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Attached is Audits and Investigations' final audit report on the California Department of 
Transportation's (Caltrans) Contract Delegation as required under the provisions of Department of 
General Services' (DGS) Exception Letter 12.0, dated June 18, 2012. The Division of 
Procurement and Contracts response has been included as part of our final report. 

Please provide our office with status reports on the implementation of audit findings dispositions 
60-, 180-, and 360-days subsequent to the report date. If all findings have not been corrected 
within 360 days, please continue to provide status reports every 180 days until the audit findings 
are fully resolved. lfyou would like, the audit staff can be available to consult in the early stages 
of implementation to help ensure that changes address the findings and recommendations in our 
report. As a matter of public record, this report and the status reports will be posted on A&I's 
website. 

We thank you and your staff for their assistance during this audit. Ifyou have any questions or 
need additional information, please contact Laurine Bohamera, Chief, Internal Audits, at 
(916) 323-7107, or me at (916) 323-7122. 
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Summary 

Background 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Audits and 
Investigations (A&I) completed an audit of Caltrans' contract delegation as 
required by the Department of General Services (DOS). DOS, under 
Exemption letter 12.0 (dated June 30, 2008), exempted contracts under 
$75,000 from its approval. Effective July 1, 2013, Senate Bill 71 changed the 
exemption level for service contracts under Public Contract Code Section 
10351 from $75,000 to $150,000. The delegation requires Caltrans to 
maintain an internal control system sufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
of compliance with State contract laws and procedures. The delegation also 
requires a biennial audit of the internal controls over contracts. This report 
meets the biennial audit requirement under the delegation. 

The audit focused on contracts processed and executed by Caltrans' Division 
of Procurement and Contracts (DPAC). The purpose of the audit was to 
determine whether internal controls over processing, executing and managing 
contracts were adequate and comply with State laws, rules, and regulations. 

Our audit disclosed that status reports have been issued and corrective action 
plans have been implemented since the prior audit was issued on 
April 27, 2012. Our audit also disclosed that Caltrans' established polices 
and internal controls over processing, executing, and managing contracts are 
generally adequate except for the following: 

• 	 Small dollar value contracts did not always comply with the State 
contracting manual 

• 	 Some CAL-Card Purchases did not comply with the Cal-Card 
Handbook 

• 	 Work on some contracts started before contract approval 
• 	 Hazardous waste contracts were not submitted to DGS for approval 
• 	 Contract Managers are not always reviewing invoices adequately 
• 	 Missing contract files and documentation 
• 	 Data discrepancies in the contract administration tracking system 

DOS is required to approve all State contracts. Government Code 14616 
authorizes the Director of DOS to grant exemptions to this requirement. 
DGS' Office of Legal Services (OLS) is responsible for reviewing 
exemption requests to ensure that requirements are met and recommend 
approval or denial of the exemption. On February 2, 1992, DOS granted 
Caltrans an exemption by delegating authority to approve service contracts 
and inter-agency agreements under $50,000. The exemption level was 
increased to $75,000 on January 31, 1995, and $150,000 effective 
July l, 2013. 

Exemptions are granted by DOS for a specific period of time and are subject 
to periodic renewal. Exemptions may apply to service contracts and/or 
consultant service contracts, and may also include other categories of 
contracts. 
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Background 
(continued) 

Objectives, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Conclusion 

Under Exemption Letter 12.0, the current exemption of$150,000 covers the 
period July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2016. One condition ofthe exemption 
is that two audits are required during the exemption period. The audits must 
be conducted in accordance with DGS' Office of Audit Services (OAS) 
audit guide. Audit reports must be submitted to the OAS by June 30, 2014 
and April30, 2016. 

DPAC is responsible for ensuring Caltrans' compliance with DGS 
delegation requirements. Specifically, DPAC is responsible for Caltrans' 
procurement, publications, CAL-Card purchases, property control, 
warehousing, service contracts, architectural and engineering contracts, and 
minor public works contracts. 

We conducted the audit to determine whether Caltrans' internal controls 
over processing, executing and managing contracts were adequate and in 
compliance with the DGS exemption requirements, as well as State laws, 
rules and regulations. The audit was conducted in accordance with the 
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing. 

The audit objectives were to determine: 

• 	 Caltrans' compliance with the Exemption Letter 12.0 issued by DGS. 
• 	 If Caltrans maintains an adequate and effective system of internal 

controls over contracting and ensure that the system is sufficient to 
enable compliance with the State's contracting laws, policies, and 
procedures. 

• 	 Cal trans' compliance with the legal requirements for exemption 
especially as to oversight of the universe of contracts awarded subject 
to exemption. 

