
 
 

A U D I T S  A N D  F I N A N C I A L  A C C O U N T A B I L I T Y  C O M M I T T E E  

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  A G E N D A  

Open to the Public Unless Indicated as Closed (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1)) 
THIS MEETING IS BEING CONDUCTED BY ELECTRONIC MEANS 

OPEN PORTION OF THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED  

Date: October 21, 2019 
Time: 12:15 – 1:15 PM 
Public Call-In Number: 1-877-820-7831; Public Listening Code 4045700 

Meeting materials for open portions of the meeting will be posted on the advisory body web page on the 
California Courts website at least three business days before the meeting. 

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the 
indicated order. 

I .  O P E N  M E E T I N G  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( C ) ( 1 ) )  

Call to Order and Roll Call 

Opening Comments by the Chair and Vice-Chair 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Hon. Judge Rosenberg—Chair; Hon. Presiding Justice 

Siggins—Vice Chair 

Approval of Minutes 
Approve minutes of the July 12, 2019, Audit Committee meeting. 

I I .  P U B L I C  C O M M E N T  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( K ) ( 2 ) )  

Written Comment 
In accordance with California Rules of Court, Rule 10.75(k) (1), written comments 
pertaining to any agenda item of a regularly noticed open meeting can be submitted up to 
one complete business day before the meeting. For this specific meeting, comments 
should be e-mailed to auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov or mailed or delivered to Judicial 
Council of California, Audit Services, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, 
California 94102 attention: Viktoriya Volzhenina. Only written comments received by 
12:15 pm on October 21st, 2019 will be provided to advisory body members prior to the 
start of the meeting. 

www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm 
auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov 

 

mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
http://www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov


M e e t i n g  A g e n d a  |  O c t o b e r  2 1 ,  2 0 1 9  
 
 

2 | P a g e  A u d i t s  a n d  F i n a n c i a l  A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  C o m m i t t e e  

I I I .  I N F O R M A T I O N  O N L Y  I T E M S  ( N O  A C T I O N  R E Q U I R E D )  

Info 1 

Report from Audit Services 
Overview of Audit Services’ work in progress as well as a summary of external audits 
being performed by other governmental agencies. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 

Info 2 

Welcome to New Committee Members & General Overview of Audit Plan 
General overview of the audit committee’s responsibilities and a review of the 2019-20 
audit plan approved in June 2019. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 

Services 

Info 3 

General Discussion by Audit Committee Members 
Open discussion by committee members regarding any topic within the scope and 
purview of the Advisory Committee for Audits and Financial Accountability for the 
Judicial Branch. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 

Services 
 

I V .  D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  P O S S I B L E  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M  1 )  

Item 1 

Annual Audit Plan – Court Interpreter Payments (Action Required) 
Continue discussion of whether to add testing of court interpreter payments back within 
the scope of work for court audits performed during fiscal year 2019-20.  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 
 

V .  A D J O U R N M E N T  T O  C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  

Adjourn to Closed Session 

 

 



M e e t i n g  A g e n d a  |  O c t o b e r  2 1 ,  2 0 1 9  
 
 

3 | P a g e  A u d i t s  a n d  F i n a n c i a l  A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  C o m m i t t e e  

V I .  C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( D ) )  

Item 2  

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required) 
Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports 
Review and approve Audit Services’ draft audit report of Modoc Superior Court, per 
Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Dawn Tomita, Supervisor – Judicial Council’s Audit Services 

Item 3  

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required) 
Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports 
Review and approve Audit Services’ draft audit report of Trinity Superior Court, per Rule 
of Court 10.63(c)(1). 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Dawn Tomita, Supervisor – Judicial Council’s Audit Services  
 

 

V I I .  A D J O U R N M E N T  

Adjourn the meeting 



 
 

 

A D V I S O R Y   C O M M I T T E E   O N   A U D I T S   A N D   F I N A N C I A L   A C C O U N T A B I L I T Y  

F O R   T H E   J U D I C I A L   B R A N C H  

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  

July 12, 2019 

12:15 p.m. - 1:45 p.m. 

