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September 4, 2025

Office of Management and Budget / Office of Central Purchasing / Office of County Attorney / Administration,

The Department of Inspector General (Department) has conducted an audit of the Board of County Commissioner’s (BCC) Contract Process. Our audit was conducted for the 
period of February 1, 2025 through August 31, 2025.

The audit was conducted in accordance with the Institute of Internal Auditors’ Global Internal Audit Standards and included such procedures as considered necessary for the 
area under review. These standards require the audit to be planned and performed to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for the findings and 
conclusions. Based on the audit objects, the Department believes the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for the observations and conclusions.

Responses to our recommendations were received from the various stakeholders and are included with our observations.

The Department appreciates the cooperation of the personnel within the various stakeholder departments during the completion of this audit.

Respectfully,

Kelly Cornelius, CPA, CIA, CIG, CIGA, CIGI, CFE, CFF, CVA, CGMA, CPM
Inspector General
Walton County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller

cc:  Crystal Sconiers, Walton County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
Brian Kellenberger, County Administrator        
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Executive Summary



1. Outdated purchasing and contract policies and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
2. Inefficiencies in bid and quotation requirements
3. Decentralized contract storage and monitoring
4. Inconsistent vendor due diligence ownership
5. Decentralized monitoring for third-party risk management
6. Duplicate entry risk
7. Segregation of duties risk
8. Inconsistent or incomplete contract data in Munis
9. Lack of formal training
10.Lack of a documented vendor off-boarding process

1. Update purchasing and contracts policies and SOPs
2. Enhance bid and quotation requirements
3. Consider centralizing contract storage in one system
4. Develop a formal vendor due diligence process
5. Implement centralized monitoring and tracking
6. Develop system controls to prevent duplicate entries
7. Review and update Munis user access permissions
8. Improve Munis data entry and reporting
9. Establish a formal training program
10.Develop a documented vendor off-boarding process
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Executive Summary of Key Themes & Recommendations

As a part of the 2025 Annual Audit plan, the Department of Inspector General (Department) assessed Walton County’s end-to-end contracting processes. The purpose of this 
review was to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the current contracting process, identify risks and related controls, and propose solutions to address improvement 
opportunities identified during the review.

The primary audit objectives were to: 
• Obtain an understanding of the current contract management policies & procedures.
• Evaluate and document current contract management processes and controls.

Key Themes Key Recommendations



Observations Summary



Risk RatingPage #Summary of Observations#

High9Purchasing and Contracts Policies and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)1

High10Bid and Quotation Requirements2

High11Decentralized Contract Storage3

High13Inconsistent Vendor Due Diligence4

High15Decentralized Monitoring5

Moderate17Duplicate Entry Risk6

Moderate18Segregation of Duties - Clerk7

Low19Munis – Contract Entry8

Low20Lack of Formal Training9

Low21Vendor / Contract Termination10
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Observation Summary



Detailed Observations



Observation Details

HighPurchasing and Contracts Policies and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)1

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Align existing policies and implement detailed SOPs, to:

• Reflect current Purchasing and Contracting 
business practices.

• Define roles and responsibilities, including who 
is accountable for completing the annual review 
of the Purchasing and Contracting policies and 
SOPs.

• Outline acceptable deviations from Purchasing 
and Contracting policies and SOPs.

2. Implement an annual review process to:

• Ensure timely updates to policies and SOPs

• Verify alignment with current business practices.

Finding: Multiple policies have not been updated timely to reflect actual business practices and SOPs have not been documented and distributed. 
The policies and SOPs should be updated to address the following:

• Unclear or inaccurate language regarding roles and responsibilities, including the following:

• Undefined responsibilities for review and approval of contracts, including if responsibility changes based on type of contract or 
procurement method

• Undefined responsibilities for which individual(s) or department is responsible for each part of the contract lifecycle processes

• Unclear process for informal solicitations (under $100,000), including when the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) approval is required 

• Inaccurate communication methods for purchasing requests, such as faxing instead of emailing / submitting within a system

• Expectations regarding when it is appropriate for a contract to contain a renewal option or automatic renewal terms

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• There is a risk of unclear expectations for employees, which may lead to inadequate vendor selection or ineffective contract execution. 

• Procurement processes may be inefficient or ineffective, if roles, responsibilities, and process steps are not clearly defined. 

