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TRANSMITTAL LETTER 

January 3, 2020 
  
 
  
 
Ms. Maria Meredith 
Director & CFO, Department of Management and Finance 
 
Arlington County, Virginia 
2100 Clarendon Blvd 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 

Pursuant to the contract and related statement of work for Arlington County, Virginia (“County,” “Arlington”), we hereby present the Purchasing Performance Audit. 
Fieldwork commenced April 2019 and was completed August 2019. September 2019, RSM facilitated a working session with members of the Department of 
Management and Finance, Purchasing Division and various department representatives to discuss a summary of themes noted from our analysis. The purpose of 
the working session was to discuss identified themes and practicality of recommendations. Since that working session, we have been working and collaborating with 
the Department of Management and Finance and the Purchasing Division to vet the identified opportunities and obtain knowledge of the process 
improvement/remediation efforts implemented subsequent to fieldwork as it relates with this project.   Validation of subsequent process improvements/remediation 
implementation was not included within the scope of this project. As described in our objectives and procedures outlined on pages 8 and 9 of this report, the audit 
results/opportunities noted are based on our analysis of the processes, documents, records and information provided to us by the County. This performance audit 
focused on evaluating the process and measures as it relates to the County’s purchasing process and the achievement of economy efficiency and effectiveness. 

Purchasing at all state, county, and public sector entities is an inherent high-risk function. Procuring goods and services in an ethical, legal, fair, efficient, and effective 
manner is critical to achieving strategic and tactical goals and objectives.  

In addition to ‘published data’ from respective organization’s budget books, web sites and the Comprehensive Annual Financial  Reports, we submitted surveys to 
the jurisdictions for solicitation of information in regards to specific areas of focus.  This information has not been audited by RSM and in many cases, not at all.  The 
information used throughout the analysis has been provided to us directly by the individual county jurisdiction; thus, users should use caution in basing decisions 
from this data and analysis.   

Organizations of all types and sizes recognize the value of comparing themselves to other like organizations. This process of benchmarking yields valuable 
information to leaders and decision makers. There are, however, risks inherent in the benchmarking process. Organizations could account for data differently and 
no two organizations are alike.  

We would like to thank the staff and all those involved in assisting our firm with this purchasing performance audit. 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
 

RSM US LLP

RSM US LLP 
1861 International Drive 

Suite 400 
McLean, VA 22102 

O: 321.751.6200 
www.rsmus.com 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

  

Purchasing Mission 
To provide and 

administer procurement 
solutions that support 

the community through 
county operations. 

Systems 
STARS = Purchase Request 
Pipeline = Status Updates 

PRISM = ERP Finance System 

eVA = Sourcing and Contract MGMT 
OnBase = Document Repository 

9 
Full-time employees: 
(1) Purchasing Agent 
(1) Asst. Purchasing Agent 
(6) Purchasing Officers 
(1) Buyer 

2 
Vacancies: 
(1) Asst. Purchasing Agent 
(1) Buyer 

5 
Turnover: 
Between FY17 – FY19 

Management and Finance Expenditures 

$8,365,311 

14% Purchasing Expenditures 

$1,195,679 

~749 
Active 

Contracts  

Culture & Strategic 
Alignment 

Policy & 
Training 

Process & 
Relationship

s 

Systems & 
Configuration 

~1,876 
Active 

Vendors 

$ 
$449M 
Spent in 

FY19 

PO 
~10K 
POs in 

FY19 

Organization 
Partially centralized function, 

which coordinates with 
departments, County Attorney’s 
Office and Risk Management. 

Higher Turnover 

Higher Costs for Purchasing FTEs 

Heavier Contract Management and PO Workload 

Slightly More Experienced Purchasing Staff 

No consistent use of Client Experience Surveys 

VS. 

Results of Comparable Jurisdiction Analysis  Identified Opportunity Themes 

Fiscal Year (“FY”) 2019 Purchasing 
Activity* 

 

Arlington County Purchasing Overview 

As of June 2019: 

*Activity based on quantity not level of effort 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (CONTINUED) 

Identified Themes 

The current state opportunities identified as part of our performance audit can be logically grouped into the themes depicted below. It is important to note that these 
are opportunities to improve the purchasing process in terms of efficiency or effectiveness. These opportunities were identified through interviews with key 
stakeholders in the related processes, data analysis, and best practices. Since the Purchasing Agent and Assistant Purchasing Agent began their roles in 
July and November 2018, respectively, there have been improvements in workload time management (amount of time to approve POs and NCWs). 
Additionally, an updated Purchasing Manual and over 15+ templates have been finalized.  

 

  

Policy & Training 
The County Purchasing Manual provides a 
comprehensive policy defining key processes, process 
owners, requirements, inter-department collaboration 
and key controls. Updates to the County Purchasing 
Manual have been pending for an extended period 
leading to confusion, inconsistency, and conflicting 
guidance among users. 

Regular training is provided to departments on various 
Purchasing related topics.  

There are opportunities to improve the formalization, 
documentation, and tracking of training for Purchasing 
Division staff to support career development and 
continued education.  

 

Processes & Relationships 
The purchasing process includes multiple parties 
with involvement varying based on solicitation type, 
contracting, and subject: 

 Procurement Officers and Buyers 

 Departments 

 County Attorney Office 

 Risk Management 

 DMF Budget Analyst  

 Selection Advisory Committee  

 County Board 

 
There are opportunities to improve collaboration and 
managerial processes such as change management 
or relationship management to support continuous 
improvement and a dedicated resource for contract 
administration.  

Systems & Configuration 

The County relies on multiple software systems and 
email to support the purchasing function. In some 
cases, these systems operate independently, and 
manual processes must be utilized to 
transfer/upload data between these systems. The 
current system utilization does not allow for sufficient 
performance tracking or active contract monitoring.  

 STARS  

 Pipeline  

 eVA Sourcing  

 eVA Contract  

 OnBase   

 PRISM  

Culture & Strategic Alignment 
The Purchasing Division manages a heavy workload 
including new procurement activities, active contract 
maintenance, and Purchase Order processing. Coupled 
with low FTEs and relatively high turnover, the current 
environment has created a Purchasing Division that faces 
challenges collaborating effectively, is limited in terms of 
proactivity, and is forced to focus on workload 
management. Based on our analysis, there is an 
insufficient number of FTEs within the Purchasing Division 
to meet goals, objectives, and workload.  
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Management Comments: 
Systems & Configuration:  We concur that there are many disparate systems supporting the procurement function.   We anticipate much of this will be resolved 
with a new ERP system. At this time, due to budget constraints, we do not anticipate implementing a new system for a few years.  While some consolidation of 
systems is appropriate, it makes sense for some of these systems to remain standalone.    
 
Culture & Strategic Alignment:  In August of 2019, we hired a Deputy Director for the Department of Management and Finance with prior experience having 
managed Purchasing and working in line departments as well to understand all parties’ missions.  Purchasing has also worked to hire staff with certifications in the 
procurement professions and to encourage staff to pursue additional certifications.  Additionally, with the adoption of the FY 2021 budget, Purchasing has been 
granted one additional FTE for a Procurement Officer. This position was filled in August of 2020.    
 
Process & Relationships: The collaboration of staff and the relationships among departments has greatly improved. The revision and updates of over 15 templates 
cooperatively drafted by Purchasing and the County Attorney’s Office gave departments an updated resource, which expedites the award process so departments 
can properly administer contracts. Risk Management provided input to insurance requirements in the updated Manual, which supported the approval process of 
solicitations and agreements. 
 
Policy & Training:  A revised Purchasing Manual had been pending and while some perceive it as having led to some confusion in the interim, the previous Manual 
and Resolution had always stood as the official policies in place until a new manual was developed and posted.  As of April 2020, a new Manual has been posted.  
We do understand though that a change in the Purchasing Agent can create some change.  Since she has arrived, she has conducted a significant amount of 
training for project officers and all of those involved in the procurement process.  In the past year, purchasing staff have trained departmental staff on the below 
courses with the associated number of attendees. 
 

Course Name # of Courses Offered # of Attendees 

Project Officer Training 4 75 

Quick Quote Training 4 56 

Spec Writing Training 2 32 

Purchasing Training  11 209 

Purchasing and Project Officer Training  1 21 

Total Attendees for All Training Courses 
 

393 
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BACKGROUND 

Arlington County serves nearly 240,000 residents providing various services, public safety, infrastructure, social programs, and community support. Every year, the 
County purchases millions of dollars in goods and services to maintain these resources, all of which is supported by the Purchasing Division (“Purchasing”) within 
the Department of Management and Finance (“DMF”). 

The mission of the Purchasing Division is to provide and administer procurement solutions that support the community through County operations. The Purchasing 
Division is responsible for the following: 

 Procuring goods and services for customers at reasonable costs through fair and impartial purchasing actions, while allowing all qualified sellers access to 
County business; 

 Assisting in bidding strategies and contract development; 

 Evaluating and implementing technology that will streamline the County’s purchasing processes; 

 Participating in regional cooperative purchasing efforts to achieve cost reductions through volume buying; and 

 Assisting in the disposal of surplus property and equipment. 

The Purchasing function at the County is partially centralized, as Purchasing and County departments work collaboratively to develop, negotiate and execute 
purchases and contractual agreements. All purchasing activities are required to follow the Arlington County Purchasing Resolution, as well as federal and state 
legislation, including the Virginia Public Procurement Act (“VPPA”), the Public-Private Transportation Act (“PPTA”), and the Public-Private Education and 
Infrastructure Act (“PPEA”). The Arlington Purchasing Manual provide guidance for users to follow the requirements as stipulated within the regulations noted above.  

The Purchasing Division’s budget for fiscal year 2019 was $1,195,679. As of May 15, 2019, the County had ~749 active contracts. 

See below for additional information related to the Purchasing Division and purchasing process overall at the County.  
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BACKGROUND (CONTINUED) 

Process Overview 

 

 

  

Note: The process overview above depicts the request for proposal (“RFP”) process, which includes elements of all other procurement types invitation to bid 
(“ITB”), sole source (“SS”), exempt purchase (“EP”), rider contracts, request for qualifications (“RFQ”), etc.). The RFP process is the most complex process, which 
requires a longer timeline, negotiations, and typically, results in multi-year contracts which represent a significant % of annual spend.  
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BACKGROUND (CONTINUED) 

Stakeholder Involvement 

Party Involved Why? 

