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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 State procurement offices are stretched thin with increasing demands and limited 
resources. Intergovernmental cooperative purchasing is a procurement method that can leverage 
resources, reduce prices through economies of scale, and provide advantageous contracts.  To 
promote cooperative purchasing, the 2009 General Assembly enacted HB 533, Cooperative 
Purchasing Agreements – Requirements and Expansion of Use to facilitate the use of cooperative 
purchasing by State, local, and municipal governments.1  The Act also authorizes not-for-profit 
organizations to participate in cooperative purchasing agreements.   
 

This Report to the General Assembly on Public Procurement: Intergovernmental 
Cooperative Purchasing and Maximizing Small Business Participation was prepared by the 
Procurement Advisory Council to respond to the Act’s mandate that the Council review: the 
extent of cooperation that exists among State and local entities; how it can be improved to 
maximize efficiencies; and how to maximize opportunities for small business to compete for 
cooperative purchasing contracts.   

 
 The Procurement Advisory Council established a work group to draft the report and 
recommendations.  The work group collaborated with representatives from the Maryland 
Municipal League, the Maryland Boards of Education, the Maryland Association of Counties, 
Legislators, small business owners, and a regional cooperative purchasing group.  The Council 
approved the Report at an open meeting and directed that the Report be sent to the Senate 
Education, Health, and Environmental Affairs Committee and the House Health and Government 
Operations Committee.   

 
 The Procurement Advisory Council recommends: 
 

(1) Establishing a web site that lists all contracts that are available for use by other 
government entities. 

(2) Amending Department of General Services regulations to permit State agencies to 
buy commodities from alternate sources to open up opportunities for small 
businesses. 

(3) Before extending a cooperative purchasing agreement, ensuring the agreement is 
consistent with the purposes of State Procurement Law. 

(4) Establishing a Statewide intergovernmental cooperative purchasing council. 
 
 

                                                 
1 Chapter 677, Laws of 2009 took effect on June 1, 2009.  
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I. Scope of the Report 
 
 Tasked by the 2009 General Assembly with examining collaboration among State and 
local entities procuring goods and services, the Procurement Advisory Council (PAC) submits 
this report on its findings and conclusions.2   Specifically, PAC was directed to report on: 

 
(1) The extent of collaboration and cooperation that exists among State and local 

entities for public purchasing. 
(2) Means in place for making information about State and local contracts 

available to other State and local entities. 
(3) Means and methods for expanding items (1) and (2) in order to improve cost 

effectiveness and efficiency in procurement.  
(4) Methods for maximizing the opportunity for small businesses to compete for 

intergovernmental cooperative purchasing contracts that are not solicited 
through eMaryland Marketplace. 

 
II. Extent of Collaboration and Cooperation Among State and Local Entities  

 
A. Existing Cooperative Arrangements 

 
A survey of existing collaborative and cooperative approaches to public purchasing 

among State and local entities showed that many such opportunities currently exist. Group 
efforts aimed at promoting collaborative purchasing run the gamut from formal purchasing 
cooperatives to professional organizations that provide networking opportunities to State and 
local procurement practitioners. Following is a description of prominent cooperative 
mechanisms.  

 
State Participation in Cooperative Purchasing Agreements 

 
The State engages in cooperative purchasing when a cooperative purchase arrangement 

will provide cost benefits, promote administrative efficiencies, or encourage intergovernmental 
cooperation. The State has current contracts that address Statewide needs and that other agencies 
and governmental entities may use. A list of those contracts is printed in Table One.  

