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REPORT DETAILS 

BACKGROUND 
 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) Chapter 253 establishes the authorities, duties, rights and responsibilities 
of the Clark County Public Administrator and Public Guardian.  The Public Administrator (PA) is elected 
by the voters of Clark County to a four year term.  The Public Guardian (PG) is appointed by the Board of 
County Commissioners to a four year term.  
 
The Public Administrator oversees the administration of estates of deceased persons who have no 
qualified person willing or able to administer the estate.  Prior to Court appointment, the Public 
Administrator may act on behalf of the estate of a deceased person to identify and secure all tangible 
and intangible assets of the estate.   
 
After Court appointment, the Public Administrator has authority to act and perform duties to finalize an 
estate, including, but not limited to: investigating the financial status of a decedent to identify assets 
and liabilities, inventory decedent property, coordination of the sale of property, collection of estate 
assets, arrangement of payments to creditors, coordination of the donation or destruction of property, 
Court cooperation and appearances, as required, and the distribution of estate assets to heirs or 
beneficiaries, as appropriate.  
 
The Public Guardian serves as the legally appointed guardian or conservator for persons who have been 
deemed incapacitated or of limited capacity.  The Public Guardian is appointed when there is no family 
or qualified person willing or able to provide guardianship.   
 
The Public Guardian may be appointed as guardian of the person, guardian of the estate, or both.  As 
guardian of the person, the Public Guardian arranges housing, health care, personal care, 
transportation, recreation, and any other needs that the client may have in accordance with NRS 
Chapter 159.  As guardian of the estate, the Public Guardian manages clients’ assets, collects income 
due to clients, pays clients’ expenses, and provides financial accounting to clients, the Court, and other 
related parties, as applicable.   
 
The Public Guardian also provides a voluntary 60+ representative payee program that assists eligible 
clients with managing their finances to ensure that monthly obligations are paid.   
 
The costs of the services provided by the Public Guardian and Public Administrator’s Office may be 
charged to the estate of the protected person or decedent, upon the Court’s determination.  Fees are 
approved by the Board of Clark County Commissioners.  During Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2017, the 
Public Administrator collected $396,144 in fees and the Public Guardian collected $429,839 in fees.   
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Both the Public Administrator and Public Guardian are entrusted to hold estate funds and are allowed to 
make disbursements and/or pay for expenditures, as Court ordered.  For the month ending July 31, 
2017, the Public Administrator held $15,950,784 and the Public Guardian held $3,857,672 in estate 
funds, respectively.   
 
The Public Administrator and Public Guardian have some shared staff functions.  The Public 
Administrator has a staff of 20, including 12 part-time Investigators and 3 Estate Coordinators while the 
Public Guardian has a staff of 28, including 10 Case Managers.   
 
On August 16, 2013 Clark County contracted with Panosoft, Inc. to develop, implement, host, maintain, 
and support a comprehensive case management application to be used by the Public Administrator and 
Public Guardian.  
 
The application provides case administration, case documentation, court reporting, financial 
management, inventory management and client management.  The application is hosted off-site and is 
accessible through a web browser.  The initial application implementation fee, with contingency costs, 
was $200,000 with annual hosting, maintenance and support costs of $70,000.   
 
An agreement was reached September 6, 2017 for $49,950 to modify the Panosoft application to allow 
for the splitting of Public Guardian data from the existing database, resulting in increased functionality 
and reduced dependencies for both departments.   
 
As of January 16, 2018, the Public Administrator has 994 active cases (including referrals and pending 
cases) and the Public Guardian has approximately 478 active cases. 
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The objectives of this audit were to:  
 

• Determine whether controls are in place and working effectively to manage protected person 
and client estates.  

• Determine whether disbursements are appropriate and correct.  
• Determine whether controls are in place and working effectively in the Panosoft case 

management application.   
• Review vendor contracting practices and identify any weaknesses. 

 
To accomplish our objectives, we conducted a preliminary survey that included reviewing applicable 
policies, procedures and statutes.  We also interviewed staff and performed a walkthrough observation 
of the Public Guardian and Public Administrator’s Office identifying key areas and operations.  Based on 
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the risks noted during our preliminary survey and discussions with staff, we developed an audit 
program.   
 
We performed the following testing procedures: 
 

• Identified and reviewed controls over accounts payable and accounts receivable functions to 
determine that appropriate segregation of duties exist and controls are adequate.   

• Statistically selected a sample of 69 checks issued by the Public Administrator to determine 
whether payment was appropriate, authorized and warranted.   

• Statistically selected a sample of 72 checks issued by the Public Guardian to determine whether 
the payment was appropriate, authorized and warranted.   

• Analyzed the vendor disbursement journal for Fiscal Year 2017, to determine if payments to 
vendors, from estate funds, met the competitive bidding criteria under County Fiscal Directives.   

• Analyzed the vendor disbursement journal and campaign contribution records for the Public 
Administrator to identify any relationships that warranted further inquiry.   

• Used professional judgment to select 40 protected person and estate income receipt 
transactions to determine that funds were credited to the appropriate account and recorded 
timely and accurately in Panosoft.   

• Used professional judgment to select 26 estate and protected person items from the Panosoft 
inventory listing to confirm existence and verify description against field investigator records.   

• Used professional judgment to select 16 items from the auction listing to determine if the sale 
was recorded correctly, funds were allocated to the correct client and commission was 
calculated and paid correctly.   

• Identified and reviewed controls over the warehouse, vault room and security keys to determine 
that adequate measures are in place to protect estate property and that the controls are 
adequate.   

• Used professional judgment to select 25 estate and protected person accounting reports, 
submitted to the Courts, and traced all listed transactions and balances to client records to 
verify accuracy.   

