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AUDITOR’S REPORT
We have completed an audit of Denver County Court operations. The objectives of the audit were
(1) to evaluate the court’s management and oversight functions of its core operations and (2) to
assess how well its collection of fines, administration of penalties, and use of funds aligned with internal
control standards and applicable laws and regulations. Although court leadership initially contested our
authority to audit the court in 2017, we ultimately were able to reach an agreement and complete the
audit in 2018.
As described in the attached report, our audit revealed the court should strengthen its internal control
environment over case file management and monitoring of operations by using performance measures.
Additionally, we found that the court should regularly review audit logs, daily transactions, and deposits,
to detect unauthorized changes to the case files. Finally, we found that the court should re-evaluate the
funding strategy for its two special revenue funds and recommend updates to City ordinance to better
align with current practices.
By strengthening various processes, policies, and practices, court management will be able to better
oversee its operations, collection of fines, administration of penalties, and use of funds. This includes
the ability to manage its special revenue funds more appropriately. Our report lists several related
recommendations.
This performance audit is authorized pursuant to the City and County of Denver Charter, Article V, Part
2, Section 1, General Powers and Duties of Auditor, and was conducted in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require 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 the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
We extend our appreciation to Denver County Court leadership and personnel who assisted and
cooperated with us during the audit.
Denver Auditor’s Office

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
Auditor

REPORT HIGHLIGHTS
Court Operations

Highlights

December 2018

Our audit of Denver County Court operations identified three areas
needing improvement.

Objective

Weak Internal Controls Expose Denver County Court Operations to
Unnecessary Risks

The audit had two objectives: (1) to
evaluate the extent to which Denver
County Court’s management
and oversight functions support
its core operations; and (2) to
assess the extent to which Denver
County Court’s collection of fines,
administration of penalties, and
its use of funds align with internal
control standards and applicable
laws and regulations.

Background
Denver County Court’s mission is to
“administer justice fairly, efficiently,
and effectively, while providing
excellent customer service and
a positive work environment.”
The Denver County Court is an
independent agency of the City
and County of Denver, serving as
both a municipal and county court,
as established by state law.
The court is responsible for the
administration of justice over cases
ranging from traffic offenses and
civil lawsuits to city ordinance
violations, misdemeanors, and other
criminal cases. The City Charter and
City ordinance also establish the
court’s authority, with ordinance
specifying the court’s primary
purpose as a “court of record.”

Audit work revealed that, because of a weak internal control
environment consisting of a lack of management review and
insufficient policies and procedures:
•

Case file documentation is not consistently available;

•

Management failed to detect more than 4,000 incorrectly
closed case files; and

•

Management is relying on erroneous information when
developing and evaluating performance metrics to make
organizational decisions.

Consequently, Denver County Court is at risk of not fulfilling its mission
to administer justice in a fair, efficient, and effective manner.
Unsegregated Job Responsibilities and a Lack of Management Review
Create a Potential for Misuse and Errors
Because court management has not separated incompatible job
responsibilities, there is a risk of fraud, waste, and abuse.
•

Cashiers, responsible for the custody of cash and record
keeping of fines and penalties, also have access to create and
alter official court records.

Some Court Practices Do Not Align with National Standards and
City Ordinance
Denver County Court currently uses certain fees to fund core
operations, such as the salary and benefits of IT personnel and
collection investigators.
•

This is out of alignment with nationally recognized judicial
principles, which state that, in the interests of promoting an
atmosphere of fairness and objectivity, core operations should
not be funded by fees and fines.

We also identified inconsistencies between some of the court’s current
practices and those required by City ordinance.
For a copy of this report, visit www.denverauditor.org
or contact the Auditor’s Office at (720) 913-5000.
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BACKGROUND
Denver County Court Denver County Court is an independent agency of the City and

County of Denver. The court is responsible for overseeing a variety of
cases ranging from traffic offenses and civil lawsuits to City ordinance
violations, misdemeanors, and other criminal cases. The court serves
both as a county and municipal court, and its organization and
administration are established by City Charter and City ordinance, as
set out in the Colorado Constitution.1

GLOSSARY
For definitions of
common terms in
this report, reference
Appendix C.

Denver’s court system differs from those in the rest of the state, in
part because Denver is both a city and a county. Because the court
functions as both municipal and county court, it is paid for mostly by
Denver taxes and revenue, rather than by state funds. Due to Denver
County Court’s unique jurisdiction, it is not part of the Colorado state
court system and, therefore, not subject to the state’s oversight. Denver
County Court judges are appointed by Denver’s Mayor. Denver has the
only separate juvenile and probate courts in the state. In other parts
of Colorado, district courts handle juvenile and probate matters. The
Denver juvenile and probate courts are state courts, along with the
Denver District Court.

Authorizing Legislation The charter specifies that Denver County Court judges are appointed

and that the Mayor shall appoint the presiding judge. Additionally, the
charter establishes the roles and responsibilities of the presiding judge,
including appointments of court staff and magistrates.2
City ordinance states the primary purpose of the court is to be a court in
which a permanent record of proceedings is made, otherwise called a
“court of record.” Additionally, ordinance codifies the court’s roles and
responsibilities, including the requirement of 17 judges to preside over
the court and the creation of an administration to oversee operations.
Denver County Court’s authority, roles, and responsibilities are also
codified in state law, which outlines the court’s administrative functions
and establishes fees and fines for the court to impose.

As of October 8, 2018, the Denver County Court website states: “The first courts in Denver were justice of the peace courts followed
by Denver Municipal Court. In 1968, the Colorado Reform Act was passed and Denver County Court was created by this constitutional
amendment which abolished justices of the peace and Denver Municipal Judges. The amendment provided that the Mayor of Denver
appoint County Judges.”
1

2

City Charter: Article IV; Part 2, § 4.2.1 – General Powers and Duties.
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Mission Denver County Court’s mission is to “administer justice fairly, efficiently,

and effectively, while providing excellent customer service and a
positive work environment.” The court’s strategic plan defines its mission
and goals. Specifically, the court’s six goals are to:
1. Provide equal access to the legal system and give an
opportunity to all to be heard;
2. Treat all with dignity and respect, remain free from bias, and
show concern for the rights of all individuals;
3. Promote quality decision-making and leadership;
4. Promote timely resolution of cases;
5. Reduce recidivism and contribute to a safer community; and
6. Maintain a highly productive, positive work environment where
employees are actively engaged.
Denver County Court has selected performance metrics to monitor the
achievement of these goals. For example, for 2017, the Court processed
a total of about 117,000 cases and managed about 126,000 case
filings. These metrics inform court management about the timeliness of
resolution of cases. The court reports this and other metrics annually in
the Mayor’s Budget. Table 1 displays a selection of performance data
the court tracks internally from year to year. This data shows total cases
processed (dispositions) and case filings vary from year to year—ranging

TABLE 1. Selection of Denver County Court Performance Data, 2014 – 2017
2014

2015

2016

2017

103,062

88,192

77,814

81,638

Number of General Session Dispositions

23,064

22,238

19,468

16,902

Number of Criminal Dispositions

16,532

17,300

18,288

18,896

142,658

127,730

115,570

117,436

106,187

89,969

81,439

85,489

Number of General Session Case Filings

24,309

22,294

20,190

18,760

Number of Criminal Case Filings

18,518

19,112

20,517

21,274

149,014

131,375

122,146

125,523

16,640

11,748

15,499

19,702

No Data

22,805

21,598

22,126

Dispositions
Number of Traffic Dispositions

Total Dispositions
Case Filings
Number of Traffic Case Filings

Total Case Filings
Number of Bonds Processed
Number of Warrants Issued

Source: Developed by auditors based on unaudited performance information provided by Denver County Court.
Note: General sessions cases include local ordinance violations and infractions, and criminal cases include misdemeanors. The
totals for dispositions and case filings include only those for traffic, general sessions, and criminal.
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from a high of 142,658 and 149,014, respectively, to a low of 115,570
and 122,146, respectively.

Budget The court had an operating budget of about $24 million in total

expenditures for 2017. The court is primarily funded through the City’s
general fund, but also receives funds from grants and from special
revenue funds. Special revenue funds are made up of court-imposed
fees. The greatest portion of the court’s spending is for salaries and
benefits.
As shown in Table 2, Denver County Court collected about $22 million
in revenue from charges for services, fees, and fines, for the year ended
December 31, 2017.3
Almost all the court’s revenue goes back into the City’s general fund;
however, a portion—about $484,000 in 2017—goes into the court’s two
special revenue funds.

TABLE 2. Denver County Court Revenue and Expenditures
2014

2015

2016

2017

$23,869,785

$23,991,640

$21,750,554

$21,338,008

Special Revenue Funds

$610,588

$561,911

$539,975

$484,376

Grants

$260,124

$118,327

$91,207

$136,913

$24,740,497

$24,671,878

$22,381,736

$21,959,297

$21,998,385

$21,980,465

$22,341,645

$23,388,681

$1,146,980

$720,804

$685,263

$615,930

$490,964

$154,567

$93,605

$104,464

$23,636,329

$22,855,836

$23,120,513

$24,109,075

Revenue
General Fund

Total Revenue
Expenditures
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Grants
Total Expenditures

Source: Auditors’ analysis of unaudited information provided by Denver County Court.
Note: Data are for years ending December 31.

In accordance with Governmental Accounting Standards Board, Statement No. 33, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Nonexchange
Transactions: “Imposed nonexchange revenues from fines and fees are recognized using the modified accrual basis of accounting. Under
the modified accrual basis of accounting, revenues are recognized when they are measurable and available. Available meaning the
government has collected the revenues in the current period (i.e., cash is received) or expects to collect soon enough after the end of the
period.”
3
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FIGURE 1. Denver County Court Organizational Chart

Source: Developed by auditors based on information provided by Denver County Court.
Note: Criminal cases include misdemeanors, and general sessions cases include local ordinance violations and infractions.

Organization The presiding judge is charged with the general supervision of the

Denver County Court.4 The presiding judge appoints the chief clerk
(who is also the court administrator) and the deputy chief clerk (who is
also the deputy court administrator) to oversee court operations and
a staff of more than 200 employees.5 The court includes the following
divisions:
•

The Criminal and General Sessions Division oversees nontraffic
City ordinance violations and state misdemeanor violations, as
well as felony cases through preliminary hearings.

