
      JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET
       STATE CAPITOL

   P.O. BOX 44294, CAPITOL STATION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804

(225) 342-1964

REPRESENTATIVE JEROME ZERINGUE            SENATOR BODI WHITE 
CHAIRMAN        VICE-CHAIRMAN     

AGENDA
Friday, June 03, 2022

8:00 A.M.
House Committee Room 5

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. BUSINESS

1. Fiscal Status Statement

2. Facility Planning and Control Agenda

3. Review and approval of the Fiscal Year 2022-2023 operating budgets for the following state
retirement systems in accordance with R.S. 11:176
A. Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
B. Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System
C. Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System
D. Louisiana State Police Retirement System

4. Review and approval of the Sabine River Authority's FY 2022-2023 budget in accordance
with the provisions of R.S. 38:2324(B)

5. Review and approval of a funding reconsideration recommendation by the Water Sector
Commission in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 39:100.56

6. Review and approval of a contract extension between the office of group benefits and Access
Health, Inc., in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 39:1615(J)

7. Review and approval of a contract extension between the Louisiana Board of Pharmacy and
Bamboo Health for the Prescription Monitoring Program in accordance with the provisions
of R.S. 39:1615(J)

8. Review and approval of a contract extension between the Louisiana Department of Health
and Statistical Resources, Inc., in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 39:1615(J)

9. Review and approval of a contract extension between the Department of Children & Family
Services and Postlethwaite & Netterville, APAC, in accordance with the provisions of R.S.
39:1615(J)

10. Presentation by Louisiana Legislative Auditor of review of information related to the
Creative Informational Technology, Inc. contract

11. Review and approval of a contract extension between the office of technology services and
Creative Information Technology, Inc.,  in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 39:1615(J)

12. Review of a contract amendment between the Louisiana Military Department and Tri-Core
Technologies, LLC, in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 39:1615(J)



13. Update from the Louisiana Legislative Auditor on remedial actions and resolutions related
to findings and recommendations contained in performance audits of charter schools

14. Interpretation of legislative intent for appropriations contained in Act 170 of the 2022
Regular Session of the Legislature in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 24:653(E)

IV. CONSIDERATION OF ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE

V. ADJOURNMENT

Persons who do not feel comfortable giving testimony in person may submit a prepared statement
in accordance with House Rule 14.33 in lieu of appearing before the committee:

A. Any interested person or any committee member may file with the committee a prepared
statement concerning a specific instrument or matter under consideration by the committee or
concerning any matter within the committee's scope of authority, and the committee records shall
reflect receipt of such statement and the date and time thereof.

 
B. Any person who files a prepared statement which contains data or statistical information shall
include in such prepared statement sufficient information to identify the source of the data or
statistical information. For the purposes of this Paragraph, the term "source" shall mean a
publication, website, person, or other source from which the data or statistical information contained
in the prepared statement was obtained by the person or persons who prepared the statement.

NOTE: Statements emailed to briscoed@legis.la.gov and received prior to noon on Thursday,
June 2, 2022, will be distributed to the committee members prior to the meeting.

All persons desiring to participate in the meeting shall utilize appropriate protective health measures
and observe the recommended and appropriate social distancing.

JEROME "ZEE" ZERINGUE, CHAIRMAN

PLEASE SUBMIT A WITNESS CARD TO THE COMMITTEE ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT BEFORE THE
MEETING BEGINS IF YOU WANT TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE COMMITTEE.

mailto:briscoed@legis.la.gov
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JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET
GENERAL FUND FISCAL STATUS STATEMENT
FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022
($ in millions)

June 3, 2022
JUNE 2022

Over/(Under)
 MAY 2022 JUNE 2022 MAY 2022

GENERAL FUND REVENUE

Revenue Estimating Conference, May 9, 2022 $11,084.700 $11,084.700 $0.000
FY 20-21 Revenue Carried Forward into FY 21-22 $183.621 $183.621 $0.000

Total Available General Fund Revenue $11,268.321 $11,268.321 $0.000

APPROPRIATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

Non-Appropriated Constitutional Requirements   
Debt Service $434.030 $434.030 $0.000
Interim Emergency Board $1.323 $0.000 ($1.323)
Revenue Sharing $90.000 $90.000 $0.000

Total Non-Appropriated Constitutional Requirements $525.353 $524.030 ($1.323)

Appropriations
General (Act 119 of 2021 RS) $9,260.639 $9,260.639 $0.000
Ancillary (Act 113 of 2021 RS) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000
Judicial (Act 116 of 21 RS) $164.008 $164.008 $0.000
Legislative (Act 117 of 21 RS) $73.610 $73.610 $0.000
Capital Outlay (Act 485 of 2021 RS) $43.332 $43.332 $0.000

Total Appropriations $9,541.590 $9,541.590 $0.000

Other Appropriations and Other Requirements 
Supplemental Bill (Act 170 of 2022 RS) $0.000 $189.767 $189.767
Funds Bill (Act 167 of 2022 RS) $0.000 $1,011.868 $1,011.868

Total Other Appropriations and Other Requirements $0.000 $1,201.634 $1,201.634

Total Appropriations & Non-Appropriated Constitutional Requirements $10,066.942 $11,267.254 $1,200.312

General Fund Revenue Less Appropriations and Requirements $1,201.379 $1.067 ($1,200.312)



Fiscal Status Page 2

II.  FY 2020-2021 Fiscal Status Summary:

FY21 GENERAL FUND DIRECT SURPLUS/DEFICIT - ESTIMATED (millions)

FY20 Surplus/(Deficit) 270.434
Other Obligations Against Cash Carried Over from FY20 to FY21

General Fund - Direct Carryforward 67.251
Unappropriated FY17 & FY18 Surpluses 1.234
FY19 Surplus Transferred Out in FY21 105.938
Transfer from Budget Stabilization Fund per HCR 1 of 2020 1ES 90.063

Total Other Obligations Against Cash Carried Over from FY20 to FY21 264.486
FY21 General Fund - Adjusted Direct Revenues: 10,695.872

Total General Funds Available for Expenditure in FY21 11,230.792

FY21 General Fund - Direct Appropriations & Requirements:
Draws of General Fund - Direct Appropriations (9,090.377)
General Obligation Debt Service (429.052)
Transfer to the Revenue Sharing Fund (Z06) - Constitution 7:26 (90.000)
Transfer to Coastal Protection & Restoration Fund (Z12) - R.S. 49:214.5.4 (7.230)
Transfer to Revenue Stabilization Fund (Z25) - Constitution 7:10.15 (205.422)
Transfers - Legislative Actions (152.212)
Transfers - Other (3.016)
Use of Prior Year(s) Surplus - Appropriated or Transferred (377.606)

Total FY21 General Fund - Direct Appropriations & Requirements (10,354.914)

General Fund Direct Cash Balance 875.878

Obligations Against the General Fund Direct Cash Balance
General Fund - Direct Carryforwards from FY21 to FY22 (183.621)
FY20 adjustments completed in FY21 (24.824)
Capital Outlay/Fund corrections made in FY22 2.860
Tobacco Tax allocation corrections made in FY22 28.925

Total Obligated General Fund Direct (176.659)

Net General Fund Direct Surplus/(Deficit) 699.220

Certification in accordance with R.S. 39:75A(3)(a) $699,219,732 

III.  Current Year Items Requiring Action

IV.  Horizon Issues Not Contained in 5-Year Plan

In accordance with Act 1092 of the 2001 Regular Session and Act 107 of the 2002 First Extraordinary Session (R.S. 39:75), the 
first budget status report presented after October 15th shall reflect the fund balance for the previous fiscal year. "At  the first 
meeting of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget after publication of the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the 
state of Louisiana, the commissioner of administration shall certify to the committee the actual expenditures paid by warrant or
transfer and the actual monies received and any monies or balances carried forward for any fund at the close of the previous fiscal 
year which shall be reflected in the budget status report."
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FIVE YEAR BASE LINE PROJECTION
STATE GENERAL FUND SUMMARY

CONTINUATION
Official
Current Ensuing Projected Projected Projected 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
REVENUES: 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026

Taxes, Licenses & Fees $14,407,000,000 $13,837,200,000 $13,673,300,000 $14,003,100,000 $13,804,000,000
Less Dedications ($3,322,300,000) ($2,797,400,000) ($2,839,200,000) ($3,133,300,000) ($3,141,700,000)

TOTAL REC REVENUES $11,084,700,000 $11,039,800,000 $10,834,100,000 $10,869,800,000 $10,662,200,000

ANNUAL REC GROWTH RATE -0.41% -1.86% 0.33% -1.91%

Other Revenues: 
Carry Forward Balances $183,620,801 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Other Revenue $183,620,801 $0 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL REVENUES $11,268,320,801 $11,039,800,000 $10,834,100,000 $10,869,800,000 $10,662,200,000

EXPENDITURES:
General Appropriation Bill (Act 119 of 2021 RS) $9,077,018,132 $10,031,902,374 $10,581,672,260 $10,150,297,968 $10,350,037,085
Ancillary Appropriation Bill  (Act 113 of 2021 RS) $0 $0 $23,254,113 $28,848,303 $34,638,290
Non-Appropriated Requirements $524,029,823 $526,904,967 $542,475,514 $560,344,897 $562,592,027
Judicial Appropriation Bill  (Act 116 of 2021 RS) $164,008,439 $174,577,666 $167,832,622 $167,832,622 $167,832,622
Legislative Appropriation Bill  (Act 117 of 2021 RS) $73,610,173 $85,777,844 $73,582,774 $73,582,774 $73,582,774
Special Acts  $0 $0 $25,162,436 $25,162,436 $25,162,436
Capital Outlay Bill  (Act 485 of 2021 RS) $43,331,996 $50,000,000 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL ADJUSTED EXPENDITURES (less carryforwards) $9,881,998,563 $10,869,162,851 $11,413,979,719 $11,006,069,000 $11,213,845,234

ANNUAL ADJUSTED GROWTH RATE 9.99% 5.01% -3.57% 1.89%

Other Expenditures: 
Carryforward BA-7s Expenditures $183,620,801 $0 $0 $0 $0
Supplemental Bill (Act 170 of 2022 RS) $189,766,876 $0 $0 $0 $0
Funds Bills (Act 167 of 2022 RS) $1,011,867,514 $170,500,000 $0 $0 $0
Total Other Expenditures $1,385,255,191 $170,500,000 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $11,267,253,754 $11,039,662,851 $11,413,979,719 $11,006,069,000 $11,213,845,234

PROJECTED BALANCE $1,067,047 $137,149 ($579,879,719) ($136,269,000) ($551,645,234)

Oil Prices included in the REC forecast. $68.62 $64.48 $64.06 $63.61 $63.16
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Note: The amounts for the FY23 General Appropriations Act and Funds Act contain contingent amendments. 





















 

 

JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

STATE CAPITOL 

P.O. BOX 44294, CAPITOL STATION 

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:   Representative Jerome Zeringue, Chairman 

  Senator Bodi White, Vice Chairman 

  Members of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget (JLCB) 

From:  Stephanie Little, Attorney 

House Fiscal Division 

Date:   June 3, 2022 

Subject:  Approval of State Retirement Systems’ FY 2022-23 Operating Budgets 

R.S. 11:176 and R.S. 39:81 require each of the four state public retirement systems to submit their 

respective operating budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget (JLCB) for review and 

approval. 

The four state retirement systems are as follows: 

 Louisiana State Employees’ Retirement System (LASERS) 

 Teachers’ Retirement System of Louisiana (TRSL) 

 Louisiana School Employees’ Retirement System (LSERS) 

 Louisiana State Police Retirement System (STPOL) 

R.S. 39:81(B) provides that the four state retirement systems must submit their proposed operating 

budgets to JLCB for review and approval at the same time as required for submission of state agency 

budgets. The state retirement systems submitted their FY 2022-23 operating budgets to the JLCB in 

compliance with the law. In each case, the systems’ respective boards had previously approved the 

proposed operating budgets. 

R.S. 39:81(B) further provides that the proposed operating budget request documents for the state 

retirement systems shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Actual expenditures for the prior year 

 Projected expenditures for the current and ensuing years 

 A listing and itemization of each type of professional, personal or consulting service contract, 

along with the general purpose of each professional service as well as reasonable information 

concerning prior need for the requested services 

 A personnel table containing salary information on authorized, estimated, and requested positions 

 Any other information specified by the JLCB 



R.S. 11:102(B)(3)(e) provides that the non-investment related administrative expenses of each state 

retirement system are funded directly through employer contributions.  These contributions, once 

received by the system, are categorized as Fees & Self-Generated Revenues for accounting purposes. 

Below is a combined, high-level budget summary for the four state retirement systems.  For more detail, 

see the attached addendum for further information and analysis of each system’s proposed budget. 

FY 2022-23 Budget Summary (Includes all four State Retirement Systems) 

 

 
FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 FY 2022-23 $ Change 

from 

Budgeted 

% Change 

from 

Budgeted  
Actual Budgeted Requested 

Means of Finance:      

Total Fees & Self-Generated Revenues  $118,399,491   $139,686,926   $149,388,020  $9,701,094 7% 

Total Means of Finance  $118,399,491   $139,686,926   $149,388,020   $9,701,094  7% 

      

Expenditures:      

Personal Services  $34,536,634   $38,186,798   $39,235,307  $1,048,509 3% 

Operating Services  $6,378,694   $7,563,924   $10,272,823  $2,708,899 36% 

Professional Services  $1,608,319   $2,183,800   $2,312,500  $128,700 6% 

Other Charges  $73,309   $90,000   $90,000  $0 0% 

Acquisitions & Major Repairs  $743,511   $749,500   $800,000  $50,500 7% 

Subtotal Administrative Expenditures  $43,340,467   $48,774,022   $52,710,630   $3,936,608  8% 

Investment Management Fees $75,059,024 $90,912,904 $96,677,390  $5,764,486  6% 

Total Expenditures  $118,399,491   $139,686,926   $149,388,020   $9,701,094  7% 

      

Total Expenditures by System:      

LASERS Total Operating Expenditures  $46,706,166   $54,710,612   $57,029,000   $2,318,388  4% 

TRSL Total Operating Expenditures  $58,564,927   $69,162,647   $75,616,753   $6,454,106  9% 

LSERS Total Operating Expenditures  $9,285,085   $11,690,009   $11,744,690   $54,681  0% 

STPOL Total Operating Expenditures  $3,843,313   $4,123,658   $4,997,577   $873,919  21% 

Total Expenditures  $118,399,491   $139,686,926   $149,388,020   $9,701,094  7% 

      

Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs):      

 Classified 296 296 297 1 0% 

 Unclassified 28 28 29 1 0% 

Total FTEs 324 324 326 2 0% 

 

Administrative Expenses: 

Overall, administrative expenditures are increasing by $9.7 million from the current year. One-third of 

this is due to the inclusion of LASERS’ proposed $3 million “below the line” project costs in reported 

operating services figures.  Historically, LASERS has carried some multi-year project expenses below the 

line and not factored them into direct fiscal year operating costs.  The dramatic increase in such below-



the-line costs for FY 23 prompted the inclusion of these costs into “Operating Services” in the analysis 

above for all three reported years.  In the current year, LASERS has budgeted $681,612 for multi-year 

projects.  In FY 21, the actual expenditures for multi-year projects was $470,416.  For FY 23, the 

budgeted figure is $3 million.  No other system carries below-the-line expenses.  The other two-thirds of 

the increase are due to increases in investment fees and personal services.  

Investment Management Fees: 

Because investment fees are a large portion of each system’s operating budget, these expenditures are 

treated as a separate line item in the combined budget summary. Investment management fees are 

increasing by $5.8 million, or 6%, from the current year for a total of $96.7 million in projected 

expenditures. JLCB approved a revised budget for TRSL in April to increase FY 22 budgeted investment 

expenses from $42 million to $48 million due to significant increases in assets under management. 

STPOL, TRSL, and LSERS are projecting increases in investment fees for FY 23 versus current year 

budgeted amounts.  Only LASERS is reducing its budgeted FY 23 investment fee amount, though its 

projected investment fees in the proposed FY 23 budget are $5.4 million above FY 21 actual expenditures 

in this category. 

Summary: 

Total FY 2022-23 expenditures for all four state retirement systems—including administrative and 

investment fees—are increasing by $9.7 million, or 7%. This is not spread equally. As indicated in the 

table above, approximately one-third of this increase is attributable to the multi-year project budget for 

LASERS.  LSERS is remaining relatively flat for FY 23.  The projected increase for STPOL is due 

primarily to the increase in investment fees.  The increase for TRSL is attributable to increased personal 

services and investment fees. 

Each of the state retirement systems has provided additional information on their budget, which is 

included in member packets. 

The state retirement system executive staff are prepared to provide the JLCB with up-to-date performance 

information for each system, covering items such as membership, benefits, asset valuation, investment 

yields, and unfunded accrued liability (UAL). 

 



TOTAL STATE RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Budget Category (Summary) FY20-21 Actual
FY 2021-2022 

Budgeted

FY 2022-2023 

Proposed

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2020-21 Actuals

% Change 

Budgeted to 

Actuals

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted

% Change 

Propoposed 

to Budgeted

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2020-21 

Actuals

% Change 

Propopos

ed to 

Actuals

Personnel Services 34,536,634$       38,186,798$       39,235,307$     3,650,164$       11% 1,048,509$    3% 4,698,673$     14%

Operating Services 6,378,694$         7,563,924$         10,272,823$     4,145,133$       65% 2,708,899$    36% 3,894,129$     61%

Professional Services 1,608,319$         2,183,800$         2,312,500$       575,481$          36% 128,700$        6% 704,181$        44%

Other Charges and IAT Expenditures 73,309$               90,000$               90,000$             16,691$             23% -$                     0% 16,691$          23%

Acquisitions 743,511$             749,500$             800,000$           5,989$               1% 50,500$          7% 56,489$          8%

Administrative Expenses 43,340,467$       48,774,022$       52,710,630$     5,433,555$       13% 3,936,608$    8% 9,370,163$     22%

Investment Fees 75,059,024$       90,912,904$       96,677,390$     15,853,880$     21% 5,764,486$    6% 21,618,366$  29%

Total Expenses 118,399,491$     139,686,926$     149,388,020$   21,287,435$     18% 9,701,094$    7% 30,988,529$  26%

Total Number of Positions 324 324 326 0 0% 2 1% 2 1%

Classified 296 296 297

Unclassified 28 28 29

LASERS

Budget Category (Summary) FY 20-21 Actual
FY 2021-2022 

Budgeted

FY 2022-2023 

Proposed

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2020-21 Actuals

% Change 

Budgeted to 

Actuals

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2022-2023 

Proposed

% Change 

Proposed to 

Budgeted

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2020-21 

Actuals

% Change 

Propopos

ed to 

Actuals

Personnel Services 15,602,702$       16,761,300$       16,977,000$     1,158,598$       7.4% 215,700$        1% 1,374,298$     9%

Operating Services 2,941,799$         3,511,700$         3,741,000$       569,901$          19.4% 229,300$        7% 799,201$        27%

Professional Services 388,557$             509,000$             511,000$           120,443$          31.0% 2,000$            0% 122,443$        32%

Other Charges and IAT Expenditures -$                          -$                          -$                        -$                        0.0% -$                     0% -$                      0%

Acquisitions 206,811$             247,000$             300,000$           40,189$             19.4% 53,000$          21% 93,189$          45%

Below-the-Line Projects 470,416$             681,612$             3,000,000$       211,196$          44.9% 2,318,388$    340% 2,529,584$     538%

Total Operating Budgets 19,610,285$       21,710,612$       24,529,000$     2,100,327$       0$                     2,818,388$    13% 4,918,715$     25%

Investment Fees 27,095,881$       33,000,000$       32,500,000$     5,904,119$       21.8% (500,000)$      -2% 5,404,119$     20%

GRAND TOTAL with Investment Fees 46,706,166$       54,710,612$       57,029,000$     8,004,446$       17.1% 2,318,388$    4% 10,322,834$  22%

Total Number of Positions 137                       137                       137                     0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0%

Classified 125                       125                       125                     

Unclassified 12                         12                         12                       

TRSL

Budget Category (Summary)
FY 2020-21 

Actual

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted

FY 2022-23 

Proposed

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to FY 

2020-21 Actuals

% Change 

Budgeted to 

Actuals

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2022-2023 

Proposed

% Change 

Proposed to 

Budgeted

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2020-21 

Actuals

% Change 

Propopos

ed to 

Actuals
Personnel Services 15,033,713$       17,193,809$       18,031,475$     2,160,096$       14% 837,666$        5% 2,997,762$     20%

Operating Services 2,311,626$         2,579,838$         2,678,888$       268,212$          12% 99,050$          4% 367,262$        16%

Professional Services 599,191$             959,000$             1,034,000$       359,809$          60% 75,000$          8% 434,809$        73%

Other Charges and IAT Expenditures 73,309$               90,000$               90,000$             16,691$             23% -$                     0% 16,691$          23%

Acquisitions 336,874$             340,000$             340,000$           3,126$               1% -$                     0% 3,126$             1%

Total Operating Budgets 18,354,713$       21,162,647$       22,174,363$     2,807,934$       15% 1,011,716$    5% 3,819,650$     21%

Investment Fees 40,210,214$       48,000,000$       53,442,390$     7,789,786$       19% 5,442,390$    11% 13,232,176$  33%

GRAND TOTAL with Investment Fees 58,564,927$       69,162,647$       75,616,753$     10,597,720$     18% 6,454,106$    9% 17,051,826$  29%

Total Number of Positions 153                       153 156                     0 0% 3 2% 3 2%

Classified 143                       143                       145                     

Unclassified 10                         10                         11                       

LSERS

Budget Category
FY 2020-21 

Actual

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted

FY 2022-23 

Proposed

FY 2020-21 

Budgeted to FY 

2020-21 Actuals

% Change 

Budgeted to 

Actuals

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2022-2023 

Proposed

% Change 

Proposed to 

Budgeted  

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2020-21 

Actuals

% Change 

Propopos

ed to 

Actuals
Personnel Services 3,256,498$         3,415,531$         3,406,255$       159,033$          5% (9,276)$           0% 149,757$        5%

Operating Services 552,633$             683,774$             712,935$           131,141$          24% 29,161$          4% 160,302$        29%

Professional Services 232,271$             282,800$             295,500$           50,529$             22% 12,700$          4% 63,229$          27%

Other Charges and IAT Expenditures -$                          -$                          -$                        -$                        0% -$                     0% -$                      0%

Acquisitions 171,746$             95,000$               95,000$             (76,746)$           -45% -$                     0% (76,746)$         -45%

Total Operating Budgets 4,213,148$         4,477,105$         4,509,690$       263,957$          6% 32,585$          1% 296,542$        7%

Investment Fees 5,071,937$         7,212,904$         7,235,000$       2,140,967$       42% 22,096$          0% 2,163,063$     43%

GRAND TOTAL with Investment Fees 9,285,085$         11,690,009$       11,744,690$     2,404,924$       26% 54,681$          0% 2,459,605$     26%

Total Number of Positions 29 29 28 0 0% (1) -3% (1) -3%

Classified 25 25 24

Unclassified 4 4 4

LSPRS

Budget Category
FY 2020-21 

Actual

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted

FY 2022-23 

Proposed

FY 2020-21 

Budgeted to FY 

2020-21 Actuals

% Change 

Budgeted to 

Actuals

FY 2021-22 

Budgeted to 

2022-2023 

Proposed

% Change 

Proposed to 

Budgeted

 2022-2023 

Proposed to 

FY 2020-21 

Actuals

% Change 

Propopos

ed to 

Actuals

Personnel Services 643,721$             816,158$             820,577$           172,437$          27% 4,419$            1% 176,856$        27%

Operating Services 102,220$             107,000$             140,000$           4,780$               5% 33,000$          31% 37,780$          37%

Professional Services 388,300$             433,000$             472,000$           44,700$             12% 39,000$          9% 83,700$          22%

Other Charges and IAT Expenditures -$                          -$                          -$                        -$                        0% -$                     0% -$                      0%

Acquisitions 28,080$               67,500$               65,000$             39,420$             140% (2,500)$           -4% 36,920$          131%

Total Operating Budgets 1,162,321$         1,423,658$         1,497,577$       261,337$          22% 73,919$          5% 335,256$        29%

Investment Fees 2,680,992$         2,700,000$         3,500,000$       19,008$             1% 800,000$        30% 819,008$        31%

GRAND TOTAL with Investment Fees 3,843,313$         4,123,658$         4,997,577$       280,345$          7% 873,919$        21% 1,154,264$     30%

Total Number of Positions 5 5 5 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Classified 3 3 3

Unclassified 2 2 2



Fiscal Year 2022-23
November 4, 2021

Operating

BUDGET
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Four-year budget comparison — Fiscal years 2019-20 through 2022-23

Budget 
2019-20

Budget  
2020-21

Actual 
2020-21

Budget 
2021-22

Budget 
Request 
2022-23

%      
Increase/ 
Decrease

2021-22 to 
2022-23 
Variance

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Personnel Services:

   Salaries $  10,766,769 $  11,025,047 $     9,919,438 $  11,315,763 $  11,819,836 4.45% $      504,073 

