


 
 

Mission 
 

Our mission is to independently audit, inspect, and investigate matters pertaining to 

the District of Columbia government in order to:  

 

 prevent and detect corruption, mismanagement, waste, fraud, and abuse; 

 

 promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and 

accountability; 

 

 inform stakeholders about issues relating to District  

programs and operations; and 

 

 recommend and track the implementation of corrective  

actions. 

 

 

Vision 
 

Our vision is to be a world-class Office of the Inspector General that is customer-

focused, and sets the standard for oversight excellence! 

 

 
Core Values 

 

Excellence  *  Integrity  *  Respect  *  Creativity  *  Ownership 

*  Transparency  *  Empowerment  *  Courage  *  Passion  

*  Leadership 
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Dear Chief Procurement Officer Schutter:  

 

Enclosed is our final report entitled Office of Contracting and Procurement: Evaluation of 

Selected D.C. Supply Schedule Temporary Support Services Contracts (OIG Project No. 18-I-

02PO).  The OIG conducted this evaluation in accordance with standards established by the 

Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. 

 

The OIG provided an initial draft to OCP on September 13, 2017, and OCP provided a written 

response on October 16, 2017.  OIG and OCP employees met on October 24, 2017, to discuss 

their respective viewpoints on the findings and recommendations.  Based on information and 

insights exchanged during that collaborative meeting, the OIG sent OCP a revised draft on 

December 22, 2017, asking for a new written response, which OCP provided on February 5, 

2018. 

 

In its revised response, OCP continued to disagree/partially disagree with all four OIG 

recommendations.   

 

 Regarding the disagreement to Recommendation #1, which recommended updating the 

D.C. Supply Schedule Terms and Conditions and temporary support service contracts, the 

OIG anticipates that OCP promulgating current procedures and processes will begin to 

address the issues presented in the report. 

 

 Regarding the disagreement to Recommendation #2, pertaining to administration of the 

51% District Residents New Hire requirement, OCP cited the Department of 

Employment Services (DOES) as the agency responsible for verifying compliance with 

the District’s First Source Employment Agreement Act of 1984.  The OIG understands 

and acknowledges DOES’ responsibility, and hopes that with the publication of this 

report, DOES and OCP will continue to collaborate to improve the District’s 

administration of this requirement.  As such, the OIG is providing a copy of this final 

George A. Schutter 

Chief Procurement Officer 

Office of Contracting and Procurement  

441 4
th

 Street, N.W., Suite 700S 

Washington, D.C. 20001  
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BACKGROUND 
 

OCP’s mission is “to partner with vendors and District agencies to purchase quality goods and 

services in a timely manner and at reasonable cost while ensuring that all purchasing actions are 

conducted fairly and impartially.”
1
  

 

Temporary Support Services (TSS) is a D.C. Supply Schedule (DCSS) category “intended to 

provide District agencies with a temporary solution to augment staffing needs.”
2
  The contracts 

in this category are indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ) contracts, each of which has an 

annual “Not to Exceed” (NTE) ceiling specifying the maximum spending amount.  

 

We reviewed current TSS contracts for All-U-Need, The Coles Group, and Midtown Personnel, 

each consisting of a base year and up to a total of four (4), one-year option periods that OCP may 

exercise.
3
  The current annual ceiling for the All-U-Need contract is $950,000, while ceilings for 

The Coles Group and Midtown Personnel contracts are $10 million each.
4
   

 

To procure temporary staffing services through one of the contracts, a District agency’s 

procurement staff executes a task order directly with the contractor.  OCP’s role is to charge and 

collect a 1 percent fee from the contractor on “all sales, purchase orders, delivery orders, task 

orders, and purchase card transactions made under contracts awarded to contractors under the 

DCSS.”
5
  Authorized by the Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010, OCP collects these fees, 

also referred to as sales discounts,
6
 to pay operating and maintenance costs for various programs 

it administers.
7
 

  

