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No state law or State Board of Education policy requires school districts to use a
competitive process in selecting vendors for the direct sale of items to students and their
parents (e.g., rings, caps and gowns, year books, school pictures, graduation items, and
accident insurance).  Given the absence of a required competitive process, 86% of
Mississippi’s 153 school districts reported that they have not developed or implemented the
five basic oversight procedures PEER believes are needed to ensure minimum control over
vendor selection, receipt of activity fund commissions generated from the sale of such
items, and activity fund management.  As a result, school districts may not be providing
students and parents with access to the vendor with the highest quality goods at the lowest
price and schools may not be maximizing revenue for school activity funds.

Further, although state law and State Auditor’s guidelines require certain controls
over school districts’ management of activity funds, state law does not prohibit school
administrators from accepting gifts from vendors who sell products to students.  PEER
recommends that the Legislature amend state law to require open and competitive bidding
for the selection of vendors who sell items directly to students and to prohibit
administrators from accepting money or gifts from such vendors.



PEER:  The Mississippi Legislature’s Oversight Agency

The Mississippi Legislature created the Joint Legislative Committee on
Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER Committee) by
statute in 1973.  A standing joint committee, the PEER Committee is
composed of five members of the House of Representatives appointed by the
Speaker and five members of the Senate appointed by the Lieutenant
Governor. Appointments are made for four-year terms with one Senator
and one Representative appointed from each of the U. S. Congressional
Districts. Committee officers are elected by the membership with officers
alternating annually between the two houses.  All Committee actions by
statute require a majority vote of three Representatives and three Senators
voting in the affirmative.

Mississippi’s constitution gives the Legislature broad power to conduct
examinations and investigations.  PEER is authorized by law to review any
public entity, including contractors supported in whole or in part by public
funds, and to address any issues which may require legislative action.
PEER has statutory access to all state and local records and has subpoena
power to compel testimony or the production of documents.

PEER provides a variety of services to the Legislature, including
program evaluations, economy and efficiency reviews, financial audits,
limited scope evaluations, fiscal notes, special investigations, briefings to
individual legislators, testimony, and other governmental research and
assistance.  The Committee identifies inefficiency or ineffectiveness or a
failure to accomplish legislative objectives, and makes recommendations
for redefinition, redirection, redistribution and/or restructuring of
Mississippi government.  As directed by and subject to the prior approval of
the PEER Committee, the Committee’s professional staff executes audit and
evaluation projects obtaining information and developing options for
consideration by the Committee.  The PEER Committee releases reports to
the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and the agency examined.

The Committee assigns top priority to written requests from individual
legislators and legislative committees.  The Committee also considers
PEER staff proposals and written requests from state officials and others.
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Introduction

The PEER Committee surveyed Mississippi’s
153 school districts to determine their policies re-
lated to the sale of items to students by vendors
(e.g., rings, school pictures, graduation items, or
accident insurance).  PEER reviewed two issues:
vendor selection and accounting for the funds re-
ceived by the districts as a result of the sale of items
to students.

Overview

No state law, State Board of Education policy,
or State Auditor’s regulation establishes controls
over school districts’ vendor selection procedures.
Also, local school boards do not require school ad-
ministrators to use a competitive process in select-
ing vendors for the sale of items to students.

Given the absence of a required competitive pro-
cess, 86% of Mississippi’s school districts reported
that they have not developed or implemented the
five basic oversight procedures PEER believes are
needed to ensure minimum control over vendor se-
lection, receipt of activity fund commissions gener-
ated from the sale of such items, and activity fund
management.  As a result, school districts may not

be providing students and parents with access to
the vendor with the highest quality goods at the
lowest price and schools may not be maximizing
revenue for school activity funds.

Further, although state law and State Auditor’s
guidelines require certain controls over all school
districts’ management of activity funds generated
through commissions on the sale of items to stu-
dents, state law does not provide sufficient control
to deter the acceptance of gifts by school adminis-
trators.

Recommendations

1. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE
ANN. §37-7-301 to require open and com-
petitive bidding for the selection of vendors
who sell items directly to students (e.g.,
rings, caps and gowns, school pictures, year
books, graduation items, and accident in-
surance).  (See Appendix C, page 23 of the
report, for proposed legislation.)

