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The Pearl River Valley Water Supply District (PRVWSD) manages all aspects of the
Ross Barnett Reservoir, including leasing of commercial and residential property and
providing recreational opportunities.  PEER analyzed the district’s governance,
authority, and responsibilities; how demands on the district have changed over time;
and whether the district has exercised due diligence in managing its resources.

In  1985, the Hinds County Chancery Court issued an order requiring the district
to charge its residents additional fees (beyond their rental payments as lessees) for
services such as fire or police protection.  Although circumstances that gave rise to the
order have changed and the number of residents and demand for services have greatly
increased, the district’s board is limited by the court order in the types of services that
it can provide.  Also, due to the composition of the district’s board and the method by
which board members are appointed, the district is insulated from addressing residents’
concerns and residents have a limited voice in the board’s decisionmaking processes.

Concerning management of the district’s resources, the PRVWSD’s Board of
Directors has not exercised prudent stewardship of public funds because it:

• has approved expenditures of the district’s funds for items that may not benefit
the entire district or the public;

• has not fulfilled its responsibility as an employer to address the taxability of an
employee’s fringe benefits; and,

• does not have a policy limiting how often board members may be paid per diem
and for what purposes.

Concerning the district’s process for developing the Lost Rabbit property, the
PRVWSD Board of Directors’ lack of a policy restricting consultants from participating in
or competing for development contracts creates an appearance that the process by
which persons and firms compete for development contracts is not open and
competitive.
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A Review of the Pearl River Valley
Water Supply District

Executive Summary

Introduction

PEER analyzed the governance, authority, and
responsibilities of the Pearl River Valley Water Supply
District (PRVWSD), how demands on the district have
changed over time, and whether the district has exercised
due diligence in managing its resources. The review
included analyses of accountability for the district’s
resources, performance measurement, and contracting.
The overall purpose was to identify areas for potential
improvement in accountability systems and, where
necessary, modification of law.

Background

The PRVWSD manages and controls the Ross Barnett
Reservoir, a forty-five-mile-long body of water near
Jackson that widens to 3.5 miles at its broadest point and
includes 105 miles of shoreline.  The district’s member
counties are Hinds, Madison, Rankin, Scott, and Leake.
The district’s project area is defined as the physical
location of the reservoir, dam, and related facilities and
includes an area of one-quarter mile from the shoreline of
the reservoir at high water.

PRVWSD’s purposes include:

• providing a water supply for the City of Jackson and to
the district’s residents;

• maintaining the reservoir dam and monitoring water
quality;

• providing law enforcement patrol of the reservoir and
its facilities;

• cooperating with other agencies to provide flood
mitigation;

• managing over 12,400 acres of forest lands;

• leasing reservoir property for residential and
commercial development; and,

• providing recreational opportunities.
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The district’s fourteen-member board approves plans and
projects for the district.  The board uses a committee
system and a staff of 101 to manage its business.

The district is a special fund agency that does not receive
any state general funds. Its operations consist of both
governmental and business type operations.  The
governmental operations, which encompass the
management of the reservoir and district lands, are funded
primarily though lease rentals (from residential and
commercial leaseholders), campground fees, and timber
sales.

The District’s Accountability to Residents

The PRVWSD Board of Directors is limited in the types of services that it can
provide to residents by restrictions placed by the Hinds County Chancery Court in
1985.  Due to the composition of the district’s board and the method by which
board members are appointed, the district is insulated from addressing residents’
concerns and residents have a limited voice in the board’s decisionmaking
processes. Also, the district does not require its divisions to report performance
measurement data that could be used to set policy for the district and inform the
residents of progress toward measurable goals.

Limits on the District’s Provision of Services to Residents

In 1982, complainants in the case of Hinds County v. Pearl
River Valley Water Supply District objected to the district’s
expenditure of public funds derived from the City of
Jackson and the district’s five member counties to finance
services to private residents leasing property from the
district. The court’s final order in 1985 required the
district to apply funds received from the ad valorem tax
levied on the district’s member counties solely to pay the
costs of the bonds issued for the reservoir. The order
prevents the district from providing services such as
police and fire protection to residents unless residents pay
charges or assessments other than their ordinary annual
lease payments.

The bonds for the construction of the reservoir were paid
in 1992 and the district no longer collects tax revenue
from member counties. The number of residents living on
district property has grown to approximately 12,000 to
15,000 people, resulting in a greater demand for services
than existed in 1982.  However, under the confines of the
court order, the board does not have an alternative to
providing services to the community other than to charge
a fee for each additional service.
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Residents’ Representation on the District’s Board of Directors

Currently, the law provides for only one district resident
to serve on the PRVWSD Board of Directors. While the
district’s board is accountable to all member counties of
the district, those residents living near the reservoir are
more directly affected by the decisions of the board.
However, there is little access to the decisionmaking
process for those most affected by its outcome.

Method of Appointing Members of the Board of Directors

The process utilized to appoint members to the PRVWSD
Board of Directors allows only limited input from
residents of the district. Under the current appointment
structure, a resident aggrieved by the board’s actions
could petition the appointed membership or their
appointing authorities, but would not necessarily find
among these members a sufficient number of appointees
who share similar interests regarding the needs of the
reservoir’s residential community.

Terms of Office for Board Members

The district’s board members who are appointed by
county boards of supervisors do not have clearly defined
terms of office.  This practice does not comply with state
law, which sets terms of all officers not otherwise
provided for in statute at four years.  In the absence of a
specified term of appointment, board members can serve
for extended periods without the county board of
supervisors determining whether the appointee is serving
in the best interest of the county.

Lack of Performance Measure Reporting

The district does not require its divisions to report
performance measurement data that could be used to set
policy for the district and inform the residents of progress
toward measurable goals. Although the district’s staff
provides reports to the board on a periodic basis to inform
the board of the staff’s activity and service delivery, most
of the data provided to the board is descriptive and does
not include analysis of how effective the district is in
providing programs and services.
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Limited Review of the District’s Expenditures

The PRVWSD Board of Directors has not exercised prudent stewardship of public
funds because it:

•  has approved expenditures of the district’s funds for items that may not
benefit the entire district or the public;

•  has not fulfilled its responsibility as an employer to address the taxability of
an employee’s fringe benefits; and,

•  does not have a policy limiting how often board members may be paid per
diem and for what purposes.

Recent Renovations of the General Manager’s District-Owned
Residence

Recent renovations of the General Manager’s district-
owned house included $12,200 for ceramic and porcelain
tile.  The district also spent $925 for landscaping and
household items such as flower pots and a tape measure.

When public entities renovate public property, they should
ensure that renovation costs are reasonable and necessary.
Residents of the PRVWSD might question whether
renovations that include ceramic and porcelain tile at $17
per square foot or purchasing landscaping and household
items (that should be the personal responsibility of the
General Manager) constitute reasonable and necessary
expenditures of public funds.

Unnecessary Travel Expenditures

The district could have avoided at least $3,700 in travel
expenditures by requiring the General Manager to make
more economical choices regarding mode of
transportation and type of lodging for district business
trips. This is money that could have been expended on
district projects that would benefit the entire district, its
residents, and the public.

Failure to Fulfill Its Responsibility as an Employer Regarding
Taxability of Employee Benefits

The Pearl River Valley Water Supply District provides its
General Manager with a compensation package that
includes use of a district-owned house, a vehicle, and
utilities (including telephone, electricity, natural gas,
garbage service, and lawn care).  The PRVWSD’s General
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Manager’s estimated FY 2005 compensation package totals
$136,228. Under Internal Revenue Service regulations,
these benefits must meet certain tests in order to be
excluded from the individual’s taxable income.

Based on PEER’s interpretation of the Internal Revenue
Code provisions and Treasury regulations, the housing
that PRVWSD provides to the General Manager does not
meet the tests set forth in 26 USC Section 119 to qualify as
non-taxable housing.  Because PEER believes that the value
of the housing the district has provided to the General
Manager is taxable and the district has not reported this
amount as income or withheld taxes on this amount, the
General Manager could be liable for unpaid taxes on
unreported income and the district and General Manager
could be subject to interest and penalties.

Also, based on PEER’s interpretation of Internal Revenue
Code provisions and Treasury regulations, the vehicle that
PRVWSD provides to the General Manager does not qualify
as a non-personal use vehicle and would be a taxable
fringe benefit under the Internal Revenue Code.  Because
PEER believes that the value of the vehicle the district has
provided to the General Manager is taxable and the district
has not reported this amount as income or withheld taxes
on this amount, the General Manager could be liable for
unpaid taxes on unreported income and the district and
General Manager could be subject to interest and
penalties.

Lack of a Policy Addressing Board Members’ Per Diem Payments

The district’s board does not have a policy addressing how
often the board and committees will meet and for what
purposes. In addition to regularly scheduled and special
called meetings, members of the district’s board have
made frequent visits to the district’s office or property for
which they have been paid per diem. As a result, the
district has incurred costs for per diem that might not
have been necessary, expending residents’ funds that
could have been used to benefit the district’s residents
and the public.

The District’s Process for Developing the Lost Rabbit Property

The PRVWSD Board of Directors’ lack of a policy restricting consultants from
participating in or competing for development contracts creates an appearance that
the process by which persons and firms compete for development contracts is not
open and competitive.

The Lost Rabbit property, approximately 260 acres located
on the western shore of the reservoir in Madison County,
is one of the few remaining large tracts of undeveloped
district land near the Jackson metro area.  For many years
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the district received inquiries from developers interested
in the property as a residential development.  The PRVWSD
Board decided not to develop the property as residential,
but as an Executive Learning Center. 

After PRVWSD unsuccessfully attempted to develop the
Lost Rabbit property as an Executive Learning Center, the
board hired a consultant to acquire additional information
regarding the proposed project and to meet with local
college representatives regarding their potential
involvement in developing the property as an Executive
Learning Center.  The district later abandoned its initial
development plan and pursued development of the
property as a traditional neighborhood development.

The consultant hired by the district became involved with
The Neopolis Corporation, the firm ultimately selected by
the district to develop Lost Rabbit. While PEER is not
certain that the consultant used information obtained
while working for the district to assist Neopolis in the
preparation of its proposal, the possibility exists that such
occurred.  The PRVWSD Board did not have a policy in
place that would require that the district’s contractors
disclose any interests they might have in development
firms or that they not become interested in any firm that
might subsequently bid on matters that were the subjects
of the contractor’s work at PRVWSD.

Recommendations

1. In view of impending development opportunities, the
PRVWSD should study its district-wide needs and
report to the Legislature and the PEER Committee
how it intends to improve both facilities and services
used by residents of the district and the general
public.  Considerations should include, but should
not be limited to, expanded services to residents
such as garbage collection and mosquito control,
improvements to recreational facilities, and other
infrastructure the district would consider a prudent
investment.  Such report should be completed as
soon as possible but no later than December 1, 2005.
The Legislature should study the recommendations
and suggestions in the report and consider whether
to expand the district’s statutory authority to direct
additional expenditures in these areas.  In the event
that the Legislature does not consider the proposals
to be prudent investments of resources, it should
consider requiring that all district revenue and fund
balances be deposited to the general fund of the
state, and that the PRVWSD operate as a general fund
agency.

2. The Mississippi Legislature should amend MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 51-9-1 (1972) concerning the
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Pearl River Industrial Commission to require that the
three names submitted by the board of supervisors
to the Governor be the names of persons who reside
on and are holders of residential leases from
PRVWSD in Madison County.  This would provide
additional representation for residents of the
district.

3. The Pearl River Valley Water Supply District should
create and utilize an advisory board comprised of
district residents.  The board could include
representatives of homeowners’ associations from
neighborhoods located on district property.  The
advisory board could provide resident input to
committees of the board of directors regarding
district development and other key issues affecting
residents.

4. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 51-9-107 (1972) to require that appointees of
the boards of supervisors shall hold terms for four
years.

5. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should require other
divisions to follow the lead of the Parks and
Recreation Division by reporting measures of
performance and progress toward measurable goals.
Program performance measures should demonstrate
what the service outputs are, what the expected
quality levels are for these outputs, and what
productivity is expected from expended staff
resources and funds.