• Used professional judgment to select 25 protected person cases files to ascertain adequate 
oversight by determining whether inventory appraisements were completed and recorded, due 
diligence was performed to identify assets, at least one monthly client visit was performed 
during a 12 month cycle, a guardianship plan was created and documented and the protected 
person’s decisional capacity was evaluated during the initial visit.   

• Used professional judgment to select 25 estate cases files to ascertain adequate oversight by 
determining whether case status was correctly recorded based on estate value, work was 
performed and documented to identify estate assets, will and beneficiaries were identified, if 
applicable and whether the initial field investigation and property safeguarding was performed 
timely.   
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• Identified and reviewed controls over the estate and protected person trust accounts to 
determine whether the controls are adequate.  

• Used professional judgment to select four bank deposits for review to determine that all 
collected funds are deposited entirely and timely.  

• Reperformed a monthly trust account reconciliation for the estate trust accounts to determine 
the accuracy of the reconciliations.   

• Held discussions and reviewed financial ledgers to identify any departmental revenue that is not 
recorded in SAP, the county’s enterprise management software.  

• Identified and reviewed application controls over Panosoft, to determine whether the controls 
are adequate  and password requirements comply with Clark County Information Technology 
Directives  

• Reviewed the vendor master list in Panosoft to identify duplicate key fields and potentially 
erroneous entries.   

• Reviewed the Panosoft user access listing to determine that user access correlated with 
appropriate job functions, inactive users are removed and generic accounts not used.   
 

Our review included an assessment of internal controls in the audited areas.  Any significant findings 
related to internal control are included in the detailed results.  We conducted our audit procedures for 
the period of July 1, 2016 to July 31, 2017. The last day of fieldwork was January 18, 2018.  
  
While some samples selected were not statistically relevant, we believe they are sufficient to provide 
findings for the population as a whole. 
 
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 objectives.  
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Overall, we believe the Public Guardian and Public Administrator’s Office have adequate controls 
associated with managing protected person and decedent estates , are generally compliant with 
applicable laws and regulations and disbursements are appropriate.  However, we believe some 
application controls could be improved to strengthen the Panosoft case management application.  
Further, vendor contracting practices could be improved to increase transparency and competitiveness.  
Lastly, we identified some concerns related to protected person and estate trust accounts.         
 
Each finding includes a ranking of risk based on the risk assessment that takes into consideration the 
circumstances of the current condition including compensating controls and the potential impact on 
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reputation and customer confidence, safety and health, finances, productivity, and the possibility of 
fines or legal penalties.  
 
Auditee responses were not audited and the auditor expresses no opinion on those responses. 
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RESPONSES 

FINDING 1 – PANOSOFT PASSWORD STANDARDS NEED IMPROVEMENT (HIGH)  
 
During our testing we found that the Panosoft application allows passwords to be reused without 
consideration of prior password usage.  Further, user accounts are not disabled after three failed logon 
attempts.  This configuration does not comply with Clark County Information Technology Security Policy, 
which states: 

 
Clark County Information Technology Security Policy (IV)(C)(2)(a)(1)&(2) 
“User passwords must be changed every ninety (90) days and may not be reused for at least ten 
(10) password change periods.  Administrator passwords must be changed every 45 days and 
must never be reused.” 

  
Clark County Information Technology Security Policy (IV)(C)(2)(g) 
“User Accounts will be disabled after 3 failed logon attempts.  After lockout, the account may be 
automatically reactivated after a minimum of 30 minutes or after an authorized IT administrator 
manually resets the account.” 

 
Having less than optimal password standards for application access increases the risk of unauthorized 
access which may lead to application data being compromised and/or unauthorized transactions being 
performed.  In addition, weak password practices decrease accountability should a password be 
compromised. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Work with Panoramic, Inc. to modify Panosoft password standards as such that passwords cannot 
be reused for at least six password changes and administrative user password should receive a 
password change prompt every 45 days without the ability to reuse a password.  
 

2. Work with Panoramic, Inc. to modify Panosoft password standards as such that a lockout occurs 
after 3 failed password attempts with reactivation automatically possible after 30 minutes or 
after an authorized administrator manually resets the account.  

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  

 
2. Agree.  Similar requests submitted to Panosoft during 2013/2014 implementation; vendor unable 

to fulfill.  INC473492 & INC473493 subsequently created 11/3/2015, which required new 
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passwords be different from previous passwords or, in the alternative, fields be created for the 
date passcode was last updated and if code was changed from previous code, to enable manual 
monitoring of updates.  
 
Re-submission of this security-related INC (ticket) to Panosoft remains on hold pending 1) 
completion of mandatory “split” of PA from original PAPG combined system, currently scheduled 
to be finished by end of FY19 (assuming sufficient FY19 Capital funds are approved to augment 
ERP’s FY19 partial allocation), and 2) approval of FY19 IT Capital request for funding to cover cost 
of PA’s requested optimizations to include this and other essential security-related tickets still 
pending.   

 
Per this Audit, additional requirements to be added to ticket: 

 
• For “Administrative” User: Forced Password Change at 45 days. 
• For All Other Users: Forced Password Change at 90 days. 
• All Users restrict new passwords from repeating past 6 passwords. 
• For All Users: Disable user accounts after 3 failed logon attempts. 

 
Public Guardian: 
1. & 2.   

