
 
 

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) and (d)) 
THIS MEETING IS BEING CONDUCTED BY ELECTRONIC MEANS 

OPEN PORTION OF THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED  

Date: April 15, 2024 
Time: 12:15 – 1:15 PM 
Public Videocast: https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/3490 

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  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Hon. Judge Rosenberg—Chair 

Approval of Minutes 
Approve minutes of the October 27, 2023, meeting of the Audit Committee. 

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: Audit Services. Only written comments received by 12:15 pm 
on April 12th, 2024, will be provided to advisory body members prior to the start of the 
meeting. 

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

 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fjcc.granicus.com%2Fplayer%2Fevent%2F3490&data=05%7C02%7CViktoriya.Volzhenina%40jud.ca.gov%7C318bd636df284321f50008dc4f4cc8ad%7C10cfa08a5b174e8fa245139062e839dc%7C0%7C0%7C638472438410931638%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=D90PUgto9jEc3rNl8%2Bp%2BIuiVlSW8tCqRU6U1MXpjTco%3D&reserved=0
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
http://www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
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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 
General Discussion by Members of the Committee 
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): Matt Espenshade, 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  

Item 1 
External Audit Report – State Auditor’s Office (Action Required) 
Review and approve for public posting the State Auditor’s recent audit of the   
Judicial Council of California 

Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Matt Espenshade, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s 
Audit Services 

Item 2 
Invitation to Comment regarding proposed revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting 
Manual (Action Required) 
Per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(2) and (c)(3), review and approve the draft Invitation to 
Comment (ITC) for public comment regarding proposed revisions to the Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual (JBCM). The proposed JBCM revisions are in response to State 
Auditor recommendations regarding fraud reporting requirements. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s):  
Oliver Cheng, Attorney – Judicial Council’s Legal Services 
Jimmy Nguyen, Attorney – Judicial Council’s Legal Services 
John Prestianni, Supervising Attorney – Judicial Council’s Legal Services 
Matt Espenshade, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit Services 

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

Adjourn to closed session. 

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 1 

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

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 Kings Superior Court, per Rule 
of Court 10.63(c)(1).  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Michelle O’Connor, Senior Auditor – 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 Sonoma Superior Court, per 
Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1).  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Michelle O’Connor, Senior Auditor – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services  

Item 4 

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 Madera Superior Court, per 
Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1).  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Sandra Gan, Senior Auditor – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services  

Item 5 

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 San Bernardino Superior Court, 
per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1).  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Sandra Gan, Senior Auditor – 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  

October 27, 2023 
12:15 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 

Conference Call 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. David Rosenberg, Mr. Kevin Harrigan, Mr. Michael Powell, Mr. Charles 
Johnson; Ms. Kristine Swensson (non-voting advisory member) 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. Salvatore T. Sirna, Ms. Nocona Soboleski 

Others Present:  Mr. Matt Espenshade (Principal Manager, Judicial Council Audit Services), Ms. 
Dawn Tomita (Manager, Judicial Council, Audit Services), Ms. Michelle 
O’Connor (Senior Auditor, Judicial Council Audit Services), Mr. Joe Meyer (Audit 
Supervisor, Judicial Council Audit Services), Ms. Cheryl Pender (Finance 
Manager, Kings Superior Court),  Mr. Jeremy Cortez (Chief Deputy, Finance and 
Administration, Los Angeles Superior Court), Mr. Raymond Low (Audit Chief, 
Los Angeles Superior Court), Jacalyn Mah (Chief Financial Officer, Marin 
Superior Court), Collin Simpson (Chief Financial Officer, Monterey Superior 
Court), Lucille Jose (Finance Director, Monterey Superior Court), De Ette Goni 
(Fiscal Manager, San Joaquin Superior Court), Erica Ochoa (Assistant of Court 
Executive Officer, San Joaquin Superior Court), Geoff O’Quest (Chief Financial 
Officer, San Luis Obispo Superior Court), Stephanie Cameron (Court Executive 
Officer, Tulare Superior Court), Fauzia Jamil (Supervising Accountant, Tulare 
Superior Court) 

O P E N  M E E T I N G   

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

Approval of Minutes 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve the minutes of the July 11, 2023, meeting.  Mr. Powell 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. 

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 1:25 p.m. 

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

  

http://www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
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C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  
 

Item 1 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for Los Angeles Superior Court, per Rule of Court 
10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Harrigan moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Powell). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of Los Angeles Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

Item 2 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for Marin Superior Court, per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 

Action: Mr. Johnson moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Harrigan). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of Marin Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

Item 3 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for Monterey Superior Court, per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Johnson moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Powell). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of Monterey Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

Item 4 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for San Joaquin Superior Court, per Rule of Court 
10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Harrigan moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Powell). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of San Joaquin Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 
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Item 5 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for San Luis Obispo Superior Court, per Rule of Court 
10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Harrigan moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Johnson). Mr. Powell abstained 
from voting. Committee members unanimously approved audit of San Luis Obispo Superior Court for public posting 
on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

Item 6 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for Tulare Superior Court, per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Johnson moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Harrigan). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of San Tulare Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

Item 7 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6) (Action Required)  

Non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such reports  

   Committee members discussed the draft audit report for Yuba Superior Court, per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 

Action:  Mr. Powell moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Johnson). Committee members 
unanimously approved audit of Yuba Superior Court for public posting on Judicial Council’s website. 

 

 

 

 

Adjourned closed session at 1:15 pm. 



Action Item #1 – (Action Required) 

Meeting Date: 4/15/2024 

External Audit – State Auditor’s Office 

Requested Action: 

• Action Item #1 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Auditor’s audit of
the Judicial Council.

Supporting Documents: 

• Attachment A—Audit report of the Judicial Council’s procurement practices

Background: 

Section 19210(c) of the Public Contract Code requires the State Auditor’s Office to audit 
biennially the Judicial Council’s compliance with California Judicial Branch Contract Law. 

Summary of the State Auditor’s Report: 

• The Judicial Council is generally complying with the Judicial Branch Contract Law.
• Although the Judicial Council’s Contracting Manuals Comply with Legal and Administrative

Requirements, It Could Strengthen Its Fraud Reporting Requirements.
o The auditors found that the Judicial Council could improve its contracting manual’s language

regarding fraud reporting so that it more closely aligns with the language in Section 20080 of
the State Administrative Manual (SAM). The auditors found that the contracting manual’s
current language, which contemplates fraud reporting, lacks specificity.

o Recommendation: To ensure that it can appropriately detect and report potential instances of
fraud in its contracting practices, the Judicial Council should do the following when it updates
its contracting manual in 2024:
 Include language that is substantially similar to the fraud-reporting language in SAM,

Section 20080, as it pertains to contracting and procurement.
 Require Judicial Council staff to report suspected instances of fraud to independent

parties within the Judicial Council, such as the principal manager of audit services or
chief administrative officer.

