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AUDIT OF THE 

COOK COUNTY STATE’S ATTORNEY’S OFFICE’S 

EQUITABLE SHARING PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 


CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
Audit Division has completed an audit on the use of DOJ equitable sharing revenues 
by the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office (CCSAO) located in Chicago, Illinois.  
Equitable sharing revenues represent a share of the proceeds from the forfeiture of 
assets seized in the course of certain criminal investigations.  As of December 1, 
2013, the CCSAO reported a beginning balance of $2,106,313 in DOJ equitable 
sharing funds on hand.  During the period of December 1, 2013, through 
November 30, 2016, the CCSAO received a total of $880,199 in DOJ equitable 
sharing revenues to support law enforcement operations.  During the same period, 
the CCSAO reported expenditures of $1,162,018 in equitable sharing funds. 

The objective of the audit was to assess whether the CCSAO accounted for 
equitable sharing funds properly and used such revenues for allowable purposes as 
defined by the applicable regulations and guidelines.  Our audit examined activities 
occurring between December 1, 2013, and November 30, 2016.  We found that the 
CCSAO did not fully comply with the DOJ guidelines we reviewed, including those 
for accounting for equitable sharing receipts and the allowable use of equitable 
sharing funds.  Specifically: 

	 The CCSAO did not record equitable sharing funds within the official Cook 
County accounting system as required by program guidelines. 

	 The CCSAO had an outdated internal equitable sharing policy that lacked 
guidance for basic procedures and was not distributed to appropriate staff. 

	 The CCSAO’s DOJ equitable sharing funds were not included in the Cook 
County Single Audit Reports for FY 2014 and FY 2015. 

	 The CCSAO used DOJ equitable sharing funds to pay for the salary and fringe 
benefit costs of an officer, which is a violation of equitable sharing guidelines.  
As a result, we questioned $97,997 in personnel costs. 

	 The CCSAO spent equitable sharing funds on state seizure-related legal notice 
publications and these are costs for which the Illinois State Police later 
provides reimbursement.  Because reimbursed funds have not been returned 
to the CCSAO’s DOJ equitable sharing fund, we questioned the amount 
expended in this way, $29,083. 

Our report identifies a total of $127,080 in dollar-related findings and 
contains seven recommendations that address the weaknesses we identified.  We 
discuss our findings in detail in the Findings and Recommendations section of the 
report.  The audit objective, scope, and methodology are included in Appendix 1, 
and the Schedule of Dollar-Related Findings appears in Appendix 2.  In addition, we 
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requested a response to our draft report from the CCSAO and Criminal Division’s 
Money Laundering and Asset Recovery Section (MLARS).  The CCSAO’s response 
can be found in Appendix 3, and MLARS’s response can be found in Appendix 4. 
Our analysis of both responses and a summary of actions necessary to close the 
recommendations is found in Appendix 5. 
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AUDIT OF THE 

COOK COUNTY STATE’S ATTORNEY’S OFFICE’S 

EQUITABLE SHARING PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 


CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 


INTRODUCTION 


The Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Audit 
Division conducted an audit on the use of DOJ equitable sharing funds by the Cook 
County State’s Attorney’s Office (CCSAO) located in Chicago, Illinois.  The audit 
covered the CCSAO’s participation in the DOJ Equitable Sharing Program during 
fiscal years (FY) 2014 through 2016.1  As of December 1, 2013, the CCSAO 
reported a beginning balance of $2,106,313 in DOJ equitable sharing funds on 
hand. During the review period, the CCSAO received a total of $880,199 in 
equitable sharing revenues and reported total expenditures of $1,162,018 in 
equitable sharing funds.  The majority of the equitable sharing funds expended by 
the CCSAO were associated with its Investigations Bureau and included costs 
related to automobile fleet maintenance and operations. 

DOJ Equitable Sharing Program 

The Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984 authorized the implementation 
of a national asset forfeiture program. Because asset forfeiture deprives criminals 
of the profits and proceeds derived from their illegal activities, it is considered by 
DOJ to be one of the most powerful tools available to law enforcement agencies. 
A key element of DOJ’s asset forfeiture initiative is the equitable sharing program 
where the Department and its components share a portion of federally forfeited 
cash, property, and proceeds with state and local law enforcement agencies.2 

State and local law enforcement agencies receive equitable sharing funds by 
participating jointly with DOJ agencies on investigations that lead to the seizure and 
forfeiture of property.  Once an investigation is completed and the seized assets are 
forfeited, the assisting state and local law enforcement agencies can request a 
share of the forfeited assets or a percentage of the proceeds derived from the sale 
of forfeited assets.  Generally, the degree of a state or local agency’s direct 
participation in an investigation determines the amount or percentage of funds 
shared with the agency. 

Three DOJ components work together to administer the equitable sharing 
program: (1) the U.S. Marshals Service (USMS), (2) the Justice Management 
Division, and (3) the Criminal Division’s Money Laundering and Asset Recovery 

1  The CCSAO’s fiscal year begins on December 1 and ends on November 30. 
2  The U.S. Department of the Treasury also administers a federal asset forfeiture program, 

which includes participants from the Department of Homeland Security components.  This audit was 
limited to equitable sharing revenues received through the DOJ Equitable Sharing Program. 
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Section (MLARS).3  These three components are responsible for issuing policy 
statements, implementing governing legislation, and monitoring the use of DOJ 
equitable sharing funds.  The USMS is responsible for transferring asset forfeiture 
funds from DOJ to the receiving state or local agency.  The Justice Management 
Division manages the Consolidated Asset Tracking System, a database used to track 
federally seized assets throughout the forfeiture life cycle.  Finally, MLARS tracks 
membership of state and local participants, updates the equitable sharing program 
rules and policies, and monitors the allocation and use of equitable sharing funds. 

Before requesting a share of the seized assets, a state or local law 
enforcement agency must first become a member of the DOJ Equitable Sharing 
Program. To participate in the program, agencies sign and submit to DOJ an 
equitable sharing agreement and certification form. The agreement must be 
renewed annually, and by signing and submitting the agreement, the officials of 
participating agencies certify that they will use equitable sharing funds for law 
enforcement purposes. 

Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office 

The CCSAO is headquartered in Chicago, Illinois, and has multiple offices 
throughout Cook County.  It is the second largest prosecutor’s office in the United 
States, behind the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office.  In addition to 
prosecuting cases within the county court system, the CCSAO offers services for 
victims of sexual assault and domestic violence, immigrants who are victims of 
fraudulent activity, and victims of identity theft.  It has its own Investigations 
Bureau, which consists of more than 120 sworn officers who assist on federal task 
forces and work on local cases, including financial crimes, election fraud, and 
corruption.  The CCSAO has various prosecutorial units, including the Complex 
Narcotics Unit (CNU), which accounts for the majority of funds the CCSAO receives 
through the equitable sharing program.  The goal of the CNU is to prosecute drug 
cartel members who engage in significant narcotics trafficking. Because drug cases 
often cross border lines, these cases can be investigated by local, state, or federal 
law enforcement agencies.  According to a CNU official, the DEA collaborates with 
the CCSAO on drug cases, particularly those that are ultimately prosecuted at the 
county level. 

The CCSAO is led the by the Cook County State’s Attorney, who serves for 
4-year terms on an elected basis.  The current State’s Attorney took office on 
December 1, 2016, and the former State’s Attorney served for the 8-year period of 
2008 through 2016.  According to officials, along with the recent change in 
leadership came changes in several key staff positions, some of which were still in 
process as of the publication of this report.  This fact, coupled with the retirement 
of at least one key individual, meant that several of the officials we spoke with 
lacked historical knowledge of events that occurred during our review period. 

3  In January 2017, the Asset Forfeiture and Money Laundering Section was renamed the 
Money Laundering and Asset Recovery Section.  Throughout this report, we refer to the organization 
by its current name. 
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OIG Audit Approach 

Our audit examined the CCSAO’s equitable sharing activities occurring 
between December 1, 2013, and November 30, 2016.  We tested compliance with 
what we considered the most important conditions of the DOJ Equitable Sharing 
Program. Unless otherwise stated, we applied the Guide to Equitable Sharing for 
State and Local Law Enforcement Agencies (Guide), issued by MLARS in April 2009, 
and the interim guidance on the permissible use of funds, issued by MLARS in 
July 2014, as our primary criteria.  The Guide and interim guidance identify the 
accounting procedures and requirements for tracking equitably shared monies and 
tangible property, establish reporting and audit requirements, and define the 
permissible uses of equitably shared resources. 

To conduct the audit, we tested the State’s Attorney’s Office’s compliance 
with the following aspects of the DOJ Equitable Sharing Program: 

	 Accounting for equitably shared resources to determine whether 
standard accounting procedures were used to track equitable sharing assets. 

	 Compliance with audit requirements to ensure the accuracy, consistency, 
and uniformity of audited equitable sharing data. 

	 Use of equitably shared funds to determine if equitable sharing funds 
were spent for permissible uses. 

	 Federal Equitable Sharing Agreement and Annual Certification 
Reports to determine if these documents were complete, accurate, and 
timely submitted. 

	 Applications for transfer of federally forfeited property to ensure 
adequate controls were established. 

See Appendix 1 for more information on our objective, scope, and methodology. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We determined that the CCSAO did not fully comply with the 
requirements of the DOJ Equitable Sharing Program.  For example, we 
found that the CCSAO did not manage its equitable sharing financial 
activity within its official county-wide accounting system, which led to 
internal control concerns and non-compliance with both Cook County 
and federal requirements.  Additionally, we identified $127,080 in 
questioned costs consisting of $29,083 in unallowable expenditures for 
legal notice publications and $97,997 in unallowable salary and fringe 
benefit costs that were not in compliance with Equitable Sharing 
guidelines.  Finally, we found that equitable sharing requests were not 
submitted in a timely manner. 

Accounting for Equitably Shared Resources 

According to guidance issued by MLARS, participating agencies must 
implement a number of bookkeeping procedures and internal controls to track DOJ 
equitably shared monies and tangible property.  For instance, the participating 
agency must establish a separate revenue account or accounting code through the 
agency’s finance department for the proceeds from the DOJ Equitable Sharing 
Program. This would mean that the equitable sharing funds would have their own 
accounting code within the electronic accounting system administered by the Office 
of the County Comptroller (Comptroller’s Office), would regularly appear on county-
wide financial statements, and be subject to compliance with county-wide 
accounting policies. 

We reviewed accounting records and interviewed CCSAO officials and found 
that the CCSAO did not record equitable sharing funds within the official Cook 
County accounting system.  Instead, the principal accounting for the equitable 
sharing funds was performed within an ad hoc process of reviewing monthly 
statements received from the bank where the funds are kept and periodic reports 
generated from the electronic system used to print checks from the account.  As a 
result, instead of the equitable sharing financial activity being subjected to 
county-wide internal controls and oversight processes, all financial activities were 
handled by three individuals in the CCSAO Chief Financial Officer’s (CFO) office. A 
CCSAO staff member and finance official both confirmed that these funds were not 
included in Cook County’s accounting system.  We believe that this approach led to 
various internal control deficiencies and areas of non-compliance with equitable 
sharing guidelines that are detailed throughout this report. 

Because the equitable sharing funds were maintained outside of the 
county-wide system, the CCSAO was able to avoid county-wide legislatively 
mandated purchasing procedures and avoid multiple levels of controls over 
procurement.  For instance, a Cook County statute requires vendors with 
accumulated annual transactions above $5,000 to adhere to the county 
procurement process.  An official from the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer 
(Procurement Office) informed us that this rule is in place to ensure that vendors 
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are not barred from doing business with the county, adhere to county ordinances, 
and follow living wage and child support rules.  During our review of equitable 
sharing expenditure records within the period we audited, we found 40 instances of 
vendors who were paid more than $5,000 within a fiscal year.  According to 
documentation provided by the Procurement Office official, only three of these 
vendors were approved to do business with Cook County.  We spoke with one 
vendor who has been doing work for the CCSAO for about 15 years, and the vendor 
did not recall going through any actions to be an approved vendor.  Not complying 
with vendor regulations not only represents a bypassing of county-wide internal 
controls, but it is also unfair to other vendors who go through the required process 
to do business with the county. 

We believe that the Guide is clear on the requirement to have equitable 
sharing funds managed within the agency’s accounting system.  Therefore, we 
recommend that the Criminal Division ensure that the CCSAO complies with the 
Equitable Sharing Guide to include DOJ equitable sharing funds in the Cook County 
financial system and ensure that equitable sharing funds are covered by county-
wide internal controls for procurement. 

CCSAO Equitable Sharing Policies 

We requested from the CCSAO any of its own policies or procedures it uses 
for the administration of equitable sharing funds, and we received a policy 
document last revised in 1996 (1996 Policy).  However, we found that the 
1996 Policy is not sufficiently adhered to, has not been distributed to the 
appropriate employees, lacks guidance for basic procedures, and is in need of an 
update, as discussed below. 

