
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  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: 
Time: 
Public Videocast: 

November 8, 2022 
12:15 – 1:15 PM 
https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/2064 

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 July 21, 2022, 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 

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

https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/1870
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
http://www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm
mailto:auditcommittee@jud.ca.gov
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12:15 pm on November 7, 2022, will be provided to advisory body members prior to the 
start of the meeting. 
 

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 

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): 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  

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 Batterer’s 
Intervention Program and its implementation by the trial courts, probation, and other 
stakeholders. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 

Item 2 
External Audit Report – State Controller’s Office (Action Required) 
Review and approve for public posting the State Controller’s recent audit of Fresno 
Superior Court’s revenues, expenditures, and fund balance for fiscal year 2020-21. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 

Item 3 
External Audit Report – State Controller’s Office (Action Required) 
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Review and approve for public posting the State Controller’s recent audit of Humboldt 
Superior Court’s revenues, expenditures, and fund balance for fiscal year 2020-21. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 

Item 4 
External Audit Report – State Controller’s Office (Action Required) 
Review and approve for public posting the State Controller’s recent audit of San 
Bernardino Superior Court’s revenues, expenditures, and fund balance for fiscal year 
2020-21. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Grant Parks, Principal Manager – Judicial Council’s Audit 
Services 

Item 5 
External Audit Report – State Controller’s Office (Action Required) 
Review and approve for public posting the State Controller’s recent audit of San Luis 
Obispo Superior Court’s revenues, expenditures, and fund balance for fiscal year 2020-
21. 
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  

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 6 

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

 

Item 7 

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

 

Item 8 

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 Mendocino Superior Court, per 
Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1).  
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Joe Meyer, 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

July 21, 2022 
12:15 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 

Conference Call 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. David Rosenberg, Hon. Salvatore T. Sirna, Mr. Neal Taniguchi, Mr. Charles 
Johnson, Ms. Kate Bieker, Mr. Michael Powell, Mr. Phil Jelicich (non-voting 
advisory member); 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. Arthur A. Wick 

Others Present: Mr. Grant Parks (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. Jason Galkin (Court 
Executive Officer, Nevada Superior Court), Mr. Oliver Cheng (Attorney, Legal 
Services Office of the Judicial Council), John Prestianni  (Attorney, Legal Services 
Office of the Judicial Council), Jimmy Nguyen (Attorney, Legal Services Office of 
the Judicial Council), 

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 
Judge Sirna moved to approve the minutes of the June 29, 2022, meeting.  Ms. Kate Bieker 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 Audit Committee Members 

   No items were discussed. 

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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Action Item 1 
Revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (Action Required) 

   Oliver Cheng from Judicial Council Legal Services Office provided an overview of proposed changes to the 
Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM) thirteenth edition. Under Rule of Court 10.63, the Audit Committee 
reviews proposed revisions to JBCM. If this committee finds the proposed revisions acceptable, they will be 
provided to the Executive and Planning Committee. Then these changes will be placed on consent agenda for 
Judicial Council’s meeting in September. The first set of revisions are edits to Chapter 3 of JBCM to reflect new 
statutory requirements to Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) program. Second set of revisions is to add 
cross-reference to the Trial Courts Financial Policies and Procedures Manual to reference a section on 
encumbering funds in connection with contracting procurement.  

   Mr. Nguyen provided more information on edits to Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise Program. This program 
is governed in large by section 999 of Military and Veterans Code. Since section 999.7 of the Military and Veterans 
code has been recently amended, JCC Legal Services Office is proposing some edits to DVBE Program guidance. 
Chapter 3 reflects new statutory changes. The proposed changes will only affect a sub-set of DVBE contracts, 
specifically, they only apply to prime contractors who are using DVBE sub-contractors to satisfy the proposed 
DVBE participation goals. For the sub-set of prime contractors, they require to submit a certification, which will 
certify the DVBE sub-contractors have indeed completed the work they promised to complete and sub-contractors 
have been paid exact amount by the prime contractor. JBCM would now require judicial branch entities to withhold 
up to $10,000 from the final payment to prime contractor until that certification is provided to the judicial branch 
entity.  

   Mr. Cheng provided information related to second revision to JBCM. This revision will add a cross-reference in 
Chapter 11 of JBCM to the section in Trial Courts Financial Policies and Procedures Manual to provide courts a 
guidance on how to encumber more funds. 

 

Action:  Mr. Taniguchi moved to approve draft of proposed changes to JBCM (seconded by Mr. Powell). 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 12:50 p.m. 

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

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 Nevada Superior Court, per Rule of Court 10.63(c)(1). 

Action:   Ms. Bieker moved to approve this report for posting (seconded by Mr. Powell). The motion passed by 
unanimous voice vote of the committee members present. 

 

Adjourned closed session at 12:42 pm. 



Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 

Informational Item #1 – (No Action Required) 

Report from Audit Services 

Status Update – Judicial Council’s Audit Services 

Workload & Staffing 
Audit Services has 8 audit staff who are all assigned to trial court audit work.  Audit 
Services’ organizational chart as of November 8th is depicted below: 

Audit Services’ Org. Chart 
November 8, 2022 

Sandra Gan
Senior Auditor (AIC)

Lorraine De Leon                                  
Auditor

Vacant
Auditor

Internal Review Team

Tia Thao
Auditor

Usamah Salem                      
Auditor

Linda Gow
Auditor

Joseph Pak
Auditor

Vacant
Auditor

Superior & Appellate Court Team

Grant Parks
Principal Manager

Dawn Tomita
Manager

Admin. Coordinator

Vacant
Supervisor

Michelle O'Connor                             
Senior Auditor (AIC)

Joe Meyer
Senior Auditor (AIC)



Judicial Council staff have audits in progress at the following courts: 

From FY 21-22 Audit Plan 
• Monterey (85% complete)
• Marin (65% complete)

From FY 22-23 Audit Plan (current year) 
• Los Angeles (cash fieldwork scheduled for mid-November)
• Yuba
• San Luis Obispo
• San Joaquin

Status of External Audits 

State Controller’s Office (SCO) 

Trial Courts Audit Program (Revenues, Expenditures & Fund Balance)  
Government Code, section 77206(h) requires the SCO to audit each court’s revenues, 
expenditures, and fund balance on a recurring schedule. The Legislature appropriates 
$540,000 each year to fund roughly five audits. You will review four of these audits 
today: 

• Fresno
• Humboldt
• San Bernardino
• San Luis Obispo

The SCO is close to completing its audit at Calaveras, while new audit work has 
commenced at five additional courts (Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Kings and Lake).  

Audit of the Judicial Council (Revenues, Expenditures & Fund Balance) 
State law similarly requires the SCO to audit the Judicial Council’s reporting of 
revenues, expenditures and fund balance.  The audit will begin in December 2022 and 
will focus on fiscal year 21-22. The report is expected in summer 2023. 

State Auditor’s Office (CSA) 
This biennial audit is required per Public Contract Code, Section 19210(a)(1) and (a)(3), 
which focuses on five selected courts’ compliance with the Judicial Branch Contract 
Law.  The Legislature appropriates $325,000 for this recuring audit. This work is 
expected to be completed by January 15, 2023 (and should be available for our next 
quarterly audit committee meeting). 



 
         Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 
 
Action Item #1 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit – State Auditor’s Office 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item #1 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Auditor’s 
statewide review of the Batterer’s Intervention Program. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment A—Audit of the Batterer’s Intervention Program 
 
Background: 
 
The Legislature’s Joint Legislative Audit Committee directed the State Auditor’s Office to 
evaluate the State’s Batterer’s Intervention Program (BIP).  The BIP is established in Penal 
Code, Section 1203.097 and allows judges to require those on probation for certain offenses to 
attend BIP programs that are operated by third-party providers under the guidance of county 
probation departments. Section 1203.097(a)(12) specifies that if the court concludes the 
defendant is not performing satisfactorily (or is no benefiting), the court shall terminate the 
defendant’s participation and proceed with further sentencing. 
 
Audit Summary: 
 
The audit focused on county probation departments, BIP providers, and trial courts.  The 
auditor’s critique of the courts highlighted frequent instances when courts have continued to re-
enroll defendants in the program without escalating consequences.  The auditors noted that trial 
courts only imposed escalating consequences for 71 of the 756 instances when offenders violated 
the terms of their probation.   
 
The auditor’s comments on the trial courts reviewed (Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Los 
Angeles, and San Joaquin) begin on page 24 of the report.  The audit team’s sole 
recommendation to the Judicial Council is to provide “guidance and training to judges regarding 
the application of the batterer intervention law by April 2023.”  Committee staff recommend the 
audit for public posting on the www.courts.ca.gov website.  

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


Batterer  
Intervention Programs 
State Guidance and Oversight Are Needed to 
Effectively Reduce Domestic Violence

October 2022

REPORT 2021-113



For questions regarding the contents of this report, please contact our Public Affairs Office at  916.445.0255
This report is also available online at www.auditor.ca.gov   |   Alternative format reports available upon request   |   Permission is granted to reproduce reports

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200  |  Sacramento  |  CA  |  95814
CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR

916.445.0255    |    TTY  916.445.0033

1.800.952.5665

For complaints of state employee misconduct,  
contact us through the Whistleblower Hotline:

Don’t want to miss any of our reports? Subscribe to our email list at     auditor.ca.gov



Michael S. Tilden  Acting State Auditor

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

October 18, 2022 
2021-113

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

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

In our office’s audit of the batterer intervention programs, we determined that the system—
including probation departments, courts, and program providers—had limited impact in 
reducing domestic violence, and it could improve significantly with statewide guidance and 
oversight. To reach this conclusion, we reviewed the batterer intervention systems in Alameda, 
Contra Costa, Del Norte, Los Angeles, and San Joaquin counties.

The system has not adequately held offenders accountable to complete a required batterer 
intervention program. These county probation departments and providers frequently did not 
inform the court when offenders violated conditions of their probation, and the courts only 
imposed escalating consequences for 10 percent of the violations of which they were aware. These 
shortcomings contributed, in part, to nearly half of the offenders whose records we reviewed not 
completing the program. More importantly, 65 percent of those offenders who did not complete 
the full program recidivated for domestic violence or other abuse-related crimes. In contrast, 
only 20 percent of the offenders who did complete the program reoffended, demonstrating that 
intervention can be effective if offenders attend and complete the program as the law requires.

The probation departments we reviewed largely neglected their program oversight responsibilities 
by approving or renewing programs that did not fully comply with state law. In fact, none of those 
five probation departments has a sufficient framework for program oversight and compliance.

The inconsistent and ineffective practices we found have plagued the batterer intervention 
system for at least three decades, creating a critical need for statewide guidance and oversight. 
A state oversight agency could track domestic violence data, establish program standards, 
oversee program providers, and ensure adequate supervision of offenders to reduce future acts of 
domestic violence and the harm it causes to victims.

Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL S. TILDEN, CPA 
Acting California State Auditor
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Summary

Results in Brief

Domestic violence is a serious public safety and health issue, 
affecting families, communities, and the criminal justice system. 
In 2010 the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention reported 
that every minute, an average of nearly 20 people are physically 
abused by an intimate partner in the United States, totaling more 
than 10 million victims per year. Research further shows that one 
in six homicides is a result of domestic violence. In an effort to stop 
domestic violence, California law requires that when a court places 
a person convicted of a crime of domestic violence (offender) on 
probation, that offender must complete a batterer intervention 
program (program) of not less than one year, commonly referred to 
as a 52‑week program. These programs consist of a structured weekly 
educational course, which includes group discussions and strategies 
to hold the offender accountable for violence in a relationship.

Courts, probation departments, and program providers each play 
key roles in supervising offenders and holding them accountable to 
the conditions of their probation.1 These entities compose what is 
commonly referred to as the batterer intervention system. Courts 
are responsible for sentencing offenders and supervising offenders 
on informal probation, while probation departments are responsible 
for supervising offenders on formal probation. Finally, program 
providers are responsible for delivering education to offenders with 
the goal of stopping domestic violence.

We reviewed the probation departments, courts, and a selection 
of program providers in five counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Del Norte, Los Angeles, and San Joaquin. We found that entities 
in each county did not implement key aspects of the batterer 
intervention system and therefore mostly failed to adequately hold 
offenders accountable to the conditions of their probation. These 
deficiencies in implementation likely contributed to low numbers 
of offenders completing a program. Specifically, nearly half of the 
100 offenders we selected for review did not complete the full 
program, and the majority of the offenders who did not complete 
it subsequently reoffended. In contrast, the offenders we reviewed 
who did successfully complete the full program were far less likely 
to reoffend than those who did not.

1	 State law mostly uses the term program when discussing the program providers’ responsibilities. 
Because each program provider is responsible for developing and administering its respective 
program, we use the terms program and program provider interchangeably in this report. 

Audit Highlights …

Our audit of California’s batterer intervention 
system in Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, 
Los Angeles, and San Joaquin counties found 
that it mostly failed to adequately hold offenders 
accountable to the conditions of their probation.

	» The batterer intervention system’s inadequate 
offender supervision has undermined the 
programs’ effectiveness in addressing 
domestic violence.

•	 Nearly half of the domestic violence 
offenders whose records we reviewed did 
not complete the program.

•	 Probation departments and program 
providers often did not report probation 
violations to the court.

•	 The courts did not impose escalating 
consequences for a significant majority 
of probation violations, including when 
offenders violated protective orders.

	» The probation departments we reviewed 
did not fully perform their program 
oversight responsibilities.

•	 They have not established sufficient 
program standards.

•	 They each approved or renewed program 
providers that may not have been qualified 
to rehabilitate offenders effectively.

•	 They could not demonstrate that they 
conducted appropriate program site visits.

	» State oversight and guidance could improve 
the batterer intervention system.

•	 Legislative changes could ensure better 
oversight and allow policymakers to make 
data-driven decisions to improve effectiveness 
and rectify longstanding problems.
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A lack of critical data prevented us from precisely assessing the 
factors that correlate with program success or failure. However, 
we identified deficiencies in three critical areas that were likely 
major contributing causes to low program completion rates. First, 
probation departments did not consistently assess all offenders 
for underlying issues, such as mental health or substance abuse 
concerns, that might interfere with an offender’s ability to complete 
a program. Second, probation departments, program providers, and 
courts generally did not hold many of the offenders we reviewed 
accountable for probation and program violations. Although state 
law requires probation departments and program providers to 
report these violations to the courts, they did not always do so 
for the offenders we reviewed. Finally, even when notified about 
offenders’ violations, the courts, in some instances, referred 
the offenders back to a program without imposing additional 
consequences. Although the courts have discretion to consider 
the circumstances of each offender, their decisions not to impose 
escalating penalties on offenders who violate their probation likely 
weakens the impact of programs.

Many of the deficiencies we identified occurred at least in part 
because none of the five probation departments had established 
sufficient standards, policies, and procedures for overseeing 
program providers and ensuring program compliance. In the 
absence of adequate oversight, some program providers did not 
supervise offenders appropriately or report required information—
such as offender absences and program fees—to the courts and 
probation departments. Moreover, the probation departments 
often did not conduct annual on‑site reviews of programs as 
state law requires, and when the departments did conduct these 
reviews, some were not comprehensive and did not identify areas 
in which program providers were noncompliant. As a result, each 
department approved or renewed providers who did not fully 
comply with state law and who may be offering programs that are 
ineffective at reducing domestic violence.

The Legislature could improve the effectiveness and consistency 
of the batterer intervention system by including additional 
definitions, requirements, and safeguards in state law. Specifically, 
it could require initial assessments of all offenders before a court 
orders either formal or informal probation, rather than only after 
a court imposes formal probation. These initial assessments could 
reveal any underlying issues that the court should consider during 
sentencing. Because of the numerous problems and inconsistencies 
we identified in how the courts, probation departments, and 
program providers address offenders’ unallowed absences, the State 
would also benefit from further legislative direction on this issue.



3California State Auditor Report 2021-113

October 2022

Decades of previous reviews have revealed similar systemic 
failures to those we identified in our current audit. Thus, we 
believe designating a statewide oversight agency—specifically, 
the California Department of Justice (Justice)—is critical for 
ensuring the effectiveness of the State’s efforts to reduce and 
prevent domestic violence. Other states, including Kansas, 
Massachusetts, Texas, and Washington, have oversight agencies 
that approve, monitor, and renew their program providers. In 
addition to performing these responsibilities, a statewide oversight 
agency in California could provide comprehensive guidance to 
program providers, rather than the inconsistent and inadequate 
guidance providers currently receive from county probation 
departments. The oversight agency could also standardize program 
curriculum and instructor qualification requirements; track 
and analyze offender and program data; and collaborate with 
relevant stakeholders to recommend quality improvements to 
ensure that programs achieve the desired outcomes. Finally, the 
oversight agency could work with the Judicial Council of California 
(Judicial Council) to ensure that the courts and judges have 
sufficient guidance on holding offenders accountable when they 
violate the conditions of their probation. Without this additional 
oversight, it will be difficult for policymakers to make informed 
decisions about how to improve California’s approach to reducing 
domestic violence.
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Recommendations

The following are the recommendations we made as a result of our 
audit. Descriptions of the findings and conclusions that led to these 
recommendations can be found in the chapters of this report.

Legislature

To ensure that courts have vital information when sentencing 
offenders, the Legislature should require probation departments to 
assess all domestic violence offenders, rather than just those who are 
placed on formal probation, and to do so before the court sentences 
the offenders. In addition to the current requirements in state law, the 
initial assessments should determine an offender’s sexual orientation, 
gender identity, and financial means to facilitate providing the 
offender with appropriate rehabilitative programs and services.

To ensure that all program providers and probation departments 
require offenders to attend programs consistently, the Legislature 
should define unexcused absences and provide direction as to 
whether unexcused absences are allowed and whether offenders 
must make up missed classes.

To ensure that all courts and program providers use a consistent 
approach to fee waivers and fee scales, the Legislature should define 
indigence and ability to pay as they pertain to California Penal 
Code section 1203.097. It should also expressly prohibit probation 
departments and program providers from authorizing fee waivers.

To ensure that offenders have sufficient information when choosing 
a program provider, the Legislature should require program 
providers to publicly post a comprehensive description of their 
sliding fee scales, and it should require the courts to provide each 
offender with a selection of available program providers, including 
their standard fees and sliding fee scales, before the offender agrees 
to the conditions of probation. Further, the Legislature should 
require the courts to inform offenders of the availability of fee 
waivers for those who may not have the ability to pay for a program.

To ensure that probation departments and providers provide to the 
courts timely notification about offenders’ program and probation 
violations, the Legislature should require immediate reporting of all 
program and probation violations. Further, the Legislature should 
define immediate as within a specified number of business days, 
such as two business days, after an entity learns of a violation.
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To ensure that probation departments, courts, and program 
providers comply with state law, the Legislature should designate 
Justice as responsible for the oversight of the batterer intervention 
system. Its duties should include the following:

•	 Approving, monitoring, and renewing all program providers.

•	 Conducting periodic audits of probation departments and 
program providers.

•	 Establishing statewide comprehensive standards through 
regulations, including but not limited to, facilitators’ educational 
requirements and a 52‑week curriculum.

•	 Identifying or developing a comprehensive offender assessment tool.

•	 Collaborating with the Judicial Council and relevant 
stakeholders, such as law enforcement representatives, mental 
health professionals, rehabilitative experts, victims’ advocates, 
and district attorneys, to set standards for programs.

•	 Tracking relevant offender and program data to analyze program 
effectiveness.

Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Los Angeles, and San Joaquin 
Probation Departments

To ensure that offenders are held accountable for complying with 
the conditions of their probation, the five probation departments 
should, by April 2023, formalize and implement comprehensive 
policies and procedures for domestic violence case management 
that clearly describe the departments’ expectations for probation 
staff ’s compliance with state law.

To ensure program compliance with state law, each of the 
five probation departments should, by April 2023, formalize 
comprehensive program standards for program providers that 
present clear guidance on the department’s expectations and the 
documentation it will review to verify compliance with state law. 
The probation departments should distribute these standards to 
program providers during their initial application and approval 
process and again annually during the renewal process.

To ensure that program providers comply with probation 
departments’ standards and state law, the five probation 
departments should develop and follow formalized policies 
and procedures for approving, renewing, and conducting 
comprehensive ongoing monitoring of program providers 
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by April 2023. These policies should specify the frequency of 
monitoring, the documentation the department will require of 
program providers to demonstrate compliance, and the specific 
actions the department will take when a provider is noncompliant.

To comply with state law, Alameda Probation and Contra Costa 
Probation should immediately implement record retention policies 
to maintain documentation on all offenders for five years after the 
offenders complete or are terminated from probation.

To comply with state law, San Joaquin Probation should 
immediately follow its record retention policies to maintain 
documentation on all offenders for five years after the offenders 
complete or are terminated from probation.

To ensure that the courts can provide an offender with a selection 
of available program providers and their costs before the offender 
agrees to attend a program as a condition of probation, the 
probation departments should maintain standard program fee 
information and sliding fee scales for each of the providers they 
oversee. The probation departments should make this information 
available to the courts by April 2023.

Judicial Council

To ensure that the courts consistently apply consequences to 
offenders for probation violations, the Judicial Council should 
establish guidance and provide training to judges regarding the 
application of the batterer intervention law by April 2023.

Agency Comments

Alameda Probation, Contra Costa Probation, San Joaquin 
Probation, and the Judicial Council generally agreed with our 
recommendations and stated they would take actions to implement 
them. Although Los Angeles Probation and Del Norte Probation 
generally agreed with our recommendations, both departments 
disagreed with some of our findings and conclusions.
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Introduction

Background

The effects of domestic violence on victims 
can be far‑reaching. As the text box describes, 
California law generally defines domestic violence 
to encompass abuse perpetrated against individuals 
with whom the perpetrator either has cohabited 
or has had a romantic or familial relationship. The 
abuse can be physical, sexual, or psychological, 
and can be motivated by the goal of gaining or 
maintaining control of the victim. Victims of 
intimate partner violence—a subset of domestic 
violence—are more likely to drop out of school and 
experience physical and mental health disorders. 
Moreover, in some cases, domestic violence can 
lead to death. In fact, research from the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention shows that 
intimate partners are responsible for about one in 
six homicides.

Domestic violence affects a significant proportion of California’s 
population. In 2010 the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
reported that on average, nearly 20 people per minute were 
physically abused by an intimate partner in the U.S., which equates 
to more than 10 million victims per year.2 Similarly, according to the 
Little Hoover Commission’s January 2021 report on intimate 
partner violence, one‑third of women and one‑quarter of men in 
California will experience intimate partner violence 
in their lifetime.

When a court places a person convicted of a crime 
of domestic violence (offender) on probation in 
California, state law requires the term of probation 
to be a minimum of 36 months. As a condition 
of such probation, state law requires offenders to 
complete a batterer intervention program (program) 
of not less than one year—commonly referred to as 
a 52‑week program. These programs are structured 
educational courses intended to stop domestic 
violence. Offenders must complete a program within 
18 months. It must consist of weekly two‑hour, 
single‑gender, group sessions that include particular 
educational content, as the text box describes.

2	 The Division of Violence Prevention within the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s National 
Center for Injury Prevention and Control focus on preventing violence and its consequences so that 
all people, families, and communities are safe, healthy, and free from violence.

Definition of Domestic Violence Under State Law

Abuse perpetrated against one of the following: 

•	 A spouse or former spouse.

•	 A cohabitant or former cohabitant. 

•	 Someone with whom the perpetrator has or had a dating 
or engagement relationship.

•	 Someone with whom the perpetrator has had a child.

•	 Certain other family members, such as parents or children.

Source:  State law.

Content of Batterer Intervention Programs

Programs must provide educational programming that 
examines, at a minimum, the following:

•	 Gender roles.

•	 Socialization.

•	 The nature of violence.

•	 The dynamics of power and control.

•	 The effects of abuse on children and others.

Source:  State law.
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Nonprofit or for‑profit nongovernmental entities (program 
providers) offer programs to offenders, and offenders, except in 
limited circumstances, pay fees to attend. The funding for these 
programs comes from the fees that offenders pay, although program 
providers may also obtain alternate funding. State law requires 
program providers to offer a sliding fee schedule that recognizes 
both the offender’s ability to pay and the need for the program 
provider to meet overhead expenses. A court can waive the fee if it 
determines that an offender does not have the financial ability to pay.

Offender Supervision

The courts, probation departments, and program providers are 
the cornerstones of what is commonly referred to as the batterer 
intervention system. These entities play key roles in supervising 
offenders and holding them accountable to the conditions of their 
probation, as Figure 1 shows. Specifically, the courts are responsible 
for sentencing offenders to prison or jail and for granting them 
probation. If a court grants an offender probation, it imposes the 
conditions of probation, including attending and completing a 
program. The court is then responsible for ensuring the offender 
complies with these conditions. If at any time during the term of 
probation, the court determines that the offender is performing 
unsatisfactorily in their program, is not benefiting from their 
program, has engaged in criminal conduct, or has not complied with 
a condition of probation, state law requires the court to terminate 
the offender’s participation in the program and proceed with further 
sentencing. The court may sentence the offender to jail or prison or 
may reinstate probation, with or without additional consequences.

When the court assigns an offender to probation, it places the 
offender on either formal or informal probation. Under formal 
probation, the probation department supervises the offender. Under 
informal probation, the offender must report to the court when 
ordered to do so by the judge. Depending on whether the probation 
is formal or informal, either the probation department or the court 
is responsible for monitoring whether the offender complies with 
the conditions of probation. During our audit period from 2016 
through 2020, two of the five counties we reviewed—Alameda 
and Los Angeles—had probation departments supervise felony 
offenders and courts supervise misdemeanor offenders. However, 
in the other three counties we reviewed—Contra Costa, Del Norte, 
and San Joaquin—the courts opted to assign all offenders to formal 
supervision under the probation department.

Once the court places an offender on formal probation, state law 
requires the probation department to conduct an initial assessment 
of that individual, including social and economic background, 

[Insert Figure 1]
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education, criminal history, medical history, and substance abuse 
history. State law generally authorizes the probation department to 
make provisions for the offender to attend a chemical dependency 
treatment program in addition to a batterer intervention program. 
Probation departments are responsible for referring offenders to 
a batterer intervention program, ensuring that they complete a 
program, and that they fulfill any other conditions of probation. 
To supervise offenders appropriately, state law requires probation 
departments to communicate with its program providers. If an 
offender fails to comply with his or her probation conditions, the 
probation department must report the violations to the court.

Figure 1
The Courts, Probation Departments, and Program Providers Each Have Integral Roles in the Batterer  
Intervention System

OFFENDER
SUPERVISION

PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
• Supervise offenders on formal probation.

• Notify the courts of offenders’ probation violations.
• Approve, renew, and monitor program providers.

PROGRAM PROVIDERS
• Provide domestic violence prevention classes.

• Notify the courts and/or probation departments of 
offenders’ enrollment, progress, and completion of 

the program, as well as their program violations.

Report i
nform

ati
on ab

out 

offenders 
on fo

rm
al 

probati
on

Assi
gn offenders 

to

form
al 

probati
on

Refer offenders on formal probation

Report information about offenders on formal probation

Report information about

offenders on informal probation

Refer offenders on

informal probation

COURTS
• Impose the terms and conditions of offenders’ probation.

• Determine consequences for offenders who do 
not comply with their probation conditions.

Source:  State law.
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Program providers must assess offenders to ensure that they are 
suited to a program; if they are not, the program provider must 
immediately contact the probation department or the court. 
For example, if offenders have unresolved substance abuse or 
mental health issues or if their behavior is volatile, they may not 
be able to comply with program requirements. Program providers 
must also submit periodic progress reports made to the courts and 
probation departments and immediately notify them of protective 
order violations, including additional acts of violence and failure 
to comply with program requirements. Finally, program providers 
must conduct exit conferences that assess the offenders’ progress 
during their programs and submit final evaluations of those 
offenders to the probation department.

Program Oversight

State law requires county probation departments to design and 
implement an approval and renewal process for program providers 
within their respective counties to ensure that they comply with 
state law and operate effectively. Program providers must submit an 
application that demonstrates they possess adequate administrative 
and operational capabilities. Once a probation department initially 
approves a program, the program provider must submit an annual 
application to renew its approval, which the probation department 
must approve or deny based on the provider’s compliance with 
state law and department standards. As part of the approval and 
annual renewal process, state law requires probation departments 
to conduct at least one on‑site review of each program, including 
monitoring a program session.

The probation departments we reviewed each use a different 
number of program providers. For example, the Del Norte County 
Probation Department (Del Norte Probation) uses two program 
providers, while the Los Angeles County Probation Department 
(Los Angeles Probation) stated that it uses 147 program providers. 
The probation departments generally explained that to determine 
the number of program providers they need, they consider the 
number of offenders, geography, and offender demographics in 
their respective county.

The batterer intervention law requires probation departments to 
establish program standards, but it is not prescriptive about what 
probation departments must include in those standards.3 Probation 
departments have the sole authority to deny, revoke, or suspend 
program approval if they find a program provider is noncompliant 

3	 We refer to California Penal Code section 1203.097 as the batterer intervention law.
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with their standards or the batterer intervention law. Aside from 
the initial and annual on‑site visits, the batterer intervention law 
does not prescribe the manner in which probation departments 
should perform ongoing monitoring of providers. As a result, 
probation departments have discretion to develop a monitoring 
process that best suits their needs. In the five counties we reviewed, 
some probation departments conduct only one on‑site visit per 
year, as state law requires, whereas others conduct two or more 
on‑site visits per year.

State law also prescribes a process for probation departments and 
program providers to follow if a program is not compliant with 
applicable requirements. Specifically, when a probation department 
finds that a program is noncompliant with its standards or the 
batterer intervention law, the department must notify the provider 
in writing of the areas of noncompliance. Within 14 days, the 
program provider must respond with a written plan that, at a 
minimum, describes the corrective action it will take and states the 
time frame for action implementation. The probation department 
may either approve or disapprove all or any part of the program 
provider’s plan. If the program provider fails to submit a plan 
or fails to implement the approved plan, state law requires the 
probation department to consider whether to revoke or suspend its 
approval of the program.

Historic Reviews and Recent Statewide Efforts to Improve Program 
Effectiveness

The Legislature and other state agencies have made efforts to 
evaluate or improve the effectiveness of the batterer intervention 
system over the past three decades. Four significant studies since 
1990 have looked at the system’s efforts to reduce domestic violence, 
including the responsibilities of the probation departments, courts, 
and program providers. Many of these reports’ findings are similar 
to the ones we present in this report, demonstrating that key 
entities, such as the probation departments and the courts, have 
known for years of the significant shortcomings in their oversight of 
programs and offenders. Figure 2 highlights some of these reports’ 
findings, which we discuss in more detail throughout our report.

In an effort to improve the overall effectiveness of programs and 
reduce future incidents of domestic violence, the Legislature 
designated six counties—Napa, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, 
Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and Yolo—to pilot alternative program 
approaches that include practices supported by evidence as being 
effective. This pilot effort, which began in 2019 and is scheduled 
to end in 2023, allows the six selected counties flexibility to 
customize their batterer intervention systems to meet the needs 

[Insert Figure 2]



14 California State Auditor Report 2021-113

October 2022

of both victims and offenders. The six counties must annually 
report information, such as the tools they use to assess offenders’ 
risks and needs and program curriculums, to the Legislature. The 
recommendations we make in this report are independent of any 
that may result from the pilot effort.

Figure 2
For the Past Three Decades, Reviews of Batterer’s Programs Have Resulted in  
Similar Findings

The Judical Council
• Assessments of basic needs and other factors would be beneficial for all 

offenders, rather than just those offenders who are on formal probation.

2009

California State Auditor
• Probation departments did not always notify the courts when programs 

terminated offenders for violations. 
• When probation departments notified the courts, some courts simply referred 

the offenders back to the programs without imposing additional jail time. 

2006

Task Force on Local Criminal Justice Response to Domestic Violence
• Probation departments, program providers, and courts failed to respond to 

victims, to enforce the law, to comply with the law, and to work in collaboration.
• When offenders violated program requirements, such as missing too many 

sessions, the program providers permitted the absences or the court referred 
the offenders back to complete the program rather than holding them 
accountable for violating the conditions of their probation. 

