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informed decisions to better serve County citizens. 

 
 
 

 
The mission of Maricopa County is to provide 

regional leadership and fiscally responsible, 

necessary public services so that residents can 

enjoy living in a healthy and safe community. 

 
 

 
Audit Team Members 

 
Eve Murillo, Deputy County Auditor 

Cathleen L. Galassi, Audit Supervisor 
John Schulz, Audit Supervisor 
Christina Black, Senior Auditor 
Kimmie Wong, Senior Auditor 

 
 
 

Copies of the County Auditor’s reports are available by request. 
Please contact us at: 

 
Maricopa County Internal Audit 

301 W. Jefferson, Suite 660      Phoenix, AZ  85003      (602) 506-1585 
 

Many of our reports can be found in electronic format at: 
www.maricopa.gov/internal_audit 



   

 

 
 
 
September 29, 2006  
 
Don Stapley, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Fulton Brock, Supervisor, District I 
Andrew Kunasek, Supervisor, District III 
Max Wilson, Supervisor, District IV 
Mary Rose Wilcox, Supervisor, District V 
 
We have completed our review of the Maricopa County Materials Management 
Department, which was performed in accordance with the annual audit plan approved by 
the Board of Supervisors.  The specific areas reviewed were selected through a risk-
assessment process.  Our review focused on contract monitoring and procurement card 
program administration.  We also reviewed five of the department’s performance 
measures. 
 
Highlights of this report include the following: 

• The County has no single source (automated or manual) that can readily identify 
all current contracts, total contract dollars awarded, and expenditures against these 
contracts 

• Contracts are not managed uniformly throughout County agencies 

• Contracts and Procurement Cards are not being monitored according to 
department policy and goals 

• The County Procurement Card program lacks oversight, internal controls, and 
documentation  

 
This report contains an executive summary, specific information on the areas reviewed, and 
Materials Management’s response to our recommendations.  We reviewed this information 
with Materials Management and appreciate the excellent cooperation provided by 
management and staff.  The Materials Management Director took action after the 
completion of the audit fieldwork to address issues noted.  If you have any questions, or 
wish to discuss the information presented in this report, please contact Eve Murillo at 
506-7245. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Ross L. Tate 
County Auditor 

 

301 West Jefferson St 
Suite 1090 
Phx, AZ  85003-2143 
Phone: 602-506-1585 
Fax: 602-506-8957 
www.maricopa.gov 

Maricopa County 
 Internal Audit Department 
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Executive Summary  
 
 
County Lacks Contract Detail for Review and Reporting  (Page 6) 
Materials Management has not established effective oversight of countywide Article 3 contracts 
and cannot validate the total number and dollar amount of these contracts.  

• The Materials Management database maintains only those contracts procured by Materials 
Management, not those delegated to other departments with procurement authority  

• The County financial system, maintained by the Department of Finance, has incomplete 
and inaccurate information on both Article 3 and Article 5 contracts  

The lack of combined contract detail and adequate contract monitoring increases the risk of fraud 
and abuse, and diminishes the ability to assess liabilities and achieve savings economies through 
improved procurement.  Materials Management should address Article 3 contract information 
capture and reporting, including the need for a shared automated system or database.  
 
 

Countywide Contract Responsibility

   ARTICLE  3 Contracts      
   Goods and Services

Materials Management (MM)
        Responsibility

MM has delegated Article 3 
authority to:
   Human Services  $36 M
    Public Health       $21 M

       ARTICLE  5             
Construction Related

     County Engineer   
       Responsibility

$700
Million*

$ 375
Million*

* Note: Amounts are departmental 
estimates as of August 2005
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Countywide Contract Monitoring is Inadequate  (Page 9) 
Materials Management has not established an effective contract monitoring program for 
countywide Article 3 contracts and procurement cards (P-cards).  A program that provides 
reasonable and timely review intervals could minimize risk. 

• The Materials Management monitoring program includes all County procurement cards, 
but only 61 percent of the County’s contract dollars.  Contracts procured by the Sheriff’s 
Office and Courts are not included in this percentage.  