We performed testing related to the 1996 Policy to assess the CCSAO’s 
adherence to its internal guidance and found areas in which the CCSAO’s practices 
deviated from the 1996 Policy.  For example, the 1996 Policy requires formal 
written approval for all equipment expenditures over $1,000 and all vehicle 
transactions.  We asked a CCSAO finance official and fleet management official for 
written approval documentation for four vehicles purchased during our review 
period, but they were not able to provide the required documentation.4  We also 
identified three additional purchases within our review period that exceeded $1,000 
and did not have the required written approval. 

Furthermore, we found that the 1996 Policy had not been distributed to 
appropriate employees.  We spoke with multiple individuals within the CCSAO’s 
Investigations Bureau and the Fleet Manager and found that they neither received 
training on, nor were they aware of the 1996 Policy, despite the fact that the policy 
covers tasks that they perform on a regular basis. Because the policy has 
guidelines for using equitable sharing funds to purchase vehicles, equipment, 

4  For one of the purchases, the CCSAO provided an e-mail stating that an official verbally 
approved the expenditure. 
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supplies, and telecommunications devices, it should be distributed to the individuals 
who oversee the purchase of these items. 

Additionally, the Guide requires agencies to establish an internal procedure 
to recommend expenditures from the equitable sharing account and for the agency 
head to authorize all expenditures.  We found that the CCSAO’s 1996 Policy 
contained neither an internal procedure that documented how the equitable sharing 
expenditure process worked, nor a requirement that all expenditures be approved 
by the agency head.  Moreover, after speaking with multiple officials, we were 
unable to determine how the CCSAO decides when to use equitable sharing funds to 
pay for an expense.  According to multiple officials within the Investigations 
Bureau, these decisions were made in the CFO’s office, but according to the current 
CFO, these decisions were made by Investigations Bureau officials.  In addition, we 
were informed that the head of the CCSAO had not been consulted on individual 
expenditures. 

We also found that the 1996 Policy has not been revised in over 20 years, 
during which time policies governing the equitable sharing program have been 
updated at the federal level.  For example, federal policies related to electronic 
transfers and electronic submission of data have been created since 1996, but 
these are not included in the CCSAO’s 1996 Policy. When we spoke with a CCSAO 
Finance Official about this, he stated that the CCSAO plans to revise its internal 
policies in the near future. 

We believe that the overall purpose of a policy document is to help 
organizations operate efficiently and effectively, particularly when personnel 
changes result in the loss of institutional knowledge.  In this particular case, many 
of the equitable sharing responsibilities historically fell upon the CFO. When the 
previous CFO retired in November 2016, many years of institutional knowledge 
were lost.  A well-written policy, which outlines proper procedures and 
responsibilities for principal tasks, would have helped mitigate this loss. 

Based on the shortcomings we identified in the 1996 Policy, we recommend 
that the Criminal Division ensure that the CCSAO updates its equitable sharing 
policy to account for current equitable sharing procedures, including a process for 
deciding how and when equitable sharing funds are to be used.  We also 
recommend that upon revision, the Criminal Division ensure that the CCSAO 
distribute and train the appropriate individuals on the new policy. 

Controls over Property 

According to the Guide, participants in the equitable sharing program must 
implement standard internal controls to track tangible property.  Further, the 
CCSAO’s 1996 Policy requires that all equipment purchased with forfeiture funds be 
tagged and maintained in an inventory listing.  We found that during our review 
period, the CCSAO did not track all property purchased with equitable sharing 
funds.  We spoke with the CCSAO fleet manager, and he showed us that proper 
tracking is done in the vehicle management system for all vehicles transferred to 
the county through equitable sharing actions, as well as all vehicles purchased with 
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equitable sharing funds.  However, we identified heavy duty shredders, routers, 
servers, and hard drives purchased with approximately $114,058 in equitable 
sharing funds, which were not tracked in any property management system. 

We brought this to the attention of a CCSAO official. This official informed us 
that the CCSAO would create an inventory listing for items purchased with equitable 
sharing funds and provided an electronic spreadsheet to illustrate how property will 
be tracked in the future.  We reviewed the spreadsheet and found that it did not list 
any of the aforementioned electronic equipment.  We therefore recommend that the 
Criminal Division ensure that the CCSAO reviews existing equitable sharing 
property and ensures that these items and new purchases are tracked in a manner 
compliant with CCSAO and equitable sharing guidelines. 

Compliance with Audit Requirements 

The Guide requires the CCSAO to comply with audit requirements of the 
Single Audit Act and Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133, Audits of 
States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations (OMB Circular A-133). 
OMB Circular A-133 required non-federal entities to have a single audit performed if 
they expended $500,000 or more in federal funds in a given year.5  The single audit 
report is required to include a Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards for the 
period covered by the auditee's financial statements.  In addition, an entity must 
submit its single audit report no later than 9 months after the end of the fiscal year 
covered by the audit. 

During our review, we found that the equitable sharing funds for FYs 2014 
and 2015 were not included in an audit compliant with OMB Circular A-133. While 
Cook County had a single audit done for the county as a whole, DOJ equitable 
sharing funds were not included.  However, the CCSAO provided us with other audit 
reports that focused on DOJ and Department of the Treasury equitable sharing 
funds.  We examined these audit reports and found that they did not include many 
of the OMB Circular A-133 requirements, including sections on reporting on internal 
controls, compliance over federal programs, and a complete Summary of Auditor’s 
Results. 

The Comptroller’s Office is responsible for the timely completion of the Cook 
County single audit report.  We asked an official from the Comptroller’s Office about 
the exclusion of equitable sharing funds from the county-wide single audit.  The 
official replied that the decision to not include these funds in the county-wide audits 
was made prior to his start in 2012.  Furthermore, this individual stated that the 
office relies on the financial information that the CCSAO forwards for single audit 
purposes and that the Comptroller’s Office does not verify the information from the 
CCSAO. We also spoke with the auditors who performed the county-wide single 
audits completed during our review period, and they also stated that the exclusion 

5  OMB Circular A-133 has been superseded by 2 C.F.R. 200 “Uniform Administrative 
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards” (Uniform Guidance).  The 
new guidance increased the expenditure threshold from $500,000 to $750,000 for fiscal years 
beginning on or after December 26, 2014.  This increased threshold was in effect for the CCSAO’s 
2016 fiscal year. 
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of the CCSAO’s equitable sharing funds was a historical CCSAO management 
decision. Lastly, we spoke with an auditor from the independent accounting firm 
that completed the non-A-133 compliant audits of the CCSAO’s equitable sharing 
funds.  The auditor informed us that the CCSAO’s management had made the 
decision on the type of audit to be conducted for the equitable sharing funds. The 
auditor also noted that the equitable sharing funds were segregated from the 
county, reported separately, and did not meet the threshold required for a single 
audit when considered separately from the rest of the county.  Due to retirements 
and changeover in the CCSAO’s leadership, we were not able to speak with the 
CCSAO officials who would have overseen these processes during our review period 
and would have been able to provide insight on this matter. 