• 	 IfCal trans' system of internal controls are documented and updated. 
• 	 Whether Caltrans' contracting system can be reasonably relied upon 

to provide adequate internal controls and produce contracts in 
accordance with laws, State policies and the best interest of the State. 

• 	 Whether appropriate corrective actions have been implemented in 
response to previous audit findings. 

The scope of the audit focused on contracts and amendments processed by 
DPAC from July 1, 2011 through September 30, 2013. The audit included 
performing an audit survey, interviews and tests prescribed by the DGS 
audit guide. 

Our audit concluded that Caltrans' established policies and internal controls 
over processing, executing, and managing contracts delegated by DGS are 
generally adequate, except for the following: 
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Conclusion 
(continued) 

View of 
Responsible Official 

j 
I' 

w

• 	 Small dollar value contracts did not always comply with the State 
contracting manual 

• 	 Some CAL-Card purchases did not comply with the Cal-Card 
Handbook 

• 	 Work on some contracts started before contract approval 
• 	 Hazardous waste contracts were not submitted to DOS for approval 
• 	 Contract managers are not always reviewing invoices adequately. 
• 	 Missing contract files and documentation 
• 	 Data discrepancies in the contract administration tracking system 

We requested a response to our findings from the Chief, Division of 
Procurement and Contracts. 

WILLIAM E. LEWIS 
Assistant Director 
Audits and Investigations 

June 30,2014 

3 




Finding 1 
Small Dollar Value 
Contracts did not 
Always Comply 
with the State 
Contracting 
Manual 

Recommendations 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Response 

Finding2 
Some CAL-Card 
Purchases did not 
Comply with the 
CAL-Card 
Handbook 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We selected and tested eight small dollar value service contracts to determine 
their compliance with DGS' overall purchasing requirements. Our review 
disclosed that five of the eight contract files, or 62 percent, did not contain 
price quotes or documentation to indicate that the vendors were fairly and 
reasonably selected. 

The State Contracting Manual (SCM), Section 5.90, and Caltrans 
Administration Form ADM- 3015 requires a minimum of two vendor quotes 
or cost justification documentation. Without price quotes, Caltrans may not 
obtain goods or services at reasonable prices and there is no assurance of an 
unbiased vendor selection. 

We also performed additional tests on small dollar value contracts to assess the 
possibility of split purchases. Testing disclosed that 95 of 1,368 transactions, 
or seven percent, were split purchases. Split purchases enable servtce 
requestors to circumvent bidding and contracting requirements. 

Public Contract Code (PCC), Section 10329 and Caltrans Service Contract 
Manual (SCM), Section 5.03, prohibit the splitting of purchases. 

DPAC has taken steps to address split purchases including developing a 
training video, tightening their review process, and discontinuing the practice 
of writing contracts for $4,999, regardless of quoted amounts. 

We recommend that DP AC: 

1. 	 Implement appropriate oversight and trammg to ensure that the 
preparers of small dollar value service contracts obtain at least two 
quotes or cost justification documentation when selecting vendors; and 
retain documentation in the contract files. 

2. 	 Continue with the actions taken to address split purchases and monitor 
small dollar contracts periodically for split purchases. 

DPAC concurs with this finding. For DPAC's complete response, please 
see attachment. 

Our review of241 CAL-Card transactions found the following deficiencies: 

• 	 Split purchases -Thirteen transactions (five percent) were split purchases. 
Specifically, one cardholder had eight purchases totaling $5,404 from the 
same vendor for machine caJibration and certification services in eight 
different locations m three districts. Another cardholder made three 
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Finding 2 
(continued) 

purchases from different vendors totaling $8,249 for signal parts and 
maintenance. Finally, a third cardholder made two purchases in one month 
from different vendors totaling $9,846 for paint used for graffiti removal. 

Section 1.8 of the CAL-Card Handbook, Splitting of Orders, states that 
orders shall not be split to circumvent competitive bidding or advertising. 
Section 5.3 of the Handbook prohibits splitting purchases and/or exceeding 
the single purchase limit of $4,999.99 in 12 months for the same type of 
service from the same vendor. According to Section 12.5.2 (5) ofDPAC's 
Acquisition Manual, split purchases include the following: acquisition of 
the same goods or services for different locations for the same transaction; 
and purchasing the same goods and services from different vendors for the 
same transaction. 

• 	 Missing receipt - One transaction had a missing receipt. Section 3.5 of the 
CAL-Card Handbook requires cardholders to obtain itemized receipts or 
invoices directly from suppliers. Receipts and invoices are evidence of 
billing for the delivery of goods or services. 