Conference Call 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. David Rosenberg, Hon. Mary Ann O’Malley, Ms. Sherri Carter, Mr. Kevin 
Harrigan, Mr. Phil Jelicich (non-voting advisory member) 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. Peter Siggins, Hon. Susan Matcham, Mr. Kevin Lane, Ms. Tania Ugrin-
Capobianco, 

Others Present:  Mr. Grant Parks, Mr. Oliver Cheng (Attorney), Mr. John Prestianni (Supervising 
Attorney), Mr. Jimmy Nguyen (Nguyen), Andrew Tran (Attorney) 

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 12:16 p.m. and took roll call.   

Approval of Minutes 

Judge O’Malley moved to approve the minutes of June 28, 2019 meeting.  Ms. Sherri Carter seconded the motion.  

There was no further discussion of the minutes.  Motion to approve passed by unanimous voice vote of the 

committee members present. 

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 

General Discussion by Members of the Committee 

No items discussed. 

 

Action Item 1 

Revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (Action Required)  

Mr. Cheng provided some information regarding the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM), which is a 

requirement of Judicial Branch Contract Law (JBCL). JBCL requires Judicial Branch entities to comply with 

provisions of public contract code related to procurement of goods and services. JBCL also requires Judicial 

Council to publish and adopt Judicial Branch Contracting Manual. Under Rule of Court 10.63, the Audit Committee 

www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm 
auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov 
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2 | P a g e A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  o n  A u d i t s  a n d  F i n a n c i a l  A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  
t h e  J u d i c i a l  B r a n c h  

reviews proposed revisions to JBCM and recommends those revisions to Judicial Council. Under rule 10.63, the 

committee is also responsible for advising and assisting Judicial Council in performing its responsibilities under 

Judicial Branch Contract Law. JBCL requires JBCM to be consistent with public contract code. There have been 

some updates in public contract code, so some conforming edits are needed to JBCM.  

In addition, there are a couple clarifying edits that have been proposed. One is regarding roles for procurement 

staff. Another clarifying edit regarding contractors’ certification. Draft of the Audit Committee Judicial Council Report 

and proposed revisions to the manual are included in the meeting materials. If these proposed edits are acceptable 

to the Audit Committee, the next step would be to present the report and revisions to Executive and Planning 

Committee meeting next month, so that the revisions can be placed on consent agenda for the Judicial Council’s 

Business Meeting in September. This would be 9th edition of JBCM, and this new version of the manual will have an 

effective date of October 1, 2019. 

Ms. Carter complemented Judicial Council Staff who were involved in clarifying materials. Judge O’Malley 

concurred on Ms. Carter’s statement. 

Mr. Jelicich asked Mr. Cheng to provide a reasoning behind the change on page 5, Chapter 1 of JBCM regarding 

purchasing roles and responsibilities. Mr. Cheng replied that one of the requirements of JBCM is that JBCM must 

be substantially similar to the provisions of State Contracting Manual as well as State Administrative Manual. This 

edit is made to be similar to parallel provision in the State Contracting Manual. Mr. Parks offered to update the 

wording to “Different employees should be responsible for approving invoices and preparing payment”, and to 

remove words “when possible” in the beginning, similar to wording used in the Trial Court Financial Policies and 

Procedures Manual (FIN Manual). In cases when it’s not possible, the Courts will need to demonstrate the reason 

why they can’t follow the directive in the JBCM. Ms. Carter and Mr. Harrigan voiced support for this change. Mr. 

Cheng clarified that they added “when possible” to provide needed possibilities for some of the smaller courts, for 

cases when it’s logistically impossible to have different employees approving invoices and preparing payments. 

 

Action: Ms. Carter moved to approve proposed language regarding the employees approving invoices and 

preparing payments without the words “when possible” (seconded by Judge O’Malley). The motion passed 

by unanimous voice vote of the committee members present. 