•

The Traffic and Civil Division handles most state law and all City

4

City Charter: Article IV; Part 3, § 4.3.1 – Designation of Presiding Judge by Mayor

5

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-5 – Register of Actions and Dockets

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
Denver Auditor

Page 4

ordinance traffic tickets, parking violations, and civil lawsuits up
to $25,000. In addition, it presides over small claims matters up to
$7,500.
•

The Bonds and Warrants Division manages active warrants
and restraining orders issued by Denver County Court and
coordinates court appearances of in-custody defendants. The
division provides the Denver Police Department with verification
of county court warrants, processes new warrants, and creates
bonds through the bonding office.

•

The Probation Division provides risk and needs assessments,
presentence investigations, and sentencing recommendations
to the court. The program supervises probationers and monitors
compliance with court orders.

Among these divisions, the court issues restraining orders, summonses,
garnishments, and courtroom transcripts. Court operations include other
critical administrative duties performed by court personnel.

Court Staff and Judicial Assistants have a variety of job duties, in addition to processing
Operations bonds and warrants and performing cashier responsibilities.
•

A Judicial Assistant III works closely with judges, defendants, and
other courtroom personnel, while performing additional tasks
such as organizing and coordinating courtroom schedules and
dockets.

•

A Judicial Assistant III assigned to the detention center performs
intensive customer service as they interact with sureties,
defendants, detainees, and the Sheriff’s Office to execute
bonds and to process warrants.6 These judicial assistants perform
cashiering duties as part of their job.

•

Judicial Assistants I and II accept cash, checks, and credit card
payments in person or through mail, and are responsible for
ensuring the secure deposit of funds into a safe for next-day
delivery to the Accounting Office. These personnel also handle
customer service and interact with defendants, attorneys,
sheriffs, and the public. Their tasks include a variety of duties—
from providing official copies of case file summaries to reviewing
case files for closure.

Accounting Operations – The court has staffed the accounting
team with one financial manager, one senior accountant, two staff
accountants, and one accounting technician. The accounting
team’s primary tasks include daily bank deposits, monthly account
reconciliations, journal entries, and check issuance. In addition, the
6

For definitions of these and other key terms, reference Appendix C.
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financial manager prepares cumulative monthly financial reports for
distribution.
Information Technology (IT) Services – The court’s technology services
comprises 10 employees, including IT systems administrators, developers,
and one director. Together, they manage and maintain Denver County
Court’s IT infrastructure, systems, and data, all while providing help
desk support 24 hours a day, seven days a week. IT services includes
development of software used by the court. The court’s IT systems
include a central database that interfaces with three software systems
IT personnel developed in-house: Themis, Receipting, and Accounting.

Information Themis – The court’s case file management system is used to manage
Technology Systems and maintain electronic case file records. The software’s functionality

includes tracking of fines and penalties imposed, suspended, paid, and
due, and reporting a summary of court actions.
Receipting – The court’s cashiering system is used for processing,
tracking, and recording payments received. When cashiers enter
payments, the information in the Receipting system updates the court’s
centralized database, in turn updating the defendant’s electronic case
file record in Themis.
Accounting – The court’s payment processing system, developed inhouse, and used to issue bond refund and restitution checks.
Database – A centralized database stores information from all three
systems in a series of tables.7

Life Cycle of As depicted in Figure 2 below, a case file is initiated when an employee
a Case File of the City, acting in an official capacity, files a summons or complaint,
or both, with the court.8 Upon receipt, the court creates an electronic
case file, assigns a unique case number, and enters the first court date
into the record.

Based on the defendant’s response to the initial charges, cases may
take many paths before they are finalized by the judge. A case’s
course depends on many variables, such as the defendant’s initial plea
of guilt or innocence, their willingness or ability to attend subsequent
proceedings, and their decisions as to whether they will require a
For example, when the Receipting system processes a payment, the information is recorded in Receipting’s application table, which
shares the same “Paid Amount” with the fines and penalties table in Themis. Themis can then retrieve in the Receipting system a record
of the amount paid. Although the Accounting system shares the same database as Themis and the Receipting system, it does not have any
common data fields.
7

8

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-21 – Commencement of Actions.
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defense attorney or go to trial. Additionally, prosecutors and defense
attorneys may submit motions, attempting to add or remove charges,
which also affects the case file’s route through the court system.
Ultimately, the case could result in dismissed charges or imposed fines
and penalties the court must enforce.
FIGURE 2. Case File Life Cycle

Source: Developed by auditors based on observations of court operations.
Note: This figure contains a simplified depiction of a traffic, general sessions, or criminal case—not a civil case. It does not capture
the many nuances of individual and unique cases. Instead, it portrays a general idea of the process, from case initiation to the
point at which fines are imposed and collected.
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FINDING 1
Weak Internal Controls Expose Denver County Court Operations to
Unnecessary Risks
We found three key concerns with Denver County Court’s internal
control framework. First, case file documentation does not consistently
reflect courtroom proceedings, and we were ultimately unable to
determine the completeness and accuracy for a sample of case file
records. Second, we found that many case files were closed incorrectly
with outstanding amounts due to the court, and management was
unaware of these erroneously closed case files. Third, management
is relying on erroneous information when developing and evaluating
performance metrics to make organizational decisions. As a result, we
were unable to determine whether court management successfully
monitors operations with performance metrics.
According to best practices, it is management’s responsibility to design
and implement an adequate internal control environment to provide
reasonable assurance that the entity’s objectives will be achieved.9
Denver County Court’s weak internal controls put the court at risk of not
fulfilling its mission to administer justice in a fair, efficient, and effective
manner. To assist Denver County Court in strengthening its internal
control environment of administrative operations, we offer multiple
recommendations.

Case File Records Do Judicial leading practices recommend case file structure be
Not Consistently Reflect comprehensive and, as such, include an abundance of supporting
Courtroom Proceedings documentation. Case files are at the core of court operations as

they are the repository where all records and documents supporting
all actions related to a case should reside. “Actions” refer to any
activity performed by any courtroom stakeholder. Actions include
but are not limited to: ruling on motions, granting a continuance or
stay of execution, establishing the bond amount, sentencing of fines
and penalties, issuing and removing warrants, issuing and canceling
protection orders, or any other action that takes place within the
courtroom.10 While a simple case could be limited to two actions—the
issuance of a ticket and admission of guilt by payment of a fine—often,
cases are more complex and contain a multitude of records. For

9

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, “Control Environment” (2014).

“To Protect and Preserve: Standards for Maintaining and Managing 21st Century Court Records,” Conference of State Court
Administrators, accessed November 6, 2018, https://cosca.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/COSCA/Policy%20Papers/12012013Standards-Maintaining-Managing-21st-Century-Court-Records.ashx.
10
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example, a case that spans multiple years could include hundreds of
events as a case progresses and actions are recorded.

We found
Denver County
Court case
files contained
inconsistent
and incomplete
information,
hindering our
ability to perform
planned audit
procedures.

Accordingly, when we approached Denver County Court case files,
we expected files to include all documents necessary to support court
actions. However, of the files reviewed, we found that each case file
differed significantly from each other in their structure. Further, and most
importantly, we could not validate that fines and penalties associated
with those case files were accurate and complete because case files
were missing key support documentation. For example, of the case files
we reviewed, there lacked documentation of certain fees imposed in
the courtroom that were later suspended. In other words, we found that
Denver County Court case files contained inconsistent and incomplete
information, hindering our ability to perform our planned audit
procedures.
From a population of major case types, we selected a sample of six
case files to determine the feasibility of our planned audit procedures to
test internal controls.11 The intent was for us to then apply the same audit
testing procedures over a sample to match the breadth of the entire
population of case files. While testing the initial six case files, we found
that two were sealed and, therefore, their support documentation was
not available for our review. The remaining four case files included one
misdemeanor case, two criminal cases, and one traffic case. These
cases included fines and penalties imposed, suspended, and paid over
the span of three years, from 2014 to 2017.
Combined, we reviewed
152 actions and 93 scanned
SAMPLING METHODOLOGY
documents to test 64 individual
For more on the audit
fines and penalties imposed and
team’s sampling
suspended and 41 individual
methodology for fines
payments made. For each fine
and penalties, reference
and penalty, we attempted to
Appendix A.
match the amount imposed and
suspended to its corresponding
case file documentation, and
then match the amount paid to the court’s accounting records.
The accounting records were in the form of voided checks, credit
card receipts, cash receipts, and bank deposits. While we found no
exceptions in the amounts paid to the court, we discovered that
documentation to support the 64 fines and penalties imposed and
suspended over the three years tested was not consistently included
within the electronic case files.

Major case types consist of traffic, general sessions, misdemeanor, criminal, and civil cases. For the purpose of this audit, we excluded
civil cases.
11
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Our testing revealed that court management had not designed a
system of internal controls—such as policies and procedures outlining
documentation requirements and management review—to adequately
support the amount of fines and penalties imposed and suspended.
Therefore, we concluded that further testing was unlikely to yield a
different result.
Critical Support Documentation for Court Sentencing Was Missing
Our evaluation revealed that three out of the four case files tested
were missing documentation of key courtroom actions including the
suspension of fines and penalties, the cancellation and reinstatement of
protection orders, and the defendant’s acknowledgment of the terms
of probation. We did not identify any issues with the documentation for
the traffic case reviewed, as this type of case tends to be more simple
in nature. For example, while the traffic case file contained only four
actions, the misdemeanor case file contained 78 actions.
For the misdemeanor case tested, Denver County Court was
unable to provide sufficient, appropriate documentation to support
suspended fines and penalties in the amount of $600. After attempting
to acquire documentation through extensive communication with
court management, they ultimately referred us to the verbatim audio
recording, as they were unable to locate other records. However, court
officials later explained they do not retain verbatim audio recordings
greater than two years old. Because the suspension occurred in
2015, the verbatim record was no longer available, and there was no
documentation to support the $600 suspension of fines and penalties.12
For one of the two criminal cases, we found the case file was missing
documentation to support the suspension of fines and penalties, which
amounted to $182, as well as the cancellation and reinstatement
of a protection order. When we requested support for these items,
court officials acknowledged that they had not retained such
documentation. They explained that they had not formalized policies
and procedures for documenting suspensions and that court policy
had not been adhered to for the cancellation and reinstatement of the
protection order.
In the second criminal case, we found that the defendant had not
signed the document that records the conditions of probation.
City ordinance requires defendants “to sign an acceptance of the
conditions of probation before the order of probation is granted.”13
Though the defendant never signed the document, the judge granted
12
13

The City requires two years of retention for audio-based records.
Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-63 – Statement of Conditions.
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probation. When we followed up with the court about the missing
signature, officials explained that when a defendant is in custody, the
defendant is not allowed to approach the bench to sign documents
in consideration of the judge’s safety. Officials also stated their current
practice is to have the defendant sign the terms of probation at their
first probation meeting; however, since this defendant missed their first
probation appointment, the document remained unsigned. Without
a signature, the court is not in compliance with City ordinance. In
addition, there is a risk that the defendant may not fully understand their
responsibilities at the time of sentencing, and the court may be unable
to enforce probation terms.
Complete and accurate case file records are critical to support efficient
and effective court operations. As such, the Conference of State Court
Administrators describes what a complete and accurate record is.
Specifically, a case file record should include every single document
and other piece of information related to the case. This guidance
also explains that case file information—such as who compiled the
information, who edited it, and what changes were made—is vital to
maintaining court records.14

Because there
are insufficient
policies outlining
the requirements
for case file
documentation,
case file records
do not always
completely
capture
courtroom
proceedings.

