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Overview:
As part of the yearend audit work performed by the Clerk/Auditor Office, all Davis County change fund
and petty cash accounts are confirmed as of the last day of the fiscal year, December 31. On December
31, 2019 the Lead External Reporting Auditor, Doug Stone, sent an email to each department to confirm
their change fund/petty cash balances. Below is a review of audit work conducted by the Auditor’s
Office and summarizes the list of events.

Summary of Audit Work:
12/31/2019 at 1:37 pm Davis County Treasurer Mark Altom sent an email to various individuals
including Curtis Koch, Davis County Clerk/Auditor, to inform him that a count of the Treasurer
petty cash fund had been conducted and found to be short $99.89.
As part of this email Mark Altom requested authorization to order cash from the County’s Wells
Fargo cash vault to replace the missing $99.89
On 1/3/2020 a meeting hosted by Curtis Koch with invited guest of Mark Altom and members of
the Auditor finance team was held. The purpose of this meeting was to gain a better
understanding of what happened to the missing funds of $99.89. During this meeting Mark
provided some scenarios that could have led to funds missing but no definitive explanation was
provided.
The afternoon of 1/3/2020 Mark Altom issued a letter addressed to the Davis County
Commission that explained the Treasurer petty cash fund was short $104.84 instead of the
$99.89 originally thought to be short. According to this letter the reasoning for the shortage was
thought to be due to an error of Treasurer Staff members when making change for property tax
payments.
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Also addressed in the letter, Mark Altom explained that changes to the controls governing the
Treasurer petty cash fund would be implemented to provide greater accountability for these
funds.
On 1/8/2020 Mark Altom sent an email to various individuals including the Davis County
Commission and the Clerk/Auditor, it stated that a petty cash shortage of $115 had been found.
As explained in the letter, the reason for the shortage was due to a distribution to the Sheriff’s
Office of $115, which occurred on 12/9/2019, that had not been documented on the
appropriate log and as a result the funds had not been requested from the bank to replenish the
petty cash fund.
After further analysis of a log maintained by the Treasurer’s Office, to track funds disbursed
from petty cash to the Sheriff’s Office related to Inmate Commissary funds, some issues were
detected. First, the date when funds are disbursed from petty cash is not always populated.
Second, the log is missing an entry when funds were disbursed to the Sheriff’s Office but not
recorded on the log. Third, the log shows two disbursements for $180 each made by two
different Treasurer Staff members, but the inmate trust fund bank account only shows one
request for one $180. Upon further analysis of the Davis County operating account at Wells
Fargo, it was discover that the other $180 disbursement occurred on 11/5/19. It appears that
the funds were disbursed in error since a cash deposit of $180 was made on 11/13/19 to the
same Davis County operating account.
The cash deposit to the Davis County Operating bank account on 11/13/1019 has been an
outstanding/unreconciled item on the Clerk/Auditor bank reconciliation since November
because this deposit was not recorded in the general ledger (Tyler Munis) at the time the
deposit was made.
On 1/17/2020 the Deputy Treasurer, Jonathan Lee, requested that the Internal Auditor perform
a recount of the $3,000 Treasurer petty cash fund since the fund appeared to be short by
$184.64. A recount was conducted by the Internal Auditor and confirmed a shortage of $184.64.
The Deputy Treasurer continued to search for the shortage and discovered a check dated
1/9/2020 to reimburse the petty cash fund had not been cashed yet. After the check was found
by the Deputy Treasurer it was cashed the afternoon of 1/17/2020. As a result the check was
deposited well outside the three day deposit rule as defined by state statute.
On the commissary petty cash disbursement log maintained by the Treasurer’s Office 3 of 12
entries are either missing, incorrect, or incomplete.
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Recommendations:
Inmate trust funds (commissary) should not be comingled with or reimbursed from Davis County
Treasurer petty cash funds.
To facilitate a clear separation of inmate trust funds from county funds, the Sheriff’s Office
should follow county financial policy to establish a $300 petty cash fund utilized to distribute
inmate trust monies (commissary). This fund should be replenished by a request sent by the
Sheriff’s Office to the Treasurer’s Office as needed. The funds could be requested by the
Treasurer directly from the Wells Fargo inmate trust account for replenishment purposes and
delivered directly to DCSO by Loomis.
The Davis County Treasurer petty cash fund should be reduced from $3,000 to $500 dollars, this
would facilitate easier tracking of funds while reducing the exposure of carrying a large petty
cash balance.
The Davis County Treasurer should create two $500 change funds for each cash drawer utilized
daily. Each cash drawer should be counted and balanced daily. As needed these change funds
should be decreased or increased per county financial policy 410 – Petty Cash & Change Funds.
In accordance with Davis County financial policy, a Treasurer Office staff member should be
designated as the custodian of the petty cash fund, and a different employee should perform a
timely reconciliation of this fund. In addition, all disbursements from the petty cash fund should
be recorded with all supporting back up retained.
Access to the Treasurer Office petty cash fund should be limited to the custodian and reconciler
at times when reconciliation is performed.
All monies received by the county should be deposited within three banking days from the date
of receipt, as defined by state statute.
Conclusion:
County Financial policy section 410 defines the requirements to maintain, operate, and reconcile a petty
cash & change fund. It is recommended that the Treasurer’s office review this policy in order to ensure
compliance with the detailed requirements. Further, reconciliation of change funds should be
performed daily and the reconciliation of petty cash funds should be done regularly and consistently. It
is critical that any and all financial documents/logs maintained to track change/petty cash funds are
complete and accurate. These funds are composed of highly liquid assets (cash/currency) and therefore
cannot be considered immaterial when handling and reconciling. As a result, a higher level of
accountability is required to provide sound controls which protect all those handling and distributing
said funds.

A REPORT
TO THE DAVIS COUNTY AUDIT COMMITTEE

Audit of Davis Park Time Sheet Recording Practices
July 16, 2019

Curtis Koch
Davis County Clerk/Auditor
Blake Woodall
Internal Auditor

1

Audit of Davis Park Time Sheet Recording Practices
Introduction
This report contains detailed findings and recommendations for the audit of Davis Park time sheet
recording practices. It also contains a section where the Department Head provided his response to the
audit. Lastly, the report will contain managements (Commission) written response to the audit, including
any recommendations they plan to implement or planned course of action.

Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #1
Davis County employees classified as exempt (hourly) and non-exempt (salary) employees are required
to certify and sign their time sheet for each pay period. After the employee has signed their time sheet
their direct supervisor is required to review and certify the time sheet.
Findings:
1. Employees at Davis Park Golf Course are not signing their time sheets. Currently, the two
employees responsible for entering time into the payroll system are signing all time sheets as
the employee and the supervisor. Examples of this practice are attached:
Assistant Golf Professional, Zach Johnson is signing as both the supervisor and employee on
the time sheets of all employees he supervises and Assistant Professional, Taylor Laybourne.
According to the Davis County Human Resource system,
(Attachment A).
Grounds Superintendent, Tyler Wardle is signing as both the supervisor and employee on
the time sheets of the employees he supervises, (Attachment B).
2. The Department Director of Davis Park Golf Course, Brad Stone, is not signing off on time sheets
of employees that directly report to him. Brad supervises the Assistant Professionals and the
Grounds Superintendent.
Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #2
Assistant professionals are hourly (FLSA non-exempt) employees. All hourly employees are eligible to
accumulate compensation time when they have worked more than 40 hours in a work week. At Davis
Park Golf Course, compensation time is accumulated at a rate of 1.5 hours for every hour worked over
40 hours per week.
Findings:
1. The employees at Davis Park have the option to utilize a time clock to punch in at the beginning
of their shift and out at the end of their shift but most employees do not clock out for lunch
breaks. There is no consistent method for use of time clocks by employees. As a result,
employees entering time into the payroll system may make incorrect assumptions about actual
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time worked. Errors can only be caught after the employee has been paid and if they reviewed
their paystub for reported hours worked.

Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #3
Davis County Human Resource Policy #270 (Attachment C)
The county job descriptions for Assistant Golf Professional positions I and II include
gives sound golf lessons and instructions, or provides for delivery of the same, for groups, classes, or
professionals
collect 100% of the revenue from teaching appointments. Golf professionals are not charged any fees
for use of the driving range or equipment.
Because lessons are generally taught at times most convenient to the customer, a golf professional may
mix in lessons throughout their scheduled work day. Assistant golf professionals at Davis Park are not
required to punch in/out when teaching lessons. This practice results in time clock records that show a
greater number of hours worked than time actually worked.
Findings:
1. Review and approval of time cards by direct supervisors is the key control to determine if an
employee has worked the hours reported on a time card/sheet. When the Department Head
was asked by the Internal Auditor; how do you verify that the hours worked by your employees
are recorded accurately on a timecard, he
He stated that he does
not stand out the back door of the pro shop monitoring the teaching activities of the assistant
pros but does spend a lot of time at the course and has a sense of what his assistant golf
professionals are doing and that they know that they are not to teach lessons while on the
county clock.
2. Currently, there are no formal processes in place for the Department Head to track, review or
approve the teaching activities of the assistant golf professionals at Davis Park.
3. Currently there is no evidence of lessons being taught by employees on County time, there is
also no processes in place to refute such claims if they were to be made against the County and
its employees.

Time Sheet Certification and Approval Recommendations
1. Administration should immediately discontinue the practice of employees filling out and signing
other
time cards on their behalf.
2. The Davis Park Head Golf Professional should review and sign the time cards for Davis County
employees directly under his supervision.
3. A process to track and monitor the teaching activities of Davis Park assistant golf professionals
should be implemented, this process should be developed. It is advisable for the Department
Head to compare the calendared teaching appointments of the assistant professionals to their
completed time sheets.
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4. The correct supervisor as documented in the Davis County Human Resources tracking system
should sign as the supervisor.

