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REPORT DETAILS 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Goodsprings Justice Court is a limited jurisdiction court that presides over criminal, civil, and traffic 
matters.  The Court hears misdemeanor non-traffic cases, general civil cases (amounts up to $10,000), 
small claims cases (up to $10,000), summary eviction cases, and requests for temporary protective 
orders.  The Court is one of eight rural outlying Justice Courts in Clark County.  
 
The Goodsprings Township has one Justice of the Peace, elected to a six-year term, in accordance with 
Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 4.  This seat is currently vacant with Justices of the Peace Pro Tempore 
presiding over the Court’s judicial calendar on a rotating basis.  The Court has a staff of six full-time 
employees.  
 
In Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2017, the Court reported 7,950 traffic filings, 300 criminal filings, and 40 
civil filings.  During the same period, the Court collected $1,058,880 in bail forfeitures and $695,255 in 
fees.  Payments are accepted in person, by telephone, mail, or online.  
 
The Goodsprings Justice Court is required to comply with minimum financial and administrative controls 
prescribed by the State of Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts.  Adherence to the standards 
assists with maintaining controls over the Court’s financial operations to protect revenue funds and 
prevent misappropriation.  
 
A Nevada Supreme Court Order dated January 13, 2012, requires all Nevada Courts to submit a copy of 
their written policies and procedures to the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) every two years 
and/or 60 days after a change.  The Goodsprings Justice Court did not meet the submission deadline for 
calendar year 2017.  The AOC was notified after the deadline and granted the Goodsprings Justice Court 
an extension to February 23, 2018.  The Court submitted policies and procedures to the AOC on 
February 23, 2018.  
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The objective of this audit is to determine whether the Court was complying with the Minimum 
Accounting Standards (MAS) prescribed by the State of Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts and 
whether the Court’s written policies and procedures agree with actual business practices. 
 
In order to achieve our objective, we conducted a preliminary survey that included reviewing policies, 
procedures and applicable standards.  We interviewed all staff, observed operations, and examined 
documents to determine compliance with the Nevada Courts Minimum Accounting Standards.  We also 
compared written procedures with operational practices.   
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Our review included an assessment of internal controls in the audited areas.  Any significant findings 
related to internal control are included in the detailed results.  We reviewed procedures and policies in 
place as of February 6, 2018.  Our last day of fieldwork was February 21, 2018.   
  
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 
 
Overall, we believe the Goodsprings Justice Court is compliant with Nevada Courts Minimum Accounting 
Standards.  However, we did note some business practices that did not comply with the standards.  
Further, we identified some written procedures that were not reflective of current operations.   
 
Each finding includes a ranking of risk based on the risk assessment that takes into consideration the 
circumstances of the current condition including compensating controls and the potential impact on 
reputation and customer confidence, safety and health, finances, productivity, and the possibility of 
fines or legal penalties.  
 
Auditee responses were not audited and the auditor expresses no opinion on those responses. 
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RESPONSES 

FINDING 1 – WRITTEN POLICIES AND PROCEDURES NEED IMPROVEMENT AND 
DISTRIBUTION (MEDIUM) 
We determined that Goodsprings Justice Court’s policies and procedures need to be updated and 
distributed to staff in order to comply with MAS.  MAS #1.1 requires Nevada Courts to maintain written 
procedures to correctly address all court operations.  The standard states: 
 

The court must maintain detailed, written procedures addressing their operating practices and 
the items contained in this section and throughout the Minimum Accounting Standards. 

 
We found that the Court’s written procedures did not indicate the person/position responsible for 
voiding receipts, did not specify the password criteria for the case management system, specified 
incorrect bank account procedures and specified incorrect password parameters.  After identifying the 
discrepancies, The Court updated their procedures.   
 
MAS #1.4 requires Nevada Courts to maintain evidence that written policies and procedures are 
distributed to employees.  The standard states: 
 

The court must maintain evidence that written MAS procedures are provided to its staff/local 
government, as applicable.  Acceptable evidence would be: 
  a) Copies of emails evidencing distribution of information, and/or 

b) Written acknowledgement forms from court staff evidencing they have received/read 
the written procedures. 
 

Goodsprings Justice Court was unable to provide evidence that written policies and procedures are 
periodically distributed to staff.   
 