• The Judicial Council Has Not Consistently Adhered to Certain Procurement Requirements.
o Of 40 procurements the CSA reviewed, the auditors found that the Judicial Council did not

follow all of the Judicial Council’s contracting manual’s requirements for 4 procurements.



 For 1 contract, the Judicial Council did not apply to a vendor’s bid the small business
preference that state law requires.

 For 3 contracts, the Judicial Council used incorrect bid solicitation processes.
 Although the auditor found the purchase reasonable, the Judicial Council executed 1

purchase order of approximately $69,000 without proper authorization/signature.
o Recommendation: By June 2024, the Judicial Council should ensure procurement staff receive

the revised training it develops to clarify the following:
 The circumstances under which staff must apply the certified small business preference

when evaluating bids.
 The correct type of solicitation process to use when procuring IT goods and services.

• The Judicial Council Could Improve Its Financial Reporting by Revising Its Fi$Cal Processes.
o Although the Judicial Council accurately recorded the vendor and total dollar amount for all 29

procurements that the auditors reviewed, the Judicial Council did not always record in Fi$Cal
the accurate start or end dates of contracts.

o Recommendation: By March 2024, the Judicial Council should do the following:
 Formalize the processes by which contract dates are recorded in Fi$Cal to ensure that

the dates for any contracts it enters into in the future are accurate.
 Include in its procedures and training the steps required to record accurate dates when a

contract is executed.
o Recommendation: By January 2025, the Judicial Council should correct the inaccurate contract

dates dating back to July 1, 2021, that currently exist in the Fi$Cal data.
• The Judicial Council Follows Its Processes for Ensuring That It Makes Appropriate Payments.

Since the audit was published in January, Judicial Council staff has made progress in implementing the 
State Auditor’s recommendations, and plans to have all recommendations implemented by January 2025. 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting. 



621 Capitol  Mall,  Suite 1200    |     Sacramento,  CA 95814    |     916.445.0255    |     916.327.0019 fax    |     w w w. a u d i t o r. c a . g o v

Mike Tilden  Chief Deputy

Grant Parks  State Auditor

January 9, 2024 
2023‑302

The Governor of California 
President pro Tempore of the Senate 
Speaker of the Assembly 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California  95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

This report concludes that over the past decade, during which the California State Auditor’s Office (State 
Auditor) has been responsible for regularly auditing the Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council), 
the Judicial Council has made substantial progress in improving its procurement and payment policies 
and practices. However, opportunities still exist to strengthen certain purchasing and reporting practices. 

In 2011 the State enacted the California Judicial Branch Contract Law (judicial contract law), which, 
subject to certain exceptions, requires Judicial Branch entities to comply with the provisions of the 
Public Contract Code that apply to the procurement of goods and services for state agencies and 
departments. Subject to legislative appropriation, the judicial contract law also requires the State 
Auditor to conduct a biennial audit of the Judicial Council’s compliance with the judicial contract law. 
We have now conducted six biennial audits of the Judicial Council and issued 24 recommendations 
to improve its procurement and payment policies and practices.1 The Judicial Council has fully 
implemented each of those 24 recommendations from our past audits, and among those recommendations 
were the following: the Judicial Council should implement procedures and training for ensuring 
that internal controls over payments and procurements are followed; and it should include a final 
verification step in its procurement process to ensure that managers with appropriate signature 
authority approve procurements. 

In the latter half of 2023, we conducted the statutorily required biennial audit of the Judicial Council’s 
procurement policies, performing a detailed review of 40 selected procurements and their corresponding 
payments. We found that the Judicial Council is generally in compliance with the judicial contract law, 
but we noted some areas in which it can continue to improve its practices. We reached four specific 
conclusions relating to policies, procedures, and reporting for procurements and payment processes. 

Although the Judicial Council’s Contracting Manuals Comply With Legal and Administrative Requirements, 
It Could Strengthen Its Fraud Reporting Requirements

The judicial contract law requires the Judicial Council to adopt a Judicial Branch Contracting Manual 
(contracting manual) incorporating procurement and contracting policies and procedures that all 
Judicial Branch entities must follow. The law also requires each Judicial Branch entity, including 
the Judicial Council itself, to adopt a local contracting manual (local manual) for procurement and 
contracting for goods and services by that specific Judicial Branch entity. These manuals must be 
consistent with the Public Contract Code and contain provisions substantially similar to the State 

1 Reports 2013-302 & 2013-303, December 2013; report 2015-302, December 2015; report 2017-302, December 2017; report 2019-302, December 2019;  
and report 2021-302, January 2022. 

ATTACHMENT A

https://www.auditor.ca.gov/
MEspenshade
Highlight
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Administrative Manual (SAM) and State Contracting Manual 
(SCM). The text box describes the purpose and content of these 
two types of manuals. Our prior audits of the Judicial Council 
dating back to 2017 concluded that both the contracting 
manual and the Judicial Council’s local manual appropriately 
complied with state requirements, and our review for this audit 
found that those manuals continue to generally comply with 
requirements in state law. 

However, our review did find that the Judicial Council could 
improve the contracting manual’s language regarding fraud 
reporting so that it more closely aligns with the language in 
Section 20080 of SAM. Specifically, SAM requires that state 
agencies report actual or suspected fraud or errors, the latter 
of which, in this context, means an unusual event causing 
impairment or inaccuracy in the procurement process or 
related documentation. SAM also provides examples of 
potentially fraudulent incidents, and it outlines mechanisms 
for reporting fraud. Despite these requirements, we found that 
the language in the contracting manual, which the Judicial 
Council said contemplates fraud reporting, lacks specificity. 
For example, the contracting manual requires that all personnel 
involved in the procurement process consult with the Judicial 
Branch entity’s procurement and legal staff or the Judicial 
Council’s Legal Services office when questions arise regarding 
acceptable or unacceptable behavior when dealing with bidders 
or vendors. However, it lacks several elements found in SAM, such as an explicit requirement for 
reporting actual or suspected fraud and examples of potentially fraudulent activities. Instead, the 
Judicial Council has personnel policies that encourage both Judicial Council and court employees to 
promptly raise concerns about improper governmental activities—including fraud—to independent 
parties, such as the Judicial Council’s internal audit services. The Judicial Council provides staff with 
an annual reminder of these policies. 