Davis County Employee Tournament Play
Item Reviewed #1
Davis County Human Resource Policy #270 (Attachment C

not engage in

Davis County Golf Professionals have the opportunity to play in tournaments in which they can win prize
money. Winnings are considered private income and are not reported to or taxed by Davis County.
The County job description
the game of golf and public relation for the course: establishes an enjoyable atmosphere conducive to
the game of golf
Findings:
1. At various times, Davis County Golf Professionals are competing in private tournaments and
recording the time as hours worked.
2. During the week of 4/25/2019 through 5/02/2019 Assistant Pro, Zach Johnson, played in the
52nd PGA Professional Championship in Bluffton, South Carolina. On the timesheet for that
week he recorded 40 hours of work. Zach also signed his time sheet as both the employee and
supervisor for this period. Zach received winnings at this tournament. (Attachment D & E)
3. During the week of 08/03/2018 through 08/09/2018 Assistant Professional, Zach Johnson,
played in the 100th PGA Championship in St. Louis, Missouri. On the time sheet for that week
Golf Course Superintendent, Tyler Wardle recorded 4.5 hours of work and 35.5 hours of comp
this period when he returned from the tournament. Zach received winnings at this tournament.
(Attachment F)
4. During the week of 06/15/2018 through 06/21/2018, Zach played in the 51st PGA Professional
Championship in Seaside, California. On the timesheet for that week he recorded 40 hours of
work. Zach also signed his time sheet as both the employee and supervisor for this period. Zach
did not received winnings at this tournament. (Attachment G)
5. In an initial interview with Department Head, Brad Stone he stated that when playing in golf
tournaments, employees are not on County time. The exception is when attending spring and
winter association meeting followed by a tournament. During a second interview that was held
to clarify some of the time sheet issues identified he provided
rare instance, like this which is rare, qualifying for the PGA national championship, representing
Davis being on TV you know, same when Dustin went. We could give them some time for that.
They pay all their expenses, their entrance fee, we just gave them time, because they kind of
represented the golf course. And then when we go to the section championship we have
meetings out there, we have meetings at the winter classic, we give them some time there too,
not all. But they pay all their entries because they are playing for prize money. And that is how
we have worked it over the year
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because I felt like he was representing the golf course. Whether he wins or loses, that is strictly
e has

6. When Zach was interviewed and asked about the above timesheets, he stated that in
consultation with Brad Stone and Dustin Volk (Valley View Golf Department Head) that it was
permissible to attend and play in PGA qualifying events while on County time.
7. In a phone interview with Dustin Volk, he confirmed that when playing in PGA qualifying events,
it has been the practice of Davis County golf courses to allow a Golf Professional to count time
at the tournaments as work time.
8. Regarding timesheet relating to 08/03/2018 through 08/09/2018 Zach was asked why hours
were recorded differently than the other tournaments, he said the hours recorded on his behalf
were incorrect because he did not record them. He stated that compensation time should not
have been used, rather work time should have been applied. These errors were not detected by
the employee nor prevented by management review of the time sheet since the time sheet was

Davis County Employee Tournament Play Recommendations:
1. The Davis County Commission should formally address in policy or procedure when, if ever, a
golf course employee is allowed to record work time while pursuing personal gain. This should
include playing in tournaments that have the potential of winnings, teaching lessons, or
activities that may promote a personal business.
This concludes the documented findings and recommendations prepared by the Davis County Auditors
Office.

___________________________________
Curtis Koch, Davis County Clerk/Auditor

___________________________________
Blake Woodall, Internal Auditor
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Department Head Response to Audit
Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #1 response: Most employees do sign their timecard but
not their timesheet. In correspondence with the auditing department both Tyler and Zach were
instructed to sign the timesheets on behalf of the employees to speed up the process of getting
timecards and timesheets to Kimberly and that is how its been done. In regard to Brad signing Zach,
been approved by their supervisor.
Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #2 response: Employees do not have the option but are
required to punch a timeclock. After the termination of Matt Lyons we were instructed to change policy
and all employees punch a time clock. Employees punch in at arrival and punch out at the end of their
shift. In regards to clocking out for lunch the grounds crew does while the full time shop employees
in a way that their shifts do not require lunch break. All time cards are an accurate representation of
time worked and timesheets are simply transferred from the timecard minus the hours that should be
minused off. (Attachment H-Management Response)
Time Sheet Certification and Approval Item #3 response: Some of these findings are simply not true.
Lessons are scheduled in a manner in which a convenient time for the customer and the instructor is
established but also does not conflict with other duties or responsibilities. In regards to punching in and
out during lessons, we were advised to minus off lesson time from our time cards in order to avoid
punching in and out multiple times per day. This practice results in accurate timesheets and timecards.
All lessons are minused off the timesheet please see (Attachment H-Management Response)
Tournament Play Recommendation #1 response: In response to this recommendation, we welcome the
opportunity to meet and discuss with the Commission explain the importance and the benefits of these
activities to our facility and professionals. We would love to have some clarification regarding this issue
on both ends.

Management Response
The Davis County Commission is asked to formally communicate, to the Audit Committee and
remedial action taken in response to this audit. This will enable the Davis
County Clerk Auditor to track and monitor the results of audit work performed.
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A REPORT
TO THE DAVIS COUNTY COMMISSION

An Audit of the Collection Practices of Inmate Debt past the Statute of
Limitations
Davis County Sheriff’s Office & Davis County Correctional Facility
September 6, 2018

Curtis Koch
Davis County Clerk/Auditor
Blake Woodall
Internal Auditor

Introduction:
When an individual is booked into the Davis County Correctional Facility (DCCF), Davis County Sheriff’s
Office (DCSO) is entrusted to act as the financial fiduciary for monies that the person possesses at the
time of booking as well as monies sent to the individual by family and acquaintances during the time
that they are held in the facility. The accounts are referred to as inmate trust accounts. DCSO is
responsible for the accounting of and transfer of funds during an individual’s time in the Correctional
Facility and the release of funds to the individual upon completion of their sentence.
During a recent review of inmate trust accounts, Audit staff reviewed several transactions that indicated
inappropriate management of funds by DCSO staff. This report is intended to provide the Davis County
Sheriff’s Office with information that may assist in taking appropriate administrative action to correct
any such problems.

Debt Collection Past the Statute of Limitations:
When an individual is booked into the DCCF, they may incur charges for a wide range of items that
include the following:
Court ordered charges (DNA tests, Urine Analysis, etc...)
County fees as directed by the Davis County Commission in ordinance (medical co-pays,
haircuts, prescription co-pay, transportation expenses, etc...)
Commissary purchases of food, hygiene, writing, and entertainment items
Court ordered restitution paid by the inmate to the victim, the State, or the County. Collection
of all charges classified as restitution is the responsibility of the Court and managed through the
State Courts.
Audit staff noticed that accounts were being charged for debts incurred during prior bookings at DCCF.
The transfer of past due accounts dated back to the 1990’s and varied in size ranging from thousands of
dollars to a few cents. As prescribed by state law, there is a statute of limitations on the legal collection
of past due debts.
In an effort to gain a better understanding of the statute of limitations governing collections of inmate
debt, the Auditor’s Office requested that the Davis County Attorney Civil Division provide a legal opinion
of the legal statute of limitations on debts incurred by an individual while in DCCF (attachment A). While
the opinion specified that the general statute of limitations for debt collection is four years, it also noted
various exceptions to this rule for specific items. As such, it is important to consider the types of charges
pursued during collection efforts.
An interview was conducted with the employee of DCSO assigned to collections and that prepares and
mails over 16,000 collection letters annually. When asked, “How do you determine which past due
items are lawful for collection in accordance with state statute?” The individual responded that all
outstanding inmate balances are pursued for collection. A follow up question was asked, “How do you
determine if these collection activities are in agreement with collection laws governing the statute of
limitations?” The individual responded that they had never considered that. The interviewee indicated

that there was no framework for DCSO staff to ensure the appropriateness for pursuing collections on
various charges nor the statute of limitations associated with the charges.

Four Year Rule:
As referenced above, the Davis County Civil Division provided the Clerk/Auditor with a legal opinion to
clarify acceptable and lawful collection practices of inmate debt. This opinion states. “In general, an
outstanding obligation of an inmate housed at the Davis County Correctional Facility (the “Facility”) (the
“Facility-Housed Inmate”) is a fee-based obligation. Accordingly, Davis County would generally have four
years after the last charge is made or the last payment is received to commence a civil action against the
Facility-Housed Inmate.” It is also important to highlight the concept that inmate debt generally is a fee
based obligation and not a contractual obligation. The legal opinion further states, “If Davis County
failed to timely bring such a civil action or Davis County failed to obtain a judgement against the FacilityHoused Inmate through the civil action, Davis County would generally be precluded from lawfully
collecting the outstanding obligation of the Facility-Housed Inmate”. Of primary significance, if Davis
County does not bring a civil action or judgement against a Facility-Housed Inmate within the four year
window then the debt cannot be pursued.
The legal opinion goes on to list the exceptions to the four year rule, some of which are related to
restitution. This is important since debt owed by an inmate, if classified as restitution, has to be court
ordered by a judge. Meaning DCSO personnel cannot lawfully collect outstanding debt owed by inmates
for charges related to restitution without first obtaining a judgement.

Aging of Inmate Accounts Receivable:
Currently, DCSO does not have a collections policy or write off policy. As a result, the collection activities
of DCSO collection/finance personnel are not in compliance with state statutes that are the foundation
of the four year rule.
Ideally upon release an inmate’s account should have a zero balance, however this is not always the
case. When this occurs inmates may be responsible for the outstanding balance depending on what
charges were accrued. It has been the business practice that inmates were required to sign documents
agreeing to pay off the outstanding balance within 30 days. When payment is not remitted within 30
days collection efforts have been pursued. The practice of requiring inmates to sign documents as a
written agreement to repay fee based or restitution based debt is not legally binding and violates legal
collection practices as outlined in state statute.

