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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

~tate 7filuoget ana <!tnntrnl illlnaro 
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 

CARROLL A. CAMPBELL, JR., CHAIRMAN 
GOVERNOR 

GRADY L. PATTERSON, JR. 
STATE TREASURER 

EARLE E. MORRIS, JR. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

t·1arch 31, 1992 

Mr. Richard W. Kelly 
Director 
Uivision of General Services 
!201 Main Street, Suite 420 
Coh1mbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear' Rick: 

RICHARD W. KELLY 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 

MATERIALS MANAGEMENT OFFICE 
1201 MAIN STREET, SUITE 600 

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 737-0600 

JAMES J. FORTH, JR . 
ASSISTANT DIVISION DIRECTOR 

JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMMI1TEE 

WILLIAM D. BOAN 
CHAIRMAN, WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 

LUTHER F. CARTER 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

flttached is the final Francis Marion College procurement audit report and 
rP.commendiltions 1-:1ade by the OHice of Audit and Certification. I concur and 
recommend the Budget and Control Board grant the College a three (3) year 
certification as noted in the audit report. 

s·incer·ely' 

(~n1fliJ 
. . t/ 

James J. Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

~htte ~u~get ttn~ <ltnntrnl 1!htnr~ 

CARROLL A. CAMPBELL, Jll., CHAIRMAN 
GOVERNOR 

ORADY 1... PATrnRSON, JJl. 
ST A TB TREASURER 

EARLE E. MORRIS, JJl. 
COMPTROLLER OENERAL 

DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 

RICHARD W. KEI...LY 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 

MATERIALS MANAGEMENT OFFICB 
1201 MAIN STREET, SUITE 600 

COLUMBIA, SOUTll CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 737-0600 

JAMES J. FORTif, JR. 
ASSISTANT DIVISJON DIRECTOR 

March 30, 1992 

Mr. James J. Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
Division of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear Jim: 

JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMM11TEB 

WILUAM D. BOAN 
CHAIRMAN, WAYS AND MEANS COMMrtTEB 

LtrrnER F. CARTER 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

We have examined the procurement policies and procedures of 

Francis M.arion College for the period .January 1, 1989 through 

September 30, 1991. As part of our examination, we studied and 

evaluated the system of internal control over procurement 

transactions to the extent we considered necessary. I 
The evaluation was to establish a basis for reliance upon 

I the system of internal control to assure adherence to the 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Consolidated Procurement Code and State and College procurement 

policy. Additionally, the evaluation was used in determining the 

nature, timing and extent of other auditing procedures necessary 

for developing an opinion on the adequacy, efficiency and 

effectiveness of the procurement system. 

The administration of Francis Marion College is responsible 

for establishing and maintaining a system of int:ernal control 

over procurement 

STA11! 
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transactions. 
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this responsibility, estimates and judgements by management are 

required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of 

control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 

management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the 

integrity of the procurement process, that affected assets are 

safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition and 

that transactions are executed in accordance with management's 

authorization and are recorded properly. 

Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal 

control, errors or irregularities may occur and not be detected. 

Also, projection of any evaluation of the system to future 

periods is subject to the risk that procedures may become 

inadequate because of changes in conditions or that the degree of 

compliance with the procedures may deteriorate. 

Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control 

over procurement transactions, as well as our overall examination 

of procurement policies and procedures, were conducted with 

professional care. However, because of the nature of audit 

testing, they would not necessarily disclose all weaknesses in 

the system. 

The examination did, however, disclose conditions enumerated 

in this report which we believe need correction or improvement. 