 

                                                 
2 Chapter 677 of the Laws of 2009 (HB 533) requires a report from the Procurement Advisory Council to the Senate 
Education, Health, and Environmental Affairs Committee and the House Health and Government Operations 
Committee. As directed in Section 4(b) of the Law, PAC consulted with the Department of Budget and Management 
(PAC Member), the Department of General Services (PAC Member), the Department of Transportation (PAC 
Member), the Department of Information Technology, the Maryland Association of Counties, the Maryland 
Municipal League, and the Maryland Association of Boards of Education. In addition, participants included a 
member of the General Assembly, local business owners, and a member of the Baltimore Regional Cooperative 
Purchasing Committee.  
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Maryland Public Purchasing Association (MPPA) 
 

The Maryland Public Purchasing Association, the local chapter of the National Institute 
of Government Purchasing, comprises over 300 Maryland procurement professionals. MPPA 
members represent various public purchasing entities including the federal government, state, 
cities, counties, colleges and universities, libraries, hospitals, commissions and other public 
agencies.  

 
Baltimore Regional Cooperative Purchasing Committee (BRCPC) 

 
 The Baltimore Regional Cooperative Purchasing Committee is a coalition of Central 
Maryland public purchasing entities.  Members include purchasing officers from Anne Arundel, 
Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard Counties, Baltimore City, the City of Annapolis, school 
systems from six jurisdictions, and the State Department of General Services.   BRCPC seeks to 
achieve cost savings by combining requirements into cooperative contracts; reduce members’ 
administrative expenses by consolidating procurements; and serve as a forum for exchanging 
resources and technical information. BCPRC estimates that it saves member jurisdictions 
approximately $1 million annually through cooperative purchasing.    

 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) 

 
 COG is a regional organization of Washington-area local governments. COG comprises 
21 local governments as well as state and federal legislators.3 COG initiated a cooperative 
purchasing program in 1971 to reduce costs through economies of scale created by volume 
buying. COG estimates that participants save more than $2 million annually by purchasing 
through COG and further save on administrative expenses by reducing paperwork associated 
with individual competitive procurements. In addition, COG promotes information exchange on 
management and technical matters and encourages continuing education for procurement 
professionals throughout the region.  

 
BRCPC/COG Joint Committee 

 
 Because the goals and interests of BRCPC and COG are aligned, the organizations have 
formed a joint committee to further advance collaboration and communication among their 
members.  The joint committee has developed a listserv (electronic mailing list) to exchange 
information on procurement opportunities.  The committee is continuing its work to further 
leverage economies of scale though cooperative purchasing.    

 

                                                 
3 MWCOG includes the Maryland counties of Frederick, Montgomery, and Prince George’s and the Maryland 
municipalities of  Bowie, Gaithersburg, College Park, Greenbelt, Rockville, Takoma Park, and Frederick.   
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Maryland Educational Enterprise Cooperative 
 
 MEEC is a University System of Maryland initiative bringing together K-20 
education partners including public and private education, libraries, museums and 
teaching hospitals for the purpose of procuring quality information technology 
products and services at affordable prices.  The Board of Public Works approved a 
contract for Help Desk services which was awarded by the University of Maryland 
University College on behalf of ten participating USM institutions and MEEC.4 
 

U.S. Communities Government Purchasing Alliance 
 

The U.S. Communities Government Purchasing Alliance is a purchasing cooperative for 
local and state government agencies, school districts (K-12), higher education and nonprofits.  
Harford County Public School serves as a lead agency for U.S. Communities.  

 
School Systems 

 
Maryland Food Consortium. The Maryland State Department of Education created the 
Maryland Food Consortium. Led by Howard County Public Schools, the Food Consortium 
combines cafeteria food requirements for smaller school districts.   

 
Maryland Public Library Electronic Resource Consortium.  A committee of public library 
directors, the State librarian, and State Library Resource Center met to discuss cooperative 
purchasing of databases. This group, now known as the Maryland Public Library Electronic 
Resource Consortium, developed a formula that balances the contributions of small and large 
systems to cooperatively ac quire database access.  

   
Eastern Shore of Maryland Educational Consortium. This purchasing cooperative includes 
nine Eastern Shore school systems and purchases primarily food products as well as items such 
as paper and copiers.  The cooperative created the Eastern Shore of Maryland Energy Trust to act 
as a broker for electricity purchases.  The Trust includes counties and municipalities on the 
Eastern Shore as well as the school systems.    

