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An Audit Re po rt o n 

Sc oring  and Evaluation of Se le c te d Proc ure me nts 

 at the  He alth and Human Se rvic e s Commission 

July 13, 2018 

Members of the Legislative Audit Committee:  

The Health and Human Services Commission (Commission) did not establish the controls 

necessary to ensure that its evaluation processes to review and score 

vendor proposals for major contract and grant procurements provided 

reliable, accurate, and complete information.  Without adequate 

controls, the Commission cannot ensure that its award decisions are 

sufficiently supported. Auditors identified errors in the evaluations 

performed for all 28 procurements that were tested, which included 

the Commission’s cancelled procurement for the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program Rural Service Area.  The 28 procurements selected 

have an estimated award value of $4.6 billion.  

For 5 (18 percent) of the 28 procurements, with an estimated value of 

$3.4 billion, auditors identified significant evaluation scoring errors 

and missing documentation.  As a result, auditors could not determine 

whether the evaluation scores that supported the award 

recommendations for those five procurements were accurate.  Of 

those five procurements:  

 Three procurements had executed contracts with an estimated 

value of more than $3.0 billion. 

 One procurement, with an estimated value of $45.7 million, did 

not have an executed contract as of May 2018.  

 One procurement was cancelled that had an estimated value 

of $350.0 million.  

For the remaining 23 procurements (82 percent), the errors identified 

did not have a significant effect on the award recommendations.  

Those 23 procurements had awards totaling an estimated $1.2 billion.  

                                                 

1 Auditors used professional judgement and rated the audit findings identified in this report.  The issues identified in this report were rated, 

overall, as “Priority” because the issues identified present risks or effects that if not addressed could critically affect the audited entity’s 
ability to effectively administer the program(s)/function(s) audited. Immediate action is required to address the noted concern and reduce 

risks to the audited entity.  See Section 6 in the attachment to this letter for more information about the issue rating classifications. 

Issues Rating: 

Priority 
1
 

Background 

In response t o an Apri l  6,  2018,  request  

f rom t he Off ice of  t he Governor,  t he 
State Auditor’s Office conducted a 
t argeted audit  of  t he evaluat ion t ools 
used for select ed procurement s t hat  t he 
Healt h and Human Services Commission 

(Commission) report ed.  This audit  is 
part  of  a cont inuing audit  of  t he 

Commission’s contract management 
processes.   

Audit ors used a risk-based approach t o 
select  28 procurement s t he Commission 
awarded and considered for award f rom 

January 1,  2015,  t hrough March 31,  
2018,  t hat  t ot aled an est imated $4.6 

bil l ion.  The selected procurement s 
represent  approximat ely 69 percent  of  

the Commission’s $6.7 bil l ion in 

cont ract s t hat  were awarded and 
considered during t hat  t ime period,  as 

report ed by (1) the Commission’s 
Syst em of  Cont ract  Operat ion and 
Report ing dat abase and (2) t he 

Legislat ive Budget  Board.   The risk-
based approach t hat  audit ors used 

considered t he cont ract  dol lar amount s,  
cont ract  t ypes,  award dates,  and recent  
audit  coverage.   (See Sect ion 3 in t he 

at t achment  t o t his let t er for more 
informat ion about  t he procurement s 

selected for audit . )  

Sources:  The Commission and t he 

Legislat ive Budget  Board.   

www.sao.texas.gov
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The errors identified for all 28 procurements included formula errors such as omitted scores, incorrect 

scores, and inappropriate application of best value weights.  (See Section 1 of the attachment to this letter 

for more details about the errors identified.) 

In addition, the Commission lacked supporting documentation needed to verify that all scores were correctly 

entered into its evaluation tool.  Specifically, 15 (75 percent) of 20 applicable2 procurements did not have 

sufficient documentation to support the appropriateness of revisions made to evaluator scores, and 3 (11 

percent) of 27 applicable procurements were missing evaluator score sheets.   