We believe that the requirement to include equitable sharing funds in an 
entity-wide A-133 compliant audit is clear.  Therefore, we recommend that the 
CCSAO develop procedures to ensure that DOJ equitable sharing funds are included 
in the county-wide single audit. 

Use of Equitably Shared Resources 

The Guide requires that equitable sharing funds received by state and local 
agencies be used for law enforcement purposes and that these agencies use the 
funds prudently to avoid any appearance of extravagance, waste, or impropriety. 
For FYs 2014 through 2016, the CCSAO reported total expenditures of $1,162,018, 
to pay for non-personnel items, such as vehicles, radio equipment, and office 
expenses, as well as $97,997 for personnel-related costs.  To determine whether 
these expenditures were supported and allowable under the equitable sharing 
guidelines, we reviewed a judgmental sample of 30 non-personnel and personnel 
transactions, totaling $480,471.  The sample included a variety of expenditures 
including legal notice publications, personnel costs, computer equipment purchases, 
training costs, and utility payments.  We found that the expenditures we reviewed 
were generally allowable and supported, except where noted below. 

Legal Notice Publications 

During the period we reviewed, the CCSAO used a portion of its equitable 
sharing funds on expenses related to legal notice publications.  We spoke with an 
official from the CCSAO’s Asset Forfeiture Unit (Forfeiture Unit), the prosecuting 
unit responsible for state level asset seizures, to learn about these expenditures.  
This individual stated that state asset forfeitures over $150,000 are required to 
have a legal notice published detailing information about the asset seized.  The 
Forfeiture Unit official also informed us that historically the CCSAO used DOJ 
equitable sharing funds to pay a vendor that specializes in publishing legal notices. 

However, according to the Forfeiture Unit official, as a matter of practice, the 
legal notice publication costs are reimbursed by the Illinois State Police (ISP). 
Further, upon reimbursement by the ISP, the funds are not returned to the DOJ 
equitable sharing account.  Therefore, after the CCSAO makes outlays of DOJ 
equitable sharing funds and later gets those funds back from the ISP, the funds no 
longer are subjected to DOJ equitable sharing requirements.  According to our 
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review, the amount expended in this manner totaled $29,083 as of June 2017.  We 
asked a CCSAO financial official about the matter and were told that the CCSAO 
would no longer use equitable sharing funds in this way.  According to the Guide, 
shared funds may not be used as advance payment for expenditures being 
reimbursed or paid by other funds.  Thus, as a result of the issues we identified, we 
question the $29,083 in DOJ equitable sharing funds used for legal notice 
publications as of June 2017. 

CCSAO Personnel Expenditures 

We also found that the CCSAO used DOJ equitable sharing funds to pay 
salary-related costs.  According to the Guide, using equitable sharing funds to pay 
salary costs is generally impermissible, but there are a few exceptions.  The 
exceptions include paying the salary of an officer hired to backfill the position of an 
officer assigned to a task force, overtime, officers working on specialized programs 
such as Drug Awareness Resistance Education, and payments for matching 
purposes on federal grants. 

We found that in FY 2016, the CCSAO used equitable sharing funds to pay 
$97,997 for the base salary and fringe benefits of an officer within its Investigations 
Bureau.  According to an Investigations Bureau official, this officer had worked in 
financial crimes, which is not a specialized program, since 2010.  In addition, this 
officer was not hired to replace another officer assigned to a task force.  Therefore, 
we believe that these salary expenditures were not allowable, and we question the 
entire amount of $97,997. 

Supplanting 

According to the Guide, equitable sharing funds must be used to increase or 
supplement the resources of the receiving state or local law enforcement agency or 
any other recipient agency.  To identify indicators of supplanting, we examined the 
CCSAO’s total budgets for 4 fiscal years (FYs 2013 through 2016) and determined 
that the CCSAO budget increased in each fiscal year.  We found no evidence to 
indicate that the CCSAO used equitable sharing funds to supplant its local resources 
during the scope of our audit. 

Federal Equitable Sharing Agreement and Annual Certification Reports 

The Guide requires any state or local law enforcement agency that receives 
forfeited cash, property, or proceeds to submit an annual certification report. The 
submission of this form is a prerequisite to the approval of any equitable sharing 
request. The certification report must be submitted every year within 60 days after 
the end of the agency’s fiscal year regardless of whether funds were received or 
maintained during the fiscal year.  In addition, the head of the law enforcement 
agency and a designated official of the local governing body must sign the 
certification report.  By signing the form, the signatories agree to be bound by the 
statutes and guidelines that regulate the equitable sharing program and certify that 
the law enforcement agency will comply with these guidelines and statutes. 
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We reviewed the CCSAO’s FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 certification reports and 
found that the appropriate officials signed the reports.  In addition, we reviewed the 
reports to determine if they were submitted within the required 60-day window.  
Although our review indicated that the certification reports were not on time for 
FY 2014 and FY 2015, a CCSAO official provided evidence that there were technical 
issues with those submissions, and the CCSAO was in communication with the 
Criminal Division to fix the problem.  Further, the CCSAO submitted its certification 
report in a timely manner for FY 2016.  Therefore, we make no recommendation 
regarding the timeliness of the certification reports. 

Applications for Transfer of Federally Forfeited Property 

An agency must complete a Form DAG-71 when requesting its portion of 
equitable sharing funds.6 According to Guide requirements in place for a portion of 
our review period, all participating agencies should maintain a DAG-71 log of all 
sharing requests that consecutively numbers the requests.  In addition, the Guide 
required that the DAG-71 log be updated when an E-share notification is received. 
These DAG-71 log requirements were effective until July 2015 when MLARS advised 
state and local law enforcement agencies that they no longer needed to maintain a 
DAG-71 log.  We found that the CCSAO maintained copies of all submitted 
DAG-71s. 