County Departments 

Require goods and services to operate, achieve their mission, and serve the citizens of the County. The purchasing 
process typically begins with a department identifying a need. After the purchasing process is complete, County 
departments are responsible for providing on-going contract administration. For purchases less than certain designed 
thresholds, departments may also be responsible for ensuring that the appropriate goods and services are acquired 
within the guidelines of the County’s Purchasing Resolution, Purchasing Manual, and state and federal legislation.    

Purchasing Division 
Assists and facilitates the purchasing process to ensure that the appropriate goods and services are acquired within 
the guidelines of the County’s Purchasing Resolution, Purchasing Manual, and state and federal legislation.   

County Attorney’s Office 
Provide legal guidance and review (as necessary) to validate that purchases are executed in a legal manner consistent 
with federal, state, and County legislation.  

County Risk Management When necessary, review to determine if purchases include criteria necessary to meet the insurance requirements.  

County Board As required by the County’s Purchasing Resolution, provide approval for specific types of purchases.  

Bidders (Company’s, Vendors, etc.) 
Companies and individuals review solicitations posted by the County’s Purchasing Division then prepare and submit 
documentation to be considered for selection.  

Citizens 
Companies and individuals monitor (as desired) purchasing activity and attend public forums (as applicable) related to 
County projects and operations.  
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BACKGROUND (CONTINUED) 

Department Structure 

  

Arlington Purchasing FTE Turnover 

Fiscal 
Year 

Actual 
FTE 

FTE 
Turnover 

Turnover 
Percentage 

FY17  9 1 11.11% 

FY18  10 2 20.00% 

FY19  9 2 22.22% 

Purchasing Division Org Chart (June 2019) 

CFO

Acting Deputy Director 

(DMF)

Purchasing 

Officer

Assistant 

Purchasing 

Agent

Buyer

Purchasing Agent

Purchasing 

Officer

Purchasing 

Officer

Purchasing 

Officer

Purchasing 

Officer(Vacant)

Purchasing 

OfficerBuyer

Purchasing 

Officer(Vacant)

Note: Full Time Equivalent (“FTE”) counts included 
in the comparative analytics portion of this review 
are based on of approved budgets not accounting 
for vacancies. 

Note: Since fieldwork was completed, the following changes have 
occurred: 

 Deputy Director no longer acting (permanent) 

 Two Assistant Purchasing Agents (an increase from one) 

 Filled one vacant Purchasing Officer position 
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OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH 

Objectives 

The primary objective of this performance audit was to evaluate the process (program, projects, activities) and measures as it relates to the County’s purchasing 
process and the achievement of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. 

The scope of this performance audit began from the initiation/identification of a procurement need via specification development, through purchase order placement, 
including change orders. We reviewed documents and supporting documentation from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019, or as practical. 

Approach 

Our approach to the audit execution consisted of the following phases three phases:   

Understanding and Documentation of the Process  
The first phase of this audit consisted primarily of inquiry and walkthroughs, in an effort to obtain understanding of the key personnel, processes, metrics, risks and 
control relevant to the objectives outlined above. The following was performed as a part of this phase: 

 Conducted interviews with the appropriate representatives to discuss the scope and objectives of the audit work, obtain preliminary data, and establish 
working arrangements; 

 Conducted interviews with key personnel to obtain a detailed understanding of the in-scope process(es); 

 Conducted 15+ interviews with various County departments; 

 Documented flowcharts of the process(es); 

 Reviewed the applicable policies and procedures and agreements related to this project; 

 Performed walkthrough to gain an understanding of the function and assess the design of the process; and 

 Developed a work plan for the evaluation of the design and operating effectiveness of processes and controls, based on the information obtained through 
our review, inquiry and walkthrough procedures. 

Evaluation of the Design for Achievement of Economy, Efficiency and Effectiveness 
The purpose of this phase was to review for economy, efficiency, and effectiveness. Our fieldwork testing was conducted utilizing sampling and other 
techniques to meet our objectives outlined above. Procedures included the following: 

 Gathered background information on the County’s procurement life cycle from initiation/identification of a procurement need via specification development, 
through purchase order placement, including change orders; 

 Evaluated processes for inefficiencies/ineffectiveness and performed analysis to identify related root cause(s); 

 Analyzed reasonableness of established internal performance measures of the Purchasing Division including attributes measured, targets, results (including 
accuracy), and monitoring/reporting; 

 Performed comparisons of the County’s Purchasing Division with other jurisdictions and published benchmarks for attributes such as number of FTEs, 
subprocess(es) life cycle and other measures; 

 Assessed the adequacy of records and documentation to establish an audit trail and that policies and procedures are appropriately followed; 

 Assessed defined roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the procurement process; 

 Analyzed timing and frequency of training for those engaging in procurement activities (those within the Purchasing Division and the department initiating 
the procurement); 
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OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH (CONTINUED) 

Approach (Continued) 

Evaluation of the Design for Achievement of Economy, Efficiency and Effectiveness (Continued) 

 Assessed the Purchasing Division’s structure, interaction with procuring departments and credentials;  

 Provided recommendations for process improvements; and 

 While it was not the primary purpose of the performance audit, tested compliance with the County’s Purchasing Resolution, Purchasing Manual, and Code 
of Virginia, Virginia Public Procurement Act for attributes such as: 

o Public notice; 
o Conflicts of interest 
o Receipt of proposal; 
o Selection and award; 
o Contract negotiation; 
o Rider contract requirements; and 
o Purchase order placement. 

Reporting 
September 2019, RSM facilitated a working session with members of DMF, the Purchasing Division and various department representatives to discuss a summary 
of themes noted from our analysis. The purpose of the working session was to discuss the identified themes recommendations. Since that working session, we have 
been collaborating with DMF and the Purchasing Division regarding their remediation efforts being implemented in conjunction with this project for inclusion in this 
report, where applicable.  At the conclusion of this audit, we vetted the facts of this audit with DMF, and a draft report was submitted to DMF for review.  An exit 
meeting was held with DMF in February 2020 to formally review and discuss the draft report and modify accordingly.   
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PURCHASING ANALYSIS 

Purchasing activities include facilitating the solicitation process, maintaining active contracts, and issuing purchase orders. Between July 1, 2018 and May 30, 2019, 
solicitation and contract maintenance activities included the following according to the County’s purchasing workflow management tool (Pipeline):  

  

Note: 
RFP – Request for Proposal 
RFQ – Request for Qualification 
ITB – Invitation to Bid 
EP – Exempt Purchase 
 

Environmental Services (“DES”) 
Human Services (“DHS”) 
Parks & Recreation (“DPR”) 
Police (“POL”) 
Technology Services (“DTS”) 
Economic Development (“AED”) 
Human Resources (“HRD”) 
Fire (“FIR”) 
Sheriff (“SRF”) 
Voter Registration (“REG”) 

 

Management & Finance (“DMF”) 
Public Safety Communications and 
Emergency Management (“OEM”)  
Community Planning, Housing & 
Development (“CPHD”) 
Libraries (“LIB”) 
Clerk of the Circuit Court (“CCT”) 
Treasurer (“TRS”) 
County Manager’s Office (“CMO”) 
County Attorney’s Office (“CAO”) 

 
 

Juvenile & Domestic Relations Court 
(“JDRC”) 
General District Court (“GDC”) 
Commonwealth’s Attorney (“CWA”) 
Commissioner of Revenue (“COR”) 
County Board (“CBO”) 
Non-Departmental (“NON-DEPT”) – 
POs for good and services that 
provide organization-wide support 

Renewals / 
Extensions, 

148

Contract 
Amendments, 

132

Rider 
Contracts, 81

ITBs, 70

Sole Sources, 
43

RFPs, 23
EPs, 18 RFQs, 3

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

Purchasing Solicitation Activities by Department

Note: 17 activities were excluded since department was not noted within Pipeline.  
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Management Comments: 
The above graphs represent 11 months of activity and does not include June which is one of the months with the most significant volume due to year end 
renewals. 
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PURCHASING ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

Purchase Order Activity 

After the solicitation process is complete, POs are utilized to facilitate the actual purchase (types, quantities, and agreed prices), payment, and record keeping of 
goods and services obtained by the County. Between July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2019, purchase order activity included the following according to the County’s ERP 
/ Financial System of Record (“PRISM”). Since the start of the current Purchasing Agent’s time at the County (July 2018), there have been improvements in workload 
time management (amount of time to approve POs and NCW). Overall, Purchasing Division PO approval time has improved by ~19% between the last six months 
of 2018 (2.7 days) and first six months of 2019 (2.2 days).  

     Arlington FY19 POs 

Dept.  # 

DES 2799 

DHS 1635 

NON-DEPT 1287 

DPR 1098 

REG 856 

AED 399 

DTS 350 

CPHD 337 

POL 335 

SRF 254 

FIR 197 

LIB 184 

OEM 140 

HRD 111 

TRS 102 

CAO 91 

CCT 84 

GDC 72 

DMF 65 

CWA 63 

CMO 53 

JDRC 52 

COR 40 

CBO 12 

Purchase Orders must be supported by required 
documentation, such as quotes, prior to receiving approval by 
Purchasing Division staff. Instead of rejecting POs, 
Purchasing Staff have been following up with submitters and 
waiting for the additional documentation. This may contribute 
to the instances when PO approval took greater than 3 days.  

Note: Calendar days utilized in turnaround time calculations.   