Panosoft is aware of Clark County’s concerns with their password standards.  As of today, 
Panosoft has been unable to provide a suitable resolution.  This is a work in progress and Clark 
County continues to work with Panosoft for a solution which is satisfactory for both businesses.    
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FINDING 2 – PANOSOFT UNABLE TO PRODUCE AUDIT LOGS (HIGH)  
 
A system audit log is a document that records events or activities performed by users in an information 
technology system.  The Panosoft application is unable to produce audit logs or exception reports.  A 
history of system activity is not maintained. 
 
The absence of audit logs does not allow for a review of entered transactions, including those that may 
be considered exceptions or high risk, such as voided, changed, and deleted records.    
 
Audit log production and review is essential to maintain system integrity, diagnose system issues and 
detect erroneous or fraudulent activity.  In addition, in departments where users perform several duties, 
an audit log is essential to ensure user accountability.  Audit logs also assist in monitoring system 
intrusion.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Request that Panoramic modify Panosoft to produce audit logs.  
 

2. Have logs reviewed at regular intervals for inaccuracies by someone senior to those responsible 
for transaction input and system use.    
 

3. Keep reviewed and signed logs in a central location where they can be accessed by appropriate 
personnel. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  Similar request submitted to vendor during 2013/2014 implementation; vendor unable 

to fulfill request.  Subsequent similar requests followed at various stages since 2014 with 
negative response.  This security-related reporting will be resubmitted to Panosoft once 1)  
completion of mandatory “split” of PA from original PAPG combined system, currently 
scheduled to be finished by end of FY 2019 (assuming sufficient FY 2019 Capital funds are 
approved to augment ERP’s FY 2019 initial allocation), and 2) approval of FY 2019 I.T. Capital 
request and allocation of sufficient funding to cover cost of PA’s necessary optimizations, which 
will include this and all other essential security-related functions. 
 

2. Agree.  Procedure will be implemented to run & review logs on a regular basis, as 
caseload/workload and limited supervisory/administrative staffing resources can support.  
 

3. Agree.   
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Public Guardian: 
1. 2.  & 3.   

Panosoft is aware that Clark County has a need for audit logs, however, they have indicated this 
may be difficult for them to implement.  The Public Guardian’s Office continues to work with 
Panosoft on a resolution.  In addition, the Public Guardian’s Office is working with Clark County IT 
to define the parameters of the audit logs and to see if these logs could be provided internally 
through SAP. 
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FINDING 3 – BANK RECONCILIATIONS NEED TO BE REVIEWED AND RECONCILING 
ITEMS NEED TO BE CLEARED (HIGH)  
 
The Public Guardian’s Estate Trust account is reconciled monthly by staff.  Although we found 
reconciliations are performed timely, we found that there is no independent verification of the work 
performed.  By not having an independent verification of monthly bank reconciliations, errors done by 
the preparer may not be caught in a timely fashion.  
 
The Public Administrator’s July 2017 Trust account reconciliation had multiple outstanding reconciling 
items that needed to be researched and recorded in Panosoft.  Those items were as follows: 

• $99.00 cashed check on the December 2012 bank statement not listed in Panosoft as 
cashed.  

• $58,958.94 check issued October 4, 2002 from system administrator fees account that 
seems to be a duplicate check created by the system conversion.   

• $45.00 returned deposit from 2008. 
• $2.09 in bank and book deposit variances from March 28, 2014 through July 31, 2017.   
• $35,257.95 in dividend interest starting from December 2014 that has not been booked 

to estate accounts. 
 
As of November 2017, the $35,257.97 in interest was posted after a careful review of all Public 
Administrator cases entitled to interest earnings.  
 
Outstanding and reconciling items on the bank reconciliation should be investigated and identified in a 
timely manner.  This practice can lower the risk for error and misappropriation of estate funds. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Public Administrator should investigate and resolve variances on the bank reconciliations 
when discovered. 
 

2. Public Guardian bank reconciliations should be reviewed by someone independent of the 
process. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  CCPA has been aware of and invested considerable time in researching variances over 

the years, each with no impact or minimal impact to active cases, other than interest postings.    
• $99.00 Stale-Dated Check: Pending Refund Request from PA Fees paid to General Fund. 
• $58,958.94 PA Fees:  Recommendation pending final review by Budget Analyst and 
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Audit before resolving. 
• $45 Returned Deposit: DMV conducted audit & found PA check returned in 2012.  BofA 

reimbursed PA’s account in 2014 due to inadvertent rejection of valid 2008 check to 
DMV; DMV also waived NSF charge, which resulted in BofA exceeding PA’s actual cost; 
to be corrected by BofA banker and PA by end of April 2018. 

• $2.09 Deposit Variances: Posting currently pending to 4 separate cases, possibly by end 
of March 2018. 

• Interest Postings:  Numerous issues contributed to variance, starting with Panosoft 
system problems & demands continuing since 2014 implementation; excessive 
workload; limited staff; staff turn overs; minimal interest earnings (less than $500 
2014/2015);  inaccurate interest calculations generated by Panosoft; corrections to 
Panosoft interest allocation tool 2016; time-consuming historical research of case 
eligibility on a monthly basis since Dec 2014; scope of project grew exponentially and 
monthly interest earnings started to increase over 2000%.  Current as of November 
2017. 

 
Public Guardian: 
2. The Public Guardian’s Office began independent review of the completed bank reconciliations in 

February 2018 and these independent reviews will continue. 
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FINDING 4 – SURVEILLANCE NEEDED AROUND WAREHOUSE AND VEHICLE IMPOUND 
LOT (HIGH)  
 
Estate property is secured in a warehouse, and vehicles are kept in an adjacent lot that features a chain 
link fence.  However, there are no cameras installed outside the car impound lot or warehouse 
perimeter.   
 
