
 

 

 

 

Date:   February 1, 2022 
 
To:   John P. Curp, Interim City Manager 
 
From:  Lauren Sundararajan, CFE, Internal Audit Manager  
 

Copies to: Internal Audit Committee 
William Weber, Assistant City Manager 
Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief 
 

Subject:  Central Warrant Agreement Audit 
 
 
Attached is the Central Warrant Agreement audit report. The primary objective of this 
performance audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of internal controls and 
practices applicable to the management of the Central Warrant Agreement. This audit was 
conducted per the request of the Budget Director.  
 
We would like to thank the management and staff of the Cincinnati Police Department for their 
assistance and cooperation during this audit.  
 
If you need any further information, please contact me.  
 
Attachment 
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Executive Summary 
 
Internal Audit (IA) conducted a performance audit of the Central Warrant Agreement 
(Agreement). The primary objective of this audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness 
of internal controls and practices applicable to the management of the Agreement.  
 
In 1988, the City of Cincinnati (City) and the Hamilton County Board of Commissioners 
(County), entered into two Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreements. The original 
Agreement effective November 10 through December 31, 1988, authorized a permanent 
consolidation of a Central Warrant/Identification Unit, combining the functions of the Cincinnati 
Police Department (CPD), the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office, and the Hamilton County Clerk 
of Courts’ Office.1 The second Agreement reaffirmed the consolidation of warrant and 
identification processing and became effective January 1, 1989.2 
 
The audit revealed several opportunities for CPD, who are responsible for managing the 
Agreement, to strengthen its internal controls. Primarily, this outdated Agreement lacks standard 
contract terms and conditions, such as: the term of the contract; payment terms with 
corresponding reports; a contract amendment process; a contingency plan; and a detailed 
statement of work, including a budget. Not only is an original budget not included in the 
Agreement, information regarding how the internal City budget was formulated does not exist. 
Furthermore, there is no information on any subsequent budget analysis. Given the lack of 
specifications regarding payment processing, the County does not provide comprehensive 
supporting documentation and reporting with monthly invoice submissions.  
 
Additionally, Article 5(d) of the second Agreement stipulates that a review of the cost-share 
percentage applied to the City and County must be performed annually; however, this has been 
performed only at implementation in 1988 and once again in the year 2000.3 Finally, despite the 
requirement to form a Policy Board charged with directing policy and review, this Board no 
longer appears operational; and therefore, this Agreement has not been reviewed for its 
relevancy and effectiveness in many years.  
 
To strengthen internal controls and ensure this Agreement complies with City policy, IA 
recommends this Agreement be revised to include standard contractual terms and conditions. 
Further, the Agreement's budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost factors to 
minimize overages. In addition, CPD should verify through consistent monthly invoices, 
supporting documentation, and reporting whether payments to the County are for 
warrant/identification processing services it is performing on behalf of the City. IA also 
recommends that the requirement to review the cost-share percentage annually be 
implemented; and review the requirement to maintain a Policy Board to determine whether such 
a Board is necessary for assessing and implementing contractual provisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 See Appendix A – Central Warrant/Identification Unit: First Agreement. 
2 See Appendix B – Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Second Agreement. 
3 See Appendix C – Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Time Study 2000. 
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I. Introduction 
 
Background 
 
In November 1988, the City of Cincinnati, and the Hamilton County Board of Commissioners, 
entered into two Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreements. The original Agreement 
effective November 10 through December 31, 1988, authorized a permanent consolidation of a 
Central Warrant/Identification Unit, combining the functions of the Cincinnati Police Department, 
the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office, and the Hamilton County Clerk of Courts’ Office. The 
second Agreement reaffirmed the consolidation of warrant and identification processing and 
became effective January 1, 1989, with an indeterminate termination date. This second 
Agreement has been in effect since January 1, 1989, with no formal modifications or 
amendments per existing documentation available.  
 
