
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MONROE CITY COURT 

AUDIT REPORT 
ISSUED AUGUST 25, 2004



LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 
1600 NORTH THIRD STREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 94397 

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA  70804-9397 
 

LEGISLATIVE AUDIT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
REPRESENTATIVE EDWIN R. MURRAY, CHAIRMAN 
SENATOR J. “TOM” SCHEDLER, VICE CHAIRMAN 

 
SENATOR ROBERT J. BARHAM 

SENATOR JOE MCPHERSON 
SENATOR WILLIE L. MOUNT 

SENATOR BEN W. NEVERS, SR. 
REPRESENTATIVE RICK FARRAR 

REPRESENTATIVE CEDRIC RICHMOND 
REPRESENTATIVE T. TAYLOR TOWNSEND 
REPRESENTATIVE WARREN J. TRICHE, JR. 

 
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

STEVE J. THERIOT, CPA 

 
DIRECTOR OF FRAUD AND ABUSE AUDIT 

DARYL G. PURPERA, CPA 
 
 

Under the provisions of state law, this report is a public document.  A copy of this report has been 
submitted to the Governor, to the Attorney General, and to other public officials as required by 
state law.  A copy of this report has been made available for public inspection at the Baton Rouge 
office of the Legislative Auditor and at the office of the parish clerk of court. 
 
 
 
This document is produced by the Legislative Auditor, State of Louisiana, Post Office Box 94397, 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397 in accordance with Louisiana Revised Statute 24:513.  Nine 
copies of this public document were produced at an approximate cost of $21.51.  This material 
was produced in accordance with the standards for state agencies established pursuant to R.S. 
43:31.  This report is available on the Legislative Auditor’s Web site at www.lla.state.la.us.  When 
contacting the office, you may refer to Agency ID No. 2122 or Report ID No. 04102075 for 
additional information. 
 
 
In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance relative to 
this document, or any documents of the Legislative Auditor, please contact Wayne “Skip” Irwin, 
Director of Administration, at 225/339-3800. 

 
 



OFFICE OF 
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9397 

 
 
 

1600 NORTH THIRD STREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 94397 

TELEPHONE:  (225) 339-3800 
FACSIMILE:    (225) 339-3870 

www.lla.state.la.us 
STEVE J. THERIOT, CPA 
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

August 25, 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
HONORABLE TAMMY LEE, 
  ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE, 
  AND FELLOW JUDGES 
MONROE CITY COURT 
Monroe, Louisiana 
 
We have audited certain transactions of the Monroe City Court.  Our audit was conducted in accordance 
with Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes.  Our audit was performed to determine whether expense 
reports were filed in a timely manner and if probation fees are collected and properly deposited. 
 
Our audit consisted primarily of inquiries and the examination of selected financial records and other 
documentation.  The scope of our audit was significantly less than that required by Government Auditing 
Standards; therefore, we are not offering an opinion on the Monroe City Court’s financial statements or 
system of internal control, nor assurance as to compliance with laws and regulations.  Also, as part of our 
audit, we applied our Checklist of Best Practices in Government to the procedures and practices of the 
Monroe City Court. 
 
The accompanying report presents our findings and recommendations as well as management’s response.  
Copies of this report have been delivered to the Monroe City Court; the Honorable Jerry Jones, District 
Attorney for the Fourth Judicial District of Louisiana; and others as required by law. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Steve J. Theriot, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 
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City Court Travel Expenditures 
 
The Monroe City Court (Court) is, as are all public bodies, prohibited by the Louisiana Constitution1 from 
loaning funds to its employees.  The Court, however, may have violated provisions of the constitution by 
advancing funds to employees to cover travel expenses and then allowing the employees to charge those 
same expenses to the Court’s credit card.  The constitution may have been violated when the Court failed 
to adopt a policy defining the time an employee has to file an expense report and repay any unused, 
advanced funds or other funds due to the Court.  Not tracking the return of the public funds or paying for 
the same expenses twice could be considered unauthorized loans or donations. 
 
Unauthorized Use of Court Credit Card 
 
The Monroe City Court adopted En banc Order 00-EB5 in July 2000, which stated that all travel expenses 
incurred by the judges and staff of the Court are governed by the travel policy of the Supreme Court of 
Louisiana.  The Order also stipulates that the judges and staff shall follow the per diem rates set annually 
by the Supreme Court. 
 
During the period January 2001 through December 2003, Monroe City Court judges charged $4,503 to 
the Court’s credit card for travel expenses after receiving travel advances thus receiving duplicate 
payment for the same expenses.  Of this amount, Judge Tammy Lee charged $3,978 and Judge Daryl Blue 
charged $524. 
 
