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Enclosed is the final report summarizing the results of the Office of the Inspector General’s 
Audit of Contracting and Procurement Operations at the Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer (OIG Project No. 08-1-26 AT). 
 
As a result of the audit, we directed nine recommendations to the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer (OCFO) for necessary actions to correct the described deficiencies.  OCFO 
provided a written response to a draft of this report on May 7, 2013.  OCFO agreed with all 
of the recommendations and provided detailed plans to implement them.  However, OCFO 
did not provide us with a planned completion date for Recommendation 9.  Therefore, we 
request that OCFO provide us with a completion date for Recommendation 9 by 
September 23, 2013.  
 
The complete text of OCFO’s response is included at Exhibit B.  We appreciate the 
cooperation and courtesies extended to our staff during this audit.  If you have any 
questions, please contact me or Ronald W. King, Assistant Inspector General for Audits, 
at (202) 727-2540.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
CJW/rs 
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cc:  See Distribution List



Natwar M. Gandhi, Ph.D. 
OIG No. 08-1-26AT – Final Report 
August 30, 2013 
Page 2 of 3 
 

 

DISTRIBUTION: 
 
The Honorable Vincent C. Gray, Mayor, District of Columbia 
Mr. Allen Y. Lew, City Administrator, District of Columbia (via email) 
Mr. Victor L. Hoskins, Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development, 

District of Columbia (via email) 
The Honorable Phil Mendelson, Chairman, Council of the District of Columbia (via email) 
The Honorable Kenyan McDuffie, Chairperson, Committee on Government Operations, 

Council of the District of Columbia (via email) 
The Honorable Jack Evans, Chairman, Committee on Finance and Revenue, Council of the 

District of Columbia (via mail) 
Mr. Brian Flowers, General Counsel to the Mayor (via email) 
Mr. Christopher Murphy, Chief of Staff, Office of the Mayor (via email)  
Ms. Janene Jackson, Director, Office of Policy and Legislative Affairs (via email) 
Mr. Pedro Ribeiro, Director, Office of Communications, (via email) 
Mr. Eric Goulet, Budget Director, Mayor’s Office of Budget and Finance 
Ms. Nyasha Smith, Secretary to the Council (1 copy and via email) 
Mr. Irvin B. Nathan, Attorney General for the District of Columbia (via email) 
Mr. Mohamad Yusuff, Interim Executive Director, Office of Integrity and Oversight, Office 

of the Chief Financial Officer (via email) 
Ms. Yolanda Branche, D.C. Auditor 
Mr. Phillip Lattimore, Director and Chief Risk Officer, Office of Risk Management (via email) 
Mr. Steve Sebastian, Managing Director, FMA, GAO, (via email) 
The Honorable Eleanor Holmes Norton, D.C. Delegate, House of Representatives, 

Attention:  Bradley Truding (via email) 
The Honorable Darrell Issa, Chairman, House Committee on Oversight and Government 

Reform, Attention:  Howie Denis (via email) 
The Honorable Elijah Cummings, Ranking Member, House Committee on Oversight and 

Government Reform, Attention:  Yvette Cravins (via email) 
The Honorable Thomas Carper, Chairman, Senate Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs, Attention:  Holly Idelson (via email) 
The Honorable Tom Coburn, Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Homeland Security 

and Governmental Affairs, Attention:  Katie Bailey (via email) 
The Honorable Mark Begich, Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Emergency Management, 

Intergovernmental Relations and the District of Columbia, Attention:  Cory Turner (via email) 
The Honorable Rand Paul, Ranking Member, Senate Subcommittee on Emergency 

Management, Intergovernmental Relations and the District of Columbia 
The Honorable Harold Rogers, Chairman, House Committee on Appropriations, 

Attention:  Amy Cushing (via email) 



Natwar M. Gandhi, Ph.D. 
OIG No. 08-1-26AT – Final Report 
August 30, 2013 
Page 3 of 3 
 

 

DISTRIBUTION (CON’T): 
 
The Honorable Nita Lowey, Ranking Member, House Committee on Appropriations, 

Attention:  Laura Hogshead (via email) 
The Honorable Ander Crenshaw, Chairman, House Subcommittee on Financial Services and 

General Government, Attention:  Amy Cushing (via email) 
The Honorable José E. Serrano, Ranking Member, House Subcommittee on Financial 

Services and General Government, Attention:  Laura Hogshead (via email) 
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski, Chairwoman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 

Attention:  Ericka Rojas (via email) 
The Honorable Richard Shelby, Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 

Attention:  Dana Wade (via email) 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Financial Services and General Government, 

Attention:  Marianne Upton (via email) 
The Honorable Mike Johanns, Ranking Member, Senate Subcommittee on Financial Services 

and General Government, Attention:  Dale Cabaniss (via email) 
 
 
 
 



OIG No. 08-1-26AT 
Final Report 

 

 

ACRONYMS  
 

 
CA  Contract Administrator  
 
CFO  Chief Financial Officer 
 
COTR  Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative 
 
CPO  Chief Procurement Officer 
 
D&F  Determination and Findings 
 
D.C.  District of Columbia 
 
DCLB  D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board  
 
DCMR  District of Columbia Municipal Regulations 
 
FY  Fiscal Year 
 
GAGAS Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards 
 
OC  Office of Contracts 
 
OCFO  Office of the Chief Financial Officer 
 
OIG  Office of the Inspector General 
 
OTR  Office of Tax and Revenue 
 
PPRA   District of Columbia Procurement Practices Reform Act 
 
RFP  Request for Proposal 
 
SOAR  System of Accounting and Reporting  
 
SOW  Scope of Work 
 



OIG No. 08-1-26AT 
Final Report 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  
 

 
EXECUTIVE DIGEST  ........................................................................................................ i 
 

OVERVIEW ..................................................................................................................... i 
 
PERSPECTIVE................................................................................................................. i 
 
CONCLUSIONS............................................................................................................... i 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................... iii 
 

INTRODUCTION.................................................................................................................1 
 
BACKGROUND ..............................................................................................................1 
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY ..........................................................3 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .......................................................................5 
 

FINDING I.  CONTRACT AWARD ...............................................................................5 
  

FINDING II.  CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION ........................................................15 
 

FINDING III.  INVENTORY OF CONTRACTS ..........................................................20 
 
EXHIBITS ...........................................................................................................................23 
 
       EXHIBIT A.  SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BENEFITS RESULTING FROM 

THE AUDIT ...........................................................................................23 
 
       EXHIBIT B.  OCFO’S RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT REPORT ................................26 
 
 
 
 
 



OIG No. 08-1-26AT 
Final Report 

 

 
EXECUTIVE DIGEST 

 
 

i 

OVERVIEW 
 
The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has completed its Audit of Contracting and 
Procurement Operations at the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO), OIG No. 08-1-
26AT.  This is the second of three reports addressing procurement practices at the OCFO.  
We plan to issue a third report that will focus on legal contracts awarded by the OCFO. 
 