• Insufficient staffing and inadequate management oversight hinder achievement of the 
department’s monitoring goals  

• The department’s monitoring activities lack established methodologies to ensure 
appropriate sampling  

 
Materials Management should initiate methods to strengthen its contract monitoring program and 
countywide contract monitoring efforts overall. 
 
 
P-Card Administration Lacks Controls  (Page 12) 
Administrative controls over the Procurement Card (P-Card) program are inadequate. Control 
weaknesses include the following:  

• Lack of established policies and procedures 

• Inadequate segregation of duties 

• Ineffective monitoring of card limits and closed accounts 

• Inadequate reconciliations to ensure data accuracy  
 

These missing controls significantly increase the potential for inappropriate or fraudulent card use, 
and corresponding financial losses.  Materials Management should develop written administrative 
policies and procedures to address control issues. 
 
 
Accurate Performance Measures  (Page 15) 
We examined five Managing for Results performance measures, including three key measures, and 
concluded that Materials Management data collection procedures are reliable and reported results 
are accurate. 
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Introduction 
 
 
Background 
Materials Management’s (MM) primary function is to provide Article 3 procurement to meet the 
County’s need for quality goods and services at the lowest responsive and responsible bids and 
prices.  MM’s responsibility excludes construction-related contracts referred to as Article 5 
procurement; these are the responsibility of the County Engineer.  MM ensures that procurement is 
performed in a fair and open competitive process complying with County policies.   
 
MM regularly provides administrative support and training to county departments to ensure that 
contract development and procurement processes are adequate.  Subsequent to procurement, an 
important part of contract management is monitoring for compliance to executed contracts.  Other 
MM functions are graphic services, information technology, and records management oversight. 
 
Statutory Authority for Materials Management Operation 
Materials Management operates under Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) Title 11 which gives the 
Board of Supervisors (Board) power to contract for and purchase real and personal property, and 
services for the County.  Procurement is heavily regulated by ARS Title 41 and the Maricopa County 
Procurement Code, based on the State of Arizona Procurement Code, which the Board adopted as the 
County standard. 
 
MM became a separate County purchasing department in 1971, with partially delegated procurement 
authority assigned to the MM Director in July 1973.  In 1983, the Board designated the MM Director 
as the County’s purchasing agent.  The Board increased the MM Director’s procurement authority to 
$250,000 in December 2004, and the Director also has Emergency Procurement approval up to 
$50,000.  The Director has delegated some Article 3 procurement authority to other county agencies, 
as deemed necessary.  These include Human Services and Public Health. 
 
Contract and Procurement Card Oversight 
Historically, MM had 93 positions with a $17 million budget.  Positions have been eliminated and 
reduced over the years.  The 1993 County fiscal crisis forced MM to eliminate 19 positions and 
relinquish control of several functions and positions, such as the warehouse operations.  Other 
positions have been lost over time due to restructuring or budget constraints.  In 2004, MM lost 3 
additional positions including one dedicated to P-Card monitoring activities. 
 
MM currently has 35 employees and a budget of $2.4 million to handle its major functions.  Fourteen 
positions are dedicated to the graphics and information technology functions, three are responsible for 
departmental administrative functions, and the remaining 18 positions work on contracts and P-cards. 
The following table show current staffing assignment levels:  
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CURRENT MM STAFFING LEVEL 
Administrators  4 

Administrative Assistants  3 

Strategic Team (Buyers/Consultants)  9 

Tactical Team (P-Card/Consultants)  3 

P-Card Administration  (Note 1)  2 

Contract and P-Card Monitor  (Note 1)  1 

Information Technology  3 

Graphics 10 

                                             TOTAL 35 

(1)  These positions are also part of the Tactical Team, but are broken out to show detail.  
 
Our audit showed that MM currently has oversight of 538 contracts with a total estimated award 
value of $690 million, and P-Card transaction volume exceeding $2.5 million per month.  
 
