
 

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  

September 17, 2025 
12:15 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 

Conference Call 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. Ann Moorman, Hon. Kimberly Merrifield, Hon. Kelly L. Neel, Mr. Charles 
Johnson, Mr. Kevin Harrigan, Ms. Nocona Soboleski, Mr. Michael Powell, Ms. 
Kristine Swensson (non-voting advisory member),  

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. Kelly L. Neel  

Others Present:  Mr. Joe Meyer (Principal Manager, Judicial Council’s Audit Services), Ms. Dawn 
Tomita (Manager, Judicial Council’s Audit Services), Ms. Michelle O’Connor 
(Audit Supervisor, Judicial Council’s Audit Services), Ms. Sandra Gan (Senior 
Auditor, Judicial Council’s Audit Services), Mr. John Prestianni (Supervising 
Attorney – Judicial Council’s Legal Services), Ms. Clarissa Cheng (Attorney, 
Judicial Council’s Legal Services), Ms. Christy Galindez (Court Operations 
Manager, Yolo Superior Court), Ms. Meagen Reveles Kuntz (Fiscal Manager, 
Yolo Superior Court), Ms. Krista Levier (Court Executive Officer, Lake Superior 
Court) 

O P E N  M E E T I N G   

Call to Order and Roll Call  
Hon. Ann Moorman welcomed committee members and called the meeting to order at 12:20 p.m.  

Mr. Meyer took roll call.  

Approval of Minutes 
June 24, 2025, meeting minutes were unanimously approved. There was no further discussion of the minutes.  

No public comments were received for this meeting. 

 

Item 1 
Revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (Action Required) 
Ms. Cheng provided an overview of public comments received regarding the proposed changes to the Judicial 
Branch Contracting Manual.  
 
Action: Mr. Johnson moved to approve the proposed changes to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual per 
California Rule of Court 10.63(c)(3), as well as the accompanying report to the Judicial Council (seconded by Judge 
Merrifield). The motion passed by unanimous voice vote of the committee members present. 
 
 
 

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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Item 2 
External Audit Report – State Controller’s Office  

Mr. Meyer provided an overview of the State Controller’s recent audit of San Diego Superior Court’s revenues, 
expenditures, and fund balances for fiscal year 2021-22. 

Action: Mr. Harrigan moved to approve this report for posting on Judicial Council’s website (seconded by Ms. 
Soboleski). 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 12:35 p.m. 

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

Item 1 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6), non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such 
reports (Action Required) 

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

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

 

Item 2 

Draft Audit Report – Rule of Court 10.75(d) (6), non-final audit reports or proposed responses to such 
reports (Action Required) 

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

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

 

Adjourned closed session at 1:05 pm. 



 
         Meeting Date: 3/12/2026 
 
Informational Item #1 – (Action Not Required) 
 
Committee’s Annual Agenda 
 
Summary: 
 

The Executive and Planning Committee (E&P committee) oversees the Judicial Council’s 
strategic planning process and ensures the activities of each advisory committee is 
consistent with the Judicial Council’s goals and policies. California Rules of Court, Rule 
10.11(i)(2) requires E&P to review each advisory committee’s annual agenda to 
determine whether it is consistent with the advisory committee’s charge and with the 
Judicial Council’s priorities.   
 
The E&P committee reviewed and approved advisory committee agendas sometime in 
November 2025. A copy of the 2026 annual agenda for the audit committee is attached. 

 
 
Supporting Document: 
 

• 2026 annual agenda document 
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Advisory Committee on Audits and Financial Accountability for the Judicial Branch  
Annual Agenda1—2026 

Approved by Executive and Planning Committee: November 18, 2025 
 

I. COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 

Chair: Hon. Ann C. Moorman, Judge, Superior Court of California, Mendocino County 

Lead Staff: Mr. Joe Meyer, Principal Manager and Ms. Dawn Tomita, Manager, Audit Services 

Advisory Body’s Charge/Membership: 
Rule 10.63 of the California Rules of Court states the charge of the Advisory Committee on Audits and Financial Accountability for the 
Judicial Branch (audit committee), which is charged with advising and assisting the council in performing its responsibilities to ensure that the 
fiscal affairs of the judicial branch are managed efficiently, effectively, and transparently, and in performing its specific responsibilities 
relating to audits and contracting, as required by law and good public policy. Rule 10.63(c) sets forth additional duties of the committee, such 
as to: 
 

• Review and approve a yearly audit plan for the judicial branch; 
• Advise and assist the council in performing its responsibilities under the Judicial Branch Contract Law; 
• Review and recommend to the council proposed updates and revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual; and 
• Make recommendations concerning any proposed changes to the annual compensation plan for Judicial Council staff. 

 
Rule 10.63(d) sets forth the membership position of the committee. The audit committee currently has seven members and one non-voting 
advisor. The current committee roster is available on the committee’s webpage. 

Subgroups of the Advisory Body2: 
 
None. 

 
1 The Annual Agenda outlines the work an advisory body will focus on in the coming year or cycle and identifies areas of collaboration with other advisory 
bodies and Judicial Council staff resources. 
2 For the definition of “subcommittee” see Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.30(c); for “working group,” see rule 10.70; for “workstream,” see rule 10.53(c); and for 
“education curriculum committee,” see rule 10.50(c)(6). 

https://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=ten&linkid=rule10_63
https://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=ten&linkid=rule10_63
https://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=ten&linkid=rule10_63
https://www.courts.ca.gov/auditcommittee.htm#panel37633
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Advisory Body and Subgroup Meetings Planned for 20263 
 
Videoconferences as needed based on the availability of audit reports, generally quarterly. 
 
☐ Check here if in-person meeting is approved by the internal committee oversight chair. 
 

 

 
3 Refer to section IV. 2 (Meeting frequency) of the Operating Standards for Judicial Council Advisory Bodies for governance on in-person meetings. 
Note: Because of the current budget and staffing constraints, advisory body chairs and staff must first consider meeting remotely. The chair of the Executive 
and Planning Committee is extending the suspension of advisory body in-person meetings for the 2025−2026 annual agenda cycle. If an in-person meeting is 
needed, the responsible Judicial Council office head must seek approval from their advisory body’s internal oversight committee chair. Please see the 
prioritization memo dated July 1, 2025, for additional details. 

http://intranet.jud.ca.gov/documents/reference/Advisory_Body_Operating_Standards.pdf?1542736719593
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II. COMMITTEE PROJECTS 
 
Priority Levels and Branch Goals Key: 
Refer to the following key for populating your project priority levels and branch goals. For each Priority Level 1 proposal, the 
advisory body must provide a specific reason why it should be done this year and how it fits within the identified category. If an 
advisory committee is interested in pursuing any Priority Level 2 proposals, please include justification as to why the proposal 
should be approved at this time.  
 

Priority Levels for Non-Rules/Forms 
1 Must be done 
2 Should be done 

Priority Levels for Rules/Forms Proposals 
1a (Legal 
Compliance) 

Proposal urgently needed to conform 
to or accurately reflect the law. 

1b (Council Directive) Council has directed the committee to 
consider new or amended rules and 
forms. 

1c (Urgent Remedial 
Action) 

Change is urgently needed to remedy 
a problem that is causing significant 
cost or inconvenience to the courts or 
the public. 

1d (Financial/ Legal 
Risk Mitigation) 

Proposal is otherwise urgent and 
necessary, such as a proposal that 
would mitigate exposure to immediate 
or severe financial or legal risk. 

2a (Useful Changes in 
Law) 

Useful, but not necessary, to 
implement changes in law. 

2b (Responsive to 
Concerns) 

Responsive to identified concerns or 
problems. 

2c (Helpful Advancing 
Branch Goals) 

Helpful in otherwise advancing 
Judicial Council goals and objectives. 

 

Judicial Branch Strategic Plan–Branch Goals 
I. Access, Fairness, Diversity, and Inclusion 

II. Independence and Accountability 

III. Modernization of Management and 
Administration 

IV. Quality of Justice and Service to the Public 

V. Education for Branchwide Professional 
Excellence 

VI. Branchwide Infrastructure for Service Excellence 

VII. Adequate, Stable, and Predictable Funding for a 
Fully Functioning Branch 

 

https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-i-access
https://courts.ca.gov/goal-ii-independence-and-accountability
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-iii
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-iii
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-iv-quality
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-v-education
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-v-education
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-vi
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-vii
https://courts.ca.gov/policy-administration/judicial-council/judicial-branch-strategic-plan/branch-goals/goal-vii
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# Ongoing Projects and Activities 

1.  Project Title: Review Audit Reports and Recommend Policy Changes, As Appropriate Priority: 1 

Supported Strategic Plan Branch Goals: 

I 
Access 
☐ 

II 
Independence 

☒ 

III 
Modernization 

☐ 

IV 
Quality 
☐ 

V 
Education 

☐ 

VI 
Infrastructure 

☐ 

VII 
Funding 

☐ 

Project Summary: The audit committee reviews audit reports issued by external entities (i.e., the State Controller’s Office and State 
Auditor’s Office) and periodically issues public audit advisories or internal memoranda to highlight systemic and important issues for trial 
court management. Some of the audit reports presented to the audit committee are required to be performed by law. Section 77206(h) of the 
Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office (SCO) to audit the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of each trial court on 
a cyclical basis. Similarly, section 19210 of the Public Contract Code requires the California State Auditor’s Office (CSA) to audit the 
procurement practices of at least five trial courts and the Judicial Council every three years. Audit reports issued by both the SCO and the 
CSA are discussed by the committee in public session for transparency. 
 
Section 77206(g) of the Government Code authorizes the Judicial Council to inspect, review, and perform comprehensive oversight and 
analysis of court financial records wherever they may be located. State law also authorizes council staff to investigate allegations of financial 
impropriety or mismanagement. The Judicial Council’s audit staff often review court compliance with key financial, operational, and 
procurement-related policies in high-risk areas, such as: cash handling procedures, the reporting of case filings data to the Judicial Branch 
Statistical Information System (JBSIS); and vendor payment practices. Trial court management may address the audit committee in closed 
session to share their perspectives on any draft audit findings. To promote transparency, the final audit reports (along with those from the 
SCO and CSA) are posted publicly on the judicial branch’s website following the audit committee’s approval. 
 
Status/Timeline: Ongoing. 
 
Fiscal Impact/Staff Resources: There are no direct fiscal impacts. However, the periodic recommendations made by the audit committee 
may result in fiscal impacts that must be evaluated by those committees designated with oversight responsibilities in the given policy area 
(e.g., Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee, Court Executives Advisory Committee, etc.). 
  
☐ Check this box if this project may result in an allocation or distribution of funds to the courts.  
 
Internal/External Stakeholders: The courts audited are external stakeholders, particularly court executive officers and financial staff.  
 
AC Collaboration: No direct collaboration with other advisory committees or working groups. Limited collaboration with external audit 
agencies (such as the State Auditor’s Office and State Controller’s Office), who periodically audit judicial branch entities.  
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# Ongoing Projects and Activities 

2.  Project Title: Recommend Updates to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual Priority: 1 

Supported Strategic Plan Branch Goals: 

I 
Access 
☐ 

II 
Independence 

☒ 

III 
Modernization 

☐ 

IV 
Quality 
☐ 

V 
Education 

☐ 

VI 
Infrastructure 

☐ 

VII 
Funding 

☐ 

Project Summary: The Judicial Branch Contract Law (Pub. Contract Code, §§ 19201–19210) requires the Judicial Council to adopt a 
contracting manual that is consistent with the Public Contract Code and substantially similar to the State Contracting Manual and State 
Administrative Manual. The manual contains procurement and contracting policies and procedures that must be followed by all judicial 
branch entities. To the extent that there are legislative amendments to the Public Contract Code that are applicable to judicial branch 
entities, the Judicial Council must update the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual so that the manual remains consistent with the Public 
Contract Code. Additionally, to the extent that there are other changes made to the State Contracting Manual and/or the State 
Administrative Manual—such as via Executive Order—the Judicial Council must update the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual so that the 
manual remains substantially similar to the State Contracting Manual and State Administrative Manual. 
 
Status/Timeline: Ongoing. The audit committee discusses and approves suggested revisions before forwarding the changes to the council for 
final approval and adoption. 
 
Fiscal Impact/Staff Resources: Staff from the Judicial Council’s Legal Services office monitor changes to state procurement laws and other 
changes that affect the State Contracting Manual and State Administrative Manual and develop proposed changes for the audit committee’s 
consideration. Legal Services absorbs the cost of this work within its existing budget. 
 
☐ Check this box if this project may result in an allocation or distribution of funds to the courts.  
 
Internal/External Stakeholders: Judicial branch entities, who are required to comply with provisions in the Judicial Branch Contracting 
Manual. 
 
AC Collaboration: Attorneys within Legal Services periodically communicate with a group of court procurement officials, known as the 
Judicial Branch Contracting Manual Working Group, an unofficial working group not formally established under any advisory committee. 
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 Ongoing Projects and Activities 

3.  Project Title: Issue Audit Advisories, as Necessary, to Proactively Address Areas of Risk Priority: 2 

Supported Strategic Plan Branch Goals: 

I 
Access 
☐ 

II 
Independence 

☒ 

III 
Modernization 

☐ 

IV 
Quality 
☐ 

V 
Education 

☐ 

VI 
Infrastructure 

☐ 

VII 
Funding 

☐ 

Project Summary: Since the creation of the audit committee in October 2017, audit staff and the committee have issued audit advisories on 
topics such as: cash handling procedures, grant administration, court procurement practices, and data quality standards for court reporting to 
the Judicial Branch Statistical Information System (JBSIS). As the audit committee discusses audit findings and sees systemic and important 
issues that require action, it may direct committee staff to draft audit advisories that explain to the courts the given problem, risks, and 
suggested recommendations for corrective action. Doing so provides each court with an opportunity to review their own practices and make 
changes—prior to an audit—to improve judicial administration. 
 
Status/Timeline: Ongoing. 
 
Fiscal Impact/Staff Resources: None. 
  
☐ Check this box if this project may result in an allocation or distribution of funds to the courts.  
 
Internal/External Stakeholders: None. 
 
AC Collaboration: Court Executive Advisory Committee and Data Analytics Advisory Committee. 
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III. LIST OF 2025 PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 

# Project Highlights and Achievements 
1.  The committee reviewed 7 audit reports focusing on procurement and financial activities of the courts. The reports contained 30 

recommendations for courts to help improve operations and promote financial accountability. 

2.  The committee proposed revisions to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual to incorporate provisions related to Generative Artificial 
Intelligence (GenAI), for consideration and approval at the December 12, 2025, Judicial Council meeting. 

 



 
         Meeting Date: 3/12/2026 
 
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 audit of 
the Judicial Council and five superior courts. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment A—Audit report #2025-302 
 
Background: 
 
Section 19210 of the Public Contract Code requires the State Auditor’s Office to audit the 
procurement practices of the Judicial Council and of five judicial branch entities courts every 
three years. These audits focus on whether the Judicial Council and the selected judicial branch 
entities were compliant with the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual and other applicable 
procurement criteria. 
 
The State Auditor contracted with an outside firm that reviewed procurement and payment 
activities from fiscal year 2023-24 through 2024-25 for the Judicial Council and the following 
five superior courts: 
 

• Fresno 
• Merced 
• San Diego 
• Solano 
• Tehama 

 
Summary of Audit Results: 
 
The State Auditor’s consultant concluded that the Judicial Council and the selected superior 
courts “have policies and practices that are sufficient and appropriate to guide their procurement 
and payment activities.” 
 



Specifically, the State Auditor’s consultant reached the following conclusions: 
 

• The Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (JBCM) is consistent with state law, the State 
Administrative Manual, and the State Contracting Manual. 
 

• The Judicial Council’s and the selected superior courts’ local contracting manuals are 
consistent with requirements in the JBCM. 
 

• The Judicial Council and the selected superior courts have implemented appropriate 
controls and practices, and their staff are consistently following them. 
 

• Judicial Council the selected superior courts’ staff consistently follow requirements in 
their local contracting manuals and their internal procedures related to vendor payments. 
 

• The Judicial Council is accurately reporting to the Legislature and the State Auditor 
required information on payments and contracts. 
 

There were no findings directed to either the Judicial Council or the selected superior courts. 
 
 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting on the Audit Services 
webpage. 
 



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

Mike Tilden  Chief Deputy

Grant Parks  State Auditor

January 8, 2026 
2025‑302

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

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders: 

This report concludes that the Judicial Council of California (Judicial Council) and the superior 
courts in the counties of Fresno, Merced, San Diego, Solano, and Tehama have policies and practices 
that are sufficient and appropriate to guide their procurement and payment activities. The Judicial 
Council is the policymaking body of the California courts. Under the leadership of the Chief Justice 
and in accordance with the California Constitution, the Judicial Council is responsible for ensuring 
the consistent, independent, impartial, and accessible administration of justice. 

In 2011, the State enacted the California Judicial Branch 
Contract Law (judicial contract law), which requires 
Judicial Branch entities—any superior court, court 
of appeal, the California Supreme Court, the Judicial 
Council, or the Habeas Corpus Resource Center—
to comply with provisions of the Public Contract 
Code (PCC), subject to certain exceptions.1 The PCC 
generally contains the laws for government procurement 
of goods and services applicable to state agencies 
and departments. 