Our audit objectives were to: (1) determine the efficiency and effectiveness of contracting 
and procurement operations at OCFO; and (2) assess the effectiveness of internal controls 
and adherence to applicable laws and regulations. 
 
PERSPECTIVE 
 
The OIG issued an engagement letter on June 24, 2008, to commence the “Audit of 
Contracting and Procurement Operations at OCFO.”  However, due to a shortage of 
personnel, the audit was delayed until March 23, 2009.   
 
During the early stages of the audit, we determined that the contract selection and award 
process for the fiscal year (FY) 2008 inventory of capitalized assets did not fully comply 
with D.C. procurement regulations.  Specifically, the OCFO contracting officer did not 
perform a full price analysis to determine price reasonableness, even though the contractor 
selected for award submitted a bid price that was more than double the bid prices from the 
other two responsive bidders. 
 
As a result, the OIG issued a Management Alert Report (MAR No. 10-A-2) to the CFO on 
July 16, 2010, recommending that the OCFO Office of Contracts (OC) decline to exercise the 
last three option years of contract # CFOPD-08-B-032 and issue a new Invitation for Bids for 
inventory services.  The OCFO took immediate action and issued a new solicitation and, on 
July 19, 2010, awarded a contract for the FY 2010 inventory that will save the District about 
$1.2 million over a 3-year period.  Subsequently, the OIG issued a final report entitled 
“Report on the Contract for the Inventory of the Capital Assets of the District of Columbia 
(OIG No. 08-1-26AT (a))” on December 16, 2010.   
 
We resumed our audit of OCFO contracting operations on October 3, 2011.1  During the 
audit, OC officials and staff were cooperative and professional and willing to correct 
identified deficiencies.  Additional procurement resources should improve operations at OC. 
 
 
  

                                                 
1 The auditor was reassigned to another audit from December 17, 2010 - October 3, 2011.  
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CONCLUSIONS  
 
The OC did not fully comply with Title 27 DCMR provisions when awarding contracts for 
services.  Specifically, OC did not perform a required cost analysis to determine the cost 
reasonableness for 4 of 11 contracts reviewed.  These four contracts totaled $9.4 million.2  
Each contract was in excess of $500,000.  The OC also did not adequately establish prices for 
an office supply contract awarded in the amount of $350,000.  Further, OC did not provide 
adequate justification to use the single available source (sole source) method of procurement 
for 2 of 11 contracts.  One contract was for a systems analyst and the other was for actuarial 
services.  Additionally, seven contract modifications totaling $645,955 were made during the 
base year 3 to expand the scope of the four contracts.  Three of four were firm-fixed-price 
type contracts.4 
 
We discussed these conditions with OC officials who informed us that the required cost 
analyses were not performed because of a lack of resources.  The officials also informed us 
that due to fluctuating prices for office supplies, base prices for core products were not 
established in the contract, prior to the award.  Officials further informed us that the sole 
source contracts were awarded to two firms due to their extensive knowledge of District 
government operations.  The modifications were attributed to an inadequate Scope of Work 
(SOW) and, in some instances, deliverables that were not clearly defined.   
 
As a result of not performing the required cost analyses, OC exposed the District to the risk 
of higher and/or unreasonable contract prices for all negotiated contracts awarded in excess 
of $500,000.  Without properly establishing prices prior to the award of the office supply 
contract, OCFO could not ascertain whether the District received the 65% discount stipulated 
in the contract.  The sole source contracts that OC awarded also may have prevented the 
District from obtaining services at the most reasonable or economical prices.  Additionally, 
contract modifications due to an inadequate SOW can lead to cost overruns and inefficient 
spending. 
   
OC also did not fully comply with all Title 27 DCMR requirements for administering 
contracts.  We determined that 2 of the 11 contracts had not been monitored properly by the 
Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR)5 assigned to the contract.  For one 
contract (the office supplies contract), the CA did not adequately perform all duties required 
of a CA. 
 

                                                 
2 The total for all 11contracts awarded was $10,513,148. 
3 The total for the 11contracts ($10,513,148), including base year modifications ($645,955), was $11,159,103. 
4 A firm fixed price contract shall provide for a price that is not subject to any adjustment on the basis of the      
contractor’s cost experience in performing the contract. 
5 The term COTR has been replaced by CA (Contract Administrator). 
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For the other contract, which was awarded in the amount of $6 million, the CA was unaware 
of her duties and responsibilities regarding required contract deliverables.  We believe that 
the CA was unaware because she did not provide us any documentation to support her 
monitoring efforts, upon request.  Also, she could not explain to us what specific deliverables 
were required per the contract; and was not familiar with contract terms and conditions 
related to the deliverables. 
 
During interviews with the CAs assigned to the two contracts, each stated that one of their 
duties as a CA was reviewing invoices.  However, one admitted that she did not review the 
vendor’s invoices prior to payment issuance and the other CA exhibited a general lack of 
understanding of her CA duties.  As a result of not reviewing all of the invoices, the District 
may have paid higher prices than what was necessary.  Also, the CA who was unaware of the 
duties and responsibilities for required contract deliverables placed the District at risk for 
paying for goods and services not actually received.   
 
Finally, OC did not accurately account for all contracts awarded and the current value of each 
contract for the period covered by our audit.  This condition occurred because OC did not 
employ an automated inventory management system to capture contracting activity and 
contract numbering was not always sequential.  Weak internal controls can result in 
inefficient operations and lead to fraud, waste, and abuse. 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
We directed nine recommendations to the OCFO.  The recommendations focus on: 
 
 Complying with Title 27 DCMR requirements for awarding and administering 

contracts. 
 
 Complying with the requirement established in 27 DCMR § 1202.26 to maintain all 

relevant supporting documentation in the contract file. 
 

 Establishing standard operating procedures and identifying key controls over 
OCFO OC procurement processes. 
 

 Establishing procedures in accordance with 27 DCMR § 1623.1 to develop an 
estimate of proper price level of the supplies or services to be purchased. 

 
Prior to completion of our audit, three provisions contained in Title 27 of the DCMR 
specifically related to our findings and recommendations were repealed, and one was 
amended.  Although, these actions were taken by the Council of the District of Columbia 

                                                 
6 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The criteria was repealed on December 23, 2011.   
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(Council), we strongly believe that certain provisions should be reinstated to provide the 
necessary controls over procurement transactions.  In this regard, we are planning to issue a 
management implication report to all District agencies, which will recommend that the 
Director of OCP coordinate with the Council to have certain repealed and amended 
provisions of Title 27 of the DCMR reinstated. 
 