   Overtime 50,000 50,000 18,603 50,000 50,000 0.00% 0 

   Termination 70,000 90,000 126,280 70,000 100,000 42.86% 30,000 

   Students, Interns, Law Clerk 50,000 52,650 18,073 66,690 66,690 0.00% 0 

   Per Diem - Board Members 21,000 21,000 6,600 21,000 21,000 0.00% 0 

   Related benefits 5,609,183 5,773,454 4,944,719 5,670,356 5,973,949 5.35% 303,593 

Total Personnel Services $  16,566,952 $  17,012,151 $   15,033,714 $  17,193,809 $  18,031,475 4.87% $      837,666 

 # of Positions 153 153 153 153 156 1.96% 3 

Travel Expenses $       109,000 $         96,000 $          13,746 $         96,000 $         96,000 0.00% $                 0 

Operating Services:

   Advertising $           9,500 $         10,000 $            7,894 $         10,045 $         11,220 11.70% $          1,175 

   Printing 70,530 57,100 35,060 64,100 64,100 0.00% 0 

   Insurance 190,000 195,000 145,323 160,000 180,000 12.50% 20,000 

   Automotive repairs 4,000 4,000 334 4,000 4,000 0.00% 0 

   Maintenance - Equipment/Computer 577,800 573,600 335,299 508,700 508,700 0.00% 0 

   Rentals-Building 834,000 834,000 830,369 834,000 834,000 0.00% 0 

   Rentals-Equipment 89,000 89,000 81,307 89,000 89,000 0.00% 0 

   Rentals-Data Storage 83,000 83,300 95,825 79,300 86,300 8.83% 7,000 

   Dues and Subscriptions 88,263 102,335 85,658 111,235 119,903 7.79% 8,668 

   Postage 428,715 400,473 346,479 375,473 375,473 0.00% 0 

   Telephone 88,000 88,000 104,612 97,000 97,000 0.00% 0 

   Bank Charges, Other Chgs., Mail Svcs. 52,192 52,192 164,969 80,985 143,192 76.81% 62,207 

Total Operating Services $    2,515,000 $    2,489,000 $     2,233,129 $    2,413,838 $    2,512,888 4.10% $        99,050 

Supplies $         70,000 $         70,000 $          64,751 $         70,000 $         70,000 0.00% $                 0 
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Budget 
2019-20

Budget  
2020-21

Actual 
2020-21

Budget 
2021-22

Budget 
Request 
2022-23

%      
Increase/ 
Decrease

2021-22 to 
2022-23 
Variance

Professional Services:

   Accounting and Auditing $      123,000 $      128,500 $         89,960 $      128,500 $      103,000 (19.84%) $     (25,500)

   Actuarial 230,720 230,720 185,000 230,720 255,720 10.84% 25,000 

   Information Technology 42,600 48,100 60,784 112,680 79,300 (29.62%) (33,380)

   Legal 92,780 102,500 66,095 86,500 153,500 77.46% 67,000 

   Management & Consulting 55,000 55,580 59,963 107,000 124,880 16.71% 17,880 

   Medical 100,000 100,000 64,950 100,000 100,000 0.00% 0 

   Public Information 210,000 210,000 55,425 110,000 134,000 21.82% 24,000 

   Other Professional Services 104,900 83,600 17,014 83,600 83,600 0.00% 0 

Total Professional Services $      959,000 $      959,000 $       599,192 $      959,000 $   1,034,000 7.82% $       75,000 

Other Charges:

   Educational Expense & Other $        21,000 $        31,000 $         18,427 $        31,000 $        31,000 0.00% $                0 

Total Other Charges $        21,000 $        31,000 $         18,427 $        31,000 $        31,000 0.00% $                0 

Interagency Transfers:

   Department of Civil Service & Other $        65,000 $        59,000 $         54,882 $        59,000 $        59,000 0.00% $                0 

Total Interagency Transfers $        65,000 $        59,000 $         54,882 $        59,000 $        59,000 0.00% $                0 

Acquisitions $      340,000 $      340,000 $       336,874 $      340,000 $      340,000 0.00% $                0 

 TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES $ 20,645,952 $ 21,056,151 $  18,354,714 $ 21,162,647 $ 22,174,363 4.78% $  1,011,716 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES

   Custodian $      390,000 $      390,000 $       389,464 $      390,000 $      390,000 0.00% $                0 

   Investment Advisors 42,537,000 40,512,474 38,755,431 40,433,474 51,849,890 28.24% 11,416,416 

   Investment Performance Consultants 748,000 772,526 748,526 798,526 824,500 3.25% 25,974 

   Investment Monitoring & Compliance 325,000 325,000 316,793 378,000 378,000 0.00% 0 

Total Investment Expenses $ 44,000,000 $ 42,000,000 $  40,210,214 $ 42,000,000 $ 53,442,390 27.24% $11,442,390 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $ 64,645,952 $ 63,056,151 $  58,564,928 $ 63,162,647 $ 75,616,753 19.72% $12,454,106 

Four-year budget comparison — Fiscal years 2019-20 through 2022-23
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Personnel services — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit A)

Staff
TRSL will fund 156 positions for 2022-2023. Market rate salary adjustments increase required by Civil 
Service budgeted for classified and unclassified staff.

 $    11,819,836 

Overtime Legislation implementation and disaster recovery.  50,000 

Termination Payout to employees for accrued leave when they retire or separate from service.  100,000 

Students, Interns, Law Clerks Includes positions classified as undergraduate and graduate students.  66,690 

Per Diem - Board Per diem payments for trustees' monthly committee and board meetings.  21,000 

Related Benefits Health and life insurance employer share, employer pension contributions, etc.  5,973,949 

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES $    18,031,475
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In-state travel — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit B)

In-State Travel & Training

Division Description Cost

Board of Trustees Travel to attend board meetings and LAPERS  $         32,300 

Executive Routine travel and in-state travel and training  5,115 

Staff Travel and training  7,155 

Total In-State Travel & Training  $         44,570 

In-State Field Travel

Division Description Cost

Admin Services Travel to disaster recovery site  $              400 

Employer Services Employer Training  15,025 

Information Technology Travel to disaster recovery site  1,500 

Public Information Membership counseling and various trainings and workshops  6,050 

Retirement & Audit Employer Meetings  1,000 

Total In-State Field Travel  $         23,975 

TOTAL IN-STATE TRAVEL  $         68,545 
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Out-of-state travel level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit C)

Out-of-State Travel

Division Description Cost

Board of Trustees Due Diligence investment related travel  $        2,000 

Executive NASRA, NCTR 10,775

Legal NAPPA 2,105

Audit Audit Out-of-State Travel 1,750

Accounting P2F2 1,375

Public Information NPEA 1,950

Investment Investment Related Travel 7,500

TOTAL OUT-OF-STATE TRAVEL  $      27,455 
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Dues & subscriptions — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit D)

Board Members Diligent, LAPERS  $   10,200 

Executive Department
COX, GFOA, IIA, ISACA, Legislative Legal Seminar, LAPERS, LASBA, LADB Assessment, LA Society of CPA's, NASRA, 
NCTR, NIRS, PAR2, PRAL, Zoom

29,009

Legal
BR Bar Association, Bound Acts of the Legislature, COX, LAPERS, LASBA, LADB Assessment, Legiscon, NAPPA, Public 
Affairs Reseach Council of LA, US District Court, Westlaw Services

36,095

Investments Becker, Bar Association, CAIA, CFA, IIA, ILPA, LAPERS, NASIO, Pensions Fund Data Exchange, Wall Street Journal 13,525

Accounting
Becker, GASB Comprehensive Plan, GFOA, GFOA Certification Review (Comprehensive AFR & PAFR), Payroll Managers 
Letter, Program Business Publication, P2F2, Southern Financial Exchange

6,660

Retirement COX 400

Information Technology CISD, Copernic Desktop Search, Experts Exchange 608

Audit APPFA, Becker, Fraud and Forensic Accounting, IIA, ISACA, LA Workforce Commission 4,315

Public Information COX, EMMA, Getty Images, LogMeIn, NPEA, PRAL, Prezi, Survey Monkey, The Advocate 14,410

Human Resources HR Laws, IPMA, LA Employment Law, LSU Courses, SHRMA 2,862

Employer Services AGA, Becker, COX, IIA, NAGDCA 1,819

TOTAL DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS  $ 119,903 



Teachers’ Retirement System of Louisiana  •  PO Box 94123  •  Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9123  •  225-925-6446   •  1-877-275-8775 (toll free)  •  www.TRSL.org 10

Professional services — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit E)

Executive 
Department

Foster & Foster Actuaries & Consultants, CEM Administration Benchmarking, Inc., Fiduciary Services, Professional Travel  $     317,720 

Legal
Ice Miller - LLC Tax Law, Avant & Falcon - Employment Law, Keen Miller, Klausner & Kaufman, Legal Remediation 
Settlements

 153,500 

Accounting Hawthorn, Waymouth & Carroll, L.L.P., Sage Accounting System Support, Lexus Nexus, Postlethwaite & Netterville  98,400 

Retirement Medical Services, Pension Benefit Information, Inc., EVVE, Lexus Nexus  117,800 

Information 
Technology

Bowen ECM Solutions, Communications Consulting Group, Data Integrity - RMJ Consulting and Sylint, Delphia, Disaster 
Recovery Vendors, KnoB4, Phone System Support, Plural Sight, Prosource Data Center, Scope Solutions, TRACE Security 
Penetration Testing, Transformyx

 199,180 

Audit Investment Audits, ACL Audit Support  10,000 

Human Resources RN Expertise, HireRight  3,400 

Public Information Election America, Modiphy, Inc.  134,000 

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  $  1,034,000 
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Investment-related expenses — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit F)

Investment Manager Fees

International Equity  $    12,926,094 

Domestic Equity  19,318,612 

Domestic Fixed Income  2,436,466 

Core Real Estate  7,063,795 

Alternative Investment Manager  2,179,996 

Global Fixed Income  6,616,929 

Global REIT  1,307,998 

Investment Custodian

BNY Mellon  $         390,000 

Investment Performance Consultant

Aon Hewitt Investment Consulting, Inc.  $         650,000 

ORP Investment Performance Consultant

Mercer  $         150,500 

Alternative Asset Performance

Pitchbook  $           24,000 

Investment Monitoring & Compliance  $         378,000 

TOTAL INVESTMENT-RELATED EXPENSES  $    53,442,390 
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Acquisitions — 2022-23 budget supplemental data (Exhibit G)

Division Description Cost

Information Technology Network Servers/Personal Computers, PC Printers, Network Devices, and Software Licenses  $    315,000 

Total Acquisitions-Computer  $    315,000 

Administrative Services
Automobile — To replace the 2013 Ford Explorer or 2014 Dodge Caravan used for retirement and 
employer seminar field travel

 $      25,000 

Total Acquisitions-Automobile  $      25,000 

TOTAL ACQUISITIONS  $    340,000 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

BOARD OF TRUSTEES PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES - PER DIEM  $     6,600  $        21,000  $      21,000  $     21,000 

TRAVEL  13,513  34,300  34,300  34,300 

OPERATING SERVICES  127  1,700  1,700  10,200 

SUPPLIES  1,045  800  800  800 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  -  -  -  - 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $   21,285  $        57,800  $      57,800  $     66,300 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

EXECUTIVE PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $  1,621,720  $      1,494,158  $    1,515,656  $   1,567,963 

TRAVEL  -  10,815  15,890  15,890 

OPERATING SERVICES  21,076  27,454  28,579  30,529 

SUPPLIES  10,887  11,000  11,000  11,000 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  185,000  292,720  292,720  317,720 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $  1,838,683  $      1,836,147  $    1,863,845  $   1,943,102 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

LEGAL PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $    589,449  $         690,402  $       688,944  $     719,625 

TRAVEL  24  3,980  3,980  3,980 

OPERATING SERVICES  29,138  35,700  35,190  36,595 

SUPPLIES  613  600  600  600 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  66,095  102,500  86,500  153,500 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $    685,319  $        833,182  $       815,214  $     914,300 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

INVESTMENTS PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $    1,494,554  $      1,578,400  $      1,592,705  $     1,886,362 

TRAVEL  -  6,125  8,300  8,300 

OPERATING SERVICES  15,270  17,475  17,475  20,025 

SUPPLIES  149  500  500  500 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  -  -  -  - 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  40,210,214  42,000,000  42,000,000  53,442,390 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $  41,720,187  $    43,602,500  $    43,618,980  $   55,357,577 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

ACCOUNTING PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $   2,241,067  $      2,727,066  $     2,637,640  $    2,617,761 

TRAVEL  -  2,375  2,375  2,375 

OPERATING SERVICES  1,209,627  1,124,600  1,122,108  1,211,660 

SUPPLIES  1,853  3,000  3,000  3,000 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  97,195  123,900  123,900  98,400 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $   3,549,742  $      3,980,941  $     3,889,023  $    3,933,196 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES

PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $      380,587  $         442,171  $       424,159  $       426,259 

TRAVEL  -  1,000  1,000  1,000 

OPERATING SERVICES  489,708  587,265  562,265  562,265 

SUPPLIES  26,019  28,000  28,000  28,000 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  -  -  -  - 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  25,000  25,000 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $      896,314  $      1,058,436  $    1,040,424  $    1,042,524 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

AUDIT PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $      503,164  $        537,106  $       559,867  $       542,276 

TRAVEL  -  3,410  2,660  2,660 

OPERATING SERVICES  2,448  2,680  3,260  4,415 

SUPPLIES  10  500  500  500 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  -  10,000  10,000  10,000 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $      505,622  $        553,696  $       576,287  $       559,851 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

HUMAN RESOURCES PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $   1,073,125  $     1,293,708  $    1,252,194  $    1,328,293 

TRAVEL  -  500  500  500 

OPERATING SERVICES  2,602  2,862  2,862  2,862 

SUPPLIES  463  600  600  600 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  2,465  3,400  3,400  3,400 

OTHER CHARGES  18,427  31,000  31,000  31,000 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  54,882  59,000  59,000  59,000 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $   1,151,965  $     1,391,070  $    1,349,556  $    1,425,655 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY

PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $    2,338,455  $      3,045,476  $     3,078,745  $    3,109,556 

TRAVEL  210  2,000  1,500  1,500 

OPERATING SERVICES  426,435  632,470  576,570  576,708 

SUPPLIES  16,913  17,000  17,000  17,000 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  115,141  98,680  214,680  199,180 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  336,874  340,000  315,000  315,000 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $    3,234,028  $      4,135,626  $     4,203,495  $    4,218,944 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

PUBLIC INFORMATION PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $      412,795  $        401,239  $       580,831  $       571,522 

TRAVEL  -  13,225  8,500  8,500 

OPERATING SERVICES  32,012  54,710  61,610  55,410 

SUPPLIES  2,862  4,500  4,500  4,500 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  55,425  210,000  110,000  134,000 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $      503,094  $        683,674  $       765,441  $       773,932 



Teachers’ Retirement System of Louisiana  •  PO Box 94123  •  Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9123  •  225-925-6446   •  1-877-275-8775 (toll free)  •  www.TRSL.org 23

Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

RETIREMENT PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $   3,159,059  $     3,464,171  $     3,509,131  $    3,869,468 

TRAVEL  -  2,800  1,500  1,500 

OPERATING SERVICES  4,002  400  400  400 

SUPPLIES  3,900  2,750  2,750  2,750 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  77,870  117,800  117,800  117,800 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $   3,244,831  $     3,587,921  $     3,631,581  $    3,991,918 
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Budget by department at category level — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

EMPLOYER SERVICES PRIOR YEAR ACTUAL 
2020-21

PRIOR YEAR 
OPERATING BUDGET 

2020-21

EXISTING OPERATING 
BUDGET 2021-22

TOTAL REQUEST 
2022-23

PERSONNEL SERVICES  $    1,213,137  $      1,317,253  $     1,332,937  $    1,371,390 

TRAVEL  -  15,470  15,495  15,495 

OPERATING SERVICES  684  1,684  1,819  1,819 

SUPPLIES  39  750  750  750 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  -  -  -  - 

OTHER CHARGES  -  -  -  - 

INTERAGENCY TRANSFERS  -  -  -  - 

ACQUISITIONS  -  -  -  - 

INVESTMENT EXPENSES  -  -  -  - 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REQUEST  $    1,213,860  $      1,335,157  $     1,351,001  $    1,389,454 
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Executive Department

Barousse, Elizabeth 50382436 Executive Staff Officer AS-616  $     77,230  $       2,526  $       79,756 

Honore, Lisa 50533160 Executive Liaison Officer (U/C) 156,478 5,297 161,776

Jenkins-King, Robyn 50393606 Policy Planner 3 AS-617 82,618 2,707 85,325

Whitney, Katherine 00052750 Director (U/C) 291,179 9,856 301,035

Subtotal 4 607,506 20,387 627,892

Member and Employer Services

Swenson, Douglas 50371150 Deputy Director (U/C) 209,061 7,075 216,136

Kaufman, Shameeka 00052762 Administrative Assistant 6 AS-614 40,581 1,341 41,922

Subtotal 2 249,642 8,416 258,058

Operations Division

LaCour, Jeffrey A. 50317481 Assistant Director (U/C) 179,650 6,073 185,723

Subtotal 1 179,650 6,073 185,723

Accounting Department

Ackerman, Donna 50341732 Accountant 3 AS-615 72,176 2,366 74,542

Ardoin-Ursin, Ella 50339798 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 76,398 2,503 78,901

Brown, Sharhonda 00201254 Accountant 2 AS-613 43,909 1,671 45,580

Burke, Marlene 50359676 Accountant Supervisor 2 AS-617 76,440 2,503 78,943

Campbell, Beverly 00189279 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 88,421 2,910 91,331

Christopher, Taymekian 50362824 Accountant 3 AS-615 69,014 2,273 71,288

Fekete, Gene 00052774 Accountant Manager 3 AS-621 103,147 3,389 106,536

Fekete, Jodi 00052766 Accountant Manager 3 AS-621 90,542 2,979 93,521

Fisher, Jacqueline 50341733 Accountant 3 AS-615 76,461 1,740 78,201

Granier, Alexander 50380340 Accountant 3 AS-615 52,541 1,728 54,269

Hadrick, Leslie 50362823 Accountant 3 AS-615 69,014 2,273 71,288

Harmon, Kaleb 00052739 Accountant 2 AS-613 41,184 5,418 46,602

Johnson, Karissa 00052726 Accountant Manager 2 AS-619 87,194 2,865 90,059

Leblanc, Lisa 50332605 Accountant 3 AS-615 59,259 1,935 61,194

McGlinchey, Caryn 50414126 Accountant Manager 4 AS-622 104,125 3,412 107,537
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Richardson, Jasmine 50361945 Accountant 3 AS-615 49,046 1,614 50,661

Stevenson, Yolanda 50380333 Accountant 3 AS-615 49,046 1,614 50,661

Stone, Latrina 50332604 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 59,738 1,957 61,694

Thibodeaux, Melissa 50562228 Business Analytics Specialist AS-620 73,466 2,411 75,877

Tibbs, Erica 50343301 Accountant 3 AS-615 45,510 1,500 47,011

Waldron, Melissa 50313172 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 65,291 2,139 67,430

Wilson, Charlene 00052769 Accountant Administrator 5 AS-624 131,414 4,321 135,735

York, Shakira 00052767 Accountant 2 AS-613 42,973 3,426 46,399

Vacant 50352451 Accountant 3 AS-615 58,781 1,933 60,714

Vacant 00052776 Admin Assistant 4 AS-611 38,397 1,252 39,649

Vacant 50344507 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 72,010 2,365 74,375

Subtotal 26 1,795,498 64,499 1,859,996

Administrative Svcs Department

Haase, Kyle 00166102 Administrative Program Director 1 AS-616 56,389 1,843 58,232

Mcalister, Rebecca 00181224 Administrative Coordinator 3 AS-609 30,826 1,002 31,828

Mooney, Melissa 50594393 Administrative Program Manager 1 AS-614 53,248 1,751 54,999

Mouton, Jessica 50351671 Administrative Coordinator 4 AS-611 29,515 977 30,492

Schroeder, Krystal 50543784 Administrative Program Specalist A AS-613 40,477 1,320 41,797

Venable, Brad 00202417 Administrative Coordinator 4 AS-611 38,251 1,252 39,503

Vacant 00204778 Administrative Coordinator 2 AS-607 29,286 956 30,242

Subtotal 7 277,992 9,101 287,093

Audit Department

Farrar, Kyle 50489074 Auditor 4 AS-618 88,421 2,910 91,331

Guntz, Andrea 00146291 Audit Director 2 AS-623 90,064 2,957 93,021

Harris, Asta 50464986 Auditor 3 AS-617 58,635 1,932 60,568

Kinzer, Morgan 00146951 Auditor 3 AS-617 58,240 1,911 60,151

Rombach, Patricia 50339616 Audit Manager AS-621 90,646 2,979 93,626

Vacant 50518948 Auditor-Infomation Systems 3 AS-619 77,043 2,525 79,568

Turnover Savings (77,043) (2,525) (79,568)

Subtotal 6 386,006 12,689 398,696
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Employer Services Department

Branagan, Edward 50486520 Administrative Program Director 4 AS-622 102,690 3,367 106,056

George, Jeffrey 50396341 Retirement Benefit Supervisor AS-618 78,562 2,571 81,133

Grisby, Sandra 50380335 Accountant 3 AS-615 51,438 1,684 53,122

Henderson, Karla 50363694 Accountant Manager 1 AS-618 77,126 2,526 79,652

Lachney, Sharon 00163812 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 67,933 2,229 70,162

Landry, Heather 50487673 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 64,896 2,137 67,033

Resnick, Kelly 50479585 Retirement Benefit Analyst 3 AS-615 55,598 1,820 57,419

Rhodes, Paula 50351074 Retirement Benefit Manager AS-619 94,598 3,095 97,693

Soileau, Melanie 00151568 Retirement Benefit Analyst 3 AS-615 57,283 1,887 59,170

Trosclair, Jessica 50313171 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 65,603 2,160 67,763

Young, Latasha 50339793 Accountant 3 AS-615 69,014 2,273 71,288

Zeringue, Anthony 00176669 Retirement Benefit Analyst 3 AS-615 72,176 2,366 74,542

Vacant 50542270 Accountant 3 AS-615 58,781 1,933 60,714

Subtotal 13 915,699 30,048 945,747

Human Resources Department

Dardeau, Tammy Sheree 50460977 Human Resources Specialist AS-617 71,926 2,365 74,291

Hart, Aricka G. 00184579 Human Resources Analyst C AS-615 67,101 2,206 69,307

Rabalais, Dionne B. 00052747 Human Resources Director AS-620 93,912 3,072 96,984

Subtotal 3 232,939 7,643 240,582

Info Technology Department

Antonova, Krassimira 50327763 Information Technology Appl Project Leader TS-314 91,125 2,981 94,106

Badawi, Ibrahim 50467632 Information Technology Applications Program 2 TS-309 37,814 1,700 39,515

Diebold, Gregory 00174945 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 83,096 1,263 84,359

Ehson, Mohammad 50464479 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 57,450 1,888 59,337

Hardy, James 50603400 Information Technology Tech Support Spec 2 TS-312 47,986 1,609 49,594

Harris, Khaleel 50327801 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 52,811 1,729 54,540

He, Ling 00144726 Information Technology Appl Project Leader TS-314 88,483 2,911 91,394

Hodges, Mark 00144728 Information Technology Mgmt Consultant 2-DCL TS-315 88,234 2,890 91,123
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Marangos, Steven 00052721 Information Technology Director 3 TS-320 128,315 4,208 132,524

Nelson, Connor 50501195 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 1 TS-310 45,531 3,396 48,928

Penton, Desiree 50522927 Information Technology Tech Support Anl 1 TS-307 46,072 1,502 47,574

Pierron, Shawn 50305736 Information Technology Tech Support Spec 3 TS-313 68,182 2,230 70,412

Prawitz, Edward 50396313 Information Technology Mgmt Consultant 2-DCL TS-315 87,797 2,888 90,685

Rayburn, Mark 50339617 Information Technology Tech Support Supervisor TS-315 97,344 3,186 100,530

Smith, Dayle 50314331 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 66,810 2,185 68,994

Street, Kirsten 50570512 Business Analytics Specialist AS-620 103,730 3,411 107,141

Stringfield, Peter 50314332 Information Technology Applications Program 2 TS-309 39,333 2,852 42,184

Supple, Ryan 00052807 Information Technology Applications Program 2 TS-309 39,333 2,688 42,021

Washington, Genett 50522926 Information Technology Support Analyst 1 TS-307 48,173 1,571 49,744

Welchez, Luis 50445905 Information Technology Deputy Director 1 TS-317 114,213 3,752 117,965

Woodall, Peggy 50327764 Information Technology Tech Support Supervisor TS-315 83,990 2,753 86,743

Young, Pamela 50359927 Information Technology Office Specialist 3 TS-305 40,394 1,320 41,714

Vacant 00185358 Information Technology Applications Manager 2 TS-316 86,570 2,843 89,413

Vacant 50521075 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 66,040 2,162 68,202

Vacant 50521101 Information Technology Appl Prog/Analyst 2 TS-312 66,040 2,162 68,202