Auditors also identified inconsistencies in the Commission’s management of certain contract procurement 

processes; those inconsistencies weakened the accuracy, transparency, and objectivity of the evaluation 

process for the procurements reviewed.  For example, 14 (78 percent) of 18 applicable procurements did 

not use the standardized evaluation tool.  Additionally, 2 (7 percent) of 27 applicable procurements used 

more than one method to document evaluation scores: (1) one procurement used two different evaluation 

forms, and (2) one procurement allowed an evaluator to provide evaluation scores verbally during a 

conference call with a purchaser.  

The attachment to this letter contains additional details on issues auditors identified, recommendations, 

and related State Auditor’s Office work.  Section 4 of the attachment lists issues that were previously 

reported in prior audits of selected Commission contracts that are similar to the issues identified in this 

report.  

The Commission generally agreed with the recommendations in this report. It asserted that it has made 

changes to its procurement processes and implemented new controls.  For example, those include creating 

a compliance and quality control team, developing and implementing compliance checklists, implementing 

new policies and procedures, and retraining staff on applicable state requirements. In addition, the 

Commission stated that it will engage a consultant to review and make recommendations to improve its 

procurement processes. Management responses are presented in Section 2 of the attachment. 

Auditors communicated other, less significant issues to Commission management separately in writing.  

The State Auditor’s Office is conducting additional audit work at the Commission on selected contracts that 

were determined to be high risk based on the results of this audit. After completing that audit, we plan to 

issue a report on its results.  

Sincerely, 

Lisa R. Collier, CPA, CFE, CIDA 

First Assistant State Auditor 

                                                 
2 The term “applicable” is used to indicate that the testing result described was based on certain criteria that did not apply to all 

procurements tested.  
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Attachment 

cc: The Honorable Greg Abbott, Governor 

 Ms. Cecile Young, Acting Executive Commissioner, Health and Human Services Commission 

 

 

 



 

This document  is not  copyright ed.   Readers may make addit ional copies of  t his report  as needed.   In 

addition, most State Auditor’s Office reports may be downloaded from our Web site: www.sao.t exas.gov.  

 

In compliance wit h t he Americans wit h Disabil it ies Act ,  t his document  may also be request ed in 

al t ernat ive format s.   To do so,  cont act  our report  request  l ine at  (512) 936-9500 (Voice),  (512) 936-9400 

(FAX),  1-800-RELAY-TX (TDD),  or visit  t he Robert  E.  Johnson Building,  1501 Nort h Congress Avenue,  Suit e 

4.224,  Aust in,  Texas 78701.  
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race,  color,  rel igion,  sex,  nat ional origin,  age,  or disabil it y in employment  or in t he provision of  services,  

programs,  or act ivit ies.  
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Attachment 

Sect ion 1 

Summary of Audit Findings and Recommendations 

Auditors identified errors in the Health and Human Services Commission’s 
(Commission) calculations of evaluation scores and weaknesses in its 

management of the evaluation processes used to review and score vendor 

proposals for 28 major contract and grant procurements. 

Auditors tested 28 procurements the Commission awarded and considered 

for award from January 1, 2015, through March 31, 2018, that totaled $4.6 

billion. Table 1 summarizes the errors, weaknesses, and recommendations 

related to the Commission’s scoring and evaluation of the 28 selected 

procurements. 

Table 1 

Summary of Errors,  Weaknesses,  and Recommendations Related to the  

Commission’s Scoring and Evaluation of 28 Selected Procurements  

Description of Errors a Recommendations 

For 5 (18 percent ) of  t he 28 procurement s audit ed,  wit h an est imated value of  $3.4 
bil l ion,  audit ors ident if ied signif icant  evaluat ion scoring errors and missing 

document at ion.   As a result ,  audit ors could not  determine whet her evaluat ion scores 
t hat  support ed t he award recommendat ions for t hose f ive procurement s were 

accurate.  Those f ive procurements included:   

 Three procurement s t hat  had an est imated value of  more than $3.0 bil l ion:  

o The executed cont ract s for t he STAR Kids procurement ,  which had an 

est imated value of  $3.0 bil l ion.   

o The executed cont ract  for Business Process Redesign procurement ,  which had 
an est imat ed value of  $17.5 mil l ion.   

o The executed cont ract  for Protect ing People in Regulated 
Facil i t ies/ Regulatory Services Syst ems Modernizat ion Proj ect  procurement ,  

which had an est imat ed value of  $6.1 mil l ion.   