Collections of Court Ordered Restitution:
One reason why these types of collection efforts are illegal, is because many of the items inmates were
asked to pay for are considered restitution. According to legal advice provided by both the County Civil
Attorney’s Office and outside legal counsel sought by DCSO, restitution must be ordered during criminal
sentencing by a Judge. As a result, DCSO cannot take it upon themselves to engage in collection efforts

for outstanding inmate balances involving restitution, unless it has been ordered by a Judge in a criminal
proceeding. Such collection practices appear to contradict legal collection activities as described in Utah
Code 76-3-201.

Collections Lacking Supporting Documentation to Initiate Collections:
In 2003, DCSO implemented a new finance system for tracking inmate account balances. Accounts with
negative balances were rolled forward in order to pursue collection of the accounts. The new system
did not track what charges created the negative balance, rather it simply notated, “This was the balance
in the old system on 9/15/2003”. As no detailed information was provided as to what created a
negative account balance, there was no way to determine if collection of these items was being done
legally within the standard four year statute of limitations. A review of accounts from 2013 to 2017
showed that there were 214 transfers of past due balances that were subsequently pursued for
collection.
The practice of transferring outstanding inmate balances incurred prior to 2003 without adequate
documentation for the balance is potentially illegal. In one incident DCSO tracked and collected a $.65
debt for over 20 years (see example below), with no record for what created the negative balance. See
(attachment B) for more detailed examples.
Example 1:
An individual is booked into DCCF in 1996 and incurs debt of $.65
On May 5, 2017 the individual is booked into DCCF
May 5, 2017 the balance of $.65 is transferred to the new booking with the description, “This
was the balance in Old System on 9/15/2003”
The individual is charged $.65 cents, before the individual is released
DCSO tracked and collected a $.65 debt for over 20 years, with the reason for the charges not
defined and well in excess of the statute of limitations for collections

Interest Expense:
All fees charged by DCSO to inmates must be approved by the Davis County Commission prior to being
charged. As documented in the DCSO approved fee chart in Davis County Ordinances, DCSO is allowed
to charge interest at a rate of 18% per annum. Such interest charges should only be made on an
account in which the County is owed money by the inmate. At no time during the audit, did audit staff
find instances where this fee was appropriately charged to individuals with past to accounts. However,
during the same time period that DCSO was pursuing collections on accounts that were past the
standard four year statute of limitations, it was also charging inmate accounts “interest” when an
inmate left custody and had a positive account balance. In other instances, it appears that “interest”
charges were used to correct errors made by staff and computer systems. Because the erroneous
charge of “interest” was used in these cases, no documentation exists to substantiate that errors
actually occurred.

None of the “Interest” expenses reviewed by the auditors for the 2013 to 2017 period were actually
“interest” charges as approved by the Davis County Ordinance. The following example demonstrates an
instance in which interest was being charged to an inmate accounting order to sweep the account and
bring the positive balance to $0.00.
Example:
An individual at the time of booking has $8.73 in cash with them.
They are held in the DCCF for less than 3 hours.
When they are released, the $8.73 is not returned to them, resulting in a positive account
balance of $8.73.
Less than two weeks after being booked, DCSO finance personnel charge “interest” to the
account in the amount of $8.73 bring the balance to $0.
This example is not an isolated incident it was a common business practice used by DCSO finance
personnel to sweep away inmate funds once the individual left DCCF, particularly if the account balance
was less than $10, and at times when the account balance exceeded $10, see (attachment B) for more
examples.
At times, inmates that were being pursued for collection of debt owed, had in prior bookings had their
accounts swept to bring the positive balance to $0.00. An example of this type of practice is
demonstrated below:
Example:
An individual is released on 12-1-2011.
On 12-2-2011 a debit card of $18.92 for the remaining funds on their account is issued and
presumably mailed to the last known address of the individual.
On 12-20-2011 the debit card is presumably returned as undeliverable. The debit card is
cancelled resulting in a positive balance on the account of $18.92.
On 12-20-2011 a charge of “interest “for $18.92 is applied bringing the balance to $0.00.
In October 2016, the individual is booked into DCCF for two days and has no money on them at
the time of booking. They incur a mandatory $2.00 charge for personal hygiene items resulting
in a negative balance.
Through the spring of 2018, the individual was eligible for the collection the $2.00 balance even
though in 2011, the DCCF charged off $18.92 to his account sighting “interest”.
For more detailed examples, see (attachment B).

Preliminary Notice to DCSO Regarding Collection Practices
On June 19, 2018, during the course of this audit, the Auditor’s Office issued a letter (attachment C) to
Davis County Sheriff Todd Richardson recommending that DCSO stop:
Transferring balances from past inmate booking accounts to current inmate booking accounts.
Any debt collection practices that have not been approved by the Davis County Attorney’s
Office.
To the Auditor’s office knowledge these recommendations were implemented.
Recommendation 1:
Future collection efforts should be coordinated with and overseen by Davis County Civil Legal Division to
ensure that all collection efforts are in compliance with all relevant laws and regulations. With the
assistance of the Davis County Civil Legal Division, DCSO collection activities could be outsourced to a
vendor through an RFP bid process.
Recommendation 2:
Outstanding inmate debt cannot simply be rolled over to a more recent booking. All outstanding inmate
debt past the four year statute of limitations must be thoroughly evaluated for lawful collectability.
Recommendation 3:
All outstanding inmate debt older than the four year statute of limitations, should be evaluated to
determine if the debt should be written off, pursed for collection, or referred to a court if debt is
classified as restitution. In cases where inmates have a positive balance, funds should be escheated to
the Utah State Division of Unclaimed property.
Recommendation 4:
As stated above, all debt classified as restitution must be handled by the County and State Courts. No
other entity, including DCCF/DCSO, has authority to collect debt related to restitution. This is an
important concept since finance personnel from DCSO have taken it upon themselves to collect
restitution based debt which violates the law. To prevent this from happening, DCSO finance personnel
need to cease all collection activities until DCSO works in cooperation with the Davis County Civil Legal
Division to develop a collections framework and policy to lawfully collect outstanding inmate debt.
Recommendation 5:
The audit indicates that there are no appropriate uses for “interest” charges at DCCF. Interest charges
should only be used when appropriate and necessary, but never as a means to sweep positive inmate
account balances. This practice should cease immediately.

Conclusion:
Over the course of several years, dating back to 2014 before DCSO sought legal advice from Peter Stirba,
various conversations between DCSO leadership and the Davis County Civil Legal Division transpired
regarding the collection practices of inmate debt. DCSO leadership has been given instruction and
direction regarding their collection practices by the Davis County Civil Legal Division, but little has
changed to correct or prevent potentially unlawful collection practices. The Davis County Commission
has also been a part of these meetings but the nature of their involvement has not been determined. At
the beginning of this Collections Audit, Clerk/Auditor staff asked the Davis County Civil Legal Division for
all correspondence between them and personnel from DCSO regarding inmate collections. Initially this
request was fulfilled and a stack of documents containing emails and other forms of communication was
provide to Clerk/Auditor staff. Within an hour of delivery of these documents they were taken from the
possession of the Clerk/Auditor’s staff, along with the explanation that communication between DCSO
and the Davis County Legal Division was protected by client-attorney privilege. While the Davis County
Civil Legal Division was supportive of the audit and provided a legal opinion regarding legal inmate
collection practices, referenced above, this action limited the scope of the audit work performed. As a
result, the full extent and nature of communication between DCSO leadership, the Davis County Civil
Legal Division, and the Davis County Commission regarding inmate collection practices could not be
determined.
What was discovered during the course of the audit; under the direction of the DCSO Business Manager,
DCSO finance personnel engaged in questionable collection practices from members of society in a very
vulnerable positon (inmates/former inmates). One individual in particular, who openly professed that
Davis County Government was stealing from him, was correct. In this case he was charged interest of
$47.59, not because he owed the county money but was charged a bogus interest fee as a means to
unload funds from a debit card issued to him. It is unclear why the funds were unloaded from the card,
but this individual did not receive the money owed him.
Over the course of multiple years and under the direction of the DCSO Business Manager, $97,000 of
funds which exceeded the four year statute of limitations were collected from individuals incarcerated
at DCCF. This amount doesn’t include all questionable collection transactions, only the sum of collection
transactions which exceeded the four year statute of limitations between 2011 through 2018. As
described in this report, the collection practices utilized by DCSO over numerous years are at best
unethical but potentially unlawful. The recommendations provided in this report are intended to
provide direction for the leadership of DCSO to implement organizational change to correct this
behavior. The problems identified in this report cannot be fixed in a silo, as it will take open
communication and cooperation with multiple entities including the Davis County Civil Legal Division,
Davis County Commissioners Office, and the Davis County Clerk/Auditor’s Office.