In addition to complete and accurate records, the court should
have policies and procedures detailing requirements for adequate
case file documentation. This is consistent with standards established
by the Committee of the Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway
Commission, a coalition of professional organizations that sets standards
to assess fraud and risk management. The organization’s standards say
that, to ensure adherence to an entity’s policies and procedures, the
entity must develop and maintain effective documentation. Effective
documentation describes performance expectations, offers employees
a reference for designed controls, and maintains industry knowledge to
ensure operations continue.15
Because there are insufficient policies outlining the requirements for
case file documentation, case file records do not always completely
capture courtroom proceedings or inform judges of case history. An
inaccurate or incomplete case file record may prevent the court
from imposing a fair and just sentence. Denver County Court does not
currently perform management review of its case file records and has
not developed a standard, through policies and procedures, to explain
what case file records should include. Without a standard for what
should be in the record, management cannot review for completeness

Gregory J. Linhares; Nial Raaen, “To Protect and Preserve: Standards for Maintaining and Managing 21st Century Court Records,”
Conference of State Court Administrators Policy Paper (2012-2013): 2. https://cosca.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/COSCA/Policy%20
Papers/12012013-Standards-Maintaining-Managing-21st-Century-Court-Records.ashx.
14

“Internal Control-Integrated Framework, 1.” Benefits and Costs of Internal Controls, Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the
Treadway Commission (2013).
15
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and accuracy. Without maintaining data surrounding the case files,
such as who edited case records and when, management may not
detect errors and omissions in case file documentation.
To ensure accurate, complete, and accessible case files for its core
operations, we recommend Denver County Court create policies
and procedures detailing the specific contents required in case file
documentation. We also recommend court management regularly
perform and document case file reviews.

RECOMMENDATION 1.1
Policies and Procedures for Case File Contents – Denver County Court should determine the
necessary components for a complete and accurate case file record and create policies and
procedures to formalize the requirements. In addition, Denver County Court should formalize the
requirements and develop a schedule for management to regularly perform and document
case file reviews.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – April 30, 2019

RECOMMENDATION 1.2
Management Review of Case File Contents – In accordance with the newly developed policies
and procedures established in Recommendation 1.1, Denver County Court management
should regularly perform and document a detailed review of case file records to ensure the
completeness and accuracy of case file contents.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – April 30, 2019

Management Our test work revealed that—because of improper design in the
Cannot Detect Errors court’s process for reviewing closed case files—court management
in Case Files failed to identify more than 4,000 case files that were improperly

closed. Although the court designed a process meant to ensure cases
are closed in accordance with policy, it inappropriately tasks entrylevel judicial assistants—not division managers—with the closed case
file review process. According to judicial standards, to maintain the
integrity of court records management should “establish and review

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
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audit trails to verify record integrity.”16 Standards also recommend that,
“periodically, court managers should audit the accuracy of data entry,
and supervisors should review the findings of the audit with data entry
staff.”17
Based on our observations, we learned that Denver County Court
designed an internal policy requiring the following key criteria be met
prior to case file closure:
1. No “undispositioned” charges;
2. No future court settings;
3. No outstanding fines/penalties;
4. No unfinished or uncompleted (nonjail) sentences;
5. No active protection orders or area restrictions;
6. No active bonds; and,
7. No active warrant ordered.
These seven criteria ensure there is no further action required of the
court, be it court proceedings, sentencing, cancellation of bonds and
warrants, or collection of fees.
When analyzing the population of closed case files, auditors identified
4,244 cases with outstanding fines that were not closed in accordance
with court policy.18 We presented our analyses to court management
at the individual case-level and requested the court investigate the
reason for the incorrect closure of these case files. After conducting
their analysis over the course of a month, court officials presented
a summary of their investigation, as depicted in Table 3 below, and
stated that all case files had been reviewed and addressed. However,
management did not share this information at the individual case-level
during the testing phase of our audit, preventing us from validating their
results at that time.19
Cases closed in error could have many negative effects. First, the
improper closure of case files could result in financial reporting errors.
As seen in Table 3, more than 3,000 of the incorrectly closed cases,
or 77 percent of the errors, resulted from cases either dismissed or
transferred.20 These cases had assigned fees—the judge, magistrate, or
Gregory J. Linhares; Nial Raaen, “To Protect and Preserve: Standards for Maintaining and Managing 21st Century Court Records,”
Conference of State Court Administrators Policy Paper (2012-2013): 11.
17
David C. Steelman with John A. Goerdt and James E. McMillan, “The Heart of Court Management in the New Millennium”, National
Center for State Courts Caseflow Management (2004): 89, https://ncsc.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/ctadmin/id/1498/.
18
We identified an additional 304 erroneously closed case files initiated and closed between January 1 and May 31 of 2018. Management
stated that these case files had been reviewed and addressed.
19
Court management subsequently provided the results of their individual case file analysis for all 4,244 cases.
20
Depending on the charges, criminal cases may be transferred to other courts.
16
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TABLE 3. Summary of Erroneously Closed Cases with Fines and Penalties Due
Number of Cases

Summary of Issue

3,286

Fines not properly removed when case was dismissed or transferred.

326

Case status was incorrectly changed from “sentenced” to “closed.”

210

Inaccurate fines and penalties imposed, suspended, or receipted in error.

112

Bond fee should not have been imposed.

87

Judge waived fines outside of Themis’ “Fines and Penalties” tab.

65

Defendant wanted to seal record, but sealed record fee remains outstanding.

65

Certified copies ordered after case was closed, causing a negative balance.

36

Fines and penalties should be suspended as the defendant is deceased.

35

Fines and penalties imposed in error, as photo enforcement traffic tickets are payable to
the Denver Police Department.

8

Defendant paid fines and penalties twice, resulting in the issuance of a refund check.

8

No action taken, as further investigation by court management was required.*

5

Negative balance resulted from the system’s inability to properly record a refund.

4,244

Total

Source: Developed by auditors based on unaudited information provided by Denver County Court.
Note: *Based on their further investigation, court management provided the following unaudited information: “As requested,
we investigated into the remaining eight cases in which no action was taken. In those eight cases, there was either (1) a typo,
(2) fines or costs were waived because the defendant is/was incarcerated in the Department of Corrections, (3) the defendant
successfully completed mental health court, (4) there was a joint disposition, or (5) an additional action was required to clean up
the case. Those remaining eight cases are now fixed and properly closed.”

courtroom clerk should have manually removed—resulting in a $24,500
overstatement of accounts receivable as of December 31, 2017.21
In addition to the financial impact, the court could be perceived
as unfair if cases are inconsistently closed. More specifically, court
officials told us 326 cases were prematurely closed and needed to be
reopened. This could imply that although the courtroom proceedings
are complete, the defendant’s sentencing—such as probation,
community service, and payment of fines—remains incomplete. The
erroneous closure of cases could also lead to victims not receiving
court-ordered compensation imposed on the defendant, resulting in
criminals escaping punishment.
According to the National Center for State Courts, case file information
Of the $24,500 overstatement, $2,500 was due to the City’s portion of outstanding judgment and warrant fees; $4,000 was due to bond
fees; and $18,000 was due to warrant fees.
21
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must be audited by management to maintain quality control. Audits
help an entity safeguard against failed controls and help it identify and
mitigate risks.22
To mitigate the risk of incorrect closure of case files, Denver County
Court supervisors and management should regularly perform and
document reviews of closed case files. We also recommend the court
configure system edit checks to prevent incorrect closure of case files.

RECOMMENDATION 1.3
Supervisory Review of Closed Case Files – Denver County Court supervisors should regularly
perform and document reviews of closed case files.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – January 1, 2019

RECOMMENDATION 1.4
Management Audit of Closed Case Files – Denver County Court management should regularly
audit a sample of closed case files for completeness and accuracy. Documentation of the
sample case files and audit results should be retained.
Agency Response: Disagree

RECOMMENDATION 1.5
Configure System Edit Checks – Denver County Court should configure system edit checks to
prevent the incorrect closure of case files in accordance with the seven criteria outlined in the
court’s policy and procedures.
Agency Response: Disagree

“Electronic Records Management Guide for the Judiciary,” National Association for Court Management, accessed November 5, 2018,
https://nacmnet.org/sites/default/files/NACM_ERM_GuideFINAL.pdf.
22
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Management Relies on
Erroneous Information
When Making Oversight
Decisions

Performance measures are a necessary tool to assist management with
operational decision-making as such measures indicate how well an
organization performs internally and allows management to monitor,
evaluate, and identify priorities for improvement in operations.23 Table
4 provides examples of four metrics used by the court to measure
performance.
However, Denver County Court cannot currently ensure its performance
metrics are accurate and may be making important operational
decisions with erroneous information, because:
•

Court systems are not configured to track most performance
metrics; therefore, court personnel must manually calculate
them.

•

Many performance metrics are calculated from information that
management cannot verify.