However, including language in its contracting manual that is substantially similar to the fraud 
reporting requirements found in the SAM will bring the Judicial Council into closer compliance with 
the judicial contract law and ensure that all Judicial Branch entities—including the Judicial Council 
and courts—receive adequate guidance about how and to whom they should report fraud. In the 
case of the Judicial Council, such positions include its principal manager of audit services and its 
chief administrative officer. Judicial Council staff acknowledged that it could improve the contracting 
manual’s requirements on fraud reporting by bringing them into closer alignment with SAM’s 
requirements on fraud reporting. In acknowledging this improvement, Judicial Council staff noted 
that the voting members of the Judicial Council must formally approve any revisions to the contracting 
manual. Because of the importance of establishing clear guidance for reporting suspected or actual 
fraud, we believe it is critical that Judicial Council staff develop proposed revisions to the contracting 
manual as part of the process to update the contracting manual in 2024. In doing so, Judicial Council 
staff should clarify the fraud reporting requirements, and the Judicial Council’s voting members 
should formally approve revisions aimed at strengthening its contracting manual’s guidance. 

The Judicial Council’s Contracting Manuals

Contracting Manual: State law requires the Judicial 
Council to adopt a contracting manual that applies 
to all Judicial Branch entities. The contracting manual 
establishes requirements related to procurements, 
bidding, and payments that all Judicial Branch entities, 
including the Judicial Council, must follow. The Judicial 
Council is responsible for maintaining and updating 
the contracting manual to ensure that it meets 
requirements in state law. 

Local Manual: Additionally, state law requires each 
Judicial Branch entity, including the Judicial Council, 
to adopt a local contracting manual. The local manual 
must include the Judicial Branch entity’s organizational 
structure and be consistent with the contracting 
manual. The local manual may also contain any 
requirements specific to a given Judicial Branch entity’s 
procurements. For example, the Judicial Council’s local 
manual outlines those positions at the Judicial Council 
that are authorized to make purchases of more than 
certain dollar amounts. 

Source: State law and the Judicial Council’s 
contracting manuals. 
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The Judicial Council Has Not Consistently Adhered to Certain Procurement Requirements 

Although the Judicial Council has generally adhered to the requirements set forth in the contracting 
manual, it has not always followed solicitation requirements that would ensure that it awards 
contracts for goods and services to appropriate bidders. The contracting manual establishes several 
requirements that Judicial Branch entities, including the Judicial Council, must follow to ensure that 
goods and services are procured appropriately. These requirements include the following:

• The establishment of positions responsible for the approval of procurements. The Judicial 
Council’s local manual designates approval authority for procurements to specific supervisor and 
manager positions based on dollar thresholds. 

• A separation of duties between the purchaser and the approving supervisor or manager.

• The use of certain solicitation processes for competitively bid procurements. 

• Documented approval of certain non-competitively bid procurements by authorized approvers.

The contracting manual also prohibits what is known as contract splitting. In particular, the 
contracting manual states that a series of related goods or services that would normally be combined 
and bid as one job cannot be split into, for example, separate, smaller-value contracts to avoid 
adhering to competitive solicitation requirements.2 

We found that these requirements, if followed, generally establish strong controls over Judicial 
Council procurements. To evaluate adherence to these controls, we reviewed a selection of 
procurements that the Judicial Council made from July 2021 through June 2023 and found 
that it complied with the contracting manual’s requirements for 36 of the 40 procurements 
we reviewed. We did not identify any instances of contract splitting. However, for four of the 
procurements we reviewed, we found that the Judicial Council did not follow all of the contracting 
manual’s requirements.

For one of these four procurements, the Judicial Council did not award an Information Technology 
(IT) service contract to a California-certified small business because staff did not apply to the 
vendor’s bid a small business preference that state law requires. Both state law and the contracting 
manual require the Judicial Council, when evaluating bids for IT services or goods, to apply a 
5 percent small business preference to the bids of qualifying vendors certified as small businesses 
by the Department of General Services. Had the staff member responsible for evaluating the 
bids applied this small business preference to the certified vendor during the evaluation process 
for this IT service contract valued at nearly $500,000, the vendor would have been awarded the 
contract. Instead, the Judicial Council improperly awarded the contract to an international IT 
services company. When we spoke with Judicial Council management about this procurement, they 
acknowledged that the staff member should have applied the small business preference to the bid and 
that the approving supervisor should have discovered this error when approving the procurement.

2 The contracting manual does not require a competitive procurement for purchases that cost less than $10,000. As a result, the contracting manual 
prohibits Judicial Branch entities from splitting transactions costing more than $10,000 into multiple transactions costing less than $10,000 to 
avoid competitive bidding requirements. 
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Additionally, we found that the Judicial Council used an  
incorrect solicitation process for three procurements for 
IT services, including the procurement we described in 
the previous paragraph. The contracting manual generally 
requires that competitively bid procurements for IT goods 
and services be solicited through one of three solicitation 
processes: a request for quote (RFQ), an invitation for bid 
(IFB), or a request for proposal (RFP). As the text box 
shows, the contracting manual requires that the Judicial 
Council choose the appropriate solicitation process, which 
it determines by the value or complexity of the procurement. 
Of the three procurements that the Judicial Council did 
not solicit properly, one IT service contract valued at 
roughly $230,000 was solicited using an RFQ and two IT 
service contracts valued at about $286,000 and nearly 
$500,000, respectively, were solicited using an IFB. 
According to the contracting manual, a procurement for 
IT services valued at $100,000 or more must be solicited 
using an RFP, which requires proof of bidder qualifications 
and a more detailed review of submitted bids by an 
evaluation team. Although the Judicial Council solicited 
for these procurements using competitive processes, 
because the procurements were for IT services valued at 
more than $100,000, the Judicial Council should have 
solicited them using an RFP. When the Judicial Council 
does not follow the appropriate solicitation process for a 
procurement, it misses the opportunity to use 
procurement controls that better ensure the award of 
contracts to qualified, competent bidders. Further, when 
procurements are not subject to the correct solicitation 
process, the Judicial Council increases the likelihood of 
procuring goods and services that do not provide the best 
possible value for the State.