2. The Legislature should prohibit school ad-
ministrators who enter into agreements
with vendors selling items to students from
accepting money or items tantamount to
gifts from vendors.
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A Survey of School Districts’ Selection of Vendors and
Controls over Direct Sales to Students

Introduction

Authority

In accordance with MISS. CODE ANN. § 5-3-57 et seq. (1972), the PEER
Committee directed its staff to survey all Mississippi school districts to determine
their policies related to the sale of items to students by vendors.

Scope and Purpose

PEER reviewed two issues related to the sale of items to students: vendor
selection and accounting for the funds received by the districts as a result of the
sale of items to students.  Specifically, PEER examined:

•  the extent to which state law addresses school administrators’
acceptance of money and items tantamount to gifts;

• the extent to which local school boards require school personnel to use a
competitive process in selecting vendors who sell items directly to
students (e.g., rings, cap and gowns, year books, school pictures,
graduation items, and accident insurance); and,

• the adequacy of controls over commissions or monetary compensations
generated by the sale of items to students.

 Because this review focused on the selection of vendors selling items
directly to students and the schools’ methods for accounting for commissions
from these sales, the scope of this review excluded several other categories of
fundraising activity.  For example, the scope excluded school-sponsored club
fundraisers, funds raised by school employees, funds received from
extracurricular events (e.g., football, basketball, or baseball games), and other
school fundraisers (e.g., vending machines, school stores, concession stands,
carnivals, and sales by students).

  Method

To determine the adequacy of school districts’ oversight of the selection of
vendors who sell items directly to students and of districts’ policies for accounting
for commissions, PEER established criteria for judging adequacy, then compared
school districts’ reported policies and practices with these criteria.  In developing
these criteria and determining districts’ policies and practices, PEER:

• reviewed Mississippi statutes and the State Auditor’s guidelines;



•  interviewed administrators in four school districts;

•  administered questionnaires to 153 school districts and received 153
responses;

•  reviewed school districts’ descriptions of their policies and procedures for
vendor selection and managing activity funds; and,

•  obtained information on model systems from other states regarding their
method of selecting vendors.

Overview

No state law, State Board of Education policy, or State Auditor’s regulation
establishes controls over school districts’ vendor selection procedures.  In addition
to the absence of any state law or regulations regarding the competitive selection
of vendors, local school boards do not require school administrators to use a
competitive process in selecting vendors for the sale of items to students.

Further, although state law and State Auditor’s guidelines require certain
controls over all school districts’ management of activity funds generated through
commissions on the sale of items to students, state law does not provide sufficient
control to deter the acceptance of gifts by school administrators.

Concerning the adequacy of oversight of vendor selection and activity fund
management, most school boards do not develop their own controls or exercise
adequate oversight to ensure minimum control over vendor selection and activity
fund management.  Exhibit 1, page 3, shows the control elements used by school
districts who reported having controls over vendor selection and fund
management.  Additionally, Appendix A, page 17, lists school districts meeting
the control elements discussed in this report.
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Exhibit 1

School Districts Reporting Control over Vendor Selection and Fund Management
(for  School Year 1996 - 1997), Based on Responses from

Mississippi's 153 School Districts

Control Element

Number/Percent of
Districts With
This Control

Element

Number/Percent of
Districts Without

This Control
Element

Districts report using a competitive process in selecting 
vendors for all items

41 112

27% 73%

Districts report giving written disclosures to students 
regarding intended use of proceeds for at least one item

84 69

55% 45%

For at least one item generating a commission, districts 
report developing an independent list of amounts paid by 
students for use in reconciling commission receipts*

39 71

35% 65%

Districts receiving commissions report that one or more 
activity fund bank accounts are maintained for activity 
funds received by school officials*

109 1

99% 1%

Districts report having written policies or procedures for 
ensuring accountability for activity funds

143 10

93% 7%

Districts meeting all criteria 21 132

14% 86%

*Computation of percent of districts with this control element is based on total districts receiving 
    commissions (110 districts).

SOURCE: Compiled by PEER from survey results.



Summary of Survey Results

PEER surveyed all 153 Mississippi school districts to determine their
policies related to the sale of items to students by designated vendors and
accounting for the funds received from these items.  All of the school districts
responded to the survey.