 The Provider Management  and Enrol lment  Services procurement ,  which did not  
have an executed cont ract  as of  May 2018;  t he est imated value for t he 

procurement  was $45.7 mil l ion.   

 The CHIP Rural Service Area procurement ,  which t he Commission cancel led in 
April  2018.  That  procurement  had an est imat ed value of  $350.0 mill ion.   

(See Sect ion 3 of  t his at t achment  for more informat ion about  t he procurement s.) 

The Commission should ensure t hat  
scoring is accurate and consist ent  for 

future procurement s.   
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Summary of Errors,  Weaknesses,  and Recommendations Related to the  

Commission’s Scoring and Evaluation of 28 Selected Procurements  

Description of Errors a Recommendations 

The Commission did not  ensure t hat  it s evaluat ions correct ly recorded and calculated 

evaluator scores for t he procurement s audit ed.  Audit ors ident if ied t he fol lowing 
t ypes of  errors in t he evaluat ion t ools t he Commission used to calculate f inal 

evaluat ion scores for t he vendor proposals t ested:   

 Seven (30 percent ) of  23 appl icable procurement s had incorrect  evaluat ion scores 
ent ered in t he evaluat ion t ool for cert ain vendors.   

 Three (13 percent ) of  23 appl icable procurement s included incorrect  vendor 
scores in t he f inal evaluat ion calculat ions.    

 Six (23 percent ) of  26 appl icable procurement s used the wrong weight ed averages 

t o calculate t he f inal evaluat ion scores for cert ain vendors.    

 Five (19 percent ) of  27 appl icable procurement s did not  record al l  evaluator score 
sheet s in t he evaluat ion t ool.   

 Four (16 percent ) of  25 appl icable procurement s did not  use al l  evaluat ion scores 
recorded in t he evaluat ion t ool t o calculat e t he f inal evaluat ion score.    

 Three (13 percent ) of  23 appl icable procurement s used inaccurate mathemat ical 

formulas,  which result ed in incorrect  evaluat ion scores.    

The Commission should perform a 

reconcil iat ion of  it s evaluat ion t ool 
before calculat ing evaluat ion result s 

t o verify t hat  (1) al l  scores recorded 
in t he evaluat ion t ool mat ch 
evaluator score sheet s and (2) t he 

correct  weighted averages were used 
t o calculate f inal evaluat ion scores.   

The Commission did not  enforce it s proposal evaluat ion guide that  est abl ished 
procedures for (1) resolving out l ier scores (scores t hat  dif fer signif icant ly f rom the 

ot her scores) and (2) def ining t he rat ing scale t o be used t o evaluat e t he vendor 
proposals.  The proposal evaluat ion guide was dat ed June 2016.  Audit ors ident if ied 

t he fol lowing inst ances in which the procurement s did not  comply wit h t he proposal 
evaluat ion guide:  

 Eight  (31 percent ) of  t he 26 appl icable procurement s did not  ensure t hat  out l ier 
scores were ident if ied and revised as needed.    

 Fourteen (50 percent ) of  t he 28 procurement s did not  use a rat ing scale of  1 t o 10 
as required.  The various rat ing scales used included a 0 t o 10 scale;  a 2 t o 10 

t iered scale;  a 0 t o 5 scale;  a 1 t o 5 scale;  a 1 t o 7 scale;  mult iple scales in a 
single evaluat ion;  and a scale based on percent ages assigned t o evaluat ion crit eria 

def ined in t he sol icit at ion.   

The Commission should ensure t hat  
it s purchasing st af f  compl ies wit h it s 

est abl ished procedures for resolving 
out l ier scores and scoring vendor 

proposals.   

The Commission did not  maint ain complete records of  evaluat or score sheet s for 

initial evaluators’ scores and changes made to outlier scores. Specif ical ly,  t he 
Commission did not  have the following document s in it s procurement  records:  

 Fif t een (75 percent ) of  20 appl icable procurement s were missing document at ion 

t hat  explained t he dif ferences bet ween the evaluat or score sheet s and t he 
evaluat ion t ool for some evaluat ion scores.    