However, we determined that the CCSAO did not always submit its DAG-71s 
in a timely manner.  Equitable sharing participants are required to submit requests 
for funding within 45 days of the related forfeiture.7 We found that during our 
review period, there were 13 occasions when the CCSAO submitted DAG-71 forms 
so untimely that the assets were already distributed to other participating agencies.  
According to a CCSAO staff member, the untimely submissions were due to 
miscommunication within CCSAO departments. 

The CCSAO’s 1996 Policy does not address timeliness of DAG-71 submission.  
Late submission of DAG-71 forms can delay or impede payments and can affect 
activities funded by equitable sharing funds.  Therefore, we recommend that the 
Criminal Division ensure that the CCSAO implements policies and procedures to 
help ensure that requests for equitable sharing funding are submitted in a timely 
manner. 

Views of Responsible Officials 

Throughout the audit and at formal exit conference, we discussed the results 
of our review with officials from the CCSAO.  Their input on specific issues has been 
included in the appropriate sections of the report. 

6  The Form DAG-71, Application for Transfer of Federally Forfeited Property (DAG-71), is the 
DOJ form submitted by a state or local agency to the federal seizing agency to request a share of 
seized assets. 

7  Prior to August 11, 2014, the submission deadline was 60 days after the related seizure. 
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Conclusion 

Over the course of our audit, we identified deficiencies related to the 
CCSAO’s management of DOJ equitable sharing funds.  We noted various internal 
control weaknesses stemming from the exclusion of equitable sharing funds from 
the county-wide accounting system.  We also identified $127,080 in questioned 
costs.  As a result, we make seven recommendations to the Criminal Division to 
assist in its administration of the CCSAO’s equitable sharing program. 

Recommendations 

We recommend that the Criminal Division: 

1.	 Ensure that the CCSAO complies with the Equitable Sharing Guide to 
account for equitable sharing funds within the Cook County financial 
system and comply with county-wide procurement requirements. 

2.	 Ensure that the CCSAO updates its equitable sharing policy to reflect 
current equitable sharing guidance, and that it distributes and trains the 
appropriate individuals on policy specifics. 

3.	 Ensure that the CCSAO reviews existing equitable sharing property and 
ensures that these items and new purchases are tracked in a manner 
compliant with CCSAO and equitable sharing guidelines. 

4.	 Ensure that the CCSAO develops procedures to ensure it follows single 
audit reporting requirements and accurately reports federal expenditures 
on the Cook County Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards. 

5.	 Remedy the $29,083 in unallowable equitable sharing expenditures 

associated with legal notice publication costs. 


6.	 Remedy the $97,997 in unallowable costs associated with impermissible 
personnel expenses. 

7.	 Ensure that the CCSAO implements and adheres to policies and procedures 
to ensure timely submission of requests for equitable sharing funding. 
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APPENDIX 1
 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform 
the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.  We believe that the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on the audit objective. 

Objective 

The objective of this audit was to assess whether equitably shared cash and 
property received by the requesting agency were accounted for properly and used 
for allowable purposes as defined by the applicable regulations and guidelines.  We 
tested compliance with the conditions of the DOJ equitable sharing program.  We 
reviewed laws, regulations, and guidelines governing the accounting for and use of 
DOJ equitable sharing receipts, including: 

	 Guide to Equitable Sharing for State and Local Law Enforcement Agencies, 
dated April 2009;  

	 Interim guidance on the permissible use of funds, issued by MLARS in 

July 2014; and 


	 OMB Circular A-133, Audits of State, Local Governments, and Non-Profit 
Organizations, revised June 2003. 

Unless otherwise stated in our report, the criteria we audited against are 
contained in these documents. 

Scope and Methodology 

Our audit concentrated on, but was not limited to, equitable sharing receipts 
received by the CCSAO from December 1, 2013, through November 30, 2016. 
During that period, the CCSAO received a total of $880,199 and reported 
expenditures of $1,162,018 in equitable sharing funds.  We performed audit work 
mainly at the CCSAO located in Chicago, Illinois.  We interviewed employees of the 
CCSAO and examined their records of DOJ asset forfeiture revenues and 
expenditures.  We also interviewed officials at the Cook County Office of the 
Procurement Officer and Office of the County Comptroller, as well as reviewed their 
accounting records.  Finally, we interviewed a vendor who did business with the 
CCSAO. 

We judgmentally determined which transactions had the potential of being 
high-risk and selected a sample that contained the highest dollar transactions for 
each fiscal year, as well as other potentially impermissible transactions. This 
non-statistical sample design does not allow for the projection of test results to all 
disbursements.  In total, we reviewed transactions totaling $480,471 for our audit 
period. 
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In addition, we relied on computer-generated data from the Criminal 
Division’s Money Laundering and Asset Recovery Section for determining equitably 
shared revenues and property awarded to the CCSAO during the audit period.  We 
did not establish the reliability of the data contained in these systems as a whole. 
However, when the data used is viewed in context with other available evidence, 
we believe the opinions, conclusions, and recommendations included in this report 
are valid. 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered internal controls 
established and used by the CCSAO in managing the DOJ Equitable Sharing 
Program. We did not assess the reliability of the CCSAO’s overall financial 
management system or the internal controls of that system.  Moreover, we did not 
assess internal controls and compliance with laws and regulations for the CCSAO 
government as a whole.  Our audit included an evaluation of the CCSAO’s 
compliance with the Single Audit Act for FYs 2014 and 2015.  Our analysis of the 
CCSAO’s single audit activities is included in the Compliance with Audit 
Requirements section of this report. 
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APPENDIX 2
 

SCHEDULE OF DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS 

Description Amount Page 

Questioned Costs:8 

Legal Publication Costs 
 Impermissible Salary Expenses 

Unallowable Costs 

$29,083 
97,997 

$127,080 

9
9 

TOTAL DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS $127,080 

8 Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or 
contractual requirements, or are not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit, 
or are unnecessary or unreasonable.  Questioned costs may be remedied by offset, waiver, recovery 
of funds, or the provision of supporting documentation. 
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APPENDIX 3
 

AUDITEE RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT 
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OffiCE Of THE STATE ' S ATTOIIHEY 
Cool< 00U0m, ILLlHOIII 

KIMBERlY M. FOXX 8RcNSKI Q. COlEMAN 
STATE'S AlTORNEY CHIEF FIIW>ICLO.l OFFICER 

~ W, WI\SHIIIGTON ST. SUJ/E 32O(l 
Ci'!I<:oqo. _$J&O;! 