A summary of the potential benefits resulting from the audit is shown at Exhibit A. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND OIG COMMENTS  
 
On May 7, 2013, OCFO provided a written response to a draft of this report.  OCFO agreed 
with all of the recommendations and provided detailed plans to implement the 
recommendations.   OCFO plans include conducting internal training sessions on proper 
price and cost analyses, scope of work requirements, and proper execution of required D&Fs.  
OCFO also, in conjunction with the Office of the Chief Information Officer, plans to  
establish an inventory control and electronic contract filing system with an estimated 
completion date of fall 2013. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The mission of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) is to enhance the fiscal and 
financial stability, accountability, and integrity of the District of Columbia government.  The 
OCFO organization consists of:  Central Financial Operations; Agency Financial Operations; 
Chief Financial Officers for Independent Agencies; and an Executive Support Branch.  The 
Executive Support Branch consists of:  the Agency Chief Information Office; the General 
Counsel; Integrity and Oversight; Management and Administration; the Public Affairs Office; 
The Senior Advisor for Economic Development Finance; and the Senior Policy Advisor. 
 
The OCFO is managed by a Chief Financial Officer (CFO), who is responsible for oversight and 
direct supervision of the financial and budgetary functions; and operating and maintaining a 
coordinated financial management system to budget, collect, control, and properly account for 
more than $7 billion in annual operating and capital funds.  The CFO is also responsible for 
preparing the city’s annual budget, representing the District in the federal appropriations process, 
and monitoring budget performance during the fiscal year. 
 
Further, the CFO is responsible for borrowing on behalf of the District, collecting receipts, 
payments, and transactions for the District, and investing the city’s funds.  In addition, the CFO 
administers and enforces the District’s tax laws, collects revenue for the city, and records deeds 
and other written instruments affecting a right, title, or interest in real or personal property in the 
District. 

  
Within the OCFO’s Management and Administration is the OCFO Office of Contracts (OC).  
The OC is responsible for bidding, evaluating, awarding, and managing all procurements 
(including small purchases) and contracts on behalf of the OCFO.  These activities are conducted 
in accordance with the District of Columbia Procurement Practices Act (PPA)  the District of 
Columbia Procurement Practices Reform Act (PPRA) effective April 8, 2011, Title 27 of the 
District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR), and the Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer Procurement Regulations. 
 
Title 27 DCMR, Contracts and Procurement, prescribes the cost and price requirements and 
policies and procedures for negotiated prime contracts (including subcontracts) and contract 
modifications, including modifications to contracts awarded by sealed bidding.  The PPRA 
established statutory provisions for the procurement of goods, services, and construction in the 
District.  The PPRA also regulates the use of sole source procurements along with many other 
aspects of the procurement process.     
 
OC is independent of the District Office of Contracting and Procurements.  At the time of the 
audit, the OC consisted of one Director, one Supervisory Contract Specialist, two Contract 
Specialists, one Contracting Officer Technical Representative (COTR) (see footnote 5), and three 
administrative support personnel, totaling eight full-time employees. 
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According to information provided by OC officials, duties of the OC include issuing contracts, 
providing CA training, responding to Freedom of Information Act requests, briefing the City 
Council on contract actions, handling vendor disputes in accordance with District of Columbia  
statutes, attending program office monthly meetings, responding to vendor requests for 
briefings on solicitations, oversight of the award and execution of OCFO contracts, acting as 
the Local Small Disadvantaged Business Enterprises liaison between OCFO program offices 
and the Department of Small and Local Business Development, and providing program office 
staff training on small purchases, procurement card policies, contract development 
administration and execution.  
 
During fiscal years (FYs) 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011, the OC awarded 127 contracts with a 
base value totaling over $160 million.  According to the Director of OC, the office provides 
contracting services and support to approximately 16 OCFO offices including the Office of Tax 
and Revenue, Office of Finance and Treasury, Office of Financial Operations and Systems, 
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D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board (DCLB), Office of the Chief Information 
Officer, and Office of Integrity and Oversight.   
 
Responsibilities of the Director of OC.  Title 27 DCMR § 1003.17 states,  “A contracting 
officer shall be authorized to enter into, administer, and terminate contracts….”   
 
In addition, 27 DCMR §§ 1003.58 and 1003.69 state:  “A contracting officer shall ensure that 
contractors receive impartial, fair, and equitable treatment in accordance with the Act and this 
title;” and a contracting officer shall “[r]equest and consider the advice of specialists in 
auditing, law, engineering, transportation, and other fields when necessary or appropriate to the 
exercise of the contracting officer’s authority.” 
 
The Director of OC (who serves as the OCFO’s Chief Contracting Officer) informed us that he 
is responsible for all of the agency’s procurement functions, including: 
 

 advising senior staff on procurement issues; 
 providing recommendations on how OCFO procurements must be conducted in 

accordance with the PPRA and DCMR; 
 planning, directing, and managing activities of the OCFO OC and its staff; and 
 overseeing a complete range of government contracting activities such as acquisition 

planning, contract negotiations, evaluation of proposals, and post award activities. 
 
The Director of OC also serves as a liaison to establish, develop, and maintain effective 
working relationships with senior OCFO staff, other District agencies, and vendors.      
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY  
 
The overall objectives of the audit were to:  (1) determine the efficiency and effectiveness of 
contracting and procurement operations at OCFO; and (2) assess the effectiveness of internal 
controls and adherence to applicable laws and regulations. 
 
To accomplish our objectives, we conducted interviews and held meetings and discussions with 
OC officials, as well as various OCFO program officials, to obtain a general understanding of 
the process for awarding and administering contracts.  We judgmentally selected for review 
2510 of 127 contracts that OC awarded during FYs 2008 through 2011, and we interviewed the 
CAs assigned to monitor the remaining 11 contracts to determine the extent of their monitoring 
efforts. 

                                                 
7 This criteria was in effect during our audit. The provision was changed to § 1004.1 on December 23, 2011. 
8 This criteria was in effect during our audit. The provision was changed to § 1004.2(d) on December 23, 2011. 
9 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was changed to § 1004.2(e) on December 23, 2011. 
10 Fourteen of 25 contracts were for legal services.  The results of the review of those 14 contracts will be 
discussed in a separate audit report.  
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Further, we reviewed selective billing records for two contracts awarded in the amounts of 
$350,000 and $6 million.  We met with the contractor who was awarded the $350,000 office 
supply contract to obtain an explanation of the contract pricing structure.  We also reviewed the 
documentation relative to deliverables received for the $6 million contract for lottery 
advertisement services.  Finally, we performed an inventory of contracts and developed a 
spreadsheet to determine the total number and value of contracts awarded by the OC in FYs 
2008 through 2011.  
 
We obtained computer-processed data in the form of an Excel spreadsheet from OC showing 
contract number, vendor name, award date, and contract value.  We compared the information 
shown on the spreadsheet to the information maintained in the OC contract files to validate the 
data.  The information from the spreadsheet agreed with the information contained in the files.   
 
This performance audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 
Auditing Standards (GAGAS).  These 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. 
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FINDING I:   CONTRACT AWARD 

 
SYNOPSIS 
 
The OC did not fully comply with all Title 27 DCMR provisions when awarding contracts for 
services.  Specifically, OC did not perform a required cost analysis to determine the cost 
reasonableness for 4 of 11 contracts reviewed.  The four contracts totaled $9.4 million.  Each 
contract was in excess of $500,000.  OC also did not adequately establish prices for an office 
supply contract awarded in the amount of $350,000.  Further, OC did not provide adequate 
justification to use the sole source method of procurement for 2 of 11 contracts.  One contract was 
for a systems analyst and the other was for actuarial services.  Additionally, seven contract 
modifications totaling $645,95511 were made during the base year to expand the scope of the four 
contracts.  Three of the four were firm-fixed-price type contracts.  
 