A break-in of a vehicle belonging to an estate occurred sometime during October 28 -31, 2016, but an 
actual date is not able to be determined since there was no camera footage to review.  Another vehicle 
was broken into sometime during December 27-28, 2017.   
 
Although third party security patrols the Public Administrator and Public Guardian Offices during off-
hours, the addition of cameras could further deter vandalism, vehicle theft or property damage.  
Security cameras can also assist with law enforcement investigations.   
 
The Public Guardian did request capital funds for security cameras, but has not been able to obtain 
funding. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Install cameras and proper related surveillance, alarms, and/or motion sensors with lighting in 
appropriate areas of the Public Guardian and Public Administrator shared inventory car lot. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Strongly recommend motion sensor lighting and alarm as best and least expensive solution.  

Lights and alarm will be a deterrent to assure a prompt response from the 24/7 live security foot 
patrol on Pinto Campus.   
 
Agree with cameras as a supplemental system, IF:  1) camera is high definition, high resolution 
to capture details of faces, license plates, etc., 2) cameras are sensor-triggered and set to 
operate during non-business hours,  3) recording equipment has sufficient capacity to store 
dated and time-stamped searchable footage stored for manageable period, and 4) high-
definition replay device for play-back as-needed.  Live monitoring of video is not available.     

 
Public Guardian: 
1. The Public Guardian’s Office has requested Capital Funding for installation of surveillance 

cameras in FY18 and FY19.  Furthermore in FY19, a request was made for additional height to be 
added to the perimeter wall by the warehouse and vehicle lot, as well as the installation of 
brighter LED lights on the vehicle lot.  
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FINDING 5 – VENDOR CONTRACTING PRACTICES COULD BE IMPROVDED (HIGH)  
 
The Public Guardian and Public Administrator utilize various professional service providers on behalf of 
estates.  These providers include accounting firms, law firms, towing providers and auction service 
providers.  
 
We found some service providers who received payments (for services rendered) exceeding $50,000 
during Fiscal Year 2017; $50,000 is the threshold by which services are normally competitively solicited 
in accordance with County Fiscal Directive #6.   
 
For the Public Administrator’s Office, the following different providers received payment, from estate 
funds, in excess of $50,000 during Fiscal Year 2017: 
 
 Type   Total Payments 
 Accounting Firm $172,159.28  
 Legal Firm   $150,527.73  
 Legal Firm  $145,602.90  
 Legal Firm  $54,808.28  
  
For the Public Guardian’s Office, the following different providers received payment, from estate funds, 
in excess of $50,000 during Fiscal Year 2017: 
  

Type   Total Payments 
 Legal Firm  $256,129.49  
 Legal Firm  $102,596.83  
 Legal Firm  $101,181.17   

Accounting Firm $67,880.75  
Legal Firm  $58,998.94  

 
Both the Public Guardian and Public Administrator utilized the same accounting firm.   
 
Vendors are chosen by the Public Guardian and Public Administrator based on experience, reliability and 
performance; both agencies attempt to rotate vendors, when practical and beneficial to the 
administration of the respective estates.  Clark County Purchasing is not involved in the purchase 
process and competitive bidding exceptions have not been formally established.   
 
The Public Administrator is an elected official that receives periodic campaign contributions.  While the 
Probate Court approves certain estate service providers, the Public Administrator selects the service 
provider.  We found 10 vendors that received payment for services rendered to estates in Fiscal Year 
2017 and made contributions to the Public Administrator's election campaign between calendar year 
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2013 and 2016.  Two vendors made a $250 contribution, four vendors made a $500 contribution, two 
vendors made a $1,000 contribution, one vendor made a $1,500 contribution, and one vendor provided 
$2,500 in in-kind contributions.  We did not find any correlation between the amount of work provided 
and the vendor contribution.   
 
Although vendors are paid using estate funds and vendors are allowed to make election campaign 
contributions, we believe that working with Clark County Purchasing to solicit, contract and/or create a 
vendor pool will increase competitiveness, transparency , efficiency, oversight and mitigate the 
appearance of partiality with the vendor selection process.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Work with Clark County Purchasing to start a Request for Proposal and/or request a competitive 
bidding exception for professional service providers. 
 

2. Create written scopes of work and/or agreements, when appropriate, for professional service 
providers. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. & 2.   

For clarification, Clark County District Attorney reviewed and advised CCPA has the legal 
authority to select vendors.  Expenditures paid with funds of private estates are exempt from 
the County’s RFP process.  
 

• However, if specs and an RFI are developed for the CCPG, CCPA agrees to consider CC 
Purchasing recommendations for services, including towing, locksmith, auction, and 
similar services.  

• CCPA disagrees with using CC Purchasing for professional services, including attorneys 
representing CCPA at Court, CPA estate and decedent tax accounting and filings, and 
realtor and brokerage services for real property management and sales.   

• Attached is info and analysis regarding vendor cash or in-kind campaign contributions, 
supporting this Audit finding that estate legal services and tax accounting services are 
never based on considerations of campaign contributions 

 
Refer to Report Appendix for supplemental response. 
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Public Guardian: 
1. & 2.   

In January of 2018, Clark County contracted with a private attorney for ongoing legal 
representation for guardianship matters on behalf of the Public Guardian’s Office.  This contract 
was approved by The Clark County Board of Commissioners on December 5, 2017. 
 
As of March 2018, the Public Guardian’s Office is working with Purchasing on a Request for 
Proposal for auction services.  
 