 Three (11 percent ) of  27 appl icable procurement s were missing evaluator score 

sheet s.    

The Commission should ensure t hat  it  

ret ains al l  document at ion for each 
procurement .    

The Commission did not  consistent ly perform cert ain required act ivit ies t hat  help t o 

ensure t he accuracy of  evaluat ion scores.  Audit ors ident if ied t he fol lowing 
weaknesses in t he Commission’s evaluat ion process for t he procurement s t ested:  

 Fourteen (78 percent ) of  18 appl icable procurement s did not  use the st andardized 
evaluat ion t ool.  The Commission reported that  t he st andardized evaluat ion t ool 
was ef fect ive December 2016;  however,  it  did not  have a writ t en pol icy specifying 

t he required use of  t he st andardized evaluat ion t ool .   

 Thirt een (46 percent ) of  t he 28 procurement s did not  def ine t he weight s assigned 
t o t he best  value crit eria in procurement s as required.    

 For 5 (22 percent ) of  23 appl icable procurement s,  t he evaluat or scores were 
manual ly entered in t he score t abulat ion sect ion of  t he evaluat ion t ool .  The 
evaluat ion t ool has a cont rol  t hat  aut omat ical ly copies evaluat or scores f rom t he 

evaluator score sheet s int o t he t abulat ion sect ion t hrough the formulas 
programmed int o t he evaluat ion t ool.   

 For 11 (41 percent ) of  27 appl icable procurement s,  evaluat ors did not  score al l  

appl icable crit eria as required.   

The Commission should:  

 Develop a writ t en pol icy specifying 
t he required use of  t he 
st andardized evaluat ion t ool,  

including it s ef fect ive dat e.   

 Ensure t hat  t he procurement s 
def ine t he weight s for calculat ing 

best  value crit eria as required.  

 Implement  automat ed cont rols in 
it s evaluat ion t ool t o prevent  

manual ent ries in t he t abulat ion 
sect ion.     

 Verify t hat  evaluat ors have scored 
al l  crit eria before scores are 
ent ered in t he evaluat ion t ool.   
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Summary of Errors,  Weaknesses,  and Recommendations Related to the  

Commission’s Scoring and Evaluation of 28 Selected Procurements  

Description of Errors a Recommendations 

The Commission did not  consistent ly perform cert ain management  act ivit ies t hat  

help t o ensure t he t ransparency and obj ect ivit y of  t he evaluat ion process.  Audit ors 
ident if ied t he fol lowing weaknesses in the Commission’s management of the 
evaluat ion process for t he procurement s t est ed:  

 Ten (38 percent ) of  26 appl icable procurement s were missing required 
document at ion of  t he award recommendat ions submit t ed t o management .  

 Eight  (35 percent ) of  23 appl icable procurement s did not  include t he evaluat ion 
result s of  vendors’ oral present at ions and demonst rat ions in t he award 
recommendat ions t o execut ive management .   

 Sixteen (67 percent ) of  24 appl icable procurement s did not  have evaluator 
comment s when required.  The Commission required evaluat ors t o leave comment s 
on evaluat ion score sheet s for high and low scores given for cert ain procurement s.  

The Commission uses evaluator comment s t o ident ify t he st rengths and 
weaknesses of  vendors t hat  are described in t he award recommendat ions provided 

t o execut ive management .   

 Two (7 percent ) of  27 appl icable procurement s al lowed evaluat ion t eams to use 
more than one method to document  evaluat ion scores.  Evaluat ors for one 

procurement  t est ed used t wo dif ferent  evaluat ion forms.  For one procurement ,  
evaluators used one version of  t he evaluat ion form that  it emized each of  t he 

crit eria t o be scored,  and another group of  evaluat ors used a version of  t he 
evaluat ion form t hat  grouped the crit eria into dif ferent  categories t o be scored.  
For one procurement ,  an evaluator was al lowed t o provide evaluat ion scores 

verbally during a conference cal l  wit h t he purchaser.   