6. In the future, when making improvements to district-
owned residences, the PRVWSD should only expend
funds for fixtures.

7. The PRVWSD should review its practice of providing
the General Manager with both a vehicle and
reimbursement for mileage and should provide only
the most economical mode of transportation.

8. The PRVWSD should immediately begin reporting to
the Internal Revenue Service and the State Tax
Commission all of the General Manager’s taxable
compensation as income and make appropriate
withholdings for income tax and FICA.

9. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should adopt a
policy restricting payment of per diem of board
members to attending regular and special called
meetings or for services rendered by individuals for
activities that have been approved by the board as a
whole.

10. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should refrain from
working exclusively with one developer prior to
public advertisement of a request for proposals for
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the lease of district property or from developing an
RFP incorporating the proposal of a specific
developer.  The board should take steps including,
but not limited to, openly advertising for developers
or contacting multiple developers to whom the board
can communicate its proposed vision for the use of a
specific parcel of property.  The district should
advertise an RFP that is specific to the board’s vision
for the use of the property, but that does not favor
one developer.

11. To safeguard against appearances of impropriety, the
PRVWSD Board of Directors should establish a policy
requiring that its consultants disclose any interests
they might have in development firms and further
require that contractors agree not to become
interested in any firm that may subsequently bid on
any matters that were the subjects of the
contractor’s work.

For More Information or Clarification, Contact:

PEER Committee
P.O. Box 1204

Jackson, MS  39215-1204
(601) 359-1226

http://www.peer.state.ms.us

Senator Lynn Posey, Chair
Union Church, MS  601-786-6339

Representative Dirk Dedeaux, Vice Chair
Gulfport, MS  228-255-6171

Representative Alyce Clarke, Secretary
Jackson, MS  601-354-5453
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A Review of the Pearl River Valley
Water Supply District

Introduction

Authority

The PEER Committee reviewed the Pearl River Valley Water
Supply District (PRVWSD). PEER conducted the review
pursuant to the authority granted by MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 5-3-57 et seq. (1972). This review is a “cycle
review,” which is not driven by specific complaints or
allegations of misconduct.

Scope and Purpose

In conducting this review, PEER analyzed the governance,
authority, and responsibilities of the PRVWSD, how
demands on the district have changed over time, and
whether the district has exercised due diligence in
managing its resources. The review included analyses of
accountability for the district’s resources, performance
measurement, and contracting.  The overall purpose was
to identify areas for potential improvement in
accountability systems and, where necessary, modification
of law.

Method

In conducting this review, PEER:

• reviewed state laws regarding PRVWSD and other
relevant state laws and the board’s rules, regulations,
policies, and procedures;

• reviewed certain provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code and U. S. Treasury regulations;

• reviewed meeting minutes of the district’s board and
its committees;

• interviewed the district’s board members and
personnel;



2 PEER Report #471

• interviewed U. S. Army Corps of Engineers personnel;

• surveyed area municipal and private water suppliers
and the Mississippi Rural Water Association;

• interviewed personnel of the Mississippi Department
of Environmental Quality’s Office of Pollution Control;

• interviewed personnel of the Mississippi Department
of Health’s Division of Water Supply; and,

• analyzed the district’s records and financial
information.
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Background

History and Description of the District

In 1956, the Pearl River Industrial Commission, as defined
in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-5 et seq. (1972), was
authorized to:

. . .(survey) the region bordering the Pearl River, to
investigate the possibilities of developing such areas
from an industrial, irrigational, and recreational
standpoint, to attract new industries, and to
conserve available water for irrigational and
industrial purposes.

As directed in statute, the commission conducted a
preliminary study to determine the feasibility of
constructing a dam and reservoir in the basin of the Pearl
River.

Following the study, the commission, acting under the
legislative mandate of MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-109
through 51-9-119 (1972), petitioned the Chancery Court
for the First Judicial District of Hinds County to organize
and establish the district in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 197, Laws of 1958.   This process was part of a
comprehensive plan established by the Legislature for
determining whether a need existed for creating a district
and empowering such to acquire the necessary land to
establish the reservoir.   The court, after giving notice and
joining as parties the State Board of Water Commissioners
and the boards of supervisors within the proposed district,
as required by statute, heard evidence of the feasibility of
the project and the public necessity for the project.
Following a finding of public necessity, the court then
ordered elections in each county within the proposed
district to allow the electorate the opportunity to approve
or disapprove membership in the district.  Ultimately, the
counties of Hinds, Madison, Rankin, Scott, and Leake opted
to become members of the district.  Thereby, the district
was created in accordance with law.

Following its creation, the district was empowered to
impound the river and acquire land through negotiation or
condemnation necessary to carry out the legislative
purposes set out in the above-cited act.

Completed in 1965, the forty-five-mile-long Ross Barnett
Reservoir widens to 3.5 miles at its broadest point and
includes 105 miles of shoreline.  The district’s project area
is defined as the physical location of the reservoir, dam,

Hinds, Madison,
Rankin, Scott, and
Leake counties opted
to become members of
the Pearl River Valley
Water Supply District.

The reservoir is 45
miles long, 3.5 miles
wide at its broadest
point, and includes
105 miles of shoreline.
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and related facilities and includes an area within one mile
from the shoreline of the reservoir at high water.  Exhibit
1, page 5, shows a map of the district and the reservoir.

Currently the district provides a variety of services to
residents of the district, the City of Jackson, and the
general public, such as:

• provides a water supply for the City of Jackson and to
district residents;

• maintains the reservoir dam and monitors water
quality;

• provides law enforcement patrol of the reservoir and
its facilities;

• cooperates with other agencies to provide flood
mitigation;

• manages over 12,400 acres of forest lands;

• leases reservoir property for residential and
commercial development; and,

• provides recreational opportunities.

Composition of Board of Directors

A board of directors approves plans and projects for the
Pearl River Valley Water Supply District.  (See Exhibit 2,
page 6, for a list of the current members of the district’s
board, their representation, and date of appointment.)

The board members represent the five counties that the
district serves in central Mississippi and four state
agencies. MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-107 (1972)
requires that the fourteen-member board be composed of
the following:

• five members appointed by district member counties’
boards of supervisors (Hinds, Leake, Madison, Rankin,
and Scott counties each have one member);

• four members, one from each of the following state
agencies: Department of Environmental Quality;
Forestry Commission; Department of Health; and
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks; and,

• five members of the Pearl River Industrial Commission,
one from each of the five counties within the district.1

                                        
1 Members of the Pearl River Industrial Commission are appointed by the Governor from a list of
nominees submitted by the board of supervisors of each county.  According to MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 51-9-1 (1972), nominees submitted by Rankin County must reside on or hold a residential
lease from the district.  Any member of the commission who represents a county that is a member
of the district also serves on the district’s board.

The district’s board
members represent
the five counties that
the district serves and
four state agencies.
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Exhibit 1:  Location of Pearl River Valley Water Supply District and
Ross Barnett Reservoir

SOURCE: PRVWSD

The district’s board uses a committee system to manage
its business, utilizing the following primary committees:

• Shoreline Development--manages issues related to
residential and commercial development on district
property;

• Parks Policy–-discusses issues related to the district’s
recreation facilities and programs;

• Audit Committee--meets quarterly to review the
district’s finances; also sets fees and meets with
auditors regarding annual audit; and,

• Executive--manages issues related to policy and
procedure of the board, staff, etc.

PEARL RIVER
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Exhibit 2:  PRVWSD Board of Directors (As of June 2004)

Board Member Representation Appointed By Date of
Appointment

Jim Carraway Rankin County Board of Supervisors April 2004
Walter Crapps Scott County Board of Supervisors August 2000
Phillip Crosby Leake County Board of Supervisors November 2003
Samuel Mitchell Hinds County Board of Supervisors May 2004
Charles Porter Madison County Board of Supervisors January 2004
Billy Cook Pearl River Industrial

Commission (Leake
County)

Governor February 2001

W. C. Gorden Pearl River Industrial
Commission (Hinds
County)

Governor February 2001

Gene McGee Pearl River Industrial
Commission
(Madison County)

Governor May 1996

Vernard Murrell Pearl River Industrial
Commission (Scott
County)

Governor May 1992

Bill Stevens Pearl River Industrial
Commission (Rankin
County)

Governor March 1992

Stephen Adcock Department of
Wildlife, Fisheries,
and Parks

Executive Director
(approved by Commission
on Wildlife, Fisheries, and
Parks)

September 2001

Charles Chisolm Department of
Environmental
Quality

Commission on
Environmental Quality

May 2002

James Sledge, Jr. Forestry
Commission

Forestry Commission September 1991

Mary Kim Smith Department of
Health

Board of Health August 1999

SOURCE: PRVWSD

Typically, issues up for approval or consideration by the
board are presented to an appropriate committee for
initial discussion.  The committee then makes a
recommendation to the full board if it sees fit to do so.
All business approved in committee is presented to the
full board for approval.

The Shoreline Development and Parks Policy committees
handle the bulk of the work of the board and meet on a
monthly basis.  Other committees meet on an as-needed
basis.
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Authority and Responsibilities

Statutory Powers and Purposes

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-103 (1972) defines the
legislative determination and declaration of policy for the
district:

It is hereby declared, as a matter of
legislative determination, that the
waterways and surface waters of the state
are among its basic resources, that the
overflow and surface waters of the state
have not heretofore been conserved to
realize their full beneficial use, that the
preservation, conservation, storage, and
control of such waters are necessary to
insure an adequate, sanitary water supply at
all times, to promote the balanced economic
development of the state, and to aid in flood
control, conservation and development of
state forests, irrigation of lands needing
irrigation, and pollution abatement.  It is
further determined and declared that the
preservation, conservation, storage, and
control of the waters of the Pearl River and
its tributaries and its overflow waters for
domestic, municipal, commercial, industrial,
agricultural, and manufacturing purposes,
for recreational uses, for flood control,
timber development, irrigation, and
pollution abatement are, as a matter of
public policy, for the general welfare of the
entire people of the state.

Also, although not part of its original enabling legislation,
the district received law enforcement authority from the
Legislature in 1978 (MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-175
[1972]).

The following sections provide an overview of each of
these powers and purposes.

Providing a Water Supply

The district is responsible for managing the Ross Barnett
Reservoir as a primary water supply source for the
district’s property and the City of Jackson.  In order to
ensure the viability of the reservoir as a water supply, the
district maintains the reservoir dam and monitors water
quality in cooperation with the Department of
Environmental Quality and the Department of Health.  The
district operates four water distribution and wastewater
collection systems in Rankin and Madison counties.  The

The district operates
four water distribution
and wastewater
collection systems in
Rankin and Madison
counties.
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systems include eleven water supply wells, six storage
tanks, sewer lift stations and water distribution and
wastewater collection lines.

Managing Forestlands

The district has a Timber Management and Marketing
Agreement with the Forestry Commission, through which
the commission is vested with general supervision of all
forested land.  (MISS. CODE ANN. Section 49-19-3 [1972]
mandates that the Mississippi Forestry Commission
manage all state-owned forestland.)  Through a joint effort
with the Forestry Commission, the district has developed a
comprehensive Forest Resource Management Plan that
addresses management of over 12,400 acres of forested
land in Leake, Madison, Rankin, and Scott counties.  In the
plan, the Forestry Commission and the district considered
factors such as water quality protection, wildlife
enhancement, outdoor recreation, and timber production
and scheduled activities designed to improve the district’s
forestlands.

Providing Recreational Opportunities

The district operates eleven major recreation areas--six
parks and five campgrounds--located throughout the
district.  Additional district recreation facilities include
boat launches, fishing piers, marinas, and a system of
walking and biking trails.  These facilities are generally
designed to complement and provide access to the
reservoir, which provides recreation to users from a large
service area, in addition to those residents who live and
work in the immediate reservoir area.