.1111),7,2017 

Carol S, Taraszka 
Regional Audit Manager 
Chicago Regional Audit Office 
Offi~ of the Inspector Oeneral 
U,S. Department of Justice 
500 W. Madison Street, Suite 1121 
Chicago. Illinois 60661 

Re: Cook County State's Attorney's Office Official Response to [>OJ Audit of FES 
'""",m 

Dear Ms. Taraszka: 

Please accept this letter as the Cook County'" State'" Attorney's Office ("CCSAO"I "mcial 
,..,spon"" I" the Department of Justice Office of Inspector General's rDOJi Draft Report 
raudill regarding our office's management of our federal equitable sharing rFES"1 acrount 

As an inilial matter, it is important to nOte that the currenl CCSAO administration ,,'u 
elected in November 2016. My employment "ith the Cook County State's Attorney as Chief 
Financial OffICer began on De<mnber 1, 20 16, as a part of the current State's Atrorney's 
..enior administration, whose rlml 4-year term also commen""d on the same day. Thus, 
neither I, m.r the current senior administration was pt"eii<'llt during any period of t ime the 
audit covet«! fFY 2014 to 2016) and my predecessor, who handled our federal equitable 
sharing PES acoouni:8 ,..,tired on November 30, 2016. These stafflllg changes, SOme of which 
were still in procesa during the audit, resulted in the 1088 of pertinent historical knowledge of 
events that occurred during the audit period. However, the DOJ can be auured !hat I and 
the current staff answered all [>OJ inquires to the besl of our knowledge and provided the 
[>OJ with a ll requested information and documentalion. 



 

 

 

 

Before responding to the find ings and recommendations, the State's Attorney's Office would 
like to emphasize that any findings of noncompliance identir",d in the audit were not 
littempts by the prior State's Attorney's administra tion to intentionally circumvent County 
p~ures regarding accounting, purchasing and procurement policies related to FES funds 
or equitable sharing guidelines. Rather, the issues addressed in the a udit tikely stemmed 
from a misinterpretation of equitable sharing guidelines and an inconclusive opinion on 
whether or not the CCSAO is required to abide by the terms of the Cook County 
Procurement Code. 

The section entitled Booking procedures and imemal co'1trols, criteria number 9, of the DOJ'e 
2009 Guide to Equitable Sharing for State and Local Law Enforcement Ag¢ncies, provides 
that ~Ul.te or local participating law enforcement agencies must obtain approval for 
expenditur¢s from the govern ing body, such as the town councilor city manager's office, if 
lippropria.te, A July 2 0, 20 15 equits.ble sharing wire issued states tha t ' Agencies Me to follow 
their jurisdiction'. approval and procurement policies for all expenditures,' The DOJ audit 
C(lncluded that the equitable ,haring funds were maintained outside ofthe County-wide 
system, thus making it possible for the CCSAO to avoid county-wide legislatively mandated 
purchasing procedures and avoid multiple levels of controls OVer the procurement. While the 
CCSAO did in faet maintain the FES funds outside of the countywide accounting system, it 
is not clear that the CCSAO was legally obligated to adhere to such sylItem. The CCSAO has 
concluded that filinois State law pennits the CCSAO, as a oonstitutional officer, to reserve 
the right to subje<:t expenditutes to the County procurement process. 

The Cook County Procurement code rProcurement Code") requires thlit all contract 
procurement by any Cook County elected official, including the State's Attorney, are subject 
to it$ terms and that all sucb procurements are to be mlide by the County's Chief 
Procurement Office. See Procurement Code, Section .. 34-121; 34-122. 

This notwithstanding, the State', Attorney is a constitutional officer. See County o/Cook ex 
reI. Rifkin v. Bear Steams (II; Co" 2 15 Ill . 2d 466, 477-781200$1: People ex rel Kunstman v. 

I. ~'~'''YI' A8I\fG'1o 35811L, 14~)UHl151 
(1934); see also Illinois Const., Art. VI, § 19, 'The Illinois Supreme Court haa repeatedly held 
that constitutional office .... such Ill! the State's Attorney may not be stripped of any P""'..,rs 
by a legislative body, nor have those pov...,rs transferred to others, RiJkin, 215111. 2d at 478; 
KUn/sman, 389 Ill. 2d at 249; Courtney, 358 Ill. a t 151; Fergus v. Rusul~ 270 Ill. 304, 388 
(1915). 

The statutory powers lind duties of the Sts.te's Attorney lire set forth In Division 3·9 of the 
Counties Code (55 [LCS S/3·9001 e! seq). Section 3 -9006(a) is )XIrticuwly relevant snd 
provides, in pertinent part , aa follows; 

The State's Attorney shall control the internal operations ofbis or her office and 
procure the necessary equipment, materials, and serviceo to perform the duties of that 
office. 

55 ILCS 5/3-9006(al. Based upon this statutory language, the State's Attorney's power to 
'procure the necessary equipment, materials, lind servicn to perform the duties of thst 
office" cannot legally be diminished by making the power subject to the Procu~ent Code. 
This conclusion is supported by the Illino;" Supreme Court's holding in Ashton v, Cook 
County, 384 Ill. 287 (19431, and several opinions of the Illinois Attomey Oeneral, see 1978 
Op. Atty Gen. 53 3-1329, 19960p. Atty Gen. 96-02 1. 
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Baaed upon the foregoing. the CCSAO ia not legally ~uired to abide by the terma of the 
Cook County Procurement Code when makinc oontract plllCUTCmcnt.s 'nCQC:uary equipment, 
matenaho and serviceo" to perform the dutie. ~!the office provided that the expenditure does 
nOt exceed the amount that the Coun\}' Board has "appropriated" for thne clu.iflClltiona. 
We believe this conclusion accounu for Aqy non-wmplianu with the County procurement 
proc:ess during this aud it period. However, w.e CCSAO Is not f\rgulng that I"BS funds Mou ld 
remain outllide of countywide procurement p,oee89, but that it reacNe. the right to choo!le 
to do 1I<l. 

The au dit found 40 instance. of vend.,... who ... ·ere paid men: thllIl $5,000 within _fiscal 
yeW", which. unckr the County; Proeurc-mentCode, would ha,.., ~uired . contract. It 
ahould be noted that the"" 4Q in,rancea occu.'Ted 0\tCT the COUrac of 3 yean. Thue ~ only 
20 unique vendors used, S Of which w.:re rcJa:.ed to automobile ~" ow .. we,.., 
mi...:ilAncoua, but all specific to Ia ... enf.....,.,ment investigation need • . One vendor, the 
Coll"S" of DuPage, was ~ lor lnIining purpoees, which is permilSib~ under the direct 
pay standard of the CoW'lty'. Procure....,nt Code. 

