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Executive Summary 
 

The Mississippi Real Estate Appraisal Board was established in 1990 and is governed by 

Mississippi Code §73-4-7.1 The mission of the Board is to ensure that consumers of 

appraisal services have access to a range of qualified real estate appraisers. In FY 2025, the 

Board issued 76 new licenses and oversaw 1,257 existing licenses. The Board had five 

members and employed six staff in FY 2025. 
 

In accordance with Miss. Code Ann. § 7-7-211(b), the Office of the State Auditor has 

completed this limited compliance and internal control analysis of the Real Estate Appraisal 

Board for the period July 1, 2024 to June 30, 2025. In this analysis, auditors developed an 

understanding of the Board’s internal controls, assessed control risk, and performed tests of 

compliance with applicable laws, regulations, contracts, and agreements related to 

contractual services, commodities, travel, surety, bonds, bank accounts, and procurement. 

Additionally, auditors performed operational analyses of the Board’s total expenditures, 

vendors used for procurement card purchases, travel expenditures, and the Board’s usage of 

state vehicles in FY 2025. As a result of these analyses, OSA recommends the Real Estate 

Appraisal Board: 
 

1. Ensure it does not use its general-purpose procurement card for travel-related 

expenses. 

2. Sell or transfer its state-owned vehicle.   

 
1 See Miss. Code Ann. §73-4-7. 

https://law.justia.com/codes/mississippi/title-73/chapter-34/real-estate-appraiser-licensing-and-certification-act/section-73-34-7/


Analysis 
 

In FY 2025, the Legislature appropriated $497,940 to the Mississippi Real Estate Appraisal 

Board, all of which came from special funds generated by licensing fees and investment 

interest collected by the Board.2 The Board spent $437,000, generated $431,000 in revenue, 

reducing its cash balance to $1.07 million by the end of FY 2025. This balance shows the 

board could operate for over two years at its current spending level without generating 

additional revenue. Of its reported spending, 74% was on salaries and fringe benefits, 11% 

on capital outlay, 9% on contractual services, 4% on travel, and 3% on commodities.3 The 

Board’s capital outlay consisted of the purchase of a vehicle and a computer system. 

Contractual service expenditures included software licenses, IT services, and organizational 

memberships, and most commodity spending was for office and cleaning supplies. Figure 1 

shows a breakdown of the Board’s reported expenditures in FY 2025. 
 

 
 

 

The Board spent over $12,000 on non-travel procurement cards in FY 2025. This 

procurement card spending mostly fit into the commodities and contractual services 

categories in Figure 1. Of its procurement card spending, 66% was at retailers like Amazon 

and Sam’s Club on items like office supplies and equipment such as a paper shredder, a 

video doorbell, and a toaster oven, 12% on online services from C Spire and Adobe, 10% on 

 
2 See HB 1608. 
3 See resource. 
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https://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/documents/2023/html/HB/1600-1699/HB1608PS.htm
https://www.transparency.ms.gov/


postage, 8% on travel expenses like airfare and hotels, and 3% on restaurants. State 

regulations prohibit the use of non-travel procurement cards for travel related purposes, 

which means the Board improperly spent $1,025 on its general-purpose procurement card 

instead of its travel card. Figure 2 shows the Board’s procurement card expenditure 

breakdown by category. 
 

 
 

Figure 3 shows the Board’s reported travel expenditures in FY 2025.4,5 Mileage 

reimbursement was the largest travel expense at nearly $7,000. The second-largest travel 

expense was lodging, at almost $4,400. Over 70% of total travel spending was for Board 

members, and approximately 54% of travel expenditures were for out-of-state conferences 

in Massachusetts and Michigan. 
 

 
4 Ibid. Of the categories used, Other includes “other in/state travel costs,” “other out/state travel expense,” “travel 
o/s prior exp repayment,” “travel out/state advance,” and “travel reimbursable commodities.” Meals includes 
“taxable meals,” “taxable instate meals,” and “travel out/state meals.” Lodging includes “travel instate lodging,” 
“travel o/s, prior exp lodging,” and “travel out/state lodging.” Mileage Reimbursement includes “travel instate 
private vehicle” and “travel out/state private vehicle.” Public Carrier includes “travel out/state public carrier” and 
“travel in public carrier.” Per diem was excluded from all calculations made. 
5 The Board’s travel expenditure data does not include travel spending that was improperly conducted with non-
travel procurement cards. 
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Figure 4 shows the FY 2025 monthly breakdown of travel expenditures by category. Just 

over 50% of travel spending occurred in October during a conference in Boston. The other 

50% was almost entirely mileage reimbursement for Board members.  
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In FY 2025, the Board operated one state vehicle, a 2025 Ford Explorer that it purchased 

halfway through the fiscal year. In total, records show this vehicle was driven by two staff 

members who traveled 1,700 miles, only 11% of the Department of Finance and 

Administration’s annual minimum usage threshold.6 Aside from this mileage, records show 

staff members had only been reimbursed for mileage on one occasion when an estimated 

350 miles was driven in a single trip before the Board purchased the vehicle.7 Purchasing 

the vehicle was not justified given the staff’s low total mileage reimbursement before the 

vehicle was purchased and low usage after it was purchased. The Board should consider 

auctioning off this vehicle or transferring it to an agency better equipped to use it.  

 
6 The annual vehicle usage threshold set by DFA is 15,000 miles. 
7 Analysts projected actual mileage using total reimbursements and GSA reimbursement rates. 



Findings 
 

Finding 1: State regulations prohibit the use of general-purpose procurement cards for 

certain expenses, including travel and sales taxes. During their review, analysts noted that: 

• Over $900 was spent on travel-related expenditures using its non-travel-specific 

procurement card. 

• Sales tax was paid on two of fifteen sampled transactions. 
 

Applicable Law(s) & Regulation(s): State Procurement Card Guidelines, Section XI states, 

“The following purchases are prohibited with the Procurement Card: 

• Travel related expenses 

• State Taxes” 
 

Recommendation: OSA recommends that the Board restrict all travel-related purchases to a 

designated travel procurement card or reimburse travel costs directly to employees. OSA 

also recommends the Board notify all vendors of its tax-exempt status before making a 

purchase. 
 

Finding 2: State regulations require agencies to determine and use the most cost-effective 

means of transport when employees travel to conduct state business. Analysts found that 

the Board’s state-owned vehicle was driven only 1,700 miles in FY 2025, a fraction of the 

minimum standard set by DFA even after accounting for its midyear purchase date. This 

suggests that a state-owned vehicle is an inefficient method of transportation for the Board. 
 

Applicable Law(s) & Regulation(s): State Travel Policy Rules and Regulations, Section 3, 

107(A) Travel Routing states, “Whether by public transportation, privately owned vehicles, 

state-owned vehicles, etc....[t]he least expensive and most practical method of transportation 

should be used.” 
 

Recommendation: OSA recommends that the Board auction or transfer its vehicle to 

another agency.  
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