PEER sought to address several primary questions regarding school
districts’ use of vendors and accounting for commissions generated from these
vendors’ sales to students.  (Several of the questions involved more specific
questions shown beneath the primary questions below.)

• Does state law regulate the acceptance of money or items tantamount to
gifts which may be received by school personnel?

• Do state laws, the State Board of Education, or the State Auditor’s Office
address controls over the selection of vendors?

• Do local school boards require school personnel to use a competitive
process in selecting vendors who sell items to students?

-- To what extent do school districts report regulating the
selection process by utilizing a competitive process?

-- What are the associated risks for not utilizing the competitive
process?

• Do other states or school districts in other states require school personnel
to use a competitive process in selecting vendors who sell items to
students?

• To what extent do Mississippi’s state law and State Auditor’s guidelines
provide controls over school districts’ accounting for commissions
generated through the sale or rental of items to students?

-- What are the risks associated with not establishing policies
addressing the accountability of activity funds?

-- What are the risks associated with not providing students with
a written disclosure statement?

-- What are the risks associated with not maintaining an
independent listing?

-- What are the risks associated with not maintaining an activity
fund account?

• To what extent do school districts report compliance with these controls
over accounting for commissions?
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Controls Over the Acceptance of Gifts

Does state law regulate the acceptance of money or items tantamount to gifts
which may be received by school personnel?

No law prohibits school personnel from accepting money or gifts resulting
from agreements with vendors for the sale of items to students.

Although no vendor has acknowledged the practice of offering gifts to
administrators in exchange for exclusive access to students, such a practice could
improperly influence the selection process, resulting in selection of a vendor who
might not provide high quality products at competitive prices.  However, state law
does not prohibit school administrators from accepting money or items
tantamount to gifts when school districts enter into agreements with vendors for
the sale of these items to students.  In cases in which school districts purchase
commodities from vendors, MISS. CODE ANN. §31-7-23 provides that any rebate or
refunds received from vendors should benefit the governing authority or agency.
However, this section does not apply to administrators who may receive gifts in
the process of selecting vendors for the sale of items to students because payment
for these items is made by students or their parents, not by the school.

Selection of Vendors

Some school districts provide companies with access to students to sell
rings, cap and gowns, year books, school pictures, and graduation items (e.g.,
invitations, cards, memory books) to students in the school districts.  Usually at
least four national companies who sell rings, caps and gowns, and graduation
items (R. M. Hendrick, Jostens, Balfour, and Herff Jones) compete with local
vendors for school districts’ business.  For the sale of school pictures, school
districts generally use local vendors who compete with each other.

In response to PEER’s survey, 152 districts (99%) reported that they select
vendors to sell rings, 148 districts (97%) for caps and gowns, 126 districts (82%) for
year books, 151 districts (99%) for school pictures, and 150 districts (98%) for
graduation items such as invitations, memory books, and cards (see Exhibit 2,
page 6).

Additionally, based on a telephone survey, PEER found that 139 districts
(91%) reported that they selected vendors to sell school day accident insurance.
Fourteen districts (9%) reported that they did not select vendors to sell school day
accident insurance.

Do state laws, the State Board of Education, or the State Auditor’s Office address
controls over the selection of vendors?

No state law, State Board of Education policy, or State Auditor’s regulation
establishes controls over school districts’ vendor selection procedures.

In the absence of state requirements, local school boards potentially offer
some control over vendor selection procedures.
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Exhibit 2

School Districts Reporting Items Sold to Students
(for School Year 1996-1997), Based on Responses

from Mississippi's 153 School Districts

Items Sold
Number of Districts In

Which This Item Is Sold
Percent of Districts In

Which This Item Is Sold

Class Rings 152 99%

Caps and Gowns 148 97%

Year Books 126 82%

School Pictures 151 99%

Graduation Items 
(e.g., memory 
books, invitations, 
cards) 150 98%

SOURCE:  Compiled by PEER from survey results.



Do local school boards require school personnel to use a competitive process in
selecting vendors who sell items to students?

Seventy-three percent of school districts reported that they did not use a
competitive process in selecting vendors to sell items to students.  Competitive
bidding is a generally accepted method to ensure that vendors provide products of
the highest quality at the lowest cost to students.