The Commission should ensure t hat  

it s management  act ivit ies over it s 
evaluat ion process include verifying 

t hat :  

 All  document at ion of  it s award 
recommendat ions was ret ained in 

the Commission’s procurement  
records.  

 The evaluat ion result s of  oral  
present at ions and vendor 
demonst rat ions were included in 

it s award recommendat ions.  

 Evaluat ors provided comment s 
when required.    

 All  evaluat ors used the same t ype 
of  evaluat ion form to score vendor 
proposals.  

 Evaluat ors documented their 
scores on appl icable score sheet s.  

a
 The procurement s t ested may have more t han one error report ed in t his t able.   As a result ,  t he errors l ist ed in t his t able 

should not  be summed.  
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Sect ion 2 

Management’s Responses 
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Sect ion 3 

Summary of 28 Selected Procurements Audited  

Table 2 lists each of the procurements that auditors tested.  The 

procurements are listed according to the type of good or service and are 

listed in chronological order in each section starting with the most recent 

date. The Health and Human Services Commission (Commission) either 

awarded or considered an award for these procurements between January 1, 

2015, and March 31, 2018.    

Table 2 

Health and Human Services Commission Procurements Tested During This Audit  

Item No.  Solicitation Date 

Procurement 

Name 

Number of Awards 

Associated with 

Procurement Total Amount a 

General Services 

1 June 9,  2017 HIV St at e 
Pharmacy 

Assist ance 
Program 

1 $    10,000,000  

2 February 21,  2017 Children's Healt h 
Insurance 
Program Rural 

Service Area 

3 
b

  350,000,000 

3 November 1,  2016 Texas Veterans + 

Family Al l iance 
Grant  Program 

Phase II B 

20 
c
 18,917,541  

4 November 10,  2015 Alt ernat ives t o 

Abort ion 

1 18,767,616  

5 September 29,  2015 Dat a Broker 

Services 

1 73,056,699  

6 January 23,  2015 Business Process 

Redesign 

1 17,450,777  

7 December 22,  2014 
d

 El igibil it y Support  

Services 

1 535,818,803  

8 July 17,  2014 
d

 STAR Kids 10  3,010,762,468 

Subtotal $4,034,773,904 

Information Technology 

9 August  7,  2017 St ate Unit  on 

Aging Informat ion 
Management  
Syst em 

1 $  1,800,000  

10 April  3,  2017 Independent  
Verif icat ion and 

Val idat ion 
Services 

1 6,328,952  
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Health and Human Services Commission Procurements Tested During This Audit  

Item No.  Solicitation Date 
Procurement 

Name 

Number of Awards 

Associated with 

Procurement Total Amount a 

11 March 17,  2017 Asset  Tracking 
and Management  
Solut ion 

1 5,000,000  

12 January 3,  2017 Prot ect ing People 
in Regulated 

Facil i t ies /   
Regulat ory 

Services Systems 
Modernizat ion 
Proj ect  

1 6,066,000  

13 March 4,  2016 Child-Care 
Licensing 

Aut omat ion 
Support  Syst em 

Upgrade 

1 6,600,000  

14 July 2,  2015 Informat ion 

Technology 
Service Desk and 
Desk-side Support  

Services 

1 6,160,840  

15 May 11,  2015 Seat  Management  

Services
 e

 

 1 40,000,000  

16 March 23,  2015 Hardware 
Acquisit ion and 

Leasing 

1 68,430,456  

Subtotal $140,386,248 

Professional Services 

17 November 29,  2016 Supplement al 
Nut rit ion 
Assist ance 

Program 
Educat ion 

1 $7,457,550 

Subtotal $7,457,550 

Staff Augmentation 

18 November 17,  2015 Onl ine 
Informat ion 

Management  
Prot ect ing Adult s 

and Children of  
Texas 
Modernizat ion 

Phase 2 

1 $22,274,918 

Subtotal $22,274,918 

Category Not Assigned as of March 31,  2018 

19 December 8,  2017 Communit y 
Ment al  Healt h 
Grant  Program 

To Be Det ermined 
f
 $30,000,000 

g
 

20 Oct ober 18,  2017 Communit y Based 
Care (Region 2) 

To Be Det ermined 
f
 39,000,000 

g
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Health and Human Services Commission Procurements Tested During This Audit  