Finally, the Judicial Council executed a purchase order of approximately $69,000 without proper 
authorization. Judicial Council management acknowledged that the unauthorized purchase order 
was an oversight and affirmed that the purchase order should have received the signature of an 
authorized approver. Although the purchase appeared reasonable, because the Judicial Council did 
not adhere to procurement controls established by the contracting manual, it risked purchasing a 
service that was not in the best interest of the State. 

When we spoke with Judicial Council management about these four procurements, they 
acknowledged that these procurements did not adhere to the contracting manual’s requirements. 
For the three procurements that did not undergo the appropriate solicitation processes, Judicial 
Council management explained that the supervisor responsible for reviewing and approving these 
procurements should have discovered these errors when approving the procurements. Further, Judicial 
Council management has developed a training action plan in response to this audit’s findings that, if 
implemented as planned, would train staff involved in the procurement process about when appropriate 
approval is required and when certain solicitation processes are needed. Because it is important that 

The Judicial Council’s Solicitation Processes  
for IT Goods and Services Depending on  

Value or Complexity

RFQ (Request for Quote): 

• Low-risk and less-complex IT procurements valued 
under $100,000. 

• Includes bidder instructions, such as how and when bids 
must be submitted, and general provisions associated with 
the purchase.

IFB (Invitation for Bid): 

• IT hardware of any dollar value, used when procurements 
are well-defined, common, or routine. 

• Requires greater detail about the procurement, including 
hardware product specifications and support and 
maintenance requirements. 

RFP (Request for Proposal): 

• Complex or unique IT goods and services of any dollar value.

• Requires bidders to submit documentation of their 
qualifications as reliable contractors, which can include 
business licenses, proof of financial solvency, and 
professional certifications.

• Includes required elements of bids, such as a list of 
references, résumés of major contract participants, and a 
detailed breakdown of the total cost of the services that 
must be provided by bidders. 

• The Judicial Council uses an evaluation team to conduct a 
five-step process for evaluating bids, including steps that 
evaluate the cost and non-cost portions of each bid. 

Source: Judicial Branch Contracting Manual. 
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competitively bid procurements adhere to contracting requirements that help small businesses and 
allow the Judicial Council to procure goods at the best value for the State, the Judicial Council must 
ensure that staff receive the necessary training to understand and adhere to these controls. 

The Judicial Council Could Improve Its Financial Reporting by Revising Its FI$Cal Processes

Although the procurement information that we reviewed in the Judicial Council’s financial 
management system—the Financial Information System for California (FI$Cal)—was complete, 
we found that the Judicial Council did not always record contract dates accurately. FI$Cal is an 
online system that state departments use to manage accounting, procurement, budget, and cash 
management information. One of the main purposes of implementing FI$Cal across multiple state 
departments is to allow the public a transparent view of state finances and the use of public funds. 
Therefore, it is important that the Judicial Council enters accurate data into the system. 

To evaluate the accuracy of the procurement information that the Judicial Council recorded in 
FI$Cal, we reviewed the contracts of 29 procurements that it entered into the system from July 2021 
through June 2023. These procurements were separate from the 40 procurements that we tested for 
adherence to procurement internal controls. For these 29 procurements, we compared information 
on each contract to their respective fields in FI$Cal. We found that the Judicial Council accurately 
recorded in FI$Cal the vendor and total dollar amount for all 29 procurements. 

However, the Judicial Council did not always record in FI$Cal the accurate start or end dates of 
contracts for these 29 procurements. Specifically, we identified that the start dates for 22 of the 
29 procurements did not reflect the date when the Judicial Council executed the associated contract. 
Of these 22 procurements that we identified as having inaccurate start dates, seven were off by 30 or 
more days from the start date of the actual contract. According to the contracts manager, there are 
two different reasons why the start dates were not recorded accurately. He explained that when the 
Judicial Council initiates a contract in FI$Cal, it creates a requisition to initiate the contract process 
that includes the date on which the requisition was created. To link the requisition to the contract 
in FI$Cal, the Judicial Council sometimes has to create an earlier start date for the contract to 
encompass the date on which the requisition was created. As such, the start dates recorded for many 
contracts in FI$Cal are earlier than the dates on which the Judicial Council executed the contracts. 
The contracts manager further explained that sometimes FI$Cal generates start dates for contracts 
that are later than the actual start date for the contract, and staff may not revise the dates to reflect 
the dates on which the Judicial Council executed the contracts. When the Judicial Council does not 
record start dates accurately in FI$Cal, it risks providing the public with an incomplete accounting of 
the number of contracts that it entered into during a particular fiscal year. 

We also identified that the end dates in FI$Cal for 10 of the 29 procurements did not reflect the 
date on which the associated contract actually expired. Of these 10 procurements that we identified 
as having inaccurate end dates, at least eight were off by 30 or more days from the end date of the 
actual contract.3 However, when Judicial Council management explained the reasons for why these 
inaccuracies occurred, we found that their explanations were generally reasonable and that it may not 
have been possible to accurately record the end dates in question at the time. According to Judicial 

3 Of these 10 procurements, one had a contract that did not have an end date and instead specified that the contract would end upon final payment 
by the Judicial Council. For this reason, we could not identify by how many days the end date recorded in FI$Cal may differ from the date upon 
which final payment is actually made by the Judicial Council. 
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Council management, FI$Cal requires the Judicial Council to assign an end date to all contracts 
in the system. As a result, management explained that, in some instances, staff had to input an 
estimated date of when the contract might expire. In other instances, the Judicial Council indicated 
that it had to extend the end date in FI$Cal for a short-term contract to allow the system enough 
time to process the contract before its end date in the system. As such, the end dates for some 
contracts in FI$Cal are later than their actual date of expiration. Although the reasons for why these 
end dates are inaccurate appear reasonable, it is good practice to record all information into FI$Cal 
accurately. Therefore, it is important that the Judicial Council record accurate end dates into the 
system when possible. 

The Judicial Council acknowledged that these dates were inaccurate and informed us in 
November 2023 that it recently discovered that it could record dates in FI$Cal accurately, explaining 
that it has revised its processes for doing so. Further, the Judicial Council stated that it can manually 
revise the inaccurate dates that currently exist in FI$Cal to reflect the actual dates on the contracts. 
When we asked Judicial Council management how they are now able to accurately record the 
dates, they stated that they believe recent changes to FI$Cal functionality allow them to do so. 
Given that the Judicial Council is now able to record accurate contract dates and manually revise 
inaccurate dates in FI$Cal, the Judicial Council should take the actions needed to ensure its contract 
information in FI$Cal is accurate.