Since 1994, MM has added a countywide Certified Agency Procurement Aide (CAPA) function and a 
Procurement Card (P-Card) program to facilitate procurement of smaller value, repetitive items. MM 
trains CAPA employees on P-card usage and monitors usage and limits set by departmental 
supervisors.  Over 1,900 cards have been issued since program inception. The P-Card program 
transaction volume has grown significantly.  P-Card transaction volume ranges from $25-30 million 
annually.  This number will increase again as MM issues separate travel and fuel cards, and approves 
P-Cards for other type purchases and payments.  
 
Minority and Women Owned Business Enterprise (MWBE) 
In 2003, the Board of Supervisors approved a Diversity Plan to bring attention to MWBE issues.  The 
MM Director and the Public Works County Engineer have been given responsibility to provide a 
structure where MWBE considerations are fairly addressed in County procurement activities.   
 
MWBE information is readily available on County Intranet and Internet sites.  One MWBE website 
Quick-Links access provides much useful information.  The City of Phoenix manages the website and 
provides public access to the application that businesses are required to complete to be certified as an 
MWBE vendor.  Certified businesses are included in the MWBE business directory.  In addition, the 
Flood Control District website links directly to the state Department of Transportation MWBE 
information.  The County Electronic Business Center includes MWBE in its Index.  MM staff 
participated in the County booth at the MWBE fair in August 2005. 
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Scope and Methodology 
In conducting this work, Internal Audit relied primarily on Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS), the 
Maricopa County Procurement Code, and related MM policies and procedures.  We also used 
America Institute of Certified Professional Accountants (AICPA) guidelines and best practice 
standards.  
 
The objectives of this audit were to determine if:  

• The County has a master list of all existing contracts, and the ability to aggregate and 
report all awarded, encumbered, and expended amounts to date.  This includes the Article 
3 contracts within MM’s authority, and the Article 5 contracts within the County 
Engineer’s authority.  The Courts and the Sheriff’s office were excluded from our review 

• MM has sufficient resources to effectively monitor contract and P-Card activity, in order to 
minimize fraud, waste, and abuse 

• MM has an established methodology for sample selection and for setting the scope of 
Article 3 contract monitoring activities 

• Departments with delegated Article 3 procurement authority have established  their own 
contract monitoring function 

• P-Card administration has established policies and procedures to control P-Card database 
reconciliation to P-Cards,  database file/record maintenance and documentation, billing 
reconciliation, card limit monitoring and training 

 
The issuance of this report was delayed for six months due to a conflicting, high-priority 
engagement.  
 
This audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
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Issue 1  County Lacks Contract Detail for 
Review and Reporting  

 
 
Summary  
Materials Management has not established effective oversight of countywide Article 3 contracts 
and cannot validate the total number and dollar amount of these contracts. 

• The Materials Management database maintains only those contracts procured by Materials 
Management, not those delegated to other departments with procurement authority 

• The County financial system, maintained by the Department of Finance, has incomplete 
and inaccurate information on both Article 3 and Article 5 contracts 

The lack of combined contract detail and adequate contract monitoring increases the risk of fraud 
and abuse, and diminishes the ability to assess liabilities and achieve savings economies through 
improved procurement.  Materials Management should address Article 3 contract information 
capture and reporting, including the need for a shared automated system or database.  
 
The County Lacks a Complete Contract Inventory to Facilitate Analysis 
Because contracting is a function that exposes the County to fraud, waste, and abuse, it is 
important that systems and controls be in place to minimize such risks.  We noted that MM does 
not maintain a master inventory of all contracts in place throughout the County.  Lack of such an 
inventory significantly hinders effective management and oversight of contract expenditures.  
 
MM lacks a comprehensive contract inventory because it does not track Article 3 contracts in 
departments with delegated procurement authority.  MM also does not track Article 5, 
construction-related contracts, which are under the authority of the County Engineer.  MM has a 
supplemental database used only for their own contracts; it has not been installed and used in 
other departments.  As MM had no comprehensive list, we obtained information directly from 
other departments for both Article 3 and Article 5 contracts.  Some departments had no 
comprehensive list and prepared one from their available data sources.  Departments use 
different tracking methodologies and software programs to track contracts.   
 