Judge Lee received advances totaling $4,479.  After receiving these advances, Judge Lee charged $3,978 
to the Court’s credit card, thereby receiving duplicate payment for the same expenses.  Judge Lee 
reimbursed the Court $1,672 of the duplicate payments more than 60 days after completion of the trips 
and $2,306 of the duplicate payments more than 180 days after completion of the trips. 
 
Judge Blue received a $1,384 advance.  After receiving the advance, Judge Blue charged $524 to the 
Court’s credit card.  Of this amount, $389 was duplicate payment for the same expenses.  Judge Blue 
reimbursed the Court the $389 duplicate payment 60 days after completion of the trip. 
 
Untimely Filing of Expense Reports 
 
The travel policy adopted in En banc Order 00-EB5 does not define specific time requirements for 
submitting expense reports.  As a result, employees of the Court have not submitted expense reports or 
reimbursed the Court in a timely manner.  For travel occurring during the period June 1999 through 
December 2003, Judges James Smith, Tammy Lee, Daryl Blue, and Scott Leehy reimbursed the Court 
$8,669 for expenses more than 30 days after returning from travel.   
 

                                                      
1 Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution provides, in part, that except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds, credit, property, or 
things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be loaned, pledged, or donated to or for any person, association, or corporation, public or 
private. 
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Of the $8,669, Judge Lee reimbursed $7,685 in the following manner: 
 

• $2,234 was reimbursed more than 30 days after returning from travel. 

• $1,024 was reimbursed more than 90 days after returning from travel. 

• $564 was reimbursed more than 120 days after returning from travel. 

• $3,863 was reimbursed more than 180 days after the end of travel. 
 
The remaining $984 was reimbursed by Judge Blue ($732), Judge Smith ($162), and Judge Leehy ($90).  
Judge Blue reimbursed the Court $269 more than 30 days after retuning from travel and $463 more than 
60 days after returning from travel.  Judge Smith reimbursed the Court more than 30 days after returning 
from travel.  Judge Leehy reimbursed the Court more than 180 days after returning from travel. 
 
Unauthorized Use of Rental Cars for Travel 
 
Part G, Section 1(c)(1) of the Supreme Court’s travel policy provides, in part, that the use of a rental 
vehicle is limited to situations where it is the most economical means of travel or unless there are 
extraordinary circumstances.  This policy also provides that reimbursement for rental vehicles is to be 
limited to the rental cost of a mid-size automobile. 
 
During the period June 2001 through December 2002, Judge Smith, Judge Lee, and Judge Leehy rented 
vehicles on 14 occasions at a total cost of $5,013.   
 

• Judge Smith rented vehicles on eight occasions at a total cost of $2,949.  Of this amount, 
$114 was for two days of usage beyond days necessary for Court travel and $678 was for 
upgrading rental vehicles from mid-sized to luxury, SUV, premium, or full-sized.  

• Judge Lee rented vehicles on five occasions at a total cost of $1,818.  Of this amount, $443 
was for eight days of usage beyond days necessary for Court travel and $156 was for 
upgrading rental vehicles from mid-sized to SUV, premium, or full-sized. 

• Judge Leehy rented a vehicle at a total cost of $246.  Of this amount, $20 was for 
upgrading the rental vehicle from mid-sized to SUV. 

 
Had theses judges complied with the Court’s travel policy, renting a vehicle would have been more 
economical in three of the 14 situations. 
 
Probation Office 
 
As of March 31, 2004, there were 828 probation cases in the Monroe City Court’s computer system.  
Each of these cases is supposed to be assigned to one of the two probation officers employed by the  
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Court.  The probation officers are required to ensure that probationers complete all requirements of 
probation.2  In doing so, the probation officers are supposed to maintain files for each probationer 
documenting compliance with court ordered conditions.  The probation officers are also responsible for 
ensuring that each probationer is paying his/her monthly fee.  
 
Probation Officers Not Documenting Case Monitoring 
 
The probation office does not have written policies and procedures specifying the required contents of a 
probation case file.  Certain documentation is necessary to enable a probation officer to properly monitor 
a probationer and document compliance with judicial orders.  These documents include the judgment 
listing the conditions of probation, personal contact information, fee payment history, payment receipts, a 
list of completed probation conditions, and a case history sheet. 
 
Our review of the 828 probation cases revealed that 310 files contained no documentation indicating the 
probation officer assigned to the case, worked or was actively working the case.  In addition, 49 cases are 
unassigned.  The remaining 469 case files contained at least some documentation indicating the probation 
officer was working or had worked the case.  Of the 310 files containing no documentation, 53 are closed 
cases, 191 are active cases but have prescribed--the length of probation has passed but all conditions of 
probation have not been met, and 66 are active cases. 
 