TABLE 4. Selection of Denver County Court’s Internal Performance Metrics, 2014 – 2017
Performance Metric

Standard

2014

2015

2016

2017

77%

81%

81%

83%

85%

% Accuracy in Traffic
Data Integrity Audit

95%

No Data

89%

96%

99%

% Accuracy in General Sessions
Data Integrity Audit

95%

No Data

88%

92%

93%

% Accuracy in Criminal
Data Integrity Audit

95%

No Data

95%

79%

91%

% of Traffic Cases that
Reached Disposition in 90 Days

95%

95%

94%

94%

94%

% of General Session Cases that
Reached Disposition in 90 Days

90%

73%

68%

67%

65%

% of Criminal Cases that
Reached Disposition in 180 Days

90%

83%

83%

84%

85%

Traffic Clearance Rate

100%

97%

98%

96%

95%

General Sessions Clearance Rate

100%

95%

100%

96%

90%

Criminal Clearance Rate

100%

89%

91%

89%

89%

Collection Rate
% of Fines and Fees Imposed that
were Collected
Case File Integrity

Time to Disposition

Clearance Rate

Source: Developed by auditors based on unaudited performance metric data provided by Denver County Court.

23

International City and County Management Association, accessed October 3, 2018, https://icma.org/topics/performance-management.
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•

Certain performance indicators are calculated and reported
by the same court personnel who may benefit from the metric’s
outcome.

•

Denver County Court does not follow guidance established for
calculating these metrics, diminishing the value of reporting
performance measures.

Court administrators rely on a manual process for performance metric
reporting and do not regularly review accuracy of performance
metrics, resulting in multiple errors identified by auditors. Specifically,
we observed many manual processes used to produce performance
data and measurements. For example, the deputy administrator of the
court follows established methodology when performing calculations
for four performance metrics—such as time to disposition and age of
pending case load—but he has to perform many steps over the course
of two to three days. Although management may be able to review
the accuracy of these calculations, it would be unreasonably timeconsuming.
Additionally, because many performance metrics are manually tracked
and self-reported, court administrators cannot readily re-perform the
performance metric calculations of most measures. There is no way to
validate the information to ensure its accuracy. However, this review
is a vital internal control, as recommended by the U.S. Government
Accountability Office, which encourages management to design
controls aimed at validating the completeness and accuracy of
performance measures. Without this review, management may make
decisions based on erroneous information.24
Management Cannot Make Informed Decisions with Erroneous
Performance Measures
In our review of the court’s performance metric-tracking spreadsheet,
we found 12 errors in the court’s performance metrics due to lack of
management review. As the system cannot track and easily report on
important metrics, the court currently requires regular manual tracking,
which increases risk of further errors
and inconsistencies. These cannot
be detected without management
PERFORMANCE METRICS
review.
Denver County Court tracks many
metrics that it previously needed
but are no longer relevant for
operational purposes. Out of more
24

For more on the
audit approach for
performance metrics,
reference Appendix B.

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, “Control Activities” (2014).
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Out of more
than 200 metrics
Denver County
Court is currently
reporting, more
than 100 do
not have an
established
standard or goal.

than 200 metrics that Denver County Court is currently reporting, more
than 100 do not have an established standard or goal. This indicates
the court is tracking data that is not informing organization objectives.
As further described in Table 1 in the background section of this report,
the court has no specified standard for some metrics, such as number
of bonds and warrants issued or number of staff that attend court
academy classes. While these numbers may be used in the calculation
of more useful metrics, the court needs to consider the outcome it
would like to see and determine goals accordingly. For example, if the
court desires to ensure a certain portion of the workforce engages in
court academy classes, it should determine what percentage of the
workforce should receive the training and define the goal.
In addition, court administration and division managers told us they
use a handful of the internally reported metrics for their managerial
purposes. Because many of the metrics gathered and reported for
court operations are not being used, court resources are being wasted.
About 20 individual staff members across Denver County Court are
charged with compiling information and calculating these metrics. As
data for these metrics is not easily compiled, this is a task that consumes
time that could be better used for other job duties.
The National Center for State Courts published “A Unifying Framework
for Court Performance,” which explains the importance of aligning
performance framework and performance metrics. Specifically, data
collecting for performance metrics should have realized meaning
for the organization. Without a purpose for the metric, resources are
wasted on the time to compile the data and calculate the metric.
Denver County Court Performance Metrics Differ from Guidance
Denver County Court management has acknowledged they follow
guidance and standards from entities such as the Colorado Judicial
Branch and the National Center for State Courts. This guidance
establishes metrics to help courts determine the health of their
daily operations. Specifically, the guidance provides calculation
methodology for key performance metrics as well as how each metric
may inform courts of their operational progress. According to the
National Center for State Courts: “Performance assessment actually
helps court managers set goals as well as understand and manage
organizational performance. With performance indicators in place,
judges and court managers can gauge how well the court is achieving
basic goals, such as access and fairness, timeliness, and managerial
effectiveness.”25

“Why Measure Performance?” National Center for State Courts, accessed November 5, 2018, http://www.courtools.org/~/media/
Microsites/Files/CourTools/CourTools_Trial_Why_Measure.ashx.
25
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TABLE 5. Comparison of Standards for “Time to Disposition” Performance Metric
National Center for State Courts
Standard

Chief Justice Directive 08-05
Standard***

Denver County Court
Standard

75% within 30 days

n/a

Not Reporting

90% within 60 days

n/a

Not Reporting

98% within 90 days

n/a

95% within 90 days

n/a

95% within 180 days

Not Reporting

75% within 30 days

n/a

Not Reporting

90% within 60 days

n/a

Not Reporting

98% within 90 days

n/a

90% within 90 days

n/a

99% within 180 days

Not Reporting

75% within 60 days

n/a

Not Reporting

90% within 90 days

n/a

Not Reporting

98% within 180 days

90% within 180 days

90% within 180 days

Traffic Case Dispositions

General Sessions* Case Dispositions

Criminal** Case Dispositions

Source: Developed by auditors based on unaudited performance metric information provided by the Denver County Court and
on performance standards set by the National Center for State Courts and Colorado Chief Justice Directive 08-05.
Note: *General sessions is equivalent to local ordinance violations and infractions.
**Criminal is equivalent to misdemeanors.
***Chief Justice Directive 08-05 measures timeliness of courtroom proceedings, reported as “percentage of cases not
reaching disposition,” as well as the administrative work of the courts, by organization and by individual courtrooms.

As Table 5 illustrates, Denver County Court departs from best practices
when measuring the timeliness of case dispositions. Specifically, the
court has selected to report on a single time frame instead of periodic
checkpoints throughout a case file’s life cycle. Periodic monitoring
throughout the process would enable management to detect when
issues occur, such as scheduling delays during the early stages of a
case or administrative delays after sentencing is ordered. Further, the
court is not upholding the rigor with which the standard-setting body
intended. For example, Denver County Court strives for disposition of 90
percent of criminal cases within 180 days, whereas the National Center
for State Courts recommends a disposition rate of 90 percent of criminal
cases within 90 days. This means the Court allows itself double the
amount of time to achieve a disposition rate of 90 percent.
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The court’s
calculation
methodology
for three key
metrics is not in
alignment with
best practices.

Court management explained that because of the complexity of
processing both municipal and state violations, they have developed
their own goals for time to disposition. However, the justification
for this departure is not formally documented in their policies and
procedures. Without formalized methodology and justification, for
continuity purposes, the court may not know if it needs to alter its goals
or performance-metric reporting in the future, as court processes and
personnel change over time.
Our analysis of court performance metrics showed the court’s
calculation methodology for three other key metrics is not in alignment
with best practices. First, the court calculates the annual clearance
rate as an average of each quarter instead of the actual total for the
year. This metric shows the court how efficiently it processes current and
backlogged cases.
Second, the case file integrity metric explains how courts can ensure
case files are reliable, accurate, and contribute to operational
effectiveness.26 Specifically, a court should ensure accuracy and
integrity by comparing the alignment between a sample of case file
contents to the case summary information. While Denver County Court
reviews some case file content, the court does not perform the direct
comparison of case file contents to case summary information for
completeness and accuracy.
Third, the legal financial obligations metric—referred to as “collection
rate” prior to 2017—requires a court to capture all forms of payments
due, including extended payment plans, late payments, and credit for
time served, all of which Denver County Court is not currently capturing.
In addition to misaligned methodology, the court is not attempting to
report on the cost per case, which is useful for measuring courtroom
productivity. This metric is ultimately “a direct connection between how
much is spent and what is accomplished” among the various types of
courts and cases.27 The cost-per-case metric can help administrators
make informed decisions about personnel, equipment, and other
resources. The court financial manager provided the calculated metric
from 2013, and the methodology for this calculation was in alignment
with National Center for State Courts guidance. However, this metric
has not been tracked or used since 2013. Without this information,
Denver County Court may not be able to determine the efficiency of
its operations, particularly when funding important court projects or

National Center for State Courts, Measure 6, Reliability and Integrity of Case Files, accessed December 7, 2018, http://www.courtools.
org/~/media/Microsites/Files/CourTools/Appellate%20CourTools/measures-PDF/courtools_appellate_measure6_Reliability_And_
Integrity_Of_Case_Files.ashx.
26

National Center for State Courts, Measure 10, Cost per Case, accessed December 7, 2018, http://www.courtools.org/~/media/
Microsites/Files/CourTools/courtools_Trial_measure10_Cost_Per_Case.ashx.
27
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implementing new policies.
Due to the misaligned and inaccurate performance metrics, Denver
County Court management cannot make appropriate oversight
decisions or obtain a complete picture of its operations.
To assist court management in its oversight of operations, Denver
County Court should identify its key performance indicators, develop
specific policies and procedures, establish regular review, and develop
meaningful system-generated reports to capture the data needed to
accurately report performance metrics.