Item No.  Solicitation Date 
Procurement 

Name 

Number of Awards 

Associated with 

Procurement Total Amount a 

21 Oct ober 13,  2017 Texas Veterans + 
Family Al l iance 
Grant  Program 

20 
c
 10,000,000 

g
 

22 Oct ober 3,  2017 Conference 
Planning and 

Coordinat ion 
Services 

3 
h

 15,000,000 
i
 

23 February 17,  2017 Provider 
Management  and 

Enrol lment  
Syst em 

To Be Det ermined 
f
 45,737,140 

g
 

24 February 10,  2017 Vendor Drug 
Program 
Pharmacy Benef it  

Services 

1 
j
 28,538,040 

g
 

25 September 13,  2016 Programs of  Al l-

Inclusive Care for 
t he Elderly 

1 75,652,550  

26 March 16,  2015 Nurse Family 
Part nership 

Program Services 

14 
c
  43,619,779  

27 December 31,  2014 
d

 Texas Home 

Visit ing Program 
6

 c 25,043,220  

28 Oct ober 20,  2014 
d

 Voice 
Communicat ion 

Services 

1 48,169,929  

Subtotal $     360,760,658 

  Total for All Procurements $4,565,653,278 

a
 The t ot al amount  is based on informat ion that  t he Commission report ed in it s Syst em of  Cont ract  Operat ion and 

Report ing dat abase or t o t he Legislat ive Budget  Board.   
b 

The Commission reported that  it  cancel led t he associated cont ract s on April  6,  2018.   

c
 The number of awards reported is based on the Commission’s award recommendations presented to executive 

management .   

d
 The evaluat ion scoring for t his procurement  occurred af t er January 1,  2015.   

e
 For t he purposes of  t his procurement ,  seat  management  includes account  management ,  repair services,  

inst allat ion/ de-inst al lat ion services,  equipment  moves,  return services,  and other services as needed t o st at ewide 
Commission locat ions.  This included deskt op comput ers,  lapt op comput ers,  t ablet s,  and other equivalent  personal 

comput ing devices,  along wit h ext ended warrant y opt ions.  

f
 The Commission had not  recommended any vendors for an award as of  May 31,  2018.   

g 
This t ot al amount  is an est imated amount  report ed by t he Commission.  

h
 The Commission report ed t hat  it  cancel led t he cont ract s associated with t his procurement  on May 30,  2018.   

i
 The t ot al amount  is based on t he award recommendat ions associat ed wit h t his procurement .   

j
 The Commission report ed t hat  it  cancelled t his procurement  on May 30,  2018,  before a cont ract  was executed with 

t he awarded vendor.   

Sources:  The Commission and t he Legislat ive Budget  Board.   
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Sect ion 4 

Related State Auditor’s Office Work 

The findings and recommendations presented in this report are similar to 

findings and recommendations previously reported to the Health and Human 

Services Commission (Commission) from prior audits of the Commission’s 
contracts. The contracts that were previously audited were not reviewed for 

this audit. Table 3 lists those prior audits, including the name of the contract 

audited, a summary of the findings, and recommendations related to the 

issues in this report.  

Table 3 

Related State Auditor’s Office Work 

Number Product Name Release Date 

18-025 An Audit Report on a Selected Contract at the Department of State Health Services April 2018 

Contract Audited 

Texas Elect ronic Vit al  Event s Regist rar System  

Summary of Related Finding  

The Commission’s award recommendation to the Department was based on an erroneous compilat ion and calculat ion of  

evaluat ion scores.  

Recommendation 

The Commission should require a secondary review t o verify t hat  t he mat hemat ical formulas and evaluat ion scores calculated 
wit h t he evaluat ion t ool are accurat e,  consistent ,  and complet e.   

16-031 An Audit Report on a Selected Contract at the Department of State Health Services June 2016 

Contract Audited 

Pharmaceut ical Wholesaler 

Summary of Related Finding  

The Commission did not  ensure t hat  t he proposal evaluat ion forms were complete and accurate.   

