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Introduction and Laws

PREFACE

Governing Laws and

Regulations
Proviso 89.61

This 90 Day Programmatic Review and Financial Audit was
initiated as a result of the SC State Auditor’s Office audit
completed June 30, 2011. On March 12, 2013, the Director
of SOVA issued a letter to the County Administrative
Office and the Lee County Sheriff’s Department informing
them the State Office of Victim Assistance (SOVA) will
conduct a 90 Day Programmatic Review and Financial
Audit Follow up in regards to the State Auditor’s office
audit. The audit was conducted on April 17, 2013.

General Provision 89.61. (GP: Assessment Audit / Crime
Victim Funds) Effective July 1, 2011

If the State Auditor finds that any county treasurer, municipal
treasurer, county clerk of court, magistrate, or municipal court
has not properly allocated revenue generated from court fines,
fines, and assessments to the crime victim funds or has not
properly expended crime victim funds, pursuant to Sections
14-1-206(B)(D), 14-1-207(B}D), 14-1-208(B)D), and14-1-
211(B) of the 1976 Code, the State Auditor shall notify the
State Office of Victim Assistance. The State Office of Victim
Assistance is authorized to conduct an audit which shall
include both a programmatic reviews-en review and financial
audit of any entity or non-profit organization receiving victim
assistance funding based on the referrals from the State
Auditor or complaints of a specific nature received by the State
Office of Victim Assistance to ensure that crime victim funds
are expended in accordance with the law. Guidelines for the
expenditure of these funds shall be developed by the Victim
Services Coordinating Council. The Victim _ Services
Coordinating Council shall develop these guidelines to ensure
any expenditure which meets the parameters of Title 16,
Article 15 is an allowable expenditure.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court



Proviso 89.61(cont)

Any local entity or non-profit organization whe that receives
funding from wvietim-assistanee revenue generated from crime
victim funds is required to submit their budget for the
expenditure of these funds to the State Office of Victim
Assistance within thirty days of the budget-being-approved-by
the-leeal budget’s approval by the governing entity body of the
entity or non-profit organization. Failure to comply with this
provision shall cause the State Office of Victim Assistance to
initiate a programmatic review and a financial audit of the
entity’s _or non-profit organization's expenditures of victim
assistance funds. Additionally, the State Office of Victim
Assistance will place the name of the non-compliant entity or
non-profit organization on their website where it shall remain
until such time as they are in compliance with the terms of this

proviso. taedditien—any Any entity or non-profit organization
receiving victim assistance funding must cooperate and

provide expenditure/program data requested by the State
Office of Victim Assistance. If the State Office of Victim
Assistance finds an error, the entity or non-profit organization
has ninety days to rectify the error. An error constitutes an
entity or non-profit organization spending victim assistance
funding on unauthorized items as determined by the State
Office of Victims Assistance. If the entity or non-profit
organization fails to cooperate with the programmatic review
and financial audit or to rectify the error within ninety days,
the State Office of Victim Assistance shall assess and collect a
penalty of in the amount of the unauthorized expenditure plus
$1,500 against the entity or non-profit organization for
improper expenditures in—a—fiseal—year. This penalty plus
$1.500 must be paid within thirty days of the notification by
the State Office of Victim Assistance to the entity or non-profit
organization that they are in non- compliance with the
provisions of this proviso. All penalties received by the State
Office of Victim Assistance shall be credited to the General
Fund of the State. If the penalty is not received by the State
Office of Victim Assistance within ninety thirty days of the
notification, the political subdivision will deduct the amount of
the penalty from the entity or non-profit organization’s
subsequent fiscal year appropriation.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court



SC Code of Law
Title14

Courts — General Provisions

Collection/Disbursement of Crime Victim Monies at the
Municipal & County Levels: below is a brief synopsis of
applicable sections.

Sec. 14-1-206, subsection(s) A, B & D: A person who is
convicted of, pleads guilty or nolo contendere to, or
forfeits bond for an offense occurring after June 30, 2008,
tried in general sessions court must pay an amount equal to
107.5 percent of the fine imposed as an assessment. The
county treasurer must remit 35.35 % of the revenue
generated by the assessment imposed in general sessions to
the county to be used exclusively for the purpose of
providing direct victim services and remit the balance of
the assessment revenue to the State Treasurer on a monthly
basis by the fifteenth day of each month.

Sec. 14-1-207 Subsection(s) A, B & D: A person who is
convicted of, pleads guilty or nolo contendere to, or
forfeits bond for an offense occurring after June 30, 2008,
tried in magistrate’s court must pay an amount equal to
107.5 percent of the fine imposed as an assessment. The
county treasurer must remit 11.16 % of the revenue
generated by the assessment imposed in magistrate’s court
to the county to be used exclusively for the purpose of
providing direct victim services and remit the balance of
the assessment revenue to the State Treasurer on a monthly
basis by the fifteenth day of each month.

Sec. 14-1-208 Subsection(s) A, B & D: A person who is
convicted of, pleads guilty or nolo contendere to, or
forfeits bond for an offense occurring after June 30, 2008,
tried in municipal’s court must pay an amount equal to
107.5 percent of the fine imposed as an assessment. _The
county treasurer must remit 11.16 % of the revenue
generated by the assessment imposed in municipal court to
the county to be used exclusively for the purpose of
providing direct victim services and remit the balance of
the assessment revenue to the State Treasurer on a monthly
basis by the fifteenth day of each month.

Sec. 14-1-211 Subsection A, B, &D: A one hundred
dollar surcharge is imposed on all convictions obtained in
general sessions court and a twenty-five dollar surcharge is
imposed on all convictions obtained in the magistrate’s and
municipal court must be retained by the jurisdiction which
heard or processed the case and paid to the city or county
treasurer.
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SC Code of Law
Title14 (cont)

(B) Any funds retained by the county or city treasurer
must be deposited into a separate account for the exclusive
use for all activities related to those service requirements
that are imposed on local law enforcement, local detention
facilities, prosecutors, and the summary courts. These
funds must be used for, but are not limited to, salaries,
equipment that includes computer equipment and internet
access, or other expenditures necessary for providing
services to crime victims. All unused funds must be carried
forward from year to year and used exclusively for the
provision of services to the victims of crime.

All unused funds must be separately identified in the
governmental entity’s adopted budget as funds unused and
carried forward from previous years. (D) To ensure that
surcharges imposed pursuant to this section are properly
collected and remitted to the city or county treasurer, the
annual independent external audit required to be performed
for each municipality and each county must include a
review of the accounting controls over the collection,
reporting, and distribution of surcharges from the point of
collection to the point of distribution and a supplementary
schedule detailing all surcharges collected at the court
level, and the amount remitted to the municipality or
county.

The supplementary schedule must include the following
elements:

(a) All surcharges collected by the clerk of court
for the general sessions, magistrates, or
municipal court;

(b) The amount of surcharges retained by the city
or county treasurer pursuant to this section;

(¢) The amount of funds allocated to victim
services by fund source; and

(d) How those funds were expended, and any carry
forward balances.

The supplementary schedule must be included in the
external auditor’s report by an “in relation to” paragraph as
required by generally accepted auditing standards when
information accompanies the basic financial statements in
auditor submitted documents.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court



Introduction and Legislative

PRIOR AUDIT RESULTS

RESULTS IN BRIEF

Proviso 89.61 authorizes SOVA to conduct a 90 Day Follow
up audit which shall include both a programmatic review
and financial audit of any entity or non-profit organization
receiving victim assistance funding. This is based on the
referrals from the State Auditor or complaints of a specific
nature received by the State Office of Victim Assistance to
ensure that crime victim funds are expended in accordance
with the law. As noted, the State Auditor’s Office conducted
an audit of the Lee County Municipal Court on June 30,
2011. This report was received by SOVA on February 1,
2013.

This 90-Day Follow up Review for Lee County was
based on the SC State Auditor’s Office initial audit
findings and recommendations on June 30, 2011 (See
Appendix A).

SOVA Audit Objective was;
o To determine if all errors and recommendations

issued by the SC State Auditor’s Office were
adhered to as required by state laws and regulations.

No, Lee County did not correct all errors and
recommendations issued by the SC State Auditor’s Office.
The county did not reimburse the Victim Assistance Fund
for expenditures that were improperly charged and not
adequately supported by source documentation. Therefore,
any incomplete recommendations will be evaluated and
incorporated into the 90 Day Follow up audit that is
associated with Lee County’s initial SOVA audit if
warranted. Furthermore, it is recommended the County put
all currently implemented policies and procedures in a
written format.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court



Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

A. Sentencing Defendants

Did the Lee County Magistrate Court implement new
procedures to ensure defendants are sentenced in

accordance with state law as recommended in the State
Auditor’s audit dated June 30, 20117

Yes, Lee County Magistrate Court has implemented
procedures to ensure defendants are sentenced within the
allowable minimum and maximum requirements according
to the Judicial Bench Book. Each judge is required to have
this book available while court is in session. The Judicial
Bench Book can be found on the SC Judicial website with
the most current information to assist judges regarding the
sentencing guidelines as defendants are prosecuted in court.

SC Code of Law, Section 56-1-460(A)(1)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office State Auditor’s
report of Lee County Magistrate Court in Bishopville,
South Carolina dated June 30, 2011.

Municipal Association of South Carolina “Statewide Court
Case Management System Presentation”, SC Judicial
Department

During the review of the Lee County Magistrate Court
State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended that the Magistrate Court implement
procedures to ensure defendants are sentenced in
accordance with State law.

During their test of Magistrate Court collections and
remittance, it was noted on one instance in which the
magistrate did not sentence a defendant found guilty of
driving under suspension (license not suspended for DUI)
third offense in accordance with state law. The Chief
Magistrate stated that the deficiency was the result of an
oversight on the part of the Magistrate. The defendant was
sentenced to fifteen days of jail time and this is not in
accordance with state law.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court



Discussion Cont.

The Chief Magistrate was asked by SOVA if there were
any policies and procedures implemented to ensure that this
oversight does not occur again. At this time, SOVA was
informed verbally that the office makes it imperative that
all judges and office managers adhere to new policies and
procedures as set forth via communications received from
Court Administration.

