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I EMNT

STATE OF OKLAHOMA
OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR AND INSPECTOR

JEFF A, MclMAHAN
Slate Auditor and Inspector

May 25, 2007
TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE INDIGENT DEFENSE SYSTEM
Transmitted herewith is the agreed-upon procedures report for the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System. The Office
of the State Auditor and Inspector is committed to serving the public interest by providing independent oversight
and by issuing reports that serve as a management tool to the State. Our goal is to ensure a government that is

accountable to the people of the State of Oklahoma.

We wish to take this opportunity to express our appreciation to the agency’s staff for the assistance and cooperation
extended to our office during the course of our engagement.

Sincerely,

Staté Auditor and Inspector

2300 Morth Lincoin Boulevard « Room 100 Siate Capitol « Oklahoma City, OK 73105-4801 « (403) 521-3495 « Fax {405} 521-3426 « vww.sal stale.okus



Mission Statement

To provide indigents with legal representation comparable to that obtainable by those who can afford counsel and to
do so in the most cost-effective manner possible. The Oklahoma Indigent Defense System is responsible for
implementing the Indigent Defense Act by providing trial, appellate, and post-conviction criminal defense services
to persons judicially determined to be entitled to legal counsel at state expense.
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA

JEFE A MeMAHAN CFFICE OF THE AUDITOR AND INSPECTOR

State Auditor and Inspector

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by management of the Oklahoma
Indigent Defense System, solely to assist you in evaluating your internal controls over the receipt and disbursement
process, and in determining whether selected receipts and disbursements are supported by underlying records for the
period July 1, 2005 to December 31, 2006. This agreed-upon procedures enigagement was conducted in accordance
with standards applicable to aftestation engagements contained in Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of the
specified parties in this report. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures
described below either for the purpose for which this report has been requested or for any other purpose.

1. We compared the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System internal controls over receipts and disbursements
with the following criteria:

e Accounting duties were segregated by functions into those who initiate or authorize transactions;
those who execute transactions; and those who have responsibility for the asset, liability,
expenditure, or revenue resulting from the transaction;

Receipts were issued for cash and/or checks received;

Incoming checks were restrictively endorsed upon receipt;

Receipts not deposited daily were safeguarded;

Voided receipts were retained;

Receipts and disbursements were reconciled to Office of State Treasurer and Office of State
Finance records;

Disbursements wete suppotted by an original invoice;

Timesheets were prepared by employees and approved by supervisory personnel.

We noted that the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System depends on the county court clerks to remit the
appropriate amounts collected. The county court clerks do not report to the Oklahoma Indigent Defense
System what fees, if any, have been assessed for representation; therefore, Oklahoma Indigent Defense
System has no way of establishing or tracking receivable balances.

Title 22 § 1355.14 states in part:

A. At the time of pronouncing the judgment and sentence or other final order, the court shall order any
person represented by an attorney employed by the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System or a defense
attorney who contracts or volunteers to represent indigents pursuant to the provisions of the Indigent
Defense Act to pay the costs for representation in total or in installments and, in the case of installment
payments, set the amount and due date of each installment.

B. Costs assessed pursuant to this section shall be collected by the court cletk and when collected paid
monthly to the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System for deposit to the Indigent Defense System
Revolving Fund.

Oklahoma Indigent Defense System may not be receiving the total amount due the agency. We recommend

the agency continue to work with the county court clerks to develop a system of reporting costs assessed to
defendants and collections made by the county court clerks.
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Management Response:

OIDS has participated in the Oklahoma Bar Association’s Access o Justice Criminal Law Subcommittee
meetings, chaired by Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals Judge Gary Lumpkin, One of the
Subcommittec’s main projects has been to address the need for implementation of a uniform system to track
all fine, fee and cost collection and disbursement data throughout the state in order to improve the
administration of justice. The full Committee has made recommendations regarding implementing such a
uniform state-wide system to be forwarded to the newly-formed Oklahoma Access to Justice Commission,
created by the Oklahoma Supreme Court, for further consideration.

OIDS does not have the power, authority or resources to set up a separate system with the district court
clerks to track OIDS receivable balances. Routine audit procedures performed by the State Auditor and
Inspector’s Office in annual audits of the district court clerk offices conld determine if all collected
representation costs are being forwarded to OIDS.

With respect to the other procedures applied, there were no findings.

We randomly selected 20 deposits and:

e Compared the Treasurer’s deposit date to agency deposit slip date to determine if dates were
within one working day.

Examined receipts to determine if they were pre-numbered and issued in numerical order.

Agreed cash/check composition of deposits to the receipts issued.

Agreed the total receipts issued to the deposit slip.

Inspected agency receipts to determine whether receipts of $100 or more were deposited on the

same banking day as received.

» Inspected agency receipts to determine whether receipts of less than $100 were deposited on the
next business day when accumulated receipts equaled $100 or after five business days, whichever
occurred first.

o Inspected agency receipts to determine whether receipts were safeguarded.

* Compared the fund type to which the deposit was posted in CORE to the CAFR fund type listing
for consistency.

e Compared the nature of the deposit to the account code description to determine consistency.

During our inspection of the 20 deposits selected, we noted one deposit that was not listed and another
deposit that was incorrectly entered on the checks listing. A component objective of a good internal control
system is to present accurate records. A deposit not listed or recorded at an incorrect amount would affect
the reconciliation and would not match the OST “Monthly Agency Statement”, Also, the county would not
receive recognition of payment or would have the incorrect amount recognized. We recommend these
deposits to be entered on the checks listing at the correct amount.

Management Response:
The deposit listing error and omission have been corrected, and staff have been reminded to ensure that this
internal listing of receipts is reconciled to related documents.

With respect to the other procedures applied. there were no findings.

We randomly selected 60 vouchers and:
e Compared the voucher amount and payee to the invoice amount and payee;
e Compared the voucher amount and payee to the CORE system;
e Compared the fund type to which the disbursement was charged in CORE to the CAFR fund type
listing for consistency;
o  Compared the nature of the purchase to the account code description to determine consistency.

There were no findings as a result of applving the procedures.



4. We randomly selected 2 employees who appeared on the December 2006 payroll but not on the July 2005
payroll and observed the initial “Request for Personnel Action” (OPM-14) or equivalent form to determine
it was signed by the appointing authority.

There were no findings as a result of applyving the procedures.

5. We randomly selected 3 employees who appeared on the July 2005 payroil but not on the December 2006
payroll and:
o  Observed the final “Request for Personnel Action” (OPM-14) or equivalent form to determine it
was signed by the appointing authority.
o  Observed the main payroll funding sheet for the month subsequent to termination to determine
employee no longer appeared.

There wers no findings as a result of applving the procedures,

6. We randomly selected 7 employees whose gross salary at December 2006 had increased since July 2005
(excluding legislative pay raises) and observed the “Request for Personnel Action” (OPM-14) or equivalent
form to determine it was signed by the appointing authority.

There were no findings as a result of applying the procedures.

7. We randomly selected 13 employees from the December 2006 payroll and agreed the amount paid to the
“Request for Personnel Action” (OPM-14) or equivalent form that was in effect for December 2006,

There were no findings as a result of applying the procedures.

We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an examination or a review, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion or limited assurance on the cash, receipts and disbursements for the agency. Accordingly,
we do not express such an opinion or limited assurance. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters
might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management of the Oklahoma Indigent Defense System
and should not be used for any other purpose. This report is also a public document pursuant to the Oklahoma Open
Records Act (51 O.S. § 24A.1 et seq.), and shall be open to any person for inspection and copying.

May 25, 2007