Probation Fees Not Collected 
 
The 828 probation cases in the system amount to $234,070 in judicially ordered probation fees.  However, 
as of March 31, 2004, only $42,920 was collected in relation to these cases; $40,345 had not come due; 
and $28,270 was dismissed because of transfers, probation revocations, and defendants opting to serve 
time in jail.  The remaining $122,535 is distributed throughout the following cases: 
 

• $22,610 in closed cases 

• $61,520 in active cases that have prescribed 

• $31,955 in active cases 

• $6,450 in pending, inactive, and cases with recalled bench warrants 
 
Lack of Judicial Review 
 
According to Judge Lee, Judge Leehy, and Judge Blue, judicial approval must be given before any 
probation condition is waived.  None of these judges have given probation officers the authority to waive 
fees or close cases without judicial approval.  However, in 22 instances, probation officers waived fees 
without judicial approval and in 11 instances closed cases unsatisfactorily--some condition of the 
probation was not fulfilled at the time the case was closed.  
 

                                                      
2 LA. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 1997-179 interprets Louisiana law to require that probation officers perform all duties required or ordered by the court. 
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The judges explained that there are times when a probation officer has to make a decision as to whether to 
revoke someone’s probation or recommend closing the case.  In these instances, the probation officer 
should communicate with the judge before a decision is made thereby assuring proper judicial approval.   
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The Monroe City Court judges should exercise greater control and scrutiny over the use of Court funds.  
The clerk of court should have final review of all payments to ensure that the payments are necessary and 
in compliance with Louisiana law.  In addition, the Court should: 
 

• Review the provisions of the Louisiana Constitution regarding loaning of public funds and 
ensure all payments are for an allowable purpose 

• Cease allowing the use of the Court’s credit card for travel expenses that have been 
advanced to Court employees for the same expenses 

• Adopt a formal travel policy stipulating the time limit allowed in submitting expense 
reports and train all Court employees on this policy 

• Ensure Court employees are following the requirements governing rental car usage for 
travel including car size and authorized usage dates 

• Document extraordinary circumstances requiring the use of a rental vehicle when it is not 
the most economical method of travel 

 
Court funds should be used in an effective manner.  The Court should ensure that an adequate review of 
travel is made before expending Court funds to ensure that all expenditures are an effective use of these 
dollars. 
 
The Court should exercise greater communication and supervision over the probation officers and the 
authority they have in monitoring probation cases.  The Court should also adopt written policies and 
procedures to provide probation officers with a clear understanding of their responsibilities and authority 
in supervising probation cases to include the following: 

• A description of the required contents of a probation case file 

• A description of the probation fee collection policy and practices 

• Required notification to the Court of any probationer that is failing to meet the conditions 
of his/her probation 

 
In addition, the Court should: 
 

• Communicate on a regular basis with the probation officers concerning problematic cases, 
and advise the officers in discretionary matters 

• Review probation cases on a regular basis to ensure that officers are adequately supervising 
their case loads 

• Ensure probation officers receive adequate supervision 
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Monroe is located in Ouachita Parish in northeast Louisiana and has a population of 53,107.  The Monroe 
City Court consists of three independently elected judges and has a support staff of approximately thirty 
employees.  The three judges alternate on a monthly basis in handling civil, criminal/traffic, and juvenile 
cases.  The Court is comprised of several divisions that provide the necessary support to the judges, legal 
community, and the residents of Monroe in Wards 3 and 10.  These divisions are Civil, Criminal/Traffic, 
Juvenile and Probation.  Each judge is elected to a six-year term.  The Court is fiscally dependent on the 
City of Monroe for office space, courtrooms, and related utility costs, as well as partial funding of salary 
costs.   

 
The Probation Office promotes public safety by providing supervision of the misdemeanor criminal, 
traffic and DWI offenders referred to the division by the judges of Monroe City Court.  The division 
employs two full-time probation officers who are responsible for ensuring that defendants comply with 
the probation conditions outlined by the judges.   
 