PO Turnaround Time # % $

<1 Day Approval 1473 44% 182,262,056$ 

<2 Days Approval 1958 59% 235,027,737$ 

<3 Days Approval 2210 66% 252,665,421$ 

>3 Days Approval 1137 34% 166,521,344$ 

Total Count (>$5000) 3347 N/A 419,186,765$ 

3 - 5 Days Approval 550 48% 102,836,415$ 

5 - 10 Days Approval 505 44% 56,542,238$   

10 - 20 Days Approval 78 7% 7,068,860$     

>20 Days Approval 4 0% 73,830$         

POs Approved >3 (>$5000) 1137 N/A 166,521,344$ 

POs <$5000 

(no Purchasing approval needed) 8310

Total POs 11657

Purchasing PO Approval Time (Calendar Days)
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Management Comments: 
The Division has shown a strong improvement in approving purchase orders in a timely manner and the departments have improved tremendously in attaching 
supporting documentation as backup for Purchase Orders as a result of training. Consequently, in FY 20, data shows the average time to act on a PO in 
purchasing is 1.86 days. For the items shown in the table for 10-20 or >20 days, in an effort to provide the best customer service, purchasing staff requested 
additional information and feedback from departments and held the PO in the purchasing workflow instead of rejecting the document and asking the departments 
to resubmit.  
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PURCHASING ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

STARS TASKS  

From July 1, 2018 to May 30, 2019, 2,137 tasks were created within the STARS system of record related to new contract worksheets (“NCW”).    

Department 
Dept. Financial 

Analyst  
Dept. Purchasing 
Liaison (“PLG”) 

DMF Budget 
Analyst 

Purchasing 
Assignment  

 Avg. Que: 3.0 Days 

 1 < Day: 50% 

 2 < Days: 62% 

 5 < Days: 76% 

 5 - 10 Days: 12% 

 10 – 20 Days: 11% 

 > 20 Days: 2% 

 Avg. Que: 1.3 Days 

 1 < Day: 73% 

 2 < Days: 81% 

 5 < Days: 93% 

 5 - 10 Days: 5% 

 10 – 20 Days: 1% 

 > 20 Days: 0% 
 

 Avg. Que: 1.4 Days 

 1 < Day: 81% 

 2 < Days: 86% 

 5 < Days: 93% 

 5 - 10 Days: 5% 

 10 – 20 Days: 2% 

 > 20 Days: 1% 
 

 Avg. Que Days: 
o Capital (20%): 12.8 
o Operating (80%): 2.3 

 1 < Day: 44% 

 2 < Days: 55% 

 5 < Days: 73% 

 5 - 10 Days: 14% 

 10 – 20 Days: 7% 

 > 20 Days: 5% 
 

 Avg. Que Days: 4.0 

 1 < Day: 38% 

 2 < Days: 54% 

 5 < Days: 80% 

 5 - 10 Days: 13% 

 10 – 20 Days: 2% 

 > 20 Days: 5% 
 

 

Based on purchase criteria, additional approvals including HIPAA, IT, Printing, Request, Training, and Vehicle are utilized within STARS. These 
approvals are not common so they were excluded from this analysis.  

Since the start of the current Purchasing Agent’s time at the County (July 2018), there have been improvements in workload time management 
(amount of time to approve POs and NCWs). Additionally, an updated Purchasing Manual and over 15+ templates have been finalized. All instances 
greater than 20 days occurred in 2018. Purchasing assignments since January 1, 2019 has averaged 2.3 days.  
 

 

Average Department Level Approval Que: 1.9 Days 
Depending on the department and/or purchase, different department approvals are 
utilized within the STARS. Dept. Financial Analyst at a minimum is always utilized.  
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Management Comments: 

STARS is the workflow process to start a request for a project to be entered into the Purchasing pipeline.  This could be anything from a simple amendment to a full 
RFP.  Purchasing is only in control of the process of the very last segment “Purchasing Assignment”.  The other factors involve financial and purchasing readiness 
checks in the department and in the capital group within DMF.  These other approvals ensure that we have proper funding and the project has been approved for 
example in the CIP.  The system provides period alerts to employees to remind them that something is in their queue but does not redirect when someone is on 
vacation.  We will investigate making this modification to the system to mitigate delays. 
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PURCHASING ANALYSIS (CONTINUED)  

Sampled Purchases  

As part of our fieldwork, we selected a sample of completed ITBs, RFPs, sole source, and rider contracts, spanning many departments, to identify key milestones 
and causes of delays (if applicable). Due to a data migration related to the STARS system, each sample’s corresponding NCW was not obtainable. NCW submission 
is the first formal step in the purchasing process, without this information we utilized the Purchasing Pipeline creation date as the starting date.  

Consideration: Pipeline utilizes manual inputs entered by Purchasing Division staff to capture updates and milestones for purchases. Therefore, we attempted to 
corroborate the dates within Pipeline with email and/or other supporting evidence. We cannot attest to the accuracy of the data points utilized in this analysis, only 
the existence.  Purchasing activities are not actioned in the order they are created or received due to their significant, unanticipated events, and emergencies. Low 
priority purchases may be delayed intentionally while high priority purchases are actioned more rapidly as a means to manage workload. Therefore, data analysis of 
all purchasing activities may yield results that are misleading without further inspection. 

There was not one re-occurring reason for delays within our sample, but notable delays within our sample were caused by a myriad of reasons including: 
o Draft scope required adjustments by department / Purchasing Division rejected scope; 
o Lengthy reviews, including scope revisions, requiring coordination with CAO, departments, the Purchasing Division, and/or external parties; 
o Failed attempt to Ride other jurisdiction’s contract; 
o Long selection committee review; 
o Vendor attorney review; 
o Purchasing employee turnover; and 
o Other unique or undetermined reasons. 

Turnaround (days) Total # ITB RFP Sole Source Rider 

< 3 months (90 days) 2 1   1 

3 - 6 months (180 days) 8 6  2  

6 - 9 months (270 days) 5 4 1   

9 - 12 months (360 days) 2  1  1 

12 - 18 months (450 days) 2  2   

18 - 24 months (730 days) 1  1   

24 - 36 months (1080 days) 1  1   

Over 36 months 1   1  

 

Solicitation Type Quickest Turnaround (days) Longest Turnaround (days) 

ITB 85 196 

RFP 198 1053 

Sole Source 52 1100 

Rider 98 348 
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Management Comments: 

RSM’s sample was very limited and only included 22 procurements activities out of almost 700 activities in the audit period.  This is a very small sample size and 
can skew the representation of the year’s activity significantly. Additionally, with the addition of a new Purchasing Agent, changes have been made to streamline 
processes. 

For procurements initiated and completed in FY 2020 through April, 

237 ITBs were completed in an average of 176 calendar days 

72 RFPs were completed in an average of 367 calendar days.  The very nature of an RFP requires time.  They typically involve detailed lengthy statements of work 
especially for complex IT projects for example.  Then they are typically on the street for at least thirty days.  A selection committee reads and evaluates all proposals 
individually which can take time depending upon the number of responses received.  Then, the committee convenes to evaluate proposals as a group. Often, next 
there are oral presentations by finalists and then negotiations and development of a final contract for execution.  Often, these solicitations lead to multi-year 
agreements and are not done on an annual basis. 

305 Rider Agreements were completed in an average of 82 days 

164 Sole Source requests were considered in an average of 88 days 

The Purchasing Pipeline is a simple sharepoint tool to track the work in Purchasing.  Purchasing has added additional fields to track when projects move to the CAO 
or Risk Management and to the vendor for review then execution of the agreement. Prior to mid-2019, often projects were submitted by the departments as 
placeholders in the system but Purchasing did not have the scope of work or specifications to begin work.  So the results are skewed as this isn’t a true duration of 
the time in Purchasing in which they had a scope of work to start a solicitation or a scope of work to create an amendment to an existing agreement.  Additionally, 
some procurements require more back and forth with departments than others.  Some statements of works come to Purchasing in a more complete format while 
others require significant back and forth for clarification before a solicitation can move forward in the process.  Similarly, all fields were not being used last year so 
while it may have appeared that something went to the CAO, it isn’t clear when it was returned so a duration date cannot be determined.  We cannot validate that 
the CAO actually took that amount of time as that would be highly unusual. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Purchasing Division Budget 

Organizations of all types and sizes recognize the value of comparing 
themselves to other like organizations. The process of comparing 
yields valuable information to leaders and decision makers.  There 
are, however, some risks inherent in benchmarking, since no county 
is the perfect comparison to any other county. Through discussions 
with DMF and Purchasing, eight (8) Virginia jurisdictions in close 
proximity to Arlington County were selected for comparisons: 

 City of Alexandria (“Alexandria”) 

 Chesterfield County (“Chesterfield”) 

 Fairfax County (“Fairfax”) 

 Henrico County (“Henrico”) 

 Loudon County (“Loudon”) 

 Prince William County (“Prince William”) 

 Spotsylvania County (“Spotsylvania”) 

 Stafford County (“Stafford”) 

We were not able to obtain responses to all inquiries due to the 
differences in capabilities between jurisdictions (system and process).  

It is our understanding, through discussion with DMF, the County’s 
Board has identified the following jurisdictions as comparable to 
Arlington County for compensation studies:  Alexandria, Fairfax 
County and Prince William County. 

For the first comparative analysis, Figure 1: Purchasing Budget vs. 
Purchasing FTE, the comparable jurisdictions were limited to the 
Board approved jurisdictions for compensation comparison. This 
reduction minimizes the cost of living and salary differences among 
some of the other jurisdictions compared in this section.  

Arlington County has a Purchasing Division budget, which on average 
is ~12% higher per FTE then jurisdictions compared. Since personnel 
is the largest expense for purchasing divisions, there is also a strong 
correlation (R2=0.9948) between budget and FTE count. Arlington 
County’s close proximity to Washington D.C. creates additional 
competition, which may have an effect on the supply of qualified 
purchasing applicants and related salaries.   

Figure 1: Purchasing Budget vs. Purchasing FTE 
Jurisdiction FY19 Budget Purchasing FTEs Average 

Alexandria  $1,444,045 11 $131,276  

Fairfax $4,964,501 51 $97,343 

Prince William $1,215,979 12 $101,331 

Arlington $1,157,669 9 $128,629  
  

Average $114,645 per Purchasing FTE 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

FTE Turnover 

Public Sector purchasing divisions frequently experience staffing issues 
related to both retention and skillset. There are commonly shortages in 
suitable applicants and high competition with the private sector who are 
able to provide higher salaries. Reference Figures 2 and 3 for 
comparative data related to Purchasing FTE turnover.  

The average turnover of purchasing divisions compared was 16%, 12%, 
and 12% for FY17, FY18, and FY19 respectively. Arlington’s Purchasing 
Division has experienced total turnover ~19% higher than the average 
over the past three fiscal years. Additionally, at the time of our review two 
of Arlington’s budgeted purchasing positions remained vacant.  
  