• 	 Over single purchase limit - One transaction was over $5,000. Section 
1.7 of the CAL-Card Handbook limits single purchase transactions to 
$4,999.99 per 30 day billing cycle. Single purchases $5,000 and over 
require a service contract. 

• 	 Past due invoices - Three transactions were for payment of past due 
invoices. Section 5.6 of the CAL-Card Handbook states that past due 
invoices cannot be paid with a CAL-Card and must be processed according 
to the Prompt Payment Act by the Division of Accounting. 

• 	 Late fee paid - One transaction included payment of a late fee. Section 
5.17 of the CAL-Card Handbook prohibits payment of penalties or late 
charges by CAL-Card. 

• 	 Prepayments - Seven transactions were pre-payments for services. 
Section 5.11 of the CAL-Card Handbook states that CAL-Card does not 
generally allow for payment prior to the receipt of goods or services. 
Advance payments or prepayments are considered to a gift of public funds. 

• 	 Reoccurring services - We also noted 31 transactions (13 percent) for 
reoccurring services that could potentially exceed the $5000 limit allowed 
over a 12 month period. These services included periodic, ongoing weed 
control, waste disposal, copier maintenance, and cleaning. Section 5.15 of 
the CAL-Card Handbook prohibits contracts for services that exceed 
$5,000 in twelve months from any single vendor for the same type of 
service. Since the entire 12 month period was outside our audit period, we 
did not determine if the limit was exceeded, but did refer the transactions to 
DPAC for follow-up and appropriate action. 
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Finding 2 
(continued) 

Recommendations 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Response 

Finding 3 
Work on Some 
Contracts Started 
Before Contract 
Approval 

Unjustified, unsupported, or noncompliant CAL-Card purchases circumvent 
the authorized procurement process and can result in unnecessary or 
unauthorized purchases and abuse or waste of State funds. DPAC already has 
measures outlined in the CAL-Card Handbook and the DP AC Acquisition 
Manual that address these issues. 

We recommend DPAC: 

1. 	 Continue to monitor CAL-Card purchases and notify cardholders and 
approving officials when the cardholders have violated established 
rules. 

2. 	 Take appropriation action for violations to ensure cardholders and 
approving officials comply with established Handbook rules. 

DPAC concurs with this finding. For DPAC's complete response, please see 
attachment. 

We tested 51 contracts to determine whether payments complied with contract 
specifications. For three of 51 contracts, or 6 percent tested, Caltrans paid 
$11,935 for work that started before contract approval. 

The three contracts were for expert witness services. Exhibits A, (Paragraph 4) 
of these contracts allowed work to start before formal contract approval if 
directed to do so by the Legal Division. In one case, the contract manager 
stated the Legal Division gave verbal approval for work to start, but there was 
no supporting documentation in the file. In addition, for the other two 
contracts, there was no documentation in the files justifying work to start 
before contract approval. 

Work started before contract approval means that contractors are not bound by 
the terms of the contract and Cal trans runs the risk that the services provided do 
not comply with contract requirements. The contractor also runs the risk of not 
being paid for the services provided. 

PCC, Section 10371 (d), states that, except in an emergency, no consulting 
services contract shall begin work before formal approval; and no payments for 
any consulting services contract shall be made before contract approval. In 
addition, SCM, Volume l, Section 4.09 (A) prohibits State agencies from 
allowing contracted services to start before the approval of the contract. This 
section also prohibits payment for services before contract approval. 

We noted similar findings in our prior audit reports, dated June 30, 2010 
(Audit No. P4000-0375) and April27, 2012 (Audit No. P4000-0380). 
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Recommendations We recommend DPAC: 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Respolllse 

Finding4 
Hazardous Waste 
Contracts were not 
Submitted to DGS 
for Approval 

Recommendations 

Finding 5 
Contract Managers 
are not Always 
Reviewing Invoices 
Adequately 

1. 	 Ensure that verbal authorization for work to start for expert witness 
contracts is followed up in writing and retained in the contract file. 

2. 	 Emphasize procedures to ensure that contracts are fully executed by 
requiring authorized signatures before work starts. 

3. 	 Emphasize to contract managers that payment for services rendered may 
only be authorized after contract approval. 

DPAC concurs with this finding. For DPAC's complete response, please see 
attachment. 

Of the 79 contracts tested for compliance with DGS contracting requirements, 
two were for hazardous waste activity. We found that DPAC did not obtain 
DGS's approval for either hazardous waste contract as required by SCM, 
Section 3.12. One of the contracts was less than $75,000, and because the 
analyst was not aware of the requirement for DGS' s approval, the contract was 
incorrectly approved under Caltrans delegated authority. The second contract 
was incorrectly coded as a public works contract instead of a hazardous waste 
contract, so it was not reviewed and approved in accordance with the proper 
DGS criteria. 