2005

California State Auditor
• Probation departments did not ensure that offenders attended or 

completed appropriate programs as required.
• Not all of the probation departments had formal procedures for 

managing offenders.

1990

Source:  The Administration of the State’s Domestic Violence Diversion Program Could Be Improved, 
Report P-852, January 1990.

Task Force on Local Criminal Justice Response to Domestic Violence, Keeping the Promise: Victim 
Safety and Batterer Accountability, June 2005.

Batterer Intervention Programs: County Probation Departments Could Improve Their Compliance 
With State Law, But Progress in Batterer Accountability Also Depends on the Courts, Report 2005-130, 
November 2006.

Batterer Intervention Systems in California: An Evaluation, 2009.
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Chapter 1

INADEQUATE SUPERVISION OF OFFENDERS BY COURTS, 
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS, AND PROGRAM PROVIDERS 
HAS UNDERMINED THE PROGRAMS’ EFFECTIVENESS IN 
ADDRESSING DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Key Points

•	 Nearly half of the domestic violence offenders we reviewed 
did not complete their full 52‑week program. Further, none of 
the entities involved collected the data necessary for us to fully 
determine the programs’ effectiveness.

•	 Probation departments, courts, and program providers did not 
adequately hold some offenders accountable, at times allowing 
them to violate the conditions of probation repeatedly.

•	 Probation departments did not always report when offenders 
violated protective orders, which are intended to protect 
victims, or when offenders were arrested for subsequent 
abusive crimes.

Nearly Half of the Offenders We Reviewed Did Not Complete Their Full 
52‑Week Program

The batterer intervention law does not require the counties or 
any state entity to track the data that the State needs to evaluate 
offenders’ completion of programs and the programs’ effectiveness 
at stopping domestic violence. As a result, none of the counties—
nor the State—maintain comprehensive data on offenders, including 
the reasons they may have failed to complete a program. The lack 
of data tracking is particularly concerning given that the previous 
studies and audits we describe in the Introduction all identified the 
importance of this information. Some of the probation departments 
did not maintain complete documentation on all offenders, or did 
not appropriately retain documentation for five years, as state law 
requires. These shortcomings left the documentation necessary 
to conduct our analysis largely incomplete. In the absence of 
comprehensive data, we were not able to obtain complete records 
for an adequate selection of offenders to broadly project our findings 
across the entire offender population.

Nevertheless, to gain insights into program completion and 
effectiveness, we instead obtained data on a limited selection of 
records for 20 offenders in each county, for a total of 100 offenders. 
Even obtaining these data was challenging. The data we were able 
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to obtain were limited to basic demographics, such as gender, race, 
ethnicity, and age. We were generally unable to ascertain an offender’s 
educational achievement, income, or sexual orientation since the 
probation departments and courts did not consistently maintain or 
note this information in the offenders’ files. Further, the Alameda 
County Probation Department (Alameda Probation) maintained 
documentation on offenders under its supervision that was notably 
incomplete, sometimes lacking information on whether offenders even 
completed their programs. As a result, we included only one offender 
that Alameda Probation supervised whose documentation we found 
to be more intact than that of other offenders. In addition, we included 
only one offender that Los Angeles Probation supervised in our 
selection because it supervised a small proportion of the offenders in 
Los Angeles County. The courts supervised the other 19 offenders that 
we reviewed from both Alameda County and Los Angeles County.

Despite these significant data limitations, we found strong indications 
that the batterer intervention system does not adequately ensure that all 
offenders complete their programs. Specifically, 46 of the 100 offenders 
we reviewed did not complete the full 52‑week program, as Figure 3 
shows. State law requires offenders to file proof of enrollment in a 
program within 30 days of their conviction. Once enrolled, state law 
allows offenders only three excused absences for good cause. However, 
10 of the 46 offenders did not complete their programs because they 
did not enroll at all. Program providers terminated seven for unallowed 
absences, unpaid fees, or unacceptable behavior in class. Another 21 
did not complete their programs for other reasons, such as subsequent 
crimes or failures to report to court or the probation department. 
Finally, the court eliminated or stayed the requirement that the 
remaining eight offenders attend the entire 52 weeks of their programs.

When offenders completed their programs, it appears to have 
successfully reduced recidivism.4 Only 11 of the offenders who 
completed a program, or 20 percent, recidivated for domestic 
violence or abuse‑related crimes after completing the program, as 
Figure 4 shows. Although 12 of the offenders who completed the 
program recidivated before their program’s completion, they did 
not reoffend after it. In contrast, 30 offenders, or nearly 65 percent, 
who did not complete their entire program reoffended. These 
outcomes demonstrate that successful program completion may 
have a rehabilitative effect and lessen the likelihood of future abuse 
or domestic violence crimes. Thus, programs are most effective 
when offenders complete them—which requires courts, probation 
departments, and program providers to hold offenders accountable 
for complying with the conditions of their probation.

4	 Because we did not have access to victim information, we defined recidivism as a subsequent arrest 
or conviction for an abuse‑related crime that would have been domestic violence if committed 
against a person listed in Family Code section 6211.

[Insert Figure 3] When offenders completed their 
programs, it appears to have 
successfully reduced recidivism.
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Probation Departments, Courts, and Program Providers Have Not 
Adequately Held Offenders Accountable

Efforts by probation departments, courts, and program providers to 
implement an effective batterer intervention system have often been 
inconsistent and inadequate. Our review identified repeated instances 
in which each of these entities have not taken action to ensure that 
all offenders were adequately held accountable for successfully 
completing a program, as we describe in Figure 5. For example, 
none of the probation departments we reviewed adequately assessed 
offenders as required to identify obstacles, such as substance abuse 
or medical history, which could prevent them from successfully 
completing a program. Additionally, probation departments and 
program providers did not always notify the courts when offenders 
violated probation. Further, the courts repeatedly referred some 
offenders who had violated probation back to a program without 
imposing escalating consequences. Without the dedicated efforts of 
the entities involved, the batterer intervention system will continue to 
struggle to fulfill its potential to reduce domestic violence.

[Insert Figure 4]

Figure 3
Nearly One Half of the 100 Offenders That We Reviewed Did Not Complete a 
Full 52-Week Program

Of the 38 that 
did not complete a 
full 52-week program:
• 10 Failed to enroll
• 7 Terminated by 

programs for unallowed 
absences, unpaid fees, or 
unacceptable behavior

• 21 Other

 Did not complete a full 52-week program

 The court eliminated the requirement

 Completed a full 52-week program

38 54

8

Source:  Review of a selection of 20 offenders from each county.
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Probation Departments Have Not Adequately Screened 
for Underlying Conditions That May Contribute to 
Offenders’ Failure to Complete a Program

The batterer intervention law only requires probation 
departments to conduct initial assessments of 
offenders on formal probation, and not those on 
informal probation. We therefore expected to find 
that the departments conducted assessments of 
offenders on formal probation fully and consistently. 
Initial assessments of offenders on formal probation 
must include a review of the areas noted in the text 
box. These initial assessments provide probation 
departments with vital information about the 
offender and identify barriers the offender may face 
in fulfilling the conditions of his or her probation, 
including completing a program.

[Insert Figure 5]
An initial assessment of offenders on formal 
probation must include but is not limited to:

•	 Social, economic, and family background

•	 Education

•	 Vocational achievements

•	 Criminal history

•	 Medical history

•	 Substance abuse history

•	 Consultation with the probation officer

•	 Verbal consultation with the victim, only if the victim 
desires to participate

•	 Future probability of the offender committing murder

Source:  State law.

Figure 4
Offenders That Successfully Completed a Full Program Were Less Likely to 
Commit a New Crime

Of the 54 offenders who
completed a full 52-week program

11 reoffended 30 reoffended

20% 65%

Of the 46 offenders who
DID NOT fully complete a full 52-week program

Source:  Review of a selection of 20 offenders from each county, and recidivism data from Justice.
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Nonetheless, the five probation departments we reviewed did not 
always perform these assessments of offenders on formal probation. 
As Table 1 shows, probation departments formally supervised 
65 of the 104 offenders we reviewed.5 However, the probation 
departments conducted assessments of only 29 of those offenders, 
14 of which occurred more than three months after the court 
assigned the offender to probation.

The probation departments offered varying reasons for their 
failure to conduct the required assessments. The Del Norte and 
Contra Costa probation departments stated that they conduct 
initial assessments of only felony offenders. According to 
Del Norte Probation, it does not have the resources to conduct 
initial assessments of all formally supervised offenders as state 
law requires. However, we found that it did not conduct an initial 

5	 Because Los Angeles Probation and Alameda Probation each only formally supervised one 
offender in our selection of 100 offenders, we reviewed another two offenders from each 
probation department.

[Insert Table 1]

Figure 5
Probation Departments, Program Providers, and the Courts Each Have Contributed to the Ineffectiveness of the 
Batterer Intervention System

When Offenders Violated Probation
Courts often have not used their discretion to impose any additional consequences 
for offenders’ probation violations or imposed ineffective consequences.

Monitoring Offenders and Reporting Violations
Probation departments and program providers either did not report probation or 
program violations at all or did not report them in a timely manner.

Initial Assessments
Probation departments did not always conduct initial assessments when required to 
do so or performed inadequate assessments.

Source: Review of a selection of 20 offenders from each county.
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assessment for any of the 20 offenders we reviewed, including 
five felony offenders. Despite the requirements of state law, 
Contra Costa Probation stated that it did not conduct assessments 
of misdemeanor offenders. Alameda, Los Angeles, and San Joaquin 
probation departments could not explain why they did not always 
conduct initial assessments.

Of the initial assessments that four of the probation departments did 
complete, all were missing at least one required aspect. For example, 
Contra Costa Probation’s assessments were lacking a review of the 
offenders’ medical history and the probability that they would commit 
murder, and several of San Joaquin Probation’s assessments failed 
to include information on the offenders’ vocational achievements, 
medical history, substance abuse history, or probability that the 
offender would commit murder. Additionally, the assessments from 
our review that Alameda Probation conducted did not include 
medical history, a verbal consultation or efforts to coordinate with 
the victim, or a determination of the probability the offender would 
commit murder. Finally, the assessments from our review that 
Los Angeles Probation conducted did not always assess offenders’ 
economic background, a verbal consultation or efforts to coordinate 
with the victim, or a determination of the probability the offender 
would commit murder. Because the probation departments are not 
adequately assessing offenders’ risks and needs before referring them 
to a program, they lack assurance that the program to which they refer 
the offenders can accommodate and address their needs. They thereby 
increase the risk that the offenders will not complete a program.

Table 1
None of the Probation Departments Conducted Sufficient Initial 
Assessments of All Offenders on Formal Probation

PROBATION 
DEPARTMENT

OFFENDERS 
ON FORMAL 
PROBATION

OFFENDERS 
WITH INITIAL 

ASSESSMENTS

NUMBER OF  
OFFENDERS 

ASSESSED WITHIN 3 
MONTHS

ASSESSMENTS WITH 
ALL REQUIRED 
COMPONENTS

Alameda† 3 2 0 0

Contra Costa 19 9* 0 0

Del Norte 20 0 0 0

Los Angeles† 3 2 2 0

San Joaquin 20 16 13 0

TOTAL 65 29 15 0

Source:  Review of a selection of offenders from each county.

*	 Contra Costa Probation was unable to conduct an initial assessment of one of its offenders 
because the offender failed to report to the probation department and a warrant for the 
offender’s arrest is still active.

†	 Because Los Angeles Probation and Alameda Probation each only formally supervised one 
offender in our selection of 100 offenders, we reviewed another two offenders from each 
probation department.
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Probation Departments and Program Providers Did Not Sufficiently 
Inform the Courts of All Probation Violations

State law requires probation departments to inform the courts when 
offenders violate the conditions of their probation. State law also 
requires program providers to inform the courts when offenders 
violate certain program requirements. In our review of 100 offenders 
across all five counties, we found that 92 offenders violated their 
probation requirements at least once. These violations ranged from 
having unallowed program absences, to making contact with a victim 
in violation of a criminal protective order, to committing a subsequent 
abusive crime. However, when we conducted a detailed review of 25 
of these offenders—five from each county—we found that both the 
probation departments and the program providers frequently failed to 
notify courts of the offenders’ violations.6

In total, these 25 offenders accumulated 865 probation violations. 
As Table 2 shows, offenders committed 405 violations while under 
the supervision of probation departments, yet the probation 
departments failed to report 213 of these to the courts as required. 
Because our review of 25 offenders did not include offenders that 
Alameda Probation and Los Angeles Probation supervised, we 
conducted an additional review of three offenders that those two 
probation departments supervised. In this separate selection, we 
found similar instances in which these probation departments did 
not report probation violations to the court. Program providers 
from four counties, including Alameda and Los Angeles, did not 
notify the probation departments or courts of 124 instances when 
offenders violated program requirements.7 Although we did not 
identify instances when program providers in Contra Costa did 
not report violations, Contra Costa Probation did not always retain 
program reports for five years as state law requires, thus we were 
unable to fully assess the sufficiency of its programs’ reporting. 
When probation departments and program providers do not 
inform the courts of probation or program violations, the courts 
cannot hold offenders accountable.

Particularly concerning were instances in which probation 
departments did not inform the courts of violations of a criminal 
protective order—court orders that protect the victim from 
the offender—or subsequent arrests for abusive crimes. Of the 
213 violations that probation departments did not report to the court, 

6	 Because Alameda Probation and Los Angeles Probation supervised only one offender each in our 
selection of 100 offenders we reviewed, these 25 offenders did not include offenders that these 
probation departments supervised.

7	 For certain violations, it was the responsibility of both the program providers and the probation 
department to report the violation to the court. Thus, some violations are included in both 
categories when we discuss reporting.

When probation departments and 
program providers do not inform 
the courts of probation or program 
violations, the courts cannot hold 
offenders accountable.

[Insert Table 2
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nine involved the offender’s violating a criminal protective order or being 
arrested for a subsequent abusive crime. For example, an offender in 
Contra Costa violated a criminal protective order several times and was 
arrested for a subsequent abusive offense against the same victim, none 
of which the probation department reported to the court. Contra Costa 
Probation could not explain why it did not report these incidents to 
the court. By allowing offenders to engage in subsequent acts of abuse 
or interact with their victims without notifying the court, probation 
departments and program providers are placing victims at risk and sending 
a message to offenders that this behavior is tolerated.8

Further, even when they did report probation violations, the probation 
departments and program providers did not always ensure that those 
reports were timely. As a result, some offenders went months without 
consequences. Probation departments and program providers reported 
253 violations to the courts for the 25 offenders we reviewed. However, 
151 of these reports—more than half—were significantly delayed.9 
In fact, probation departments took an average of nearly three months 
after they occurred to report violations, with the longest delay taking 
nearly a year. For example, in January 2019, a program provider notified 
Del Norte Probation that it had terminated an offender from its program 
for unpaid fees. Del Norte Probation waited until September 2019—
or eight months later—to notify the court of this violation.

8	 Our review of offenders that Alameda Probation and Los Angeles Probation supervised was limited 
to three from each department and, although we found both departments failed to report some 
violations, we did not identify instances when these departments failed to report violations of criminal 
protective orders or subsequent arrests for abusive crimes to the court.

9	 Some program reports did not include dates of program violations for us to determine whether they 
reported the violation to the court in a timely manner. As a result, the number of delayed program 
reports may be higher.

Table 2
Probation Departments and Program Providers Failed To Report The Majority of Offenders’ Violations Within 
Their Supervision

TOTAL PROBATION 
VIOLATIONS

VIOLATIONS 
UNDER PROBATION 

DEPARTMENTS’ 
SUPERVISION*

VIOLATIONS 
THAT PROBATION 

DEPARTMENTS DID 
NOT REPORT

VIOLATIONS 
THAT PROGRAM 

PROVIDERS 
REPORTED†

VIOLATIONS 
THAT PROGRAM 
PROVIDERS DID  

NOT REPORT 

TOTAL NUMBER  
OF VIOLATIONS  

NOT REPORTED‡

865 405 213 92 124 337

Source:  Review of a selection of 25 offenders—five from each county.

*	 Because Alameda Probation and Los Angeles Probation only supervised one offender each in our initial selection of 100 offenders we 
reviewed, and the 25 offenders we reviewed for this analysis did not include offenders that these probation departments supervised. However, 
we separately reviewed offenders that Alameda Probation and Los Angeles Probation supervised and found that both probation departments 
did not report offenders’ probation violations to the court.

†	 The violations that program providers reported includes those from all five counties we reviewed. Although we did not identify instances when 
program providers in Contra Costa did not report violations, Contra Costa Probation did not always retain program reports for five years as 
state law requires, thus we were unable to fully assess the sufficiency of its programs’ reporting.

‡	 For certain violations, it was the responsibility of both the program and the probation department to report the violation to the court. Thus, 
some violations are included within both the responsibility of the probation departments and the responsibility of the program providers 
when we discuss reporting.
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In some instances, delays in reporting may have put victims of 
domestic violence in unnecessary risk. For example, in our separate 
review of three offenders that Alameda Probation supervised, we 
found that the probation department waited 10 months to notify to 
the court that an offender had failed to report to the department after 
being released from jail. During this time, the probation department 
did not have any contact with the offender and did not know the 
offender’s whereabouts. Because the court was unaware that the 
offender had failed to report to the department, it could not consider 
imposing consequences. Although we identified reporting delays 
in each of the counties, none of the probation departments could 
explain why they had not promptly notified the court of the violations. 
However, each department generally agreed that it lacks policies that 
set clear expectations of the time frame for such notifications.

Finally, we identified a number of particularly troubling instances 
in which probation departments did not notify the courts that 
offenders had not completed a program before their probation 
periods ended. For example, Contra Costa Probation failed to report 
to the court that an offender had not enrolled in a program for more 
than two years, despite the probation officer advising the offender to 
enroll in a program on seven separate occasions. Once the offender 
finally enrolled, Contra Costa Probation recognized that he would 
not complete his program before his term of probation expired, 
but it did not notify the court as it should have. As a result, the 
offender’s probation ended with his completing only 19 of the 52 
required sessions. We found similar instances in cases overseen 
by San Joaquin Probation. The courts rely on the probation 
departments to notify them if offenders have not complied with the 
conditions of probation so that they can take appropriate action, 
such as modifying or revoking probation and proceeding with 
further sentencing. By failing to notify the courts when offenders 
do not complete a program, the probation departments are 
undermining the court’s ability to take these actions.

The failure of probation departments to notify the courts about 
probation violations is not a new concern. Both the 2005 task force 
report and our 2006 report found that offenders frequently failed 
to complete a program, and our 2006 report noted that offenders 
repeatedly violated probation conditions and the probation 
departments did not notify the court. The 2005 task force report 
found that program providers and probation departments allowed 
more absences than the law permits. Our 2006 report found that 
San Joaquin Probation counseled offenders who failed to attend 
program classes and directed them back to a program without 
notifying the court, which allowed the offenders to avoid the 
consequences of violating the conditions of their probation.

In some instances, delays in reporting 
may have put victims of domestic 
violence in unnecessary risk.
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Currently, San Joaquin Probation’s policies state that a program 
provider should discharge the offender on the fourth absence and 
that the probation officer must file a probation violation and refer 
the offender back to court each time a program provider discharges 
an offender for absences. Nonetheless, as part of our current audit, 
we found that San Joaquin Probation still directs some offenders 
back to programs and cannot always demonstrate that it notifies 
the court. According to San Joaquin Probation, its probation 
officers consider the totality of the offender’s circumstances before 
determining whether to report violations.

In part, probation departments have not held offenders accountable 
because they lack sufficient policies and procedures to guide their 
probation officers’ supervision of offenders. Specifically, Contra Costa 
Probation and Del Norte Probation do not have policies regarding 
the supervision of domestic violence offenders, and the remaining 
three probation departments—Alameda, Los Angeles, and 
San Joaquin—lack adequate policies regarding offender supervision 
in a selection of areas, as we show in Figure 6. For example, none 
of the probation departments have adequate policies to ensure that 
their probation officers conduct an initial assessment as required by 
law or that offenders enroll in and appropriately attend a program. 
Additionally, only San Joaquin Probation’s policies spell out the 
probation officer’s responsibility to notify the court when an 
offender does not complete a program within 18 months. Given the 
serious nature and consequences of domestic violence, we expected 
probation departments to provide their staff with clear direction 
regarding how to address offenders who violate the conditions of 
their probation and the time frame for doing so.

The Consequences That Courts Issue Offenders Are Often Ineffective and 
Weaken the Impact of Programs

The courts are responsible for determining the consequences for 
offenders who violate the conditions of their probation. According 
to state law, when the court finds that an offender is performing 
unsatisfactorily or not benefiting from a program, has not complied 
with a condition of probation, or has engaged in criminal conduct, 
it must terminate the offender’s participation in the program and 
proceed with further sentencing. State law generally provides the 
court with the discretion to consider options other than a lengthy 
jail or prison sentence for the offender. These options may include 
reinstating or modifying the conditions of probation without jail time 
or imposing a period of flash incarceration, in which the offender 
spends one to 10 days in a county jail. If the court revokes probation 
and then reinstates it, the offender must restart a 52‑week program, 
regardless of how many classes he or she previously attended.

[Insert Figure 6]
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Despite their important role in holding offenders accountable, 
the courts we reviewed frequently did not apply escalating 
consequences when offenders violated their probation. As we 
discussed previously, we identified 865 probation violations among 
the 25 offenders we reviewed. The courts were aware of 756 of these 
865 violations but they only imposed escalating consequences for 71 
of them, as we show in Table 3. For example, one offender violated 
program requirements nearly 175 times by, for instance, failing to 
attend consecutive weekly classes and failing to appear for court 
hearings. Nonetheless, a Los Angeles court referred him back to 
a program repeatedly without escalating consequences. The court 
also extended his probation from three years to nearly five years to 
allow him to complete his program that state law requires offenders 
to complete in 18 months. Although the court had the discretion 
to make these determinations, we expected that it would impose 
additional consequences when an offender has such a high number 
of repeat violations.

Despite their important role in 
holding offenders accountable, the 
courts we reviewed frequently did not 
apply escalating consequences when 
offenders violated their probation.

Figure 6
Five Probation Departments’ Insufficient Policies Have Contributed to Their Inadequate Supervision of Offenders

DOES THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT HAVE SUFFICIENT POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR OFFENDER SUPERVISION?

STATE LAW REQUIRES … ALAMEDA
CONTRA 

COSTA DEL NORTE
LOS 

ANGELES
SAN 

JOAQUIN

… probation departments to conduct 
an initial assessment of an offender if 
the court orders formal probation and 
completion of a program.

PARTIAL NO NO PARTIAL NO

… offenders to attend consecutive weekly 
sessions with a maximum of three excused 
absences granted by the program provider 
for good cause.

NO NO NO NO NO

… offenders to file proof of enrollment in 
a program with the court within 30 days 
of conviction.

NO NO NO NO NO

… offenders to successfully complete a 
program within 18 months*. NO NO NO NO YES

Source:  State law and the five probation departments’ policies.

*	 The court may modify this requirement, if it finds good cause to do so.
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Table 3
The Courts Did Not Impose Escalating Consequences for Most  
Probation Violations

TOTAL PROBATION 
VIOLATIONS

VIOLATIONS OF 
WHICH THE COURTS 

WERE AWARE

VIOLATIONS 
FOR WHICH THE 

COURTS IMPOSED 
ESCALATING 

CONSEQUENCES

865 756 71

Source:  Review of a selection of 25 offenders—five from each county.

Particularly troubling were cases in which the courts did not apply 
effective consequences when offenders violated protective orders or 
were arrested for additional crimes. In our review of 25 offenders, we 
identified 21 subsequent protective order violations and arrests for 
abusive crimes. The courts were aware of 12 of these violations yet 
allowed the offenders to continue on probation following nine of them. 
In one instance in Del Norte, the court found that an offender had 
violated the protective order on two separate occasions, including one 
subsequent domestic violence arrest during the offender’s probation. 
The court remanded the offender to jail for a month each time but then 
allowed the offender to continue on probation after each violation. 
These repeated violations demonstrate that the consequences were not 
effective in deterring the offender from committing future incidents of 
domestic violence and protecting the victim from further harm.

Because courts have in some cases chosen not to impose escalating 
consequences, they may have weakened the impact of the batterer 
intervention system, which was designed to strengthen domestic 
violence laws. We acknowledge that the decision to either reinstate 
probation or terminate probation and sentence the offender to jail 
or prison is within the discretion of the courts. Although the courts 
ultimately sentenced to jail or prison more than half of the offenders 
who did not comply with their probation conditions, we are concerned 
that courts may be taking a prolonged approach to these decisions 
that may place victims at risk. The 2005 task force report found that 
the most common judicial sanction for probation violations was to 
refer the offender to a program again, numerous times if necessary. 
Although the courts cannot prevent future acts of domestic violence, 
imposing escalating consequences for violations sooner could 
compel offenders to successfully attend or to complete a program. 
Further, when offenders demonstrate that they are not interested in 
rehabilitating or in complying with the conditions of their probation, 
it may be more effective for the courts to escalate the consequences 
or sentence the offender to county jail or state prison, rather than 
to reinstate probation on the same terms and conditions. Escalating 
consequences might also better protect victims.

[Insert Table 3]

When courts choose not to impose 
escalating consequences, they may 
weaken the impact of the batterer 
intervention system.
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The Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council) does not 
have an oversight role with respect to judicial decision making in 
legal matters before a court. However, it does provide guidance 
to judges about domestic violence through various education 
forums. For example, the Judicial Council hosts a Domestic 
Violence Institute, a three‑day in‑person training for judges. 
The Judicial Council explained that this year’s training included a 
presentation on a model of offender rehabilitation. However, upon 
review of the presentation, we did not identify any specific guidance 
to judges on how to provide additional consequences for offenders.

In addition, the Judicial Council publishes a domestic violence 
bench guide for criminal court judges that it designed to be a 
reference to domestic violence law in criminal cases. The guide 
includes information on, among other things, pretrial release 
considerations, criminal protective orders, and sentencing. It also 
includes the recommendation from the 2005 task force report that 
the courts, in consultation with the probation departments, develop 
a strategy so that multiple reenrollments in programs do not take 
place without additional and graduated sanctions for offenders, 
such as jail time. However, as we describe in this report, the courts 
have not consistently provided additional consequences to hold 
offenders accountable. Therefore, we believe the Judicial Council 
should provide specific training to the courts in this regard.

Please refer to the section beginning on page 5 to find the 
recommendations that we have made as a result of these 
audit findings.
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Chapter 2

THE PROBATION DEPARTMENTS WE REVIEWED HAVE 
LARGELY NEGLECTED THEIR PROGRAM OVERSIGHT 
RESPONSIBILITIES

Key Points

•	 None of the five probation departments we reviewed have 
established sufficient program standards to serve as a framework 
for program oversight and compliance.

•	 In the absence of adequate policies and practices, the five 
probation departments each approved or renewed program 
providers that did not comply with state law and may not have 
been qualified to rehabilitate offenders effectively.

•	 None of the five probation departments could demonstrate 
that they conducted on‑site monitoring visits of each program 
annually, as state law requires.

The Five Probation Departments We Reviewed Have Not Provided 
Sufficient Guidance to Program Providers

Many of the problems we identify in Chapter 1 occurred at least 
in part because none of the probation departments we reviewed 
have established sufficient standards as a framework to ensure 
that program providers comply with state law and departmental 
expectations. State law requires probation departments to create 
standards for program providers to follow, but this law does not 
prescribe what they should include in their standards. We found 
that Del Norte Probation has not established any standards 
and it could not explain why this was the case. For the other 
four probation departments, we reviewed three selected areas 
of program provider operations: tracking offender attendance, 
reporting offenders’ program status to the probation departments 
and courts, and charging fees of offenders. Although the four 
departments have some standards in most areas, in the three areas 
we reviewed we found that their standards are not comprehensive 
enough to give program providers the direction necessary to assist 
them in complying with state law and adhering to the departments’ 
expectations as Figure 7 shows.

State law specifies that program providers may allow offenders no 
more than three excused absences for good cause, thereby making 
the program providers responsible for granting absences for good 
cause. However, none of the four departments have provided adequate 

[Insert Figure 7]
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guidance to their providers on how to address unallowed absences, 
including unexcused absences and excused absences that exceed the 
three allowed. While Los Angeles Probation’s standards do not address 
absences at all, the standards of Alameda Probation and San Joaquin 
Probation provide more flexibility than state law permits. For example, 
Alameda Probation’s standards do not specify that offenders are not 
allowed to have unexcused absences. Lacking this specificity, it is not 
surprising that Alameda Probation did not identify when program 
providers allowed offenders unexcused absences. San Joaquin Probation’s 
standards allow up to six makeup sessions—or double the three excused 
absences that state law allows. Further, Contra Costa Probation’s 
standards incorrectly state that only the probation department can 
excuse an absence for good cause, when in fact state law makes this 
the responsibility of program providers. At least in part due to this 
inadequate guidance, we identified that some program providers did not 
report absences consistently or appropriately and that some probation 
departments did not take action to correct this incorrect reporting.

Figure 7
The Probation Departments Have Established Inadequate Standards for Their Program Providers

State law requires probation departments to create standards for their program providers.

In the absence of adequate standards, we found…

But department standards in key areas either do not exist or are poor…

Del Norte has not
created any standards.

Program providers allowing more
absences than state law permits.

Reports of probation violations submitted
weeks to months after the violations occurred.

Program providers waiving fees, an action
 state law says only a court can perform.

Offender Attendance
Alameda  POOR
Contra Costa POOR
Los Angeles POOR
San Joaquin POOR

Reporting Information
Alameda  POOR
Contra Costa POOR
Los Angeles POOR
San Joaquin POOR

Program Fees
Alameda  POOR
Contra Costa POOR
Los Angeles POOR
San Joaquin POOR

Source:  State law and review of the five probation departments’ standards for program providers and a selection of 20 offender files from each county.
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Probation departments’ inadequate standards and practices related 
to unallowed absences is not a new issue. The 2005 task force report 
found that all of the program providers the task force surveyed 
appeared to have policies or practices that, to varying degrees, 
excused more absences than the law permitted. More than a year 
later, our 2006 report pointed out that probation departments’ 
attendance policies, including those of Los Angeles Probation and 
San Joaquin Probation, were more flexible than state law allowed. In 
fact, our 2006 report found that Los Angeles Probation did not 
distinguish between excused and unexcused absences, while our 
current review found that its standards do not mention absences at 
all. Sixteen years later, San Joaquin Probation also continues to 
employ the same practice of counseling offenders who fail to attend 
program classes and directing them back to a program, rather than 
formally notifying the court of violations.

The four probation departments’ standards also 
lack sufficient guidance about the timeliness with 
which program providers need to report certain 
information to the departments. The text box shows 
this required information. The batterer intervention 
law does not include specific time frames for 
reporting this information; instead, it uses terms 
such as periodically and immediately. Consequently, 
we expected the probation departments to specify 
what they consider immediate reporting, such as 
the next business day or within two business days, 
and what they consider periodic reporting, such 
as every three months. However, none of the four 
departments’ standards sufficiently specify the time 
frames for when program providers must submit all 
six of these reports.

Without the framework for probation departments 
to oversee program providers, we observed 
instances when some program providers had not 
reported critical offender information for months. For example, 
because unallowed absences are a program violation, we expected 
the departments’ standards to describe how soon program 
providers should report these absences, such as within two weeks. 
However, none of the probation departments’ standards specified 
the time frame for reporting such absences, and state law requires 
program providers to report attendance only periodically to the 
probation department. When the program providers fail to report 
required offender information in a timely manner, probation 
departments and courts lack necessary information to supervise 
offenders effectively.

Program Reporting Requirements

1.	 Proof of enrollment noting the fee per session.

2.	 Failure to enroll in the program.

3.	 Periodic progress reports including attendance, 
fee payment history, and program compliance.

4.	 Final evaluation of the offender’s progress, and a 
recommendation for either successful or unsuccessful 
termination or continuation in the program.

