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REPORT DETAILS 

BACKGROUND 
 
Chapter 4 of the Nevada Revised Statutes establishes general provisions for Justice Courts.  North Las 
Vegas Justice Court (NLVJC) by law must elect at least one Justice of the Peace and increase the number 
according to population certified by the Governor.  The primary duty of the Justice of the Peace is to 
conserve peace.   NLVJC has two elected Justices of the Peace that serve six-year terms of office.  In 
accordance with Nevada Revised Statute 4.370, NLVJC has general jurisdiction over cases that include 
small claims and forfeitures which do not exceed $10,000 through December 31, 2016 and $15,000 
effective January 1, 2017.  Justice Courts also have jurisdiction in an action for the issuance of a 
temporary or extended order for protection against domestic violence unless a district court issues a 
written order to the Justice Court.  Justice Courts have jurisdiction over all misdemeanors, but no other 
criminal offenses except as otherwise provided by specific statute.  In criminal cases, the jurisdiction of 
Justices of the Peace extends to the limits of their respective counties.  In the case of any arrest made by 
a member of the Nevada Highway Patrol, the jurisdiction of the Justices of the Peace extends to the 
limits of their respective counties and to the limits of all counties with common boundaries with their 
respective counties.  Each Justice Court has jurisdiction over any violation of a regulation governing 
vehicular traffic on an airport within the township in which the court is established. 
 
NLVJC collects administrative assessment fees, fines, forfeitures, bail, deposits, restitution, and 
payments on behalf of LRS Systems Inc. (for providing court ordered classes).  All funds collected are 
deposited into a trust fund bank account.  Justices of the peace order fines and may also dismiss all or 
portions of previously ordered fines.  The NLVJC collects bail forfeitures, usually through an order issued 
by the court demanding payment for a defendant not appearing in court.  All traffic citations paid at the 
NLVJC payment window are also considered forfeitures.  NLVJC also accepts deposits, generally from 
attorneys, to process future document filing fees.  The court may also order tenant deposits on eviction 
cases.  Finally, the courts may order that a defendant pay restitution to the victim.   
 
NLVJC allocates funds collected in accordance with Nevada Revised Statutes.  Nevada Revised Statute 
176.059 specifically states the priority order in which partial payments accepted for administrative 
assessment fees and fines are allocated to County funds and entities.  All funds collected that are earned 
in the form of fees, fines, and forfeitures are remitted to the Clark County Treasurer for allocation to 
County funds and other entities such as the State of Nevada.  All bail forfeitures on misdemeanors are 
allocated to the County in accordance with Nevada Revised Statute 178.  Fines for violations of Nevada 
Revised Statutes are allocated to the State.  Fines for violations of local code or ordinance are allocated 
to the County, and fees are allocated to funds as specified in accordance with Nevada Revised Statutes.   
 
NLVJC directly disburses certain funds.  Restitution collected on behalf of victims is disbursed in the 
victim’s name and the check is forwarded to the District Attorney Victim Witness Assistance Center for 
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distribution to victims.  NLVJC sends bad check restitution to the District Attorney Bad Check Unit.  They 
return cash bail that is exonerated, or released through court order to the person who made the original 
payment, unless that person has directed in writing that the funds be refunded to another person.  
NLVJC sends forensic services fees directly to the City of North Las Vegas and domestic violence fees to 
the State of Nevada.  NLVJC also makes various other refunds directly from the trust fund bank account 
to the depositor or as ordered by the court. 
 
NLVJC implemented the CourtView application in 2003 to assist with case and financial management, 
including receipting and check processing.  Traffic case processing was implemented 2005.  CourtView is 
a complex application and is also used by all other Justice Courts and Constables’ offices, except for the 
Las Vegas Justice Court.  CourtView also processes website payments made through PayPal.  NLVJC last 
upgraded CourtView on September 24, 2016 to Version 2.67. 
 
