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Introduction 

During the monthly travel reconciliation review process performed by the Davis County 

Controller’s Office, multiple transactions were identified that required additional review. 

Upon further review of the transactions, additional audit work was needed to determine 

the use of County funds. As a result, the following audit report, which includes findings 

and recommendations, is being issued to the Davis County Commission and Audit 

Committee for consideration. 

Transactions reviewed include: 
 
• Travel Reconciliations 

• PCard Reconciliations 

• Promotional Expenses 

 

Finding 1: 

The Tourism Sales Manager made a purchase of $100 using her County-issued PCard on 

July 31, 2024, from BREWERS.com. The explanation for the purchase provided by the 

Tourism Department in the finance system stated “Milwaukee Brewers Client Event Addtl 

Suite Invites” for a baseball game on August 28, 2024. This is a false statement. The receipt 

submitted for the PCard reconciliation was altered to remove the itemization of the 

purchase (see Attachment A). The actual purpose for the purchase, as detailed on the 

original unedited receipt, was for a Game Day scoreboard message to be displayed 

between the third and fifth innings stating, “Happy Birthday Millie!”. (see Attachment B) 

Upon further review, it was determined that Millie was a work associate with Visit Ogden 

who was also attending the game. It is the opinion of the Controller that, based upon the 

effort to alter the receipt, this is a fraudulent transaction. 

Staff acknowledged that this was a personal expense during the audit.  County Purchasing 

Policy - 400 states that the use of the County PCard for personal purchases is unauthorized.  

Prior to the audit, the purchase had not been identified as such. 

Finding Recommendation: 

• Department Management should take appropriate disciplinary action to ensure that 

the County employee involved in this issue does not alter and submit fraudulent 

receipts in the future. 

• Department Management should take appropriate disciplinary action to ensure that 

the employee submits accurate descriptions of all transactions in the future. 

• Department Management should conduct a comprehensive review of the department 
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to ensure that altering receipts is not a common practice within the department. 

• Department Management should implement a more thorough review of receipts 

during monthly reconciliations. 

• The County should be reimbursed for the transaction by the Sales Manager. 

 

Finding 2: 

An additional receipt was reviewed by the Controller’s office that appeared to have been 

altered. This receipt was submitted for reconciliation with the February 2025 PCard 

reconciliation and dated February 12, 2025, from vendor UberEats. The purpose of the 

transaction, as recorded in the County finance system, is “UberEats Receipt to pay to 

county”. A review of the receipt shows that the amount charged was altered (see Attachment 

C). This conclusion is based upon: 

1) The charge on the PCard statement being reconciled is $20.98, while the receipt 

submitted shows the “Total” amount as $21.78. 

2) The typeface of the $21.78 is not a consistent font and appears to be imposed. 

3) When the charges listed are added, they total $20.98 (the amount of the PCard 

statement). 

When questioned about the discrepancies, the Sales Manager was unable to explain why 

an altered receipt was entered into the financial system or the purpose of altering it. While 

a purpose for altering the receipt cannot be stated definitively, it is the opinion of the 

Controller that the receipt has been altered and is therefore fraudulent. 

County Purchasing Policy - 400 states that the use of the County PCard for personal 

purchases is unauthorized. The description in the finance system indicates that this was a 

personal purchase and that the County should be reimbursed for this personal transaction, 

which it was.  

Finding Recommendations: 
 

• Department Management should take appropriate disciplinary action to ensure that 

the County employee involved in this issue does not alter and submit fraudulent 

receipts in the future. 

• Employees responsible for possessing a PCard, should, through the reconciliation 

process, know the nature of all charges on their account and have valid receipts for 

the transactions. 
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Finding 3: 

The audit found that on three occasions, the Tourism Sales Manager charged personal travel 

expenses to Davis County. 

In the first instance, the Sales Manager traveled for business to a conference in Charlotte 

Harbor, Florida, from December 8 to 11, 2024. She departed from the hotel on December 

13th. No explanation was provided for the additional hotel night that cost $291.88 on the 

travel reconciliation. On the 13th, they stayed at a residence in Punta Gorda, Florida, until 

December 16th. On the 16th, they charged personal travel on the County PCard for a Lyft 

ride from the residence to the airport for $63.59 (see Attachment D). The details of this 

LYFT ride were included as part of the documentation uploaded to the financial system and 

could have been detected during management review of the travel reconciliation. 