5.	 Immediate notification of protective order violations, 
including any new acts of violence or failure to comply 
with program requirements.

6.	 Immediate notification of offender unsuitability for 
the program.

Source:  State law.



32 California State Auditor Report 2021-113

October 2022

Additionally, we expected the probation departments’ standards 
to include specific guidance regarding the content that each type 
of report must contain to comply with state law. For example, state 
law requires program providers to submit proof of an offender’s 
enrollment to the probation department and the court, including 
the fee charged to the offender per session. However, Contra Costa 
Probation’s standards do not require program providers to disclose 
the fee they charge each offender per session in their enrollment 
reports. Although the Alameda, Los Angeles, and San Joaquin 
probation departments’ standards state that the fee per session 
should be included in enrollment reports, we found instances 
in which some program providers in each of these counties 
apparently failed to report these fees, as the offenders’ files did 
not contain a record of them. Additionally, the Contra Costa and 
San Joaquin probation departments’ standards do not require 
program providers to include the offenders’ fee payment history 
in the periodic progress reports they submit to the probation 
departments, as state law requires. Without such fee information, 
the probation departments cannot evaluate whether the program 
providers charged offenders appropriately.

Finally, none of the four probation departments’ standards provide 
sufficient guidance to assist program providers in charging offenders 
appropriate fees. According to state law, program providers must 
develop and use a sliding fee scale that recognizes both an offender’s 
ability to pay and the necessity of the program to meet overhead 
expenses. Further, state law requires program providers to charge 
all offenders at least a nominal fee unless the court waives this fee. 
However, the probation departments’ standards we reviewed do not 
always require providers to consider both the offender’s ability to 
pay and the necessity of meeting the provider’s overhead expenses; 
require offenders who are indigent to pay a nominal fee; or prohibit 
providers from waiving offenders’ fees.

We found that without such a framework for oversight, some 
probation departments have not always identified or taken action 
when program providers’ fee scales did not comply with state law. 
For example, a program provider in Del Norte County established 
a fee scale that waives fees for offenders who earn less than $39,000 
annually because the provider considers those offenders to be 
indigent. However, this directly contradicts state law, which allows 
only a court to fully waive an offender’s fees. Without appropriate 
guidance and oversight, program providers may develop fee scales 
that do not consider all relevant factors and do not comply with 
state law.

Although San Joaquin Probation’s standards reiterate state law and 
specifically require program providers to develop fee scales that 
consider the offender’s ability to pay and the program’s overhead 

Without appropriate guidance 
and oversight, program providers 
may develop fee scales that do not 
comply with state law.
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expenses, it does not comply with its standards or with state law in 
practice. Rather, San Joaquin Probation requires its program providers 
to use a standardized fee scale that it established rather than allowing 
them to develop their own. By not allowing providers to determine 
the fees they charge, it has exceeded its authority. Further, despite 
its standards requiring all offenders to pay at least a nominal fee, 
San Joaquin Probation also exceeds its authority by offering free 
program options to offenders.

The Five Probation Departments Have Not Adequately 
Approved, Renewed, or Monitored Program Providers

As we describe in the Introduction, state law requires 
probation departments to design and implement 
an approval and renewal process for their programs 
and to ensure that program providers comply with 
state law. State law establishes a minimum process 
for the initial approval and renewal of programs each 
year, which the text box describes. The statutory 
requirements for both the approval and renewal 
processes are the same. Nonetheless, the five 
probation departments we reviewed lack sufficient 
policies and procedures for approving, renewing, 
and monitoring programs. Further, none of the five 
probation departments could demonstrate that they 
adequately ensured program providers complied with 
state law.

We found three issues with these renewal and approval 
processes. First, none of the probation departments 
could demonstrate that they had established a fair 
and equitable process for acquiring new program 
providers. Second, none of the probation departments 
could demonstrate that they always collected and 
appropriately reviewed approval and renewal applications. Lastly, none 
of the probation departments have adequate processes to monitor 
program providers to ensure they complied with state law before 
renewing them. As a result, each of the probation departments have 
approved or renewed program providers that did not comply with state 
law or may not have been qualified to rehabilitate offenders effectively.

None of the Five Probation Departments Have Adequate Processes for 
Soliciting, Approving, and Renewing Programs

To obtain the most qualified program providers in a fair and equitable 
manner, we expected probation departments’ approval processes to 
be based on common government practices and to include a means 

Approval and Renewal Requirements

State law sets forth the following minimum requirements 
for probation departments’ initial approval and annual 
renewal of programs: 

•	 The program provider must submit a written application 
describing its program.

•	 The program provider must demonstrate that it possesses 
adequate administrative and operational capability to 
operate a program.

•	 The probation department must conduct an on‑site 
review of the program, including monitoring a 
class session.

•	 The probation department must review information 
relative to a program provider’s performance or failure to 
adhere to standards.   

•	 With limited exceptions, the probation department 
must charge program providers an annual fee not to 
exceed $250.

Source:  State law.
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of transparently soliciting new program providers when needed. 
Nonetheless, all five probation departments we reviewed either lack 
policies or their policies are silent as to how and whether they solicit 
new providers. Likely in part as a result, Contra Costa Probation 
and Del Norte Probation each explained that they had a single 
program provider apply from 2016 through 2020, while the other 
three departments did not have any apply. Lacking a solicitation 
process, probation departments cannot ensure that they are 
acquiring the most qualified program providers to meet their needs.

We found that Los Angeles Probation’s process for acquiring new 
providers in particular is preselective. Specifically, Los Angeles 
Probation explained that when a need arises for a new provider, it 
selects a provider that it believes may be best suited to fulfill that 
need based on previous informal communication with the program 
provider and on how often the provider informally requests 
approval. Los Angeles Probation stated that it does not publicly post 
a solicitation or openly solicit all providers who have previously 
inquired about offering a program in the county. Los Angeles 
Probation stated that since its process is preselective, it has not 
received new applications that warrant formal denials.

Although state law requires an approval and renewal process, 
none of the five probation departments have established 
adequate policies and procedures to ensure consistency in and 
hold department personnel accountable for their approval and 
renewal practices. For example, Alameda Probation has policies 
that generally describe its approval and renewal process, such 
as reviewing the written application, collecting a $250 fee, and 
conducting an on‑site review. However, it lacks clear policies 
for probation staff to follow to ensure they consistently review 
all required elements of the renewal application and conduct 
an adequate on‑site review to ensure compliance with state law. 
Similarly, Los Angeles Probation and Contra Costa Probation 
each have standards that they give to the program providers that 
describe the general renewal and approval process, but they do not 
have any policies that probation staff must follow for their review 
of the applications and on‑site reviews. In the case of Del Norte 
Probation, it does not have a formal approval and renewal process 
at all.

In contrast, San Joaquin Probation has policies and procedures 
that clearly describe the approval and renewal process and 
the specific steps staff must take during that process to ensure 
program providers comply with state law. However, its policies 
and procedures are not comprehensive in certain areas, such as 
ensuring staff confirm that program providers have confidentiality 
agreements with offenders and properly review program providers’ 
fees. Additionally, neither it nor any of the other four probation 

None of the five probation 
departments have established 
adequate policies and procedures 
for approving and renewing 
program providers.
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departments could demonstrate that they adequately reviewed the 
program providers’ annual renewal applications. Our 2006 report 
found these same issues, including at Los Angeles Probation and 
San Joaquin Probation. We are concerned that these departments 
appear to have struggled to effectively oversee their program 
providers for more than 15 years.

Without documented policies for staff to follow for the approval 
and renewal process, departments risk being unable to justify their 
decisions. For example, as we mention previously, Contra Costa 
Probation and Del Norte Probation explained that they each 
had a single program provider apply during our audit period. 
Contra Costa Probation informally denied the one program 
provider, while Del Norte Probation approved the one program 
provider who applied. However, neither department could 
demonstrate the basis for its decision, let alone provide the program 
providers’ formal applications. As a result, it was unclear whether 
either applicant met the program requirements.

Moreover, some of the annual renewal applications we reviewed 
were incomplete or missing. Specifically, Alameda Probation, 
Los Angeles Probation, and San Joaquin Probation could not 
demonstrate that they received renewal applications annually 
for some of the providers we reviewed. The remaining two 
departments—Contra Costa Probation and Del Norte Probation—
could not demonstrate that providers submitted all required 
documentation for their annual renewals. As a result, none of the 
five probation departments could ensure that all of their program 
providers remained in compliance with state law or their standards 
each year. In fact, as we describe later, they each approved some 
programs that did not comply with state law.

The most serious and systemic issues we identified involved 
Los Angeles Probation, which oversees nearly 150 program 
providers. When we requested the probation department’s renewal 
documentation for a selection of providers, the department 
responded with bankers’ boxes that contained hundreds of renewal 
applications dating back to at least 2016. The boxes contained 
many unopened envelopes from program providers that included 
uncashed checks for the annual renewal fee of $250. Los Angeles 
Probation’s failure to review these renewal applications made 
apparent that it was automatically renewing each of the program 
providers every year, sometimes without depositing the fees. 
This lack of program oversight is concerning because it does not 
ensure that program providers have complied with state law or are 
qualified to rehabilitate offenders effectively.

From Rachel—Robin: 
Because I know that this 
quote may get pushed to the 
next page, I’ve identified a 
second (earlier) one on this 
page if we need it. But, if this 
one still lands on p. 35 in the 
end, it’s the one to keep here.

Lack of program oversight is 
concerning because it does not ensure 
that program providers have complied 
with state law or are qualified to 
rehabilitate offenders effectively.
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The Five Probation Departments Did Not Adequately Monitor Program 
Providers and Renewed Programs That Did Not Comply With State Law

As part of the approval and renewal process, state law requires 
probation departments to conduct on‑site program reviews before 
they initially approve a program provider and annually upon 
renewal thereafter. We expected each probation department to have 
robust formal procedures that describe the steps it must take and 
documentation it must review to ensure that its program providers 
comply with its standards and state law. However, we found that 
the frequency and quality of the reviews varied greatly among the 
five counties. Further, none of the departments had established 
a sufficient on‑site review process. The departments’ inadequate 
monitoring likely contributed to their decisions to renew program 
providers that may not be qualified. Specifically, when we reviewed 
14 renewals—two to three in each of the five counties—we found 
that the probation departments renewed all 14 programs, none of 
which demonstrated that they fully complied with state law.

None of the five departments conducted an adequate number 
of reviews. For example, from 2016 through 2020, Del Norte 
Probation had two program providers instructing offenders. We 
expected to see documentation demonstrating that the department 
had conducted five annual on‑site reviews—one each year—of 
each of the two program providers, for a total of 10 on‑site reviews. 
However, the department could provide documentation of only 
one on‑site review—and it was incomplete. Although Alameda 
Probation, Contra Costa Probation, Los Angeles Probation, 
and San Joaquin Probation conducted more on‑site visits than 
Del Norte Probation, these departments also could not demonstrate 
that they conducted on‑site visits of each program annually.

Del Norte Probation also did not address significant deficiencies 
that it identified in the single on‑site review it performed. For 
example, according to notes from the visit, the department 
observed offenders inappropriately leaving class during the session, 
which means they were not attending the full two hours as state 
law requires. Although Del Norte Probation formally notified the 
program provider of most deficiencies, it failed to mention the 
issue of offenders leaving during the required full two‑hour session. 
Moreover, it also renewed that program the following year without 
assurance that the program provider had taken steps to require 
offenders to attend full sessions each week.

When we examined documentation of on‑site program reviews 
that Alameda Probation, Contra Costa Probation, Los Angeles 
Probation, and San Joaquin Probation conducted, we found similar 
deficiencies in their review processes that leave the departments 
vulnerable to approving and renewing ineffective programs. For 

The frequency and quality of 
the on‑site reviews of program 
providers varied greatly among 
the five counties.
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example, Los Angeles Probation did not review program providers’ 
progress and enrollment reports to ensure that they contain all 
statutorily required information, such as fees. We found similar 
deficiencies in a selection of monitoring reviews performed by 
Alameda Probation, Contra Costa Probation, and San Joaquin 
Probation. Our 2006 report also concluded that the probation 
departments did not consistently perform annual on‑site program 
reviews and that when departments did conduct those reviews, 
some of the offenders’ records did not include progress reports, 
counseling notes, or attendance records, an essential part of the 
on‑site review process. The similarity of our past findings to our 
current ones suggests that the problems have been ongoing.

Because of their poor processes for conducting reviews, the 
probation departments did not always collect the documentation 
necessary to ensure program providers complied with state law. 
Further, within the documentation they did collect, the departments 
did not identify areas of noncompliance. When we reviewed a 
selection of program providers, we identified deficiencies that the 
probation departments either did not identify or did not review. As 
a result, the probation departments inappropriately renewed these 
programs. For example, state law requires program staff, to the 
extent possible, to have specific knowledge regarding spousal abuse, 
child abuse, substance abuse, sexual abuse, the dynamics of violence 
and abuse, the law, and procedures of the legal system. However, 
neither Contra Costa Probation nor Del Norte Probation ensured 
that their providers submitted the appropriate training certificates, 
nor did they identify the fact that none of the 13 available training 
records for the facilitators we reviewed had training certificates in 
all of the required areas.

Further, state law requires program providers to have a written 
agreement with offenders that includes an outline of program 
content, attendance and sobriety requirements, and notification 
that the program provider may remove the offender from the 
program if he or she is disruptive or not benefiting from the 
program. However, Alameda Probation and San Joaquin Probation 
did not always ensure that their providers include all required 
components that inform offenders of program expectations in 
their written agreements. Nonetheless, Alameda Probation and 
San Joaquin Probation continued to renew the programs.

Finally, we also found that Alameda Probation did not comply 
with state law when it revoked the approval of one of its programs. 
According to state law, when a probation department determines 
that a program does not comply with the batterer intervention 
law or department standards, it must notify the program provider 
of the noncompliant areas. The program provider must then 
submit a written plan of corrections within 14 days, describing 

We identified program deficiencies 
that the probation departments 
either did not identify or did not 
review before inappropriately 
renewing the programs.
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each corrective action and a time frame for implementation. The 
probation department must approve or disapprove all or any part 
of the provider’s plan in writing. Alameda Probation revoked the 
approval of one program for not complying with the department’s 
standards but did not provide it with written notice of noncompliant 
areas or allow it to provide a plan of corrections. Alameda Probation 
could not explain why it took such abrupt action.

In another example, Contra Costa Probation sent a noncompliance 
notice to a program provider, but the provider did not submit 
its corrective action plan within 14 days. Although Contra Costa 
Probation asserted that it revoked the approval of the program 
because its plan of correction was not timely, it could not 
demonstrate that it had formally revoked the approval. The other 
three departments explained that they did not formally deny or 
revoke approval of any programs from 2016 through 2020.

Please refer to the section beginning on page 5 to find the 
recommendations that we have made as a result of these 
audit findings.
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Chapter 3

INCREASED STATE OVERSIGHT AND GUIDANCE IS VITAL 
TO IMPROVING THE BATTERER INTERVENTION SYSTEM

Key Points

•	 Legislative changes are necessary to improve the batterer 
intervention system. These changes include requiring initial 
assessments of all offenders before sentencing, defining ability to 
pay and indigence related to program fees, and specifying time 
frames for probation departments and program providers to 
report program and probation violations to the courts.

•	 Other states we reviewed have more comprehensive and robust 
standards than California, and most have state oversight agencies 
responsible for approving, monitoring, renewing, and providing 
guidance to program providers.

•	 California would benefit from a state oversight agency responsible 
for overseeing program providers, probation departments’ 
supervision of offenders, the establishment of statewide 
comprehensive standards, and a system to track critical offender 
and program data. With this additional oversight, it would allow 
policymakers to easily access relevant data to make informed 
decisions to improve the effectiveness of programs and rectify 
longstanding problems with the batterer intervention system.

Legislative Changes Are Necessary to Ensure Proper Offender 
Supervision and Program Oversight

The Legislature could rectify some of the ineffectiveness and 
inconsistencies we identified in our review by including additional 
definitions, requirements, and safeguards in state law. As described 
in Chapter 1 and in previous reports by our office and others, the 
probation departments, program providers, and the courts do not 
adequately supervise offenders to ensure that they successfully 
complete their programs and meet the conditions of their probation. 
As we also discussed, some of the probation departments did 
not always assess offenders on formal probation and the batterer 
intervention law does not require them to assess offenders on 
informal probation. We also found that program providers, probation 
departments, and courts do not always transparently disclose 
program fees to offenders, and some have applied fee requirements 
inappropriately. As a result, we believe the Legislature could improve 
the performance and operation of the batterer intervention system 
with some statutory changes, as we show in Figure 8.
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Figure 8
Changes to State Law Would Improve the Impact and Operation of the Program

Establish how quickly courts must
be notified of probation violations.

Expressly prohibit any entity but
the courts from waiving fees.

Specify whether offenders must
make up for excused absences.

The Legislature should…

Clarify Specific Provisions of the Law

A requirement that probation departments and
program providers publish fees in an accessible manner.

Criteria courts must apply when determining
whether an offender can pay for the program.

The Legislature should create…

Strengthen Program Fee Requirements

Collect more 
data on offenders.

Assess offenders
before sentencing.

Assess all offenders, including
those on informal probation.

The Legislature should require probation departments to…

Expand Offender Assessments

Source:  Analysis of state law.
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The Legislature Should Require Probation Departments to Assess All 
Offenders and Collect Adequate Information Before Courts Order Probation

Requiring probation departments to assess all domestic violence 
offenders eligible for probation for underlying issues, such as 
substance abuse or mental health concerns, before courts order 
probation could have a significant impact on program completion. 
State law requires probation departments to conduct these 
assessments only on some offenders—those placed on formal 
probation—and only after the offender has been granted probation. 
However, we believe these assessments should occur before the 
court orders probation in both felony and misdemeanor cases, 
so that the court can consider each offender’s underlying needs 
and risks when deciding whether to grant probation and when 
setting the terms and conditions of probation. The information 
collected from these assessments may also help the court determine 
whether it is more appropriate for the probation department 
or the court to supervise the offender. For example, if the initial 
assessment identifies a mental health or substance abuse concern, 
the probation department and court can ensure that the offender 
receives treatment and the court may consider delaying enrollment 
in a program until after the offender receives such treatment. 
Considering offenders’ needs and risks is critical to setting them up 
for successful program completion.

Of the 100 offenders we reviewed, 39 were on informal probation 
and thus did not require an initial assessment. Of the remaining 
61 offenders who were on formal probation and required an initial 
assessment, 32, or more than 50 percent, did not complete a 
program. However, as we discuss previously, three of the probation 
departments did not always conduct these required assessments, 
and all of the assessments the five probation departments did 
conduct lacked some of the required components. The probation 
departments later identified that at least 20 of these 32 offenders 
had potential substance abuse, mental health, or financial issues, 
underlying conditions that may have contributed to the offenders’ 
failure to complete a program. The court records did not provide 
sufficient detail for us to identify similar issues for the offenders on 
informal probation, but some of them may have also had underlying 
conditions that affected their ability to complete a program. 
If the Legislature required initial assessments on all offenders 
before sentencing, the courts and probation departments could 
appropriately refer them to services to address these underlying 
issues and remove potential barriers to their completing a program.

It would also benefit the courts and the probation departments if 
state law required more comprehensive assessments. For example, 
state law requires all offenders to pay a fee for their program unless 
the court waives the fee because the offender does not have the 

[Insert Figure 8]

If the Legislature required initial 
assessments on all offenders for 
underlying issues, the system could remove 
potential barriers to their completing a 
batterer intervention program.
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ability to pay. Although the batterer intervention law requires 
probation departments to assess the economic backgrounds of 
offenders on formal probation, it does not require probation 
departments to assess offenders’ financial means to pay for a 
program. If the assessment identified that the offender does not 
have the financial means to pay, the court could approve a fee 
waiver or refer the offender to employment services.

Further, the batterer intervention law requires offenders to attend 
ongoing same‑gender group sessions, but it does not require 
probation departments to assess offenders’ gender identities 
or sexual orientations. Transgender, gender‑nonconforming, 
or not heterosexual individuals may not feel safe and welcome 
participating in a program that does not focus on LGBTQ 
relationships. Consequently, these offenders may not receive 
appropriate rehabilitation from a same‑gender program.

Additional Definitions and Safeguards Are Needed Related to Program Fees

Although the batterer intervention law requires program fees and 
fee waivers be based on the offender’s ability to pay, it does not 
define ability to pay. The Legislature could include in the batterer 
intervention law similar parameters to those in Government Code 
section 68632. This section authorizes the waiver of court fees for 
certain individuals, such as individuals who are receiving certain 
public benefits, who have incomes that are 200 percent or less of the 
current poverty guidelines, or who cannot pay court fees without 
using money that would normally pay for the common necessaries 
of life. Further, while the batterer intervention law allows indigent 
offenders to negotiate a deferred payment schedule for program 
fees, it does not provide a definition of indigence. Perhaps because 
state law does not define these key terms and the assessments do 
not address them, we found that the courts generally could not 
demonstrate that during sentencing they considered the offenders’ 
ability to pay or whether they were indigent.

In the interest of transparency and to help offenders make informed 
decisions when selecting a program provider, the Legislature should 
require the courts, probation departments, and program providers 
to disclose and make easily accessible information on program 
fees. We found that none of the five probation departments we 
reviewed could demonstrate that they fully disclose program 
fees to offenders. For example, although Contra Costa Probation 
provides offenders with a listing of providers and some limited fee 
information, it does not include specific pricing for all programs. 
Further, San Joaquin Probation explained that it only verbally 
describes program fees to offenders.

None of the five probation 
departments we reviewed could 
demonstrate that they fully disclose 
program fees to offenders.
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In fact, we found that probation departments generally do not 
maintain program fee information and therefore have likely not 
provided such information to the courts. As a result, probation 
departments and courts have not disclosed program fees to 
offenders when referring them to a program. The batterer 
intervention law does not require the probation departments or the 
courts to disclose program fees to offenders or to advise them of the 
availability of fee waivers. Without such disclosures, we question 
how offenders can fully understand program fees or the option 
to request a fee waiver from the court before agreeing to attend 
a program as a condition of their probation. Further, they may be 
unaware that they can also request a fee waiver at any time during 
their probation term, should their financial situation change.

Additionally, the majority of program providers do not 
transparently disclose their fees on their websites. According to a 
2021 study that the University of California, Los Angeles, conducted 
regarding program fees in Los Angeles County, some program 
providers would not fully disclose their sliding fee scales over the 
phone. Rather, an individual seeking information about sliding fee 
scales needed to go to the program provider in person and provide 
documentation of his or her financial situation. Further, the report 
found that although over half of the 83 programs the researchers 
interviewed had websites, only eight advertised their fees on their 
websites. When we evaluated websites for 26 program providers 
across the five counties we reviewed, we found that the majority 
of them did not transparently or sufficiently disclose their fees or 
their sliding fee scales. Requiring program providers to disclose 
their fees clearly and transparently will allow offenders to obtain 
sufficient information to select a program that is most suitable to 
their financial situation.

Additional Guidance in State Law Could Help Probation Departments 
and Providers Administer Programs Consistently

The Legislature could rectify some of the issues we discuss in 
Chapter 1 pertaining to excessive absences by adding specific 
direction into state law. Although the batterer intervention law 
allows program providers to grant no more than three excused 
absences for good cause, this law does not specify whether 
offenders must make up any such missed classes. When we 
reviewed a selection of program provider policies, we found that 
some require offenders to make up missed classes and attend 
the full 52 weeks, whereas others allow offenders to attend only 
49 classes, taking into consideration the three excused absences 
that state law allows. Further, the batterer intervention law does 
not provide direction on how program providers should address 
unexcused absences. Although we believe that an unexcused 

We evaluated websites for 
26 program providers across the 
five counties and found that the 
majority did not sufficiently disclose 
their fees or their sliding fee scales.
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absence is a program violation that providers should prioritize 
reporting to probation departments and the courts, we found 
instances where some providers did not report these absences 
for months, as we describe earlier in this report. It is critical for 
the Legislature to provide this additional direction to ensure that 
all offenders receive consistent rehabilitative programming and 
that the probation departments, courts, and program providers 
consistently enforce the conditions of probation.

Further, although state law allows only the court to authorize fee 
waivers to certain offenders, some probation departments did 
not identify or correct the practices of program providers who 
inappropriately waived program fees without the court’s approval, 
as we describe in Chapter 2. We believe the law is clear as it is 
currently written. However, given that some probation departments 
and providers have not adhered to state law, we believe the 
Legislature could emphasize the requirements by expressly 
prohibiting probation departments and program providers from 
waiving offenders’ program fees.

Finally, with the exception of requiring program providers to 
immediately report protective order violations, the batterer 
intervention law does not specify the time frame and circumstances 
in which providers must report any other program violations. 
Consequently, program providers do not always report program 
violations to probation departments and the courts in a timely 
manner, as we discuss in Chapter 1. As a result, courts and 
probation departments may lack the information necessary to 
hold offenders accountable for violating the conditions of their 
probation. Including in the batterer intervention law specific and 
reasonable time frames for reporting offenders’ program violations 
would provide additional assurance that program providers clearly 
understand the requirements and would improve consistency in 
reporting throughout the State.

Other States Have Established Oversight Systems and Standards That 
Could Benefit California

To identify best practices for effective program oversight and 
standards, and to determine whether the type of agency that oversees 
the program may improve effectiveness, we reviewed five states with 
batterer intervention programs, as Figure 9 shows. Specifically, we 
interviewed representatives from Kansas, where a law enforcement 
agency oversees programs; Oregon, where a criminal justice agency 
oversees programs; and Washington, where a health and human 
services agency oversees programs. We also reviewed publicly 
available information from Massachusetts and Texas.

Because program providers do not 
always report program violations 
in a timely manner, the system may 
lack information necessary to hold 
offenders accountable for violating 
conditions of probation.
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We found that each of these states has adopted best practices 
for oversight and collaboration that might benefit California. 
Specifically, Kansas, Massachusetts, Texas, and Washington have 
state oversight agencies that approve, monitor, and renew their 
programs. Further, each of these state oversight agencies provide 
guidance to program providers within their states. Oregon has 
established an advisory committee under its attorney general’s 
office that recommends regulatory standards for its programs. 
Oregon’s advisory committee also approves demonstration projects 
that deviate from its current standards in the interest of testing 
innovative, alternative means of addressing domestic violence.

Four of the five states we reviewed—Massachusetts, Oregon, Texas, 
and Washington—have more comprehensive and robust standards 
than California and consequently provide more detailed guidance to 
their program providers. For example, Washington has established 
specific qualification requirements for its program providers and 
their direct treatment staff, which vary by position but can include 
certain education, specialized training, experience, background 
checks, and counseling credentials. These robust requirements 
contrast with California’s minimal program instructor requirements, 

[Insert Figure 9]

Figure 9
Other States We Reviewed Have Statewide Standards and Systems for Ensuring Collaboration

CALIFORNIA KANSAS MASSACHUSETTS OREGON TEXAS WASHINGTON

Standards YES* YES YES YES YES YES

Statewide Council NO YES YES YES YES YES

Statewide 
Oversight Agency NO YES YES NO YES YES

Type of Statewide 
Oversight Agency N/A Law Enforcement Public Health N/A Criminal Justice 

System
Social and Health 

Services

Number of Certified 
Program Providers 
in the State

Unknown† 42 16 42 127 70

Source: Interviews, reports, and publicly available information from each state.

N/A = Not applicable.

*	 Although California has standards, they are not sufficient, as we describe in this report.
†	 Although we could not determine the current number of program providers in California, the five counties reviewed reported having a total of 

168 program providers.
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which focus largely on the types of training program 
facilitators should have received. California does not 
require the instructors to be licensed counselors or 
have college or university degrees. Washington also 
requires its providers to document offenders’ cognitive 
and behavioral changes over the duration of their 
program. We provide some examples of the required 
documentation in the text box. California does not 
have a similar requirement.

Furthermore, Kansas and Massachusetts dedicate 
an entire section of their standards to curriculum 
requirements. These two states’ standards provide far 
more extensive detail on the minimum requirements 
that program curricula must contain than California’s 
standards do. If California provided additional 
guidance on curriculum content and required 
documentation of offenders’ progress over the 

course of their programs, it would be in a better position to conduct 
consistent reviews of program outcomes and to identify areas for 
ongoing content improvement.

Texas’s guidelines are similar to those in California’s law in many 
ways, but they also outline more specific reporting requirements. For 
example, Texas’s guidelines require providers to provide exit reports 
within five business days of an offender’s termination or completion 
of a program to the agency that referred the offender to the program. 
California’s standards do not specify an expected reporting time frame.

Finally, many states use a process to improve their standards that 
encourages collaboration among relevant stakeholders. Specifically, 
from 2014 through 2016, Portland State University researchers 
interviewed officials in 49 states to understand how they monitor 
and certify programs for compliance with their standards.10 At that 
time, 46 states reported that they had established statewide standards 
and two more reported that they were developing such standards. 
According to the Portland State University presentation, 31 states 
reported having standards committees that were generally responsible 
for making recommendations for program improvements and for 
providing guidance for implementing new or existing program 
standards. According to the states we interviewed, these committees 
are usually composed of multiple relevant stakeholders, such as 
probation officials, court officials, mental health professionals, and 
victim advocates. California currently does not have such a committee.

10	 Eric Mankowski, Ph.D. “Connecting Research, Policy, and Practice Evidence: Findings from a National 
Survey of Batterer Intervention Program Standards,” Portland State University, November 2016.

[Insert text box.]

Examples From Washington’s Standards

Providers must document …

…	 offender’s understanding of accountability for his or her 
abusive behaviors and resulting behavioral changes.

…	 offender’s understanding of how children have 
been impacted by the offender’s abuse and the 
incompatibility of domestic violence and abuse with 
responsible parenting.

…	 a minimum of three separate examples of how the 
offender has taken accountability since beginning 
their program.

Source:  Washington law.
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Improving California’s Program Will Likely Require Statewide 
Oversight and Collaboration

We believe that identifying a state oversight agency and 
implementing a collaborative statewide approach would allow 
California to strengthen its program administration and 
effectiveness, as Figure 10 describes. Specifically, the Legislature 
could task a single state agency with overseeing program providers 
to ensure their compliance with state law. That state agency could 
also monitor probation departments’ supervision of offenders 
to ensure that the departments fulfill their responsibilities in a 
timely and consistent way. In addition, it could collaborate with 
the Judicial Council to ensure that it provides sufficient guidance 
to the courts regarding holding offenders accountable when they 
violate the conditions of their probation. Finally, the state agency 
could work with stakeholders—such as law enforcement officials, 
rehabilitative experts, and victim advocates—to establish statewide 
comprehensive standards as well as a system to track critical 
offender and program data, such as completion rates.

Figure 10
The State Could Benefit From a Centralized Entity That Is Responsible for Overseeing Its Batterer Intervention Efforts

For three decades, California’s decentralized approach to
overseeing the batterer intervention system has fallen short.

The entity could also conduct key oversight tasks that
are not currently being performed, such as:

• Conduct periodic reviews of 
probation departments and program providers,

• Collect and analyze data on offenders and providers.

Program reviews from each of these years identified similar problems in 
California's implementation of its batterer intervention efforts.

2005 2006 2009 2022

A single state entity could more efficiently and 
effectively accomplish key oversight tasks: 

• Approve, renew, and monitor program providers,

• Establish statewide standards for the programs,

• Coordinate with other agencies, such as the Judicial Council.

1990

Source:  Review of historic program reports, the five probation departments’ policies and standards, and 100 offenders.



48 California State Auditor Report 2021-113

October 2022

As we previously discuss, none of the probation departments 
we reviewed have adequately approved, monitored, or reviewed 
program providers. Centralizing such oversight would create 
consistency and allow the State to select only the most qualified 
and effective providers. We considered the size of California and 
scalability to determine whether state oversight of programs is 
feasible. Most of the other states we looked at have fewer than 100 
certified program providers statewide. As Figure 9 shows, Texas had 
the most with 127 program providers and Massachusetts had the 
least with 16 program providers. In notable contrast, we identified 
about 170 program providers in just the five counties we reviewed.