During the audit, the Chief Magistrate stated Lee County
had implemented the Case Management System (CMS)
which has been very reliable in ensuring defendants are
sentenced within the allowable minimum and maximum
requirements. The Chief Magistrate was then asked if
newly implemented policies and procedures to ensure
defendants are sentenced properly were in written format.
The auditor was informed that there were no written
policies and procedures in place. The auditor provided
technical assistance and explained that by establishing and
maintaining written policies and procedures, it helps
prevent sentencing mistakes as it relates to ensuring
defendants are sentenced according to State laws. The
auditor recommended the Chief Magistrate develop written
policies and procedures to include but not limited to the
following:

e DProcedures for ensuring sentencing are in
accordance with State Law

e Process for noting now often judges and
management check the sentencing guidelines for
updates?

e Process for continuing to use the CMS system

Process for continuing to use the Judicial Bench
Book

The Chief Magistrate also stated each judge is required to
have the Judicial Bench Book available while in Court.

(Please refer to Recommendation A-1)

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Recommendation(s)
and Comments

A-1 It is recommend the Magistrate’s Office place all policies
and procedures currently in place into a written format
and share information with all necessary staff. It was also
recommended that these policies and procedures are
updated as needed. However, the objective has been
complied with by Lee County.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

B. Fees and Surcharges

Did the Lee County Magistrate Court implement new
procedures to ensure surcharges are properly assessed and
collected in accordance with State law as recommended in
the State Auditor’s audit dated June 30, 20117

Yes, Lee County Magistrate Court has implemented
procedures to ensure surcharges are properly assessed and
collected in accordance with State law by implementing the
Case Management System (CMS). The CMS system
ensures that all Fees and Surcharges are automatically
calculated; therefore, all assessments and collections are in
accordance with State law.

SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-212(A)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office State Auditor’s
report of Lee County Magistrate Court in Bishopville,
South Carolina dated June 30, 2011.

During the follow up review of the Lee County Magistrate
Court State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended that the Magistrate Court implement
procedures to ensure surcharges are properly assessed and
collected in accordance with State law. During the State
Auditor’s test and review of Magistrate Court collections
and remittance forms, it was noted on one instance where
the Court did not assess and collect the $25 law
enforcement funding surcharge and the $5 criminal justice
academy surcharge on a fraudulent check case. In most
cases, the charges are not assessed when a fine is not also
assessed (no fine was assessed on this fraudulent check
case); however, the South Carolina Court Administration
Fee Memorandum dated June 24, 2010 requires the
assessment and collection of these surcharges on fraudulent
check cases. In the June 30, 2011 State audit, the Clerk of
Magistrate stated the Magistrate did not impose the
surcharges.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

Recommendation(s)

During the SOVA 90 Day Follow up review conducted on
April 17, 2013, the Chief Magistrate stated Lee County has
implemented the CMS system which allows the judge to
make a ruling in court and as the defendant pay the bond,
the amount is put in the CMS system. The CMS system
then calculates the percentage assessments, pullouts and
surcharges required based on the type of offense. The CMS
system has been very reliable with ensuring all fees and
surcharges are automatically calculated and that
assessments and collections are in accordance with State
law. The CMS system provides a cost effective solution for
case management and the payment process. This system
has been implemented in all South Carolina Counties and a
number of local Municipalities.

The Chief Magistrate was then asked if newly implemented
policies and procedures to ensure surcharges are properly
assessed and collected were in a written format. The auditor
was informed that there were no written policies and
procedures in place. The auditor provided technical
assistance and explained that by establishing and
maintaining written policies and procedures, the County
prevents future calculated mistakes as it relates to ensuring
surcharges are properly assessed and collected according to
State Laws. The auditor then recommended that the Chief
Magistrate develop a written policies and procedures to
include but not limited to the following:

. Ensuring each Magistrate continues to use the CMS
system in calculating the required assessments,

pullouts and surcharges.

(Please refer to Recommendation B-1)

and Comments

B-1

It is recommend the Magistrate’s Office place all
policies and procedures currently in place into a written
format and share information with all necessary staff. It
was also recommended that these policies and
procedures are updated as needed. However, the
objective has been complied with by Lee County.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court

13



Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

C. Monthly Reports

Did the Lee County Magistrate Court implement new
procedures to ensure the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer’s
report is submitted in accordance with State law as
recommended in the State Auditor’s audit dated June 30,
20117

Yes, Lee County Magistrate Court has implemented
procedures that allow the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer’s
report to be submitted to the County Treasurer in
accordance with state law by ensuring the Clerk of
Magistrate’s Treasurer’s report is submitted by the 10th of
each month to the County Treasurer.

SC Code of Law, Section 22-1-90

SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-207(B)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office State Auditor’s
report of Lee County Magistrate Court in Bishopville,
South Carolina dated June 30, 2011.

Magistrate Court South Carolina Revenue Form dated
February 2012 — February 2013

During the review of the Lee County Magistrate Court
State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended that the Magistrate Court implement
procedures to ensure the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer’s
report is submitted to the County Treasurer in compliance
with State law. During their testing of the County’s State
Treasurer’s Revenue Remittance Forms (STRRF), they
noted six instances where the Clerk of Magistrate’s Office
did not submit the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer’s report
to the County Treasurer in accordance with State law. The
Clerk of Magistrate stated the Treasurer’s reports were
submitted late due to staff absences and training on the
State’s court accounting software.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

During the 90 Day Follow up, SOVA compared and
reviewed reporting requirements as set by the SC
Legislation. The reporting requirements for the
Magistrate’s Office, SC Code of Law, Section 22-1-90
states, “Every Magistrate shall, on the first Wednesday in
each month or within ten days thereafter, make to the
auditor and treasurer of his county a full and accurate
statement of all moneys collected”. The reporting
requirement for the County Treasurer is SC Code of Law
Section 14-1-207(B) which states “The County to remit the
balance of the assessment revenue to the State Treasurer on
a monthly basis by the fifteenth day of each month reports
form and in a manner prescribed by the State”.

The Chief Magistrate stated that prior reporting errors were
due to the Magistrate’s staff absences and or trainings
which resulted in the Clerk of Magistrate submitting the
Revenue from late to the County Treasurer. This caused the
County Treasurer to be non-compliant in submitting
STRRF to the State Treasurer’s Office in the timeframe
required by state laws. By comparing these two laws, it
shows there appears to be a conflict in the reporting
required timeframe. This means it is important for the
County Magistrate and Treasurer to communicate and
develop internal policies and procedures that will allow
both departments to remain compliant to all State law and
regulations.

The County Magistrate has implemented procedures in
which the Clerk of Magistrate’s Revenue form is submitted
to the County Treasurer by the 10th of each month. The
Chief Magistrate also stated they will implement
procedures to ensure a backup person is available to
complete the reports due to other staff absences and or due
to training. After reviewing the County monthly Revenue
forms dated February 2012 — February 2013, it appears that
submitting the Magistrate’s Revenue form by the 10" of
each month has allowed the County Treasurer to submit the
Revenue form to the State Treasurer’s Office by the 15" of
each month as required by SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-
207.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

Recommendation(s)
and Comments

C-1

In conclusion, the County Magistrate has implemented new
procedures to ensure the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer’s
report is submitted to the County Treasurer in accordance
with State laws along with having a backup person
assigned to submit the Revenue forms in case the
Magistrate is not available. However, these procedures are
not in written format. SOVA recommended the County put
these procedures in writing because it will help prevent
future noncompliance concerns in submitting reports to the
State Treasurer in a timely manner. It also improves
consistency and quality of work.

(Please refer to Recommendation C-1)

It is recommended the Magistrate’s Office prepare all
policies and procedures currently in place into a written
format and share information with all necessary staff. It
is also recommended that these policies and procedures
are updated as needed. However, the objective has been
complied with by Lee County.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

D. Timely Submissions

Did the Lee County Treasurer implement new procedures
to ensure the State Treasurer’s Revenue Remittance Forms
are submitted by the fifteenth day of each month in
compliance with State Laws as noted in the State Auditor’s
report dated June 30, 20117

Yes, the Lee County Treasurer has implemented procedures
to ensure the State Revenue Remittance Forms are
submitted by the 15th day of each month in accordance
with State law by working with the Chief Magistrate to
develop internal policies that would ensure the Clerk of
Magistrate’s Treasurer’s reports are submitted to the
County Treasurer by the 10th day of each month which
provides the Treasurer’s Office time to prepare and send
the STRRF to the State Treasurer’s Office by the 15" day
of the month.

SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-207(B)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office State Auditor’s
report of Lee County Magistrate Court in Bishopville,
South Carolina dated June 30, 2011.

Magistrate Court South Carolina Revenue Form dated
February 2012 — February 2013

During the review of the Lee County Magistrate Court
State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended that the County implement procedures to
ensure the STRRF are submitted by the fifteenth day of
each month in compliance with State law. During their
testing of the County’s State Treasure’s Revenue
Remittance Forms (STRRF), they noted on twelve
instances where the STRRF were not submitted to the
State Treasurer by the fifteenth day of each month as
required by State Law. All forms were submitted
approximately one month late.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

The County Treasurer stated the STRRF were submitted
late because the Magistrate Court submitted its monthly
Revenue forms late to the County Treasurer.

During the 90-Day Follow up, SOVA requested copies of
all State Treasurer’s Revenue Remittance Forms submitted
February 2012 - February 2013 from the County
Treasurer, According to the County Magistrate, Revenue
forms are submitted to the County Treasurer’s Office by
the 10th of each month to allow enough time for the
County Treasurer to submit the State Treasurer’s Revenue
Remittance Forms by the 15th day of each. A review of
the State Treasurer’s Revenue Remittance Forms
submitted by the County showed the changes made have
improved the reporting process.

During the State 90 Day Follow up review conducted on
April 17, 2013, the County Treasurer was not in
attendance but the Deputy Treasurer was in attendance.
However, the County Treasurer was contacted via phone
while the audit was being prepared and asked if he was
aware of the Magistrate Court’s newly implemented
procedure(s) to ensure Revenue forms are submitted by the
10th day of each month to the County Treasurer. The
County Treasurer stated that he was aware of the newly
implemented procedure(s) and the procedure(s) have been
very beneficial in getting reports submitted in accordance
with State Laws. The County Treasurer also stated that if
unable to complete the required reports, the Deputy
Treasurer is the backup to ensure the funds are submitted.

The auditor asked if newly implemented procedures for
ensuring the STRRF are submitted by the fifteenth day of
each month was in written format? The County Treasurer
confirmed they were not. The auditor then provided
technical assistance and explained that by establishing and
maintaining written policies and procedures the County
will help prevent future problems that may arise as it
relates to submitting STRRF to the State in a timely
manner.