We discussed these conditions with OC officials who indicated that the required cost analyses were 
not performed because of a lack of resources.  The officials also informed us that due to fluctuating 
prices for office supplies, base prices for core products had not been established in the contract prior 
to award.  Officials further informed us that the sole source contracts were awarded to two firms 
due to their extensive knowledge of District government operations.  The modifications were 
attributed to an inadequate SOW and, in some instances, contract deliverables that were not clearly 
defined. 
 
As a result of not performing the required cost analyses, OC exposed the District to the risk of 
higher and/or unreasonable contract prices for all negotiated contracts awarded in excess of 
$500,000.  Without properly establishing prices prior to the award of the office supply contract, 
OCFO could not ascertain whether the District received the 65% discount stipulated in the contract.  
The sole source contracts that OC awarded may also have prevented the District from obtaining 
services at the most reasonable or economical prices .  Additionally, contract modifications due to 
an inadequate SOW can lead to cost overruns and inefficient spending. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Cost Price Reasonableness.  A cost analysis includes procedures used to evaluate the 
reasonableness of contract prices.  The objective of a cost analysis is to ensure that the final agreed-
to contract price is fair and reasonable.  Our review showed that 4 of 11 contracts awarded did not 
have the required cost analysis performed (see Table 1 below).  The four contracts totaled 
approximately $9 million.   

                                                 
11 The total for all 11contracts ($10,513,148), including base year modifications of $645,955, was $11,159,103. 
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The contract files should contain evidence of a cost reasonableness determination to avoid any 
potential overpricing to the District.  We also noted that the contract files did not include sufficient 
documentation to support OC’s assertion that an “informal analysis” was conducted. 
 

Table 1.  Schedule of Contracts Selected for Review 
 

Contract Description Award 

Number   Amount 
 
11-C-018 Office Supplies $350,000  
11-C-020 Voice Response System $207,988  
11-C-053 Dodge Mini Vans for DCLB* $113,948  
09-C-014** Retirement Consulting Services $900,000  
11-C-007 Controlled Disbursement $85,036  
11-C-019** Lottery Advertisement $6,000,000  
11-C-030 Actuarial Services $40,000  
11-C-035 Temp Support, Recorder of Deeds $202,096  
10-C-017** Alias Matching Services  $500,000  
10-C-019** Universal Collection Services $2,000,000  
10-C-060 System Analyst Services $114,080  

    
Total         11                           $10,513,148 

 
* D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board 
** No cost analysis performed (for 4 contracts that totaled $9,400,000).  
 
At the time these contracts were awarded, the D.C. Code and DCMR set forth criteria that defined 
the procedures for acquiring goods and services for the District using competitive sealed proposals.  
To that end, 27 DCMR § 1626.112 stated, “The contracting officer shall be required to perform a 
cost analysis in either of the following circumstances: (a) The award of any contract in excess of . . . 
[$500,000]; or (b) The modification of any contract when the modification exceeds . . . 
[$500,000].”  
 
On January 22, 2013, the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO) repealed the requirement of § 1626.1 of 
Title 27 DCMR primarily because the Procurement Practices Reform Act (PPRA) of 2010, D.C. 
Law 18-371, effective April 8, 2011 (codified at D.C. Code §§ 2-351.01 – 362.03 (2011)), 

                                                 
12 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The criteria as well as the entire section was repealed on February 1, 
2013.   
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eliminated the cost/pricing data submission requirement in D.C. Code § 2-303.08(a) (2006), which 
were necessary to perform cost analyses. 
 
However, Section 419 of the PPRA states that: 
 

(a) A contracting officer may request factual information reasonably available to the 
contractor or prospective contractor to substantiate that the price or cost offered, or some 
portion of it, is reasonable. 
 

(b)  The CPO shall establish a process for determining the reasonableness of prices. 
 

The updated 27 DCMR § 1642.2 states:  
 

The contracting officer may request factual information reasonably available to the offeror 
to substantiate that the price or cost offered, or some portion of it, is reasonable, if:  

 
(a) The price is not: 
 

(i)    Based on adequate price competition; 
(ii)    Based on an established catalogue or market prices; or 
(iii) Set by law or regulation; or 

 
(b) The price or cost exceeds an amount established by law or regulation. 

 
Discussion With OC Officials Pertaining to Cost Reasonableness.  OC officials indicated that they 
do not have the personnel resources to maintain a robust price reasonableness function.  The 
officials described price reasonableness as a function that takes expertise in a broad range of 
commodities and services, as well as analytical expertise developed through training over time.  
 
The officials also believe that they accomplish the requirement of price reasonableness by utilizing 
an “informal analysis” that consists of a combination of documented competition in the marketplace 
as demonstrated through the bidding process, review of historical data, and reliance on input from 
OCFO program offices. 
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Establishing Prices for Office Supplies Contracts.  OCFO OC did not adequately establish prices 
for an office supply contract that was awarded in the amount of $350,000.  As a part of our audit, 
we reviewed contract number CFOPD-11-C-018 for office supplies, which was awarded in 
December 2010.  We noted that Section B.1 of the contract indicated that the vendor would give 
OCFO a 65% discount for the price of catalog items during the term of the contract (base year and 
four one-year options).   
 
We reviewed the catalog in an effort to verify and ascertain the discount price for selected items.  
We noted that the price for every item in the catalog had a line drawn through it and each page had 
a notation (at the bottom of the page) that prices are subject to change.  Therefore, we could not 
determine the base or discount price for any of the items listed in the catalog and concluded that 
catalog item prices had not been established. 
 
Title 27 DCMR § 1623.113 states, “Before issuing a solicitation, the contracting officer shall 
develop an estimate of the proper price level of value of the supplies or services to be purchased.” 
On February 1, 2013, the CPO amended the requirement of § 1623.1 of Title 27 DCMR.  The 
updated 27 DCMR § 1641.1 states…”the contracting officer may enter into price negotiations with 
the offeror with the intent of agreeing on a fair and reasonable price.”   
 
Discussion With OC Officials Pertaining to Establishment of Prices.  We informed OC officials that 
based upon a limited review of invoices; we noted some incorrect billings and had concerns as to 
whether the OCFO received the contract stipulated 65% discount.  During subsequent meetings, we 
informed officials of the need to establish base prices for catalog items.  OC officials agreed with 
our conclusion that base prices should have been established prior to the award of the contract and 
told us of their plans not to exercise the remaining three option years of the contract.  This issue will 
be discussed in more detail in Finding 2 of this report.      
 