The Public Guardian’s Office will continue to work with Clark County Purchasing to determine 
appropriate agreements or exceptions for additional professional services used by the office. 
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FINDING 6 – BANK AUTHORIZATION FORMS NEED UPDATE (HIGH)  
 
As part of our audit, a bank wire transfer authorization form was requested by the Public 
Administrator’s Office from its bank; the form details individuals with the authority to initiate a wire 
transfer from the estate trust account.  The form provided by the bank did not correlate with the form 
previously provided by the Public Administrator’s Office.  As such, an unapproved individual had access 
to initiate wire transfers from the estate trust account.  While we did not find any unauthorized wire 
transfers, the user access was incorrect.  Further, the Public Administrator was not able to produce a list 
of from Bank of America of individuals with authority from the bank to sign checks written from the 
estate trust fund.   
 
The Public Administrator is entrusted with overseeing funds of estates.  As such, access to initiate wire 
transfers and sign checks should be reserved for authorized staff to avoid the risk of an erroneous or 
inappropriate withdrawal.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Public Administrator’s Office should follow up with Bank of America to obtain the correct user 
rights and permissions documentation for both wire transfers and check signing authority.  
 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  CCPA is troubled by BofA’s inability to produce accurate records regarding CCPA 

authorizations for account access.   
 
The correct CCPA account access names have been sent to BofA by email, phone, and USPA 
certified mail.   
 
A meeting is scheduled to review all access in person with BofA banker. 
 
CCPA will request verification of BofA CCPA records as shown by their documents to verify only 
the current correct names are in the BofA system. 

 
Public Guardian: 
N/A 
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FINDING 7 – TIMELIER RESEARCH OF PENDING CHECKS NEEDED (MEDIUM)  
 
The Public Administrator’s Office receives checks for the benefit of estates through the normal course of 
business.  As of December 20, 2017, the Public Administrator reports having 62 pending estate checks 
for a total amount of $18,767.82; 54 of the pending checks have a check date older than 90 days and 21 
of the pending checks have a check date prior to calendar year 2017. 
 
After the Public Administrator’s Office reviewed the 62 pending checks, 5 were marked for deposit, 17 
were identified as pertaining to a closed case, 10 were deposited through the normal course of business, 
8 were forwarded to the appointed legal estate administrator, 8 were identified as pending legal 
authority and 14 were identified as needing additional time to research.   
 
We believe timelier research of pending checks would result in quicker allocation of estate funds, reduce 
the risk of misplacement or loss, reduce the risk of the checks going stale and reduce the risk of a case 
being closed without all funds being appropriated.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Public Administrator should perform a timely review of checks received to determine their 
disposition. 
 

2. Continue to research pending checks and distribute, forward or return checks as necessary. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  Standard procedure is that all incoming checks are reviewed and resolved in a timely 

manner, including prepared for deposit, marked for return to sender, or forwarded to rightful 
party, or otherwise resolved.  When fully staffed with trained/experienced estate coordinators 
carrying manageable caseloads, standard procedures are met.  

 
2. Agree.  Standard procedure is pending checks are reviewed monthly until a disposition of the 

check is determined, deposit, forward, returned, and return of stale-dated checks to be 
reissued, once CCPA has court-appointed authority to negotiate. 

 
Public Guardian: 
N/A 
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FINDING 8 – PANOSOFT VENDOR MASTER LIST NEEDS TO BE VALIDATED (MEDIUM)  
 
The vendor master list is a repository of vendor information in Panosoft.  The list includes identifying 
information used to issue vendor payment checks.  
 
During our testing, we noted vendors in the vendor master list with various errors that could expose the 
departments to risk of payment errors.  These include the following: 
 
 Public Guardian Vendors 
 302 out of 2,670 vendors with duplicate names.  

406 out of 2,670 vendors have only PO BOX address.  
617 out of 2,670 vendors with duplicate phone numbers.  
869 out of 2,670 vendors with missing addresses.   
 
Public Administrator Vendors 
66 vendors out of 626 vendors with duplicate names.  
61 vendors out of 626 vendors only have PO BOX address.  
53 vendors out of 626 vendors with duplicate phone numbers.  
264 vendors out of 626 vendors with missing addresses.  

 
Incomplete records and inaccuracies in the vendor file increase the risk of duplicate or erroneous 
payments and have a negative effect on the timeliness of processing vendor payments.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Review the vendor master list in Panosoft and remove duplicate vendor accounts and deactivate 
any unnecessary accounts. 
 

2. Create procedures to identify the minimally required vendor fields and periodically review the 
vendor master file to ensure those fields are being input during creation.  

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  CCPA will review the vendor list to determine which vendors can be deactivated.  

 
2. Agree to identify minimally required fields and review vendor records to determine which can 

be and should be updated.  CCPA intentionally creates some duplicate vendors with varying 
degrees of information to ensure accurate handling of payments, such as direct deliveries, 
standard mailings, paying for services in advance or paying after services have been provided.  
The review will ensure vendors are updated as needed.    
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Public Guardian: 
1. & 2.   

The Public Guardian’s Office is working with Clark County IT to correct issues. 
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FINDING 9 – DISASTER RECOVERY PLAN AND BUSINESS CONTINUITY PLAN IS NOT IN 
PLACE (MEDIUM)  
 
A disaster recovery plan is a documented process or set of procedures to recover and protect an 
application or information technology infrastructure in the event of a disaster.  Such plan, ordinarily 
documented in written form, specifies procedures an organization is to follow in the event of a disaster.  
A disaster recovery and business continuity plan is not in place for Panosoft.  
 
Clark County Technology Directive 1, Information Technology Security Policy, section IV.O, requires that 
a plan be in place to mitigate the various vulnerabilities to County computing systems and networks and 
to ensure the availability and integrity of data and continuity of operations in the result of a system 
failure.  Procedures are also necessary to resume normal operations once the system is recovered.   
 