 
B. Impediments to Participation 

 
Even though collaborative public purchasing is well established in Maryland, impediments 

to fully benefitting from economies of scale exist.  
 
(1) Some cooperatives require annual membership fees. Other cooperatives collect a 

percentage of each purchase to cover administrative costs. These costs, especially 
for smaller members, may negate the impact of any savings that arise from 
pooling purchases. 

                                                 
4 USM Item 8-S [10/7/09]. 
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(2) Maryland’s metropolitan areas appear to have numerous opportunities for public 
purchasers. However, regions such as the Eastern Shore and Western Maryland 
do not participate in COG or BRCPC.  

(3) It is not clear that any one source, such as a directory, exists to disseminate the 
existence of all the opportunities to the procurement professional in Maryland.  

 
III. Means in Place for Making Contract Information Available Among State and Local 

Procurement Units   
 
The primary venue for State and local procurement offices to post contract information is 

eMaryland Marketplace, a Web-based portal that enables agencies to post contract solicitations, 
receive electronic bids, and announce contract awards.5   Since 2006, State agencies subject to 
the State Procurement Law have been required to post solicitation notices and contract awards 
over $25,000 on eMaryland Marketplace. The Board of Public Works recently adopted 
regulations requiring State agencies to post small procurements over $15,000 in eMaryland 
Marketplace.6  The 2008 General Assembly expanded the use of eMaryland Marketplace by 
requiring local governments and State agencies otherwise exempt from State Procurement Law 
to use eMaryland Marketplace to post solicitation notices and awards.7   
 
IV. How To Expand Collaboration and Information Sharing Among State and Local 

Agencies to Promote Effectiveness and Efficiency  
 

eMaryland Marketplace 
 
Although the expanded use of eMaryland Marketplace has increased opportunities for 

agencies to learn of other agencies’ contracts and cooperative purchases, its utility could be 
improved. Incorporating these features would enhance eMaryland Marketplace’s role as a one-
stop-shop for procurement information. However, the current platform does not allow these 
features; costly upgrades would be necessary.  

 
• The actual contract documents are not posted on eMaryland Marketplace. Placing 

the documents on the site would make them immediately available to a 
purchasing agency to review whether the contract is a workable vehicle for the 
agency. The agency should be able to click on the “award notice” link and access 
the relevant documents. As eMaryland Marketplace operates now, the only 
information is the award and contact information. 

• Merge the Minority Business Enterprise Directory and the Small Business 
Reserve Directory into eMaryland Marketplace. 

• Searching eMaryland Marketplace should be more intuitive and easier.   
 

                                                 
5 Businesses may register with eMaryland Marketplace at no charge; once registered, vendors may search online for 
contracting opportunities.  Vendors may opt to receive email notification of upcoming procurement opportunities.  
About 19,100 vendors are currently registered on eMaryland Marketplace.  
6 COMAR 21.05.07.06  
7 Chapter 525, Laws of 2008 
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Central Directory of Cooperative Purchasing Entities 
 
Discussion in Section II demonstrates the extensive nature of cooperative purchasing already 

in place in Maryland. However, there is apparently no central directory providing contact and 
substantive information about the numerous regional cooperative purchasing organizations like 
COG, BRCPC, and the Food Consortium.   A central directory would be a good resource for 
increasing participation, collaboration, and economies of scale.   

 
Expand Regional Organizations 

 
The success of regional organizations like the Baltimore Regional Cooperative Purchasing 

Committee and the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments could be expanded to 
other parts of the State.  Particularly, participation in cooperative arrangements should be 
extended to Western Maryland and the Eastern Shore.  

 
Electronic Networking 

 
The State could establish a comprehensive electronic mailing list for groups of purchasing 

agents across the State.   
 

Establish a Statewide Organization 
 
Procurement officials from around the State could establish a standing cooperative 

purchasing forum among State, county, and municipal agencies to advance cooperative 
purchasing efforts.   

