterey Superior Court 
• Santa Barbara Superior Court 
• Santa Clara Superior Court 

 
The State Auditor found areas for improvement at all five superior courts.  Specifically, 
the auditor reported findings in the following three main areas (noted in bold): 
 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/


General Contracting Practices 
 

• Missing or Incomplete Sole-Source Justifications – Two courts—Santa Barbara 
and Imperial—did not document management’s approval for a non-competitive 
solicitation (one procurement at each court).  Another court—Santa Clara—did 
not have a sole-source justification when entering into an agreement with a 
vendor for temporary staffing.  Santa Clara was billed $778,000 for these 
services in fiscal year 2017-18. 
 

• Lack of written agreement – Santa Clara lacked a written agreement defining the 
county-provided services to the court and its related costs.  The court paid the 
county $582,000 in fiscal year 2017-18 without such an agreement. 

 
• Demonstrating Fair & Reasonable Price or Best Value – When using a leveraged 

purchase agreement (LPA), a court is expected to determine whether the 
vendor’s costs are “fair and reasonable” prior to proceeding with the contract.  If 
the LPA was not previously established through competition, the court is 
encouraged to identify and review multiple LPAs and select one based on best 
value. The auditor found the following: 

 
 Santa Clara entered into to two LPAs without determining 

whether the prices it obtained were fair and reasonable. 
 

 Monterey entered into an LPA for internet services at a cost of up 
to $78,000 in fiscal year 2017-18, but the court did not 
demonstrate how it determined the price was fair and reasonable. 

 
 Los Angeles awarded a Master Services Agreement to two 

vendors following a competitive solicitation.  The auditor believes 
the court should have evaluated “best value” when deciding 
which of the two vendors to use when subsequently placing an 
order under the agreement.  The court disagreed with the finding 
and stated the JBCM does not impose a continuing obligation on 
the court to assess or document best value following a competitive 
solicitation.   

 
Vendor Payment Practices 
 

• Payment Authorization Weaknesses – Monterey had various employees approve 
vendor payments in amounts that exceeded their signing authority. The amounts 
authorized by Monterey’s staff exceeded the established authority levels by a 
range of $2,000 to $107,000. The auditor also noted that Imperial allows court 
employees to process payments to certain vendors—such as 



telecommunications—without appropriate prior written approval from the 
Court’s management.   
 

• Segregation of Duties – Santa Clara allowed the same employee to approve 
payment to a vendor and record the transaction in the court’s accounting system.  
The auditor noted these activities should be segregated to different individuals so 
that no one person controls more than a single key aspect of a purchasing 
activity.   
 

• Three-Point Match / Evidence of Goods Received – Santa Barbara relied on e-
mails from court staff indicating that goods were received instead of matching 
evidence of receipt (such as a packing slip) to the vendor’s invoice. 

 
 

Purchase Card Transactions 
 

• Exceeding transactional and daily limits on card use – Santa Clara exceeded 
transactional and daily limits on one of its purchase card transactions.  
Specifically, the Court used one of its cards to pay over $8,000 for IT staff 
training (when the transactional limit is $1,500 and the daily limit is $5,000). 
Otherwise, the auditors found the transaction was appropriate.  

 
• Courts have established alternative transaction limits that are not documented – 

Courts can exceed the Judicial Council’s transactional and daily purchase card 
limits if the court documents these policies in its local contracting manual.  
Imperial and Santa Barbara established limits that exceed those established by 
the Judicial Council, but it did not establish / document them in their local 
procedures. 

 
 

The Courts’ Views and Responses to The Audit 
 

• Imperial – Did not formally respond to the audit. 
• Los Angeles – Did not agree with the audit findings. 
• Monterey – Agreed with the findings 
• Santa Barbara – Agreed with the findings. 
• Santa Clara – Agreed with the findings. 