Although school boards have the authority to regulate vendor selections, no
local school board requires school administrators to use a competitive process in
selecting vendors for the sale of items to students.  As a result, principals or
superintendents are not required to adhere to practices that help ensure that
vendors provide products of the highest quality at the lowest cost to students.
Exhibit 1, page 3, shows that a majority of school districts (73%) reported that they
did not use a competitive process in selecting vendors to sell all of these items to
students.

To have adequate vendor selection controls, a school district should use a
competitive process.  The competitive process is one of the best means for helping
to ensure quality service and goods at an affordable cost.  Although open
competitive bidding ensures the highest level of competition, for purposes of this
analysis, PEER also included practices such as reviewing several proposals,
obtaining several quotations, or competitively negotiating with vendors among the
selection methods meeting the “competitive process” criterion (see discussion of
these criteria in Exhibit 3, page 8).

•  To what extent do school districts report regulating the selection process
by utilizing a competitive process?

Forty-one school districts (27%) reported regulating the selection of vendors
through a competitive process for all items sold to students. However, one-
hundred twelve (73%) reported that they selected vendors without using a
competitive process for all items on the survey.  These districts reported selecting
vendors based on their reputation, experience, quality of service, traditions,
commissions, recommendations of other school districts, or other methods of
selecting vendors (see Exhibit 1, page 3.)  (See Appendix B, page 22, for
information on vendor selection methods for individual items.)

Additionally, based on a separate telephone survey, PEER found that out of
the 139 districts who reported selecting vendors to sell school day accident
insurance to students, 48 districts (35%) reported that they selected vendors using
a competitive process versus 91 districts (65%) who reported that they did not use a
competitive process to select vendors.

•  What are the associated risks for not utilizing a competitive process?

Various risks are associated with not utilizing a competitive process.  First,
school districts may not receive the best value for students.  The selection of
vendors using a process that is not competitive and impartial contradicts the basic
principles of public purchasing--open competition, fairness, not showing
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Exhibit 3

        Suggested Competitive Processes in Selecting Vendors
for Sale of Items to Students

To have adequate vendor selection controls, a school district should use a
competitive process.  The competitive process is one of the best means for helping
to ensure quality service and goods at an affordable cost.  A competitive selection
process includes practices such as reviewing several proposals, obtaining several
quotations, or competitively negotiating with vendors.  Open competitive bidding
ensures the highest level of competition.  (PEER used these practices as criteria
for “competitive process” in its survey of school districts’ practices on vendor
selection.)

Competitive Proposals, Quotations, and Negotiations

Both competitive proposals and the quotations process entail school districts
requesting information (proposals or quotations) from more than one vendor
before making a final decision.  However, school districts may also choose to
negotiate with vendors submitting either proposals or quotations.  This process
could consider both the lowest cost and the quality of products provided to
students.

Competitive Bidding

The bidding process should begin with school districts developing a request
for proposals (RFP) which includes a detailed description of the specified item to
be purchased.  Secondly, the district should advertise the RFP.  Thirdly, the
district should review proposals and finally, award contracts to the vendor
meeting the specifications and offering the best quality at the lowest cost.

SOURCE:  PEER analysis.



favoritism, and  providing the least cost to purchasers.  Secondly, school districts
limit themselves to known vendors rather than all possible vendors who may offer
better services or products.  Finally, school districts not using a competitive
process do not have proper safeguards against favoritism and extravagance in
awarding contracts.

Do other states or school districts in other states require school personnel to use a
competitive process in selecting vendors who sell items to students?

PEER identified a Texas school district (Katy Independent School District)
that uses a competitive process consistently when selecting vendors who sell
items to students.

In a search for a school district that consistently uses a competitive process,
PEER found that the Katy Independent School District in Katy, Texas, has adopted
a competitive process for selecting vendors who sell items to students (e.g., rings,
caps and gowns, and graduation items).  Their process is similar to a process
required by Texas law governing school districts’ purchasing, but the district is
not required by law to utilize this process in selecting vendors for the sale of items
to students.  The school district’s purchasing agent explained that the process
was adopted to maintain quality services and products for students.

In general, the Katy (Texas) Independent School District is a model system
because it requires that:  a request for proposals be developed, interested vendors
submit their sealed quotations to the central purchasing office, no quotations be
received after the designated date, a designated committee representing both
students and parents makes the final selection of vendors, committee members
refrain from coming in contact with vendors before the designated presentation
night, and vendors be notified by phone and in writing of each committee’s
decision.