Corrective action based on the recommendations described in 

these findings will in all material respects place Francis 

Marion College in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 

Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 

~~~n~~ 
R~t 
Audit and 
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INTRODUCTION 

We conducted an examination of the internal procurement 

operating procedures and policies of Francis Marion College. Our 

on-site review was conducted October 30 - December 6, 1991 and 

was made under authority as described in Section 11-35-1230(1) of 

the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and Regulation 

19-445.2020. 

The examination was directed principally to determine 

whether, in all material respects, the procurement system's 

internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, 

as outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures 

Manual, were in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 

Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 

Additionally our work was directed toward assisting the 

College in promoting the underlying purposes and policies of the 

Code as outlined in Section 11-35-20, which include: 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3) 

to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all 
persons who deal with the procurement system of 
this State 

to provide increased economy in state procurement 
activities and to maximize to the fullest extent 
practicable the purchasing values of funds of the 
State 

to provide safeguards for the maintenance of a 
procurement system of quality and integrity with 
clearly defined rules for ethical behavior on the 
part of all persons engaged in the public 
procurement process 

3 



BACKGROUND 

Section 11-35-1210 of the South Carolina Consolidated 

Procurement Code states: 

The (Budget and Control) Board may assign dif
ferential dollar limits below which individual 
governmental bodies may make direct procurements 
not under term contracts. The Division of General 
Services shall review the respective governmental 
body's internal procurement operation, shall 
verify in writing that it is consistent with the 
provisions of this code and the ensuing regula
tions, and recommend to the Board those dollar 
limits for the respective governmental body's 
procurement not under term contract. 

Section 11-35-1230(1) of the South Carolina Consolidated 

Procurement Code states: 

In procurement audits of governmental bodies 
thereafter, the auditors from the Division of General 
Services shall review the adequacy of the system's 
internal controls in order to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of this code and the ensuing 
regulations. 

Most recently, on June 5, 1989, the Budget and Control 

Board granted Francis Marion College certification as follows: 

Category 

1. Goods and Services 

2. Information Technology 

3. Construction 

Requested Limit 

$30,000 

30,000 

25,000 

Our audit was performed primarily to determine if 

recertification is warranted. Also the College requested an 

increase in certification as follows: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Category 

Goods and Services 

Information Technology 

Construction 
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Limit 

$ 60,000 

60,000 

100,000 



SCOPE 

Our examination was performed in accordance with Generally 

Accepted Auditing Standards as they apply to compliance audits. 

It encompassed a detailed analysis of the internal procurement 

operating procedures of Francis Marion College and the related 

policies and procedures manual to the extent we deemed necessary 

to formulate an opinion on the adequacy of the system to properly 

handle procurement transactions. 

We systematically selected samples for the period July 1, 

1989 - June 30, 1991, of procurement transactions for compliance 

testing and performed other audit procedures that we considered 

necessary to formulate this opinion. As specified in the 

Consolidated Procurement Code and related regulations, our review 

of the system included, but was not limited to, the following 

areas: 

(1) All sole source and emergency procurements and trade-in 
sales for the audit period 

(2) Purchase transactions for the period July 1, 1989 through 
June 30, 1991 as follows: 

a) Two hundred thirty eight systematically selected 
procurement transactions, each exceeding $500.00 

b) A block sample of all purchase orders issued to vendors 
with names beginning with Cu-Em for the audit period 

(3) Ten permanent improvement projects for compliance with 
the Manual for Planning and Execution of 
State Permanent Improvements 

(4) Minority Business Enterprise Plans and Reports 

(5) Information Technology Plan 

(6) Procurement Procedures 
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(7) Property Management and fixed asset procedures 

(8) Supply warehouse management procedures 

(9) Work order procedures 

(10) Procurement staff and training 

7 



SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS 

Our audit of procurement management at Francis Marion 

College, hereinafter referred to as the College, produced findings 

and recommendations as follows: 

I. Sole Source Procurements 