The legislative auditor received allegations of possible improper travel reimbursements and advances at 
the Court.  In addition, the auditor received allegations regarding possible misappropriation of funds in 
the Probation Division. The procedures performed during this audit consisted of the following: 
 

(1) interviewing employees of the Court; 
 
(2) applying our Checklist of Best Practices in Government; 
 
(3) examining selected records of the Court; 
 
(4) performing observations and analytical tests; and 
 
(5) reviewing applicable Louisiana laws. 
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As part of our audit, we applied our Checklist of Best Practices in Government and noted certain matters 
we want to bring to the attention of the Court for consideration.  We offer the following comments and 
suggestions regarding the Court’s lack of written policies and procedures: 
 

1. Purchasing:  The Court uses two purchasing systems--internal purchasing and through the 
City of Monroe.  The City requires purchase requisitions and purchase orders so Court 
personnel submit the required documentation.  For those purchases made internally, the 
Court does not require or use purchase requisitions or purchase orders to aid in the 
purchasing function.  The Court should adopt a written purchasing policy to include the use 
of purchase requisitions and purchase orders.  This policy should also ensure that proper 
approval is obtained before expending funds.  In addition, the Court should review each 
purchase to determine if it is in the best interest of the Court. 

2. Budgeting:  Written policies and procedures should be established that will provide 
guidelines necessary in managing the Court’s budget.  A written budget policy containing 
detailed procedures for preparing, adopting, monitoring, and amending the budget will 
provide compliance with Louisiana Revised Statutes (R.S.) 39:1301-1315. 

3. Financial Reporting:  The Court does not have written policies and procedures for the 
production of financial statements.  The Court should adopt written policies and procedures 
that provide the nature, extent, and frequency of reporting financial information to 
management and the governing body.   

4. Disbursements:  Written procedures are necessary to provide a clear understanding of what 
should be done, how it should be done, who should do it, and when it should be done and 
that the procedures followed meet management’s expectations.  The Court should develop 
procedures to ensure that funds are disbursed in a manner consistent with expectations and 
to ensure that disbursements are for the benefit of the Court.  This policy should also 
provide for adequate documentation to support each disbursement, including the business 
purpose. 

5. Credit Cards:  Written policies and enforced procedures that provide guidance for the 
business use and supporting documentation of credit cards should be established.  The 
credit card statement alone does not provide sufficient documentation of individual 
purchases.  The Court should require detailed documentation of each credit card purchase. 

6. Cellular Phones:  The Court pays the bills for the judges’ personal cellular phones 
regardless of whether the calls are personal or business related.  Judges are required to 
reimburse the Court any amount that exceeds $250.  The Court should commit to writing 
its policies and procedures for the business use of personal cellular phones after reassessing 
the reasonableness of its reimbursement threshold.  This policy should require that 
(1) judges/employees who submit a cellular phone bill to the Court for reimbursement 
review their monthly bills and identify business calls made or received; (2) reimburse 
judges/employees at a standard rate for each minute, for business calls; and (3) require 
review of the monthly bills for propriety and reasonableness of phone usage. 
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7. Payroll and Attendance Records:  Although the City of Monroe is responsible for the 
processing of the Court’s payroll and for maintaining employee personnel files, the Court 
should commit to writing its established policies and procedures to ensure adequate 
documentation of the payroll and attendance processes.  Documentation should include 
time reports indicating hours worked, time report approval by management, and records 
accounting for sick and vacation leave earned and used.   

8. Investments:  Written policies and procedures should be adopted that detail and clarify the 
Court’s investment objectives; define acceptable investment type, risk and liquidity; and 
state the procedures and constraints necessary to reach those objectives.  This will ensure 
compliance with R.S. 33:2955, which also states that the Court’s excess cash be invested. 
In addition, the Court should establish written procedures for ensuring that bank balances 
and investments are adequately secured to comply with R.S. 39:1221 and 39:1225.  

9. Capital Assets:  The Court should establish a written capitalization policy for recording 
capital assets in compliance with R.S. 24:515.  Capital asset records should include a 
description of the asset, year of acquisition, method of acquisition, funding source, cost or 
estimated cost, salvage value, estimated useful life, and the function that uses the asset.   

10. Records:  The Court does not have a formal records retention schedule but does maintain 
records for at least three prior years.  The Court should develop a records retention 
schedule and seek approval of the schedule from the Louisiana Secretary of State. 

11. Ethics:  Louisiana law requires compliance with the Louisiana Code of Governmental 
Ethics, Title 42 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes.  In addition to adopting a written ethics 
policy, the Court should require annual certification letters from judges and employees 
attesting to their compliance with the law. 

12. Information Systems:  Written policies and procedures including Internet access; files that 
can and cannot be downloaded from the Internet; and identifying critical and noncritical 
data should be established by the Court.  Although the Court backs up files daily and stores 
these files offsite, it should also have a written back-up contingency and recovery plan in 
the event of a disaster and test the disaster recovery process at least annually. 
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