This Agreement states that “the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office shall be responsible for 
managing and administering all operations of the Central Warrant/Identification Unit”. Further, 
the Agreement stipulates that “the County and City jointly shall share in the total annual 
operating costs of the Unit”. The share of these expenses and obligations were determined by a 
cost share formula, which originally resulted in CPD paying 78% of salaries and benefits with an 
additional eight percent for non-personnel costs. In the year 2000, a subsequent time study was 
completed resulting in the City’s responsibility at 70% of costs with the County paying 30%. 
There has not been another time study completed since the year 2000. 
  
As described on the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office website4, the Sheriff’s Office Warrants Unit 
is responsible for maintaining centralized control of all warrants and capiases (bench warrants) 
that are the responsibility of the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office, the Cincinnati Police, and the 
Municipal Bailiff’s Office. The Warrant Unit is also responsible for the accurate and timely 
processing of each warrant issued; entering each warrant in accordance with standards set by 
the National Crime Information Center. Furthermore, the Warrant Unit verifies wanted 
information on both city and county warrants to all local, state, federal, and out of state police 
agencies. The Identification Unit is responsible for the capture and classification of fingerprints 
and photographs of all individuals brought to the Justice Center. The Identification Unit also 
houses the Automated Fingerprint Identification Unit (AFIS), which aids local, state, and federal 
agencies in the tracking of criminals.  
 
Although a budget amount is not included in the Agreement, the City budgeted $1.8 million from 
2018 through 2021 for these services. The chart below reflects the budget overages that have 
occurred during this timeframe ranging anywhere from $80,000 to about $900,000. These 
budget overages without any discernible justification for them raised concern, which resulted in 
this internal audit review.  
 

 
4 https://www.hcso.org/support-services/ 
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Audit Selection 
IA conducted this audit per the request of the Budget Director. 
 
 
Audit Objective 
The primary objective of this performance audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness 
of internal controls and practices applicable to the management of the Central Warrant 
Agreement. 
 
 
Audit Scope and Methodology 
To achieve the objective, Internal Audit reviewed invoices related to the Agreement, interviewed 
appropriate staff, sought verification of actions through documented reports, analyzed data, 
examined all relevant documents, and all applicable policies and procedures. Records reviewed 
included data generated between FY 2018 – FY 2021.  
 
 
Statement of Auditing Standards 
As required by the Cincinnati Administrative Code Article II §15, this audit was conducted in 
accordance with the Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS), except for 
standard 5.90 pertaining to external peer review requirements. This exception did not have a 
material effect on the audit. 
 
IA continues to conduct internal quality reviews to assure the conformance with applicable 
GAGAS. IA performed the fieldwork between November 2021 – December 2021. 
 
 
Commendations 
IA commends the staff of the Cincinnati Police Department for their cooperation throughout the 
audit. 
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II. Audit Findings and Recommendations 
 
The Central Warrant/Identification Unit agreement written in 1988 does not include standard 
contract terms and conditions.   
 
Per the City of Cincinnati’s Procurement Manual there are standard and routine contract terms 
and conditions, including but not limited to: the term of the contract; payment terms; and 
contract amendments. According to the Components of an Effective Contract Monitoring 
System, best practices include: a contingency plan; a detailed statement of work – contract 
requirements and objective, cost/budget, site visits/audits; deliverables; performance measures 
and goals; and monthly or quarterly payments with corresponding reports that are directly 
related to the contract terms.  
 
The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement does not require the County to provide 
warrant processing unit counts despite the fact the entire Agreement’s cost formula percentage 
is based on the number of “units” the County is processing on behalf of the City of Cincinnati. 
Further, the Agreement does not require Central Warrant Unit employee level salary and 
performance data as supporting documentation for invoice processing. 
 
IA was advised that the intention of this Agreement was not to pay for an expanding Central 
Warrant Unit with potentially increased scope/duties beyond warrant/identification processing, 
although this may have in fact occurred. Due to a lack of a contingency plan and possessing 
minimal leverage, CPD has continued to process invoices without re-visiting the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement.   
 