Action: Ms. Carter moved to approve the recommended change on page 19 of chapter 4 of JBCM 

(seconded by Judge O’Malley). The motion passed by unanimous voice vote of the committee members 

present. 

Action: Judge O’Malley moved to approve draft of the Committee’ report and recommendation to place this 

draft to the consent agenda of the Judicial Council meeting (seconded by Mr. Harrigan). 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. 

 
Approved by the advisory body on October 21, 2019. 



 
         Meeting Date: 10/21/2019 
 
Informational Item #1 – (No Action Required) 
 
Report from Audit Services 
 
Status Update – Judicial Council’s Audit Services 
 

Workload & Staffing 
 
Audit Services conducted fieldwork site visits at Tehama and Sierra superior courts 
during August and September.  The audit work is now substantially complete for both 
courts and we are currently awaiting the courts’ responses to our draft audit findings, 
which are due in early November.  Both audit reports will be available for the audit 
committee’s next meeting in mid-January. 
 
Per the annual audit plan, we have started our audit work at San Mateo and Lassen.  
Audit staff visited both courts during the week of October 7th to review cash handling 
procedures and plan to return to both during the week of October 21st to complete our 
onsite fieldwork.  Finally, audit staff have substantially completed their audit work of two 
Court Innovations Grant awards made to the superior court of Los Angeles.  I anticipate 
that report will also be ready to share with the committee during our next meeting in mid-
January 2020.   
 
As for staffing, we hired an additional auditor in early October, bringing our employee 
count to a total to 11 filled positions, of which 8 are auditors who perform work at the 
courts. Our current organizational chart is attached for your reference (Attachment A). 

 
Status of External Audits 
 

State Controller’s Office (SCO) 
 

Audit Program of the Trial Courts  
The Judicial Council has executed an interagency agreement with the State Controller’s 
Office (SCO) to continue auditing the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the 
superior courts per Government Code, Section 77206(h).  The Legislature provided 
spending authority specifically for these audits, and the agreement will result in the SCO 
auditing eight additional superior courts (audit work to take place through June 30, 2020). 



The SCO is nearing completion of its audit of Sutter (1st of 8 courts to be audited) and 
held an exit conference with the court in early October.  The SCO’s audit of Sutter should 
be available for the committee at our next meeting.  The SCO anticipates auditing El 
Dorado next. 

 
Government Code, Section 77206(h) requires roughly 14-15 audits of the trial courts per 
year.  We are working with the SCO to secure the necessary funding to pay for these 
audits beginning in fiscal year 2020-21. 
 
State Auditor’s Office (CSA) 
 
Audit of the Judicial Council’s Procurement Practices 
Biennially, the CSA is required to audit the Judicial Council’s procurement practices 
pursuant to Public Contract Code, Section 19210(c).  The audit focuses on whether the 
Judicial Council has complied with the contracting provisions contained in the Judicial 
Branch Contracting Law.  CSA auditors performed fieldwork procedures onsite at the 
Judicial Council’s San Francisco offices during the week of August 21st.  The audit 
should be substantially complete by December.  CSA is required by statute to publish the 
audit by January 15th, which should be available for the next audit committee meeting.  
 
Statewide Audit of the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act 
The Joint Legislative Audit Committee directed CSA to conduct a statewide performance 
audit of mental health activities under the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act (LPS Act).  The 
audit will focus primarily on three counties (Los Angeles and two unnamed counties).  
The audit’s objectives are attached (Attachment B), and CSA may request assistance from 
the judicial branch since some of the data needed for the audit likely reside with the 
superior courts and their CMS systems.  CSA expects to publish its audit report in April 
2020. 
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2019-119 AUDIT SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 
County Implementation of the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act 
 

The audit by the California State Auditor will provide independently developed and verified 
information related to the implementation of the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act (LPS Act) by Los Angeles 
County and two other counties selected by the California State Auditor.  The audit’s scope will include, 
but not be limited to, the following activities:  
 
1. Review and evaluate the laws, rules, and regulations significant to the audit objectives. 
 
2. Review the statewide oversight of the implementation of the LPS Act.  
 
3. By county and for each of the most recent three years, determine the following: 
 

(a) The number of individuals placed under initial involuntary holds, the referral sources for those 
holds, and the number of individuals placed under repeated initial holds. 