Vacant 00052722 Information Technology Applications Program 1 TS-307 47,091 1,547 48,638

Vacant 50381758 Information Technology Mgmt Consultant 2-DCL TS-315 80,891 2,660 83,552

Vacant 50381759 Information Technology Management Consult 1 TS-314 75,608 2,480 78,088

Vacant 50577293 Information Technology Tech Support Specalist 3 TS-313 70,658 2,320 72,978

Vacant 50339618 Information Technology Tech Support Specalist 3 TS-313 70,658 2,320 72,978

Turnover Savings (66,040) (2,162) (68,202)

Subtotal 30 2,053,731 71,245 2,124,975

Investments Department

Averite, Adam 50525853 Private Assets Manager (U/C) 124,904 4,224 129,128

Brown, Dana 50391478 Investment Director of Public Markets (U/C) 211,682 7,163 218,845

Coleman, Maurice 50391448 Deputy Chief Investment Officer (U/C) 242,486 8,202 250,689

Edmonson, Patricia 00164023 Investments Officer 3 AS-620 89,856 2,956 92,812
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Griffith, Philip 00179550 Chief Investment Officer (U/C) 350,376 11,862 362,238

Roberson, Julius 00201252 Investments Officer 3 AS-620 72,134 2,366 74,500

Stevenson, Davorio 50497344 Investments Operations Director (U/C) 83,595 2,833 86,428

Ventress, Melissa 00093768 Administrative Assistant 5 AS-613 61,318 2,003 63,321

Vacant New Public Markets Investment Manager (U/C) 77,043 2,605 79,648

Subtotal 9 1,313,395 44,215 1,357,610

Legal Department

Jelks, Sandra 50539024 Attorney 3 AS-620 77,293 2,526 79,819

Mills, Marion 00135834 Administrative Assistant 5 AS-613 59,634 1,956 61,590

Roche, Kenneth 50364834 Executive Counsel (U/C) 185,848 6,284 192,132

Rubin, Marina 50563684 Paralegal 2 AS-614 49,234 1,615 50,849

Tessier, Matthew 50413880 Attorney-Deputy General Counsel 1 AS-623 101,566 3,322 104,889

Subtotal 5 473,574 15,704 489,278

Public Information Department

Courtney, Jill 50374782 Public Information Officer 3 AS-615 62,338 2,047 64,385

Deville, Melanie 00183046 Administrative Assistant 4 AS-611 39,832 1,298 41,130

Horn, Clifton 50331995 Public Information Officer 3 AS-615 62,878 2,069 64,948

Levy, Kimberly 00052810 Public Information Officer 3 AS-615 60,549 1,980 62,529

Mack, Jerri 50326647 Public Information Officer 3 AS-615 62,130 2,046 64,176

Vacant 00136720 Public Information Director 3 AS-621 88,213 2,889 91,102

Subtotal 6 375,939 12,329 388,268

Retirement Department

Alexander, Cassundria 00052804 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 51,397 1,684 53,080

Alexander, Jonathan 50328615 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 47,965 1,570 49,535

Babin, Katie 50464683 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 48,298 1,591 49,889

Bagby, Jennifer 50336204 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 67,933 2,229 70,162

Birotte, Michael 50337697 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 AS-613 41,746 3,587 45,333

Brown, Raechel 50342437 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 46,446 1,524 47,970

Castille, Cristy 50328604 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 AS-612 37,523 3,766 41,289
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Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23

Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Coco, Megan 50380382 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 67,933 2,229 70,162

Cooper, Kailey 00116584 Administrative Coordinator 3 AS-609 23,546 773 24,319

Ficklin, Michael 00171588 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 60,008 1,978 61,986

Garza, Evan 50337698 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 AS-612 37,523 3,558 41,081

George, Jennifer 50347937 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 72,717 2,388 75,105

Gonzales, Annie 50613097 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 54,725 1,797 56,522

Grant, Carla 50317483 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 71,614 2,344 73,958

Harrison, Kelli 00052780 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 74,131 2,434 76,565

Harrison, Randall 00052729 Retirement Benefits Manager AS-619 77,834 2,548 80,382

Johnson, Lynnie 50316283 Retirement Benefits Manager AS-619 77,792 2,548 80,340

Jovicic, Stefan 00140675 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 50,232 1,639 51,871

Laley, Erin 00092487 Administrative Assistant 4 AS-611 29,141 955 30,096

Landry, Philip 50570056 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 68,390 2,251 70,641

Leonard, Jennifer 00198586 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 59,530 1,956 61,485

Lewis, Joanna 50342436 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 AS-613 41,746 5,237 46,982

Mccray, La Tonia 50347913 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 59,363 1,955 61,318

Mosley, Catherine 00151576 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 AS-613 40,414 2,546 42,961

Oatley, Shannon 50393251 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 67,933 2,229 70,162

O'Neil, Kristen 50316281 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 53,976 1,774 55,750

Parker, Sharon 00086293 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 61,277 2,003 63,280

Perkins, Ashanti 00052772 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 55,120 1,818 56,938

Powell, Gregory 00198573 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 69,930 2,297 72,227

Reese, Linda 00114101 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 72,717 2,388 75,105

Smith, Chaneita 50342713 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 55,598 1,820 57,419

St. Pierre, Erin 00140676 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 49,878 1,638 51,516

Tran, To-Trinh 00052773 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 48,298 1,591 49,889

Ward, Kiera 50336203 Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 58,510 1,912 60,422

Worthen, Mary 00114100 Retirement Benefits Supervisor AS-618 66,394 2,183 68,577

Wright, Laurie 00185963 Retirement Benefits Administrator AS-622 104,312 3,413 107,725
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Employee Name
Position 
Number

Position Title
AS/TS 
Level

Annual Salary 
as of 06/30/2022

Increase/Decrease 
after 06/30/2022

Projected Salary 
for 2022-23

Vacant 50464687 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 AS-612 47,986 1,570 49,556

Vacant 50317484 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 AS-613 51,355 1,683 53,039

Vacant 00166735 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 58,781 1,933 60,714

Vacant 00136241 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 58,781 1,933 60,714

Vacant 00136240 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 58,781 1,933 60,714

Vacant (Admin Coor fr Admin Svcs) Reallocated Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 AS-612 37,523 1,229 38,752

Vacant New Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 AS-612 37,523 1,229 38,752

Vacant New Retirement Benefits Specialist AS-617 60,008 1,978 61,986

Premium Pay for 15 positions Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 AS-615 68,166 68,166

Subtotal 44 2,550,792 93,642 2,644,434

Total Salaries Excluding Student/Intern Wages 156 11,412,361 395,988 11,808,349

CLASSIFIED WAE's 11,487 11,487

Grand Total Salaries w/Classified WAE  $  11,423,848  $       395,988  $   11,819,836 

Personnel budget for Fiscal Year 2022-23
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01/25/2021
143 Classified
10 Unclassified (management)
17 Unclassified (board members)
5 Unclassified (students)
1 Unclassified (MBA interns)

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana

50030451
Board of Trustees

Katherine Whitney
Director
052750

Lisa Barousse
Executive Staff Officer

50382436

Audit Dept 50030459
Andrea Guntz

Audit Director 2
146291

Lisa Honore
Executive Liaison Officer

50533160

Public Info
Michelle Guilbeau

Public Information Director 3
136720

Policy
Robyn Jenkins-King

Policy Planner 3
50393606

50030452
Douglas Swenson

Deputy Director
50371150

HR Dept 50030460
Dionne Rabalais

Human Resources Director B
052747

Ret Dept 50030463
Laurie Wright

Retirement Benefits Administrator
185963

Employer Services 50486519
Ed Branagan

Administrative Program Director 4
50486520

Legal Dept 50030453
Trey Roche

Executive Counsel
50364834

Invest Dept 50030454
Philip Griffith

Chief Investment Officer
179550

50030457
Jeff LaCour

Assistant Director
50317481

Adm Srv Dept 50030461
Kyle Haase

Administrative Program Director 1
166102

Acct Dept 50030462
Charlene Wilson

Chief Financial Officer
052769

IT Dept 50030458
Steve Marangos

IT Director 3
052721

Organizational chart — TRSL

143 Classified

10 Unclassified

5 Students

1 MBA Intern
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Organizational chart — Operations Division

 
     10/21/2019 
       66 Classified 
          1 Unclassified (management) 
           

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana 
Operations Division 

Jeff LaCour
Assistant Director

50317481

Adm Srv Dept 50030461
Kyle Haase

Administrative Program Director 1
166102

Acct Dept 50030462
Charlene Wilson

Accountant Administrator 4
052769

IT Dept 50030458
Steve Marangos

IT Director 3
052721

64 Classified

1 Unclassified

1 WAE

3 Students
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Organizational chart — Member Services Division

08/09/2021
58 Classified
1 Unclassified (management)
1 Unclassified (student)

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Member Services Division

Douglas Swenson
Deputy Director

50371150

Shameeka Kaufman
Administrative Assistant 6

052762

Retirement 50030463
Laurie Wright

Retirement Benefits Administrator
185963

Employer Services
Ed Branagan

Administrative Program Director 4
50486520

HR Dept 50030460
Dionne Rabalais

Human Resources Director B
052747

58 Classified

1 Unclassified

1 Student
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Organizational chart — Accounting Department

09/22/2021
26 Classified
1 Unclassified (student)

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Accounting Department

Jeff LaCour
Assistant Director

50317481

50030462
Charlene Wilson

Accountant Administrator 5
052769

Vacant
Administrative Assistant 4

052776

Caryn McGlinchey
Accountant Manager 4

50414126

Vacant
Student Worker

198607

Melissa Thibodeaux
Business Analytics Specialist

50562228

General Ledger 50030470
Randy Fekete

Accountant Manager 3
052774

Gen Ledger/Pension Fund 50342918
LaTrina Stone

Accountant Manager 1
50332604

Lisa LeBlanc
Accountant 3

50332605

Yolanda Stevenson
Accountant 3

50380333

Adm Fund/Budget 50030479
Beverly Campbell

Accountant Manager 1
189279

Marlene Burke
Accountant Supervisor 2

50359676

Jasmine Richardson
Accountant 3

50361945

Vacant
Accountant 3

50352451

Member Adj/Refunds/Staff Payroll
Leslie E. Hadrick

Accountant 3
50362823

Taymekian Christopher
Accountant 3

50362824

Ret Payroll Disb 50030471
Jodi Fekete

Accountant Manager 3
052766

DROP 50030477
Melissa Waldron

Accountant Manager 1
50313172

Jacqueline Fisher
Accountant 3

50341733

Donna Ackerman
Accountant 3

50341732

Erica Tibbs
Accountant 3

50343301

Retiree Payroll 50342919
Ella Ardoin-Ursin

Accountant Manager 1
50339798

Shakira York
Accountant 3

052767

Alexander Granier
Accountant 3

50380340

Investment Acct & Oper 50030492
Karissa Johnson

Accountant Manager 2
052726

Vacant
Accountant Manager 1

50344507

Sharhonda Brown
Accountant 3

201254

Kaleb Harmon
Accountant 3

052739

26 Classified

1 Student
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Organizational chart — Administrative Services Department
10/04/2021
9 Classified

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Administrative Services Department

Jeff LaCour
Assistant Director

50317481

Administrative Services 50030461
Kyle Haase

Administrative Program Director 1
166102

Krystal Schroeder
Administrative Program Specialist A

50543784

Imaging/Member Services
Melissa  Mooney

Administrative Program Manager 1
50594393

Imaging Section
Brad Venable

Administrative Coordinator 4
202417

Administrative Support Section
Rebecca McAlister

Administrative Coordinator 3
181224

Imaging Section
Jessica Mouton

Administrative Coordinator 4
50351671

Administrative Support Section
Joyce Roby

Administrative Coordinator 2
204778

Vacant
Administrative Coordinator 2 - WAE

50543825

Vacant
Administrative Coordinator 2

052720

8 Classified

1 WAE
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Organizational chart — Auditing Department
08/25/2021
6 Classified
2 Unclassified (interns)
1 Classified WAE

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Auditing Department

Katherine Whitney
Director
052750

50030459
Andrea Guntz

Audit Director 2
146291

Kyle Farrar
Auditor 4
50489074

Internal Audit 50342916
Anne Rombach
Audit Manager

50339616

Vacant
Auditor-Information Systems 3

50518948

Asta  Harris
Auditor 3
50464986

Morgan Kinzer
Auditor 3
146951

Vacant
Audit Intern

198616

John Davenport
Audit Intern
50341617

Vacant
Auditor 1 - WAE

50602638

6 Classified

2 Students



Teachers’ Retirement System of Louisiana  •  PO Box 94123  •  Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9123  •  225-925-6446   •  1-877-275-8775 (toll free)  •  www.TRSL.org 38

Organizational chart — Employer Services Department

10/05/2020
13 Classified

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Employer Services Department

12 classified

Douglas Swenson
Deputy Director

50371150

50486519
Ed Branagan

Administrative Program Director 4
50486520

ORP Program Mgr/Business Process IT Liaison
Paula Rhodes

Retirement Benefits Manager
50351074

Membership Eligibility/Salary Reporting
Karla Henderson

Accountant Manager 1
50363694

Latasha Young
Accountant 3

50339793

Sandra Grisby
Accountant 3

50380335

Vacant
Accountant 3

50542270

Employer Audit/Special Projects
Jeffrey George

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
50396341

Melanie Soileau
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

151568

Anthony Zeringue
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

176669

Kelly Resnick
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50479585

Jessica Trosclair
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50313171

Employer Training/Assistance
Sharon Lachney

Retirement Benefits Specialist
163812

Employer Training/Assistance
Heather Landry

Retirement Benefits Specialist
50487673

13 Classified
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Organizational chart — Human Resources Department
10/05/2020
3 Classified

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Human Resources Department

Douglas Swenson
Deputy Director

50371150

50030460
Dionne Rabalais

Human Resources Director B
052747

Tammy Dardeau
Human Resources Specialist

50460977

Aricka Hart
Human Resource Analyst C

184579

3 Classified
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Organizational chart — Information Technology Department
10/04/2021

30 Classified
2 Unclassified Students

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Information Technology Department

Jeff LaCour
Assistant Director

50317481

50030458
Steve Marangos

IT Director 3
052721

Luis Welchez
IT Deputy Director 1

50445905

Applications 50354263
Vacant

IT Applications Manager 2
185358

Applications Programming 50327676
Ling He

IT Applications Project Leader
144726

Mohammad Ehson
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50464479

Khaleel Harris
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50327801

Vacant
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

052722

Peter Stringfield
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50314332

Ryan Supple
IT Applications Prog Analsyt 2

052807

Yaseen Chohan
Intern

50581274

New Design/Develop 50327678
Krassi Antonova

IT Applications Project Leader
50327763

Connor Nelson
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50501195

Greg Diebold
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

174945

Vacant
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50521075

Dayle Smith
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50314331

Vacant
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50521101

Ibrahim Badawi
IT Applications Prog Analyst 2

50467632

Edward Prawitz
IT Management Consultant 2-DCL

50396313

Vacant
IT Management Consultant 2-DCL

50381758

Mark Hodges
IT Management Consultant 2-DCL

144728

Vacant
IT Management Consultant 1

50381759

User Support 50342921
Peggy Woodall

IT Tech Support Supervisor
50327764

Vacant
IT Tech Support Specialist 3

50339618

Pamela Young
IT Office Specialist 3

50359927

Genett Washington
IT Tech Support Analyst 1

50522926

Desiree Penton
IT Tech Support Analyst 1

50522927

System Support 50342920
Mark Rayburn

IT Tech Support Supervisor
50339617

Shawn Pierron
IT Tech Support Specialist 3

50305736

Collin Maillet
IT Tech Support Specialist 3

50577293

James Hardy
IT Tech Support Specialist 3

50603400

Vacant
IT Intern
198621

Kirsten Street
Business Analytics Specialist

50570512

30 Classified

2 Students
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Organizational chart — Investment Department
05/24/2021
4 Classified
5 Unclassified (management)
1 Unclassified (MBA intern)

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Investment Department

Katherine Whitney
Director
052750

50030454
Philip Griffith

Chief Investment Officer
179550

Melissa Ventress
Administrative Assistant 5

093768

Max Besse
Intern

50348333

50030491
Maurice Coleman

Deputy Chief Investment Officer
50391448

Adam Averite
Private Assets Manager

50525853

50030493
Dana Brown

Investment Director of Public Markets
50391478

Patricia Edmonson
Investment Officer 3

164023

Davorio Stevenson
Investments Operations Director

50497344

Julius Roberson
Investment Officer 3

201252

3 Classified

5 Unclassified

1 MBA Intern
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Organizational chart — Legal Department

01/25/2021
4 Classified
1 Unclassified 

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Legal Division

Katherine Whitney
Director
052750

50030453
Trey Roche

Executive Counsel
50364834

Marion Mills
Administrative Assistant 5

135834

Matt Tessier
Attorney Deputy General Counsel 1

50413880

Sandra Jelks
Attorney 3
50539024

Marina Rubin
Paralegal 2
50563684

4 Classified

1 Unclassified
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Organizational chart — Public Information Department

10/04/2021
6 Classified

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Public Information Department

Lisa Honore
Executive Liaison Officer

50533160

50030456
Michelle Guilbeau

Public Information Director 3
136720

Melanie Deville
Adminisrative Assistant 4

183046

Cliff Horn
Public Information Officer 3

50331995

Jill Courtney
Public Information Officer 3

50374782

Jerri Mack
Public Information Officer 3

50326647

Kimberly Levy
Public Information Officer 3

052810

6 Classified
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Organizational chart — Retirement Department

10/04/2021
43 Classified
1 Unclassified Student

Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana
Retirement Department

Stefan Jovici

Douglas Swenson
Deputy Director

50371150

50030463
Laurie Wright

Retirement Benefits Administrator
185963

Erin Laley
Administrative Assistant 4

092487

Vacant
Student
198622

Services Division 50404652
Randall Harrison

Retirement Benefits Manager
052729

Vacant
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 - WAE

50555452

Form 11 50396339
Jennifer George

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
50347937

Raechel Brown
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50342437

Kristen O'Neil
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50316281

Trinh Tran
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

052773

Erin St. Pierre
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

140676

Vacant
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

136240

Katie Babin
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50464683

Member Info Ctr 50030485
Greg Powell

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
198573

Jonathan Alexander
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50328615

Cristy Castille
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50328604

Jeff Champagne
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50317484

Carla Hale
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50317483

Chaneita Smith
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50342713

La Tonia McCray
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50347913

Jennifer Leonard
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

198586

Kailey Cooper
Administrative Coordinator 3

116584

Services Division 50404651
Lynnie Johnson

Retirement Benefits Manager
50316283

Deaths/Disability 50030489
Kelli Harrison

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
052780

Stefan Jovicic
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

140675

Vacant
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

166735

Evan Garza
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50337698

Michael Birotte, Jr.
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50337697

Cost/Transfers/Estimates 50030486
Linda Reese

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
114101

Vacant
Retirement Benefits Analyst 3

50464687

Legal Review
Cassundria Alexander

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
052804

Legal Review
Joanna Lewis

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
50342436

Benefits Setup/DROP Out 50030487
Beth Worthen

Retirement Benefits Supervisor
114100

DROP Out
Catherine Mosley

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
151576

DROP Out
Vacant

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
136241

Benefit Setup
Sharon Parker

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
086293

Benefit Setup
Michael Ficklin

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3
171588

Philip Landry
Retirement Benefits Supervisor

50570056

Vacant
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50393251

Megan Coco
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50380382

Jennifer Bagby
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50336204

Kiera Ward
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50336203

Ashanti Perkins
Retirement Benefits Specialist

052772

Annie Gonzales
Retirement Benefits Specialist

50613097

41 Classified

1 Student
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Balanced scorecard

CUSTOMER  
PERSPECTIVE

How do we help  
our customers?

• Deliver innovative, convenient, and reliable services

• Administer retirement laws timely, accurately, and consistently 

• Protect the privacy and security of customer data 

• Provide essential retirement education, information, and communication

• Increase awareness of trust fund stewardship

INTERNAL 
PROCESSES

How do we excel in our 
operational functions?

• Seek opportunities to enhance productivity and internal processes

• Practice effective planning

• Manage projects and initiatives effectively

• Promote effective communication

• Promote data-driven decision making

• Create a flexible and responsive infrastructure

FINANCIAL  
PERSPECTIVE

What must we accomplish  
for our financial stakeholders?

• Maintain high standards of financial accountability and transparency

• Achieve the long-term actuarial rate of return

• Sustain cost-effective administration

• Ensure budget credibility

• Manage and communicate the System’s funding requirements

VALUE & 
BENEFIT

What public benefit  
must we create?

• Provide secure retirement benefits for plan members

• Preserve the long-term sustainability of the trust 

• Support attracting and retaining qualified educators

• Deliver responsive and efficient public services

• Raise awareness of the System’s economic value to Louisiana

LEARNING & 
GROWTH

How do we sustain our ability  
to change and improve?

• Recruit a diverse and skilled work force 

• Employ and retain highly capable employees

• Offer relevant training and development opportunities

• Foster a positive and innovative work environment

• Promote and recognize accountability and results

Balanced  
Scorecard
FY 2022-23
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Acronym list — 2022-23 budget supplemental data

ACL Audit Command Language IPMA-HR International Public Management Association for Human Resources

AFR Annual Financial Report ISACA Information Systems Audit & Control Association

AGA Association of Government Accountants IT Information Technology

AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants LADB Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board

APPFA Association of Public Pension Fund Auditors LAPERS Louisiana Association of Public Employee Retirement Systems

BNY Bank of New York/Mellon LASBA Louisiana State Bar Association

CAIA Chartered Alternative Investment Analyst NAGDCA National Association of Government Defined Contribution Administrators

CEM Cost Effective Management NAPPA National Association of Public Pension Attorneys

CFA Chartered Financial Analyst NASIO National Association of State Investment Officers

CIA Certified Internal Auditor NASRA National Association of State Retirement Administrators

CISD Council of Information Services Directors NCTR National Council on Teachers' Retirement

CPA Certified Public Accountant NIRS National Institute for Retirement Security

CPE Continuing Professional Education NPEA National Pre-Retirement Education Association

DROP Deferred Retirement Option Plan ORP Optional Retirement Plan

EVVE Electronic Verification of Vital Events P2F2 Public Pension Financial Forum

GAAFR Governmental Accounting, Auditing and Financial Reporting PAFR Popular Annual Financial Report

GASB Government Accounting Standards Board PRAL Public Relations Association of Louisiana

GFOA Government Finance Officers Association REIT Real Estate Investment Trust

HR Human Resources SHRMA State Human Resources Management Association

IIA Institute of Internal Auditors TBD To Be Determined

ILPA International Limited Partners Association WAE When Actually Employed



TO:    Board of Trustees 

FROM:  Cindy Rougeou, Executive Director 

DATE:  October 21, 2021 

RE:    FY 2022‐2023 Operating Budget 

Attached is a copy of the Operating Budget.  Changes to the budget are as follows: 

Investment Fees (500,000)

Operating Services (including supplies) 236,300 

Professional Services  2,000 

Acquisitions 53,000 

Travel (7,000)

Operating Budget Before Investment Fees for 21‐22  $            21,029,000 

Net Changes:

Personnel Costs (137 full time employees) 215,700 

Total Investment Fee Budget for 22‐23  $            32,500,000 

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET FOR 22‐23 54,029,000$             

Total Operating Budget before Investment Fees for 22‐23  $            21,529,000 

Investment Fee Operating Budget for 21‐22  $            33,000,000 

Net Changes:
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PROPOSED

2020‐2021 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023

BUDGET CATEGORY ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET AMOUNT % Diff.

PERSONNEL SERVICES

   Regular Salaries 10,185,149$          10,615,727$          10,902,700$          11,005,800$          103,100$               0.9%

   Overtime Salaries 2,993                     17,726                   5,000                     5,000                     ‐                             0.0%

   Termination Pay 40,547                   93,747                   78,600                   78,600                   ‐                             0.0%

   Wages 31,907                   102,300                 90,800                   74,500                   (16,300)                  ‐18.0%

   Per Diem‐Board Members  6,075                     10,000                   10,000                   7,000                     (3,000)                    ‐30.0%

   Related Benefits 5,336,031              5,586,800              5,674,200              5,806,100              131,900                 2.3%

   TOTAL‐ PERSONNEL 15,602,702$          16,426,300$          16,761,300$          16,977,000$          215,700$               1.3%

 # of Positions 137                        137                        137                        137                        0 0.0%

   TOTAL ‐ TRAVEL 3,052$                   181,000$               169,100$               162,100$               (7,000)$                  ‐4.1%

OPERATING SERVICES

   Computer Maintenance 450,568                 450,567                 630,000                 748,800                 118,800                 18.9%

   Building/Equip./Vehicle Maintenance 11,525                   22,272                   17,600                   18,900                   1,300                     7.4%

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 10,157                   11,094                   7,500                     8,500                     1,000                     13.3%

   Advertising/Public Relations 5,451                     7,000                     6,000                     6,000                     ‐                             0.0%

   Printing Services 100,364                 120,000                 112,000                 112,000                 ‐                             0.0%

   Insurance 106,215                 106,215                 115,000                 110,000                 (5,000)                    ‐4.3%

   Rentals/Computer Licensing Software 843,615                 989,462                 988,700                 1,046,300              57,600                   5.8%

   Building Rentals 700,171                 706,000                 706,000                 701,000                 (5,000)                    ‐0.7%

   Dues and Subscriptions 55,664                   63,770                   65,000                   65,000                   ‐                             0.0%

   Bank Fees 17,660                   24,138                   20,000                   25,000                   5,000                     25.0%

   Mail, Delivery & Postage 258,379                 258,379                 236,000                 260,000                 24,000                   10.2%

   Telephone/Internet/Cable Services 147,281                 149,000                 149,000                 199,100                 50,100                   33.6%

   Civil Svc/CPTP/Local Training 92,677                   110,607                 104,800                 104,300                 (500)                       ‐0.5%

   Operating Supplies 139,020                 160,296                 185,000                 174,000                 (11,000)                  ‐5.9%

    TOTAL ‐ OPERATING SERVICES 2,938,747$            3,178,800$            3,342,600$            3,578,900$            236,300$               7.1%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET

Proposed Operating Budget

2022‐2023 Fiscal Year Recap

LA
SER

S 2022-2023 Budget1



PROPOSED

2020‐2021 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023

BUDGET CATEGORY ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET AMOUNT % Diff.