                                                 
1
 The Office of Contracting and Procurement’s website at https://ocp.dc.gov/page/about-ocp (last visited Aug. 31, 

2017). 
2
 E.g., Contract between OCP and All-U-Need Personnel, Contract No. CW36523, Sec. 2.2, executed Apr. 24, 2015 

(available at http://app.ocp.dc.gov/RUI/information/award/award_detail.asp?award_id=8764) (last visited Sept. 1, 

2017). 
3
 OCP’s TSS contract with Midtown Personnel started on October 3, 2014.  The contract with All-U-Need Personnel 

began on April 24, 2015.  The Coles Group’s TSS contract started on November 28, 2016, 
4
 OCP reported that Midtown Personnel’s annual contract ceiling recently was increased to $10 million. The ceiling 

for the prior contract year, which expired in April 2017, was $950,000.   
5
 D.C. Code § 2-361.03(a) (Lexis current through D.C. Law 22-11 and Sept. 1, 2017). 

6
 As set forth on OCP’s website, “DCSS contractors shall provide the District discounts based on the aggregate 

purchases made under the DCSS.  Contractors shall remit, as a discount on sales, one percent (1%) of all Purchase 

Orders, Task Orders, and purchase card transactions under their contract on a monthly basis.  The amount due shall 

be paid by check and delivered with each monthly sales report.”  REQUEST FOR APPLICATION FOR A DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA SUPPLY SCHEDULE CONTRACT, Sec. 2.8 available at https://ocp.dc.gov/publication/temporary-support-

services-dcss-schedule-category (last visited Sept. 1, 2017). 
7
 As set forth in D.C. Code § 2-361.03(d) (2014 District of Columbia Code Archive), “[a]ll funds received pursuant 

to [D.C. Code § 2-361.03 – Supply schedule, purchase card, and training funds] shall be deposited in the unrestricted 

fund balance of the General Fund of the District of Columbia.”    
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FINDINGS 
 

Based on our initial reading and analysis of the three TSS contracts and the DCSS Terms and 

Conditions, in particular language that requires a contractor to submit a quarterly sales report to 

the DCSS Contracting Officer (CO), we had anticipated being able to understand which agencies 

procured TSS and the staffing needs they addressed; the typical duration and value of task 

orders; and whether annual billing approaches or exceeds contract ceilings.  Such information 

was not readily available for analysis. 

 

This report presents three findings and four recommendations aimed at strengthening TSS 

contract terms and deliverables to improve the District’s administration and capability to analyze 

agencies’ procurement of those services.  

DCSS TERMS AND CONDITIONS AND CONTRACT LANGUAGE DO NOT 

CLEARLY IDENTIFY AND DEFINE OVERSIGHT ROLES AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

Neither the contracts we evaluated nor the DCSS Terms and Conditions clearly assigns or 

delineates contract administration responsibilities between OCP personnel (the OCP CO and 

contracting administrator (CA)
8
 identified in the contract) and procurement personnel at 

agencies.  For example, in addition to an OCP CO, two of the contracts identify an OCP CA
9
 

who: 

 

is responsible for general administration of the contract and 

advising the Contracting Officer as to the Contractor’s compliance 

or noncompliance with the contract.  In addition, the CA is 

responsible for day to day monitoring and supervision of the 

contract, of [sic] ensuring that the work conforms to the 

requirements of this contract and such other responsibilities and 

authorities as may be specified in the contract.  The agency CA 

for this contract will be determined at the time of issuance of 

task or delivery orders.  [Emphasis included.] 

 

Based on our review of documentation and interviews with OCP personnel, we concluded there 

is no clear assignment of duties between OCP personnel and procurement personnel at the 

agencies.  OCP COs reported they would only become involved in contract administration if a 

District agency has a problem with a contractor and requests OCP’s assistance. Otherwise, OCP 

COs are unaware of how contractors perform and are not involved in contract oversight.   