Figure 3: Purchasing Turnover % 

Jurisdiction FY17 FY18 FY19 

Alexandria 22% 11% 9% 

Chesterfield 11% 25% 5% 

Henrico 7% 7% 13% 

Loudoun 8% 21% 0% 

Prince William 15% 8% 25% 

Spotsylvania 0% 11% 0% 

Stafford 50% 0% 33% 

Arlington 13% 22% 22% 

Average: 16% 12% 12% 

Note: Figure 2 and 3 utilizes data provided by each jurisdiction regarding employee 
turnover. Supplemental support for the numbers provided was not included in the FOIA 
request, as jurisdiction accuracy validation procedures were not included in the scope of 
this project.  Purchasing FTE turnover information was not obtained from Fairfax County. 
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Management Comments: 
With a small division, any turnover results in a high percentage.  While Purchasing has had some turnover, we have used it to our advantage each time to hire staff 
with certifications and professional experience in high-demand areas like construction.  
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

Active Contracts 

Utilization of vendors to provide goods and services to jurisdictions is critical to 
achieving mission, goals, and objectives. Proper contracting protects 
jurisdictions, minimizes costs, and helps ensure that goods and services 
delivered meet requirements. Proper maintenance of contracts with vendors is 
necessary to continue to harvest benefits and receive desired outcomes as 
planned. Contract maintenance requires a significant amount of effort and 
involves many elements including change orders, amendments, renewals / 
extensions, insurance, etc. Reference Figures 4 and 5 for comparative data 
related to Active Contracts.  

There are variances in the services performed and provided by each 
jurisdiction. Certain jurisdictions may have departments that require more 
contractors than others (ex. Water & Utilities). 

As highlighted in Figure 5, the ratio of active contracts to FTE is 83-to-1, which 
is 33 contracts greater (65%) than the next highest jurisdiction (50-to-1). 
Services unique to the jurisdictions compared may be a reason for the 
significant higher number of active contracts managed by Arlington.  

  Note: Figure 4 and 5 utilizes data provided by each jurisdiction regarding active contracts. 
Supplemental support for the numbers provided was not included in the FOIA request, as 
jurisdiction accuracy validation procedures were not included in the scope of this project. Active 
contract information was not obtained from Stafford County.  
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Management Comments: 
Unlike many other jurisdictions that have stand-alone water / sewer authorities, Arlington’s is included within the County government.  This contributes to our 
higher number of contracts.  We are also one of the few jurisdictions responsible for almost all of our roads and we provide a high level of social services to our 
community. We require vendors to sign a County agreement for rider contracts, with the exception of those executed by the Commonwealth of VA. Many agencies 
ride other jurisdictions agreements with a PO since an agreement with terms and conditions has already been negotiated and executed.  
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

Purchase Orders 

POs are utilized for proper budget controls and involve review, approval, and 
must be in place to provide payment to vendors for services rendered and 
goods provided. Typically, a PO is utilized after a contract is in place with a 
vendor. For purchases greater than $5000, requisitions are created and 

reviewed at the department level before a PO is created and approved by the 
Purchasing Division and Budget (if capital expenditure) within the system of 
record.  As highlighted in Figure 6, Arlington County approved ~9,903 POs 
during FY18. Based on the trend line in Figure 7, Arlington County Purchasing 
personnel processed ~31% more POs then would be expected for a jurisdiction 
with nine FTEs (~6801). See opportunity #1 within the Audit Results section for 
related recommendations.  

  

Note: Figure 6, 7, 8 utilizes data provided by each jurisdiction regarding fiscal year 2018 
purchase orders. Due to limitations in data obtained from other jurisdictions, fiscal year 2019 
could not be compared. Supplemental support for the numbers provided was not included 
in the FOIA request, as jurisdiction accuracy validation procedures were not included in the 
scope of this project.  Purchase order information was not obtained from Fairfax County.  
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (CONTINUED) 

Other notable comparatives 

Solicitations per FTE Based on data received from 5 of the jurisdictions compared, 6 solicitations were issued per Purchasing Division FTE during FY18. Arlington’s 
Purchasing staff awarded 24 solicitations per FTE on average in FY18. Therefore, Arlington County Purchasing Division FTEs had 4 times 
the solicitation workload as compared to other jurisdictions. Only Alexandria, Henrico, Loudoun, Prince William, Spotsylvania provided the 
necessary data for this analysis. 

Note: Arlington was only able to provide the number of solicitations awarded, which would be a number smaller then solicitations issued. 
Therefore, the average solicitation issued by Arlington FTE was most likely higher than 24.   

Purchasing Staff 
Years’ Experience  

The average years of experience of staff within purchasing divisions compared was 12.7 years. This included all positions, but only includes 
five of the jurisdictions surveyed since others could not provide this data. Arlington’s staff had above average experience with 13.8 years. 

Purchasing Staff 
Professional 
Education 

Three jurisdictions tracked annual professional development hours (average 50 hours). Arlington’s Purchasing Division does not currently 
track purchasing-specific professional development hours, but all County approved trainings are captured within PRISM for all employees.  

Protests In certain cases, the Public or another soliciting vendor may protest the vendor selected by the County. Of the jurisdictions compared, the 
average was one protest a year for FY17, FY18, and FY19. Based on inquiry, Arlington County was involved in one protest during FY17, 
four during FY18, and none during FY19. 

Client / Customer / 
Department Surveys 

Jurisdictions may utilize surveys to obtain purchasing feedback and quantify performance and satisfaction from the departments served. 
Four of the jurisdictions compared utilized annual surveys. Arlington County does not currently utilize annual surveys to obtain feedback, but 
has distributed a survey in the past. 

County Attorney 
Review 

The County Attorney is critical to managing contractual risk involved with any jurisdiction’s purchasing process. Four of the jurisdictions 
compared utilized the CAO as needed for review, while two utilized the CAO review all formal solicitations, lastly one utilized the CAO for 
purchases above a $100,000 threshold. There is a memorandum of understanding (MOU) in place between Arlington’s CAO and the 
Purchasing Division that includes nine solicitation circumstances that involve CAO review. Reference opportunity #8 for additional detail 
related to the MOU. 
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AUDIT RESULTS  

Considerations 
The current state opportunities identified as part of our performance audit can be logically grouped into the following themes: (1) Culture & Strategic Alignment, (2) 
Process & Relationship Management, (3) Systems & Configurations, and (4) Policy & Training. 

The audit results detailed below include a “Current State”, “Optimal State”, and “Implementation Steps”.  

 Current State – Includes information relevant to the process or area that is highlighted by the opportunity. Certain elements of the section may include items 
that should remain part of the County’s processes.  

 Optimal State – Includes effective elements of processes or areas highlighted by the opportunity. This does not include all elements related to the highlighted 
process or area. Certain elements of the section may include items that are in place or partially in place at the County.     

 Implementation Steps – Includes recommended actions that could be taken by the County to support the optimal state section. This does not include all 
elements that could be implemented just one identified as part of this review. Certain elements of this section may include items that have been implemented 
or have been partially implemented.  

It is important to note that these are opportunities to improve the purchasing process in terms of efficiency or effectiveness. These opportunities were identified 
through interviews with key stakeholders in the related processes, data analysis, and best practices.  

Since the Purchasing Agent and Assistant Purchasing Agent began their roles in July and November 2018, respectively, there has been improvements 
in workload time management (amount of time to approve POs and NCWs). Additionally, an updated Purchasing Manual and over 15+ templates have 
been finalized.  

The following were some inherent limitations to our approach: 

 Limited data and reporting from purchasing systems - The systems utilized to facilitate the purchasing process are not configured to enable analysis from 
start through finish of the procurement lifecycle. The majority of data points are tasks and actions captured manually by Purchasing Officers with no quality 
assurance process to validate the accuracy or completeness of the information included.  

 Prioritized activities - Purchasing activities are not actioned in the order they are created or received due to their significant, unanticipated events, and 
emergencies. Low priority purchases may be delayed intentionally while high priority purchases are actioned more rapidly as a means to manage workload. 
Therefore, data analysis of all purchasing activities may yield results that are misleading without further inspection. A system with built in tools to account for 
these considerations would be necessary for a more accurate and effective performance analysis.  

 Interviews – Given the system and record keeping in place, we leveraged interviews with key stakeholders within the purchasing process at the County. 
Opportunities that were identified during interviews, included within this report, were mentioned by the majority of stakeholders or were validated by additional 
fieldwork procedures. 

 As stated above, our data analysis included almost the entire period since the current Purchasing Agent began her role at the County. As a result, 
performance improved over time as the Purchasing Agent learned the County’s current processes and implemented initial changes.   
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES 

Theme 1: Culture & Strategic Alignment 

1.   Culture & Strategic Alignment 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include elements that 
should remain in place or partially in place.   

The Purchasing Division manages a heavy 
workload including new procurement activities, 
active contract maintenance, and PO 
processing. Coupled with low FTEs and 
relatively high turnover, the current environment 
has created a Purchasing Division that faces 
challenges collaborating effectively, is limited in 
terms of proactivity, and is forced to focus on 
workload management. 

Purchasing Officers have meetings with high-
volume departments monthly, and in some cases 
bi-weekly, to discuss current activity.  

During 2019, the Purchasing Agent implemented 
quarterly “Ask the Purchasing Agent” forums and 
Purchasing Liaison trainings, as well as, four (4) 
topic-specific trainings, which occur twice a year.  

Reference the “Comparative Analysis” section 
(pages 14 - 18) for data related to the County 
purchasing activity, turnover, and workload 
volume compared to other local jurisdictions. 

Current state as “Not optimized to collaborate 
effectively” was an outcome identified as part of 
interviews with over 10+ departments / 
stakeholders.  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially 
in place.  

 The Purchasing Division is 
adequately staffed to meet 
current and future needs of the 
County.  

 Purchasing is known for client 
service prioritization. 

 Client concerns and input is 
valued and utilized.  

 Agents of the Purchasing 
Division are mobile relationship 
managers focused on assisting 
clients to meet their mission.  

 The purchasing function is agile 
and able to adapt to changes in 
climate (department needs and 
market shifts).  