A. RESPONSE TO AUDIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Acwuntiru! fur 8qyjUlbk Shares! ReIOUM' 

tha t allows FRS fund. to be 
III not 
,2015 

~ 

with respect to .hAnng 
requirement 10 follow the County'. procurement code 0 mandate to ;;.",;;,.,;;.~ 
program, the CCSAO will not oppoac to do 10. 

2. CCSAQ Equjtable Shorin!!. i>o\jcje, III 3. Control OVer Property 

The audit 8talea that the CCSAO's internal policice or procedures for the 
admini5lration of equitable tharing fund, "''ere not IUtricicntly adhered to for the 
periods in QUC$tion, had not been distributed to the appropriate empLoye-ca, lacked 
guidance for basic procedurn. and wa. need of an update. The CCSAO is in 
~mene thae an internal policy manual for rES scti-oity nced. to be updated and 
routinely ...... -isited to include new equitabl. 8haring guidelinee u they are issued and 
that iNCh policy should be aharcd with all employees that work with the fW'.d. This 
manual will al"" llddn:aII the catalogins 0( capitalauets (control 0( property! that an: 
purchased ... ith FES fund •. The audit further Mates the CCSAO provided an 
incomplete listing of equipment puTCOha.m with FES fUm!., which i. ac:curate. The 
orr"", provided an intermediary Ulling of ;\.Ome to demonstrate how item, will be 
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captured at the JlQint purchased going forn'ani. The initU>1 process will be to oonduct 
an extensive physically inventory of existing capital a&Sets. The initial listing shared 
was not the final product; the CCSAO is in agre<:mcmt that a full inventory list should 
be in place. 

4 . Compliance with Audit Requiremen ts 

The misinterpre tation (>{ equitable sharing guideline. that FES funds were to be 
treated outside of the count)"'ide accounting system Traulted in FES funds nat being 
induded in the Cook C<.unty Single Audit; rather the office engaged an independent 
auditor to conduct audits for "2014 and FY2015. Steps were taken to include FES 
funds in the ccuntywide single audit faT FY2016, but the time had passed logistically 
to do $0. The prior independent auditor was enga~d to audit funds under the OMB A-
133 standardS. In moving CCSAO FES funds into the countywide system, they will be 
subjected to Cook Caunty Single Audit planning and execution beginning with Fiscal 
Year 2017. 

Use of Equitably Shared Resources 

The audit of PES funds of the CCSAO for FYs 2014 through FY2016 reported total 
expenditures of $1,162,018, of which $127,080 was identified to he aSs<xiated with 
unallowable expenditures. The CCSAO does acknowledge and agree that the $127,080 
expendituro:s ;n question were not expended in accordance with equitable sharing 
funda guidelines far the period in question. 

However it is import8nt to note that no language in the audit suggests maIfeaoanee, 
COncern of <"Xtravagant purchases, or maws evidence of ~upplanting local resource/l 
for the periads in quc6tion . 

S. Legal Notice Publications 

PES funds of $29,083 "",,ro: uoed for legal notice publications in the course of Slate 
na.rcotic caSes. As noted in the audit, th"se funds, often ro:imbul"lled at the conclusion 
of a case were not depasited back into the FES account, but into the State forleiture 
account. This was an administrative error. The CCSAO is in agreement with th~ audit 
that these expenditures were not in accordance with equitabl" sharing guide1in"s and 
has proa<:tively cessed the practice of expending PES funds on legal notice 
publications. If the Criminal Divimon opts to remedy this questioned. con through 
recovery, we "'"QuId respectfully ru.k thst it is done through offset of future equitabl" 
sharing receipts. 

6. CCSAO f>eoonnd ExpenditUres 

The audit states that FES funds of $97,997 were used to Y"eimburse the sa1ary and 
fringe benefits of an officer in the investigations unit nt n time when there tI."ert 
multiple officers assigned to other DEA task forces. Ho""",",r, peT equitable sharing 
fund guidelines for the period in question, the officer oalary to he reimbursement was 
to be a new hire, which this persan was not. The CCSAO agrees with the audit 
finding. As equitable sharing guidelines ar.. Updated regarding allowable 
expenditures, to include salaries OT other, the CCSAO will update internal procedures 
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accordingly and advi"" staff. If the Criminal Di,,;swn OptS to remedy this questioned 
cost through recovery, "'" WQuld respectfully ask that it is done through o[bet of 
future equitable sharing ~iptll. 

7. ",ppliclltions for Transfer o{Federally Forfeited Property 

The CCSAO is in agreement that there were instan~9 where applications to share in 
""ized property for the (X'riods in question were not ~ubmitted timely. The CCSAO is 
committed to ensuring timely submission of applications to share in seized pro}>"ny 
and will put necessary controls in place to both monitor and direct this activity. As 
equitable sharing guidelines are updated regarding the application for tran.fer of 
federally forfeited pro(X'rty or other, the CCSAO wiU update internal procedure~ 
accordingly and advise staJI. 

y
:incerel , d U 

~~.col
Ch lef Financial 

e
Om""r 
man 

Cook County State's Allorney's om"", 

Jennifer Ballard-Croll 
Chief ofStaffjChid Diversity Officer 

, 16l'f1e) 's Offie<: 
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APPENDIX 4
 

THE CRIMINAL DIVISION MONEY LAUNDERING AND ASSET 

RECOVERY SECTION’S RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT 


REPORT
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u.s. no""rtalCilt of J u,ti"" 

Criminal Division 

JUL 11 2011 

MEMORA .... OUM 

TO: carol S. Taraszka, Regj<>JW AuditMonager 
Chicago ~ Audit Office 
Office oflh< llUp«tor GrnonoI 

FROM: Jennifer Bickford, DqrutyChi~...hn~ 
I'fo¥rmn Managcmrnt lIId Tmi;QUni17'~ ·U 
Mooty Laundcrina IUld Asset 

Re",,,,ny Steti"" 

SUBJECT' DII.At, AUDIT REPORT of the Coo~ County Stale'. Atto>m<y'. Office'. 
F..quit.oble Sharins Program Activitic:. 