In February of 1997, The Supreme Court of Nevada ordered that all Justice and Municipal Courts adopt 
Minimum Accounting Standards (MAS).  The latest version, Version 3, was ordered in January of 2012.  
Courts must submit written procedures to the Nevada State Administrative Office of the Courts Audit 
Unit every two years.  All courts must have an independent audit every four years.  The last audit at 
NLVJC was as of June 30, 2015, issued December 28, 2015. 
 
For the fiscal year ended on June 30, 2016, NLVJC receipted and remitted a total of $1.2 million to the 
Clark County Treasurer for allocation to appropriate County funds and entities.  As of June 30, 2016, 
NLVJC has a remaining balance in the trust fund bank account of $345,254. This amount represents 
funds to be distributed as victim restitution payments, bail on hold, deposits, and funds to be forwarded 
to the Treasurer’s Office for allocation to other County funds and entities. 
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The objective of this audit was to determine whether: 
 

• Revenue is collected, deposited, and allocated in its entirety in accordance with Nevada Revised 
Statutes. 

• Computer security is adequate to safeguard against errors and abuse. 
• Findings identified in the Nevada Courts Minimum Accounting Standards compliance audit as of 

June 30, 2015 are resolved. 
 
The scope of the audit is from July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016. 
 
In order to achieve our objective we conducted interviews, observations, and walkthroughs with the 
NLVJC Administrator and staff.  We obtained an understanding of the financial management of court 
processes and performed test of details and analyses over revenue transactions.  We accounted for 
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receipt numbers and case numbers for the audit period.  Void population was determined from the 
receipt population and receipt amounts in their entirety were then traced by fund and general ledger 
account to the Treasurer’s monthly reports that are submitted to the Board of County Commissioners.  
These amounts in their entirety were then traced by month to recordings in Clark County’s financial 
system, and to individual funds and general ledger accounts.  All receipts were then reconciled in total 
to the total deposits reported in the trust fund bank statements for the audit period, taking into 
consideration deposits in transit.  We re-performed the bank reconciliation for the month ended 
June 30, 2016.  We then performed a reconciliation of the remaining adjusted bank balance to open 
item details.  Further, we examined the outstanding check list for stale dated checks.   
  
We selected three deposit packages in three separate months for detailed testing.  We reviewed each 
for preparer and reviewer signature, that receipts matched the deposit totals by payment type, and that 
pick up log books were completed for the deposit.   
 
We reviewed 100% of checks returned for insufficient funds checks as reported on bank statements to 
determine whether NLVJC subsequently collected the amount. 
 
We judgmentally selected all small claims cases, seven criminal cases, seven civil cases, seven traffic 
cases, and seven eviction cases.  For these cases, we performed the following: 
 

• Verified that receipts are collected and allocated in accordance with Nevada Revised Statutes, 
including prioritization of partial payments.   

• Reviewed fine and fee schedules maintained by the court as guidance for amounts charged 
within CourtView.   

• Reviewed imaged files of court documents and other information for each case selected to 
determine that the correct fees were charged in accordance with Nevada Revised Statutes.   

• Reviewed court minutes and other docket information in CourtView to verify that amounts 
charged were in accordance with Judges’ orders.   

• Reviewed the Final Disposition Report for criminal cases and agreed these to the fine amount 
charged and allocated within CourtView.   

 
We judgmentally selected 25 closed cases with no receipts.  For these cases, we examined court minutes 
and docket information in CourtView to determine whether the case was Forma Pauperis, a state 
agency, dismissed, protective orders, or some other form of Judge’s orders.  We further selected 15 
citations with dismissed amounts and reviewed associated dockets for proof of the dismissal.   
 