RECOMMENDATION 1.6
Performance Metrics Policies and Procedures – Denver County Court should determine critical
performance metrics and formalize, in written policies and procedures, how to compile,
calculate, and report them in accordance with best practices. This should include reasons for
deviating from the best practice when Denver County Court’s unique operations justify the
deviation. In addition, Denver County Court should formalize requirements for management to
regularly perform and document reviews of performance metrics.
Agency Response: Disagree, Implementation Date – June 30, 2019

RECOMMENDATION 1.7
Management Review of Performance Metrics – Court management should regularly perform and
document reviews of performance metrics for completeness and accuracy.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – September 30, 2019

RECOMMENDATION 1.8
Configure Meaningful Information System Reports – With input from division managers, Denver
County Court should configure information systems to record, track, and report performance
metrics needed by individual divisions.
Agency Response: Disagree
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Insufficient Policies and Procedures and a Lack of Management
Review Hinder the Court’s Operations
Due to insufficient policies and procedures and a lack of management
review, our audit revealed that case files contained inconsistent and
incomplete information, management is unable to detect errors, and
management may not make informed decisions.
Policies and procedures are a way for management to communicate
what should be done to achieve an entity’s objectives while mitigating
risk. A procedure describes the actions taken to implement and enforce
a policy.28 For example, as court administration uses performance
metrics to monitor its progress toward the achievement of objectives
and goals, the court should establish a policy that describes which
metrics it will use to monitor its progress over time. Subsequently, the
court should design procedures for calculating and reporting the
metrics, including the requirements for supervisory review.
Management review incorporates multiple control activities including
oversight, monitoring, authorization, and verification. In the context of
the court, this could include a supervisor reviewing a randomly selected
case file’s contents to verify that corresponding case file documents
support the case file summary of actions. For example, a manager
should verify the amount of fees and penalties imposed in the court by
reviewing a corresponding sentencing document to determine that
the amount imposed is accurate. This way, management could identify
the existence of discrepancies in their process. To further strengthen
this process, management should design policies and procedures to
provide direction to reviewing managers.

Internal Control-Integrated Framework, 1. Definition of Internal Control, Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway
Commission (2013).
28
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FINDING 2
Unsegregated Job Responsibilities and a Lack of Management Review
Create a Potential for Misuse and Errors
Denver County Court personnel can alter case file and payment
records without detection, because court management has not
designed and implemented safeguards to reduce the opportunity
for unauthorized changes. According to the U.S. Government
Accountability Office, segregation of duties is an important safeguard
against errors or fraud that separates the responsibility for authorization,
record keeping, and custody of an asset, such as cash.29 For instance,
a clerk who can create and modify case file records should not be
responsible for handling cash receipts. If one person is responsible for
both activities, they could create a fictitious case file or modify the fines
and penalties within the case file record without being detected.
We found that, because the court’s cashiering operations involve small
groups of employees across multiple buildings, court cashiers access
both the case file management system, Themis, and the payment
collection system, Receipting, in order to perform their assigned job
responsibilities. This includes the creation of new case files, manual data
entry, collection and deposit of fines and penalties, and reviewing
closed case files. We also found that as these cashier assignments are
rotated on a scheduled basis, cashiers retain access to both Themis
and the Receipting system regardless of their assigned responsibilities.30
Finally, the Auditor’s Office’s recent Information Technology General
Controls Audit identified opportunities for the court to improve and
strengthen its IT system’s internal control environment with regard to
system access.31
The U.S. Government Accountability Office’s “Standards for Internal
Control in the Federal Government” recognizes that small employee
groups face greater difficulties in segregating incompatible duties
because of their concentration of responsibilities. To compensate
for this difficulty, management can design internal controls, such as
adding additional levels of review and reviewing randomly selected
transactions, including supporting documentation.32

29

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, “Control Environment” (2014).

30

Monthly job rotations are assigned in addition to daily cashiering duties and occur on a cyclical basis among a small group of personnel.

“Denver County Court: IT General Controls”, Auditor’s Office of the City and County of Denver, accessed October 17, 2018. https://
denverauditor.org/project/denver-county-court-it-general-controls/.
31

32

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, “Control Environment” (2014).
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However, we noted that court management is not performing reviews
of individual transactions, daily deposits, and audit logs. Further, we
determined that court management has not created policies and
procedures requiring management review. While we did not find any
inappropriate alterations to the record, we found that misuse and errors
could occur without detection because of the court’s current practices.
To mitigate the potential for misuse and errors, we recommend that
Denver County Court design and implement policies and procedures
requiring management to review audit logs, individual transactions, and
daily deposits.

RECOMMENDATION 2.1
Create and Review Audit Logs – Denver County Court should create audit logs for all key
systems to report exceptions and unauthorized changes due to a lack of segregation of duties.
Management should then establish a process to regularly review those audit logs and exception
reports to detect and correct unauthorized actions.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – December 31, 2019

RECOMMENDATION 2.2
Establish and Document Management Review – Denver County Court should perform and
document review of individual transactions and end-of-shift deposit drops. This should include a
manager or supervisor signature evidencing review and approval of end-of-shift deposits.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – Current Practice

RECOMMENDATION 2.3
Policies and Procedures of Management Review – Denver County Court should design and
implement policies and procedures requiring management to regularly perform and document
detailed review of individual transactions and daily deposits.
Agency Response: Disagree

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
Denver Auditor

Page 24

FINDING 3
Some Court Practices Do Not Align with National Standards and City
Ordinance
During our review, we observed that Denver County Court has not
engaged in a proactive and forward-looking funding strategy related
to its special revenue funds. We also identified gaps between the
court’s current practices and those required by City ordinance.

Court-Imposed Fees and In 2016, the Conference of Chief Justices and the Conference of State
Fines Are Used to Fund Court Administrators formed the National Task Force on Fines, Penalties
Core Functions and Bail Practices. In December 2017, the task force issued a set of new
principles, which state core court operations should be funded primarily
from general governmental revenue sources and not from courtordered fines and fees.

We found that the court has not adopted certain recent and nationally
recognized practices to “promote the fair and efficient enforcement
of the law; to ensure no person is denied access to the justice system
based on lack of economic resources; and to develop policies relating
to legal financial obligations that promote access, fairness, and
transparency.”33 Rather, Denver County Court’s practice of using two
special revenue funds to pay for some of its core operations contradicts
these new national principles.34
The court’s two special revenue funds are financed by fees assessed
to defendants for outstanding judgments and warrants and for courtordered community service for a drug- or alcohol-related traffic
violation. Although the funds are being used in accordance with the
original ordinances, court management was not aware of the newly
issued principles and has not taken a proactive approach toward
adopting them. Moving forward, Denver County Court management
needs to assess the degree to which these new principles can be
incorporated into the court’s use of these two special revenue funds.
Outstanding Judgments and Warrants – State law authorizes the court
to impose a $30 administrative processing fee on people charged with
“In Support of the Principles of the National Task Force on Fines, Fees, and Bail Practices,” Conference of Chief Justices and Conference
of State Court Administrators, accessed October 23, 2018, https://www.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/CCJ/Resolutions/01312018Support-Principles-National-Task-Force-Fines-Fees-Bail.ashx.
33

According to the City and County of Denver 2019 Mayor’s Budget Book: “Special revenue funds account for the proceeds of revenue
sources that are restricted by law or administrative action to expend for specific purposes. Primary sources of special revenue fund
revenue are federal, state, local and private grants; contractual agreements; taxes and fees earmarked for a specific purpose.”
34
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traffic violations and who have outstanding judgments or warrants,
or who have made payments with a check returned for insufficient
funds. Upon collection of these funds, the court remits 50 percent to
the Colorado Department of Revenue and retains the remaining 50
percent.35

Denver County
Court is using
revenue
generated from
outstanding
judgment and
warrant fees to
fund core court
operations, such
as salaries and
benefits for IT
personnel.

In 1991, City Council passed an ordinance that directed the City’s
portion of the outstanding judgment and warrant fee proceeds into a
special revenue fund. Authorized expenditures can be for computer
equipment, software, IT staff, and any other expense to improve the
court’s IT environment. In accordance with the original special revenue
fund ordinances, Denver County Court is using revenue generated
from outstanding judgment and warrant fees to fund core court
operations, such as salaries and benefits for IT personnel. However,
standards adopted by the National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and
Bail Practices, specifically state: “The core functions of courts, such
as personnel and salaries, should be primarily funded by general tax
revenues.”36
In 2018, a bill proposed in the Colorado General Assembly would have
removed outstanding judgment and warrant fees for any noncriminal
traffic infraction.37 Although the bill did not advance in the legislative
session, if it were to pass in the future, the amount of revenue received
by the court would decrease, resulting in the potential insolvency of the
special revenue fund used to fund the court’s IT positions. In response
to this bill and to a gradual decrease in the amount of revenue
earned from outstanding judgment and warrant fees, as part of the
2019 budget proposal, Denver County Court requested changing
the funding source for one IT position from outstanding judgment and
warrant fee revenue to general fund revenue.38
Useful Public Service – State law authorizes the court to impose fees,
not to exceed $120, on defendants charged with driving under the
influence and sentenced to community service, which is also called
“useful public service.”39 The law allows the court to use these funds
to help defray the costs of salaries and benefits and other operating
expenses associated with the program.40 In 1987, City Council codified,
through an ordinance, that fee revenue from the Useful Public
Service Program be deposited in a special revenue fund and used in

35

Colorado Revised Statutes § 42-2-118.

“Principle 1.6 Fee and Surcharges,” National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices, accessed November 5, 2018, https://
www.ncsc.org/~/media/Files/PDF/Topics/Fines%20and%20Fees/Principles-Fines-Fees.ashx.
36

House Bill 18-1406, accessed November 5, 2018, http://leg.colorado.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2018A/bills/2018a_1406_01.
pdf.
37

38

As of November 5, 2018, the City and County of Denver’s 2019 proposed budget is pending mayoral approval.

39

Although state law authorizes the court to impose a fee up to $120, the court imposes a fee of only $75.

40

Colorado Revised Statutes § 42-4-1301.4.
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accordance with state law. Accordingly, Denver County Court has
been using these proceeds to fund salary and benefits of collection
investigators, who are responsible for facilitating community service
participation, as well as other day-to-day core operations. However, this
practice conflicts with standards from the National Task Force on Fines,
Penalties, and Bail Practices, which state “courts should be entirely and
sufficiently funded from general governmental revenue sources … (not)
by revenues generated from court-ordered fines, fees, or surcharges.”41
In addition, the imposition of fees for participation in court-ordered
community service, such as the Useful Public Service Program, does not
align with another task force principle, which states “courts should not
charge fees or impose any penalty for an individual’s participation in
community service programs or other alternative sanctions.”42
Denver County Court may use the outstanding judgments and
warrants revenue for a broad spectrum of expenses to improve the IT
environment; however, the court primarily uses the funds to support IT
personnel salary and benefits. Court management has not developed
an alternative funding strategy to account for the volatility of revenue
generated from fees and for potential legislative changes at the state
level, such as the recent proposed repeal of the outstanding judgment
and warrant fee. This may result in an insufficient amount of revenue to
cover all salary and benefit costs incurred, and the public may perceive
the court to be biased or unfair by imposing fees to fund the court’s
core operations.
In consideration of this new guidance and possible future changes,
Denver County Court should develop an alternative funding strategy.