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET

Proposed Operating Budget

2022‐2023 Fiscal Year Recap

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

   Accounting and Auditing 87,383                   92,383                   95,000                   95,000                   ‐                             0.0%

   Professional Services Expenditures 68,386                   142,000                 114,000                 116,000                 2,000                     1.8%

   Legal 9,440                     20,000                   25,000                   15,000                   (10,000)                  ‐40.0%

   Medical/Disability 51,348                   110,000                 60,000                   60,000                   ‐                             0.0%

   Actuarial 172,000                 212,617                 215,000                 225,000                 10,000                   4.7%

   TOTAL ‐ PROFESSIONAL 388,557$               577,000$               509,000$               511,000$               2,000$                   0.4%

   TOTAL ‐ ACQUISITIONS 206,811$               247,000$               247,000$               300,000$               53,000$                 21.5%

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 19,139,869$      20,610,100$      21,029,000$      21,529,000$      500,000$           2.4%

   Investment Fees 27,095,881            36,000,000            33,000,000            32,500,000            (500,000)                ‐1.5%

GRAND TOTAL with Investment Fees 46,235,750$      56,610,100$      54,029,000$      54,029,000$      ‐$                  0.0%

MULTI‐YEAR PROJECTS:

Upgrade of ESS Security, JDE, Optimus 

and BizTalk 470,416                 470,416                 681,612                

Further upgrades of ESS Security, Ask 

LASERS, Several Solaris Modules, 

Employee Intranet, Actuarial Data File 

& Kofax; Replacement of Budgeting 

Software; Various Security Audits 3,000,000             

TOTAL MULTI‐YEAR PROJECTS 470,416$               470,416$               681,612$               3,000,000$            LA
SER

S 2022-2023 Budget2



Division Description Cost

     Board of Trustees & Executive LAPERS, Agency Travel as Approved 15,000$             

     Legal LAPERS, Agency Travel as Approved 2,000$               

     Public Information LAPERS, Agency Travel as Approved 1,000$               

     Information Technology Agency Travel as Approved 2,000$               

     Investments LAPERS, Agency Travel as Approved 5,000$               

Total In‐State Conferences & Training 25,000$             

Division Description Cost

     Board of Trustees & Executive Board Meetings & Travel, RSEA Meetings 2,000$               

     Audit Agency Audits, Miscellaneous 500$                  

     Member Services Member Counseling, Training, RSEA Workshops 15,000$             

     Public Information Miscellaneous 100$                  

Total In‐State Field Travel 17,600$             

TOTAL IN‐STATE TRAVEL 42,600$             

In‐State Field Travel

IN‐STATE TRAVEL

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit A)

In‐State Conferences & Training

LA
SER

S 2022-2023 Budget3



Division Description Cost

     Board of Trustees & Executive NASRA, Conferences andTraining as Approved 46,000$           

     Legal NASRA, NAPPA, Training as Approved 9,000$             

     Audit APPFA 6,000$             

     Fiscal P2F2 6,000$             

     Human Resources SHRM 6,500$             

     Member Services NPEA 5,500$             

     Public Information Training as Approved 2,500$             

     Information Technology PRISM, PMI, Gartner, Conferences and Training as Approved 24,000$           

     Investments NASIO, NASRA, Conferences, Training as Approved 10,000$           

Total Out‐of‐State Conferences & Training 115,500$         

Division Description Cost

     Audit Audit Field Travel 4,000$             

Total Out‐of‐State Field Travel 4,000$             

TOTAL OUT‐OF‐STATE TRAVEL 119,500$         

Out‐of‐State Field Travel

OUT‐OF‐STATE TRAVEL

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit B)

Out‐of‐State Conferences & Training

LA
SER

S 2022-2023 Budget5



Division Description Cost

     Board of Trustees & Executive

NCPERS, NAPPA, LAPERS, NASRA, PAR, BR Bar Assn, LA State Bar 

Assn, Natʹl Inst. On Retirement Security, LA Attorney Disciplinary 

Board, Thomson West, LA Politics Weekly, NY Times Digital, WSJ

14,000$             

     Legal
Legiscon, LA State Bar Assn, NAPPA, Thomson West, BR Bar Assn, LA 

Supreme Court Reporter, LA Attorney Disciplinary Board
28,000$             

     Audit APPFA, Society of LA CPAs, IIA, ISACA 2,500$               

     Fiscal AICPA, Natʹl GFOA, LA GFOA, Society of LA CPAs, P2F2, Samʹs Club 5,000$               

     Human Resources SHRM, PHR 500$                  

     Member Services NPEA 1,000$               

     Public Information
Advocate, Press Club of BR, Sprout Social, Lynda.com, GoToWebinar, 

NY Times Digital, Biteable LLC, CANVA Pro
3,500$               

     Information Technology PMI, PRISM, ISCEBS 2,500$               

     Investments AFP, CFA, WSJ, CAIA, Financial Times 8,000$               

TOTAL DUES AND SUBSCRIPTIONS 65,000$             

DUES AND SUBSCRIPTIONS

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit C)
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Division Description Cost

     Executive
Actuarial Services, Agency Projects including Board 

Governance, Legislative
255,000$           

     Legal Tarcza & Associates, Human Resources Legal Support 15,000$             

     Audit Financial Statement Audit 95,000$             

     Member Services Disability Claim Services 60,000$             

     Public Information Board Election Deposit 15,000$             

     Information Technology
Additional implementation of the Microsoft Suite, ZenDesk 

integration, LexisNexis implementation 
70,000$             

     Investments Translation Services 1,000$               

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 511,000$           

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit D)
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Division Description Cost

     Information Technology

Blade servers, UPS batteries, additional SAN space, upgraded 

SAN, Nexus switch upgrades/additional switches, 

miscellaneous agency equipment and software

285,000$           

Total Computer Acquisitions 285,000$           

Division Description Cost

     Executive Miscellaneous agency furniture and equipment 12,000$             

     Public Information Video equipment 3,000$               

Total Other Acquisitions 15,000$             

TOTAL ACQUISITIONS 300,000$           

Other Acquisitions

ACQUISITIONS

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit E)

Computer Acquisitions
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Category Description Cost

     Operating Services Computer Maintenance/Licensing Software 35,000$             

Total Operating Services 35,000$             

     Professional Services   Professional Services Expenditures 2,965,000$        

Total Professional Services 2,965,000$        

3,000,000$        

Potential cybersecurity threats necessitates ongoing multi‐year projects relative to LASERS IT environment to 

protect the security of our membersʹ data.  The costs shown reflect the projected amount necessary to further 

upgrade Employer Self‐Service (ESS) using the same security & web technologies used for myLASERS, 

implement a new AskLASERS solution to aid in managing electronic requests received, update Solaris Agency 

Contribution Reporting (ACR) and Service Purchase modules to resolve known issues and update for 

processing efficiency, replace our existing budgeting software and make improvements to the actuary file.   

Additional smaller projects included in the above are an upgrade for Kofax, various security audits and wrap‐

up work for myLASERS.   

TOTAL FOR MULTI‐YEAR PROJECTS

Multi‐Year Projects

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data (Exhibit F)

Upgrades for ESS Security, Several Solaris Modules, Employee Intranet & the Actuarial Data File; Replacing 

Budgeting Software & Implementing a New AskLASERS Solution
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Board of 

Trustees, 

Executive & 

Facilities Legal Audit Fiscal

Human 

Resources

Member 

Services

Public 

Information

Information 

Technology Investments Total

    Regular Salaries 936,900$              493,300$        436,200$      1,725,900$        290,100$           2,995,300$       280,800$           2,255,200$        1,592,100$          11,005,800$           

    Overtime Salaries ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         3,000                ‐                         2,000                 ‐                           5,000                      

    Termination Pay ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    22,400               ‐                         32,400              12,500               11,300               ‐                           78,600                    

8,500                    10,000            ‐                    11,000               ‐                         12,000              ‐                         18,000               15,000                 74,500                    

7,000                    ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           7,000                      

    Related Benefits 424,300                210,500          222,600        871,900             552,900             1,531,900         146,300             1,128,800          716,900               5,806,100               

1,376,700             713,800          658,800        2,631,200          843,000             4,574,600         439,600             3,415,300          2,324,000            16,977,000             

9                           4                     5                   25                      3                        51                     4                        27                      9                          137                         

63,000                  11,000            10,500          6,000                 6,500                 20,500              3,600                 26,000               15,000                 162,100                  

OPERATING SERVICES

    Computer Maintenance ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         748,800             ‐                           748,800                  

    Building/Equip/Vehicle Maintenance 13,000                  ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         500                   ‐                         5,400                 ‐                           18,900                    

    Miscellaneous Operating Services ‐                            ‐                      6,000            ‐                         1,500                 1,000                ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           8,500                      

    Advertising/Public Relations ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        6,000                 ‐                         ‐                           6,000                      

    Printing Services ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         52,000              60,000               ‐                         ‐                           112,000                  

    Insurance ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    110,000             ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           110,000                  

    Rentals/Computer Lic. Software ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         18,500              ‐                         1,018,800          9,000                   1,046,300               

    Building Rentals ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    701,000             ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           701,000                  

    Dues and Subscriptions 14,000                  28,000            2,500            5,000                 500                    1,000                3,500                 2,500                 8,000                   65,000                    

    Bank Fees ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    25,000               ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           25,000                    

    Mail Delivery & Postage ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         260,000            ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           260,000                  

    Telephone/Internet/Cable Services ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         199,100             ‐                           199,100                  

    Civil Svc/CPTP/Local Training 10,000                  1,000              2,500            5,000                 60,000               1,000                800                    20,000               4,000                   104,300                  

    Operating Supplies ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    76,000               ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         98,000               ‐                           174,000                  

37,000                  29,000            11,000          922,000             62,000               334,000            70,300               2,092,600          21,000                 3,578,900               

    Wages

    Per Diem‐Board Members

Budget by Division ‐ Summary

2022‐2023 Operating Budget

Budget Category

PERSONNEL SERVICES

# of Positions

    TOTAL PERSONNEL

    TOTAL TRAVEL

    TOTAL OPERATING SERVICES
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Board of 

Trustees, 

Executive & 

Facilities Legal Audit Fiscal

Human 

Resources

Member 

Services

Public 

Information

Information 

Technology Investments Total

Budget by Division ‐ Summary

2022‐2023 Operating Budget

Budget Category

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

    Accounting & Auditing ‐                            ‐                      95,000          ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           95,000                    

    Professional Service Expenditures 30,000                  ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        15,000               70,000               1,000                   116,000                  

‐                            15,000            ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           15,000                    

    Medical/Disability ‐                            ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         60,000              ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           60,000                    

    Actuarial 225,000                ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         ‐                           225,000                  

255,000                15,000            95,000          ‐                         ‐                         60,000              15,000               70,000               1,000                   511,000                  

12,000                  ‐                      ‐                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        3,000                 285,000             ‐                           300,000                  

1,743,700             768,800          775,300        3,559,200          911,500             4,989,100         531,500             5,888,900          2,361,000            21,529,000             

‐                            ‐                      ‐                    320,000             ‐                         ‐                        ‐                         ‐                         32,180,000          32,500,000             

1,743,700$           768,800$        775,300$      3,879,200$        911,500$           4,989,100$       531,500$           5,888,900$        34,541,000$        54,029,000$           

GRAND TOTAL WITH INVESTMENT 

FEES

      TOTAL ACQUISITIONS

INVESTMENT FEES

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET

    Legal

      TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Board of Trustees, Executive and Facilities Divisions)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 808,047$                 1,011,700$              936,900$                 (74,800)$            ‐7.39%

   Termination Pay 29,531$                   ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

   Wages ‐$                             9,500$                     8,500$                     (1,000)$              ‐10.53%

   Compensation to Board Members 6,075$                     10,000$                   7,000$                     (3,000)$              ‐30.00%

   Related Benefits 362,155$                 460,800$                 424,300$                 (36,500)$            ‐7.92%

Total Personnel Services 1,205,808$              1,492,000$              1,376,700$              (115,300)$          ‐7.73%

Total Travel 3,052$                     63,000$                   63,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Building/Equip/Vehicle Maintenance 6,853$                     13,000$                   13,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions 13,538$                   14,000$                   14,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Civil Svc/CPTP/Local Training 13,626$                   10,000$                   10,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 34,017$                   37,000$                   37,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Professional Services

   Professional Services Expenditures ‐$                             30,000$                   30,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Actuary 172,000$                 215,000$                 225,000$                 10,000$              4.65%

Total Professional Services 172,000$                 245,000$                 255,000$                 10,000$              4.08%

Total Acquisitions ‐$                             12,000$                   12,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total 1,414,877$              1,849,000$              1,743,700$              (105,300)$          ‐5.69%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET

LA
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Audit Services Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 411,285$                 438,400$                 436,200$                 (2,200)$              ‐0.50%

   Related Benefits 205,646$                 211,400$                 222,600$                 11,200$              5.30%

Total Personnel Services 616,931$                 649,800$                 658,800$                 9,000$                1.39%

Total Travel ‐$                             10,500$                   10,500$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 4,988$                     5,000$                     6,000$                     1,000$                20.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions 1,969$                     2,500$                     2,500$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Civil Svc/CPTP/Local Training 2,566$                     1,500$                     2,500$                     1,000$                66.67%

Total Operating Services 9,523$                     9,000$                     11,000$                   2,000$                22.22%

Professional Services

   Accounting and Auditing 87,383$                   95,000$                   95,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Professional Services Expenditures 24,500$                   ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

Total Professional Services 111,883$                 95,000$                   95,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total 738,337$                 764,300$                 775,300$                 11,000$              1.44%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Fiscal Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 1,661,321$              1,689,600$              1,725,900$              36,300$              2.15%

   Overtime Salaries 1,726$                     ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

   Termination Pay ‐$                             29,500$                   22,400$                   (7,100)$              ‐24.07%

   Wages 7,461$                     9,000$                     11,000$                   2,000$                22.22%

   Related Benefits 830,387$                 843,700$                 871,900$                 28,200$              3.34%

Total Personnel Services 2,500,895$              2,571,800$              2,631,200$              59,400$              2.31%

Total Travel ‐$                             6,000$                     6,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 139$                        ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

   Insurance 106,215$                 115,000$                 110,000$                 (5,000)$              ‐4.35%

   Building Rentals 700,171$                 706,000$                 701,000$                 (5,000)$              ‐0.71%

   Dues and Subscriptions 4,628$                     5,000$                     5,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Bank Fees 17,660$                   20,000$                   25,000$                   5,000$                25.00%

   CPTP & Local Training 2,855$                     5,000$                     5,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Operating Supplies 55,296$                   86,000$                   76,000$                   (10,000)$            ‐11.63%

Total Operating Services 886,964$                 937,000$                 922,000$                 (15,000)$            ‐1.60%

Investment Fees

   Investment Fees 310,832$                 340,000$                 320,000$                 (20,000)$            ‐5.88%

Total Investment Fees 310,832$                 340,000$                 320,000$                 (20,000)$            ‐5.88%

Total 3,698,691$              3,854,800$              3,879,200$              24,400$              0.63%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Human Resources Division)

PROPOSED
BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET
CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 293,318$                 285,400$                 290,100$                 4,700$                1.65%

   Related Benefits 506,923$                 556,800$                 552,900$                 (3,900)$              ‐0.70%

Total Personnel Services 800,241$                 842,200$                 843,000$                 800$                   0.09%

Total Travel ‐$                             6,500$                     6,500$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 574$                        1,500$                     1,500$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions 438$                        500$                        500$                        ‐$                       0.00%

   CPTP & Local Training 54,795$                   60,000$                   60,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 55,807$                   62,000$                   62,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total 856,048$                 910,700$                 911,500$                 800$                   0.09%

COMPARISION TO
2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (IT Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 2,099,772$              2,216,300$              2,255,200$              38,900$              1.76%

   Overtime Salaries ‐$                             2,000$                     2,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Termination Pay ‐$                             19,300$                   11,300$                   (8,000)$              ‐41.45%

   Wages 15,132$                   17,000$                   18,000$                   1,000$                5.88%

   Related Benefits 1,032,281$              1,092,100$              1,128,800$              36,700$              3.36%

Total Personnel Services 3,147,185$              3,346,700$              3,415,300$              68,600$              2.05%

Total Travel ‐$                             26,000$                   26,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Computer Maintenance 450,568$                 630,000$                 748,800$                 118,800$            18.86%

   Building/Equip/Vehicle Maint. 4,672$                     4,600$                     5,400$                     800$                   17.39%

   Rentals/Computer Lic. Software 823,312$                 971,700$                 1,018,800$              47,100$              4.85%

   Dues and Subscriptions 1,003$                     3,000$                     2,500$                     (500)$                 ‐16.67%

   Telephone/Internet/Cable Services 147,281$                 149,000$                 199,100$                 50,100$              33.62%

   CPTP & Local Training 11,852$                   21,500$                   20,000$                   (1,500)$              ‐6.98%

   Operating Supplies 83,724$                   99,000$                   98,000$                   (1,000)$              ‐1.01%

Total Operating Services 1,522,412$              1,878,800$              2,092,600$              213,800$            11.38%

Professional Services

   Professional Services Expenditures 30,838$                   50,000$                   70,000$                   20,000$              40.00%

Total Professional Services 30,838$                   50,000$                   70,000$                   20,000$              40.00%

Acquisitions

   Computer Acquisitions 206,811$                 232,000$                 285,000$                 53,000$              22.84%

Total Acquisitions 206,811$                 232,000$                 285,000$                 53,000$              22.84%

Total 4,907,246$              5,533,500$              5,888,900$              355,400$            6.42%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Investments Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 1,402,927$              1,451,700$              1,592,100$              140,400$            9.67%

   Wages ‐$                             15,300$                   15,000$                   (300)$                 ‐1.96%

   Related Benefits 646,899$                 652,600$                 716,900$                 64,300$              9.85%

Total Personnel Services 2,049,826$              2,119,600$              2,324,000$              204,400$            9.64%

Total Travel ‐$                             15,000$                   15,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Rentals/Computer Lic. Software 8,061$                     7,000$                     9,000$                     2,000$                28.57%

   Dues and Subscriptions 5,092$                     8,000$                     8,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   CPTP & Local Training 2,511$                     4,000$                     4,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 15,664$                   19,000$                   21,000$                   2,000$                10.53%

Professional Services

   Professional Services Expenditures ‐$                             1,000$                     1,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Total Professional Services ‐$                             1,000$                     1,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Investment Fees

   Investment Fees 26,785,049$            32,660,000$            32,180,000$            (480,000)$          ‐1.47%

Total Investment Fees 26,785,049$            32,660,000$            32,180,000$            (480,000)$          ‐1.47%

Total 28,850,539$            34,814,600$            34,541,000$            (273,600)$          ‐0.79%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Legal Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 408,894$                 395,500$                 493,300$                 97,800$              24.73%

   Wages ‐$                             10,000$                   10,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Related Benefits 185,444$                 165,100$                 210,500$                 45,400$              27.50%

Total Personnel Services 594,338$                 570,600$                 713,800$                 143,200$            25.10%

Total Travel ‐$                             11,000$                   11,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 55$                          ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions 26,632$                   27,000$                   28,000$                   1,000$                3.70%

   CPTP & Local Training 1,547$                     1,000$                     1,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 28,234$                   28,000$                   29,000$                   1,000$                3.57%

Professional Services

   Legal 9,440$                     25,000$                   15,000$                   (10,000)$            ‐40.00%

Total Professional Services 9,440$                     25,000$                   15,000$                   (10,000)$            ‐40.00%

Total 632,012$                 634,600$                 768,800$                 134,200$            21.15%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Member Services Division)

PROPOSED
BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET
CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 2,832,967$              3,142,200$              2,995,300$              (146,900)$          ‐4.68%

   Overtime Salaries 1,267$                     3,000$                     3,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Termination Pay 11,016$                   25,700$                   32,400$                   6,700$                26.07%

   Wages 9,314$                     30,000$                   12,000$                   (18,000)$            ‐60.00%

   Related Benefits 1,429,035$              1,552,000$              1,531,900$              (20,100)$            ‐1.30%

Total Personnel Services 4,283,599$              4,752,900$              4,574,600$              (178,300)$          ‐3.75%

Total Travel ‐$                             25,000$                   20,500$                   (4,500)$              ‐18.00%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 3,404$                     1,000$                     1,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Printing Services 42,540$                   52,000$                   52,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Building/Equip/Vehicle Maint. ‐$                             ‐$                             500$                        500$                   100.00%

   Rentals/Computer Lic. Software 12,243$                   10,000$                   18,500$                   8,500$                85.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions ‐$                             1,500$                     1,000$                     (500)$                 ‐33.33%

   Mail, Delivery & Postage 258,379$                 236,000$                 260,000$                 24,000$              10.17%

   CPTP & Local Training 2,915$                     1,000$                     1,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 319,481$                 301,500$                 334,000$                 32,500$              10.78%

Professional Services

   Professional Services Expenditures ‐$                             1,000$                     ‐$                             (1,000)$              ‐100.00%

   Disability  51,348$                   60,000$                   60,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Total Professional Services 51,348$                   61,000$                   60,000$                   (1,000)$              ‐1.64%

Total 4,654,428$              5,140,400$              4,989,100$              (151,300)$          ‐2.94%

COMPARISION TO
2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Proposed Operating Budget

Final 2021‐2022 ‐ Proposed 2022‐2023, (Public Information Division)

PROPOSED

BUDGET  ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET

CATEGORY 2020‐2021 2021‐2022 2022‐2023 AMOUNT % Diff.