That said, we believe California has an opportunity to reduce the 
number of program providers throughout the State. Specifically, the 
probation departments in the five counties we reviewed explained 
that after the onset of the pandemic, some of their program 
providers more commonly made live‑streamed classes available 
for offenders. The availability of these virtual classes has expanded 
the geographic area in which program providers can operate. 
For example, one program provider we interviewed stated it is an 
approved provider in 18 California counties and conducts virtual 
classes for roughly 800 offenders per week. We are not advocating 
eliminating in‑person classes, as we recognize some offenders may 
benefit more from in‑person instruction or do not have sufficient 
access to technology. However, we believe California could 
streamline its oversight efforts by approving only those program 
providers that are the most qualified to rehabilitate offenders. Thus, 
statewide approval, renewal, and monitoring of program providers 
is a feasible consideration.

In addition, a state agency could develop robust standards and 
guidance for program providers in collaboration with a council of 
stakeholders. The standards should include state law’s requirements 
and address all of the deficiencies identified in this report and 
earlier reports, including attendance, probation violations, 
facilitator training, and reporting requirements. The standards 
should also enhance guidance regarding program curricula to make 
them more effective and consistent. The curriculum requirements 
in the batterer intervention law are limited to one sentence that 
states that each program shall consist of “educational programming 
that examines, at a minimum, gender roles, socialization, the nature 
of violence, the dynamics of power and control, and the effects of 
abuse on children and others.” Likely as a result of this minimal 
guidance, our review found that program providers vary in terms of 
the topics they cover. Further, some do not have well‑documented 
curricula that extend beyond a high‑level weekly topic list.

[Figure 10]

Virtual classes have expanded 
the geographic area in which 
program providers can operate, 
and California could streamline its 
oversight efforts by approving only 
those providers most qualified to 
rehabilitate offenders.
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To facilitate ongoing improvement, the state oversight agency 
could also require the collaborative council of stakeholders to 
meet periodically to discuss program outcomes, relevant program 
data, and potential statewide improvements to increase program 
effectiveness. For example, because the State currently lacks 
centralized data regarding offenders, including whether they 
complete a program, accurately determining program effectiveness 
is challenging, if not impossible. The statewide oversight agency 
could address this issue by tracking and analyzing statewide 
offender and program data to ensure that providers are effectively 
achieving the desired outcomes. These data could include offenders’ 
demographics, program completions, and reasons for failing to 
complete a program. In collaboration with the stakeholder council, 
the oversight agency could analyze these data and use them to make 
informed policy decisions that reduce domestic violence.

As we discuss in Chapter 1, there is some indication that offenders’ 
participation in programs may have a rehabilitative effect. 
However, until California improves offender accountability and 
tracks program outcomes, it is premature to ascertain whether the 
batterer intervention system might improve if it were overseen by 
a health and human services agency rather than a criminal justice 
agency. Some of the states we interviewed explained that they 
track some data on their offenders, but none of the states described 
how they use data available to analyze the effectiveness of their 
programs. For example, Washington evaluates program outcomes 
on an offender‑by‑offender basis, and therefore, it does not have 
centralized data available. It is also unclear from the other states’ 
data whether a criminal justice agency or a health and human 
services agency is better suited to oversee program standards 
and effectiveness.

To gain additional perspective regarding the possibility of statewide 
oversight and to determine the best agency that might provide such 
oversight, we interviewed officials from four potentially relevant 
state agencies—the Board of State and Community Corrections, the 
California Department of Public Health, the California Department 
of Social Services, and the California Department of Justice 
(Justice). None of the agencies offered strong opinions regarding the 
most appropriate state oversight agency. However, each expressed 
that collaboration among stakeholders, including law enforcement 
and health and human services representatives, would be beneficial 
to program effectiveness. The departments generally explained 
that they currently have no direct involvement in the batterer 
intervention system or that their involvement is mostly limited to 
services they provide to domestic violence victims, rather than the 
rehabilitation of offenders.

A statewide oversight agency 
could track and analyze statewide 
offender and program data to 
ensure that providers are effectively 
achieving the desired outcomes.
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We believe that Justice, under the direction of the Office of the 
Attorney General (Attorney General), is the state agency that 
is best positioned to oversee programs statewide. In 2003 the 
Attorney General convened a 26‑member task force to learn how 
local criminal justice systems have carried out their responsibilities 
to, among other things, hold offenders accountable for domestic 
violence crimes. In 2005 the task force reported that it found 
problematic practices related to program standards and program 
provider performance. Further, Justice has a research center that is 
dedicated to applying a scientific approach to legal review, policy 
and data analysis, and empirical studies leading to data‑driven 
decisions through collaboration. Because the Attorney General is 
the chief law enforcement officer of the State and because Justice 
is already responsible for tracking criminal data, such as domestic 
violence crimes, we believe that Justice is well positioned to lead 
statewide efforts to reduce domestic violence.

We shared our recommendations regarding state oversight with 
Justice. Justice stated that it needed more time to explore the 
recommendations and that it was not in a position to make a public 
statement about its potential role. It explained that it would need to 
discuss the possibility internally because the work involved would 
not fit clearly into any of its existing sections and because it believes 
that another state agency might be able to more appropriately 
perform the required responsibilities.

Please refer to the section beginning on page 5 to find the 
recommendations that we have made as a result of these 
audit findings.

The California Department of Justice, 
under the direction of the Office of the 
Attorney General, is the state agency 
that is best positioned to oversee 
batterer intervention programs.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards and under the authority vested in the California State Auditor by Government Code 
section 8543 et seq. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the 
audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL S. TILDEN, CPA 
Acting California State Auditor

October 18, 2022



51California State Auditor Report 2021-113

October 2022

Appendix

Scope and Methodology

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (Audit Committee) directed 
the California State Auditor to conduct an audit of batterer 
intervention programs in Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, 
Los Angeles, and San Joaquin counties to determine whether their 
programs were effectively reducing domestic violence. Further, 
the Audit Committee directed us to review program oversight and 
determine whether a health and human services oversight agency, 
rather than a law enforcement agency, would improve program 
effectiveness. The table below lists the objectives that the Audit 
Committee approved and the methods we used to address them.

Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1 Review and evaluate the laws, rules, and 
regulations significant to the audit objectives.

Reviewed and evaluated state laws and regulations related to the batterer intervention 
system, and county policies, procedures, and standards for programs.

2 Evaluate the counties’ probation departments’ 
roles in approving and monitoring programs by 
doing the following:

a.	 Assess what criteria and data probation 
departments use when deciding whether to 
approve or recertify a program. Identify the 
reasons that programs have been denied by 
these departments.

b.	 Evaluate the extent to which the probation 
departments review the performance of 
programs, and determine how program 
standards established by probation 
departments compare across jurisdictions 
and to state‑level standards.

c.	 Determine what data probation 
departments collect from programs and 
how they use the data.

•	 Reviewed and analyzed each probation department’s policies, procedures, and 
practices for approving, monitoring, and renewing programs to ensure that they 
comply with the requirements in law. We interviewed department staff for perspective.

•	 Reviewed probation departments’ denial letters from 2016 through 2020 to determine 
their reasons for the denial and, to the extent possible, whether they were justified. 
We interviewed probation department staff for perspective.

•	 Compared probation departments’ policies, procedures, practices and program 
standards to determine the extent to which they monitored program performance and 
to identify best practices.

•	 For each county, reviewed documentation from one annual on‑site visit for a selection 
of up to three program providers and assessed the extent to which probation 
departments collect and analyze data. We interviewed probation department staff 
for perspective.

3 Assess the probation departments’ oversight 
and monitoring of program fees, including 
fee waivers and sliding scales, to ensure 
compliance with state law. Analyze whether 
program fees pose barriers to program 
completion. As part of that review, consider 
fee transparency, costs per class and for 
registration, and the availability of fee waivers 
and payment plans.

•	 Reviewed approval, monitoring, and renewal documentation obtained from the 
counties to determine whether counties oversee and monitor program fees, including 
fee waivers and sliding scales.

•	 For a selection of 20 offenders from each county, compared ranges of program fees to 
program completion rates to identify how program fees may affect completion rates. 
We did not identify any correlation between the program fees and completion rates.

•	 For a selection of up to 15 program providers in each county, reviewed documentation 
and program provider websites to assess whether they transparently disclose fees.

•	 Interviewed probation department staff and a selection of program providers to obtain 
perspective regarding the transparency of program fees.

continued on next page …
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

4 For a selection of programs operating in 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Los Angeles, 
and San Joaquin counties, assess program 
outcomes by doing the following:

a.	 Determine the percentage of people who 
fail to complete program courses. To the 
extent possible, identify the reasons that 
participants fail to complete courses.

b.	 To the extent possible, evaluate the 
effectiveness of programs at reducing future 
incidents of violence among participants 
who complete the full program, as well as 
those who fail to complete the full course.

c.	 Analyze the demographics and income 
levels of program participants and identify 
any correlation with course completion and 
recidivism rates.

•	 For a selection of 20 offenders in each county, reviewed documentation or file notes to 
determine the number who failed to complete a program and, if possible, the reasons 
for failure; participant income; participant sexual orientation; and participant gender.

•	 To identify previous and subsequent crimes, reviewed offenders’ criminal histories 
using information from Justice. We found evidence that Justice does not always possess 
complete information on offenders’ crimes—an issue that was recognized in our 
2017 report, California Department of Social Services: Its Caregiver Background Check 
Bureau Lacks Criminal History Information It Needs to Protect Vulnerable Populations 
in Licensed Care Facilities, Report 2016-126, March 2017.  Justice has established an 
advisory council to address this issue. Although Justice’s data are incomplete, we were 
able to use information from its system to draw limited conclusions as to whether 
offenders committed previous or subsequent domestic violence or abuse-related 
crimes. Probation departments did not maintain sufficient data that would allow us 
to identify any trends in offenders’ demographics (age, race, ethnicity, and gender), 
income levels, program completion, and recidivism rates.

5 Evaluate whether the State’s requirements for 
programs sufficiently address the causes of 
intimate partner violence and its public health 
impacts by doing the following:

a.	 Determine the extent to which the 
programs reviewed under Objective 4 
are informed by public health data 
and address the impacts of trauma, 
mental illness, substance use disorder or 
addiction, social determinants of health 
like poverty and structural racism, and 
concepts like patriarchy, misogyny, and 
gender‑based evidence.

b.	 Assess how program requirements, such 
as concurrent counseling for substance 
abuse—including detoxification and 
abstinence—and the exclusion of family 
counseling, impact programs.

c.	 To the extent possible, assess whether 
programs are meeting the needs of people 
who voluntarily seek help—those who are 
at risk of causing harm but are not engaged 
with the criminal legal system.

•	 Obtained and reviewed a selection of up to three program providers’ course curricula 
to identify whether those curricula address the impacts of trauma; mental illness; 
substance use disorder or addiction; social determinants of health like poverty and 
structural racism; and concepts like patriarchy, misogyny, and gender‑based evidence. 
Of the 14 program curricula we reviewed, we only identified three that address the 
impacts that each of these issues have on domestic violence.

•	 Interviewed selected program provider directors to determine whether they use public 
health data to inform their program curriculum, whether they accommodate those who 
might voluntarily enroll, and whether other treatment or counseling impedes or adds 
value to programs. Most of the program providers we interviewed stated that they do 
not use public health data to inform their curricula. Most providers advised that they 
accommodate voluntary enrollments but had not experienced many. The majority of 
providers expressed that concurrent counseling—for example, for substance abuse—
can be an effective treatment and adds value to programs. 

6 Assess whether the probation departments’ 
administration of programs meet the needs 
of participants with different backgrounds, 
including gender, sexual orientation, and race 
or ethnicity.

•	 Reviewed a selection of studies to identify the needs of offenders with different 
backgrounds based on published best practices.

•	 Interviewed probation department staff in each county to determine what efforts they 
have made to meet the needs of offenders with different backgrounds. We found that 
none of the five probation departments have considered the needs of offenders with 
different backgrounds in selecting the program providers that serve offenders in their 
respective counties. 

continued on next page …
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

7 To the extent possible, determine whether the 
effectiveness of programs would be improved 
if they were overseen by a public health—or 
human services—oriented agency rather than 
probation departments. As part of this analysis, 
evaluate, to the extent possible, whether such 
a shift may improve prevention of violent 
incidents, increase the number of people 
who voluntarily seek treatment, and increase 
program completion rates.

•	 Identified any significant trends or patterns in offender demographics, underlying 
issues, completion rates, and recidivism that could inform whether the effectiveness 
of programs would improve if overseen by an agency outside the justice system. 
Probation departments did not maintain sufficient data that would allow us to identify 
any trends in offenders’ demographics (age, race, ethnicity, and gender), income levels, 
program completion, and recidivism rates.

•	 Interviewed representatives from Kansas and Oregon, which have their programs 
overseen by law enforcement or a criminal justice system, and from Washington, where 
a health and human services agency oversees its program, to identify best practices. 
We reviewed publicly available documentation from these states, as well as from 
Texas and Massachusetts, to determine the effectiveness of each state’s program and 
whether they were improved when overseen outside of law enforcement or the criminal 
justice system.

•	 Interviewed three counties in California’s pilot programs to determine how they have 
structured their courses and gain perspective on their courses’ effectiveness.

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

None identified.

Source:  Audit work papers.
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P.O. Box 2059
1111 Jackson Street

Oakland, CA  94604-2059

September 26, 2022

Michael S. Tilden, Acting California State Auditor
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: California State Auditor’s Report 2021-113: Batterer’s Intervention Programs

Dear Mr. Tilden,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the findings and recommendations of the California State Auditor’s 
Batterer’s Intervention Programs (BIP) report 2021-113, dated October 18, 2022. The Alameda County Probation 
Department (ACPD) is in receipt of that report and has the following response to the areas of deficiency identified 
in the report.

Recommendation 1: Regarding the State Auditor’s recommendation, “Alameda Probation should by April 
2023, formalize and implement comprehensive policies and procedures for domestic violence case 
management…”

ACPD has a policy entitled Adult Services Manual section 111, Domestic Violence Supervision. This comprehensive 
policy outlines the expectations placed on ACPD staff regarding managing clients with terms and conditions of 
community supervision related to domestic violence offenses. The policy outlines the mandatory intervals of client 
contact, assessments that must be conducted, interactions with victims and treatment providers, and sets regular case 
reviews to measure the progress and compliance of clients on domestic violence supervision caseloads. Currently, 
this policy is undergoing the meet and confer process required under the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act with the last 
remaining impacted employee bargaining unit. The meet and confer process for this policy began on October 31, 
2018, and ACPD anticipates that the meet and confer process will conclude before April 2023.

Recommendation 2 and 3: Regarding the State Auditor’s recommendation, “Alameda Probation should by 
April 2023, formalize comprehensive program standards for program providers…” and “…should develop 
and follow formalized policies and procedures for approving, renewing, and conducting comprehensive 
ongoing monitoring of program providers by April 2023.”

ACPD has an existing 33-page document entitled Standards for Batterer’s Programs and Certification dated January 
15, 2008. These program standards are outdated and compliance by ACPD has not been maintained. The ACPD will 
update the program standards to align with state law. Program standards will provide clear guidance on the 
department’s expectations and the documentation it will review to verify compliance with state law as recommended 
by the State Auditor. ACPD also agrees that these program standards should be distributed to program providers 
during the initial application and approval process and annually during the renewal process. 

ACPD has an existing policy entitled, Adult Services Manual Section 497, Certification and Monitoring of Domestic 
Violence Batterer’s Intervention Programs. However, this policy was last updated in 2004 and is outdated. Further, 
ACPD’s compliance with said policy has not been maintained. As a result, ACPD is updating the Certification and 
Monitoring of Batterer’s Intervention Programs policy. This comprehensive policy will outline the responsibility of 

ALAMEDA COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

MARCUS DAWAL
Interim Chief Probation Officer

1

*

*  California State Auditor’s comment appears on page 57.
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ACPD staff regarding the approval, denial, suspension, revocation, and monitoring of Batterer’s Intervention 
Programs serving ACPD clients.

ACPD is committed to not only updating its existing policy, but also ensuring staff are trained and following all laws 
and procedures related to the certification of batterer’s intervention programs. In response to this recommendation, 
ACPD will immediately educate staff on issues pertaining to certification of batterer’s intervention programs and 
monitor compliance with said requirements while the policy development process continues.

Recommendation 4: Regarding the State Auditor’s recommendation, “Alameda Probation should 
immediately implement record retention policies to maintain documentation on all offenders for five years
after the offenders complete or are terminated from probation”

ACPD agrees with this recommendation. ACPD has an existing policy entitled, Administrative Manual section 127, 
Case Records. This policy outlines requirements of ACPD staff to maintain a case record of all pertinent client 
documents. Client records related to domestic violence caseloads and treatment provider referrals and notes are 
covered by this policy. However, ACPD acknowledges that compliance with this policy has not been maintained. 
Therefore, the education of staff on this issue and subsequent monitoring for compliance will take place immediately. 
Further, the draft Domestic Violence policy referenced in ACPD’s response to Recommendation 1 also has 
additional domestic violence case entry requirements. ACPD has also developed and implemented an information 
technology solution. ACPD has transitioned to a fully electronic case management system. Physical files are no 
longer utilized and instead all client case documents, activities, case notes, case plans, assessments, and treatment 
provider notes are recorded and stored in ACPD’s online Case Management System. Specifically, ACPD’s Case 
Management System has a “Provider Portal” where treatment provider information can be captured. All data is stored 
and backed up on cloud storage.  

Recommendation 5: Regarding the State Auditor’s recommendation, “Alameda Probation should maintain 
standard program fee information and sliding fee scales for each of the providers they oversee.  The probation 
departments should make this information available to the courts by April 2023”

ACPD agrees with this recommendation. ACPD will be maintaining standard program fee information and sliding 
fee scales for each provider. ACPD will establish a process to make this information available to the courts. 

In addition to the strategies and interventions listed above, ACPD will create a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) 
outlining all areas of deficiency related to the State Auditor’s recommendations and findings. The purpose of the 
CAP will be to track and monitor progress towards reaching full compliance by assigning items of improvement to 
specific personnel and regularly reviewing progress of said items. The CAP will be reviewed by executive 
management no less than quarterly.

ACPD looks forward to achieving full compliance with the State Auditor’s recommendations and appreciates the 
feedback and assistance offered by the State Auditor’s Office.  

Sincerely,

Marcus Dawal
Interim Chief Probation Officer

cc: Susan S. Muranishi, County Administrator
Donna Ziegler, County Counsel
Chris Pedrotti, Deputy Chief Probation Officer
Dante Cercone, Deputy Chief Probation Officer

1
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON 
THE RESPONSE FROM THE ALAMEDA COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the 
Alameda County Probation Department’s response to our audit. 
The number below corresponds to the number we have placed in 
the margin of its response.

As Alameda Probation points out in its response, its policy 
related to domestic violence supervision is undergoing the meet 
and confer process required by state law and, therefore, is still in 
draft form. We look forward to reviewing the finalized policy and 
Alameda Probation’s efforts to implement it as part of our regular 
follow‑up process.

1
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON THE 
RESPONSE FROM THE CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the 
Contra Costa County Probation Department’s response to our 
audit. The numbers below correspond to the numbers we have 
placed in the margin of its response.

We question Contra Costa Probation’s assertion that its approval, 
renewal, and monitoring process for providers mirrors the 
requirements in state law because it has not formalized this 
process in policies and procedures for probation staff to follow. 
As we describe on page 34 of our report, although Contra Costa 
Probation has standards that it gives to program providers that 
describe the general renewal and approval process, it does not 
have any policies that probation staff must follow for their review 
of applications and on-site reviews. We look forward to reviewing 
Contra Costa probations’ efforts to develop and follow formalized 
policies and procedures for approving, renewing, and conducting 
comprehensive ongoing monitoring of program providers as part of 
our regular follow-up process.

As we explain on page 42, Contra Costa Probation provides 
offenders with a listing of providers and some limited fee 
information; however, it does not include specific pricing for all 
programs. As part of our audit work, we reviewed the list that the 
court makes available on its website and found that it also does not 
provide fee information for each of its available programs. Thus, we 
stand by our recommendation that Contra Costa Probation should 
maintain program fee information and sliding fee scales for each of 
the providers it oversees and should make this information available 
to the court.

1
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Batterer Intervention Programs Audit 
Report 2021-113 

 

Del Norte County Probation Department Response 
 

Response to Recommendations: 
 The State Auditor has made four primary recommendations that are pertinent to Del 
Norte County Probation.  They are: 

1. Formalize and implement policies and procedures for domestic violence case 
management, 

2. Formalize comprehensive program standards to be provided to program providers, 
3. Formalize and implement policies and procedures for approval and renewal of batterers 

intervention program providers, 
4. and Provide program fee information for every BIP to the Courts. 

These recommendations include a timeline for these items to be completed and implemented 
by April 2023. 

 While disagreeing with some of the interpretation of data and practice that have led the 
Auditor to their conclusions, it is my firm belief that in every arena there is room for 
improvement, no matter the level of performance that is currently in place.  Therefore, in large 
part I find these recommendations reasonable and have much of the groundwork already laid for 
full implementation.  My response to the recommendations follows. 

1. In response to recommendation #1: The Department is already in the process of 
formalizing and implementing multiple standard operating procedures (SOP) for case 
management Department-wide.  While not complete and implemented yet, such an SOP 
for the domestic violence offender caseload is currently being drafted and will be fully 
completed and implemented before the end of 2022.  This SOP will be coordinated with 
and inclusive of a SOP for approval and renewal of BIP programs. 

2. In response to recommendation #2: Any BIP provider is required to meet the standards 
set by Sections 1203.097 & 1203.098 of the California Penal Code.  These sections are 
prescriptive in the requirements that providers must meet to operate a BIP and provide 
clear, general guidance regarding the implementation and practice of programs.  As a 

*

*  California State Auditor’s comments begin on page 71.
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result, the Department has never felt compelled to reiterate what statute already states, 
finding such a practice unnecessarily redundant and onerous.  Despite this, and in context 
of the recommendations and responses for items #1 & 3, the Department will, as a part 
of the SOPs to be issued, include program standards reiterating the statutory 
requirements to BIP providers. 

3. In response to recommendation #3: Similarly to a case management SOP, although 
practice has largely followed statutory guidelines in the past, it has been recognized that 
a SOP for approval and renewal of programs would be helpful and beneficial to all parties 
involved.  A draft of this SOP already exists and is being finalized at the current time.  It 
also will be completed and implemented before the end of 2022. 

4. In response to recommendation #4: As local implementation of systems varies from locale 
to locale, although the Auditor may have found that program fees have been an 
unexpected obstacle in some specific cases, it has never appeared to be so in Del Norte 
County.  This is information that would typically be shared at the local Domestic Violence 
Task Force meetings which occur each month and would require a coordinated response 
from all the partners involved in addressing the rehabilitation of domestic violence 
offenders in Del Norte County.  Additionally, this is a topic that, were it an ongoing issue, 
the judges (Del Norte County has two) would take a direct interest in when sentencing 
domestic violence offenders.  As the Court has the ultimate authority when it comes to 
the processes and information that is required for sentencing, this recommendation will 
be taken under advisement, discussed with the Court and other local partners, and 
implemented or not at the Court’s direction. 

Response to Audit conclusions: 
Based upon the information currently provided to the Department, it appears that the 

overarching conclusion that is reached by the Auditor is that due to numerous factors, including 
insufficient screening and assessment of offenders by probation departments, a lack of 
accountability by those same departments leading to offenders failing to complete BIP programs, 
and a lack of appropriate guidance and accountability for those programs provided by, again, 
probation departments, the State should reform statute in some fashion so as to transfer the 
responsibility for program approval and oversight from the local community to State control to 
achieve better results for offenders and increased safety for victims and the community.  It 
appears that the Auditor believes that this is the most appropriate recommendation given the 
information that they have.  In some sense I agree that there is some logic to that conclusion and 
that it may result in a more streamlined and efficient approach to standardize programming and 
achieve what would appear to be more consistency in outcomes across the state. 

What I believe is missing in such a recommendation is the recognition that each county is 
unique, with different resources, justice partners, and expectations of their populace regarding 
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priorities of the local government.  This lack of recognition is twofold: failing to recognize the 
unique circumstances of each domestic violence offender themselves, and a failure to recognize 
the local dynamics involved in the regular interaction of the different agencies (most specifically 
BIP providers) involved in engaging with DV offenders.  While the Auditor is not incorrect in 
pointing out certain flaws and failures in case management or the approval and renewal 
processes of BIP providers, there are faces and stories behind the numbers and case notes.  These 
conversations in a lobby or office, or lunch meetings with 15 people discussing the local response 
to DV are not always accounted for by the files or emails the Auditor reviews.   

First, each unique offender requires probation departments to tailor their responses just 
as uniquely to each offender to hold them to account for their actions and provide opportunity 
for their rehabilitation I believe the Auditor’s fundamental misunderstanding of this can most 
clearly be seen in the report in Chapter 1, discussing “lax supervision” of offenders by the 
probation departments.  In that chapter it is argued that because of a failure to appropriately 
hold offenders accountable, the majority of offenders were terminated from probation and 
unable to complete the required BIP program, thus resulting in greater recidivism.  This is a 
circular argument and a logical fallacy, assigning superhuman abilities to probation officers to 
somehow force offenders to comply with every term of probation so as to not be violated, 
thereby enabling them to complete the required program and reduce their likelihood of 
committing further violence. 

It is not within probation departments’ power to force compliance from offenders, no 
more so than any government agent can force another citizen to make right and appropriate 
decisions.  Rather it is our mandate to provide opportunities for rehabilitation, hold offenders 
accountable when they fail to meet the requirements of the Court, and to promote public safety 
while carrying out these duties. 

In Del Norte County’s case, it is illogical to argue that because 11 out of 20 offenders that 
the Auditor investigated failed to complete their BIP program and were terminated from 
probation we did not hold them accountable.  Rather, ultimately due to the efforts of the 
Department, the Court, and other local justice partners, 12 offenders who refused the 
opportunity of rehabilitation (1 who completed the BIP program was terminated from probation 
for other reasons) were held to account for their crimes and paid their debt to society by 
incarceration.  This fulfilled the mission of the Probation Department in ensuring public safety 
when other measures were not sufficient and when the offender failed to abide by their 
agreement to a grant of probation.  Numerous violations of probation were filed against these 
individuals, and due to the unique circumstances of each individual and case, those cases wended 
their way through the local justice system in different fashions, ultimately ending in termination.  
On the other hand, even individuals who successfully completed the BIP program and discharged 
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from probation also had violations filed against them, however due to the unique circumstances 
of their lives and cases they ended with a different result, a more positive result in those cases.  
Finally, it is worth pointing out that 8 of the 9 offenders who completed their BIP program  
successfully discharged from probation. 

Another factor pointed out by the Auditor in regards to Del Norte’s case management is 
the failure to “conduct an initial assessment for any of the 20 offenders [they] reviewed.”  This is 
not debatable in regards to 15 of the 20 offenders as they were misdemeanor cases.  Del Norte 
is one of the few, if not the only to my knowledge, who supervise misdemeanor DV offenders.  
This has been a standing practice for decades and is based upon a long-ago agreement between 
former judges and chiefs for which the Department does not receive any funding or resources to 
support this population which typically makes up 70-80% of our DV caseload at any given time. 
This is essentially done as a courtesy to support the Court in its desire to have someone play a 
more active role with DV offenders than informal probation allows.  As such, standard practice is 
to not complete the standard assessments which are expected to occur for felony offenders 
through the presentence report process as well as the risk/need assessment tool utilized by the 
Department.  I would point out that this is no different than every other misdemeanor DV 
offender in the state who is placed on informal probation. 

In regards to the felony offenders, in each case a presentence report was written and 
provided to the Court which provides information regarding the offense, an analysis of the plea 
agreement, and most pertinent to this conversation, personal information regarding the 
defendant’s “antecedents, character, history, family environment, and offense of such person” 
as is required in statute.  In each case these reports were completed and the information 
provided to all parties for consideration at the sentencing hearing.  In addition, although the 
additional risk/need assessment was not completed as it should have been in 4 out of 5 cases, 
one of these offenders did also receive that assessment as part of the presentence process.  This 
information was provided to the Auditor.  When considered objectively, any practitioner can 
clearly see that although a formal tool was not used in most of these cases an assessment that 
meets most of the requirements of 1203.097 PC was conducted on each of these felony offenders 
and even presented for argument and discussion as part of the sentencing process. 

My point in addressing the accountability of these offenders and assessments conducted 
or not conducted is not to contend that Del Norte is perfect in its case management, but rather 
that accountability and assessments do not equate to successful completion of BIP; the 
Department would be “lax” in our responsibilities if we forced such an outcome.  It was the 
accountability provided by the Department that resulted in 12 offenders being terminated from 
probation and assisted 8 others to successfully discharge from probation.  The reason the Auditor 
sees such a dramatic decline in recidivism in those that successfully completed BIP is not because 
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of assessments and violations filed, but rather because of the personal choice of those offenders 
to change their own legacies.  

The second prong upon which the Auditor bases their conclusion is a systemic lack of 
guidance and accountability provided to programs by probation departments.  Once again, I will 
not contend that Del Norte Probation is the epitome of efficiency or success in this aspect, as is 
reflected in my acceptance of the criticism and efforts currently being made to improve in this 
area.  However, I will again contend that the critical aspect of local relationships is what is missing 
in the Auditor’s consideration.   

Del Norte has only ever had 2 BIP providers at most; for a good portion of the last 6 years 
we operated with 1 provider only.  This is not unusual for a community who struggles to attract 
and retain clinical experts in every field.  Additionally, there has been long-standing cooperation 
and coordination between different entities and agencies through the local Domestic Violence 
Task Force group that meets monthly to make our local response as effective as possible.  In a 
small community like ours there is very little that goes unnoticed and the same applies to the 
response to our DV offenders.  These relationships are key in a small community, and the effort 
to maintain these in order to provide opportunities for offender rehabilitation involves face to 
face meetings and conversations which the Auditor cannot account for because those face to 
face conversations do not have documents attached to them.   

In such a small community with close relationships being relied upon to keep the system 
operating effectively, expectations are pared down to the bare necessities.  This has been the 
case in the program approval process and the occasional need to address deficiencies in the 
programs.  Statute provides clear, general guidance for the operation of a batterer’s intervention 
program and in the spirit of expediency, there has never been an operating procedure created to 
double down on what the statute already requires.  When this was questioned during the 
Auditor’s inquiry it was repeatedly pointed out that statute is prescriptive and clear in regards to 
the responsibilities of program providers and the requirements for approval and renewal.  While 
relying solely on statutory guidance may not the best way to conduct business, it allows business 
to continue and programs for offenders to engage with and an opportunity to meet the 
requirements of the Court in their grants of probation. 

In conclusion, while I believe there are flaws in the logic leading to the Auditor’s 
conclusions, I do believe that there is always opportunity to improve the systems that we use and 
the outcomes they produce.   If the Joint Legislative Audit Committee and the Legislature believe 
that action must be taken to reform domestic violence treatment and prevention system in any 
way, I would propose the following: engage with the probation departments and treatment 
providers around the state to find a workable solution to the problems that are identified.  This 
is already occurring in a few pilot counties that are exploring the possibility of better outcomes 
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with shorter program requirements.  This has occurred with the help of the Legislature opening 
the door to innovative responses provided by Probation and program providers.     

This type of response is in the same vein as actions taken in 2007 when the State realigned 
a struggling juvenile justice system to the local probation departments.  Likewise, in 2009 and 
2011 aspects of the adult criminal system were realigned to Probation; and Prop 57 in 2016 and 
DJJ realignment in 2020-2021 have relied on Probation to implement solutions to statewide 
problems.  History would show that Probation is a problem-solver, and in this case Probation can 
bring perspective and expertise to the table to enable better outcomes for DV offenders and 
communities.  Perhaps with that input it will be discovered that aspects of the system should be 
shifted to State control, and perhaps other solutions that have yet to be considered will be 
discovered instead.  Ultimately a collaborative partnership rather than a unilateral decision-
making process is more likely to reveal better outcome for our communities. 
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON 
THE RESPONSE FROM THE DEL NORTE COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the 
Del Norte County Probation Department’s response to our audit. 
The numbers below correspond to the numbers we have placed in 
the margin of its response.