 
(b) The number of individuals placed under subsequent holds. 

 
(c) The number of individuals placed into new and renewed LPS conservatorships and the referral 

source for those conservatorships. 
 

(d) The average length of LPS conservatorships.  
 

(e) The number of terminated LPS conservatorships and the reasons for the termination. 
 
4. Assess the counties’ implementations of the LPS Act for the last three years and compare the 

counties to one another by reviewing at least the following: 
 

(a) The counties’ definitions of the criteria for involuntary treatment holds and whether each 
county has consistently applied its definitions. 

 
(b) The counties’ criteria for placing individuals into LPS conservatorships and making least-

restrictive environment determinations and whether the counties have consistently followed 
these criteria.  

 
5. Assess whether any differences between county approaches to involuntary holds, 

conservatorships, or the associated care provided to individuals should be addressed through 
changes to state law or regulation.  

 
6. Determine how the counties fund their implementations of the LPS Act and whether access to 

funding is a barrier to the implementation of the LPS Act. 
 
7. Assess the availability of treatment resources in each county and, to the extent possible, 

determine whether there are barriers to achieving the intent of the LPS Act. In doing so, at the 
minimum, consider the number of LPS facilities in each county and the availability of rehabilitative 
programs during and after conservatorships. 

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



 
         Meeting Date: 10/21/2019 
 
Informational Item #2 – (No Action Required) 
 
Welcome to New Committee Members & General Overview 
 
Established under California Rules of Court, Rule 10.63, the audit committee is primarily 
responsible for: 
 
Approving the Annual Audit Plan 
In June 2019, the audit committee approved the audit plan for fiscal year 2019-20.  The audit 
plan defines the audit scope and identifies which courts will be audited during the upcoming 
fiscal year.  Once approved, the audit plan is posted on the audit committee’s web site as well as 
the Judicial Resources Network so the courts will know the general scope of audits and whether 
they are likely to be audited.  Key exhibits from the audit plan affecting Audit Services’ work 
include: 
 

• Table 1 – Risk Areas and Responsible Audit Organization 
• Table 2 – Standard Scope Areas & Frequency of Prior Findings 
• Table 3 – Available Staff Resources and Audit Schedule (excerpt shown below) 
 

 
 



The blue cells shown above illustrate when Audit Services anticipates conducting audit work at 
each selected court.  For larger-scope audits (performed by court audit teams), we provide each 
court with one month to review draft audit findings and to develop comments and corrective 
action plans for inclusion in the final audit report.  For example, our audit of Trinity was 
scheduled to conclude at the end of August—which is followed by the court’s one-month review 
period in September—ultimately resulting in the audit report being ready for the audit committee 
in October.  For subject-specific audits—such as audits under the Court Innovations Grant 
program—Audit Services generally provides each court with a two-week review period.  All 
court audits performed by Audit Services are not considered final until approved by the audit 
committee for public posting.  As such, the audit committee will meet in closed session to 
consider the audit’s results, along with any comments and perspectives of court officials who 
also participate during the closed session. 
 
Common Audit Findings and Prior Actions Taken by the Audit Committee 
During fiscal year 2018-19, the audit committee met six times and reviewed a total 18 audits 
reports covering 22 judicial branch entities.  These audit reports contained 124 audit findings 
where the courts either “agreed” or “partially agreed” 87% of the time.  11 of these 18 audit 
reports were prepared and published by Audit Services. 

 
 
Most of Audit Services’ work focuses on evaluating court compliance with the Judicial 
Council’s various policies, such as the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM) and the 
Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual). However, a significant 
portion of Audit Services’ fieldwork hours (roughly 20%) are devoted to testing court 
compliance with requirements relevant to the reporting of case filings data to the Judicial Branch 
Statistical Information System (JBSIS). 
 



