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WHY WE DID THIS AUDIT 
The audit was conducted as part of the annual department audit plan to 
follow-up on significant findings identified in audit file 02-2014-01. 
 
WHAT WE FOUND 
We found corrective actions to strengthen quality assurance controls, train 
Court Clerk office personnel, protect original case documents, develop 
policies and procedures for critical areas, and develop JIMS user information 
were implemented and appear to be working effectively in the criminal justice 
process.  

WHAT WE RECOMMEND 
We do not have any recommendations related to our follow-up audit within 
the criminal justice process. 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
Management response was option for this audit since there were no 
recommendations issued. The General Sessions Court and Criminal Court 
Clerk opted to respond and noted his pleasure with the audit results and 
focus on continuing to improve operations. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 
The criminal justice system serves 
Knox County citizens through 
processing criminal court cases 
through the General Sessions 
Courts and Criminal Courts.  
 
The Internal Audit Department 
previously tested the criminal 
justice process (Audit 02-2014-01 
issued August 15, 2014). The 
report included six 
recommendations with one related 
to a significant finding. Audit 
department policy requires areas 
with significant findings to have a 
follow-up audit to test corrective 
action implementation and 
effectiveness. 
 
The objective of the audit was to 
determine if corrective actions for 
recommendations agreed-upon by 
management in the previous audit 
have been implemented and are 
working to provide an efficient and 
effective criminal justice process. 
The scope of the audit included the 
criminal justice process in place as 
of October 12, 2015 (the time of 
audit initiation). The audit 
methodology included gaining an 
understanding of applicable 
policies, procedures, and internal 
controls; selecting transactions for 
testing and obtaining supporting 
documentation; and conducting 
interviews with personnel as 
needed. 
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BACKGROUND 
The criminal justice system serves Knox County citizens by handling criminal cases in seven courts, 
including four criminal divisions of General Sessions Court and three divisions of Criminal Court. The 
Internal Audit Department conducted an audit of the criminal justice process (File 02-2014-01) with the final 
report being issued on August 15, 2014. The audit identified five issues related to (1) quality assurance 
controls in the General Sessions Court Clerk-Criminal Division (General Session Court Clerk) and Criminal 
Court Clerk offices, (2) protection of original documentation in General Sessions Court proceedings, (3) 
documentation of departmental internal criminal justice processes, (4) training programs and materials for 
General Sessions Court Clerk and Criminal Court Clerk personnel, and (5) training programs and materials 
for the Justice Management Information System (JIMS). The finding related to quality controls met the 
definition of significance for project 02-2014-01. As a result, Internal Audit Department procedures require 
that a follow-up review be performed in areas with a significant audit finding.  
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
The objective of the audit was to determine if corrective actions for those recommendations agreed-upon 
by management in the previous audit have been implemented and are working to provide an efficient and 
effective criminal justice process. To achieve our objective, we: 
 

• Obtained and reviewed applicable policies and procedures over processes included in the audit, 
• Conducted process walkthroughs and interviews with major parties within the process to gain an 

understanding of the current processes and controls in place, 
• Observed various court proceedings to gain an understanding of the environments the criminal 

justice operates within, 
• Conducted testing on new processes put in place to determine if processes are being adhered to 

within the departments, and 
• Documented the process and identified any areas where a control gap or operational risk existed 

within the new processes. 
 

To evaluate the significance of audit findings we used both quantitative and qualitative factors. The 
qualitative factors used in evaluating the significance of a finding was whether the finding (a) posed an 
operational risk in the ability to accurately or timely process defendants in the system and / or (b) resulted 
in a high level of reputational damage or inquiry from a state or federal agency / institution. The quantitative 
factor considered was whether an error or group of errors due to the same cause with a total greater than 
three percent of the total budget for core departments included in the audit, or $300,920. A finding only has 
to meet one of the above factors to be considered significant.   

The scope of this audit included the criminal justice process in place as of October 12, 2015 to include new 
processes put in place in response to the previous audit recommendations.  