In a second instance, the Sales Manager traveled for business to a conference in San Juan, 

Puerto Rico, from January 27 to 31, 2025. After the conference, they engaged in personal 

travel to Fort Meyers, Florida, and stayed at a residence until February 3rd. On the 3rd, they 

charged the County PCard for personal travel for an Uber ride from the residence to the 

airport in the amount of $63.53 (see Attachment E). The receipt uploaded into the County 

financial system did not show the location where the ride began or ended. An itemized 

receipt was available to the employee, but not submitted for reimbursement. As a result, 

management review of this receipt could not have detected that personal travel was being 

charged to the County (see Attachment F). 

The third instance occurred when the Sales Manager traveled for business to a conference 

in Tampa Bay, Florida, from April 3 to 4, 2025. On April 5th and 6th, charges for personal 

LYFT rides to and from a residence were charged to the County PCard for a total of $104.06. 

(see Attachment G) The details of this LYFT ride were included as part of the documentation 

uploaded to the financial system and could have been detected during the management 

review of the travel reconciliation. 

The audit identifies these transactions as personal travel expenses.  Davis County Financial 

Policy 600 - Travel & Training states, “Under no circumstances shall expenses for personal 

travel be charged to or temporarily funded by the County”.   Prior to the audit, these had not 

been identified as personal expenditures. 

In this section of the policy, it states: “Under no circumstances shall expenses for personal 

travel be charged to or temporarily funded by the County”. 

Finding Recommendations: 
 

• Department Management should take appropriate disciplinary action to ensure that 

the practice of charging personal expenses to the County never occurs. 

• The County should be reimbursed for the transaction by the Sales Manager. 

. 
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• Department Management should conduct a more thorough review of travel and 

PCard transactions. 

 

Finding 4: 

In several instances, receipts submitted by the Tourism Sales Manager were not itemized. 

This is problematic since itemized receipts were readily available to them, but non-itemized 

receipts were submitted. By not providing itemized receipts, it becomes challenging for 

management to do any meaningful review of purchases made using County PCards. 

This issue is demonstrated in (Attachment H). In this instance, a receipt for $369.83, dated 

March 3, 2025, at MTN OPS was submitted in the financial system with the description, 

“Swag Bag Items Client Gifts”. When multiple Tourism staff members were asked what this 

purchase was for, all indicated that single-serving drink mixes were used for putting into 

giveaway bags for clients. The receipt submitted is generic and provides no meaningful 

information. The itemized receipt, which was available to the employee in their email, 

showed that multiple containers of product were purchased, including bulk tubs that did not 

contain individual servings (Attachment I). When asked what these tubs were used for, no 

staff members were able to explain the business purpose for these purchases. 

Through the course of the audit, staff acknowledged that part of the purchase was for 

personal use.  County Purchasing Policy - 400 states that the use of the County PCard for 

personal purchases is unauthorized.  Prior to the audit, it had not been identified as such. 

A second instance further demonstrates the challenge associated with generic receipts. (see 

Attachment J). In this instance, a generic receipt dated January 30, 2025, from Somos 

Playa for $73.58 was submitted for “Client Gift”. When asked what this client gift was, no 

staff were able to answer what or who it was for. When the Sales Manager was provided 

with the itemized receipt (discovered through the course of the audit) showing the purchase 

of a pair of sunglasses (see Attachment K), they explained that a client had forgotten to 

bring a pair of sunglasses to the conference, and so they bought them a pair as a gift. 

Finding Recommendations: 

• Department Management must conduct a more thorough review of PCard 
transactions. 

• County Management should take appropriate action to ensure that Department 

Management is doing a review of PCard transactions and travel reconciliations. 

• The County should be reimbursed for the transaction by the Sales Manager. 

