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Audit Report Summary

Audi t

of

the State Technol ogy Ofice within
t he Departnent of Managenent Services

For the Period July 1, 2000 Through Septenber 30, 2001
and Sel ected Actions Prior to July 1, 2000

Thi s audit

report summary is intended to present the

findings for our report in a condensed fashion. The entire
report should be read for a conprehensive understandi ng of

our audit findings.

SCOPE

OBJECTI VES

The scope of our audit focused primarily

on State Technol ogy O fice (STO

operational functions that incurred

| arge di sbursenments. The scope of the

audit al so focused on eval uating vari ous

ot her systens of internal control for

the STO and other state entities wth

i nformati on technol ogy expenditures.
(see paragraph 2)

The overall objective of the audit was
to evaluate the STO s accountability and
financial integrity with respect to the
di sbursenent of state funds. This

i ncluded: 1) Evaluating the STO s
performance in adm ni stering assi gned
responsi bilities in accordance with
applicable | aws, rules and other
guidelines. 2) Determning the extent
to which the systemof internal contro
pronot es and encourages the achi evenent
of managenent’s objectives in the
categories of conpliance with applicable
| aws, adm nistrative rules and ot her

gui del i nes; the econom c and efficient
operations; the reliability of financial
records and reports; and the
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saf equardi ng of assets. 3) Providing

managenent with information and findi ngs

to assist in evaluating their systens of

internal control relevant to the STO
(see paragraph 3)

Pursuant to Section 17.04, Florida
Statutes, we utilized generally accepted
audi ting procedures to provide a
reasonabl e basis that state funds were
appropriately spent. W exam ned, on a
test basis, evidence supporting
transactions which occurred and actions
taken by various nenbers of managenent,
performed anal ytical procedures,
revi ewed appropriate |aws, rules, and
ot her gqui delines, and eval uated the
pertinent systens of internal control.
(see paragraphs 4 through 5)

Because the STO was involved in the IT
deci sions of several state agencies, the
audit report is divided into three mgjor
sections. Audit findings 1 through 5

di scus mmj or statew de issues involving
i nformati on technol ogy contracts and
procurenment. Audit findings 6 through
25 di scuses STO specific issues,

I ncl udi ng budgeting, contracting and
activities not authorized by I aw
Finally, audit findings 26 through 28

di scuses specific STOIT related issues
I n other state agencies.

I T Contract Anount

There was not al ways adequate
docunentation to support how state
agencies arrived at a total contracted
anpunt when using state termcontracts
for Informati on Technol ogy (IT)
consul ting services.

(see paragraphs 11 through 15)
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I T Contract Deliverabl e Provision

| T consultant contracts did not always
have units of deliverables, nlestones
or a clear definition as to what was to
be produced.

(see paragraphs 16 through 20)

Contract Monitoring

Qur audit noted that the IT contract
files did not always contain adequate
docunentation to support nonitoring
activities.

(see paragraphs 24 through 26)

| T Contract Di sbursenents

I nformati on Technology (I T) consulting
servi ces paynents did not always have
docunentation sufficient in detail to
support disbursenment of funds.

(see paragraphs 27 through 29)

Contract Authorization and Renewal

Procurenent files mai ntained by the DVS,
Division of State Purchasing did not
al ways contai n adequate docunentati on to
support the required contract
aut hori zations and actions taken for
contract renewal s as provided by Florida
| aw.

(see paragraphs 30 through 34)

STO Organi zational Structure

The STO did not establish an
organi zational structure with clear
| ines of authority and responsibilities
W thin organi zational units. As a
result, the internal control systemwas
significantly conprom sed.

(see paragraphs 35 through 38)
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Del egation of Authority

The STO did not provide a witten

del egation of authority to individuals

who entered into contracts on behal f of

the STO As a result, sone of the STO

contracts were not properly execut ed.
(see paragraphs 39 through 41)

No Witten Agreenent

The STO aut horized the di sbursenment of
funds to sone vendors without a valid
witten agreenent.

(see paragraphs 42 through 45)

Defi ned Deliverabl es

Qur audit noted STO contracts did not
al ways have a defined deliverable.
(see paragraphs 46 through 49)

Vague Contract Terns

STO enpl oyee |l easing contracts with the
Tal | ahassee Community Coll ege (TCC) had
vague and m ssing contract ternms. As a
result of a contract dispute with TCC,
the STO nmay have paid an anount greater
than what was originally intended.

(see paragraphs 50 through 53)

Recei pt of Goods and Services

The STO vendor invoices did not always
have a docunent ed approval for paynent
or an acknow edgenent fromthe person
wi th direct physical know edge that
goods or services were satisfactorily
recei ved.

