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Tulsa CountyTulsa County
Division of Court ServicesDivision of Court Services

Special Audit ReportSpecial Audit Report
July 1, 1999 July 1, 1999 –– May 31, 2004May 31, 2004

Audit Summary:
Of the $109,613.37 in receipts issued for cash we could only identify deposits 
in the amount of $66,383.19.  It appears that $43,230.19 was not deposited into 
the Court Services accounts and may be in violation of 19 O.S. § 641.  Page 2.  

We identified instances where receipts were issued for checks and money 
orders and we could not identify where they were deposited.  We also noted 
instances where items were deposited that we could not locate receipts for.  
Additionally we identified one (1) instance where a receipt for a money order 
was voided but the money order was deposited.  We noted significant gaps in 
receipt numbers as well as receipts being issued out-of-sequence.   Pgs 2-5.

It appears that receipted money was used for cash purchases of equipment, 
services and lunches rather than being deposited in accordance with 19 O.S. § 
682 and 62 O.S. § 517.3B.  Page 7.

Deposits were not made daily as required by 19 O.S. § 682 and 62 O.S. §
517.3B.  Page 5 & 6.

We noted receipts in the amount of $4,607.08, including $132.50 in sales tax, 
for purchases made by cash or employee credit cards and reimbursed from the 
collection of monitoring fees. No inventory was maintained for those items. 
Page 7 & 15.

We noted, during purchase order testing, instances where items were ordered 
prior to encumbrance, an invoice was created, questionable items were 
purchased and the same invoice was used for two (2) separate purchase orders.  
Page 8.

We were unable to establish the authority for the collection of fees from the 
monitoring programs.   Court Services was unable to provide any 
documentation setting forth the fee rates to be charged for the monitoring 
programs.  Page 13.

The majority of the defendant files lacked sufficient documentation to 
determine the balances owed with any degree of reliability.  Based on our 
calculations of twenty (20) test cases, it appears that in one (1) case the 
defendant may have overpaid and seven (7) cases were closed indicating that 
the fees were paid when it appears they have not been paid.  Pages 9-12.

The Board of County Commissioners entered into contracts with two vendors 
for periods exceeding one fiscal year.   Pages 16-18.

JJEFF A. EFF A. McMcMAHAN, CFEMAHAN, CFE
OKLAHOMA OFFICE

OF THE

STATE AUDITOR & INSPECTOR

Why the audit was performed

The Tulsa County District Attorney

requested the audit pursuant to
74 O.S. 2001 § 212(H).

To view a copy of the entire report, please visit our website at:  www. sai.state.ok.us.
If you have questions or would like to contact our office, please call (405) 521-3495.
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Audit Summary:

A total of $824,012.90 was paid to BI Incorporated and ProTech Monitoring 
Inc. for electronic monitoring services.  Page 22.

BI Incorporated and ProTech Monitoring Inc. provided electronic monitoring 
services for five (5) years and four (4) years, respectively.   It appears there 
were no contracts or resolutions renewing the contracts for some of these years. 
Pages 18 & 19.

Court Services appears to have been funded in part by sales tax collections, the 
intended purpose of the sales tax collections, from the ballot, states, in part, 
“[For the] purpose of acquiring a site and erecting, furnishing, equipping, 
operating, maintaining, remodeling and repairing a County Jail and other 
detention facilities owned or operated by Tulsa County[…]”.  Pages 23 & 24.

Two employees were paid for compensatory time.  It appears that both 
employees were classified as exempt and it appears they were compensated in 
violation of Tulsa County Employee Policies and Procedures.  Pages 24 & 25.
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