Personnel Services

   Regular Salaries 266,618$                 271,900$                 280,800$                 8,900$                3.27%

   Termination Pay ‐$                             4,100$                     12,500$                   8,400$                204.88%

   Related Benefits 137,260$                 139,700$                 146,300$                 6,600$                4.72%

Total Personnel Services 403,878$                 415,700$                 439,600$                 23,900$              5.75%

Total Travel ‐$                             6,100$                     3,600$                     (2,500)$              ‐40.98%

Operating Services

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 996$                        ‐$                             ‐$                             ‐$                       0.00%

   Advertising/Public Relations 5,451$                     6,000$                     6,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Printing Services 57,824$                   60,000$                   60,000$                   ‐$                       0.00%

   Dues and Subscriptions 2,364$                     3,500$                     3,500$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   CPTP & Local Training 10$                          800$                        800$                        ‐$                       0.00%

Total Operating Services 66,645$                   70,300$                   70,300$                   ‐$                       0.00%

Professional Services

   Professional Services Expenditures 13,048$                   32,000$                   15,000$                   (17,000)$            ‐53.13%

Total Professional Services 13,048$                   32,000$                   15,000$                   (17,000)$            ‐53.13%

Acquisitions

   Furniture & Equipment Acquisitions ‐$                             3,000$                     3,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

   Total Acquisitions: ‐$                             3,000$                     3,000$                     ‐$                       0.00%

Total 483,571$                 527,100$                 531,500$                 4,400$                0.83%

COMPARISION TO

2021‐2022 BUDGET
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Boudreaux III, Bernard E. 52713 Assistant Director (Chief of Staff) UC 240,000 240,000             249,200            

Celestine, Amanda K. 50504136 Exec Management Officer 618 73,362 74,838               76,272              

Labello, Donna G. 50343851 Exec Staff Officer 616 66,082 67,413               68,705              

McIlwain, James T. 50330847 Deputy Director (C.A.O.) UC 175,000 175,000             181,708            

Menner, Angelo J. 50372300 Maintenance Repairer 2 212 53,165 53,165               53,165              

Rougeou, Cynthia Y. 52694 Executive Director UC 285,189 296,400             307,762            

Vacant 50527857 Statewide Program Manager 1 622 94,390 94,390               94,390              

Vacant 50514704 Statewide Program Manager 1 622 94,390 94,390               94,390              

Vacant 50309495 Administrative Assistant 5 613 51,345 51,345               51,345              

9 892,798 906,816 936,812

Allen, Demetria R. 52689 Administrative Assistant 6 614 66,123 67,454               68,747              

Grant, Tina V. 50354599 Executive Counsel UC 210,000 210,000             218,050            

Robertson, Morgan B. 152721 Attorney 2 618 83,752 85,950               94,318              

Stark, Roland S. 50374816 Attorney ‐ Dep Gen Counsel 1 623 107,910 110,074             112,184            

4 467,785 473,478             493,299            

Babin, Reece M. 50327363 Auditor 4 618 71,302 73,445               74,853              

Babin, Ryan 172896 Audit Director 2 623 121,576 124,010             126,387            

Cowell, Hollie M. 177234 Auditor 3 617 85,426 87,131               88,801              

Sena, Laura 50361252 Auditor 3 617 71,573 73,008               74,407              

Xue, Tianyue N. 170897 Auditor 3 617 68,994 70,366               71,715              

5 418,871             427,960             436,163            

Campoblanco, Rolando J. 165873 Accountant 3 615 35,984 53,249               55,290              

Carter, Priscilla R. 50348952 Accountant 3 615 62,566 63,814               65,037              

Cooper, Shalando M. 198303 Accountant 3 615 70,762 72,176               73,559              

Craig, Lori D.  140265 Accountant Manager 1 618 72,904 74,360               75,785              

Drinnon, Wretha L. 94409 Accountant Manager 3 621 103,085 105,144             107,159            

Fillastre IV, Arthur P. 52696 Accountant Admin 5 624 121,576 132,683             135,226            

Foster, Amber O. 120432 Accountant Manager 2 619 89,045 90,834               92,575              

Employee Name

Position 

Number Position Title

 PERSONNEL BUDGET‐FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022‐2023

Level

Annual Salary  

As Of 

06/30/2021

Subtotal

Projected 

Salary For  

2022‐2023

LOUISIANA STATE EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Legal Division

Executive & Facilities Divisions

Subtotal

Projected 

Salary For  

2021‐2022

Audit Division

Subtotal

Fiscal Division
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Employee Name

Position 

Number Position Title

 PERSONNEL BUDGET‐FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022‐2023

Level

Annual Salary  

As Of 

06/30/2021

Projected 

Salary For  

2022‐2023

LOUISIANA STATE EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Projected 

Salary For  

2021‐2022

Franklin, LaShundra T. 50365506 Accountant 3 615 62,712 63,960               65,186              

Gasperecz, Nicole M.L. 50309497 Accountant 3 615 69,534 70,928               72,287              

Joseph, Mona F. 199386 Accountant 3 615 70,762 72,176               73,559              

Kimble, Amanda L. 144374 Accountant 3 615 53,976 55,598               57,196              

Leggette, Kelly M. 50309464 Accountant 3 615 70,762 72,176               73,559              

Oliver, Ebony S. 165874 Accountant 3 615 58,760 60,528               61,688              

Pitcher‐Jackson, Casey D. 140170 Accountant Manager 2 619 88,982 90,771               92,511              

Plant, Meshon R. 52692 Accountant 3 615 59,592 60,778               61,943              

Poindexter, Ernest D. 188608 Accountant Supervisor 2 617 80,142 81,744               83,311              

Reed, Brittany Hastings 50406878 Accountant 3 615 60,590 61,797               62,981              

Richard, Janice 139879 Administrative Assistant 4 611 50,877 50,877               50,877              

Seils, Jeri J. 50309706 Accountant Manager 2 619 92,747 94,598               96,411              

Singletary, Melissa B. 198217 Accountant 3 615 72,051 73,486               74,894              

Stewart Jr., Charles L. 50309552 Accountant Supervisor 2 617 79,768 81,370               82,930              

Wade, Megan C. 50378864 Accountant 3 615 62,962 64,230               65,461              

Yarbrough, George C. 50389690 Accountant Manager 1 618 62,691 64,563               66,419              

Vacant 50372858 Accountant 3 615 58,781 58,781               58,781              

Vacant 121659 Accounting Technician 611 38,387 38,387               38,387              

25 1,711,611 1,770,621          1,804,625         

Joseph, Valerie D. 160342 HR Analyst C 615 66,165 67,496               68,790              

Metoyer, Sheila T. 117267 HR Director B 620 99,258 101,234             103,174            

Rogers, Andrea H. 201256 HR Analyst C 615 65,478 66,789               68,069              

3 230,901 235,519             240,033            

Ackermann, Adrian A. 50309703 Retirement Benefits Educator 616 54,475 56,118               57,731              

Adams, Tina M. 50465488 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 68,890 70,262               71,609              

Aker, Virginia M. 50309551 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 65,478 66,789               68,069              

Allen, Donald L. 50484787 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 68,390 69,763               71,100              

Austin, Jessica P. 50309667 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 613 41,746 45,879               49,347              

Baronne, Gregory J. 50308451 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 62,941 64,210               65,441              

Bishop, Joseph D. 50348928 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 65,312 66,622               67,899              

Subtotal

Subtotal

Member Services Division

Human Resources Division
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Employee Name

Position 

Number Position Title

 PERSONNEL BUDGET‐FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022‐2023

Level

Annual Salary  

As Of 

06/30/2021

Projected 

Salary For  

2022‐2023

LOUISIANA STATE EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Projected 

Salary For  

2021‐2022

Braud, Jared M. 202416 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 47,965 49,878               51,312              

Brown, Tanasha D. 203685 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 52,229 53,789               55,335              

Brumfield, Brodie 168767 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 59,925 61,131               62,303              

Canella, Amy T. 52710 Administrative Coordinator 3 609 44,429 44,429               44,429              

Casey, Christopher M. 50389959 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 69,014 70,387               71,736              

Chauvin, Suyapa R. 184208 Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 613 41,746 46,069               49,347              

Clark, Markita S. 198760 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 63,960 65,250               66,501              

Crouchet, Christopher M. 50311656 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 46,134 47,986               49,825              

Daigle, Patience J. 50408777 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 612 37,524 40,273               45,444              

Drago, Jonathan M. 50363467 Retirement Benefits Asst. Admin. 620 92,227 94,078               95,881              

Ducote, Timothy R. 50309481 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 50,918 52,437               53,945              

Gibbons, Tricia D. 183566 Retirement Benefits Admin. 622 101,504 103,542             105,527            

Goodrich, Susan P. 184206 Retirement Benefits Educator 616 67,371 68,723               70,040              

Greaud, Kristen D. 126702 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 47,986 49,899               51,334              

Harris, Derek P. 50309494 Retirement Benefits Educator 616 65,686 66,997               68,281              

Henning, Danielle P. 180562 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 47,965 49,878               51,312              

Hulbert, Jacqueline A. 52697 Administrative Coordinator 3 609 44,429 44,429               44,429              

Johnson, Marguerite L. 50316486 Administrative Coordinator 3 609 35,214 35,922               36,611              

Jones, Carlos M. 50338611 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 71,843 73,278               74,682              

Jones, Megan L. 153334 Retirement Benefits Supervisor 618 63,378 65,270               67,147              

Kern, Michael J. 143916 Retire Benefits Supervisor 618 80,683 82,306               83,884              

Kinchen, Wendy D. 50580301 Retirement Benefits Supervisor 618 73,715 75,192               76,633              

McClinton, Amanda G. 50363468 Retirement Benefits Manager 619 77,501 79,061               80,576              

Morejon, Angela E. 50389958 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 56,264 58,510               60,192              

Oldham‐Sullivan, Autumn E. 153333 Retire Benefits Supervisor 618 75,670 77,189               78,668              

Pavlovich, Patricia 121530 Administrative Coordinator 3 609 44,408 44,429               44,429              

Peneguy, Jeanne E. 50481831 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 74,922 76,419               77,884              

Porterfield, Pamela N. 198045 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 63,565 64,834               66,077              

Rivet, Brenda F. 111841 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 70,762 72,176               73,559              

Roan, Angela K. 50309500 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 62,525 60,174               61,327              

Romero, Aimee 50308428 Retirement Benefits Educator 616 67,371 68,723               70,040              

Schexnayder, John 199392 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 62,941 64,210               65,441              

Taylor, Bridget M. 80314 Retirement Benefits Educator 616 57,741 59,467               61,177              

Theriot, Taylor L. 191899 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 47,965 49,878               51,312              
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Employee Name

Position 

Number Position Title

 PERSONNEL BUDGET‐FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022‐2023

Level

Annual Salary  

As Of 

06/30/2021

Projected 

Salary For  

2022‐2023

LOUISIANA STATE EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Projected 

Salary For  

2021‐2022

Trosclair, Jacob 50348927 Retirement Benefits Supervisor 618 65,915 67,891               69,843              

Welchez, Carla F. 110522 Retirement Benefits Manager 619 81,952 83,595               85,197              

Woerner, Emily 199391 Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 615 55,598 57,262               58,908              

Young, Janice 199387 Administrative Coordinator 3 609 39,458 40,248               41,019              

Vacant 199396 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 612 37,524 37,524               37,524              

Vacant 199397 Retirement Benefits Supervisor 618 66,139 66,139               66,139              

Vacant 50321051 Retirement Benefits Supervisor 618 66,139 66,139               66,139              

Vacant 50448397 Retirement Beneftis Analyst 3 615 45,958 45,958               45,958              

Vacant 50338610 Retirement Benefits Specialist 617 52,624 52,624               52,624              

Vacant  50348929 Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 612 37,524 37,524               37,524              

51 3,043,543 3,110,760          3,178,691         

Diaz, Mark J. 142249 Public Info Officer 3 615 68,453 69,826               71,164              

Harvey, Rachel P. 50343975 Public Information Officer 2 613 52,894 53,955               54,989              

Normand, Tonja N. 123650 Public info Director 2 619 83,616 85,280               86,915              

Vetsch, Mallory S. 164269 Public Info Officer 3 615 65,083 66,394               67,667              

4 270,046 275,455             280,735            

Amous, Osama A. 150631 IT Tech Sup Spec 3 313 82,784 84,448               86,067              

Bowden, Dan 117675 IT Director 3 320 131,539 134,160             136,731            

Brasseaux, David M. 50378825 IT App Project Leader 314 87,859 89,606               91,323              

Byrd, Gregory P. 50346876 IT Tech Support Manager 316 103,064 105,123             107,138            

Davis, Logan P. 50576861 IT Tech Support Analyst 2 309 46,535 48,381               49,772              

Fitch, Brent 144938 IT Tech Sup Supv 315 97,635 99,590               101,499            

Gerard, Reginald P. 50544148 IT Ap Prg/Analyst 1 310 62,130 63,378               64,593              

Halliburton, William G. 50309549 IT Applications Programmer 2 309 52,042 54,853               59,004              

Hooker, Jr., Charles 50455309 IT App Prog/Anal 3 DCL 314 88,130 89,898               91,621              

Kelly,Bryan A. 144936 IT Ap Prg/Analyst 2 312 82,326 83,970               85,579              

Lin, Jingyu 50361458 IT Ap Prg/Analyst 2 312 72,051 73,486               74,894              

Lott Jr., Dewitt L. 50309669 IT Ap Prg/Analyst 2 312 81,224 82,846               84,434              

Lyle, Jonathan D. 50309672 IT Tech Sup Spec 2 312 66,036 71,785               74,172              

McBride, Charles R. 50326476 IT Tech Support Consultant DCL 315 90,501 92,310               94,079              

Miller, Barney 50385210 IT Tech Sup Spec 3 313 82,160 83,803               85,409              

Milner, Donald S. 50569908 IT Mgmt Consultant 1 314 85,987 87,714               89,395              

Subtotal

Public Information Division

Subtotal

Information Technology Division
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Employee Name

Position 

Number Position Title

 PERSONNEL BUDGET‐FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022‐2023

Level

Annual Salary  

As Of 

06/30/2021

Projected 

Salary For  

2022‐2023

LOUISIANA STATE EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Projected 

Salary For  

2021‐2022

Odom, Olga 50384060 Administrative Assistant 4 611 38,387 39,541               40,299              

Phipps, Steven P. 50378851 IT Tech Sup Supv 315 89,440 91,229               92,978              

Potturi, Ravi P. 185260 IT Mgmt Consultant 1 314 79,435 81,016               82,569              

Regan, Jacob T. 50399273 IT Applications Programmer 1 307 47,081 52,326               57,524              

Scelfo Jr., Kenny P. 50378852 IT App Prog/Anal 3 DCL 314 94,723 96,262               96,262              

Schilling, John 142231 IT Ap Prg/Analyst 1 310 60,611 61,818               63,003              

Schoonmaker, John E. 50326450 IT Deputy Director 2 318 122,221 124,675             126,194            

Sprouse, Johnathon P. 52690 IT Appl Project Manager 2 316 106,787 108,930             110,219            

Thurman, Shane 50400125 IT Liaison Officer 4 311 77,314 78,582               78,582              

Wilkins, Robert J. 164621 IT App Project Leader 314 94,702 96,262               96,262              

Vacant 50471754 IT App Prog/Anal 3 DCL 314 75,598 75,598               75,598              

27 2,198,302 2,251,590          2,295,200         

Adams, Jennifer A. 50557116 Admin Program Specialist C 615 58,344 60,091               61,243              

Beale, Robert W. 117754 Chief Invest Officer UC 306,000 336,600             349,503            

Brousseau, Jacques M. 50448579 Director   UC 153,000 168,300             174,752            

Fournerat, Darren G. 50370515 Assistant Chief UC 204,000 224,400             233,002            

Funderburk, Celeste D. 50380559 Director   UC 167,280 184,008             191,062            

Lacombe, Alisa 50448581 Manager   UC 153,000 168,300             174,752            

Pearce Jr., Marshall R. 50448580 Manager UC 153,000 168,300             174,752            

Sanders, Lindsay 50380560 Assistant Chief UC 204,000 224,400             233,002            

Vacant 50448578 Manager of Investments UC 100,000 100,000             100,000            

9 1,398,624 1,534,399          1,592,068         

137 10,632,481 10,986,598        11,257,626       

Assumptions: 

1.) Annual Salaries estimated at the mid‐point for vacant classified positions or SER where applicable

2.) Any reallocation increases due before 6/30/23 were incorporated into the applicable salary figure

3.) Unclassified adjustments for ʹ22‐23 were projected at 4% 

4.) Salaries do not include premium pay

5.) Vacancies highlighted are not included in the sub‐totals or total calculations

Subtotal

Investments Division

Subtotal

GRAND TOTAL SALARIES W/CLASSIFIED WAE (excluding interns)
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LASERS

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CHIEF OF STAFF

CHIEF ADMIN OFFICER

DIVISION DIRECTOR

SUPERVISOR

INTERN/PART-TIME

137 FULL-TIME POSITIONS

         9 EXECUTIVE

         5 AUDIT SERVICES

       25 FISCAL

         3 HUMAN RESOURCES

       27 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

         9 INVESTMENTS

         4 LEGAL

       51 MEMBER SERVICES

         4 PUBLIC INFORMATION

15 PART-TIME POSITIONS

        1 AUDIT SERVICES

        1 EXECUTIVE

        1 FISCAL

        1 HUMAN RESOURCES

        3 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

        2 INVESTMENTS

        1 LEGAL

        5 MEMBER SERVICES BOARD OF TRUSTEES

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #3.1

Executive Director *U/C

Cindy Rougeou

504180/52694

INVESTMENTS #9.2

Chief Investment Officer *U/C

Bobby Beale

502410/117754

AUDIT SERVICES DIVISION #5.1

Audit Director 2 *AS-623

Ryan Babin

168300/172896

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #5

Chief of Staff *U/C

Trey Boudreaux

501020/52713

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION #3.1

Human Resources Director B *AS-620

Sheila Metoyer

170900/117267

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY #27.3

Information Technology Director 3 *TS-320

Dan Bowden

163500/117675

MEMBER SERVICES DIVISION #51.5

Retirement Benefits Administrator *AS-622

Tricia Gibbons

162930/183566

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #1

Chief Administrative Officer *U/C

Travis McIlwain

503100/50330847

FISCAL DIVISION #25.1

Accountant Administrator 5 *AS-624

Artie Fillastre

159790/52696

LEGAL #4.1

Executive Counsel *U/C

Tina Grant

504170/50354599

PUBLIC INFORMATION DIVISION #3.2

Public Information Director 2 *AS-619

Tonja Normand

164860/123650
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3 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
1 PART-TIME POSITION

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S STAFF

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #3.1

Executive Director *U/C

Cindy Rougeou

504180/52694

Executive Management Officer *AS-618

Amanda Celestine

173450/50504136

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/50371235

INVESTMENTS #9.2

Chief Investment Officer *U/C

Bobby Beale

502410/117754

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #5

Chief of Staff *U/C

Trey Boudreaux

501020/52713

LEGAL #4.1

Executive Counsel *U/C

Tina Grant

504170/50354599

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #1

Chief Administrative Officer *U/C

Travis McIlwain

503100/50330847

Statewide Program Manager 1 *AS-622

VACANT

173460/50527857

AUDIT SERVICES DIVISION #5.1

Audit Director 2 *AS-623

Ryan Babin

168300/172896

PUBLIC INFORMATION DIVISION #4

Public Information Director 2 *AS-619

Tonja Normand

164860/123650
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5 FULL-TIME POSITIONS CHIEF OF STAFF'S STAFF

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #5

Chief of Staff *U/C

Trey Boudreaux

501020/52713

FACILITIES

Maintenance Repairer 2 *WS-212

Angelo Menner

128640/50372300

Executive Staff Officer

Beth Labello

119760/50343851

MEMBER SERVICES DIVISION #51.5

Retirement Benefits Administrator *AS-622

Tricia Gibbons

162930/183566

Statewide Program Manager 1 *AS-622

VACANT (Delimited)

173460/50514704

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY #27.3

Information Technology Director 3 *TS-320

Dan Bowden

163500/117675

Administrative Assistant 5 *AS-613

VACANT

168080/50309495

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION #3.1

Human Resources Director B *AS-620

Sheila Metoyer

170900/117267
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1 FULL-TIME POSITION CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER'S STAFF

EXECUTIVE DIVISION #1

Chief Administrative Officer *U/C

Travis McIlwain

503100/50330847

FISCAL DIVISION #25.1

Accountant Administrator 5 *AS-624

Artie Fillastre

159790/52696
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5 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
1 PART-TIME POSITION

AUDIT SERVICES DIVISION

AUDIT SERVICES DIVISION #5.1

Audit Director 2 *AS-623

Ryan Babin

168300/172896

Admin Coordinator 3 (WAE) *AS-609

VACANT

168060/50550829

Auditor 4 *AS-618

Reece Babin

171420/50550269

Auditor 3 *AS-617

Nicole Xue

158540/170897

Auditor 3 *AS-617

Laura Sena

158540/50361252

Auditor 3 *AS-617

Hollie Cowell

158540/177234
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25 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
  1 PART-TIME POSITION

FISCAL DIVISION

FISCAL DIVISION #25.1

Accountant Administrator 5 *AS-624

Artie Fillastre

159790/52696

Administrative Assistant 4 *AS-611

Janice Richard

168030/139879

Intern *U/C

Victoria Bloise

507100/174808

Accountant Manager 3 *AS-621

Wretha Drinnon

159730/94409

FINANCIAL REPORTING

Accountant Manager 2 *AS-619

Amber Foster

159720/120432

GEN LEDGER/FINAN REPORTING

AccountantManager 1 *AS-618

Lori Craig

159610/140265

AR/FIN REPORTING/REFUNDS

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Nicole Gasperecz

139370/50309497

INTERNAL PAYROLL/REFUNDS/FIN REP

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Renee Carter

139370/50348952

AR/PURCH/FIN REPORTING/REFUNDS

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Brittany Reed

139340/50406878

Accounting Technician *AS-611

VACANT

139340/121659

AR/PURCH/FIN REPORTING/REFUNDS

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Ebony Oliver

139370/165874

AGENCY PAYROLL/BENEFIT ACCT

Accountant Manager 2 *AS-619

Casey Pitcher-Jackson

159720/140170

RETIREE PAYROLL

Accountant Supervisor 2 *AS-617

Charles Stewart

159610/50309552

RETIREE PAYROLL

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Shalando Cooper

139370/198303

RETIREE PAYROLL

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Kelly Leggette

139370/50309464

AGENCY CONTRIBUTION REPORTING

Accountant Supervisor 2 *AS-617

Ernest Poindexter

159610/188608

AGENCY CONTRIBUTION REPORTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Mona Joseph

139350/199386

AGENCY CONTRIBUTION REPORTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Amanda Kimble

139370/144374

ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNTING

Accountant Manager 2 *AS-619

Jeri Seils

159720/50309706

INVESTMENT ACCT/ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

Accountant Manager 1 *AS-618

George Yarbrough

159710/50389690

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

LaShundra Franklin

139370/50365506

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

VACANT

139370/50372858

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Rolando Campoblanco

139370/165873

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Meshon Plant

139370/52692

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Megan Wade

139370/50378864

INVESTMENT ACCOUNTING

Accountant 3 *AS-615

Melissa Singletary

139370/198217 LA
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3 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
1 PART-TIME POSITION

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION #3.1

Human Resources Director B *AS-620

Sheila Metoyer

170900/117267

Human Resources Analyst C *AS-615

Andrea Hollins

170820/201256

Human Resources Analyst C *AS-615

Valerie Joseph

170820/160342

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/186115
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27 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
  3 PART-TIME POSITION

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY #27.3

Information Technology Director 3 *TS-320

Dan Bowden

163500/117675

Administrative Assistant 4 *AS-611

Olga Odom

168030/50384060

IT Deputy Director 2 *TS-318

Eric Schoonmaker

170490/50326450

IT Tech Sup Manager *TS-316

Greg Byrd

163150/50346876

IT Tech Sup Supv *TS-315

Steve Phipps

163140/50378851

IT Tech Sup Spec 2 *TS-312

Jonathan Lyle

163110/50309672

IT Tech Sup Spec 3 *TS-313

Barney Miller

163120/50385210

IT Tech Sup Analyst 2 *TS-309

Logan Davis

163090/50576861

IT Tech Sup Supv *TS-315

Brent Fitch

163140/144938

IT Tech Sup Spec 3 *TS-313

Osama Amous

163120/150631

IT Mgmt Consultant 1 *TS-314

Donald Milner

163160/50569908

IT Liaison Officer 4 *TS-311

Shane Thurman

166380/50400125

IT Tech Sup Consultant-DCL *TS-315

Charles McBride

163130/50326476

IT Appl Mgr 2 *TS-316

Johnathan Sprouse

163070/052690

IT App Proj Ldr *TS-314

Bobby Wilkins

163050/164621

IT Mgmt Consultant 1 *TS-314

Ravi Potturi

163160/185260

IT App Prog Analyst 3 - DCL *TS-314

Kenny Scelfo

163040/50378852

IT App Prog Analyst 2 *TS-312

Bryan Kelly

163030/144936

IT App Prog Analyst 3 - DCL *TS-314

Charles Hooker

163040/50455309

IT App Prog Analyst 1*TS-310

John Schilling

163020/142231

IT App Prog Analyst 2 *TS-312

Jingyu Lin

163030/50361458

IT App Prog 1 *TS-307

Jacob Regan

163000/50399273

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/50348414

Intern *U/C

Miguel Clouatre

507100/167613

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/180138

IT App Proj Ldr *TS-314

David Brasseaux

163050/50378825

IT App Prog Analyst 1 *TS-310

Reginald Gerard

163020/50544148

IT App Prog Analyst 2 *TS-312

VACANT

163030/50309669

IT App Prog Analyst 3 - DCL *TS-314

VACANT

163040/50471754

IT App Programmer 2 *TS-309

Will Halliburton

163010/50309549
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9 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
2 PART-TIME POSITION

INVESTMENTS DIVISION

INVESTMENTS #9.2

Chief Investment Officer *U/C

Bobby Beale

502410/117754

Administrative Program Specialist C *AS-615

Jennifer Adams

168110/50557116

Director of Private Markets *U/C

Jacques Brousseau

503820/50448579

Director of Public Markets *U/C

Celeste Funderburk

503820/50380559

Manager of Investment Operations *U/C

Alisa Lacombe

505260/50448581

Manager of Alternative Assets *U/C

Reeves Pearce

505260/50448580

Manager of Investments *U/C

VACANT

505260/50448578

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/167615

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/167614

Assistant Chief Investment Officer *U/C

Darren Fournerat

510230/50370515

Assistant Chief Investment Officer *U/C

Laney Sanders

510230/50380560
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4 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
1 PART-TIME POSITION

LEGAL DIVISION

LEGAL #4.1

Executive Counsel *U/C

Tina Grant

504170/50354599

Administrative Assistant 6 *AS-614

Demetria Allen

171200/52689

Attorney Deputy General Counsel 1 *AS-623

Steve Stark

171480/50374816

Attorney 2 *AS-618

Morgan Robertson

160590/152721

Intern - Law Clerk

VACANT

507100/50353209 LA
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                                                                                        MEMBER SERVICES DIVISION
51 FULL-TIME POSITIONS
  5 PART-TIME POSITION