“Principle 1.5 Court Funding and Legal Financial Obligations,” National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices, accessed
November 5, 2018, https://www.ncsc.org/~/media/Files/PDF/Topics/Fines%20and%20Fees/Principles-Fines-Fees.ashx.
41

“Principle 6.5 Alternative Sanctions,” National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices, accessed November 5, 2018, https://
www.ncsc.org/~/media/Files/PDF/Topics/Fines%20and%20Fees/Principles-Fines-Fees.ashx.
42
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RECOMMENDATION 3.1
Alternative Funding Strategies – Denver County Court should develop alternative funding
strategies for its two special revenue funds to incorporate a range of different funding scenarios
based on:
a. Potential legislative changes put forth by the state;
b. Whether the assessment of fines and fees remains appropriate considering recent
guidance published by the National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices; and
c. Alternative uses for the special revenue fund proceeds.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – 2019-2020 budget cycle

Some City Ordinances During our review of City ordinances governing the court, we found
Governing Court three sections of law that court management say are outdated.43
Are Outdated For Denver County Court to maintain its reputation as the arbiter of

city ordinances and state law, the court itself must comply with all
applicable laws or seek to have them changed. This conflict has
occurred, in part, because the court has not asked City Council to
update these sections of City ordinance since they were first written in
1950.44
In response to our inquiries in this area, Denver County Court
management performed a detailed review of City ordinance and
concurred that the three following sections do not align with current
practices and technological capabilities.
One section, for example, requires the chief clerk and chief deputy
clerk of the court to submit a bond in the sum of $5,000 as a term of
employment with the court in that capacity. The court administrator
explained that providing the City with a $5,000 bond is not consistent
with modern-day practices.45
Another section requires the clerk of the county court to provide the
Mayor with a monthly financial report.46 Court management explained
that while they distribute the court’s monthly financial reports to the

43

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14 – Courts.

City agencies work with the City Attorney’s Office to propose changes to the Denver Revised Municipal Code, as needed, for City
Council’s approval.
44

45

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-6 – Oath and Bond of Clerks.

46

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-43 – Clerk’s Report.
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City’s Budget and Management Office, they do not include the Mayor.
Although they do not provide this information directly to the Mayor, the
Mayor is able to access it from the City’s system of record, as needed.
Finally, yet another City ordinance requires the clerk of the county
court to send a copy of the statement of conditions of probation to the
police department.47 According to the court administrator, although the
court should notify the police department in writing of a defendant’s
probation, the court does not perform this task. Since the time the
specific section of ordinance was established, the court has added a
Probation Division. Meanwhile, current technologies allow the Probation
Division to update the Denver Police Department electronically, and
communication occurs through shared IT systems.
While we recognize these areas of noncompliance are not likely
to result in significant financial or operational risks, it is important for
government entities to comply with all applicable laws and regulations,
particularly the entity charged with upholding the City’s laws and
regulations.
As court management has not taken action to identify and seek
revisions of outdated City ordinance language, we recommend Denver
County Court update the ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION 3.2
Update City Ordinance – Denver County Court should ask City Council to update relevant City
ordinances to reflect current-day court practices.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – January 1, 2019

47

Denver Revised Municipal Code, Section 14-63 – Statement of Conditions.

Page 29

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
Denver Auditor

RECOMMENDATIONS
1.1

Policies and Procedures for Case File Contents – Denver County Court should determine the
necessary components for a complete and accurate case file record and create policies
and procedures to formalize the requirements. In addition, Denver County Court should
formalize the requirements and develop a schedule for management to regularly perform and
document case file reviews.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – April 30, 2019
Agency Narrative: Denver County Court cases are stored electronically in the court’s case
management system. Case related information, dispositions, orders, and sentences are stored
in “data fields.” Documents created by the Court or filed by criminal justice agencies, parties
to the case, treatment providers, etc. are scanned into the “gallery” connected to each case.
Due to the nature of the court process, each case can take a variety of paths, therefore, the
documentation found in each case can vary greatly. For example, some defendants are
represented by an attorney while others are not, some cases go to trial while others do not,
motions to the Court can be in written form or made verbally in the courtroom; advisements
can be given in written form or given verbally in the courtroom; and some defendants are put
on probation and others are not. The endless number of case scenarios make it impossible
to have a “standard file content” for every case. The Court would violate judicial canons,
state law, and the Constitution if it required certain case documents to be included in every
case. The Court agrees that there are key elements in the case that should be documented
consistently.
Denver County Court will formalize and expand on the current internal policy of key elements
of a case which includes: 1) Case Creation Date; 2) Case Disposition; 3) Sentence; 4)
Protection Orders and Area Restrictions; 5) Warrants, Bonds and Bond Releases; 6) Fines and
Costs Imposed and Fine and Costs Suspended; 7) Case Status
The Court takes exception to the statement, “… and that court policy had not been adhered
to for the cancellation and reinstatement of the protection order” found on page 12 of the
report. The Court did follow proper procedure for the cancellation and reinstatement of the
protection order and at no point did we communicate that we had not.

1.2

Management Review of Case File Contents – In accordance with the newly developed
policies and procedures established in Recommendation 1.1, Denver County Court
management should regularly perform and document a detailed review of case file records to
ensure the completeness and accuracy of case file contents.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – April 30, 2019
Agency Narrative: The Court’s IT Department currently pulls a random number of cases on a
quarterly basis for review. The review of these cases will be modified to include items in the
expanded policy mentioned above.

Timothy M. O’Brien, CPA
Denver Auditor

Page 30

1.3

Supervisory Review of Closed Case Files – Denver County Court supervisors should regularly
perform and document reviews of closed case files.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – January 1, 2019
Agency Narrative: The Court’s IT Department has developed a report that will show closed
cases with outstanding fine and fee amounts. This report will be generated on a regular basis
and forwarded to division supervisors for review and correction. Training will be provided to
division staff when needed.

1.4

Management Audit of Closed Case Files – Denver County Court management should regularly
audit a sample of closed case files for completeness and accuracy. Documentation of the
sample case files and audit results should be retained.
Agency Response: Disagree
Agency Narrative: The random sample currently pulled by our IT Department includes closed
cases as well. See response to Recommendation 1.2.

1.5

Configure System Edit Checks – Denver County Court should configure system edit checks to
prevent the incorrect closure of case files in accordance with the seven criteria outlined in the
court’s policy and procedures.
Agency Response: Disagree
Agency Narrative: Due to the large number of outstanding IT projects and limited staff, this
project is not feasible currently.

1.6

Performance Metrics Policies and Procedures – Denver County Court should determine critical
performance metrics and formalize, in written policies and procedures, how to compile,
calculate, and report them in accordance with best practices. This should include reasons for
deviating from the best practice when Denver County Court’s unique operations justify the
deviation. In addition, Denver County Court should formalize requirements for management to
regularly perform and document reviews of performance metrics.
Agency Response: Disagree, Implementation Date – June 30, 2019
Agency Narrative: The setting of goals for performance metrics in the Strategic Measures
spreadsheet is within the Court’s discretion and disagrees with the requirement to document
why we deviate from aspirational goals set by the National Center for State Courts. The audit
report states that more than 100 of the Court’s metrics do not have an established standard or
goal, for example, number of bonds and warrants issued. The Strategic Measures spreadsheet
tracks workload statistics as well as performance metrics. We cannot set standards or goals
for bonds, warrants, number of cases filed, etc. as this would violate judicial canons, state law,
and the Constitution.
The Court does agree to conduct a review of performance metrics by June 30, 2019. Noncritical measures will be removed from the Strategic Measures spreadsheet. Documentation
will be created for the remaining measures on how to compile and calculate. A review of the
process will be conducted annually as part of the responsible staff’s performance review.
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1.7

Management Review of Performance Metrics – Court management should regularly perform
and document reviews of performance metrics for completeness and accuracy.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – September 30, 2019
Agency Narrative: The Strategic Measures spreadsheet is updated, and spot checked on a
quarterly basis. A detailed review will occur on an annual basis.

1.8

Configure Meaningful Information System Reports – With input from division managers, Denver
County Court should configure information systems to record, track, and report performance
metrics needed by individual divisions.
Agency Response: Disagree
Agency Narrative: Due to the large number of outstanding IT projects and limited staff, this
project is not feasible currently.

2.1

Create and Review Audit Logs – Denver County Court should create audit logs for all key
systems to report exceptions and unauthorized changes due to a lack of segregation of
duties. Management should then establish a process to regularly review those audit logs and
exception reports to detect and correct unauthorized actions.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – December 31, 2019
Agency Narrative: Denver County Court will create two audit reports: 1) Cashier report
showing any changes to the fines and costs screen by date range; and 2) Report showing
any fines and costs deleted by date range. These reports will be reviewed by the cashier
supervisors on a regular basis.

2.2

Establish and Document Management Review – Denver County Court should perform and
document review of individual transactions and end-of-shift deposit drops. This should include
a manager or supervisor signature evidencing review and approval of end-of-shift deposits.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – Current Practice
Agency Narrative: Currently, Denver County Court’s Accounting Department reviews
each individual cashier deposit as part of their duties. Not only do they review all payment
types related to the cashiers’ drop, they also review various revenue categories to ensure
payments are being applied correctly. An additional approval by a manager or supervisor is
unnecessary.