Controls over Commissions and Activity Funds In Mississippi

To what extent do Mississippi’s state law and the State Auditor’s guidelines
provide controls over school districts’ accounting for commissions generated
through the sale or rental of items to students?

Mississippi law and the State Auditor’s guidelines require school districts
to develop and enforce certain policies governing the control of activity funds. The
State Auditor’s guidelines provide that the policies address issues which include
the accounting system, bank accounts, receipt and expenditure of funds,
maintaining an independent listing of students and the amounts they paid to
vendors, and disclosure statements.

Both state law and State Auditor’s guidelines require school districts to
develop and enforce certain policies governing the control of activity funds. The
State Auditor’s guidelines provide that the policy or regulations address issues
which include the accounting system, bank accounts, receipt and expenditure of
funds, maintaining an independent listing of students and the amounts paid to
vendors, and disclosure statements.  State law specifically requires that in

9



instances where the school board receives a commission, rebate, or fee on items
sold to students as a fundraising activity, students shall receive a disclosure
statement; state law also requires local schools to maintain an individual bank
account in cases where the receipt and expenditure of funds are managed by the
principal (see Exhibit 4, page 11, for a brief discussion of these criteria).

•  What are the risks associated with not establishing policies addressing
the accountability of activity funds?

School districts that do not maintain policies addressing the accountability
of activity funds are faced with the potential risk of having a system of accounting
which could result in fraud or embezzlement of funds. Additionally, no controls
would be in place to allow the school district to monitor the receipt and
expenditure of funds in determining conformity with state law and State
Auditor’s guidelines.

•  What are the risks associated with not providing students with a written
disclosure statement?

 School districts not providing a disclosure statement to students may not be
in compliance with state law (MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-7-301).  Additionally,
parents may perceive the failure to provide students with a disclosure statement
as an indication of dishonesty.

•  What are the risks associated with not maintaining an independent
listing?

School districts not maintaining an independent listing possess no method
of determining exactly what was paid to vendors.  This may cause school districts’
reconciliation of commissions to be difficult, especially if questions arise
regarding the amount that should have been contributed to the activity fund
account.  There is also a potential for persons within the administration receiving
the funds to embezzle, because the amount due the school cannot be determined
accurately without an independent list.  Not maintaining an independent listing
of students is one contributing factor affecting school districts’ likelihood of being
cheated out of what is due.

•  What are the risks associated with not maintaining an activity fund
account(s)?

The potential risk of not maintaining an activity fund account is that
accounting for activity funds is more difficult, especially if the funds are
commingled with other funds that are not intended for educational or academic
purposes.  Also, school districts without an activity fund account may not be in
compliance with state law (MISS. CODE ANN. Section 37-7-301).
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Exhibit  4

Controls over Commissions from Sales of Items to Students
and Activity Funds Required by State Law or

State Auditor’s Guidelines

The State Auditor requires school districts to develop and enforce policies
governing the control of activity funds. These policies must address issues which
include the accounting system, bank accounts, receipt and expenditure of funds,
maintaining an independent listing of students and the amounts paid to vendors,
and disclosure statements.  State law requires school districts to provide a
statement to students advising them of the intended use of proceeds derived from
the sale or rental of items to students.

PEER used the controls discussed in this exhibit as criteria for questions
regarding commissions and activity funds in its survey of school districts. These
criteria are:

Activity Fund Policy or Procedures

Both state law and State Auditor’s guidelines require the school board of
each public school to adopt a policy or procedure addressing adequate control over
activity funds.  This policy serves as a mechanism of adequate oversight for
controlling the accountability of activity funds and should comply with the
guidelines as provided by the State Auditor.  Additionally, the school board should
adopt a policy specifying the preferred accounting system (centralized or
decentralized) that will be used to account for activity funds.

A centralized accounting system requires that local schools receive and
deposit activity funds into the designated depository.  However, the expenditure of
funds must take place at the central level.  This accounting system does not
provide principals with the authority to write checks on the activity fund account.

A decentralized accounting system provides local schools with the authority
to receive, deposit, and expend activity funds.  This accounting system allows
principals to write checks on the activity fund account.  As a method of
accounting for expended funds, State Auditor’s guidelines require that principals
deliver a report to the district’s central office regarding any transactions on the
activity fund account no later than five working days after the close of the month.