MEMBER SERVICES DIVISION #51.5

Retirement Benefits Administrator *AS-622

Tricia Gibbons

162930/183566

Retirement Benefits Assistant Administrator *AS-620

Jonathan Drago

169160/50363467

Retirement Benefits Manager *AS-619

Carla Welchez

122530/110522

SURV/DIS/DEATH/EST

Retirment Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

Megan Jones

122540/153334

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

John Schexnayder

158420/199392

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

VACANT

158420/50448397

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Ginna Aker

158420/50309551

Intern *U/C

Meaghan Novo

507100/186763

PURCHASE/REPAY/TRANS/SVCRDT

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

VACANT

122540/50321051

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Joey Bishop

158420/50348928

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Timothy Ducote

158420/50309481

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Angela Roan

158420/50309500

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/186762

ENROLLMENTS/SVCRDT

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

Jacob Trosclair (Detailed IN)

122540/50348927

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Brodie Brumfield

158420/168767

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Christopher Crouchet

158420/50311656

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

VACANT

158420/202416

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Taylor Theriot

158420/191899

Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 *AS-612

Patience Daigle

122500/50408777

Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 *AS-612

VACANT

122500/50348929

Retirement Benefits Analyst 1 *AS-612

VACANT

122500/199396

DROP/SDF XFER/EDITS/RET/IBO

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

Mike Kern

122540/143916

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Markita Clark

158420/198760

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Brenda Rivet

158420/111841

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Pam Porterfield

158420/198045

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Greg Baronne

158420/50308451

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Emily Woerner

158420/199391

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Tanasha Brown

158420/203685

Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 *AS-613

Suyapa Chauvin

122510/184208

Intern *U/C

VACANT

507100/50356380

QUALITY ASSURANCE

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

VACANT

122540/199397

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

Tina Adams

172880/50465488

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

Matt Casey

172880/50389959

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

VACANT

172880/50389958

Retirement Benefits Manager *AS-619

VACANT

122530/50363468

CUSTOMER SERVICE

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

Autumn Sullivan

122540/153333

Admin Coordinator 3 *AS-609

Amy Canella

168060/52710

Admin Coordinator 3 *AS-609

Patricia Pavlovich

168060/121530

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

Aimee Romero

122550/50308428

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

Derek Harris

122550/50309494

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

Susan Goodrich

122550/184206

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

VACANT

122550/80314

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

Adrian Ackermann

122550/50309703

Retirement Benefits Educator *AS-616

VACANT

158420/126702

Retirement Benefits Analyst 3 *AS-615

Danielle Henning

158420/180562

Retirement Benefits Analyst 2 *AS-613

Jessica Austin

122510/50309667

Intern *U/C

Patience Butler-Gasper

507100/179106

RETIREMENT EDUCATION (RED)

Retirement Benefits Supervisor *AS-618

Wendy Kinchen

122540/50580301

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

VACANT

172880/50338610

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

Carlos Jones

172880/50338611

DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

Monty Allen

172880/50484787

Admin Coordinator 3 *AS-609

Jackie Hulbert

168060/52697

Admin Coordinator 3 *AS-609

Janice Young

168060/199387

Admin Coordinator 3 *AS-609

Marge Johnson

168060/50316486

Student Worker *U/C

VACANT

507100/50348415

Retirement Benefits Specialist *AS-617

Jeanne Peneguy

172880/50481831
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4 FULL-TIME POSITIONS PUBLIC INFORMATION DIVISION

PUBLIC INFORMATION DIVISION #4

Public Information Director 2 *AS-619

Tonja Normand

164860/123650

Public Information Officer 3 *AS-615

Mallory Sharp

164840/164269

Public Information Officer 2 *AS-613

Rachel Harvey

164830/50343975

Public Information Officer 3 *AS-615

Mark Diaz

164840/142249
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ACR Agency Contribution Reporting LAPERS Louisiana Association of Public Employee Retirement Systems
AFP Association for Finance Professionals LLC Limited Liability Company
AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants NAPPA National Association of Public Pension Fund Attorneys
APPFA Association of Public Pension Fund Auditors NASIO National Association of State Investment Officers
AR Accounts Receivable NASRA National Association of State Retirement Administrators
AS Administrative Schedule NCPERS National Conference on Public Employee Retirement Systems
BR Baton Rouge NPEA National Pension Education Association
CAIA Chartered Alternative Investment Analyst Association NY New York
CAO Chief Administrative Officer P2F2 Public Pension Fund Forum
CFA Chartered Financial Analyst PAR Public Affairs Research Council
CPA Certified Public Accountant PHR Professional Human Resources
CPTP Comprehensive Public Training Program PID Public Information Division
DCL Dual Career Ladder PMI Project Management Institute
DROP Deferred Retirement Option Plan PRISM Public Retirement Information Systems Management
ESS Employer Self‐Service RS  Revised Statute
FTE Full ‐Time Equivalents RSEA Retired State Employeesʹ Association
FY Fiscal Year SAN  Storage Area Network
GFOA Government Finance Officers Association SHRM  Society of Human Resource Management
HR Human Resources SER Special Entrance Rate
IIA Institute of Internal Auditors TS Scientific and Technical Schedule
ISACA Information Systems Audit and Control Association UAL Unfunded Accrued Liability
ISCEBS International Society of Certified Employee Benefit Specialists UC or U/C Unclassified
IT Information Technology UPS Uninterrupted Power Supply
JDE JDEdwards WAE While Actually Employed
IT Information Technology WS  Technician and Skilled Trades Schedule
LA Louisiana WSJ Wall Street Journal

ACRONYM LIST

2022‐2023 Budget Supplemental Data

Acronyms
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Existing Proposed Total

Prior Year Operating Operating Proposed

Actual Budget Budget Over/Under %

FY 20‐21 FY 21‐22 FY 22‐23 Existing Change

Means of Financing:

State General Fund by:

Fees and Self‐generated Revenues 46,235,750$      54,029,000$      54,029,000$      ‐$                  0.0%

Total Means of Financing 46,235,750$      54,029,000$      54,029,000$      ‐$                  0.0%

Expenditures & Request:

Personnel Services 15,602,702$      16,761,300$      16,977,000$      215,700$           1.3%

Operating Expenses 2,941,799          3,511,700          3,741,000          229,300             6.5%

Professional Services 388,557             509,000             511,000             2,000                 0.4%

Acquisitions & Major Repairs 206,811             247,000             300,000             53,000               21.5%

Total Administrative Expenses 19,139,869$      21,029,000$      21,529,000$      500,000$           2.4%

Investment Management Fees 27,095,881$      33,000,000$      32,500,000$      (500,000)$          ‐1.5%
 

  Total Expenditures & Request: 46,235,750$      54,029,000$      54,029,000$      ‐$                  0.0%

Authorized Full‐Time Equivalents:

Classified 125 125 125 0 0.0%

Unclassified 12 12 12 0 0.0%

Total FTEs          137 137 137 0 0.0%

Funding for LASERSʹ operating budget comes from three (3) sources: employer contributions, employee 

contributions, and earnings from trust fund investments.  LASERS had $4.7 billion in revenues for the fiscal 

year ending June 30, 2021.

Source of Funding

Louisiana State Employeesʹ Retirement System  (LASERS)
Program Authorization:  Const. Art. 10, Section 29;  R.S. 11:401 et seq.  

Agency Description

FY 2022‐2023 Budget Summary

LASERS is a public trust fund created in 1946 to provide retirement allowances and other benefits for state 

officers, employees and their beneficiaries.
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54,029,000$         FY 21‐22 Existing Operating Budget  

215,700$              Personnel Services

(7,000)$                Travel

236,300$              Operating Services

2,000$                  Professional Services 

53,000$                Acquisitions  

(500,000)$            Investment Management Fees  

‐$                     Total Proposed Adjustments

54,029,000$         FY 22‐23 Proposed Operating Budget

Major Changes From Existing Operating Budget:  LASERS

LASERS 2022-2023 Budget
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Existing Proposed Total

Prior Year Operating Operating Proposed

Actual Budget Budget Over/Under %

FY 20‐21 FY 21‐22 FY 22‐23 Existing Change

Expenditures & Request:

Personnel Services

   Salaries (Staff) 10,185,149$       10,902,700$       11,005,800$       103,100$            0.9%

   Overtime 2,993                  5,000                  5,000                  ‐                          0.0%

   Termination/Temporary Wages 40,547                78,600                78,600                ‐                          0.0%

   Wages 31,907                90,800                74,500                (16,300)               ‐18.0%

   Other Compensation‐Board Members  6,075                  10,000                7,000                  (3,000)                 ‐30.0%

   Related Benefits 5,336,031           5,674,200           5,806,100           131,900              2.3%

Total Personnel Services 15,602,702$       16,761,300$       16,977,000$       215,700$            1.3%

Travel Expenses 3,052$                169,100$            162,100$            (7,000)$               ‐4.1%

Operating Expenses

   Computer Maintenance 450,568$            630,000$            748,800$            118,800$            18.9%

   Building/Equipment/Vehicle Maint. 11,525                17,600                18,900                1,300                  7.4%

   Miscellaneous Operating Services 10,157                7,500                  8,500                  1,000                  13.3%

   Advertising/Public Relations 5,451                  6,000                  6,000                  ‐                          0.0%

   Printing 100,364              112,000              112,000              ‐                          0.0%

   Insurance 106,215              115,000              110,000              (5,000)                 ‐4.3%

   Rentals/Computer License Software 843,615              988,700              1,046,300           57,600                5.8%

   Building Rentals 700,171              706,000              701,000              (5,000)                 ‐0.7%

   Dues and Subscriptions 55,664                65,000                65,000                ‐                          0.0%

   Bank Fees 17,660                20,000                25,000                5,000                  25.0%

   Mail, Delivery & Postage 258,379              236,000              260,000              24,000                10.2%

   Telephone/Internet/Cable Services 147,281              149,000              199,100              50,100                33.6%

   Civil Service/CPTP/Local Training 92,677                104,800              104,300              (500)                    ‐0.5%

   Operating Supplies 139,020              185,000              174,000              (11,000)               ‐5.9%

Total Operating Services 2,938,747$         3,342,600$         3,578,900$         236,300$            7.1%

Professional Services

   Accounting and Auditing 87,383$              95,000$              95,000$              ‐$                        0.0%

   Professional Services Expenditures 68,386                114,000              116,000              2,000                  1.8%

   Legal 9,440                  25,000                15,000                (10,000)               ‐40.0%

   Medical/Disability 51,348                60,000                60,000                ‐                          0.0%

   Actuarial 172,000              215,000              225,000              10,000                4.7%

Total Professional Services 388,557$            509,000$            511,000$            2,000$                0.4%

Acquisitions 206,811$            247,000$            300,000$            53,000$              21.5%

Total Administrative Expenses 19,139,869$       21,029,000$       21,529,000$       500,000$            2.4%

   Investment Expenses 27,095,881$       33,000,000$       32,500,000$       (500,000)$           ‐1.5%

Total Expenditures & Request: 46,235,750$       54,029,000$       54,029,000$       ‐$                        0.0%

FY 2022‐23 Budget Summary‐LASERS
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8,627,500$                Emerging Markets Investment Advisors  

1,166,000$                Domestic Small Cap Investment Advisors  

784,000$                   International Large Cap Investment Advisors  

23,000$                     High Yield Fixed Income Investment Advisors

3,967,000$                International Small Cap Investment Advisors  

11,649,000$              Global Multi Sector Fixed Income

1,140,000$                Investment Operational Expenses

2,701,000$                Emerging Market Debt

1,625,000$                Core Fixed Income Investment Advisors

817,500$                   Investment Consultant  

32,500,000$              Total Investment Management Fees

Funding of Investment Expenses:  Investment manager fees are treated as a 

direct offset to investment income.  Senate Resolution No. 175 requires a 

quarterly report of the amount of funds invested, a listing of each investment and 

with whom, the annual returns and fees paid for services to the Senate 

Retirement Committee.

Investment Management Fees:  LASERS
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FY 2020‐21 actual 470,416$                

FY 2021‐22 budget 681,612$                

FY 2022‐23 budget 3,000,000$             

The LASERS Board of Trustees authorized a budget total of $1.152 million for multi‐year 

projects in FY 2020‐21 and 2021‐22 to upgrade security for LASERS Employer Self‐Service 

(ESS), BizTalk and further vendor required upgrades.  For FY 2022‐23 $3 million was 

approved to further upgrade ESS security, upgrade the ACR and Service Purchase modules, 

in addition to several other smaller projects and security audits.  A brief description of the 

projects to be completed appears below:

Multi‐Year Projects:  LASERS

Multi‐Year Projects Budget

Upgrade Employer Self‐Service Security, Several Solaris Modules & 

Implementing a new AskLASERS Solution ‐ Security of our membersʹ 

data is of the utmost importance.  Potential cybersecurity threats 

necessitates ongoing multi‐year projects relative to LASERS IT 

environment to protect the security of our membersʹ data.  Upgrading 

security for Employer Self‐Service, which is used by agencies reporting 

data to LASERS, will reduce the risk of unauthorized external access.  

Updating the Solaris Agency Contribution Reporting (ACR) and Service 

Purchase modules will resolve known issues and update for processing 

efficiency.  A new AskLASERS solution is needed to aid in managing 

electronic requests received.  Our budgeting software requires 

replacement as it is going out of support in December 2022.  Smaller 

projects such as an upgrade for Kofax and various security audits are also 

included.
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Actual Actual Projected
6/30/2020 6/30/2021 6/30/2022

Membership Census
 1) Retirees 53,032                   53,259                   53,350                  
 2) Actives 39,487                   38,572                   39,000                  
 3) DROP 1,367                     1,311                     1,350                    

Annual Benefits $1,328,286,600 $1,364,477,409 n/av

Asset Valuation $12,617,189,040 $13,347,462,993 n/av

Experience Account $12,289,990 $85,173,827 n/av

Investment Yield
Market Value ‐3.98% 33.03% n/av
Actuarial Value 3.94% 9.95% n/av

$7,074,189,759 $6,872,857,541 n/av

Funded Ratio 64.1% 66.0% n/av

Employee Contribution Rate 8.05% 8.06% 8.08%

Employer Contribution Rate (Aggregate)
Normal Cost 3.3% 2.6% 3.1%
UAL 37.3% 37.6% 37.9%
Total 40.6% 40.2% 41.0%

n/av = not yet available

Unfunded Accrued Liability

Performance Information:  LASERS
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BUDGET CATEGORY

PRIOR YEAR
ACTUAL
2020-21

EXISTING
BUDGET
2021-22

PROPOSED 
BUDGET
2022-23

PROPOSED
OVER/
UNDER

EXISTING % Chg
PERSONNEL SERVICES
 Salary and Compensation
 Regular 2,154,963$          2,198,821$           2,166,953$           (31,867)$              -1%
 Termination Pay 18,975                 66,431                  74,649                  8,218                   12%
 Board Compensation 5,850                   7,350                    7,350                    -                       0%
 Total Salary and Compensation 2,179,788$          2,272,601$           2,248,952$           (23,649)$              -1%

 Related Benefits
 School Employees Retirement 545,348               573,742                543,552                (30,190)                -5%
 State Employees Retirement 50,244                 51,989                  50,961                  (1,028)                  -2%
 Teachers Retirement 18,371                 19,625                  36,295                  16,671                 85%
 FICA - Medicare Taxes 29,718                 31,883                  31,421                  (462)                     -1%
 Unemployment Insurance -                      2,000                    2,000                    -                       0%
 Group Insurance - Life 6,949                   6,304                    6,028                    (276)                     -4%
 Group Insurance - Health 426,080               457,387                487,046                29,659                 6%

Total Related Benefits 1,076,710            1,142,929             1,157,302             14,373                 1%
TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES 3,256,498            3,415,530             3,406,255             (9,276)                  0%

# of Positions 29                      29                       28                        (1)                         -3%

TRAVEL EXPENSES 17,275                 78,340                  79,440                  1,100                   1%

OPERATING SERVICES
  Advertising 27                        730                       730                       -                       0%
  Printing 78,656                 92,000                  85,000                  (7,000)                  -8%
  Insurance 42,481                 46,100                  50,200                  4,100                   9%
  Automotive Repairs 18                        1,000                    1,000                    -                       0%
  Equipment/Software Maintenance 65,925                 80,000                  80,000                  -                       0%
  Rental 9,179                   8,365                    8,450                    85                        1%
  Dues 10,122                 10,749                  10,690                  (59)                       -1%
  Subscriptions 33,424                 34,590                  41,650                  7,060                   20%
  Postage 30,068                 30,000                  30,000                  -                       0%
  Telephone & Internet 42,293                 42,600                  43,000                  400                      1%
  Bank Charges 2,700                   2,800                    2,600                    (200)                     -7%
  Imaging 120                      500                       500                       -                       0%
  Legal 3,824                   3,500                    3,700                    200                      6%
  Educational 5,912                   7,400                    8,900                    1,500                   20%
  Employee Hiring Cost -                      590                       590                       -                       0%
  Miscellaneous (167)                    -                        -                        -                       0%
  Computer Software 614                      -                        1,200                    1,200                   100%
  LA Register -                      300                       300                       -                       0%
  Employee Benefits 2,641                   4,500                    3,500                    (1,000)                  -22%
  Inter-agency Transfers - Civil Service 10,580                 11,000                  11,300                  300                      3%
 Property Maintenance 184,561               210,200                230,900                20,700                 10%
 Supplies 12,380                 18,510                  19,285                  775                      4%
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 535,358               605,434                633,495                28,061                 5%

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
  Accounting & Auditing 64,900                 64,900                  69,000                  4,100                   6%
  Medical 15,420                 18,000                  18,000                  -                       0%
  Actuarial 101,400               104,400                110,000                5,600                   5%
  Investigations 3,451                   4,000                    4,000                    -                       0%
  Legal 10,247                 45,000                  40,000                  (5,000)                  -11%
  Elections-Southwest 14,943                 12,000                  30,000                  18,000                 150%
  Information Technology Consulting 17,560                 30,000                  20,000                  (10,000)                -33%
  Newsletter Publishing 4,350                   4,500                    4,500                    -                       0%
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 232,271               282,800                295,500                12,700                 4%
ACQUISITIONS AND MAJOR REPAIRS
ACQUISTIONS/MAJOR REPAIRS 171,746               95,000                  95,000                  -                       0%

TOTAL ADMINSTRATIVE EXPENSES 4,213,148            4,477,104             4,509,690             32,585                 1%

INVESTMENT EXPENSES 5,071,937            7,212,904             7,235,000             22,096                 0%

TOTAL LSERS OPERATING BUDGET 9,285,085$          11,690,008$         11,744,690$         54,681$               0.47%

                                    LOUISIANA SCHOOL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM
                                    FY2022-23 Proposed Budget Summary
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Prior Existing Proposed Total
Year Operating Operating Proposed

Actual Budget Budget Over/Under %
FY 20-21 FY 21-22 FY 22-23 Existing Change

Means of Finance:

State General Fund by:
Fees and Self-generated Revenues 9,285,085$     11,690,008$   11,744,690$   54,681$       0.47%

Total Means of Finance 9,285,085$     11,690,008$   11,744,690$   54,681$       0.47%

Expenditures & Request:

Personnel Services 3,256,498$     3,415,530$     3,406,255$     (9,276)$        -0.27%
Operating Expenses 552,633          683,774          712,935          29,161$       4.26%
Professional Services 232,271          282,800          295,500          12,700$       4.49%
Acquisitions & Major Repairs 171,746          95,000            95,000            -$             0.00%
Investment Management Fees 5,071,937       7,212,904       7,235,000       22,096$       0.31%
 

 Total Expenditures & Request: 9,285,085$     11,690,008$   11,744,690$   54,681$       0.47%

Authorized Full-Time Equivalents:
Classified 25 25 24 (1)                 -4.00%
Unclassified 4 4 4 -               0.00%

Total FTEs         29 29 28 (1)                 -3.45%

Budget Summary

Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System (LSERS)

Program Authorization:  Const. Art. 10, Section 29;  R.S. 11:1101 et seq.  

Agency Description

LSERS is a public retirement system for non-instructional personnel of the Louisiana public 
school system and began full operation on July 1, 1947.  

10/22/2021, 3:29 PM 2 Addendum‐1



11,690,008$              FY 20-21 Existing Operating Budget Comments for Major Changes

(23,649)                      Salary and Compensation
Market adjustment
Will eliminate one position

(30,190)                      LSERS Employer Contribution Rate Adjustment Three retired employees

(1,028)                        LASERS Employer Contribution Rate Adjustment Employer rate reduced

16,671                       TRSL Employer Contribution Rate Adjustment
New Hire elected to retain membership 
in TRSL

(462)                           FICA, Medicare Tax, and Unemployment Ins.

(276)                           Group Insurance - Life

29,659                       Group Insurance - Health  OGB increased premiums

1,100                          Travel LAPERS for one more Ex Officio member

28,061                       Operating Services (excluding Travel)
Material and labor price increases in 
general and a five-year building appraisal 
due

12,700                       Professional Services
Election service fee increase and a five-
year actuarial experience study

-                             Acquisitions/Major Repair
Major building renovation projects have 
been accomplished in previous fiscal 
years.

22,096                       Investment Expenses
Increased annual fee on custodial bank 
services

54,681$                     Total Proposed Adjustments

11,744,690$              FY 22-23 Proposed Operating Budget

Major Changes from Existing Operating Budget:  LSERS
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Budgeted Average
Number Occupational Group Salary Salary

2 Unclassified - Executive Administrative  347,433$             173,717$                                                
1 Unclassified - Legal Counsel 124,131$             124,131$                                                
1 Unclassified - Chief Investment Officer 189,024$             189,024$                                                
1 Executive Management Officer -$                    -$                                                        
5 Accounting and Auditing 324,550$             64,910$                                                  
6 Retirement Benefits 378,694$             63,116$                                                  
4 General Administrative 209,657$             52,414$                                                  
1 Human Resources 69,328$               69,328$                                                  
5 Information Technology 394,516$             78,903$                                                  
2 Buildings/Maintenance 129,620$             64,810$                                                  

28 Total Positions $2,166,953 77,391$                                                  

Accounting & Auditing
69,000$               Audit LSERS' records and financial statements (contract via the LLA)

Medical
18,000$               Examinations, evaluation, re-exams of disabled retirees (physicians in SMDB)

Legal
40,000$               Litigation and tax-related matters (tax attorney - Weiler & Rees, LLC; Ice Miller, LLP, Clerk of Courts)

Other Professional Services
110,000$             Fees for annual actuarial valuation (G.S. Curran & Company, Ltd.)

30,000                 LSERS Board of Trustee elections (Election America, Inc.)
20,000                 IT Consultant (RMJ Counsulting and Tyler Technologies Inc.)

4,500                   Newsletter Publishing (Peacock Communications, LLC)
4,000                   Investigations on benefits made after death (The Berwyn Group, Inc.)