This performance audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards except for requirement 3.96 related to an external peer review of the Internal Audit Department 
being conducted every three years. The last peer review was performed in December 2009 and covered 
internal audit work performed from January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2008. According to the three-
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year peer review rule, the Internal Audit Department should have had a peer review performed in calendar 
year 2012 to review audit work performed from January 1, 2009, through December 31, 2011, with an 
additional peer review to be scheduled to cover audit work performed from January 1, 2012, through 
December 31, 2015. The audit department changed Directors in December 2013 and it is not known by the 
current Director why the peer review was not performed in calendar year 2012 in cadence with a three-year 
review cycle. A peer review is planned in calendar year 2016 depending on the amount of audit work 
available to review under revised procedures put in place in February 2013, the schedule of the peer review 
team, and approval by the Knox County Audit Committee. We do not believe the audit or assurance 
provided by the audit have been affected by the lack of a current peer review. The Internal Audit 
Department’s revised audit procedures used to conduct this review are directly tied through reference to the 
generally accepted government auditing standards. In addition, each audit is subject to a quality control 
process that ensures that generally accepted government auditing standards were met within the audit prior 
to issuing a draft report.   

The standards also 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 objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our observations and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives.   

FINDINGS 
We found corrective actions implemented in response to previous audit 02-2014-01 recommendations 
appear to be in place and operating effectively. We included testing related to corrective actions taken to 
resolve previously identified issues pertaining to (1) strength of quality assurance controls, (2) training of 
General Sessions and Criminal Court Clerk personnel, (3) protection of original case documentation, (4) 
development of policies and procedures for critical areas, and (5) development of JIMS user information. 
Detailed testing information is included below.   
 
QUALITY ASSURANCE CONTROLS 
Under audit 02-2014-01, we issued the following recommendations for the General Sessions and Criminal 
Court Clerk based on a significant finding: 

1. Identify critical or high-risk activities or points within the internal processes where quality assurance 
controls are needed to improve and / or promote accuracy and timeliness. 

2. For those areas identified in recommendation 1, develop and implement quality assurance 
controls. 

We tested corrective actions related to the above recommendations and found the General Sessions and 
Criminal Court Clerk offices had evaluated their processes to determine where quality controls were 
needed and implemented the following activities to improve quality assurance: 

• Piloted a program in select court rooms to allow judges to review and approve judgments in JIMS 
as they happen in the proceedings,  

• Replaced free form fields in JIMS with drop down boxes to improve consistency and accuracy of 
information, 



Knox County Internal Audit 
 

File Number 2016-01 Criminal Justice Process Follow-Up Audit   Page 3 
 

• Expanded defendant notifications to include additional fields, 
• Automatically generating defendant notifications at the conclusion of case proceedings to inform 

defendant of information contained in JIMS, 
• Retaining a copy of the defendant notification signed by the presiding judge and defendant to show 

agreement to information included in JIMS as shown on the notification, 
• Periodically reviewing high priority items, such as outstanding arrest instruments, for accuracy, 
• Reporting electronically, when possible, to outside agencies, 
• Sending defendants copies of information on their case sent to state or federal agencies, and 
• Utilizing JIMS automatic reporting features to reduce manual intervention in selected 

circumstances. 

We interviewed users of case information entered by the General Sessions and Criminal Court Clerks office 
to determine if quality controls implemented appeared to be working. Those interviewed agreed the revised 
processes seemed to be working to reduce errors.  

We randomly selected a sample of 30 cases from the General Sessions Courts to test the effectiveness of 
quality controls over manual data entry. The sample selected is not a statistical sample and cannot be 
projected. We obtained the case information from JIMS and compared the electronically stored data to the 
information contained in the original case files. We did not find any differences between the information 
contained in the original case files to the information entered into JIMS.  

Based on the information gathered and testing performed, the quality assurance controls implemented 
appear to be working effectively.  