 Purchasing Division’s goals are 
aligned with the County’s to 
increase collaboration with all 
Purchasing stakeholders so 
expectations and goals are 
shared.  

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially 
in place or currently being implemented.   

 Based on the results of this review, assess the current capabilities 
and hire additional staff to meet the Division’s strategic goals and 
objectives.  

 The Purchasing Division should collaborate with County 
leadership to have an aligned “Tone of the Top” regarding the 
mission of the Purchasing Division (ex. to provide excellent client 
service to enable the County to achieve its mission). 

 In addition to purchasing activity meetings, which occur at least 
monthly with all departments, meet with high-volume priority 
departments to listen to issues and concerns before focusing on 
ideas for short-term and long-term adjustments to the related 
purchasing process. Short-term and long-term adjustments should 
be documented.  

 Purchasing Division staff should be encouraged to go to their client 
(departments) locations to assist with their needs. Going to clients 
alters the dynamic between parties and represents a commitment 
to supporting their missions and goals.   

 The Purchasing Division should be invited to department strategic 
meetings to enable an understanding of departmental strategies, 
goals, objectives, and needs. 

 Create a process for receiving and recording feedback and ideas 
from stakeholders to allow for continuous improvement of the 
purchasing process. 
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Management Comments: 
 
Current State: Procurement Officers have regularly scheduled meetings with all departments; some monthly, some bi-weekly.  The current projects are discussed; 
and some are focused on training on a specific subject matter.   

Implementation Steps: An additional FTE was requested and approved for the FY 2021 Budget. The Purchasing Agent will continue to work with County 
departmental leadership on working to become more involved in their strategic planning for needed procurements.  Many relationship meetings are held at 
departmental locations – though during COVID, all meetings have become virtual.   Interdepartmental meetings of lead finance staff within each department began 
about two years ago and have consistently been used as a forum for discussion of current and proposed purchasing processes – though much is dictated by the 
Virginia Public Procurement Act.  Purchasing will work to continue these discussions on a regular basis.  

The Purchasing Division historically always collaborated with County leadership to have an aligned “Tone of the Top” regarding the mission of the Purchasing 
Division (i.e.,  to provide excellent client service to enable the County to achieve its mission). The new Deputy Director of DMF who was hired in August of 2019 
brings experience in managing procurement processes and will continue to further this mission.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships  

2.   Relationship Management 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.   

The Purchasing Division provides 
trainings to all departments and 
consistently interacts with various 
stakeholders to execute the purchasing 
process.  

Relationship management within the 
purchasing function is not documented or 
formalized. The strategy and approach to 
maintaining and improving relationships 
with clients (departments / stakeholders) 
is not sufficiently defined.  

There is no formal proactive planning of 
anticipated purchases between 
departments and the Purchasing Division.  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or 
partially in place.  

 Intentional relationship 
management plan to monitor 
stakeholders, identify 
opportunities, and continuously 
improve relations with clients. 

 Collaboration between CAO, 
Purchasing, and Risk 
Management to support an 
efficient process, which meets 
the County’s risk, regulation, 
and compliance requirements.  

 Proactive planning for 
anticipated purchasing 
activities.  

 The Purchasing Division 
provides trainings to all 
departments and consistently 
interacts with various 
stakeholders to execute the 
purchasing process. 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in place 
or currently being implemented.   

 Perform a relationship assessment of each agency that is a client of the 
Purchasing Division to identify and prioritize relationship and functional 
improvements necessary to support clients successfully. The assessment 
should be uniform and evaluate objective and subjective purchasing and 
solicitation criteria. Reevaluation should occur semi-annually.  

 As referenced in opportunity #1, a process or system for receiving and 
recording feedback and ideas from clients and stakeholders should be 
implemented. Considering and incorporating feedback is critical to 
relationship management since it exhibits value and shared mission.  

 Frequent (monthly) meetings and working sessions with CAO, Purchasing 
Agent, and Risk Management should be held to discuss on-going initiatives, 
identify process improvements and upcoming changes / shifts in climate.  

 Develop an “Ask Purchasing” email inbox for general purchasing questions. 

 Implement proactive purchasing planning to enable long-term planning of 
upcoming purchases between departments and the Purchasing Division. 
This will not only include planned purchases, but initial planning regarding 
solicitation type and search for available active County contracts to utilize. A 
“parking lot” tool should be utilized to capture the related activities and initial 
decisions.  
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Management Comments: 
 
Current State:  Relationships between Purchasing and the departments while not formally documented are in place.  As mentioned earlier, meetings occur bi-
weekly and monthly to discuss procurements.    
 
Implementation steps: In addition to focusing on current solicitation status, Purchasing will work towards individualized development plans based on each 
department’s procurement needs. Purchasing will consider the concept of a purchasing plan as a pilot with perhaps one department to start.  
 
While Purchasing collaborates with the County Attorney’s Office and Risk Management on a daily basis, Purchasing will reinstate monthly or quarterly check-in 
meetings with the County Attorney’s Office and begin meetings with Risk Management to do an overall check on work processes, what is working well and what 
needs improvement.   
Both the departments and purchasing need to work towards a forward look on procurements coming ahead.  Some departments are very good about that by 
planning and sharing that information with purchasing ahead of needs, while others work is not always known in advance.  In those instances, where that isn’t the 
case, purchasing will work with those departments/divisions to work on getting a view into what work is upcoming.   
Purchasing has a generic mailbox for questions and has  for many years.  It hasn’t been found to be very productive.  What is working better was pre-covid, “Ask 
the Purchasing Agent” sessions that had been held monthly rotating locations at Bozman, Trades and Sequioa.  These well attended sessions have proven to be a 
great opportunity for folks to ask general or specific questions about the purchasing process. The sessions are now scheduled via TEAMS and departments are 
very responsive.   
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

3.   Change Management and Communication Plan 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.   

Changes and improvements to the 
purchasing process are identified by the 
entire organization and adopted by the 
Purchasing Agent who formalizes and 
implements changes as needed.  

Interdepartmental finance meetings, 
which include financial heads from each 
department, occur monthly. It is general 
practice for County policy changes to be 
announced during these meetings.  

There is no defined and documented 
process in place for change management 
as it relates to the County purchasing 
process.  

Due to the variance among clients and 
stakeholders at the County, a clear 
process to implement change is critical to 
adoption and minimizing errors. Changes 
to the purchasing process have been 
implemented, but release of the revised 
Purchasing Manual has been delayed 
causing confusion among clients and 
stakeholders.  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially 
in place.  

 Documented change 
management process for the 
County purchasing process that 
applies a consistent execution as 
changes are implemented.  

 A comprehensive and 
collaborative communication plan.  
o Clients and stakeholders 

participate and collaborate 
(ex. open forums) as part of 
the change management 
process to identify and 
address potential errors in 
implementation. This should 
be part of the change 
management process.  

 A current and up-to-date 
Purchasing Manual is in place and 
can be referenced consistently by 
stakeholders.  

 Effective management tools are in 
place to strategically plan, 
organize, and execute changes to 
the purchasing process 
Countywide.  

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Create a documented step-by-step plan for the planning and 
implementation of changes to the Purchasing process including:  
o Reoccurring process review periods (Purchasing Manual Review 

Period, Template Review Period, etc.) 
o Annual meetings with stakeholders to collect the latest concerns 

and issues 
o Open Forums to discuss changes during the planning phase 
o Plan for emergency changes 

 Create a procedural document for communicating with clients and 
stakeholders including changes to the purchasing process. For instance, 
when, who, and how notification should be sent when changes, training, 
events, etc. are to take place. Consistent communication reduces 
confusion, increases confidence, and increases the chance of 
participation and adoption.  

 An annual policy review and amendment period during the same time 
each year. During this time, changes are suggested, approved, and the 
Purchasing Manual is revised.  

 All known initiatives and changes driven by the Purchasing Division 
should be prioritized and captured in a “Road Map” (Gantt chart). The 
Road Map should show each initiative or change and the timing of the 
related planning and implementing phases. This should be a multi-year 
tool. See Appendix A for an example of a road map.   
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Management Comments: 
 
Current State:  There is not a formally documented process for changes to the purchasing manual.  Changes are vetted in various ways as noted above.  
Purchasing will document how changes are made.  While some are discretionary, there are also changes that don’t require vetting in advance as they are 
regulatory in nature and require notification that they are being put in place.  The difference will be noted in the procedural update.  
While ideally a new Purchasing Manual would have been implemented sooner, a new manual was implemented in April 2020.  The Purchasing Agent has provided 
significant training opportunities for all involved in the purchasing process across the County.    
 
Implementation Steps:  Purchasing will review templates with the County Attorney’s Office during the first month of each new fiscal year, as well as during the FY 
as necessary.   Purchasing will review legislative changes and processes in the spring of each year to adopt changes as legally required and permitted. 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

4.   Utilization and Management of Templates 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include elements that 
should remain in place or partially in place.   

There is no defined process in place to consistently 
review, revise, and implement templates related to 
the purchasing function.    

The Purchasing Agent works with the CAO to review, 
update, and implement templates as needed. 

The Purchasing Agent, in conjunction with the CAO, 
has recently finalized 15+ solicitation templates (new 
and/or updated).  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 Templates are consistently utilized 
for common solicitation types to 
gain efficiencies including 
minimize workload for 
departments, Purchasing staff, 
and the CAO.  

 Annually, a template review period 
occurs with a set timeframe. The 
CAO, Purchasing Division, and 
other relevant stakeholders 
collaborate to update templates. 
All template updates are 
implemented at the conclusion of 
the review period.  

 If necessary, between review 
periods, the Purchasing Agent 
works with the CAO to review, 
update, and implement templates 
as needed. 

 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations 
partially in place or currently being implemented.   

 Establish an annual open review period for all purchasing 
templates. Any necessary changes identified during the 
review should be implemented during the review period.  
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Management Comments: 
 
Implementation Steps:  Purchasing will review templates with the County Attorney’s Office during the first month of each new fiscal year.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

5.   Purchase Orders 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include elements that should 
remain in place or partially in place.  