 
IV. How to maximize opportunities for small businesses to compete for 

intergovernmental cooperative purchasing contracts that are not posted in 
eMaryland Marketplace 

 
 Thus far, this Report has discussed existing collaborative partnerships, methods, and 
information-sharing to increase the use of cooperative public purchasing. The intended result 
of increasing cooperative public purchasing is to further certain common sense statutory 
goals such as providing increased economy in the State procurement system and getting the 
maximum benefit from the purchasing power of the State.8 However, the State procurement 
system is motivated not only by increased efficient purchasing power; other equally 
important statutory goals are to ensure fair and equitable treatment of all persons who deal 
with State procurement and fostering effective broad-based competition.9 In addition, the 
State Procurement system has the objectives of encouraging and fostering minority 
businesses and small businesses. In cooperative purchasing, these goals can sometimes be at 
odds. The tension runs along a spectrum from entering into the most efficient process on one 
end and affording all businesses a chance to bid on every purchasing opportunity at the other. 

 

                                                 
8 State Finance and Procurement Article, §11-201, Annotated Code of Maryland. 
9 Id. 
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 For the first time, in 1997 the General Assembly recognized the efficiency benefits of 
governments combining their purchasing powers when it approved the Intergovernmental 
Cooperative Purchasing Act.10 At the same time, the General Assembly sought to address the 
potential for such purchases to foreclose smaller businesses from participating in State 
business by putting a limit on the use of federal contracts. However, the legislature removed 
that qualification in 2004.11 In the 2009 legislative session, the General Assembly heard 
complaints that the State’s use of intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreements has 
kept local businesses from participating in State procurements.  

 
 This section of the Report first examines the intergovernmental cooperative 
purchasing method and then looks at the method’s impact on small businesses.  

 
A. Intergovernmental Cooperative Purchasing Agreements  

 
Subject to the authority of the Board of Public Works, an intergovernmental cooperative 

purchasing agreement is a contract entered into by at least one governmental entity12 and a 
person13 selected in a manner consistent with the purposes of the State Procurement Law.14 A 
State agency that is a primary procurement unit15 may participate in a cooperative purchase 
agreement as the governmental entity that:  
                                                 
10 Chapter 680 (1997 Laws of Maryland). 
11 Chapter 143 (2004 Laws of Maryland). 
12 State Finance and Procurement Article, §13-110(a)(2), defines “governmental entity” as 

• the federal government or an agency or other instrumentality of the federal government; 
• another state or an agency or other instrumentality of another state; 
• a bistate or multistate agency; 
• a county, municipal corporation, or other political subdivision of the State or of another state, or an 

agency or other instrumentality of the political subdivision; 
• a bicounty or multicounty agency; 
• a primary procurement unit; or 
• an affiliation, alliance, consortium, or group composed solely of governmental entities that is 

established for purposes of promoting intergovernmental cooperative purchasing. 
13 “Person” is defined as “an individual, receiver, trustee, guardian, personal representative, fiduciary, or 
representative of any kind and any partnership, firm, association, corporation, or other entity.” State Finance and 
Procurement Article, §11-101(k).   

14 State Finance and Procurement Article, §13-110(a)(3).  The purposes of the State Procurement Law 
include: 

• Providing for increased confidence in State procurement 
• Ensuring fair and equitable treatment of all persons who deal with the State procurement system 
• Providing safeguards for maintaining a State procurement system of quality and integrity 
• Fostering effective broad-based competition in the State through support of the free enterprise system 
• promoting increased long-term economic efficiency and responsibility in the State by encouraging the 

use of recycled materials 
• Providing increased economy in the State procurement system 
• Getting the maximum benefit from the purchasing power of the State 
• Simplifying, clarifying, and modernizing the law that governs State procurement 
• Allowing the continued development of procurement regulations, policies, and practices in the State  
• Promoting development of uniform State procurement procedures to the extent possible.  