In "memorandum dated Jtme 16 lOl7, )UIt office provided • daR audit .. port for the 
Cool: County State'. Al1omcy'. Offi"" (CCSAO). whkn in<IOOed ""I;""" ~ fOT c["""" 
of the audit rcpon findinp. The Money l.autJderina lIId A,set R<>co_et'Y Scdi/ln (MLARS) 
""""'\us with 1111 finding> and recornmendati"", Staled in the droll. audil 1qlOrt. 

Upoo """ipt of the final audit report, M LARS will """'" witlt CCSAO to irnpltm<nt the 
corrn:uvc ""bon. to ....,1, •• n fir>di">l" 

"": Ocnill< Twwne, Aooiit Li.j""" 
Criminal Dim;"" 

Riclmrd 1', Thei •• ,u,istult Director 
Audit Liai-. Group 
Inttmal Revenue: and Ev"luation Office 
J...uc.: Manageman Divi,kln 



 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

APPENDIX 5 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY 
OF ACTIONS NECESSARY TO CLOSE THE REPORT 

The Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
provided a draft of this audit report to the Cook County State’s Attorney’s 
Office (CCSAO) and the DOJ Criminal Division Money Laundering and Asset 
Recovery Section (MLARS).  The individual response from the CCSAO is contained 
in Appendix 3 of this final report, and MLARS’s response is incorporated in 
Appendix 4.  In response to our draft report, MLARS concurred with our 
recommendations, and as a result, the status of the audit report is resolved.  The 
following provides the OIG analysis of the responses and summary of actions 
necessary to close the report. 

Recommendations to the Criminal Division: 

1. Ensure that the CCSAO complies with the Equitable Sharing Guide to 
account for equitable sharing funds within the Cook County financial 
system and comply with county-wide procurement requirements. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement necessary corrective 
actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO indicated it had previously misinterpreted the 
equitable sharing program guidelines.  The CCSAO also stated that it intends 
to manage its equitable sharing funds within the Cook County financial 
system and is currently working with the Office of the County Comptroller 
office to establish separate accounting for the funds. 

The response also summarized the manner in which the CCSAO, as a 
constitutional officer, may not be legally required to adhere to the county 
Procurement Code in certain instances.  In brief, the CCSAO’s position is that 
Illinois State law permits the CCSAO, as a constitutional officer, to reserve 
the right to choose whether it will subject CCSAO expenditures to the County 
procurement process. 

As noted in our report, the guidelines governing participation in DOJ’s 
equitable sharing program clearly require participants to manage equitable 
sharing funds within the jurisdiction’s financial system, including established 
processes for approval and procurement policies for all expenditures.  
Further, involvement in DOJ’s equitable sharing program is voluntary and 
participants are expected to adhere to the requirements in order to receive 
funds from the program.  According to the CCSAO’s response, it will not 
oppose following the County’s procurement code if the DOJ Criminal Division 
mandates compliance with such a requirement. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that equitable 
sharing funds are accounted for in a manner compliant with equitable sharing 
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guidelines.  In addition, the Criminal Division should ensure that the CCSAO 
is appropriately following local procurement requirements. 

2. Ensure that the CCSAO updates its equitable sharing policy to reflect 
current equitable sharing guidance, and that it distributes and trains 
the appropriate individuals on policy specifics. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement necessary corrective 
actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO acknowledged the need for an internal policy 
manual for its federal equitable sharing program activity.  The CCSAO’s 
response also states that the policy should be routinely revisited to include 
new equitable sharing guidelines as they are issued and that such policy 
should be shared with all employees that work with equitable sharing funds. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
CCSAO has updated its equitable sharing policy to reflect current equitable 
sharing guidance, and that it has distributed and trained the appropriate 
individuals on policy specifics. 

3.	 Ensure that the CCSAO reviews existing equitable sharing property 
and ensures that these items and new purchases are tracked in a 
manner compliant with CCSAO and equitable sharing guidelines. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement corrective actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO acknowledged that it did not have a complete 
listing of accountable property purchased with equitable sharing funds.  The 
CCSAO also stated that it will conduct an extensive physical inventory of 
existing capital assets and that it is in agreement that a full inventory list 
should be in place. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
CCSAO has implemented a tracking system for equitable sharing property in 
compliance with federal equitable sharing guidelines. 

4. Ensure that the CCSAO develops procedures to ensure it follows 
single audit reporting requirements and accurately reports federal 
expenditures on the Cook County Schedule of Expenditures of 
Federal Awards. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement corrective action. 

In its response, the CCSAO said that equitable sharing guidelines had been 
previously misinterpreted and that, as a result, federal equitable sharing 
funds were treated outside of the countywide accounting system.  The 
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CCSAO’s response also indicates that federal equitable sharing funds will be 
included in the Cook County, Illinois, single audit planning and execution 
beginning with FY 2017. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
CCSAO has developed procedures to ensure that it follows single audit 
reporting requirements and accurately reports federal expenditures on the 
Cook County Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards. 

5. Remedy the $29,083 in unallowable equitable sharing expenditures 
associated with legal notice publication costs. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement corrective actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO agreed that the use of $29,083 in federal 
equitable sharing funds for legal notice publications was not in accordance 
with equitable sharing guidelines.  The CCSAO added that this was due to an 
administrative error and that it has proactively ceased the practice of 
expending federal equitable sharing funds on legal notice publications. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
$29,083 in questioned costs have been remedied. 

6. Remedy the $97,997 in unallowable costs associated with 
impermissible personnel expenses. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement corrective actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO said that it agreed with the finding and as 
Equitable Sharing Guidelines are updated regarding allowable expenditures, 
the CCSAO will update internal procedures accordingly and advise staff. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
$97,997 in questioned costs have been remedied. 

7. Ensure that the CCSAO implements and adheres to policies and 
procedures to ensure timely submission of requests for equitable 
sharing funding. 

Resolved. MLARS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its 
response that it will work with the CCSAO to implement corrective actions. 

In its response, the CCSAO said that it is committed to ensuring timely 
submission of applications to share in seized property and will put necessary 
controls and procedures in place to both monitor and direct this activity. 
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the 
CCSAO has implemented policies and procedures to ensure timely submission 
of requests for equitable sharing funding. 
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The Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General 
(DOJ OIG) is a statutorily created independent entity 
whose mission is to detect and deter waste, fraud, 
abuse, and misconduct in the Department of Justice, and 
to promote economy and efficiency in the Department’s 
operations.  Information may be reported to the DOJ 
OIG’s hotline at www.justice.gov/oig/hotline or 
(800) 869-4499. 

Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 

www.justice.gov/oig 
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