• Executing contracts without appropriate approval poses reputational, financial, and operational risks.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q4 2026

2. Q4 2026

Office of Management and 
Budget

Office of Management and 
Budget

1. Management has begun drafting updates to the existing policies. Staff has had initial discussions with the NIGP regarding a review of all policies 
to ensure they align with current best practices as well as state and federal legislation and rules. SOPs will be implemented to include core 
purchasing and contracting procedures.

2. Management will implement a review process to facilitate timely updates to both the updated policies and the new SOPs, once developed.
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Observation Details

HighBid and Quotation Requirements2

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Establish a policy requiring at least three bids for each 
ITB. Clearly document any exceptions where fewer bids 
may be acceptable, specifying the conditions under 
which these exceptions apply (e.g. lack of vendors, etc.).

2. Consider changing the requirement from two to three 
written quotations for purchases valued between $5,000 
and $99,999.99. Similar to ITBs, document 
circumstances where fewer quotations might be 
acceptable (e.g. lack of vendors, etc.).

Finding: The current bid and quotation practices for procurement activities do not align with leading procurement practices, resulting in potential 
inefficiencies and risks. Specifically:

• There is no requirement for obtaining a minimum number of bids during the Invitation To Bid (ITB) process, which is applicable for projects 
exceeding $100,000 with a well-defined scope. This lack of a minimum bid requirement allows the BCC to award contracts to a sole bidder if only 
one vendor submits a bid, potentially limiting competition and value of product/services.

• For procurements valued between $5,000 and $99,999.99, only two written quotations are required. This practice does not align with the leading 
practice of obtaining at least three written quotations, which encourages greater competition and better pricing. 

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Lack of sufficient competitive bidding and written quotations may result in higher costs, unfavorable contract terms, or substandard goods and 
services.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q2 2026

2. Q2 2026

Office of Central Purchasing

Office of Central Purchasing

1. Management will consider the policy inclusion of a recommended minimum 3-bid requirement for ITBs, as well as the requirement for 
documenting an explanation of any deviation from policy. NIGP guidance will be requested to ensure policies align with best practices and do 
not extend the procurement process to the extent that the County risks conflicts with grant or permitting deadlines.

2. Current practice is to obtain 3 written quotations when possible and management will consider increasing the policy requirement from 2 to 3 
written quotations for purchases valued between $5,000 and $99.999.99, as well as the requirement for documenting an explanation of any 
deviation from policy.



Observation Details

HighDecentralized Contract Storage3

Observation:

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Storing related documents separately increases non-compliance risk.
• Creates higher risk of unauthorized access, data loss, and misclassification.
• Lack of consolidated view to enable reporting/monitoring limits visibility into contract status, 

ownership, and key dates.
• Leads to increased risk of missing obligations or deadlines.
• Results in higher risk of duplication, inconsistency, and outdated versions.
• Multiple storage systems may cause resource inefficiencies.

Finding: The County currently has seven locations where executed contracts are stored. The Clerk of the 
Circuit Court and Comptroller’s (Clerk’s) office, pursuant to 28.12 Florida Statute, maintains executed 
contracts approved through Board of County Commissioner (BCC) meetings via hardcopy in a locked vault 
or on a shared drive if executed electronically. The five other locations where contracts and/or supporting 
documentation are stored include: 

• Munis: Considered the primary source for payment details of invoices associated with contracts, Munis 
contains documentation for contracts procured through approved purchasing avenues. This includes the 
contracts, supporting documentation such as insurance or bonds, vendor contact information, and the 
key contract dates. In order to properly apply payments, Munis contains budget data, General Ledger 
coding, and all associated requisitions, purchase orders, and payment data. 

• Legal Files: Software used by the Office of the County Attorney (OCA) which contains contract 
documentation that has been formally approved by the OCA. 

• OpenGov: In addition to publishing solicitations, OpenGov stores contract documentation related to 
items posted on OpenGov. However, it excludes documentation related to Purchasing Cards (P-Cards), 
Purchase Orders (POs), Invitations for Quotation (IFQs), Sole Source, and Single Source contracts.

• iCompass: Application used primarily for creating BCC agendas and retaining contracts signed by the 
Chairperson. 

• Excel: Individual contract owners use spreadsheets to track contracts, including their end dates, 
although the Excel files do not include the actual contract documents. 

Continued next slide.