 

 

 

                                                 
8
 We note that the three contracts under review use the terminology “Contracting Administrator (CA)” rather than 

“Contract Administrator.” 
9
 The third contract assigns these same responsibilities to an OCP “Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative 

(COTR), a term since replaced by Contracting (or Contract) Administrator.   
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Both the OCP CA and the agency CAs receive the same CA Delegation Letter; however, OCP 

stated that the two roles have different responsibilities. OCP told us that its CA performs a 90-

day, 180-day, and end-of-year evaluation on each contractor using e-Val,
10

 which an OCP CO 

reviews and approves.  With regard to agencies’ oversight, OCP’s standard CA Delegation 

Memorandum states that a CA must evaluate a contractor’s performance every 30 days via e-

Val; OCP personnel told us that although agency CAs are responsible for completing contractor 

evaluations every 30 days, they do not know whether agencies routinely complete them.  Our 

sense from interviews is that District agencies provide little information to OCP regarding 

contractors’ performance.  Without periodic communication between OCP and procurement 

personnel at District agencies, OCP COs lack insight about contractor performance that is 

necessary to decide whether to exercise a contract option year. 

 

Another example of a responsibility that is not clearly assigned is the monitoring of contractors’ 

compliance with the First Source Employment Agreement, 51% District Residents New Hires
11

 

requirement.  DCSS Terms and Conditions, Section 20(e), states:  “With the submission of the 

Contractor’s final request for payment from the District, the Contractor shall … [d]ocument in a 

report to the Contracting Officer its compliance” with the hiring requirement.  It is unclear, 

however, whether responsibility for compliance rests with OCP’s CO or the CO at an agency.  

Given that numerous agencies issue task orders during a 5-year contract period, it is also unclear 

what constitutes the Contractor’s “final request for payment from the District,” and as such, 

when compliance with the hiring requirement should be verified. 

 

The OIG is concerned that no District entity is monitoring compliance with the hiring 

requirement.  Contractors’ non-compliance with District hiring requirements denies District 

residents employment opportunities and impacts the local economy.
12

 DCSS Terms and 

Conditions, Section 20(c), states the contractor shall submit monthly compliance reports to 

DOES verifying its First Source Agreement compliance for the preceding month; however, these 

reports are not currently shared with OCP.
13

 OCP also stated responsibility for reporting the 

contractor’s noncompliance rests with the agencies.  Because the OCP CO enters TSS contracts 

on behalf of the District, and is the only person who may issue an order, directive, or request to 

                                                 
10

 e-Val is OCP’s system for contractor performance evaluations. 
11

 DCSS Terms and Conditions, Section 20(d) states:  “If the contract amount is equal to or greater than $100,000, 

the Contractor agrees that 51% of the new employees hired for the Contract shall be District residents.”  (The OIG 

assumes the stipulation intends to say “at least 51%.”) 
12

 During a 2010 audit of the Office of the Chief Technology Officer (08-2-06TO)(a)), the OIG found that hiring 

compliance reviews were not conducted due to a lack of detailed guidance and assigned responsibility.  The OIG 

concluded that contractor’s non-compliant hiring practices resulted in nearly $2.1 million lost to the District’s 

economy during fiscal years (FY) 2007 and 2008.  D.C. OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, AUDIT OF THE 

CONTRACTING ACTIONS AT THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER 14 (OIG No. 08-2-06TO(a) Sept. 15, 

2010). 
13

 During a 2010 audit of the Office of the Chief Technology Officer (08-2-06TO)(a), OCP and DOES agreed that 

the mechanism for sharing First Source Employment Agreement contractor compliance information was inadequate 

and that the agencies had initiated discussions on how to improve the flow of information.  D.C. OFFICE OF THE 

INSPECTOR GENERAL, AUDIT OF THE CONTRACTING ACTIONS AT THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER 

25 (OIG No. 08-2-06TO(a) Sept. 15, 2010). 
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the contractor, the OIG believes that OCP is best positioned to assess contractor compliance and 

impose fines or sanctions for noncompliance, if necessary.
14

   

  

Recommendations: Therefore, we recommend that OCP: 

 

(1) Update the DCSS Terms and Conditions (Feb. 2010) and insert language in all new TSS 

contracts to (a) clearly define all contract oversight processes, including but not limited 

to, contractor evaluation and compliance with the 51% District Residents New Hires 

requirement, and (b) assign specific responsibilities to OCP personnel and District agency 

procurement personnel who issue task orders under TSS contracts. 