State Finance and Procurement Article, §11-201(a).   
15  State Finance and Procurement Article, §13-110(a)(3).  Primary procurement units include 

• State Treasurer 
• Budget and Management 
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• conducts the procurement on behalf of the participants; 
• participates in the original agreement but did not conduct the procurement; or  
• participates in a contract awarded by another governmental entity (colloquially 

referred to as piggyback agreements).16   
 
The purpose of an intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreement is for 

government entities to pool their purchasing needs to obtain better pricing and to reduce 
administrative costs associated with individual procurements.  

 
B. eMaryland Marketplace 

 
For each intergovernmental cooperative purchasing procurement in which the State or 

local agency is the lead entity or a named participant in the cooperative purchase, the agency 
must publish: (1) the solicitation notice; and (2) the award notice in eMaryland Marketplace if 
the value of the procurement will exceed $25,000, the small procurement ceiling.17   

 
For each intergovernmental cooperative purchasing procurement in which the State or 

local agency is piggybacking off another entity’s, the agency must publish the contract award in 
eMaryland Marketplace.  However, the agency is not required to (and does not in practice) post a 
solicitation notice or “intent to enter into contract” notice in eMaryland Marketplace.   

 
C. Exclusive nature of contracts; agencies prohibited from purchasing from 

alternative sources. 
 
It is this latter lack of notice that has caused some local businesses to object that they do 

not have a fair opportunity to bid on certain contracts because they are not aware the agency is 
seeking to enter into a contractual relationship. And, in most cases, once the agency has 
piggybacked on a cooperative purchasing contract, the agency will, in fact, seek to buy all its 
requirements off of that contract precisely because it entered into the contract to reduce repetitive 
administrative actions associated with individual procurements and to benefit from the larger-
scale unit pricing.   

 
Because the purchasing entity is seeking to obtain better pricing and to reduce 

administrative costs by pooling purchasing needs and reducing the need for individual 
procurements, often the entity makes the piggyback agreement the exclusive vehicle for agencies 

                                                                                                                                                             
• General Services 
• Transportation 
• Information Technology 
• The Maryland Port Commission 
• Public Safety and Correctional Services 
• Morgan State University 
• St. Mary’s College of Maryland 

Subject to §12-107 of the State Finance and Procurement Article, a primary procurement unit may engage in its own 
procurements without seeking any other agency’s approval.    
16 COMAR 21.05.09.03 
17COMAR 21.05.09.07. 
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to procure the goods or services that are the subject of the agreement. One way to soften the 
impact of upcoming intergovernmental cooperative agreements is to publish an “intent to enter 
into” notice on eMaryland Marketplace.  An “intent to enter into” notice would alert the vendor 
community to the pending cooperative purchase, but there is no opportunity for vendors to 
compete against the cooperative purchase.  Opening up the cooperative purchase to competition 
from other vendors negates any reduction of administrative costs inherent with a cooperative 
purchase.   

 
Another way to foster more competition for the State’s purchasing needs would be to 

ensure that purchasing agencies can still access alternate sources for the goods or services and 
not be bound to buy only from an exclusive cooperative agreement.  
 
Commodities. To take advantage of economy of scale, the State has centralized most 
responsibility for commodities purchasing in the Department of General Services.18  The Board 
of Public Works delegates to DGS unlimited authority to procure commodities and supplies.19  
In turn, DGS sub-delegates procurement authority up to $25,000 to most agencies for such 
purchases.20 

 
DGS enters into Statewide requirements or indefinite-quantity contracts that are 

available for use by all agencies.21  DGS prohibits State agencies from purchasing from an 
alternate source if the item is available through one of these Statewide contracts regardless of 
the value of the purchase.22  Often when DGS piggybacks off another entity’s contract, DGS 
designates the piggyback contract as a Statewide term requirements or indefinite-quantity 
contract.23 However, DGS can designate any contract, no matter how procured, as the 
exclusive contract for purchasing commodities.  
 

DGS has nearly 200 Statewide indefinite-quantity contracts where alternate sources 
cannot be used: 

 
• Six exclusive contracts arose from cooperative purchasing arrangements. 
• In addition, 185 other exclusive contracts are not cooperative purchasing 

agreements.  
 