Recommendations 

The Commission should:  

 Ensure t hat  each member of  t he evaluat ion t eam provides an evaluat ion score f or each sol icit at ion crit erion.  

 Conduct  and document  a secondary review of  individual evaluat ions and t he combined evaluat ion mat rix t o verify 
completeness and accuracy.   

15-030 
An Audit Report on Procurement for Terrell State Hospital Operations at the Health 

and Human Services Commission and the Department of State Health Services 
March 2015 

Contract Audited 

Management  Operat ions at  Terrell  St ate Hospit al  

Summary of Related Finding  

The Commission did not  correct ly compile and accurately calculat e t he overall  evaluat ion score for t he proposal submit t ed by 

t he vendor t o which it  t ent at ively awarded a cont ract .  

Recommendations 

The Commission should:  

 Ensure t hat  each member of  an evaluat ion t eam provides a single evaluat ion score for each sol icit at ion requirement  t hat  a 
member reviews.  

 Accurat ely calculat e overal l  evaluat ion scores according t o t he evaluat ion scores provided by al l  members of  an evaluat ion 
t eam. 

 The Commission should al low members of  t he evaluat ion t eam t o meet  and discuss variances in evaluat ion scores t o assist  

wit h ensuring t hat  t hey al l  have the same underst anding of  t he sol icit at ion requirement s and access t o informat ion available 
for evaluat ing proposals.   
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Sect ion 5 

Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

Objective 

The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Health and Human 

Services Commission’s (Commission) contract procurement processes 
accurately calculated the evaluation scores that it used to support its award 

decisions for major contracts.  

Scope 

The scope of this audit covered evaluations of vendor proposals for selected 

procurements the Commission conducted from January 1, 2015, through 

March 31, 2018.  

Methodology 

The audit methodology consisted of collecting and reviewing procurement 

documentation related to the evaluation scoring for the selected 

procurements; conducting interviews with Commission staff; and reviewing 

Commission policies and procedures. 

Data Reliability and Completeness 

Auditors used contract data in the Commission’s System of Contract 
Operation and Reporting (SCOR) database to identify the population of the 

Commission’s procurements and select a sample. Auditors also reviewed 

parameters the Commission used to extract data from the SCOR database.  

Auditors noted inaccuracies in the data provided and could not verify 

whether all of the Commission’s contracts were included in the SCOR 

database. As a result, auditors determined that the data entered in that 

database was of undetermined reliability for the purposes of this audit. 

However, it was the most complete information available, and auditors used 

it for the purposes of this audit. 

Sampling Methodology 

Auditors selected a sample of procurements that the Commission processed 

between January 1, 2015, and March 31, 2018.  The sample was selected 

using a risk-based approach that considered the contract dollar amounts, 

type, and award dates along with recent audit coverage based on 

information from (1) SCOR, (2) contract-related information the Commission 

reported to the Legislative Budget Board, and (3) pending procurement 

information the Commission provided.   
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The sample items were not necessarily representative of the population; 

therefore, it would not be appropriate to project the test results to the 

population. 

Information collected and reviewed included the following:   

 Commission procurement records, including evaluation scoring 

documentation for selected procurements. 

 Commission policies and procedures related to evaluation scoring.    

 Information on Commission contracts and pending procurements from 

the Commission, SCOR, and the Legislative Budget Board’s contract 
database.  

Procedures and tests conducted included the following:   

 Interviewed Commission management and staff.  

 Reviewed Commission procurement policies and procedures.  

 Tested whether evaluation scoring was completed and documented 

accurately for selected procurements.  

Criteria used included the following:   

 State of Texas Contract Management Guide (Version 1.14, September 

2015; Version 1.15, March 2016; and Version 1.16, September 2016).  

 State of Texas Procurement Manual (2012 and 2017).  

 Health and Human Services System Contract Management Handbook.  

 Health and Human Services Procurement Manual. 

 Commission policies and procedures.   
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Project Information 

Audit fieldwork was conducted from April 2018 through June 2018.  We 

conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 

government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 

perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 

basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.   