The five campground areas--Coal Bluff, Goshen Springs,
Timberlake, Leake County, and Low Head Dam--offer
recreational vehicle sites providing water, electricity, and
sewer service and feature amenities such as swimming
pools, playgrounds, comfort stations, and laundry
facilities.  The district has also developed six major parks:
Brown’s Landing, Coal Bluff, Leake County Water Park,
Lakeshore, Old Trace, and Pelahatchie Shore.  These parks
provide picnic tables, grills, pavilions, playground areas,
boat ramps, and comfort stations.

The district estimates that 2.5 million visitors utilize the
reservoir and the district’s recreational facilities each year.
The district has developed a Recreation Master Plan to
address the recreation needs of the district area and the
population groups utilizing its recreation facilities.  The
district is using the plan to guide the growth and further
development of recreation facilities.

The district has
developed a
comprehensive Forest
Resource Management
Plan that addresses
management of over
12,400 acres of
forested land.

The district operates
six parks and five
campgrounds, boat
launches, fishing piers,
marinas, and a system
of walking and biking
trails.

The district estimates
that 2.5 million visitors
utilize the reservoir
and the district’s
recreational facilities
each year.
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Utilizing Flood Mitigation Practices

Although MISS. CODE ANN.  Section 51-9-121 (1972)
empowers the district “to prevent or aid in the prevention
of damage to person or property from the waters of the
Pearl River or any of its tributaries,” the Ross Barnett
Reservoir was not designed for flood control (see Conflicts
Among the District’s Purposes, page 10).  Therefore,
PRVWSD utilizes flood mitigation practices to reduce
flooding downstream from the reservoir. PRVWSD partners
with the United States Army Corps of Engineers, United
States Geological Service, and the National Weather Service
to monitor rainfall and water levels using a computer
model. The district utilizes information gathered from
devices measuring rainfall and stream levels that the
computer model analyzes to predict the inflow of water
into the reservoir. The computer model allows PRVWSD
staff to determine whether the floodgates need to be
opened or closed to ensure the proper water level at the
reservoir.

The main obstacle that limits the reservoir’s use in flood
control is that the reservoir drainage area is much larger
than its storage area. The reservoir is only able to store
one inch of rainfall runoff before it reaches its maximum
storage level.  Although the district periodically lowers
water levels to account for increases due to winter and
spring rains, the district chooses not to lower water levels
significantly because of the potential effect on residential
and commercial property and the negative impact on
recreational uses.

Promoting Economic Development

The district promotes economic development within the
five-county area primarily through leasing property for
residential or commercial development. To establish a
continuing revenue flow after discontinuance of ad
valorem taxes and to satisfy an agreement with the City of
Jackson, the district began shoreline development and
leasing of lands in 1964, when the district first leased land
for a private yacht club and two separate marina sites.
The district began leasing land for shoreline residential
areas during 1965, with the first offerings being individual
home lots.  Until 1979 the district handled the
development aspects of the leases, such as the division of
parcels and installing utilities, streets, and other
infrastructure.  In 1979 the district began leasing tracts of
land, rather than individual residential lots, to private land
developers.

The Ross Barnett
Reservoir was not
designed for flood
control, but utilizes
flood mitigation
practices to reduce
flooding downstream.

The district chooses
not to lower water
levels significantly
because of the
potential effect on
residential and
commercial property
and the negative
impact on recreational
uses.

The district promotes
economic development
within the five-county
area primarily through
leasing property for
residential or
commercial
development.
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Enforcing Laws

As noted above, although law enforcement responsibilities
were not included in the creation of the district, the
Legislature authorized law enforcement through the Pearl
River Valley Water Supply District Reservoir Patrol Officer
Law in 1978.  MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-175 (1972)
empowers the district to appoint and commission
reservoir patrol officers who must meet all educational
and training requirements of the Mississippi Law
Enforcement Officers’ Training Academy.

Reservoir patrol officers have the authority to enforce all
municipal, county, district, and state laws on the district’s
property.  The primary function for the reservoir patrol is
to provide law enforcement protection for district-
operated recreation facilities, which include campgrounds,
parks, boat launches, and fishing areas.

The reservoir patrol cooperates with local law enforcement
agencies to provide law enforcement services on district
property. On commercial and residential leased property,
counties and municipalities have jurisdictional preference.
However, local law enforcement agencies defer to the
reservoir patrol to respond to calls for service as needed.
Patrol officers are also responsible for patrolling the Ross
Barnett Reservoir and work closely with the Department of
Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks to enforce boating and
fishing regulations.

Conflicts Among the District’s Purposes

An issue that the district has faced in years since its
creation is the fact that its enabling legislation (Title 51,
Chapter 9 of the MISSISSIPPI CODE) lists flood control as
one of its multiple purposes (see Statutory Powers and
Purposes, page 7).  However, engineering documents for
the design and construction of the reservoir did not
incorporate this directive and state that the reservoir was
built for recreation and as a water supply source (two of
its other statutory purposes).  Thus the reservoir was not
designed for flood control.

The chief obstacle that limits the reservoir’s use in flood
control is that the reservoir drainage area is much larger
than its storage area.  The district has chosen to maintain
the reservoir at 296 feet above sea level, which was the
level specified in the original design.  Maximum capacity
for the reservoir is 300 feet above sea level.  The reservoir
is only able to store one inch of rainfall runoff before it
reaches its maximum storage level.

Over the years, due to increased residential and
commercial development and limitations with flood
control capabilities, PRVWSD has focused on recreational

The primary function
for the reservoir patrol
is to provide law
enforcement
protection for district-
operated recreation
facilities.

The reservoir is only
able to store one inch
of rainfall runoff
before it reaches its
maximum storage
level.
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and water supply uses rather than flood control. Yet flood
control is a factor in the district’s residential, commercial,
and recreational development because of how these
properties are affected by the reservoir’s water level.
Although the district periodically lowers the reservoir’s
water levels to account for seasonal rains, the district
chooses not to lower water levels significantly because of
the potential effect on residential and commercial
property, and recreational uses.  Yet heavy rains can
quickly flood shoreline areas because of the reservoir’s
limited storage capacity.

Because of the growth in residential and commercial
development on the district’s property, the reservoir area
is now a highly desirable residential and commercial
location in the Jackson metro area.  While residential and
commercial development of district property affects the
amount of land available for forestlands and recreational
facilities, it most significantly impacts the options
available to utilize the reservoir for flood mitigation, due
to the district’s decision to maintain the water level at 296
feet above sea level.

Organization and Staffing

The district accomplishes its responsibilities through an
appointed General Manager who is responsible for the
district’s personnel. The General Manager oversees an
administrative assistant and ninety-nine other employees
in four divisions:

• The District Engineer Division is responsible for forest
management, water and sewer operations, building
inspection, spillway control tower operation, and
construction and maintenance functions. The District
Engineer Division staff consists of forty-three
employees.

• The Parks and Recreation Division consists of parks
operations and horticulture and grounds management.
The division, under the supervision of the Parks
Administrator, is responsible for the management of
the district’s recreational facilities, wildlife
preservation efforts, landscaping, and general grounds
beautification.  This division includes thirty-seven
employees.

• The Reservoir Patrol Division is in charge of law
enforcement on the district’s property.  The division
cooperates with state and local law enforcement
agencies in providing law enforcement and protection
services.  Eleven employees make up this division.

• The Bureau of Finance and Personnel is responsible for
all financial and staffing functions for the district.  The
division’s eight employees manage the district’s leases,

Flood control is a
factor in the district’s
residential,
commercial, and
recreational
development because
of how these
properties are affected
by the reservoir’s
water level.
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lease changes, water payments, and plan and manage
the district’s budget.

Exhibit 3, page 13, shows the current staff organization of
the Pearl River Valley Water Supply District.

Revenues and Expenditures

The Pearl River Valley Water Supply District is a special
fund agency that does not receive any state general funds.
The district’s operations consist of governmental and
business type operations.

The governmental operations are funded primarily though
lease rentals (from residential and commercial
leaseholders), campground fees, and timber sales (see
Exhibit 4, page 14).  The governmental operations
encompass the management of the reservoir and district
lands.

The district’s business type operations are primarily
funded through water sales and sewer charges and relate
to the operation and maintenance of the water and sewer
systems.

The Pearl River Valley
Water Supply District
is a special fund
agency that does not
receive any state
general funds.
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Exhibit 3:  FY 2004 Organization Chart for Pearl River Valley Water
Supply District
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Exhibit 4: PRVWSD’s Governmental Operations, FY 2000 through FY
2003: Revenues, Expenditures, and Cash Balances †

Category FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003
Revenues
Lease Rentals $2,696,504 $2,719,677 $2,888,810 $2,944,382
Campground
Fees 967,063 1,042,597 1,161,497 1,160,940
Other* 502,444 486,484 1,011,824^ 1,293,450^^

Total Revenues $4,166,011 $4,248,758 $5,062,131 $5,398,772

Expenditures
Salaries, Wages,
Fringe Benefits $2,103,859 $2,171,153 $2,329,060 $2,561,484
Contractual
Services 1,237,080 1,455,862 1,633,076 1,844,083
Other** 515,793 428,037 432,452 1,608,142#

Total Transfers
and
Expenditures $3,856,732 $4,055,052 $4,394,588 $6,013,709

Revenues
Over/(Under)
Expenditures $309,279 $193,706 $667,543 ($614,937)

Fiscal Year-End
Cash Balance# # $1,148,331 $1,111,379 $1,653,387 $1,256,855

† Excludes capital projects, debt service, and interfund transfers.
* Includes timber sales, interest on investments, building permit fees, and recording fees.
** Includes travel, commodities, and equipment.
^ Includes $460,000 for land sold to Rankin County Schools for an elementary school building
site.
^^ Includes $502,536 in proceeds from timber sales.
# Increase was due to equipment purchases and special projects.
# # Cash balances as reported on the district’s audited financial statements.  Cash balance will not
reconcile to the difference in revenues and expenditures due to accounting considerations.

SOURCE:  PEER analysis of PRVWSD’s audited financial statements.



PEER Report #471 15

The District’s Accountability to Residents

The PRVWSD Board of Directors is limited in the types of services that it can
provide to residents by restrictions placed by the Hinds County Chancery Court in
1985.  Due to the composition of the district’s board and the method by which
board members are appointed, the district is insulated from addressing residents’
concerns and residents have a limited voice in the board’s decisionmaking
processes. Also, the district does not require its divisions to report performance
measurement data that could be used to set policy for the district and inform the
residents of progress toward measurable goals.

As a government entity, the Pearl River Valley Water
Supply District was created to provide a range of services
to those counties included in the district. The district has
evolved into a distinct community functioning similarly to
a municipality. However, the district has not been held
accountable to a constituency.

Limits on the District’s Provision of Services to Residents

The PRVWSD Board of Directors is limited in the types of services that it can
provide to residents by restrictions placed by the Hinds County Chancery
Court in 1985.

Operating under a final judgment issued by the Hinds
County Chancery Court, the district is limited in how it can
provide services to residents.  Complainants in the case of
Hinds County v. Pearl River Valley Water Supply District
objected to the district’s expenditure of public funds
derived from the City of Jackson and the district’s five
member counties to finance services to private residents
leasing property from the district.

At the time of the case (1982), approximately 5,000
residents were living on district property in subdivisions
located in Rankin County and the district was providing a
wide range of services to these residents.  To fund these
services, the district was subsidizing water and sewer
expenses, constructing roads, providing trash collection,
and providing police and fire protection services with a
percentage of revenues derived from taxes collected to pay
the bond debt associated with constructing the reservoir.
The Hinds County Chancery Court found this practice to
be in violation of MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-131
(1972), requiring the district to apply the funds received
from the two mill ad valorem tax levied on the district’s
member counties solely to pay the principal, interest, and
other costs of the bonds issued.