(Please refer to Recommendation D-1)

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Recommendation(s)
and Comments

D-1 The recommendation at this time has been complied
with; however, SOVA further recommends the County
Treasurer’s Office put all current policies and
procedures into a written format and ensure this
information is shared with all necessary staff. The
County is to ensure all policies and procedures are
updated on an as needed basis.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

E. Clerical Errors

Did the Lee County Treasurer implement new procedures
to ensure all court collections are properly reported to the
State Treasurer in accordance with State Law as
recommended in the State Auditor’s Audit dated June 30,
2011? Also, did the County submit an amended STRRF to
correct the reporting errors?

Although the County Treasurer worked with the County
Magistrate to implement new procedures to ensure all
court collections are properly reported to the State
Treasurer Office, the County Treasurer did not submit
amended STRRF to the State Treasurer’s Office prior to
SOVA conducting the 90 Day Follow up review on April
17, 2013. However, during the course of preparing this
report, the County submitted documentation showing the
amended STRRF submission on May §, 2013. By
submitting the amended STRRF to the State Treasurer’s
Office, the County is now in compliant with
recommendations as outlined in the State Auditor’s audit
dated June 30, 2011.

SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-207(B)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office State Auditor’s
Report of Lee County Magistrate Court in Bishopville,
South Carolina dated June 30, 2011.

During the review of the Lee County Magistrate Court
State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended the County Treasurer implement procedures
to ensure all court collections are properly reported to the
State Treasurer in accordance with State law. It was also
recommended the County Treasurer submit an amended
STRRF to correct the reporting errors.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

As the State Auditor’s Office tested the County’s STRRF,
they noted on one instance where the amounts reported on
Line J — Magistrate Filing Assessment $25 and Line K —
Magistrate Filling Assessment $10 did not coincide with
the Clerk of Magistrate’s Revenue form.

They also noted on two instances where the DUI
Breathalyzer Fee was reported on Line VA — DUI/DUAC
Breathalyzer Test Conviction Fee to the STRRF but was
reported on Line V — General Sessions DUI SLED
Pullout.

During the State 90 Day Follow up review conducted on
April 17, 2013, the County Treasurer was not in
attendance but the Deputy Treasurer was in attendance and
was questioned about the discrepancy. However following
the site visit, SOVA contacted the County Treasurer to
conduct a phone interview. During the interview, SOVA
explained the Revenue Remittance Forms requested and
submitted from the County Treasurer did not show the
amended reporting errors as recommended in the State
Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011.

During the interview, the County Treasurer stated the
errors were corrected in the County’s General Ledger but
the STRRF were not remitted to the State Treasurer’s
Office. The County Treasurer admitted that the errors
were his fault as he inadvertently revised items J & K, VA
& V on the initial STRRF. However, according to the
County Treasurer, the State Treasurer’s Office received all
funds they were entitled. In a follow up conversation, the
County Treasurer stated the County Administrator did
make the CPA firm aware of the clerical errors.

The auditor asked the Deputy Treasurer during the audit
what implemented procedures were in place to ensure all
court collections were recorded properly. The Deputy
Treasurer stated she was unsure. She also stated she was
not aware of the amendment but stated she would follow
up with the County Treasurer to ensure all court
collections are properly reported to the State Treasurer’s
Office. In addition, she was asked if any procedures were
in written format. The auditor was informed they were not
in written format. At this time, the auditor explained that
having written policies and procedures will help prevent
clerical errors in the future.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

Recommendation(s)

As the audit was being prepared, SOVA contacted the
State Treasurer’s Office on May 2, 2013 to get clarity on
the process for correcting submitted STRRF clerical
errors. The State Treasurer’s Office informed SOVA that
any errors made whether there is an amount due or not
should be reported to the State Treasurer’s Office. After
consulting with the State Treasurer’s Office, SOVA
explained this information to the County Treasurer on
May, 6, 2013 and requested any documentation showing
the State Treasurer’s Office had been notified of the errors
made on the STRRF and of corrections he made. The
County Treasurer stated that no amended documentation
was submitted to the State Treasurer’s Office showing the
corrections. However, on May 8, 2013, SOVA received a
fax from the County Treasurer showing the corrected
reporting errors that had been submitted to the State
Treasurer’s Office since the last conversation on May, 6,
2013. Therefore, this objective has been complied with by
Lee County.

(Please refer to Recommendation E-1)

and Comments

E-1

It is recommend the Magistrate’s Office prepare all
policies and procedures currently in place into a
written format and share information with all
necessary staff. It was also recommended that these
policies and procedures are updated as needed.
However, the objective has been complied with by Lee
County.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

Objective

Conclusion

Background

Discussion

F. Unallowable Expenditures

Did Lee County reimburse the Victim Assistance Fund for
expenditures that were improperly charged and not
adequately supported by source documentation? Also, did
the County establish and implement policies and
procedures to ensure Victim Assistance Revenue is used
only for expenditures in accordance with State law as
recommended in the State Auditor’s audit dated June 30,
20117

No, the County did not reimburse the Victim Assistance
Fund for the unallowable expenditures that were
improperly charged and inadequately supported by source
documentation. However, in an effort to assist the County
in becoming compliant, this recommendation will be
included in the SOVA initial audit report. This will allow
the County to have an additional 90 days from the SOVA
initial audit report to become compliant in reimbursing the
funds. However, they have established and implemented
new policies and procedures to ensure the Victim
Assistance Revenue is expended in accordance with State
law.

SC Code of Law, Section 14-1-207(D)

South Carolina State Auditor’s Office Report of Lee

County Magistrate Court in Bishopville, South Carolina
dated June 30, 2011.

During the review of the Lee County Magistrate Court
State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011, it was
recommended the County reimburse the Victim Assistance
Funds for the expenditures that were improperly charged
and inadequately supported by source documentation. It
was also recommended the County establish and
implement policies and procedures to ensure Victim
Assistance Revenue is used only for expenditures in
accordance with State law.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

During their testing of the Victim Assistance expenditures,
they noted the County charged the following to the Victim
Assistance Funds, which was deemed to be unallowable:
(1) $4.74 to Kaeser & Blair and $5.77 to Blake & Ford,
Inc. for late payment finance charges; (2) $203.40 to
America’s Best Value Inn for victim’s temporary housing;
and (3) $216.00 to Blake & Ford, Inc. for Konica Minolta
printer cartridge, which they have learned was not
compatible with the victim advocate’s printer. It was also
noted the County did not maintain adequate
documentation to support the following expenditures
charged to the Victim Assistance Funds: (1) $222.98 to the
former Victim Advocate: (2) $280.00 for housing
assistance; and (3) $141.89 to Verizon Wireless for
cellular phone service. The County’s current victim
advocate stated the unallowable expenditures were an
oversight and the previous advocate did not always
maintain adequate documentation for expenditures from
the Victim Assistance Funds.

During the State 90 Day Follow up review conducted on
April 17, 2013, SOVA interviewed the Finance Director
and asked about the unallowable expenditures from the
Victim Assistance Fund. The Finance Director stated she
was not aware of any reimbursements for unallowable
expenditures having been placed back into the Victim
Assistance Fund. Therefore, the County did not reimburse
the Victim Assistance Fund for the unallowable
expenditures in the amount of $1,074.48 and has not
complied with this recommendation. In an effort to assist
the County in becoming compliant, this recommendation
will be included in the SOVA initial audit report. This
affords the County with an additional 90 days from the
SOVA initial audit report to become compliant.

At this time, SOVA asked if there were any implemented
policies and procedure to ensure the Victim Assistance
Revenue is used for expenditures in accordance with State
law. County Officials stated they have implemented new
policies and procedures that allows only the Finance
Office to write all checks for the Victim Assistance Funds
after the request for funds has gone through an established
process and signed off on.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Discussion Cont.

Recommendation(s)

The victim advocate no longer has the capability to write
checks from the fund and procedures have been put in
place to ensure all fund purchases requested are reviewed
and approved by the Sheriff and Finance Director prior to
expending any funds. The auditor was informed the policy
and procedures were not in written format.

(Please refer to Recommendation F-1)

and Comments

F-1

It is recommended that the Finance Director
reimburse the Victim Assistance Fund for unallowable
expenditures in the amount of $1,074.48. This
recommendation will be followed up on in the SOVA
initial audit of Lee County.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Objective(s), Conclusion(s), Recommendation(s), and Comments

G. Technical Assistance

Documentation Provided

During our site visit we explained and provided the
following documents:

Copy of the Legislative Proviso 89.61
Copy of a Sample Budget

Sample Staff Hired Report

Sample Time and Activity Report
Sample Expenditure Report

Copy of 2010 Suggested Guidelines

Technical Assistance

Nk~

Other Matters All recommendations were not complied with during this
90 Day Follow up review of the State Auditor’s Office
report dated June 30, 2011. Therefore, all incomplete
recommendations will be incorporated into the SOVA
initial audit report. Once the SOVA Programmatic Review
and Financial Audit of the Lee County Victim Assistance
FFA Funds is completed, the County will be given an
additional 90 days to correct all errors found in this report.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Corrective Action

Proviso 89.61 states:

“If the State Office of Victim Assistance finds an error, the
entity or non-profit organization has ninety days to rectify
the error. An error constitutes an entity or non-profit
organization spending victim assistance funding on
unauthorized items as_determined by the State Olffice of
Victims Assistance. If the entity or non-profit organization
fails to cooperate with the programmatic review and
financial audit or to rectify the error within ninety days, the
State Office of Victim Assistance shall assess and collect a
penalty of in the amount of the unauthorized expenditure
plus $1,500 against the entity or non-profit organization for
improper expenditures #n—a—fiseel—year. This penalty plus
$1.500 must be paid within thirty days of the notification by
the State Office of Victim Assistance to the entity or non-
profit organization that they are in non- compliance with the
provisions of this proviso. All penalties received by the State
Office of Victim Assistance shall be credited to the General
Fund of the State. If the penalty is not received by the State
Office of Victim Assistance within winety thirty days of the
notification, the political subdivision will deduct the amount
of the penalty from the entity or non-profit organization’s
subsequent fiscal year appropriation. *

SOVA completed the 90-Day Follow-up review on
April 17,2013.

No, all errors were not rectified within the 90 day
timeframe specified as required for this 90 Day Follow
up review.

There are further recommendations that will be
followed up on in the SOVA Programmatic Review
and Financial Audit of the L.ee County Victim
Assistance FFA Funds Report.

For an overview of the follow-up audit results please
refer to the “Results in Brief” section of this report.