As part of the purchasing process, a vendor is selected to 
provide goods and services to the County, and a PO is 
created by the department within the County’s financial 
system of record (“PRISM”). Purchase Orders utilize unique 
numbers (“purchase authorities”) to connect spend to budget 
line items and authorize payments to vendors. This process 
allows for the accounting necessary for proper bookkeeping 
and financial reporting.  

For purchases, typically less than $5K, a PO may be used as 
the contractual document between the County and the 
Vendor. POs include standard terms and conditions. Some 
inconsistencies exist in the distribution of POs to vendors and 
the necessity of insurance requirements within PO terms and 
conditions.  

All POs greater than $5,000 must be approved by the 
Purchasing Division. There are dollar thresholds to determine 
who is able to review and approve POs. For example, most 
Purchasing Officers can only approve POs up to $5M. The 
Purchasing Agent is the only individual who has the ability to 
approve POs greater than $10M.  

Reference the “Purchasing Analysis” section (page 11) for 
data related to the County’s purchase order volume and 
turnaround time.  

Reference the “Comparative Analysis” section (page 17) for 
data related to purchase order volume as compared to local 
jurisdictions.  

Note: “Optimal State” may 
include elements already in 
place or partially in place.  

 Purchase Orders are 
effectively and 
efficiently approved / 
utilized to facilitate the 
Counties executed 
contracts with vendors.  

 
 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 The County should assess the impact of removing PO requirements 
for purchases less than an agreed upon threshold (ex. $5K) to 
reduce PO workload and streamline related processes. During 
FY19, ~8300 POs were for less than $5K. Removal of this 
requirement would involve optimizing the use of the PCard 
Program. 

 Collaborate with the CAO and Risk Management to update the 
current PO terms and conditions to include insurance requirements. 

 Update the Purchasing Manual to include the requirement for 
departments to distribute Purchase Orders to Vendors for 
purchases under $5K. Include this requirement as part of 
purchasing training provided by the Purchasing Division.  

 POs must be provided to Vendors to be considered legally binding. 
Acceptance of payment does not suffice.  

 



 
Purchasing Performance Audit  
Report Date: January 3, 2020 

 

36    

Management Comments: 
We will research the impact of removing the PO requirement for $5,000 or less. The PO terms and conditions were updated by DMF as part of the template update 
process months ago. The Purchasing Manual addresses sending PO documents to vendors. The issue is having an email address connected to the payment record 
of the vendor to allow it to be sent electronically upon approval and taking the current watermark that says “unofficial copy” from final POs. This issue will be eliminated 
in the future as we migrate to a new or upgraded system. Departments are currently trained that work cannot start until the PO is received by the vendor and all 
contracts to vendors state that work cannot start without a valid County PO. 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

6.   Rider Agreement / Contracts 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include elements that 
should remain in place or partially in place.  

Rider agreements are utilized by the County to 
leverage the purchasing process completed by 
other jurisdictions to minimize the resources and 
time required to obtain goods and services from 
vendors.  

When a rider agreement is utilized, a separate 
document with County specific terms and conditions 
is executed to provide further protection to the 
County. According to the majority of departments 
interviewed, the applicable vendor chooses to have 
their legal department review the additional 
contractual document. This results in a delayed 
process and potential vendor refusal to accept the 
additional terms. Rider agreements have been 
negotiated by states and local governments for use 
by all local jurisdictions. 

Reference the “Purchasing Analysis – Sampled 
Purchases” section (page 13) for data related to the 
turnaround time of sampled rider contracts. 

Note: “Optimal State” may 
include elements already in 
place or partially in place.  

 When a purchasing 
process begins, current 
rider agreements should be 
considered as an option as 
part of all solicitations.  

 Additional terms and 
conditions for rider 
agreements are minimized, 
if utilized, to allow for easy 
vendor acceptance.  

 
 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Retire the use of additional terms and conditions for rider contracts.  
o If additional terms are necessary, identify rider purchasing 

activities that have lower risk, such as, Riders involving goods 
only or riders for services less < $100K. For low risk rider 
activities identified remove the requirement to have additional 
terms and conditions agreed to by the Vendor.  

 When rider contracts are utilized, a form should be completed by the 
department’s applicable Contract Administrator capturing key 
elements of the contract to show understanding. The form should 
include elements such as Initiating Locality, Contract Description, 
Period of Contract, Renewal Options, Contract Amount, and reiterate 
the responsibility to align with the County’s regulations. The form 
should be signed by the Contract Administrator and retained 
electronically by purchasing.  
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Management Comments: 

A rider is approved for use once the department submits their scope of work with the solicitation and contract they are requesting to use.  The County may only ride 
another jurisdiction’s contract that has been properly competed.  The CAO and Purchasing have agreed that any Commonwealth of Virginia Rider is allowable 
without a County Rider Agreement.  If the lead agency is not in Virginia and/or the request is not from a state contract, Purchasing will use the County’s documents, 
as per our agreement with the Attorney’s Office.   

During the updated template review process, it was decided that the previously used Long Rider Form is unnecessary.  When a County Rider Agreement is required, 
CAP has permitted Purchasing to use the short form.  An additional change implemented is if the lead agency agreement already as our required term in their final 
agreement, the County does not have to repeat those terms in our document.  Insurance and any other requirements are not to be changed or adjusted in rider 
agreements.  If the vendor takes no exceptions to the approved template, the Purchasing Division and the vendor can move forward with execution.  In all cases, if 
the vendor takes any exception to the agreement, the CAO will work with Purchasing and the vendor on acceptable language to move the purchase forward. 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

7.   Client Service & Quality Monitoring 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

There are no processes to capture client 
satisfaction and perform quality 
assurance.  
 

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 A quality assurance program is in 
place to utilize client surveys and 
audits of completed purchases to 
identify opportunities to improve and 
provide feedback to staff.  

 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Develop a survey for clients to complete at the conclusion of each 
solicitation to quantify performance, gather feedback, and provide 
end-users with a voice.  

 Client survey results should be tracked and utilized as part of goal 
setting for the Purchasing Division.  

 The Purchasing Agent, or designee, should perform, at minimum, an 
annual quality assurance audit. A sample of purchases should be 
selected from STARS/Pipeline and details should be reviewed from 
start to finish determining if the process completed aligned with 
current policies, procedures, and client-service guidelines.   

 Feedback and coaching should be provided to applicable Purchasing 
Officers / Buyers based on the results of the quality assurance audit.  

 
Management Comments: 
Purchasing will begin the process of creating a survey as recommended.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

8.   County Attorney’s Office  

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include elements that should remain in place or partially in place.  

The CAO plays a critical role in the purchasing process protecting the County’s best interest and providing 
defense if necessary against law suits. The County Attorney is appointed by, and reports directly to, the 
County Board. 

When a purchasing activity requires CAO involvement, the item is emailed to the CAO and receipt of request 
should be acknowledged within 2 days, initial review within 10 days, and additional revisions should be 
reviewed within 5 days. These standards are captured within a memorandum of understanding (“MOU”) 
between Purchasing Division and the CAO. There is no system in place to monitor CAO performance 
against the agreed upon MOU. Reference the “Comparative Analysis” section (page 18) for information 
related to the CAO involvement as compared to other local jurisdictions. 

The CAO and Purchasing Division communicate and collaborate via face-to-face meetings, telephone calls, 
email and a shared drive.  

Note: During our fieldwork, a new process for online file transferring was implemented for submitting 
materials / requests to the CAO for review.  

According to the MOU, the CAO will review: 
a. All contracts for goods over $100K, except those procured by an ITB;  
b. All contracts for services over $50K, except those procured by an ITB or through Oracle sourcing; 
c. All rider contracts which use the terms of the originating jurisdiction’s contract and do not use the 

County’s “Long Form Rider Agreement” (the County no longer utilizes the Long Form Rider 
Agreement); 

d. Contracts identified by the Purchasing agent as high risk, unique, complex, or sensitive in nature; 
e. All draft RFPs. Note: Purchasing Agent provides final approval of all RFPs;  
f. ITBs related to projects with a high profile in the County Manager’s work plan or CIP; 
g. Amendments, other than those related to costs increases or time extensions, if the original contract 

was subject to review by CAO;  
h. All amendments that require County Board approval; and  
i. All contracts using a Contract-provided form of agreement, regardless of contract type or contract 

amount. 

Note: “Optimal State” 
may include elements 
already in place or 
partially in place.  

 The CAO, 
Purchasing 
Division, and Risk 
Management 
consistently work 
towards the goal 
of minimizing the 
need for CAO 
review of scope 
and other 
contractual 
elements.  

 The CAO 
collaborates with 
purchasing 
stakeholders in a 
system-integrated 
effective manner.  
 

 

Note: “Implementation 
Steps” may include 
recommendations partially 
in place or currently being 
implemented.   

 The MOU between the 
Purchasing Division 
and the CAO should be 
updated annually to 
reflect process 
changes.  

 The CAO should utilize 
purchasing related 
workflow system(s). 
CAO utilization of 
purchasing systems 
will also enable 
performance metrics 
and monitoring related 
to CAO activities.  

Management Comments: 
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Management Comments: 
The MOU between the Purchasing Division and the CAO has been updated in 2020 and we will continue to review with the CAO on an annual basis as 
recommended.  Purchasing is also working to utilize technology more frequently for collaboration on documents with the CAO.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

9.   Various Process Considerations 

Current State Optimal State / Implementation Steps 

Note: Items A and D were identified as part of the majority of interviews with 
stakeholders.  

A. At the time of our review, sole source contracts were re-performed 
annually.  

B. DMF Budget Analyst approval is required in most cases before the 
purchasing process may begin. The approval occurs within the STARS 
system when a NCW is submitted by a department. Based off FY19 data 
from STARS, the average DMF Budget Analyst approval for tasks related 
capital projects (20% of tasks) took 12.8 calendar days. The average DMF 
Budget Analyst approval for tasks related to operating projects (80% of 
tasks) took 2.3 calendar days.  

C. New purchasing activities are assigned to a Purchasing Officer or Buyer 
by the Assistant Purchasing Agent or the Purchasing Agent. The 
assignment occurs within the STARS system after a NCW has been 
reviewed. The goal is for all new NCWs to be assigned or rejected within 
48 hours. Based off FY19 data from STARS, the average assignment took 
4 calendar days. Since January 1, 2019, the average assignment took 2.3 
calendar days.  