Complainants in the
case of Hinds County
v. Pearl River Valley
Water Supply District
objected to the
district’s expenditure
of public funds
derived from the City
of Jackson and the
district’s five member
counties to finance
services to private
residents leasing
property from the
district.
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The final judgment in 1985 ordered the district to develop
and implement an accounting and budgetary system that
identified all direct and indirect costs incurred by the
district in providing services to the lessees.  The order also
stated that the district should terminate any services to
residential and commercial leaseholders unless the district
had implemented a method by which it could recover and
defray all costs associated with services that had been
previously provided such as police and fire protection,
garbage collection, and road construction.  The district
was directed to recover associated costs through charges
or assessments to be paid by its residents, other than their
ordinary annual lease payments, or from contributions
from other political subdivisions, not to include proceeds
from any tax levy required by MISS. CODE ANN. Section
51-9-131 or Section 51-9-139 (1972).  The order prevents
the district from providing services such as police and fire
protection to residents at no additional cost above rental
payments made by lessees to the district.

The bonds for the construction of the reservoir were paid
in 1992 and the district no longer collects tax revenue
from Hinds, Leake, Madison, Rankin, and Scott counties.
Based on these facts, the original condition that was
present when the suit was filed has changed.  Currently,
lease payments and payments for water services are the
primary sources of revenue for the district, funding all
statutorily directed activities (see Statutory Powers and
Purposes, page 7).

The number of residents living on district property has
grown to approximately 12,000 to 15,000 people, resulting
in an established community and a greater demand for
services than existed in 1982.  Under the current confines
of the court order, the board does not have an alternative
to providing services to the community other than to
charge a fee for each additional service.

Residents’ Representation on the District’s Board of Directors

The law provides for only one district resident to serve on the PRVWSD
Board of Directors.

The district’s property that is leased for commercial and
residential development is located in Madison and Rankin
counties.  There are approximately 5,000 residential and
commercial leaseholders located in these counties, with
12,000 to 15,000 residents living on district property.
While the board has fourteen members, MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 51-9-1 (1972) requires that one Rankin County
appointee be a leaseholder of or reside on the district’s
property.

The court order
required the district to
apply the funds
received from the two
mill ad valorem tax
levied on the district’s
member counties
solely to pay the
principal, interest, and
other costs of the
bonds issued to
construct the
reservoir.

The bonds for the
construction of the
reservoir were paid in
1992 and the district
no longer collects tax
revenue from the
counties.

Due to the
composition of the
PRVWSD Board of
Directors, the Madison
and Rankin areas (with
approximately 12,000-
15,000 residents) have
a limited voice in the
actions of the board.
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While the district’s board of directors is accountable to all
member counties of the district, those residents living
near the reservoir are more directly affected by the
decisions of the board.  As a result of the district’s
development strategy, the district has, in effect, created a
unique community functioning similarly to an
incorporated municipality.  However, due to the
composition of the board of directors, that community has
a severely limited voice in the actions of the board.  There
is little access to the decisionmaking process for those
most affected by its outcome.

Method of Appointing Members of the Board of Directors

The process utilized to appoint members to the PRVWSD Board of Directors
allows only limited input from residents of the district.

As noted on page 4, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-107
(1972) requires that the fourteen members of the district’s
board be appointed as follows:

• five members are appointed by county boards of
supervisors (one member each from Hinds, Leake,
Madison, Rankin, and Scott counties);

• four members are appointed by the governing boards
or executive director of the following state agencies:
Department of Environmental Quality; Forestry
Commission; Department of Health; and Department
of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks; and,

• five members are the members of the Pearl River
Industrial Commission that represent the five counties
within the district.  Members of the Pearl River
Industrial Commission are appointed by the Governor
from a list of nominees submitted by the board of
supervisors of each county.

This membership structure, while technically accountable
to the appointing authorities, may not be attuned to the
concerns of a growing constituency--the persons who
reside at the reservoir.   Appointees who are not residents
of the district may not share the same concerns about
development, traffic, safety, and other public concerns as
would individuals who reside within the boundaries of the
district.

Under the current appointment structure, a resident
aggrieved by the board’s actions could petition the
appointed membership or their appointing authorities, but
would not necessarily find among these members a
sufficient number of appointees who share similar
interests regarding the needs of the reservoir’s residential
community.

Appointees who are
not residents of the
district may not share
the same concerns
about development,
traffic, and safety as
would individuals who
reside within the
boundaries of the
district.
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Although the district’s lease payments from residents
comprise a significant portion of its operating budget, the
board’s current structure limits the voice of residents in
the district’s operations and in decisions that directly
affect residents’ quality of life.

Terms of Office for Board Members

The district’s board members who are appointed by county boards of
supervisors do not have clearly defined terms of office.  This practice does
not comply with state law, which sets terms of all officers not otherwise
provided for in statute at four years.

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-107 (1972), which specifies
the composition and method of appointment of the
PRVWSD Board’s membership, does not specify terms of
office for board members.  The district’s practice has been
that members appointed by the boards of supervisors have
served at the will and pleasure of the respective board of
supervisors, with no set term of office.  However, this
practice does not comply with the state constitution or
with other provisions in the MISSISSIPPI CODE.

Section 20 of the MISSISSIPPI CONSTITUTION requires
elected or appointed officials to serve for some specified
period:

No person shall be elected or appointed to
office in this state for life or during good
behavior, but the term of all officers shall be
for some specified period.

Additionally, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 25-1-1 (1972)
provides that the term of office of all officers not
otherwise provided for by law shall be four years and until
a successor shall be duly qualified.

In the absence of a specified term of appointment,
appointing authorities may fail to reevaluate appointees
and the service they are providing to the constituency
represented.  This practice could result in board members
serving for extended periods without the county board of
supervisors determining whether the appointee is serving
in the best interest of the county.  Also, under a defined
term of office, members might feel freer to act
independently to fulfill their duties without the prospect
of arbitrary removal.

In the case of the PRVWSD Board, Hinds County appointed
a board member in 1979 who continued to serve on the
board until May 2004.  According to minutes of the Hinds
County Board of Supervisors, the board of supervisors had
not brought up the board member’s reappointment for
consideration.  By not reconsidering the board member’s

In the absence of a
specified term of
appointment,
appointing authorities
may fail to reevaluate
appointees and the
service they are
providing to the
constituency
represented.
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appointment, an evaluation of the board member’s service
was never addressed by the county.  It should also be
noted that failing to officially reappoint the board member
or reconsider the appointment prevented input of county
officials that came into office due to turnover on the Hinds
County Board of Supervisors over the approximately
twenty-five years since initial appointment.

Lack of Performance Measure Reporting

The district does not require its divisions to report performance
measurement data that could be used to set policy for the district and
inform the residents of progress toward measurable goals.

Although the district’s staff provides reports to the board
on a periodic basis to inform the board of the staff’s
activity and service delivery, most of the data provided to
the board is descriptive and does not include analysis of
how effective the district is in providing programs and
services. For example, the Reservoir Patrol Division
submits a monthly activity report to the board that
includes a summary of general activity, the number of
houseboat inspections, a list of crimes reported, and a list
of tickets issued by patrol officers.  These reports do not
provide any analysis of increases or decreases in activity,
arrests, citations, or inspections over a given period, nor
do they measure the level of patrol activity compared to
the previous year or quarter.

The exception to this type of reporting is a recent
document prepared by the district’s Parks and Recreation
Division.  For Fiscal Year 2004, the division completed a
comprehensive performance report to the board
addressing campground user fee revenues, campground
occupancy levels, and user survey data.  The report
provides analysis of collected data, tracking revenues and
occupancy over time and in comparison to performance in
previous years.  This type of analysis could be useful in
evaluating the use of district recreational facilities and in
determining where needs for expanded service exist, as
well as what facilities and programs are not being utilized.
The survey data analyzed by staff also expresses to the
board the priorities and interests of facility users.

Performance measurement of a program should be based
on the relationship between program inputs, outputs,
efficiency, and effectiveness.  Program success is
delivering enough output of service at a sufficient level of
quality, with quality defined as responsiveness, timeliness,
service availability, customer satisfaction, and absence of
error.  Program performance measures should
demonstrate what the service outputs are, what the
expected quality levels are for these outputs, and what
productivity is expected from expended staff resources
and dollars.  Well-designed performance measures would

By requiring the staff
to utilize data
collected related to
water service, lease
management, and
reservoir patrol, the
district could measure
how effectively it is
providing services to
customers and
residents.
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also show whether continuous improvement is being made
in terms of efficiency and effectiveness.

Although the district currently submits performance
indicators and measures to the Legislature as part of the
budget request process, the staff’s periodic reports to the
district’s board do not address many of these measures.
By requiring the staff to utilize data collected related to
water service, lease management, and reservoir patrol, the
district could measure how effectively it is providing
services to customers and residents. If the staff provided
the board with reports including analysis of the activity
observed over a specified period, the board could become
aware of how effectively and efficiently the district’s
business is being managed.  Reports of district
performance could also be useful in communicating with
residents and customers on specific service areas.
Providing performance information to the board and
making that information available to the public would
enhance the district’s relationship with residents.

Board members and district management should seek to
use staff time and the district’s funds as efficiently as
possible to provide high quality services at reasonable
costs. Utilizing performance measurement data would
help the district’s board members and staff make better
decisions.  It would also enable board members to know
where the district is headed and when it has reached its
goals.
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Limited Review of the District’s Expenditures

The PRVWSD Board of Directors has not exercised prudent stewardship of public
funds because it:

•  has approved expenditures of the district’s funds for items that may not
benefit the entire district or the public;

•  has not fulfilled its responsibility as an employer to address the taxability of
an employee’s fringe benefits; and,

•  does not have a policy limiting how often board members may be paid per
diem and for what purposes.

To evaluate the district’s use of its resources, PEER
conducted a limited review of the district’s expenditures
for FY 2003 and FY 2004 (through April 2004), including
renovations of district-owned residences, board members’
per diem and travel, staff members’ travel, and the General
Manager’s compensation.

PEER found that the district’s board has approved
expenditures for items that may not benefit the entire
district or the public (e.g., at least $3,700 in unnecessary
travel expenditures), has not properly addressed the
taxability of one employee’s benefits, and has not issued a
policy regarding how often the board and its committees
will meet and for what purposes.

Recent Renovations of the General Manager’s District-Owned Residence

Recent renovations of the General Manager’s district-owned house included
$12,200 for ceramic and porcelain tile.  The district also spent $925 for
landscaping and household items such as flower pots and a tape measure.

According to district officials, the General Manager’s
district-owned residence had not been renovated from the
time of its construction in 1981 until FY 2002.  Although
PEER did not review FY 2002 renovation expenditures,
during FY 2003 and through April of FY 2004, the district
spent approximately $31,000 on renovations of the
General Manager’s district-owned residence.  The recent
renovation included paint, fixtures, mirrors, electrical
supplies, floor surface kits, air conditioning, plumbing,
and ceramic and porcelain tile.

The district obtained two bids for the tile.  One bid was
$12,200 and the second bid was $13,627.  A building
consultant hired by the district to review the tile purchase
described the tile chosen by the General Manager as
“rather pricey” and suggested obtaining additional bids for
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other tile that was available in a wide range of prices.  He
also suggested two other companies from which the
district could obtain prices.

PEER attempted to contact the two companies that were
suggested by the consultant to inquire about prices for
comparable tile. Representatives at one of the companies
were not available for comment.  Representatives at the
second company quoted $6,750, including labor, for a
high-quality ceramic tile for the same amount of square
footage (750 square feet).  However, the district chose to
pay $12,200 for ceramic and porcelain tile at a cost of
approximately $17 per square foot.

Also during this period the district spent an additional
$925 on the General Manager’s residence for landscaping
and household items such as flowers, flower pots, potting
soil, a garden hose, a tape measure, and an outside
garbage can.

PEER did not evaluate the need for renovation of the
General Manager’s residence.  However, when public
entities renovate public property, they should ensure that
renovation costs are reasonable and necessary. Residents
of the PRVWSD might question whether renovations that
include ceramic and porcelain tile at $17 per square foot
or purchasing landscaping and household items (that
should be the personal responsibility of the General
Manager) constitute reasonable and necessary
expenditures of public funds.

Unnecessary Travel Expenditures

The district could have avoided at least $3,700 in travel expenditures by
requiring the General Manager to make more economical choices regarding
mode of transportation and type of lodging for district business trips.