From summary data compiled, we estimate the County has 1,284 awarded contracts worth $1.1 
billion, managed as follows: 

• MM procures 42 percent of the 1,284 county contracts, representing 61 percent of all award 
dollars; MM directly administers 538 contracts, with total awarded value of $690 million 

• Other departments administer 746 contracts (Article 3 or Article 5), with total awarded value 
of $435 million  
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 Note:  Any  variance to 100% total is due to rounding 
 
 
Specific Testing Reveals Inaccurate or Incomplete Contract Information  
While we found that 355 (28%) of the estimated 1,284 contracts tested could be traced to Board 
Agendas and Board of Supervisor approvals, we could not trace all items to the county financial 
system Grant Module (used by the Department of Finance to track all contracts).  We attempted to 
trace 110 sample contracts to the Grant Module with the following results: 

• 33 (30%) were found in the module 

• 65 (59%) contracts were either not in the module, or the actual award and expenditure 
amounts did not match contract detail in the module 

• 12 (11%) items were identified in one fiscal year, but not in the subsequent year, even 
though they had not expired 

 
 Although the Department of Finance (DOF) uses the county financial Grant Module to track 
contacts, grants and miscellaneous financial information are commingled in the module.  
Commingling this data hampers the ability to easily identify and report contract summary 
information.  
 
After reviewing the sample of contracts for approval and tracking, we downloaded FY 2005 
expenditures for various departments. We tested to determine if the expenditures were properly 
supported by written documentation, such as a contract, a court order, or an authorized purchase 
request.  We tested 55 payments made to 22 vendors.  All payments were made in conjunction 
with approved contracts or other approved documentation, without material exception.  We did 
not test payments for compliance with Not-to-Exceed contract amounts.  We noted that some 
departments lacked an adequate understanding of multiple contract bid award processes. 
 

PERCENTAGE OF COUNTY CONTRACT DOLLARS PROCURED BY 
DEPARTMENTS                                              

(excludes Judicial and Sheriff contracts ) PARKS & 
RECREATION

& COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT

.2%

MCDOT
11%

MCFCD
7%

HUMAN SERVICES
3%

PUBLIC HEALTH
2%

MATERIALS  
MANAGEMENT

61%

FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT

16%
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The County does not have a procurement system that readily provides expended contract 
dollar totals.  A request was submitted to the DOF for the FY 2005-06 contract expenditure 
totals.  The DOF provided an estimated figure of $356 million.  Because the County utilizes 
the Advantage Grant Module to track and monitor contracts, the effort to separate contract 
information from grant information was very time-consuming.  The turn-around time for the 
information was approximately two weeks, partly because DOF spent a lot of time scoping the 
request.  We did not attempt to verify the total provided us. 
 
Overall Contract Management Control Weaknesses 
Our initial review of contract and monitoring information disclosed these control weaknesses: 

• MM does not have a complete, documented source or master list showing all Article 3 
contracts, award amounts, expenditures, and other data so that they can be verified and 
reported.  The exact contract total dollars awarded and an accurate number of contracts 
awarded are unknown.  Without this information, MM cannot coordinate purchases across 
departments and achieve savings economies through improved procurement.  Lacking 
comprehensive and reliable information about County contracts diminishes the County’s 
ability to effectively review and state outstanding liability, and to report the information when 
necessary. 

• The County financial system Grant Module does not appear to have complete and accurate 
contract information 

• The County and Materials Management lack an effective automated system for consistently 
tracking and monitoring contracts countywide and within departments.  Lack of one 
automated system for all users contributes to inconsistent and ineffective reporting of contract 
data. 

• MM does not survey all county departments for new or renewal contract solicitation to 
determine affected departments that would benefit from contract services and help leverage 
county procurement.  

 
Recommendations 
Materials Management should: 

A. Investigate purchasing a countywide automated procurement system with capacity for 
capturing information and generating reports on Article 3 contract and procurement data 
to provide consistent and useful countywide financial information.   