As an example of one of the ways the judicial contract 
law compels Judicial Branch entities to comply with 
elements of the PCC, judicial contract law requires the 
Judicial Council to adopt a Judicial Branch Contracting 
Manual (judicial contracting manual), incorporating 
procurement and contracting policies and procedures 
that all Judicial Branch entities must follow. The law 
also requires the Judicial Council and all other Judicial 
Branch entities to each adopt a local contracting 
manual (local manual) to direct the procurement and 
contracting for its own goods and services. These 
manuals must be consistent with the PCC and contain 
provisions substantially similar to those in the State 
Administrative Manual (SAM) and State Contracting 
Manual (SCM). The text box describes the purpose and 
content of these two types of manuals.

1	 In July 2014, the Judicial Council voted to retire the name Administrative Office of the Courts for its staff agency; however, state law continues to use 
this name.

The Judicial Council’s Contracting Manuals 

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

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

Source:  State law and the Judicial Council’s 
contracting manuals.

Attachment A
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Since the 2011 enactment of the judicial contract law, the California State Auditor (State Auditor) 
has been responsible for regularly auditing Judicial Branch entities’ implementation of the judicial 
contract law. In an amendment to the judicial contract law, which became effective January 2025, 
the Legislature changed the cycle of the State Auditor’s required audits of Judicial Branch entities’ 
implementation of the judicial contract law: subject to legislative appropriation, our office now audits 
the Judicial Council and five additional Judicial Branch entities every three years. In our most recent 
prior audits of the Judicial Council and five superior courts, we found that both the Judicial Council 
and the applicable courts had implemented all of our prior recommendations.2 As a result of having 
implemented our recommendations, the Judicial Council and those courts have strengthened their 
respective procurement and payment policies and practices. 

In summer 2025, we contracted with the consulting firm Kearney & Company (consultant), which 
has in‑depth experience auditing procurement processes in the federal and California court systems. 

Judicial Council

The consultant evaluated the Judicial Council’s procurement and payment policies and performed a 
detailed review of 50 procurements and more than 20 payments executed by Judicial Council staff 
from fiscal years 2023–24 through 2024–25. Our consultant determined that in all material respects, 
the Judicial Council is in compliance with the judicial contract law. 

Specifically, our consultant reached the following conclusions:

•	 Procurement policies: As required, the Judicial Council’s contracting manuals are consistent with 
state law, SAM, and SCM.

•	 Procurement processes: The Judicial Council has implemented, and its staff is consistently 
following, appropriate procurement controls and practices. 

•	 Payment processes: The Judicial Council staff is consistently following requirements in its 
contracting manual and its internal procedures for vendor payments.

•	 Annual procurement reports: The Judicial Council is accurately reporting to the Legislature and 
the State Auditor required information on payments and contracts. 

Selected Courts

In addition to assessing the Judicial Council’s procurement and payment policies and practices, 
our consultant evaluated the procurement and payment policies for a selection of five superior 
courts in the following counties: Fresno, Merced, San Diego, Solano, and Tehama. For each of the 
selected courts, our consultant reviewed a judgmental selection of procurements, payments, and 
purchases executed by the superior court’s staff from fiscal years 2023–24 and 2024–25. The number 

2	 For our most recent prior audit of the Judicial Council, see Report 2023-302, Judicial Branch of California—Judicial Council, January 2024. For 
our most recent prior audit of Judicial Branch entities other than the Judicial Council (five superior courts), see Report 2022-301, Judicial Branch 
Procurement: Although Four Superior Courts We Reviewed Generally Met Procurement Requirements, Glenn County Superior Court Needs to Significantly 
Improve Its Procurement Practices, January 2023.
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of procurements selected per court ranged from 
eight to 26, the payments ranged from 19 to 37, and 
the monthly purchase card statements ranged from 
seven to nine. As the text box shows, in making each of 
these selections, our consultant considered the value 
of the contract, payment, or purchase relative to the 
total value of all contracts, payments, or purchases 
the selected courts made during the applicable 
fiscal years. Our consultant determined that, in all 
material respects, the selected superior courts are in 
compliance with the judicial contract law. 

Specifically, our consultant reached the following 
conclusions:

•	 Procurement policies: The selected superior 
courts’ contracting manuals are consistent with 
requirements in the Judicial Council’s contracting 
manuals, which are consistent with state law, SAM, 
and SCM. 

•	 Procurement processes: The selected superior 
courts have implemented appropriate procurement 
controls and practices, and their staffs are 
consistently following them. 

•	 Payment processes: The selected superior courts’ 
staffs are consistently following requirements 
in their contracting manuals and their internal 
procedures related to vendor payments and 
purchase card transactions.

The Contracting Manuals of the Judicial Council and the Selected Courts Comply With Legal and 
Administrative Requirements 

The Judicial Council maintains a judicial contracting manual for the various Judicial Branch entities, 
such as the superior courts. It also maintains its own local manual. The judicial contract law requires 
that these manuals be consistent with the PCC, which governs contracts entered into by public 
entities, and they must also be substantially similar to SAM and SCM, which provide additional 
procurement guidance. Our consultant found in its review that the judicial contracting manual 
remains consistent with the requirements in the PCC, SAM, and SCM. In addition, our consultant 
determined that the Judicial Council’s local manual conforms to the judicial contracting manual. 
Finally, our consultant determined that the local manuals that each of the selected superior courts 
maintains also conform to the judicial contracting manual.

Methods Used to Select Procurements, 
Payments, and Purchases for Review 

at Each Court

Procurements: Our consultant judgmentally 
selected high dollar amount contract transactions 
that accounted for at least 50 percent of the 
total population of contracts by dollar value. 
Our consultant also included in this selection all 
new or amended contracts valued at more than 
$1 million. In addition to these judgmental selections, 
our consultant selected a random sample of 
procurements for which the court issued multiple 
purchase documents at less than the competitive 
bidding threshold and in close proximity to determine 
whether the court properly justified the purchases 
and complied with procurement requirements.

Payments: From the procurements selected above, 
our consultant judgmentally selected high dollar 
amount payments that accounted for at least 
50 percent of the total population of payments by 
dollar value.

Purchases: Our consultant judgmentally selected 
all purchase card monthly statements for which the 
total purchase card transactions in a given month 
exceeded a total of $100,000, or 10 percent of all 
reported purchase card payments for that fiscal year.

Source:  Audit workpapers.
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The Judicial Council Has Sufficient Procurement and Payment Processes

Our January 2024 audit of the Judicial Council found that the Judicial Council had established 
appropriate procedures to govern how it processes payments and that it followed those procedures 
when paying vendors.3 However, that audit also identified opportunities for the Judicial Council to 
strengthen certain purchasing practices. As a result of that audit, we made seven recommendations 
to the Judicial Council, and the Judicial Council has fully implemented all of those recommendations. 
For this audit, our contractor tested 50 Judicial Council procurements for compliance with the 
council’s local manual and internal procedures, looking specifically at requirements related to 
competitive bidding and sole‑source contracting. Our contractor did not identify any issues related 
to the Judicial Council’s procurement process. Our contractor also selected more than 20 Judicial 
Council payments for review and determined that all the payments complied with the requirements of 
the judicial contracting manual, the local manual, and the council’s internal procedures.

The Selected Courts Have Sufficient Procurement and Payment Processes 

To assess the procurement controls and practices at the Fresno, Merced, San Diego, Solano, and Tehama 
superior courts, our contractor tested 76 procurements and did not identify any material concerns with 
the selected courts’ procurement controls and practices. Our contractor also reviewed 141 payments 
and 42 monthly purchase card statements to assess the courts’ payment controls and practices and to 
determine whether they complied with Judicial Council manuals and court manuals. Our contractor 
determined that each of the selected courts’ payment controls and practices were appropriate.

The Judicial Council Reports Reliable Financial Information 

The judicial contract law requires the Judicial Council to submit an annual report to the Legislature and 
the State Auditor with information about its contracts and payments. Among other information, the 
reports must include lists of the payments and contract amendments that the Judicial Council made 
during the reporting period. Our consultant assessed the reliability of the Judicial Council’s financial 
information in both the Financial Information System for California (FI$Cal) and in its reports to the 
Legislature for July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2025, and determined that the information was reliable. 

Our consultant conducted this audit under the authority vested in the California State Auditor by 
Government Code section 8546 and according to generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that the consultant plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for their findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives specified in the Scope and Methodology section of the report. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MIKE TILDEN, CPA  
Chief Deputy State Auditor

January 8, 2026

3	 Report 2023‑302, Judicial Branch of California—Judicial Council, January 2024.
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APPENDIX 

Scope and Methodology

The State Auditor contracted with Kearney & Company to complete this audit. The audit was 
conducted according to audit requirements contained in the PCC section 19210, the judicial contract 
law, and the standards of the U.S. Government Accountability Office, which the State Auditor is 
statutorily required to follow. The judicial contract law requires the State Auditor, upon legislative 
appropriation, to perform audits of the Judicial Council and five other Judicial Branch entities every 
three years. The table lists the audit objectives we developed and the methods Kearney & Company 
used to fulfill those objectives. Unless otherwise stated in the table or elsewhere in the report, 
statements and conclusions about items selected for review should not be projected to the population.

Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them   

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1  Determine whether the Judicial Branch 
Contracting Manual (judicial contracting 
manual) is consistent with the requirements 
set forth in the judicial contract law.

Compiled revisions to the PCC, SAM, and SCM from July 2023 through June 2025, and 
determined whether the judicial contracting manual reflects those revisions and whether it is 
consistent with requirements set forth in the judicial contract law.

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

Determined whether any revisions made to the judicial contracting manual are reflected in the 
local manual.

3  Assess the Judicial Council’s internal 
controls over procurement practices and 
then determine whether the council 
complied with those controls and other 
key requirements, including requirements 
related to competitive bidding and 
sole‑source contracting.

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

•	 Used FI$Cal data from the Judicial Council to identify all procurements for the period 
from July 2023 through June 2025. From these data, randomly selected 45 procurements 
for review and judgmentally selected an additional five procurements based on the factors 
described in Objective 5.

•	 Tested a selection of 50 procurements, including contract agreements, purchase orders, 
and contract amendments, for compliance with the requirements of the judicial contracting 
manual and the local manual, including requirements for procurement approval, segregation 
of duties, competitive bidding, and other key controls. 

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

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

•	 Judgmentally selected a sample of 24 invoice payments, based on payment amounts, from 
the procurements reviewed in Objective 3. Tested the selected payments for compliance with 
requirements of the judicial contracting manual and other procedure documents, including 
requirements for invoice approval, proper authorization, and segregation of duties.

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

•	 Confirmed that the judicial contracting manual still prohibits Judicial Branch entities from 
splitting transactions of $10,000 or more into multiple transactions of less than $10,000.

•	 Used data from FI$Cal to identify vendors from which the Judicial Council made multiple 
procurements of less than $10,000 for the period from July 2023 through June 2025. 

•	 For a random selection of five vendors with multiple payments of less than $10,000, assessed 
corresponding procurement documentation to determine whether any of those multiple 
procurements should have been a single competitively bid procurement.

continued on next page . . .
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

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

•	 Reviewed the Judicial Council’s annual procurement reports submitted to the Legislature 
and the State Auditor for July 2023 through June 2025. 

•	 Obtained data from FI$Cal that the Judicial Council used to generate the annual reports for 
July 2023 through June 2025.

•	 For a selection of hard copy procurement files, determined whether the selected 
procurements were accurately recorded in the annual report and in FI$Cal.

•	 Compared information from the 24 payment invoices selected as part of Objective 4 to the 
FI$Cal data to determine whether the invoices existed in the system and were accurate.

7 Determine whether each court has 
developed its own local contracting manual 
and assess its conformance to the judicial 
contracting manual.

Obtained each court’s local contracting manual that was applicable from July 2023 through 
June 2025. Assessed whether the local contracting manuals conformed to the judicial 
contracting manual’s requirements and recommendations.

8 Assess each court’s compliance with key 
internal controls over contracting and 
procurement in the judicial contracting 
manual and its local contracting manual, 
including those related to competitive 
bidding, sole‑source contracting, 
and payment and deliverable review 
and oversight.

•	 Based on factors including contract value and type of goods or services procured, 
judgmentally selected contracts from each court that were active from July 2023 through 
June 2025. Based on factors including payment value, judgmentally selected payments that 
each court made from July 2023 through June 2025.

•	 To gain assurance that data used to select payments and contracts were complete, traced 
source documents to the information used for selection.

•	 For each court, reviewed a selection of contracts and an initial selection of payments 
compared to key requirements and safeguards identified in the judicial contracting manual, 
local manual, and other relevant policies and procedures. 

•	 For each court, used the Phoenix Financial System to identify any new or amended 
contracts valued at more than $1 million from July 2023 through June 2025. For any such 
contracts, reviewed the contracts and the courts’ documentation of notifications sent to the 
State Auditor.

9 Evaluate selected courts’ contracts to 
determine whether they may have 
inappropriately split contracts to 
avoid obtaining necessary approvals 
or compliance with competitive 
bidding requirements.

Used the Phoenix Financial System to identify any instances of courts having possibly split 
contracts. For the identified instances, evaluated additional information, such as payment 
reports and contract documents, to identify whether a court entered into contracts with the 
same vendor for similar goods or services during the same time frame for the purposes of 
avoiding competitive bidding.

10 Review the appropriateness of each court’s 
CAL‑Card or other court‑issued purchase 
card transactions when those transactions 
exceed a total of $100,000 or 10 percent of 
all reported procurement payments for a 
one‑year period.

Determined whether each court used purchase cards and reviewed monthly purchase card 
statements for transactions that appeared questionable based on the amount or vendor. Based 
on factors including transaction amount and purchase justification, reviewed a judgmental 
selection of purchase card transactions for each court.

Source:  Audit workpapers. 



 
         Meeting Date: 3/12/2026 
 
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 San Francisco Superior Court. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment B—Audit report of San Francisco Superior Court’s Revenues, 
Expenditures, and Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 2021-22) 

 
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 SCO’s objectives were to determine whether: 
 

• Revenues and expenditures were accurately recorded, properly supported, and complied 
with applicable laws, regulations, and policies; and 

 
• Fund balances were accurately recorded, contained sufficient documentation, and 

complied with applicable laws, regulations, and policies.  
 
Summary of Audit Results: 
 
The SCO concluded that the Court did not always comply with governing statues, rules, 
regulations, and policies for revenues, expenditures and fund balances. There were seven (7) 
findings. 
 
For Findings 1-3, the SCO found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the 
recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, the SCO found unbilled invoices and 



unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, the SCO found unaccrued current-year expenditures and 
unadjusted prior-year expenditures.  

1) The Court did not accrue certain revenues and reimbursements at fiscal year-end, 
resulting in understated revenues in the amount of $582,990. 

2) The Court did not accrue certain expenditures at fiscal year-end, resulting in understated 
expenditures in the amount of $63,150. 

3) The Court disbursed $1,018,790 for prior-year (FY 2020-21) transactions that should 
have been, but were not, accrued at the end of the prior year. 

 
For Findings 4 and 5, the SCO found noncompliance with legal contracting requirements 
involving city and county services, and grant reporting requirements. 

4) The Court did not submit required reports to JCC pertaining to the Sargent Shriver Civil 
Counsel Program. 

5) The Court paid $2,372,838 to the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) related to 
processing payroll activities and employee retirement plan costs without a valid contract 
in place. As a result, these payments were not properly reported to the State Auditor as 
required by Public Contract Code 19204(a). Also, the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Court and the CCSF for the Indigent Defense Advisory Program does not 
include the full scope of work, the amount of funding, or the date of execution. 
 

For Finding 6, the SCO found accounting discrepancies in payroll expenditures that had not been 
reconciled. 

6) The Court’s payroll is processed externally by the CCSF. Payroll reconciliations are not 
prepared on a pay-period basis (bi-weekly) but are prepared annually at year-end. The 
annual reconciliation for FY 2021-22 showed an unreconciled discrepancy of $40,634. 
 

For Finding 7, the SCO found noncompliance with the Court’s internal control procedures. 

7) The SCO noted delays in deactivating user access to the Court’s computer network for 
three employees who had separated from Court employment during the audit period. 

 
The Court agreed with the SCO’s observations and provided a Corrective Action Plan to address 
the accounting errors, fiscal control deficiencies, compliance exceptions and recommendations. 
 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting on the Audit Services 
webpage. 
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January 23, 2026 

Mr. Brandon E. Riley, Court Executive Officer 

Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Civic Center Courthouse 

400 McAllister Street, Room 205 

San Francisco, CA  94102 

Dear Mr. Riley: 

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

(the Court) to determine whether the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies relating to the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the 

Court’s administration and control that we determined were material and significant. The audit 

period was July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022. 

We found that the Court did not comply with certain governing statutes, rules, regulations, and 

policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

Specifically, we found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the 

recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, we found unbilled invoices and 

unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, we found unaccrued current-year expenditures and 

unadjusted prior-year expenditures. When reviewing payroll expenditures, we found 

accounting discrepancies that had not been reconciled. 

We also found noncompliance with legal contracting requirements involving city and county 

services, grant reporting requirements, and the Court’s internal control procedures. These 

exceptions warrant the attention of management.