We disagree with Del Norte Probation’s position that creating 
program standards is unnecessarily redundant. As we describe 
in the section beginning on page 29, state law requires probation 
departments to create standards for program providers to follow. 
Nothing in the batterer intervention law alleviates Del Norte 
Probation of this requirement. Further, as we describe throughout 
the report, program providers—including those from Del Norte 
County—did not always comply with state law pertaining to 
offender absences, program fees, and reporting program violations 
to the probation department and the court. This condition 
underscores the importance of Del Norte Probation implementing 
our recommendation to develop comprehensive program 
standards for program providers that present clear guidance on the 
department’s expectations.

Del Norte Probation is incorrect that its practice for the approval 
and renewal of programs has largely followed statutory guidelines. 
As we describe on page 34, Del Norte Probation does not have 
a formal approval and renewal process. Further, as we state on 
page 35, Del Norte Probation could not demonstrate that program 
providers submitted all required documentation for their annual 
renewals. Moreover, we explain on page 36 that Del Norte 
Probation could only demonstrate that it conducted one of 
ten required on-site reviews during our audit period and, even 
then, it did not address significant deficiencies that it identified. 
Therefore it is important for Del Norte Probation to implement our 
recommendation to develop policies and procedures related to the 
approval and renewal of programs.

Del Norte Probation suggests that it has shared program fee 
information at its local domestic violence task force meetings and 
that our conclusions related to program fees are only applicable 
to other counties. That suggestion is incorrect and unsupported. 
During our audit, Del Norte Probation provided us with several of 
its task force meeting minutes, none of which included discussions 
of program fees. As we state on page 43, we found that probation 
departments, including Del Norte, generally do not maintain 
program fee information and therefore have likely not provided 
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such information to the courts. Additionally, we explain on page 32 
that a program provider in Del Norte County established a fee scale 
that waives fees for offenders who earn less than $39,000 annually. 
However, this program’s practices directly contradict state law, 
which allows only a court to fully waive an offender’s fee. Given that 
Del Norte Probation was not able to demonstrate that it had shared 
fee information with the court and allowed a program to operate 
with a fee scale that contradicts state law, we believe it is important 
for the department to implement our recommendation to share fee 
information with the court.

In accordance with audit standards, we provided Del Norte 
Probation with a redacted draft report that included information 
pertinent to the department. Pursuant to state law, we did not 
provide Del Norte Probation with our findings and conclusions 
related to the other probation departments or courts we reviewed. 
We disagree that our conclusions related to statewide oversight 
of the batterer intervention system are missing a recognition of 
counties’ unique and different resources and partners. On page 47 
we recognize the importance of a state oversight agency working 
with stakeholders, such as law enforcement officials, rehabilitative 
experts, and victim advocates to establish statewide comprehensive 
standards as well as a system to track critical offender data. Such 
collaboration would necessarily include a consideration of the 
diverse needs and resources throughout the State.

Nowhere in our report do we conclude that because of a failure to 
appropriately hold offenders accountable, the majority of offenders 
were terminated from probation and unable to complete the 
required program, thus resulting in greater recidivism. Rather, as 
we state on page 16, programs are most effective when offenders 
complete them—which requires courts, probation departments and 
program providers to hold offenders accountable for complying 
with the conditions of their probation. Further, we did not conclude 
that probation departments have the power to force compliance 
from offenders as Del Norte Probation incorrectly claims. Instead, 
as we state on page 21, state law requires probation departments 
to inform the courts when offenders violate the conditions of their 
probation. Although Del Norte Probation claims to have filed 
numerous violations of probation against offenders we reviewed, 
we found many instances—nearly 80 violations—when Del Norte 
Probation failed to report violations to the court. Thus, we stand by 
our conclusion that Del Norte Probation did not sufficiently inform 
the courts of all probation violations and thereby did not hold 
offenders accountable.

Del Norte Probation’s practice of not completing assessments of 
misdemeanor offenders does not comply with batterer intervention 
law, which, as we describe on page 18, requires probation 
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departments to conduct initial assessments of all offenders after 
they are placed on formal probation. State law does not alleviate 
Del Norte probation from complying with this requirement based 
on whether the court has convicted the offender of a misdemeanor 
or felony. Further, Del Norte Probation indicates that although 
it did not complete formal assessments of all felony offenders, it 
completed pre-sentence reports that contain most—not all—of the 
areas that state law requires. Again, this approach does not comply 
with batterer intervention law.  Thus, we stand by our conclusion 
that Del Norte Probation must conduct initial assessments that 
address all areas required in state law of all offenders placed on 
formal probation.
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September 26, 2022 
 
 
 
Mr. Michael S. Tilden, CPA 
Acting California 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 Batterer’s 
Intervention Program (program). Domestic violence is a serious public safety issue, and I 
appreciate your efforts to improve program oversight and accountability. Your draft report 
provides examples of offenders who have repeatedly failed to complete the program, only to 
have courts order them to reenroll instead of proceeding to sentencing, as required by law. 
 
Your draft report correctly acknowledges the Judicial Council’s limited role in providing training 
and resources to judicial officers, who themselves retain full judicial discretion when 
adjudicating the offenders appearing in their courtrooms. To this end, the Judicial Council has 
published a Domestic Violence Bench Guide (bench guide) as a resource for judicial officers.  
 
The bench guide reiterates Penal Code section 1203.097(a)(12), which partially states: “If the 
court finds that the defendant is not performing satisfactorily in the assigned program…the court 
must terminate the defendant’s participation and proceed with further sentencing.” The council’s 
bench guide also reflects the findings of the Attorney General’s 2005 task force on domestic 
violence, which recommends that judicial officers—along with local probation departments and 
prosecutors—develop strategies to ensure multiple reenrollments in the program do not take 
place without additional and graduated sanctions.  
 
Based on the draft report provided for the council’s official comments, I generally agree with 
your report’s findings. My staff will share the final published report with those who serve on the 
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Mr. Michael S. Tilden, CPA 
Acting California State Auditor 
September 26, 2022 
Page 2 

council’s relevant advisory and policy committees. The council will provide a more specific 
corrective action plan once it has had an opportunity to review the data and full context provided 
in the final, published audit report. The Judicial Council understands and accepts the State 
Auditor’s rationale for redacting significant portions of the draft audit report (parts of chapter 1 
and all of chapters 2 and 3), and we greatly appreciate the audit team’s efforts to provide us with 
as much context as they did. Nevertheless, the specifics and full context behind the audit team’s 
findings at the trial courts will undoubtedly further inform the council’s specific corrective 
action. 
 
I thank the audit team for their professionalism, and my staff look forward to providing future 
updates on our efforts to implement the sole recommendation directed to the Judicial Council. If 
you have any further questions regarding this response, please feel free to contact Grant Parks, 
Principal Manager–Audit Services at 916-263-1321. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Martin Hoshino 
Administrative Director 
Judicial Council 
 
 
MH/gp 
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Program (BIP) Audit conducted by California State Auditor 
 
 

1 
 

Responses to Recommendations 
 
Recommendation # 1 - To ensure that offenders are held accountable for complying with the 
conditions of their probation, formalize and implement comprehensive policies and procedures 
for domestic violence case management that clearly describe the department’s expectations for 
probation staff’s compliance with state law. 

 
Response: The Probation Department has policies and procedures for domestic violence case 
management; however, the policies and procedures are not in a singular comprehensive 
document. The Department agrees to develop and implement a comprehensive and cohesive 
policy and procedure manual for domestic violence probation staff, including case management 
expectations.   
 
Recommendation # 2 - To ensure program compliance with state law, LA County Probation 
should by April 2023, formalize comprehensive program standards for program providers that 
present clear guidance on the department’s expectations and the documentation it will review 
to verify compliance with state law. The probation department should distribute these standards 
to program providers during its initial application and approval process and again annually during 
the renewal process. 
 
Response: The Department agrees with this recommendation and will develop and implement, 
by April 30, 2023, program standards and expectations for program providers. Once completed, 
the standards and expectations will be distributed to providers at the initial approval process and 
annually thereafter.   
  
Recommendation #3 - To ensure that program providers comply with LA County Probation’s 
standards and state law, the department should develop and follow formalized policies and 
procedures for approving, renewing, and conducting ongoing monitoring of program providers 
by April 2023. These policies should specify the frequency of monitoring, the documentation the 
department will require of program providers to demonstrate compliance and the specific 
actions the depart will take when a provider is noncompliant. 
 
Response: The Department currently has a dedicated unit that is responsible for monitoring 
program providers, including approving and renewing eligibility to be placed on the list of BIP 
providers.  The Department will revise our current policies and develop more comprehensive 
monitoring guidelines and corrective action plans addressing providers who are noncompliant. 
The written guidelines and updated policies will be implemented by April 30, 2023.   
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Recommendation #4 - To ensure that the courts can provide an offender with a selection of 
available program providers and their costs before the offender agrees to attend a program as a 
condition of probation. LA County Prob should maintain standard program fee information and 
sliding fee scales for each of the providers they oversee.  The probation department should make 
this information available to the courts by April 2023. 
 
Response: The Department provides the courts with a list of BIP providers.  The Department 
agrees that clients should be made aware of fees associated with attending a BIP program, 
therefore, the Department will modify the BIP provider list to include a fee range. The Department 
will also maintain standard program fee information and sliding fee scale for each of the 
providers. This will be updated and implemented by April 30, 2023.  
 

Responses to Findings 

Los Angeles Probation did not assess all offenders for underlying issues, such as mental health 
and substance abuse concerns that might interfere with the offender’s ability to complete the 
program. (Chapter 1)  

The batters’ intervention law only requires probation departments to conduct initial assessments 
of offenders on formal probation.  We therefore expected that Los Angeles Probation conducted 
assessments of offenders on formal probation fully and consistently…Nonetheless, Los Angeles 
Probation did not always perform these assessments of offenders on formal probation…of the 
initial assessments that Los Angeles Probation did complete, both were missing at least one 
required aspect.  Finally, the assessments from our review that Los Angeles Probation conducted 
did not always assess offenders economic background, a verbal consultation, or efforts to 
coordinate with the victim, or a determination of the probability the offender would commit 
murder.  

Response:  The Los Angeles County Probation Department assesses probation clients using three 
(3) validated assessment tools.  The Modified Wisconsin (DRAD), which is completed at the 
investigation phase; the Level of Service Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI) risk/needs 
assessment that contains specific responsivity factors and a case planning component, is 
completed within 30 days of case assignment; and Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA) which 
is an evidence-based decision support tool, that utilizes a 20-item checklist designed specifically 
for assessing and managing risk of intimate partner violence including the likelihood of murder 
(lethality).  The SARA gathers data from: interviews with the client and victims, police reports, 
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victim statements, criminal records, history of drug and alcohol use, mental health evaluations, 
and use of standardized measures of physical and emotional abuse.   

The results from the three (3) assessments administered by the Los Angeles County Probation 
Department are recorded in the Adult Probation System (APS) and a hard copy of the assessments 
is stored in the probation client’s physical file.  The Department systematically addresses staff’s 
non-compliance with monthly review of probation statistical data which is used to address staff’s 
deficiencies with timely administration of assessments. 

The Department acknowledges and agrees that for the two assessments reviewed by the Auditor, 
at least one of the required aspects was missing. The Department will revise the client intake and 
orientation process to ensure that all aspects are assessed.  This will be completed by April 30, 
2023.  

 

Los Angeles Probation and its program providers have not adequately held offenders 
accountable for probation and program violations. (Chapter 1) 

…Los Angeles Probation did not adequately assess offenders as required to identify obstacles, 
which could prevent them from completing a program.  Additionally, Los Angeles Probation and 
its providers did not always notify the courts when offenders violated probation… 

Response:  It is the Los Angeles County Probation Department’s responsibility to hold clients 
accountable and notify the court. The Department disagrees with the characterization that the 
Department is not holding clients accountable. During the audit period from 2016 - 2020, the 
Department supervised 1,998 domestic violence cases and submitted numerous probation reports 
and violations. The Department takes client accountability very seriously. We reviewed the three 
(3) sample cases and verified that probation violations were submitted, including one (1) 
probation violation that resulted in the court revoking probation and imposing a state prison 
sentence. 

Probation officers are required to review potential violations with their supervisor within 24-hours 
of becoming aware of the potential violation and to report to the court within 30 days. 
Furthermore, clients are provided with an orientation which includes a review of the terms and 
conditions of their supervision and are assessed using the Level of Service Case Management 
Inventory (LS/CMI) and Spousal Assault Risk Assessment, evidence-based risk/needs assessment 
tools which would reveal if a client had any obstacles in completing the terms and conditions of 
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their supervision as ordered by the court.  Probation Officers work with the client and utilize 
existing resources to provide targeted service delivery.   

 

Some of the offenders did not complete their 52-week program. (Chapter 1) 

The Batterer Intervention law does not require the counties or any state entity to track the data 
that the State needs to evaluate offenders’ completion of programs or programs effectiveness at 
stopping domestic violence. As a result, Los Angeles Probation does not maintain comprehensive 
data on offenders, including the reasons why they may have failed to complete the program…Los 
Angeles Probation did not maintain complete documentation on all offenders as state law 
requires.  

Response:  The Department acknowledges that BIP law does not require counties to track data, 
but we agree that comprehensive data collection is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
program. We are in the process of enhancing our data collection to include outcomes of program 
participation. Probation utilizes a case management system that is utilized to maintain records 
for each client and will be enhancing our system to include outcome data.   

 

Los Angeles Probation and its providers did not sufficiently inform the courts of all probation 
violations. (Chapter 1)  

In our review of 20 offenders from Los Angeles County we found that 18 offenders violated their 
probation requirements at least once.  These violations ranged from having unallowed program 
absences, to making contact with the victim in violation of a criminal protective order, to 
committing a subsequent abusive crime…. Because our review of the 25 offenders did not include 
offenders that Los Angeles Probation supervised, we conducted an additional review of three 
offenders that the probation department supervised. In this separate section we found that Los 
Angeles Probation did not report violations to the court…. In part, Los Angeles Probation has not 
held offenders accountable because it lacks sufficient policies and procedures to guide its 
probation officer’s supervision of offenders.  Los Angeles Probation does not have adequate 
policies to ensure that its probation officers conduct initial assessments as required by law or to 
ensure that offenders enroll in and appropriately attend a program.  Additionally, Los Angeles 
Probation’s policies do not spell out the probation officers’ responsibility to notify the court when 
an offender does not complete a program within 18 months. 
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Response:  The Los Angeles County Probation Department has policies that detail supervision 
officer’s procedures which include holding the probation client accountable.  We will review and 
enhance our policies to ensure our probation officers adherence to state law.  In regard to 
reporting violations, Los Angeles County Probation policy states that DPOs are to clear all 
violations with their supervisor within 24-hours and report to the court any potential violations 
within 30-days of becoming aware of a potential violation.  There is also a requirement for the 
DPO of Record to have a mandatory minimum of one (1) contact with the program provider (52-
week program) within 30 days after the probation client produces proof of enrollment.  The Los 
Angeles County Probation Department is committed to enhance policy and procedures for 
communicating with program providers on client progress.  The Department will revise our 
current policy and provide training to probation staff by April 30, 2023. 

 

Los Angeles Probation has not provided sufficient guidance to program providers. (Chapter 2) 

Los Angeles Probation has not provided adequate guidance to its providers on how to address 
unallowed absences, including unexcused absences and excused absences that exceed the three 
allowed.  Los Angeles Probation standards do not address absences at all… Los Angeles Probation 
standards also lack sufficient guidance about the timeliness with which program providers need 
to report certain information to the department…Finally, Los Angeles Probation did not provide 
sufficient guidance to assist program providers in charging offenders’ appropriate fees.  

Response:  The Los Angeles County Probation Department is committed to review and update 
current policies relating to program standards and reporting guidelines for program providers, 
including the reporting of absences.  The Department will develop written guidelines for program 
providers and will seek to enhance procedures related to program fees. In addition, the 
Department conduct training to staff and providers to address program absences and reporting 
timelines. This task will be completed by April 30, 2023. 

 

Los Angeles Probation has not adequately approved, renewed or monitored program 
providers. (Chapter 2) 

Los Angeles Probation lacks sufficient policies and procedures for approving, renewing and 
monitoring programs. 

Response: The Los Angeles County Probation Department is committed to reviewing and 
updating policies and procedures for approving, renewing, and monitoring programs.  The Los 
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Angeles County Probation Department has already initiated efforts in collaboration with the 
Information Technology department to establish a digital storage library for all documents 
pertaining to the approval, renewal, and monitoring of the BIP programs.  The Department’s BIP 
monitoring unit is responsible for monitoring 147 unduplicated program providers. The 
Department is in the process to restructure the monitoring unit and implementing corrective 
measures. This task will be completed by April 30, 2023. 

 

Los Angeles Probation does not have adequate processes for soliciting, approving, and 
renewing programs. (Chapter 2) 

Response:  The Los Angeles County Probation Department is committed to reviewing and 
updating policies and procedures for soliciting, approving, and renewing programs.  This task will 
be completed in collaboration with our Contracting Unit to enhance our current solicitation 
process. The updated procedures and policies will be completed and implemented by April 30, 
2023. 

 

Los Angeles Probation did not adequately monitor program providers and renewed programs 
that did not fully comply with state law. (Chapter 2)  

Response:  The Los Angeles County Probation Department is committed to reviewing and 
enhancing our program monitoring to ensure that guidelines are written, published, and 
distributed to the program providers.  The updated guidelines will be completed and distributed 
by April 30, 2023. 

 

Los Angeles Probation could not demonstrate that it fully discloses program fees to offenders. 
(Chapter 3)  

Los Angeles Probation does not maintain program fee information and therefore has likely not 
provided such information to the courts.  

Response:   The Los Angeles County Probation Department is committed to establishing a 
program fee schedule for providers that service probation clients and provide the information 
with the client and the court.   The Department will revise policy to maintain program fee 
information.  The program fee schedule process will be updated and made available to the courts 
and clients by April 30, 2023.  
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON THE 
RESPONSE FROM THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the 
County of Los Angeles Probation Department’s response to our 
audit. The numbers below correspond to the numbers we have 
placed in the margin of its response.

Los Angeles Probation focused its response on the compilation of 
its policies and procedures into a single document. However, when 
it develops the policy and procedure manual it describes, it will 
be important for the department to address the areas in which we 
found its existing policies and procedures to be inadequate, an issue 
we describe on pages 24 and 25, and in the section beginning on 
page 33.

Los Angeles Probation understates the extent of the problems we 
identified. As Table 1 on page 20 shows, we found that Los Angeles 
Probation conducted only two of its three required assessments.

During Los Angeles Probation’s review of the draft audit report, it 
notified us that the documentation related to reporting probation 
violations that it had provided us during the audit was incomplete. 
It provided additional documentation regarding the three offenders 
we reviewed. However, our review of this additional information 
did not change our initial findings. As we indicate on page 21, we 
found at least one instance when Los Angeles Probation did not 
report a probation violation to the court. Further, as we describe 
on pages 22 and 23, even when probation departments—including 
Los Angeles—did report violations to the court, they did not always 
ensure that those reports were timely. For example, we identified 
one instance when Los Angeles Probation did not notify the court 
of a violation for nearly seven months.
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON 
THE RESPONSE FROM THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the 
San Joaquin County Probation Department’s response to our audit. 
The numbers below correspond to the numbers we have placed in 
the margin of its response.

Although we recognize that San Joaquin Probation has policies and 
procedures for domestic violence case management, as we describe 
on pages 24 and 25, its policies and procedures are inadequate 
to ensure that probation officers conduct initial assessments 
as required, that offenders enroll in and appropriately attend a 
program, or to provide officers with clear direction regarding how 
to address offenders who violate the conditions of their probation 
and the time frame for doing so.  Thus, as we indicate in our 
recommendation, San Joaquin Probation should formalize and 
implement policies and procedures that comprehensively describe 
the departments’ expectations for probation staff ’s compliance with 
state law.

As we acknowledge throughout the section beginning on page 29, 
although San Joaquin Probation has some standards, they are 
not comprehensive enough to give program providers the 
direction necessary to assist them in complying with state law and 
adhering to the department’s expectations. We look forward to 
reviewing San Joaquin Probation’s progress in implementing our 
recommendation as part of our regular follow-up process.

It is unclear from San Joaquin Probation’s response whether it 
agrees with our recommendation and what actions it intends 
to take to implement our recommendation. We look forward to 
reviewing San Joaquin Probation’s subsequent responses as part of 
our regular follow-up process.

As we describe on page 15, some probation departments, 
including San Joaquin Probation, did not maintain complete 
documentation on all offenders, or did not appropriately maintain 
complete documentation for five years. Thus, we stand by our 
recommendation that San Joaquin Probation immediately begin 
following state law and its record retention policy.

1

2

3

4



 
         Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 
 
Action Item #2 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit – State Controller’s Office 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item #2 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Controller’s audit 
of Fresno Superior Court. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment B—Audit report of Fresno Superior Court’s Revenues, Expenditures, and 
Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 2020-21) 

 
Background: 
 
Section 77206(h) of the Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office (SCO) to audit 
the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the superior courts.  The annual budget act 
appropriates funding from the Trial Court Trust Fund for the costs of these audits. 
 
Audit Summary: 
 
Overall, the SCO concluded that the reported revenues, expenditures and fund balances 
substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, and regulations and were recorded 
accurately in accordance with accounting principles (page 6 of the audit report).  
 
The audit did include three reportable audit findings in the following areas: 
 

1) Unadjusted Revenues – The Court recorded certain revenues pertaining to the prior year 
as current year revenues instead of using the prior-year revenue adjustment account.  The 
Court also did not adjust for a prior year revenue accrual that it did not receive in the 
current fiscal year.  The total amount of revenue reported was correct, but $11,716 was 
reported as current year revenue when it should have been reported as a prior year 
revenue adjustment.  For context, total court revenues were roughly $68 million.  The 
Court agreed with the finding and indicated it would implement new controls per the 
Judicial Council’s Audit Advisory from July 2021. 



 
2) Overtime Pay Error – Lack of documented procedures to calculate standardized overtime 

pay rates.  The auditors noted minor discrepancies in overtime pay for certain employees 
and court staff confirmed the error (roughly $0.42/hour).  The Court agreed with the 
finding and noted in its response that the issue was initially discovered and corrected by 
court staff due to its existing payroll audit and reconciliation procedures. 
 

3) Improper Timesheet Approval – A subordinate judicial officer’s timesheet was approved 
by court staff instead of the presiding judge.  California Rules of Court require the 
presiding judge to exercise oversight of judicial officers.  There was no record of the 
presiding judge having delegating this authority to others. 
 

Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting. 
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BETTY T. YEE 
California State Controller 

 

September 2, 2022 

 

Michael Elliott, Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of Fresno 

1100 Van Ness Avenue 

Fresno, CA  93724 

 

Dear Mr. Elliott: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the Superior Court of California, County of Fresno (Court) 

to determine whether the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the administration, 

jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and 

policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained in accordance 

with fund accounting principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, 

and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also 

identified accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of 

management.  

 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the Court’s financial 

statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. We also found errors in computing 

overtime pay rates, and a judicial officer’s timesheet that had not been approved by a supervising 

authority or an appropriate judicial officer. These issues are described in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of the report. 

 

This report is for your information and use. The Court’s responses to the findings are 

incorporated into this final report. The Court agreed with our findings and provided a Corrective 

Action Plan to address the fiscal accounting errors and control weaknesses and 

recommendations. We appreciate the Court’s willingness to implement corrective actions.  

 

If you have any questions, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 323-1573. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

KT/ac 



 

Michael Elliott, Court Executive Officer -2- September 2, 2022 

 

 

 

cc: Queenie Hill, Chief Financial Officer 

  Superior Court of California, County of Fresno 

 Martin Hoshino, Administrative Director 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Millicent Tidwell, Chief Deputy Director  

  Judicial Council of California 

 John Wordlaw, Chief Administrative Officer 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Zlatko Theodorovic, Chief Financial Officer and Director of Finance 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Grant Parks, Principal Manager 

  Audit Services 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  California Department of Finance 

 Emma Jungwirth, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  California Department of Finance 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Superior Court of 

California, County of Fresno (Court) to determine whether the revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances under the administration, jurisdiction, and 

control of the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, 

and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; and were 

maintained in accordance with fund accounting principles. The audit 

period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 
 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also identified accounting 

errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention 

of management. 
 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We also found errors in computing overtime pay rates, and a judicial 

officer’s timesheet that had not been approved by a supervising authority 

or an appropriate judicial officer. These issues are described in the 

Findings and Recommendations section of the report. 
 

 

Superior Courts (trial courts) are located in each of California’s 

58 counties and follow the California Rules of Court, established through 

Article IV of the California Constitution. The Constitution charges the 

Judicial Council of California (JCC) with authority to adopt rules for court 

administration, practices, and procedures. The Judicial Council 

Governance Policies are included in the California Rules of Court. Trial 

courts are also required to comply with various other state laws, rules, and 

regulations, much of which are codified in Government Code (GC) 

sections 68070 through 77013, Title 8, “The Organization and 

Government of Courts.” 
 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court (CRC) rule 10.804, the JCC adopted 

the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), 

which provides guidance and directives for trial court fiscal management. 

As required by CRC rule 10.804, the FIN Manual contains regulations 

establishing budget procedures, recordkeeping practices, accounting 

standards, and other financial guidelines; and it describes an internal 

control framework that enables courts to monitor their use of public funds, 

provide consistent and comparable financial statements, and demonstrate 

accountability. Procurement and contracting policies and procedures are 

addressed separately in the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual, adopted 

by the JCC under Public Contract Code section 19206. 
 

With respect to trial court operations, CRC rule 10.810 provides cost 

definitions (inclusive of salaries and benefits, certain court-appointed 

counsel provisions, services and supplies, collective bargaining, and 

indirect costs), exclusions to court operations, budget appropriations for 

counties, and functional budget categories. GC section 77001 provides 

trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their 

own operations. 

Summary 

Background 
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All trial court employees are expected to fulfill at least the minimum 

requirements of their positions and to conduct themselves with honesty, 

integrity, and professionalism. In addition, they must operate within the 

specific levels of authority established by trial courts for their positions.  

 

The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial 

Statements, Yearly Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position 

Worksheets. Financial statement components and reporting are the core of 

our audit’s subject matter. 

 

The Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) is the primary source of funding for 

trial court operations. The JCC allocates money in the TCTF to trial courts. 

The TCTF’s two main revenue sources are the annual transfer of 

appropriations from the State’s General Fund and maintenance-of-effort 

payments by counties, derived from their collections of fines, fees, 

and forfeitures. 

 

In fiscal year (FY) 2020-21, the Court reported revenues of $68,043,063. 

The Court receives the majority of its revenue from state financing 

sources. The TCTF provided 75.8% of the Court’s revenue. During the 

audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $70,284,215. 

Payroll-related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 81.9% of 

total expenditures. During this period, the Court employed 503 staff 

members to serve Fresno County’s population of approximately 

1,020,300 residents. 

 

Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special 

Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and a Special Revenue Grant Fund. The 

General Fund, Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and Special Revenue 

Grant Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of 4% of total 

revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and significant 

for testing. 

 

We performed the audit at the request of the JCC. Audit authority is 

provided by Interagency Agreement Number 70343, dated October 26, 

2021, between the SCO and the JCC, and by GC section 77206(h)(2). 

 

 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the Court complied 

with governing statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the validity of 

recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of all material and 

significant funds under its administration, jurisdiction, and control. 

 

Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine whether: 

 Revenues were consistent with Government Code, properly supported 

by documentation, and recorded accurately in the accounting records; 

 Expenditures were incurred pursuant to Government Code, consistent 

with the funds’ purposes, properly authorized, adequately supported, 

and recorded accurately in the accounting records; and 

 Fund balances were reported based on the Legal/Budgetary basis of 

accounting and maintained in accordance with fund 

accounting principles. 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 
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The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures. 

 

General Procedures 

We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies 

(November 2017), the FY 2020-21 Budget Act, the Manual of State 

Funds, Government Code, the California Rules of Court, the JCC’s FIN 

Manual (11th edition, June 2020), and internal policies and procedures to 

identify compliance requirements applicable to trial court revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances. 

 

Internal Control Procedures 

 We reviewed the Court’s current policies and procedures, 

organization, and website, and interviewed Court personnel to gain an 

understanding of the internal control environment for governance, 

operations, and fiscal management. 

 We interviewed Court personnel and prepared internal control 

questionnaires to identify internal accounting controls. 

 We assessed whether key internal controls (such as reviews and 

approvals, reconciliations, and segregation of duties) were properly 

designed, implemented, and operating effectively by performing 

walk-throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

 We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records 

supporting the validity of recorded revenues, expenditures, and 

fund balances. 

 We assessed the reliability of financial data by (1) interviewing agency 

officials knowledgeable about the Court’s financial and human 

resources systems; (2) reviewing Court policies; (3) agreeing 

accounting data files to published financial reports; (4) tracing data 

records to source documents to verify completeness and accuracy of 

recorded data; and (5) reviewing logical security and access controls 

for key court information systems. We determined that the data was 

sufficiently reliable for the purposes of achieving our objective. 

 We selected revenue and expenditure ledger transactions to test the 

operating effectiveness of internal controls. Using non-statistical 

sampling, we selected 28 revenue items and 28 expenditure items to 

evaluate key internal controls of transactions recorded in significant 

operating funds and the related fund accounts. We expanded testing 

on accounts with transactions containing errors to determine the 

impact of identified errors. Errors were not projected to the intended 

(total) population. 

 

Revenue Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our revenue testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded in the accounting system for financial reporting. 
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Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested revenue transactions and account balances in the General 

Fund and the Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund to determine whether 

revenue accounting was consistent with Government Code, properly 

supported by documentation, and recorded correctly in the 

accounting system. 

 We selected all material financial statement accounts that exceeded 

4% of total revenues, and determined that the TCTF, MOU 

(memorandum of understanding) Reimbursements, and Other 

Miscellaneous accounts were material. We expanded our testing to 

include the TCTF – Judges Compensation and TCTF – Court 

Interpreter accounts. We tested accounts through combined sampling 

and analytical procedures.  

 We tested $62,087,604 of $68,043,063, or 91.2% of total revenues. 

 

We identified errors in account balances that resulted from an unadjusted 

difference between revenues earned and accrued in the prior year, and 

remittances received in the current year. There is no effect to overall 

total revenue.  

 

Details of our findings are provided in the Finding and Recommendation 

section of this report. Schedule 1—Summary of Revenues and Revenue 

Test Results presents, by account, the revenue and test totals, and the error 

amounts noted. 

 

Expenditure Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our expenditure testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded in the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested expenditure transactions and account balances in the 

General Fund, the Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and the Special 

Revenue Grant Fund to determine whether expenditures were incurred 

pursuant to Government Code, consistent with the funds’ purposes, 

properly authorized, adequately supported, and accurately recorded in 

the accounting records. 

 We tested all material expenditure accounts that exceeded 4% of total 

expenditures. Material accounts included payroll-related (salaries and 

benefits) accounts and non-payroll (Contracted Services) accounts. 

 To test payroll-related expenditure accounts, we selected two bi-

weekly pay periods occurring in July 2020 and February 2021, and 

reconciled the salary and benefit expenditures shown on the payroll 

registers to the general ledger. We further selected 10 of 503 

employees from the payroll registers and verified that: 

o Employee timesheets included supervisory approval; 

o Regular earnings and supplemental pay were supported by salary 

schedules and personnel action forms; 
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o Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered 

into the general ledger accurately; and 

o Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed 

to the employees’ benefit election forms. 

 To test material non-payroll expenditure accounts, we: 

o Judgmentally selected a sample of 18 expenditure transactions to 

test the accuracy of recorded transactions and key 

internal controls; 

o Selected expenditure transactions that we considered individually 

significant (material), exceeding $120,000; and 

o Traced expenditures recorded in the general ledger to 

supporting documents. 