The Judicial Council Follows Its Processes for Ensuring That It Makes Appropriate Payments

The Judicial Council has established appropriate procedures to govern how it processes payments, 
and it follows those procedures when paying vendors. Our review found that the Judicial Council 
has established appropriate controls for payments to ensure that, among other things, it is paying for 
goods and services it contracted for and received in satisfactory condition. For example, the Judicial 
Council specifies that vendors’ invoices should include detailed descriptions of the goods or services 
they provided and that staff should verify before authorizing payment that the Judicial Council 
received satisfactory goods or services. The Judicial Council also relies on requirements established in 
FI$Cal that help ensure that it properly authorizes purchases and payments and that an appropriate 
separation of duties exists to mitigate the risk of errors or fraudulent payments. For example, the 
Judicial Council requires certain staff to review and approve in FI$Cal receipt of goods and services 
when the Judicial Council receives them. The Judicial Council also authorizes separate staff members 
to process and approve payment for those goods and services and to verify that the payment and 
processing approvals are similarly recorded in FI$Cal. The controls established in FI$Cal appropriately 
enforce this segregation: the system does not allow staff authorized to approve the requisition for a 
good or service to also approve payment for that good or service. We evaluated the Judicial Council’s 
adherence to these controls by reviewing 40 payments made from July 2021 through June 2023, and we 
found that the Judicial Council followed its procedures outlined in the contracting manual governing 
payments and that it made those payments appropriately.
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Recommendations 

To ensure that it can appropriately detect and report potential instances of fraud in its contracting 
practices, the Judicial Council should do the following when it updates its contracting manual in 2024:

• Include language that is substantially similar to the fraud-reporting language in section 20080 of 
SAM that pertains to contracting and procurement.

• Require Judicial Council staff to report suspected instances of fraud to independent parties within 
the Judicial Council, such as the principal manager of audit services or chief administrative officer.

By June 2024, the Judicial Council should ensure that procurement staff receive the revised training it 
develops to clarify the following: 

• The circumstances under which staff must apply the certified small business preference when 
evaluating bids.

• The correct type of solicitation process to use when procuring IT goods and services. 

By March 2024, the Judicial Council should do the following: 

• Formalize the processes by which contract dates are recorded in FI$Cal to ensure that the dates for 
any contracts it enters into in the future are accurate.

• Include in its procedures and training the steps required to record accurate dates when the Judicial 
Council executes a contract.

By January 2025, the Judicial Council should correct in its FI$Cal data the inaccurate contract dates for 
procurements dating back to July 1, 2021.

Respectfully submitted,

MIKE TILDEN, CPA 
Chief Deputy State Auditor

January 9, 2024

Staff: Laura Kearney, Deputy State Auditor 
 Grayson Hough 
 William Goltra 
 Richard D. Power, MBA, MPP

Legal Counsel: Katie Mola, Senior Staff Counsel
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APPENDIX 

Scope and Methodology

We conducted this audit according to the audit requirements contained in the Public Contract Code 
section 19210, which is part of the judicial contract law. We also conducted this audit in accordance with 
standards of the U.S. Government Accountability Office, which we are statutorily required to follow. 
The judicial contract law requires the State Auditor, upon legislative appropriation, to perform biennial 
audits of the Judicial Council. The table lists the audit objectives we developed and the methods we 
used to fulfill those objectives. Unless otherwise stated in the table or elsewhere in the report, all 
statements and conclusions about selections of items reviewed cannot be projected to the population.

Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1 Determine whether the judicial 
contracting manual is consistent with 
the requirements set forth in the judicial 
contract law. 

• Reviewed changes to the Public Contract Code, SAM, and SCM that occurred from July 2021 
through June 2023 and identified significant changes that affect the Judicial Council. 

• Compared the significant changes we identified in the Public Contract Code, SAM, and SCM to 
the contracting manual and determined whether the contracting manual is consistent with 
requirements set forth in the judicial contract law. 

2 Determine whether the Judicial 
Council’s local manual conforms to 
the contracting manual.

• Reviewed revisions to the Judicial Council’s local manual that occurred from July 2021 
through June 2023 to determine whether these revisions conflict with requirements in the 
contracting manual. 

• Reviewed these same revisions to the local manual to verify whether applicable updates to the 
contracting manual that occurred from July 2021 through June 2023 were incorporated into 
the local manual. 

3 Assess the Judicial Council’s internal 
controls over procurement practices 
and determine whether it complied 
with those controls and other key 
requirements—including requirements 
related to competitive bidding and 
sole-source contracting—when 
completing its procurements. 

• Reviewed the contracting manual, the Judicial Council’s local manual, and the Judicial 
Council’s procedures and interviewed staff to assess the Judicial Council’s internal controls for 
contracting and procurement. 

• Using data from FI$Cal, identified procurements from July 2021 through June 2023, 
selected 40 of those procurements—15 contracts, 20 purchase orders, and five contract 
amendments—and tested them for compliance with requirements of the judicial contracting 
manual and the Judicial Council’s local manual. These requirements included those relating to 
procurement approval, segregation of duties, competitive bidding, and other key controls. 

4 Assess the Judicial Council’s internal 
controls over payment practices and 
determine whether the entity complied 
with those controls.

• Reviewed the contracting manual, the Judicial Council’s local manual, and the Judicial Council’s 
procedures and interviewed staff to assess the Judicial Council’s internal controls for payments. 

• Selected one invoice payment from each of the 40 procurements we selected to address 
Objective 3, and tested for compliance with the requirements about invoice approval, proper 
authorizations, and segregation of duties. 

5 Evaluate the Judicial Council’s contracts 
to determine whether the Judicial 
Council inappropriately split any 
contracts to avoid necessary approval or 
competitive bidding requirements. 

• Identified a provision in the contracting manual that prohibits Judicial Branch entities from 
splitting transactions costing more than $10,000 into multiple transactions costing less than 
$10,000 to avoid competitive bidding requirements. 

• Reviewed the contracting manual and the Judicial Council’s plans for training staff to identify 
the controls used—or that it plans to use—to prevent contract splitting.

• Using data from FI$Cal, identified vendors from which the Judicial Council made multiple 
procurements of less than $10,000 from July 2021 through June 2023. 

• Reviewed procurement documentation to determine whether any of those multiple 
procurements should have been a single competitively bid procurement. 

continued on next page . . .
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

6 Assess the reliability of the Judicial 
Council’s contract and payment data 
recorded in FI$Cal to ensure the accuracy 
and completeness of the data and to 
establish testing selections. 

• Obtained FI$Cal data from the Judicial Council for July 2021 through June 2023. 