Mr. Brandon E. Riley  

January 23, 2026 

Page 2 of 2 

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 

SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 | 916.324.8907 

LOS ANGELES 901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 | 323.981.6802 

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 accounting errors, fiscal control deficiencies, compliance 

exceptions and recommendations. We appreciate the Court’s assistance and cooperation 

during the audit, and its willingness to implement corrective actions. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial 

Audits Bureau, by telephone at 916-323-1573 or email at jjames@sco.ca.gov. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by  

Kimberly A. Tarvin, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

Copy: Rally Catapang, Chief Financial Officer 

  Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

 Faye Chin, Fiscal Systems and Services Manager 

  Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

 Michelle Curran, Administrative Director 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Jason Lopez, Director 

  Branch Accounting and Procurement 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Joe Meyer, Principal Manager 

  Audit Services 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  California Department of Finance 

 Justin Adelman, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  California Department of Finance 

mailto:jjames@sco.ca.gov
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SUMMARY 

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

Francisco (the Court) to determine whether the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies relating to the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the 

Court’s administration and control that we determined were material and significant. The audit 

period was July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022. 

We found that the Court did not comply with certain governing statutes, rules, regulations, and 

policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances.  

Specifically, we found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the 

recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, we found unbilled invoices and 

unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, we found unaccrued current-year expenditures and 

unadjusted prior-year expenditures. When reviewing payroll expenditures, we found 

accounting discrepancies that had not been reconciled. 

We also found noncompliance with legal requirements involving city and county services, grant 

reporting requirements, and the Court’s internal control procedures. These exceptions warrant 

the attention of management. 

BACKGROUND 

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 

trial 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 Title 8 of 

Government Code, “The Organization and Government of Courts.” 
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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. The FIN Manual describes an internal 

control framework that enables trial 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. Government Code (GC) section 77001 provides 

trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their own operations. 

The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial Statements, Yearly 

Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position Worksheets. Financial statement components form 

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 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) 2021-22, the Court reported revenues of $79,500,448. The Court receives 

the majority of its revenue from state financing sources. The TCTF provided 72 percent of the 

Court’s revenue. During the audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $77,976,928. 

Payroll-related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 77 percent of total 

expenditures. The Court employed 483 staff members to serve the City and County of San 

Francisco’s (CCSF) population of approximately 809,000 residents. 
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Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special Revenue (Grant) Fund, a 

Special Revenue (Non-Grant) Fund, and a Fiduciary Fund. The General Fund and both 

Special Revenue Funds are operating funds. The General Fund and the Special Revenue 

(Non-Grant) Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of four percent of total 

revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and significant for testing. The 

Special Revenue (Grant) fund had expenditure accounts in excess of four percent of total 

expenditures, and was considered material and significant for testing. Fiduciary funds do not 

report operating revenue and expenditures; therefore, we did not perform audit procedures on 

the Fiduciary Fund. 

AUDIT AUTHORITY 

We conducted this audit at the request of the JCC, pursuant to GC section 77206(j), which 

requires the JCC to contract with the SCO to perform trial court audits; and in accordance with 

Interagency Agreement Number 91393, dated November 1, 2023, between the SCO and the 

JCC, and with GC section 77206(h), which requires the SCO to audit every trial court at least 

once every four years, and to report the results of these audits to the California State 

Legislature, the JCC, and the Department of Finance no later than April 1 of each year. In 

addition, GC section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to audit the disbursement 

of state money for correctness, legality, and sufficient provisions of law for payment. 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

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

statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances for 

any funds under the Court’s administration and control that we determined were material and 
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significant during the period of July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022. 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. 

To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures. 

General Procedures 

• We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies (November 2017), the FY 2021-22 

Budget Act, the Manual of State Funds, Government Code, the California Rules of Court, 

the 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. 
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• We assessed whether key internal controls, such as reviews and approvals, reconciliations, 

and segregation of duties were properly designed and implemented by performing walk-

throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

• We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records supporting the 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 

seven revenue items and 41 expenditure items to evaluate key internal controls of 

transactions recorded in significant and material operating funds and the related fund 

accounts. For expenditure testing, our sample consisted of 31 non-payroll transactions and 

the payroll records of 10 employees. We expanded testing on accounts with transactions 

containing errors to determine the impact of the 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. 
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• We tested revenue transactions and account balances in the General Fund and the Special 

Revenue (Non-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 revenue accounts that exceeded four percent of total revenues, and 

determined that the TCTF, the Court Interpreter account, the Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) Reimbursements account, and the Other Miscellaneous account were material for 

testing. We tested accounts through sampling and analytical procedures. 

• We expanded our testing to include the Court’s reported County Program – Restricted 

account following the results from our preliminary analytical procedures.  

• We performed analytical procedures to test TCTF distributed revenues. 

• We tested $71,579,015 of $79,500,448, or 90 percent of total revenues. 

We found $126,434 in billable amounts due the Court at year-end (June 30, 2022) that were not 

invoiced for collection and accrual to the Court’s recorded MOU Reimbursements account, and 

we found $456,556 in unbilled amounts due the Court at year-end for its County Program –

Restricted revenue. These unbilled costs caused the Court’s revenue to be understated by 

$582,990 in its FY 2021-22 financial statements. 

In our review of two Judicial Council grants, we also noted that the Court had not submitted 

required quarterly progress reports specified in the grant agreements to ensure continued 

program funding. Schedule 1—Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results presents, by 

account, revenues and related amounts tested. 

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 
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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 and both of 

the Special Revenue Funds 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 four percent of total 

expenditures. The material accounts included two payroll-related accounts (Salaries – 

Permanent and Staff Benefits) and two non-payroll accounts (Contracted Services and 

Information Technology). 

• For material payroll-related accounts, we selected two monthly bi-weekly pay periods in 

September 2021 and May 2022 to review. We reconciled the salary and benefit 

expenditures shown on the payroll registers to the general ledger (GL) and examined 

supporting records of benefit charges. We then 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 forms; 

o Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered into the GL 

accurately; and 

o Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed to the employees’ 

benefit election forms. 
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• For material non-payroll accounts, we selected samples to test key internal control activities 

and the accuracy of recorded transactions, and traced expenditures recorded in the GL to 

supporting documentation. We considered transactions in excess of $140,000 to be 

individually significant. Our tests included the following expenditures: 

o Contracted Services – We tested 23 out of 12,615 transactions. Three transactions 

were considered individually significant. 

o Information Technology – We tested eight out of 331 transactions. There were no 

transactions considered individually significant. 

• We tested $1,669,552 of $77,976,928, or 2.1 percent of total expenditures. 

We found $955,641 in unaccrued amounts due vendors at FY 2021-22 year-end that should 

have been recorded to the Court’s Contracted Services account. Omitting the accrual 

understates the Court’s expenditures in its FY 2021-22 financial statements. We also found 

account entry errors of $1,018,790 in unadjusted prior-year expenditures. These expenditures 

should have been, but were not, accrued for payment in the previous fiscal year. These 

accounting errors resulted in a $63,150 overstatement of the Court’s current-year program 

operating costs, but do not affect the Court’s overall reported expenditures. Schedule 2—

Summary of Expenditures and Expenditure Test Results presents, by account, expenditures 

and related amounts tested. 

Fund Balance Testing Procedures 

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

processes, 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 selected the General Fund and both of the Special Revenue Funds because these 

funds had revenue and expenditure accounts or balances that were significant for testing. 



Office of the State Controller | Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Fiscal Compliance Audit of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances Final Audit Report 

January 2026 

-9- 

• 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, 2022, were 

accurate and in compliance with applicable criteria. 

We found that the total fund balance was understated by $646,140 due to missing accruals for 

revenue and expenditure accounts. Schedule 3—Summary of Fund Balances and Fund 

Balance Test Results presents, by Fund, total balances and changes in fund balances. 

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. 

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 objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 

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

CONCLUSION 

We found that the Court did not comply with certain governing statutes, rules, regulations, and 

policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances.  

Specifically, we found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the 

recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, we found unbilled invoices and 

unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, we found unaccrued current-year expenditures and 
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unadjusted prior-year expenditures. When reviewing payroll expenditures, we found 

accounting discrepancies that had not been reconciled. 

We also found noncompliance with legal contracting requirements involving city and county 

services, grant reporting requirements, and the Court’s internal control procedures. These 

exceptions warrant the attention of management. 

FOLLOW-UP ON PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS 

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

balances. 

VIEWS OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS 

We issued a draft audit report on June 30, 2025. The Court responded by email dated July 3, 

2025, requesting our review of additional payroll records provided by the Court. On July 10, 

2025, we advised the Court that as a result of our review of the documents provided, the audit 

finding about undocumented overtime approvals (formerly Finding 7) noted in the draft report is 

resolved.  

The Court responded to the revised audit results by letter dated August 11, 2025, agreeing 

with the audit results. This final audit report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 
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RESTRICTED USE 

This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Court, 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 A. Tarvin, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

January 23, 2026 

https://www.sco.ca.gov/
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SCHEDULE 1—SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND REVENUE TEST RESULTS 

July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 

Revenue Accounts 
Revenues 
Reported 

Percentage 
of Total 

Revenues 
Amount 
Tested 

Percentage 
Tested 

Error 
Amount 

State Financing Sources 
  Trial Court Trust Fund $57,420,621 72.2% $57,420,621 100.0% $0 

  Improvement and Modernization Fund 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Judges’ Compensation 488,456 0.6% 488,456 100.0% 0 

  Court Interpreter  3,778,593 4.8% 3,778,593 100.0% 0 

  TCTF-Civil Coordination 24,607 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  MOU Reimbursements 3,521,053 4.4% 3,508,014 99.6% -126,434 

  Other Miscellaneous 5,926,775 7.5% 5,926,775 100.0% 0 

Subtotal – State financing sources 71,160,104 Intentionally left blank 71,122,458 Intentionally left blank -126,434 

Grants 
  Assembly Bill 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 1,131,779 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 

  Other Judicial Council Grants 470,966 0.6% 0 0.0% 0 

  Non-Judicial Council Grants 923,086 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 

Subtotal – Grants 2,525,831 Intentionally left blank 0 Intentionally left blank 0 

Other Financing Sources 
  Interest Income 57,619 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Investment Income 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Donations 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 
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Revenue Accounts 
Revenues 
Reported 

Percentage 
of Total 

Revenues 
Amount 
Tested 

Percentage 
Tested 

Error 
Amount 

  Local Fees 78,448 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Non-Fee Revenues 2,288 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Enhanced Collections 2,804,048 3.5% 0 0.0% 0 

  Escheatment 850,997 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Prior Year Revenue 1,065,272 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 

  County Program – Restricted 876,477 1.1% 456,556 52.1% -456,556 

  Reimbursement Other 45,298 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Sale of Fixed Assets 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Other Miscellaneous  34,065 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Subtotal – Other financing sources 5,814,513 Intentionally left blank 456,556 Intentionally left blank -456,556 

Total revenues $79,500,448 100.0% $71,579,015 90.0% -$582,990 

Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 

We found errors in the MOU Reimbursements account. See Finding 1—Unaccrued Year-End Revenues and Reimbursements. 

The following accounts are material revenue accounts: TCTF, Court Interpreter, MOU Reimbursements, and Other Miscellaneous. 

Although it is not material, we also tested the Judges’ Compensation account. 

We tested internal controls for the following accounts: TCTF, Judges’ Compensation, Court Interpreter, MOU Reimbursements, and 

Other Miscellaneous 
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SCHEDULE 2—SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND EXPENDITURE TEST RESULTS 

July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 

Expenditure Accounts 
Expenditures 

Reported 

Percentage 
of Total 

Expenditures 
Amount 
Tested 

Percentage 
Tested 

Error 
Amount 

Personal Services 
  Salaries – Permanent  $37,797,867 48.5% $66,312 0.2% $0 

  Temp Help 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Overtime 77,247 0.1% 818 1.1% 0 

  Staff Benefits  22,218,454 28.5% 0 0.0% 0 

Subtotal – Personal services 60,093,568 Intentionally left blank 67,130 Intentionally left blank 0 

Operating Expenses and Equipment 
  General Expense 1,276,819 1.6% 0 0.0% 0 

  Printing 59,880 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Telecommunications 378,002 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 

  Postage 340,425 0.4% 0 0.0% 0 

  Insurance 28,461 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  In-State Travel 13,344 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Out-of-State Travel 2,697 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Training 33,924 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Security Services 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Facility Operations 1,149,267 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 

  Utilities 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Contracted Services 8,570,189 11.0% 1,146,072 13.4% 955,641 

  Consulting and Professional Services 2,493,170 3.2% 0 0.0% 0 

  Information Technology 3,179,256 4.1% 456,350 14.4% 0 
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Expenditure Accounts 
Expenditures 

Reported 

Percentage 
of Total 

Expenditures 
Amount 
Tested 

Percentage 
Tested 

Error 
Amount 

  Major Equipment 112,993 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 

  Other Items of Expense 247 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Subtotal – Operating expenses and equipment 17,638,673 Intentionally left blank 1,602,422 Intentionally left blank 955,641 

Special Items of Expense 
  Grand Jury 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Jury Costs 334,567 0.4% 0 0.0% 0 

  Judgements, Settlements and Claims 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Debt Service 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Capital Costs 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Internal Cost Recovery 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

  Prior Year Expense Adjustment -89,881 -0.1% 0 0.0% -1,018,790 

Subtotal – Special items of expense 244,686 Intentionally left blank 0 Intentionally left blank -1,018,790 

Total expenditures $77,976,928 100.0% $1,669,552 2.1% -$63,150 

Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 

We found errors in the Contracted Services and the Prior Year Expense Adjustment accounts. See Finding 2—Unaccrued Year-End 

Non-Payroll Expenditures and Finding 3—Unadjusted Prior-Year Non-Payroll Expenditures. 

The following accounts are material expenditure accounts: Salaries – Permanent, Staff Benefits, Contracted Services, and Information 

Technology. Although it is not material, we also tested the Overtime account. 

We tested internal controls for the following accounts: Salaries – Permanent, Overtime, Staff Benefits, Contracted Services, and 

Information Technology.
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SCHEDULE 3—SUMMARY OF FUND BALANCES AND FUND BALANCE 

TEST RESULTS 

July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 

Balance 
General 

Fund 

Special 
Revenue 

Fund 
Non-Grant 

Special  
Revenue 

Fund  
Grant Total 

Beginning balance $1,152,999 $1,938,564 $0 $3,091,563 

  Revenues 73,311,108 3,722,846 2,466,494 79,500,448 

  Expenditures -72,201,348 -3,289,680 -2,485,899 -77,976,928 

  Transfers in 0 0 19,405 19,405 

  Transfers out -19,405 0 0 -19,405 

Ending balance 2,243,354 2,371,730 0 4,615,083 

Errors Noted 
  Revenues -361,385 -221,605 0 -582,991 

  Expenditures -63,150 0 0 -63,150 

Total errors noted -$424,535 -$221,605 $0 -$646,140 

Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 

We found errors in various accounts. Refer to the findings noted in Schedules 1 and 2. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding 1—Unaccrued Year-End Revenues and Reimbursements 

During our review of revenue and reimbursement transactions, we identified accrual-related 

accounting errors affecting the Court’s current-year (FY 2021-22) operating accounts. In all 

instances, the Court did not accrue for year-end revenues and reimbursements. These 

instances resulted in understated revenues in the amount of $582,990. 

Accrual-related Errors 

We noted accrual-related errors affecting the following GL revenue and reimbursement 

accounts. 

GL Account Number 831010, General Fund AB 2695 Service of Process 

The Court did not accrue reimbursements due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the 

AB 2695 Service of Process program. The Court receives quarterly reimbursements to help 

pay law enforcement for service of orders and injunctions. When reviewing the account’s 

ledger activity, we saw no reimbursement for the third quarter (Q3) or the fourth quarter (Q4). 

The Court’s representatives stated that accruals of $6,670 for Q3 and of $8,250 for Q4 may 

have been overlooked, as the Court had been understaffed. The Court’s representatives 

confirmed that the Q3 and Q4 reimbursements were received in FY 2022-23. The missing 

accruals resulted in an understatement of $14,920 to the current-year program revenue 

account. 

GL Account Number 837011, TCTF Improvement and Modernization Fund 

Reimbursement, Self-Help 

The Court did not accrue reimbursements due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the Self-

Help program. When reviewing the Self-Help program ledger activities, we noted that the 

Court’s expenditures were higher than recorded reimbursements. Upon review of supporting 
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documentation such as executed agreement and monthly distributions, we noted that no 

reimbursement had been recorded in GL Account Number 837011 (Improvement and 

Modernization Fund), which partly funds the program. The Court’s representatives stated that 

the Court generally overspent for this program and that the accrual for the funding in the 

Improvement and Modernization Fund account was overlooked due, as the Court had been 

understaffed. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the Improvement and Modernization 

Fund reimbursement was received in FY 2022-23. The missing accrual resulted in an 

understatement of $111,514 to the current-year program revenue account. 

GL Account Number 841015, County Program – Restricted 

The Court did not accrue revenues due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the Indigent 

Defense Advisory (IDA) Program or the Civil Grand Jury Program. During our review of 

changes in revenues between the current year and the prior year, we noted a decrease in the 

current-year County Program – Restricted roll-up account. The Court’s representatives stated 

that the decrease was partly due to unaccrued invoices to the CCSF for the IDA Program 

($234,951) and Civil Grand Jury ($221,605) Program that were overlooked, as the Court had 

been understaffed. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the invoices had been billed, 

and that revenues were received, in the following fiscal year of FY 2022-23. The missing 

accruals resulted in an understatement of $456,556 to the current-year program revenue 

account. 