Of the 90 audit findings Audit Services published in its 9 audit reports last year, most of the 
findings pertained to non-compliance with cash handling procedures described in the Trial Court 
Financial Policies & Procedures Manual (FIN Manual) or were the result of weaknesses in the 
courts’ documentary support for case filings data reported to the Judicial Branch Statistical 
Information System (JBSIS).   

 
 
 

 
 
 

In response to these common audit findings, Audit Services and the audit committee periodically 
issue “Audit Advisory” memos to court executive officers to alert them of potential risk areas so 
they can take action prior to an audit.  Audit advisories are maintained on the Judicial Resources 
Network for easy reference.  Other times, the audit committee has issued letters to other advisory 
committees encouraging them to consider developing or revising various policies.  Some past 
examples include: 
 



Recent Audit Advisories 
 

• Audit Advisory #2018-2 (cash handling) – An eight-page memo highlighting common 
audit findings in the areas of: (1) voided transactions; (2) manually-generated receipts; 
and (3) the processing of payments received through the mail. 
 

• Audit Advisory #2019-1 (court procurement rules) – A 17-page memo discussing 
common weakness in the contracting process, such as: competitive solicitations; sole-
source vendor justifications; the vendor payment process; and the use of purchase cards. 

 
Audit Committee’s Letters to Other Advisory Bodies 
 

• April 2018 – The audit committee issued a letter to the Court Executives Advisory 
Committee encouraging them to develop data quality standards for the reporting of case 
filings data to JBSIS.  At the time, the audit committee noted existing rules did not 
facilitate the verification of JBSIS data, while courts were also not required to correct 
data errors (if found) or engage in any specific data quality control practices.  The 
Judicial Council approved the first iteration of JBSIS data quality standards in May 2019. 
 

• January 2019 – The audit committee issued a letter to the Trial Court Budget Advisory 
Committee seeking revisions to court encumbrance policies. The FIN Manual’s 
encumbrance policies differed from TCBAC’s policies, thus creating inconsistency with 
respect to how courts may encumber long-term agreements, which can affect fund 
balance amounts subject to the statutory cap. 

 
 
Evaluating the Results of Audits Performed by Non-Judicial Branch Audit Organizations 
Table 3 of the annual audit plan is important because it recognizes statutory audit requirements 
and the role of audit organizations external to the judicial branch.  Two external audit 
organizations audit the judicial branch entities. 
 
State Controller’s Office – Primarily audits trial court compliance with state accounting and 

reporting rules (per Government Code, Section 77206(h)) and audits 
court compliance with criminal fine & fee distributions. 

 
State Auditor’s Office – Performs financial audit work at the Judicial Council in connection with 

its audit of the State’s financial Statements (Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report).  Also, CSA alternates between auditing 5 trials courts 
or the Judicial Council each year with respect to their procurement 
practices. 

 
The audit committee receives briefings on these audits in public session and approves them for 
public posting on the judicial branch’s public web site. 



 
 
Recommending Updates to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual 
At times, the State Auditor’s reviews of procurement practices result in the audit committee 
recommending changes to the JBCM.  Since its inception, the audit committee has recommended 
two sets of revisions to the JBCM. 

 
o June 2018 – Recommended changes to the JBCM’s definitions of “contract 

splitting” and “sole source vendor” based on feedback received from the State 
Auditor’s December 2017 audit of the Judicial Council’s procurement activities.     
 

o July 2019 – Recommended changes to comply with Assembly Bill 2764, which 
requires vendors of IT goods and services to be subject to additional vendor 
certifications. 

 
Under California Rules of Court, all changes to the JBCM must be considered by the audit 
committee prior to formal adoption by the Judicial Council. 



 
         Meeting Date: 10/21/2019 
 
Action Item #1 – (Action Required) 
 
Annual Audit Plan – Court Interpreter Payments 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item – Suspend or reinstate the testing of court interpreter payments as part of 
the normal scope of court audits per the annual audit plan.    