One suggestion to assist businesses who are not cooperative-agreement vendors is to 

amend DGS regulations to allow State agencies to purchase from a source outside Statewide 
commodities contracts. The purchasing agency would make a written determination explaining 

                                                 
18 State Finance and Procurement Article, §4-310. But see Supplies for aeronautics-related activities are under the 
jurisdiction of the Maryland Department of Transportation, State Finance and Procurement Article, §12-107(b)(4) 
19 COMAR 21.02.01.04B. 
20 State Finance and Procurement Article, §4-313(3).  DGS must identify procurement delegations in the Using 
Agency Manual. COMAR 21.02.05.04 
21 A list of DGS Statewide contracts can be found at http://dgsweb.dgs.state.md.us/activeBPO/commodities.html  
22 COMAR 21.02.05.04. 
23 County and municipal procurement agencies are not bound by the same restriction.  Likewise, State agencies 
exempt from State Procurement Law are free to procure commodities from any source provided they comply with 
their own procurement policies and procedures. As of October 1, 2009, twenty eight agencies and programs are 
exempt from State Procurement Law.  State Finance and Procurement Article, §11-203. 
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why the outside purchase is in the best interest of the State.  The change would allow small 
businesses to compete against the pricing in Statewide commodities contracts.  The allowance 
should be extended only to cooperative purchasing agreements where the State is piggybacking 
off a contract awarded by another jurisdiction – not to competitive contract awards made by the 
State under its Procurement Laws.   

 
Services, Maintenance, and Information Technology. Other areas in which 

cooperative purchasing agreements are used are services, maintenance, and information 
technology.  In these areas, the State does not prohibit the use of alternate sources even when 
an intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreement is in place.  

 
VI. Recommendations 

 
Improve Communication Among the State, Counties, Municipalities, 

and the Business Community. 
 

• Establish a website to inform the public and procurement offices at the State and 
local level of contracts that are available for use by other government entities. The 
website should also list the numerous cooperative purchasing organizations 
around the State with a brief description of their mission and a link to the 
organizations’ websites.  

• Develop a LISTSERV to facilitate communication among procurement programs 
across the State.  

 
Amend Procurement Regulations to Permit State Agencies to  

Buy Commodities from Alternate Sources 
 
DGS Regulations currently prohibit purchasing commodities from an alternate source if a 

Statewide contract is available.  A regulatory amendment should give State buyers the discretion 
to purchase commodities from an alternate source when 1) the same or a similar, acceptable 
commodity is available at a lower cost; or 2) purchasing from a Statewide contract does not 
satisfy the State’s requirements. 

 
Before Extending a Cooperative Purchasing Agreement, Assess Whether the  

Agreement Is Consistent with the Purposes of State Procurement Law24 
 
Agencies should consider whether the contract terms remain a good value for the State 

and whether broad-based competition is hindered by a long-term contract.    
  

Establish a Statewide Intergovernmental Cooperative Purchasing Council 
 
Representatives from the State, Counties, Municipalities, School Systems, non-profit 

entities, and the business community should convene at least annually to discuss the 
effectiveness of  the cooperative purchasing programs throughout the State and how they can be 
improved.   
                                                 
24 The purposes and policies of State Procurement Law are listed as a footnote on p. 9. 
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VII. Conclusion 

  
Intergovernmental cooperative purchasing is a valuable tool to leverage the State’s 

buying power, lower administrative burdens, and obtain best pricing.  But as with all 
procurement methods, its use must be balanced against the State’s interest in providing full and 
open competition for State contracts.  
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Table of Current State Piggyback Agreements 
 
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
 

Lead Agency Contractor(s) Scope of Work Term of 
Contract 

Contract 
Value 

Expenditures up 
to July 1, 2009 

Western States 
Contracting Alliance 

– State of Nevada 

AT&T Mobility 
Sprint/Nextel 

T-Mobile USA 
Verizon Wireless 

Wireless service 
– cell phones 

1/1/2007-
10/9/2010 $8,000,000 $4,200,000 

Loudon County VA ISECURETRAC 
Corp. 