 
Audit Services will consider the results of this audit when performing its next audit at 
these courts.  Committee staff recommends that the audit committee approve the public 
posting of this audit report on www.courts.ca.gov per ROC 10.63(c)(1). 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/










































































 
         Meeting Date: 02/08/2019 
 
Action Item #2 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit Report – Department of Child Support Services 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item - Discuss the external audit reports and approve their posting on the 
www.courts.ca.gov website per California Rules of Court, Rule 10.63(c)(1). 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment C – Department of Child Support Services’ audit of San Luis Obispo 
Superior Court for fiscal year 2015-16 (review of AB 1058 program) 

 
Summary: 
 

The attached audit report concerning the Superior Court of California, County of San 
Luis Obispo was mistakenly omitted from the agenda for our previous committee 
meeting. The audit committee has discussed these audits extensively in the past and the 
Department of Child Support Services (DCSS) has agreed to not seek the recovery of the 
questioned costs cited in the audit reports.  Judicial Council staff from the Center for 
Families, Children and Courts are working with DCSS to develop alternative timekeeping 
practices aimed at reducing the administrative burden at the courts.   
 
Staff request the approval of this audit for public posting, consistent with the other AB 
1058 audits reviewed by this committee. 
 
 

 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/
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Judicial Council Contract Review
Superior Court of California, San Luis Obispo County

Department of Child Support Services
Office of Audits and Compliance

Audit Report
_______________________________

INTRODUCTION

alifornia Department of Child Support Services (DCSS), Office of Audits and 
Compliance (OAC), conducts fiscal and compliance audits of subrecipients who 
receive IV-D program funds in the administration of the child support program.  

These audits are required as part of DCSS subrecipient monitoring responsibilities.  
DCSS contracts with the Judicial Council of California (JCC) for statewide Title IV-D
services with the Child Support Commissioner (CSC) program and Family Law 
Facilitator (FLF) offices.  The Court receives federal and state funds through a contract 
with the Judicial Council of California who oversees these programs and the
expenditures claimed under this contract.

This report presents the results of the OAC’s review of the Superior Court of California,
County of San Luis Obispo (Court) CSC and FLF program for state fiscal year (SFY) 
July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016.

BACKGROUND

The Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program is a federal/state/local partnership to 
collect child support from non-custodial parents. The goals of this program are to 
ensure that the children have the financial support of both their parents, to foster 
responsible behavior towards children, and to reduce welfare costs. The CSE Program 
was established in 1975 as Title IV-D of the Social Security Act.

Established by state legislation in 1999, the California Department of Child Support 
Services is designated as the single state entity responsible for ensuring that all 
functions necessary to establish, collect, and distribute child support are effectively and 
efficiently implemented. Title 45, Section 302.34 gives DCSS authority to enter into a 
cooperative agreement with the courts under the state plan.  The JCC, chaired by the 
Chief Justice of California, is the chief policy making agency of the California judicial 
system.  The JCC oversees the ongoing operations of the statewide Title IV-D CSC and 
FLF programs in the courts under grant funding AB 1058.  In SFY 2015-16, DCSS 
contracted JCC for a total of $55,171,367.  For the period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 
2016, the JCC reimbursed the Court $448,695 in state and federal funds as follows: 
$357,008 for the CSC and $91,687 for the FLF program.

C
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

The review was conducted for the period July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016. The area of 
review was limited to claimed expenditures under the contract agreement #10-0490-14 
between DCSS and the JCC for this period.  The objective of the review was further 
limited to determining if expenditures claimed by the Court under JCC contract 
agreement #10-30664 for the CSC program and #10-30704 for the FLF program 
complied with applicable laws, rules, and regulations, including OMB Uniform 
Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal 
Awards set forth in Title 2 CFR Subtitle A Chapter II, Part 200 (Uniform Requirements) ,
Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual) and Title IV-D (AB
1058) Child Support Commissioner and Family Law Facilitator Program Accounting and 
Reporting Instructions.

The audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing 
Standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. This audit includes examining, on a test 
basis, evidence supporting the amounts included on contract invoices.  An audit also 
includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by 
management.