 We tested $1,096,787 of $70,284,215, or 1.6% of total expenditures. 

 

We found errors in the Court’s computation of overtime pay rates and we 

found that one timesheet had not been signed by a supervising authority or 

an appropriate judicial officer.  

 

The details of our findings are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. Schedule 2—Summary of 

Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results presents, by account, total 

expenditures and related amounts tested. 

 

Fund Balance Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our fund balance testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded in the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included review of fund classifications and accounting 

internal controls. 

 We judgmentally selected the General Fund, the Non-Grant Special 

Revenue Fund, and the Grant Special Revenue Fund, as these funds 

had revenue and expenditure accounts with significant balances. 

 We tested revenue and expenditure transactions in these funds to 

determine whether transactions were reported based on the 

Legal/Budgetary basis of accounting and maintained in accordance 

with fund accounting principles (see Schedules 1 and 2). 

 We verified the accuracy of individual fund balances in the Court’s 

financial supporting documentation. 

 We recalculated sampled funds to ensure that fund balances as of 

June 30, 2021, were accurate and in compliance with 

applicable criteria. 

 

We found that fund balances for the tested funds were properly reported. 

Schedule 3—Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results, 

presents, by fund, total balances and changes in fund balances. 

 

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of GC 

section 77206(h) and in accordance with generally accepted government 
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auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the 

audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable 

basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We 

believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 

findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 

We limited our review of the Court’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the significant internal controls within the context of the 

audit objective. We did not audit the Court’s financial statements. 

 

 

Our audit found that revenues, expenditures, and fund balances reported 

by the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and Judicial Branch policies; were recorded accurately in 

accounting records; and were maintained in accordance with appropriate 

fund accounting principles. However, we also identified accounting errors 

and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of management. 

 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We also found errors in computing overtime pay rates and a judicial 

officer’s timesheet that had not been approved by a supervising authority 

or an appropriate judicial officer. These issues are described in the 

Findings and Recommendations section of the report. 

 

 

We have not previously conducted an audit of the Court’s revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances; therefore, there are no prior audit 

findings to address in this report. 

 

 

We issued a draft audit report on June 28, 2022. The Court responded by 

letter dated July 11, 2022, agreeing with the audit results. This final audit 

report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 

 

 

This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Superior 

Court of California, County of Fresno; JCC, and SCO; it is not intended to 

be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

This restriction is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which 

is a matter of public record and is available on the SCO website at 

www.sco.ca.gov. 

 

 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

September 2, 2022 

Restricted Use 

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 

Prior Audit 

Findings 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 
Error

Revenue Accounts Total 
1 Percentage Amount 

1 Percentage Amount 
2

State Financing Sources

Trial Court Trust Funds 
3,4 51,553,240$    75.8% 51,553,240$    100.0% 4,076$     

Improvement and Modernization Fund 137,472          0.2% -                    0.0% -              

Judges’ Compensation 381,900          0.6% 381,900          100.0% -              

Court Interpreter 
3 2,207,411       3.2% 2,207,411       100.0% -              

Civil Coordination Reimbursement -                    0.0% -                    -              

MOU Reimbursements 
3,4 4,208,453       6.2% 4,181,764       99.4% (15,792)    

Other Miscellaneous 
3,4 3,340,363       4.9% 3,340,363       100.0% -              

Subtotal 61,828,839      61,664,678      (11,716)    

Grants

AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 2,340,079       3.4% -                    0.0% -              

Other Judicial Council Grants 412,536          0.6% -                    0.0% -              

Non-Judicial Grants 419,944          0.6% -                    0.0% -              

Subtotal 3,172,559       -                    -              

Other Financing Sources

Interest Income 39,337            0.1% -                    0.0% -              

Investment Income -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -              

Donations -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -              

Local Fees 378,298          0.6% -                    0.0% -              

Non-Fee Revenues -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -              

Enhanced Collections 875,519          1.3% -                    0.0% -              

Escheatment -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -              

Prior Year Revenue 3,099             0.0% -                    0.0% 11,716     

County Program – Restricted 164,568          0.2% -                    0.0% -              

Reimbursement Other 968,312          1.4% -                    0.0% -              

Sale of Fixed Assets -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -              

Other Miscellaneous 612,532          0.9% 422,926          69.0% -              

Subtotal 3,041,666       422,926          11,716     

Total Revenues 68,043,063$    100.0% 62,087,604$    91.2% -$            

Revenues TestedRevenues Reported

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding 

2 Revenues over/(under) stated; see Finding 1 

3 Material account 

4 Tested account internal controls  
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Schedule 2— 

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 
Error

Expenditure Accounts Total 
1 Percentage Amount 

1 Percentage Amount 
2

Personal Services

Salaries – Permanent 
3,4 29,773,914$   42.4% 52,645$       0.2% -$                  

Temp Help 292,339         0.4% -                 0.0% -                    

Overtime 100,233         0.1% 438             0.4% -                    

Staff Benefits 
3,4 27,772,645     39.5% 8,061           0.0% -                    

Subtotal 57,939,131     61,143         -                    

Operating Expenses and Equipment

General Expense 572,340         0.8% -                 0.0% -                    

Printing 67,792           0.1% -                 0.0% -                    

Telecommunications 139,054         0.2% -                 0.0% -                    

Postage 126,992         0.2% -                 0.0% -                    

Insurance 69,110           0.1% -                 0.0% -                    

In-State Travel 11,267           0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Out-of-State Travel -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Training 11,584           0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Security Services 389,243         0.6% -                 0.0% -                    

Facility Operations 
4 2,677,144       3.8% 362,953       13.6% -                    

Utilities 29,654           0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Contracted Services 
3,4 6,176,992       8.8% 672,691       10.9% -                    

Consulting and Professional Services 24,253           0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Information Technology 1,274,734       1.8% -                 0.0% -                    

Major Equipment 547,536         0.8% -                 0.0% -                    

Other Items of Expense 18,207           0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Subtotal 12,135,901     1,035,644     -                    

Special Items of Expense

Grand Jury 336               0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Jury Cost 208,846         0.3% -                 0.0% -                    

Judgements, Settlements and Claims -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Debt Service -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Other -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Capital Costs -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Internal Cost Recovery -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Prior Year Expense Adjustment -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                    

Subtotal 209,182         -                 -                    

Total Expenditures 70,284,215$   100.0% 1,096,787$   1.6% -$                  

Expenditures TestedExpenditures Reported

 
 

__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding 

2 Expenditures over/(under) stated were not determined; see Finding 2 

3 Material account 

4 Tested account internal controls 
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Schedule 3— 

Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Balance Non-Grant 
1

Grant 
1

Beginning Balance 1,776,540$     1,520,426$     -$                  3,296,966$     

Revenues 63,553,403     1,317,101       3,172,559       68,043,064     

Expenditures (64,905,282)    (1,790,154)      (3,588,779)      (70,284,215)    

Transfers In -                    731                416,220          416,951          

Transfers Out (416,951)        -                    -                    (416,951)        

Ending Balance 7,710$           1,048,105$     -$                  1,055,814$     

Errors Noted

Revenues -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  

Expenditures -                    -                    -                    -                    

Total -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 

General

Fund 
1

Special Revenue Fund

Total 
1

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 

In our testing of revenue transactions, we noted two instances of 

unadjusted entries in the Court’s current-year (FY 2020-21) operating 

accounts. In each of these instances, the Court did not adjust its revenue 

accounts for differences between prior-year (FY 2019-20) revenues that 

were received during the current year and the amounts that had been 

accrued in the prior year. Unadjusted differences lead to misstated 

program revenues for the current-year financial reporting. 
 

All judicial branch trial courts use an accounting system that has 

automated account closing and opening processes. Year-end accruals are 

automatically reversed in the subsequent year. Revenue (including 

reimbursements) that is accrued to an account at the end of a fiscal year, 

but is not fully collected in the subsequent fiscal year, produces a deficit 

in the account and understates the current-year account balance. The 

deficit may be offset by a deposit, another accrual, or an adjusting entry.  
 

Difference adjustments reclassify transactions into the Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment account, general ledger (GL) Account Number 899910, and 

promote more accurate reporting of program revenue earned in the current 

fiscal year. 
 

We noted the following unadjusted reimbursements: 

 GL Account Number 812168 (TCTF – Court Reporter for Proceedings 

Under One Hour) ‒ The Court received $4,076 of prior-year revenue. 

No adjustment was made to reclassify the revenue difference to GL 

Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue Adjustment). This 

unadjusted difference resulted in the current year’s Court Reporter 

program account being overstated by $4,076. 

 GL Account Number 832011 (TCTF – Jury) – In FY 2019-20, the 

Court accrued a jury reimbursement of $15,792 that was not 

subsequently received and deposited in the account during the 

following fiscal year. The reversal created a shortfall difference of 

program reimbursements in the Jury account. The difference was not 

reclassified to GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment) and resulted in current-year operating reimbursements 

being understated by $15,792. 
 

The JCC’s uniform trial court Chart of Accounts establishes adjustment 

accounts in the trial court general ledger. Revenues are reclassified by 

using GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue Adjustment) to 

record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and to 

record revenue that was earned and not accrued in the prior year, but 

received in the current year. Expenditures are reclassified in a similar way 

by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expense Adjustment).  
 

The Prior Year Adjustment accounts reclassify accounting information for 

financial and budgetary reporting, and isolate differences in prior-year 

accrued transactions to prevent them from being commingled with 

current-year transactions and reported in current-year operating accounts. 

Failure to adjust accounts may lead to material financial misstatements. 

The JCC’s Administrative Division staff provides guidance to courts for 

FINDING 1— 

Unadjusted 

revenues 
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using the Prior Year Revenue Adjustment account in its annual Year-End 

Close Training Manual–General Ledger.  

 

Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the FY 2020-21 

Year-End Close Training Manual–General Ledger states, in part:  

 
As previously discussed, most expenditure and revenue accruals are 

automatically reversed in the new fiscal year by placing Z2 and 

07/01/2021 in the last two columns of the ZREVERSAL Journal Entry 

template. Once period 13 is closed, these adjusting entries will 

automatically be reversed with a posting date of 07/01/2021.  
 

Note: If an accrual was not recorded at year-end or the difference 

between the accrual amount and the actual amount received/paid is 

deemed material, then prior-year accounts are to be used in the 

subsequent fiscal year.  

 

Policy Number FIN 5.02, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020) states:  

 
It is the policy of the trial court to establish an accounting system with a 

chart of accounts and general ledger that enables the court to record 

financial transactions with accuracy and consistency. All the trial courts 

use a single chart of accounts. This single set of accounts ensures that 

the financial position of all courts is reported consistently and clearly. 

The actual accounts each court utilizes may vary depending on the 

complexity of operations.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court implement accounting procedures to ensure 

that accounts are adjusted for prior-year transactions and accrual 

differences, as described in the JCC’s accounting guidance. Differences 

between amounts actually received in the current year and the amounts 

accrued in the prior year should be entered in the adjustment accounts. All 

unaccrued deposits for the prior year should be either entered in or 

reclassified to the adjustment account.  

 
 

The Court’s salaries and benefits expenditure accounts were considered 

material for the audit and our procedures included reviewing a sample of 

employee time records, payroll registers, and health benefit election forms 

to verify the accuracy, recording, and authorization of amounts charged. 

 

Our test involved selecting a sample of 10 employees for two bi-weekly 

pay periods. Two employees in the sample earned overtime pay during the 

two pay periods. We recalculated overtime salary payments and found that 

the rates of overtime pay were inconsistent for the two employees. Both 

employees are entitled to a bilingual pay incentive. The Court included the 

bilingual pay incentive when it calculated the overtime pay rate for one 

employee, but it did not include the bilingual pay incentive when it 

calculated the overtime pay rate for the other employee, who was 

underpaid. Court staff members acknowledged that the bilingual pay 

incentive should have been included in calculating the employee’s 

overtime rate.  

FINDING 2— 

Overtime pay rate 

error 
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We further reviewed the records of all employees in each of the two pay 

period registers who both earned overtime pay and also received the 

bilingual pay incentive. We noted three additional employees with 

overtime pay rates that did not include the bilingual pay incentive. 

 

To clarify our understanding of compensation rules, we reviewed 

employee-related court policies and agreements with the represented 

employee service union, and found that the language in all documents 

specifies a time-associated rate of 1.5 hours in overtime compensation. We 

located the Court’s salary and overtime policies in “Article 9—

Classification and Compensation” of the Court’s Personnel Manual, 

Amended 2021. The overtime policy specifies that compensation be paid 

using a “regular” rate of pay. We were unable to find a definition of the 

“regular” rate, although we noted that a regular employee rate in the pay 

register is shown as the base salary rate without a pay incentive. 

 

After our discovery of the error, Court staff members indicated that they 

corrected the employee’s pay rate and payroll records. In the context of 

expenditure accounting, Court staff members indicated that the 

recalculated difference in the rate of overtime pay was $0.42 per hour. 

Although the discrepancy is small, the lack of formal written procedures 

to calculate a standardized overtime pay rate creates the potential of further 

pay rate errors, and the risk of employment disputes over salaries and 

benefits. The methodology for calculating overtime rates of pay should be 

documented and uniformly performed. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court: 

 Establish a formal written procedure to define the regular pay rate and 

describe the calculations used for overtime compensation.  

 Have staff members review its personnel policies and agreements and 

identify incorrect employee pay records to ensure that compensation 

is sufficiently calculated and documented, to reduce the risk of error 

and disputes. 

 

 

During our review of employee time records, we included a Commissioner 

in our test sample. While verifying attendance records and authorizations, 

we noted that the Commissioner’s timesheet had been approved by a non-

judicial court manager (Division Manager II/Department Manager). In the 

normal course of attendance recording, a direct supervisor is the approver 

for an employee’s timesheet. Under the California Rules of Court, the 

Presiding Judge is charged with exercising oversight of judicial officers 

and should approve the Commissioner’s timesheets. Alternatively, the 

Presiding Judge may delegate this duty to an appropriate judicial officer, 

such as a Master Calendar Judge, if not the Court Executive Officer. 

However, the Court did not have a record of delegation from the Presiding 

Judge for this duty. 

 

  

FINDING 3— 

Improper 

Commissioner 

timesheet approval 
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CRC rule 10.603, paragraph (d), “Delegation,” states:  

 
The Presiding Judge may delegate any of the specific duties listed in this 

rule to another judge. Except for the duties listed in (c)(5)(B) and 

(c)(6)(C) [these sections pertain to Court Executive Officer 

compensation], the Presiding Judge may delegate to the Court Executive 

Officer any of the duties listed in this rule that do not require the exercise 

of judicial authority. 

 

In response to our inquiry, Court staff members immediately provided us 

with an untitled document signed by the Presiding Judge on May 3, 2022, 

delegating the Commissioner’s timesheet approval to the “master calendar 

manager, or their manager.” The document was not prepared using the 

JCC template approved for courts to use in delegations by the 

Presiding Judge. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court follow its own policy and ensure that 

Commissioner timesheets are delegated to appropriate judicial officers for 

approval and delegations are documented using the approved JCC 

template to identify the judicial officers with delegated approval authority. 
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         Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 
 
Action Item #3 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit – State Controller’s Office 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item #3 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Controller’s audit 
of Humboldt Superior Court. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment C—Audit report of Humboldt Superior Court’s Revenues, Expenditures, 
and Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 20-21). 

 
Background: 
 
Section 77206(h) of the Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office (SCO) to audit 
the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the superior courts.  The annual budget act 
appropriates funding from the Trial Court Trust Fund for the costs of these audits. 
 
Audit Summary: 
 
Overall, the SCO concluded the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, 
regulations, and policies for revenue, expenditures, and fund balances. However, the SCO 
identified accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of 
management.  In all, the SCO reported 4 audit findings, noted below: 
 

1) Unadjusted Revenues – The Court accrued various revenues at the end of the prior year, 
but did not receive that revenue as expected in the current year, or received amounts that 
are different from what was previously accrued.  If not adjusted, revenue attributable to 
the current year will be misstated.  Courts should use the prior-year revenue adjustment 
account in Phoenix to properly adjust for prior year accruals that were incorrect or did not 
materialize as expected.  The total required adjustment to reported current year revenue 
was minimal (roughly $3,503); however, total reported revenue (current year plus 
adjustments) was correct. For context, the court’s total revenues were $9.2 million. The 
Court agreed with the finding and will be altering its procedures. 



 
 

2) Lack of Signed Vendor Contracts – The court lacked contracts for three court interpreter 
charges the audit team had sampled during its expenditure review. The council’s payment 
policies for court interpreters requires written agreements defining the cost, rates, and 
scope of work, and other terms and conditions before interpreter services are provided.  
The Court agreed with the finding and indicated it is following the council’s recently 
revised court interpreter payment policies. 

 
 

3) Lack of Health and Overtime Approval Forms – For one of six sampled court employees, 
the audit team could not locate personnel records to substantiate the health benefit 
election and amounts charged for the employee.  Also, one of the six court employees did 
not have his or her overtime pre-approved by court management. The Court agreed with 
the finding and indicated it will consider establishing procedures to reduce its risk. 

 
 

4) Controls For Accessing Phoenix – The audit team noted that a former court employee 
still was listed as a system user for the court’s accounting system.  The Court agreed with 
the finding and indicated it would implement the SCO’s recommendation to periodically 
review its list of users and promptly inform Judicial Council staff of any needed 
deletions.  
 

Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting. 
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BETTY T. YEE 
California State Controller 

 

September 16, 2022 
 

Kim Bartleson, Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of Humboldt 

825 5th Street, Room 231 

Eureka, CA  95501 
 

Dear Ms. Bartleson: 
 

The State Controller’s Office audited the Superior Court of California, County of Humboldt 

(Court) to determine whether the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the 

administration, jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained 

in accordance with fund accounting principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through 

June 30, 2021. 
 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, 

and policies for revenue, expenditures, and fund balances. However, we identified accounting 

errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of management.  
 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the Court’s financial 

statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. We noted a lack of signed contracts for 

vendor services, and a lack of signed overtime approval and employee health benefits election 

forms. We also found that a former employee had not been removed from the list of users 

authorized to access the Court’s accounting system. These issues are described in the Findings 

and Recommendations section of our report. 
 

This report is for your information and use. The Court’s response is included as an attachment. 

The Court agreed with our observations and provided a Corrective Action Plan to address the 

fiscal control weaknesses and recommendations. We appreciate the Court’s willingness to 

implement corrective actions. 
 

If you have any questions, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 323-1573. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 
 



 

Kim Bartleson, Court Executive Officer  -2- September 16, 2022 

 

 

 

KT/ls 

 

cc: Shannon Walker, Court Finance Manager 

  Superior Court of California, County of Humboldt 

 Martin Hoshino, Administrative Director 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Millicent Tidwell, Chief Deputy Director 

  Judicial Council of California 

 John Wordlaw, Chief Administrative Officer 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Zlatko Theodorovic, Chief Financial Officer and Director of Finance 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Grant Parks, Principal Manager 

  Audit Services 

  Judicial Council of California  

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budge Manager 

  California Department of Finance 

 Emma Jungwirth, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  California Department of Finance 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Superior Court of 

California, County of Humboldt (Court) to determine whether the 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the administration, 

jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, 

rules, regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting 

records; and were maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and policies for revenue, expenditures, and 

fund balances. However, we identified accounting errors and internal 

control deficiencies that warrant the attention of management. 
 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We noted a lack of signed contracts for vendor services, and a lack of 

signed overtime approval and employee health benefits election 

forms. We also found that a former employee had not been removed from 

the list of users authorized to access the Court’s accounting system. 

These issues are described in the Findings and Recommendations section 

of our report. 

 

 

Superior Courts (trial courts) are located in each of California’s 

58 counties and follow the California Rules of Court, established through 

Article IV of the California Constitution. The Constitution charges the 

Judicial Council of California (JCC) with authority to adopt rules for court 

administration, practices, and procedures. The Judicial Council 

Governance Policies are included in the California Rules of Court. Trial 

courts are also required to comply with various other state laws, rules, and 

regulations, much of which are codified in Government Code (GC) 

sections 68070 through 77013, Title 8, “The Organization and 

Government of Courts.” 

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court (CRC) rule 10.804, the JCC adopted 

the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), 

which provides guidance and directives for trial court fiscal management. 

As required by CRC rule 10.804, the FIN Manual contains regulations 

establishing budget procedures, recordkeeping practices, accounting 

standards, and other financial guidelines; and it describes an internal 

control framework that enables courts to monitor their use of public funds, 

provide consistent and comparable financial statements, and demonstrate 

accountability. Procurement and contracting policies and procedures are 

addressed separately in the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual, adopted 

by the JCC under Public Contract Code section 19206. 

 

With respect to trial court operations, CRC rule 10.810 provides cost 

definitions (inclusive of salaries and benefits, certain court-appointed 

counsel provisions, services and supplies, collective bargaining, and 

indirect costs), exclusions to court operations, budget appropriations for 

Summary 

Background 
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counties, and functional budget categories. GC section 77001 provides 

trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their own 

operations. 

 

All trial court employees are expected to fulfill at least the minimum 

requirements of their positions and to conduct themselves with honesty, 

integrity, and professionalism. In addition, they must operate within the 

specific levels of authority established by trial courts for their positions.  

 

The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial 

Statements, Yearly Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position 

Worksheets. Financial statement components and reporting are the core of 

our audit’s subject matter. 

 

The Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) is the primary source of funding for 

trial court operations. The JCC allocates monies in the TCTF to trial 

courts. The TCTF’s two main revenue sources are the annual transfer of 

appropriations from the State’s General Fund and maintenance-of-effort 

payments by counties, derived from their collections of fines, fees, and 

forfeitures. 

 

In fiscal year (FY) 2020-21, the Court reported revenues of $9,203,686. 

The Court receives the majority of its revenue from state financing 

sources. The TCTF provided 81.5% of the Court’s revenue. During the 

audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $9,349,820. Payroll-

related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 76.1% of total 

expenditures. The Court employed 73 staff members to serve Humboldt 

County’s population of approximately 136,460 residents. 

 

Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special 

Revenue Non-Grant Fund, a Special Revenue Grant Fund, and a Fiduciary 

Fund. The General Fund, Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and Special 

Revenue Grant Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of 

4% of total revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and 

significant for testing. 

 

We performed the audit at the request of the JCC. The authority is 

provided by Interagency Agreement Number 70343, dated October 26, 

2021, between the SCO and the JCC, and by GC section 77206(h)(2). 

 

 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the Court complied 

with governing statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the validity of 

recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of all material and 

significant funds under its administration, jurisdiction, and control. 

 

Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine whether: 

 Revenues were consistent with Government Code, properly supported 

by documentation, and recorded accurately in the accounting records; 

 Expenditures were incurred pursuant to Government Code, consistent 

with the funds’ purposes, properly authorized, adequately supported, 

and recorded accurately in the accounting records; and 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 
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 Fund balances were reported based on the Legal/Budgetary basis of 

accounting and maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. 

 

The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures. 

 

General Procedures 

 We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies 

(November 2017), the FY 2020-21 Budget Act, the Manual of State 

Funds, Government Code, the California Rules of Court, the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020), and internal policies and 

procedures to identify compliance requirements applicable to trial 

court revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

 

Internal Control Procedures 

 We reviewed the Court’s current policies and procedures, 

organization, and website, and interviewed Court personnel to gain an 

understanding of the internal control environment for governance, 

operations, and fiscal management. 

 We interviewed Court personnel and prepared internal control 

questionnaires to identify internal accounting controls. 

 We assessed whether key internal controls, such as reviews and 

approvals, reconciliations, and segregation of duties were properly 

designed, implemented, and operating effectively by performing 

walk-throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

 We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records 

supporting the validity of recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund 

balances. 

 We assessed the reliability of financial data by (1) interviewing agency 

officials knowledgeable about the Court’s financial and human 

resources systems; (2) reviewing Court policies; (3) agreeing 

accounting data files to published financial reports; (4) tracing data 

records to source documents to verify completeness and accuracy of 

recorded data; and (5) reviewing logical security and access controls 

for key court information systems. We determined that the data was 

sufficiently reliable for the purposes of achieving our objective. 

 We selected revenue and expenditure ledger transactions to test the 

operating effectiveness of internal controls. Using non-statistical 

sampling, we selected 19 revenue items and 27 expenditure items to 

evaluate key internal controls of transactions recorded in significant 

operating funds and the related fund accounts. We expanded testing 

on accounts with transactions containing errors to determine the 

impact of identified errors. Errors were not projected to the intended 

(total) population. 
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Revenue Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our revenue testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested revenue transactions and account balances in the General 

Fund, Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and Special Revenue Grant 

Fund to determine whether revenue accounting was consistent with 

Government Code, properly supported by documentation, and 

recorded correctly in the accounting system. 

 We selected all material financial statement accounts that exceeded 

4% of total revenues, and determined that the TCTF and MOU 

[memorandum of understanding] Reimbursement accounts were 

material for testing. We tested accounts through combined sampling 

and analytical procedures. 

 We tested $8,565,653 of $9,203,686, or 93.1% of total revenues. 

 

We identified errors in account balances that resulted from unadjusted 

differences between revenues earned and accrued in the prior year and 

remittances received in the current year. The errors involved the omission 

of adjustments to properly classify current operating results, but had no 

effect on the Court’s net reported revenue total. 

 

The details of our findings are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. Schedule 1—Summary of 

Revenues and Revenue Test Results presents, by account, the revenue and 

test totals and the error amounts noted in the audit. 

 

Expenditure Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our expenditure testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested expenditure transactions and account balances in the 

General Fund, the Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and the Special 

Revenue Grant Fund to determine whether expenditures were incurred 

pursuant to Government Code, consistent with the funds’ purposes, 

properly authorized, adequately supported, and accurately recorded in 

the accounting records. 

 We tested all material expenditure accounts that exceeded 4% of total 

expenditures. Material accounts included payroll-related (salaries and 

benefits) accounts and non-payroll (Contracted Services) accounts. 

 To test payroll-related expenditure accounts, we selected two bi-

weekly pay periods occurring in August 2020 and April 2021, and 

reconciled the salary and benefit expenditures shown on the payroll 
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registers to the general ledger. We further selected six of 73 employees 

from the payroll registers and verified that: 

o Employee timesheets included supervisory approval; 

o Regular earnings and supplemental pay were supported by salary 

schedules and personnel action forms; 

o Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered 

into the general ledger accurately; and 

o Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed to 

the employees’ benefit election forms. 

 To test material non-payroll expenditure accounts, we: 

o Selected a sample of 21 expenditure transactions to test key 

internal controls and the accuracy of recorded transactions; 

o Selected expenditure transactions that we considered individually 

significant (material), exceeding $22,000; and 

o Traced expenditures recorded in the general ledger to supporting 

documents. 

 We tested $184,695 of $9,349,820, or 1.98% of total expenditures. 
 

We noted a lack of signed contracts for vendor services, and a lack of 

signed overtime approval and employee health benefits election forms.  
 

The details of our findings are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of our report. Schedule 2—Summary of 

Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results presents, by account, total 

expenditures, related amounts tested, and error amounts noted. 
 

Fund Balance Testing Procedures 
 

We designed our fund balance testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included review of fund classifications and accounting 

internal controls. 

 We judgmentally selected the General Fund, the Non-Grant Special 

Revenue Fund, and the Grant Special Revenue Fund, as these funds 

had revenue and expenditure accounts with significant balances. 

 We tested revenue and expenditure transactions in these funds to 

determine whether transactions were reported based on the 

Legal/Budgetary basis of accounting and maintained in accordance 

with fund accounting principles (see Schedules 1 and 2). 

 We verified the accuracy of individual fund balances and constraints 

in the Court’s financial supporting documentation. 

 We recalculated sampled funds to ensure that fund balances as of 

June 30, 2021 were accurate and in compliance with applicable 

criteria. 
 

We found that fund balances for the tested funds were properly reported. 

Schedule 3—Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results, 

presents, by fund, total balances and changes in fund balances. 
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We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 

accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we 

plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 

provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 

audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objective. 

 

We limited our review of the court’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the internal controls that are significant to the audit 

objective. We did not audit the court’s financial statements. 

 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and policies for revenue, expenditures, and 

fund balances. However, we identified accounting errors and internal 

control deficiencies that warrant the attention of management. 
 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We noted a lack of signed contracts for vendor services, and a lack of 

signed overtime approval and employee health benefits election forms. We 

also found that a former employee had not been removed from the list of 

users authorized to access the Court’s accounting system. These issues 

are described in the Findings and Recommendations section of our report. 

 

 

We have not previously conducted an audit of the Court’s revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances; therefore, there are no prior audit 

findings to address in this report.  
 

 

 

We issued a draft audit report on June 21, 2022. The Court responded by 

letter dated June 29, 2022, agreeing with the audit results. This final audit 

report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 
 

 

 

This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Superior 

Court of California, County of Humboldt; JCC, and SCO; it is not intended 

to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

This restriction is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which 

is a matter of public record and is available on the SCO website at 

www.sco.ca.gov. 

 

 

 

Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 
 

September 16, 2022 

 

Restricted Use 

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 

Prior Audit 

Findings 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Revenue Accounts Total 
1 Percentage Amount 

1 Percentage Amount 
2

State Financing Sources

Trial Court Trust Fund 
3, 4 7,504,321$     81.54% 7,504,321$     100.0% (1,283)$      

Improvement and Modernization Fund 36,013           0.39% -                   0.0% -                

Court Interpreter 165,547         1.80% 165,547         100.0% -                

MOU Reimbursements 
3, 4 901,035         9.79% 895,785         99.4% (2,220)        

Other Miscellaneous 73,084           0.79% -                   0.0% -                

Subtotal 8,679,999       8,565,653       (3,503)        

Grants 

AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 202,903         2.20% -                   0.0% -                

Other Judicial Council Grants 162,474         1.77% -                   0.0% -                

Non-Judicial Coundil Grants 23,849           0.26% -                   0.0% -                

Subtotal 389,227         -                   -                

Other Financing Sources 

Interest Income 13,125           0.14% -                   0.0% -                

Local Fees (9)                  0.00% -                   0.0% -                

Non-Fee Revenues 19,667           0.21% -                   0.0% -                

Enhanced Collections 11,612           0.13% -                   0.0% -                

Escheatment -                   0.00% -                   0.0% -                

Prior Year Revenue 70,826           0.77% -                   0.0% 3,503         

County Program - Restricted 618               0.01% -                   0.0% -                

Sale of Fixed Assets -                   0.00% -                   0.0% -                

Reimbursement Other 17,863           0.19% -                   0.0% -                

Other Miscellaneous 758               0.01% -                   0.0% -                

Subtotal 134,460         -                   3,503         

Total Revenues 9,203,686$     100.0% 8,565,653$     93.1% -$              

Revenues TestedRevenues Reported

 
 

 

 

 
__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding 
2 Revenues over/(under) stated; see Finding 1  
3 Material account   
4 Tested account internal controls 
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Schedule 2— 

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Expenditure Accounts Total 
1 Percentage Amount 

1 Percentage Amount 
2

Personal Services 

Salaries – Permanent 
3, 4 4,499,019$     48.1% 22,495$       0.50% -$              

Temporary Help 30,865           0.3% -                 0.0% -                

Overtime 8,896             0.1% 145             1.63% -                

Staff Benefits 
3, 4 2,619,467       28.0% 7,539           0.29% -                

Subtotal 7,158,247       30,178         -                

Operating Expenses and Equipment 

General Expense 281,272         3.0% -                 0.0% -                

Printing 9,833             0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Telecommunications 40,579           0.4% -                 0.0% -                

Postage 65,355           0.7% -                 0.0% -                

Insurance 3,752             0.0% -                 0.0% -                

In-State Travel 4,401             0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Out of State Travel -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Training 748               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Security Services 171,968         1.8% -                 0.0% -                

Facility Operations 40,552           0.4% -                 0.0% -                

Utilities -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Contracted Services 
3, 4 1,279,746       13.7% 154,517       12.07% -                

Consulting and Professional Services 10,316           0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Information Technology 259,126         2.8% -                 0.0% -                

Major Equipment -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Other Items of Expense 109               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Subtotal 2,167,758       154,517       -                

Special Items of Expense

Grand Jury -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Jury Costs 30,062           0.3% -                 0.0% -                

Judgements, Settlements, Claims -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Debt Service -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Other -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Capital Costs -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Internal Cost Recovery -                   0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Prior Year Expense (6,247)           -0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Subtotal 23,816           -                 -                

Total Expenditures 9,349,820$     100% 184,695$     1.98% -$              

Expenditures Reported Expenditures Tested

 

 

__________________________ 
1 Differences due to rounding 
2 No errors reported 
3 Material account   
4 Tested account internal controls
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Schedule 3— 

Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Non-Grant Grant 

General Special Revenue Special Revenue Fiduciary

Fund Balance Fund 
1

 Fund 
1

 Fund 
1 Fund Total 

1

Beginning Balance 313,343$          161,975$              -$                           -$                    475,318$          

Revenues 8,772,984         41,476                 389,227                   -                     9,203,686         

Expenditures (8,735,224)        (161,323)              (453,273)                 -                     (9,349,820)        

Transfers In -                     5,243                   64,046                    -                     69,289             

Transfers Out (69,289)            -                          -                             -                     (69,289)            

Ending Balance 281,813$          47,371$                -$                           -$                    329,184$          

Errors Noted

Revenues -$                    -$                        -$                           -$                    -$                    

Expenditures -                     -                          -                             -                     -                     

Total -$                    -$                        -$                           -$                    -$                    

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding. 