We reviewed 100% of disbursements from the trust fund bank account for remittance to District 
Attorney Bad Check Restitution and Forensic Fees.  We judgmentally selected five restitution payments 
to determine whether the amount was remitted in a timely manner.  We then examined 20 open and 
closed cases with bail to determine whether bail was properly released in accordance with Nevada 
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Revised Statutes.  We then performed an aging analysis of receipt depositor balances as of June 30, 
2016 to determine whether NLVJC is holding funds for excessive periods.  We also tested the 
completeness of the Open Item Detail Report used for reporting funds held in trust by judgmentally 
selecting 11 cases, and verifying they were included so that NLVJC could properly reconcile open items 
to the bank balance.   
 
Finally, we performed steps to ensure appropriate information systems security controls.  We 
determined whether all users with access to NLVJC are active employees or are properly authorized in 
accordance with Clark County Information Technology Directive No. 1.  We reviewed password 
configuration and expiration of passwords for compliance with County policy, and determined whether 
audit logs are active.  We then tested user access to verify that employees had access only to functions 
necessary for their job duties. 
 
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.  The last day of fieldwork was February 1, 
2016. 
  
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 
 
NLVJC collected, deposited, and allocated revenue in its entirety in accordance with Nevada Revised 
Statutes for cases recorded in CourtView.  We further identified  internal control weaknesses in several 
areas:   void transactions, the deposit process, open item reconciliation, and efficiencies in monitoring 
and disbursing monies on hold that include bail, restitution payments, and deposits.   
 
We found the following: 
 

• NLVJC did not implement corrective actions for all findings listed in the external MAS report. 
• Supervisor approvals and processes for identifying voided transactions are not consistent.  The 

deposit process does not include monitoring void activity to ensure that a supervisor reviews all 
voids for the deposit day.   

• Trust fund payments are not made timely. 
• NLVJC does not appropriately restrict and monitor user access to information systems. 
• NLVJC processes fines levied by judges as inclusive of administrative fees. 
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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 – NLVJC DID NOT IMPLEMENT CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR ALL MAS AUDIT 
FINDINGS (HIGH) 
 
External auditors performed an audit of NLVJC compliance with Nevada Courts’ Minimum Accounting 
Standards (MAS) as of June 30, 2015 and issued a report on December 28, 2015.  The results of the MAS 
audit found various areas of non-compliance.    We performed procedures limited to determining 
whether NLVJC implemented corrective actions to the areas identified in the report.  We found that 
NLVJC continues to violate MAS for the following standards: 
 

• MAS 2.25 – Court staff should not alter receipts (manual or computerized). If an error is made 
on a receipt, “VOID” should be written on all copies of the receipt and a new receipt should be 
issued. 

 
Results:  NLVJC stated that procedures were implemented on March 31, 2016.  We reviewed 25 
voided receipts processed after March 31, 2016.  Of the 25 voided receipts, 21, or 85%, original 
receipts were not stamped with “VOID”.   
 

• MAS 2.26 - Receipts should be cancelled by writing “VOID” across the face of the receipt and 
with a reason for the void documented on the receipt. The reason for the void must also be 
documented in the automated case management system. 
 
Results:  Of the 25 voids processed after March 31, 2016, 8, or 32% did not indicate a reason on 
the original receipt or the voided receipt.   

 
• MAS 2.27 - A supervisor must approve the void at the time it occurs. If a supervisor is not 

available at the time of the void, a second court staff member should review all voids for 
reasonableness as a compensating control. This should include reviewing the automated case 
management system record for reasonableness.  
 
Results:  Of the 25 receipts voided after March 31, 2016, eight or 32%, did not contain a 
supervisor approval or a secondary staff approval. 

 
• MAS 2.29 - The automated case management system maintains a record of the original receipt 

created and voided as well as the receipt issued in its place. A supervisor shall review the voided 
receipt. 
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Results:  Approvals are not done in CourtView.  Rather, they are done manually on printed 
receipts.  After March 31, 2016, eight of 25, or 32%, voids did not have supervisor initials 
indicating approval. 
 