Nevada courts are required to submit their written policies and procedures biennially.  Failure to do so 
results in noncompliance with established standards and may result in additional scrutiny from the AOC.  
Further, failing to update and distribute written policies and procedures may result in operational 
inaccuracies, staff misunderstanding, and departure from minimum controls.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Review and distribute the written policies and procedures with staff when changes occur and 
document the review and distribution. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Agreed.  MAS Policies and Procedures have been distributed to all court employees.  
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FINDING 2 – SEGREGATION OF DUTIES NEEDED IN THE PREPARATION AND 
VERIFICATION OF BANK DEPOSITS (MEDIUM) 
We identified opportunities to improve the preparation and verification of bank deposits in order to 
comply with MAS.  MAS #6.13 requires that two separate staff members create and verify bank 
deposits.  The standard states: 
 

At least two separate court staff members should create and verify bank deposits. 
 

Further, MAS #7.7 requires an independent verification of monthly bank reconciliations to ensure the 
accuracy of the Court’s financial records.  The standard states: 
 

The court must ensure an independent verification of monthly reconciliations [e.g., bank 
reconciliation] are performed and documented to ensure accuracy of the court’s financial 
records. 

 

Currently, one employee performs the preparation and verification of the bank deposit.  Additionally, 
verification of bank reconciliations is not being done (note: an imprest account review is performed as 
part of the Audit Department’s annual cash in custody audit, however this does not constitute an 
independent verification). 
 
It is important to maintain a separation of duties when preparing and verifying deposits to lessen the 
possibility of clerical error and misappropriation.  Further, bank reconciliations should have an 
independent review to guard against errors and misappropriations going undetected.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Cross train staff so that an additional person can be involved in the bank deposit preparation 
and verification.  
 

2. Appoint an individual/position independent of the reconciliation process to review monthly 
bank reconciliations. 
 

3. Update written policies and procedures to include the person/individual responsible for 
verifying bank reconciliations. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Agreed.  Currently two employees are cross trained in bank deposit preparation. 
 

2. Agreed.  In the process of training an additional employee to review bank reconciliations 
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3. Agreed.  Once the training identified above is complete, the policy will be updated. 
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FINDING 3 –FEE SCHEDULE NOT REVIEWED (MEDIUM) 
The Court is not performing a review of the fee schedule in the case management system.  MAS #8.6 
requires that the electronic fee schedule programmed in to the case management system be reviewed 
for accuracy and proper payment allocation at least once every six months.  The standard states: 
 

The court should audit its fee codes and fee schedules [e.g., distribution schedule/breakout table] 
to ensure the accuracy of funds being distributed to fines, fees, and other accounts in accordance 
with NRS at least every six months.  This must be performed for both manual breakdowns and 
breakdowns performed by the automated case management system. 

 

Fee codes and schedules should be audited, at least bi-annually, to determine that fees and codes are 
correct and that changes do not need to be made.  Without a review, errors in the programming of the 
fee schedule may go undetected resulting in erroneous allocation of payments to the various judicial fee 
categories.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Work with Clark County IT to formulate a method of performing a review of the fee schedule 
programmed in to the case management system.  
 

2. Perform the fee schedule review at least every six months and retain evidence of work 
performed.  

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Agreed. 
 

2. Agreed. 
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FINDING 4 – NO EVIDENCE OF PAYMENT CARD DATA SECURITY TRAINING (LOW) 
The Court was unable to produce evidence that a Payment Card Industry (PCI) data security standards 
self-assessment questionnaire was completed and that employees are trained annually on the 
standards.  As such, we could not verify that MAS payment card security standards are being met. 
 
MAS #8.8 and 8.12 require Nevada courts to train employees annually on payment card industry 
security standards.  The standards state: 
 

8.8) the court should be aware of NRS 603A and follow rules set forth by the payment card 
industry data security standards (PCI-DSS). 

8.12) the court must develop and maintain a data security standards policy and train 
employees annually on the security standards. 

 
As a department that accepts credit card payments, familiarity and understanding of payment card 
industry standards assists with strengthening staff knowledge of standards related to card security and 
privacy.  Further, failure to comply with PCI requirements may expose the County to legal liability.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Work with the Clark County Merchant Services Project Team for assistance with PCI self-
assessment and staff training.  
 