Superior Court of California, County of Humboldt Validity of Recorded Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances 

-10- 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

In our testing of revenue transactions, we noted three instances of 

unadjusted entries in the Court’s current-year (FY 2020-21) operating 

accounts.  

 

In each of these instances, the Court did not adjust its revenue accounts for 

differences between prior-year (FY 2019-20) revenues that were received 

during the current year and the amounts that had been accrued in the prior 

year. We also noted one deposit that was misclassified to an incorrect 

revenue account. 

 

All judicial branch trial courts use an accounting system that has 

automated account closing and opening processes. Year-end accruals are 

automatically reversed in the subsequent year. Revenue that is accrued to 

an account at the end of a fiscal year, but is not fully collected in the 

subsequent fiscal year, produces a deficit in the account and understates 

the current-year account balance. The deficit may be offset by a deposit, 

another accrual, or an adjusting entry.  

 

Difference adjustments reclassify transactions into the Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment account, general ledger (GL) Account Number 899910, and 

promote more accurate reporting of program revenue earned in the current 

fiscal year. 

 

We noted the following revenue accrual adjustment and posting errors: 
 

 GL Account Number 812146 (TCTF – Copy Preparation) ‒ The Court 

accrued $685 in the prior year (FY 2019-20) that was not received 

subsequently in the current year (FY 2020-21). This unadjusted 

difference resulted in the current-year program revenue account being 

understated by $685. 
 

 GL Account Number 812155 (TCTF – Conservatorship 

Investigation) ‒ The Court received a $3,284 deposit of prior-year 

reimbursement revenue, but accrued $3,882 in the prior year. This 

unadjusted difference resulted in the current-year program revenue 

account being understated by $598. 
 

 GL Account Number 832013 (TCTF – Elder/Dependent Adult Abuse) 

‒ The Court accrued $2,220 in the prior year (FY 2019-20) that was 

not received subsequently in the current year (FY 2020-21). This 

unadjusted difference resulted in the current-year program revenue 

account being understated by $2,220. 
 

 GL Account Number 832010 (TCTF – MOU Reimbursements) ‒ The 

Court misclassified a reimbursement of $5,920 for its Improving 

Educational Outcomes for Tribal Youth program as a TCTF 

reimbursement instead of as a General Fund reimbursement. This 

reimbursement should have been recorded in GL Account 

Number 831013 (General Fund – MOU Reimbursements). This error 

had no effect on the Court’s reported revenue total. 

  

FINDING 1— 

Unadjusted 

revenues 
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The JCC’s uniform trial court Chart of Accounts establishes adjustment 

accounts in the trial court General Ledger. Revenues are reclassified by 

using GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue Adjustment) to 

record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and to 

record revenue that was earned and not accrued in the prior year, but 

received in the current year. Expenditures are reclassified in a similar way 

by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expense Adjustment).  

 

The Prior Year Adjustment accounts reclassify accounting information for 

financial and budgetary reporting, and isolate differences in prior-year 

accrued transactions to prevent them from being commingled with 

current-year transactions and reported in current-year operating accounts. 

Failure to adjust accounts may lead to material financial misstatements. 

 

The JCC’s Administrative Division staff provides guidance to courts for 

using the Prior Year Revenue Adjustment account in its annual Year-End 

Close Training Manual–General Ledger.  

 

Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the FY 2020-21 

Year-End Close Training Manual–General Ledger states, in part:  

 
As previously discussed, most expenditure and revenue accruals are 

automatically reversed in the new fiscal year by placing Z2 and 

07/01/2021 in the last two columns of the ZREVERSAL Journal Entry 

template. Once period 13 is closed, these adjusting entries will 

automatically be reversed with a posting date of 07/01/2021.  

 

Note: If an accrual was not recorded at year-end or the difference 

between the accrual amount and the actual amount received/paid is 

deemed material, then prior-year accounts are to be used in the 

subsequent fiscal year.  

 

Policy Number FIN 5.02, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020) states:  
 

It is the policy of the trial court to establish an accounting system with a 

chart of accounts and general ledger that enables the court to record 

financial transactions with accuracy and consistency. All the trial courts 

use a single chart of accounts. This single set of accounts ensures that 

the financial position of all courts is reported consistently and clearly. 

The actual accounts each court utilizes may vary depending on the 

complexity of operations.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court implement accounting procedures to ensure 

that accounts are adjusted for prior-year transactions and accrual 

differences, as described in the JCC’s accounting guidance. Differences 

between amounts actually received in the current year and the amounts 

accrued in the prior year should be entered in the adjustment accounts. All 

deposits for the prior year that were not previously accrued should be 

either entered in or reclassified to the adjustment account.  

 

We also recommend that the Court’s accounting procedures include 

ensuring the accuracy of account classifications when recording 

transactions in the general ledger. 
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As part of testing Contracted Services, we requested supporting 

documentation for selected court interpreter charges and found that the 

Court does not have contracts with three vendors who provided these 

services. To substantiate these charges, the Court provided invoices for 

interpreter services, court interpreter daily activity logs, and 

correspondence between the vendors and the Court’s Coordinating 

Supervisor.  

 

We also found that the court does not maintain a policy for contracting 

with court interpreters. 

 

In reviewing JCC policies, we found that the Judicial Branch Contracting 

Manual (revised effective August 1, 2018) contains two provisions that 

are relevant to a court’s contracting and interpreting services: 
 

 Page 5 (“Local Contracting Manual”) requires each judicial branch 

entity to adopt a Local Contracting Manual for procurement and 

contracting for goods and services by that judicial branch entity. 
 

 Pages 5–6 (“Content and Exclusions”) state that “the Manual does not 

address procurement and contracting for . . . contracts that are unique 

to the judicial branch and are not subject to the [Judicial Branch 

Contract Law] or this Manual,” including “contracts between a court 

and a court interpreter when the court interpreter provides services as 

an independent contractor.” 

 

We also found that the JCC issued “Payment Policies for Independent 

Contractor Interpreters” (effective July 1, 2021). This revised policy 

incorporated a provision requiring that courts establish a written 

agreement with contracted interpreters. Section III.A, “Written 

Agreement,” of the policy states: 
 

A written agreement defining the costs, rates, scope of work, and terms 

and conditions, must be in place between the court and independent 

contractor interpreter (hereinafter referred to as “interpreter”) before 

service is provided. 

 

These agreements are essential in ensuring that the contracting process 

follows policy guidelines and creates a standard of documentation 

throughout the Judicial Branch.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court:  

 Create and implement local policies and procedures to identify, 

authorize, and compensate vendors who provide court interpreter 

services; and  

 Develop a contract form that defines the costs, rates, scope of work, 

and terms and conditions to use with independent vendors who 

provide court interpreter services. 

 

 

  

FINDING 2— 

Internal control 

deficiency – Lack 

of signed vendor 

contracts 
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We included in our expenditure testing a review of the Court’s salaries and 

benefits accounting. Our procedures included reviewing a sample of 

employee health benefit election forms and attendance records to verify 

that the Court maintains properly authorized and completed forms, and to 

verify that expenditures are being recorded accurately in the accounting 

records. 

 

We selected six employees and noted two exceptions in our testing of 

payroll and benefits accounting: 

 For one of the six employees, the Court was unable to provide the 

employee’s health benefit election form signed by the Health Benefit 

Officer and the employee. The Court provided alternative records to 

substantiate the benefit elections and amounts charged for the 

employee.  

 For one of the six employees, the Court could not provide 

documentation for pre-approval of overtime worked. Court staff stated 

that the employee directly reports to the Court Executive Officer and 

is given a verbal approval prior to working overtime.  

 

As a best practice of internal control and compliance and to reduce the 

risk of dispute or error, the Court should maintain signed original health 

benefit election forms and time records for all employees in its official 

personnel files. 

 

GC section 71660 requires that trial courts maintain personnel files. 

Paragraph (b) of GC section 71660 states:  
 

Each trial court shall keep a copy of each employee’s official personnel 

files at the place where the employee reports to work, or shall make the 

official personnel files available where the employee reports to work 

within a reasonable period of time after a request for the official 

personnel files by the employee. 
 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court:  

 Strengthen its system of controls by reviewing personnel files to 

ensure that it retains appropriately completed and signed employment 

records; and 

 Incorporate and implement procedures to document pre-approval and 

use of overtime in the Court’s local personnel policies. 

 

 

During our evaluation of the electronic access controls over the Court’s 

accounting system, we noted that the Court’s user list included the 

username of an employee who is no longer employed by the Court.  

 

The courts are bound by JCC internal policies and an organizational 

structure designed to protect information assets. An effective system of 

internal controls includes various control activities to help mitigate 

significant risks.  

 

FINDING 3— 

Internal control 

deficiency – Lack 

of signed health 

benefit and 

overtime approval 

forms 

FINDING 4— 

Internal control 

deficiency – 

Court’s accounting 

system user access 

list not updated 
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On behalf of courts, the JCC maintains the accounting system, and 

centrally controls creation, modification, and deletion of user accounts 

through its shared services center staff. This centralized function operates 

to assist courts in securing system data records and safeguarding 

information and resources. Each court individually identifies its staffing 

and operational needs, approves its user privileges, and submits system 

access request forms to the JCC’s system security staff to create, modify, 

and delete user accounts. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court strengthen its system of controls to reduce 

the risk of unauthorized access by periodically reviewing its list of system 

users, and making timely requests of JCC’s system security staff to update 

user access, privileges, and functional roles. 
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S22-TCA-0002 

 



 
         Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 
 
Action Item #4 – (Action Required) 
 
External Audit – State Controller’s Office 
 
Requested Action:  
 

• Action Item #4 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Controller’s audit 
of San Bernardino Superior Court. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment D—Audit report of San Bernardino Superior Court’s Revenues, 
Expenditures, and Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 2020-21) 

 
Background: 
 
Section 77206(h) of the Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office (SCO) to audit 
the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the superior courts.  The annual budget act 
appropriates funding from the Trial Court Trust Fund for the costs of these audits. 
 
Audit Summary: 
 
Overall, the SCO audit found that revenues, expenditures, and fund balances reported by the 
Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and Judicial Branch policies; were 
recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained in accordance with appropriate 
fund accounting principles. However, the SCO also identified some findings for management’s 
consideration, as summarized below: 
 
Unadjusted Revenues – The Court had various revenue accrual adjustment and posting errors 
resulting in net misstated revenue of $20,194 (out of total reported revenue of $141.4 million).  
The Court generally agreed with the findings and reported that it would be implementing 
procedures to review accrual entries to ensure the adjustment account is used properly. 
 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
 

Audit Report 
 

VALIDITY OF RECORDED REVENUES, 

EXPENDITURES, AND FUND BALANCES  
 

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BETTY T. YEE 
California State Controller 

 

 

 

 

September 2022 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

BETTY T. YEE 
California State Controller 

 

September 22, 2022 
 

Nancy CS Eberhardt, Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino 

247 West Third Street, 11th Floor 

San Bernardino, CA  92415 

 

Dear Ms. Eberhardt: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino 

(Court) to determine whether the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the 

administration, jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained 

in accordance with fund accounting principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through 

June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, 

and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also 

identified accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of 

management. Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the Court’s 

financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. This issue is described in the 

Findings and Recommendations section of the report. 

 

This report is for your information and use. The Court’s response to the finding is incorporated into 

this final report. The Court agreed with our observation and provided a Corrective Action Plan to 

address the fiscal accounting errors, the control weaknesses, and the recommendation. We 

appreciate the Court’s willingness to implement corrective actions.  

 

If you have any questions, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 323-1573. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

KT/as 
 



 

Nancy CS Eberhardt, Court Executive Officer -2- September 22, 2022 

 

 

 

cc: Kristine Swensson, Deputy Court Executive Officer 

  Finance and Public Affairs 

  Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino 

 Martin Hoshino, Administrative Director  

  Judicial Council of California  

 Millicent Tidwell, Chief Deputy Director  

  Judicial Council of California  

 John Wordlaw, Chief Administrative Officer  

  Judicial Council of California  

 Zlatko Theodorovic, Chief Financial Officer and Director of Finance  

  Judicial Council of California  

 Grant Parks, Principal Manager  

  Audit Services  

  Judicial Council of California  

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budget Manager  

  California Department of Finance  

 Emma Jungwirth, Principal Program Budget Analyst  

 California Department of Finance 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Superior Court of 

California, County of San Bernardino (Court) to determine whether the 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the administration, 

jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, 

rules, regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting 

records; and were maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also identified accounting 

errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of 

management. Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported 

correctly in the Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which 

they were earned. This issue is described in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of the report. 

 

 

Superior Courts (trial courts) are located in each of California’s 

58 counties and follow the California Rules of Court, established through 

Article IV of the California Constitution. The Constitution charges the 

Judicial Council of California (JCC) with authority to adopt rules for court 

administration, practices, and procedures. The Judicial Council 

Governance Policies are included in the California Rules of Court. Trial 

courts are also required to comply with various other state laws, rules, and 

regulations, much of which are codified in Government Code (GC) 

sections 68070 through 77013, Title 8, “The Organization and 

Government of Courts.” 

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court (CRC) rule 10.804, the JCC adopted 

the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), 

which provides guidance and directives for trial court fiscal management. 

As required by CRC rule 10.804(a), the FIN Manual contains regulations 

establishing budget procedures, recordkeeping practices, accounting 

standards, and other financial guidelines; and it describes an internal 

control framework that enables courts to monitor their use of public funds, 

provide consistent and comparable financial statements, and demonstrate 

accountability. Procurement and contracting policies and procedures are 

addressed separately in the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual, adopted 

by the JCC under Public Contract Code section 19206. 
 

With respect to trial court operations, CRC rule 10.810 provides cost 

definitions (inclusive of salaries and benefits, certain court-appointed 

counsel provisions, services and supplies, collective bargaining, and 

indirect costs), exclusions to court operations, budget appropriations for 

counties, and functional budget categories. GC section 77001 provides 

trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their own 

operations. 

 

All trial court employees are expected to fulfill at least the minimum 

requirements of their positions and to conduct themselves with honesty, 

Summary 

Background 
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integrity, and professionalism. In addition, they must operate within the 

specific levels of authority established by trial courts for their positions.  

 

The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial 

Statements, Yearly Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position 

Worksheets. Financial statement components are the core subject matter 

of our audit. 

 

The Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) is the primary source of funding for 

trial court operations. The JCC allocates monies in the TCTF to trial 

courts. The TCTF’s two main revenue sources are the annual transfer of 

appropriations from the State’s General Fund and maintenance-of-effort 

payments by counties, derived from their collections of fines, fees, and 

forfeitures. 

 

In fiscal year (FY) 2020-21, the Court reported revenues of $141,448,390. 

The Court receives the majority of its revenue from state financing 

sources. The TCTF provided 77.6% of the Court’s revenue. During the 

audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $146,979,402. Payroll-

related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 77.8% of total 

expenditures. The Court employed 1,109 staff members to serve 

San Bernardino County’s population of approximately 2,175,424 

residents. 

 

Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special 

Revenue Non-Grant Fund, a Special Revenue Grant Fund, and a Fiduciary 

Fund. The General Fund, Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and Special 

Revenue Grant Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of 

4% of total revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and 

significant. 

 

We performed the audit at the request of the JCC. Audit authority is 

provided by Interagency Agreement Number 70343, dated October 26, 

2021, between SCO and JCC, and by GC section 77206(h)(2). 

 

 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the Court complied 

with governing statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the validity of 

recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of all material and 

significant funds under its administration, jurisdiction, and control. 

 

Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine whether: 

 Revenues were consistent with Government Code, properly supported 

by documentation, and recorded accurately in the accounting records; 

 Expenditures were incurred pursuant to Government Code, consistent 

with the funds’ purposes, properly authorized, adequately supported, 

and recorded accurately in the accounting records; and 

 Fund balances were reported based on the Legal/Budgetary basis of 

accounting and maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. 

 

The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 
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To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures: 

 

General Procedures 

 We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies 

(November 2017), the FY 2020-21 Budget Act, the Manual of State 

Funds, applicable sections of Government Code, the California Rules 

of Court, the JCC’s FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020), and internal 

policies and procedures to identify compliance requirements 

applicable to trial court revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

 

Internal Control Procedures 

 We reviewed the Court’s current policies and procedures, 

organization, and website, and interviewed Court personnel to gain an 

understanding of the internal control environment for governance, 

operations, and fiscal management. 

 We interviewed Court personnel and prepared internal control 

questionnaires to identify internal accounting controls. 

 We assessed whether key internal controls, such as reviews and 

approvals, reconciliations, and segregation of duties were properly 

designed, implemented, and operating effectively by performing 

walk-throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

 We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records 

supporting the validity of recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund 

balances. 

 We assessed the reliability of financial data by (1) interviewing agency 

officials knowledgeable about the Court’s financial and human 

resources systems; (2) reviewing Court policies; (3) agreeing 

accounting data files to published financial reports; (4) tracing data 

records to source documents to verify completeness and accuracy of 

recorded data; and (5) reviewing logical security and access controls 

for key court information systems. We determined that the data was 

sufficiently reliable for the purposes of achieving our objective. 

 We selected revenue and expenditure ledger transactions to test the 

operating effectiveness of internal controls. Using non-statistical 

sampling, we selected 20 revenue items and 31 expenditure items to 

evaluate key internal controls of transactions recorded in significant 

operating funds and the related fund accounts. We expanded testing 

on accounts with transactions containing errors to determine the 

impact of identified errors. Errors were not projected to the intended 

(total) population. 

 

Revenue Testing Procedures 

We designed our revenue testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested revenue transactions and account balances in the General 

Fund and the Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund to determine whether 
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revenue accounting was consistent with Government Code, properly 

supported by documentation, and recorded correctly in the accounting 

system. 

 We selected all material financial statement accounts that exceeded 

4% of total revenues, and determined that the TCTF and the General 

Fund – MOU [Memorandum of Understanding] Reimbursements 

account were material. We expanded our testing to include the TCTF 

– Judges Compensation and TCTF – Court Interpreter accounts. We 

tested accounts through combined sampling and analytical 

procedures.  

 We tested $129,978,003 of $141,448,390, or 91.9% of total revenues. 

 

We identified errors in account balances that resulted from unadjusted 

differences between revenues earned and accrued in the prior year and 

remittances received in the current year. The total dollar amount of the 

error is $20,194. The details of our finding are provided in the Finding and 

Recommendation section of this report. Schedule 1—Summary of 

Revenues and Revenue Test Results presents total revenues by account, 

the related amounts tested, and the error amounts noted. 

 

Expenditure Testing Procedures 

 We tested expenditure transactions and account balances in the 

General Fund, the Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund, and the Grant 

Special Revenue Fund to determine whether expenditures were 

incurred pursuant to Government Code, consistent with the funds’ 

purposes, properly authorized, adequately supported, and accurately 

recorded in the accounting records. 

 We tested all material expenditure accounts that exceeded 4% of total 

expenditures. Material accounts included payroll-related (salaries and 

benefits) accounts and non-payroll (Contracted Services) accounts. 

 To test payroll-related expenditure accounts, we selected two bi-

weekly pay periods occurring in August 2020 and April 2021, and 

reconciled the salary and benefit expenditures shown on the payroll 

registers to the general ledger. We further selected five of 1,109 

employees from the payroll registers and verified that: 

o Employee timesheets included supervisory approval; 

o Regular earnings and supplemental pay were supported by salary 

schedules and personnel action forms; 

o Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered 

into the general ledger accurately; and 

o Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed 

to the employees’ benefit election forms. 

 To test material non-payroll expenditure accounts, we: 

o Selected a sample of 26 expenditure transactions to test key 

internal controls and the accuracy of recorded transactions; 

o Selected disbursement transactions that we considered 

individually significant (material), exceeding $230,000; and 
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o Vouched expenditures recorded in the general ledger to 

supporting documents. 

 We tested $1,781,500 of $146,979,402, or 1.2% of total expenditures. 
 

We found no errors in the recording of transactions. Schedule 2—

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results presents total 

expenditures by account and the related amounts tested. 
 

Fund Balance Testing Procedures 

 We judgmentally selected the General Fund, the Non-Grant Special 

Revenue Fund, and the Grant Special Revenue Fund, as these funds 

had revenue and expenditure accounts with significant balances. 

 We tested revenue and expenditure transactions in these funds to 

determine whether transactions were reported based on the 

Legal/Budgetary basis of accounting and maintained in accordance 

with fund accounting principles (see Schedules 1 and 2). 

 We verified the accuracy of individual fund balances in the Court’s 

financial supporting documentation. 

 We recalculated sampled funds to ensure that fund balances as of 

June 30, 2021, were accurate and in compliance with applicable 

criteria. 

 

For the funds tested, we noted that the General Fund balance was 

understated by $143,335 as of June 30, 2021, because the Court did not 

record revenues accurately in its accounting records. The details of our 

finding are provided in the Finding and Recommendation section of this 

report. Schedule 3—Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test 

Results presents, by fund, total balances, changes in fund balances, and 

error amounts noted. 

 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 

accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we 

plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 

provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 

audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objective. 

 

We limited our review of the court’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the internal controls that are significant to the audit 

objective. We did not audit the court’s financial statements. 

 

 

Our audit found that revenues, expenditures, and fund balances reported 

by the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and 

Judicial Branch policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; 

and were maintained in accordance with appropriate fund accounting 

principles. However, we also identified accounting errors that warrant the 

attention of management. Specifically, we found revenues that were not 

reported correctly for the fiscal year in which they were earned. We also 

Conclusion 
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found instances of misclassified and duplicate entries in the FY 2020-21 

revenue operating accounts. These issues are described in the Finding and 

Recommendation section of this report. 

 

 

We have not previously conducted an audit of the Court’s revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances; therefore, there are no prior audit 

findings to address in this report.  

 

 

We issued a draft audit report on June 28, 2022. The Court responded by 

letter dated August 16, 2022, agreeing with the audit results. This final 

audit report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 

 

 

This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Superior 

Court of California, County of San Bernardino; JCC, and SCO; it is not 

intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified 

parties. This restriction is not intended to limit the distribution of this 

report, which is a matter of public record and is available on the SCO 

website at www.sco.ca.gov. 

 

 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

September 22, 2022 

 

Restricted Use 

Follow-up on 

Prior Audit 

Findings 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 
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Schedule 1— 

Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Revenue Accounts Total 
1

Percentage Amount 
1

Percentage Amount 
2

State Financing Sources

Trial Court Trust Fund 
3, 4

109,695,366$    77.6% 109,695,366$    100.0% -$               

Improvement and Modernization Fund 273,287            0.2% -                      0.0% -                 

Judges' Compensation 
4

697,196            0.5% 697,196            100.0% -                 

Court Interpreter 
4

5,039,821         3.6% 5,039,821         100.0% (954,329)      

MOU Reimbursements 
3, 4

14,887,556        10.5% 14,545,620        97.7% 20,194         

Other Miscellaneous 1,264,732         0.9% -                      0.0% -                 

Subtotal 131,857,958      129,978,003      (934,135)      

Grants 

AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 4,044,369         2.9% -                      0.0% -                 

Other Judicial Council Grants 164,494            0.1% -                      0.0% -                 

Non-Judicial Council Grants 527,179            0.4% -                      0.0% -                 

Subtotal 4,736,041         -                      -                 

Other Financing Sources 

Interest Income 94,382              0.1% -                      0.0% -                 

Donations 33                    0.0% -                      0.0% -                 

Local Fees 1,717,389         1.2% -                      0.0% -                 

Non-Fee Revenues 961,272            0.7% -                      0.0% -                 

Enhanced Collections 288,085            0.2% -                      0.0% -                 

Escheatment 69,017              0.0% -                      0.0% -                 

Prior Year Revenue 957,011            0.7% -                      0.0% 954,329       

County Program - Restricted 356,512            0.3% -                      0.0% -                 

Sale of Fixed Assets 18,000              0.0% -                      0.0% -                 

Reimbursement Other 376,905            0.3% -                      0.0% -                 

Other Miscellaneous 15,787              0.0% -                      0.0% -                 

Subtotal 4,854,391         -                      954,329       

Total Revenues 141,448,390$    129,978,003$    91.9% 20,194$       

Revenues TestedRevenues Reported

 
 

 

 

 
 

__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding. 
2 Material account. 
3 Tested account internal controls.  
4 Revenues over/(under) stated; see Finding 1.  
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Schedule 2— 

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Expenditure Accounts Total 
1

Percentage Amount 
1

Percentage Amount 
2

Personal Services 

Salaries – Permanent 
3, 4

73,427,023$   50.0% 32,065$     0.0% -$           

Temporary Help 40,090           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Overtime 
4

266,361         0.2% 1,801         0.7% -             

Staff Benefits 
3, 4

40,647,872     27.7% 12,210       0.0% -             

Subtotal 114,381,346   46,076       -             

Operating Expenses and Equipment 

General Expense 3,358,839       2.3% -               0.0% -             

Printing 170,771         0.1% -               0.0% -             

Telecommunications 2,094,845       1.4% -               0.0% -             

Postage 797,604         0.5% -               0.0% -             

Insurance 82,514           0.1% -               0.0% -             

In-State Travel 46,577           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Out of State Travel 2,373             0.0% -               0.0% -             

Training 21,152           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Security Services 1,804,742       1.2% -               0.0% -             

Facility Operations 4,276,646       2.9% -               0.0% -             

Utilities 18,654           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Contracted Services 
3, 4

15,850,192     10.8% 1,735,423   10.9% -             

Consulting and Professional Services 125,383         0.1% -               0.0% -             

Information Technology 3,075,778       2.1% -               0.0% -             

Major Equipment 601,745         0.4% -               0.0% -             

Other Items of Expense 66,959           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Subtotal 32,394,775     1,735,423   -             

Special Items of Expense

Grand Jury -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Jury Costs 191,395         0.1% -               0.0% -             

Judgements, Settlements, Claims -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Debt Service -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Other -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Capital Costs -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Internal Cost Recovery -                   0.0% -               0.0% -             

Prior Year Expense 11,886           0.0% -               0.0% -             

Subtotal 203,281         -               -             

Total Expenditures 146,979,402$ 1,781,500$ 1.2% -$           

Expenditures Reported Expenditures Tested

 
__________________________ 
1 Differences due to rounding 
2 Expenditures over/(under) stated; no errors are reported  
3 Material account  
4Tested account internal controls 
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Schedule 3— 

Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Non-Grant Grant 

General Special Revenue Special Revenue Fiduciary

Balance 
1 Fund  Fund  Fund Fund Total

Beginning Balance 9,284,779$              1,060,175$              -$                           -$                           10,344,954$            

Revenues 133,788,092            2,924,257                4,736,041                -                            141,448,390            

Expenditures (137,171,328)           (3,629,583)               (6,178,491)               -                            (146,979,402)           

Transfers In -                            226,166                  1,442,449                -                            1,668,615                

Transfers Out (1,668,615)               -                            -                            -                            (1,668,615)               

Ending Balance 4,232,928$              581,014$                 -$                           -$                           4,813,942$              

Errors Noted

Revenues 
2 20,194$                  -$                           -$                           -$                           20,194$                  

Expenditures -                            -                            -                            -                            -                            

Totals 20,194$                  -$                           -$                           -$                           20,194$                  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

__________________________ 
1 Differences due to rounding. 
2 Revenues overstated; see the Finding. 
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Finding and Recommendation 
 

In our testing of revenue transactions, we noted instances of unadjusted, 

misclassified, and duplicate entries in the Court’s current-year 

(FY 2020-21) operating accounts.  

 

In four instances, the Court did not adjust its revenue accounts for 

differences between prior-year (FY 2019-20) revenues that were received 

during the current year and the amounts that had been accrued in the prior 

year. We also noted two instances of entries that were misclassified to an 

incorrect revenue account, and a duplicate entry that resulted in a $19,819 

overstatement of current-year program revenue. 

 

All judicial branch trial courts use an accounting system that has 

automated account closing and opening processes. Year-end accruals are 

automatically reversed in the subsequent year opening process. Revenue 

that is accrued to an account at the end of a fiscal year, but is not fully 

collected in the subsequent fiscal year, produces a deficit in the account 

and understates the current-year account balance. The deficit may be offset 

by a deposit, another accrual, or an adjusting entry.  

 

Difference adjustments reclassify transactions into the Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment account, general ledger (GL) Account Number 899910, and 

promote more accurate reporting of program revenue earned in the current 

fiscal year. 

 

A summary of revenue accrual adjustments and posting errors is as 

follows: 

 GL Account Number 834010 (TCTF – Court Interpreter) ‒ The Court 

received a $954,329 prior-year reimbursement, but accrued 

$1,117,858 in the prior year. The Court incorrectly recorded the 

$954,329 in GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment). Reimbursements should be recorded in the same account 

of accrual to offset the automated reversal of prior-year accruals that 

occur in opening account balances with each new fiscal year. As a 

result of the incorrect entry, the revenue reported in the Court’s 

TCTF – Court Interpreter account was understated by $954,329, while 

the Prior Year Revenue Adjustment account was overstated equally at 

year-end. Although balances presented in each account were incorrect, 

the overall revenue reported for the Court at year-end was not 

misstated. 

 GL Account Number 831010 (General Fund – AB2695 Service of 

Process) – The Court received a $23,135 reimbursement, but accrued 

$12,585 in the prior year. The $10,550 excess should have been 

reclassified to GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment). The unadjusted difference resulted in a $10,550 

overstatement of current-year program revenue. 

 GL Account Number 831013 (General Fund – MOU 

Reimbursements) ‒ The Court accrued $10,175 in the prior year that 

was not received in the current year. The reversal to the account’s 

FINDING— 

Unadjusted 

Revenues  
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opening balance was not offset, and resulted in a $10,175 

understatement of the account’s revenue. The shortfall should have 

been reclassified to GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment). Court representatives also indicated that the prior-year 

accrual should have been recorded in GL Account Number 832013 

(TCTF – Elder/Dependent Adult Abuse) instead of GL Account 

Number 831013 (General Fund – MOU Reimbursements). 

 GL Account Number 832011 (TCTF – Jury) ‒ The Court recorded a 

$19,819 duplicate accrual entry that resulted in a $19,819 

overstatement of current-year program revenue. 

 

The exceptions noted above resulted in an overall overstatement of 

$20,194 in reported program revenue for the FY 2020-21 operating 

accounts. 

 

The JCC’s uniform Trial Court Chart of Accounts establishes adjustment 

accounts in the Trial Court General Ledger. Revenues are reclassified by 

using GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue Adjustment) to 

record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and to 

record revenue that was earned and not accrued in the prior year, but 

received in the current year. Expenditures are reclassified in a similar way 

by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expense Adjustment).  