A. Artist Services Procured As Sole Sources 

We noted 57 sole source transactions for 

artist services over our audit period. 

B. Unauthorized Sole Sources 

Five sole source transactions were un

authorized because service began before 

the transactions were approved. 

c. Other Sole Sources 

The College made two sole sources for 

medallion benches. We believe 

competition is available on similar 

benches. 

II. Fixed Asset Procedures 

We found two pieces of equipment that 

were not capitalized in accordance to 

College policy. Capitalization 

practices were inconsistent. 
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III. General Procurement Exception 

A. Services Not Included by Contract 

One service was noted which exceeded 

the scope of the referenced contract. 

This $12,190.78 transaction should have 

been bid as a separate contract. 

B. Invoices Not Properly Billed 

We noted invoices on three different 

contracts that were billed on a "per job" 

basis rather than on an hourly rate plus 

equipment rental fees as stated in the 

contract. Also multi-term contract 

criteria was not being met. 

C. Discount Missed After Award Was 
Based on Discount Offered 

The College awarded a contract based 

on a payment discount offered by a 

vendor. Then, the College failed to 

record the discount terms on the 

purchase order resulting in 

a $117.05 loss meaning the contract 

was not awarded to the low bidder. 

D. Printing 

The College accepted and paid for a 10% 

overrun on a printing contract that 

specified "no overruns". The State ' s 

maximum overrun allowance is 5%. 
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E. Unauthorized Contract 

The College failed to ratify one contract 

which it acknowledged was unauthorized. 

F. Late Bids Opened 

While the College does not consider late 

sealed bids for award, the practice has 

been to open and evaluate these late bids. 

G. No Evidence of When Bids Are Received 

Except for late sealed bids, the College 

does not document when sealed bids were 

received. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION 

We examined the quarterly reports of sole source and 

emergency procurements and trade-in sales for the period January 

1, 1989 through June 30, 1991. The review was performed to 

determine the appropriateness of the procurement actions taken and 

the accuracy of the reports submitted to the Division of General 

Services as required by Section 11-35-2440 of the Consolidated 

Procurement Code. No exceptions were noted with emergency 

procurements or trade-in sales. We did note, however, the 

following exceptions with sole source procurements. 

I. Sole Source Procurements 

A. Artist Services Procured as Sole Sources 

The College made 57 sole source procurements of various 

artist services. See the attachment for a list of these. 

Section 11-35-1560 of the Code requires that only a single 

supplier must exist for a sole source procurement to be justified. 

These artists may be uniquely qualified for the contracts cited. 

However, we believe that the College should use better selection 

procedures than sole sourcing all of these services. 

Acknowledging that selections based on artistic talent are 

made through auditions, not bids, the Budget and Control Board on 

December 17, 1982 granted an exemption to the South Carolina Arts 

Commission for professional artists. The Arts Commission 

maintains lists for approved artists which are available to other 

governmental bodies. Therefore, procurements of these services 

are exempt if approved by the Arts Commission. 

11 



After meeting with the College and the Arts Commission, we 

recommend that the Budget and Control Board exempt performing 

artists from the Procurement Code. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

Historically, we have treated the procurement of artist services 
as a sole source procurement. As duly noted on the attached 
listing of artists sole source procurements the majority of the 
"artists" listed might not fit the artist definition as defined 
and administered by The Arts Commission. The bulk of our artists 
provide cultural services through our student programming board 
or an annual arts day held every spring - Arts Alive. 

We concur with your recommendation that performing artists be 
exempt from the Procurement Code. 

B. Unauthorized Sole Sources 

Five sole source transactions were noted where service had 

already begun before the sole source determinations were approved. 

As such, these transactions listed below were unauthorized. 

Sole Source Services 
PO# AEEroval Date Rendered Amount DescriEtion 

1) 14277 09/19/90 09/08/90 $ 3,140.00 Volleyball 
officials 

2) PR76335 01/09/91 10/31/90 3,745.00 Basketball 
officials 

3) 15599 03/27/91 03/15/91 540.00 Speaker 
4) PR72519 11/29/89 11/13/89 600.00 Speaker 
5) 13593 07/24/90 07/06/90 886.65 Repair parts 

& service 

S~ction 11-35-1560 of the Procurement Code indicates that a 

procurement may be made as a sole source if the chief procurement 

officer, the head of a governmental· body or a designee of either 

officer above the level of the purchasing agent determines in 

12 
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writing that the item or service is only available from a single 