Criteria 

Policy Number FIN 5.01, section 6.8, “Year-End Procedures,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 

Trial courts are required to adjust their financial statements at year-end to account for 

revenues not yet received, or expenditures not yet paid as of the last day of the fiscal year 

(June 30). Trial courts must follow the procedures outlined in this section and additional 

year-end instructions that the [JCC] may issue. 
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6.8.1 Year-End Revenue and Reimbursement Accruals 

During year-end closing, the court must: 

1. Review all revenue accounts, including entitlements and local revenues, and 

accrue revenues that may not have been received, but which are both 

measurable and available; 

2. Review all reimbursement accounts including state, local, and federal grants; 

MOUs with state and local entities; and other reimbursable items and accrue 

reimbursements for expenditures incurred, but not invoiced as of June 30; and 

3. Reverse all revenue and reimbursement accruals in the first month of the new 

fiscal year. . . . 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court review its accounting practices pertaining to year-end closing to 

ensure that all year-end accruals are accurately reflected in the GL. Estimates should be used 

to accrue unbilled transactions remaining at year-end. Adjusting (true-up) entries may be 

necessary for differences between estimated and actual revenues received in the following 

accounting period of the new fiscal year. 

Finding 2—Unaccrued Year-End Non-Payroll Expenditures 

During our review of the Court’s Contracted Services account, we identified three accrual-

related accounting errors affecting various sub-accounts in the Court’s current-year 

(FY 2021-22) operating accounts. In all instances, the Court did not accrue for year-end 

expenditures. These instances resulted in an understatement of $63,150 in the Court’s 

reported expenditures. 
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Accrual-related Errors 

We noted accrual-related errors affecting the following non-payroll expenditure accounts. 

GL Account Number 938401, General Consultant and Professional Services 

When comparing the invoice to the purchase order related to the payment for one vendor, we 

noted a difference between the amounts. The Court’s representatives stated that the difference 

represents the remaining amount from the purchase order reserved for a January to June 

services payment. Due to the delay in receiving an invoice from the vendor, the $29,125 

payment was not made until March 2023. In addition, the Court’s representatives confirmed 

that an accrual should have been made at year-end. However, because the Court was 

understaffed, the accrual was overlooked. The missing accruals resulted in an understatement 

of $29,125 to the current-year program expenditure account. 

GL Account Number 938801, Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 

The Court did not accrue for Court Appointed Counsel Dependency Services for the month of 

June. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the invoice was paid in July 2022. The 

missing accruals resulted in an understatement of $20,414 to the current-year program 

expenditure account.  

GL Account Number 938802, Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 

The Court did not accrue for Court Appointed Counsel Dependency Services for the month of 

June. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the invoice was paid in July 2022. The 

missing accrual resulted in an understatement of $13,611 to the current-year program 

expenditure account. 



Office of the State Controller | Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Fiscal Compliance Audit of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances Final Audit Report 

January 2026 

-21- 

Criteria 

Policy Number FIN 5.01, section 6.8, “Year-End Procedures,” of the FIN Manual states: 

Trial courts are required to adjust their financial statements at year-end to account for 

revenues not yet received, or expenditures not yet paid as of the last day of the fiscal year 

(June 30). Trial courts must follow the procedures outlined in this section and additional 

year-end instructions that the [JCC] may issue. . . . 

6.8.2 Year-End Expenditure and Related Liability Accruals 

During year-end closing, the court must: 

1. Accrue expenditures for all open encumbrances for goods and services that have 

been delivered or rendered, but not paid as of June 30; 

2. Review all contracts, including contracts covering more than one fiscal year. 

Accrue expenditures for services rendered or goods received in the current fiscal 

year only; 

3. Not accrue expenditures for contracts or [purchase orders] that have a valid, 

open balance, and the goods or services have not been received by June 30; 

4. Accrue expenditures for all direct invoices, not supported through an 

encumbrance, for which goods or services have been received or rendered, but 

not paid as of June 30; 

5. Prepare and maintain a detailed listing of accruals with actual invoice numbers 

and amounts noted; and 

6. Reverse all expenditure accruals in the first month of the new fiscal year. 
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Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court review its accounting practices pertaining to year-end closing to 

ensure that all year-end accruals are accurately reflected in the GL. Estimates should be used 

to accrue expenditures incurred but remained unpaid at year-end. Adjusting (true-up) entries 

may be necessary for differences between estimated and actual expenditures paid in the 

following accounting period of the new fiscal year. 

Finding 3—Unadjusted Prior-Year Non-Payroll Expenditures 

During our review of the Court’s expenditures, we found $1,018,790 in disbursements for prior-

year (FY 2020-21) transactions that were recorded in current-year operating accounts, and 

which had not been accrued at year-end of the prior fiscal year. Accounting policies require 

that disbursements for prior-year activities that were not accrued in the prior year be recorded 

in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment), instead of in current-year 

operating accounts.  

Accrual-related errors 

The following expenditures for accounts and prior-year invoices were not accrued at 

FY 2020-21 year-end. 

Various GL Accounts 

The Court paid $47,394 to a vendor in the current year for various legal services rendered in 

the prior year (FY 2020-21). The Court did not accrue the expenditures and liability at year-end 

of FY 2020-21. In disbursing payments to the vendor for the prior-year services, the Court 

misclassified the expenditure entries by recording them to current-year operating accounts.  
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The following table shows transaction recordation: 

GL Account 
Number GL Description Amount 

938401 General Consultant and Professional Services $22,084 

938801 Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 15,214 

938802 Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 10,044 

938803 Court Appointed Counsel Charges – Family Code Section 3150 52 

Total Payment 
Intentionally left blank 

$47,394 

The Court should have recorded the expenditures in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year 

Expenditure Adjustment). As a result, the current-year operating expenditure accounts were 

overstated by $47,394. 

GL Account Number 938801 Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 

During our review of GL Account Number 938801 transactions, we noted multiple payments 

with a document date of June 30, 2021, and a posting date in the current year (FY 2021-22). 

The Court’s representatives confirmed that these payments were for services received in 

FY 2020-21. Due to the delay in receiving invoices from vendors, the Court was unable to 

make a year-end accrual in anticipation of these services in the prior year. Invoices were 

received and paid in the current year. These entries resulted in an overstatement of $358,103 

to the current-year expenditure account. 

GL Account Number 938802 Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 

During our review of GL Account Number 938802 transactions, we noted multiple payments 

with a document date of June 30, 2021, and a posting date in the current year (FY 2021-22). 

The Court’s representatives confirmed that these payments were for services received in 

FY 2020-21. Due to the delay in receiving invoices from vendors, the Court was unable to 

make a year-end accrual in anticipation of these services in the prior year. Invoices were 

received and paid in the current year. These entries resulted in an overstatement of $233,283 

to the current-year expenditure account. 



Office of the State Controller | Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Fiscal Compliance Audit of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances Final Audit Report 

January 2026 

-24- 

GL Account Number 938899 Court Appointed Counsel Charges 

During our review of GL Account Number 938899 transactions, we noted the Court made a 

reclassification entry in the amount of $380,011. The Court’s representatives stated that the 

reclassification was to move FY 2020-21 foster care-related program expenditures from GL 

Account Number 938801 (Dependency Counsel Charges for Children; $240,855) and GL 

Account Number 938802 (Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents; $139,155) to 

GL Account Number 938899 (Court Appointed Counsel Charges). As the transactions were for 

prior-year services, the auditor informed the Court that the reclassification should have been 

made to GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment); the Court 

concurred with this advice. This entry resulted in an overstatement of $380,010 to the current-

year expenditure account. 

Prior Year Adjustment Accounts 

The JCC’s uniform Trial Court Chart of Accounts establishes adjustment accounts in the trial 

court GL. Expenditures are reclassified by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year 

Expenditure Adjustment) to record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and 

to record expenditures that were incurred, but not accrued in the prior year, and subsequently 

paid in the current year. Revenues are reclassified in a similar way by using GL Account 

Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 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 

Expenditure Adjustment account in its annual Year-End Close Training Manual–General 

Ledger.  
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Criteria 

Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the FY 2021-22 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. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court: 

• Record any unaccrued prior-year disbursements in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior 

Year Expenditure Adjustment); and  

• Periodically review expenditure accounts for any transactions paid in the current year but 

for goods and/or services incurred in the prior year, and make appropriate recordation to 

GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment). 

Finding 4—Noncompliance with Program Reporting 

Requirements 

During our review of the reimbursement in GL Account Number 832010, TCTF MOU 

Reimbursement, specifically pertaining to the Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Program, we noted 

a reporting requirement stipulated in the agreement between the JCC and the Court. The 
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Court’s representatives indicated that no reports were made or submitted to the JCC. 

According to the Court’s grant manager, the Court had no knowledge of the reporting 

requirement.  

Paragraph A of Section 5, “Reporting,” in Exhibit A, “Project to Be Funded,” of Judicial Council 

Intra-Branch Agreement (IBA) Grant Number 73054 with Superior Court of California, County 

of San Francisco states: 

The Court will submit periodic reports to the [JCC’s] Program Manager as set forth in 

Table A-2. The purpose of the periodic reports is to provide the Court and the [JCC] with 

an evaluation of [the] Project in relation to this Agreement. Failure to supply a periodic 

report will result in a delay of payment under this Agreement. 

Description/Period of Performance Due Date 

Report July 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021 January 31, 2022 

Report January 1, 2022, through June 30, 2022 June 30, 2022 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court: 

• Periodically review agreements and/or contracts for compliance such as adherence to 

reporting requirements; and  

• Contact the JCC’s program manager to discuss any deviations from the agreement and/or 

contract requirements. 



Office of the State Controller | Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Fiscal Compliance Audit of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances Final Audit Report 

January 2026 

-27- 

Finding 5—Noncompliance with Program Reporting 

Requirements 

The Court has weak or non-existent controls over its contracting process with the CCSF. We 

reviewed both revenue receipt and expenditure disbursement transactions associated with the 

CCSF. We found that, in one of two transactions reviewed, the Court did not comply with legal 

requirements for contracting for services provided to the Court. 

We also reviewed 31 transactions related to contracts and agreements between the Court and 

various vendors. We noted that 15 of the 31 transactions were for goods and services. We 

found that eight of the contracts related to these 31 transactions did not include an execution 

date with the signatures. 

Court Payroll and Retirement Plan Costs 

We reviewed expenditures related to processing biweekly payroll activities and annual 

employee retirement plan costs and found that the Court paid the CCSF $2,372,838 in 

FY 2021-22 to provide those services. There is no contract between the Court and the CCSF 

for such services. Subparagraphs (1) and (2) of GC section 77212 require that courts contract 

with counties, or cities and counties, for services. 

The CCSF provides these services through its Controller’s Office and its Health Service 

System. The Court determines its annual payment amounts according to the CCSF County-

Wide Cost Allocation Plan (COWCAP) for each department. The payroll costs are based on an 

allocation of CCSF departmental indirect costs in the COWCAP for the Court’s share of the 

CCSF Controller’s Payroll and Personnel Division costs. Retirement costs for employees who 

retired after 2001 appear in the CCSF COWCAP as a direct charge for the Court’s share of 

Health Service System retirement plan costs. These formerly county employees became state 

employees as a result of the statewide consolidation of county municipal courts with county 

superior courts. Employees who retired before 2001 remained county employees and are 

retained in the CCSF retirement system.  
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We relied on information presented in the CCSF’s FY 2021-22 COWCAP to verify the costs 

associated with payroll and personnel processing fees for employees who retired after 2001. 

We matched the COWCAP costs to the payment disbursements and expenditures recorded in 

the Court’s FY 2021-22 GL. The Court’s representatives explained that the CCSF continues to 

allocate costs and bill the Court as if the Court were still a department of the CCSF. The 

Court’s representatives also noted that arrangements were merely verbal, and no contract was 

ever established between the Court and the CCSF after the trial court consolidation in 2001. 

Furthermore, when reviewing the CCSF COWCAP, we also noted costs that appear to be 

unallowable, and which are factored into the Court’s cost allocation. Examples include 

allocations made by the CCSF to the Mayor’s Office and the Board of Supervisors, along with 

other CCSF departmental or agency costs. The Court’s costs—both allowable and 

unallowable—are described in GC section 77003 and in CRC rule 10.810. Certain costs are 

specifically unallowable. 

Because of the lack of a contract, the payment of $2,372,838 to the CCSF for FY 2021-22 and 

payments for prior years were not identifiable as vendor payments to the CCSF. Therefore, 

these payments were not properly reported to the State Auditor as required by Public Contract 

Code section 19204(a).  

Indigent Defense Advisory Program  

We reviewed expenditures related to foster care and found that the Court has an MOU with the 

CCSF for administration of the IDA Program. The Court entered into this MOU with the CCSF 

to cooperatively manage expenditures related to the Court’s IDA Program costs and 

reimbursements. The MOU is with the Mayor’s Budget Office, which annually allocates funding 

from the CCSF’s general fund for this program. When reviewing the MOU, we noted the 

following exceptions: 

• The MOU does not state when it was executed and/or signed by both parties. 
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• The MOU does not state the amount of funding to be allocated to the IDA Program; 

instead, it states that the funding amount will be based on the CCSF annual budget. 

• The MOU does not outline specifics of work allowed under the IDA Program. The Court’s 

representatives indicated that foster care is covered under the IDA Program; however, the 

MOU does not include a description of, or reference to, funding for foster care. 

Criteria 

GC section 77212(d)(1) states: 

If a trial court desires to receive or continue to receive a specific service from a county or 

city and county as provided in subdivision (c), and the county or city and county desires to 

provide or continue to provide that service as provided in subdivision (b), the presiding 

judge of that court and the county or city and county shall enter into a contract for that 

service. The contract shall identify the scope of service, method of service delivery, term of 

agreement, anticipated service outcomes, and the cost of the service. The court and the 

county or city and county shall cooperate in developing and implementing the contract.  

For any contract entered into after January 1, 2002, the amount of any indirect or overhead 

costs shall be individually stated in any contract together with the method of calculation of 

the indirect or overhead costs. This amount shall not contain items that are not otherwise 

allowable court operations. The [JCC] may audit the county figures to ensure compliance 

with this section and to determine the reasonableness of the figures.  

GC section 77003(a) states, in part: 

As used in this chapter, “court operations” means all of the following . . . 

(7) Subject to paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 77212, actual indirect costs for 

county and city and county general services attributable to court operations, but 

specifically excluding, but not limited to, law library operations conducted by a trust 

pursuant to statute; courthouse construction; district attorney services; probation 
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services; indigent criminal defense; grand jury expenses and operations; and pretrial 

release services. 

(8) Except as provided in subdivision (b), and subject to Article 8.5 (commencing with 

Section 69920) of Chapter 5, other matters listed as court operations in Rule10.810 

of the California Rules of Court as it read on January 1, 2007. 

CRC rule 10.810, “Court Operations,” states, in part: 

(a) Definition 

Except as provided in subdivision (b) and subject to the requirements of subdivisions (c) 

and (d), “court operations” as defined in Government Code section 77003 includes the 

following costs . . . 

(7) (indirect costs) a share of county general services as defined in subdivision (d), 

Function 11, and used by the superior and municipal courts. . . .  

(b) Exclusions 

Excluded from the definition of “court operations” are the following . . . 

(9) county costs as provided in subdivision (d) as unallowable. . . . 

Function 11, “County General Services (‘Indirect Costs’),” of CRC rule 10.810(d) states: 

General county services are defined as all eligible accounting, payroll, budgeting, 

personnel, purchasing, and county administrator costs rendered in support of court 
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operations. Costs for included services are allowable to the extent the service is provided to 

the court. . . . 

Unallowable costs  

Unallowable court-related costs are those  

(a) in support of county operations,  

(b) expressly prohibited by statute,  

(c) facility-related, or  

(d) exceptions of the nature referenced in Functions 1–11.  

Unallowable cost items, including any related data processing costs, are not reported in 

Functions 1–11 and may include, for example, 

Communications  

central communication control and maintenance for county emergency and general 

government radio equipment  

Central Collections  

processing accounts receivable for county departments (not courts)  

County Administrator  

legislative analysis and activities  

preparation and operation of general directives and operating procedures  

responses to questions from the Board, outside agencies, and the public  

executive functions: Board of Supervisors  
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county advisory councils  

Treasurer/Tax Collector 

property tax determination, collection, etc.  

General Services 

rental and utilities support  

coordinate county’s emergency services  

Property Management  

negotiations for the acquisition, sale, or lease of property, except for space rented 

for storage of court records  

making appraisals  

negotiating utility relocations  

assisting County Counsel in condemnation actions  

preparing deeds, leases, licenses, easements  

collecting rents  

building lease management services (except for storage of court records)  

Facility-related  

construction services  

right-of-way and easement services  

purchase of land and buildings  

construction  
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depreciation of buildings/use allowance  

space rental/building rent (except for storage of court records) 

building maintenance and repairs (except interior painting and to replace/repair 

flooring)  

purchase, installation, and maintenance of H/V/A/C equipment  

maintenance and repair of utilities  

utility use charges (e.g., heat, light, water)  

elevator purchase and maintenance  

alterations/remodeling  

landscaping and grounds maintenance services  

exterior lighting and security  

insurance on building damages (e.g., fire, earthquake, flood, boiler and machinery)  

grounds’ liability insurance  

parking lot or facility maintenance  

juror parking 

Public Contract Code section 19204(a) states, in part: 

All judicial branch entities shall comply with the provisions of this code that are applicable to 

state agencies and departments related to the procurement of goods and services, 

including information technology goods and services. All contracts with total cost estimated 

at more than one million dollars ($1,000,000), except contracts covered by Section 68511.9 

of the Government Code, shall be subject to the review and recommendations of the 
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Bureau of State Audits to ensure compliance with this part. All judicial branch entities shall 

notify the State Auditor, in writing, of the existence of any such contracts within 10 business 

days of entering the contract. . . . 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court comply with GC section 77212(d)(1) by establishing contracts 

with the CCSF for payroll, personnel, retirement service processing and the IDA Program, 

including foster care. The contracts should identify the scope of service, method of service 

delivery, term of agreement, anticipated service outcomes, and the cost of the service, and be 

reported to the State Auditor as necessary. We recommend that all contracts include execution 

dates with signatories. 