2.3

Policies and Procedures of Management Review – Denver County Court should design
and implement policies and procedures requiring management to regularly perform and
document detailed review of individual transactions and daily deposits.
Agency Response: Disagree
Agency Narrative: As mentioned in Recommendation 2.3, the practice of reviewing the daily
deposits is performed by the Accounting Department daily. There are accompanying policies
and procedures for completing the daily deposit on the court’s intranet; CourtConnect.
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Typically, a detailed review of individual transactions is only performed when a cashier is
out-of-balance, warranting further research. This task is rather involved and therefore only
performed as needed.
3.1

Alternative Funding Strategies – Denver County Court should develop alternative funding
strategies for its two special revenue funds to incorporate a range of different funding
scenarios based on:
a. Potential legislative changes put forth by the state;
b. Whether the assessment of fines and fees remains appropriate considering recent
guidance published by the National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices;
and
c. Alternative uses for the special revenue fund proceeds.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – 2019-2020 budget cycle
Agency Narrative: The National Task Force on Fines, Penalties, and Bail Practices states that
“The core functions of the courts, such as personnel and salaries, should be primarily funded by
general fund tax revenues.” In 2019, the Court will be funding five (5) positions from the special
revenue funds as authorized by ordinances passed in 1987 and 1991. Five positions equate to
2% of the Court’s total personnel, therefore the Court is primarily funded by general fund tax
revenues. The Court will submit a budget request in the 2020 budget cycle to move positions
from special revenue funds to the general fund if legislation is passed that reduces OJW or UPS
revenue. The Court requested and was approved to move one position from the OJW special
revenue fund to the general fund in the 2019 budget cycle.

3.2

Update City Ordinance – Denver County Court should ask City Council to update relevant City
ordinances to reflect current-day court practices.
Agency Response: Agree, Implementation Date – January 1, 2019
Agency Narrative: The Court has submitted a bill request for several ordinance changes.
First reading occurred, Monday, December 3, 2018, and second reading will be Monday,
December 10, 2018.
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AGENCY RESPONSE TO AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS
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EXHIBIT
Exhibit A – Auditor’s Addendum
The Auditor’s Office feels it necessary to address Denver County Court’s responses to the audit
recommendations to which they have disagreed. As highlighted in the report, best practices state that
it is management’s responsibility to design and implement an adequate internal control environment
to provide reasonable assurance that the entity’s objectives will be achieved. Recommendations
have been offered as a way for management to mitigate risks identified by this audit—risks that could
potentially threaten the achievement of the court’s organizational goals.
As presented in the agency’s response to the audit recommendations, Denver County Court did
not concur with certain recommendations regarding management oversight of closed case files,
configuration of system edit checks and automated reports, policies and procedures for performance
metrics, and management review of cashiers’ individual transactions and end-of-shift deposit drops.
Denver County Court management stated in their response that their current policies, procedures,
and practices are sufficient to mitigate the deficiencies described in the audit report. However, it is
inaccurate for them to state their current policies, procedures and practices are sufficient, as the court’s
current internal control environment was unable to detect and prevent the numerous findings and
deficiencies reported in this audit.
Further, court management responded that certain IT-related controls and reporting capabilities are
not a current priority. We recognize there are many competing interests for the court IT team’s time and
attention. At the same time, the audit identified significant areas of concern that require management’s
immediate attention and should not be disregarded. This is why we offered recommendations to assist
the court in improving its safeguards, which will improve its operations as a whole. As these deficiencies
will not go away on their own, the Auditor’s Office reserves the right to revisit these areas of concern, as
they pose significant risk to the court’s operations.
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OBJECTIVE
The objectives of the audit were to:
1. Evaluate the extent to which Denver County Court’s management and oversight functions
support its core operations, including:
a. Whether Denver County Court’s performance measures align with City Charter, national
judicial standards, and other leading practices.
2. Assess the extent to which Denver County Court’s collection of fines, administration of penalties,
and use of funds align with internal control standards and applicable laws and regulations,
including:
a. Whether Denver County Court has controls in place to mitigate the City’s exposure to the
misappropriation of assets when collecting fines and penalties;
b. Whether supporting documentation exists in case files to support the amount of fines and
penalties imposed, suspended, paid, and outstanding; and
c. The degree to which Denver County Court management makes certain special revenue
funds are used effectively, efficiently, and in accordance with ordinance requirements.

SCOPE
The scope of the audit was to review Denver County Court’s governance structure and examine
processes, such as the collection and administration of fines and penalties. Despite protests by the
Denver County Court presiding judge in 2017—resulting in delays and additional costs incurred by the
court of about $9,000 for outside counsel—the audit resumed in 2018. Consequently, the scope was
expanded to include management oversight of operations, including the collection and administration
of fines and penalties imposed, suspended, paid, and outstanding as of and for the period of January 1,
2014, through May 31, 2018. Finally, as civil cases are between two individual parties and rarely result in
fines and penalties due to the court, we excluded civil cases from the scope of this audit.

METHODOLOGY
We used several methodologies to gather and analyze information related to the audit objectives. The
methodologies included, but were not limited to:
•

Interviewing the following individuals:
○○ Leadership and management of Denver County Court, including the presiding judge, court
administrator, deputy court administrator, director of information technology, and financial
manager; and
○○ Key members of the Denver County Court staff, including IT personnel, division managers,
judicial assistants (e.g., cashiers, courtroom clerks), and accounting staff.
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•

Reviewing the following criteria:
○○ City and state authorizing legislation, including:
▪▪

The Colorado Constitution;

▪▪

Colorado Revised Statutes;

▪▪

Denver City Charter;

▪▪

Denver Revised Municipal Code;

▪▪

Local ordinances establishing the court’s special revenue funds: outstanding judgments
and warrants, and useful public service for alcohol-related traffic offenses.

○○ Colorado chief justice directives;
○○ Denver County Court presiding judge executive orders;
○○ National Center for State Courts publications, literature, case studies, and judicial standards;
○○ Denver County Court’s internal policies and procedures;
○○ U.S. Government Accountability Office’s “Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government”; and
○○ Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission.
•

Observing the following:
○○ Select criminal, general sessions, and traffic courtroom sessions;
○○ Cashiers at the City and County Building and Lindsey-Flanigan Courthouse;
○○ Collection investigators at the City and County Building and Lindsey-Flanigan Courthouse;
○○ Bonds and Warrants Division operations;
○○ Daily bank deposits, account reconciliations, and other accounting operations;
○○ Database queries performed by the IT Director;
○○ Development and compilation of performance metrics by management analyst and deputy
court administrator; and
○○ Closed case file review process.

•

Analyzing the following:
○○ Denver County Court’s strategic plan and quarterly and annual performance metrics (refer
to Appendix B);
○○ Population of fines and costs imposed, suspended, paid, and due for all criminal, general
session, and traffic court cases that originated and closed between January 1, 2014 and
May 31, 2018;
○○ Mayor’s budget books for 2014-2019;
○○ Financial information obtained from the City’s system of record; and
○○ Results/outputs of database queries performed by the IT Director.

•

Testing the following:
○○ Judgmental sample of case files to evaluate the completeness and accuracy of fines and
costs imposed, suspended, paid, and due (refer to Appendix A); and
○○ Special revenue fund expenditures to evaluate compliance with ordinance specifications.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A – Fines and Penalties Sampling Methodology To Determine
Case Population Subject To Testing
To evaluate the accuracy of Denver County Court’s fines and penalties, we requested a population of
fines and penalties imposed, suspended, paid, and due to the court, for all major case types, created
between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2017.48 To obtain this information, the Denver County
Court’s director of information technology designed a query to extract the following information from
the Court’s centralized database:
a. Case number;
b. Case status of “Open,” “Closed,” “Pending,” or “Sentenced”;
c. Case creation date;
d. Case closed date;
e. Violation date;
f.

Courtroom;

g. Fine description;
h. Fine imposed date;
i.

Fine suspended date;

j.

Amount of fine imposed;

k.

Amount of fine suspended;

l.

Amount of fine paid;

m. Amount of fine due;
n. Receipt date; and
o. Cashier name.
The query output consisted of 1,839,337 individual records of fines and costs, which was representative
of 436,409 unique case file records.49 We further reduced the population to include only cases assigned
the status of “closed,” resulting in a population of 358,614 closed case file records.50 When reviewing
this population, we identified about 4,244 closed case files with outstanding amounts due to the
court. We presented these cases to Denver County Court administration, and they acknowledged
the cases had not been properly closed in accordance with the court’s policies and procedures. As
such, we removed these individual cases from the population, further reducing the population subject
to sampling to 354,371 case file records. Using this population, we selected a judgmental, exploratory
sample of six case files to determine the feasibility of our planned audit procedures. To select a sample

Major case types consist of traffic, general sessions, misdemeanor, criminal, and civil cases. For the purpose of this audit, we excluded
civil cases.
48

49

Multiple fines and costs are frequently imposed to the same unique case file record.

50

We decided to test the population of closed cases, as these cases were relatively stable and most likely not subject to further changes.
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to match the breadth of our audit scope, we selected at least one case from each of the four major
case types. However, due to the complexity of criminal court cases, we judgmentally selected two
additional criminal case files. In total, we sampled three criminal cases, one misdemeanor case, one
general sessions case, and one traffic case. For each individual case selected, we attempted to match
the amount of fines imposed and suspended to its corresponding case file documentation, and match
the amount of fines paid to the court’s accounting records, such as voided check, credit card receipt,
cash receipt and bank deposit.
Based on the results of our preliminary testing, we concluded that documentation contained within the
electronic case file record is not readily available to support the amount of fines and costs imposed and
suspended. As a result, we were unable to proceed with performing additional audit procedures.
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Appendix B – Performance Metrics Audit Approach
The National Center for State Courts is the organization courts turn to for authoritative knowledge
and information. Its services are focused on helping courts plan, make decisions, and implement
improvements to save time and money, while ensuring judicial administration supports fair and impartial
decision-making.51 To assist court administration with management oversight, The National Center
for State Courts published “A Unifying Framework for Court Performance,” which maps performance
metrics into four quadrants, as shown in Figure 3.
FIGURE 3. The Four Quadrants of Court-Specific Performance Mapping

EXTERNAL

EFFECTIVENESS

PROCEDURAL
SATISFACTION

(Specific or intended
outcomes or results)

•

Trial Date Certainty

•

Collection of Monetary
Penalties

•

Effective Use of Jurors

(Emotional dimension of a customer’s
interaction with the court)

•

Access

•

Procedural Fairness

•

Transaction Time

CONTROL

FLEXIBILITY

EFFICIENCY
•

Clearance Rate

•

Age of Pending Caseload

•

Case File Integrity

PRODUCTIVITY
(Ratio of value-added time to cycle time)

•

Cycle Time

•

Value-Added Time – actual
time spent on a case via a
workload study

•

Cost per Case

INTERNAL
Source: Adapted from “A Unifying Framework for Court Performance,” National Center for State Courts.