source. Since the Code is so specific about the authority 

required to make a sole source procurement, determinations must be 

approved by someone with requisite authority before commitments 

are made. 

Since the procurements above were all unauthorized, 

ratification must be requested for each item in accordance with 

Regulation 19-445.2015 from the College President. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

We concur with your findings and where on certain occasions, 
athletic conference officials, timing has precluded the 
processing of a sole source determination a blanket sole source 
document could be executed on a fiscal year basis, which would be 
referenced and accounted for on a quarterly reporting format. 

C. Other Sole Sources 

After extensive market research, 

following two sole source procurements. 

PO# 

1) 15630 
2) 17293 

Amount 

$9,017.40 
$1,947.00 

the College made 

They were as follows: 

Description 

Medallion benches 
Medallion benches 

the 

We believe competition is available on these decorative 

benches or at least on similar benches. 

In the future, we recommend the College ·accept alternates 

which would be similar in design but not necessarily exactly what 

has already been procured. 

13 



COLLEGE RESPONSE 

Items 1 & 2, Medallion Benches 

As reviewed during the exit conference, extensive documentation 
on file supports our conclusion that a proper determination was 
made. The original quantity of benches required with 
incorporation of the College seal as the focal point was 
carefully researched and procurement was made accordingly. 
Several months later another location warranted three additional 
benches (item 2) and determination was based on the same 
research. 

II. Fixed Asset Procedures 

We noted two instances where equipment was not capitalized 

in accordance to College policies resulting in misstated values. 

They were: 

PO# 

11223 
10972 

PO Date 

10/03/89 
08/31/89 

Description 

Laser jet printer 
Carpet cleaning machine 

Approximate 
Quantity Amount 

1 
1 

2,471.00 
1,354.50 

For item 1, the printer was bought with 3 replacement toner 

cartridges. Since the machine comes with one cartridge already 

installed, the 3 cartridges represent expendable replacement 

supplies which do not add anything to the printer. The College 

capitalized the printer with the cost of the 3 toner cartridges. 

This is inconsistent with what happened to item 2. 

On item 2, the carpet cleaning machine was bought with an 

applicator. The applicator is an integral part of the overall 

machine and cannot be used alone. However, the capitalized value 

does not reflect the cost of the applicator which was bought with 

the machine. The cost of the applicator should have been included 

in the capitalized value of the carpet cleaning machine. 
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We recommend the College reevaluate its fixed asset 

procedures and practices. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

We concur that the items are not consistent with our published 
capitalization policy. Item 1, toner cartridges, were 
inadvertently capitalized. Item 2, carpet cleaning machine 
applicator, was not recognized as an integral part of the 
machine. With increased attention to specific details and 
enhanced communication, this minor variance will not be repeated. 

III. General Procurement Exceptions 

A. Services Not Included In Contract 

One payment referenced a contract as justification for the 

expenditure. However, we believe the services were outside of the 

scope of the contract. The agreement, which was for concrete 

finishing at the College, was based on hourly labor rates and 

equipment rental fees. 

However, the services paid for on check number 149 dated I 
6/4/90 in the amount of $12,190.78 included the vendor's use of 4 

I different subcontractors as well as invoices from different 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

material supply companies. These items are clearly outside of the 

scope of the referenced cont~act. Furthermore, the vendor also 

excavated asphalt, constructed a foundation and a block wall and 

installed a concrete pad for the tennis court practice board. 

We believe the College should have bid this work as a 

separate job since the work exceeded the scope of the concrete 

finishing contract. We recommend this be done in the future. 

15 



B. Invoices Not Properly Billed 

We noted three different contracts all established on the 

basis of hourly labor rates and equipment rental rates which were 

billed and paid on a per job basis. 

follows: 

PO# Amount Not To Exceed 

10489 $10,000 
10430 $10,000 
10975 $30,000 

The invoices were not itemized 

These contracts were as 

Description 

Electrical services 
Plumbing services 
Concrete finishing 

as to the hourly rates 

charged by the vendors and did not mention whether there were 

charges for equipment rentals. The invoices simply said "per job" 

and quoted the total price of the job. Without an itemized 

invoice it is impossible to determine the appropriateness of these 

billings. 

We recommend that since these contracts are based on hourly 

labor rates and daily equipment rental fees, the invoices should 

