1922,

There being.no4furtherwbusiness coming bafore the Board, adjournment was'ordered‘

Chairmsn, Board-of County Commissioners.

- ATTEST: Cf%éZ%égago,q | . . | SR,
- Secretary. - S T s s STm e m s s .- -
: » y : "The matter of Erroneous Assessment .

'in behalf of M.A.Wright was ordered
'Striken B8ffrashpetitioned. This
'is indexed under No. 11825 C.E, No
, '465. This Affidavit was not filed
 MAY 29th. 1922. 'by Assessor in regular form and as

: : ‘ 'a consequence was not presented at
"the time Commissioners were insession
' but properly endorsed.

- Pursuant to adjournment the Board. of County Commissioners met in their office

until Monday May 29th. 1922, at 10:00 o'clock A.M,

ey
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o o - e e s e W = e - - o e

and the following businesslwas transacted. All members present. , ey
‘Motion was made by lra Short, seconded by F.M.Wooden, that the report of ir.

EdVO.Cassidy, Specisl Deputy State Examiner and InSpectort‘be approved'and ordered filed.
Motion was made by lra Short, seconded by F.M.Wooden, that the program as out-

lined by Mr. Cassidy, for the handling of the work of his Department for the coming fiscal

year be approved. All members voting in the affirmative. motion declared carried. The

' report “above referred to, also the program above referred to are here set forth in detail.

Tulsa Oklahoma. May 29th. 1922.‘

Honorable Board of County Commissioners - /;
of.Tulsa County, Tulsa, Oklahoma. o
Gentlemen:-

I am herewith reporting specially on several matters connected

with our services and in addition thereto on matters connected with future serV1ces for the’

N

ensuing fiscal year.
{

JUSTICE OF THE TPEACE AUDITS.

We are today filing with you for gour approval and consideration the officialand
approved report of the Audit of H.J.Gray, Justice of the Pesce District No.4, City of Tulsa,

We have held = conference with Mr.Gray for the'purpose of obtalning from him information in )

several cases not disclosed by the records. .

The Audit shows that the amount due to the County is $767 82 and embraces Fines‘
County Attorney Fees and Bond Porfeitures collected and not renorted nor paid to the County,
and Sheriff's Fees and Fees Escheated to the County under the law, and the sum of $84.,37
overpaid by the County on Quarterly Reports. '

The Audit shts forth that there is due to the County from fines collected and un-
reported the sum of $275.50, from County Attorney Fees collected and unreported the sum of
'$%15.00 and from Bond Forfeitures collected and unrsported the sum of $38.70, making a total
of $429.20. | | | |

In going over this matter with Mr.Gray yesterday Mr. Gray admdts the sum of
'¢225 50 but claims that the sum of $215 70 should not be charged against him. In reality,
the amount that the audit charges as being collected and not reported nor paid to the County
in these items amounts to the sum of $439 20, but we have allowed a credit of $10.00 on.
account of overpayments to the County in two cases of 35,00 each. leaving the net amount due
to the County on these items the sum of $429.20. ' 5?5\

- The sum of $213.70 that mr. Gray claims should not be charged against him is o

‘shown in the Audit and also on e special schedule Whlch is attached to this report.’ After

our conference we concluded that in one case where we hed oharged him with collecting $15.00

fine and County Attorney fee, wewwould”charge“this from the audit_for the reason.that.the | ///
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