 
Finding 5: 
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Davis County Purchasing Policy states, “Alcohol may not be purchased using a PCard 

without the written consent of the Elected Official overseeing the Department. Written 

approval must be given prior to any purchase being made. During the monthly reconciliation 

of the PCard, the approval form must be submitted with receipts.” The County 

Commissions are the elected officials who oversee the Tourism department. All Tourism 

staff who met with the Controller’s office acknowledged that they were aware of this 

policy. 

On September 24, 2024, the Tourism Sales Manager violated this policy while hosting a group 

in Anaheim, California, in conjunction with Visit Ogden. The total bill for the event/meal was 

$2,566.23 and served 40 people (see Attachment L). While no itemized receipt could be 

discovered, the Sales Manager acknowledged that the purchase included food and alcoholic 

beverages for clients. Despite the large dollar amount associated with this purchase, 

management did not detect this policy violation during the monthly review of PCard 

transactions. 

 

Finding Recommendations: 
 

• As the County Commission is the body responsible for approving any purchase of 

alcohol for the department, they should take appropriate disciplinary action to ensure 

that this policy is enforced. 

• The County Commission should review whether the practice of providing alcohol is a 

necessary and appropriate activity for the County to engage in. 

 
Finding 6: 

As noted in Finding 4, Attachment J, the Sales Manager used her County-issued PCard to 

purchase sunglasses for a “client” while attending a conference event in San Juan, Puerto 

Rico. When asked how or when it is determined whether it is appropriate that staff purchase 

a gift for a client, neither management nor the Sales Manager could provide a prescribed 

procedure. By not having prescribed procedures for purchasing client gifts, the County is 

exposed to the risk of fraud, waste, and abuse of County funds, as no meaningful review of 

purchases has been occurring. 

Another “client gift” purchase reviewed included a purchase of two tickets ($328.36) to a 

Utah Hockey Club game on January 8, 2025 (see Attachment M). Without a description of 

who attended the game and how the tickets were utilized to bring tourism/events to Davis 

County, no meaningful review of this purchase can take place by the Department or County 

Management. 

 
Finding Recommendation 
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• County Management should provide direction to the department as to how and 

when it is appropriate to provide merchandise or event tickets as client gifts”. 

Consideration should be given to the dollar value, the intent/purpose of giving the 

gift, and what is appropriate when using taxpayer dollars for gifts. 

 

Finding 7 

While traveling, the Sales Manager has been provided a per diem for food and incidental 

expenses. On multiple instances, personal expenses that should be covered by per diem 

have been charged to the County PCard and then backed out during reconciliation.  As 

reflected in the prior findings, it is common for personal expenses to be charged to the 

County PCard. It is the opinion of the Controller that the mixing of personal expenditures with 

County purchases has caused a blurring of County and personal expenses and made 

accurate reconciliation of travel more difficult for the employee and management. 

Finding Recommendation 

• Personal expenses should not be paid for at any time using the County PCard. 

• Department Management should review all expenditures on travel reconciliations 

to make sure that only County expenses are incurred on a county PCard. 

 

Finding 8 

The County travel policy states that an agenda is required for travel to a seminar or meeting. 

As stated in Davis County Financial Policy 600 - Travel and Training: “The IRS requires that 

certain documentation/information be submitted upon completion of travel; otherwise, travel 

reimbursements may be considered taxable income to the employee”. This includes an 

agenda or similar supportive material from the seminar or meeting. 

The Sales Manager failed to submit an agenda for any conferences and meetings attended 

during 2024 and through April of 2025. As part of this audit, agendas for most of the travel 

were obtained in order to determine the actual dates of conferences.  For meaningful 

review and reconciliation of travel to occur, management must be provided with agendas. 

An example of where an agenda would have provided clarity is the 2025 Women’s Summit 

attended by the Sales Manager in April this year (see Attachment N). Because no agenda 

was attached, five days of travel were approved for a conference that with travel would only 

require four days. This was also an instance in which the County was charged for personal 

travel.  Had an agenda been submitted, it is more likely that management would have detected 

this during the reconciliation.  
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Finding Recommendation: 

• Department Management should require all employees to submit an agenda along 

with the specific business purpose for all travel and training paid for with County 

funds. 