Without a disaster recovery plan in place and without testing of such plan, the risk of information lost as 
well as disruption of operations during a disaster increases.  Periodic testing of the recovery plan identifies 
problems that could cause delay or possible flaws within the plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Complete a disaster recovery and business continuity plan. 
 

2. Test the disaster recovery plan to ensure the plan developed is adequate for departmental 
needs. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  The highest “business disaster” risk is a loss of the PANO system that processes and 

documents action in each estate.  CC IT is aware of the risk inherent in cloud-based services and 
will review the PANO service agreement on behalf of PA/PG.  Since all case files at the CCPA are 
also on paper, working from paper would be an option, if a process to write checks could be 
developed and approved.   
 
September 2016 CCPA received the following Continuity of Operations Plans notice:  
“Congratulations!  I am pleased to inform you that the COOP for the Public Administrator’s Office 
has been reviewed and has received a grade of 85% complete.  There are just a few items need 
to get you to 100% completion.  Please review the comments attached to the following plan 
sections in the on-line planning tool: -Devolution -Teams -Vital Records/Resources -Security 
Access Control – Evacuation.  Please let me know when you have completed these sections and I 
will change your grade to 100% complete.  Thank you for all of your hard work to complete the 
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plan. 
 
S/ Office of Emergency Management & Homeland Security” 
 
Workload and customer service have prevented further work on COOP plans.  It remains on the 
CCPA “TO DO” List. 

 
Public Guardian: 

Public Guardian’s Office currently has a disaster recovery plan however, the written document is 
in process.  In addition, the office will conduct annual testing of the disaster recovery plan. 
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FINDING 10 – POLICIES AND PROCEDURES NEED UPDATING (LOW)  
 
Policies and procedures exist partially in manual and electronic form throughout the Public Guardian 
and Public Administrator’s Office; many are in the process of being updated.  Currently, Panosoft 
policies and procedures are in practice but are not documented. 
 
Established policies and procedures allow for enhanced performance measurement of internal controls 
and consistency within job functions.  Documented procedures allow for all employees to understand 
and follow policy, and can be helpful during staffing changes.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Finish completion of update on all Panosoft policies and procedures as they relate to each 
specific job function and update as need. 
 

2. Distribute updated policies and procedures to appropriate personnel and make them available 
as a resource in a location available to applicable employees 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. CCPA currently has a partial assembly of procedures available.  Panosoft provides a basic help 

manual on-line, however that manual has not been updated since 2014.  An update will be 
requested following the “split” from PAPG combined Panosoft system to separate PA system, 
scheduled for completion end of FY 19, subject to allocation of sufficient funding.  
 

2. CCPA has reached out to CC HR for a software that will organize a loose file of emails and 
memos and publish those into a full featured web based manual, that will make easy access to 
all CCPA staffs, will automatically notice staff if any edit or addition is made, will log staff ID and 
time when the software is accessed, and provide summary reports identifying what staff need to 
read updates or additions.     

 

 
Public Guardian: 
1. & 2.  

This has been an ongoing process for the Public Guardian’s Office and the office will continue to 
work on updating policies and procedures.   
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FINDING 11 – BROKEN CASH COUNTING MACHINE IN VAULT ROOM (LOW)  
 
The Public Administrator and Public Guardian’s Office periodically prepare large cash deposits.  During 
our observations, we noted that the sole cash counting machine is malfunctioning.  This results in cash 
often times being counted by hand, including large deposits.   
 
A functioning cash machine would improve the efficiency in the cash deposit preparation and reduce the 
amount of time spent by staff verifying collected cash.    
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Repair or replace the cash counting machine.  
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Agree.  Due dates have passed for FY19 Capital, but costs may be lower.  CCPA will obtain 

estimates and review options with Budget Analyst in FY19.   
 

Public Guardian: 
1. The Public Guardian’s Office will work with the Public Administrator’s office as the vault is under 

their control. 
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FINDING 12 – ADMINISTRATION FEES SHOULD BE PERIODICALLY REVIEWED (LOW)  
 
The Public Administrator and Public Guardian are allowed compensation from estates for services 
rendered.   
 
For the Public Guardian’s Office, these fees are programmed, per user, into Panosoft for allocation 
based on certain activities.  The Public Guardian typically updates their fee schedule every July. 
 
For the Public Administrator’s Office, these fees are based either on a percentage of the value of the 
Probate Estate, pursuant to NRS, or on the hourly  rate programmed, per user, into Panosoft, for 
allocation based on the user’s level of responsibility.  Public Administrator updates their hourly fee 
schedule when a change occurs.   
 
Neither office performs a formal review to ensure the fees are programmed correctly.  Without a review 
of the programmed fees, it is possible that errors could go undetected and thus result in incorrect 
administrative fees being charged.  No errors in fees were noted during testing. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement a review of fees as part of the annual fee update in Panosoft. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
 

Public Administrator: 
1. Public Administrator will implement an annual review of all hourly rates of PA Users entered 

into the PA’s Panosoft system.  PA will submit an annual report to PG requesting a review of the 
hourly rates of all PG Users with access in the PA Panosoft System to ensure hourly rates are 
current and  applied only to Shared Staff  as PG deems eligible. 

 
Refer to Report Appendix for statutory reference to NRS 150.020 General Compensation 

 
Public Guardian: 
1. Effective July 2018, the Public Guardian’s Office will have a second person review the fees 

assigned in Panosoft and this will continue into the future. 
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APPENDIX 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES 

 
Public Administrator Supplemental Response to Audit Finding 5: 
 
NRS 150.060 (attached below) sets attorney fees for legal services in all probates.  Attorney/client 
agreements for legal services are required by the court as an exhibit attached to the first petition for 
appointment filed with the Court.  The agreement is then subject to Court approval.   
 