• MAS 6.13 - The cash drawer balance report(s) shall be used to reconcile the deposit slip. Any 
variances must be identified and resolved immediately.   If one supervisor prepares the deposit, 
the other supervisor shall perform the verification. 
 
Results:  After March 31, 2016, one of the three deposits included in our sample did not have a 
reviewer signature. 

 
We rated this finding as high because of the risk posed by each of these missing controls.  Because of 
these missing controls, there is an increased risk of theft, that funds are not returned in accordance with 
state statutes, and that NLVJC will have insufficient funds in the imprest account to cover payments due 
to others.  There are no penalties for not complying with MAS.  However, the Supreme Court, at its 
discretion, can issue an Order to Show Cause or hold an Administrative Hearing for noncompliant courts.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement procedures to comply with Nevada Courts Minimum Accounting Standards. 
2. Monitor staff compliance with the procedures.   

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

1. Procedures were implemented beginning in March 2016 in response to the MAS audit. Internal 
Audit also recommended adding VOID to the electronic record. Staff has been advised. 

2. Staff will be monitored on a daily basis.  
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FINDING 2 – TRUST FUND PAYMENTS DELAYED OR NOT PROCESSED (HIGH) 
 
We reviewed five cases for timeliness of processing restitution payments.  We found that victims cashed 
checks for 12 restitution amounts received totaling $1,050 more than 30 days from receipt by NLVJC.  
Some checks were not cashed for up to 114 days after the defendant provided the payment to NLVJC.   
Total amounts received during the course of the audit for restitution payments to be forwarded to the 
District Attorney Victim Witness Assistance Center amount to $73,689.   
 
Restitution payments are court ordered and are intended to provide relief to the victim.  There are no 
state statute requirements under Nevada Revised Statute 176 to hold restitution payments, unless 
ordered by the court.  NLVJC forwards the restitution checks processed for victims to the District 
Attorney Victim Witness Assistance Center for distribution to victims.  The District Attorney Victim 
Witness Assistance Center provides this service to assist NLVJC, as they do not have access to 
confidential databases that can provide the most current contact information for victims.  The process is 
intended to more effectively assure that victims receive their court ordered payments.  However, 
payments are not always immediately sent to the District Attorney’s Office, resulting in the delay.  We 
believe that NLVJC delays increase the risk of not locating victims.  In order to reduce the delays in 
distributing restitution payments to victims, NLVJC must implement effective monitoring controls over 
these payments to minimize check processing delays. 
 
We also reviewed 11 cases chosen from the Open Item Detail report as of June 30, 2016 (that had a 
balance of $190.637).  Cases in the Open Item Detail report represent amounts collected and held in the 
trust fund bank account for which NLVJC did not process a check.  This report contains bail, restitution, 
and deposits on hold, but does not include receipt depositor accounts.  The 11 cases selected for testing 
included the following: 
 

• Two were appeal bonds and one was for a supersedes cost bond (an amount equal to 100% of 
unpaid rent used to delay eviction cases), with the three totaling $10,315.  

• Eight were for victim restitution collected between January 2010 to June 2016, totaling $9,000.  
 
The appeal bond and supersedes cost bond cases were closed in 2009, 2014, and 2016.  NLVJC should 
have returned those funds well before our audit. 
 
We believe NLVJC is not reviewing the Open Item Detail report on a regular basis to identify payments 
that were not made out of the trust fund in a timely manner.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement procedures and monitoring reports to identify and review timeliness of check 
distribution for amounts on hold.  At the minimum, NLVJC staff should review the Open Item 
Detail report weekly to identify amounts on hold waiting for disbursement. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
NLVJC has been utilizing a custom Crystal Report each month to review Open Items, and has been 
disbursing them based on this review. The system-generated report that was demonstrated by the 
internal auditor produced significantly more cases with outstanding trust amounts. Effective in October 
2016, the court began running both reports and is currently in the process of disbursing all funds based 
on the findings. Once the initial report is cleared, it will be run on a weekly basis to ensure that all 
refunds are processed timely.  
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FINDING 3 – APPLICATION SECURITY ACCESS NEEDS IMPROVEMENT (HIGH) 
 