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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Appendix(s)

Appendix A Lee County Magistrate Court State Auditor’s Report
dated June 30, 2011.
Appendix B Lee County amended STRRF received from the

County Treasurer on May 8, 2013.
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State of South Carolina

OMfice of the State Auditor

1401 MAIN STREET, SUITE 1200
COLUMBIA, S.C. 29201
RICHARD H. GILBERT, JR., CPA (803) 253-4160
DEPUTY STATE AUDITOR FAX (803) 343-0723

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

October 7, 2011

The Honorable Nikki R. Haley, Governor
State of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina

The Honorable George R. Gibson, Chief Magistrate
Lee County Magistrate Court
Bishopville, South Carolina

The Honorable H. Wayne Capell, Treasurer
Lee County
Bishopville, South Carolina

We have performed the procedures described below, which were agreed to by the Lee
County Chief Magistrate and management of Lee County, solely to assist you in evaluating the
performance of the Lee County Magistrate Court for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, in
the areas addressed. The Lee County and the Lee County Magistrate Court are responsible
for its financial records, internal controls and compliance with State laws and regulations. This
agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 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.

The procedures and the associated findings are as follows:

1. Clerk of Magistrate

e We gained an understanding of the policies and procedures established by the
Clerk of Magistrate to ensure proper accounting for all fines, fees, assessments,
surcharges, forfeitures, escheatments, or other monetary penalties.

e We obtained the Lee County Magistrate Court Case Filed Report for all cases for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 from the Clerk of Magistrates. We randomly
selected twenty-five cases from the report and recalculated the fine, fee,
assessment and surcharge calculation to ensure that the fine, fee, assessment or
surcharge was properly allocated in accordance with applicable State law. We
determined that the fine, fee, assessment and/or surcharge adhered to State law
and to the South Carolina Court Administration fee memoranda. We also agreed
amounts to the Court’s cash receipt records.



The Honorable Nikki R. Haley, Governor

and

The Honorable George R. Gibson, Chief Magistrate
The Honorable H. Wayne Capell, Treasurer

Lee County

October 7, 2011

We tested the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer Reports to determine that the court
generated monies were remitted in a timely manner to the County Treasurer in
accordance with State law.

Our findings as a result of these procedures are presented in Adherence to Fine
Guidelines, Assessment and Collection of Surcharges and Timely Submission of
Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer Report in the Accountant's Comments section of this
report.

2. County Treasurer

We gained an understanding of the policies and procedures established by the
County to ensure proper accounting for court fines, fees, assessments,
surcharges, forfeitures, escheatments, or other monetary penalties.

We obtained copies of all State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms
submitted by the County for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011. We agreed the
line item amounts reported on the State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms
to the Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer Reports, general ledger, and to the State
Treasurer’s receipts.

We determined if the State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms were
submitted in a timely manner to the State Treasurer in accordance with State
law.

We verified that the amounts reported by the County on its supplemental
schedule of fines and assessments for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010
agreed to the State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms and to the County’s
general ledger. We also determined if the supplemental schedule of fines and
assessments contained all required elements in accordance with State law.

Our findings as a result of these procedures are presented in Timely Submission of
State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Form and Accurate Reporting in the
Accountant’s Comments section of this report.

3. Victim Assistance

We gained an understanding of the policies and procedures established by the
County to ensure proper accounting for victim assistance funds.

We made inquiries and performed substantive procedures to determine that any
funds retained by the County for victim assistance were accounted for in a
separate account.

We tested judgmentally selected expenditures to ensure that the County
expended victim assistance funds in accordance with State law and South
Carolina Court Administration Fee Memoranda, Attachment L.

We determined if the County reported victim assistance financial activity on the
supplemental schedule of fines and assessments in accordance with State law.
We inspected the July 2010 bank statement for the Lee County Victims
Advocacy Fund to determine if the Victim Assistance Fund balance was retained
as of July 1 from the previous fiscal year in accordance with State law.

Our finding as a result of these procedures is presented in Accounting for Victim
Assistance Funds in the Accountant’s Comments section of this report.



The Honorable Nikki R. Haley, Governor
and
The Honorable George R. Gibson, Chief Magistrate
The Honorable H. Wayne Capell, Treasurer
Lee County
October 7, 2011

We were not engaged to and did not conduct an audit, the objective of which would be
the expression of an opinion on compliance with the collection and distribution of court
generated revenue at any level of court for the twelve months ended June 30, 2011, and,
furthermore, we were not engaged to express an opinion on the effectiveness of internal
controls over compliance with the laws, rules and regulations described in paragraph one and
the procedures of this report. 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 the Governor, Chairman of
the House Ways and Means Committee, Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee,
Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee,
members of the Lee County Council, Lee County Chief Magistrate, Lee County Clerk of
Magistrate, Lee County Treasurer, State Treasurer, State Office of Victim Assistance, and the
Chief Justice and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these

specified parties.

Richard H. Gilbert, Jr., CPA
Deputy State Auditor



ACCOUNTANT’S COMMENTS




SECTION A — VIOLATIONS OF STATE LAWS, RULES OR REGULATIONS

Management of the entity is responsible for establishing and maintaining internal
controls to ensure compliance with State Laws, Rules or Regulations governing court
collections and remittances. The procedures agreed to by the entity require that we plan and
perform the engagement to determine whether any violations of State Laws, Rules or
Regulations occurred.

The conditions described in this section have been identified as violations of State

Laws, Rules or Regulations.



ADHERENCE TO FINE GUIDELINES

During our test of Magistrate Court collections and remittances, we noted one instance
in which the magistrate did not sentence a defendant who was found guilty of driving under
suspension, license not suspended for DUI, third offense, in accordance with State law. The
defendant was sentenced to fifteen days jail time.

The Chief Magistrate stated that the deficiency was the result of an oversight on the part
of the magistrate.

Section 56-1-460(A)(1) of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, states,
“Except as provided in subitem (2), a person who drives a motor vehicle on any public highway
of this State when his license to drive is canceled, suspended or revoked must, upon
conviction, be punished as follows: (3) for a third and subsequent offense, fined one thousand
dollars and imprisoned for not less than ninety days nor more than six months, no portion of
which may be suspended by the trial judge.”

We recommend the Magistrate Court implement procedures to ensure defendants are

sentenced in accordance with State law.

ASSESSMENT AND COLLECTION OF SURCHARGES

Conviction Surcharge

During our test of Magistrate court collections and remittances, we noted three
instances where the Court did not assess and collect the $25 conviction surcharge.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the magistrate failed to impose the surcharge.

Section 14-1-211(A)(1) of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, states,
‘In addition to all other assessments and surcharges...a twenty-five dollar surcharge is

imposed on all convictions obtained in magistrates and municipal courts in this State.”



Law Enforcement Funding and Criminal Justice Academy Surcharges

During our test of Magistrate court collections and remittances, we noted one instance
where the Court did not assess and collect the $25 law enforcement funding surcharge and the
$5 criminal justice academy surcharge on a fraudulent check case. In most cases, these
surcharges are not assessed when a fine is not also assessed (no fine was assessed on this
fraudulent check case); however, the South Carolina Court Administration Fee Memorandum
dated June 24, 2010, requires the assessment and collection of these surcharges on
fraudulent check cases.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the magistrate did not impose the surcharges.

Section 14-1-212(A) of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, states, “In
addition to all other assessments and surcharges, a twenty-five dollar surcharge is imposed on
all fines, forfeitures, or other monetary penalties imposed in the general sessions court or in
magistrates or municipal court of misdemeanor traffic offenses or for nontraffic violations.”
Also, Proviso 90.5 of the 2010-2011 Appropriations Act states, “In addition to all other
assessments and surcharges, during the current fiscal year, a five dollar surcharge to fund
training at the South Carolina Criminal Justice Academy is also levied on all fines, forfeitures,
escheatments, or other monetary penalties imposed in the general sessions court or in

magistrates’ or municipal court for misdemeanor traffic offenses or for nontraffic violations.”

Recommendation

We recommend the Magistrate Court implement procedures to ensure surcharges are

properly assessed and collected in accordance with State law.



TIMELY SUBMISSION OF CLERK OF MAGISTRATE’S TREASURER REPORT

During our testing of the County’s State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms
(STRRF), we noted six instances where the Clerk of Magistrate’s Office did not submit the
Clerk of Magistrate’s Treasurer Report to the County Treasurer in accordance with State law.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the treasurer reports were submitted late due to staff
absences and training on the state’s court accounting software.

Section 22-1-90 of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, states, “Every
magistrate shall, on the first Wednesday in each month or within ten days thereafter, make to
the auditor and treasurer of his county a full and accurate statement of all moneys collected.”

We recommend the Magistrate Court implement procedures to ensure the Clerk of
Magistrate’s Treasurer Report is submitted to the County Treasurer in compliance with State

law.

TIMELY SUBMISSION OF STATE TREASURER’S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM

During our testing of the County’s State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms
(STRRF), we noted twelve instances where the STRRF were not submitted to the State
Treasurer by the fifteenth day of the month as required by State law. All forms were submitted
approximately one month late.

The County Treasurer stated the STRRF were submitted late because the Magistrate
Court submitted its monthly remittance reports late to the County Treasurer.

Section 14-1-207(B) of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, requires
the County to remit the balance of the assessment revenue to the State Treasurer on a
monthly basis by the fifteenth day of each month and make reports on a form and in a manner

prescribed by the State Treasurer.



We recommend the County implement procedures to ensure the STRRF are submitted

by the fifteenth day of each month in compliance with State law.

ACCURATE REPORTING

During our testing of the County’s State Treasurer's Revenue Remittance Forms
(STRRF), we noted one instance where the amounts reported on Line J — Magistrate Filing
Assessment $25 and Line K — Magistrate Filing Assessment $10 did not agree to the Clerk of
Magistrate’s Treasurer Report. We also noted two instances where the DUI Breathalyzer Fee
was not reported on Line VA — DUI/DUAC Breathalyzer Test Conviction Fee of the STRRF but
was reported on Line V — General Sessions DUI SLED Pullout.

The County Treasurer stated the amounts were reported incorrectly due to clerical
errors.

Section 14-1-207(B) of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended, states
"The county treasurer must...make reports on a form and in a manner prescribed by the State
Treasurer.”

We recommend the County Treasurer implement procedures to ensure all court
collections are properly reported to the State Treasurer in accordance with State law. We also

recommend the County submit an amended STRRF to correct the reporting errors.