We further recommend that the JCC’s Office of Audit Services review the CCSF’s cost 

allocations to ensure and verify that no unallowable CCSF costs are charged to the Court 

through its contracting and reimbursements. 

Finding 6—Internal Control Deficiency – Inadequate Payroll 

Documentation and Reconciliation Discrepancies 

We reviewed the Court’s fiscal procedures to verify that account entries were checked for 

accuracy and completeness. Our payroll audit procedures included reviewing and reperforming 

calculations for pay, retirement, and health benefits.  

We inquired with the Court’s representatives about the Court’s routine reconciling procedures 

for ensuring that payroll is fully accounted for and properly entered in the Court’s GL. Checking 

for accuracy and completeness usually involves reconciling the payroll register with the GL to 

identify errors or irregularities that may have occurred when calculating and processing payroll 

for employees. The Court’s representatives indicated its payroll is processed externally by the 

CCSF and that payroll reconciliations are not prepared on a pay-period basis (bi-weekly) but 

are prepared annually at year end. The annual reconciliation the Court provided for 
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FY 2021-22 showed an unreconciled discrepancy of $40,634. The Court’s representatives 

informed us that, although periodic payroll reconciliations are not prepared, the Court is aware 

of these differences; and that they are most likely a reflection of health benefit cost variations 

from other pay periods. The Court provided us with a payroll register data file, sorted by 

employee, for each of the two pay periods in our test. We reconciled each of the two data files 

with the GL, confirming that differences were present and agreed with health benefit costs. 

Although differences can be traced to individual employees, we were unable to reconcile the 

total year-end balances. The Court’s representatives indicated that they are not provided with 

enough information or access to the CCSF data to perform reconciling procedures. 

When performing the audit procedures, we also verified the source documents for employee 

compensation. Of the 10 employees whose records we reviewed, three received additional 

compensation for longevity and qualification premiums. However, the Court could not provide 

proof of the employees’ eligibility. 

Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 

1. It is the policy of the trial court to employ sound business, financial, and accounting 

practices to conduct its fiscal operations. The court shall be responsible for monitoring 

and controlling its fiscal operations and accounting publicly for its financial performance 

through . . . 

d. The institution of a system of internal controls; 

e. The retention of financial and accounting records for appropriate periods . . . 

Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 6.3, “Accounting System,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 

1. The trial court shall utilize the Phoenix Financial System to ensure the efficient, 

organized, and accurate reporting of all transactions. The court is responsible for 

assuring that the transactions recorded in the Phoenix Financial System are supported 

by documentation and evidential matter that can withstand internal or external financial 

audits.  



Office of the State Controller | Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 

Fiscal Compliance Audit of Revenues, Expenditures, and Fund Balances Final Audit Report 

January 2026 

-36- 

2. The key elements of an efficient and organized accounting system include: 

a. An organized and efficient method of accumulating, recording, and reporting all 

transactions; 

b. An effective assignment of authority and responsibility; 

c. An effective approach to segregation of duties; and 

d. An efficient method of detecting errors and irregularities. . . . 

Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 6.4, “Accounting Records,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 

1. Each trial court shall document its financial activities and maintain sufficient accounting 

records to: 

a. Ensure that all transactions are properly and accurately recorded. 

b. Provide sufficient evidence and justification for all transactions. 

c. Maintain accountability for trial court assets and resources. 

d. Document accountability of trial court employees who execute and process 

financial transactions. 

e. Permit preparation of accurate, informative, and reliable reports that conform to 

applicable criteria. 

f. Support management during internal reviews and external audits. . . . 

Policy Number FIN 12.01, item 4 of section 6.1, “General Guidelines,” of the FIN Manual 

states: 

. . . The [JCC] has established a five-year (current year plus four) retention period as the 

standard for retention of a wide range of court financial documents. The trial court must 
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comply with this standard in the absence of a specific retention period required by 

statute or the [JCC]. . . .  

Policy Number FIN 12.01, section 6.2.1, “Claims and Warrants,” of the FIN Manual states: 

Claims and warrants documents/documentation shall be retained for five years. The trial 

court may destroy any claim, warrant, or other paper issued as a warrant voucher that is 

more than five years old. Any index or warrant register may also be destroyed after five 

years. These records may be destroyed at any time if they have been permanently 

reproduced and the copies are retained for five years after the date of the document. 

Any index or warrant register that is more than five years old may be destroyed without 

being reproduced.  

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court implement and document a reconciliation procedure to be 

performed and/or maintained by the Court’s staff. The CCSF should either perform 

reconciliation procedures or provide sufficient data records for the Court to perform periodic 

reconciliations. We recommend that the Court reconcile the $40,634 to ascertain its effect on 

the Court. 

We also recommend that the Court enforce a records-retention policy and a system of 

procedural controls to ensure that employee records are maintained for the period of time 

specified by the JCC’s FIN manual. 

Finding 7—Internal Control Deficiency – Inadequate Controls over 

Computer Access 

We noted delays in deactivating user access to the Court’s computer network for three 

employees who had separated from Court employment during the audit period. The Court 

provided separation dates in FY 2021-22 for the three employees, but a network list provided 
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by the JCC indicates that none of the employees’ access was deactivated until January 2024. 

For one of the employees, a final log-in was recorded on August 25, 2021, after the 

employee’s separation date of August 10, 2021. 

We also inquired about the Court’s policy for user permissions in the SAP Phoenix financial 

system. We found that the Court has no documented policy for administering access to either 

the computer network or the SAP Phoenix financial system. The Court was not able to provide 

documentation showing removal of SAP Phoenix user permissions for the three employees 

whose records we reviewed. 

Policy Number FIN 1.03, subsection 6.3.3, “Control Activities,” of the JCC’s FIN Manual states, 

in part: 

1. In implementing appropriate controls, courts must incorporate internal control 

concepts in establishing policies and procedures that help ensure that management 

directives are carried out. Control activities can be categorized as the establishment, 

preparation, completion, or performance of the following . . . 

d. Safeguarding—Limiting access to and controlling the use of assets and records 

are ways to safeguard those assets and records. . . . 

3. From an overall perspective, the trial court’s control activities are affected 

by. . . 

f. The establishment of adequate safeguards to prevent unauthorized access to or 

destruction of documents, records, and assets. 

g. The establishment of policies for controlling access to programs and data files. If 

access security software, operating system software, and/or application software 

is used to control access to system programs and data, an information security 

function must be in place and responsible for monitoring compliance within 

formation security policies and procedures. . . . 
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The JCC’s standards for systems administration, published in its Information Systems Controls 

Framework (version 2.0, December 1, 2018; Controls Framework) provides procedural 

guidance, including the directive to deactivate access within 24 hours of separation. 

Policy Number 1.1, “Scope,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 

This framework of information systems controls has been developed for the 

establishment of a standard security approach within the Judicial Branch of California. 

In order to produce this framework, input was solicited from multiple courts ranging from 

small to large in size so that a comprehensive framework could be developed that is 

suitable to all entities within the judicial branch. This framework is designed to set a 

direction, identify and address areas of concern expressed by entities within the judicial 

branch, and to document policies and practices that can assist judicial branch entities 

with their concerns by providing a framework for creating entity-specific information 

security policies and procedures.  

Policy Number 5.1, “Access Control Policy and Procedures,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework 

begins: 

Control: The judicial branch entity: 

a. Develops, documents, and disseminates to all workforce members: 

1. An access control policy that addresses purpose, scope, roles, 

responsibilities, management commitment, coordination among 

organizational entities, and compliance; and 

2. Procedures to facilitate the implementation of the access control policy and 

associated access controls; and 

b. Reviews and updates the current: 

1. Access control policy on an annual basis; and 
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2. Access control procedures on an annual basis. . . . 

Policy Number 17.4, “Personnel Termination,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 

Control: The judicial branch entity, upon termination of individual employment: 

a. Disables information system access immediately/within 24 hours; 

b. Terminates/revokes any authenticators/credentials associated with the 

individual; 

c. Conducts exit interviews that include a discussion of judicial branch entity-

defined information security topics; 

d. Retrieves all security-related organizational information system-related 

property; 

e. Retains access to organizational information and information systems 

formerly controlled by [the] terminated individual; and 

f. Notifies judicial branch entity-defined personnel or roles within [the] judicial 

branch entity-defined time period. . . . 

Policy Number 17.5, “Personnel Transfer,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 

Control: The judicial branch entity: 

a. Reviews and confirms ongoing operational need for current logical and physical 

access authorizations to information systems/facilities when individuals are 

reassigned or transferred to other positions within the judicial branch entity; 

b. Initiates judicial branch entity-defined transfer or reassignment actions within 

[the] judicial branch entity-defined time period following the formal transfer action; 
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c. Modifies access authorization as needed to correspond with any changes in 

operational need due to reassignment or transfer; and 

d. Notifies judicial branch entity-defined personnel or roles within [the] judicial 

branch entity-defined time period. . . . 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the Court:  

• Strengthen internal controls over information system administration by establishing written 

access policies based on intended usage; 

• Align account management processes with personnel termination and transfer processes; 

and  

• Consult with JCC staff to model its policies and procedures on guidance provided in the 

JCC’s Controls Framework. 
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ATTACHMENT—SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF 

SAN FRANCISCO’S RESPONSE TO DRAFT AUDIT REPORT 

 
End of report 



 
         Meeting Date: 3/12/2026 
 
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 the Judicial Council of California. 

 
Supporting Documents: 
 

• Attachment C—Audit report of the Judicial Council of California’s Revenues, 
Expenditures, and Fund Balance (Fiscal Year 2023-24) 

 
Background: 
 
Section 77206(i) of the Government Code requires the State Controller’s Office (SCO) to audit 
the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances of the Judicial Council of California (JCC). 
 
The SCO’s objectives were to determine whether: 
 

• Revenues and expenditures were accurately recorded, properly supported, and complied 
with applicable laws, regulations, and policies; and 

 
• Fund balances were accurately recorded, contained sufficient documentation, and 

complied with applicable laws, regulations, and policies.  
 
Summary of Audit Results: 
 
The SCO concluded that the JCC complied with governing statues, rules, regulations, and 
policies for revenues, expenditures and fund balances. 
 
 
Staff recommends the committee approve the audit for public posting on the Audit Services 
webpage. 
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MALIA M. COHEN 

CALIFORNIA STATE CONTROLLER 

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 

SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 | 916.324.8907 

LOS ANGELES 901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 | 323.981.6802 

 

 

October 29, 2025 

 

 

The Honorable Patricia Guerrero, Chief Justice 

Judicial Council of California 

455 Golden Gate Avenue 

San Francisco, CA  94102 

 

Dear Chief Justice Guerrero: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the Judicial Council of California (JCC) to determine 

whether the JCC complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies relating to the 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balances for any funds under the JCC’s administration and 

control that we determined were material and significant. The audit period was July 1, 2023, 

through June 30, 2024. 

 

We found that the JCC complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies for 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

 

This report is for your information and use.  

 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact Joel James, Chief, Financial 

Audits Bureau, by telephone at 916-323-1573 or email at jjames@sco.ca.gov. Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

Kimberly A. Tarvin, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

KAT/ac 

 

 

mailto:jjames@sco.ca.gov


Chief Justice Patricia Guerrero 

October 29, 2025 
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Copy: Michelle Curran, Administrative Director 
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 Robert Oyung, Chief Deputy Director  
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 Jason Lopez, Director  
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 Joe Meyer, Principal Manager 

  Audit Services 

  Judicial Council of California 

 Erika Contreras, Secretary 

  California State Senate  

 Sue Parker, Chief Clerk  

  California State Assembly  

 Indexing Unit  

  Office of Legislative Counsel 

 Aaron Edwards, Assistant Program Budget Manager 

  California Department of Finance 

 Justin Adelman, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  California Department of Finance
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Judicial Council of 

California (JCC) to determine whether the JCC complied with governing 

statutes, rules, regulations, and policies relating to the revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances for any funds under the JCC’s 

administration and control that we determined were material and 

significant. The audit period was July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2024. 

 

We found that the JCC complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies relating to revenues, expenditures, and fund 

balances. 
 
 

The JCC sets policies and priorities for California’s judicial branch of 

government, which includes superior courts in 58 counties, six state 

appellate courts, the Habeas Corpus Resource Center, and the California 

Supreme Court. Led by the Chief Justice of California and in accordance 

with the California Constitution, the JCC is responsible for ensuring the 

consistent, independent, impartial, and accessible administration of 

justice. 

 

The JCC’s non-judicial staff, led by the JCC’s Administrative Director, 

provide accounting, auditing, budgeting, contracting, human resources, 

procurement, and information technology services. These non-judicial 

staff members are also responsible for facilitating court construction, 

issuing and renewing court interpreter licenses, providing training and 

education services to new judicial officers, and performing budgeting and 

administrative services for the courts. 

 

 

We conducted this audit at the request of the JCC, pursuant to Government 

Code (GC) section 77206(j), which requires the JCC to contract with the 

SCO to perform audits, and in accordance with Interagency Agreement 

Number 108231, dated November 8, 2024, between the SCO and the JCC, 

and with GC section 77206(i)(1), which requires the SCO to audit the JCC 

biennially, and to report the results of these audits to the California State 

Legislature, the JCC, and the Department of Finance no later than April 1 

of each year. 

 

In addition, GC section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to 

audit the disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and 

sufficient provisions of law for payment. 

 

 

Our audit objectives were to determine the JCC’s compliance with 

governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies relating to revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances for all material and significant funds 

under the administration, jurisdiction, or control of the JCC for the period 

of July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2024. 

  

Summary 

Background 

Objectives, Scope, 

and Methodology 

Audit Authority 
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In furtherance of the objectives, we determined whether: 

• Revenues and expenditures were accurately recorded, properly 

supported, and complied with applicable laws, regulations, and 

policies; and 

• Fund balances were accurately recorded, contained sufficient 

documentation, and complied with applicable laws, regulations, and 

policies. 

 

To accomplish our objectives, we performed the following procedures. 
 

Audit Planning 
 

To plan the audit, we performed general preliminary procedures, evaluated 

internal controls, and assessed the reliability of data significant to our audit 

objectives.  
 

General preliminary procedures  

• We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies, the Budget 

Act, the Manual of State Funds, Government Codes, the Rules of the 

Court, and relevant internal policies and procedures to identify 

compliance requirements applicable to JCC staff for material and 

significant revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 

• We followed up on the status of prior audit findings in our previous 

audit report dated May 14, 2024, and of other audit reports with 

findings that are directly related to our audit objectives. Other audit 

reports with related findings include the California State Auditor’s 

Review of the Judicial Council of California’s Contracting and 

Procurement Practices, issued on January 9, 2024. 

 

Internal control evaluation  

• We reviewed current policies and procedures, organization charts, and 

the JCC’s website. 

• We interviewed key JCC employees to gain an understanding of the 

internal control environment. 

• We determined which controls were significant to the audit objectives. 

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

approvals, reconciliations, and segregation of duties were properly 

designed, implemented, and operating effectively.  

• We determined the effect of any identified internal control weaknesses 

on the audit objectives. 

 

Data reliability assessment  

• We identified the information systems used to process and account for 

revenues, expenditures, and fund balance transactions. 
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• We interviewed staff members; and reviewed policies and procedures 

regarding security, data entry, processing, and reporting to gain an 

understanding of the information technology systems and the data 

significant to the audit objectives. 

• We compared recorded accounting data with originating source 

documentation to determine the completeness and accuracy of the data 

in the FI$Cal financial system.  

• We evaluated electronic access controls for the FI$Cal financial 

system. 

• We determined whether the system data was sufficiently reliable for 

conducting the audit. 

 

Fieldwork Substantive Testing 

 

Based on the results of our planning procedures and assessments, we 

designed substantive test procedures to address specific audit objectives. 

 

Audit Objective 1  

 

Determine whether revenue and expenditures are recorded accurately in 

the accounting records; properly supported by documentation; and 

consistent with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and the policies and 

procedures of the JCC and the State Administrative Manual. We 

performed the following procedures: 

• We identified the total revenue and expenditure amounts recorded in 

each fund under the JCC’s administration, jurisdiction, or control. 

• We determined which funds were significant (i.e., funds with revenue 

and expenditure account totals in excess of 2% of aggregated total 

revenues and expenditures within the fund). 

• We selected representative samples of transactions to test from the 

significant revenue and expenditure accounts. We selected non-

statistical samples on a judgmental basis, and did not project the 

results of testing to the intended (total) population. 

• We examined the sampled transactions to verify that revenue and 

expenditure amounts were accounted for in accordance with 

Government Code, were properly supported with adequate 

documentation, and were accurately reported in the accounting 

records. 