Recommendation:

1. Consider designating Munis as the centralized contract repository. Leveraging Munis’ capabilities 
for data analytics, monitoring, and automated key date notifications would enhance contract 
oversight and lifecycle management. Consolidating contract records into a single system would 
reduce inconsistencies across stored data and may result in cost savings by eliminating the need 
to maintain multiple systems. The updated process should be defined within the Purchasing and 
Contracts policies and SOPs, including that Purchasing is responsible for contract creation, which 
must be done prior to being able to upload a contract into Munis.

2. If Munis is selected as the contract repository, consider conducting a comprehensive data clean-
up exercise to ensure data integrity within the new system of record. This process should include 
standardizing data formats, removing duplicate records, and verifying data accuracy to support a 
smooth transition and reliable operation in the centralized environment.
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Observation Details

HighDecentralized Contract Storage3

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q2 2026

2. Q3 2026

Office of Management and 
Budget

Office of Management and 
Budget

1. Management will consider the cost-benefit of designating OpenGov, Munis or other solutions as the centralized contract repository. This will 
include investigating each system’s capabilities and overlap to balance efficiency and the potential for duplicative spending and efforts. The 
updated process, inclusive of roles and responsibilities, will be defined within the related SOPs.

2. Management will consider the cost-benefit of conducting a comprehensive data clean-up to align the system for ease of use and accuracy.
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Observation Details

HighInconsistent Vendor Due Diligence4

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Develop a formal process or checklist for performing vendor due diligence 
and clearly define who is responsible for performing the due diligence review. 
Document the process within the Purchasing and Contracting policies and 
SOPs. This process should be standardized across all departments to ensure 
consistency and completeness in vendor assessment.

The due diligence process should include checks for specific elements, such 
as, but not limited to:

• Financial Stability: Review financial statements, credit ratings, and 
other relevant financial information.

• Legal Compliance: Check for compliance with relevant laws and 
regulations, including licenses, certifications, suspension, or 
debarment. This includes compliance with Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).

• Business Reputation: Review the vendor's reputation, customer 
reviews, and any past legal disputes.

• Operational Capability: Assess the vendor's ability to deliver the 
required goods or services in terms of quality, timeliness, and cost.

• Data Security: Evaluate the vendor's data security measures, 
especially if they will handle sensitive data.

Finding: There are currently unclear expectations regarding ownership of vendor due diligence, which has led to gaps in 
execution and inconsistencies in how it is performed. During the review, it was not clear who is accountable for each step in the 
due diligence process. Clear ownership and accountability will be necessary to ensure the process is consistently followed.

Our understanding of centralized due diligence efforts are:

• The Office of Central Purchasing (OCP) indicated that individuals requesting a contract are expected to perform due 
diligence prior to vendor selection. A sample of three departments (Public Works, Engineering, and Tourism) revealed that 
two of three felt that this responsibility fell under the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which includes the OCP.

• The OCP reviews bond information to verify it is appropriate prior to contract approval. 

• The Office of County Attorney reviews insurance information.

• After awarding the contract, but prior to execution, Administration verifies required documents are present and valid, including
bond and insurance information.

• The OMB confirmed that the use of the Dun and Bradstreet report for financial due diligence was discontinued, but this has 
not been supplemented with compensating procedures.

This lack of clear guidelines and procedures has led to inconsistencies in the performance of vendor due diligence across 
departments.

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• An inadequate due diligence process may result in engagement with vendors who lack financial stability, a strong reputation, 
or regulatory compliance. 

• If an inadequate vendor is engaged, there is a risk of contract non-performance, supply chain disruptions, substandard goods 
or services, and increased costs. 

• Existing vendor relationships may include terms that conflict with newly established contractual agreements.

Continued next slide.
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Observation Details

HighInconsistent Vendor Due Diligence4

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q2 2026Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing

1. Management will consider this recommendation in policy and SOP updates. NIGP guidance will be requested to ensure policies and procedures 
align with best practices.
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Observation Details

HighDecentralized Monitoring5

Observation:

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Payments issued after contract expiration date could lead to budgetary and 
legal risk.

• Formal solicitation requirements may be bypassed, leading to unfavorable 
vendor selections.

• Excessive contract modifications may go undetected, indicating 
mismanagement or threshold avoidance.

• Duplicate contracts or payments may result in financial loss and budget 
impact.