B. Evaluate the cost and benefits of centralizing procurement in MM or having the buyers for 
agencies with significant delegated procurement authority installed at Materials 
Management to ensure effective compliance with the Procurement Code.   

C. Provide ongoing contract and contract payables training for departments with delegated 
procurement.   
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Issue 2  Countywide Contract Monitoring is 
Inadequate 

 
Summary 
MM has not established an effective contract monitoring program for countywide Article 3 
contracts and procurement cards (P-cards).  A program that provides reasonable and timely review 
intervals could minimize risk. 

• The MM monitoring program includes all County procurement cards, but only 61 percent 
of the County’s contract dollars.  Contracts procured by the Sheriff’s Office and Courts are 
not included. 

• Insufficient staffing and inadequate management oversight hinder achievement of the 
department’s monitoring goals 

• The department’s monitoring activities lack established methodologies to ensure 
appropriate sampling 

 
Materials Management should initiate methods to strengthen its contract monitoring program and 
countywide contract monitoring efforts overall. 
 
Countywide Contract Monitoring Has Not Been Established  
MM has not established a centralized Article 3 contract monitoring plan.  Current monitoring 
efforts throughout the County are inadequate to prevent potential fraud, waste, and abuse.  While 
departments verify that payments are made and charged according to approved invoices, payments 
are not reviewed for compliance to the Procurement Code, or to contract terms and conditions.  
The Article 5 County Procurement Officer performs some periodic Article 5 reviews, but they are 
not regularly scheduled (MM is not responsible for Article 5 contracts).   
 
Contract Monitoring Is Inadequate 
Our initial assessment of compliance monitoring for contracts and P-Cards noted these control 
inadequacies:  

• The current monitoring cycle intervals do not capture processing and documentation 
problems on a timely basis 

• Sampling is not defined and does not address the entire County and P-Card populations.  A 
majority of contract reviews appear to have been special requests. 

• Cross training and backup for monitoring positions are not in place 
 
Contract monitoring is a cost-beneficial activity.  Monitoring should assure that payments comply 
with contract terms and conditions, avoiding errors that result in overpayments to vendors.  
Monitoring can uncover expenses that may be recoverable, may detect clerical and accounting 
errors, and serve as a deterrent to unwanted activity such as theft or abuse.  Audits completed by  
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Internal Audit and by MM in the recent past illustrate the potential effectiveness of contract 
monitoring, as shown in the table below.  However, these amounts are just a sample of potential 
recoveries that could be accomplished if monitoring were consistent and effective. 
 

Payment Errors Detected through Internal Audits and Contract Monitoring  

Service Type Amount Status/Outcome 

Mail/Postage $594,700 Recovered 

Copier Servicing $155,261 Recovered 

Truck & Trailer Leasing    $9,000 Recovered 

Construction  $57,031 Recovery Pending 

Patient Transportation   $54,000 Unauthorized claims paid.  Not 
recovered due to management 

lack of timely follow-up 

Personal Computer Maintenance 
and Support 

 $12,069 Overcharges 
(Not pursued by departments) 

TOTAL $882,061  

 

Staffing Level Prevents Compliance to Monitoring Policy Requirements 
Currently, MM has only one employee assigned to perform the monitoring function.  She divides 
her time among the following activities:  Contract monitoring, P-Card monitoring, Pitney Bowes 
monitoring, reconciliation and implementation.   

 
Contract monitoring involves verification and accuracy of the extensions and totals on vendor 
invoices, checking the invoices against the contract terms and conditions and for discounts, and 
verifying billing rates against those in the contract.  The monitor also ensures that transaction 
receipts adequately document the appropriateness of transactions. 

 
Policy Requirements 

Materials Management’s Policy for Contract Compliance Review defines two methods for 
selecting contracts to be monitored:   

• Routine Monitoring with a goal of 25 contracts per quarter for review  

• Focused Monitoring for specific contract reviews requests from management  
 

Policy indicates that the P-Card Compliance Monitor is responsible for continuous program 
compliance monitoring.  