2. Complete and retain certification for PCI compliance training at least annually.  
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Agreed.  The audit has been completed by court employees. 
 

2. Agreed. 
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FINDING 5 – MANUAL RECEIPT PRACTICES NEED IMPROVEMENT (LOW) 
The Court’s manual receipt inventory log is missing the receipt date of issuance, staff confirmation of 
receiving a manual receipt, receipt number issued and initials of the court staff member attesting to the 
accuracy of the inventory.   
 
MAS #2.21 requires Nevada Court to maintain a manual receipt log with specific details.  The standard 
states: 
 

The manual receipt inventory log should contain the following information: 
b) Date of issuance of manual receipt inventory to court staff members; 
c) Manual receipt numbers issued to individual court staff members including their 

initials or signature evidencing the distribution; 
d) Used manual receipt inventory numbers; 
e) Voided manual receipt numbers, including voided manual receipt copies; 
f) Initials or signature of the court staff member attesting to the accuracy of the 

inventory. 
 
Further, a review of the manual receipt log was not being performed or documented as required by 
MAS #2.23, which states: 
 

Manual receipt both used and blank must be accounted for by performing an inventory at least 
quarterly.  Any variances noted while performing the inventory should be investigated 
immediately.  The outcome of the investigation should be documented on the inventory log or 
documentation maintained in a separate file. 
 

Failure to record manual receipt inventory details and perform periodic inventory reviews could hinder 
an investigation should a manual receipt be misused.  Further, lack of details decreases accountability 
should manual receipts be misappropriated or inappropriately used. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Update the manual receipt inventory log to comply with MAS requirements.  
 

2. Perform quarterly inventories of manual receipts and record them per MAS requirements. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Agreed.  The log has been updated. 
 

2. Agreed.  Court employees will perform quarterly inventories.  
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FINDING 6 – OUTDATED USER ACCESS IN CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (LOW)  
MAS #8.1 requires the Court’s computer system to be secured in a manner that prevents unauthorized 
access; the standard states: 
 

“All computerized systems used by the court should be secured in a manner that prevents 
unauthorized individuals from accessing the systems.  The court should follow their local 
government requirements for computerized system locations/access restrictions if more 
stringent than the ones identified in these standards.” 

 
During this audit, we found that Goodsprings Justice Court is not performing a periodic user access 
review for the case management system.  We found 5 out of 11 user accounts in the case management 
system belonged to staff no longer employed with the Court.  The Court removed access upon 
identification. 
 
Failing to deactivate former employee user accounts in a timely manner decreases accountability should 
one of the accounts be used to process unauthorized or malicious transactions.     
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Court should notify Clark County IT to promptly remove user access to the case 
management system upon employee termination.  
 

2. Periodically perform a user access review to ensure only authorized users have access to the 
case management system.  
 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
1. Agreed. 

 
2. Agreed. User access will be removed when a court employee separates from the court. 
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FINDING 7 – SPARE KEYS PROCEDURES NEED IMPROVEMENT (LOW) 
Currently, the court does not keep a log listing employees who have access to the safe and duplicate 
keys.  In addition, the court does not utilize a two lock key box for duplicate keys to secure areas and 
locking devices.   
 
MAS #9.3 requires Courts to maintain a key log listing of court staff with access to locking devices/areas 
in which funds are stored.  The standard states: 
 

The court must maintain a key/combination log listing court staff members with access to 
locking devices/areas in which payments, disbursements, and operating funds are stored. 

 
MAS #9.4 requires duplicate keys to be in a key box equipped with two locks, which require dual access 
by two separate court staff members.  The standard states: 

 
Duplicate keys to secured areas and locking devices should be stored in a key box equipped with 
two locks, which requires dual-access by two separate court staff members.  Any override keys 
for cash registers (if used) must be stored in the key box. 

 
Devices that hold funds and keys that are not appropriately secured could allow for possible loss and 
misappropriation.  Maintaining a current listing of employees with access to these areas tightens the 
controls over use and access. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Create and maintain a log listing current employees who have access to the safe, as well as 
access to duplicate keys. 
 

2. Obtain a two-lock key box to store duplicate keys or a lock box that fits inside a locked drawer to 
secure duplicate keys. 
 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
1. Agreed. 

 
2. Agreed.  This policy has been implemented.  Keys have been moved to a two-lock key box. 
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