295,500$             Total Professional Services

Table of Organization:  LSERS
 (all are classified positions unless otherwise noted) 

Professional Services:  LSERS
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Acquisitions

4,000$                      Office Furniture & Equipment Replacement as needed

26,000                      Computer Equipment Upgrades

Major Repair

65,000                      Building Interior/Exterior Renovations

95,000$                    Total Acquisitions and Major Repairs

220,000$                  Custodian Bank - BNY Mellon

215,000                    Investment Consultant - Segal Marco Advisors

2,894,000                 Equity Managers

1,374,650                 Fixed Income Managers

2,531,350                 Alternative Managers
7,235,000$               Total Investment Management Fees

Acquisitions & Major Repairs:  LSERS

Investment Management Fees:  LSERS
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Performance Information:  LSERS

Actual at Actual at Projected at
6/30/2020 6/30/2021 6/30/2022

Membership Census
 1) Retirees 13,657                     13,699                     
 2) Actives 11,925                     11,700                     
 3) DROP 595                          587                          
 4) Terminated Vested 395                          487                          
5) Terminated Due a Refund 4,425                       4,649                       

Annual Benefits 178,634,191            181,539,981            

Asset Valuation 1,963,950,923         2,057,868,923         

Experience Account 5,413,514$              19,911,687$            

Investment Yield
Market Value -0.42% 27.45%
Actuarial Value 4.61% 9.58%

Unfunded Accrued Liability* 685,124,807$          660,505,117$          n/av

Funded Ratio 74.14% 75.70% n/av

Employee Contribution Rate ** 7.5% / 8% 7.5%/8% 7.5% / 8%

Employer Contribution Rate*** FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 FY 2021-22
UAL 21.3% 21.3% 20.2%
Normal Cost 7.4% 7.4% 7.4%

Total 28.7% 28.7% 27.6%

n/av = not yet available
* UAL cannot be accurately predicted into future periods.  
** New members on/after 7/1/2010 contribute 8%

*** Employer Contribution Rate set by Public Employees' Retirement Systems Actuarial Committee.  The 
employer contribution rates are the actuarially projected rates.
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Exhibit A
LOUISISANA SCHOOL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM

FY2022‐23 STAFF SALARY BENEFITS BUDGET

Current Rate Current Salary
 After CPG 

Base 
 Projection Base   Pay Level 

 Market 

Adjustment 

Rate 

 Market 

Adjustment 

Increase 

 On‐Call Pay  LSERS Ret LASERS Ret TRSL Ret Medicare HAS/HRA

8/23/2021 8/23/2021 FY2022 6/30/2022 7/15/2022 7/15/2022 7/15/2022 28.70% 39.50% 25.20% 1.45% Plan Type Amount Amount Potential Retiree Amount

1 Bujol, Charles Executive Director 89.63                  186,430                 89.63                 186,430                  Unclassified 3% 5,593             ‐               192,023              55,111                       ‐                 2,784             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 4,112                       378              62,385                        254,408              Yes 13,848             

2 Zhou, Chenfei Assistant Director 72.54                  150,883                 72.54                 150,883                  Unclassified 3% 4,526             ‐               155,410              44,603                       ‐                 2,253             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       36                54,066                        209,476              No ‐                    

3 Vacant Executive Mgmt. Officer ‐                         ‐                      ‐                          AS‐618 4% ‐                 ‐               ‐                       ‐                             ‐                 ‐                 ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) ‐                            ‐                               ‐                       ‐                    

4 Simmons, Ashley Executive Staff Officer 32.26                  67,101                   32.26                 67,101                    AS‐616 2% 1,342             ‐               68,443                 ‐                             27,035          992                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 8,224                       36,252                        104,694              No ‐                    

5 Stark, Laurie Admin. Program Spec A 26.99                  56,139                   26.99                 56,139                    AS‐613 2% 1,123             ‐               57,262                 16,434                       ‐                 830                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + CHILDREN 8,224                       216              25,705                        82,967                 Yes 4,129                

Subtotal-Admin 460,554                 460,554                  12,584           ‐               473,138              116,147                    27,035          6,860             27,735                     630              178,408                      651,546              17,977             

6 Freedman, Matt Chief Investment Officer 88.23                  183,518                 88.23                 183,518                  Unclassified 3% 5,506             ‐               189,024              54,250                       ‐                 2,741             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       ‐              64,165                        253,189              No ‐                    

7 John Strange Executive Counsel 57.94                  120,515                 57.94                 120,515                  Unclassified 3% 3,615             ‐               124,131              35,625                       ‐                 1,800             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       44,600                        168,730              No ‐                    

8 Jordan, LaQuinta Auditor 3 30.01                  62,421                   30.01                 62,421                    AS‐617 3% 1,873             ‐               64,293                 18,452                       ‐                 932                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + CHILDREN 8,224                       27,609                        91,902                 No ‐                    

9 Jones, Alicia HR Specialist 31.36                  65,229                   32.36                 67,309                    AS‐617 3% 2,019             ‐               69,328                 ‐                 17,471                  1,005             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       25,650                        94,978                 No ‐                    

Subtotal-Admin Other 431,683                 433,763                  13,013           ‐               446,776              108,328                    ‐                 6,478             29,747                     ‐              162,024                      608,800              ‐                    

10 Majoue', Dean IT Director 2 54.14                  112,611                 54.14                 112,611                  TS‐318 2% 2,252             ‐               114,863              32,966                       ‐                 1,666             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (SPOUSE) 12,550                     47,182                        162,045              Yes 8,283                

11 Guzzardo, Anthony IT Techn Supp. Spec. 3 40.35                  83,928                   40.35                 83,928                    TS‐313 2% 1,679             ‐               85,607                 24,569                       ‐                 1,241             Magnolia Local Plus FAMILY 13,105                     38,916                        124,522              Yes 6,174                

12 Summers, Jacob IT Appl Prog/Anal 1 23.57                  49,026                   23.57                 49,026                    TS‐310 4% 1,961             ‐               50,987                 14,633                       ‐                 739                Pelican HRA1000 ENROLLEE ONLY 4,482                       19,855                        70,842                 No ‐                     1,000                

13 Brown, Christopher IT Appl Project Leader 38.88                  80,870                   38.88                 80,870                    TS‐314 2% 1,617             ‐               82,488                 23,674                       ‐                 1,196             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       32,045                        114,532              No ‐                    

14 Caperton, J Kent IT Technical Support Specialist 2 28.55                  59,384                   28.55                 59,384                    TS‐310 2% 1,188             ‐               60,572                 23,926          878                Magnolia Local Plus FAMILY 13,105                     37,909                        98,481                 No ‐                    

Subtotal-IT 385,819                 385,819                  8,697             ‐               394,516              95,842                       23,926          5,720             50,417                     ‐              175,906                      570,422              14,457              1,000                

15 Carson, Melinda Accountant Admin 2 42.22                  87,818                   42.22                 87,818                    AS‐620 2% 1,756             ‐               89,574                 25,708                       ‐                 1,299             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (SPOUSE) 12,550                     39,557                        129,131              Yes 6,460                

16 Gaudet, Tracy Accountant Manager 1 35.21                  73,237                   35.21                 73,237                    AS‐618 2% 1,465             ‐               74,702                 ‐                 18,825                  1,083             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (SPOUSE) 12,550                     108              32,566                        107,268              Yes 5,387                

17 Stewart, Kim Accountant 3 22.10                  45,968                   22.10                 45,968                    AS‐615 4% 1,839             ‐               47,807                 13,721                       ‐                 693                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + CHILDREN 8,224                       72                22,710                        70,517                 No ‐                    

18 Freeman, Leslie Accountant 3 22.27                  46,322                   22.27                 46,322                    AS‐615 4% 1,853             ‐               48,174                 13,826                       ‐                 699                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + CHILDREN 8,224                       22,749                        70,923                 No ‐                    

Subtotal-Acctg 253,344                 253,344                  6,913             ‐               260,257              53,254                       ‐                 3,774             41,549                     180              117,582                      377,838              11,847             

19 Garlington, Mitchell Ret. Asst. Administrator 37.20                  77,376                   37.20                 77,376                    AS‐620 3% 2,321             ‐               79,697                 22,873                       ‐                 1,156             Pelican HSA775 ENROLLEE + 1 (SPOUSE) 4,536                       28,565                        108,262              Yes 5,747                 775

20 Schof, Mandy Ret. Benefits Manager 37.60                  78,208                   37.60                 78,208                    AS‐619 2% 1,564             ‐               79,772                 22,895                       ‐                 1,157             Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (SPOUSE) 12,550                     36,602                        116,374              Yes 5,753                

21 Walker, Sarah Ret. Benefits Specialist 23.58                  49,046                   23.58                 49,046                    AS‐617 4% 1,962             ‐               51,008                 14,639                       ‐                 740                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 8,224                       36                23,639                        74,647                 No ‐                    

22 Guillot, Heidi Ret. Benefits Analyst 3 28.92                  60,154                   28.92                 60,154                    AS‐615 2% 1,203             ‐               61,357                 17,609                       ‐                 890                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       108              25,781                        87,138                 Yes 4,425                

23 Guillot, Danielle Ret. Benefits Analyst 3 28.65                  59,592                   28.65                 59,592                    AS‐615 2% 1,192             ‐               60,784                 17,445                       ‐                 881                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       108              25,609                        86,393                 Yes 4,383                

24 Stephens, Kimberly Ret. Benefits Analyst 3 21.30                  44,304                   21.30                 44,304                    AS‐615 4% 1,772             ‐               46,076                 13,224                       ‐                 668                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       21,066                        67,143                 No ‐                    

25 Pryer, Laura Admin Coordinator 4 22.09                  45,947                   22.09                 45,947                    AS‐611 2% 919                ‐               46,866                 13,451                       ‐                 680                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 4,112                       18,242                        65,108                 Yes 3,380                

26 Green, Kim Admin Coordinator 3 17.48                  36,358                   17.48                 36,358                    AS‐609 2% 727                ‐               37,086                 10,644                       ‐                 538                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 4,112                       15,293                        52,379                 Yes 2,674                

Subtotal-Ret 450,986                 450,986                  11,660           ‐               462,646              132,779                    ‐                 6,708             55,058                     252              194,798                      657,444              26,363              775                    

27 Cheek, Karl Facility Maint. Manager A 27.31                  56,805                   27.31                 56,805                    WS‐219 4% 2,272             7,500            66,577                 19,108                       ‐                 965                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE + 1 (CHILD) 4,112                       216              24,401                        90,978                 No ‐                    

28 Seekins, Fred Maint. Repair Master 26.18                  54,454                   26.18                 54,454                    WS‐213 2% 1,089             7,500            63,043                 18,093                       ‐                 914                Magnolia Local Plus ENROLLEE ONLY 7,174                       465              26,647                        89,691                 Yes 4,006                

Subtotal-Bldg 111,259                 111,259                  3,361             15,000         129,620              37,201                       ‐                 1,879             11,287                     681              51,048                        180,669              4,006                

TOTALS 2,093,645             2,095,725              56,228           15,000         2,166,953           543,552                    50,961          36,295                  31,421          215,793                   1,743          879,765                      3,046,718           74,649              1,775                

No. Employee Name Position Title
 Total Projected 

Salary 

Termination pay
TOTAL

State Health State Life  Total Projected 

Benefits 
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LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

IN STATE

Board of Trustees
Board Meetings, Legislative Meetings, LA Association of Public 

Employees' Retirement Systems

34,000$              

ADMIN

LA Association of School Board Officials, LA School Bus Operators 

Association, Legislative and Superintendent Meeting, LA State 

Association of School Personnel Administrators, LSU Continuing 

Education

3,500                    

ACCTG
Governmental Finance Officers Association; Accounting Update 

Seminars

1,340                    

AUDIT BR Chapter of IIA 500                       

IT Public Retirement Information Systems Management 150                       

INV LA Association of Public Employees' Retirement Systems  1,200                    

LEGAL
LA Association of Public Employees' Retirement Systems, LA School 

Bus Operators Association, Litigation

1,250                    

RET Field Travel 200                       

TOTAL IN-STATE TRAVEL 42,140$        
OUT OF STATE
Board of Trustees National Council on Public Employee Retirement Systems 23,000$              

ADMIN
National Association of State Retirement Administration, 

Governmental Finance Officers Association

3,800                    

INV
National Association of State Chief Investment Officers; Private 
Investment

7,500                    

LEGAL National Association of Public Pension Attorneys  3,000                    

TOTAL OUT OF STATE TRAVEL 37,300$        

TOTAL TRAVEL 79,440$       

Exhibit B - Travel
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LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

IT Microsoft Business Intelligence 1,281$                                    

Accounting Software ‐ Prosoft 7,900                                     

Secure Works ‐Dell Secureworks 16,500                                   

Survey Monkey 410                                         

Time Solutions for ADI 1,500                                     

Intrusion Detection System 850                                         

Mimecast ‐ Email Retention 1,950                                     

Go Daddy ‐ Website URL Address 200                                         

Office 365 8,650                                     

Imaging Service ‐ APYXX 15,500                                   

Net Soft Marketing; Various 250                                         

Dell Service Warranties 3,150                                     

Canon Scanners 2,900                                     

Mail Chimp ‐ Listserv 1,080                                     

1099 Express 139                                         

Pro Ware Asset Keeper 500                                         

Unitrends 12,000                                   

SharePoint Backup ‐ AvePoint 3,690                                     

Word Press 350                                         

GoTo Meeting 300                                         

Office 365 Advance Threat Protection 900                                         

80,000$                         

Exhibit C - Equipment/Software Maintenance

10/22/2021, 3:29 PM 9 Exhibit C Equip Maintenance



LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

ADMIN LA Association of Public Employees' Retirement Systems 1,400$           

National Conference on Public Employee Retirement Systems 250                 

Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana 850                

National Association of State Retirement Administrators 3,200              

Government Financial Officers Association  200                 

Louisiana State Board of CPA's 100                

ACCTG Government Financial Officers Association  380                 

Louisiana State Board of CPA's 110                 

Association of Government Accountants 110                 

AUDIT Institute of Internal Auditors 270                 

Association of Public Pension Fund Auditors 500                 

CIA Exam 230                 

IT Public Retirement Information Systems Management 350                 

RET National Pension Education Association 800                

HR Society of Human Resource Management 230                

International Public Management Association for HR 210                

State Human Resources Managers Association 15                  

INV Chartered Alternate Investment Analyst Association 750                

LEGAL National Association of Public Pension Attorneys 300                

Louisiana Bar Association 200                

Attorney Disciplinary Board 235                

10,690$     

Exhibit D - Dues
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LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

ADM Wall Street Journal 648$                          

INV Bloomberg 29,000                     

Datasite Inv Technology 6,000                       

LEGAL West Law 5,752                       

The Advocate/Capital City Press 250                           

41,650$              

Exhibit E - Subscriptions
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LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

ACCTG Association of Governmental Accountants 200$            

ADM LAPERS Seminar  200               

AUDIT Certified Internal Auditor Exam 700               

IT LinkedIn Learning              3,000 

KnowBe4 2,000            

Cloud Computing 2,000            

LEGAL Continuing Professional Education for Louisiana attorneys 800                

8,900$      

Exhibit F - Education
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LSERS 2022‐23  Budget

Department Description Cost

BLDG Landscape ‐ Ground Works  $          24,000 

Elevators ‐ Otis Elevator 12,000            

H.V.A.C. System ‐ Johnson Controls 68,600            

Emergency Generator ‐ Cummins Mid South, LLC 2,500               

Water 7,000               

Electricity 55,000            

Pest Control And Termite Inspection ‐ Big River Pest Control, LLC, 

Arrow Pest Control 3,600               

Janitorial Services ‐ Budget Cleaning and Maintenance, Inc. 35,000            

Waste Pick Up ‐ Waste Management 2,700               

Fire Protection System Inspection ‐ LA Fire Extinguisher, Inc. 7,500               

Security ‐ Custom Security Systems, Inc. 1,000               

General Repairs 5,000               

Window Cleaning 2,000               

Appraisal 5,000               

230,900$        

Exhibit G - Property Maintenance
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Program Authorization:  Const. Art. 10, Section 29;  R.S. 11:1301 et seq.  

LSPRS is a qualified pension and retirement plan, established by the Louisiana Legislature in 
1938 to provide retirement benefits for Louisiana state police officers and their beneficiaries.  

Existing Proposed Total
Prior Year Operating Operating Proposed

Actuals Budget Budget Over/Under
FY 20-21 FY 21-22 FY 22-23 Existing

Means of Financing:

State General Fund by:

Fees and Self-generated Revenues 3,843,313$        4,123,658$   4,997,577$   873,919$  

Total Means of Financing 3,843,313$        4,123,658$   4,997,577$   873,919$  

Expenditures & Request:

Personal Services 643,721$           816,158$      820,577$      4,419$      
Operating Expenses 102,220             107,000        140,000        33,000 
Professional Services 163,391             203,000        210,000        7,000 
Other Charges - - - -            
Acquisitions & Major Repairs 28,080 67,500          65,000          (2,500)       
Investment Management Fees 2,905,901          2,930,000     3,762,000     832,000 

Total Expenditures & Request: 3,843,313$        4,123,658$   4,997,577$   873,919$  

Authorized Full-Time Equivalents:

Unclassified 2 2 2 0
Classified 3 3 3 0

Total Employees     5 5 5 0

Funding for LSPRS' operating budget comes from three (3) sources: employer contributions, 
employee contributions, and earnings from trust fund investments.  

Louisiana State Police Retirement System  (LSPRS)

Source of Funding

Budget Summary

Agency Description

Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget LSPRS - 1
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4,123,658$   FY 21-22 Existing Operating Budget

4,419$          Increase in Personal Services

10,000$        Increase in Travel, Seminars & Meetings

12,500$        Increase in Insurance

5,000$          Increase in Maintenance & Repairs

500$             Increase in Telephone

5,000$          Increase in Supplies

2,000$          Increase in Auditing Fees

-$              Increase in Computer Consultant Fess

5,000$          Increase in Actuarial Fees

(2,500)$         Decrease in Major Acquisitions

32,000$        Increase in Investment Consultant

800,000$      Increase in Investment Manager Fees

873,919$      Total Proposed Adjustments

4,997,577$   FY 22-23 Existing Operating Budget

Major Changes from Existing Operating Budget:  LSPRS

Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget LSPRS - 2
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Proposed Average 
Number Occupational Group Salary Salary

2 Unclassified - Executive Administrative  320,000$      160,000                             

2 Rate and Financial Analysis 119,000$      59,500                               

1 General Administrative 39,520$        39,520                               

1 Intern 20,000$        20,000                               

3 WAE 45,776$        15,259                               

9 Total Positions 544,296$      60,477                               

Potential Rewards and Recognition Pursuant to SCS 6.16.11 10,000.00     

Total Positions and Potential Rewards 554,296$      

60,000$    Licensed Certified Public Accountant to perform all internal accounting functions for 
LSPRS. 

16,000$    Legislative Auditor or Licensed CPA to perform annual external audit for LSPRS.

30,000$    Consultant to provide support for the LSPRS database and network.

40,000$    Attorney to provide legal services in conjunction with all system related matters and 
 labor and tax issues as well as specific lawsuits.

4,000$      Physician charges - Examination of applicants for disability requirements.  

60,000$    System Actuary - G.S.Curran & Company, LTD - Fees for annual valuation of LSPRS,
compilation of data needed for valuation of reserves, and data needed at time of 
legislation.  

210,000$  Total Professional Services

Other Professional Services

Computer Consultant Fees

Table of Organization:  LSPRS
 (all are classified positions unless otherwise noted) 

Professional Services:  LSPRS

Accounting & Auditing

Legal

Medical

Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget LSPRS- 3
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20,000$        Various smaller office acquisitions*

45,000$        Update Pension Management Software**

65,000$        Total Acquisitions and Major Repairs
*Programming and integration of computer calculation software for  
retirement estimates.
**Reprogramming of the current pension management system is needed
to support contemporary functionality, interfaces, user drive report writers,
while addressing cyber security needs, including but not limited to MFA.

130,000$      Consultant to assist the Board of Trustees with investment manager 
monitoring and overall portfolio evaluation and management.

500,000$      Global Fixed Income Investment Advisors

20,000$        Large Cap Value Equity Investment Advisors  

500,000$      Large Cap Growth Equity Investment Advisors  

500,000$      Small Cap Growth Equity Investment Advisors  

600,000$      Small Cap Value Equity Investment Advisors  

500,000$      Alternative Investments

120,000$      Investment Custodial - Global  

60,000$        Equity Index Advisors  

2,930,000$   Total Investment Management Fees

Acquisitions & Major Repairs:  LSPRS

Investment Management Fees:  LSPRS

Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget LSPRS - 4
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Actual at Actual at Projected at
6/30/2020 6/30/2021 6/30/2022

Membership Census
 1) Retirees 1,268                1,295                      1,295               
 2) Actives 1,029                951                         951                  
 3) DROP n/ap n/ap n/ap

Annual Benefits 59,283,228$     64,716,051$            n/av

Asset Valuation $891,750,736 $1,159,337,587 n/av

Experience Account 2,195,198$       9,497,110$              n/av

Investment Yield
Market Value 1.15% 32.10% n/av
Actuarial Value 5.56% 11.38% n/av

Unfunded Accrued Liability* 324,114,494$   295,150,724$          n/av

Funded Ratio 74.16% 77.54% n/av

Employee Contribution Rate 8.5% 8.5% 8.5%
Employee Contribution Rate - 
     New Hires after 12/31/2010 9.5% 9.5% 9.5%
Employer Contribution Rate**

Normal Cost Normal Cost Normal Cost Normal Cost
UAL 32.1% 38.5% 42.0%
Total 52.4% 58.8% 58.8%

* UAL cannot be accurately predicted into future periods.  

** Employer Contribution Rate set by Public Retirement Systems'
  Actuarial Committee  

n/ap = not applicable
n/av = not yet available

Performance Information:  LSPRS
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Budget Summary (LSPRS): Existing Proposed Total
Prior Year Operating Operating Proposed

Actuals Budget Budget Over/Under
FY 20-21 FY 21-22 FY 22-23 Existing

Salaries - Regular 413,424$           464,193$        488,520$       24,327$      
Other Compensation 27,584$             105,776$        65,776$         (40,000)$     
Board per diem & travel 1,728                 3,500              3,500             -$            
Salaries - Related Benefits 200,985$           242,689          262,781         20,092$      
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 643,721$           816,158$        820,577$       4,419$        

Travel & Seminars 482$                  15,000            25,000           10,000$      
Insurance 4,543$               5,000              17,500           12,500$      
Maintenance & Repairs 40,210$             25,000            30,000           5,000$        
Other: Equipment Rental 6,838$               8,000              8,000             -$            
Dues & Subscriptions 4,499$               6,500              6,500             -$            
Postage 14,598$             18,000            18,000           -$            
Telephone 2,829$               2,500              3,000             500$           
Miscellaneous 1,671$               2,000              2,000             -$            
Supplies 17,309$             15,000            20,000           5,000$        
Utilities 9,241$               10,000            10,000           -$            
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 102,220$           107,000$        140,000$       33,000$      

Accounting Services 55,500$             60,000            60,000           -$            
Auditing Fees 10,250$             14,000            16,000           2,000$        
Computer Consultant Fees 21,959$             30,000            30,000           -$            
Legal Fees 27,883$             40,000            40,000           -$            
Medical Examinations 399$                  4,000              4,000             -$            
Actuarial Fees 47,400$             55,000            60,000           5,000$        
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 163,391$           203,000$        210,000$       7,000$        

Major Acquisitions 28,080$             67,500$          65,000$         (2,500)$       
TOTAL ACQUISITIONS 28,080$             67,500$          65,000$         (2,500)$       

Investment Consultant 120,000$           130,000          130,000         -$            
Custodial Fees 104,909$           100,000$        132,000$       32,000$      
Investment Manager Fees 2,680,992$        2,700,000$     3,500,000$    800,000$    
TOTAL INVESTMENT MGMT FEES 2,905,901$        2,930,000$     3,762,000$    832,000$    

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 3,843,313$        4,123,658$     4,997,577$    873,919$    
1,193,658$     1,235,577$    

Change from prior year budget:
Operating 3.51%

Investment Management 28.40%
Total 21.19%
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LEGISLATURE OF LOUISIANA 

Water Sector Commission
P.O. Box 44486 Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4486

Office: (225) 342-1964
    Fax: (225) 387-8912

June 2, 2022

The Honorable Jerome "Zee" Zeringue, Chairman
Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget
P.O. Box 44294, Capital Station
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

Chairman Zeringue,

Pursuant to R.S. 39:100.56, the Water Sector Commission is established to review applications
submitted pursuant to the Water Sector Program and make recommendations for funding to the Joint
Legislative Committee on the Budget. The Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget shall review
the recommendations submitted by the Commission and have final approval of funding for projects.
No monies shall be expended from the Water Sector Fund without approval of the Joint Legislative
Committee on the Budget.

As you are aware, Round 1 of the Water Sector Program consisted of two rounds of grant awards,
one in December 2021 and one in January 2022.  At its meeting held on Thursday, June 2, 2022, the
Water Sector Commission reconsidered the Round 1 Water Sector Program grant amounts awarded
to Chatham, Kinder, and  South Toledo Bend Waterworks District. The grant recipients received
duplicate awards between the awards made in December 2021 and the awards made in January 2022.

The Commission reviewed the following information submitted by the Division of Administration:

Chatham - The projects included in the December 2021 award in the amount of $288,000 were also
included in the $2,180,000 award made in January 2022.

Kinder - The projects included in the December 2021 award in the amount of $2,512,500 were also
included in the $3,750,000 award made in January 2022.

South Toledo Bend Waterworks District - The water tank included in the December 2021 award in
the amount of $720,000 was also included in the $3,800,000 award made in January 2022.  The
project engineer has indicated that some of the piping and electrical work included in the December
2021 award was not included in the larger application.  According to the cost estimate and the project
engineer, these costs are $200,000.  Anything over $200,000 in a grant agreement for the December

Mike Reese
Co-Chairman

Jerome "Zee" Zeringue
Co-Chairman



2021 award would result in a duplication of benefits.

The Commission voted to rescind the December 2021 project award to Chatham in the amount of
$288,000 and the December 2021 project award to Kinder in the amount of $2,512,500 and to reduce
the December 2021 award to South Toledo Bend Waterworks District by $520,000.  There is
currently $477,389 of unobligated funds in the Water Sector Fund.  Approval of the proposed grant
award adjustments would result in a balance of $3,797,889 of unobligated funds in the fund.

The Commission requests your approval of this recommendation. Thank you for your consideration
of this request.

_____________________________
Senator Mike Reese, Co-Chairman
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Access Health, Inc. 
 

Capitated Primary Care Contract Amendment #3 Overview 
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Access Health, Inc. 
Capitated Primary Care Contract Amendment #3 Overview 
 
Contract Purpose To provide primary health care services to OGB Plan 

Participants for a monthly capitation payment. The 
Contractor will provide a network of primary health care 
providers. 

Eligible Participants Active and retired enrollees (and their covered 
dependents) of the following OGB self-funded health 
plans: Magnolia Local Plus, Magnolia Local, Magnolia Open 
Access, and Pelican HRA1000. 