 
These current policy goals are neither realistic nor attainable given staffing levels in Materials 
Management and the current operational workflow.  A single employee assigned to monitoring 
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cannot meet these policy goals.  Currently, the monitor selects two contracts per month and eight 
to ten P-Cards to review.  
 
MM should monitor its 538 awarded contracts valued at $690 million.  In the 15 months between 
March 2004 and May 2005, MM reviewed only eight of their 538 contracts, well short of the goal 
of 25 contracts per quarter.  As illustrated below, MM would need 67 years to review their existing 
contract database alone, without consideration to any of the remaining contracts procured by 
departments with delegated procurement authority. 
 
A similar situation exists with P-Card monitoring.  There are approximately 1,400 issued P-Cards; 
however, the P-Card database reflects in excess of 1,900 cards.  In a recent 21 month period, 72   
P-Card reviews were completed, averaging 3.4 reviews per month, short of the eight to 10 planned 
reviews.  As also illustrated in the chart below, it would take 48 years to review all cardholders and 
related transactions.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Recommendations 
Materials Management should: 

A. Develop a centralized policy for monitoring Article 3 contracts throughout the County, to 
include those departments with delegated procurement authority. 

B. Establish uniform standards if departments are to track and monitor their own contracts. 

C. Review the contract and P-card compliance policies and goals and establish procedures to 
address monitoring volumes, intervals, and sampling methodology. 

D. Determine the procurement card volume and countywide Article 3 contract volume and 
assess the staffing requirement needed to provide timely and adequate reviews. 

MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
 MONITORING OF CONTRACTS AND P-CARDS 

 CONTRACTS   P-CARDS  

Total Volume of Contracts and   
P-Cards 538 1,955 

Number of Reviews Per Month 0.7 3.4 

Number of Reviews Per Year 8 41 

Percentage of Total Volume 
Base Reviewed Annually 1.5% 2.1% 

Estimated Number  of Years for 
1 Full Database Review Cycle 67 48 
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Issue 3  P-Card Administration Lacks Controls  
 
Summary  
Administrative controls over the Procurement Card (P-Card) program are inadequate.  Control 
weaknesses include the following:  

• Lack of established policies and procedures 

• Inadequate segregation of duties 

• Ineffective monitoring of card limits and closed accounts 

• Inadequate reconciliations to ensure data accuracy  
 

These missing controls significantly increase the potential for inappropriate or fraudulent card use, 
and corresponding financial losses.  Materials Management should develop written administrative 
policies and procedures to address control issues. 
 
 

Administrative Duties Are Not Segregated 
MM has no written procedures for P-Card statement reconciliation and payment processing; 
incompatible duties are not segregated.  
 
The Senior P-Card Administrator reviews, reconciles, and approves the P-Card statement for 
payment.  He also corrects general ledger departmental cost allocation account number errors in 
the county financial system, and prepares the vouchers for payment.  Only the Senior 
Administrator has been trained in this function; there is no backup.  

 
When one individual performs all aspects of payment processing and reconciliation, the lack of 
segregation of duties increases the potential for misuse of funds.  Without backup, the function is 
at risk of disruption in the event of employee illness or absence.  Subsequent to the audit, the 
Senior Administrator began training another employee. 
 
Transaction Limits Are Not Enforced 
Certified Agency Procurement Aides (CAPA) are departmental employees trained to handle minor 
purchases using an assigned purchase card (P-card).  Individual County departments establish 
CAPA spending limits within maximum limits specified by the County and MM.   

MM has not reviewed and monitored CAPA limits.  We noted the following discrepancies, which 
the MM staff could not adequately explain. 

• 126 inactive P-Cards show credit limits ranging from $1,000 to $100,000.  Inactive 
accounts should show a maximum $1 limit to hold account history 

• 1,244 P-Cards have Daily Purchase Limits greater than the assigned Credit Limits 
 
The vendor explained that a system “bug” allowed vendor representatives to enter inconsistent 
limits for closed inactive accounts and cards to have Daily Purchase Limits greater than credit 
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limits.  The vendor stated the problem has been corrected in their new system to which clients will 
migrate.  MM was unaware of the system problem. 
 