The Purchasing Agent and Assistant Purchasing Agent began their roles in 
July and November 2018, respectively. Since then there has been 
improvements regarding NCW assignment. FY19 data may be skewed since 
performance was affected during the transition.  

Reference the “Purchasing Analysis – Stars Tasks” section (page 12) for 
applicable data analysis from our review period. 

Note: For this detailed opportunity, each lower case letter below corresponds to 
the upper case letter within the current state.  

A. As necessary, sole source contract terms may be longer than one year. If the 
County requires all sole source contracts to be reviewed annually then the 
process should be streamlined to minimize workload for departments and 
Purchasing staff. Note: During our fieldwork, the practice changed to “If the 
sole source is not a one-time purchase, the department and Purchasing 
Division will work together to establish an appropriate period of time (term) 
for the sole source to be in effect, depending on the market for the goods or 
services being procured. This agreed-upon term will become the “Contract 
Term” in the resulting agreement.” 

B. Establish documented standards for each required step and/or role in the 
NCW process. Review the roles and responsibilities of the DMF Budget 
Analyst to identify opportunities to remove approvals for low-risk or duplicate 
NCWs.   

C. Establish documented standards regarding NCW assignment and perform 
quality assurance and performance reviews to validate timeliness and 
appropriateness of assignment.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 2: Process & Relationships (Continued) 

9.   Various Process Considerations (continued)  

Current State Optimal State / Implementation Steps 

Note: Items A and D were identified as part of the majority of 
interviews with stakeholders.  

D. Purchasing clients (departments) are not provided an 
estimated lead-time for purchasing activities. Therefore, 
departments do not know how far in advance they should 
begin the purchasing process.  

E. No MOU or documented guidelines for collaboration with Risk 
Management.  

F. Purchases less than $5K are exempt from competition 
requirements. The $5K threshold has been in place for over 
twenty years and is not required by VA State Code.  

Reference the “Purchasing Analysis – Stars Tasks” section (page 
12) for applicable data analysis from our review period. 

 

Note: For this detailed opportunity, letter below corresponds to the letter within the current 
state.  

D. A standard recommended lead-time (NCW submission with scope to contract execution) 
should be prescribed based on solicitation type, amount, and other qualifying attributes 
(for example, a RFP for a capital project over $20M, current lead-time may take up to XX 
months). This guidance should be documented in a matrix, provided to departments, 
posted on the Purchasing Divisions website and updated quarterly or more frequent if 
possible.  

E. A MOU is in place between the Purchasing Division and Risk Management to establish 
expectations.  

F. Consider raising the exemption from competition threshold from $5K to $10K (or another 
appropriate figure based on the County’s risk appetite). We estimate of the active contracts 
at the time of our review, ~34 contracts (~5%), fell within this range.    
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Management Comments: 
A.  This is the way it is currently handled. 
 
B. Will evaluate the role of DMF Capital Analyst in the approval process.  DMF Capital Budget is working with IT to modify the workflow to delegate approval 

to more than one individual.  Regular reporting is being done to evaluate metrics of time to approve.   
 

C. Purchasing is working to revamp and update the NCW to ensure only necessary information is needed based on the procurement method.   Assignment 
are typically made within 24-48 business day hours.  The analysis in the report shows calendar days.  If the NCW does not have attachments for staff to 
begin work, the NCW may be rejected. Purchasing will make an attempt to discuss it with the customer before rejecting the item. 

 
D. There are many variables to determining a timeline. Purchasing discusses the timeline with the department but cautions against giving a blanket time 

across all RFPs or ITBs. Complexity can differ; volume of work in Purchasing at any given time can differ; quality of the scope of work or specifications 
from a department differ; the review committee’s commitment and availability to meeting a schedule; and the workload in the County Attorney’s Office or 
Risk Management can impact the timeframe. 
 

E.  Purchasing will work with Risk Management to determine an MOU between them. 
 
F.  Purchasing will consider raising the limit for non-competition from $5,000 to $10,000 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 3: Systems & Configuration 

10.   Performance Metrics 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

Metrics / key performance indicators 
(“KPI”) related to the County purchasing 
process are not calculated, tracked, 
reported, or monitored.  

Utilization of multiple systems (STARS, 
Pipeline, eVA, and PRISM) to facilitate the 
purchasing process make calculating 
performance metrics /KPIs surrounding 
completion of milestones difficult and 
time-consuming.   

The Purchasing Pipeline, which is the 
database that maintains information for 
purchasing activity and solicitations, 
includes fields for tracking performance 
metrics; however, these fields are not 
being utilized.  

Note: During our fieldwork, KPIs were 
identified and documented by the 
Purchasing Agent.  

 

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially 
in place.  

 Metrics / KPIs are defined and 
designed to capture the efficiency, 
efficacy, and economy of the 
purchasing process. See 
Appendix B for an example of a 
KPI scorecard where performance 
metrics could be tracked.  

 Utilize Pipeline or another system 
of record to capture and report 
metrics / KPIs. 

 Metrics / KPIs are utilized to 
support continuous improvement, 
goal setting, and transparency.  
 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Hold a working session with applicable stakeholders to discuss and 
identify metrics / KPIs. Both client experience and workload 
management should be incorporated into the metrics / KPIs. Metrics 
should be evaluated for criteria revisions annually.  

 Determine if the current applications / systems supporting the 
purchasing process produce the data points necessary to allow for 
metric calculation.  

 Implement application / system adjustments to allow for metric 
calculation. When possible, require certain fields to be completed. 

 Create a policy clearly setting expectations regarding data entry. 

 Create a scorecard or dashboard to record calculated metrics / KPI and 
frequency of calculation. See Appendix B for an example of a KPI 
scorecard where performance metrics could be tracked.  

 Distribute the calculated performance metric scorecard or dashboard on 
a set frequency. The distribution of the scorecard or dashboard should 
be a requirement of the Purchasing Agent or a designated individual 
included in their corresponding job position description. Certain metrics 
/ KPIs could be published on Purchasing’s website to increase 
transparency and accountability.  

 The Purchasing Agent should work with leadership to develop short-
term and long-term targets for performance metrics / KPIs. After an initial 
period of calculating and distributing metrics / KPIs, short-term and long-
term targets should be implemented.  

 As appropriate, utilize metrics for annual staff evaluations and goal 
setting.   
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Management Comments: 
KWE’s were updated in July 2019 and are evaluated every year and discussed with all staff. Staff were part of the creation of the expectations and the timelines 
associated with the work. 

Purchasing has developed a dashboard to assist in monitoring workload and will continue to work to develop metrics and reporting on performance by the Division 
and the end users. 
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 AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 3: Systems & Configuration (Continued) 

11.   Contract Management System & Administrator  

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

eVA is a state-wide procurement system 
used by the County for posting 
information regarding new solicitations 
and awarded contracts. The system does 
not include certain features to support 
effective active contract monitoring, such 
as, underutilized vendors or expiring 
insurance.  

There is no centralized County employee 
or function dedicated to contract 
administration and monitoring. Contract 
renewals, amendments, change orders, 
etc. are completed as needed by the 
various departments and Purchasing 
Officers.  

The County’s Purchasing Officers 
manage significantly more (65%) active 
contracts the other local jurisdictions 
included in our comparative analysis. 

Reference the “Comparative Analysis” 
section (page 16) for data related to the 
County’s active contract management 
compared to other local jurisdictions. 

 

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 A Contract Management system is 
utilized to monitor and search active 
and expired contracts. This system 
should also be able to identify 
expiring insurance, underutilized 
contracts, enable analytics, and 
more.    

 The Contract Management system or 
tool should include notifications of 
upcoming contract expirations (ex. 90 
days).  

 At least one dedicated Contract 
Administrator should be positioned 
within the Purchasing Division to 
focus on the organization, monitoring, 
and maintenance of active contracts 
between the County and vendors. 
This would include the management 
of any contract management system. 
Project Officers would still manage 
some active contract maintenance 
(renewals, amendments, and change 
orders) as needed, but the workload 
should be dramatically reduced by 
having a dedicated position.  

 
 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Determine if eVA provides platform capabilities for effective contract 
management. 

 Determine if PRISM, in collaboration with the County’s document 
management system (OnBase), could be expanded to include 
elements of a contract management system.  

 If the County is planning an ERP upgrade or replacement, contract 
management should be considered as a critical system requirements.  

 If eVA and OnBase do not provide the necessary capabilities for 
effective contract management, the County should consider acquiring 
an appropriate software solution.  
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Management Comments: 
As a result of the pandemic, the County purchased a new electronic bid submission system which is also allowing us to better track contracts. The County is 
looking at implementing a new or upgraded ERP system which will handle all the facets of contract management though due to fiscal conditions as a result of the 
pandemic this will be delayed. 
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 AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 3: Systems & Configuration (Continued) 

12a.   Purchasing Pipeline and STARS System of Record  

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

STARS and Pipeline manage all 
solicitations and provide workflow, 
tracking, and collaboration tools to 
complement the purchasing process.  

Certain aspects of Pipeline and STARS 
are used ineffectively and/or 
inconsistently (see below). Expectations 
for system fields were not documented to 
reference as guidelines.  

As part of our review of records between 
July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2019:  

 No “Priority” level was utilized for 93% 
(653 /704) pipeline records. According 
to Purchasing Staff, priorities are 
established during initial meetings.  

 End users (submitters) are not able to 
enter the Division in Pipeline/Stars 
themselves so Purchasing Division 
staff must input once obtained. In 
some cases, the Purchasing Division 
may be unaware of which division is 
involved unless explicit information is 
provided.   

 No solicitation type was included for 
9% (63 / 704) pipeline records.  

 No department was included for (3%) 
24 / 704 pipeline records. 

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 Procedural documentation is 
available to end users of the 
Purchasing Pipeline and STARS.   

 End users can identify their applicable 
division/bureau/sub department.  

 STARS requires critical fields to be 
completed prior to submission.  

  

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Develop desktop procedures (procedural documents) for the STARS 
and Pipeline systems, which include steps to use the system, as well 
as, expectations of users.  

 Adjust STARS to allow end users to submit the applicable division or 
agency. Ideally, this would be a drop-down selection.  