CCPA always contracts for attorney compensation citing the percentage allowed by NRS150.060, except 
in circumstances wherein an estates value is so low a percentage would not adequately compensate for 
needed legal services, so an hourly rate may be agreed.  No retainer is paid and CCPA attorneys must 
wait for payment until an estate is resolved and prepared for full or partial distribution.    
 
All charges by attorneys are made a matter of record and submitted, in detail, by filed petition to the 
Probate Court.  The current Probate Commissioner, Westley Yamashita, is an experienced probate law 
attorney practicing for more than two decades before taking the bench.  Yamashita is also a CPA and a 
quick study on all financial matters.  He reads every petition for cases presented and does not hesitate 
to challenge attorney fees, ask for more detail, and will reduce fees found to be unsupported by the 
work performed.    
 
The CCPA makes no payment to attorneys other than fees and costs reviewed, approved, and ordered 
by the Court. 
 
The CCPA is not agreeable to processing the selection of attorneys through CC Purchasing.  Writing 
specifications would be time consuming for CCPA staff and would produce a list from which the CCPA 
would continue to make an independent selection of the attorney to represent the CCPA at court.  The 
selection of a legal representative at court is properly made by the individual requiring representation.   
 
Similarly, the estate tax accounting services represent the individual signing the return.  The IRS holds 
the signer individually and personally responsible for the content of each filing.  The CCPA signs 
hundreds of returns each year.  The accounting firm must defend the signer if returns are audited and 
whenever questions are asked by the IRS.  CCPA estate tax accounting requires a unique skill set that 
begins with a near forensic-level analysis of previous filings, investigating possible assets indicated by 
income and interest paid and reported during the decedent’s lifetime, proper reporting of assets and 
income in other states, receiving assets from other countries, and may end with IRS filings reporting the 
distribution made to heirs outside the USA, requiring knowledge of international treaties and 
inheritance laws.  In large estates, the timing of distributions can advantage or disadvantage the tax 
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status of heirs.  The estate tax accountant advises CCPA on the timing of distributions to the benefit of 
heirs.  CCPA estate tax accounting will never be low bidder work.   
 
In discussions with CC Purchasing and CC Audit, the CCPA objected to accepting a low bidder for 
personal representation at Court or with the IRS.  In response, an assurance was offered that an RFI 
process would not bind the selection of a low bidder.  When asked then what the purpose would be for 
the considerable time expended in the process of writing specifications and reviewing the RFI responses, 
what was heard is that appearances might be better served if CC Purchasing were involved.   
 
After consideration of the suggestions made in separate meetings with CC Purchasing and CC Audit, it is 
certain the limited CCPA staff have no time to spend writing unneeded RFI specifications for the 
purposes of appearances.   
 
CCPA vendors are paid for required services by each estate’s individual account.  The payment process is 
initiated by the Estate Coordinators, invoices are required, payment requests are made through the 
computerized case management system, and each request is reviewed by CCPA administration, then if 
approved, sent to Accounts Payable staff at the CCPG office.  Every expenditure creates an unalterable 
record, as demonstrated by the fact-finding in this audit, with the largest vendor fees and costs, legal 
services, always paid at the statutory rate after the review, approval, and order of the Court.  Nothing in 
the process is broken.  Nothing requires fixing.   
 
Regarding vendor campaign contributions, following taking office in 2007, no PA cash campaign 
contributions were solicited or accepted from vendors, other than attorneys.  No cash campaign 
contributions were received from the estate accounting firm, auction house, tow company, locksmith, 
handyman services, real property agents or brokers, real property appraisers, or heir finder/genealogy 
services.  If donations were offered by vendors other than attorneys, it was explained that cash is not 
accepted however an in-kind contribution could be made by sponsoring an advertisement in a local 
newspaper, at an event, or in a local trade publication.  In-kind contributions were made and reported in 
the required C&E report.  (Those decisions regarding contributions were made alone as a candidate with 
the belief it avoided any appearance of quid pro quo or “pay to play”.  It is not suggested here that it is 
unethical to accept contributions from businesses that an elected officer may later regulate in some 
manner or to some degree in the course of official duties.)   
 
The audit presented information on the earning of attorneys or firms for estate legal services, and, as 
noted above, those amounts are determined by NRS 150.060 with review, approval, and order of the 
Court.   
 
Additional information is offered to shine more light regarding attorneys and campaign contributions:  In 
2014 the CCPA was working approximately 150 estates with petitions filed by 46 attorneys.  Of the 46 
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attorneys working CCPA cases, 11 made campaign contributions, 35 attorneys with CCPA cases made no 
contributions.  5 attorneys making contributions received no cases before or after 2014. 
 
NRS 150.060 Attorneys for personal representatives and minor, absent, unborn, incapacitated or 
nonresident heirs: General compensation. 

1.  An attorney for a personal representative is entitled to reasonable compensation for the 
attorney’s services, to be paid out of the decedent’s estate. 
 
2.  An attorney for a personal representative may be compensated based on: 

(a) The applicable hourly rate of the attorney; 
(b) The value of the estate accounted for by the personal representative; 
(c) An agreement as set forth in subsection 4 of NRS 150.061; or 
(d) Any other method preapproved by the court pursuant to a request in the initial 
petition for the appointment of the personal representative. 

 
3.  If the attorney is requesting compensation based on the hourly rate of the attorney, he or 
she may include, as part of that compensation for ordinary services, a charge for legal services 
or paralegal services performed by a person under the direction and supervision of the attorney. 
 