 

Agree   ______________ Disagree                 X               

 

OCP’s February 2018 Response to Recommendation 1, As Received:
15

 D.C. statute and 

the DCMR clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the CO. 

 

Further, Page 11, Section 4.7 of the Temporary Support Services (TSS) contract clearly 

outlines the responsibility of the CA; and provides that the CO will assign the CA at the 

task order level, when awarded. And, Section 4 of the DCSS Terms and Conditions for 

2010 clearly delineates ordering procedures for District COs. 

 

To ensure clarity Districtwide however, OCP will further promulgate its current DCSS 

procedures and processes to District Contracting Officers (COs) and Ordering Officials. 

 

(2) Implement a process through which OCP, prior to exercising an option year, requests 

information from DOES regarding a contractor’s compliance with the 51% District 

Residents New Hire requirement. 

 

 Agree   ________________     Disagree                  X                

  

OCP’s February 2018 Response to Recommendation 2, As Received: Currently, OCP 

achieves verification of compliance with First Source Employment Agreement Act of 

1984 prior to exercising an option year contract, via the Bidder-Offeror Certification 

Form submitted by the contractor to the CO. Section 20 of the DCSS Terms & Conditions 

(T&C) defines the requirements for First Source compliance. Specifically, Section 20(c) 

requires the contractor to submit a compliance report to the Department of Employment 

Services (DOES) each month; and Section 20(e) requires the contractor, when submitting 

the final request for payment, to document their compliance in a report to the CO.  

 

In accordance with District statute, DOES, not OCP, has responsibility for management 

of, and compliance with the First Source Act after a contract has been awarded. In 

addition to the Bidder-Offeror Certification, if DOES informs OCP of a contractor’s non-

compliance with the First Source Agreement, the CO would address this through the 

                                                 
14

 DCSS Terms and Conditions, Section 20(h) provides that willful breach of the agreement may result in monetary 

fines of 5 percent of the total amount of labor costs under the contract. 
15

 The full text of OCP’s February 2018 response to the revised draft report is found in Appendix E. 
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contract “cure” process, up to and including canceling the contract. 

OCP DOES NOT HAVE AN EFFICIENT PROCESS FOR VERIFYING 

COMPLIANCE WITH DCSS QUARTERLY REPORTING AND 1 PERCENT 

SALES DISCOUNT REQUIREMENTS 
 

Contractors must submit a sales report to OCP every quarter.  Specifically, DCSS Terms and 

Conditions, Section 2 requires the contractor to: 

 

furnish a quarterly report itemizing the dollar value of all sales 

under the award during the preceding 3-month period, to include 

any partial month, by District Agency.  The dollar value of a sale is 

the price invoiced by the Contractor to the customer for products 

or services received on a DCSS contract, as recorded by the 

Contractor.  The report is due within 30 days following the 

completion of the reporting period.  

 

The report must include the following information: 

 

• Jurisdiction 

• Agency Name 

• DCSS Contract Number 

• Task or Delivery Order Number 

• Order Date 

• Total Order Amount for Each Agency 

• Total Dollars for the Quarter[.] 

 

In addition to the quarterly reports, contractors are required to give the District a discount.  The 

DCSS Terms and Conditions states: 

 

Contractors shall remit, as a discount on sales, one percent (1%) of 

all sales Purchase Orders…, Delivery Orders…, Task Orders…, 

and purchase card transactions to the District of Columbia on a 

quarterly basis.  The amount due shall be paid by check, made 

payable to the DC Treasurer and delivered with each quarterly 

sales report to the DCSS Contracting Officer….  Failure to 

comply… may result in suspension or termination of your DCSS 

contract.  