 

Audit Objective 2 

 

Determine whether fund balances are recorded on the Legal/Budgetary 

basis of accounting and maintained in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. We performed the following procedures: 

• We judgmentally selected a sample of funds with fund balances over 

$100 million, as of June 30, 2024, or with balances that fluctuated by 

more than 25 percent from the prior period. 
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• We recalculated the sampled fund balances to verify that amounts 

reported were accurate. 

• We considered the results of revenue and expenditure testing to assess 

whether transactions were reported on the Legal/Budgetary basis of 

accounting and recorded in accordance with fund accounting 

principles. 

 

We limited our audit to evaluating the compliance of revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances for material and significant funds under 

the JCC’s administration, jurisdiction, or control. We did not audit the 

accounting records of the six state appellate courts, the Habeas Corpus 

Resource Center, and the California Supreme Court, as the review and 

approval authority for these transactions remains with those entities.  

 

The following table summarizes reported and tested totals of all revenues, 

expenditures, and fund balances included in this audit: 

 

Summary Reported Tested Percentage

Revenues 1,875,644,908$       528,000,220$          28.15%

Expenditures:

Non-payroll 4,555,789,067$       233,957,416$          5.14%

Payroll 812,775,630            439,661                   0.05%

Expenditure totals 5,368,564,697$       234,397,077$          

Fund balances 131,775,525$          84,975,389$            64.48%  
 

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 objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objectives. 

 

 

We found that the JCC complied with governing statutes, rules, 

regulations, and policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances.  

 

 

Our prior audit report on the JCC’s revenues, expenditures, and fund 

balances for the period of July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022, issued on 

May 14, 2024, disclosed no findings. We determined that the reported 

findings from the California State Auditor’s report issued on January 9, 

2024, have been fully corrected. 

 

 

We discussed our audit results with the JCC’s representatives during an 

exit conference conducted on June 27, 2025. At the exit conference, the 

JCC’s representatives agreed with the audit results. 

 

 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 

Prior Audit 

Findings 
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This report is solely for the information and use of 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 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 A. Tarvin, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

Sacramento, California  

 

October 29, 2025 
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	SUMMARY 
	The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco (the Court) to determine whether the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies relating to the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances under the Court’s administration and control that we determined were material and significant. The audit period was July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022. 
	We found that the Court did not comply with certain governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances.  
	Specifically, we found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, we found unbilled invoices and unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, we found unaccrued current-year expenditures and unadjusted prior-year expenditures. When reviewing payroll expenditures, we found accounting discrepancies that had not been reconciled. 
	We also found noncompliance with legal requirements involving city and county services, grant reporting requirements, and the Court’s internal control procedures. These exceptions warrant the attention of management. 
	BACKGROUND 
	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 trial 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 re
	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. The FIN Manual describes an internal control framework that enables trial courts to monitor their use of public 
	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. Government Code (GC) section 77001 provides trial courts with the authority and responsibility for managing their own operations. 
	The JCC requires that trial courts prepare and submit Quarterly Financial Statements, Yearly Baseline Budgets, and Salary and Position Worksheets. Financial statement components form 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 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) 2021-22, the Court reported revenues of $79,500,448. The Court receives the majority of its revenue from state financing sources. The TCTF provided 72 percent of the Court’s revenue. During the audit period, the Court incurred expenditures of $77,976,928. Payroll-related expenditures (salaries and benefits) comprised 77 percent of total expenditures. The Court employed 483 staff members to serve the City and County of San Francisco’s (CCSF) population of approximately 809,000 residents. 
	Funds under the Court’s control include a General Fund, a Special Revenue (Grant) Fund, a Special Revenue (Non-Grant) Fund, and a Fiduciary Fund. The General Fund and both Special Revenue Funds are operating funds. The General Fund and the Special Revenue (Non-Grant) Fund had revenue and expenditure accounts in excess of four percent of total revenues and expenditures, and were considered material and significant for testing. The Special Revenue (Grant) fund had expenditure accounts in excess of four percen
	AUDIT AUTHORITY 
	We conducted this audit at the request of the JCC, pursuant to GC section 77206(j), which requires the JCC to contract with the SCO to perform trial court audits; and in accordance with Interagency Agreement Number 91393, dated November 1, 2023, between the SCO and the JCC, and with GC section 77206(h), which requires the SCO to audit every trial court at least once every four years, and to report the results of these audits to the California State Legislature, the JCC, and the Department of Finance no late
	OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
	The objective of our audit was to determine whether the Court complied with governing statutes, rules, and regulations relating to the revenues, expenditures, and fund balances for any funds under the Court’s administration and control that we determined were material and 
	significant during the period of July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022. 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. 


	To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures. 
	General Procedures 
	•
	•
	•
	 We reviewed the Judicial Council Governance Policies (November 2017), the FY 2021-22 Budget Act, the Manual of State Funds, Government Code, the California Rules of Court, the 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 and implemented by performing walk-throughs of revenue and expenditure transactions. 

	•
	•
	 We reviewed the Court’s documentation and financial records supporting the 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 

	•
	•
	 We selected revenue and expenditure ledger transactions to test the operating effectiveness of internal controls. Using non-statistical sampling, we selected seven revenue items and 41 expenditure items to evaluate key internal controls of transactions recorded in significant and material operating funds and the related fund accounts. For expenditure testing, our sample consisted of 31 non-payroll transactions and the payroll records of 10 employees. We expanded testing on accounts with transactions contai


	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 Special Revenue (Non-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 revenue accounts that exceeded four percent of total revenues, and determined that the TCTF, the Court Interpreter account, the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Reimbursements account, and the Other Miscellaneous account were material for testing. We tested accounts through sampling and analytical procedures. 

	•
	•
	 We expanded our testing to include the Court’s reported County Program – Restricted account following the results from our preliminary analytical procedures.  

	•
	•
	 We performed analytical procedures to test TCTF distributed revenues. 

	•
	•
	 We tested $71,579,015 of $79,500,448, or 90 percent of total revenues. 


	We found $126,434 in billable amounts due the Court at year-end (June 30, 2022) that were not invoiced for collection and accrual to the Court’s recorded MOU Reimbursements account, and we found $456,556 in unbilled amounts due the Court at year-end for its County Program –Restricted revenue. These unbilled costs caused the Court’s revenue to be understated by $582,990 in its FY 2021-22 financial statements. 
	In our review of two Judicial Council grants, we also noted that the Court had not submitted required quarterly progress reports specified in the grant agreements to ensure continued program funding. Schedule 1—Summary of Revenues and Revenue Test Results presents, by account, revenues and related amounts tested. 
	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 and both of the Special Revenue Funds 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 four percent of total expenditures. The material accounts included two payroll-related accounts (Salaries – Permanent and Staff Benefits) and two non-payroll accounts (Contracted Services and Information Technology). 

	•
	•
	 For material payroll-related accounts, we selected two monthly bi-weekly pay periods in September 2021 and May 2022 to review. We reconciled the salary and benefit expenditures shown on the payroll registers to the general ledger (GL) and examined supporting records of benefit charges. We then selected 10 of 503 employees from the payroll registers and verified that: 
	o
	o
	o
	 Employee timesheets included supervisory approval; 

	o
	o
	 Regular earnings and supplemental pay were supported by salary schedules and personnel forms; 

	o
	o
	 Employer retirement contributions and payroll taxes were entered into the GL accurately; and 

	o
	o
	 Health insurance premiums shown on the payroll register agreed to the employees’ benefit election forms. 




	•
	•
	 For material non-payroll accounts, we selected samples to test key internal control activities and the accuracy of recorded transactions, and traced expenditures recorded in the GL to supporting documentation. We considered transactions in excess of $140,000 to be individually significant. Our tests included the following expenditures: 
	o
	o
	o
	 Contracted Services – We tested 23 out of 12,615 transactions. Three transactions were considered individually significant. 

	o
	o
	 Information Technology – We tested eight out of 331 transactions. There were no transactions considered individually significant. 




	•
	•
	 We tested $1,669,552 of $77,976,928, or 2.1 percent of total expenditures. 


	We found $955,641 in unaccrued amounts due vendors at FY 2021-22 year-end that should have been recorded to the Court’s Contracted Services account. Omitting the accrual understates the Court’s expenditures in its FY 2021-22 financial statements. We also found account entry errors of $1,018,790 in unadjusted prior-year expenditures. These expenditures should have been, but were not, accrued for payment in the previous fiscal year. These accounting errors resulted in a $63,150 overstatement of the Court’s cu
	Fund Balance Testing Procedures 
	We designed our fund balance testing to verify the Court’s adherence to prescribed accounting processes, 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 selected the General Fund and both of the Special Revenue Funds because these funds had revenue and expenditure accounts or balances that were significant for testing. 

	•
	•
	 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, 2022, were accurate and in compliance with applicable criteria. 


	We found that the total fund balance was understated by $646,140 due to missing accruals for revenue and expenditure accounts. Schedule 3—Summary of Fund Balances and Fund Balance Test Results presents, by Fund, total balances and changes in fund balances. 
	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. 
	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 objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  
	CONCLUSION 
	We found that the Court did not comply with certain governing statutes, rules, regulations, and policies for revenues, expenditures, and fund balances.  
	Specifically, we found accounting-related errors and missing year-end accruals in the recording of both revenues and expenditures. For revenues, we found unbilled invoices and unaccrued revenues. For expenditures, we found unaccrued current-year expenditures and 
	unadjusted prior-year expenditures. When reviewing payroll expenditures, we found accounting discrepancies that had not been reconciled. 

	We also found noncompliance with legal contracting requirements involving city and county services, grant reporting requirements, and the Court’s internal control procedures. These exceptions warrant the attention of management. 
	FOLLOW-UP ON PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS 
	We have not previously conducted an audit of the Court’s revenues, expenditures, and fund balances. 
	VIEWS OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS 
	We issued a draft audit report on June 30, 2025. The Court responded by email dated July 3, 2025, requesting our review of additional payroll records provided by the Court. On July 10, 2025, we advised the Court that as a result of our review of the documents provided, the audit finding about undocumented overtime approvals (formerly Finding 7) noted in the draft report is resolved.  
	The Court responded to the revised audit results by letter dated August 11, 2025, agreeing with the audit results. This final audit report includes the Court’s response as an attachment. 
	RESTRICTED USE 
	This report is solely intended for the information and use of the Court, 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
	www.sco.ca.gov


	Original signed by 
	Kimberly A. Tarvin, CPA 
	Chief, Division of Audits 
	January 23, 2026 
	SCHEDULE 1—SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND REVENUE TEST RESULTS 
	July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 
	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 

	Revenues Reported 
	Revenues Reported 

	Percentage of Total Revenues 
	Percentage of Total Revenues 

	Amount Tested 
	Amount Tested 

	Percentage Tested 
	Percentage Tested 

	Error Amount 
	Error Amount 


	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 
	Revenue Accounts 

	Revenues Reported 
	Revenues Reported 

	Percentage of Total Revenues 
	Percentage of Total Revenues 

	Amount Tested 
	Amount Tested 

	Percentage Tested 
	Percentage Tested 

	Error Amount 
	Error Amount 



	State Financing Sources   Trial Court Trust Fund 
	State Financing Sources   Trial Court Trust Fund 
	State Financing Sources   Trial Court Trust Fund 
	State Financing Sources   Trial Court Trust Fund 

	$57,420,621 
	$57,420,621 

	72.2% 
	72.2% 

	$57,420,621 
	$57,420,621 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	$0 
	$0 


	  Improvement and Modernization Fund 
	  Improvement and Modernization Fund 
	  Improvement and Modernization Fund 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Judges’ Compensation 
	  Judges’ Compensation 
	  Judges’ Compensation 

	488,456 
	488,456 

	0.6% 
	0.6% 

	488,456 
	488,456 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Court Interpreter  
	  Court Interpreter  
	  Court Interpreter  

	3,778,593 
	3,778,593 

	4.8% 
	4.8% 

	3,778,593 
	3,778,593 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  TCTF-Civil Coordination 
	  TCTF-Civil Coordination 
	  TCTF-Civil Coordination 

	24,607 
	24,607 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  MOU Reimbursements 
	  MOU Reimbursements 
	  MOU Reimbursements 

	3,521,053 
	3,521,053 

	4.4% 
	4.4% 

	3,508,014 
	3,508,014 

	99.6% 
	99.6% 

	-126,434 
	-126,434 


	  Other Miscellaneous 
	  Other Miscellaneous 
	  Other Miscellaneous 

	5,926,775 
	5,926,775 

	7.5% 
	7.5% 

	5,926,775 
	5,926,775 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	0 
	0 


	Subtotal – State financing sources 
	Subtotal – State financing sources 
	Subtotal – State financing sources 

	71,160,104 
	71,160,104 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	71,122,458 
	71,122,458 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	-126,434 
	-126,434 


	Grants   Assembly Bill 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 
	Grants   Assembly Bill 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 
	Grants   Assembly Bill 1058 Commissioner/Facilitator 

	1,131,779 
	1,131,779 

	1.4% 
	1.4% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Other Judicial Council Grants 
	  Other Judicial Council Grants 
	  Other Judicial Council Grants 

	470,966 
	470,966 

	0.6% 
	0.6% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Non-Judicial Council Grants 
	  Non-Judicial Council Grants 
	  Non-Judicial Council Grants 

	923,086 
	923,086 

	1.2% 
	1.2% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	Subtotal – Grants 
	Subtotal – Grants 
	Subtotal – Grants 

	2,525,831 
	2,525,831 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	0 
	0 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	0 
	0 


	Other Financing Sources   Interest Income 
	Other Financing Sources   Interest Income 
	Other Financing Sources   Interest Income 

	57,619 
	57,619 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Investment Income 
	  Investment Income 
	  Investment Income 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Donations 
	  Donations 
	  Donations 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Local Fees 
	  Local Fees 
	  Local Fees 

	78,448 
	78,448 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Non-Fee Revenues 
	  Non-Fee Revenues 
	  Non-Fee Revenues 

	2,288 
	2,288 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Enhanced Collections 
	  Enhanced Collections 
	  Enhanced Collections 

	2,804,048 
	2,804,048 

	3.5% 
	3.5% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Escheatment 
	  Escheatment 
	  Escheatment 

	850,997 
	850,997 

	1.1% 
	1.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Prior Year Revenue 
	  Prior Year Revenue 
	  Prior Year Revenue 

	1,065,272 
	1,065,272 

	1.3% 
	1.3% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  County Program – Restricted 
	  County Program – Restricted 
	  County Program – Restricted 

	876,477 
	876,477 

	1.1% 
	1.1% 

	456,556 
	456,556 

	52.1% 
	52.1% 

	-456,556 
	-456,556 


	  Reimbursement Other 
	  Reimbursement Other 
	  Reimbursement Other 

	45,298 
	45,298 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Sale of Fixed Assets 
	  Sale of Fixed Assets 
	  Sale of Fixed Assets 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Other Miscellaneous  
	  Other Miscellaneous  
	  Other Miscellaneous  

	34,065 
	34,065 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Subtotal – Other financing sources 
	  Subtotal – Other financing sources 
	  Subtotal – Other financing sources 

	5,814,513 
	5,814,513 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	456,556 
	456,556 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	-456,556 
	-456,556 


	Total revenues 
	Total revenues 
	Total revenues 

	$79,500,448 
	$79,500,448 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	$71,579,015 
	$71,579,015 

	90.0% 
	90.0% 

	-$582,990 
	-$582,990 




	Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 
	We found errors in the MOU Reimbursements account. See Finding 1—Unaccrued Year-End Revenues and Reimbursements. 
	The following accounts are material revenue accounts: TCTF, Court Interpreter, MOU Reimbursements, and Other Miscellaneous. Although it is not material, we also tested the Judges’ Compensation account. 
	We tested internal controls for the following accounts: TCTF, Judges’ Compensation, Court Interpreter, MOU Reimbursements, and Other Miscellaneous 
	SCHEDULE 2—SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND EXPENDITURE TEST RESULTS 
	July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 
	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 

	Expenditures Reported 
	Expenditures Reported 

	Percentage of Total Expenditures 
	Percentage of Total Expenditures 

	Amount Tested 
	Amount Tested 

	Percentage Tested 
	Percentage Tested 

	Error Amount 
	Error Amount 


	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 
	Expenditure Accounts 

	Expenditures Reported 
	Expenditures Reported 

	Percentage of Total Expenditures 
	Percentage of Total Expenditures 

	Amount Tested 
	Amount Tested 

	Percentage Tested 
	Percentage Tested 

	Error Amount 
	Error Amount 



	Personal Services   Salaries – Permanent  
	Personal Services   Salaries – Permanent  
	Personal Services   Salaries – Permanent  
	Personal Services   Salaries – Permanent  

	$37,797,867 
	$37,797,867 

	48.5% 
	48.5% 

	$66,312 
	$66,312 

	0.2% 
	0.2% 

	$0 
	$0 


	  Temp Help 
	  Temp Help 
	  Temp Help 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Overtime 
	  Overtime 
	  Overtime 

	77,247 
	77,247 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	818 
	818 

	1.1% 
	1.1% 

	0 
	0 


	  Staff Benefits  
	  Staff Benefits  
	  Staff Benefits  

	22,218,454 
	22,218,454 

	28.5% 
	28.5% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	Subtotal – Personal services 
	Subtotal – Personal services 
	Subtotal – Personal services 

	60,093,568 
	60,093,568 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	67,130 
	67,130 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	0 
	0 


	Operating Expenses and Equipment   General Expense 
	Operating Expenses and Equipment   General Expense 
	Operating Expenses and Equipment   General Expense 