Attachment A

Attachment B
Collections Past Statue of Limitations
Example 1:
An individual is booked into DCCF in 1995 and incurs debt of $40.00
On August 19, 2017 the individual is booked into DCCF.
On August 21, 2017 the balance of $40.00 is transferred to the new booking with the
description, “This was the balance in Old System on 9/15/2003”
The individual is charged $40.00, before the individual is released
Example 2:
An individual is booked into DCCF in 1996 and incurs debt of $7.55
On May 19, 2017 the individual is booked into DCCF
May 19, 2017 the balance of $7.55 is transferred to the new booking with the description, “This
was the balance in Old System on 9/15/2003”
The individual is charged $7.55, before the individual is released
DCSO tracked and collected a $7.55 debt for over 20 years, with the reason for the charges not
defined and well past statute of limitations for collections
Interest Expense Charges
Example 1:
Individual comes into booking with $2.22
Is in the facility less than 2 hours
They leave with $0
Less than 2 weeks after being booked, the account is charged $2.22 in interest to bring it to a $0
balance
Example 2:
Individual is released on 8-17-2017 and provided a debit card in the amount of $483.89
On 8-18-2017 canteen sale return (because he was no longer there) was placed on the account
for $8.55 creating a positive balance on the account
On 9-8-2017 interest is charged for $8.55 to bring the balance to $0
Example 3:
Individual come into booking with $3.20
Is in the facility less than 5 hours
They leave with $0 resulting in a positive balance of $3.20
Less than 3 weeks after being booked, the account is charged $3.20 in interest to bring it to a $0
balance

Example 4:
Individual comes into booking with $0
Is in the facility for approximately 3 weeks and incurs medical expenses of $73.25
Released on 9-1-2016
DCSO pursues collection through letters. Individual sends in money orders on 6-12-2017 for
$40.00 and 8-8-2017 for $34.00 creating a positive balance of $.75 on his account
On 8-17-2017 interest is charged for $.75 to bring balance to $0
Combination of Interest Expense Charges and Collection Efforts
Example 1:
Individual booked and released on 8-1-2014
Funds individual came in with, check for $10, was not credited to inmate account until 8-6-2014
Debit card was not issued until 8-20-2014
Individual never received funds, possibly sent to wrong address
On 9/25/2014 debit card is unloaded with an interest charge for $10
Example 2:
Individual booked 2 days
Charged for PFS twice, on first charge paid for 3 days instead of 2
PFS was never reimbursed until a judge ordered it on a later booking
DCSO staff carried a negative balance of 18.23 even though individual was owed $80 for PFS
Individual charged interest on same booking she was over charged for PFS

Attachment C

Clerk / Auditor
Davis County Administration Building - P.O. Box 618 - Farmington Utah 84025
Telephone: (801) 451-3213 – Fax: (801) 451-3421
Curtis Koch, MBA, CGFM
Clerk/Auditor
April 30, 2018
Davis County Commission
PO Box 618
61 South Main Street
Farmington, UT 84025
Commissioners:
My office has completed its audit of the Davis County Sheriff’s Office (DCSO) in the matter of delayed
deposits of receipted funds. As part of our work, we removed monies and documents from DCSO on
Tuesday, April 3rd, conducted interviews with staff working in various capacities, reviewed receipt and
deposit reports, performed reconciliations of funds that were not deposited in a timely manner and
reviewed various account transactions. Primary focus of the review was on the period of October 1,
2017 through April 2, 2018. Potential financial irregularities may have occurred prior to the period we
reviewed and may have occurred in other areas of DCSO. Therefore this report should not be
interpreted to mean that all potential issues have been identified.
The findings resulting from the above procedures are as follows:
Item 1 - Untimely Deposit of Receipted Funds
Utah State Code 51-4-2 (2)(a) requires that each officer shall deposit all public funds daily if practicable,
but no later than once every three banking days. In an interview with the DCSO Business Manager, he
indicated repeatedly that he was aware of this statute and that he had told staff about the statute. All
DCSO Finance Division staff interviewed indicated that they were not aware of the statute to deposit
funds in a timely manner.
When an individual is booked into the Davis County Correctional Facility, inmate funds are held in trust
by Davis County. On April 3rd, the Auditor’s Office removed the following monies related to inmate
commissary trust funds from a cubicle in the DCSO Finance Division:
Currency and coin totaling: $9,887.43
274 checks totaling: $25,030.49
Total inmate commissary funds not deposited as of April 2nd: $34,917.92
In addition to the funds not deposited, credit card receipts totaling: $509.24 had not been batched and
entered into the County financial system.
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Of the monies retrieved on April 3rd, unreconciled cash receipts dated back to December 20, 2017,
unreconciled checks receipts dated back to as far as February 1, 2018 and unreconciled credit card
receipts dated back to February 8, 2018.
In addition to inmate commissary funds, three accounts receivable checks totaling $32,922.62 were also
removed from DCSO. The checks being held had a date range of February 12-15, 2018.
Additional review of recent deposits made related to inmate commissary funds show that beginning on
March 13th a series of deposits were made by DCSO Finance Division staff in what appears to be an
effort to catch up deposits:
Created

Deposit #

3/29/2018

360989

$

Amount

8,259.86

3/29/2018

360979

$

5,779.15

3/27/2018

360929

$

3,958.70

3/23/2018

360872

$

26,848.57

3/19/2018

360745

$

5,937.65

3/13/2018

360643

$

3,910.96

3/13/2018

360633

$

3,349.23

Cash/Coin

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

529.65
209.54
1,008.60
1,130.91
5,091.76
3,644.36
3,258.04

Cash Receipt Dates

1/2/18-1/31/18
10/11/17-12/26/17
1/5/18-2/21/18
11/18/17-1/1/18
2/2/18-2/26/18
2/8/18-2/28/18
2/24-2/27/18

$ 58,044.12 $ 14,872.86

Check

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,730.21
5,569.61
2,950.10
25,717.66
845.89
266.60
91.19

$ 43,171.26

Check Receipt Dates

Receipt Count

1/9/18-1/31/18
11/3/17-12/18/17
1/4/18-2/15/18
12/11/17-12/29/17
2/14/18-2/23/18
2/14/18-2/22/18
3/7/2018

153
77
67
81
53
79
37
547

Audit Items retrieved:
$ 35,427.16 4/3 Commissary funds
$ 32,922.62 4/3 AR checks