ACCOUNTING FOR VICTIM ASSISTANCE FUNDS

During our testing of victim assistance expenditures, we noted the County charged the
following to victim assistance funds, which we have deemed to be unallowable: (1) $4.74 to

Kaeser & Blair and $5.77 to Blake & Ford, Inc. for late payment finance charges; (2) $203.40



to America’s Best Value Inn for a victim’s temporary housing; and (3) $216.00 to Blake & Ford,
Inc. for a Konica Minolta printer cartridge, which we learned was not compatible with the Victim
Advocate’s printer.

We also noted the County did not maintain adequate documentation to support the
following expenditures charged to victim assistance funds: (1) $222.98 to Angela Ruth, former
Victim Advocate; (2) $280.00 to Charles Lacy for housing assistance; and (3) $141.89 to
Verizon Wireless for cellular phone service.

The County’s current Victim Advocate stated the unallowable charges were a result of
oversight and that the County’s former Victim Advocate did not always maintain adequate
documentation for expenditures charged to victim assistance funds.

South Carolina Code of Laws, Section 14-1-207(D), states, “The revenue retained by
the county under subsection (B) must be used for the provision of services for the victims of
crime including those required by law. These funds must be appropriated for the exclusive
purpose of providing victim services as required by Article 15 of Title 16; specifically, those
service requirements that are imposed on local law enforcement, local detention facilities,
prosecutors, and the summary courts.” In addition, South Carolina Court Administration
Memorandum, Attachment L, effective June 2010, and the South Carolina Victim Service
Coordinating Council, Suggested Guide for Expenditures of Monies Collected for Crime Victim
Service in Municipalities and Counties, effective January 2010, set forth guidelines for
expenditures of monies collected for crime victim services.

We recommend the County reimburse the victim assistance funds for the expenditures
that were improperly charged and/or not adequately supported by source documentation. We
also recommend the County establish and implement policies and procedures to ensure victim

assistance revenue is used only for expenditures in accordance with State law.
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JUDICIAL CENTER

OFFICE OF MAGISTRATE
115 GREGG STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 2 .
— : BISHOPVILLE, SOUTH CARQLINA 29010 CIVIL CLERK:
Jrv T SIS SRS 803484-6463 JACQUELINE M. JOSEY

December 9, 2011

Richard H. Gilhert, Ir. CPA
Deputy State Auditor

Office of the Statc Auditor
1401 Main Street, Suite 1200
Columbia, SC 29201 ’

Dear Mr. Gilbert:

I am authorizing the release of the Lee County Magistrate Court State Auditor’s Report ending
June 30, 201 1. ‘

Below are the Court’s responses to the Preliminary Draft State Auditor’s Report and the four
findings reported in the Auditor’s comment section.

1. ADHERENCE TO FINE GUIDELINES

During the test of Magistratc Court collections and remiltance, we noted one instance in
which the magistrate did not sentence a defendant who was found guilty of driving under
suspension, license not suspended for DUT, third oftense, in accordance with State law. The
defendant was sentenced to fifteen days jail time. :

The Chief Magistrate stated that the deficiency was the result of an oversight on the part of
the magistrate.

RESPONSE: The Court still agrees with our initial reéponse in the draft audit report and has
implement procedures with judges,

2. ASSESSMENT AND COLLECTION OF SURCHARGES

Conviction Surcharge
During the test of Magistrate court collections and remittances, we noted three instances
where the Court did not assess and collect the $25 conviction surcharge.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the magistrate failed to impose the surcharge.

RESPONSE: The Court still agrees with our initial respouse in the draft audit report and is
now following the State recommendation to properly assess and collect fines.

3. LAV;/' ENFORCEMENT FUNDING AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACADEMY
SURCHARGES

-10-



During the test of Magistrate court collections and remittances, we noted one instance where the
Coutt did not assess and collect the $25 law enforcement funding surcharge and the $5 criminal
justice academy surcharge on the fraudulent check case. In most cases, these surcharges arc not
assessed when a fine is not also assessed(no fine was asscssed on this fraudulent check casce);
however, the South Carolina Administration Fee Memorandum dated June 24, 2010, requires the
assessment and collection of these surcharges on fraudulent check cases.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the magistrate did not impose the surcharges.

RESPONSE: The Court still agrees with our initial response in the draft audit report and is now
following the State recommendation to properly assess and collcet fines.

4, TIMELY SUBMISSION OF CLERK OF MAGISTRATE’S TREASURER REPORT
During testing of the County’s State Treasurer’'s Revenue Remittance Forms (STRRF),
we noted six instanoes where the Clerk of Magistrate’s Office did not submit the Clerk of

Magistrate’s Treasurer Report to the County Treasurer in accordance with State law.

The Clerk of Magistrate stated the treasurer reports were submitted late due to staff
absences and training on the state’s court accounting software,

RESPONSE: The Court still agrees with our initial response in the draft report. We the Court
arc now submitting the report in a timely matter.

Respectfully submitted,

@4@/

. Gibson
Magistrate

—11-



5 copies of this document were published at an estimated printing cost of $1.49 each, and a
total printing cost of $7.45. Section 1-11-125 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, as
amended requires this information on printing costs be added to the document.
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Bt
H. WAYNE CAPELL | SRR
P.O. BOX 428 | LoV
BISHOPVILLE, SOUTH CAROLINA 29010 ~ONA N
PHONE: (803) 484-5341 EXT. 326

FAX: (803) 484-6512 E-MAIL: WCAPELL @ LEE;OUNWSC.ORG
May 8, 2013 5

i

i

Mr. Walter Bethune
SC State Office of Victim’s Assistance E

Re: Corrections to SC Revenue Remittance Forms F
Attached you will find three corrections that we submitted to thé Mr. Marty Woods at SC State

Treasurer’s office on May 8, 2013. These were done to correct theierrors that were discovered and
noted on the SC State Auditor’s report dated June 30, 2011.

We apologize for this not being done, however, when we received the findings from Richard Zeigler,
Court Audit Superviser, we did not see in his findings that these corrections needed to be resubmitted to

the State. When we receive the SC State Auditor's Report dated June 30, 2011, we missed the notation
as well. '

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me regarding this.

Very truly yours, ¢

H. Wafhe Capell |
Lee County Treasurer
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LEE COUNTY PAGE 04/09
Curtis M. Loftis, Jr. State Treasurer Post Office Box 11778: Columbia, SC 29211 - 1778
- Phone (803) 734 - 2657 Fax (803) 734 - 2161
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE TREASURER'S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM  (Revised 08/0572011)
County Name  Jss ( Mezected £feies ) County Code pz2/ Date Submitted .5~ §"-25£2
Collection for the Pericd form (Month/Year) 10- Ro/o to (Month/Year) J0~29/2
PLEASE_FETLL IN THE AMQUNTS DUE TO THE STATE TREASI/RER IN THE TARLE BEL :
LINE [FINE, FEES AND FILLING/ASSFSSMENT i CODE DUE STATE TREASURER | LINE
A |Public Defender Application Foe - 540 Per Application 100% 17.3-30 A
3 Bady Piercing 100% 44-32-120 8
C Marriage Liconse Fee - Additional $20 Per License 100% 20-1-375 C
D - [Bond Estreatment 15% 17-15+260 D
[ CircuivFamily Motion Fee - $25 Per Motion 100% 8-21-320 E
F Family/Alimony/Child Support Fee 44% 14«1.203 F
G Cireuit/Family Fincs, Foes and Other Revenue 44% 141,208 G
i Circui/Family Filing Fee - $100 Per Filing - Sccrion §-21-310 (1 1¥a) 6% 14-1-2C4(A) H
f Circu/Family Filing Fee - $30 Filing Fee Increase 100% 14-1-204B)1) [
] Magistrate Filing Assessment - 313 100% 22-3-330 225, 2= J
K |Magistrate Filing Assessment - $10 100% 22-3.330 glo. *H K
KA General Sesvions Conditional Discharge Fee - $350 (Effcetive 06-02-2010) 0% 44-53-450(C) KA
KB | Magistrate Conditional Discharge Fee - $150 (Effective 16-02-2010) 100% 44253-450(C) KB
A Z é z DUI/DUS/BUT « ASSESSMENTS/SURCHARGES/PULLOUT % ZVZZ \5 Z{ x\QQQ-Q/)(\({ ! QQQQ{}Q{XXMQQQ%
L Boating Under The Influcnee (BUT) 100% 30-21-114 i
M General Session DUS DPS Puilout - $100 100% S56e1-460 M
N Magistrate DUS DPS Pullow - $100 100% 5614460 N
O |General Session DUI Asscssments $12 Per Canc 100% 56-3-2994 5)
P Magistrate DUl Assessment- §12 Per Case 100% 56+5-2995 P
Q  |Cenersl Scsvion DU! Surcharge - $100 Per Case 100% 141211 Q
R |Magistrate DUT Surcharge. 3100 Per Case 100% T 1-311 R
3 General Session DUI DPS Pullout - $100.00 100% 56-3-2940 & 2945 S
T Magistrate DUI DPS Pullowt - $100 100% 56+542940 T
9] General Session DU! DPS Auto Fee - 340 Per Auto 100% 56-3-2942 (1) U
v G ; L rd 2300 100% 56+3.2940 v
VA DUT/DUAC Breathalyzer Test Conviction Fee - SLED ~ 825 100% 36-5-2950(E) VA
R |SCRCHARGES — Y T e i MY o v %%
W General Sestion Drug Surcharge « $150 Per Case (Effective 06.02-2010) 100% 14 1-213(A) w
3100 Per Case (Refore 06-20-2010)
X Magistrate Drug Surcharge- $150 Per Case (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% {41-214A) X
S100 Per Casc (Before 06-02.2010)
Y General Session Law Enforcement Surcharge - $25 Per Case 100% 144 [«212(A) Y
Z Magistrate Law Enforcement Surcharge- $25 Per Case 100% 14-1-212(A) 4
ZA  [General Session Criminal Justice Academy 35 Surcharge 100% | FY12PROVISO 9.5 ZA
ZB [ Magistrare Criminal Justice Academy §§ Surcharge 00% | FY12 PROVISO 9.5 B
(| OTHER ASSESSMENTS STATE. SHARE o A RS AR
AA _ [General Session - 107.5% 64.65% 14-1-206 AA
[£3:] Magisirate - 107 5% 38.84% 14-1-207 BB
BC  [Magistrate Trallic Education Program $140 Application Fec 30.83% 17-22-350(8) BC
CC  |TOTAL REVENUE DITE TO STATE TREASURER ARIEAKIHK K A cc
PLEAﬁ‘i‘E FTLLP IN THE AMOUNTS RETAINED BY YOUR OFFICE IN THE TABLE BELOW, THIS SECTION IS FOR REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY, DO NOT
REM HESEAMOUNTS TO THE STATE TREASURER
LINE [AMOUNTS RETAINED BY COUNTY FOR VICTIM SERVICES % CODE RETAINED BY COUNTY | LINE
DI [Asscasments - General Session 35.35% 14-1.206 [8]5)
EE  |Assessments - Magistrate 11.16% 141207 EE
FF  |Surcharges - General Scasion 100%% 141211 FF
GG |Surcharges - Magistrate 100% 14-1-211 GG
GH  |Other Asscssments - Magistrate 9.1 7% 17-22-350(B) GH
H}f TOTAL RETAINED FOR VICTIM SERVICES )%(\ng)’\/y\()/};( HH
Commenta: SIS Rseslied cogescr o/ LINe T K Agoaste 1ie0e Rekpscd on