During FY 2003 and through April of FY 2004, the General
Manager made thirty-five trips related to district business.
Twenty-nine of the trips were in the Jackson metro area,
two trips were in-state trips, and four trips were outside of
Mississippi and were related to touring projects in
association with the planned Lost Rabbit development (see
discussion of Lost Rabbit on pages 35 through 41).  PEER
reviewed PRVWSD’s travel expenditures for this period and
determined that the district could have avoided at least
$3,700 in travel expenditures, while making the same trips
and accomplishing the same purposes, by requiring the
General Manager and then-president of the PRVWSD Board
to make more economical choices regarding mode of
transportation and type of lodging.

When public entities
renovate public
property, they should
ensure that renovation
costs are reasonable
and necessary.

Because PRVWSD does
not require board
members and staff to
make the most
economical
transportation or
lodging choices, the
district is not
following prudent
financial management
principles in
expending public
funds.
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Use of Personal Vehicle for Business Travel vs. Use of District-
Provided Vehicle

Although PRVWSD provides the General Manager with a vehicle, during FY
2003 and through April of FY 2004, he frequently used his personal
vehicle for out-of-state business trips, incurring approximately $2,500 in
mileage reimbursement.

PRVWSD provides the General Manager with a vehicle to
use for district business.  However, during FY 2003 and
through April of FY 2004, the General Manager frequently
used his personal vehicle for district business, including
trips to Tennessee, Florida, and North Carolina.  For the
period noted above, the General Manager received a total
of approximately $2,500 in mileage reimbursement from
the district for approximately 7,000 miles driven in his
personal vehicle.  By requiring the General Manager to use
the district-owned vehicle and purchasing gasoline for that
vehicle, PRVWSD could have avoided approximately $400
in travel costs.  This is money that could have been used
to benefit the entire district, its residents, and the public.

Reasons for public bodies to purchase an agency vehicle
include providing a more economical mode of
transportation and reducing wear and tear on staff
members’ personal vehicles.  By frequently using his
personal vehicle for district business, the General Manager
calls into question the need for PRVWSD to provide him
with a district-owned vehicle.

Traveling in Two Personal Vehicles and Receiving Mileage
Reimbursement vs. Traveling in One Vehicle

On three occasions when both the General Manager and the district
board’s president made the same business trip at the same time, they
traveled in two separate personal vehicles and both received mileage
reimbursement.

On the following three business trips, the General Manager
and then-president of the PRVWSD Board traveled to the
same location at the same time to tour projects similar to
the planned Lost Rabbit development.  They traveled in
two personal vehicles, with both individuals receiving
mileage reimbursement.

o In July 2002, both traveled to Birmingham,
Alabama, and Seaside, Florida.  Mileage
reimbursement for the two vehicles totaled
$693.43.

o Over the Labor Day weekend in 2002, both traveled
to Asheville, North Carolina. Mileage
reimbursement for the two vehicles totaled
$982.21.

By frequently using his
personal vehicle for
district business, the
General Manager calls
into question the need
for PRVWSD to provide
him with a district-
owned vehicle.
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o From December 26, 2002, through December 31,
2002, both traveled to Tallahassee, Celebration,
and Naples, Florida. Mileage reimbursement for the
two vehicles totaled $1,526.43.

If PRVWSD’s Board had required the General Manager and
the board’s President to travel in one personal vehicle or in
the district’s vehicle on these trips, the district could have
avoided from $1,600 to $1,800 in travel costs.  This is
money that could have been used to benefit the entire
district, its residents, and the public.

Staying in Luxury Hotels vs. Staying in Moderately Priced
Business Hotels

On two of these three business trips, the General Manager and then-
President of the PRVWSD Board chose to stay in luxury hotels with rates
far exceeding those of nationally recognized business hotel chains.

While in Asheville, North Carolina, over Labor Day
weekend in 2002, the General Manager and then-President
of the PRVWSD Board stayed at the Inn on Biltmore Estate.
The total bill for the two rooms for two nights was
$1,483.25, an average of $370.81 per room per night. For a
comparable period, nationally recognized business hotel
chains in Asheville offered rooms ranging in price from
$109.89 to $132.09, including tax.

While in Naples, Florida, over the Christmas/New Year’s
Day holiday in 2002, the General Manager and then-
President of the PRVWSD Board stayed at The Inn on Fifth.
The total bill for the two rooms for two nights was
$1,308.00, an average of $327.00 per room per night. For a
comparable period, nationally recognized business hotel
chains in Naples offered rooms ranging in price from
$103.77 to $140.61.

By staying in more moderately priced business hotels, the
district could have avoided at least $1,700 in lodging
expenditures for these two trips. This is money that could
have been used to benefit the entire district, its residents,
and the public.

Conclusion on Unnecessary Travel Expenditures

The situations listed above are not illegal.  However,
because PRVWSD does not require board members and
staff to use the most economical mode of transportation
or to choose moderately priced lodging when traveling for
business purposes, the district is not following prudent
financial management principles in expending public
funds.

By staying in more
moderately priced
business hotels, the
district could have
avoided at least $1,700
in lodging
expenditures for these
two trips.
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By making more prudent choices for travel in the above
examples, the district could have saved at least $3,700 in
travel expenditures while accomplishing the same
purposes. These travel expenditures represent funds
derived from residents’ lease payments to the district.
These funds could have been better expended on district
projects that would benefit the entire district, its
residents, and the public.

The Board’s Failure to Fulfill Its Responsibility as an Employer Regarding Taxability

of Employee Benefits

PRVWSD’s Board of Directors has not properly addressed the taxability of
the General Manager’s district-provided housing and vehicle.  As a result,
based on PEER’s interpretation of the Internal Revenue Code and Treasury
regulations, the General Manager could be liable for unpaid taxes on
unreported income and the district’s board and the General Manager could
be subject to interest and penalties.

As part of the evaluation of the district’s use of its
resources, PEER reviewed the compensation package that
the Pearl River Valley Water Supply District provides to its
General Manager.

The district provides its General Manager with a
compensation package that includes use of a district-
owned house (including recent renovations), vehicle, and
utilities (including telephone, electricity, natural gas,
garbage service, and lawn care).  The PRVWSD’s General
Manager’s estimated FY 2005 compensation package totals
approximately $136,228, as shown in Exhibit 5, page 26.

The District’s Provision of Housing and a Vehicle to the General
Manager

Housing

As shown in Exhibit 5, page 26, PRVWSD’s compensation
package for the district’s General Manager includes a
residence.  The district provides a house for the General
Manager because, after the flood of 1979, the district’s
board thought that it would be prudent to have the
General Manager living in closer proximity to the district’s
headquarters at the reservoir.  Thus on April 11, 1980, the
PRVWSD board entered into its minutes that the General
Manager was to be required to live in the district’s
residence in order to be more readily available.

In addition to enabling the General Manager to be more
readily available, by providing this housing the district’s
board provides a benefit that could serve as an incentive in

The PRVWSD’s General
Manager’s estimated
FY 2005 compensation
package totals
approximately
$136,228.

In April 1980, the
PRVWSD board began
requiring that the
General Manager live
in the district’s
residence in order to
be more readily
available.
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Exhibit 5:  Estimated Value of PRVWSD General Manager’s FY 2005
Compensation Package

Item FY 2005 Value

Salary@ $98,278

Housing* 24,000

Vehicle** 5,350

Utilities*** 5,000

Lawn Care 3,600

Total $136,228

@This salary amount does not include fringe benefits paid by the
employer, such as retirement, FICA, or health insurance.

* According to PRVWSD officials, the General Manager’s residence
was constructed in 1981, has approximately 2,800 square feet,
and is insured for $275,000. PEER computed housing value based
on estimated rental value as determined by reservoir area
realtors for houses of similar size and age located in the reservoir
area.   Area realtors estimated the fair rental value to be $2,000
monthly.

** PEER computed vehicle value based on annual lease value as
determined by using Internal Revenue Service Publication 15-B
based on the vehicle’s state contract price.  The district provides
the General Manager with a 2001 Ford Crown Victoria.

***PEER computed the value of the General Manager’s FY 2005
utilities by averaging actual FY 2003 expenses and annualized FY
2004 expenses for telephone service, electricity, natural gas, and
waste management charges.

SOURCE: PEER analysis of PRVWSD information and PEER
research.

retaining the present General Manager or in recruiting
individuals for that position in the future should the need
arise.  The financial benefit to the General Manager is
significant, being approximately $24,000 in FY 2005 as
explained in Exhibit 5, page 26.

Vehicle

As noted in Exhibit 5, page 26, the district also provides
the General Manager with a 2001 Ford Crown Victoria
automobile for business use.  As explained in the exhibit,
PEER estimates the annual financial benefit of the vehicle
to the General Manager for FY 2005 to be $5,350.
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The District’s Tax-Related Responsibilities as an Employer

Because the district provides housing and a vehicle to the
General Manager and these constitute a financial benefit to
that individual, as an employer it is the district’s
responsibility to either (a) ensure that the housing and
vehicle meet requirements of the Internal Revenue Code as
excludable from taxation in order for their value to be
excludable from the General Manager’s taxable income; or
(b) report the value of the housing and vehicle annually as
income and withhold taxes on that amount. However, the
district has done neither.

It is the General Manager’s responsibility as an employee
to know whether his benefits are taxable and whether
sufficient taxes have been withheld.

Criteria for Exclusion of Employer-Provided Housing and
Vehicle from Taxable Income

Housing

Concerning the exclusion of employer-provided housing
from taxation, 26 USC Section 119 and Treasury
Regulation Section 1.119 state:

The value of lodging furnished to an employee by the
employer shall be excluded from the employee’s gross
income if three tests are met:

1. The lodging is furnished on the business
premises of the employer,

2. The lodging is furnished for the convenience
of the employer,

3. The employee is required to accept such
lodging as a condition of his employment.

[PEER emphasis added]

Regarding the definitions of the above terms, IRS
Publication 15-B states that lodging furnished on the
business premises means the employee’s place of work.

Publication 15-B also states that lodging for the
convenience of the employer is satisfied if the lodging is
provided for a substantial business reason other than to
provide the employee with additional benefits.  Condition
of employment is defined by Section 119 of 26 USC to
mean that the employee is required to accept the lodging
in order to enable the employee to properly perform the
duties of employment.

Section 119 of the
Internal Revenue Code
requires that all three
housing tests be
satisfied in order for
employer-provided
housing to be non-
taxable.
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26 USC Section 119 also requires that all three housing
tests be satisfied in order for employer-provided housing
to be non-taxable. Otherwise, such lodging is subject to
employment taxes and must be reported as income on
Form W-2.

Vehicle

Treasury Regulation Section 1.61-21 sets conditions under
which employer-provided vehicles are a taxable fringe
benefit.  Concerning the exclusion of employer-provided
vehicles from taxation, IRS Publication 15-B notes that
qualified non-personal use vehicles are not taxable.
Qualified non-personal use vehicles are vehicles that are
not likely to be used more than minimally for personal
purposes because of their design.  Examples of qualified
non-personal use vehicles include clearly marked police
and fire vehicles, ambulances, and school buses.

If not a qualified non-personal use vehicle, the fair market
value of the vehicle is taxable.  IRS Publication 15-B lists
three potential methods for determining the amount
taxable for employer-provided vehicles:

• cents per mile rule;

• commuting rule; and,

• annual lease value.

To be able to utilize the cents per mile rule in determining
the taxable amount, the vehicle in question must have a
fair market value of less than $15,400. Under the
commuting rule, the value of the vehicle is determined by
multiplying each one-way commute by $1.50. Under the
annual lease value rule, the taxable amount is the
vehicle’s annual lease value less the portion of the
vehicle’s use that was related to business use of the
vehicle.

The value of vehicles that are not “qualified non-personal
vehicles” should be reported by the employer as taxable
income.