Failure to prepare and obtain approval of contracts in accordance with the SCM 
requirements places Caltrans at risk and increases legal liability. In addition, 
noncompliance with DGS requirements may result in Caltrans losing its 
contract delegation authority from DGS. 

We recommend DPAC: 

1. 	 Implement appropriate oversight and training for contract analysts to 
ensure that all hazardous waste contracts are approved by DGS. 

2. 	 Ensure that contracts are properly coded for accurate reporting of all 
contract data. 

During the audit, we reviewed payments against 51 contracts to determine their 
compliance with contract specifications. While DPAC is responsible for 
providing contract management guidance and training, responsibility for 
contract administration, including invoice approval, lies with the individual 
contract managers. Based on our review, contract managers are not always 
monitoring and reviewing invoices for timeliness, accuracy, and compliance 
with the contract terms before approving them for payment. We found that 14 
contracts (27 percent) had a total of 14 deficiencies. These deficiencies were as 
follows: 
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Finding 5 
(continued) 

• 	 Payment for work before contract approval. Three invoice payments 
totaling $4,682 included work performed before the contracts were 
approved. Since contractors are not bound by contract terms for work 
performed before contract approval, Caltrans runs the risk that the goods or 
services provided do not comply with contract requirements. 

• 	 Invoice amounts did not always comply with contract requirements. 
Three invoices tested did not agree with the amounts or rates specified in 
the contracts. One invoice billed $1,325 for one month's lawn service 
when the contract specified weeki y rates of $210 and $7 5. Another invoice 
was submitted for $1,583 when the contract rate was $1,552, resulting in a 
contractor overpayment of $31. A third invoice billed $1,752 in sales tax 
which was prohibited by the contract terms. 

• 	 Inadequate invoice details. Seven invoices tested did not include 
adequate details such as dates and amounts to support the services 
performed and/or the invoiced amount. Failure to require complete 
contract invoices increases the risk of paying the contractor for products 
and/or services that were not received or were outside the contract terms. 

• 	 Unauthorized subcontractor work. One invoice tested included $4,160 
billed by the prime contractor for work performed by a subcontractor that 
was not listed in the contract, resulting in a payment for unauthorized work. 

SCM, Vol. 2, Section 9 (AS) (1) (Components of an accurate invoice), states 
that an accurate invoice provides the following: 

Agency Order Number (STD. 65) or contract Number (STD 213). 
Details of the goods acquired, quantities, unit price, extension, 
description, etc. 
Sales tax and/or use tax as a separate line item from goods. 
Identified service (non-IT or IT) provided, service period, unit price (i.e. 
hourly, monthly) and quantity applicable to the service. 
Accurate billing address as stated on the purchase order or contract. 
Supplier invoice number. 
Supplier invoice date. 
Company name and remittance address. 
Payment terms offered. 

SCM, Section 9.04(A) Responsibilities of the Contract Manager, requires the 
contract manager to monitor the contractor's work to ensure compliance with 
contract terms and to review and approve invoices for payment to substantiate 
expenditures for work or services performed. 

DPAC's Memorandum dated February 28, 2006, Contractor Notification, states 
that the Contract Manager must review and approve the invoices according to 
the terms of the contract. 
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Recommendation We recommend that DPAC remind contract managers of their contract 
administration responsibilities through written correspondence and by requiring 
formal on-going training. 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Response 

DPAC concurs with this finding. 
attachment. 

For DPAC's complete response, please see 

Finding6 
Missing Contract 
Files and 
Documentation 

Our review of 79 contracts disclosed missing contract files and contract files 
that did not have all the required documentation. Specifically, we noted the 
following: 

• One contract was not entered into the State Contract and Procurement 
Registration System (SCPRS). State Acquisition Manual, Section 5.13 -
requires that all purchase documents valued at $5,000 or more be registered 
in the SCPRS, regardless of the contract type. DPAC staffbelieves this was 
an oversight. 

• DPAC could not locate the files for three of the seventy-nine (four percent) 
contracts as follows: 

);;> Two were active contracts that will expire on September 9, 2014 and 
December 31, 2014. SCM, Section 7.50- Audits (B) Record Keeping 
and Retention requires a minimum of three years retention after final 
payment of the contract. DPAC staff were unsure why the files could 
not be located. However, because the contracts are still active, they 
believe they are in their office. 

);;> The third contract, a small dollar value contract, expired 
September 30 2012. SCM, Chapter 2.2.2, and DPAC's procedures 
require contract documentation to be retained for five years after the 
termination date of small dollar value contracts. However, DPAC staff 
could not account for the missing file. 