	1,276,819 
	1,276,819 

	1.6% 
	1.6% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Printing 
	  Printing 
	  Printing 

	59,880 
	59,880 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Telecommunications 
	  Telecommunications 
	  Telecommunications 

	378,002 
	378,002 

	0.5% 
	0.5% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Postage 
	  Postage 
	  Postage 

	340,425 
	340,425 

	0.4% 
	0.4% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Insurance 
	  Insurance 
	  Insurance 

	28,461 
	28,461 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  In-State Travel 
	  In-State Travel 
	  In-State Travel 

	13,344 
	13,344 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Out-of-State Travel 
	  Out-of-State Travel 
	  Out-of-State Travel 

	2,697 
	2,697 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Training 
	  Training 
	  Training 

	33,924 
	33,924 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Security Services 
	  Security Services 
	  Security Services 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Facility Operations 
	  Facility Operations 
	  Facility Operations 

	1,149,267 
	1,149,267 

	1.5% 
	1.5% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Utilities 
	  Utilities 
	  Utilities 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Contracted Services 
	  Contracted Services 
	  Contracted Services 

	8,570,189 
	8,570,189 

	11.0% 
	11.0% 

	1,146,072 
	1,146,072 

	13.4% 
	13.4% 

	955,641 
	955,641 


	  Consulting and Professional Services 
	  Consulting and Professional Services 
	  Consulting and Professional Services 

	2,493,170 
	2,493,170 

	3.2% 
	3.2% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Information Technology 
	  Information Technology 
	  Information Technology 

	3,179,256 
	3,179,256 

	4.1% 
	4.1% 

	456,350 
	456,350 

	14.4% 
	14.4% 

	0 
	0 


	  Major Equipment 
	  Major Equipment 
	  Major Equipment 

	112,993 
	112,993 

	0.1% 
	0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Other Items of Expense 
	  Other Items of Expense 
	  Other Items of Expense 

	247 
	247 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	Subtotal – Operating expenses and equipment 
	Subtotal – Operating expenses and equipment 
	Subtotal – Operating expenses and equipment 

	17,638,673 
	17,638,673 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	1,602,422 
	1,602,422 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	955,641 
	955,641 


	Special Items of Expense   Grand Jury 
	Special Items of Expense   Grand Jury 
	Special Items of Expense   Grand Jury 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Jury Costs 
	  Jury Costs 
	  Jury Costs 

	334,567 
	334,567 

	0.4% 
	0.4% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Judgements, Settlements and Claims 
	  Judgements, Settlements and Claims 
	  Judgements, Settlements and Claims 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Debt Service 
	  Debt Service 
	  Debt Service 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Other 
	  Other 
	  Other 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Capital Costs 
	  Capital Costs 
	  Capital Costs 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Internal Cost Recovery 
	  Internal Cost Recovery 
	  Internal Cost Recovery 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	0 
	0 


	  Prior Year Expense Adjustment 
	  Prior Year Expense Adjustment 
	  Prior Year Expense Adjustment 

	-89,881 
	-89,881 

	-0.1% 
	-0.1% 

	0 
	0 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	-1,018,790 
	-1,018,790 


	Subtotal – Special items of expense 
	Subtotal – Special items of expense 
	Subtotal – Special items of expense 

	244,686 
	244,686 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	0 
	0 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	-1,018,790 
	-1,018,790 


	Total expenditures 
	Total expenditures 
	Total expenditures 

	$77,976,928 
	$77,976,928 

	100.0% 
	100.0% 

	$1,669,552 
	$1,669,552 

	2.1% 
	2.1% 

	-$63,150 
	-$63,150 




	Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 
	We found errors in the Contracted Services and the Prior Year Expense Adjustment accounts. See Finding 2—Unaccrued Year-End Non-Payroll Expenditures and Finding 3—Unadjusted Prior-Year Non-Payroll Expenditures. 
	The following accounts are material expenditure accounts: Salaries – Permanent, Staff Benefits, Contracted Services, and Information Technology. Although it is not material, we also tested the Overtime account. 
	We tested internal controls for the following accounts: Salaries – Permanent, Overtime, Staff Benefits, Contracted Services, and Information Technology.
	SCHEDULE 3—SUMMARY OF FUND BALANCES AND FUND BALANCE TEST RESULTS 
	July 1, 2021, through June 30, 2022 
	Balance 
	Balance 
	Balance 
	Balance 
	Balance 

	General Fund 
	General Fund 

	Special Revenue Fund Non-Grant 
	Special Revenue Fund Non-Grant 

	Special  Revenue Fund  Grant 
	Special  Revenue Fund  Grant 

	Total 
	Total 



	Beginning balance 
	Beginning balance 
	Beginning balance 
	Beginning balance 

	$1,152,999 
	$1,152,999 

	$1,938,564 
	$1,938,564 

	$0 
	$0 

	$3,091,563 
	$3,091,563 


	  Revenues 
	  Revenues 
	  Revenues 

	73,311,108 
	73,311,108 

	3,722,846 
	3,722,846 

	2,466,494 
	2,466,494 

	79,500,448 
	79,500,448 


	  Expenditures 
	  Expenditures 
	  Expenditures 

	-72,201,348 
	-72,201,348 

	-3,289,680 
	-3,289,680 

	-2,485,899 
	-2,485,899 

	-77,976,928 
	-77,976,928 


	  Transfers in 
	  Transfers in 
	  Transfers in 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	19,405 
	19,405 

	19,405 
	19,405 


	  Transfers out 
	  Transfers out 
	  Transfers out 

	-19,405 
	-19,405 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	-19,405 
	-19,405 


	Ending balance 
	Ending balance 
	Ending balance 

	2,243,354 
	2,243,354 

	2,371,730 
	2,371,730 

	0 
	0 

	4,615,083 
	4,615,083 


	Errors Noted   Revenues 
	Errors Noted   Revenues 
	Errors Noted   Revenues 

	-361,385 
	-361,385 

	-221,605 
	-221,605 

	0 
	0 

	-582,991 
	-582,991 


	  Expenditures 
	  Expenditures 
	  Expenditures 

	-63,150 
	-63,150 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	-63,150 
	-63,150 


	Total errors noted 
	Total errors noted 
	Total errors noted 

	-$424,535 
	-$424,535 

	-$221,605 
	-$221,605 

	$0 
	$0 

	-$646,140 
	-$646,140 




	Minor calculation differences are due to rounding. 
	We found errors in various accounts. Refer to the findings noted in Schedules 1 and 2. 
	FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
	Finding 1—Unaccrued Year-End Revenues and Reimbursements 
	During our review of revenue and reimbursement transactions, we identified accrual-related accounting errors affecting the Court’s current-year (FY 2021-22) operating accounts. In all instances, the Court did not accrue for year-end revenues and reimbursements. These instances resulted in understated revenues in the amount of $582,990. 
	Accrual-related Errors 
	We noted accrual-related errors affecting the following GL revenue and reimbursement accounts. 
	GL Account Number 831010, General Fund AB 2695 Service of Process 
	The Court did not accrue reimbursements due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the AB 2695 Service of Process program. The Court receives quarterly reimbursements to help pay law enforcement for service of orders and injunctions. When reviewing the account’s ledger activity, we saw no reimbursement for the third quarter (Q3) or the fourth quarter (Q4). The Court’s representatives stated that accruals of $6,670 for Q3 and of $8,250 for Q4 may have been overlooked, as the Court had been understaffed. The Co
	GL Account Number 837011, TCTF Improvement and Modernization Fund Reimbursement, Self-Help 
	The Court did not accrue reimbursements due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the Self-Help program. When reviewing the Self-Help program ledger activities, we noted that the Court’s expenditures were higher than recorded reimbursements. Upon review of supporting 
	documentation such as executed agreement and monthly distributions, we noted that no reimbursement had been recorded in GL Account Number 837011 (Improvement and Modernization Fund), which partly funds the program. The Court’s representatives stated that the Court generally overspent for this program and that the accrual for the funding in the Improvement and Modernization Fund account was overlooked due, as the Court had been understaffed. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the Improvement and Mode

	GL Account Number 841015, County Program – Restricted 
	The Court did not accrue revenues due the Court at FY 2021-22 year-end for the Indigent Defense Advisory (IDA) Program or the Civil Grand Jury Program. During our review of changes in revenues between the current year and the prior year, we noted a decrease in the current-year County Program – Restricted roll-up account. The Court’s representatives stated that the decrease was partly due to unaccrued invoices to the CCSF for the IDA Program ($234,951) and Civil Grand Jury ($221,605) Program that were overlo
	Criteria 
	Policy Number FIN 5.01, section 6.8, “Year-End Procedures,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 
	Trial courts are required to adjust their financial statements at year-end to account for revenues not yet received, or expenditures not yet paid as of the last day of the fiscal year (June 30). Trial courts must follow the procedures outlined in this section and additional year-end instructions that the [JCC] may issue. 
	6.8.1 Year-End Revenue and Reimbursement Accruals 
	During year-end closing, the court must: 
	1. Review all revenue accounts, including entitlements and local revenues, and accrue revenues that may not have been received, but which are both measurable and available; 
	2. Review all reimbursement accounts including state, local, and federal grants; MOUs with state and local entities; and other reimbursable items and accrue reimbursements for expenditures incurred, but not invoiced as of June 30; and 
	3. Reverse all revenue and reimbursement accruals in the first month of the new fiscal year. . . . 
	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court review its accounting practices pertaining to year-end closing to ensure that all year-end accruals are accurately reflected in the GL. Estimates should be used to accrue unbilled transactions remaining at year-end. Adjusting (true-up) entries may be necessary for differences between estimated and actual revenues received in the following accounting period of the new fiscal year. 
	Finding 2—Unaccrued Year-End Non-Payroll Expenditures 
	During our review of the Court’s Contracted Services account, we identified three accrual-related accounting errors affecting various sub-accounts in the Court’s current-year (FY 2021-22) operating accounts. In all instances, the Court did not accrue for year-end expenditures. These instances resulted in an understatement of $63,150 in the Court’s reported expenditures. 
	Accrual-related Errors 
	We noted accrual-related errors affecting the following non-payroll expenditure accounts. 
	GL Account Number 938401, General Consultant and Professional Services 
	When comparing the invoice to the purchase order related to the payment for one vendor, we noted a difference between the amounts. The Court’s representatives stated that the difference represents the remaining amount from the purchase order reserved for a January to June services payment. Due to the delay in receiving an invoice from the vendor, the $29,125 payment was not made until March 2023. In addition, the Court’s representatives confirmed that an accrual should have been made at year-end. However, b
	GL Account Number 938801, Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 
	The Court did not accrue for Court Appointed Counsel Dependency Services for the month of June. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the invoice was paid in July 2022. The missing accruals resulted in an understatement of $20,414 to the current-year program expenditure account.  
	GL Account Number 938802, Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 
	The Court did not accrue for Court Appointed Counsel Dependency Services for the month of June. The Court’s representatives confirmed that the invoice was paid in July 2022. The missing accrual resulted in an understatement of $13,611 to the current-year program expenditure account. 
	Criteria 
	Policy Number FIN 5.01, section 6.8, “Year-End Procedures,” of the FIN Manual states: 
	Trial courts are required to adjust their financial statements at year-end to account for revenues not yet received, or expenditures not yet paid as of the last day of the fiscal year (June 30). Trial courts must follow the procedures outlined in this section and additional year-end instructions that the [JCC] may issue. . . . 
	6.8.2 Year-End Expenditure and Related Liability Accruals 
	During year-end closing, the court must: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Accrue expenditures for all open encumbrances for goods and services that have been delivered or rendered, but not paid as of June 30; 

	2.
	2.
	 Review all contracts, including contracts covering more than one fiscal year. Accrue expenditures for services rendered or goods received in the current fiscal year only; 

	3.
	3.
	 Not accrue expenditures for contracts or [purchase orders] that have a valid, open balance, and the goods or services have not been received by June 30; 

	4.
	4.
	 Accrue expenditures for all direct invoices, not supported through an encumbrance, for which goods or services have been received or rendered, but not paid as of June 30; 

	5.
	5.
	 Prepare and maintain a detailed listing of accruals with actual invoice numbers and amounts noted; and 

	6.
	6.
	 Reverse all expenditure accruals in the first month of the new fiscal year. 


	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court review its accounting practices pertaining to year-end closing to ensure that all year-end accruals are accurately reflected in the GL. Estimates should be used to accrue expenditures incurred but remained unpaid at year-end. Adjusting (true-up) entries may be necessary for differences between estimated and actual expenditures paid in the following accounting period of the new fiscal year. 
	Finding 3—Unadjusted Prior-Year Non-Payroll Expenditures 
	During our review of the Court’s expenditures, we found $1,018,790 in disbursements for prior-year (FY 2020-21) transactions that were recorded in current-year operating accounts, and which had not been accrued at year-end of the prior fiscal year. Accounting policies require that disbursements for prior-year activities that were not accrued in the prior year be recorded in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment), instead of in current-year operating accounts.  
	Accrual-related errors 
	The following expenditures for accounts and prior-year invoices were not accrued at FY 2020-21 year-end. 
	Various GL Accounts 
	The Court paid $47,394 to a vendor in the current year for various legal services rendered in the prior year (FY 2020-21). The Court did not accrue the expenditures and liability at year-end of FY 2020-21. In disbursing payments to the vendor for the prior-year services, the Court misclassified the expenditure entries by recording them to current-year operating accounts.  
	The following table shows transaction recordation: 
	GL Account Number 
	GL Account Number 
	GL Account Number 
	GL Account Number 
	GL Account Number 

	GL Description 
	GL Description 

	Amount 
	Amount 



	938401 
	938401 
	938401 
	938401 

	General Consultant and Professional Services 
	General Consultant and Professional Services 

	$22,084 
	$22,084 


	938801 
	938801 
	938801 

	Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 
	Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 

	15,214 
	15,214 


	938802 
	938802 
	938802 

	Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 
	Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 

	10,044 
	10,044 


	938803 
	938803 
	938803 

	Court Appointed Counsel Charges – Family Code Section 3150 
	Court Appointed Counsel Charges – Family Code Section 3150 

	52 
	52 


	Total Payment 
	Total Payment 
	Total Payment 

	Intentionally left blank 
	Intentionally left blank 

	$47,394 
	$47,394 




	The Court should have recorded the expenditures in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment). As a result, the current-year operating expenditure accounts were overstated by $47,394. 
	GL Account Number 938801 Dependency Counsel Charges for Children 
	During our review of GL Account Number 938801 transactions, we noted multiple payments with a document date of June 30, 2021, and a posting date in the current year (FY 2021-22). The Court’s representatives confirmed that these payments were for services received in FY 2020-21. Due to the delay in receiving invoices from vendors, the Court was unable to make a year-end accrual in anticipation of these services in the prior year. Invoices were received and paid in the current year. These entries resulted in 
	GL Account Number 938802 Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents 
	During our review of GL Account Number 938802 transactions, we noted multiple payments with a document date of June 30, 2021, and a posting date in the current year (FY 2021-22). The Court’s representatives confirmed that these payments were for services received in FY 2020-21. Due to the delay in receiving invoices from vendors, the Court was unable to make a year-end accrual in anticipation of these services in the prior year. Invoices were received and paid in the current year. These entries resulted in 
	GL Account Number 938899 Court Appointed Counsel Charges 
	During our review of GL Account Number 938899 transactions, we noted the Court made a reclassification entry in the amount of $380,011. The Court’s representatives stated that the reclassification was to move FY 2020-21 foster care-related program expenditures from GL Account Number 938801 (Dependency Counsel Charges for Children; $240,855) and GL Account Number 938802 (Dependency Counsel Charges for Parents; $139,155) to GL Account Number 938899 (Court Appointed Counsel Charges). As the transactions were f
	Prior Year Adjustment Accounts 
	The JCC’s uniform Trial Court Chart of Accounts establishes adjustment accounts in the trial court GL. Expenditures are reclassified by using GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment) to record adjustments of accrual-related accounting differences; and to record expenditures that were incurred, but not accrued in the prior year, and subsequently paid in the current year. Revenues are reclassified in a similar way by using GL Account Number 899910 (Prior Year Revenue 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 Expenditure Adjustment account in its annual Year-End Close Training Manual–General Ledger.  
	Criteria 
	Section 7.1, “Automated Accrual Reversal Process,” of the FY 2021-22 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. 
	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Record any unaccrued prior-year disbursements in GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment); and  

	•
	•
	 Periodically review expenditure accounts for any transactions paid in the current year but for goods and/or services incurred in the prior year, and make appropriate recordation to GL Account Number 999910 (Prior Year Expenditure Adjustment). 


	Finding 4—Noncompliance with Program Reporting Requirements 
	During our review of the reimbursement in GL Account Number 832010, TCTF MOU Reimbursement, specifically pertaining to the Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Program, we noted a reporting requirement stipulated in the agreement between the JCC and the Court. The 
	Court’s representatives indicated that no reports were made or submitted to the JCC. According to the Court’s grant manager, the Court had no knowledge of the reporting requirement.  