 

The contracts we evaluated reiterate the 1 percent fee and quarterly report requirements, and that 

failure to submit the quarterly sales report may be cause for termination or not exercising an 

option year. 

 

Based on our initial analysis of the contracts and DCSS Terms and Conditions, we anticipated 

using information contained in the contractors’ quarterly reports to analyze District agencies’ 

usage of TSS and whether contractors approach or exceed their annual ceilings.  The quarterly 
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sales reports that we received from OCP, however, often failed to reference specific contract 

numbers and order dates (see Appendix D for an example of a quarterly sales report). 

 

OCP developed its reporting process out of a desire to work with contractors to increase 

compliance.  OCP’s Temporary Support Services Contract CA said that OCP started providing 

information to vendors for their quarterly reports because of instances where vendors were 

unsure of their sales discount due, and OCP was receiving payments that were not clearly 

documented. However, to accommodate the contractors, OCP administers cumbersome, manual 

processes to compile and provide information that the staffing services contractors use to 

calculate and remit payment of their 1 percent sales discounts.  OCP relies primarily on reports 

from the District’s Procurement Automated Support System (PASS), but PASS does not have the 

capability to easily produce all quarterly report information required by the DCSS Terms and 

Conditions and contracts.  The fundamental problem is that PASS does not have the capability to 

produce a report that details all procurement activities associated with a specific contract 

number.   

 

Lack of fundamental information in quarterly sales reports and an inability to query and sort 

information in PASS by DCSS contract numbers prevent OCP, as well as District oversight 

entities such as the OIG, the D.C. Auditor, and the D.C. Council, from answering questions 

about which agencies are procuring TSS, how often, and at what cost.
16

  Further, with the lack of 

fundamental information, OCP does not have adequate assurance that the District is receiving all 

quarterly remittances owed by contractors. 

 

Recommendation: Therefore, we recommend that OCP: 

 

(3) Require contractors to submit quarterly sales reports that contain all information required 

by the terms of their contracts; establish a process for timely addressing contractors’ non-

compliance with reporting requirements; and implement a mechanism for verifying 

information presented in contactors’ quarterly reports to confirm their sales discount 

payments are accurate. 

 

  Agree    ______________         Disagree                   X               

 

OCP’s February 2018 Response to Recommendation 3, As Received: OCP agrees that 

the process is manually intense and not efficient, however, the recommendation noted 

reflects our current processes, which OCP will continue. To reiterate, when a DCSS 

contract is awarded, the DCSS Terms and Conditions clearly specify the suppliers 

reporting obligations.  

 

                                                 
16

 A previous report by the OIG’s Audit Unit found similar failures to obtain and review quarterly reports for 

accuracy and timeliness and reconcile transactions against quarterly reports—a condition that resulted in a loss of 

$669,787 in DCSS-related revenues in FY 2013.  D.C. OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, AUDIT OF THE DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA SUPPLY SCHEDULE DISCOUNT REVENUE 2 (OIG Project No. 13-1-19PO Mar. 4, 2016). 
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OCP recognizes that the current process is labor intensive, due to the technical 

limitations of our present system. Further improvements to the system, as part of OCP’s 

planned upgrades to PASS, will lead to improved processes.  

 

In light of the OIG’s recommendation, it is obvious that the process of invoicing, 

collecting and accounting for DCSS rebate revenue is an Accounts Receivable and cash 

collection function, and would be more appropriately managed by the OCFO, not OCP. 