Complete, available contract files provide evidence that Caltrans followed 
proper procurement procedures. 

• Seven contracts (nine percent) that had been closed more than 60 days did 
not have a completed contractor evaluation form, STD 4 as required. SCM, 
Section 3.02.05, requires an evaluation of the contract I contractor on STD 4 
form within 60 days of contract completion; and that it be retained for 36 
months. DPAC staff indicated that the procedures set up to receive and 
retain STD 4 forms have not been consistently followed. 
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Recommendations 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Response 

Finding 7 
Data 
Discrepancies in 
the Contract 
Administration 
Tracking System 

We recommend DPAC: 

1. 	 Continue efforts to locate the missing contract files. 
2. 	 Implement a process such as checkout cards requiring staff to sign for 

files when checked out 
3. 	 Retain all contract files in accordance with the record retention policy. 
4. 	 Record the registration number assigned by SCPRS on all purchase 

documents during the procurement process. 
5. 	 Develop and implement a process to ensure that the contract/contractor 

evaluation form, STD 4, is prepared within 60 days of contract 
completion for all consultant services for $5,000 or more; and retain the 
form for 36 months. 

DPAC concurs with this finding. For DPAC's complete response, please see 
attachment. 

DPAC uses the Contract Administration Tracking System (CATS) as its 
contract data base. Our review found that the data in CATS was not always 
accurate. Of 79 contract files reviewed, 17 (22 percent) contained inaccurate 
data due to input errors. Specifically, we noted that: 

• 	 Eleven entries in CATS recorded an incorrect contract type. Eight 
public works contracts and one University of California (UC) technical 
agreement were misclassified as commercial contracts; one consultant 
training agreement was misclassified as an interagency contract; and 
one commercial contract was misclassified as an UC Master Agreement. 

• 	 One entry recorded an incorrect contract start date. The start date was 
incorrectly recorded in CATS as July I, 2012, instead of the actual 
contract start date, October I, 2012. 

• 	 One entry recorded an incorrect contract end date. The end date was 
incorrectly recorded as June 0 I, 2015 instead of the actual contract end 
date, May 31,2015. 

• 	 Four contract approval dates were erroneously recorded as the date 
Cal trans signed the contracts instead of the date DGS approved them. 

Inaccurate data in CATS results in inaccurate management reports used as a 
tool for contract management and reporting. For example, a misclassified 
contract may be subject to different requirements which may be overlooked; or 
inaccurate start dates may increase the risk that work will begin and/or 
payments made for work performed before contract approval. 

Discussion with DPAC personnel disclosed that errors may occur when staff do 
not revise CATS data to reflect changes made while processing contracts. 
DPAC indicated that the process to enter data into CATS begins when the 
contract request is received by the support staff. They review the request and 
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Finding 7 
(continued) 

Recommendations 

Division of 
Procurement and 
Contracts' 
Response 

input the information into CATS. The file then goes to an analyst who 
completes the contract. During this process, the initial contract information 
may change, but CATS is not always updated to reflect the changes. Although 
the file goes through a peer and management review next, CATS data is not 
reviewed for accuracy. DPAC agrees that the CATS system is an important 
tool for information and indicated that they will work to ensure CATS data is 
reviewed for accuracy by the analyst, peer reviewer and management in the 
future. 

California Government Code, Section 13401, requires that each State agency 
maintain effective systems of internal and administrative control as an integral 
part of its management practices. Government Code, Section 13403 (a) 
provides that one element of a satisfactory system of internal accounting and 
administrative control includes an effective system of internal review. 

We noted similar findings in our prior audits reports, dated 
June 30, 2010 (P4000-0375) and April27, 2012 (P4000-0380). 

We recommend DPAC: 

1. 	 Correct the inaccurate data identified in CATS and implement 
procedures to ensure data accuracy. 

2. 	 Ensure contract analysts review the data in CATS at the time of contract 
execution to ensure its accuracy. 

DPAC concurs with this finding. For DPAC's complete response, please see 
attachment. 

Laurine Bohamera, Chief, Internal Audits 
Douglas Gibson, Internal Audit Manager 
Evajuani D. Bynum, Auditor 
Teresa Draeger, Auditor 
Nancy Serrato, Auditor 
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AuJ11:.= r;:~nmmcnd DP~\C tGJ....: uppH."Jpn~t;: ~,_:u0n f{)f \ !OlJlUHi:'. !D 

~D,urc cardh(>!d~r~ ~nJ appnwmg (lffki~ls c;llnpl' ">lh eslatlo.herl 
hundhn.lt.. n!lt::•. 

Au~dlt ~~ng/1 J ... 