itemize these charges so the College can verify compliance to the 

contract terms. 

Also, on the three contracts listed above plus one other 

contract (PO# 12672 in the amount not to exceed $10,000 for the 

furnishing of concrete), the College bid these contracts as multi-

term contracts with a maximum potential time period of five years. 

Section 11-35-2030 of the Procurement Code states in part 

"Unless otherwise provided by law, a contract for supplies or 

services shall not be entered into for any period of more than one 

year .•. " Regulation 19-445.2135 further states "A multi-term 

contract is appropriate when it is in the best interest of the 

16 
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State to obtain uninterrupted services extending over one fiscal 

period, where the performance of such services involves high 

start-up costs, or when a changeover of service contracts involves 

high phase in/phase out costs during a transition period." 

The contracts listed do not meet these requirements. 

Consequently, they should be bid on an annual basis. We recommend 

the College adhere to the multi-term requirements for such 

contracts. 

c. Discount Missed After Award Was Based on Discount Offered 

The College awarded a contract where the discount terms (2%, 

net 30) made the difference in determining the award. This 

transaction occurred on PO 13005 in the amount of $5,852.70 for 

computer equipment. The discount terms were included in the 

vendor's bid and recorded on the bid tabulation prepared by the 

College. However, when the purchase order was prepared, these 

terms were not recorded and the vendor did not include them on the 

invoice. The result was the vendor who was awarded the contract 

was not the low bidder. Also, the College lost $117.05 because of 

the missed discount. 

We recommend that the College: (1) discontinue considering 

discount offers when determining low bidders; and, ( 2) use the 

payment terms designation box on purchase orders to ensure that 

available discounts are taken. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

We concur with the audit findings in this section and believe 
they will enhance future operational procedures. Action has been 
taken to comply with invoicing requirements and insure that work 
conforms to the stated scope of the contract. 

17 



D. Printing 

One contract was bid with the specification "No overruns " 

for printing services. This specification was included on the 

purchase order. (Ref. P015779 for $1,739.33). However, the vendor 

delivered and invoiced a 10% overrun anyway. Contrary to the 

contract terms, the College accepted and paid the 10% overrun. 

The State's policy for overruns is a maximum of 5% on such 

contracts. 

We recommend the College follow through on contract terms to 

be fair to all bidders. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

A 20% reduction in cost was negotiated on the overrun balance and 
was considered to be in the best interest of the College. 
Adherence to the state's printing policy will serve as a future 
policy guide. 

E. Unauthorized Contract 

We noted one contract which the College acknowledged was 

unauthorized at the time the transaction occurred. This occurred 

on PO F001170 for fresh cut flowers in the amount of $1,291.50. 

Not only was the procurement -unauthorized, competition was not 

sought on this transaction. Although the procurement was 

unauthorized, the College did not submit this transaction for 

ratification by the College President in accordance to Regulation 

19-445.2015. This transaction is still unauthorized. 
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We recommend the College submit this transaction for 

ratification to the College President. Unauthorized procurements 

must be submitted for ratification to comply with the Procurement 

Code. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

As reviewed at the exit conference, the College recognized and 
acknowledged the situation at the time of occurrence. Due to 
health related consequences, ratification was not actively 
pursued at that time. As recommended, ratification has been duly 
executed. 

F. Late Bids Opened 

Our review of sealed bids revealed that the College opens 

and evaluates late bids even though these bids are not considered 

for award. The College documents the fact that these bids were 

received late. 

To ensure the unquestionable integrity of the sealed bid 

process, we recommend that late bids not be opened. The College 

should continue to document that these bids are late. 

G. No Evidence of When Bids Are Received 

With the exception of late sealed bids, the College does not 

maintain documentation of when sealed bids were received. A 

time/date stamp machine should be used to document that sealed 

bids were received by the College prior to bid opening time. 

Usually, either the stamped envelopes are retained or bids are 

stamped at bid opening. 

We recommend the College maintain such documentation with 

its bid files. 
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The Purchasing 
recommendations 
procedures. 

COLLEGE RESPONSE 

Department recognizes 
and has implemented 

the value 
changes in 

of these 
operating 