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment C—Budget Act provisions concerning court interpreter payments 
• Attachment D—Judicial Council Court Interpreter Payment Policy 
•   Attachment E—Judicial Council’s Legislative Report on Court Interpreter 

Expenditures (May 2018) 
 
Summary: 
 
At its August 23, 2018 meeting, the audit committee voted to suspend the testing of court 
interpreter payments as part of the standard audit program.  At that time, previous audit findings 
noted instances where courts did not have documented agreements with interpreters 
memorializing the agreed upon pay rate prior to the commencement of work.  The lack of such 
an agreement creates uncertainty over whether court officials approved a specific interpreter’s 
pay rate beforehand and hinders court accounting staff from performing the 3-point invoice 
matching procedures required in the FIN Manual when processing payments to court 
interpreters.  Further, limited documentation surrounding interpreter selection often prevented 
audit services from evaluating whether courts had attempted to find interpreters who were 
willing to accept the Judicial Council’s established pay rates, which were created in response to 
direction from the Legislature.  In August 2018, audit committee members felt it was best to 
suspend further testing in this area since they understood the Judicial Council’s interpreter 
payment policies were under consideration for further revision. 
 
Ten months later, the audit committee considered the annual audit plan for fiscal year 2019-20 
during its meeting on June 28, 2019.  Audit committee members again decided to suspend testing 
in this area until a further discussion could take place at its next regular meeting.  
 



The Legislature Directed the Judicial Council to Establish Interpreter Pay Rates 
 
Each year, the Legislature appropriates more than $100 million in spending authority to the trial 
courts for payments to court interpreters.1  As shown in attachment C, the budget act also states: 
 

The Judicial Council shall set statewide or regional rates and 
policies for payment of court interpreters, not to exceed the rate 
paid to certified interpreters in the federal court system.  The 
Judicial Council shall adopt appropriate rules and procedures for the 
administration of these funds.  The Judicial Council shall report to 
the Legislature and the Director of Finance annually regarding 
expenditures [for court interpreters]. 

 
The Judicial Council’s Interpreter Pay Policies—provided as Attachment D—are in response to 
the Legislature’s directives. The Judicial Council’s goal is to have courts use only certified and 
registered court interpreters, while the Council has established a lower pay rate schedule for 
noncertified and nonregistered court interpreters.  The Judicial Council’s pay rates for 
interpreters are as follows (which have remained unchanged since 2007): 
 

Certified and Registered:   $282.23/day or $156.56 per half-day 
Noncertified and nonregistered:  $175.00/day or $92.00 per half day 

 
“Unusual Circumstances” Clause 
The Judicial Council’s interpreter pay policies also allow trial courts to exceed these pay rates in 
“unusual circumstances,” defined as:  
 

• There are limited or no available interpreters in the needed language; and 
• The alternative is to continue the proceeding 

 
However, courts are not required to document / demonstrate their reasonable efforts to find 
interpreters who are willing to accept the Judicial Council’s established pay rate.  Some trial 
courts have informed Audit Services that it is not unusual for their court to frequently exceed the 
Judicial Council’s rates since they are much lower than the rate offered by the federal courts.   
 
Comparison with Federal Pay Rates and Policies 
The Legislature has prohibited the Judicial Council from establishing payment rates that exceed 
the rates paid to certified interpreters in the federal court system.  Currently, the Judicial 
Council’s interpreter pay rates are roughly 68% of the corresponding federal rates2, which are 
shown below: 
 

                                                 
1 For example, see Budget Act of 2018 item 0250-101-0932(4), budget program # 0150037 – Court Interpreters. 
2 See www.uscourts.gov/services-forms/federal-court-interpreters 



 Certified & Professionally Qualified  $418/day or $226 per half-day 
 Noncertified     $202/day or $111 per half-day  
 
The federal judiciary’s rules for interpreters also provide the federal courts with greater structure 
for how interpreter services are to be obtained contractually.  Specifically, federal courts use a 
standardized blanket purchase agreement, which: defines important performance terms and 
conditions; specifies the agreed-upon payment rate for the interpreter given his or her 
qualifications; and clarifies other important issues such as cancellation fees, overtime, and travel 
reimbursement requirements.  Federal courts then issue specific assignments to court interpreters 
referencing the terms and conditions contained in the blanket purchase agreement. 
 