412
3

$ 126,393.90 Total verified late deposits

962

Based on the financial records of DCSO, over $126,000 of monies had been receipted and stored in
various drawers in the cubicle of the Accounting Technician II, including almost $25,000 in cash and coin.
None of those funds, over 960 individual transactions dating back as far as October of 2017, were
deposited in accordance with Utah State Statute.
When the Business Manager was asked if he was aware that the Accounting Technician II was behind in
the deposits he stated, “Yes. I knew that she was behind in her deposits.” He also stated that, “I’m a
little shocked.” implying he was not aware of the extent of the problem.
Item 2 - Kiosk System Transition
On February 14, 2018, DCSO launched a new kiosk system that included both hardware and software
changes. In conjunction with the change, the vendor assumed responsibility for emptying the four
machines daily and making the deposit on behalf of Davis County into an approved bank account.
As of April 21, 2018, there were 4,246 individual kiosk receipts totaling over $400,000 and ranging from
February 12, 2018 to April 21, 2018 that had not been processed. While the funds are being deposited
timely by the vendor, DCSO finance staff has not batched, reconciled, or recorded them in the County’s
financial system. This includes three transactions with errors that have not been applied to inmate
accounts. Auditor’s office reconciliation of these transactions also indicates that receipts related to bail
bonds, DNA testing, U/A testing, and fingerprinting are not appearing in the Commissary system for
batching. In total, there are over 2,500 missing transactions from February to March due to
programming errors (though preliminary review indicates the funds have been received). It appears that
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did not understand the repercussions of short-term fixes that they were putting into the financial
systems. Reconciliation was not being performed by DCSO Finance Division. As a result, timely
correction and training of intake staff was not occurring.
Interviews revealed that little formal training on inmate commissary finance systems was provided to
shift supervisors in intake. As a result, even when supervisors “had a feeling that something wasn’t
right” with funds in an inmate account, they had no way to research the account and look for errors (see
item 5). Several staff indicated that they would send an e-mail, make a phone call and hope the issue
would be resolved.
Staff reported that each shift would come up with solutions to manage issues that would arise. Training
of staff appears to be a hand-me-down “watch what I do” approach. This resulted in inconsistent
practices and errors being perpetuated.
Staff reported that the implementation of a new kiosk system in February 2018 was poorly
communicated and training was not sufficient. Intake staff became aware of the new system the day it
was implemented. The documentation provided to staff to use the new system was provided by the
vendor but did not apply to the processes used in the DCSO facility.
When the Business Manager was asked if additional training had been provided to staff in light of these
challenges, it was indicated that staff had been provided training roughly a year earlier at a deputy block
training. He stated that the training “was generally just a reminder. Hey, when you have cash, this is
what you do. You know, trust the system, let the system work.” Having little knowledge or
understanding of how the system worked resulted in staff frustration and perpetuated errors.
Finance and Clerical Staff
When finance staff were asked if they believed that they had received appropriate training in handling
of cash and the financial systems, the majority of staff simply stated, “No.” One staff member reported
having to call a former employee on a daily basis in order to get training on how to complete work
duties. Another staff member stated, “I go in, I do my work and I go out……Just try to do my job and try
not to get into anyone else’s and try to just get through the day.” Multiple staff stated that when they
would ask questions or request additional training, they were told to read the standard operating
procedures (SOP) manual.
During the course of the audit, an error was discovered in the financial systems used by DCSO. In a few
instances, monies received were receipted as a check but when the information was transferred to the
inmate commissary system, the transaction showed that it was receipted as cash. This resulted in
duplicate entry of receipted monies by DCSO staff. In interviews with the Accounting Technician II, it
became clear that they were aware of this error, stating that “cash or check, that doesn’t necessarily
apply.” DCSO Finance Division staff should have recognized that in order to provide a meaningful and
accurate reconciliation, this error should have been reported and corrected.
It would appear from interviews and reviewing financial records, that the staff was limited in their
understanding of the financial system to their specific task. Having a task specific focus contributed to
individuals not being able to understand the consequences of untimely deposit, a lack of understanding
of internal controls, the subsequent bypass of internal controls, and unintended creation of errors in the
financial system.
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Item 4 - Cash Handling Practices
In addition to lack of training in the finance system, staff interviews revealed little to no training
regarding cash handling. Several employees indicated that they had not received formal training on how
to handle cash. Multiple employees stated that they had relied upon cash handling training received
from previous employment to properly handle monies.
As noted in section 1, deposits are to be made no later than three days after receipt. Except for the
Business Manager, all staff interviewed that dealt with deposits stated that they were not aware of this
law until after the audit had commenced.
Several DCSO Finance staff indicated that it was not an uncommon occurrence for monies to be left on
desks that were unattended. Interviews indicated that this was a widespread issue within the Finance
and Administration Division and not limited to one single person. Beyond exposing the monies to loss or
theft, this practice also resulted in the duplicate receipting of funds.
A portion of the monies retrieved on April 3rd were found in a bank deposit bag labeled “Bri’s Bag”.
Cash found in that bag was paper clipped together with a cash counting machine receipt attached. The
receipt did not match the amount of cash in the bag. In trying to reconcile the cash, Audit staff
interviewed a past employee who had responsibility for the bag, the current Accounting Technician II
and the Business Manager. Statements made to the Audit staff regarding how funds accumulated in the
bag and how they were used conflicted. Because of the conflicting statements, it is unlikely that it can
ever be determined what the actual purpose of the bag was and the correct amount of cash that should
have been in the bag for the period in review. Audit staff retrieved and subsequently deposited $370
from the bag on April 3rd. Bri’s Bag was placed back in the cubicle by DCSO Administration on April 3rd.
When Audit staff returned to retrieve the bag on April 11th with the DCSO Administrator that reported
putting it in the cubicle, the bag was gone and has not been located since.
Even when DCSO employees were aware that an audit was being conducted, poor cash handling
practices persisted. As noted, in item 1, thousands of dollars were removed from a cubicle on April 3rd.
On the morning of April 11th, audit staff returned to the DCSO Finance Division to retrieve an item from
the same cubicle. Audit staff and DCSO Administration accompanying the audit staff were surprised to
find an unzipped bank deposit bag in the cubicle containing $118 in $1 bills. No receipt or explanation of
the funds accompanied the cash. To date, no explanation of these funds can be accounted for. On the
same day, Audit staff found additional monies not belonging to Davis County or Davis County inmates in
a DCSO safe. These monies will be discussed in item 6.
When asked about the poor cash handling practices that exist in the organization and what remediation
had taken place to correct the issue, the Business Manager acknowledged that there were challenges.
He indicated that it was a time intensive process, staff was focused on other tasks and that there was a
lack of support (and at times open push back) from the chain of command when the Finance Division
had tried to correct issues. This made it very difficult for appropriate correction to take place.
Item 5 - Accounting of Inmate Commissary Funds
As a result of poor training, untimely reconciliation and poor cash handling practices, multiple errors in
inmate commissary funds were discovered. In some instances the errors favored inmates and in other
instances, the errors resulted in funds being taken from inmates.
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In one instance, an inmate was transferred to the DCSO Correctional Facility with a check in the amount
of $1,660. Intake staff erroneously applied the check twice providing the inmate with a $3,320 balance.
As a result, within two and a half hours of being booked into the facility, the inmate was released
because they were able to post $2,985 in bail and given a $335 debit card upon release. Staff
interviewed recalled the inmate and stated that they thought something didn’t seem right, but did not
have knowledge of the system to question how the inmate was able to bail out. When the Business
Manager and Accounting Technician II were presented the information on the account, both were
surprised and acknowledged that the error caused the inmate to be prematurely released.
In a second instance, an inmate had $200 loaded on to their inmate commissary account through a
credit card transaction facilitated by the EZKiosk system. 10 days after the money was loaded on the
inmates account, DCSO Finance Division staff inappropriately voided the transaction. This effectively
took the money that was provided to the inmate through the EZKiosk system. When the Business
Manager and the Accounting Technician responsible for inmate commissary funds were presented the
information on the account, both were unable to reconcile what had caused the erroneous voiding of
inmate funds. Review of the EZKiosk system by the Audit staff showed that the credit card transaction
was a legitimate transaction and that the inmate should have received the funds. A secondary issue
raised by this transaction is that by cancelling the wrong transaction, another inmate whose transaction
should have been cancelled, received funds that they were not entitled to.
In a third instance, two inmates booked on January 5, 2018 arrived as transfers from the US Marshalls.
The check for $500.60 belonging to inmate 1 was applied to both inmates’ accounts, meaning inmate 2
received an additional $500.60 which did not belong to him. Further details show that the check
belonging to inmate 1 was logged in at the time of booking as part of the inmate’s personal property,
however the check inexplicably made its way to the mail clerk who receipted the check to the incorrect
inmate’s commissary account. To add further confusion to this situation, inmate 2 not only received an
extra $500.60 in erroneously applied funds, but his own funds logged at the time of booking totaling
$177.87 were applied to his commissary account twice. Inmate 2 received an extra $678.47. After
spending some of those monies on various commissary purchases at the Davis County Jail, inmate 2 was
released with a refund of $336.61.
In all instances of errors, timely reconciliation of accounts would have minimized the chance of the error
and provided a timely correction when issues occurred.
Item 6 - Mixing of County Funds with a Private Organization
As noted in item 4, funds not belonging to Davis County were discovered in a DCSO safe on April 11th.
The funds were in a box labeled “Davis County Sheriff’s Office”. Documentation in the box indicated
that the funds belonged to Davis County Sheriff Employees Association (DCSEA) and were collected from
vending machines located throughout the Davis County Justice Complex. Over the years, it has
repeatedly been made clear by DCSEA that it is a separate and distinct organization from Davis County
Government. As such the finances of the organization are not open to audit by the County Auditor, nor
should they be collected, counted, receipted, deposited, or stored using county resources. During
interviews with the Business Manager (who is also the Treasurer of DCSEA) questions regarding the
collection and management of these funds were asked. It was reported that all management of funds
were done on his own time utilizing breaks, lunch and after hours. It was acknowledged that some of
the DCSEA duties were done every Friday morning in conjunction with other DCSO Finance Division
duties in what was described as a “combined pick-up” of funds from the Davis County funds and DCSEA
funds.
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When the Business Manager was asked if the other staff members were on County time, he indicated
that “no they were on break time”. When asked if they were aware of this, he said “Yes”. When DCSO
Finance staff were asked if they were on County time one replied, “Yea, why was I not supposed to be?”
Another employee stated, "It was County, County time……All these years I thought it was part of my job
until a couple of months ago (the Business Manager) told me it was volunteer work. "I said, Are you
serious?" The same employee when told that auditors had been told that he was aware he was
volunteering his time said, “I was aware? That's a lie.”
A review of the SOP does not support the statement that the work done for DCSEA is done on volunteer
time. The procedures clearly directs DCSO Finance Division staff to perform accounting functions for
DCSEA on a daily basis when the Business Manager is on leave. Calls from staff collecting and
accounting for DCSEA funds since the audit began indicate that it takes roughly two hours of staff
worktime on a weekly basis to manage these functions. It appears that the use of County time and
resources by DCSEA has occurred for years (SOP documents date back to 2004).
This issue is considered relevant since County resources are clearly being utilized to operate an outside
organization. As of April of 2017, DCSO Administration was made aware of a commingling of DCSEA
funds with County funds. At that time DCSO was directed that “County funds should never be
commingled with DCSEA funds.” It would appear that this direction was disregarded and a commingling
of the two entities resources has continued.
Item 7 - Irreconcilable Monies and Errors
After a complete reconciliation of the monies collected on April 3rd from the DCSO Finance Division,
inmate commissary account showed:
$422.55 in missing cash
$195.00 in missing check/money orders
$2,614.35 in duplicate entries
$370.00 in irreconcilable cash (due to conflicting testimony)
$200.00 in monies inappropriately taken from an inmate account
$118.00 cash retrieved from Accounting Technician II cubicle on April 11th
In interviews, the Accounting Technician II responsible for deposits acknowledged that at times checks
had been lost or misplaced. This may explain some of the missing checks/money orders that to date
have not been accounted for.
Other audit concerns include:
$744.10 in test transactions being applied to live inmate accounts
over $400,000.00 in unbatched, unreconciled Kiosk transactions
improper procedures for petty cash handling (co-mingling with inmate trust deposits)
Item 8 - Management of Workload
On October 6, 2017, the Office Manager II position in the DCSO Finance Division resigned. Several duties
of that position were re-assigned to an Accounting Technician II position already working in the Finance
Division. The Accounting Technician II received an additional 10% in premium pay in exchange for taking
on the additional responsibilities. During interviews with Audit staff, all DCSO Finance Division staff
acknowledged that it was well known that the Accounting Technician II was behind in her work.
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On December 1, 2017 the Davis County Commission delivered a letter to the Sheriff informing him that
three positions from the Finance Division would be re-assigned to the Clerk/Auditor’s office beginning
January 1, 2018. The re-assigned staff would report to and physically reside in the Clerk/Auditor’s office,
but would continue to provide accounting services to DCSO. Due to the need to create work space in
the Clerk/Auditor’s office, the transfer of employees officially took place on April 2, 2018.
The Accounting Technician II that was behind in work indicated that she had repeatedly made the
Business Manager aware of her struggle to keep up with the workload assigned. When asked what the
supervisor’s corrective action was she said, “Nothing.” and that he stated, “Do it when you can.” When
the Business Manager was asked about this statement he replied that it was, “Probably a fair
representation, with a generalization. We were all behind. We didn’t have the people to give her.”
Other Finance Division staff stated that they could have taken on additional workload and that they had
approached the Business Manager about this. One individual requested that they be allowed to learn
some of the tasks that were assigned to the “overwhelmed” Accounting Technician II but they were told
by the Business Manager, “No. I want them (referring to other County officials) to see how busy she is
so that they know that she needs to stay down here.” Audit staff followed up by asking the individual,
“You could have taken on workload, but that was intentionally withheld?” to which they responded, “Oh
yeah.”
When the Business Manager was asked about the use of overtime to insure that work was being
completed in a timely manner he replied, “Yes, some overtime was granted.” A review of time cards
from October 6, 2017 to March 22, 2018 show that a total of 5 ¾ overtime hours (1 ¾ hour by the
Business Manger & 4 hours by the Accounting Technician II) were utilized, despite being down one
position. When another staff member was asked if they had suggested that overtime be utilized to help
manage workload and catch up on work, they replied, “No, we weren’t supposed to do it. It wasn’t
authorized for Admin, period.” The Business Manager indicated that he knew how “the County” viewed
overtime and that is why it wasn’t utilized to a greater extent to manage workload. All Departments in
the County are given discretion as to when overtime is to be used. Davis County Personnel Policies and
Procedures #230 states that overtime is to be kept to, “the barest minimum commensurate with
the County's best interests. When overtime is necessary, compensatory time should be accrued
whenever possible to minimize budgetary impact. Supervisory personnel should organize their
department workloads to minimize overtime.” The Business Managers statements are not consistent
with a review of overtime usage by DCSO from 2015 to 2017. The data shows that the use of overtime
in DCSO has increased by over 180% or just over $500,000 in that time period. No evidence was
discovered during the audit that supports the idea that “the County” had restricted supervisory
discretion of overtime to manage the workload of the office.
9 - Written Response of the Business Manager
After being interviewed by Audit staff, the Business Manager provided a written statement regarding
the challenges he and his staff faced with the transition of staff as directed by the Davis County
Commission on December 1, 2017. To provide full disclosure of this issue, the complete written
statement of the Business Manager has been provided as Attachment A. Also included in the
attachment is a written response with documentation prepared by the Chief Deputy of Audit/Finance
who was assigned to oversee the transition of DCSO Finance Division staff to the Clerk/Auditor’s office.
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Recommendations:
1. Appropriate Disciplinary Action
Key members of the DCSO Finance Division, primarily the Business Manager and Accounting Technician
II failed to perform their core responsibilities related to the handling and safeguarding of inmate and
County funds. Due to this failure, over $125,000 of funds were exposed to risk of loss, fraud and
inaccurate accounting. To adequately resolve this issue, appropriate disciplinary action should be taken
by Administration overseeing the positions. In this process, consideration should be given to Utah State
Statute 76-8-402 Misusing Public Money.
2. Cash Handling Policy & Procedure:
With the assistance of the Auditor’s office, DCSO should draft a comprehensive framework to handle
County and inmate funds. This framework should include:
1. Cash handling policies and procedures be reviewed to fully document the various ways inmate
funds are receipted and handled from intake to release of inmates.
2. Cash handling policy should identify appropriate controls including receipting, recording,
depositing, reconciling, and refunding. It should identify appropriate personnel to be involved in
the cash handling processes, what the scope of their responsibilities consist of, and address the
timing of when they should perform their responsibilities.
3. Policy and procedure that ensures all funds are receipted in compliance with Utah State Code to
receipt funds within three banking days.
4. Daily verification that all deposits are made with appropriate Davis County banking institutions
within three business days of receipt.
5. Restrict access to safes, drawers, and other areas for temporary monies storage within the
DCSO office.
6. Regular review and reconciliation of financial systems for accuracy and controls.
7. Create a log of checks and other funds received in the mail before delivering to finance staff to
deposit.
8. Establish separate bank account for inmate trust funds to be reconciled monthly.
9. Review assignments to appropriately balance work load.
10. Unobstructed access be given to the Auditor’s office for continuous monitoring to ensure audit
recommendations are implemented
3. Training
After a cash handling policy and procedure is established, a plan to provide training for all personnel
charged with cash handling responsibilities should be developed. The plan could include who is required
to attend required training. This would provide a forum for personnel to ask questions and receive
needed instruction. The Auditor’s office should provide this training to ensure that participants clearly
understand what is required to successfully comply with a new cash handling policy.
4. Commingling of DCSO and DCSEA Cease
The inappropriate relationship between DCSEA and DCSO should be severed immediately. DCSEA is not
a County governed entity, as a result, the funds and resources of DCSEA and DCSO must be separated in
all facets. Meaning, County employees should not participate in DCSEA duties while on County time. The
agreement which allows DCSEA to profit by stocking vending machines on County property should be
terminated, Davis County should receive all revenues from the operation of these machines in order to
offset the cost to taxpayers to run the Davis County Correctional Facility. DCSEA funds and resources
should not be comingled with County monies.
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4. Collection Practices of Debt from Current and Former Inmates:
During the course of the audit, inmate collection records were briefly reviewed. This review indicated
that further audit work is needed regarding the collection practices, the timeliness of collections and
accounting of funds collected. It is recommended that this audit work be conducted in consultation with
the Davis County Attorney’s Office.
Conclusion:
This report is intended to provide the Davis County Commission and Davis County Sheriff’s Office with
information to assist in taking appropriate corrective action. This report is also intended to provide law
enforcement with information that may be necessary to conduct a criminal investigation. Due to the
poor control environment, it is difficult if not impossible, to definitively state that all missing monies
have been identified and accounted for at this time. It is anticipated that additional audit work will be
conducted in the following months in order to further analyze other potential areas of weakness in the
DCSO financial practices.
Respectfully,