Recommendation 1: It is recommended that this Agreement be revised to include standard 
contractual terms and conditions.  
 
Department Response: Agreed. A Request for Legal Services (RLS) to revise the 1988 
contract to include standard contractual terms and conditions will prepared by Finance 
Management staff and submitted to the Law Department by February 7, 2022. 
 
 
CPD has not been enforcing the requirement described in Article 5(d) of the second Agreement. 
 
Despite a requirement in the second Agreement to review annually the cost-share percentage, 
this has been performed only at implementation in 1988 and once again in the year 2000. For 
twenty-one years, there has been no analysis regarding the relevancy and/or continued 
effectiveness of the Agreement. As a result of the 2000 review, CPD has been paying 70% of 
total salary and overhead costs for all County Central Warrant/Identification Unit employees 
without assessing if this continues to be an accurate cost-share percentage. 
 
Sample invoices reviewed by IA include lump sum amounts for wages, fringes, and non-
personnel expenses at 70% of all costs. Per job descriptions, County Central 
Warrant/Identification Unit employees have responsibilities in addition to warrant/identification 
processing, which are not included in the Agreement. It is unclear whether these additional job 
responsibilities are within scope and should continue to be reimbursed. 
 
The lack of a thorough understanding regarding contractual provisions to determine accurate 
adherence to an agreement creates the opportunity for misuse of funds and increases the 
likelihood that the execution of the contract does not adhere to City policy.  
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Recommendation 2: CPD should adhere to the Central Warrant Agreement's requirement to 
examine workload, percentages, and billing procedures every year for the life of the Agreement.   

 
Department Response: Agreed. The Finance Management Section will direct Hamilton County 
to comply with Section 5.a. of the contract to examine the workload volume and provide a cost 
share formula as defined in Appendix I annually, as required by 5.d. 
 
 
There is no information regarding how the budget was originally formulated, nor information on 
any subsequent budget analysis.  
 
The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement is budgeted for approximately $1.8 million 
annually. For the past four consecutive years, budget overages have occurred anywhere 
between $80,000 to $900,000 without any analysis completed by City Administration. Budgeting 
provides a systematic way of reviewing estimated with actual results, coordinating future 
activities, and setting realistic targets. It is an effective management tool that provides a 
timeframe required to control finances. Without proper budget formulation and management, 
budget overages may continue to occur without control. 
 
Further, IA was informed that a review of cost factors affecting the budget has not been 
completed. Instead, the budget has been formulated based on a prior year’s expenses, with 
yearly overages occurring without assessing causes for the increase. When a municipality does 
not accurately forecast the budget and has budget overruns, it places the municipality at risk of 
budget shortfalls in other areas, which can affect the fiscal stability of the local government.  
  
Recommendation 3: The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement's budget should be 

reviewed annually based on actual cost factors that impact the budget.  

 
Department Response: Agreed. The Finance Management Section will review the cost factors 
related to the Central Warrant contract with our budget analyst during budget preparation each 
year. 
 
 
The County is not required to provide and does not provide comprehensive supporting 

documentation and reporting with monthly invoice submissions. 

 
Due to the age of this agreement, there have not been historical and consistent records or 
processes in place to determine whether the City has been paying for the services as described 
in the Central Warrant Agreement. Furthermore, requirements on invoice submission and 
processing are deficient. 
     
The lack of clear contractual provisions creates the opportunity for the misuse of funds and 
increases the likelihood that the execution of the contract does not adhere to City policy. 
Furthermore, given the lack of supporting documentation with monthly invoices, the potential for 
a backlog of warrant processing could be placing the safety of law enforcement officers and the 
public at risk. 
 

Recommendation 4: CPD should verify through invoices, supporting documentation, and 
reporting whether payments to the County are for warrant/identification processing services it is 
performing on behalf of the City. 
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Department Response: Agreed. Finance Management will require the County to provide more 
detailed supporting documentation for monthly invoices.  
 
 
The City of Cincinnati does not have any historical or current documentation and information 
regarding the Central Warrant/Identification Unit Policy Board formed as a requirement of the 
1988 Agreement. 
 