• Vendor non-compliance or missed deadlines may cause operational delays.

Finding: Currently, there is no central monitoring and tracking function to aid in third party risk management for procured goods 
and services. The responsibility for monitoring vendor performance and financial metrics is assigned to the individual 
departments that own the contracts. This decentralized approach hinders the ability to effectively detect and manage several 
critical issues, including:

• Contract Termination Dates: The inability to effectively monitor upcoming contract termination dates, which is crucial in 
facilitating timely renewal discussions and for identifying invoices and payments related to expired contracts. Although the 
OCA does have an informal process for reminding contract owners of upcoming end dates, this is not considered a formal 
responsibility of the OCA. The contract owners interviewed during the review indicated they rely on a combination of Excel 
spreadsheets, whiteboard, and Outlook reminders to track these dates.

• Transaction Structuring: The potential for transaction structuring to avoid exceeding established thresholds that require 
formal solicitation. There is no process in place for reviewing transactions to detect this occurrence, which can undermine the 
effectiveness of the competitive bidding processes.

• Excessive Contract Modifications: The risk of contracts undergoing excessive modifications through task orders or change 
orders, which may indicate mismanagement or lack of oversight. This may also occur intentionally to avoid the threshold 
requiring formal solicitation.

• Duplicate Invoice Payments: The possibility of paying duplicate invoices, resulting in unnecessary financial losses. 
Monitoring contract performance against the budget or agreed-upon amount may help detect the entry of duplicate invoices 
or contracts.

• Vendor Non-Compliance: Routine vendor non-compliance, which can affect the quality and reliability of procured goods and 
services. Although departments interviewed have mechanisms to verify adequate performance, this is a manual process that 
is not performed holistically.

By assigning the monitoring function to individual contract owners, the intent of centralized monitoring designed to detect errors 
or fraud is undermined. Decentralized monitoring makes it harder to obtain a holistic view of the data. While individual 
departments may detect issues within their scope of control, they may not be aware of similar issues occurring in other 
departments.

Continued next slide.

Recommendation:

1. Consider implementing a centralized monitoring and tracking function for all 
procured goods and services, which includes who is accountable for the 
monitoring function. This central function should be responsible for 
supporting and overseeing vendor performance, financial metrics, and 
compliance across all departments engaging in contracting activities. 
Procedures and responsibilities should be formally defined in the related 
SOPs.

2. Explore existing software options that can be leveraged to enable monitoring 
and reporting to address the themes noted in the observation.

3. Assess establishing a risk-ranking methodology for vendors to guide 
monitoring decisions.
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Observation Details

HighDecentralized Monitoring5

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q4 2026

2. Q4 2026

3. Q4 2026

Office of Central Purchasing

Office of Central Purchasing

Office of Central Purchasing

1. Management will consider the cost vs benefit of a centralized monitoring and tracking function for all procured goods and services.

2. Management will evaluate existing software solutions such as Munis and OpenGov to determine their capability to support monitoring and 
reporting functions aligned with the themes noted in the observation. 

3. Management will assess the feasibility and need of establishing a risk-ranking methodology for vendors to enhance monitoring decisions.  NIGP 
guidance will be requested to ensure policies and procedures align with best practices.
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Observation Details

ModerateDuplicate Entry Risk6

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Develop and implement system controls within Munis to automatically detect 
and alert users to potential duplicate contract entries. These controls should 
include checks for matching contract details such as vendor names, contract 
amounts, and contract dates. 

2. If an automated control is unable to be developed, incorporate a manual 
comparison of contract details to existing contract details in Munis to identify 
duplicates prior to entry.

Finding: Currently there are no system controls configured to prevent the entry of a duplicate contract. There is also a risk of 
entering a contract under one vendor name while simultaneously entering the same contract under another legal name, including
situations where a contract might be entered under both a subsidiary name and a parent company name. 

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Increased risk of duplicate contracts, and associated payments, could result in financial losses. 

• Inaccurate financial records, including historic records and forecasts, complicates budget management and financial 
reporting.

• Gaps in system controls may lead to an increased likelihood of errors.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q4 2026

2. Q4 2026

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing, Admin, Office of 
County Attorney

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing, Admin, Office of 
County Attorney

1. Management has initiated a request for information to the software vendor regarding the development of automated controls within Munis to 
detect and alert users of potential duplicate contract entries. These controls would need to include checks for matching vendor names, contract 
amounts, and contract dates to prevent duplication. Testing and validation would be conducted to ensure the controls function effectively before 
deployment.