PRt N/ Repog s~
Contact Person: ﬂ,/\/ﬁ}pfﬁ /.,gff// Telephone: PR SKULE YL 3 27 Ea (fb?) HE L -G/ 2

I %% é}é é éééz , County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true and accurate.
*Nete: This report 6 required by law and must be filad monthly, on or hefore the | 5th, by the COUNTY TREASURER, ¢ven if

there are no Collections. Please explain 2igificant Nuctuations in revenue in the “comments” section,

{_Print Form: | Mail or Fax this form to the Office of State Treasurer and retain a copy for your records: Fax # 803.734.2151
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Ky Name LEE

County Code _ 23 { Date Submined __/#xef //-5- 2000
Wllections for the Period from (Month/Y ear) /9 4 2o/2 to (Month/Y sar) /2 1 23/
LEASE FILL (N THE AM DU STATE TREASURER IN THE TA ELOW:
A Public Defender Application Fes - $40 Per Application 100% 17-3-30 £ 450,00 A
B Body Piercing ; 100% 44-32.120 2!
C Marrisge License Fes = Additiona) $20 Per License | 100% 20-1.375 /09,902 C
D 3ond Estreatment ] 25% 17-15-260 D
E CircuiFumily Motion Fee - $25 Per Motion ] 100% $-21-320 /28503 E
F Family/Alimeny/Child Suppert Fae 44%, 14-1-203 3 54650 F
G CircuivFamily Fines, Fees and Other Revenue 44% 14-1-205 ¥ G
H CireuivFamily Filing Fee - $100 Per Filing - Scction 8-21-310(11)(a) | $6% 14-1-204 [ /RO 02 i H
i CircuivFamily Filing Fee - $50 Flling Fee [neresse 100% PROVISO 90.3 Liaa 2o |1
] Magistrate Filing Assessment - $25 ~ ; 100% | PROVISO89.73 | ~ £ /0.0@ I
K | Magistrate Filing Assessment - $10 - 100% | PROVISO 89.73 d28.07 K-
L Soating Under The Influence (BUT) : 100% 50-21-114 | L
M _!| General Session DUS DPS Pullout - $100 100% 561-460 — M
N Magistrate DUS DPS Pullout - $100 100% 56-1-460 /4, 20 N
) General Session DUI Assessment- $12 Per Case 1 100% 56-5-2995 (o]
P Magistrate DUT Assessment- $12 Per Case | 100% 56452995 246 00 P
Q General Session DUI Surcharge - $100 Per Case : 100% 14-1-211 Q
R Magisoate DUI Surcharges $100 Per Case : 100% 14-1-211 [24.7% I R
S General Session DU DPS Pullout - $100.00 100% | 56-5-2940 & 2945 s
T Magistrats DU DPS Pullout - $100 i 100% 56-5-2940 299 27 LT
U General Session DUI DPS Auto Fee - 540 Per Auto 100% 56-5-2942 () U
\ General Session DUJ SLED Puilout = 3™ Offense $200 100% 56-5-2940 \
VA | DULUDUAC Bresthalyzer Test Convictiod Pee - SLED - $25 100% 56-3-2950(E VA
w General Session Drug Surcharge - $100 Per Case. | 100% 14-1-213 W
X Msgisrats Drug Surcharge- $100 Per Case o 100% 14-1-213 _£25/ X
Y General Seasion Law Enforcement Surcharge - $25 Pdr Case 100% PROVISO 90.2 9%. 2 Y
Z Meagistrate Law Enforcement Surcharge- 525 Per Case 100% PROVISQ 90.2 /1065, /2. Z
ZA General Session Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcharga 100% PROVISO 90.11 58.69 ZA
ZB Ml mmc Cnmhm Jusﬁce Academy §5 Surcharge 100% PROVISO 90.11
T ir, $ - 4 3 25 et 9% - d ‘ d . - .
["AA | General Setion 107 5% I , 14-1-206 g
BB | Magistrate - 107.5% i 8%.84% 14-1-207 22 595 0) L)
BC Mngmme Traffie Educ:uon Program §140 Appliutﬁon Fee 90.33% 17-22-350(B) BC
PLEASE FILL IN THE AMOUNTS RETAINED BY YOUR OFFICE IN THE TABLE BELOW. THIS SECTION IS FOR REPORTING PURPOSES
ONLY, DO NOT REMIT THESE AMOUNTS TO THE STATE TREASU
DD _| Asscssments . Genersl Session ! 35.35% | 14-1-206 £ Q9.5 DD |
EE Assessments - Magistrate 11.16% 1412207 _’2 £78.85 EE |
FF Surcharges — Oeneral Session : 100% [4-1-211 ed /% FF !
GG Surcharges - Magistrate 100% | 1412211 - . 279, % GG |
GH Cther Asscs:ment! Magistme 9.17% 17-22—350(8) i GH !
TR KT W77 )

Comments; f ét M fls 2970 .s:%u//ww ﬂ s_c{[dz&ec!amét‘cfotd

Centact P . 2 (3 é’ﬁ’/t// i Teleph ne #W*S?WAJ'J:7 Fax: (£03 ) X3¢ b5/2
I, ' , County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true ad accurate.
Note: This r¢port is réquirtd by )aw and must be filed monthly,

on or before the 15, by the COUNTY TREASURER, evan if there arc no
coliections. Plenss explain any significant Nuctustions in revenue In the “eomments” section.

DA R BN B e it Y T A R A A K g 5

T S T
(Tt i)
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Curtis M. Loftis, Jr. State Treasurer Post Office Box 11778: Columbia, SC 29211 - 1778 :
- Phone (803) 734 - 2657 Fax (803) 734 - 2161 '
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE TREASURER'S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM  (Revised 08/05/2011)
County Name 2eg ( aamg/ﬁ);m( County Code p)id Date Submitted g™-§-257/2
Collection for the Pericd form (Month/Year) d2-207/ to {(Month/Year) 0Z2-22//
 FILLIN THE AMOUNIS DUE TO THE STATE TREASURER IN THE TABLE BEL
LINE |FINE, FEES, AND FILLING/ASSESSMENT %% CODE DUE STATE TREASURER LINE
A Public Defender Application Fee - $40 Per Application 100% 17-3-30 A
3 Body Piereing 100% 44.32.120 a
C Marriage License Fee - Addtional $20 Per License 100% 20-1-378 C
D Bond Estreatment 25% 17-15-260 D
E Circuit/Family Motion Fee - $2.5 Per Motion 100% 8.21.320 E
F F amily/Alimony/Child Support Fee 44% 14-1-203 F
I Ciremt/Farmiy Fines, Fees and Other Reverye 44% 14.1.205 (¢}
W |CircoivFamily Filing Fee - $I00 Per Filling - Section 8-21-310 (11)(a) 56% 14-1-20HA) H
1 C ircuit/Family Filing Fee - $30 Filing Fee Increase 100% 14-1-204(BY 1) T
1 Magistrate Filing Assessment - $25 100% 22-3-330 J
K Magistrate Filing Assessmenm - $10 100% 32-3.330 K
KA Goeneral Scssions Conxlitional Discharge Fee » 3350 (Effective (06-02-2010) 100% 44.53-450(C) KA
KB | Magistrate Conditional Discharge Fee « §130 (Efective 06-02-2010) 100% 44-33-450(C) KB
N é § DULDUS/BUT - ASSESSMENTS/SURCHARGES/PULLOUT AVN&Z&VQ’VMWX?QW‘Q{?QQ/ > QQQ
L Boating Under The Influence (BUD 100% 50-21-114 L
M General Session DUS DPS Pultout - $100 100% 36-1-460 M
N Magistrate DUS DPS Pullowt - $100 (0% 561460 N
Q Geeneral Session DUT Asscasment- $12 Per Case 100% 56-5-2995 5]
P Magistrate DUT Assessments § 12 Per Case 100% $6-5-2993 4
Q General Session DUT Surcharge « 5100 Per Case 100% 14afadll Q
R Magistrate DUT Surcharge- $100 Per Case 100% 14-1-211 R
S Gengral Scasion DUI DPS Pullout - $160.00 100% $6:5-2940 & 2945 S
T Magistrate DUT DPS Pullout- $100 100% 36+5.2940 T
U General Scssion DUT DPS Auto Fee - $40 Per Auto 100°% 36-5-2942 () [¥]
V__IGenerl Sexsion DULSLED Puiow. - 379 Offense 5200 100% 3632540 M
VA |DUVDUAC Breathalyzer Test Corviction Fee « SLED - $25 100% 56+5.2950(F) £5,.50 VA
S o A SURCHARGES 4__ O O e N TN v
w CGiencral Session Drug Surcharge - $130 Per Case (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% 14.1-213(A) W
$100 Per Case (Before 06-20-2010)
X Magistrate Drug Surcharge- $130 Per Case (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% [412213(A) X
S100 Per Case (Before 06-02.2010Y
v Gereral Session Law Enforcement Surcharge » $25 Per Casc 100% 141.212(A) Y
4 Magigtrate Law Enforcement Surcharge- 525 Per Case 100% 14-1-212(A) 7
ZA  |General Session Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcharge 100% | FY11PROVISO90.S ZA
78 Magistrate Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcharge 100% | FY12PROVISO90.5 ZB
- V&‘ﬁ OTHER ASSESSMENTS- 3TATE SHARE mcw)(x’)y)f 8 v\<'><>/\'><: 0/\3(:\/
AA  1General Session - 107.5% 44.65% 141206 AA
BB Magistrate - 1025% 88.84% 14-1.207 BB
BC  |Magigate Traffic Education Program $140 Application Fee 90.83% 17-22-350(8) BC
CC |TOTALREVENUE DUE TO STATE TREASURER 4% KWQ@&:«;& cc
PLEASE FILL IN THE AMOUNTS RETAINED BY YOUR OFFICE IN THE TARBLE BELOW. THIS SECTION 1S FOR REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY, DO NOT
REMIT THESE AMOUNTS IO THE STATE TREASURER. _