NLVJC has 21 active employees with access to CourtView to process transactions.  CourtView has four 
profiles to set access security for all users. Of these profiles, two are used by the staff to process all 
court transactions.  Due to the complex nature of operating justice courts, we do not believe that two 
profiles are sufficient to segregate duties.  These two profiles allow general access to add, modify, and 
delete data in CourtView in areas where access should be segregated.  We performed an access analysis 
of functions that should be segregated within CourtView and found 12 users under the Administration 
profile and one user under the Civil Supervisor profile with the authority to initiate docket transactions, 
change case numbers, create receipts, void receipts, insert check payees, create checks, modify checks, 
and globally dismiss costs.  Another six users under the Civil Supervisor profile have limited access to the 
critical areas identified:  docket creation and receipting.  Additionally the two employees, who supervise 
these functions, also have the ability to perform all these transaction in CourtView and also handle cash, 
prepare the deposit, and reconcile the bank statements.   
 
We found 44 of 13,224 (0.3%) case numbers are not in the CourtView database for cases filed within the 
audit period.  We could not find these cases when querying information through the front-end 
application.  We believe this indicates that the cases were deleted, but there is no record of why.   
 
We also found that audit logs are not activated to monitor log-ins or usage, which further increases the 
risk of unauthorized transactions.  Clark County Information Technology stated that user logs are not 
activated as doing so would impair production processing.   
 
Clark County Information Technology No 1, (IV)(C)(2)(b) requires minimum access be granted to 
authorized users.  We do not believe the current practice by NLVJC meets this requirement. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Limit excessive access to only that necessary for each employee job duties.  Create profiles with 
sufficient segregation of duties. 

2. Activate and monitor audit logs for unauthorized log-ins. 
3. Create a log to account for deleted case numbers. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 
North Las Vegas Justice Court Response: 
CourtView user profiles were originally set up to accommodate Las Vegas Justice Court – a much larger 
court where employees have a much narrower scope of duties.  Smaller courts typically require broader 
access; however, new user profiles can be created to limit the excessive access. Meetings will have to be 
set up with IT to discuss creating the new profiles. 
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The impact to operations will be reviewed with IT to determine the feasibility of activating the audit 
logs. 
 
There are several reasons why case numbers are missing from the database: 
 

• Employees have the ability to change the case type and corresponding case number if a case 
is created in error.  For example, a traffic citation may be created as an MCN type on a 
juvenile, which should be MJN.  Rather than voiding the case and re-doing all of the data 
entry, CourtView allows for the changing of the case type and will retain all of the entered 
information; however, the original case number ceases to exist to avoid duplication.  

 
• Records that have been sealed by court order will also prevent the ability to query. 

 
• Another occasional problem that has been identified occurs when two or more clerks are 

simultaneously creating new cases of the same case type - -the database may skip a case 
number if they hit enter at the same time (this happens several times a year). 

 
We performed testing on the system to determine if it is possible to delete cases. During this 
testing, we discovered that two case types – Civil and Landlord/Tenant – do allow the case to be 
deleted after initial creation. Further testing found that once any money was receipted on either of 
these case types prevented deletion of the case. Reversing the receipts to remove the money from 
the case did not change this - -it was still impossible to delete a case. 
 
The court is confident that its submission of revenues is complete and the missing case numbers are 
not indicative of theft, however, IT has been notified that deletion of cases should never be allowed 
on any case type.  This needs to be investigated and prevented.  
 
Additionally, the court will create a log any time a case number is changed or skipped in the 
database. 
 