Sole Source Awards.   OC officials did not provide adequate justification to use the sole source 
method of procurement for 2 of 11 contracts.  Both contractors were considered as a single 
available source.  One contract was for a systems analyst and the other was for actuarial services.  
Sole source procurement is achieved when a single available source is used to fulfill the 
requirements of a contract or when a single source is found to be the most advantageous to the 
District government for the purpose of contract award. 
 
Title 27 DCMR § 1700.214 stated, in part: 
 

In each instance where the sole source or emergency procurement 
procedures set forth in this chapter are used, the contracting officer 
shall do the following (a) Prepare a written determination and 

                                                 
13 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was changed to § 1641.1 on February 1, 2013, and the 
requirement was eliminated. 
14 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was amended on July 27, 2012. 
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findings (D&F) justifying the procurement which specifically 
demonstrates that procurement by competitive sealed bids or 
competitive sealed proposals is not required by the provisions of the 
Act or this title. . . . 
 

Title I, PPRA, § 104 (28) defines “Determinations and Findings” (D&F) as “a form of written 
approval and detailed explanation as a prerequisite to taking certain contract actions, including the 
rationale for the method of procurement, the selection of contract type, contractor selection, and the 
basis for contract price.”  The updated 27 DCMR § 1700.2 still requires the contracting officer to 
prepare a D&F justifying the use of sole source procurements. 
 
Also, 27 DCMR § 1702.215 stated: 
 

When determining whether there is only one (1) source for the 
requirement, the contracting officer (and, for procurements over 
twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) the Director) shall consider 
whether there is a reasonable basis to conclude that the District’s 
minimum need can only be satisfied by the supplies, services, or 
construction proposed to be procured, and whether the proposed sole 
source contractor is the only source capable of providing the required 
supplies, services, or construction. 

 
Finally, 27 DCMR § 1705.2 (f)16 stated, “Each sole source D&F shall include the following: An 
explanation of the proposed contractor’s unique qualifications or other factors that qualify the 
proposed contractor as a sole source for the procurement.” 
 
Our review of the OC contract files revealed that the D&Fs written by the Contracting Officer for 
the two sole source contracts indicated that each contractor was the only source for the specified 
service.  However, we believe that actuarial and systems analyst services were provided by many 
different vendors. 
 
Discussion With OC Officials Pertaining to Sole Source Award Justifications.  We reviewed the 
D&Fs for the two sole source contacts and noted that the D&Fs were not properly written to justify 
the procurement method used (single available source).  We told OC officials that the D&Fs needed 
a more detailed explanation of the basis for selecting the two vendors.  In response, OC officials 
rewrote both D&Fs in March 2012 for contracts that were awarded in September 2010 and January 
2011, presenting a more detailed explanation for selecting both contractors. 
 

                                                 
15 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was amended on July 27, 2012, and now pertains to 
emergency procurements.   
16 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was repealed on July 27, 2012.  
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We reviewed the rewritten D&Fs and concluded that although the documents provided more 
information regarding the basis for selecting the vendors, the D&Fs still did not adequately justify 
the procurement method used.  When using a single available method, the vendor selected must be 
the only supplier of those goods or services. 
 
Contract Modifications.  Seven contract modifications totaling $645,955 were made during the 
base year to expand the scope of four contracts.  The modifications are discussed in more detail 
below.    
 
Contract Number CFOPD-10-C-060.  Three contract modifications were made for systems analyst 
services, where the work performed was outside of the scope of the original contract.  Further, OC 
officials did not maintain documentation in the contract files to support the modifications but they 
were able to provide us a detailed explanation from the contractor for the work performed.  From a 
review of this information, we determined that the modifications for additional work, in general, 
were for  services needed by a different OCFO program office (Office of Tax and Revenue (OTR)) 
than the one noted in the SOW Section of the original contract (Office of Financial Operations and 
Systems).   

 
In particular, the description of the work to be performed was different.  The description on the 
contract modification form was vague and generally described solving problems related to SOAR.  
However, the contractor’s description of the work to be performed involved a Liability Offset 
System that OTR needed to meet United States Treasury deadlines.  The three modifications totaled 
$124,000, while the original contract amount was $114,080, bringing the total contract value to 
$238,080 (see Table 2, Schedule of Contract Modifications, on the next page).  We believe that in 
this particular instance, the three modifications represent a new procurement, via sole source, which 
should have been opened for bid, because the work performed was different than what was 
originally contracted for.    
 
Discussion With OC Officials Pertaining to Modifications.  We discussed this matter with OC 
officials, who agreed with our conclusions that the scope of work for this contract was inadequate 
and contract deliverables were not clearly defined.  OC officials also told us that lines of 
communication need to be improved between CAs and contracting officers with respect to contract 
changes.  In this regard, the contracting officer told us that the remaining option years of contract 
CFOPD-10-C-060 were not exercised and that the contract expired on September 30, 2012. 
 
Contract Number CFOPD-11-C-018.  A contract modification was made in the amount of 
$300,000 to increase the contract ceiling for a basic ordering agreement for an office supplies 
contract in which the original amout of the contract was $350,000.  We question the necessity of the 
modification because there was no documentation to support the modification. 
 
Although a basic ordering agreement, Section B.3 Contact Ceiling states, “The contract ceiling shall 
not exceed $350,000” and Section B.4 Contract Type states, “This shall be a Not to Exceed Basic 
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Ordering Agreement.”  Also, as will be discussed in Finding 2 of this report, OCFO OC 
experienced billing issues related to the administration of this contract.  Therefore, we conclude that 
a modification that almost doubled the contract price may not have been in the District’s best 
interest. 
 
Contract Number CFOPD-11-C-019.  Two contract modifications totaling $214,850 were made to 
expand the scope for a D.C. Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board advertisement contract.  
One modification for $14,850 increased the number of fixed hours for the retainer fee from 240 to 
350 hours.  The other modification for $200,000 added funds for the television draw and 
broadcasting services and to provide financial support for the next contract period.  However, no 
justification was provided for the increase in retainer fee hours.  In respect to the television draw 
and broadcasting services, we believe that costs should have been included in the original contract.   
 
Contract Number CFOPD-11-C-030.  A contract modification for $7,185 was made to add funds to 
an actuarial services contract to cover costs associated with the “Roll Forward Valuation” of post-
employment benefits.  We believe that the costs should have been included in the original contract, 
which should have covered all costs associated with the valuation of employee benefits.  
 
Title 27 DCMR § 1210.517 stated, “Procurement planning shall begin as soon as the agency need is 
identified, preferably well in advance of the fiscal year in which the contract award is necessary….” 
In addition, given that this was a contract for expert/consulting services, the contract was not 
subject to modification.  Title 27 DCMR § 1901.9 states, “[a] contract for expert or consulting 
services shall not be extended by modification.  When additional services are required, a new 
contract shall be awarded subject to the requirements and limitations of this section.” 
 
   
 

                                                 
17 This criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was repealed on December 23, 2011. 
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*For contract #CFOPD-11-C-019 – Modification #2 was a no cost modification. 
**For contract #CFOPD-11-C-030 – Modification #1 was a no cost modification. 
 