LINE |[AMOUNTS RETAINED BY COUNTY FOR VICTIM SERVICES % CODE RETAINED BY COUNTY LINE
DD | Asscssments - General Session 35.35% 14-1-206 DD
EE | Asscssments - Magistrate 11,16% 14-1.207 EE
FF  |Surcharges - General Session 100% 141211 FF
GG |Surcharges - Magistrate 100% 141211 GG
GH  [Other Assessments - Magistrate 3.17% 17-22-350(B) GH
HH [TOTAL RETAINED FOR VICTIM SERVICES V\X )/\2' S/‘vy{ )2/\23(\()&< HH
Comments:

EH0fs Riceled socsseh momer ., Olprme) [Pt rs £ b o dijis UV Showisd

Bove dasas )24

Contact Person:

“Note: This re_dﬁ i requir

WPl o

Telephone:  POSHMPU Pk, 2> Foa SRR AL -4/ D

there are 1o Collections. Pleasc cxplain significant fuctustions in revenue in the "comments® scetion,

. County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true and accurate.
by law and must be filed monthly, on or hefore the §5th, yy the COUNTY TREASURER. cver if

I

Pririt Form

{ Mail or Fax this form to the Office of State Treasurer and retain a copy for your records: Fax # 803.714.2161 —]
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P Curtis M. Loftls, Jr, State Treasurer Post Office Box 11778; Columbia, SC 29211 - 1778 # <%

Phone (803) 734 - 2657 Fax (803) 734 - 2161

faed |

B

#Name

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE TREASURER'S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM

(Revised 01/12/2011)

: lgs County Code 03/ Date Submitted #4-7- 20,/

; iKion for the Period form (Month/Year) o3-~20/ to (Month/Year) o7-22//

‘§‘ 3 LN THE AMOINTS DUETO THE STATE TREASURER IN THE TARLE BRELO

NE |FINE, FEES, AND FILLING/ASSESSMENT % CODE DUE STATE TREASURER | LINE
A Public Defender Application Fee - $40 Per Application 100% 17-3-30 r-4 280 o= A
E Body Piercing - 100% 44-32-120 3
c Murriage License Fee - Additional 520 Per License 100% 20414378 180,29 [
D Bond Estreamment 15% 17-15-260 [»]
£ [CirowUF amily Motion Foe - $25 Per Motion 100% 321320 T 825,00 £
F |Family/Alimony/Chiid Support Fee 4% T4-1-203 2L, /4. 30 F
T CircwiuFamily 7ines, Fees and Other A&venae 44% 14.1.208 g
o c;mu;ﬁa:m!y Filing Fee ~ $100 PerFiling ~ Section 8-21-3 10 (11}(w) 36% 14-1-204(A) ‘A;" S53¢.09 H

! CircuiFamily Filing Fee - 350 Filing Fee Increase 100% 14-1-204(BX 1) M pE Q0 62 *

] Magistrate Filing Assessment ~ §235 100% 22-3330 200,00 i
% (Magisirate Filing Assessment- $10 100% 22-3-33C bad. 20 R
KA |General Scssions Congitional Discharge Fee - $350 (Effective 06-02.2010) 100% 44.53-430(C) KA
X8 Magistrate Conditona) Discharge Fee~ 3150 (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% 44-53-450(C) KB

DUI/DUS/BYL - ASSESSMENTSSURCHARGES/PULLOUT o R
L Boatung Under The Influence (BUD) 100% 50-21-114 L
M |General Session DUS DPS Pullout - $100 100% 561460 M
N Magistratc OUS DPS Puilout - $100 100% 561460 /, 479,27 N
O [Geners! Sesmion DUI Assessmonts 512 Per Case 100% 56=5-2995 QO
P |Magisrate DU! Assessmant- 312 Per Case 100% 356+31595 2 R
Q Genernl Session DUI Surchargs - $100 Per Caxe 100% 141211 S%. 39 . Q
R Magistrate OUI Surcharges 3100 Per Case 100% AE /0. 55 IR
S IGeneral Session DUI DPS Pullout - §100.00 100% | 36.5-2940 & 2945 1 5
T Magistrate DUI DPS Pullout - $100 100% 56+5-1940 /7 0] [
U Genernl Session DUI DPS Auto Fee- 540 Per Auto 100% 56-5-2942 () ——— U
v : erere g . qrd e $30X0 100% 56+5.2940 [ 7550 )= v
VA IDUI/DUAC Breathalyzer Test Convietion Foe - SLED - $25 0% 56-5+2950(E) \.._.»—-""%— VA
SURCHARGES i Lt C
W General Session Drug Surcharge - §150 Per Case (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% 14-1-213(A) W
$100 Por Case (Before 06-20-2010)
Magistrate Drug Surcharge- §150 Per Effective 06-02-2010 14-1421 .
% B e Drug 8¢ S100 Pﬁ_cu‘( ] 2302]%] ) 100% 3(AY /l 743‘ 22 \
¥ Genersi Session Law Enforcement Surcharge - $25 Per Cass 100% 14-1-212(A) 27 60 ¥
Z Magistrate Law Enforcement Surcharge. 525 Par Case 100% _1841-212(A) /2.7 9%, 84 4
7A  |General Session Criminal Justice Acadomy §5 Surcharge 100% | FY11PROVISO 9.5 T 20,00 2A
Z3  'Magistrate Criminal Justice Academy 85 Surchargs 100% | FYUI PROVISO %0.5 2,909 7/ 78
OTHER ASSESSMENTS. STATE SHARE R S
AA [General Session - 107.5% 64 65% '4-1-206 L AA
88  [Magistrate - 1075% 33.84% 14+1.307 35 3457, 47 EY:)
8C  [Magistrate Tratfic Education Program §$140 Application Foe 50.83% 17-22-350(B) 8C
CC  |TOTAL REVENUEDUE TO STATE TREASURER : K T < : /’f 74 Q 7?(’ é = ce
LZASE FILL IN THE AMOUNTS RETAINED BY YOUR OFPICE IN THE TABLE BELOW. THIS SECTION 1S FOR REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY. DO NOT
) E INTS TO THESTATE TREASURER
LINE TAMOUNTS RETAINED BY COUNTY FOR VICTIM SERVICES % CODE RETAINED BY COUNTY | LiNg
D0 |Aszessments - Ceneral Session 15.35% 14-1.206 B QU NS o
EE  |Assessments - Magistrate 11.16% 14-1-207 £324, 76 E
FF_ iSurcharges - General Session 100% 14-1-211 74.7% N
GG {Surcharges - Magiswrate 00% 41211 TN e
GH  {Other Asscssments » Magisimate X 9.17% 17-22-350(B) =M
AH [ TOTAL RETAINED POR VICTIM SERVICES ; o N ‘ 34 250,277 T

Comments:- 77 ¢ rrbyuict/ #-/8-2.24/ SR RLHENS L capaifn Jee poy ot C.. 205

Contact Persan:

o fage Cagelf
At Loy

Telephone( 23) MSh- s 7 4s £t 727

o (g22) AE- 457 =

. I 14
‘Note: This a!pon 18 required u§»w and must be filed monthly, on or hefora the | 5th, by the COUNTY TREASURER, even if
i"ee are no Collections, Please explatn significant fluctuations in revenue in the "comments" scction,

. County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true and accurate.

Print Form | Mail or Fax this form to the Office of State Treasurer and retain a ¢opy for your records: Fax # 803,734.2161 W
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LEE COUNTY PAGE 98/@09

Curtis M, Loftis, Jr, State Treasurcr Post Office Box 11778: Columbia, SC 29211 - 1778
Phone (803) 734 - 2657 Fax (803) 734 - 2161

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE TREASURER'S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM  (Revised 08/05/2011)