H~tFiu~ Worlt,on Some Conlntc!s Started Betnre Coritrnct Aomm~ltf 

t\.J .~tart 1~11'" C'\~~11 wiLnc~~ :::t.•mtr;lct~ i~ fotinwed. up m wnt1ng and 
[~tm ned 1n Lhc rontrn..::t fi h:. 

AL~JH·~ rccummcnd DP.:'IC t:mp~lstu prvccdun:s.ltl r:.n~nr~ th;tt 


comr.a~t~ arc f~1lly c'!ccured h~ rr:quawg authont£<i ~lg.na1un;l:s- h<for(;! 


"''~'~>tan~ 


~-------------------------------------1 

:\m1H;; re-~;omm~nJ DPAC 1-!mphd::;u:~ w cc!;ntrad m~mJg:•.:rs ~ha~ 


pa~ mcm for :)Crvtccs rendered may on~y N authot·jzr;d alter cotllr;,l<.:t 

appm\al 

Aulll~ and lim.•.stigath:ms {.'\&l)- Response to Draft Report 

OCSCOIUI'RCI Dckulion 

Auditee Divis.wn ~·i' Procuremi'nt and Contracts 
.. ..... . ... 

f!~llonsted CnnttJiedm• 
flute A&l Aoal~•·i> 

A traimng m"Juk tws tc..;;:n dc\·dopcd and pub!ish<:d <ll1the 
DPAC imr:.ne! sne for u>e h)· Caltm~' •tall' :-talewldc l!;,· 
i'Omprd~~llsi\"\~ tro!;;!n~ di:;ctr%t'S tlH.~ N.J:quirem~nt~ fOr 
obr.ain11lg h\0 ,~uote~ i(lf co~~ j~ts1itka!·ior. f and tllc 
o~Jo,~mih~ma~ton 

DPAC Jt\·d-ll~J ~md 1mpkm~rncJ ~~ 1ft3Ckln\{ ~~-s~cm to 
;:\ .nh.MLC O!tH.:h ino:~.Hning :;man doib.r (~.:~ntra,:I f'..!'-la.cst w 
lth;;-r;tlf~· ~plit purch3"iCS n) r!.!allin;c I( ~1 r-l·quc-.;.r appear... to bLL 

~pl1L H i~; dcmed ~mJ r~tnmcd :...1 tht.' 1\'!qves.h.•t 

DP:\(' implem\!ni..:-d ~1 n~~m t.:omprehensi\·~ conlp;t~u,""~ f 
pnlgmm J:l (}c:t~lb..;-r ~~ tl.~ '1'1v.: pr<JJ!,.t.nm indlt:dc:s the n..>:VJC\\ 
of Stat.:::mc:m <~f Ac;;.'f'dfHSc. cvai~ia!Hm of pu.rch~.sc-s. l·Wd 
prugn.:~"'I'C r;;otifu.:Jt~~m ('t'-.,.mLUI-t:u~~ wha:h_ ifmH c~•;:-r;~o.:-i;:;~L 

DPAC l!'nplerncnted .! n~~.,, cnmprelu:n.si~t-...~ l:f'mphm1.;:c 
progr~un m Odol'l('r:! (!} T~a;· proe;ram mrhldc~ lhc rc-\ t ...., ... 

Clf S:al\:nu:."'nr. \1f ~·\!fcf"mn..,. t!\':!1ju.anm~ tlf purch:~~e:o-_ an..t 

prQgro~>i' ~ n{>ti!kat>(ln ('( 1'101~!1<'11> who~h. tf nn1 corre,ted. 
nia~ rt:!;ul! in c~ud cancdi;tt1~tn 

DP/\C dc·u.:lt1~"\CJ J~id maintilin~ a n1anda!nr: Cnnlr;Jcl 
"\1anat1"\!l' i"riHnine lhc ~ r ;wHng n1oJ<iH~-c htb h!..·er~ ~·.;:\~~c.d ~ ..~ 

mdmk~ ~.hn.~chun to (orm·act \-1:l"agc-r~ rega:rJu1g wrhtt:!l 
notiiis..::at!on hl Conlfiil~~\li"·h.t b;Tm wor~. anti Lbe f(~'-l~tir~~mt"r.l 
to r~Wm ~w.:h n(~~lfli:u1wn m 1he contratl ftlc. The 
n:'qwt.cnw.r~l Jo.; L'Urn:mly ~nnt(~ined in th~ Contra< I \1-anag..;-r 
Hand!~fM.l"k 