Conclusion.  Our review of the 11 contracts that OC awarded disclosed instances of non- 
compliance with Title 27 DCMR requirements for performing cost analyses to substantiate cost 
reasonableness of the contractor’s offer, awarding sole source contracts, establishing prices, and 
executing contract modifications. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
We recommend that the Chief Financial Officer, Office of the Chief Financial Officer: 
 

1. Follow established procedures in accordance with 27 DCMR § 1642 when required to 
determine cost reasonableness. 

 
 
  

                      Table 2.  Schedule of Contract Modifications 

CONTRACT 
NO.

ORIGINAL 
CONTRACT

AMOUNT
MODIFICATION

 NO. DATE
MODIFICATION

 AMOUNT

CFOPD-10-C-060 $114,080.00 1 4/5/2011 $70,920.00
2 6/24/2011 $28,000.00
3 9/8/2011 $25,000.00

CFOPD-11-C-018 $350,000.00 1 9/29/2011 $300,000.00
1 7/28/2011 $14,850.00

CFOPD-11-C-019 $6,000,000.00   2* 9/19/2011 $0.00
3 10/17/2011 $200,000.00

    1** 4/7/2011 $0.00
CFOPD-11-C-030 $40,000.00 2 7/28/2011 $7,185.00

TOTAL $645,955.00
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OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation, offered clarification, and summarized procedures currently 
used to determine cost reasonableness. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

2. Follow established procedures in accordance with 27 DCMR § 1641.1 to enter into price 
negotiations with the offeror with the intent of agreeing on a fair and reasonable price. 

 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation, offered clarification, and summarized procedures currently 
used for price negotiations. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

3. Follow established procedures in accordance with 27 DCMR § 1700.2 for sole source 
determinations to ensure that the proposed sole source contractor is the only source capable 
of providing the required supplies, services, or construction. 

 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and on April 3, 2013, implemented an internal policy 
related to the execution of sole source procurements. 
 
OIG COMMENT 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

4. Follow established procedures covering contract modifications to ensure that contracts 
contain an adequate scope of work with clearly defined deliverables. 
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OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and advised us that they are currently following established 
procedures and will continue conducting internal training related to scope of work requirements.  
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

5. Ensure compliance with the requirement established in 27 DCMR § 1204.1 for maintaining 
documents. 

 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation, offered clarification, and provided details on procedures 
currently used to ensure that contract files are properly maintained. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

6. Ensure that D&Fs are written to adequately justify the procurement vehicle used. 
 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and offered clarification.  In the clarification, OCFO 
advised us that they currently ensure that D&Fs are written to adequately justify the procurement 
vehicle used and will continue to conduct internal training and professional development of  staff. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
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FINDING II:   CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 

 
SYNOPSIS 
 
OC did not fully comply with all Title 27 DCMR requirements for administering contracts.  We 
determined that 2 of the 11 contracts reviewed had not been monitored properly by the CA assigned 
to the contract.  For one contract for office supplies, the CA did not adequately perform all duties 
required of a CA.  For the other contract, which was awarded in the amount of $6 million, the CA 
was unaware of her duties and responsibilities regarding required contract deliverables.   
 
During interviews with the CAs assigned to the two contracts, one admitted that the vendor’s 
invoices had not been reviewed prior to payment issuances.  The other CA exhibited a general lack 
of understanding of CA duties.  As a result of not reviewing all of the invoices, the District may 
have paid higher prices for office supplies than necessary.  Also, the CA who was unaware of the 
duties and responsibilities for required contract deliverables placed the District at risk for paying for 
goods and services not actually received.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Monitoring Contractor Performance.  Both the contacting officer and the CA assigned 
to each contract have certain responsibilities to ensure that the District receives the 
deliverables prescribed by the contract. 
 
According to 27 DCMR § 4000.1:  
 

The contracting officer shall ensure that the supplies, services, or 
construction procured under each District contract conform to the quality 
and quantity requirements of the contract, including inspection, 
acceptance, warranty, and any other measures associated with quality 
assurance.  
 

Further, 27 DCMR § 4001.1(b) states: 
 

The using agency, or the individual(s) responsible for contract 
administration in the case of a term contract, shall do the following… (b) 
Perform all actions necessary to verify whether the supplies, services, or 
construction conform to contract quality requirements. 
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Also, 27 DCMR § 4001.2 (a) states, “The using agency shall maintain, as part of the performance 
records of the contract, suitable records reflecting the following: (a) Contract quality assurance 
actions, including, when appropriate, the number of observations made ….”  
     
Interviews With CAs.  As a part of the audit, we interviewed each CA assigned to the 11 selected 
contracts and asked each to provide documentation to support their monitoring efforts.  The 
interviews focused mainly on their duties and responsibilities as a CA.  Based upon the interviews, 
we determined that for 9 out of 11 contracts, the CAs provided sufficient documentation to support 
their monitoring efforts.  However, for the remaining 2 contracts, the CAs could not provide us with 
evidence of contract monitoring.  Specifically, one CA told us that vendor invoices had not been 
reviewed prior to payment18 and the other seemed unaware of the duties and responsibilities related 
to contract deliverables. 

 
We also discussed CA training with each CA, particularly the type and number of hours of training 
they received prior to and during their assignment as CAs.  Each CA consistently stated that they 
had received little or no training, on-the-job training, or attended half day or whole day seminars 
presented by OCP and OC.  When we asked the Director of OC how much training each CA 
received before their assignment as CA, the Director of OC advised us that his office provides 8 
hours of training, along with training materials.  
 
Review of Invoices for CFOPD-11-C-018.  We performed a review of an office supply contract 
awarded in the amount of $350,000.  The contract was for 5 years with a base year and 4 one-year 
options.  Section B.1 of the contract indicates that the District will receive 65% off the price of 
catalog items during the term of the contract.  Our review was made to determine whether the 
District was receiving the stipulated 65% discount as required in the contract.  We judgmentally 
selected invoices for the month of May 2011 through August 2011 for review. 
 