Exhibit 4 (continued)

Written Disclosure of Intended Use of Funds

Providing students with a disclosure statement is a good means for
maintaining a positive relationship with students and parents.  Parents and
taxpayers should be informed about the intended use of funds that are contributed
to the school districts.  MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-7-301 (gg) (ii) provides that in
instances where the school board receives a commission, rebate, or fee on items
that are sold to students as a fund raising activity, students shall receive a
disclosure statement which advises them of the intended use of proceeds derived
from the sale or rental of items to students.

Independent Listing

Maintaining an independent listing of students and the amounts they paid
to vendors is a good mechanism to determine commissions or rebates that are due
from vendors.  If the school board adopts an activity fund policy allowing schools
to conduct fund raising activities, State Auditor’s guidelines require school
districts to adopt a system of accountability which includes keeping an
independent listing of items sold or rented to students and the amounts paid to
vendors.  This independent listing serves as a mechanism in aiding school
districts with reconciling commissions or compensations.

Activity Fund Bank Accounts

Maintaining an activity fund bank account will allow school districts to
maintain financial records as a way of monitoring the cash flow of funds.  These
accounts will also provide school districts with the opportunity to minimize the
risk of embezzlement and maximize the amounts due the schools.

State Auditor’s guidelines require school districts participating in fund
raising activities to maintain an activity fund account(s) in a financial institution
that is selected by the school board.  In cases where the receipt and expenditure of
funds are managed by the principal, the MISS. CODE ANN. §37-7-301 requires local
schools to maintain an individual bank account.

SOURCE:  PEER analysis of state law and State Auditor’s guidelines.



To what extent do school districts report compliance with these controls over
accounting for commissions?

Over half (55%) of the state’s school districts reported having a policy
requiring written disclosures to students stating the intended use of funds to be
contributed to school districts from the sale of items.  Approximately one-third of
districts (35%) receiving commissions from the sale of items reported that they
keep track of what students paid to vendors.  Most districts receiving commissions
reported that they maintain activity fund bank accounts (99% of districts) and
have written policies for accountability for such funds (93% of districts).

Written Disclosure--As shown in Exhibit 1, page 3, PEER determined that 84
school districts (55%) reported their school board having a policy requiring schools
to provide written disclosure statements to students for at least one item sold to
students.  Sixty-nine school districts (45%) reported that their district did not have
a policy on disclosure statements.  However, many of these districts commented
that for the sale of school pictures, the school photographer generally provided a
disclosure statement on the advertisement packets given to students.

Independent Listing--Thirty-nine school districts (35%) receiving commissions on
any item reported keeping track of what students paid to vendors.  The remaining
71 districts (65%) of all districts receiving commissions on any item reported that
they did not keep track of what students paid.  Representatives of the State
Auditor’s Office stated that this is a relatively new requirement, which could
account for the rate of noncompliance.

Activity Fund Bank Accounts--According to PEER’s survey, 109 school districts
(99%) receiving commissions on any item reported that one or more activity fund
bank accounts were maintained for activity funds.  One school district (1%)
reported not having a bank account even though it received commissions on at
least one item.

Policy or Regulations--PEER analysis determined that 143 school districts (93%)
reported having written policies or regulations for ensuring accountability for
activity funds.  Ten school districts (7%) reported not having written policies or
procedures.
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Conclusions

No control mechanism exists to regulate the actions of school
administrators who may receive gifts from vendors of items sold directly to
students.  Additionally, local school boards have not required school
administrators to use a competitive process in selecting vendors to sell items to
students.  As a result, school districts may not receive the best prices for students.
Since the process is not open and competitive, school administrators may award
contracts based on favoritism or may be too extravagant in awarding contracts.
The potential exists for vendors to provide money or items tantamount to gifts to
administrators and influence their selection of vendors.

 Furthermore, many districts reported failure to comply with the State
Auditor’s guidelines which provide that schools or districts maintain an
independent listing of amounts paid by students for such items.  Noncompliance
with this regulation places districts at a higher risk of sustaining financial
impact due to their inability to detect a vendor’s failure to pay the full amount due
to the school or district.  Representatives of the State Auditor’s Office told PEER
that they will continue to train school district personnel regarding this and other
standards to increase compliance.
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Recommendations

1. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN. §37-7-301 to require open
and competitive bidding for the selection of vendors who sell items directly to
students (e.g., rings, caps and gowns, school pictures, year books,
graduation items, and accident insurance).  (See Appendix C, page 23, for
proposed legislation.)