Clark County Information Technology Response: 
The IT application support team has made a request to Equivant, the software vendor for the 
CourtView application, to provide an estimate of effort and cost to enhance the application to 
include an archival record/log of all user log-ins.  The vendor supplied service request number for 
this estimate is 170845. 
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FINDING 4 – USER ACCOUNT SECURITY NEEDS TO BE IMPROVED (HIGH) 
 
During our testing, we found that Courtview user account security needs to be improved in the areas of 
generic accounts and password expirations.   
 
We identified four generic user accounts and four system user accounts.  One of the generic accounts 
under the NLVJC access location code has access to modify, add, and delete in virtually all functions 
within CourtView.  The generic user account was activated September 9, 2005. This is a high risk user 
account, as transactions are not linked to a specific user.    The remaining three generic user accounts 
are under a separate access location code.  One of the generic accounts is used as a template for 
creating new accounts without ability to log in to CourtView.  The second account is a read only inquiry 
account.  Clark County Information Technology uses the third account.  We believe the user account 
used by Clark County Information technology creates a high risk, as the account has the access to 
modify, add, and delete in virtually all functions of CourtView, including access to all justice court and 
constable locations.   
 
There are two users (judges) who have not changed their password for an extended period of time.  The 
courtroom clerk has the ability to add, modify, and delete in certain functions of CourtView.   Further, 
the consultant has not changed passwords in over 131 days.  Additionally, there are two system and 
database administrators who have not changed their passwords for an extended period of time, and 11 
other database users also have not changed passwords for an extended period of time (119 to 697 
days).   
 
Clark County Information Technology Directive No. 1 (IV)(C)(2)(3) does not allow the use of generic user 
accounts.   Clark County Information Technology Directive No. 1 (V) requires that exceptions forms be 
completed and signed by the Department Head and the Chief Information Officer.  We could not find 
evidence that NLVJC obtained approval for any of the four generic user accounts discussed above. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Request approval from the Chief Information Officer for generic user accounts that are not used 
for systematic processes in accordance with Clark County Information Technology No. 1, (V). 

2. Establish password expirations set to 45 days for database administrators and generic users in 
compliance with Clark County Information Technology Directive No. 1, (IV)(C)(2)(a)(2). 

3. Password prompts either manually through administration or through programming of 
CourtView be implemented for compliance by all users. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 
North Las Vegas Justice Court Response: 
A meeting will be held to discuss the continued need for these accounts. This is an IT responsibility and 
will be addressed at that time. 
 
Clark County Information Technology Response: 
All generic user accounts will be deactivated and made unavailable for use within the CourtView 
application prior to April 28, 2017.  This does not include system service related accounts which are 
required for the application to function as designed. 

Database administrator accounts will be managed by the database management team in accordance 
with all IT directives and policies to include mandated password complexity and expiration 
requirements.  

The IT application support team will work with the Justice Court staff and the software vendor to create 
additional roles within the CourtView application.  These new roles will allow administrator user 
accounts to be configured separately from system accounts, and to be set to require the user to change 
their password every 90 days.  This effort will be completed prior to April 28, 2017.  
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FINDING 5 – FINE AMOUNTS INCORRECTLY RECORDED (LOW) 
 
Nevada Revised Statutes 176.059 allows a maximum fine of $1,000, with administrative assessments 
added to the fine amount, for the total amount owed by the defendant.  During our review, we found 
that fine amounts ordered by the court are processed as inclusive of administrative fees.  For example, 
we identified one criminal case where the court ordered a fine of $1,000, as documented in the court 
minutes.  According to Nevada Revised Statute, the amount collected should have been $1,000 plus 
administrative fees and assessments.  However, NLVJC collected a total of $1,000, with only $800 
remitted to the state as the fine.  We found similar issues in all six closed criminal cases we reviewed 
during our testing.   
 
We rated this finding as low, as the impact on NLVJC is limited, since they remit all fines to the state.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Clarify with the judges whether ordered amounts are inclusive of administrative fees and 
assessments.   

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
We clarified with the judges (and this practice is consistent with most other courts in the state) that 
amounts ordered are intended to be the total due, inclusive of fees. 
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