We chose 20 items from the invoices dated from May 2011 through August 2011 to calculate 
and/or determine (catalog price less 65%) whether the District was billed the correct amount by the 
contractor.  After review of the 2011 catalog prices for the 20 items, we determined that the District 
was improperly billed for 13 items19 and did not receive a 65% discount on these items. The 
differences in the invoiced amount and the catalog price less the 65% discount are shown in Table 3 
on the next page.  The other seven items were not found in the FY 2011 catalog. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
18 The current CA was assigned to this particular contract 1 year after the award date. 
19 One item was billed twice on separate invoices (the item was ordered for two separate OCFO offices; i.e., 11 items 
billed once and 1 item billed twice). 
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Table 3.  CFOPD-11-C-018 - Review of Selected Invoices 
 

Invoice 
Number 

Invoice 
Date 

Item  
Description 

Product 
 Number 

Catalog 
Price 

OCFO 
Price20  

Amount 
Billed 

Amount 
Overbilled21 

                

102858I 5/17/2011 Brother Toner TN460 $95.49 $33.42  $77.49 $44.07 

102805I 5/9/2011 
HP Laserjet 
Cartridge CB540A $109.15 $38.20  $91.66 $53.46 

102805I 5/9/2011 
HP Toner 
Cartridge Q2612D $193.23 $67.63  $166.79 $99.16 

102805I 5/9/2011 HP Laser Drum Q3964A $253.76 $88.82  $207.62 $118.80 

102805I 5/9/2011 

HP Color 
Laserjet 4700 
Black Q5950A $273.94 $95.88  $237.43 $141.55 

103495I 8/18/2011 

3M Post-It 
Assorted Small 
Flags ValuPak 

MMM-
683VAD1 $13.76 $4.82  $10.79 $5.97 

103498I 8/18/2011 

Pocket File, 
Letter 3.5" 
Expand, RD BSN-65791 $61.82 $21.64  $27.29 $5.65 

103498I 8/18/2011 

Laminator, 
Ultima 35, 
BEGY GBC-1701680 $747.09 $261.48  $608.45 $346.97 

103284I 7/20/2011 

HP Cartridge, 
Laser, F/4700, 
BK HEW-Q5950A $273.94 $95.88  $198.99 $103.11 

103284I 7/20/2011 

HP Cartridge, 
Laser, F/4700, 
MA HEW-Q5953A $389.52 $136.33  $282.99 $146.66 

103284I 7/20/2011 

HP Cartridge, 
Laser Jet, 9000 
SRS HEW-C8543X $424.81 $148.68  $299.99 $151.31 

103284I 7/20/2011 

Hanging File 
Folders, Letter, 
1/3" Green SMD-64035 $32.10 $11.24  $13.99 $2.76 

103284I 7/20/2011 
Post-It Flag 
Signature set 

MMM-
684AST1 $5.30 $1.86  $3.99 $2.14 

 

                                                 
20 OCFO Price column represents 65% off catalog price. 
21 Amount Overbilled column represents difference in OCFO Price and Amount Billed to OCFO. 
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Discussion With OC Officials Pertaining to Billing Issues.  As previously stated, in August 2011 
we informed OC officials of our concerns related to billings.  At that time, the officials met with the 
contractor to discuss the billing discrepancies.  As a result of this meeting, OC officials and the 
contractor developed a “cure notice” to address the billing issues.  The “cure notice” stipulated that 
all invoices must include unit price, applicable discount, and final cost for each item.  Also, the 
contractor will provide a current price list including updates if the prices change.  More 
importantly, the vendor will develop an OCFO specific website, which will contain core items that 
reflect the 65% discount price. 
 
Prior to issuance of this report, the contractor informed OC officials that based upon a review of 
2011 list prices, a determination was made that discrepancies had occurred and the contractor plans 
to credit OC $16,904.  We did not review documentation related to the credit.  However, as 
previously stated in this report, OC indicated to us that it did not plan to exercise the last remaining 
three option years of the contract.   
 
However, due to base prices not being established in the contract and because all invoices were not 
reviewed, it is uncertain whether the District received the 65% discount during the term of the 
contract.  As such, we believe that the OCFO should review all invoices/payments to the contractor 
for office supplies to determine the extent of improper billing and recoup any amounts due to the 
District.  

 
Review of Deliverables for CFOPD-11-C-019.  We performed a review of contract deliverables 
for an advertisement services contract awarded in the amount of $6 million.  The objective of our 
review was to obtain supporting documentation for the delivery of specific contract items because, 
as previously stated in this report, the CA was unaware of her duties and responsibilities related to 
the contract. 
 
Specifically, during our interview with the CA, we asked for documentation to support monitoring 
efforts to ascertain whether the contract was administered properly.  However, the CA did not 
provide us with any document or information to confirm monitoring efforts.  When we made 
inquiries regarding specific contract deliverables, the CA was unfamiliar with the deliverables 
specified in the contract.   
 
Therefore, we requested the following contract deliverables as required by Section C.7, Contractor 
Reporting Requirements, of the contract for review:   
 

 Written quarterly status reports that indicate cumulative costs and direct labor hours 
expended from the effective date of the contract through the end date of the report.  These 
reports shall outline the services provided and accomplishments for each assigned task. 

 
 Monthly subcontractor payment and budget reconciliation reports.   
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 All written reports regarding meetings and telephone conferences held with the OCFO 
program office. 

 
In order to provide the requested information, the CA forwarded our request to senior officials.  The 
CA did not know where in the agency the deliverables were maintained.  Ultimately, the 
information requested was provided to us by the Chief of Marketing.  Because of the CA’s 
uncertainty with respect to the required deliverables, we reviewed documentation to support 
contract expenditures (invoices).  We noted that all of the invoices we reviewed were approved by 
the CA and the Chief of Marketing. Our review indicated that the specified deliverables were 
submitted to the District as required by the contract.  
 
However, program officials brought to our attention that direct labor hours expended (a contract 
deliverable) were not required to be tracked because the contract costs were based on a fixed 
monthly retainer fee, fixed media commissions, and cost reimbursements.  Therefore, a contract 
amendment was necessary to eliminate the provision requiring direct labor hours to be tracked (as a 
deliverable).  
 
Discussion With OCFO OC Officials Concerning Contract Monitoring.  We discussed with OC 
officials the issues of the CA’s duties and responsibilities and the error in the contract provisions 
pertaining to tracking direct labor hours.  OCFO OC officials immediately removed the CA and 
also executed a contract modification to correct the error in the contract deliverables regarding the 
tracking of direct labor hours.  
 
Conclusion.  Our review of 11 contracts that OC administered disclosed that 9 of the contracts had 
been monitored properly.  However, the remaining 2 contracts had not.  Inadequate contract 
monitoring places the District at a risk of paying for goods and services not actually received. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
We recommend that the Chief Financial Officer, Office of the Chief Financial Officer: 

 
7. Review and determine the extent of improper billing for the office supply contract and 

recoup any amount due to the District. 
 

OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and advised us that it determined the improper billing 
amount owed to the District and the vendor issued the proper credit to the District. 
 
OIG COMMENT 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
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FINDING III:   INVENTORY OF CONTRACTS 
 

 
SYNOPSIS 
 
OC officials did not accurately account for all contracts awarded and the current value of each 
contract for the period covered by our audit.  This condition occurred because OC did not employ 
an automated inventory management system to capture contracting activity and contract numbering 
was not always sequential.  OC officials also could not provide or identify key controls over the 
award and administration processes and have not formalized standard operating procedures.  Weak 
internal control can result in inefficient operations and lead to fraud, waste, and abuse. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Inventory of Contracts.  As a part of our audit, we requested and obtained a detailed listing of 
contracts that OC awarded during FYs 2008 through 2011.  We reviewed this information (which 
was maintained on an Excel spreadsheets at OC) and determined that OC officials could not 
account accurately for all contracts awarded and the current value of each contract.  Therefore, we 
performed an inventory to determine the total number and amount of contracts awarded and the 
accuracy of related information.  The results of our inventory are shown below.   
 