Examples of qualified
non-personal use
vehicles (i.e., that are
not taxable) include
clearly marked police
and fire vehicles,
ambulances, and
school buses.
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The District’s Failure to Comply with Laws Regarding Taxability
of Certain Benefits

Housing

Based on PEER’s interpretation of Internal Revenue Code provisions and
Treasury regulations, the housing that PRVWSD provides to the General
Manager does not meet the tests set forth in 26 USC Section 119 to
qualify as non-taxable housing.

As noted on page 27, all three tests cited from 26 USC
Section 119 above must be properly satisfied for lodging
provided to an employee to be excluded from income
reported to the IRS.  Otherwise, such lodging is subject to
employment taxes and must be reported on Form W-2.  As
shown below, PEER does not believe that the housing that
the district provides to the General Manager meets the
business premises test necessary to qualify for exclusion
from taxability.

•  PEER does not believe that the General Manager’s
district-provided housing meets the legal
requirements for “on the business premises.”

To be on the business premises, the residence
must:

-- constitute an integral part of the business
property.  See Bob Jones University, infra at 670
F. 2d. 176;

-- be where the employee performs a significant
portion of his duties.  See Adams v. United
States, infra; and,

-- be where the employer carries on a substantial
portion of its business activities.  See  United
States Junior Chamber of Commerce v. United
States, 334 F. 2d 660 (Ct. Cl, 1964).

PEER contends that the General Manager’s
residence does not meet the “on the business
premises” test because the manager does not carry
out a substantial portion of the employer’s
business at the residence.  Additionally, having an
office in the residence or occasionally performing
district business in the residence would not cause
the residence to be considered the General
Manager’s place of work.    

In contrast, the district also provides housing to
the managers of the Timberlake Campground and
the Goshen Springs Campground in Rankin County,
Coal Bluff in Scott County, and Leake County
Campground in Leake County.  These managers’
residences are located on the business premises
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(the campgrounds) and therefore meet the “on the
business premises” test, as the personnel carry out
a substantial portion of their work at these sites.

•  Whether the General Manager’s district-provided
housing meets the tests of being provided at the
convenience of the employer and as a condition
of employment is debatable.

These two tests are essentially the same and are
satisfied if the employee is required to accept the
housing in order to enable him properly to perform
the duties of his employment.   (See IRS Rev. Rul
68-354, 1968-2 CB, 80.)

While the district’s board requires the General
Manager to live at the district-provided residence
(as noted on page 25), it is possible that the IRS
could question whether the housing is provided
“for the convenience of the employer.”  According
to 26 USC Section 119, housing provided “for the
convenience of the employer” means that the
lodging is provided for a substantial business
reason other than to provide the employee with
additional benefits.

As noted above in the discussion of the business
premises test, PEER has no basis to doubt that the
provision of housing to campground managers
qualifies under 26 USC Section 119 as being
excludable from income.   Here again, it is clear
that the campground employees are required to
live on the grounds and the convenience of the
employer and that they must be available at the
campground to oversee the operations of the
campgrounds and to address any emergencies that
might arise there.

As noted above, 26 USC Section 119 requires that all three
housing tests be satisfied in order for employer-provided
housing to be non-taxable.  PEER contends that the facts
and circumstances associated with the district-provided
housing do not satisfy the business premises test. Thus,
based on PEER’s analysis, the General Manager’s district-
provided housing could be taxable and should have been
reported to the IRS as taxable income.  The district did not
do so.

An attorney representing the General Manager has offered
a defense to PEER’s conclusion regarding the taxability of
the General Manager’s district-provided housing and
vehicle.  (See the Appendix to this report, page 45, for the
argument of the General Manager’s attorney and PEER’s
legal analysis of the argument.)  In his defense against
PEER’s conclusion that the value of his district-provided
housing is taxable, the General Manager’s attorney notes
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that the residence meets the housing tests of 26 USC
Section 119 in part because the General Manager’s
residence “is designed as a command and control center
for PRVWSD the on the [sic] Rankin County side of the
reservoir and is equipped with specialized equipment
necessary for the Manager to fulfill his duties.”  As
discussed in the Appendix (page 45), PEER could find no
evidence that the house functions or was ever intended to
function as a command and control facility for the
reservoir and thus fails to meet the tests for being on the
employer’s premises.

Because PEER believes that the value of the housing the district has
provided to the General Manager is taxable and the district has not
reported this amount as income or withheld taxes on this amount, the
General Manager could be liable for unpaid taxes on unreported income
and the district and General Manager could be subject to interest and
penalties.

PEER believes that the housing that the district provides to
the General Manager does not meet requirements of the
Internal Revenue Code as non-taxable housing. The district
has not treated the General Manager’s housing as taxable
income for the last eleven years and therefore has not
withheld taxes from his compensation on this amount.
Thus the district has exposed itself and the General
Manager to possible tax liability.

The Internal Revenue Service could determine that the
district is subject to interest and penalties for not
withholding and remitting taxes on the General Manager’s
housing benefit on a timely basis.  The IRS could also find
the General Manager liable for federal and state taxes on
the value of the district-provided housing for the current
year and previous years, as well as interest and penalties.
Due to the unknown amount of taxes involved, the varying
annual interest rates, and the complicated methods used
by the Internal Revenue Service for calculating penalties,
PEER cannot venture a reasonable estimate of the amount
of interest and penalties that could be assessed by the IRS
and the State Tax Commission against the district and the
General Manager.  However, based on local realtors’
estimates, the fair market rental value of the General’s
Manager’s district-provided housing since he began
employment with the district in August 1993 until the end
of FY 2004 is approximately $190,000. Absent of fraud,
the IRS may assess taxes within three years of the date a
return is filed.  Under this statute of limitations, PEER
estimates the value of the housing for 2002 through 2004
to be $68,000.

In addition to income taxes, the General Manager and
PRVWSD could be liable for Social Security taxes at a 6.2%
tax rate and Medicare taxes at a 1.45% tax rate on the value
of previous years’ housing.  Because the General Manager’s
salary exceeds the 2004 annual Social Security wage base

PEER estimates the
value of the General
Manager’s housing for
2002 through 2004 to
be $68,000.
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of $87,000, the General Manager and PRVWSD would only
be liable for the Medicare taxes for the value of the
housing in 2004.

PEER notes that the matters discussed above constitute a
reasoned analysis of the possible tax liability of the
district and General Manager.  Ultimately, determinations
of liability are within the authority of the judiciary.

Vehicle

Based on PEER’s interpretation of Internal Revenue Code provisions and
Treasury regulations (specifically, Treasury Regulation 1.61-21), the
vehicle that PRVWSD provides to the General Manager does not qualify as
a non-personal use vehicle and would be a taxable fringe benefit under
the Internal Revenue Code.

As noted previously, the General Manager has received the
benefit of a district-owned vehicle since August 1993
through his position with the district.  Under Treasury
regulations, this benefit must meet certain criteria in order
to be excluded from the individual’s taxable income.

The IRS requires that for the value of a publicly owned
vehicle not to be taxable, the vehicle must be a qualified
non-personal use vehicle.  The General Manager’s district-
owned vehicle is a 2001 Ford Crown Victoria sedan with
only the minimum identifying markings required by law
and therefore does not fall within the definition of a
qualified non-personal use vehicle as stated in IRS
Publication 15-B.

Because PEER believes that the value of the vehicle the district has
provided to the General Manager is taxable and the district has not
reported this amount as income or withheld taxes on this amount, the
General Manager could be liable for unpaid taxes on unreported income
and the district and General Manager could be subject to interest and
penalties.

PEER believes that the vehicle that the district provides to
the General Manager does not meet requirements of the
Internal Revenue Code as being excludable from taxable
income.  The district has not treated the General Manager’s
vehicle as taxable income for the last eleven years and
therefore has not withheld taxes from his compensation
on this amount.  Thus the district has exposed itself and
the General Manager to possible tax liability.

The Internal Revenue Service could determine that the
district is subject to interest and penalties for not
withholding and remitting taxes on the General Manager’s
district-provided vehicle on a timely basis.  The IRS could
also find the General Manager liable for taxes on the value
of the district-provided vehicle for the current year and
previous years, as well as interest and penalties.
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Due to the unknown amount of taxes involved, the varying
annual interest rates, and the complicated methods used
by the Internal Revenue Service for calculating penalties,
PEER cannot venture a reasonable estimate of the amount
of interest and penalties that could by assessed by the IRS
and the State Tax Commission against the district and the
General Manager.  This is compounded by the fact that the
district has not maintained the necessary records with
which to determine the taxable value of the General
Manager’s district-provided vehicle.  (See the three
potential methods for determining the amount taxable for
employer-provided vehicles, page 28.)

In the case of the General Manager’s district-owned
vehicle, the cents per mile rule would not be applicable in
the determination of the amount taxable because the value
of the vehicle exceeds the $15,400 ceiling established by
the IRS in order for the cents per mile rule to be utilized.

Therefore, the taxable value of the vehicle would be
determined by either the commuting rule or the annual
lease value rule.  PEER could not calculate the taxable
value of the General Manager’s vehicle under either of
these rules because the district has not maintained the
necessary records with which to calculate the taxable
value.  Use of the commuting rule would require
maintaining a log of the number of the General Manager’s
one-way commutes and use of the annual lease value rule
would require maintaining travel logs relating to business
use of the vehicle.  The district has not maintained either
type of record.

In reviewing the General Manager’s attorney’s letter (see
Appendix, page 45), PEER notes that he asserts that, at
worst, the General Manager would be governed by the
commuting rule requiring that an amount of $1.50 per
one-way commute be applied to the value of the
automobile.   The argument hinges on the allegation that
the house is part of the business premises of the district.
As noted previously, PEER contends that the house
provided by the district to the General Manager is not on
the business premises of the district and that the General
Manager may be subject to taxes for the benefit of the
vehicle for commuting.

In Treasury Regulation Section 1.61-21 (k), the Internal
Revenue Service requires under the commuting rule that
the employer establish a written policy under which the
employee does not use the vehicle for personal use, other
than di minimis use.  The district does not have such a
written policy.

Should the Internal Revenue Service wish to pursue this
matter, it would make the determination of how to
calculate the taxable amount in the absence of the
necessary records.

The district has not
maintained the
necessary records with
which to determine the
taxable value of the
General Manager’s
district-provided
vehicle.
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Lack of a Policy Addressing Board Members’ Per Diem Payments

The district’s board does not have a policy addressing how often the board
and committees will meet and for what purposes.

According to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 51-9-107 (1972),
members of the PRVWSD Board are to receive $40 per day
(per diem) for meetings involving the district’s business.
Typically, the full board meets once a month.  The
Shoreline Development and Parks Policy committees
normally meet on a monthly basis and the Executive and
Audit committees meet on an as-needed basis.

In addition to regularly scheduled and special called
meetings, members of the district’s board have made
frequent visits to the district’s office or property for which
they have been paid per diem. During FY 2003 and
through April of FY 2004, PRVWSD paid the fourteen
board members a total of $37,400 in per diem.  Within this
amount, two board members (the former President and
current President of the board) received $16,080 in per
diem, or 43% of total per diem payments.  Each of these
two board members averaged nine “meetings” per month
during this period, with monthly per diem payments
averaging $360.  These figures do not include mileage
reimbursement to attend meetings.

The reason for this situation is that the board does not
have a formal, written policy specifying the number of
days board members may meet and receive per diem and
mileage reimbursement.  The effect is that board members
have been allowed to determine the number of meetings
and set their own compensation.  The district has incurred
costs for per diem that might not have been necessary,
expending residents’ funds that could have been used to
benefit the district’s residents and the public.

The PRVWSD Board makes legally binding decisions only
when acting as a body speaking through its minutes, not
through the actions of individual board members. PEER
understands that the district board’s president may have
more detailed involvement in the affairs of the district
than do other board members.  However, a board of
directors functions in a policymaking capacity and is not
meant to be involved in day-to-day management activity.
The frequency of meetings by board presidents suggests
that their involvement in district affairs is on a daily basis.
While the board’s oversight of staff is a proper, advisable
board activity, it should be conducted through regular
board meetings and not through ad hoc visits by
individual board members.  As the agent of the board, the
district’s General Manager should be responsible for day-
to-day management of staff and district operations.