Curtis Koch, MBA, CGFM
Davis County Clerk/Auditor
CC:

Todd Richardson, Sheriff
Brent Peters, Under Sheriff
Arnold Butcher, Corrections Division Capitan
Troy Rawlings, Davis County Attorney
Neal Geddes, Chief Deputy Civil Attorney
Debra Alexander, Director Human Resources
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Response to Memorandum
April 27, 2018
The memorandum prepared by
deposits presently
experience working with

points to several circumstances that contributed to the late
. Please see responses below based on my
and Kevin Fielding on the transition of DCSO finance staff to the

A. I emphasized the need with
over multiple times that deposits were a priority and she
would have to let other work remain unfinished and that I went to the bank twice a week, generally on
Tuesdays and Fridays so the deposits were made in a timely manner per state law and that she needed
to deposit funds received in the same manner.
made similar statements to me during various transition discussions, leading our office to believe
eing made timely and at the
expense of other projects (payables, outside billing, etc.)
B.

maintained the core duties of depositing funds from the kiosk and receipted funds into the
inmate accounts since that was a higher priority that needed daily attention.
was still
overwhelmed; I recognized that and informed Kevin Fielding and Heidi Voordeckers of the same
was struggling with the work load placed upon her and I recognized that and informed both
Kevin Fielding and Heidi Voordeckers of my evaluation of the situation.
This is a correct statement, and I agreed with
on every occasion. I also suggested that he reassign
some of the responsibilities to the other Accounting Tech, Nicole Haley, since she had mentioned to
Curtis and me that there are times when she is bored and does not have enough work.
verified
this in a statement that Nicole was a great employee and even sought out additional work whenever
she had down time (this statement was in reference to Nicole applying to a vacancy in our office).
however, told me that assignments did not cross functional areas (responsibilities for DCSO
accounting and Corrections accounting were not co-mingled or cross trained).
since the vendor would be taking over responsibility for fixing machines, emptying them, and
depositing cash.
had told me in December that this takes up approximately 8-10 hours of her
time each week. With a scheduled transition date of February 1, 2018 given to me by
I had every
expectation that
would receive some relief in her workload since she would no longer be
gathering, reconciling, and counting kiosk funds.
Last, our office had no direct authority over the Accounting Technicians during this time period,
therefore had no control over the daily assignments made by
This is addressed in further detail
in item C.

C.

load. But the bottom line,
in my opinion, is that the main cause of the delays was the initial Commission decision to move people
thus causing delays in rehiring and manpower shortages in work assigned by the Commission to be the

On December 11, 2017 a meeting was held to discuss the directive issued by the Davis County
Commissioners and how best to implement the transition. In attendance were the Human Resources
Director, Davis County Commissioners, Sheriff, Undersheriff, Kevin Fielding,
the
Clerk/Auditor, and myself, among others. The key focus of this meeting was to determine the nature of
the DCSO staff re-assignment. It was the preference of DCSO to leave the finance staff onsite and have
them report remotely to the Clerk/Audito
(see email from
dated December 7, 2017, in
which he states 50-90% of their work would need to be done at DCSO offices).
Our office maintained that it would be difficult to provide adequate staff supervision remotely and
proposed to remodel the existing records vault into office space. We had met with facilities staff on
December 6, 2017 and were given an earliest possible remodel completion date of mid-late February
2018. The project could not begin until funds were appropriated on January 1, 2018.
It was decided in this meeting that the DCSO finance staff would be relocated once construction was
complete and that supervisory responsibility would transfer with the physical move. This agreement
was reiterated in a phone call to
and follow up email exchange between
myself, Kevin
Fielding, and Curtis Koch dated December 20, 2018 (attached). At no time was it proposed that the
Clerk/Auditor assume responsibility in advance of this date. On the contrary,
accused our office
of creating reporting confusion amongst his staff because we had reached out to one of the
Accounting Technicians in March, resulting in another meeting to discuss the transition held on March
7, 2018. In this meeting, a construction update was given and the April 2, 2018 move date was agreed
upon.
D.
audit revealed a known problem that they were not willing to help correct and it was their job to do so
effective J
B
we had every expectation that deposits were being made timely and
that other work would require catch-up at the time of the transition. The assertion that our office was
aware of the deposit delays is incorrect. If
was unaware of the volume of un-deposited funds
were only granted access on April 2, 2018.
Additionally, t
the DCSO Accounting Technicians functions prior to the current investigation that started on April 3,
2018. The statement that an audit was conducted and problems revealed is also incorrect.