 

The Prior Year Adjustment accounts reclassify accounting information for 

financial and budgetary reporting, and isolate differences in prior-year 

accrued transactions to prevent them from being commingled with 

current-year transactions and reported in current-year operating accounts. 

Failure to adjust accounts may lead to material financial misstatements. 

 

The JCC’s Administrative Division staff provides guidance to courts for 

using the Prior-Year Revenue Adjustment account in its annual Year-End 

Close Training Manual–General Ledger.  

 

Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the FY 2020-21 

Year-End Close Training Manual–General Ledger states, in part:   

 
As previously discussed, most expenditure and revenue accruals are 

automatically reversed in the new fiscal year by placing Z2 and 

07/01/2021 in the last two columns of the ZREVERSAL Journal Entry 

template. Once period 13 is closed, these adjusting entries will 

automatically be reversed with a posting date of 07/01/2021.  

 

Note: If an accrual was not recorded at year-end or the difference 

between the accrual amount and the actual amount received/paid is 

deemed material, then prior-year accounts are to be used in the 

subsequent fiscal year.  

 

Policy Number FIN 5.02, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020) states:  

 
It is the policy of the trial court to establish an accounting system with a 

chart of accounts and general ledger that enables the court to record 

financial transactions with accuracy and consistency. All the trial courts 

use a single chart of accounts. This single set of accounts ensures that 

the financial position of all courts is reported consistently and clearly. 
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The actual accounts each court utilizes may vary depending on the 

complexity of operations.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court implement accounting procedures to ensure 

that accounts are adjusted for prior-year transactions and accrual 

differences, as described in the JCC’s accounting guidance. Differences 

between amounts actually received in the current year and the amounts 

accrued in the prior year should be entered in the adjustment accounts. All 

unaccrued deposits for the prior year should be either entered in, or 

reclassified to, the adjustment account.  

 

Procedures should also ensure the accuracy of account classifications 

when recording transactions in the general ledger. 
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Attachment— 

Superior Court’s Comments Regarding Audit Results 
 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State Controller’s Office 

Division of Audits 

Post Office Box 942850 

Sacramento, CA  94250 
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S22-TCA-0001 

 



Meeting Date: 11/8/2022 

Action Item #5 – (Action Required) 

External Audit – State Controller’s Office 

Requested Action: 

• Action Item #5 – Discuss and approve for public posting the State Controller’s audit
of San Luis Obispo Superior Court.

Supporting Documents: 

• Attachment E—Audit report of San Luis Obispo Superior Court’s Revenues,
Expenditures, and Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 2020-21).

Background: 

Section 77206(h) of the Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office to audit the 
revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the superior courts.  The annual budget act 
appropriates funding from the Trial Court Trust Fund for the costs of these audits. 

Audit Summary: 

Overall, the SCO audit found that revenues, expenditures, and fund balances reported by the 
Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and Judicial Branch policies; were 
recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained in accordance with appropriate 
fund accounting principles. However, the SCO also identified some findings for management’s 
consideration, as summarized below: 

Unadjusted Revenues – The Court overstated FY 20-21 revenue by including certain amounts 
that pertained to revenues in prior years.  The amount of overstatement was roughly $64,000 (out 
of total reported revenues of $17.6M).  The Court should have posted the revenue to the prior 
year revenue adjustment accounts instead of the various current year revenue accounts.   

Missing Vendor Agreements – The Court was missing agreements for two vendors and the Court 
promptly took steps to address the issue.  One vendor assisted the Court on the Judicial Council’s 



Substance Abuse Focus Grant.  The Court engaged the second vendor through a JCC master 
agreement and has since developed a more specific participation agreement. 
 
Variances between the 4th QFS and General Ledger Balances: For two expenditure accounts, the 
SCO found variances between the amounts reported QFS and general ledger balances.  For the 
“contracted services” GL account, the variance was $10,283 and was the result of a posting error 
that was corrected after the QFS had been submitted to the JCC.  The issue was corrected during 
year-end close. The second variance occurred in the Court’s General Fund and Special Revenue 
fund for IT expenditures, where adjustments were made after submitting the QFS but before 
year-end close. The auditors recommended the Court consult with JCC accounting to staff to 
determine how best to communicate and correct QFS reports when subsequent adjustments are 
made during the year-end close process.  
 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting. 
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BETTY T. YEE 
California State Controller 

 

October 31, 2022 

 

Michael Powell, Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of San Luis Obispo 

1035 Palm Street, Room 385 

San Luis Obispo, CA  93408 

 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the Superior Court of California, County of San Luis 

Obispo (Court) to determine whether the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the 

administration, jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting records; and were maintained 

in accordance with fund accounting principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through 

June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, 

and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also 

identified accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the attention of 

management.  

 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the Court’s financial 

statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. We also found two instances of missing 

vendor agreements, and errors in the expenditures and fund balances presented in the Court’s 

fourth-quarter Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances. These issues 

are described in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report. 

 

This report is for your information and use. The Court’s responses to the findings are 

incorporated into this final report. The Court agreed with our observations and provided a 

Corrective Action Plan to address the fiscal accounting errors, the control weaknesses, and the 

recommendations. We appreciate the Court’s willingness to implement corrective actions.  

 

If you have any questions, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 323-1573. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 



 

Michael Powell, Court Executive Officer -3- October 31, 2022 

 

 

 

KT/ac  

 

cc: Geoff O’Quest, Court Fiscal Officer/Senior Administrative Director 

  Superior Court of California, County of San Luis Obispo 

 Martin Hoshino, Administrative Director 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Millicent Tidwell, Chief Deputy Director  

  Judicial Council of California 

 John Wordlaw, Chief Administrative Officer 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Zlatko Theodorovic, Chief Financial Officer and Director of Finance 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Grant Parks, Principal Manager 

  Audit Services 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  California Department of Finance 

 Emma Jungwirth, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  California Department of Finance 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Superior Court of 

California, County of San Luis Obispo (Court) to determine whether the 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the administration, 

jurisdiction, and control of the Court complied with governing statutes, 

rules, regulations, and policies; were recorded accurately in accounting 

records; and were maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

Our audit found that the Court substantially complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and Judicial Branch policies for revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances. However, we also identified instances of 

accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the 

attention of management. 

 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We also found two instances of missing vendor agreements, and errors in 

the expenditures and fund balances presented in the Court’s fourth-quarter 

Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances (Q4 

Statement). These issues are described in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. 

 

 

Superior Courts (trial courts) are located in each of California’s 

58 counties and follow the California Rules of Court, established through 

Article IV of the California Constitution. The Constitution charges the 

Judicial Council of California (JCC) with authority to adopt rules for court 

administration, practices, and procedures. The Judicial Council 

Governance Policies are included in the California Rules of Court. Trial 

courts are also required to comply with various other state laws, rules, and 

regulations, much of which are codified in Government Code (GC) 

sections 68070 through 77013, Title 8, “The Organization and 

Government of Courts.” 

 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court (CRC) rule 10.804, the JCC adopted 

the Trial Court Financial Policies and Procedures Manual (FIN Manual), 

which provides guidance and directives for trial court fiscal management. 

As required by CRC rule 10.804(a), the FIN Manual contains regulations 

establishing budget procedures, recordkeeping practices, accounting 

standards, and other financial guidelines; and it describes an internal 

control framework that enables courts to monitor their use of public funds, 

provide consistent and comparable financial statements, and demonstrate 

accountability. Procurement and contracting policies and procedures are 

addressed separately in the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual, adopted 

by the JCC under Public Contract Code section 19206. 

 

With respect to trial court operations, CRC rule 10.810 provides cost 

definitions (inclusive of salaries and benefits, certain court-appointed 

counsel provisions, services and supplies, collective bargaining, and 

indirect costs), exclusions to court operations, budget appropriations for 

counties, and functional budget categories. GC section 77001 provides 

Summary 

Background 
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trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their own 

operations. 

 

All trial court employees are expected to fulfill at least the minimum 

requirements of their positions and to conduct themselves with honesty, 

integrity, and professionalism. In addition, they must operate within the 

specific levels of authority established by trial courts for their positions.  

 

The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial 

Statements, Yearly Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position 

Worksheets. Financial statement components are the core subject matter 

of our audit. 

 

The Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) is the primary source of funding for 

trial court operations. The JCC allocates monies in the TCTF to trial 

courts. The TCTF’s two main revenue sources are the annual transfer of 

appropriations from the State’s General Fund and maintenance-of-effort 

payments by counties, derived from their collections of fines, fees, and 

forfeitures. 

 

In fiscal year (FY) 2020-21, the Court reported revenues of $17,686,091. 

The Court receives the majority of its revenue from state financing 

sources. The TCTF provided 83.1% of the Court’s revenue. During the 

audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $17,950,853. Payroll-

related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 83.2% of total 

expenditures. The Court employed 138 staff members to serve San Luis 

Obispo County’s population of approximately 47,900 residents. 

 

Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special 

Revenue Non-Grant Fund, a Special Revenue Grant Fund, and a Fiduciary 

Fund. The General Fund, Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and Special 

Revenue Grant Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of 

4% of total revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and 

significant for testing. 

 

We performed the audit at the request of the JCC. Audit authority is 

provided by Interagency Agreement Number 70343, dated October 26, 

2021, between the SCO and the JCC, and by GC section 77206(h)(2). 

 

 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether the Court complied 

with governing statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the validity of 

recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of all material and 

significant funds under its administration, jurisdiction, and control. 

 

Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine whether: 

 Revenues were consistent with Government Code, properly supported 

by documentation, and recorded accurately in the accounting records; 

 Expenditures were incurred pursuant to Government Code, consistent 

with the funds’ purposes, properly authorized, adequately supported, 

and recorded accurately in the accounting records; and 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 
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 Fund balances were reported based on the Legal/Budgetary basis of 

accounting and maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. 

 

The audit period was July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures. 

 

General Procedures 

 We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies 

(November 2017), the FY 2020-21 Budget Act, the Manual of State 

Funds, Government Code, the California Rules of Court, the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020), and Judicial Branch policies 

and procedures to identify compliance requirements applicable to trial 

court revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

 

Internal Control Procedures 

 We reviewed the Court’s current policies and procedures, 

organization, and website, and interviewed Court personnel to gain an 

understanding of the internal control environment for governance, 

operations, and fiscal management. 

 We interviewed Court personnel and prepared internal control 

questionnaires to identify internal accounting controls. 

 We assessed whether key internal controls, such as reviews and 

approvals, reconciliations, and segregation of duties were properly 

designed, implemented, and operating effectively by performing 

walk-throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

 We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records 

supporting the validity of recorded revenues, expenditures, and fund 

balances. 

 We assessed the reliability of financial data by (1) interviewing agency 

officials knowledgeable about the Court’s financial and human 

resources systems; (2) reviewing Court policies; (3) agreeing 

accounting data files with published financial reports; (4) tracing data 

records to source documents to verify completeness and accuracy of 

recorded data; and (5) reviewing logical security and access controls 

for key court information systems. We determined that the data was 

sufficiently reliable for the purposes of achieving our objective. 

 We selected revenue and expenditure ledger transactions to test the 

operating effectiveness of internal controls. Using non-statistical 

sampling, we selected 25 revenue items and 21 expenditure items to 

evaluate key internal controls of transactions recorded in significant 

operating funds and the related fund accounts. We expanded testing 

on accounts with transactions containing errors to determine the 

impact of identified errors. Errors were not projected to the intended 

(total) population. 
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Revenue Testing Procedures 

 
We designed our revenue testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 

 We tested revenue transactions and account balances in the General 

Fund and the Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund to determine whether 

revenue accounting was consistent with Government Code, properly 

supported by documentation, and recorded correctly in the accounting 

system. 

 We selected all material financial statement accounts that exceeded 

4% of total revenues, and determined that the TCTF account was 

material. We expanded our testing to include the TCTF – Judges 

Compensation and TCTF – Court Interpreter, and MOU 

(memorandum of understanding) Reimbursement accounts. We tested 

accounts through combined sampling and analytical procedures.  

 We tested $15,753,351 of $17,686,091, or 89.1% of total revenues. 

 
We identified errors in account balances that resulted from unadjusted 

differences between revenues earned and accrued in the prior year and 

remittances received in the current year. There was no effect on overall 

total revenue. Details of our findings are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. Schedule 1—Summary of 

Revenues and Revenue Test Results presents, by account, the revenue and 

test totals and the error amounts noted. 

 

Expenditure Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our expenditure testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included tests of recorded transaction details and of 

accounting internal controls. 
 

 We tested expenditure transactions and account balances in the 

General Fund, the Special Revenue Non-Grant Fund, and the Special 

Revenue Grant Fund to determine whether expenditures were incurred 

pursuant to Government Code, consistent with the funds’ purposes, 

properly authorized, adequately supported, and accurately recorded in 

the accounting records. 

 

 We tested all material expenditure accounts that exceeded 4% of total 

expenditures. Material accounts included payroll-related (salaries and 

benefits) accounts and non-payroll (Contracted Services) accounts. 

 

 To test payroll-related expenditure accounts, we selected two pay 

periods (two-weeks each, bi-monthly) occurring in September 2020 

and April 2021, and reconciled the salary and benefit expenditures 

shown on the payroll registers to the general ledger. We further 
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selected six of 138 employees from the payroll registers and verified 

that: 
 

o Employee timesheets included supervisory approval; 
 

o Regular earnings and other supplemental pay were supported by 

salary schedules and personnel action forms; 
 

o Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered 

into the general ledger accurately; and 
 

o Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed 

with the employees’ benefit election forms. 
 

 To test material non-payroll expenditure accounts, we: 
 

o Judgmentally selected a sample of 15 expenditure transactions to 

test the accuracy of recorded transactions and key internal 

controls; 
 

o Selected disbursement transactions that we considered 

individually significant (material), exceeding $110,000; and 
 

o Vouched expenditures recorded in the general ledger to 

supporting documents. 
 

 We tested $261,976 of $17,950,853, or 1.5% of total expenditures. 

 

We found two instances of missing current agreements for services 

provided by Court vendors. We also found errors in the Court’s published 

Q4 Statement due to accruing and reclassifying expenditures after 

submitting the Q4 Statement to the JCC for publication.  

 

The details of our findings are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of our report. Schedule 2—Summary of 

Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results presents, by account, related 

amounts tested. 

 

Fund Balance Testing Procedures 

 

We designed our fund balance testing to verify the Court’s adherence to 

prescribed accounting control procedures, and to verify that transactions 

were correctly recorded into the accounting system for financial reporting. 

Our procedures included review of fund classifications and accounting 

internal controls. 
 

 We judgmentally selected the General Fund, Non-Grant Special 

Revenue Fund, and Grant Special Revenue Fund, as these funds had 

revenue and expenditure accounts with significant balances. 
 

 We tested revenue and expenditure transactions in these funds to 

determine whether transactions were reported based on the 

Legal/Budgetary basis of accounting and maintained in accordance 

with fund accounting principles (see Schedules 1 and 2). 
 

 We verified the accuracy of individual fund balances in the Court’s 

financial supporting documentation. 
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 We recalculated sampled funds to ensure that fund balances as of 

June 30, 2021, were accurate and in compliance with applicable 

criteria. 

 

For the funds tested, we found that the Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund 

balance presented in the Court’s year-end certified Q4 Statement was 

understated by $10,283 because an adjusting entry was recorded to correct 

an expenditure accrual after the Court submitted its Q4 Statement to the 

JCC for publication.  

 

We also found that the Court recorded an adjusting entry to reclassify 

certain expenditures between its Governmental Funds (General Fund, 

Grant Special Revenue Fund, and Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund) after 

submitting its certified Q4 Statement. The adjustment altered fund balance 

amounts among the three Funds presented in the Q4 Statement. 

 

The details of our finding are provided in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. Schedule 3—Summary of Fund 

Balances and Fund Balance Test Results presents, by fund, total balances, 

changes in fund balances, and error amounts noted. 

 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 

accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we 

plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 

provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 

audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objective. 

 

We limited our review of the court’s internal controls to gaining an 

understanding of the internal controls that are significant to the audit 

objective. We did not audit the court’s financial statements. 

 

 

Our audit found that revenues, expenditures, and fund balances reported 

by the Court substantially complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and Judicial Branch policies; were recorded accurately in 

accounting records; and were maintained in accordance with appropriate 

fund accounting principles. However, we also identified instances of 

accounting errors and internal control deficiencies that warrant the 

attention of management. 

 

Specifically, we found revenues that were not reported correctly in the 

Court’s financial statements for the fiscal year in which they were earned. 

We also found two instances of missing vendor agreements, and errors in 

the expenditures and fund balances presented in the Court’s Q4 Statement. 

These issues are described in the Findings and Recommendations section 

of this report. 

 

 

We have not previously conducted an audit of the Court’s revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances; therefore, there are no prior audit 

findings to address in this report. 

 

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 

Prior Audit 

Findings 
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We issued a draft audit report on June 21, 2022. The Court responded by 

letter dated June 29, 2022, agreeing with the audit results. This final audit 

report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 

 

 

This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Superior 

Court of California, County of San Luis Obispo; the JCC, and the SCO; it 

is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these 

specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit the distribution of 

this report, which is a matter of public record and is available on the SCO 

website at www.sco.ca.gov. 

 

 

 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 

 

October 31, 2022 

 

 

Restricted Use 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 
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 Schedule 1— 

Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Revenue Accounts Total 
1

Percentage Amount 
1

Percentage Amount 
2

State Financing Sources

Trial Court Trust Fund 
3,  4 14,689,713$   83.1% 14,689,713$   100.0% 2,661$        

Improvement and Modernization Fund 93,879           0.5% -                    0.0% -                 

Judge's Compensation 97,500           0.6% -                    0.0% -                 

Court Interpreter 
 4 640,974         3.6% 640,974         100.0% -                 

MOU Reimbursements 
4 516,297         2.9% 422,664         81.9% 61,748        

Other Miscellaneous 298,957         1.7% -                    0.0% -                 

Subtotal 16,337,320     15,753,351     64,409        

Grants 

AB 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 229,178         1.3% -                    0.0% -                 

Other Judicial Council Grants 33,887           0.2% -                    0.0% -                 

Non-Judicial Council Grants -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Subtotal 263,065         -                    -                 

Other Financing Sources 

Interest Income 28,240           0.2% -                    0.0% -                 

Investment Income -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Donations -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Local Fees 257,942         1.5% -                    0.0% -                 

Non-Fee Revenues 25,830           0.1% -                    0.0% -                 

Enhanced Collections 304,841         1.7% -                    0.0% -                 

Escheatment -                    0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Prior Year Revenue 119,865         0.7% -                    0.0% (64,409)       

County Program - Restricted 40,085           0.2% -                    0.0% -                 

Reimbursement Other 301,103         1.7% -                    0.0% -                 

Sale of Fixed Assets 2,925             0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Other Miscellaneous 4,875             0.0% -                    0.0% -                 

Subtotal 1,085,707       -                    (64,409)       

Total Revenues 17,686,091$   100.0% 15,753,351$   89.1% -$               

Revenues TestedRevenues Reported

 
 

 

 

 

 
__________________________ 

1 Differences due to rounding. 

2 Revenues over/(under) stated; see Finding 1.  

3 Material account.  

4 Tested account internal controls.  
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Schedule 2— 

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Error 

Expenditure Accounts 
1

Total Percentage Amount Percentage Amount 
2

Payroll

Salaries – Permanent 
3, 4 9,584,676$       53.4% 48,676$       0.5% -$              

Temporary Help 7,268               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Overtime -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Staff Benefits 
3, 4 5,348,554         29.8% 17,760         0.3% -                

Subtotal 14,940,498       66,436         -                

Operating Expenses and Equipment 

General Expense 359,020           2.0% -                 0.0% -                

Printing 24,064             0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Telecommunications 143,508           0.8% -                 0.0% -                

Postage 61,577             0.3% -                 0.0% -                

Insurance 7,138               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

In-State Travel 846                 0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Out of State Travel -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Training 4,643               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Security Services 2,258               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Facility Operations 119,074           0.7% -                 0.0% -                

Utilities -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Contracted Services 
3, 4 1,266,794         7.1% 195,541       15.4% (10,283)      

Consulting and Professional Services 220,566           1.2% -                 0.0% -                

Information Technology 471,078           2.6% -                 0.0% -                

Major Equipment 291,138           1.6% -                 0.0% -                

Other Items of Expense 3,544               0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Subtotal 2,975,249         195,541       (10,283)      

Special Items of Expense

Grand Jury -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Jury Costs 45,340             0.3% -                 0.0% -                

Judgements, Settlements, Claims -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Debt Service -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Other -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Capital Costs -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Internal Cost Recovery -                     0.0% -                 0.0% -                

Prior Year Expense
4 (10,234)            -0.1% -                 0.0% -                

Subtotal 35,106             -                 -                

Total Expenditures 17,950,853$     100.0% 261,976$     1.5% (10,283)$    

Expenditures Reported Expenditures Tested

 
 
1 Differences due to rounding. 
2 Expenditures over/(under) stated: See Finding 3. 
3 Material account. 
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Schedule 3— 

Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results  

July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 
 

 

Non-Grant Grant 

General Special Revenue Special Revenue Fiduciary

Balance Fund 
1

 Fund 
1

 Fund 
1 Fund Total 

1

Beginning Balance 569,885$                 2,210,613$              -$                           -$                           2,780,498$              

Revenues 16,659,252              765,144                   261,696                   -                             17,686,091              

Expenditures (16,671,806)             (1,021,460)               (267,870)                 -                             (17,961,136)             

Transfers In -                             18,293                    -                             -                             18,293                    

Transfers Out (24,466)                   -                             6,174                      -                             (18,293)                   

Ending Balance 532,865$                 1,972,589$              -$                           -$                           2,505,454$              

Errors Noted

Revenues -$                           -$                           -$                           -$                           -$                           

Expenditure 
2 -                             (10,283)                   -                             -                             (10,283)                   

Total -$                           (10,283)$                 -$                           -$                           (10,283)$                 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
__________________________ 
1 Differences due to rounding. 
2 Expenditures over/(under) stated: See Finding 3. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 

While testing revenue transactions, we noted three instances in which the 

Court did not adjust revenue accounts for differences between prior-year 

(FY 2019-20) revenues that were accrued in the prior year and amounts 

received during the current year (FY 2020-01).  

 

All judicial branch trial courts use an accounting system with automated 

account closing and opening processes. Year-end accruals are 

automatically reversed in the subsequent year. Revenue (including 

reimbursements) that is accrued to an account at the end of a fiscal year, 

but is not fully collected in the subsequent fiscal year, produces a deficit 

in the account and understates the current-year account balance. The 

deficit may be offset by a deposit, another accrual, or an adjusting entry.  

 

Difference adjustments reclassify transactions into the Prior Year Revenue 

Adjustment account, general ledger (GL) Account Number 899910, and 

promote more accurate reporting of program revenue earned in the current 

fiscal year. 

 

We noted the following unadjusted reimbursements for prior year program 

activities that were not accrued: 
 

 GL Account Number 812157 (TCTF – Children’s Waiting Room) ‒ 

The Court received $1,663 for FY 2019-20. This unadjusted 

difference resulted in the current-year program revenue account being 

overstated by $1,663. 
 

 GL Account Number 812160 (TCTF – Automated Recordkeeping and 

Micrographics) ‒ The Court received $998 for FY 2019-20. This 

unadjusted difference resulted in the current-year program revenue 

account being overstated by $998. 
 

 GL Account Number 831012 (GF – Prisoner Hearing Costs) ‒ The 

Court received $61,748 for a FY 2018-19 second-quarter 

reimbursement claim. This unadjusted difference resulted in the 

current-year program revenue account being overstated by $61,748. 

 

The JCC’s uniform trial court chart of accounts establishes adjustment 

accounts in the trial court general ledger. Revenues are reclassified by 

using GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue Adjustment) to 

record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and to 

record revenue that was earned and not accrued in the prior year, but 

received in the current year. Expenditures are reclassified in a similar way 

by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expense Adjustment).  

 

The Prior Year Adjustment accounts reclassify accounting information for 

financial and budgetary reporting, and isolate differences in prior-year 

accrued transactions to prevent them from being commingled with 

current-year transactions and reported in current-year operating accounts. 

Failure to adjust accounts may lead to material financial misstatements. 

 

The JCC’s Administrative Division staff provides guidance to courts for 

using the Prior-Year Revenue Adjustment account in its annual Year-End 

FINDING 1— 

Unadjusted 

revenues  
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Close Training Manual–General Ledger.  

 

Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the 

FY 2020-21 Year-End Close Training Manual–General Ledger 

states, in part: As previously discussed, most expenditure and revenue 

accruals are automatically reversed in the new fiscal year by placing Z2 

and 07/01/2021 in the last two columns of the ZREVERSAL Journal 

Entry template. Once period 13 is closed, these adjusting entries will 

automatically be reversed with a posting date of 07/01/2021.  

 

Note: If an accrual was not recorded at year-end or the difference 

between the accrual amount and the actual amount received/paid is 

deemed material, then prior-year accounts are to be used in the 

subsequent fiscal year.  

 
Policy Number FIN 5.02, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the JCC’s 

FIN Manual (11th edition, June 2020) states:  

 
It is the policy of the trial court to establish an accounting system with a 

chart of accounts and general ledger that enables the court to record 

financial transactions with accuracy and consistency. All the trial courts 

use a single chart of accounts. This single set of accounts ensures that 

the financial position of all courts is reported consistently and clearly. 

The actual accounts each court utilizes may vary depending on the 

complexity of operations.  

 

Recommendation 
 

We recommend that the Court implement accounting procedures to ensure 

that accounts are adjusted for prior-year transactions and accrual 

differences, as described in the JCC’s accounting guidance. Differences 

between amounts actually received in the current year and the amounts 

accrued in the prior year should be entered in the adjustment accounts. All 

unaccrued deposits for the prior year should be either entered in or 

reclassified to the adjustment account.  
 

We also recommend that the Court’s accounting procedures include 

ensuring the accuracy of account classifications when recording 

transactions in the general ledger. 

 

 

While reviewing expenditure transactions, we found that the Court did not 

have agreements with two vendors. Our expenditure testing includes 

reviewing underlying documentation, such as contractual agreements, 

invoices, purchase orders, grant documents, and correspondence, when 

needed. Procuring services is typically initiated and managed through 

some form of an agreement.  
 

One of the vendors lacking an agreement is funded by a JCC grant to 

support the Collaborative Justice Courts Substance Abuse Focus Grant 

Program. Court staff stated that the Court does not have a current 

agreement with the vendor, and that its last agreement with the vendor was 

in 2007. Court staff further indicated that the Court has received Substance 

Abuse Focus Grant funding since at least 2007, and has been working with 

the vendor since that time to support drug abuse programs in partnership 

with the County’s Drug and Alcohol Services Division.  

FINDING 2— 

Missing vendor 

agreements  
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For the second of the two vendors lacking an agreement, Court 

representatives explained that services were arranged with the vendor on 

the basis of a master agreement that the JCC established with the vendor; 

Court staff further stated that the Court did not prepare and use a separate 

participation agreement with the vendor. Under the terms of the master 

agreement, individual courts are required to prepare and use separate 

participation agreements with vendors. The master agreement provides a 

template participating agreement form. 

 

In both instances, the Court has taken immediate steps to prepare current 

agreements with the vendors. The Court provided us with the partial 

agreements. The Court is awaiting vendor signatures. 

 

Policy Number FIN 7.01, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the JCC’s 

FIN Manual states: 

 
The trial court must execute a written contract when entering into 

agreements for services or complex procurements of goods. It is the 

responsibility of every court employee authorized to commit trial court 

resources to apply contract principles and procedures that protect the 

interests of the court. 

 
Policy Number FIN 7.01, section 6.6, “Master Agreements,” item 2, of the 

JCC’s FIN Manual states: 

 
When service requirements arise that may be filled under a master 

agreement, the trial court issues a written authorization [participation 

agreement] to the provider that describes the services to be performed. 

Service authorizations must be within the scope, period, and maximum 

value of the agreement. Each authorization must contain the following 

information: 
 

a. Name of the person placing the order. 

b. Date of the authorization. 

c. Contact number and authorization number. 

d. A description of the work to be performed and associated cost or 

unit rate. 

e. Delivery or performance rate. 

f. Place of delivery or performance. 

g. Any other pertinent information 

 

Section 9.1A., “Payment Fundamentals,” of the Judicial Branch 

Contracting Manual (revised August 1, 2018) states: 

 
Payments should not be processed or released by a JBE [Judicial Branch 

Entity] to a Vendor for any goods or services unless the JBE possesses 

all of the following: 

 A properly authorized contract; 

 Documentation verifying the goods/services were satisfactorily 

received and/or performed; and 

 An accurate, properly submitted Vendor invoice. 
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Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court finalize the agreements with the two 

vendors, following the JCC policy and guidelines, and review its 

procurement files periodically to ensure that other service arrangements 

are current and appropriately substantiated. 

 

 

The JCC publishes on its website each court’s set of certified quarterly 

financial statements. The financial statements include a certification letter 

signed by the presiding judge. We found variances between the amounts 

reported in the Q4 Statement and general ledger balances for two of the 

Court’s expenditure accounts and three of its primary operating funds.   

 

For the Contracted Services and Information Technology accounts, we 

found variances between the Q4 Statement and the general ledger 

balances: 
 

 Contracted Services – The general ledger shows expenditures of 

$1,277,071 and the Q4 Statement shows expenditures of $1,266,794. 

Therefore, the Court’s Q4 Statement was understated by $10,283. As 

a result, the Court’s total reported expenditures and its total combined 

fund balance for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021, were also 

understated by $10,283.  
 

The Court provided us with documentation showing that during the 

Court’s year-end financial reporting and closing processes, an 

expenditure accrual entry had been misposted to the FY 2021-22 

general ledger account balance. The entry was subsequently reversed 

and correctly included in the FY 2020-21 general ledger account 

balance. The reversing adjustment was entered after the Court 

submitted its Q4 Statement to the JCC, but prior to closing the year-

end general ledger. The error amount is presented in Schedule 2 of our 

report. 
 

 Information Technology – The expenditure amounts reported by the 

Court in the Q4 Statement’s General Fund and Special Revenue (Non-

Grant) Fund did not present expenditure amounts as they were 

recorded at year-end in the Court’s general ledger: 

o General Fund – the Q4 Statement shows expenditures of $196,763 

and the general ledger shows expenditures of $311,285. 

o Non-Grant Special Revenue Fund – the Q4 Statement shows 

expenditures of $274,316 and the general ledger shows 

expenditures of $159,794. 

 
The Courts submit a Q4 Statement to the JCC before the JCC closes 

and finalizes the Court’s general ledger. Each year, the JCC notifies 

courts of due dates for quarterly reports and general ledger closing 

dates. During the time frame between submitting the Q4 Statement 

and finalizing the year-end general ledger, the Court reclassified and 

adjusted expenditures between funds. The account’s combined totals 

did not change. Schedule 2 in our report does not present discrete 

fund-level activities; therefore, it does not include this discrepancy. 
 

FINDING 3— 

Court financial 

statement 

reporting errors  
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Section 3, “Planning for the Year-End,” of the Phoenix, Year-End Close 

General Ledger, FY 2020-2021, states: 

 
The Trial Courts must create a work plan or task list that identifies 

specific year-end activities required to meet the year-end financial 

reporting due dates. If courts do not meet the established dates, the JCC 

cannot meet the deadline for submitting the Comprehensive Annual 

Financial Report (CAFR) to the State Controllers’ Office. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the Court consult with the JCC Branch Accounting to 

provide any updated reports that may occur after due dates pass and, if 

necessary, use prior-period adjustment accounts in the following year’s 

period to account for adjustments that may have occurred after submitting 

and publishing the Q4 financial statements. 
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Superior Court’s Comments  

Regarding the Audit Results 
 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State Controller’s Office 

Division of Audits 

Post Office Box 942850 

Sacramento, CA  94250 

 

http://www.sco.ca.gov 
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