In addition to regularly
scheduled and special
called meetings,
members of the
district’s board have
made frequent visits
to the district’s office
or property for which
they have been paid
per diem.

During FY 2003 and
through April of FY
2004, two board
members received a
total of $16,080 in per
diem.

The district has
incurred costs for per
diem that might not
have been necessary,
expending residents’
funds that could have
been used to benefit
the district’s residents
and the public.
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The District’s Process for Developing the Lost
Rabbit Property

The PRVWSD Board of Directors’ lack of a policy restricting consultants from
participating in or competing for development contracts creates an appearance that
the process by which persons and firms compete for development contracts is not
open and competitive.

Initial Attempts to Develop Lost Rabbit Property

After PRVWSD unsuccessfully attempted to develop the Lost Rabbit property
as an Executive Learning Center, the board hired a consultant to acquire
additional information regarding the proposed project and to meet with
local college representatives regarding their potential involvement in
developing the property as an Executive Learning Center.

The Lost Rabbit property, approximately 260 acres located
on the western shore of the reservoir in Madison County,
is one of the few remaining large tracts of undeveloped
district land near the Jackson metro area.  In 1986, the
PRVWSD Board decided to develop the property as an
Executive Learning Center. 

After unsuccessfully attempting to locate a developer for
the property as an Executive Learning Center, the board
decided to hire a consultant to acquire specific
information regarding the development of the property
(see page 36).

Pursuing Development of Lost Rabbit as a Traditional Neighborhood Development

The district abandoned its initial development plan and pursued
development of the property as a traditional neighborhood development.

Because a developer was not located for the property as an
Executive Learning Center, the PRVWSD Board and staff
began to discuss the concept of making Lost Rabbit a
traditional neighborhood development. A traditional
neighborhood development (TND), a community with a
diverse range of housing and jobs, generally includes an
interconnected network of streets and blocks, a
neighborhood center, a mix of uses and housing types, and
a compact form of pedestrian-oriented design with an
emphasis on quality civic spaces.

Lost Rabbit includes
approximately 260
acres located on the
western shore of the
reservoir in Madison
County.
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The General Manager presented the concept of the
traditional neighborhood development to the Shoreline
Development Committee and the board and described
what was being done in traditional neighborhood
developments such as Seaside, Florida, and Mt. Laurel,
Alabama. The committee and board approved the concept
and decided to proceed with developing the property as a
traditional neighborhood development. Members of the
board and staff traveled to traditional neighborhood
developments in Florida, Alabama, and North Carolina to
research the design and development concept.

Chronology of Events

Exhibit 6, page 37, contains a timeline of the events
surrounding the hiring of the district’s consultant and the
awarding of the contract to a firm to develop the Lost
Rabbit property as a traditional neighborhood
development.

The district hired a consultant to acquire information on
behalf of the district in order to assist the district in
locating a developer for the property in March 2001. The
district paid the consultant a total of $6,891 for his
services in assisting the district in finding a developer for
the Lost Rabbit property.

The district did not secure a potential developer for the
property as an Executive Learning Center between March
2001 and February 2002, prior to the board’s decision to
change its vision for the development of the Lost Rabbit
property. In February 2002, through an informal
conversation between the consultant and a local utility
infrastructure investor and developer who was considering
possible locations for a traditional neighborhood
development, the idea of developing Lost Rabbit as a TND
began to evolve.  Following the consultant’s conversations
with the developer regarding the Lost Rabbit property, the
consultant introduced the developer to PRVWSD’s staff.
The developer then presented the traditional
neighborhood development concept to the district’s staff
and the board for consideration.

In March 2002, the developer, introduced to the district’s
staff as being interested in developing Lost Rabbit as a
TND, formed the Neopolis Corporation.  Beginning in April
2002, the consultant coordinated and facilitated meetings
between the district staff and representatives of The
Neopolis Corporation.

In a letter dated August 1, 2002, the consultant notified
the district that the need for his services had concluded
and submitted a final billing statement for services
rendered.  At this time the consultant also notified the
district that The Neopolis Corporation had “requested his
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services in connection with the contemplated development
at Lost Rabbit” and that he had agreed to represent the
developers if the district had no objection.  The district
staff communicated to the consultant that the board had
no objection.

In February 2003, the district advertised the request for
proposals for the lease of the Lost Rabbit property.

In April 2003 the Neopolis Corporation created Lost Rabbit
Development, LLC, for the purpose of developing the Lost
Rabbit property.  The Neopolis Corporation held 100
percent ownership of Lost Rabbit Development, LLC, at the
time it was created and when the bid proposal was
submitted to PRVWSD.  In documents submitted to the
PRVWSD Board of Directors for consideration with Lost
Rabbit Development’s proposal for lease of the Lost Rabbit
property, the consultant is listed as a 20.315% owner of
The Neopolis Corporation, which wholly owned Lost
Rabbit Development, LLC, at the time the bid proposal was
submitted.

In a letter to PEER, the board’s president stated that he
was not aware of the consultant’s ownership interest in
The Neopolis Corporation and Lost Rabbit Development,
LLC, prior to the submittal of the bid proposal.

The request for proposals (RFP) was published on February
19, 2003, and closed on April 24, 2003.  The RFP was open
to the public for a period of approximately nine weeks.

The District’s Request for Proposals Process

Because the PRVWSD board and staff considered one firm’s development
proposal for the Lost Rabbit property, then wrote the RFP to incorporate the
plans presented by that firm, the district’s request for proposals process
was not fair to all potential developers.

According to district staff, in most cases when the district
advertises an RFP for a property lease, a developer has
already approached the district regarding a specific parcel
of land and proposed that the land be used for a specific
commercial or residential function. Through this process,
the board determines whether the proposed land use
meets the board’s vision and land use requirements; if so,
the board advertises the request for proposals for a sixty-
day period.  District staff have stated that, in many cases,
once the board is receptive to a developer’s proposal, the
RFP is written to incorporate the plans presented by the
developer.  In most cases, only the original interested
developer (and, on occasion, one other developer) submits
a conforming bid. Once bid(s) are submitted, the board
approves the bid proposal and both parties sign a lease
agreement for the property.
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In the case of the Lost Rabbit development, district staff
and board members had first met with the eventual
developers of Lost Rabbit in February 2002.  A yearlong
process of planning and architectural design meetings
occurred before the project was opened to bid in February
2003, during which time The Neopolis Corporation also
made a presentation to the Shoreline Development
Committee.  By making an informal proposal to the
committee, the firm was able to incorporate the district’s
conceptual plan for developing Lost Rabbit in the design
of the proposal.

By advertising the RFP and opening the bid process for
only nine weeks, potential developers other than Lost
Rabbit Development were significantly handicapped in
submitting a conforming bid for the lease on the Lost
Rabbit property.  As evidenced by the numerous meetings
held between The Neopolis Corporation and the district, it
is an unrealistic prospect that any other developer could
have prepared and submitted a conforming bid within the
nine-week period.  Lost Rabbit Development was the only
developer to submit a bid for the property.

PEER believes that the district’s custom of meeting with a
developer prior to writing an RFP, then tailoring the RFP to
incorporate the plans presented by the developer, weakens
the validity of the request for proposals process and gives
an unfair advantage to a single firm.  The intent of such a
process should be to provide an opportunity for several
firms to propose developments that could meet the
district’s needs at the highest and best use of the property.
The method used by PRVWSD to select a developer and the
period of time that the bid process was open in effect
excluded any other firms from the process.

Relationship of the Consultant to the Firm Awarded the Contract

The consultant hired by the district became involved with The Neopolis
Corporation, the firm ultimately selected by the district to develop Lost
Rabbit.

During his service as a contractor to the PRVWSD, a
consultant provided services regarding the development of
the Lost Rabbit property.  Subsequent to his termination of
his relationship with the district, the bid proposal
submitted by Lost Rabbit Development, LLC, for the
development of the Lost Rabbit property listed the
consultant as a 20.315% owner of The Neopolis
Corporation.  The Neopolis Corporation held 100 percent
ownership of Lost Rabbit Development, LLC, the firm that
ultimately won the contract to develop Lost Rabbit.
According to the consultant, he acquired ownership
interest in The Neopolis Corporation in March 2003, seven

By advertising the RFP
and opening the bid
process for only nine
weeks, potential
developers other than
Lost Rabbit
Development were
significantly
handicapped in
submitting a
conforming bid for the
lease on the Lost
Rabbit property.

The method used by
PRVWSD to select a
developer and the
period of time that the
bid process was open
in effect excluded any
other firms from the
process.
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months after completing his services as a contractor for
the PRVWSD in August 2002.

While PEER has no evidence that he used information
obtained while working for the district to assist Neopolis
in the preparation of its proposal, the possibility exists
that such could occur.  As discussed in the following
section, the PRVWSD Board did not have a policy in place
that would require that the district’s contractors disclose
any interests they might have in development firms or that
they not become interested in any firm that might
subsequently bid on matters that were the subjects of the
contractor’s work at PRVWSD.

Lack of a “Revolving Door” Policy

The board’s lack of a “revolving door” policy creates an appearance that the
district’s process of contractor selection is not open and competitive.

“Revolving door” policies protect the interests of the
agency and the public at large by providing assurances
that persons will not leave the service of a public entity
and take valuable inside information on the needs and
expectations of an agency to a private firm, thereby giving
that firm an advantage over competitors.

In Mississippi, state law would clearly bar public officers
or employees from certain post-employment or service
activities that would create advantage for a new employer.
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 25-4-105 (3) (e) (1972) provides:

(3) No public servant shall. . . 

(e) Perform any service for any
compensation for any person or business
after termination of his office or
employment in relation to any case, decision,
proceeding or application with respect to
which he was directly concerned or in which
he personally participated during the period
of his service or employment. 

Further, Section 25-4-105 (5) also places restrictions on
persons who are employees of public bodies.   This sub-
section provides:

(5)  No person may intentionally use or
disclose information gained in the course of
or by reason of his official position or
employment as a public servant in any way
that could result in pecuniary benefit for
himself, any relative, or any other person, if

While PEER has no
evidence that he used
information obtained
while working for the
district to assist
Neopolis in the
preparation of its
proposal, the
possibility exists that
such could occur.
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the information has not been communicated
to the public or is not public information. 

These provisions make clear the state’s policy that its
officers or employees may not use information they obtain
in the course of working on particular matters in public
service in private employment after conclusion of their
public service.

PEER notes that the consultant was a contractor whose
activities fall outside the scope of these provisions.  But
while the activities of the consultant are not within the
scope of the above-cited provisions, the activities of a
contractor could also raise concerns about the openness
and competitiveness of processes just as could the
activities of an employee or officer.

To safeguard against appearances of impropriety, public
agencies should establish policies that safeguard the
integrity of processes by which public entities do business
with the general public.  Regarding contractors, these
policies should require that consultants disclose any
interests they might have in development firms and
further require that contractors agree not to become
interested in any firm that may subsequently bid on any
matters that were the subjects of the contractor’s work.
Further, such entities should make clear that any contract
entered into in violation of such a policy would be void.

To safeguard against
appearances of
impropriety, public
agencies should
establish policies that
safeguard the integrity
of processes by which
public entities do
business with the
general public.
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Recommendations

1. In view of impending development opportunities, the
PRVWSD should study its district-wide needs and
report to the Legislature and the PEER Committee
how it intends to improve both facilities and services
used by residents of the district and the general
public.  Considerations should include, but should
not be limited to, expanded services to residents
such as garbage collection and mosquito control,
improvements to recreational facilities, and other
infrastructure the district would consider a prudent
investment.  Such report should be completed as
soon as possible but no later than December 1, 2005.
The Legislature should study the recommendations
and suggestions in the report and consider whether
to expand the district’s statutory authority to direct
additional expenditures in these areas.  In the event
that the Legislature does not consider the proposals
to be prudent investments of resources, it should
consider requiring that all district revenue and fund
balances be deposited to the general fund of the
state, and that the PRVWSD operate as a general fund
agency.