 

Conclusion: 

County Management and the Tourism Department were provided an opportunity to review 

the findings of this report prior to its release, allowing them the opportunity to provide any 

additional information that could materially change the findings of the audit. If any factual 

errors were identified, the report was adjusted to reflect all the pertinent facts. 

Once the findings were finalized, recommendations were added to the report. 

Recommendations of the audit are the opinion of the Controller’s Office and are meant to 

provide assistance to management in correcting and improving the operations of Davis 

County. Management is responsible for the appropriate implementation of internal controls to 

ensure future audits do not identify recurring issues related to this audit. 

A final copy of this audit report will be provided to the Davis County Commission, the Tourism 

Department Management, and the Davis County Audit Committee for review of the facts 

described in the report. All groups are encouraged to provide a written response to the audit. 

Any responses submitted will be included as an attachment in the report. 
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*Finding 8



Finding 8: Conference Agenda submission with Travel Requests & 
stating 5 day of travel was approved for a 1 ¼ day conference  
Response:  Audit Report is inaccurate as it was a 2 ¼ Day Conference & 4 Days of Travel (as 
communicated with the Draft Audit Response sent to the Controller and Internal Auditor) 

Attachment N:  
The finding’s audit stated the Sales Representative submitted a travel request for 5 days of 
travel. However, in the reconciliation that was turned in, it stated 4 days of travel for per diem.  
Day 1- travel day & opening reception; Day 2 bulk of Summit; Day 3 Summit & activities, which 
included Women’s Final Four event that ended around midnight; Day 4 would be travel day. In 
this case, Day 5, was taken as a personal day, and was not included towards per diem and this 
was noted in the reconciliation email to the Controller’s Office on 4/28/25.  
 
During submission of the reconciliation, it was explained via email to the Controller’s office: 
Travel Reconciliation:  

● 3 Nights Hotel  
Email Proof of Explanation 
Agenda Found Online:  https://www.sportseta.org/events/womens-summit/schedule 
 
Travel Request/Reconciliation Dates: 4/2/2025 - 4/6/2025  
**Per-diem for only 4 Days; Hotel only for 3-Nights** 
DAY 1: Wednesday, 4/2/2025  

● Opening Night Reception.  
● The Internal Auditor & Controller reference to attachment N is inaccurate and only 

shows sessions. This error was communicated to the Controller during the draft phase 
of the audit, but was not addressed or included in this final audit.  

DAY 2: Thursday, 4/3/2025 
● All day Conference  

Day 3: Friday, 4/4/2025 
● Conference education ended around 11:30am, with a bus back to hotel to get ready for 

Tourney Town 
● Starting at 1 pm, "Enjoy Tourney Town Activities" was officially part of the conference, 

as noted on the agenda - ending at 5:00pm 
● Evening Event: Women’s Final Four Event   

Day 4: Saturday, 4/5/25  



● Would be Travel Day Home - to be covered by the County.  
● In this situation the Sales Representative stayed an extra day at her own expense   
● 4-day per diem was accurately accounted for with the return travel which is within 

policy.  

Summary:  

The Controller’s audit report inaccurately stated that a five-day trip was approved for a 1¼-day 
conference, referencing Attachment N. In reality, the Women’s Summit was a 2¼-day 
conference. The County only covered three nights of hotel accommodations and four days of 
per diem, which appropriately accounted for round-trip travel. 

Furthermore, Attachment N—provided by the Internal Auditor and Controller—did not reflect 
the full conference agenda. Instead, it only included select sessions and omitted the entire 
conference schedule. This discrepancy was communicated to the Controller during the draft 
phase of the audit; however, it was not corrected or acknowledged in the final report, leading 
to a mischaracterization of the event’s duration and relevance.  

While the Sales Representative did not include agenda summaries with her travel request, at no 
point in the past 20 months did the Controller’s Office designee—who also serves as the final 
approver for travel requests and reconciliations—raise this as a policy issue or request 
supporting documentation to be added. If this policy has in fact been consistently enforced by 
other departments since its implementation in September 2023, it raises the question of why 
the Controller’s Office did not issue a clarification or apply the requirement uniformly—
particularly given the role as the final checkpoint for travel-related approvals. It would have 
been appreciated to have these conversations as they were happening.  

 
 


