2. The Legislature should prohibit school administrators who enter into
agreements with vendors selling items to students from accepting money or
items tantamount to gifts from vendors.
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Appendix A

School Districts Meeting Criteria for Adequacy in Vendor Selection and Activity Fund Controls

Competitive Process 

District Name
Met
All Rings

Caps and
Gowns Yearbooks

School
Pictures

Graduation
Items

Use a
Competitive
Process On
Any Item*

Independent
Listing or

Received No
Commissions

Provide
Written

Disclosure
to Students

Activity
Fund Bank

Account

Written
Policy On
Activity
Funds

A B C D E F G H I J K

ABERDEEN  SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

ALCORN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

AMITE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES NO YES YES

AMORY SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

ATTALA CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES

BALDWYN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES NO NO YES NO NO YES YES

BAY ST LOUIS WAVELAND SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

BENOIT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NO YES NO NO NO

BENTON CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

BILOXI PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

BOONEVILLE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO NO YES YES

BROOKHAVEN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

CALHOUN CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES

CANTON PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

CARROLL CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO N/A NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

CHICKASAW CO SCHOOL DIST YES NO N/A N/A YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

CHOCTAW CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

CLAIBORNE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

CLARKSDALE SEPARATE SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

CLAY CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

CLEVELAND SCHOOL DIST YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

CLINTON PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

COAHOMA CO AHS NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO NO NO

COAHOMA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO NO NO

COFFEEVILLE SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

COLUMBIA SCHOOL DISTRICT YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

COLUMBUS MUN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO
COPIAH CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

CORINTH SCHOOL DIST NO NO YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

COVINGTON CO SCHOOLS NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

DESOTO COUNTY SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

DREW SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

DURANT PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

EAST JASPER CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES

NOTE: Shaded district names indicate that the district reported having policies and procedures that met all PEER criteria for adequacy in vendor selection and activity fund controls (columns G-K).

*YES in this column indicates that the district reported using a competitive process to select a vendor for at least one of the items listed (i.e., received a YES in column B, C, D, E, or F).

SOURCE:  Compiled by PEER from survey results.



Appendix A (continued)

School Districts Meeting Criteria for Adequacy in Vendor Selection and Activity Fund Controls

Competitive Process 

District Name
Met
All Rings

Caps and
Gowns Yearbooks

School
Pictures

Graduation
Items

Use a
Competitive
Process On
Any Item*

Independent
Listing or

Received No
Commissions

Provide
Written

Disclosure
to Students

Activity
Fund Bank

Account

Written
Policy On
Activity
Funds

A B C D E F G H I J K

EAST TALLAHATCHIE CONSOL SCH DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

ENTERPRISE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

FOREST MUNICIPAL SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

FORREST CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

FORREST COUNTY AG HIGH SCHOOL NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

FRANKLIN CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

GEORGE COUNTY SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

GREENE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

GREENVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

GREENWOOD PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

GRENADA SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

GULFPORT SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

HANCOCK CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

HARRISON CO SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

HATTIESBURG PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

HAZLEHURST CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

HINDS CO AHS NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES NO NO NO

HINDS CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

HOLLANDALE SCHOOL DIST NO NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

HOLLY SPRINGS SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

HOLMES CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

HOUSTON  SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

HUMPHREYS CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

INDIANOLA SCHOOL DIST NO NO YES YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

ITAWAMBA CO SCHOOL DIST YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

ITAWAMBA JR COLLEGE AND AHS YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

JACKSON CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

JACKSON PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

JEFFERSON CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

JEFFERSON DAVIS CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

JONES CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

KEMPER CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

KOSCIUSKO SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES

LAFAYETTE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES NO NO YES NO YES YES YES

LAMAR CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

LAUDERDALE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

LAUREL SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

LAWRENCE CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

LEAKE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES



Appendix A (continued)

School Districts Meeting Criteria for Adequacy in Vendor Selection and Activity Fund Controls