OCP DOES NOT HAVE AN EFFICIENT PROCESS TO ACCURATELY 

CAPTURE DCSS CONTRACTOR BILLING DATA 
 

As mentioned in the previous finding, OCP administers manual processes to produce reports for 

the temporary staffing services contractors.  OCP relies on this same combination of PASS 

reports and employees’ manual review and analysis of information to determine how much each 

contractor has billed under its TSS contract.  This process consists of running task 

order/purchase order reports by vendor name, which yield results for all orders associated with 

the vendor.  To isolate TSS contract data, the CA must manually exclude, based on his or her 

knowledge of the contract and any descriptions included with each task/purchase order, 

procurements related to other DCSS contracts.  The process depends heavily on OCP personnel’s 

familiarity with other contracts a contractor may have on the DCSS and their ability to discern 

information applicable to a specific contract. 

 

We found that information in PASS was not formatted and detailed enough for a thorough 

analysis. For instance, we reviewed a task order report from PASS provided by OCP and found 

two primary problems with the information:  (1) none of the task orders referenced a TSS 

contract number (a contract number is important because staffing vendors often have more than 

one contract on the DCSS); and (2) position titles in the report often did not match position titles 

in the contract.  Because of the lack of information and the inconsistencies, the OIG could not 

confidently analyze activities against the contracts, including identifying which agencies had 

used TSS, the length of time an agency procured services, and the amount billed. 

 

OCP leadership described an additional method of generating reports from PASS that links task 

and purchase orders to specific DCSS contracts. However, if an agency CO does not enter all 

necessary information, PASS will not provide complete and accurate contract billing reports. 

 

An inability to produce reliable contract reports through either of the methods described by OCP 

means that OCP and other oversight entities cannot effectively monitor NTE ceiling amounts of 

contracts, or detect potential fraud or abuse of TSS contracts.
17

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17

 OCP reported that a previous system, Central Contract Tracking System (CCTS), alerted the CO when a contract 

was nearing its NTE ceiling limit; however, OCP has not implemented such capability in PASS.  Additionally, a 

previous OIG audit report (see FN 12) shows that OCP stated that it was implementing PASS modules that would 

provide reports on the awards of TOs; however, this feature has not been implemented.  

 



OIG Report 18-I-02PO  

 

8 

Recommendations: Therefore, we recommend that OCP: 

 

(4) Create a capability in PASS that (a) reliably links task orders/purchase orders to a 

specific contract number, and (b) allows authorized PASS users, including OCP DCSS 

staff, to generate reports that summarize all procurement activity under a specific 

contract. 

 

  Agree      with (a)                 Disagree    with (b)_____ 

  

OCP’s February 2018 Response to Recommendation 4, As Received: OCP agrees with 

(4a), but without technological improvements to PASS, as referenced in our response to 

recommendation #3, we do not have the technical capability to collect the “meta-data” 

that would be needed for very specific analyses; such as purchases by line item, by 

agency, by Task Order, and by supplier, within the PASS system. 

 

While PASS is technically capable of linking a task order to a base contract, the current 

system, as designed, is not yet configured to allow this. 

 

OCP partially agrees with 4(b). PASS already provides this functionality; which we use 

to determine the 1% rebate amount for each DCSS contract. However, due to technical 

constraints, this particular reporting approach is not accessible. The improvements to 

PASS that are sought by OCP – if funded – will allow for this functionality. The 

contemplated upgrade to our system will provide better data capture and more robust 

reporting. This upgraded system is planned for 2020. 

CONCLUSION 
 

The information contained in the contractors’ quarterly reports was incomplete and the OIG 

could not use it to analyze District agencies’ usage of temporary staffing services and whether 

contractors approach or exceed their annual ceilings.  The OIG believes that OCP should revise 

written guidance and implement changes to PASS that together would lead to more effective 

administration and transparent oversight of District agencies’ procurement of TSS.  

