
HOUSE No. 138

ONE ASHBURTON PLACE
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108, NOVEMBER 1, 1988

The Honorable Michael J. Connolly, Secretary of the Commonwealth
State House, Room 65, Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Dear Secretary Connolly:
In compliance with Section 33 of Chapter 30 of the General Laws,

enclosed herewith are eight legislative proposals of the Inspector
General for the 1989 session of the General Court.

1. The first proposal would continue the power of the Inspector
General to subpoena witnesses. That power is presently due to expire
as of June 30, 1989. The act makes no change whatever in the
procedures that now apply to the exercise of the Inspector General’s
subpoena power.

2. The second proposal would for the first time provide clear, no-
nonsense statutory procedures for the procurement of consultant and
other services by the Commonwealth and independent State
authorities. It would effectively curb many of the present
opportunities for favoritism and waste in the Commonwealth’s
procurement of $1 billion in services each year. This bill would also
significantly broaden the State’s power to debar vendors (that is, bar
them from public contracting for up to five years) if they cheat the
public.

3. The third proposal would establish a modern and fair set of basic
procurement procedures for county and local governments. This bill
is patterned on the Model Procurement Code of the American Bar
Association. The bill would replace the confusing and largely
ineffective web of existing laws that govern most county and local
procurements. The bill would provide a clear and effective code to
foster competition and provide safeguards against fraud, waste, and
abuse.
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4. The fourth proposal would set forth clear, effective and efficient
procedures for the procurement of supplies by the Commonwealth.
The procedures in this bill are adapted from the American Bar
Association’s Model Procurement Code. This bill would replace the
antiquated and incomplete statutory provisions which presently
govern State purchasing with a modern and coherent legal framework.

5. The fifth proposal would require that, starting July 1, 1990, the
management contract for the State Transportation Building be
secured through an open, advertised competition not through a
sole-source contract with the Massachusetts Port Authority. Reviews
by the State Auditor and my Office have indicated significant waste
in the reliance on the no-bid contract for this work. The bill would
also place the responsibility for managing the State Transportation
Building where it belongs under the Bureau of State Office
Buildings rather than continuing a temporary arrangement under
which the DCPO Real Property Office oversees the building.

6. The sixth proposal is a technical amendment that would make
clear that staff investigators of the Inspector General’s Office may
deliver subpoenas for documents just as they may now deliver
subpoenas for witnesses.

7. The seventh proposal is designed to strengthen safeguards
against the use of fraudulent bonds by bidders and contractors on
public construction jobs. The bid bonds and performance bonds
posted by those seeking or awarded public contracts protect awarding
authorities against failures to perform. This bill would protect public
awarding authorities from relying on phony bonds issued by foreign
companies that have not passed muster through the Commonwealth’s
licensing procedures.

8. The eighth proposal would establish strict statutory controls on
the establishment and use of trust funds by State agencies.

Sincerely,

JOSEPH R. BARRESI,
Inspector General.
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