Due to the limited scope, our audit does not constitute a financial statement audit 
conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards; therefore, we do not 
express an opinion on the financial statements, or on any individual account balances.  
Had we performed additional procedures, or conducted a complete audit of the financial 
statements, other matters might have come to our attention that may have been 
reported.

AUDIT AUTHORITY

Uniform Requirements 2 CFR 200.328 Monitoring and reporting program performance 
makes DCSS responsible for oversight of the operations of the Federal award 
supported activities. Section 200.331 requires DCSS, as the pass through entity, to 
monitor the activities of the subrecipient to ensure the subaward is used for authorized 
purposes, in compliance with federal statutes and regulations and the terms and 
conditions of the federal award and subaward, and that the subaward performance 
goals are achieved.  This section also provides the authority for DCSS, as the pass-
through entity, to perform on-site reviews of the subrecipient’s program operations.  
Section 200.336 Access to records provides DCSS the right to access any pertinent 
documents. Title 45 CFR 302.12 gives DCSS the responsibility for securing compliance 
with the requirements of the State plan when delegating any of the functions of the IV-D
program to any cooperative agreement.
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CONCLUSION

As noted in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report, the Court’s 
personnel expenses for a Legal Process Clerk in the CSC program and all staff in the 
FLF program were unsupported. As indirect costs are based on supported personnel 
expenses, the Court lacked support for a portion of the indirect costs claimed. Based 
on the sample of operating expenditures reviewed, we found the Court had sufficient 
support for claimed operating costs.

RESTRICTED USE

This audit report is intended solely for the information and use of the DCSS and the 
JCC and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction is not intended to 
limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record when the final is issued.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding 1 – Unsupported Personnel Expenses FLF – $91,687

Condition

For SFY 2015-16, the Court did not have support for the salaries, benefits or indirect 
costs claimed for all staff in the Family Law Facilitator program.  Specifically, the 
Judicial Council of California AB 1058 grant manual and annual training requires courts 
to allocate salaries and benefits based on the actual hours court staff spend in the IV-D
child support (AB 1058) program activities.  Instead of documenting actual hours 
worked, Court staff recorded a predetermined number of hours each day on their JC-4
timesheet under IV-D program. To understand this process, we interviewed the FLF,
who recalled the Court performed time studies during that period.  Court staff were 
instructed to record hours on their JC-4 timesheet using the allocation derived from the 
one-week time studies.  However, no documentation was provided to support the 
methodology used.  Further, this methodology is not in accordance with JCC policy and 
procedures which required the allocation of salaries and benefits to be based on actual
hours worked each claim month.  Also, the federal regulations disallow the use of 
budget estimates.  Lastly, Court staff signed and certified the timesheets each month 
stating they “certify under penalty of perjury that this time sheet accurately represents 
actual time worked....” Since there is no way to identify actual direct labor hours the 
staff spent in the FLF program or to determine the direct benefit to the FLF program, we 
found the Court overclaimed $91,687 for the FLF program for salaries, benefits, and 
indirect costs, which was the total amount reimbursed by the JCC. The Court claimed 
10.59%, which is less than the JCC approved indirect cost rate of 20%.

Family Law Facilitator Program
Total Unsupported Personnel Expenses

SFY 2015-16
Salaries and Benefits $82,907
Add: Indirect Costs (10.59%) 8,780
Total Unsupported Cost $91,687 

We further observed the Court had weak internal controls in reporting and claiming
salaries and benefits. Based on the JC-3 sample months reviewed, we found the Court 
erroneously included flex benefits twice, both in the “Gross Pay” and in “Gross 
Benefits”, thereby overstating claimed personnel costs for the FLF program. We 
allowed the flex benefits as a claimable cost in “Gross Benefits” but still found the salary
and benefit amounts in the ADP payroll register did not reconcile to the “Gross Pay” and
“Gross Benefits” reported on the claim. The Court Accountant stated she recorded
average salaries and average benefits when completing the claim in lieu of recording 
actual personnel costs for the claim month.  This methodology resulted in an overclaim 
in each claim selected for review. Failing to record actual gross pay, actual gross 
benefits, and actual hours resulted in erroneous reporting of personnel costs. Further, 
estimates are not allowable under the federal requirements. We have already included 
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the disallowed amount in the $91,687, so no additional disallowed costs will result from 
weak internal control reporting.