(see paragraphs 54 through 57)

STO Contract Di sbursements

The STO s docunentation to support
paynent was not always sufficient in
detail to support the disbursenment of
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funds. As a result, the propriety and
| evel of services provided is unclear.
(see paragraphs 60 through 62)

Cont i nui ng Educati onal Conponent

It is not clear as to why the STO
contracted for a continuing educati onal
conmponent of MyFlorida.comwth
Informati on Systens of Florida, Inc.
when the Accenture E-Licensing system
contai ned a continuing education
conponent. Docunentation to support the
actions and the justification for this
deci si on appear not to exist.

(see paragraphs 63 through 67)

I nformati on Systens of Florida, |nc.

The STO and the Departnment of Conmunity
Affairs (DCA) entered into an agreenent
with the Information Systens of Florida,
Inc. to devel op a conmponent of
M/Fl ori da. com Docunentation to support
contract managenent and deliverabl es
associated with $218, 000 of paynents
does not exist.

(see paragraphs 68 through 70)

Working Capital Trust Funds

The STO transferred certai n expenses
fromthe Electronic Data Processing
(EDP) Trust Fund to the Conmunications
Wor ki ng Capital Trust Fund which were
not properly supported by source
docunents.

(see paragraphs 71 through 74)

Gartner G oup Paynents

Duri ng the 2000-2001 fiscal year, the
STO paid $1.16 million of the Gartner
Group expenses fromthe Conmuni cations
Working Capital Trust Fund. This is in
vi ol ation of Section 216.292(1)(a),
Florida Statutes, and the Genera
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Appropriations Act which required that
t hese expenses be paid fromthe
El ectronic Data Processing (EDP) Wbrking
Capital Trust Fund.
(see paragraphs 77 through 82)

The Gartner Group $1.8 MI1lion
Cont r act

The STO s decision to enter into a $1.8

mllion contract with the Gartner G oup

was contradicted by the STO s anal ysi s.
(see paragraphs 83 through 86)

The Gartner Group $2.3 MIlion Contract

STO anal yses and budgets contradict the
decision to enter into a $2.3 mllion
contract with the Gartner G oup. As a
result, the Electronic Data Processing
(EDP) Working Capital Trust Fund did not
have sufficient cash flow to neet
current obligations.

(see paragraphs 87 through 89)

The Gartner G oup Additional Concerns

The STO contracts with the Gartner G oup

had several additional concerns that

need to be addressed by STO managenent.
(see paragraphs 90 through 92)

Unaut hori zed Activities of
“I TFl ori da. cont

From at | east January 2000 through March
8, 2001 agents of the IT Task Force
conduct ed busi ness as | TFl ori da. com
wi t hout a corporate charter or statutory
aut hori zati on.

(see paragraphs 93 through 100)

| nappropriate Use of State Fundi ng

The executive director of | TFlorida.com
i ncurred unauthorized liabilities on
behal f of the state. Substantia
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conflicts of interest were created, when
state officials solicited funds from
conpani es doi ng business with the state
to provide sponsorship for an
| TFl ori da. com event.

(see paragraphs 101 through 105)

STO Consul t ant

The STO did not naintain adequate
separation of duties for an individual
aut hori zi ng accounting transactions in
the Florida Accounting Information
Resource (FLAIR) system and obt ai ni ng
cust ody of state disbursenent warrants.
(see paragraphs 106 through 110)

STO Contract Managenent

During the period Septenber 2000 through
Decenber 2001, the STO nmade paynents to
KPMG Consulting totaling $2.2 mllion.
The STO contract manager did not
mai nt ai n adequat e docunents and records
to support contract deliverables.
Addi tionally, the KPMG Consulting
contracts did not have clear
del i verabl es and i nvoi ces were not
sufficient in detail to support paynent.
(see paragraphs 111 through 116)

Legal Service Contract

A STO contract for |egal services does
not appear to be in conpliance with the
Fl orida | aw.

(see paragraphs 117 through 122)

STO Credits

It is not clear as to whether the use of
ot her agencys’ appropriated federal and
state funds to purchase STO assets was
an al |l owabl e cost under federal and
state | aw.

(see paragraphs 123 through 127)
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Conflicts of |Interest

The Departnent of Business and
Pr of essi onal Regul ati on (DBPR) did not
follow their established policies and
procedures regardi ng potential conflicts
of interest in contract procurenent and
managenent .

(see paragraphs 128 through 133)

DBPR Contract Managenent

The Departnent of Business and

Pr of essi onal Regul ati on (DBPR) di d not

al ways have adequate docunentation to

support the contract managenent process.
(see paragraphs 134 through 138)

DMS, Division of Retirenment Contract
Managenent

The DMS, Division of Retirenent’s

contract managenent process was not

al ways adequate to support paynent.
(see paragraphs 139 through 144)



