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Finding #3 
The Procedures Being Utilized by the County 

Do Not Mitigate the Risks Associated 
With Piggyback Contracting 

 
Criteria: The Association of Certified Fraud Examiners’ 2018 Report to the Nations 

indicates that internal control weaknesses were responsible for nearly half 
of the frauds investigated.  Strong internal control procedures applicable to 
piggyback contracting should be designed and implemented to reduce the 
likelihood of procurement fraud.  In addition, the lack of transparency 
associated with piggyback contracting significantly increases the 
likelihood of procurement fraud when that procurement method is used.  
Given the risks associated with piggyback contracting, control procedures 
should also be designed to help ensure that piggyback contracting is 
utilized only when it is likely to best serve the interests of County 
taxpayers. 

 
Condition: As we gained an understanding of the processes and internal control 

procedures associated with piggyback contracting and applied procedures 
to determine whether controls were actually in place and functioning as 
intended for samples of procurements where piggyback contracting was 
the method of procurement, we identified a number of weaknesses 
associated with control procedures: 

 
The Piggyback Justification Form is Weak 

 
Although at some point in 2018 Purchasing implemented the use of a 
Piggyback Justification Form (see Exhibit 2, pg. 23) to be completed by 
other County Departments, Purchasing did not thereafter require the form 
to be completed, and it was not completed, for each and every 
procurement where piggybacking was used.  Procurements involving 
suppliers that the County has used for a long period of time have been 
excluded.  In addition, the form, when completed, does not require the 
Departments to document information that truly demonstrates why 
piggyback contracting may be appropriate for the particular procurement 
to which the form relates.  Specifically, we noted the following 
deficiencies in the form: 
 

1. No cost analysis - The form does not address the County’s cost at 
all.  It does not require Departments to document the estimated 
cost of the goods or services that might be obtained in the open 
market, if that cost can be estimated.  The form does not request 
Departments to indicate the number of competitively bid contracts 
identified that could be piggybacked to procure the sought goods 
or services, and whether the particular contract that the Department 
is seeking to piggyback would result in the County obtaining the 
















