GENERAL SESSIONS COURT AND CRIMINAL COURT CLERK PERSONNEL 
TRAINING 
Under audit 02-2014-01, we issued the following recommendation for the General Sessions Court and 
Criminal Court Clerk based on audit findings: 

Develop a well-defined training manual and formalized training program for each position. 

We tested corrective actions related to the above recommendation and found the General Sessions Court 
and Criminal Court Clerk has developed detailed training requirements for employees and put together a 
comprehensive manual to guide work.  

We haphazardly selected 30 General Sessions Court Clerk and Criminal Court Clerk employees for testing 
of training records for evidence of documented position and skills enhancement training. The sample 
selected is not a statistical sample and cannot be projected. We found one employee in the sample actually 
fell under the Magistrate’s Office and was not actually performing duties within the General Sessions Court 
Clerk or Criminal Court Clerk offices. Documentation was provided for the remaining 29 employees 
showing position training and / or skill enhancement training.  

Based on the information gathered and testing performed, the General Sessions Court and Criminal Court 
Clerk offices appear to have training programs in place for personnel. 
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PROTECTION OF ORIGINAL CASE DOCUMENTATION 
Under audit 02-2014-01, we recommended the General Sessions Court Clerk, Criminal Court Clerk, 
Information Technology, Attorney General’s Office, Criminal Courts, and General Sessions Courts based 
on audit findings:  

Develop and implement a process to manage original documents to ensure the information 
contained within is adequately protected. 

We tested corrective actions related to the above recommendation and found the General Sessions Court 
and Criminal Court Clerk offices, as the official custodian of original case records, had implemented 
additional procedures to ensure original documents were handled only by Court Clerk office personnel 
whenever possible, tracked if ordered by a judge for access to original records to be granted, and is 
working toward an electronic document management system.  

We observed original documentation handling during court proceedings and noted: 

• Original document access for attorneys was limited to pre-proceedings where the original case 
documentation must be returned to the bench in order for the judge to proceed with the case, 

• Court clerk personnel retained custody of the original documentation subsequent to the conclusion 
of the case proceedings and entered case information in the court room, and 

• Court clerk personnel handled transfer of original case document from courtroom to the payment 
counter. 

Based on the information gathered and observation of original document handling, original documents 
appear to be better protected.  

DOCUMENTATION OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OVER CRITICAL AREAS 
Under audit 02-2014-01, we recommended the General Sessions Court Clerk, Criminal Court Clerk, 
Information Technology, Attorney General’s Office, Criminal Courts, and General Sessions Courts based 
on audit findings:  

Document unwritten internal practices for performing criminal justice process activities for which 
they are responsible to include duties and responsibilities of employees within the department and 
where the process relies on or intersects with another department. 

We tested corrective actions related to the above recommendation and found broad policies and 
procedures had been revised or developed by the General Sessions Court and Criminal Court Clerk, 
Information Technology, and Attorney General’s Office. In addition, both the General Sessions Courts and 
Criminal Court Clerks had revised their rules of practice since the last audit.  

Based on the information gathered and testing performed, policies and procedures appear to have been 
revised or developed for critical areas in the criminal justice process.  
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DEVELOPMENT OF JIMS USER INFORMATION  
Under audit 02-2014-01, we recommended the General Sessions Court Clerk, Criminal Court Clerk, 
Information Technology, Attorney General’s Office, Criminal Courts, and General Sessions Courts based 
on audit findings: 

Work with Information Technology to develop a JIMS user guide and training program to promote 
consistent and correct use of the system.  

We tested corrective actions related to the above recommendation and found a JIMS user manual had 
been developed and implemented. Based on the information gathered and testing performed, JIMS user 
information appears to have been documented to promote consistent and correct use of the system. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
We do not have any recommendations related to testing performed in this audit.  

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
Management response was option for this audit since there were no recommendations issued. The General 
Sessions Court and Criminal Court Clerk opted to respond and noted his pleasure with the audit results and 
focus on continuing to improve operations. See full response at Appendix A. 
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