GPS for juvenile 
offenders (DJS) 

8/15/2008-
2/14/2010 $1,100,000 $501,300 

 
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
 

Lead Agency Contractor Scope of Work Term of 
Contract 

Contract 
Value 

Expenditures 
up to July 1, 

2009* 
National Joint Powers 

Alliance (national 
cooperative established in 

MN) 

Staples office supplies 5/30/08-
6/30/11 $2 M $176,346 

Washington Suburban 
Sanitary Commission Rudolph’s office supplies 5/26/09-

6/30/11 $6 M $1,209,080 

Western States Contracting 
Alliance – State of Nevada W.W. Grainger 

maintenance, 
repair and 
operation 

products (MRO) 

2/21/08-
11/30/10 $3 M $606,915 

U.S. Communities – City of 
Charlotte/Mecklenburg 

County NC 
Autozone auto parts 6/26/09-

12/25/09 $1.2 M $7,446 

Minnesota Multistate 
Contract Alliance for 

Pharmacy 
Cardinal pharmaceuticals 5/1/06-

12/31/09 $11 M $40,364,752 

Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania United Parcel small package 

delivery 
10/6/09-
6/30/10 $1 M 

NA (contract 
start date is FY 

2010) 

NASPO (New York State) 

Fischer Scientific, 
RAE Systems, 

Smith Detection, 
VWR Scientific 

hazardous 
incident response 

equipment 

5/1/09-
4/30/10 

$50,000 
each $566 

 
* The total does not include purchases made with the State credit card or through a direct purchase 
outside the contract.  
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DEPARTMENT OF BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT 
 

Lead Agency Contractor Scope of Work Term of 
Contract 

Contract 
Value 

Expenditures up  
to July 1, 2009 

PA DGS 
(used by 

MDOT/MdTA) 

Maher Duessel, 
CPAs 

Audit services 
for IRP 

8/21/2008-
2/12/2010 

$500,000 and 2 
one- year 

options valued 
at $250,000 

$174,882 

MI Dept. of Mgmt. 
and Budget (used by 

DHR) 
Informatix 

Identify assets 
of child support 

delinquent 
obligors 

3/1/2007 – 
6/30/2010 $362,206 $42,726 

Arkansas Dept. of 
Finance and 

Admin.(used by DHR) 

Health 
Management 
Systems, Inc. 

Medical support 
enforcement 

6/4/2009 – 
7/14/2010 $850,000 $0 

Western States 
Contracting Alliance – 
State of Washington 

(used by DHMH) 

Abbott 
Laboratories 

(Ross 
Products) 

Infant formula 
rebate 

10/1/2007-
9/30/2010 

$197 million 
total revenue 
over 6 years 

$59,718,936 
(revenue) 

State of West Virginia 
(used by DHMH) 

Gerber 
Products 

Infant cereal and 
juice rebates 

5/1/2007-
4/30/2010 
with two 
renewal 
options 

$4,796,200 
total revenue 
over 5 years 

$2,120,839 
(revenue) 

 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 

Lead Agency Contractor Scope of Work Term of 
Contract 

Contract 
Value 

Expenditures 
to July 1, 

2009 

Montgomery 
County ARINC, Inc CCTV - Security 

surveillance 

600 calendar days 
from NTP 

(9/10/2008) 
$10,274,004 $4,160,377 

Utah Transit 
Authority MotivePower 26 locomotives for 

MARC 
3 years from NTP 

(3/12/2008) $88,693,670 $69,945,066 

King County 
Metro in Seattle 

New Flyer of 
America 30 hybrid buses One year from 

NTP (2/27/08) $26,531,256 $26,334,885 

Washington 
Metro Area 

Transit 
Authority 

New Flyer of 
America 100 hybrid buses One year from 

NTP (1/28/2009) $62,380,527 $0 

 
 