Criteria

2 CFR Part 200.430 Compensation-personal services, (i) Standards for Documentation 
of Personnel Expenses (1) Charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages must be 
based on records that accurately reflect the work performed.  These records must:

(i) Be supported by a system of internal control which provides reasonable 
assurance that the charges are accurate, allowable and properly allocated;
(ii) Be incorporated into the official records of the non-Federal entity;
(iii) Reasonably reflect the total activity for which the employee is compensated 
by the non-Federal entity, not exceeding 100 percent of compensated activities;
(iv) Encompass both federally assisted and all other activities compensated by 
the non-Federal entity on an integrated basis, but may include the use of 
subsidiary records as defined in the non-Federal entity’s written policy;
(v) Comply with the established accounting policies and practices of the non-
Federal entity; and
(vii) Support the distribution of the employee’s salary or wages among specific 
activities or cost objectives if the employee works on more than one Federal 
award; a Federal award and non-Federal award.

Section 200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs states all costs must be
necessary and reasonable to the Federal award, be consistent with JCC and the Court’s
policies and procedures and be adequately documented. Section 200.404 defines a
reasonable cost as one that does not deviate from established practices and policies.

Policies and procedures provided to the Court in the Title IV-D (AB 1058) Child Support 
Commissioner and Family Law Facilitator Accounting and Reporting Instructions issued
by the Judicial Council of California, dated June 2015, states, “The salaries and benefits 
of the court employees who work on AB 1058 program components (CSC and FLF) can 
be charged to the grant.  Salaries include wages and compensation of court employees 
for the time devoted and identified specifically to the program” (page 11).  Page 15 
provides specific guidance to the Courts on documenting allowable and not allowable 
hours that can be charged directly to the AB 1058 program when completing the time 
reporting documentation.

The JC-4 timesheet, signed by the employee and the employee’s supervisor, states, “I 
hereby certify under penalty of perjury that this time sheet accurately represents actual 
time worked.…”

Recommendation

The JCC should return $91,687 to DCSS for unsupported personnel expenses and 
indirect costs claimed in SFY 2015-16.  In the future, the Court should record actual 
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salaries and benefits as paid to the Court staff, implement a second level of review to 
ensure personnel related costs are accurately reported on the claim, and ensure
benefits are not claimed twice. Further, the percentage of salary and benefit costs 
claimed must be allocated based on the actual labor hours directly worked in the AB 
1058 grant program in accordance with the JCC established policies, procedures, and 
federal regulations.  Indirect costs charged to the AB 1058 grant program must be 
supported by allowable salaries and benefits.

Finding 2 – Unsupported Personnel Expenses CSC – $14,924

Condition

For SFY 2015-16, the Court did not have support for the salary, benefits, and indirect 
costs claimed for the Legal Process Clerk II (LPC) in the CSC program. On
May 9, 2018, we interviewed the LPC, who stated she was instructed by a previous 
employee to claim ten hours a week to the CSC program.  We reviewed her JC-4
timesheet, which recorded 2 hours each day (10 hours per week) claimed to CSC 
program activities. As a result, there is no way to identify actual direct labor hours the 
LPC spent in the CSC program or the direct benefit to the CSC program. Specifically, 
we found the Court overclaimed $14,924 in salary, benefits and indirect costs related to 
the CSC program as follows:

Legal Process Clerk II (LPC) – CSC Program
Total Unsupported Personnel Expenses

SFY 2015-16
Salary and Benefits $12,517
Add: Indirect Costs 2,407
Total Unsupported Cost $14,924

We further observed the Court had weak internal controls in reporting and claiming
salaries and benefits. Based on the sample months reviewed, the Court incorrectly 
included flex benefits, both in the “Gross Pay” and “Gross Benefits” amount claimed, 
resulting in an underclaim to the program.