4.  If the attorney is requesting compensation based on the value of the estate accounted for by 
the personal representative, the allowable compensation of the attorney for ordinary services 
must be determined as follows: 

(a) For the first $100,000, at the rate of 4 percent; 
(b) For the next $100,000, at the rate of 3 percent; 
(c) For the next $800,000, at the rate of 2 percent; 
(d) For the next $9,000,000, at the rate of 1 percent; 
(e) For the next $15,000,000, at the rate of 0.5 percent; and  
(f) For all amounts above $25,000,000, a reasonable amount to be determined by the 
court. 

 
5.  Before an attorney may receive compensation based on the value of the estate accounted for 
by the personal representative, the personal representative must sign a written agreement as 
required by subsection 8.  The agreement must be prepared by the attorney and must include 
detailed information, concerning, without limitation: 

(a) The schedule of fees to be charged by the attorney; 
(b) The manner in which compensation for extraordinary services may be charged by 
the attorney; and 
(c) The fact that the court is required to approve the compensation of the attorney 
pursuant to subsection 8 before the personal representative pays any such 
compensation to the attorney. 
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6.  For the purposes of determining the compensation of an attorney pursuant to subsection 4, 
the value of the estate accounted for by the personal representative: 

(a) Is the total amount of the appraisal of property in the inventory, plus: 
(1) The gains over the appraisal value on sales; and 
(2) The receipts, less losses from the appraisal value on sales; and 
(b) Does not include encumbrances or other obligations on the property of the estate. 

 
7.  In addition to the compensation for ordinary services of an attorney set forth in this section, 
an attorney may also be entitled to receive compensation for extraordinary services as set forth 
in NRS 150.061. 
 
8.  The compensation of the attorney must be fixed by written agreement between the personal 
representative and the attorney, and is subject to approval by the court, after petition, notice 
and hearing as provided in this section.  If the personal representative and the attorney fail to 
reach agreement, or if the attorney is also the personal representative, the amount must be 
determined and allowed by the court.  The petition requesting approval of the compensation of 
the attorney must contain specific and detailed information supporting the entitlement to 
compensation, including: 

(a) If the attorney is requesting compensation based upon the value of the estate 
accounted for by the personal representative, the attorney must provide the manner of 
calculating the compensation in the petition; and 
(b) If the attorney is requesting compensation based on an hourly basis, or is requesting 
compensation for extraordinary services, the attorney must provide the following 
information to the court: 

(1) Reference to time and hours; 
(2) The nature and extent of services rendered; 
(3) Claimed ordinary and extraordinary services; 
(4) The complexity of the work required; and 
(5) Other information considered to be relevant to a determination of 
entitlement. 

9.  The clerk shall set the petition for hearing, and the petitioner shall give notice of the petition 
to the personal representative if he or she is not the petitioner and to all known heirs in an 
intestacy proceeding and devisees in a will proceeding.  The notice must be given for the period 
and in the manner provided in NRS 155.010.  If a complete copy of the petition is not attached 
to the notice, the notice must include a statement of the amount of the fee which the court will 
be requested to approve or allow. 
 
10.  On similar petition, notice and hearing, the court may make an allowance to an attorney for 
services rendered up to a certain time during the proceedings.  If the attorney is requesting 
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compensation based upon the value of the estate as accounted for by the personal 
representative, the court may apportion the compensation as it deems appropriate given the 
amount of work remaining to close the estate. 
 
11.  An heir or devisee may file objections to a petition filed pursuant to this section, and the 
objections must be considered at the hearing. 
 
12.  Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, an attorney for minor, absent, unborn, 
incapacitated or nonresident heirs is entitled to compensation primarily out of the estate of the 
distribute so represented by the attorney in those cases and to such extent as may be 
determined by the court.  If the court finds that all or any part of the services performed by the 
attorney for the minor, absent, unborn, incapacitated or nonresident heirs was of value to the 
decedent’s entire estate as such and not of value only to those heirs, the court shall order that 
all or part of the attorney’s fee be paid to the attorney out of the money of the decedent’s 
entire estate as a general administrative expense of the estate.  The amount of these fees must 
be determined in the same manner as the other attorney’s fees provided for in this section. 
[211:107:1941; 1931 NCL § 9882.211]  + [Part 291:107:1941; 1931 NCL § 9882.291] + [Part 
307:107:1941; 1931 NCL § 9882.307]—(NRS A 1971, 564; 1975, 1776; 1977, 1018; 1979, 1097; 
1995, 20; 1999, 2330; 2009, 1632, 2524; 2011, 1455) 

 
Public Administrator Supplemental Statutory Reference for Audit Finding 12: 
 
NRS 150.020  General compensation. 

1.   If no compensation is provided by the will, or the personal representative renounces all 
claims thereto, fees must be allowed upon the whole amount of the estate which has been 
accounted for, less liens and encumbrances, as follows: 

(a)  For the first $15,000, at the rate of 4 percent. 
(b)  For the next $85,000, at the rate of 3 percent. 
(c)  For all above $100,000, at the rate of 2 percent. 

 
2.   The same fees must be allowed to the personal representative if there is no will. 
 
3.   If there are two or more personal representatives, the compensation must be apportioned 
among them by the court according to the services actually rendered by each. 
 
4.   In addition to the fees described in subsection 1, the court may allow such fees as it deems 
just and reasonable if the fees authorized pursuant to subsection 1 are not sufficient to 
reasonably compensate the personal representative. 
[207:107:1941; 1931 NCL § 9882.207]  — (NRS A 1987, 511; 1999, 2330; 2009, 1632) 
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