The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement was signed 33 years ago. IA found that the 
original signing parties have transitioned to other roles or have since retired. Additionally, CPD 
is unaware of anyone currently participating on the Board. Consequently, CPD has not 
maintained any records of the Policy Board.  
 
Adequate records document that a board has followed all appropriate steps for determining best 
policies and that they have exercised due care in carrying out their responsibilities. When board 
records are not adequately documented or retained, it places the City at risk of not being able to 
determine if the terms of the agreement have been followed.   
  
Recommendation 5: CPD should review and determine whether a Policy Board is necessary to 
implement contractual provisions. 
 

Department Response: Agreed. CPD will work with the Law Department to include a Policy 

Board as part of the contract terms to be renegotiated.  
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III. Conclusion 

The Central Warrant Agreement establishes the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office Warrants and 
Identification Unit as the administering agency for maintaining centralized control of all warrants 
and capiases, as well as the capture and classification of fingerprints and photographs of all 
individuals brought to the Justice Center that are the responsibility of the Cincinnati Police. As 
such, CPD is responsible for the oversight and management of the Central Warrant Agreement. 
To ensure the Agreement is adequately monitored and terms are enforced, strong internal 
controls must exist.  
 
The audit revealed several opportunities for improvement over the management of the 
Agreement. Primarily, this Agreement should be revised to include standard contractual terms 
and conditions. Additionally, the budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost 
factors, thereby minimizing overages. Further, CPD should verify through consistent and 
comprehensive monthly invoices that payments are solely for warrant/identification processing 
services. IA also recommends that the requirement to review annually the cost-share 
percentage be implemented; as well as review the requirement to maintain a Policy Board to 
determine whether such a Board is necessary to continue the services performed under this 
Agreement.  
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IV. Cincinnati Police Department Response 



 
 
 

Date: January 27, 2022 
 

To: Lauren Sundararajan, Internal Audit Manager 
 

From: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief 
 

Copies to:  
 

Subject:  Response to Audit Findings and Recommendations – Central Warrant 
Agreement 

 
 

Internal Audit conducted a performance audit of the Central Warrant 
Agreement between the Cincinnati Police Department and Hamilton 
County.  The Cincinnati Police Department agrees with the audit 
recommendations, and will work to implement them as described below:  
 
Recommendation #1:  It is recommended that this Agreement be revised to 
include standard contractual terms and conditions.  
 
Department Response:  A Request for Legal Services (RLS) to revise the 
1988 contract to include standard contractual terms and conditions wil l be 
prepared by Finance Management staff and submitted to the Law 
Department by February 7, 2022.  
 
Recommendation #2:  CPD should adhere to the Central Warrant 
Agreement’s requirement to examine workload, percentages, and bi l l ing 
procedures every year for the l ife of the Agreement.  
 
Department Response: Finance Management Section wil l  direct Hamilton 
County to comply with Section 5.a. of the contract to examine the workload 
volume and provide a cost share formula as defined in Appendix I 
annually, as required by 5.d.   

 
Recommendation #3: The Central Warrant/Identif ication Unit Agreement’s 
budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost factors that 
impact the budget.  
 
Department Response:  The Finance Management Section will review the 
cost factors related to the Central Warrant contract with our budget analyst  
during budget preparation each year.  

 

Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet 



Recommendation #4:   CPD should verify through invoices, support ing 
documentation, and report ing whether payments to the County are for 
warrant/identif icat ion processing services it  is performing on behalf of the 
city.  
 
Department Response:  Finance Management wil l require the County to 
provide more detai led supporting documentation for monthly invoice s. 
 
Recommendation #5:  CPD should review and determine whether a Policy 
Board is necessary to implement contractual provisions.  
 
Department Response:  CPD will work with the Law Department to include 
a Policy Board as part of the contract terms to be renegotiated.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
TAT 
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V. Appendix A – Central Warrant/Identification Unit: First Agreement 
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