51

“About Us,” National Center for State Courts, accessed October 8, 2018, https://www.ncsc.org/About-us.aspx.
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As our audit focused on Denver County Court’s operations, we sought to determine the most useful
metrics for the court to gauge efficiency, effectiveness, and productivity. We determined that the
collection of monetary penalties, the clearance rate, the age of pending caseload, case file integrity,
and cost per case were the most useful metrics for the court’s operations. Court administrators also
explained they regularly report on four out of these five metrics. However, the court has not reported
cost per case since 2013.
As the objective of the audit was to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the court’s operations,
we determined several relevant performance metrics for operations. We then interviewed county court
managers and administrators and inquired as to the performance metrics they deemed most useful. As
a result, we identified five of the 10 key performance metrics recommended by the National Center for
State Courts to compare with Denver County Court’s methodology:
•

Clearance rate;

•

Time to disposition;

•

Percentage of cases not reaching disposition;

•

Case file integrity; and

•

Cost per case

Of the five metrics tested, only one is calculated in accordance with the prescribed methodology,
three are not in alignment, and one is neither tracked nor reported.
Case File Integrity Metric – This measure explains how courts can ensure case files are reliable, accurate,
and contribute to operational effectiveness.52 Specifically, a court should ensure accuracy and
integrity by comparing the alignment between a sample of case file contents to the case summary
information. Through our testing, further explained in Finding 1, we determined that case file records are
vital for facilitating court proceedings. While Denver County Court reviews some case file content, the
court does not perform the direct comparison of case file contents to the case summary information
for completeness and accuracy. Alternatively, the court has one full-time employee dedicated to
periodically reviewing a sample of case files from all divisions for accurate naming conventions and
appropriate approvals on documents. However, this review does not include verification that important
actions in the case file summary have appropriate corresponding documentation. In addition, there is
no interim review by division managers, who would be able to address completeness and accuracy
issues in a timely manner. As case file records are reviewed by various courtroom stakeholders
throughout multiple court sessions, appropriate documentation is critical for accurate and efficient
judicial processing. Further, court administration needs these records to ensure case files have not been
inappropriately altered.
Collections Rate – This metric states that a court should report all fine and fee payments collected and
due within the same period, including the “payment value” of community service hours performed
in that time frame.53 Denver County Court reports the “(percentage) of fines and fees that were
collected” as the amount collected in the period over the total amount that was imposed—not
National Center for State Courts, Measure 6, Reliability and Integrity of Case Files, accessed December 7, 2018, http://www.courtools.
org/~/media/Microsites/Files/CourTools/Appellate%20CourTools/measures-PDF/courtools_appellate_measure6_Reliability_And_
Integrity_Of_Case_Files.ashx.
53
National Center for State Courts, Measure 7(b), Management of Legal Financial Obligations, accessed December 7, 2018, http://www.
courtools.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/CourTools/CourTool_Measures_7B.ashx.
52
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necessarily due—in that period. While the court’s financial manager is calculating this metric accurately
for financial reporting, court management is not capturing all forms of payments due, including
extended payment plans, late payments, and credit for time served.
We also found that the court is not factoring credit for community service into this metric. The case
file management system is not configured to track community service to credit the defendant. When
judges determine a defendant is not able to pay assessed fines, or is otherwise better suited to serve
their community, the judge may decide to order community service. This service should then be
credited to the defendant at a predetermined monetary rate to justify the value of “payment” toward
assessed fines.
Cost-per-Case Metric – Denver County Court administrators do not report this metric. National standards
say cost per case is useful for measuring court performance and is ultimately “a direct connection
between how much is spent and what is accomplished,” among the various types of courts and
cases.54 Therefore, this metric can help administrators make decisions about staff, equipment, and
other resources, as well as inform judges on their efficiency of service. The court administrator explained
that cost per case is currently not tracked and reported because the funds among the various
types of courts are commingled in the general fund and are, therefore, hard to separate and track
for this metric. However, the financial manager provided the calculated metric from 2013, and the
methodology for this calculation was in alignment with National Center for State Courts guidance. Still,
this metric has not been tracked or used since 2013. Without this information, Denver County Court may
not be able to determine the efficiency of its operations, particularly when funding important court
projects or implementing new policies.

National Center for State Courts, Measure 10, Cost per Case, accessed December 7, 2018, http://www.courtools.org/~/media/
Microsites/Files/CourTools/courtools_Trial_measure10_Cost_Per_Case.ashx.
54
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Appendix C – Glossary
Arraignment – When a person accused of committing a crime is taken to court, told about the charges,
and asked to plead “guilty” or “not guilty.”
Bail – A security deposit (usually money) given to release a defendant or witness from custody and
make sure they go to court when they are supposed to.
Bond/Bail Bond – A legal paper purchased from a bondsman and given to the court instead of bail. The
defendant signs it and is let go. If they do not come to court when they are supposed to, they must pay
the amount of money on the bail bond.
Bond Forfeiture/Bail Forfeiture – A court order to let the court keep the bail deposit/bond posted
because the defendant did not come to court when they were supposed to.
Case File – A complete collection of every document filed in a court case.
Case Summary – A comprehensive list documenting all court-related actions.
Civil Case – A lawsuit to get property back, to force someone to complete a contract, or to protect
someone’s civil rights.
Complaint – In civil cases, a written statement filed by the plaintiff that starts a case. It states what
the plaintiff alleges the defendant did and asks the court for help. Also called the “initial pleading” or
“petition,” a complaint is also used to start a criminal case.
County Court – Every county in the state has a county court, with one or more county judges. These
courts handle traffic cases and minor criminal matters, as well as civil actions involving no more than
$15,000. There may be a jury trial in many types of county court cases. An appeal from a county court
decision may be made to the district court.
Court Costs – Amounts assessed against a party or parties in litigation. Such amounts are determined on
a case-by-case basis and vary in relation to the activities involved during litigation. Court costs include
fees, miscellaneous charges, and surcharges.
Court Order – A legal decision made by a court that commands or directs something be done or not
done. A court order can be made by a judge or magistrate.
Court of Record – A court in which a permanent record of proceedings is made.
Court Trial – A trial without a jury. A judge or magistrate decides the case.
Credit for Time Served – Time spent by the defendant in custody awaiting trial is subtracted from the
original sentence, leaving the balance to be served after the verdict.
Criminal Case – A court case that starts because of a crime.
Defendant – The person accused of a crime.
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Disposition – The final decision by the court in a dispute.
Docket – A list of cases to be heard by a court.
Fee – A specific amount of money paid in exchange for a service, such as filing a court paper.
Fine – The money a person must pay as punishment for doing something illegal or for not doing
something they were supposed to do.
Misdemeanor – Crime that can be punished up to one year in jail.
Municipal Court – Municipal, or city, courts deal with violations of city ordinances committed within the
city limits. Generally, these laws involve traffic, shoplifting, and offenses such as dog leash law violations
and disturbances. For some cases, a defendant may have the right to a jury trial in municipal court.
Municipal courts are not state courts, and a defendant may appeal a municipal court decision to a
state, or district, court.
Ordinance – A regulation made by a local government to enforce, control, or limit certain activities.
Penalty – Punishment for breaking a law.
Plea Agreement – Negotiation between the prosecuting attorney and the person accused of a crime
or that person’s lawyer in order to exchange a guilty plea for a conviction of a lesser charge, if the court
approves.
Preliminary Hearing – A hearing held when a defendant is charged with a felony. The prosecutor must
present evidence to prove it is more likely than not the defendant committed the crime. If the judge
decides sufficient evidence exists, the case will be bound over to Denver District Court.
Probation – (1) a sentencing alternative to imprisonment in which the court releases a convicted
defendant under supervision of a probation officer who makes certain the defendant follows certain
rules, for example, gets a job, and gets drug counseling. (2) A division of the court that prepares a
presentence report.
Proceedings – Actions taken to settle an argument in a court of law.
Recidivism – Habitual criminal action or repeated offenses.
Record – A written account of the proceedings in a case, included all pleadings, evidence, exhibits,
and judgment submitted during the case.
Restitution – The act of restoring or giving the equivalent value to compensate for an injury, damage, or
loss.
Surcharges – Amounts added to fines, fees, or court costs used for designated purposes or deposited
into the general fund.
Surety – One who has become legally liable for the debt, default, or failure in duty of another.
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Summons – In a criminal case, a notice to a defendant that charges have been filed against him or her
and their appearance in court is required. Failure to appear could result in a warrant being issued for
their arrest.
Suspend – To postpone, stay, or withhold certain conditions of a judicial sentence for a temporary
period.
Traffic Offense – A class of traffic violations that include careless driving, no proof of insurance, and sixpoint speeding violations. State or city law determines the classification.
Transcript – A written, word-for-word record of what was said at a trial or some other formal conversation
such as a hearing or arraignment.
Verdict – The final decision about the guilt or innocence of a criminal defendant made by a judge or
jury.
Warrant – A written order issued and signed by a judge or judicial officer directing a peace officer to
take a specific action. It can be (1) an arrest warrant – orders a peace officer to arrest and bring to the
court the person accused of a crime to begin legal action; (2) a bench warrant – a judge’s order to
arrest and bring a person to court because the person has failed to appear in court when they were
supposed to; or (3) a search warrant – an order based on a finding of probable cause directing law
enforcement officers to conduct a search of a specific premises for specific persons or things and to
bring them to the court.
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Office of the Auditor

The Auditor of the City and County of Denver is independently elected by the citizens of
Denver. He is responsible for examining and evaluating the operations of City agencies and
contractors for the purpose of ensuring the proper and efficient use of City resources. He also
provides other audit services and information to City Council, the Mayor, and the public to
improve all aspects of Denver’s government.
The Audit Committee is chaired by the Auditor and consists of seven members. The Audit
Committee assists the Auditor in his oversight responsibilities regarding the integrity of the
City’s finances and operations, including the reliability of the City’s financial statements. The
Audit Committee is structured in a manner that ensures the independent oversight of City
operations, thereby enhancing citizen confidence and avoiding any appearance of a conflict
of interest.

201 West Colfax Avenue, #705
Denver CO, 80202
(720) 913-5000 ♦ Fax (720) 913-5253
www.denverauditor.org

Our Mission
We deliver independent, transparent, and professional oversight in order to safeguard and
improve the public’s investment in the City of Denver. Our work is performed on behalf of
everyone who cares about the City, including its residents, workers, and decision-makers.