We found errors when tracing the “Gross Pay” and “Gross Benefits” amounts claimed 
on the JC-3 to the ADP payroll records.  For example, we found seven court staff had 
hours for two months reported on the claim month for November 2015. However, the 
Court only reported one-month worth of salaries for “Gross Pay” in November 2015 for 
these staff. This resulted in under reporting of gross pay on the November 2015 claim.  
In April 2016, the Court again failed to record two-months worth of salaries for “Gross 
Pay”, while recording two-months’ worth of activity for one staff person.  Underclaiming 
salaries does not result in a finding for the federal IV-D funds but is an indication of 
weaknesses in fiscal controls related to these errors in reporting.
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Criteria 

2 CFR Part 200.430 Compensation-personal services, (i) Standards for Documentation 
of Personnel Expenses (1) Charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages must be 
based on records that accurately reflect the work performed.  These records must:

(i) Be supported by a system of internal control which provides reasonable 
assurance that the charges are accurate, allowable and properly allocated;
(ii) Be incorporated into the official records of the non-Federal entity;
(iii) Reasonably reflect the total activity for which the employee is compensated 
by the non-Federal entity, not exceeding 100 percent of compensated activities;
(iv) Encompass both federally assisted and all other activities compensated by 
the non-Federal entity on an integrated basis, but may include the use of 
subsidiary records as defined in the non-Federal entity’s written policy;
(v) Comply with the established accounting policies and practices of the non-
Federal entity; and
(vii) Support the distribution of the employee’s salary or wages among specific 
activities or cost objectives if the employee works on more than one Federal 
award; a Federal award and non-Federal award.

Section 200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs states all costs must be
necessary and reasonable to the Federal award, be consistent with JCC and the Court’s
policies and procedures and be adequately documented. Section 200.404 defines a
reasonable cost as one that does not deviate from established practices and policies.

Policies and procedures provided to the Court in the Title IV-D (AB 1058) Child Support 
Commissioner and Family Law Facilitator Accounting and Reporting Instructions issued
by the Judicial Council of California, dated June 2015, states, “The salaries and benefits 
of the court employees who work on AB 1058 program components (CSC and FLF) can 
be charged to the grant.  Salaries include wages and compensation of court employees 
for the time devoted and identified specifically to the program” (page 11).  Page 15 
provides specific guidance to the Courts on documenting allowable and not allowable 
hours that can be charged directly to the AB 1058 program when completing the time 
reporting documentation.

The JC-4 timesheet, signed by the employee and the employee’s supervisor, states, “I 
hereby certify under penalty of perjury that this time sheet accurately represents actual 
time worked.…”

Recommendation

The JCC should return $14,924 to DCSS for unsupported personnel expenses and 
indirect costs claimed for the LPC in SFY 2015-16. In the future, the Court should 
ensure the percentage of salary and benefit costs claimed are allocated based on actual 
labor hours directly worked in the AB 1058 grant program. These costs must be 
claimed in accordance with the JCC established policies, procedures, and federal 
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regulations. The Court should implement stronger internal controls such as a second 
level of review and approval of the JC-3 payroll summary sheets, prior to submission to 
the JCC, to help ensure gross pay, gross benefits, and actual hours worked are 
accurately claimed.
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Agency Response
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Evaluation of Response

On September 14, 2018, OAC issued a draft report for the Court’s review and response.
We received the Court’s written response to the draft report on October 19, 2018.      
The Court concurs with our findings; however, disagrees with the recommendation to 
return $109,774 in disallowed costs. Due to an adjustment of the reimbursement by the 
JCC, we were able to reduce the total disallowed amount of $109,774 to $106,611 and 
have updated the report accordingly.

The Court’s response indicates it has taken corrective action.  If implemented as 
described, the corrective action should be sufficient to address the findings identified in 
this report.  We will follow up in six months for the progress of the corrective action plan.
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