 

Contract administration functions are poorly defined in both the contracts and the DCSS Terms 

and Conditions.  As OCP contracting officers and contracting administrators, as well as 

procurement personnel at agencies, are involved in overseeing temporary staffing services 

contractors, it is important that both the contracts and the DCSS Terms and Conditions explicitly 

assign oversight duties.  Otherwise, there is no assurance that vendors are complying with key 

terms, such as the 51% District Residents New Hires requirement, sales discounts, and annual 

billing ceilings.  Improvements to PASS capabilities (e.g., the ability to easily query all activity 

against a specific contract) would allow OCP and other District oversight entities to monitor 

District agencies’ use of TSS and to identify potential fraud in the procurement process, such as 

overbilling.  Until improvements to PASS are realized, OCP should enforce quarterly reporting 

requirements so that it can more effectively track procurement activities against specific TSS 

contracts. 
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9 

 

The objectives of this inspection were to: (1) assess the District’s supply schedule contracts with 

three staffing services contractors to ascertain whether there are any terms or conditions that are 

unfavorable to the District or conflict with best practices or applicable criteria; (2) determine 

whether OCP and those agencies that receive services through these contracts maintain proper 

oversight of deliverables and the implementation of key contract terms; and (3) identify 

recommendations for strengthening the effectiveness and sufficiency of the contracts. 

 

The scope of this inspection includes Temporary Support Contracts under the DCSS for All-U-

Need Temporary Services (Contract #CW36523), The Coles Group, L.L.C. (Contract 

#CW45729), and Midtown Personnel, Inc. (Contract #CW28635).   

 

We conducted interviews of OCP staff and observations, including PASS features for producing 

reports and OCP’s internal electronic system for storing contract documents.  We also reviewed 

and analyzed several reports, including electronic Excel worksheets that OCP generated for The 

Coles Group and Midtown Personnel; and hardcopy quarterly reports from the three contractors. 

 

Our evaluation was conducted in accordance with standards established by the Council of the 

Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency.  As a matter of standard practice, our inspections 

pay particular attention to the quality of internal control.
18

 

 

                                                 
18

 “Internal control” is defined by the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) as comprising “the plans, 

methods, policies, and procedures used to fulfill the mission, strategic plan, goals, and objectives of the entity” 

and is not one event, but a series of actions that occur throughout an entity’s operations. Furthermore, internal 

control is a process that provides reasonable assurance that the objectives of an entity will be achieved, serves as 

the first line of defense in safeguarding assets, and is an integral part of the operational processes management 

uses to guide its operations. U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE, STANDARDS FOR INTERNAL CONTROL 

IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 5-6, GAO-14-704G (Sept. 2014). 
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10 

 

 

CA  Contract Administrator 

CO  Contracting Officer  

DCSS  District of Columbia Supply Schedule 

IDIQ  Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity 

OCP  Office of Contracting and Procurement 

OIG  Office of Inspector General 

NTE  Not To Exceed 

PASS  Procurement Automated Support System  

TSS  Temporary Support Services  
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Administrative Support and Clerical Occupations 

Administrative Clerk, Accounting Clerk I-IV, Court Reporter, Motor Vehicle Dispatcher, 

Document Preparation Clerk, Messenger (Courier), Duplicating Machine Operator, Film/Tape 

Librarian, General Clerk I-IV, Housing Referral Assistant, Key Entry Operator I-II, Order Clerk 

I-II, Personnel Assistant (Employment) I-IV, Production Control Clerk, Rental Clerk, Secretary 

I- thru V, Service Order Dispatcher, Stenographer I-II, Switchboard Operator-Receptionist, Test 

Examiner, Test Proctor, Travel Clerk I-III, Word Processor I-III, Maintenance Scheduler, Survey 

Worker (Interviewer) 

 

 

Technical and Professional Occupations 

Cartographic Technician, Computer Based Training (CBT), Specialist/Instructor, Civil 

Engineering Technician, Drafter I-IV, Engineering Technician I-VI, Environmental Technician, 

Graphic Artist (Designer), Paralegal/Legal Assistant  I-IV, Instructor, Laboratory Technician 

(Laboratory Tester), Technical Writer, Attorney 
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