Competitive Process 

District Name
Met
All Rings

Caps and
Gowns Yearbooks

School
Pictures

Graduation
Items

Use a
Competitive
Process On
Any Item*

Independent
Listing or

Received No
Commissions

Provide
Written

Disclosure
to Students

Activity
Fund Bank

Account

Written
Policy On
Activity
Funds

A B C D E F G H I J K

LEE COUNTY NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

LEFLORE CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

LELAND SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

LINCOLN CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

LONG BEACH SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

LOWNDES CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

LUMBERTON PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO YES NO NO YES YES NO YES YES

MADISON CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

MARION CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES
MARSHALL CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES
MCCOMB SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

MERIDIAN PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

MONROE CO SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

MONTGOMERY CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

MOSS POINT SCHOOLS NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

MOUND BAYOU PUB SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO YES NO

NATCHEZ ADAMS SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

NESHOBA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

NETTLETON SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

NEW ALBANY PUBLIC SCHOOLS NO NO NO YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

NEWTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

NEWTON MUN SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

NORTH BOLIVAR SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO YES

NORTH PANOLA SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES

NORTH TIPPAH SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

NOXUBEE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES NO NO YES NO NO YES YES

NORTH PIKE SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

OCEAN SPRINGS SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

OKOLONA SEPARATE SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES

OKTIBBEHA CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

OXFORD SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

PASCAGOULA SEPARATE SCHOOL DIST YES YES NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

PASS CHRISTIAN PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

PEARL PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

PEARL RIVER CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

PERRY CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES

PETAL SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

PHILADELPHIA PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO



Appendix A (continued)

School Districts Meeting Criteria for Adequacy in Vendor Selection and Activity Fund Controls

Competitive Process 

District Name
Met
All Rings

Caps and
Gowns Yearbooks

School
Pictures

Graduation
Items

Use a
Competitive
Process On
Any Item*

Independent
Listing or

Received No
Commissions

Provide
Written

Disclosure
to Students

Activity
Fund Bank

Account

Written
Policy On
Activity
Funds

A B C D E F G H I J K

PICAYUNE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES NO YES

PONTOTOC CITY SCHOOLS NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES NO YES YES

PONTOTOC CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

POPLARVILLE SEPARATE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

PRENTISS CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

QUITMAN CO SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

QUITMAN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES

RANKIN CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

RICHTON SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES

SCOTT CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

SENATOBIA MUNICIPAL SCHOOL DIST YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

SHAW SCHOOL DIST NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES

SIMPSON CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

SMITH CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

SOUTH DELTA SCHOOL DISTRICT NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO NO YES

SOUTH PANOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES NO YES YES

SOUTH PIKE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES NO

SOUTH TIPPAH SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

STARKVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO YES YES NO YES NO NO YES YES

STONE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

SUNFLOWER CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO N/A NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

TATE CO SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES

TISHOMINGO CO SP MUN SCH DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

TUNICA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

TUPELO PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

UNION CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES

UNION PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES

VICKSBURG WARREN SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

WALTHALL CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

WATER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES

WAYNE CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO YES YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

WEBSTER CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES

WEST BOLIVAR SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

WEST JASPER CONSOLIDATED SCH DIST YES YES N/A YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES YES

WEST POINT SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO NO YES NO

WEST TALLAHATCHIE CONSOL SCH DIST NO YES YES N/A YES YES YES YES NO NO NO

WESTERN LINE SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES NO YES YES

WILKINSON CO SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES

WINONA SEPARATE SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES



Appendix A (continued)

School Districts Meeting Criteria for Adequacy in Vendor Selection and Activity Fund Controls

Competitive Process 

District Name
Met
All Rings

Caps and
Gowns Yearbooks

School
Pictures

Graduation
Items

Use a
Competitive
Process On
Any Item*

Independent
Listing or

Received No
Commissions

Provide
Written

Disclosure
to Students

Activity
Fund Bank

Account

Written
Policy On
Activity
Funds

A B C D E F G H I J K

YAZOO CITY MUNICIPAL SCHOOL DIST NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES YES YES

YAZOO CO SCHOOL DIST YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

TOTAL MEETING CRITERIA 21 51 53 57 80 53 86 82 84 132 143
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