P-Cards Are Not Always Canceled Upon Employee Termination 
MM has not regularly obtained lists of 
terminated employees from Human Resources to 
ensure that former employees do not hold active 
P-Cards.  Seven percent of employees in our 
sample who terminated in early to mid 2005 
show active P-Cards on file.  In a FY 2005 
review, auditors found $5,775 in charges to 
terminated employees’ P-Cards. While MM had 
closed the accounts, the vendor had not been 
notified to cancel the cards.  Although it was 
determined that the monies were spent for 
County purchases, the potential for unauthorized 
purchases existed.  
 
P-Cards should be permanently deactivated to 
minimize the risk of transactions occurring after 
employees transfer or leave County employment.  
Policy requires employees to cut their cards in 
half and provide copies of the destroyed cards to 
P-Card Administrator.  We found copies of destroyed cards in some cardholder files.  MM stated, 
however, that department management does not always want terminated employees’ travel P-
Cards canceled; they want to have a card available for travel.  New cards are not always issued.  
MM lacks a definitive policy on use and reissue of travel cards and has not enforced a policy in 
this area.  This creates a risk of misuse or undocumented use.  
 
Inactive P-Cards and Lack of Follow-up Cause Potential Risk 
P-Cards that have never been activated, or are temporarily or permanently closed, are designated 
as inactive.  Controlling the location and status of cards that have the potential for activation 
reduces the risk of errors and fraud.  Of the 1,955 Maricopa County P-Card identified in the 
database, 561 (29%) are inactive.  We reviewed 373 of the 561 inactive P-Cards with these results: 
 

• 349 cards (62%) are assigned to the Sheriff’s office (MCSO) and appear never to have 
been activated.  MM has not followed-up on any of them. 

• 24 cards (4%) were correctly and permanently canceled due to the establishment of a new 
Special Health Care District 

 
We tested 30 (5%) of the 561 inactive P-Cards.  Our results disclosed that MM data reconciliation 
was not effective and controls and supervision were not in place.  Polices and procedures have not 
been written.  Inactive account discrepancies include: 

• Eleven inactive cards had credit limits ranging from $500 to $100,000; five of the ten cards 
were active on the MM internal tracking system  
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• Four cards for terminated or transferred employees were closed in temporary instead of 
permanent status; one transferred employee still has an active P-Card from a previous 
department shown on the vendor system, but the number is not shown on the MM internal 
tracking system   

• Two cardholders identified on MM P-Card listing, but not on the current Human Resources 
system as current or former County employees, each have an active and inactive P-Card.  
One cardholder also has an Office Depot ghost card.  These documentation errors create 
potential risk for the County.  

• Sixteen cards have name discrepancies on both the vendor database and the internal 
tracking system.  These discrepancies occurred during vendor system migration and went 
undetected because MM did not review and clear migration exceptions. 

     
Recommendations 
Materials Management should:   

A. Develop written P-Card administrative policies and procedures to provide controls over 
monthly statement reconciliation and the periodic reconciliation of the internal tracking 
system to the vendor database. 

B. Establish regular review intervals for CAPA and P-Card limits, for closed and inactive 
account coding; and, establish a policy for card issuance to non-County employees. 

C. Ensure segregation of duties is in place over reconciliation processes. 

D. Review current inactive cards and take appropriate action.  Request Human Resources to 
provide employee termination lists on a regular basis for comparison and action. 

E. Perform periodic, on-site verification of departments’ P-Cards against the vendor and 
internal database.  Validate departmental P-Cards for accurate names, account numbers, 
and assigned department. 
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Issue 4  Accurate Performance Measures 
 
Summary 
We examined five Managing for Results performance measures, including three key measures, and 
concluded that Materials Management data collection procedures are reliable and key results are 
accurately reported. 
 