In contrast, the trial courts are on their own to determine how they will secure interpreter 
services, whether through a contract or by some other means. The procurement rules and 
standards found in the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM) do not apply when 
contracting with court interpreters.3 The Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual 
(FIN Manual) only addresses the payment process for court interpreters as an “in-court service 
provider.”  The FIN Manual generally requires the court to “authorize” the service prior to 
payment and that costs exceeding normal rates must be approved via a written request before 
costs are incurred (FIN 8.02, Sec 6.7).  Prior audits sought to determine whether courts had 
written agreements or similar documents specifying the agreed-upon payment rate, particularly 
when the amount paid to a contract interpreter exceeded the Judicial Council’s established rate. 
 
 
Funding Provided by the Legislature for Court Interpreters is Insufficient to Cover the 
Courts’ Eligible Costs for Reimbursement 
 
In May 2019, the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee reported to the Judicial Council, 
stating “the fund balance [for the Court Interpreter Program] has been depleted, and with 
expenditures exceeding allocations, the fund is insolvent.” TCBAC recommended that the 
Judicial Council authorize an allocation amount from the Trial Court Trust Fund not to exceed 
$13.5 million to address the projected shortfall in the Court Interpreter Program.4 
 
Court interpreter funding pays for both interpreters who are court employees, as well as contract 
court interpreters.  Auditing payments made to contract court interpreters (for compliance with 
the Judicial Council’s contract interpreter pay policies) may place greater emphasis on reducing 
program costs for contract interpreters; however, doing so would be difficult if courts are not 
required to demonstrate they had first tried (and failed) to find an available interpreter at the 
established rate. 
 
 

                                                 
3 See Judicial Branch Contracting Manual, Introduction, Section 5 “Content and Exclusions” 
4 See discussion agenda #19-102 from the May 17, 2019 meeting of the Judicial Council. 



 
Questions for the Audit Committee’s Consideration 
 

1.) Is auditing payments made to contract court interpreters worthwhile given the following: 
 

a. The existing policy has not been updated since 2007, and the rates may be out-of-
date. 
 

b. Courts are not required to document or demonstrate they had made a good faith or 
reasonable effort to find a contract interpreter willing to accept the Judicial 
Council’s established rate. 

 
c. Courts may not believe they are required to have formal agreements with contract 

interpreters—as federal courts do—because the JBCM does not apply when 
procuring the services of a contract interpreter. 

 
 

2.) Should the audit committee recommend any of the following to the Court Interpreters 
Advisory Panel (such as via a letter from the committee): 
 
a.) The development of a standardized contract template for contract interpreters, similar 

to the one used by the federal courts. 
 

b.) The creation of a requirement that any court must first demonstrate it made a good 
faith effort to find a contract interpreter at the Judicial Council’s established rate—
such as by documenting which interpreters the court had called (and their rates)— 
prior to agreeing to pay a higher rate to the court’s chosen interpreter. 

 
c.) Update the Judicial Council’s payment policy for court interpreters, which might 

include establishing regional rates that are higher or lower than the existing rate based 
on local cost factors. 
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Payment Policies for Contract Court Interpreters 
 
 

Summary 
The Judicial Council of California adopted payment policies for contract court 
interpreters in February 1, 2000. The payment policies reimburse interpreters for mileage, 
travel time, and excess pay in specific circumstances; define the full and half-day session; 
provide a cancellation fee under certain conditions; and allow for payment above the 
established rates in unusual circumstances, as defined herein. 
 
Background 
The annual Budget Act specifies that the Judicial Council sets compensation rates and 
policies for contract court interpreters. 
 
Intent 
The intent of these policies is to establish comprehensive payment policies for contract 
interpreters while continuing to allow for local flexibility. In adopting these additional 
payment policies, the council recognizes that some interpreters are independent 
contractors and that these policies are not intended to change their status as independent 
contractors. 
 