2. If automated controls are not feasible, Management will ensure SOPs include processes designed to prevent duplicate contract entry.
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Observation Details

ModerateSegregation of Duties - Clerk7

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Review and update Munis user access permissions to ensure that only 
authorized personnel are able to enter or modify contract data. Access 
should be restricted based on job responsibilities to support proper 
segregation of duties; specifically, the Finance Supervisor’s ability to edit 
contract data should be removed. Individuals impacted by the change in 
access, including ones retaining access, should be advised of the process 
they are to follow.

2. The OCP should be informed of all Amendments and Change Orders as they 
are approved, instead of when payments against contracts are needed, to 
ensure they are entered timely into Munis.

Finding: A segregation of duties conflict exists within the Clerk Finance Department, where the Finance Supervisor can update 
contract field details within Munis, as well as pay invoices from the vendor(s) associated with the contract(s). 

Per discussion with the Finance Supervisor, contract field updates in Munis are generally performed to avoid vendor payment 
delays and account for amendments/updates which have not been reflected in Munis. The ability for the Finance Supervisor to 
update contract details within Munis, as well as process payment of related invoices, is a segregation of duty conflict that results 
in transactions being processed without independent oversight. 

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• The increased risk of unauthorized or fraudulent transactions being initiated and processed without appropriate segregation 
of duties could result in financial loss.

• Delays in payment processing may result in the County incurring late payment fee(s). 

• The absence of independent oversight increases the risk of duplicate invoices, inflated change orders, or unauthorized 
commitments.

• The ability for the Finance Supervisor to update contract details within Munis, as well as process payment of related invoices, 
increases the risk of unauthorized transactions being processed without independent oversight.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q3 2026

2. Q4 2026

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing, Admin

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing, Admin

1. Management will consider this recommendation and request that IT provide a report of user access for all users with access to BCC data in 
Munis.  Management feels a comprehensive review needs to be made to ensure users only have access to data necessary to their position.  
This review will be for all financial and personnel aspects of Munis to include contracts.

2. Management will consider this recommendation and is adding a position to the FY 26 budget to assume these duties and will establish a 
protocol requiring the Office of Central Purchasing to be informed of all approved Amendments and Change Orders immediately, rather than at 
the time of payment processing. 
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Observation Details

LowMunis – Contract Entry8

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Provide training and clear guidelines to staff on the 
importance of entering contract data and supporting 
documentation when logging contracts into Munis. This 
will ensure consistency and accuracy in data entry.

2. The contract and financial data fields and documents 
required to be entered into Munis should be defined 
within the related SOPs.

3. Perform a data clean-up of existing contracts in Munis, 
including the associated data fields and supporting 
documentation, to ensure the records are complete and 
accurate going forward. This may require comparing data 
and documents in Munis to the physical contract to verify 
accurate entry.

Finding: Munis data analytics and reporting is limited due to inconsistent, or incomplete, data fields. An example of this is the use of "BCC" as a 
catch-all category for "Department/Location" in Munis instead of indicating the requesting department with ultimate responsibility for the contract.

The current practice of using a generalized category like "BCC" fails to capture specific departmental or location information, which can restrict the 
depth and specificity of data analysis. This limitation hampers the maturity of monitoring and reporting capabilities, potentially impacting decision-
making and oversight functions.

As Munis serves as the primary source of electronic data related to contract documentation, it is crucial that the data, and supporting documents, 
entered into the system provides sufficient detail to enable robust and nuanced monitoring and reporting capabilities.

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Inconsistent and incomplete data entry results in the inability to perform robust monitoring and data analytics of complete and accurate 
information.

• The use of a generalized categories limits the County's ability to perform detailed data analytics, reducing the insights that can be derived from 
the data. 

• Without clear attribution of contracts to specific departments, it is challenging to hold the appropriate parties accountable for contract 
performance and compliance.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q2 2026

2. Q2 2026

3. Q4 2027

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 
Purchasing and Admin

Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 
Purchasing and Admin

Office of Management and 
Budget, Admin, Office of 

County Attorney

1. Management will deliver training to staff related to contract data entry in Munis.

2. This recommendation will be considered in the updated SOPs.

3. Management will evaluate the cost vs benefit of a comprehensive data clean-up of existing contracts in Munis with consideration toward 
available resources and timing. 
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Observation Details

LowLack of Formal Training9

Recommendation:Observation:

1. A formal training should be established to educate individuals involved in the 
contracting process. The training should align with established policies and 
procedure. Ideally, the training should be provided during employee on-
boarding and annually after hire.