Results Summary Table 
 

Materials Management 
Performance Measures  

Summary Table C
er

tif
ie

d 
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d 
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ot

 C
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1. Percent of clients satisfied with 
Graphic Communications contract 
services 

   

2. Percent of clients satisfied with 
Graphic Communications 
manufactured products 

   

3. Percent of clients satisfied with 
procurement products provided* 

   

4.  Number of work requests completed 
– Graphic Communications 
contracts (In-House) 

   

5. Number of work requests completed 
– Graphic Communications 
manufactured products (Out-
Sourced) 

 

   

*  Note:  MM originally showed 2 sets of results for measure #3 and would 
have received “certified with qualification.”  MM subsequently removed the 
extraneous data, and achieved a “certified” rating. 

County Policy Requirements 
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors Policy B6001 (4.D Evaluating Results) requires the 
Internal Audit Department to review County departments’ strategic plans and performance 
measures and report on results.  The following information defines the results categories that are 
used in the certification process. 
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Definitions 
Certified: The reported performance measurement is accurate (+/-5%) and adequate procedures are 
in place for collecting/reporting performance data. 

Certified with Qualifications: The reported performance measurement is accurate (+/-5%) but 
adequate procedures are not in place for collecting and reporting performance data. 

Not Certified: 

1) Actual performance is not within five percent of reported performance and/or the error rate 
of tested documents is greater than five percent. 

2) Actual performance measurement data could not be verified due to inadequate procedures 
or insufficient documentation.  This rating is used when there is a deviation from the 
department’s definition, preventing the auditor from accurately determining the 
performance measure result. 

3) Actual performance measurement data was accurately calculated but not consistently 
posted to the public database. 

 
Measure Testing 
Key Measure #1:  Percent of clients satisfied with Graphic Communications contract services 
 
Results:  Certified 

 
Measure 

#1 FY03 FY04 FY05 
Qtr 1 

FY05 
Qtr 2 

FY05 
Qtr 3 

FY05 
Qtr 4 

FY05 
TOTAL 

Reported -- -- -- -- -- -- 76% 

Actual -- -- -- -- -- -- 76% 

 
The measure is accurate.  FY 2004 and prior were covered in the last review.  This review    
focused on FY 2005. 
 
Key Measure #2:  Percent of clients satisfied with Graphic Communications contracts  
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure 
#2 FY03 FY04 FY05 

Qtr 1 
FY05 
Qtr 2 

FY05 
Qtr 3 

FY05 
Qtr 4 

FY05 
TOTAL 

Reported -- -- -- -- -- -- 95% 

Actual -- -- -- -- -- -- 95% 

 
The measure is accurate. 
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Key Measure #3:  Percent of clients satisfied with procurement products provided  
 
Results:  Certified  
 

Measure 
#3 FY03 FY04 FY05 

Qtr 1 
FY05 
Qtr 2 

FY05 
Qtr 3 

FY05 
Qtr 4 

FY05 
TOTAL 

Reported -- -- -- -- -- -- 83% 

Actual -- -- -- -- -- -- 83% 

 
The measure is accurate.   
 
Measure #4:  Number of work requests completed – Graphic Communications contracts (In-
House) 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure 
#4 FY03 FY04 FY05 

Qtr 1 
FY05 
Qtr 2 

FY05 
Qtr 3 

FY05 
Qtr 4 

FY05 
TOTAL 

Reported -- -- 675 608 830 840 2,953 

Actual -- -- 675 608 830 840 2,953 

 
The measure is accurate. 
 
Measure #5:  Number of work requests completed – Graphic Communications manufactured 
products (Out-Sourced) 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure 
#5 

FY03 FY04 
FY05 
Qtr 1 

FY05 
Qtr 2 

FY05 
Qtr 3 

FY05 
Qtr 4 

FY05 
TOTAL 

Reported -- -- 219 171 232 211 833 

Actual -- -- 219 171 229 211 830 

 
The measure is accurate.  The difference in the 3rd Quarter is less than 5%. 
 
Recommendation 
None, for information only. 
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