I 


DPAC de\ d0ped nnJ mamt.am' " mandatmv (nmra.:t 
Ma.uagcr ·1 r~t.! nmg_ Th~ Lr{nmng ml't.bl.:- ha~ hei.m rc'Vls:cd £o 
cm~'"ha~11~ the r~qu~:-emem rbf c\·unract .\-bnagcrs I\) pn.H·tJ~ 

wnlkm nDid'iGitmn t{~ Cuntrm.'WE· W hegtn work onh ailcr ~he 
contructl> full~ exccU1~d rail r~qwrcxlsrgnature~ ar~ 
1.1bl~~in:~dl, The n.~.qunemcm ~s currc:rtdy L'=Onmm~tl m tht• 
l\mtracl Mandgcr llar,d~(lok_,________ ~----------+--------------7----------------_,_______________________________ 
!)P·\C clc,dJ;~red and nMIIllallb· a m:mdawn Comr;;ci 
~~~t~~~g;;r l!.dln rng 'th(.' tr~tm:ng fin~duh: i'l:.t~. b=.."\"n re1: ~sed t~) 

empi;a~ih' rhat m~n!.ce appro\. a I ~-~nd J'!llym\!nt pr<k::\!'.\sing 
C'·HlfWI he .au(horj I.C.d pr jnf IV r.~onH-~i;;( 1.'~'-."''.:,JUC)U. '} h~' 

r~qtiin:m1!n1 ~s ..:urri.'nli~ .Ci..'nt"nnctl1n ~h-t; l\.mt:m~t ~~~u"t:a.gtr 
I huodhook I 


http:pr<JJ!,.t.nm
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.<\L<thts ft!nmmt.cnd DP...\( \'n~t!r~~ ail i.'\mtf"..lCt~ ~~prop~..·~ I~ c.·odi:d 1\ ,r 
n<eumte reponing of nli contra~l data 

Auilti'Kiitlortfl!ldli!g llc S 

,\udil:< aud Lnvrsti~:~tions lA&II - Respgo~ In !)raft Rtport 

Audit Sam": Vf'S Connmct Uc~JDtlion 

Auditte: Dt•·i~ioo of Procuremcnf ;tl'ld Contracts 

nt>.~\C w"li!l rernm<.l '\laifr~fth~ rei,illlrcmcm.~ thr enrering 
t:on~m.L( d;u.a IntO tho~ '''ntr'-tc.~i tr.:d.. m!:t ~y~tcm {C:\ .J:S~ ;.md 

r\:mii'd Comra.ct Otliccr!' ttl ll'~surt" codtng was pt'(}f,)t!rl~ 
t'llh..'r~U k:for~ ~1£rl1Rg Lln:, C~J:'lH-aC~ 

tht;Fliaiilua· fk~... Contr.ctMl.i\,.,u;rsciu·r.iUJJ ·. ,\:twa\'. ~ . ~ai~win~r lllii~H 

•\ud.itlj. rtL'Cirr.rrcnd DPAC rtlllmd I;()Otroct manag~r~ ef tht!!11 ~ur:th~C! 

aJ~nitn~lratavn rt!'i"JX'n~ t bJhtia::-. ~hr~Ju~ wntlen ~llrP.!SfH"lndtnc.·c otm:f by 
r.:QlJifll"lg fornJlf oh'"l~('ung tr.;uniog. 

Aiulhll~,o 
LhU'llltt 

DP.\C fa~ihtar~,j 1ssu~mu: uf ~'~lky not il\111~ Contrtl("t 
~.tan~gcrs of ih~n· re~pcm~!bhw.:s. and requiring armuai 
(.'.nntra::1 ~-1 ~n~igcr tr~ining !DD-i t2 issu.:d ~1an:i1 ; J .. e!f.! ! -~ 1 

DP.-\ C: Y.:il1 .1 mplcmc-m a \'()iUpi~!C l~Ycrh.aut ()f t!s r~C(\fJS: 

.\ui.hl"i n!i:0mmcnd DPr\( Ct.lOliml;! w k~ah~ th.:.· mi!_;Sing (:(tfitfK! files r..:~cnlJ(rn and JUing S~$ll"'lH Dl•AC \\iHioc-atc th? mtssmg 

n1rlir~i:l fHe,: during th1 ~ proi.·c~:-

Audtt~ n.Yomm~rt:'llJ DP.-\C impknll."nt a j:tf1.)t:-cs.s .~u"·h -4b a ...~lh•rkout 
cards rcqoinng ;[all 10 ;.ign for fife~ when chec~cJ out 

Audit l'i<h P400fl-0390 

'I J 

S.abrma \ k(~ !o~hm 