Table 4.  Inventory of Contracts 

 Fiscal Year Description of Error 

Number of 
Contracts 
Awarded 

Total Amount
of Contracts 

    
Contract 
Number 

Award 
Date

Vendor 
Name

Award
Amount      

                 
2008   0 1 0 0  36 $49,603,398

                 
2009   0 2 0 4  21 $14,063,286

                 
2010   0 10 0 4  32 $58,680,438

                 
2011   1 12 0 4  38 $38,431,265

                 
                 
TOTALS   1 25 0 12  127 $160,778,387
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We compared the information contained on the Excel spreadsheets, such as contract number, 
vendor name, award date, and contract value, to the information contained in the contract files.  OC 
awarded 127 contracts totaling approximately $161 million during the period of FYs 2008 through 
2011.  We noted 1 error with respect to the contract number, 25 errors in the award date, and 12 
errors in award amount.  Improper maintenance of contract files may result in overspending and can 
be detrimental to the District in case of litigation. 
 
Title 27 DCMR § 1202.222 stated, “The documentation in each contract file maintained by the 
contract office shall be sufficient to constitute a complete history of the transaction for the 
following purposes: (c) Providing information for reviews and investigations; (d) Furnishing 
essential facts in the event of litigation.”  
 
Discussion With OC Officials Concerning Inventory of Contracts.  We discussed the results of our 
inventory with OC officials, pointing out the differences.  OC officials advised us that some of the 
inconsistencies occurred due to typographical errors and that a few of the contracts had been 
inadvertently left off their original spreadsheet.  The officials’ explanations confirm our belief that 
the OC should employ an automated inventory management system to accurately capture 
contracting information. 
 
OC officials have initiated corrective actions by changing the contract numbering system in 2010 to 
accurately reflect sequential numbering tied to each fiscal year.  Officials have also segregated  
among three individuals the processes of issuing, maintaining, and reviewing contracts awarded. 
 
Key Controls.  According to GAGAS, Paragraph 1.30, internal control “comprises the plans, 
policies, methods, and procedures used to meet the organization’s mission, goals, and objectives.  
Internal control includes the processes and procedures for planning, organizing, directing, and 
controlling program operations, and management’s system for measuring, reporting, and 
monitoring program performance.”23  Management is responsible for developing, implementing, 
and monitoring internal controls.  Ultimately, internal controls provide reasonable, but not absolute, 
assurance that the organization’s goals will be achieved. 
 
OCFO officials could neither provide nor identify key controls over the contract award and 
administration processes.  The officials informed us that they believe that provisions contained in 
the PPRA and DCMR serve as the key internal control for their contracting operations.  We 
disagree and believe that internal controls must be established that are specific to OC’s major 
contracting activities, such as requirement determinations, solicitation of proposals, bid evaluations, 
and maintenance of documents, etc. 
 
  

                                                 
22 The criteria was in effect during our audit.  The provision was repealed on December 23, 2011. 
23 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Government Auditing Standards 20, GAO-07-731G (2007 Rev.). 
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Standard Operating Procedures.  During the audit, we obtained and reviewed a draft copy of the 
OC Contracts and Procurement Policy and Procedures Manual covering procurement activities.  We 
believe that OCFO officials should review and finalize the draft to aid in improving internal control.   
 
Conclusion.  Our audit of contracting and procurement operations at OC indicated that there is 
need for continuous review of contract files to ensure accuracy and completeness.  OC also needs to 
identify key controls and establish and implement standard operating procedures to improve 
internal control.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the Chief Financial Officer, Office of the Chief Financial Officer: 
 

8. Establish and implement an automated system to properly maintain an accurate inventory of 
contract files. 

 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and detailed planned efforts to establish and implement an 
automated inventory management system by the fall of 2013. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation. 
 

9. Finalize and implement standard operating procedures and identify key controls over OC 
procurement operations. 

 
OCFO RESPONSE 
 
OCFO agreed with the recommendation and advised us that OC is currently working with the 
Office of the General Counsel to review and update OCFO/OC standard operating procedures, 
however; they did not provide us with an expected date of completion. 
 
OIG Comment 
 
The OIG considers OCFO’s actions to be responsive to meet the intent of the recommendation.   
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Description of Benefit 
Amount and 

Type of Benefit 

Agency 
Reported 
Estimated 

Completion Date 

Status24 

1 

Compliance and Economy 
and Efficiency.  Ensures 
procurement personnel 
comply with the requirement 
to ensure cost 
reasonableness. 

Non-Monetary  May 7, 2013 Closed 

2 

Compliance and Economy 
and Efficiency.  Ensures 
procurement personnel 
develop an estimate of the 
proper price level for the  
value of the supplies or 
services to be purchased, and 
that OCFO receives 
proposed credit of $16,904 
for office supplies. 

Monetary 
$16,904 

May 7, 2013 Closed 

3 

Compliance and Economy 
and Efficiency.  Ensures 
procurement personnel 
comply with the sole source 
selection criteria. 

Non-Monetary April 3, 2013 Closed 

                                                 
24 This column provides the status of a recommendation as of the report date.  For final reports, “Open” 
means management and the OIG are in agreement on the action to be taken, but action is not complete.  
“Closed” means management has advised that the action necessary to correct the condition is complete.  
If a completion date was not provided, the date of management’s response is used.  “Unresolved” means 
that management has neither agreed to take the recommended action nor proposed satisfactory 
alternative actions to correct the condition. 
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Description of Benefit 
Amount and 

Type of Benefit 

Agency 
Reported 
Estimated 

Completion Date 

Status24 

4 

Compliance and Economy 
and Efficiency.  Ensures that 
procurements are properly 
planned to have an adequate 
scope of work with defined 
deliverables.  

Monetary 
$645,955 

May 7, 2013 Closed 

5 

Compliance Internal 
Control.  Ensures 
procurement personnel 
properly maintain required 
documents.  

Non-Monetary May 7, 2013 Closed 

6 

Internal Control and 
Compliance.  Ensures that 
D&Fs are adequately 
justified for procurement 
vehicle selected. 

Non-Monetary May 7, 2013 Closed 

7 

Internal Control and 
Economy and Efficiency.  
Ensures that the District 
recoups amount improperly 
billed. 

Monetary 
$16,904 

October 5, 2012 Closed 

8 

Internal Control and 
Compliance.  Ensures that 
OC officials establish and 
maintain an accurate 
inventory of contracts. 

Non-Monetary Fall 2013 Open 
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Description of Benefit 
Amount and 

Type of Benefit 

Agency 
Reported 
Estimated 

Completion Date 

Status24 

9 

Internal Control and 
Economy and Efficiency.  
Ensures that OC officials 
finalize and implement 
standard operating 
procedures and identify key 
controls over OC 
procurement operations. 

Non-Monetary TBD Open 
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