Finding: Currently, there is no formal training program in place regarding the contracting process for individuals involved in 
contracting and procurement activities. As a result, employees receive limited guidance on the County’s policies, procedures,
and compliance expectations related to the contracting process. This absence of structured training has contributed to 
inconsistencies in how contracts are managed across departments, which may affect the quality and efficiency of procurement 
operations and vendor engagement.

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Staff who are not adequately trained may inadvertently violate procurement regulations and internal policies, resulting in legal
and compliance risks. 

• Staff may not fully understand the contracting process, leading to errors, delays, and inefficiencies in contract management.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q3 2026Office of County Attorney, 
Office of Management and 

Budget, Admin

1. Leveraging legacy training materials prepared by the Office of County Attorney, OMB, and Administration, the County has developed a formal 
training program to educate individuals involved in the contracting process, ensuring alignment with established policies and procedures. Two 
separate training sessions were attended by County employees on August 13, 2025 and August 27, 2025. The training will be integrated into the 
employee onboarding process and conducted annually thereafter to reinforce compliance and best practices. Training materials will be regularly 
reviewed and updated to reflect any changes in policies or procedures.
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Observation Details

LowVendor / Contract Termination10

Recommendation:Observation:

1. Develop and implement a documented vendor off-boarding process that 
outlines the steps to be taken when terminating a contract early or at the 
natural end of the contract. The process should be documented within the 
related SOPs. This process should include clear roles and responsibilities 
and consider the following:

• Ensure that there are procedures in place to revoke vendor access to 
County resources, facilities, and systems promptly upon contract 
termination. 

• Create a protocol for the return of any physical assets provided by 
the vendor, including tools, equipment, or materials, to ensure that all 
items are accounted for. 

• Document the entire off-boarding process for the vendor in a 
consistent location, including actions taken, to maintain a record for 
future reference.

Finding: Currently, there is no documented vendor off-boarding process in place for construction, goods, or service contracts 
following the termination of a contract. This lack of a formalized process includes the absence of procedures for ensuring that all 
contractual obligations are met, access to County resources is revoked, and any physical assets are returned. 

This lack of a formalized process results in inconsistencies in how vendor off-boarding activities are managed, including the 
completion of contractual requirements, deactivation of system access, and return of physical assets. The absence of 
standardized procedures makes it difficult to ensure a consistent and complete transition when vendor relationships end.

The following risks could potentially occur: 

• Vendors may retain access to County resources or facilities, which can lead to unauthorized activities or security breaches. 

• Failure to ensure that all contractual obligations are met upon termination could expose the County to legal disputes or claims 
from vendors. 

• If there is no procedure for returning physical assets provided by the vendor, there is a risk of loss or misappropriation of
those assets.

Status / Target Dates:Owner:Management Action Plans:

1. Q4 2026Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Central 

Purchasing

1. Management will consider this recommendation in the update of current policies and procedures.
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These assessments are presented to help understand the context of each observation and prioritize the recommendations noted within this report. Walton County 
should make the final prioritization decision based on its own cost-benefit assessment. Considerable judgment was required in determining these assessments. 
Accordingly, others could evaluate the results another way and draw different conclusions.

Appendix A – Observation Risk Ratings

High Medium Low

The observation requires immediate attention. If left 
uncorrected, Walton County could be exposed to 
immediate financial, operational, or compliance 
exposure, and requires remediation in the short term to 
prevent potential future error.

The observation represents noncompliance with 
regulations/leading practice, indicates an internal 
control deficiency, or a risk to business operations 
which should be addressed promptly. Requires 
timely attention and, if left uncorrected, may 
expose Walton County to risk of financial loss or 
misappropriation of County assets, or fines and 
penalties.

The observation should be addressed to meet leading 
practice or efficiency objectives. Remediation should 
occur as time and resources permit. While it is not 
considered to represent significant or immediate risk, 
repeated oversights without corrective action or 
compensating controls could lead to increased risk 
exposure.