2. The Mississippi Legislature should amend MISS.
CODE ANN. Section 51-9-1 (1972) concerning the
Pearl River Industrial Commission to require that the
three names submitted by the board of supervisors
to the Governor be the names of persons who reside
on and are holders of residential leases from
PRVWSD in Madison County.  This would provide
additional representation for residents of the
district.

3. The Pearl River Valley Water Supply District should
create and utilize an advisory board comprised of
district residents.  The board could include
representatives of homeowners’ associations from
neighborhoods located on district property.  The
advisory board could provide resident input to
committees of the board of directors regarding
district development and other key issues affecting
residents.

4. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 51-9-107 (1972) to require that appointees of
the boards of supervisors shall hold terms for four
years.

5. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should require other
divisions to follow the lead of the Parks and
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Recreation Division by reporting measures of
performance and progress toward measurable goals.
Program performance measures should demonstrate
what the service outputs are, what the expected
quality levels are for these outputs, and what
productivity is expected from expended staff
resources and funds.

6. In the future, when making improvements to district-
owned residences, the PRVWSD should only expend
funds for fixtures.

7. The PRVWSD should review its practice of providing
the General Manager with both a vehicle and
reimbursement for mileage and should provide only
the most economical mode of transportation.

8. The PRVWSD should immediately begin reporting to
the Internal Revenue Service and the State Tax
Commission all of the General Manager’s taxable
compensation as income and make appropriate
withholdings for income tax and FICA.

9. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should adopt a
policy restricting payment of per diem of board
members to attending regular and special called
meetings or for services rendered by individuals for
activities that have been approved by the board as a
whole.

10. The PRVWSD Board of Directors should refrain from
working exclusively with one developer prior to
public advertisement of a request for proposals for
the lease of district property or from developing an
RFP incorporating the proposal of a specific
developer.  The board should take steps including,
but not limited to, openly advertising for developers
or contacting multiple developers to whom the board
can communicate its proposed vision for the use of a
specific parcel of property.  The district should
advertise an RFP that is specific to the board’s vision
for the use of the property, but that does not favor
one developer.

11. To safeguard against appearances of impropriety, the
PRVWSD Board of Directors should establish a policy
requiring that its consultants disclose any interests
they might have in development firms and further
require that contractors agree not to become
interested in any firm that may subsequently bid on
any matters that were the subjects of the
contractor’s work.
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Appendix:  Legal Analysis of the Taxability of the
General Manager’s Use of the District-Provided
House and Vehicle

On August 31, 2004, an attorney representing the General
Manager of the Pearl River Valley Water Supply District
provided PEER with a document offering a defense to
PEER’s conclusion regarding the taxability of the General
Manager’s agency-provided housing and automobile.  (See
pages 25 through 33 of this report.)

The attorney noted that the housing was not taxable
because the district required the General Manager to live
on its premises, the decision to require the General
Manager to live there was at the convenience of the
employer, and the residence was on the premises of the
employer.   The attorney also noted that the vehicle would
at most constitute a tax liability of the manager of $1.50
per one-way commute for personal usage under Treasury
regulations.

The first section of this appendix contains the complete
argument of the General Manager’s attorney in the letter to
PEER dated August 31, 2004.  The second section of the
appendix contains PEER’s legal analysis of the General
Manager’s position as stated in the letter.
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PEER’s Legal Analysis of General Manager’s Position

Taxability of the General Manager’s Housing

The General Manager’s Reasoning

PEER staff concurs with the General Manager’s attorney’s
recitation of applicable law.  As noted on page 27 of this
report, for employer-provided housing to be excludable
from the employee’s income, the housing must meet the
following standards:

•  the employee must be required to reside in the
provided housing;

•  the requirement must be for the convenience of the
employer; and,

•  the residence must be on the employer’s business
premises.

In contending that the General Manager complies with
these requirements, the General Manager’s attorney noted
the following in his letter to PEER dated August 31, 2004
(page 49 of this report):

The manager’s residence is designed as a
command and control center for the PRVWSD
the on the [sic] Rankin County side of the
reservoir and is equipped with specialized
equipment necessary for the manager to fulfill
his duties. . . .

PEER sought information to test the accuracy of this
contention.  Obviously if the facility were planned and
used as a command post for the reservoir, the General
Manager’s position would carry some weight with respect
to the issue of income taxation of the residence’s value.

PEER’s Analysis of the General Manager’s Contentions

In evaluating the accuracy of the above-quoted statement,
PEER sought the following information:

•  copies of plans established by the district to
operate all or part of the reservoir from the
General Manager’s home in cases of emergency or
other conditions;

•  copies of inventory lists of specialized equipment
that might be housed at the General Manager’s
residence to enable him to manage the affairs of
the reservoir;
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•  evidence of computer acquisitions that would allow
the General Manager to operate the reservoir gates
from a site other than the control tower;

•  copies of blueprints of the house that could
establish if, in fact, any design features were built
into the house that might support the position that
the house was “designed as a command and control
center;” and,

•  evidence of the district’s original purpose in
providing the General Manager with housing.

Plans to Operate the Reservoir from the Residence--On
September 1, 2004, PEER requested information from the
district’s office regarding any plans the district might have
developed for operating the district from the General
Manager’s house.  Undoubtedly, an agency would have
devised such plans in the event that it ever intended the
house to be a command and control center to supplement
or substitute for other facilities commonly used for such
purposes.  The district’s staff PEER consulted noted that
there was no such plan.  The district does have a water
systems emergency plan.  This plan makes no reference to
the General Manager’s house as a command and control
center for the district or any part thereof.   Additionally,
the district’s staff informed PEER that the General
Manager’s house has not been used as a site for staff
meetings or functions.  Years ago, some political
gatherings occurred there, but none have been recently
hosted at the house.

Specialized Equipment for Command/Control Capability--
On September 1, 2004, PEER also sought inventory
information from the district and the State Auditor’s
Office to determine what specialized equipment might
have been purchased to achieve the end of making the
residence a command and control center.  PEER
determined that there is a radio system allocated to the
house; however, no emergency generator is assigned to the
house.   This would tend to limit severely the utility of the
house to function as a command and control center for
any portion of the reservoir.

Computer Systems for Command/Control Capability--On
September 3, 2004, PEER obtained information on
computer systems maintained at the General Manager’s
house.   In theory, a system could be installed that could
control the operations of the spillway from the house.   In
discussing this matter with the district’s staff, PEER
learned that while the General Manager could log in to the
computer at the control tower to control operations at the
spillway, personnel at the control tower would have to
allow such control to take place.  (Three other PRVWSD
staff members in addition to the General Manager also
have the capability to log in and request permission to
take control of spillway operations.)  If a fire or other
accident occurred at the control tower, the General
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Manager could not regulate the flow of water from his
house.   Such a condition is at odds with any contention
that the house is a command center for the reservoir.
Additionally, PEER learned that until four years ago, the
house provided to the General Manager lacked a computer
terminal, a contention that is at odds with the assertion
that the house was designed to be a command center for
the reservoir.

Blueprints Showing Design Features for Command/Control
Capability--On September 3, 2004, PEER obtained copies of
the blueprints for the house provided to the General
Manager to determine whether any special features were
built in that would support the argument that the house
was designed as a command facility.  PEER notes that the
house does contain a 13’ X 15’ room designated as an
office; however, such would not make the office the
reservoir’s command center as alleged in the General
Manager’s argument.

Original Purpose in Providing Housing--In conducting
fieldwork on this project, PEER learned that the board’s
original decision to house the director in a district-owned
house was to place the General Manager’s residence closer
to the offices of the reservoir.   At the time of this
decision, no mention was made of using the house as a
command center for the reservoir.  This decision was
made subsequent to the 1979 flood when the district’s
board thought that it would be prudent to have the
General Manager living in closer proximity to the district’s
headquarters.

PEER’s Conclusion Regarding Taxability of the General Manager’s
Housing

PEER notes that the determination of tax liability in these
cases hinges on the peculiar facts presented by each case.
The following explains why PEER believes that the
assertion made by the General Manager’s attorney is not
correct and that the General Manager’s housing is likely to
be subject to taxation.

PEER believes that the housing fails to meet the
requirement that the housing be on the business premises
of the employer; see 26 USC Section 119.  The General
Manager’s attorney correctly notes that the requirement
permits an employee to live in employer-provided housing
without tax liability so long as the employer provides it
and a substantial portion of the work done by the
employee is conducted at the residence. Business premises
issues hinge on the facts of each given case and require a
common-sense approach; see Adams v. United States 585
F. 2d. 1060 (CtCl, 1978). See also Bob Jones University v.
United States, 670 f. 2d 167 (Ct Cl, 1982) and Winchell v.
United States, 564 F. Supp 161 (D. Neb, 1983) Aff’d 725 F.
2d 689 8 Cir, 1983). In general, courts apply a test with the
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following elements to determine whether a house is on the
employer’s business premises.  To pass the test, a
residence must:

•  constitute an integral part of the business
property; see Bob Jones University, supra at 670 F.
2d. 176.

•  be where the employee performs a significant
portion of his duties; see Adams, supra.

•  be where the employer carries on a substantial
portion of its business activities; see  United States
Junior Chamber of Commerce v. United States, 334
F. 2d 660 (Ct.Cl, 1964).

As noted above, PEER found no evidence that the employee
carries out a significant portion of his duties at the house
or that a substantial part of the employer’s business is
even contemplated to be carried out at the house.  The
discussion above shows that the district has never planned
for use of the house as a command center and carries out
no staff activities there. Further, the technology installed
in the house would not be able to control the operations of
the reservoir in the event of an emergency necessitating
control over the flow of water if the spillway tower were in
some way disabled.   The lack of a generator assigned to
the house makes clear that in the event of a power failure,
the most the General Manager could do would be operate
any battery-operated equipment on hand until the
batteries went dead.

For such reasons, PEER staff believes that the General
Manager’s house was never intended to be a command
facility for the reservoir, does not function as a command
facility for the reservoir, and fails to meet the tests for
being on the employer’s premises.  While it is entirely
possible that the General Manager occasionally takes work
home or conducts telephone business at his in-house
office, such activities do not promote the employer-
provided house to the level of being on the business
premises of the employer.  (See Winchell v. United States,
supra.)

Taxability of the General Manager’s Vehicle

In reviewing the General Manager’s attorney’s letter, PEER
notes that he asserts that, at worst, the General Manager
would be governed by the commuting rule requiring that
an amount of $1.50 per one-way commute be applied to
the value of the automobile.  The argument hinges on the
allegation that the house is part of the business premises
of the district.  As noted previously, PEER contends that
the house provided by the district to the General Manager
is not on the business premises of the district and that the
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General Manager may be subject to taxes for the benefit of
the vehicle for commuting.

The Internal Revenue Service requires under the
commuting rule that the employer establishes a written
policy under which the employee does not use the vehicle
for personal use, other than di minimis use; see Treasury
Regulation Section 1.61-21 (k).  The district does not have
such a written policy. If the district continues to provide
its General Manager with an automobile, it should consider
applying stringent rules to the use of the vehicle.   Such
would go far toward ensuring better accountability.



70 PEER Report #471





72 PEER Report #471



PEER Report #471 73

PEER Committee Staff

Max Arinder, Executive Director
James Barber, Deputy Director
Ted Booth, General Counsel

Evaluation Editing and Records
David Pray, Division Manager Ava Welborn, Editor and Records Coordinator
Linda Triplett, Division Manager Tracy Bobo
Larry Whiting, Division Manager Sandra Haller
Antwyn Brown
Pamela O. Carter Administration
Kim Cummins Mary McNeill, Accounting and Office Manager
Barbara Hamilton Terry Littlefield
Kelly Kuyrkendall Gale Taylor
Karen Land
Sara Miller Data Processing
Joyce McCants Larry Landrum, Systems Analyst
Charles H. Moore
John Pearce Corrections Audit
Brad Rowland Louwill Davis, Corrections Auditor
Sara Watson
Candice Whitfield



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