 Review the fields utilized within STARS. Alter critical fields to be 
required to submit. Remove any unnecessary fields.  
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Management Comments: 
Purchasing agrees that the Pipeline fields and the data entry function is not set up for optimal use as it is setup today. While we have added additional levels of entry 
points to show better timelines of review, we are in the process of updating the database for better use to include proper fields for tracking and metric purposes. The 
update will include different selections and data entry depending on the work being requested.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 3: Systems & Configuration (Continued) 

12b.   Purchasing Pipeline and STARS System of Record 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

Departments utilize NCWs to begin the 
purchasing process. NCWs include 
relevant information to begin the 
purchasing process (need, scope, 
department, responsible party, etc.). 
Once submitted they are approved by the 
department’s Financial Analyst and if 
applicable, the department Purchasing 
Liaison (“PLG”) before heading to the 
Purchasing Division. The approval 
workflow occurs within STARS, a 
SharePoint based workflow tool. The 
Purchasing Division will review NCWs 
and reject them if necessary. The 
department is notified of rejections.  

According to the majority of departments 
interviewed, explanations for NCW 
rejections are inconsistently provided 
within STARS to end users. According to 
the Purchasing Division, insufficient 
scope is the reason for most NCW 
rejections.  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 When an NCW is rejected, clear 
reasoning is provided to the 
department creator with guidance 
explaining how to amend the issue 
and re-submit.  

 
 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Require Purchasing Officers to provide clear reason for NCW 
rejection. If possible, within the system. This standard should be 
included in applicable policies and procedures and be included as 
part of the recommended annual Purchasing Agent QA review. 
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Management Comment: 
Purchasing provides a reason for rejecting NCWs in the space provided and with an email. The person submitting the NCW is not always the SME that needs the 
procurement action so occasionally there is a mis-communications among Departments. Purchasing is working internally with staff to ensure we are messaging out 
properly and being consistent with request for information, including what’s needed to complete request. Management agrees this has been an issue in the past and 
is working diligently on internal training and communication skills to deliver a consistent message to ensure an understanding of what’s needed.  
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 3: Systems & Configuration (Continued) 

13.   Purchasing Website and/or Intranet Resource 

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

The County’s purchasing intranet site 
provides employees with the current 
Purchasing Manual, standard operating 
procedures, relevant forms, frequently 
asked questions, and links to systems, 
such as, eVA and STARS.  

The Purchasing Division provides current 
official guidance via periodic trainings and 
as needed based on judgement or 
request.  

 

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 In addition to policies, procedures, 
and materials, trainings related to the 
purchasing function are recorded and 
posted to an intranet site accessible 
to applicable County employees. 

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Record trainings relevant to the County’s purchasing process and 
upload them to Purchasing’s intranet site. Since trainings are already 
being provided by the Purchasing Division, they can be recorded as 
they occur and posted to reduce the need to duplicate sessions.   

 As-needed, but at a minimum quarterly, a review of the website or 
intranet resource should be performed and updates should be 
implemented.  

 Meeting minutes, slides, and other material from relevant meetings, 
best practices sessions, etc. should be made available on the intranet 
site for department end users to reference.  
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Management Comments: 
Purchasing agrees with the recommendations and is working to ensure materials are updated and the most current versions are posted.  

Purchasing will endeavor to review the content on the web quarterly.   

Purchasing will consider recording trainings. This may be easier now that all training is done via TEAMS as a result of the pandemic. 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 4: Policy & Training 

14.   Purchasing Staff Training & Expertise  

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

There is no documented training program 
or requirements for Purchasing Division 
staff including purchasing certifications 
and continuing education. However, the 
Purchasing Agent has stated this is a 
requirement since starting her role with 
the County.   

Purchasing certifications are preferred, 
but not required for positions within the 
Purchasing Division. Purchasing staff are 
encouraged to obtain certifications if they 
have not already obtained them.  

The County has more years’ experience 
(9%) then other local jurisdictions 
included in our comparative analysis.  

Reference the “Comparative Analysis” 
section (page 18) for information related 
to the County’s training and expertise as 
compared to other local jurisdictions.  

  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 A tracked and monitored training 
program for Purchasing staff that 
supports career development and 
continued education. 

 Internal and external elements should 
be included in the training program to 
address both the needs of clients 
(departments) and best practices / 
industry changes.   

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Develop a training monitoring tool to record all purchasing-specific 
training planned and completed by Purchasing Division staff.  

 Create documented requirements regarding purchasing 
certifications. 

 Utilize or develop a purchasing competency self-assessment tool for 
purchasing staff to complete when hired and annually to identify gaps 
in knowledge and expertise.  

 Where applicable, hold working sessions with 
departments/divisions/bureaus with specialized subject matters and 
needs. These departments should be identified as part of the 
department assessment referenced in opportunity #4. These 
sessions should be recorded in the training tracker. 

 CAO and Risk Management should work with the Purchasing Agent 
to incorporate critical aspects of both into Purchasing Division staff’s 
training.  

 When possible, County trainings should be recorded and retained for 
flexible education and efficiency. 
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Management Comments: 
Purchasing will consider recording trainings.  This may be easier now that all training is done via TEAMS as a result of the pandemic. Live training is always more 
effective as conversation and Q&A often provide meaningful material. 
Purchasing certifications and professional development is part of job descriptions and individual development plans and is an ongoing conversation for all staff. 
Risk Management and the CAO have often conducted trainings for Purchasing over the years.  Purchasing will endeavor to continue these types of trainings. 
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AUDIT RESULTS / OPPORTUNITIES (CONTINUED) 

Theme 4: Policy & Training (Continued) 

15.   Procurement Vehicle Matrix  

Current State Optimal State Implementation Steps 

Note: “Current State” may include 
elements that should remain in place or 
partially in place.  

Purchasing Division assists departments 
to determine which solicitation type 
should be utilized for new purchases.  

While the Purchasing Manual includes 
explicit details regarding the various 
procurement vehicles. Improvements 
could be made to summarize and clearly 
explain what procurement vehicles (Quick 
Quote, ITB, RFP, etc.) must be used 
based on applicable criteria.  
  

Note: “Optimal State” may include 
elements already in place or partially in 
place.  

 Procurement tools and materials are 
in place to provide clarity and support 
to end users.  

Note: “Implementation Steps” may include recommendations partially in 
place or currently being implemented.   

 Create and distribute a matrix, which clearly explains all procurement 
vehicles, when they are utilized, and the related requirements (bids, 
approval, etc.). This matrix will not include all procurement details, but 
should provide users a snap shot reference to understand the current 
purchasing procedures. The matrix should be included in Purchasing 
Manual. See Appendix C for an example of a procurement vehicle 
matrix. 
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Management Comments: 
These details are in the training materials for Purchasing, which is required for all staff, central and decentralized. The types of solicitations and when they are 
used are explained extensively in training activities for attendees which allow for a better understanding and further explanation during the class setting. These are 
also discussed in PLG and relationship meetings at length as we discuss the types of procurement necessary to procure the requested goods and services.  
Purchasing will consider adding the matrix recommended to the next version of the Purchasing Manual.  
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APPENDIX A – [EXAMPLE] PURCHASING DIVISION ROAD MAP 

  

Ref Recommendation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 X     
 

        

2 X             

3 X             

4 X              

5 X             

6 X             

7 X             

8 X             

9 X              

10 X             

11 X              

   

Month 

Planning Implementation Color Legend: 
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APPENDIX B – [EXAMPLE] PERFORMANCE METRIC SCORECARD 
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APPENDIX C – [EXAMPLE] PURCHASING VEHICLE MATRIX 
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The Purchasing Division and DMF leadership have reviewed RSM’s Purchasing 
Performance Audit report and are eager to move forward with implementation of many 
of its recommendations.  
 
A successful procurement function is critical for the continued success of Arlington 
County. At the onset of this audit, the Division was in the early stages of a management 
transition.    There were many policies and practices that needed updating and County-
wide training was needed. As such, this audit was both timely and welcome.  
The Purchasing Division has already made significant process this past year under the 
guidance of a new Purchasing Agent. She has taken a largely new group of skilled 
procurement officers and together they have worked to instill needed structure and 
consistency to this complex operation. Procedural Manuals have been overhauled to 
provide clarity. At the same time, the Purchasing Division has demonstrated a renewed 
focus on training and education for County staff who participate in the procurement 
process having completed over 20 classes with almost 400 attendees over the past 
year. The team has also embraced the need to more closely coordinate and collaborate 
with their departmental partners through an expanded approach to relationship 
meetings. Continued work on these fronts is critical and RSM’s report should help us 
with some targeted improvements. Overall, these efforts to date directly speak to many 
of RSM’s recommendations and demonstrate a positive trajectory for the procurement 
function. 
 
There are other efforts in various stages of implementation that also support RSM’s 
recommendations. During COVID, we implemented an electronic bidding system and an 
electronic document signature system, which has resulted in significant efficiencies.  We 
are also pursuing an interim upgrade to  our existing system.  Our long-term plan is to 
procure and implement a more modern financial, human resources, and procurement 
system, as the County’s current technology solutions for procurement are cobbled 
together and therefore require time-consuming efforts to operate.  While the timing of 
the major financial system is uncertain because of the impacts of COVID, DMF 
leadership and the Purchasing Division are committed to supporting its eventual 
implementation. In the meantime, we will do our best within our existing systems to 
improve processes wherever we can. 
 
While we have made progress in documenting processes and procedures and providing 
training on those changes, our next steps will need to focus more on assisting and 
further training our customers in County departments as participants in the process.  To 
that end, we recently brought forward changes to the Purchasing Resolution that 
increase the informal purchase threshold for departments from $100,000 to $200,000. 
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We have also started evaluating concepts such as increasing the competition threshold 
for small purchases from less than $5,000 to $10,000 which has not been changed in at 
least twenty years.. These changes reduce departments reliance on the Purchasing 
Division for very small purchases and should serve to save time across the County. We 
are also committed to improving our feedback loops with departments so that we can 
more quickly work through issues.  
 
Using RSM’s analysis and recommendations as well as the experience and expertise of 
our Purchasing Agent, we are confident that we will be able to demonstrate continued 
improvements that will serve the County well in the years to come.  
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