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State Government Purchasing—A Review of 
Recent Statutory Changes and a Case Study: 
Follow-Up to Report #611 
 

Synopsis 
Statutory Changes 

The Legislature made considerable changes in procurement laws 
in 2015 and 2017.  

In 2015 the Legislature passed two bills to address risk to the 
integrity, transparency, and accountability of the state’s 
procurement process: 

• Senate Bill 2400 changed commodity purchasing standards 
relative to emergency and sole-source procurements. 

• House Bill 825 revised the composition, jurisdiction, and 
duties of the Personal Service Contract Review Board (PSCRB). 
The bill also changed the regulation of sole-source 
procurements and lowered the oversight threshold for 
personal services from $100,000 to $75,000. 

The three state agencies with purchasing oversight authority—
Department of Finance and Administration (DFA), Department of 
Information Technology Services, and Personal Service Contract 
Review Board—reported that S.B. 2400 had minimal impact on 
reducing the number of emergency procurements. In contrast, 
they reported a reduction in sole-source procurements—viewed as 
a risk to the integrity, transparency, and accountability of the 
procurement process—after passage of H.B. 825. The oversight 
authorities noted other effects, including an increase in the use of 
brand preference1 in bid specifications and the statutory approval 
of 325 contracts in FY 2016 without the benefit of PSCRB review. 

During the 2017 legislative session, in an effort to further 
strengthen oversight, the Legislature passed House Bill 1109, 
which revised state policy on procurement as follows: 

• established procurement best practices; 

• abolished the PSCRB and transferred its authority and 
responsibilities for personal services to the Public 
Procurement Review Board (PPRB); 

• made reverse auctions2 the preferred method of procurement 
(excluding individual state institutions of higher learning) for 

																																																								
1Brand preference refers to preference for a brand name product. A procurement official with a brand 
preference may be inclined to use the specifications of preferred products to develop bid specifications. 
2Process in which buyers announce their need for a product or service and suppliers bid to fulfill that 
need, i.e., the role of the buyer and supplier is reversed, with the primary objective to compete purchase 
prices downward.  
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commodities and certain other items or services designated in 
Section 31-7-13 when such procurements exceed $50,000; 

• restricted agency emergency procurement regarding the 
purchase of commodities or repair contracts to a contract 
period not to exceed one year; and 

• required third-party vendors seeking a protective order for 
contract information to provide the reasons for the order to 
any entity or individual requesting these records in 
accordance with the Mississippi Rules of Civil Procedure. In 
addition, a third party seeking a protective order from the 
chancery court must also post notice and the reasons for 
seeking the remedy on the state procurement portal at least 
seven days before filing a petition in chancery court. 

 

 Case Study: Mississippi Department of Education 

The Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) entered into 
multiple contracts with Research in Action in fiscal years 2014–
2016 having apparent similarities in scope of work and for 
amounts that collectively exceeded bid thresholds, rather than 
competitively bidding contracts for such services. Doing so 
represents possible waste of taxpayer dollars as the lowest price 
may not have been realized. 

In addition, MDE made multiple payments to The Kyles Company 
through purchase orders despite there being no contract in place. 
These contracts, when combined, well surpassed the purchasing 
thresholds for both IT and personal services, in which case a request 
for proposal or other bid process should have been employed. 

PEER found that operational deficiencies in MAGIC,3 the statewide 
accounting and procurement system—along with inconsistent coding 
of similar products/services by the MDE—allowed such procurements 
to be made without proper accountability, i.e., oversight. As such, there 
is no assurance that goods and services were procured at a 
competitive rate. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

NOTE: The information contained in the responses that follow was self-reported. It 
has not been independently reviewed or authenticated in whole or in part. The 
responses describe actions taken by the agencies to address the conclusions and 
recommendations included in PEER Report #611. 

																																																								
3Mississippi’s Accountability System for Government Information and Collaboration. 
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