• Selected hard copy procurement files and searched for those procurements in FI$Cal to 
determine whether the procurements existed in the system and were accurate. 

• Compared information from the payment invoices selected as part of Objective 4 to the FI$Cal 
data to determine whether the invoices existed in the system and were accurate. 

Source: Audit workpapers. 
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455 Golden Gate Avenue · San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Telephone 415-865-4200 · Fax 415-865-4205 

P A T R I C I A  G U E R R E R O  

Chief Justice of California 
Chair of the Judicial Council 

M I L L I C E N T  T I D W E L L  

Acting Administrative Director  

 
December 6, 2023 
 
Mr. Michael S. Tilden, CPA 
Chief Deputy State Auditor 
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Dear Mr. Tilden: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your draft audit report focusing on the Judicial 
Council’s procurement practices. The Judicial Council takes seriously its responsibility to 
safeguard public funds by complying with the Judicial Branch Contract Law, as I believe is 
demonstrated by your report’s conclusion that we have generally complied with that law, and by 
your recognition of our substantial progress in improving our procurement and payment policies 
and procedures.  
 
I appreciate your efforts to improve program oversight and accountability and thank the audit 
team for its professionalism. My staff looks forward to providing future updates on our efforts to 
implement the report’s recommendations. If you have any further questions regarding this 
response, please feel free to contact Matt Espenshade, Principal Manager–Audit Services at 916-
263-1321. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Millicent Tidwell 
Acting Administrative Director 
Judicial Council 
 



 

 

 

 
Action Item #2 – (Action Required) 

Meeting Date: 4/15/2024 

Invitation to Comment regarding proposed revisions to the Judicial 
Branch Contracting Manual 

Requested Action: 
 

• Action Item #2 – Discuss and approve Invitation to Comment regarding revisions to 
the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual.  

 
Supporting Documents: 

 
• Attachment B –Invitation to Comment for the proposed changes to the 

Judicial Branch Contracting Manual 

• Attachment C—State Administrative Manual, section 20080 

Background: 

With certain exceptions1, the California Judicial Branch Contract Law (Judicial Branch Contract 
Law or JBCL)2, enacted March 24, 20113, requires that California judicial branch entities 
comply with the provisions of the Public Contract Code (PCC) applicable to state agencies and 
departments related to the procurement of goods and services4. The JBCL applies to all covered 
contracts initially entered into or amended by judicial branch entities on or after October 1, 
20115. The JBCL also requires the Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council or council) to 
adopt a judicial branch contracting manual that: (i) contains policies and procedures applicable to 
judicial branch entities related to the procurement of goods and services; and (ii) is consistent 
with the PCC as well as substantially similar to the State Administrative Manual (SAM) and 
State Contracting Manual6.  
 
At the council’s business meeting on August 26, 2011, the council adopted the JBCM, effective 
October 1, 2011, the operative date of substantive requirements of the JBCL. The council 
adopted revisions to the JBCM in December 2011, April 2012, August 2012, December 2013, 

 
1 Pub. Contract Code, §§ 19204(c), 19207, and 19208. 
2 Id., §§ 19201-19210. 
3 Senate Bill 78 (Stats. 2011, ch. 10). 
4 Pub. Contract Code, § 19204(a). 
5 Id., § 19203. 
6 Id., § 19206. The State Administrative Manual is posted at: https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM. 

http://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM


 

 

June 2015, June 2016, July 2017, July 2018, September 2019, September 2020, October 2021, 
October 2022, and October 2023. The version of the JBCM adopted at the council’s regular 
business meeting on September 19, 2023, remains in effect as of the date of this invitation to 
comment7. 
 
Under rule 10.63(c) of the California Rules of Court, the duties of the Audit Committee include: 
(i) advising and assisting the council in performing its responsibilities and exercising its 
authority under the JBCL; and (ii) reviewing and recommending to the council proposed updates 
and revisions to the JBCM. In addition, under rule 10.63(a), the Audit Committee is “charged 
with advising and assisting the council in performing its responsibilities to ensure that the fiscal 
affairs of the judicial branch are managed efficiently, effectively, and transparently, and in 
performing its specific responsibilities relating to audits and contracting, as required by law and 
good public policy.” It is anticipated that the next revision of the JBCM will be considered by 
the council at its meeting scheduled for September 20, 2024, and if adopted by the council, the 
effective date of the revised JBCM would be October 1, 2024. 
 
State Auditor’s Report and the Proposed JBCM Revisions: 
 
Under Public Contract Code section 19210, the California State Auditor’s Office (State Auditor) 
must conduct periodic audits of judicial branch entities to assess their implementation of the 
JBCL. In January 2024, the State Auditor completed its most recent audit of the Judicial 
Council8. In its report, the State Auditor stated9: 
 

“Our prior audits of the Judicial Council dating back to 2017 concluded that both the 
contracting manual [the JBCM] and the Judicial Council’s local manual [the Judicial 
Council’s Local Contracting Manual] appropriately complied with state requirements, 
and our review for this audit found that those manuals continue to generally comply with 
requirements in state law. However, including language in its contracting manual [the 
JBCM] that is substantially similar to the fraud reporting requirements found in the 
SAM will bring the Judicial Council into closer compliance with the judicial contract 
law [the JBCL] and ensure that all Judicial Branch entities—including the Judicial 
Council and courts—receive adequate guidance about how and to whom they should 
report fraud.” 
 

The State Auditor recommended10: 

“To ensure that it can appropriately detect and report potential instances of fraud in its 
contracting practices, the Judicial Council should do the following when it updates its 
contracting manual in 2024: 

• Include language that is substantially similar to the fraud-reporting language in 
 

7 The current version of the JBCM became effective on October 1, 2023, and can be viewed at: 
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jbcl-manual.pdf. 
8 The audit report is posted at: https://www.auditor.ca.gov/reports/2023-302/index.html. 
9 California State Auditor’s Office, Judicial Branch Procurement: Judicial Council of California, Report #2023-302 (January 9, 2024), 
page 2. 
10 Ibid., page 7. 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jbcl-manual.pdf
http://www.auditor.ca.gov/reports/2023-302/index.html


section 20080 of SAM that pertains to contracting and procurement. 

• Require Judicial Council staff to report suspected instances of fraud to
independent parties within the Judicial Council, such as the principal manager of
audit services or chief administrative officer.”11

In response to these recommendations, the Audit Committee plans to recommend JBCM 
revisions to the council and invites public comment on the JBCM revisions proposed12. The 
proposed revisions: (i) include language that is substantially similar to the fraud reporting 
provisions in SAM section 20800 that pertains to contracting and procurement; and (ii) provide 
instructions to judicial branch entities on to whom incidents of fraud should be reported. 