The only recommendation made by our office was related to the cash handling of kiosk money
(referenced in the December 20, 2017 email), which was fulfilled when the vendor took over the
deposit of kiosk funds.
To conclude, multiple areas of Davis County Government have worked in earnest since December of 2017 to
accommodate this transition. This includes Human Resources, the Davis County Commissioners, the Budget
Committee, Facilities, the Clerk/Auditors Office, and DCSO. Rather than an unwillingness to help, our office
invested significant efforts reviewing processes with
Kevin Fielding, and the Accounting Technicians in
order to understand their expectations, determine which functions would remain at the DCSO office, and how
These
April 2, 2018.

Heidi Voordeckers
Chief Deputy of Audit and Finance

It should be noted that on several occasions in
incorrectly named Heidi (Heidi
Voordeckers) in places where he, clearly, could only have meant to name Nicole (Nicole Haley). Those
occasions are as follows:
Paragraph 3, Sentence 1 and Sentence 2
Paragraph 4, Sentence 3
Paragraph 5, Sentence 3
Heidi Voordeckers
Chief Deputy of Audit and Finance

Sheriff Leased Vehicle Report
Background/Scope:
Davis County entered into an agreement with Horse Power Fleet Services on June 7, 2016 for the lease
of a 2017 Chevrolet Tahoe for a period of twelve months or 34,000 miles, with a termination date of
10/31/2017. Davis County made a one-time payment of $3,500 to Horsepower in November 2016 for
the full contract amount.
According to the terms of the contract the vehicle is due to be turned in by October 31, 2017 however
as of November 1, 2017 the lease is over and the vehicle has not been turned in. Furthermore, the
vehicle registration is expired as of November 1st and should not be driven since it would violate the law,
especially by a law enforcement officer responsible for enforcing the law.
The following events have transpired related to the lease of a new vehicle for the Sheriff:
The Sheriff’s office did not include a line item for leased vehicles in the 2017 budget request
which should have been submitted in 2016 during the FY2017 annual budget meetings.
During the budget committee meeting held on April 10, 2017 a proposed budget change
submitted by the Sheriff’s Office for the lease of four vehicles was discussed, the proposed
change was denied by the committee.
Davis County Purchasing Manager Dax Teuscher verbally communicated to the Sheriff that the
budget change to lease four new vehicles had not been approved.
On July 25, 2017 Sheriff Richardson called Horsepower Fleet Services to place an order for his
2018 Chevrolet Tahoe with a bigger engine, leather, navigation, Z71 off road package, etc.
The sales representative (Tyler Loveridge) from Horsepower Fleet Services placed the order on
behalf of the Sheriff.
On August 31, 2017 Commissioner Smith held a meeting with the Sheriff and the Clerk Auditor
to clarify violations by the Sheriff’s Office related to purchasing and other county policies.
During this meeting the Sheriff was specifically instructed to work directly with the Clerk Auditor
to for all capital acquisitions including vehicle purchases.
It was unknown to the purchasing department that a replacement vehicle was ordered by the
Sheriff in July. Upon Request by the Clerk/Auditor, Dax Teuscher reached out to Tyler from
Horsepower via email and phone in September to determine the return/lease process of a
vehicle from Horsepower. At that time Dax discovered that Sheriff Richardson had already
submitted an order for a new Tahoe back in July.
In an effort to find out what was going on with leased vehicles from Horsepower Dax Teuscher
contacted Sheriff Richardson via email on October 30th to ask him if he has communicated with
Horsepower. The Sheriff replied, “I haven’t had any conversation with Horsepower, I was told
that your office would be handling the entire process”.
On October 30, 2017 Tyler from Horsepower called Dax to reiterate that Sheriff Richardson did
in fact order a vehicle but it would not be available until the middle of November.
On October 31st Dax Teuscher notified Sheriff Richardson that his currently leased vehicle needs
to be turned into Horsepower by October 31st according to the terms of the lease agreement.

Sheriff Richardson was also made aware that his vehicle registration will expire at end of day
October 31st and would need to be parked or turned back into Horsepower.
On November 1st Sheriff Richardson is still driving a vehicle with an expired lease and
registration.
On November 2nd Sheriff Richardson turned the 2017 Tahoe over to John Olson (Sheriff Office
Fleet Coordinator) to deliver the vehicle to Premier Vehicle Installation for removal of patrol
equipment.
Sheriff Richardson contacted Johnnie Miller (CEO of UCIP) sometime during the week of October
30th, to determine if UCIP would insure the 2018 Tahoe ordered from Horsepower if the vehicle
was acquired personally by the sheriff then equipped with patrol equipment.
As of November 11th Sheriff Richardson has not reached out to the County purchasing
department or Clerk/Auditor regarding the purchase of a replacement vehicle for himself.
A meeting has been scheduled by Purchasing for November 13th to discuss the resolution of the
acquisition of a new vehicle for the Sheriff. Invited attendees included the Clerk/Auditor, the
Sheriff, Commissioner Smith, Purchasing Manager, HR personnel, County Civil Attorney, Internal
Auditor, Captain Daily, Sheriff Office Vehicle Coordinator, and Under Sheriff Peters. All those
invited were in attendance at the meeting with the exception of Sheriff Richardson, who
showed up as the meeting was ending.
During the course of the meeting it was decided that the Sheriff needed a vehicle even though
his department failed to budget for it in FY2017 and FY2018. The Clerk/Auditor proposed two
solutions:
1. The county could order a patrol level Chevrolet Tahoe equipped with full lights and
other patrol equipment. Under this solution the county would continue to pay for fuel,
insurance, and maintenance of the vehicle.
2. Sheriff Richardson could take a vehicle allowance totaling $7,300 annually for the
personal acquisition of the vehicle of his choice. This allowance also includes the cost for
fuel, insurance, and maintenance. As a result the county would not be paying additional
funds for these items since they would be included in the annual allowance. In addition,
when the Sheriff travels outside the county on related business, mileage reimbursement
could be submitted by the Sheriff following the established procedure.
Davis County Purchasing Policy:
When acquiring capital assets such as vehicles, county purchasing policy requires the purchasing
department to handle the purchase. As part of the procurement process the following steps must be
followed:
Approval of capital purchase in the annual budget
Obtain a minimum of three quotes or bids unless item is acquired from a state purchasing
contract
Issuance of a PO by purchasing department once the vendor is selected
When a contract is involved (lease contract) approval by the County Commission is required
Payment to vendor performed by county auditor’s office on an approved voucher

Contractual Agreements:
According to financial policy 300 – Contracts and Agreements; “No binding contract shall be made or
entered into on behalf of or in the name of Davis County or a department of the County unless the
contract is in writing and has been approved by the County Commission and executed by the Chair of
the Commission or his or her designee”. Any agreements verbal or otherwise between Horsepower and
Sheriff Richardson are in violation of Davis County Code 2.56 and executed in violation of this policy will
be considered void.
Furthermore, “Any contract executed in violation of this policy and that is not ratified by specific action
of the County Commission may result in:
a. The personal obligation and liability for the contract of the officer, deputy, or employee of the
County who executed the contract, and/or;
b. Disciplinary action against the officer, deputy, or employee of the County who executed the
contract.”
Davis County financial policy 300 clarifies who has authority to enter into contracts with entities outside
the county. In this case Sheriff Richardson clearly did not operate within the bounds of this policy. By
assuming the unauthorized responsibilities of the purchasing department the Sheriff exposed the
County to unnecessary risk which also exposed himself to personal liability for any unauthorized
agreements executed.
Horsepower Fleet Services:
Horsepower is a small company based out of Moab, Utah that has found a loop hole within state
purchasing rules. According to Nick Hughes at the Utah State Purchasing office any and all political
subdivisions or nonprofit entities are eligible to purchase from state cooperative contracts. While
Horsepower does not fit into either of these categories they have identified a means of purchasing new
vehicles from state cooperative contracts. Horsepower is able to acquire new vehicles from state
contract as long as the new vehicle is registered in the name of a qualifying entity, such as a county. At
the end of the lease which is usually one year, Horsepower sells these vehicles for a profit.
The annual lease contracts issued by Horsepower poses a significant financial risk to Davis County. Due
to the terms of the lease contract if the vehicle is damaged the customer (Davis County) is responsible
to, “…Customer shall, at its sole, expense and cost, promptly repair the vehicle in a permanent manner
and in its same condition and working order as at the acceptance of the vehicle by the customer, using
only the best parts and materials that are available... If the vehicle is totally lost (including by theft) or
destroyed or if it becomes a constructive, agreed or compromised total loss, Customer shall promptly
pay Horsepower Fleet Services the purchase price of the vehicle (the “Termination Payment”); and until
such time as customer makes the termination payment, customer shall continue to be obligated to pay
the lease charges under and in accordance with section 2 hereof.”
In the event the Tahoe leased from Horsepower is totaled or deemed a total loss, Davis County would be
responsible to pay Horsepower the full purchase price of the vehicle. According to the CEO of UCIP that
could mean Davis County might incur a $15,000 or $20,000 liability for the portion of the vehicle UCIP
wouldn’t cover to fully compensate Horsepower for the purchase price of the Tahoe. Essentially Davis

County would be funding their own GAP insurance to cover the difference between what UCIP would
cover and the original purchase price due to Horsepower if the vehicle is deemed a total loss.