	Paragraph A of Section 5, “Reporting,” in Exhibit A, “Project to Be Funded,” of Judicial Council Intra-Branch Agreement (IBA) Grant Number 73054 with Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco states: 
	The Court will submit periodic reports to the [JCC’s] Program Manager as set forth in Table A-2. The purpose of the periodic reports is to provide the Court and the [JCC] with an evaluation of [the] Project in relation to this Agreement. Failure to supply a periodic report will result in a delay of payment under this Agreement. 
	Description/Period of Performance 
	Description/Period of Performance 
	Description/Period of Performance 
	Description/Period of Performance 
	Description/Period of Performance 

	Due Date 
	Due Date 



	Report July 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021 
	Report July 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021 
	Report July 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021 
	Report July 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021 

	January 31, 2022 
	January 31, 2022 


	Report January 1, 2022, through June 30, 2022 
	Report January 1, 2022, through June 30, 2022 
	Report January 1, 2022, through June 30, 2022 

	June 30, 2022 
	June 30, 2022 




	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Periodically review agreements and/or contracts for compliance such as adherence to reporting requirements; and  

	•
	•
	 Contact the JCC’s program manager to discuss any deviations from the agreement and/or contract requirements. 


	Finding 5—Noncompliance with Program Reporting Requirements 
	The Court has weak or non-existent controls over its contracting process with the CCSF. We reviewed both revenue receipt and expenditure disbursement transactions associated with the CCSF. We found that, in one of two transactions reviewed, the Court did not comply with legal requirements for contracting for services provided to the Court. 
	We also reviewed 31 transactions related to contracts and agreements between the Court and various vendors. We noted that 15 of the 31 transactions were for goods and services. We found that eight of the contracts related to these 31 transactions did not include an execution date with the signatures. 
	Court Payroll and Retirement Plan Costs 
	We reviewed expenditures related to processing biweekly payroll activities and annual employee retirement plan costs and found that the Court paid the CCSF $2,372,838 in FY 2021-22 to provide those services. There is no contract between the Court and the CCSF for such services. Subparagraphs (1) and (2) of GC section 77212 require that courts contract with counties, or cities and counties, for services. 
	The CCSF provides these services through its Controller’s Office and its Health Service System. The Court determines its annual payment amounts according to the CCSF County-Wide Cost Allocation Plan (COWCAP) for each department. The payroll costs are based on an allocation of CCSF departmental indirect costs in the COWCAP for the Court’s share of the CCSF Controller’s Payroll and Personnel Division costs. Retirement costs for employees who retired after 2001 appear in the CCSF COWCAP as a direct charge for 
	We relied on information presented in the CCSF’s FY 2021-22 COWCAP to verify the costs associated with payroll and personnel processing fees for employees who retired after 2001. We matched the COWCAP costs to the payment disbursements and expenditures recorded in the Court’s FY 2021-22 GL. The Court’s representatives explained that the CCSF continues to allocate costs and bill the Court as if the Court were still a department of the CCSF. The Court’s representatives also noted that arrangements were merely
	Furthermore, when reviewing the CCSF COWCAP, we also noted costs that appear to be unallowable, and which are factored into the Court’s cost allocation. Examples include allocations made by the CCSF to the Mayor’s Office and the Board of Supervisors, along with other CCSF departmental or agency costs. The Court’s costs—both allowable and unallowable—are described in GC section 77003 and in CRC rule 10.810. Certain costs are specifically unallowable. 
	Because of the lack of a contract, the payment of $2,372,838 to the CCSF for FY 2021-22 and payments for prior years were not identifiable as vendor payments to the CCSF. Therefore, these payments were not properly reported to the State Auditor as required by Public Contract Code section 19204(a).  
	Indigent Defense Advisory Program  
	We reviewed expenditures related to foster care and found that the Court has an MOU with the CCSF for administration of the IDA Program. The Court entered into this MOU with the CCSF to cooperatively manage expenditures related to the Court’s IDA Program costs and reimbursements. The MOU is with the Mayor’s Budget Office, which annually allocates funding from the CCSF’s general fund for this program. When reviewing the MOU, we noted the following exceptions: 
	•
	•
	•
	 The MOU does not state when it was executed and/or signed by both parties. 

	•
	•
	 The MOU does not state the amount of funding to be allocated to the IDA Program; instead, it states that the funding amount will be based on the CCSF annual budget. 

	•
	•
	 The MOU does not outline specifics of work allowed under the IDA Program. The Court’s representatives indicated that foster care is covered under the IDA Program; however, the MOU does not include a description of, or reference to, funding for foster care. 


	Criteria 
	GC section 77212(d)(1) states: 
	If a trial court desires to receive or continue to receive a specific service from a county or city and county as provided in subdivision (c), and the county or city and county desires to provide or continue to provide that service as provided in subdivision (b), the presiding judge of that court and the county or city and county shall enter into a contract for that service. The contract shall identify the scope of service, method of service delivery, term of agreement, anticipated service outcomes, and the
	For any contract entered into after January 1, 2002, the amount of any indirect or overhead costs shall be individually stated in any contract together with the method of calculation of the indirect or overhead costs. This amount shall not contain items that are not otherwise allowable court operations. The [JCC] may audit the county figures to ensure compliance with this section and to determine the reasonableness of the figures.  
	GC section 77003(a) states, in part: 
	As used in this chapter, “court operations” means all of the following . . . 
	(7) Subject to paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 77212, actual indirect costs for county and city and county general services attributable to court operations, but specifically excluding, but not limited to, law library operations conducted by a trust pursuant to statute; courthouse construction; district attorney services; probation 
	services; indigent criminal defense; grand jury expenses and operations; and pretrial release services. 

	(8) Except as provided in subdivision (b), and subject to Article 8.5 (commencing with Section 69920) of Chapter 5, other matters listed as court operations in Rule10.810 of the California Rules of Court as it read on January 1, 2007. 
	CRC rule 10.810, “Court Operations,” states, in part: 
	(a)
	(a)
	(a)
	 Definition 


	Except as provided in subdivision (b) and subject to the requirements of subdivisions (c) and (d), “court operations” as defined in Government Code section 77003 includes the following costs . . . 
	(7) (indirect costs) a share of county general services as defined in subdivision (d), Function 11, and used by the superior and municipal courts. . . .  
	(b)
	(b)
	(b)
	 Exclusions 


	Excluded from the definition of “court operations” are the following . . . 
	(9) county costs as provided in subdivision (d) as unallowable. . . . 
	Function 11, “County General Services (‘Indirect Costs’),” of CRC rule 10.810(d) states: 
	General county services are defined as all eligible accounting, payroll, budgeting, personnel, purchasing, and county administrator costs rendered in support of court 
	operations. Costs for included services are allowable to the extent the service is provided to the court. . . . 

	Unallowable costs  
	Unallowable court-related costs are those  
	(a) in support of county operations,  
	(b) expressly prohibited by statute,  
	(c) facility-related, or  
	(d) exceptions of the nature referenced in Functions 1–11.  
	Unallowable cost items, including any related data processing costs, are not reported in Functions 1–11 and may include, for example, 
	Communications  
	central communication control and maintenance for county emergency and general government radio equipment  
	Central Collections  
	processing accounts receivable for county departments (not courts)  
	County Administrator  
	legislative analysis and activities  
	preparation and operation of general directives and operating procedures  
	responses to questions from the Board, outside agencies, and the public  
	executive functions: Board of Supervisors  
	county advisory councils  
	Treasurer/Tax Collector 
	property tax determination, collection, etc.  
	General Services 
	rental and utilities support  
	coordinate county’s emergency services  
	Property Management  
	negotiations for the acquisition, sale, or lease of property, except for space rented for storage of court records  
	making appraisals  
	negotiating utility relocations  
	assisting County Counsel in condemnation actions  
	preparing deeds, leases, licenses, easements  
	collecting rents  
	building lease management services (except for storage of court records)  
	Facility-related  
	construction services  
	right-of-way and easement services  
	purchase of land and buildings  
	construction  
	depreciation of buildings/use allowance  
	space rental/building rent (except for storage of court records) 
	building maintenance and repairs (except interior painting and to replace/repair flooring)  
	purchase, installation, and maintenance of H/V/A/C equipment  
	maintenance and repair of utilities  
	utility use charges (e.g., heat, light, water)  
	elevator purchase and maintenance  
	alterations/remodeling  
	landscaping and grounds maintenance services  
	exterior lighting and security  
	insurance on building damages (e.g., fire, earthquake, flood, boiler and machinery)  
	grounds’ liability insurance  
	parking lot or facility maintenance  
	juror parking 
	Public Contract Code section 19204(a) states, in part: 
	All judicial branch entities shall comply with the provisions of this code that are applicable to state agencies and departments related to the procurement of goods and services, including information technology goods and services. All contracts with total cost estimated at more than one million dollars ($1,000,000), except contracts covered by Section 68511.9 of the Government Code, shall be subject to the review and recommendations of the 
	Bureau of State Audits to ensure compliance with this part. All judicial branch entities shall notify the State Auditor, in writing, of the existence of any such contracts within 10 business days of entering the contract. . . . 

	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court comply with GC section 77212(d)(1) by establishing contracts with the CCSF for payroll, personnel, retirement service processing and the IDA Program, including foster care. The contracts should identify the scope of service, method of service delivery, term of agreement, anticipated service outcomes, and the cost of the service, and be reported to the State Auditor as necessary. We recommend that all contracts include execution dates with signatories. 
	We further recommend that the JCC’s Office of Audit Services review the CCSF’s cost allocations to ensure and verify that no unallowable CCSF costs are charged to the Court through its contracting and reimbursements. 
	Finding 6—Internal Control Deficiency – Inadequate Payroll Documentation and Reconciliation Discrepancies 
	We reviewed the Court’s fiscal procedures to verify that account entries were checked for accuracy and completeness. Our payroll audit procedures included reviewing and reperforming calculations for pay, retirement, and health benefits.  
	We inquired with the Court’s representatives about the Court’s routine reconciling procedures for ensuring that payroll is fully accounted for and properly entered in the Court’s GL. Checking for accuracy and completeness usually involves reconciling the payroll register with the GL to identify errors or irregularities that may have occurred when calculating and processing payroll for employees. The Court’s representatives indicated its payroll is processed externally by the CCSF and that payroll reconcilia
	FY 2021-22 showed an unreconciled discrepancy of $40,634. The Court’s representatives informed us that, although periodic payroll reconciliations are not prepared, the Court is aware of these differences; and that they are most likely a reflection of health benefit cost variations from other pay periods. The Court provided us with a payroll register data file, sorted by employee, for each of the two pay periods in our test. We reconciled each of the two data files with the GL, confirming that differences we

	When performing the audit procedures, we also verified the source documents for employee compensation. Of the 10 employees whose records we reviewed, three received additional compensation for longevity and qualification premiums. However, the Court could not provide proof of the employees’ eligibility. 
	Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 3.0, “Policy Statement,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 It is the policy of the trial court to employ sound business, financial, and accounting practices to conduct its fiscal operations. The court shall be responsible for monitoring and controlling its fiscal operations and accounting publicly for its financial performance through . . . 

	d.
	d.
	 The institution of a system of internal controls; 

	e.
	e.
	 The retention of financial and accounting records for appropriate periods . . . 


	Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 6.3, “Accounting System,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 
	1. The trial court shall utilize the Phoenix Financial System to ensure the efficient, organized, and accurate reporting of all transactions. The court is responsible for assuring that the transactions recorded in the Phoenix Financial System are supported by documentation and evidential matter that can withstand internal or external financial audits.  
	2. The key elements of an efficient and organized accounting system include: 
	a. An organized and efficient method of accumulating, recording, and reporting all transactions; 
	b. An effective assignment of authority and responsibility; 
	c. An effective approach to segregation of duties; and 
	d. An efficient method of detecting errors and irregularities. . . . 
	Policy Number FIN 2.01, section 6.4, “Accounting Records,” of the FIN Manual states, in part: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Each trial court shall document its financial activities and maintain sufficient accounting records to: 


	a. Ensure that all transactions are properly and accurately recorded. 
	b. Provide sufficient evidence and justification for all transactions. 
	c. Maintain accountability for trial court assets and resources. 
	d. Document accountability of trial court employees who execute and process financial transactions. 
	e. Permit preparation of accurate, informative, and reliable reports that conform to applicable criteria. 
	f. Support management during internal reviews and external audits. . . . 
	Policy Number FIN 12.01, item 4 of section 6.1, “General Guidelines,” of the FIN Manual states: 
	. . . The [JCC] has established a five-year (current year plus four) retention period as the standard for retention of a wide range of court financial documents. The trial court must 
	comply with this standard in the absence of a specific retention period required by statute or the [JCC]. . . .  

	Policy Number FIN 12.01, section 6.2.1, “Claims and Warrants,” of the FIN Manual states: 
	Claims and warrants documents/documentation shall be retained for five years. The trial court may destroy any claim, warrant, or other paper issued as a warrant voucher that is more than five years old. Any index or warrant register may also be destroyed after five years. These records may be destroyed at any time if they have been permanently reproduced and the copies are retained for five years after the date of the document. Any index or warrant register that is more than five years old may be destroyed 
	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court implement and document a reconciliation procedure to be performed and/or maintained by the Court’s staff. The CCSF should either perform reconciliation procedures or provide sufficient data records for the Court to perform periodic reconciliations. We recommend that the Court reconcile the $40,634 to ascertain its effect on the Court. 
	We also recommend that the Court enforce a records-retention policy and a system of procedural controls to ensure that employee records are maintained for the period of time specified by the JCC’s FIN manual. 
	Finding 7—Internal Control Deficiency – Inadequate Controls over Computer Access 
	We noted delays in deactivating user access to the Court’s computer network for three employees who had separated from Court employment during the audit period. The Court provided separation dates in FY 2021-22 for the three employees, but a network list provided 
	by the JCC indicates that none of the employees’ access was deactivated until January 2024. For one of the employees, a final log-in was recorded on August 25, 2021, after the employee’s separation date of August 10, 2021. 

	We also inquired about the Court’s policy for user permissions in the SAP Phoenix financial system. We found that the Court has no documented policy for administering access to either the computer network or the SAP Phoenix financial system. The Court was not able to provide documentation showing removal of SAP Phoenix user permissions for the three employees whose records we reviewed. 
	Policy Number FIN 1.03, subsection 6.3.3, “Control Activities,” of the JCC’s FIN Manual states, in part: 
	1. In implementing appropriate controls, courts must incorporate internal control concepts in establishing policies and procedures that help ensure that management directives are carried out. Control activities can be categorized as the establishment, preparation, completion, or performance of the following . . . 
	d. Safeguarding—Limiting access to and controlling the use of assets and records are ways to safeguard those assets and records. . . . 
	3. From an overall perspective, the trial court’s control activities are affected by. . . 
	f. The establishment of adequate safeguards to prevent unauthorized access to or destruction of documents, records, and assets. 
	g. The establishment of policies for controlling access to programs and data files. If access security software, operating system software, and/or application software is used to control access to system programs and data, an information security function must be in place and responsible for monitoring compliance within formation security policies and procedures. . . . 
	The JCC’s standards for systems administration, published in its Information Systems Controls Framework (version 2.0, December 1, 2018; Controls Framework) provides procedural guidance, including the directive to deactivate access within 24 hours of separation. 
	Policy Number 1.1, “Scope,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 
	This framework of information systems controls has been developed for the establishment of a standard security approach within the Judicial Branch of California. In order to produce this framework, input was solicited from multiple courts ranging from small to large in size so that a comprehensive framework could be developed that is suitable to all entities within the judicial branch. This framework is designed to set a direction, identify and address areas of concern expressed by entities within the judic
	Policy Number 5.1, “Access Control Policy and Procedures,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 
	Control: The judicial branch entity: 
	a.
	a.
	a.
	 Develops, documents, and disseminates to all workforce members: 

	1.
	1.
	 An access control policy that addresses purpose, scope, roles, responsibilities, management commitment, coordination among organizational entities, and compliance; and 


	2. Procedures to facilitate the implementation of the access control policy and associated access controls; and 
	b.
	b.
	b.
	 Reviews and updates the current: 

	1.
	1.
	 Access control policy on an annual basis; and 


	2. Access control procedures on an annual basis. . . . 
	Policy Number 17.4, “Personnel Termination,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 
	Control: The judicial branch entity, upon termination of individual employment: 
	a.
	a.
	a.
	 Disables information system access immediately/within 24 hours; 

	b.
	b.
	 Terminates/revokes any authenticators/credentials associated with the individual; 

	c.
	c.
	 Conducts exit interviews that include a discussion of judicial branch entity-defined information security topics; 

	d.
	d.
	 Retrieves all security-related organizational information system-related property; 

	e.
	e.
	 Retains access to organizational information and information systems formerly controlled by [the] terminated individual; and 

	f.
	f.
	 Notifies judicial branch entity-defined personnel or roles within [the] judicial branch entity-defined time period. . . . 


	Policy Number 17.5, “Personnel Transfer,” of the JCC’s Controls Framework begins: 
	Control: The judicial branch entity: 
	a. Reviews and confirms ongoing operational need for current logical and physical access authorizations to information systems/facilities when individuals are reassigned or transferred to other positions within the judicial branch entity; 
	b. Initiates judicial branch entity-defined transfer or reassignment actions within [the] judicial branch entity-defined time period following the formal transfer action; 
	c. Modifies access authorization as needed to correspond with any changes in operational need due to reassignment or transfer; and 
	d. Notifies judicial branch entity-defined personnel or roles within [the] judicial branch entity-defined time period. . . . 
	Recommendation 
	We recommend that the Court:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Strengthen internal controls over information system administration by establishing written access policies based on intended usage; 

	•
	•
	 Align account management processes with personnel termination and transfer processes; and  

	•
	•
	 Consult with JCC staff to model its policies and procedures on guidance provided in the JCC’s Controls Framework. 
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