11 SAM section 20080 can be viewed at: https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM/TOC/20000/20080. 
12 The proposed revisions to the JBCM have been developed in collaboration with Judicial Council staff and the JBCM Working Group. 
The working group includes representatives from courts throughout California. 

http://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM/TOC/20000/20080
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The proposals have not been approved by the Judicial Council and are not intended to represent the 
views of the council, its Rules and Projects Committee, or its Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee. 

These proposals are circulated for comment purposes only. 

I N V I T A T I O N T O  C O M M E N T
SP24-___ 

Title 

Judicial Administration: Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual 

Proposed Rules, Forms, Standards, or Statutes 

Revise the Judicial Branch Contracting 
Manual 

Proposed by 

Advisory Committee on Audits and Financial 
Accountability for the Judicial Branch 
Hon. David Rosenberg, Chair 

Action Requested 

Review and submit comments by 5:00 p.m., 
________, 2024 

Proposed Effective Date 

October 1, 2024 

Contact 

Oliver Cheng 
oliver.cheng@jud.ca.gov 

Executive Summary 

The Advisory Committee on Audits and Financial Accountability for the Judicial Branch (Audit 
Committee) proposes revising the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM), in response to 
recommendations from the California State Auditor’s Office to add fraud reporting requirements 
that are substantially similar to State Administrative Manual section 20080. The proposed revisions 
to the JBCM are attached below in tracked changes format, and the Audit Committee invites public 
comment regarding these proposed revisions. 

Background 

With certain exceptions,1 the California Judicial Branch Contract Law (Judicial Branch Contract 
Law or JBCL),2 enacted March 24, 2011,3 requires that California judicial branch entities comply 
with the provisions of the Public Contract Code (PCC) applicable to state agencies and departments 
related to the procurement of goods and services.4 The JBCL applies to all covered contracts 
initially entered into or amended by judicial branch entities on or after October 1, 2011.5 The JBCL 
also requires the Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council or council) to adopt a judicial 
branch contracting manual that: (i) contains policies and procedures applicable to judicial branch 

1 Pub. Contract Code, §§ 19204(c), 19207, and 19208. 
2 Id., §§ 19201-19210.  
3 Senate Bill 78 (Stats. 2011, ch. 10). 
4 Pub. Contract Code, § 19204(a). 
5 Id., § 19203. 
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entities related to the procurement of goods and services; and (ii) is consistent with the PCC as well 
as substantially similar to the State Administrative Manual (SAM) and State Contracting Manual.6  

At the council’s business meeting on August 26, 2011, the council adopted the JBCM, effective 
October 1, 2011, the operative date of substantive requirements of the JBCL. The council adopted 
revisions to the JBCM in December 2011, April 2012, August 2012, December 2013, June 2015, 
June 2016, July 2017, July 2018, September 2019, September 2020, October 2021, October 2022, 
and October 2023. The version of the JBCM adopted at the council’s regular business meeting on 
September 19, 2023, remains in effect as of the date of this invitation to comment.7  

Under rule 10.63(c) of the California Rules of Court, the duties of the Audit Committee include: (i) 
advising and assisting the council in performing its responsibilities and exercising its authority 
under the JBCL; and (ii) reviewing and recommending to the council proposed updates and 
revisions to the JBCM. In addition, under rule 10.63(a), the Audit Committee is “charged with 
advising and assisting the council in performing its responsibilities to ensure that the fiscal affairs of 
the judicial branch are managed efficiently, effectively, and transparently, and in performing its 
specific responsibilities relating to audits and contracting, as required by law and good public 
policy.” It is anticipated that the next revision of the JBCM will be considered by the council at its 
meeting scheduled for September 20, 2024, and if adopted by the council, the effective date of the 
revised JBCM would be October 1, 2024.  

State Auditor’s Report and the Proposed JBCM Revisions 

Under Public Contract Code section 19210, the California State Auditor’s Office (State Auditor) 
must conduct periodic audits of judicial branch entities to assess their implementation of the JBCL. 
In January 2024, the State Auditor completed its most recent audit of the Judicial Council.8 In its 
report, the State Auditor stated:9 

“Our prior audits of the Judicial Council dating back to 2017 concluded that both the 
contracting manual [the JBCM] and the Judicial Council’s local manual [the Judicial 
Council’s Local Contracting Manual] appropriately complied with state requirements, and 
our review for this audit found that those manuals continue to generally comply with 
requirements in state law. However, including language in its contracting manual [the 
JBCM] that is substantially similar to the fraud reporting requirements found in the SAM 
will bring the Judicial Council into closer compliance with the judicial contract law [the 
JBCL] and ensure that all Judicial Branch entities—including the Judicial Council and 
courts—receive adequate guidance about how and to whom they should report fraud.” 

6 Id., § 19206. The State Administrative Manual is posted at: https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM. 
7 The current version of the JBCM became effective on October 1, 2023, and can be viewed at: 
https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jbcl-manual.pdf. 
8 The audit report is posted at: https://www.auditor.ca.gov/reports/2023-302/index.html. 
9 California State Auditor’s Office, Judicial Branch Procurement: Judicial Council of California, Report #2023-302 
(January 9, 2024), page 2.  
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The State Auditor recommended:10 

“To ensure that it can appropriately detect and report potential instances of fraud in its 
contracting practices, the Judicial Council should do the following when it updates its 
contracting manual in 2024: 

• Include language that is substantially similar to the fraud-reporting language in
section 20080 of SAM that pertains to contracting and procurement.

• Require Judicial Council staff to report suspected instances of fraud to independent
parties within the Judicial Council, such as the principal manager of audit services or
chief administrative officer.”11

In response to these recommendations, the Audit Committee plans to recommend JBCM revisions 
to the council, and invites public comment on the JBCM revisions proposed below.12 The proposed 
revisions: (i) include language that is substantially similar to the fraud reporting provisions in SAM 
section 20800 that pertains to contracting and procurement; and (ii) provide instructions to judicial 
branch entities on to whom incidents of fraud should be reported.  

Fiscal and Operational Impacts 

The proposed JBCM revisions will add new reporting requirements relating to the judicial branch’s 
procurement and contracting process. The Audit Committee anticipates that judicial branch entities 
may incur some costs in connection with implementing the requirements, such as conducting staff 
training on the reporting procedures. No significant costs or operational impacts are anticipated 
from implementing the recommendations in this report.  