In addition to actions enumerated, revised printed copies of the 
Internal Purchasing Procedures Manual reflect recommended and 
other implemented changes. 
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CONCLUSION 

As enumerated in our transmittal letter, corrective action 

based on the recommendations described in this report, we 

I believe, will in all material respects place Francis Marion 

I College in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 

Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. A number of exceptions 

I listed . were isolated occurrences. Procedural changes over these 

I 
will fine tune the procurement process. We will verify 

corrective action through a follow-up review on or before March 

I 31, 1992. 

Under the authority described in Section 11-35-1210 of the 

I Procurement Code, subject to this corrective action, we recommend 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Francis Marion College be recertified to make direct agency 

procurements up to the limits as follows: 

Procurement Areas 

1. Goods and Services 

2. Information Technology 
in accordance with the 
approved Information 
Technology Plan 

3. Construction Services 

Requested Certification Limits 

*$ 60,000 per purchase commitment 

*$ 60,000 per purchase commitment 

*$ 25,000 per purchase commitment 

*This limit means the total potential commitment to the State 
whether single year or multi-term contracts are used. 
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I 
Attachment 

I Francis Marion College 
Sole Sources For Artist Services 

1/1/89 - 6/30/91 

I 
PO Amount Description 

I 12878 1,800.00 Performance 
12882 1,600.00 Performance 
12884 800.00 Performance 

I 12980 600.00 Performance 
13069 3,500.00 Artist Series 
13129 2,300.00 Artist Series - Performance 

I 13154 1,200.00 Artist Series 
13250 850.00 Artist Series 
13528 600.00 Video/Dance Show - Programming Board 

I 
13654 1,150.00 Performance - Programming Board 
13695 2,500.00 Performance - Programming Board 
13749 250.00 Deposit on Performance 
13750 750.00 Programming Board 

I 13851 1,500.00 Tape preparation for musical 
13856 1,850.00 Programming Board 
14732 600.00 Music Video Dance Show-Programming Board 

I 14854 750.00 Comedy Routine - Programming Board 
15096 6,500.00 Programming Board 
15097 8,500.00 Programming Board 

I 
15643 750.00 Performance 
15644 1,800.00 Performance 
15645 800.00 Performance 
15646 1,800.00 Performance 

I 15688 1,800.00 Performance 
15691 600.00 Performance 
15707 950.00 Performance 

I 09057 700.00 Musical Performance 
09140 850.00 Comedy Show 
09337 2,000.00 Performance for Parent's Day 

I 
09505 1,300.00 Performance 
09506 750.00 Performance 
09509 750.00 Performance 
09510 850.00 Magicians 

I 09511 600.00 Performance 
09537 1,750.00 Performance 
09590 2,000.00 Performance 

I 10763 1,250.00 Performance 
11066 2,250.00 Performance 
11208 2,500.00 Performance 

I 
11825 4,500.00 Performance 
12134 750.00 Performance 
12219 800.00 Comedy Performance 
12249 800.00 Blues performance 

I 
I 
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12263 
12699 
12716 
12873 
12893 
12889 
17041 
17039 
17042 
17063 
17107 
15373 
15374 
15423 

Francis Marion College 
Sole Sources For Artist Services 

1/1/89 - 6/30/91 

750.00 
600.00 

3,000.00 
750.00 
900.00 
850.00 

1,250.00 
300.00 

1,250.00 
1,700.00 

650.00 
4,000.00 
2,000.00 
3,000.00 

$93,750.00 

Performance 
Performance 
Performance 
Performance 
Performance 
Performance 
Performance - Programming Board 
Deposit on Performance 
Performance - Programming Board 
Programming Board 
Portrait 
Performance - Artist Series 
Performance - Artist Series 
Performance - Artist Series 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

~tate ~u~get an~ Oiontrol 1fihtar~ 
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 

CARROLL A . CAMPBE LL, JR., CHAIRMAN 
GOVERNOR 

GRADY L. PAlTERSON, JR. 
STATE TREASURER 

EARLE E. MORRIS, JR. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

March 31, 1991 

Mr. James J. Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
Division of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear Jim: 

RICHARD W. K ELLY 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 

MATERIALS MANAGEMENT OFFICE 
1201 MAIN STREET, SUITE 600 

COLUMBIA, SOIJ1li CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 737-0600 

JAM ES J. FORTH, JR . 
ASSISTANT DIVISION DIRECTOR 

JOHN DRUMMON D 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANC E COMMITrEE 

WILUAM D. BOAN 
CHAIRMAN , WAYS AND MEANS CO MMITIEE 

Ll11li ER F. CARTER 
EXEC1J11V E DIRECTOR 

Since we completed our field work, we have met with Francis Marion College to 
discuss the exceptions noted and received correspondence indicating corrective 
action towards the recommendations. Based on this, a visit to the College for 
a formal follow-up was not necessary. 

We recommend the Budget and Control Board grant the College procurement 
recertification for three years at the levels noted in the report. 

Sincerely, 

~rra Shealy nager 
and Cert if · t ion 

RVS/ jjm 

STATE 
PROCUREMENT 

INFORMAT ION 
TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT 

STATE & FIDERAL 
SURPLUS 

PROPERTY 
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