County Name  /.$< {fopzzcte) Fidpiec ) County Code 03/ Date Submitted _ S 25>

Collection for the Period form (Month/Year) AL - 27/ to (Month/Year) OG220/
THE AMOUNTS DUE TO THE STATE TREASURER IN THE TABLE BELOW:.
LINE |FINE, FEES, AND FTLLING/ASSESSMENT % CODE DUE STATE TREASURER LINE
A Public Defender Application Fee - 340 Per Appiication 100% 37-3.30 A
3 Body Piercing 100% 44.32.120 )
c Marmage License Fee - Additional 520 Per License 100% 20-1-375 C
5] Rond Estremtment 25% 17-15-260 3]
E CircuivFamily Motion Fec - $25 Per Motion 100% 821-320 E
F Family/Alimony/Child Support Fee 44% 14.1.203 F
e Circut/Family Fines, Pees and Other Reverue 44% 14-1-205 G
H Circurt/Family Filing Fec - $100 Per Fiting - Section 8-21-310 (11Xa) 56% 14-1-204(A) H
1 Circuit/Family Filing Fee « §50 Filimg Fee Tncrease 100% 14-1.20408X 1) H
] Magistrate Filing Assessmant « $25 10% 22.3.330 H
K Magistrate Filing Asscsament - $10 100% 22-3-330 K
KA Gereral Scasions Conditionsl Discharge Fee - 5350 (Effective 06-02-2010) 100%, 44453-430({C) KA
KB | Magistratc Conditional Discharge Fee « 150 (Efective 06-02-2010) 100% 44.53.350(C) KB
KOG DUVDUS/BUT - ASSESSMENTS/SURCHARGES/PULLOUT LR AR I A A > WQQ( XX IOKHA
L Hoating Under The Influence (BUT) 100% 50-21-114 [
M General Seaxion DUS DPS Pullout - $100 100% 36+1-460 M
N Magistrate DUS DPS Pullost- $100 100% Sh1-460 N
[s] General Session DUT Assessment- $12 Per Case 100% 56-5.2995 [5)
P Magistrate DUT Aascasment- 312 Per Case 100% 56+3-2995 p
Q General Session DUT Surcharge « $100 Per Case 100% 14e1211 Q
R Magistrawe DUT Surcharge- $100 Per Cose 100% 14-1.211 R
3 General Sesgion DU DPS Pullout - $100.00 100% | 56-3-2540 & 2945 5
T Magistrate DUI DPS Pullout - $100 100% 56452940 T
U General Sesmion DUT DPS Auto Fee « 340 Per Auto 100% 56-5-2942 (N U
L |Genersl Sevion DULSLED Puliout - 3% Offensg 200 0% 16-5-2540 M
VA | DUI/DUAC Breathalyzer Test Conviction Fee - SLED » 525 100% <6-5-2950(E) &Y 33 VA
SOOI SURCHARGES Sre v oSO
w General Session Drug Surcharge - $150 Per Case (Effoctive 06.02-2010) 100% 14121 3(A) w
$100 Per Case (Before 06-20-2010)
x | Magistrate Drug Surcharge- $150 Per Casc (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% 1T-213(A) x
S100 Per Case (Before 06-02-2010)
Y General Sexsion Law Enforcement Surcharge - $25 Per Crse 100% 14-1-212(A) Y
7 Magistrate Law Enforcement Surcharge- $25 Par Case 100% 14-1-212(A) Z
ZA _[Gencral Session Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcharge 100% | FYI2PROVISD 9%0.5 ZA
78 [Magistrate Crimmal Justice Academy $5 Surcharge 100% | FY12PROVISO 90.5 Fat)
o o [OTH PR ASSESSMENTS, STATE SHARE B AR RIS
AA  {General Session ~ 107.5% G4 65% 14-1-206 AA
BB |Magistrae - 107 5% 28.84% 14-1-207 BB
BC  [Magistrate Traffic Education Program $140 Application Fee 90.33% 17-22-350(B) BC
CC |TOTAL REVENUE DUE TO STATF. TREASURER QQ <> y%M/M cc
PLEASE FILL IN THE AMOUNTS RETATNED BY YOUR OFFICE IN THE TABLE BELOW, THTS SECTION IS FOR REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY. DO NOT
REMIT. ESE AMOUNTS TO THE STATE TREASLRER
LINE_|AMOUNTS RETAINED BY COUNTY FOR VICTIM SERVICES “h CODE RETAINED BY COUNTY | LINE
DT [Asscssments « General Scagion 35.35% 14-1.206 [v]e)
EE |Assessments - Magistrate 11.16% 14-1-207 EE
[T |Surcharges - General Scasion 100% 14-1-211 FE
GG {Surcharges - Magistrate 100% 1412211 GG
GIT _[Other Asscssments - Magisrate 9.17% 17-22-35(B) GH
HH |TOTAL RETAINED FOR VICTIM SERVICES )’y\/\y%' S()?‘yy \‘;X HH

Comments: _ 57076 KRCE /vy Lo OEF monysl, DRtrimy Rfndt e SeBow o0 Jiwe 2 i h et
Love fssn gepeled ons Lupd yh”
HNthen ps Coposr? Teleohone:  AP-LRL- ST/ 225 tae 07 sRU i) 2
7, 4, » County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true and accurate,

rtis required by w andl must be filed monthly, on or before the 15th, by the COUNTY TREASURER. even if
there are no Collections. Please explain significant fuctuations in revenue in the "comments” seetion,
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Curtis M. Loftis, Jr. State Treasurer Post Office Box 11978: Columbia, SC 292111778 ¥ 377 /r/tz/
Phone (803) 734 - 2657 Fax (803) 734 - 2161 6’*’“”7/

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE TREASURER'S REVENUE REMITTANCE FORM Faxsd

(Revized 01/1272011)
Narme /ss County Code 93] DateSubmitted <~ 2-zpo,/
ton for the Period form (Month/Year) O# -2/ to (Month/Yzar) OE 22/
ASE EILLIN THE AMOUINTS DUETO THE STATE TREASURER IN THE TABLE BELO.
NE |[FINE, FEES, AND FILLING/ASSESSMENT % CODE DUE STATE TREASURER | LINE
4 Public Defender Application Fes - $40 Per Application 100% 17-1.30 S 20, 02 A
3 Hody Plarcing ’ 100% 44.32:120 8
¢ [Mammage License Fee - Additianal $20 Per License 00% 20-1:378 2P0, 0 C
5 Bond Estcatment 5% 17.15-260 . o
T [Circui/Family Motion Fee - 25 Per Motion 100% 8-21-320 / 025,02 E
T TFamily/Alimony/Child Support Fee 4% 14-1-203 RV ERE F
G CircuitFarmily Fines, Feas and Other lavenus 4% 14-1.208 "5, B G
H |CircuigFamily Filing Fee « 8100 Per Flling - Section 8-21-310 (11)(3) 56% 14-1-204(A) 11282, 00 A
I [CrreuiUF amily Filing Fee - $30 Filing Foe increase 100% | 14-1-304(BX1) 1 300, 00 i
J Magistraze Filing Assessment - 525 100% 22-3-330 /00, oB 1
¥ [Magistrate Filing Assessment - §10 , 10CY% 22-3-330 220,85 K
JA~ |General Scssions Conditional Disaharge Foe - $350 (Eftestive 06-02-2010) 1C0% 44.53-450(C) <A
<8 Magstrate Conditional Discharge Fee- $15Q (Effsctive 06-02-2010) 100% 44-53-450(C) Ky
DUI/DUS/BUI - ASSESSMENTS/SURCHARGES/PULLOUT R RO
L 3oating Under The Influence (8UT) 100% 30-21-114 X
M |General Scasion DUS DPS Puilout - $100 100% 56-1-460 M
N iMagistrate DUS DPS Pullout - 5100 100% 36-1-460 202,03 N
O |General Session OUI Assessmont- $11 Per Case 100% 56542998 0
P [Magistrate DUl Assessment- §12 Per Case Q0% 56-5+2995 kERL P
Q  {General Session DUL Surchargs - $100 Per Case 100% 14-1.211 Q
kS Magstrate DUL Surcharge- §100 Por Case 100% 141-211 XA R
3 Ceneral Sasxion DUI DPS Pullout - $100.00 100% | S56-5-2940 & 2948 S
T Magiswrate DUL OPS Pullout - $100 100% 56-5-2940 Y T
T \General Session DUI DPS Auto Fes - 340 Ber Auto 100% 56-5-2942 (1) e G
L |General Scwsion DULSLED Puilout - 3¢ Offense §200 00% 3652940 (5830 )~ "V
JA IDUIDUAC Breathalyzor Test Conviction Fee « SLEBD - 325 100% 568+5.2980(E) W}z’ VA
[SURCHARGES < L
. |General Scssion Drug Surcharge - § 150 Per Case (Effective 06-02-2010) 100% 14121 3(A) w
$100 Per Case (Before 06.20-2010)
Magistrate Drug Surcharge- 3150 Pot Case (Effective 06-02-2010 4ala] .
¢ ¢ N ( renriy 100% 2A L )2 X
Y Generai Session Law Enforcement Surcharge « 515 Per Case 100% 14-1-212(A)} L, 2T ¥
7 [Magistrate l.aw Enforcement Surchuges 325 per Case 100% 14-1-212(A) F % 77, 7
ZA  [General Scasion Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcherge 100% | FYI| PROVS0 90.5 T Ps.00 A
1B [Magistrate Criminal Justice Academy $5 Surcharge 100% | FYI1 PROVISO 90,8 2.2 éér 57 )
OTHER ASSESSMENTS. STATE SHARE ) I e o
AA  |General Session - 107.5% 54.65% 14-1.206 LS. 00 AA
AB  [Magstrate - 107.5% 32.84% 14.1.207 22,2872.85% 38
8C  Magistrate Traffic Education Program $140 Application Fee 50.83% 17-22.350(B) BC
CC  |TOTAL REVENUE DUE TO STATE TREASURER L [ AMT L8 )T g
ASE FILL IN THE AMOUNTS RETAINED BY YOUR OFFICE IN THE TABLE BELOW, THIS SECTION IS FOR REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY DO NOT
T THESE AMOUNTS TQ THE STATETREASURER .
INE TAMOUNTS RETAINED BY COUNTY FOR VICTIM SERVICES % CODE “RETAINED BY COUNTY UNE‘\
oD Assessments - Genersl Session 1§ 35% 14206 5 7/, 56 =D
SE  Asscusments - Magistrate 11.16% 16-1-207 "21_-5‘5?, 724 39
FF |Surcharges - Gereral Session 100% 14.1-211 293,85/ F
JG  |Surcharges - Magistrate {00% 41211 [ AA G
JH _[Ciher Assessmen - Magistrate . 3171% 17-22-350(8) e TR
44 {TOTAL RETAINED FOR VICTIMSERVICES R # 78 7?.2¢ "N
Commenrts: 73 A& Q/,,«Mp/;.'zg.go// Eblﬂ"/ﬂQW5m/¢’e//ﬂ/e=caywazagq

Contact Person:

there are no Collections,

M Ldogne opsr/
e

Teiephone:éfOS){zw. TR ) 527

fax (R03) H8Y- 4572

, County Treasurer, certify that the foregoing information is true and accurare.

rt is recuiréd by law and must b Eled montaly, on or beforg the 15th, by the COUNTY TREASURER, even if
Please axplain significant fluctustions in ravenue in the "comments* section,

Print Form

- | Mail or Fax this form to the Office of State Treasurer and retain a copy for your records: Fax # 803.734.2161 W



Official Post-Audit Response

The County/City has 5 business days from the date listed on the front
of this report to provide a written response to the SOVA Director:

Larry Barker, Ph.D.
1205 Pendleton St., Room 401
Columbia, SC 29201

At the end of the five day response period, this report and all post-audit
responses (located in the Appendix) will become public information on
the State Office of Victim Assistance (SOVA) website:

wWww.sova.sc.gov

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
31
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State of South Carolina

Bffice of the Bofiernor

NiKkI R, HALEY
GOVERNCR

Programmatic Review Completed by:

CFRCE OF EXECLTIVE
POucy anp PROGRAMS

AL ]
Walter A. Bethurie, [IISOVA Audit

Reviewed by:

.

;7{«-'/"*“\ Sl JZ Coid (;ML{‘//

ép/7//3

Date

G/ 73

Richelle A. Copeland; Sr. Xuditor Date
At It (o[ 1[13
Ethel‘Douglas Ford, SOVA !@ ram Manager Date V'
Larry Barker, Ph.D. Director Date

State 90-Day Follow Review of the Lee County Municipal Court
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