The following members of the State Auditor’s staff performed the audit: 

 Willie J. Hicks, MBA, CGAP (Project Manager) 

 Tammie Wells, MBA, CIA, CFE (Assistant Project Manager) 

 Kirstin Adamcik, MBA 

 Ileana Barboza, MBA, CGAP 

 Mohammad Ali Bawany, MS  

 Ryan Marshall Belcik, MBA 

 Michael Bennett 

 Rachel Berryhill 

 Kelly Bratton, CFSA, CRMA, MBA 

 James Collins 

 Rebecca Franklin, CISA, CGAP, CFE 

 Jennifer Fries, MS 

 Shahpar Michelle Hernandez, CPA, M/SBT, CISA 

 Taylor L. Huff 

 Jules Hunter, CPA, CIA 

 Douglas Jarnagan, MAcc 

 Michael Edward Karnes, CPA, MBA 

 Eric Ladejo, CFE 
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 Jennifer Lehman, MBA, CIA, CFE, CGAP 

 Alana Montoro 

 Jonathon W. Morris, MBA 

 Amadou Ngaide, MBA, CFE, CIDA, CICA 

 Kelley Ngaide, CIA, CFE 

 Bianca F. Pineda, CGAP 

 Sarah Jane M. Puerto, CFE, CGAP      

 Adam K. Ryan, MACT 

 Nakeesa Shahparasti, CPA, CFE, CISA 

 Lilia C. Srubar, CPA 

 Krista L. Steele, MBA, CPA, CFE, CIA, CGAP 

 Deepa M. Titus 

 Quang Tran, CFE 

 Jessica Volkmann, CPA 

 Link Wilson 

 Michael Yokie, CISA 

 Julia Youssefnia, CPA 

 Brenda Zamarripa, CGAP 

 Michelle Ann Duncan Feller, CPA, CIA (Quality Control Reviewer) 

 John Young, MPAff (Audit Manager) 
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Sect ion 6 

Issue Rating Classifications and Descriptions 

Auditors used professional judgement and rated the audit findings identified 

in this report.  The issue ratings were determined based on the degree of risk 

or effect of the findings in relation to the audit objective(s).  

In determining the ratings of audit findings, auditors considered factors such 

as financial impact; potential failure to meet program/function objectives; 

violation of state statute(s), rules, regulations, and other requirements or 

criteria; and the inadequacy of the design and/or operating effectiveness of 

internal controls.  In addition, evidence of potential fraud, waste, or abuse; 

significant control environment issues; and little to no corrective action for 

issues previously identified could increase the ratings for audit findings. 

Auditors also identified and considered other factors when appropriate. 

Table 4 provides a description of the issue ratings.  

Table 4 

Summary of Issue Ratings 

Issue Rating Description of Rating 

Low The audit identified strengths that support the audited entity’s ability to 
administ er t he program(s)/ funct ions(s) audit ed or t he issues ident if ied do 

not  present  signif icant  risks or ef fect s t hat  would negat ively af fect  t he 
audited entity’s abil it y t o ef fect ively administ er t he 
program(s)/ funct ion(s) audit ed.   

Medium Issues ident if ied present  risks or ef fect s t hat  if  not  addressed could 
moderately af fect  t he audited entity’s abil i t y t o ef fect ively administ er 

program(s)/ funct ion(s) audit ed.   Act ion is needed t o address t he not ed 
concern(s) and reduce risks t o a more desirable level.  

High Issues ident if ied present  risks or ef fect s t hat  if  not  addressed could 
subst ant ially af fect  t he audited entity’s abil it y t o ef fect ively administer 

t he program(s)/ funct ion(s) audit ed.   Prompt  act ion is essent ial  t o address 
t he noted concern(s) and reduce risks t o t he audit ed ent it y.  

Priorit y Issues ident if ied present  risks or ef fect s t hat  if  not  addressed could 
crit ical ly af fect  t he audited entity’s abil i t y t o ef fect ively administer t he 
program(s)/ funct ion(s) audit ed.   Immediate act ion is required t o address 

t he noted concern(s) and reduce risks t o t he audit ed ent it y.  
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