Local Discretion to Meet Unique Needs 
The daily payment rates below do not affect the trial court’s discretion in compensating 
above the established rate to obtain services in unique or unusual circumstances. For 
example, securing the services of a Navajo interpreter from out of state or a certified 
interpreter in trial courts that have limited or no certified interpreters living within their 
jurisdiction. 
 
Payment Policies 
Definitions of half-day, full-day and night session 
a. A half-day session is defined as any portion of a consecutive four-hour period either: 

1.  A morning session, beginning no earlier than 8:00 a.m. and ending by 12:15  
 p.m;  
2.  An afternoon session, beginning no earlier than 1:00 p.m. and ending by 5:15 
 p.m.; or 
3.  A night session, which is a separate session, as determined by the court, 
beginning no earlier than 5:15 p.m. and ending by 10:00 p.m. 

b. A full-day session is defined as a morning session and an afternoon session. 
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Daily Payment Rates 
The council’s goal is for the trial courts to use only certified and registered interpreters in 
all interpreted proceedings. For those instances in which a trial court has exhausted all 
options to secure the services of a certified or registered contract interpreter, the council 
has established a separate, lower rate schedule for noncertified and nonregistered contract 
interpreters. The differential structure is intended to encourage noncertified and 
nonregistered interpreters to gain the necessary skills to become certified or registered 
and to reward the efforts of those interpreters who have improved their skills and 
achieved certification. The rates are as follows: 
 
Certified and registered interpreters (as of September 1, 2007) 
As adopted by the Judicial Council: 
 
Region 1: $282.23 per full-day or $156.56 per half-day 
Region 2: $282.23 per full-day or $156.56 per half-day 
Region 3: $282.23 per full-day or $156.56 per half-day 
Region 4: $282.23 per full-day or $156.56 per half-day 
 
If an interpreter is required to work between the hours of 12:15 p.m. and 1:00 p.m., or 
after 5:15 p.m. until the conclusion of the proceeding, the interpreter is entitled to hourly 
compensation at the full-day hourly rate as determined by the courts in each region. 
 
Noncertified and nonregistered interpreters  
Not more than $175 per day or $92 per half-day, as determined by the local trial court 
system. 
 
Sign language interpreters  
Under section 754(i) of the Evidence Code, the rate for certified court and registered 
contract interpreters applies to sign language interpreters for the deaf or hearing impaired.  
. 
Cancellation fee 
A cancellation fee is paid under the following conditions: 
a. A contract is entered into with the interpreter more than 24 hours or one business  
    day in advance of the assignment, and 
b. An assignment is cancelled without 24-hour notice, or for assignments beginning on    
    the first business day of the work week, without one business day’s notice. 
 
If an interpreter receives another assignment from a state trial court system or federal 
court, the cancelling state trial court is entitled to an offset amount, up to the cancellation 
fee.  
 
If an interpreter becomes aware that he or she is no longer available for the assignment, 
the interpreter has an obligation to notify the contracting court of his or her unavailability 
at the earliest opportunity.  In such circumstances, the interpreter must notify the court 
more than 24 hours in advance of the scheduled assignment. 
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Multilingual interpreters 
An amount above the daily rate may be provided for interpreters who render services in 
more than one language on the same day.  
 
Mileage reimbursement 
Actual mileage is reimbursed when the interpreter travels 60 miles or more roundtrip 
from his or her place of business (address used for tax purposes). The rate of 
reimbursement is the rate as authorized by the state.  Extraordinary travel costs such as 
airfare may be reimbursed only with advanced approval of the court executive officer, or 
his or her designee. 
 
Unusual circumstances 
An amount above the daily rate, and/or a cancellation fee may be provided under unusual 
circumstances. Unusual circumstances are defined as follows: 
 
• There are limited or no available interpreters in the needed language; and 
• The alternative is to continue the proceeding.  
 
A trial court and the interpreter may negotiate an amount for travel time in unusual 
circumstances. 
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