Request for Specific Comments 
Comments are invited on the proposed revisions to the JBCM and on the following questions: 
1. Are the revisions clear and understandable?
2. Do the revisions appear to work from a court operations perspective, e.g., do they conflict

with any aspect of court operations or appear to make any incorrect assumptions?
3. Are the revisions user-friendly? Do the revisions appear to work for courts of different sizes

and staffing capabilities?

Attachment 

Proposed revisions to Chapter 1 of the JBCM, in tracked changes. 

10 Ibid., page 7. 
11 SAM section 20080 can be viewed at: https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM/TOC/20000/20080.  
12 The proposed revisions to the JBCM have been developed in collaboration with Judicial Council staff and the JBCM 
Working Group. The working group includes representatives from courts throughout California. 
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Judicial Council of California 

d. Reporting Actual or Suspected Incidents of Fraud

JBEs must report actual or suspected incidents of fraud that occur during the 
procurement and contracting process that relate to the following: 

 Inappropriate activity involving the purchase of or contracting for goods
and services.2 For example, engaging in kickbacks (i.e., a sum of money 
that is paid to someone illegally in exchange for some type of preferential 
treatment). 

 Intentional use of JBE assets for an improper purpose or taking JBE
assets without consent (e.g., theft). 

 Intentional acts impairing the value, usefulness, or function of JBE assets
(e.g., vandalism). 

 Willful, improper employee behavior affecting state interests (e.g.,
employee using their position to make unauthorized purchases for their 
own personal gain). 

This reporting requirement applies regardless of whether the incident is: 

 alleged against JBE employees or other individuals, or

 discovered internally or by referral.

How to Report: 

Judicial Council employees must report the incidents listed above, in this Section 
2.d., to the Judicial Council’s Principal Manager of Audit Services and the
Judicial Council’s Chief Administrative Officer. Employees of all other JBEs must 
report any incidents listed above, in this Section 2.d., to their respective JBE’s 
Procurement and Contracting Officer (PCO)3 (or the individual who handles the 
responsibilities of PCO for the JBE) and their Chief Executive Officer (or 
equivalent). 

2 This includes inappropriate activity involving grant programs or subvention programs (for more 
information on subvention contracts, please see JBCM Ch. 5, section 5.8). 
3 For more information on PCOs, please see JBCM Ch. 1, section 1.1(C)(1). 



NOTIFICATION OF FRAUD OR ERROR-20080

WHY REPORT

State agencies are required to report actual or suspected fraud or errors. Reporting heightens awareness of the potential breakdown of the control activities which serve to protect state assets.  The
information reported is collected and analyzed by Finance.

The reported information informs Finance in developing guidance for state agencies. Implementing the guidance promotes the enhancement of internal controls. The breakdown of control activities
can occur regardless of the dollar amount involved, therefore all incidents must be reported.

WHAT TO REPORT

An entity will notify Finance’s OSAE and the State Auditor of all actual or suspected incidents related to the following:

• Misuse/Theft - Intentional use of state assets for an improper purpose or taking state assets without consent.
• Damage - Intentional acts impairing the value, usefulness, or function of state assets.
• Contract/Procurement - Inappropriate activities involving:

1. The purchase of or contracting for goods and services
2. Grant activity
3. Subvention program activity

• Employee Misconduct - Willful, improper employee behavior affecting state interests.
• Error - Unusual event causing impairment or inaccuracy.

This requirement applies to all incidents whether:

• Alleged against state employees or other individuals
• Discovered internally or by referral WHEN TO REPORT

State entities must report to OSAE and the State Auditor no later than 30 calendar days following the discovery of the incident.  Update reports are required every 180 days from the date of
initial notification until the incident is resolved.  An incident is considered resolved when either of the following circumstances occurs:

• Internal investigation is completed and corrective action is taken.
• Referral is made to the proper authority (such as the Attorney General, California Highway Patrol, outside law enforcement, etc.), action has been taken, and collection efforts are ended.

HOW TO REPORT

The Fraud or Error Notification form (DOF 20080) is required for:

• Initial notifications
• Updates
• Incident resolution

The DOF 20080 is available on the SLAA webpage at State Leadership Accountability Act (SLAA) | Department of Finance (ca.gov). The Form and any attachments may be submitted by e-mail to
SLAAhotline@dof.ca.gov or by sending a hard copy to the following addresses:

Office of State Audits and Evaluations

California Department of Finance

915 L Street, 6th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: SLAA

Investigations

California State Auditor

P.O. Box 1019

Sacramento, CA 95812

SINGLE AUDIT NOTIFICIATION

Entities will report material matters in their annual management representation letters submitted to OSAE in accordance with SAM 20020, Single Audit Coordination.

DEFINITIONS

1. Fraud or Errors Definitions and Examples are available on the SLAA webpage at http://www.dof.ca.gov/Programs/OSAE/SLAA/. This document has definitions and examples which are
useful when reporting an incident to OSAE and the State Auditor.

2. State assets are cash, check, time, or property. State assets do not include information assets for purposes of SAM 20080.
3. Property, see SAM 8601.
4. Information Technology – Office of Information Security, see SAM 5300.

REFERENCE TO OTHER SAM SECTIONS

The following sections have a reporting requirement to OSAE on form DOF20080.

• SAM 2482, Insurance and Surety Bonds, Reporting Requirements.
• SAM 8041.1, Cash, Examination of Paid Checks for Alteration or Forgery.
• SAM 8048, Cash, Loss of Blank Check Stock.
• SAM 8072, Cash, Shortages.
• SAM 8643, Property Accounting, Lost, Stolen, or Destroyed Property.

REPORTING MATRIX-20090

Document Required From Due Date Submit to

Firefox https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM
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ATTACHMENT C

https://dof.ca.gov/programs/osae/state-leadership-accountability-act-slaa/
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Single Audit Federal or
Non Federal Award
Certification Form

All state Agencies Annually upon
Finance’s notification

Finance

Single Audit
Management

Representation Letter

All state Agencies Annually upon

Finance's notification

Finance

SLAA Report All state Agencies December 31 of each
odd-numbered year

Multiple Recipients

SLAA Implementation
Plan

All state Agencies December 31 of each
odd-numbered year

Finance

SLAA Subsequent
Implementation Plans

All state Agencies Every six months until
all corrections are fully
implemented or next
report is due

Finance

Firefox https://www.dgs.ca.gov/Resources/SAM
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