DPA( \"\.Ill d~...dl!p ;JnJ unph.'llll'l!l a rror.-..-:~-., ~n lfiH:k rhc 
krcano-n ()f fLk~ ::; whl!'n they a!'~ c.:hccket! out ;mJ n\H m the~r 
pr1:n:tr~ f!1mg l<XOil~ll'l 

~------------------------------------4~~~~~~--------------------~-------------~----------------+-----------------------------
A.udw; h!~(,mlnend DPAC retai11 ,11 1cun!ract til.:!":. m xcorOance ,.,.·nh th~; l}PAC .\llil r'2!~\ alua.tc tfll: r-..~corJs rch: ntwn pro.:css. and 
ft...""LnrJ r~tu:·o,wn pulln ~chl'Ju!(l' and unpl~m~nL ;ln\· \:h!'t\;;_1!'~ a~ de~m.:-d 0\.1:"\..' !i.-....11~ :o 

inwro'~ 1:Hcmn! coutrol5 

.·\ mill-.; re'r,tnnwnd DP,\C r..:: crlfd Hv... n~g~~rm~ i"'r~ r: um~'C; a~~gn!.!d !~y 

S.CPRS on t:~ll purdmst.'" Jc~urncnt!- dttnng tlk: Jlrocurenn:nJ P'"\1CCS•~· 

Audit~ !econunc1!J DP;\( dc\·dop anl1 trnJ~icmt::n~:..; proc.:os.s h) ~J\~>.1U>. 
U~! the t:Oiltfil(l-t:Ontr~:.:.:tor t:V4~1Lwtit"ln ~~..nn. s·r D.:.. i~ pr-epared wuhm 
~:t days Of the Ctllllp!~til'm i()r all COilSUitunt ~<!f\'iCC!' i()r S;..Q(}( l (_)f tn(}rt.!'. 

and rc1~in th~ timn fm .}ti mon1lt' 

illllliJ: &nllrt_i~.rfiiuii Jt-. 
~~lthtdtnit:~ubi ·:,jktij : - .• ,iii, 

r\uJtt:i t-.:'l"""OJilllli!' mi DP,;'l. cune\.:r lll\.'" ma~·~urat~ .:!uta u.h:nliiil.."\.lw 
l '.-\ I ~ and 1mplcmcn1 prtx:cJun:s to ensu<~ data l<:Curac-:-· 

,\udit!!- rc~omnteml DPAC en\un:- fllllf.ra~o.:1 dn;Jfy~t~ r..... n~~"" lh"t" lhll.~ m 
C ~\T:') at lht.'" hirh.~ nf ~.;untntt.'l ~\:el'ttH~m t,, t:n)ur,• 1b ;sn: ur;ff,Y 

DPf\L. will rcmu'\LJ stalT...,f th-e rcq.ulretnent!l> !f.lr rc(onhng th~ 
5-C PR~ numlx:r on t!K' f!t;n,;h~~lng d('~tum:!ru5 and r~n;,nd 
(l"•niT(I;.~t Offi:ccr !'i t(' ,-n~ur....~ !lh.· intltrnu.Hitlil ls prop,~rl~ 

r~:,urJcJ bcfoN st~nins any c-onlr.Icl t•t plircha~,..· t.Jrlkr. 

DI':\C ,... ~n cic,-ektp !ini.l implt"1lh:nt 3 pr()(eS~ to notif~· 

(\,n;r.zKt \f;magt.~rs of ~xpjr'mg o;.'llrll!"lh.·ts h.l n.•mind them l'f 
the r~~uir~tm'nt l<J CNl1f,l!~le ~r.J >llhmnlhe STD ~ 10 DP:\C 
\\·Hhir: 6(; ili:\!: of '-'Ompfcli\111 ()f r(lnsuhmg ~~rn4..'"c~ 

IW:\C h~< ~<.>rr~"<;·tcd !he "lf"-'<'tlfa•c •.bra id~ntitioo r~r-·u~h rhc 
umht and\\ !II (t':tllinJ ('tun~K! (Jfikers ~l) cnsurt..:' oC(x.hog ~~ 
PfQp~rl)- ~·ntorcd hcrorc ~iBning an~ <omract 

DPAC "'Ill rE.: mmd !'ta!Tof : l,,~ T\."<\tn~ntents fi·n emermg 
~,.:umr:;.t:l d.lta mhr th~ L"Hiltli(~t ( l ~t..·king ~y~l~m t.C....'\ J SJ and 
rl..'mmd Cl•lll l"l!l't ,. n'1lt:cr~ ltt \.·n~un~ t.'ndrng \\-rtS Pf\'Jk~ly 

cr. ll.'fi.ld.~t.> f{,rc- ~iun1ng. an_'- cDntract 

S.ahrin(t ~Jc( li\•lhw 

s~bnna \okli !uthin 

Jd.:. 