Vehicle Registration:
It was discovered that Horsepower Fleet Services filed the vehicle registration for the 2017 Chevrolet
Tahoe on behalf of Davis County. Normally this would be performed by the county purchasing manager
who has authority to act as an agent of the county. The problem here, Horsepower assumed authority
to act on behalf of the county without authorization. In this case, Sheriff Richardson did not have the
authority to make Horsepower an agent of the county.
To further complicate the registration issue, the primary reason Horsepower has been able to purchase
vehicles off of state contract at discounted pricing, is due to the fact that these vehicles are leased to
political subdivisions such as county’s for the duration of 12 months. At the end of this time the vehicles
are turned back over to Horsepower for resell. In this case, as a condition of purchase the vehicles have
to be registered to the county which gives the appearance that the vehicle is owned by Davis County. At
this time it is unclear whether this lease arrangement between Horsepower and political subdivisions
such as county’s is above board and completely ethical. In addition, the leased vehicles from
horsepower also require Insurance through UCIP or another like policy issued by a political subdivision.
Insurance by UCIP:
During an interview with Johnnie Miller (CEO from UCIP) he made it clear that UCIP was not comfortable
with specific language contained in Horsepower Fleet lease agreements. Of primary concern to Johnnie
was the following clause contained in section seven of the Horsepower contract: “If the vehicle is totally
lost (including by theft) or destroyed or if it becomes a constructive, agreed or compromised total loss,
customer shall promptly pay Horsepower Fleet Services the purchase price of the Vehicle…” Due to the
risk of financial loss which a county might encounter if one of these leased vehicles is totaled the CEO of
UCIP advised the county to consider other options, lease or purchase options from a different vendor as
an alternative. In addition, while addressing the sheriff’s association, Johnnie Miller warned the
participants of the risks of leasing from horsepower then urged the Sheriff’s in attendance to consider
other purchase or lease options.

Key Findings:
1. Purchases of vehicles and all other capital expenditures require approval by the budget
committee prior to ordering and acquisition. This process was not followed as described in both
the county budget and purchasing policies.
2. All contracts between Davis County and outside entities must be approved by the County
Commission or designee. In order for the contract to be binding it must be executed in writing.
The verbal agreement between Sheriff Richardson and Horsepower Fleet Services is in violation
of Davis County Code, therefore any contract executed in violations of financial policy 300 shall
be considered void.

3. Davis County Sheriff, Todd Richardson, engaged in deceptive purchasing practices by going
around the county purchasing department to order a new 2018 Chevrolet Tahoe from
Horsepower Fleet Services on July 25, 2017. By doing so Sheriff Richardson made false
representations to Horsepower that he was authorized to order and acquire a new vehicle. In
addition, the above mentioned actions of Sheriff Richardson are in violation of a written
reprimand issued by the Davis County Commission to the Sheriff in March 2017.
4. If Davis County enters into an agreement to lease another vehicle from Horsepower, significant
financial liability will be incurred to fully insure the replacement cost of a 2018 Tahoe in the
event of a total loss. Such an event would not be covered by UCIP, the burden for gap insure lies
with Davis County.

Key Recommendations:
1. Allow Sheriff Richardson to amend his 2017 or 2018 budget to make room for the purchase of a
patrol level Chevrolet Tahoe which would cost approximately $34,800 for the vehicle and
another $6,000 to equip it with lights and patrol gear. Once the budget is amended and
approved by the budget committee the County Purchasing Manager could place an order using
the state cooperative contract prices for a PPV Chevrolet Tahoe. However, the build date may
have been exceeded which would make the order of the Tahoe delayed into budget year 2018.
2. Provide the Sheriff with the option to take an elected official personal - vehicle allowance.
However, under this scenario the Sheriff would be responsible to register, insure, and provide
his own fuel just like every other elected official. In addition, the Sheriff’s personal vehicle would
not be equipped with lights and other patrol equipment since it is a personal vehicle and not a
county owned patrol vehicle.
3. A formal written reprimand from the Davis County Commission should be issued to Sheriff
Richardson for violation of county policies which govern the budgeting, contracting, and
purchasing processes.
4. Reach out to the State Purchasing Office to notify them of potentially fraudulent business
practices engaged in by Horsepower Fleet Services.

Conclusion:
Davis County Purchasing provided Sheriff Richardson an opportunity to choose between two options.
The first option was to order a PPV level Tahoe with the addition of a few upgrades through state
purchasing contract from Young Chevrolet. The second, an option to receive a monthly vehicle stipend
for approximately $730 per month. Sheriff Richardson choose the first option, so the Purchasing
Manager order a Chevrolet Tahoe for approximately $37,000.
A formal written reprimand was drafted by the Davis County Commission but was never issued to Sheriff
Richardson for his actions related to the violation of county purchasing policies in this situation. Further,
an investment brokerage firm named Merit Harbor Capital prepared a prospectus which identified Davis
County as a major customer who planned to lease 105 vehicles from Horsepower in 2018. This issue has
since been resolved and a write up of this issue has been addressed in a separate audit/review.

The Davis County Auditor’s Office also contacted multiple individuals at State purchasing to notify them
of suspicious activity engaged in by Horsepower that might not be in compliance with the state
purchasing rules. In response to the information provided to them they showed little interest in this
situation but did reach out to their approved vehicle vendors to warn them of any potential issues
related to deceptive purchasing practices. Through care analysis of this purchasing situation Davis
County leadership can feel comfortable that the correct course of action was taken by the
Clerk/Auditor’s Office to mitigate potential risks and further complications from conducting business
with an unethical vendor.

A REPORT
TO THE DAVIS COUNTY AUDIT COMMITTEE

An Audit of the Treasurer Cancel/Bounce Error
March 26, 2021

Curtis Koch
Davis County Clerk/Auditor
Blake Woodall
Internal Auditor
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Findings:
Based on the financial records of the County, the Auditor’s Office cannot validate any of the
explanations provided by the Treasurer’s office.
Based on a review of the RealTax computer system, the Auditor’s Office has reasonable assurance the
cancelled/bounced payment performed on parcel #
, cannot be attributed to a computer
system error. Please read Attachment E.
Based on the financial records and accounts of the County, the Auditor’s Office has reasonable
assurance that no money/funds are missing and the error can be attributed to a data entry mistake.
Owner of parcel #
were never delinquent in the payment of property taxes.
Their November 2017 payment should not have been canceled/bounced by the Treasurer’s Office 366
days after the being paid on time on November 15, 2017.
Had the
not discovered the issue, the error would have presented itself five years from the
erroneous cancel/bounce when the property would have been placed on the tax sale.
Parcel #
mentioned in the initial explanation (Attachment A) provided by the Treasurer’s
Office has no relation to the
error.
The owners of parcel #
did bounce a payment on 11/14/2018 and paid it again on
11/26/2018 including the returned check fee of $20. This transaction had nothing to do with the
property and is not relevant to the discussion as to why the
property tax payment
was incorrectly canceled/bounced.
The collectors account bank reconciliation for the month of November 2018 that was performed
monthly by Auditor’s Office, did not detect the erroneous bounce due to unreconciled bounced checks
related to personal property.
After the explanation provided in the first memorandum was found to be incorrect by the Treasurer
(Attachment B), a recommended fix to the error based on the initial explanation was implemented.
The suggested correction in Attachment A to remove the cancel/bounce from parcel #
by
abatement is not in accordance with state statute governing the abatement process. In order for an
abatement to apply the following criteria would have had to have been met:
Completed application by the property owner
Age verification (typically applicant has to be 66+)
Income verification (Income limit is in the mid $30K’s)
Ownership and residency requirements (they have to own and live in the home, etc.)
Application can only be submitted for the current tax year
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Risks:
The Treasurer’s Office does not have a comprehensive control structure to provide the necessary checks
and balances over their core functions and processes. This allows for super users that can carry out all
functions of the office without oversight by any other person.
Super user roles within the Treasurer’s Office enable staff to perform core business functions such as
cash receipting, recording, reconciling, and canceling/voiding transactions. An individual can have
complete control of transactions from beginning to end with little to no oversight, this allows problems
or errors to go undetected for months and even years.
Timely reconciliation by the Treasurer’s office is not being performed to prevent or detect errors.
The Treasurer’s Office is not structured to have adequate separation of duties or secondary review and
sign-off of transactions. This work is only performed 30 or more days after month end closing when the
Auditor’s Office is provided the unreconciled account information.
By not following state statue in the application of abatements, additional opportunities are created to
conceal transactions that are made in error or fraud.
As demonstrated by the events above, the current operating procedures of the Treasurer’s Office allow
for the voiding of valid payments/transactions, which creates an opportunity for fraud and abuse of tax
payer funds.

Recommendations:
The Treasurer’s Office should implement a holistic-comprehensive system of internal controls. In order
to do this, start by identifying the core business processes and the roles/responsibilities of staff
members within those processes. As part of the control environment consider activities designed to
prevent, detect, or correct errors and fraud. Controls activities might include, separation of duties,
timely reconciliation or transactions, reviews and signoff, secondary reviews, and other activities
designed then implemented by department management.
The role of super users that can complete an entire transaction process from beginning to end should be
eliminated. This should be done by identifying incompatible duties such as processing or posting a
transaction then also canceling/bouncing the same transaction.
The Treasurer’s Office should develop a plan to reconcile transactions timely, some transactions may
need to be reviewed and reconciled daily while other transactions could be reconciled weekly.
Timeliness of reconciling transactions are critical to identifying and correcting errors.
The monthly bank reconciliation of the Tax Collectors bank account performed by the Auditor’s office
should be a review that all transactions tie out and that appropriate supporting documentation exists.
Prior to the review and reconciliation of the Collector Account by the Auditor’s office, the Treasurer’s
office must review the data to identify and correct incomplete or missing transactions.
Abatements should only be recommended and used when necessary and within the bounds of state
statute.
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In order to provide the appropriate control structure in the office, it may be appropriate to increase staff
and/or technical expertise in the office.

Conclusion:
The 2017
property tax payment for $2,263.81 on parcel #
should not have been
manually canceled/bounced. It appears the
have been made whole and were able to
successfully complete the refinance of their property. While this series of events illustrates significant
control weaknesses that failed to prevent, detect, or correct this error, these events also provide
opportunity for improved processes. The Auditor’s Office is happy to assist with review of the design
and implementation of proposed recommendations as needed.
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