Eligible Participant Count 
as of 5/01/2022 

201,837 

Contract Start Date 7/01/2019 
Contract End Date 6/30/2022 
Contract End Date After 
Amendment Approval 

12/31/2023 

Renewable Options in 
Current Contract 

Two 12-month Periods 

Renewable Options 
Already Exercised 

None 

Renewable Options After 
Amendment Approval 

One 18-month Period which is exercised by this 
Amendment 

Procurement Method Request for Proposal 
Contract Maximum 
Payable Amount 

$81,621,982.80 

Contract Authority 
Expended 

$75,621,982.80 (for Services through 3/31/2022) 

Contract Maximum 
Payable Amount After 
Amendment Approval 

$102,732,478.80 

Monthly Fees $1,172,805.00, Payable to Vendor  
States in which Access 
Health Operates 

Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, Texas 

Number of Access Health 
Clinics 

125 

 



Office of State Procurement 
State of Louisiana 

 Division of Administration 
 

  
 

 
1201 N. Third Street  D  Suite  2-160  D  P.O. Box 94095  D  Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9095  D  

(225) 342-8010 
Fax (225) 342-9756 

OSP Help Desk Email: DOA-OSP-Helpdesk@LA.Gov 
DOA-Professional Contracts Helpdesk Email: DOA-PCHelpdesk@LA.Gov 

Vendor Inquiry Email: Vendor_Inq@LA.Gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

JOHN BEL EDWARDS 
Governor 

JAY DARDENNE 
Commissioner of Administration 

 
 

 
May 13, 2022  
 
 
TO: Col. David W. Couvillon, USMCR (Ret.)  
 Office of Group Benefits 
 Chief Executive Officer  
 
FROM: Ms. Pamela Bartfay Rice, Esq., CPPO 
 Assistant Director, Professional Contracts 
 
RE: OSP Approval for JLCB 
 LaGov PO/Contract Amendment # 3 - 2000411251 
 Access Health Inc.   
  
 
The above referenced contract amendment has been reviewed by the Office of State Procurement.  The 
document complies with the State Procurement Code and is ready for submission to the Joint Legislative 
Committee on the Budget.  Upon approval of the proposed contract amendment for the Office of Group 
Benefits in accordance with La. R.S. 39:1615(J), please return the “Agency Memo to OSP After JLCB 
Approval,”  along with the stamped contract from the JLCB.  
 
The contract amendment will not receive final approval by OSP until it has been approved by JLCB and 
is submitted to OSP in LaGov, Proact, or LESA, as applicable.  
 
If you should have any further questions/comments, please do not hesitate to contact Elizabeth Kunjappy.  
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Louisiana Board of Pharmacy 

3388 Brentwood Drive  
Baton Rouge, Louisiana  70809-1700 

 

 
March 14, 2022 

 
 
 
Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 44294, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
 
 
Re: Louisiana Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP) Contract Extension Request – 
 Fifth Year Term 
 
 
The Louisiana Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP) is an electronic database used to collect 
and monitor prescription data for all controlled substance prescriptions, as well as drugs of 
concern, dispensed by  pharmacies in Louisiana or shipped to a Louisiana resident from a 
pharmacy located in another state. The PMP  provides a mechanism by which prescribers and 
pharmacists can view their patients’ controlled substance prescription history for the purpose of 
providing medical or pharmaceutical care.   
     
Act 676 of the 2006 Louisiana Legislature authorized the creation of the Louisiana PMP.  The 
goal of the program is to improve the state’s ability to identify and inhibit the diversion of controlled 
substances and drugs of concern. The PMP was implemented in August 2008. Pharmacies were 
instructed how and when to transmit their dispensing transactions to the program vendor for 
assimilation into the PMP database. Prescribers, dispensers, and other persons authorized to 
access PMP information were instructed how to secure their access privileges. The web portal to 
the PMP database was opened to queries on January 1, 2009, and the program remains fully 
operational.  The PMP is funded through a $25 annual fee levied and collected from pharmacies 
and prescribers in possession of a state controlled substance license.  
  
In 2017 the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) declared the opioid epidemic 
a public health emergency.  The Louisiana Legislature recognized the opioid problem in Louisiana 
back in 2006 and enacted the legislation which created the PMP.   Addressing the opioid epidemic 
requires a multifaceted approach, there is no one solution.  Prescribers and dispensers of 
controlled substances have come to rely on the PMP as one of the most vital tools used to address 
the opioid epidemic. 
         
Since the program began operation we’ve implemented many enhancements and best practices 
such as interstate data sharing of PMP information, PMP information integration into electronic 
health record (EHR) and pharmacy management systems, patient clinical alerts to prescribers, 
prescriber reports, and the mandatory use compliance module.  All these efforts were 
implemented to improve the PMP in order to save lives.     
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Our current PMP vendor, Bamboo Health, is the same vendor for 43 other PMPs, in states and 
territories.  In recent years the state of Maine made the decision to transition from the Bamboo 
Health AWARxE PMP software to another vendor for their PMP solution.  After several months of 
operating with both systems, Maine made the decision to retain the Bamboo Health PMP solution 
“due to its superior performance, particularly related to issues of data validity, 
functionality, and reporting”.   (see attachment) 
 
The term of the Louisiana PMP contract with Bamboo Health began January 1, 2019 for a period 
of twelve (12) months with an option to renew each year not to exceed sixty (60) months.  
Extension of the contract beyond the third year term requires JLCB approval.  The fourth year 
term was approved by JLCB on August 13, 2021.  This request is for the fifth year term and the 
cost sheet follows:  
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The Louisiana Board of Pharmacy has been very pleased with the current PMP solution as well 
as the level of support and services provided by Bamboo Health.  We hope to continue this 
relationship into the future, all in an effort to save Louisiana lives. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Fontenot 
Executive Director - Designate 



 



 All terms and conditions in the solicitation are  part of this 

 order as if fully reproduced herein.

PURCHASE ORDER
Number: 2000625819
Version: 1
Date Issued: 01/11/2022
Fiscal Year: 2022
Buyer: JOHNETTE JACKSON

Phone: 225-342-8066
Email: johnette.jackson@la.gov

STATE OF LOUISIANA
Office of State Procurement

Vendor Number/Name/Address:
0310053976
APPRISS INC
9901 LINN STATION RD STE 500
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223

Deliver To:
BD - LA BOARD OF PHARMACY
3388 BRENTWOOD DRIVE
BATON ROUGE, LA 70809-1700

Ship To Contact:

 

Terms of payment: Vendor Net 30

FOB Point: DESTINATION

Shopping Cart Number:__________

Invoice To Address:

Bid Response Number:__________

Total Amount of PO:  $159,132.00

This contract is for the Louisiana Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP), an electronic program for the collection and
storage of prescription transaction information relative to controlled substance, other drugs of concern, and medical
marijuana products dispensed to Louisiana residents that is made available to authorized users for purposes recognized
in the enabling legislation.

The term of this contract shall be for a period of twelve (12) months beginning January 1, 2022 and ending December 31,
2022.

Contract Documents Include:
Attachment A - Special Terms & Conditions - Pages 1-8
Attachment B - Specifications - Pages 1-13
Attachment C - Cost Sheet - Page 1
Attachment D - HIPAA Business Associate Addendum - Pages 1-3
Attachment E - Insurance Requirements for Contractors - Pages 1-4

In accordance with PST Log 19 10 004 & Solicitation 3000011372

Invoice Billing Address:
Louisiana Board of Pharmacy
3388 Brentwood Drive
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70809-1700
Attention:  Kelley Villeneuve
Office Manager
Email: kvilleneuve@pharmacy.la.gov

Invitation to Bid:__________



 LINE  DESCRIPTION  QTY  UOM  UNIT PRICE EXTENDED AMOUNT

1 Product Category: 81112200

SERVICE DESCRIPTION: Prescription Monitoring Service

Additional Deliverables

1/1/22 - 12/31/22

Required: From 01/01/2022 To 12/31/2022

        12.000 MON         4,656.00000           55,872.00 

2 Product Category: 81112200

SERVICE DESCRIPTION: Prescription Monitoring Service

PMP AWARxE

1/1/22 - 12/31/22

Required: From 01/01/2022 To 12/31/2022

        12.000 MON         8,605.00000          103,260.00 
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THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS, UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED IN THE BID DOCUMENT, WILL APPLY TO ALL ORDERS:                                    

                                                                                

PAYMENT TO VENDORS - PAYMENT FOR GOODS AND/OR SERVICES PURCHASED BY THE STATE WILL ONLY BE MADE IN  

ACCORDANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:            

                                                                                

    1.   INVOICES MUST REFERENCE THE STATE'S PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER AND  REFLECT THE QUANTITY BILLED BY

          PURCHASE ORDER LINE NUMBER.             

    2.   BILLS OF LADING, PACKING SLIPS, AND/OR OTHER RELATED SHIPPING PAPERS MUST REFERENCE THE STATE'S 

         PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER AND REFLECT THE QUANTITY SHIPPED BY PURCHASE ORDER LINE NUMBER.            

                                                                                

THE STATE IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR GOODS DELIVERED OR WORK DONE WITHOUT  A WRITTEN ORDER.  NO ALLOWANCE

FOR BOXING OR CRATING.  UNAUTHORIZED  QUANTITIES IN EXCESS OF THIS ORDER WILL BE RETURNED OR HELD

SUBJECT TO SHIPPER'S ORDER, EXPENSE AND RISK.                                              

                                                                                

CONTRACTOR WARRANTS THAT THE MERCHANDISE TO BE FURNISHED HEREUNDER WILL BE IN FULL CONFORMITY WITH

THE SPECIFICATION, DRAWING OR SAMPLE AND AGREES THAT THIS WARRANTY SHALL SURVIVE ACCEPTANCE

OF THE MERCHANDISE AND THAT CONTRACTOR WILL BEAR THE COST OF INSPECTING REJECTED MERCHANDISE.

                                                                                

ALL REJECTED GOODS WILL BE HELD AT CONTRACTOR'S RISK AND EXPENSE, SUBJECT TO CONTRACTOR'S PROMPT .  

ADVICE AS TO DISPOSITION.  UNLESS OTHERWISE ARRANGED, ALL REJECTED GOODS WILL BE RETURNED AT

CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE. 

                                                                                

CONTRACTOR WILL, AT ITS EXPENSE, DEFEND THE STATE AGAINST ANY CLAIM THAT ANY MERCHANDISE TO BE

FURNISHED HEREUNDER INFRINGES A PATENT OR COPYRIGHT IN THE UNITED STATES OR PUERTO RICO, AND WILL PAY 

ALL COST DAMAGES AND ATTORNEY'S FEES THAT A COURT FINALLY AWARDS AS A RESULT OF SUCH CLAIM.

                                                                                

COMPLIANCE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS.                                              

                                                                                

     THE CONTRACTOR AGREES TO ABIDE BY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE  FOLLOWING AS APPLICABLE: TITLE VI AND

     VII OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964, AS AMENDED BY THE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1972, FEDERAL           

     EXECUTIVE ORDER 11246, THE FEDERAL REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973,  AS  AMENDED, THE VIETNAM ERA VETERAN'S 

     READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF  1974, TITLE IX OF THE EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1972,  THE AGE ACT  OF 

     1975, AND CONTRACTOR AGREES TO ABIDE BY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE  AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 

     1990.    CONTRACTOR AGREES NOT TO  DISCRIMINATE IN ITS EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES, AND WILL RENDER SERVICES

     UNDER THIS AGREEMENT AND ANY CONTRACT ENTERED INTO AS A RESULT OF THIS AGREEMENT, WITHOUT REGARD 

     TO  RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, SEX,  NATIONAL ORIGIN, VETERAN STATUS, POLITICAL AFFILIATION, OR DISABILITIES.    

     ANY ACT OF DISCRIMINATION COMMITTED BY CONTRACTOR,  OR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THESE STATUTORY

     OBLIGATIONS WHEN  APPLICABLE, SHALL BE GROUNDS FOR TERMINATION OF THIS AGREEMENT AND  ANY CONTRACT 

     ENTERED INTO AS A RESULT OF THIS AGREEMENT.   

IN ACCORDANCE WITH LA R.S. 39:1602.1, FOR ANY CONTRACTS WITH A VALUE OF $100,000 OR MORE AND FOR ANY VENDOR WITH 5

OR MORE EMPLOYEES, THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT IT IS NOT ENGAGING IN A BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL AND IT WILL, FOR THE DURATION

OF ITS CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS, REFRAIN FROM A BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL.

CONTRACT CANCELLATION 

     THE STATE OF LOUISIANA HAS THE RIGHT TO TERMINATE THE CONTRACT IMMEDIATELY FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING 

     REASONS: (A) MISREPRESENTATION BY THE CONTRACTOR; (B) CONTRACTOR'S FRAUD, COLLUSION, CONSPIRACY OR 

     OTHER UNLAWFUL MEANS OF OBTAINING ANY CONTRACT WITH THE STATE OF LOUISIANA; (C) CONFLICT OF CONTRACT 

     PROVISIONS WITH CONSTITUTIONAL OR STATUTORY PROVISIONS OF STATE OR FEDERAL LAW; (D) ABUSIVE OR 

     BELLIGERENT CONDUCT BY CONTRACTOR TOWARDS AN EMPLOYEE OR AGENT OF THE STATE; (E) CONTRACTOR'S 

     INTENTIONAL VIOLATION OF THE PROCUREMENT CODE (LA. R.S. 39:1551 ET SEQ.) AND ITS CORRESPONDING REGULATIONS; 

     OR, (F) ANY LISTED REASON FOR DEBARMENT UNDER LA. R.S. 39:1672. 

     THE STATE OF LOUISIANA MAY TERMINATE THE CONTRACT FOR CONVENIENCE AT ANY TIME (1) BY GIVING THIRTY (30) 
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     DAYS  WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE CONTRACTOR OF SUCH TERMINATION: OR (2) BY NEGOTIATING WITH THE CONTRACTOR 

     AN EFFECTIVE DATE. THE STATE SHALL PAY CONTRACTOR FOR, IF APPLICABLE: (A) DELIVERABLES IN PROGRESS; (B) 

     THE PERCENTAGE THAT HAS BEEN COMPLETED SATISFACTORILY; AND, (C) FOR TRANSACTION-BASED SERVICES UP TO THE 

     DATE OF TERMINATION, TO THE EXTENT WORK HAS BEEN PERFORMED SATISFACTORILY. 

     THE STATE OF LOUISIANA HAS THE RIGHT TO TERMINATE THE CONTRACT FOR CAUSE BY GIVING THIRTY (30) DAYS WRITTEN 

     NOTICE TO THE CONTRACTOR OF SUCH TERMINATION FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING NON-EXCLUSIVE REASONS: (A) FAILURE 

     TO DELIVER WITHIN THE TIME SPECIFIED IN THE CONTRACT; (B) FAILURE OF THE PRODUCT OR SERVICE TO MEET 

     SPECIFICATIONS, CONFORM TO SAMPLE QUALITY OR TO BE DELIVERED IN GOOD CONDITION; OR, (C) ANY OTHER BREACH 

     OF CONTRACT.

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE:________________________________________

Agency Administrative Officer
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Attachment A – Special Terms & Conditions 
RFx 3000011372 / PO #  2000625819 

 
This contract is for the Louisiana Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP), an electronic 
program for the collection and storage of prescription transaction information relative to 
controlled substances, other drugs of concern, and medical marijuana products 
dispensed to Louisiana residents that is made available to authorized users for purposes 
recognized in the enabling legislation.   
 
The term of this contract shall be for a period of twelve (12) months beginning January 1, 
2022 and ending December 31, 2022, with an option to renew for one (1) additional twelve 
(12) month period not to exceed sixty (60) months. 
 
Prior to the extension of the contract beyond the thirty-six (36) month term, prior approval 
by the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget (“JLCB”) or other approval authorized 
by law shall be obtained.  Such written evidence of JLCB approval shall be submitted, 
along with the contract amendment to the Office of State Procurement (“OSP”) to extend 
the contract terms beyond the thirty-six (36) month term.  Total contract time may not 
exceed sixty (60) months.  
 
Definitions 
 

1) AHFS – American Hospital Formulary Service 

2) ASAP – American Society for Automation in Pharmacy 

3) Board – Louisiana Board of Pharmacy 

4) CMS – U.S. Center for Medicare & Medicaid Services 

5) DEA – U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration 

6) DO – Osteopathic Physician 

7) DPM – Doctor of Podiatric Medicine 

8) EHR – Electronic Health Record 

9) FDA – Food and Drug Administration  

10) FBI – Federal Bureau of Investigation 

11) HHS - Health and Human Services 

12) HIPAA – Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act 

13) ITB – Invitation to Bid 

14) Contractor – The selected Bidder 
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15) MD – Medical Doctor 

16) MME – Morphine Milligram Equivalent 

17) NDC– National Drug Code 

18) NPI – National Provider Identifier   

19) OIG – Office of the Inspector General 

20) PMP – Prescription Monitoring Program 

21) PMPi – PMP InterConnect 

22) SSN – Social Security Number 

 
Prime Contractor Responsibilities 
The contractor shall be required to assume responsibility for all items offered in his 
contract whether or not he produces them. Further, the State shall consider the contractor 
to be the sole point of contact with regard to contractual matters, including payment of 
any and all charges resulting from the contract. 
 
Software Maintenance 
The State requires that software purchased in this contract be certified eligible for 
maintenance by the manufacturer, and maintenance be provided for the duration of the 
contract. The maintenance shall include support to be available from 8:00am through 
5:00pm Central Time, Monday through Friday, inclusive of State Holidays, with a 
maximum of a 4 hour response time. 
 
Insurance Requirements 
Contractor shall furnish the State with certificates of insurance effecting coverage(s) as 
required by Attachment E to this contract.  The certificates for each insurance policy are 
to be signed by a person authorized by that insurer to bind coverage on its behalf.  The 
certificates are to be received and approved by the State before work commences.  The 
State reserves the right to require complete certified copies of all required policies at any 
time. 
 
Mandatory Technical Requirements 
 
Contractor is to be cautioned that all stated requirements are mandatory. This 
specification establishes the software, features, maintenance support and other technical 
requirements for the software listed in Attachment B - Specifications to this contract. 
 
Software Requirements 
The mandatory software requirements are described in Attachment B - Specifications. 
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Software Acceptability 
Only the most recent version of the software listed in Attachment B – Specifications which 
shall be available for licensing or purchase on the date the bid was submitted shall be 
considered acceptable. 
 
Product Support 
 
Level of Maintenance 
The contractor shall certify that the proposed software shall be eligible for manufacturer 
maintenance and shall be liable for all expenses required to obtain said eligibility. 
 
Availability 
The goal of the PMP is to provide a system that is continuously available to its users 
and provides information in a timely manner.  Continuously available is defined as a 
minimum of ninety-nine percent (99%) up time, twenty-four (24) hours per day, seven 
(7) days per week, every day of the year.  Timely manner is defined as the production of 
a report, on average, within three (3) seconds of the submission of a query to the 
program database.  The contractor shall ensure any failures due to software or server or 
hosting issues shall not exceed two percent (2%); failure to maintain this level of service 
shall constitute cause for termination of the contract. 
 

1. In the event ninety-nine percent (99%) up time is not maintained due to 
system failure for any consecutive two (2) month period, the Board shall 
provide written notice to the contractor. 

 
2. The contractor shall be required to take the necessary action(s) to 

increase the up time to at least ninety-nine percent (99%) in the month 
subsequent to the written notification. 

 
3. In the event the system does not achieve the required ninety-nine percent 

(99%) up time in any ninety (90) day period, excluding normally scheduled 
upgrades and maintenance, the contractor shall take one or more of the 
following actions unless the Board and the contractor agree the problem 
has been corrected and the system is in good working order: (1) provide a 
customer engineer for analysis and correction of the problem; or (2) 
provide back-up software, if available. 

 
4. The contractor, at its option, may take any of the above actions prior to the 

third consecutive month. 
 

5. Should the system fail to meet this performance standard within ninety 
(90) days of the implementation date, the contractor shall pay (or the 
Board may withhold from future payments to the contractor) liquidated 
damages in an amount equal to ten percent (10%) of the annual cost of 
the contract. 
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 6. Should the system fail to meet this performance standard within one 

 hundred and twenty (120) days of the implementation date, the Board may 
 terminate the contract for cause. 

 
Training  
Contractor should include all training to be conducted at no cost to the State.  Any 
additional training considered necessary by the contractor to insure efficient operation 
by State personnel shall be itemized in Attachment C – Cost Sheet of this contract. 
  
 
Special Conditions and Contract Clauses 
 
 
Fiscal Funding 
In accordance with La. R.S. 39:1615 C. and E., any contract entered into by the State 
shall include the following Fiscal Funding Clause: 
 
The continuation of the contract is contingent upon the appropriation of funds by the 
legislature to fulfill the requirements of the contract.   If the legislature fails to appropriate 
sufficient monies to provide for the continuation of the contract, or if such appropriation is 
reduced by the veto of the Governor or by any means provided in the appropriations act 
or Title 39 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950 to prevent the total appropriation for 
the year from exceeding revenues for that year, or for any other lawful purpose, and the 
effect of such reduction is to provide insufficient monies for the continuation of the 
contract, the contract shall terminate on the date of the beginning of the first fiscal year 
for which funds are not appropriated. 
 
The contractor should be aware that our legislative process is such that it is often 
impossible to give prior notice of the non-appropriation of funds. 
 
Indemnification and Limitation of Liability 
Neither party shall be liable for any delay or failure in performance beyond its control 
resulting from acts of God or force majeure. The parties shall use reasonable efforts to 
eliminate or minimize the effect of such events upon performance of their respective 
duties under this Agreement. 
 
Contractor shall be fully liable for the actions of its agents, employees, partners or 
subcontractors and shall fully indemnify and hold harmless the State from suits, actions, 
damages and costs of every name and description relating to personal injury and damage 
to real or personal tangible property caused by Contractor, its agents, employees, 
partners or subcontractors in the performance of this contract, without limitation; provided, 
however, that the Contractor shall not indemnify for that portion of any claim, loss or 
damage arising hereunder due to the negligent act or failure to act of the State. 
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Contractor will indemnify, defend and hold the State  harmless, without limitation, from 
and against any and all damages, expenses (including reasonable attorneys' fees), 
claims judgments, liabilities and costs which may be finally assessed against the State in 
any action for infringement of a United States Letter Patent with respect to the Products, 
Materials or Services furnished, or of any copyright, trademark, trade secret or intellectual 
property right, provided that the State shall give the Contractor: (i) prompt written notice 
of any action, claim or threat of infringement suit, or other suit, (ii) the opportunity to take 
over, settle or defend such action, claim or suit at Contractor's sole expense, and (iii) 
assistance in the defense of any such action at the expense of Contractor. Where a 
dispute or claim arises relative to a real or anticipated infringement, the State may require 
Contractor, at its sole expense, to submit such information and documentation, including 
formal patent attorney opinions, as the Commissioner of Administration shall require. 
 
The Contractor shall not be obligated to indemnify that portion of a claim or dispute based 
upon: (i) State’s unauthorized modification or alteration of a Product, Material or Service; 
(ii) State’s use of the Service in combination with other products, materials, or services 
not furnished by Contractor; (iii) State’s use in other than the specified operating 
conditions and environment. 
 
In addition to the foregoing, if the use of any item(s) or part(s) thereof shall be enjoined 
for any reason or if Contractor believes that it may be enjoined, Contractor shall have the 
right, at its own expense and sole discretion as the state’s exclusive remedy to take action 
in the following order of precedence: (i) to procure for the State the right to continue using 
such item(s) or part (s) thereof, as applicable; (ii) to modify the component so that it 
becomes non- infringing software of at least equal quality and performance; or (iii) to 
replace said item(s) or part(s) thereof, as applicable, with non-infringing components of 
at least equal quality and performance, or (iv) if none of the foregoing is commercially 
reasonable, then provide monetary compensation to the State up to the dollar amount of 
the Contract. 
 
For all other claims against the Contractor where liability is not otherwise set forth in the 
Agreement as being “without limitation”, and regardless of the basis on which the claim 
is made, Contractor’s liability for direct damages, shall be the greater of $100,000, the 
dollar amount of the Contract, or two (2) times the charges for services rendered 
by the Contractor under the Contract. Unless otherwise specifically enumerated herein 
mutually agreed between the parties, neither party shall be liable to the other for special, 
indirect or consequential damages, including lost data or records (unless the Contractor 
is required to back-up the data or records as part of the work plan), even if the party has 
been advised of the possibility of such damages. Neither party shall be liable for lost 
profits, lost revenue or lost institutional operating savings. 
 
The State may, in addition to other remedies available to them at law or equity and upon 
notice to the Contractor, retain such monies from amounts due Contractor, or may 
proceed against the performance and payment bond, if any, as may be necessary to 
satisfy any claim for damages, penalties, costs and the like asserted by or against them. 
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Applicable Law 
All contracts shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State 
of Louisiana, including but not limited to La. R.S. 39:1551-1736 (Louisiana Procurement 
Code) and La. R.S. 39:196-200 (Information Technology Procurement Code); purchasing 
rules and regulations; executive orders; standard terms and conditions; special terms and 
conditions; and specifications listed in this contract.  Venue of any action brought with 
regard to the contract shall be in the Nineteenth Judicial District Court, parish of East 
Baton Rouge, State of Louisiana. 
 
Contract Controversies 
Any claim or controversy arising out of the contract shall be resolved by the provisions  
of Louisiana Revised Statute 39:1671 - 1673. 
 
Security 
Contractor’s personnel will comply with all security regulations in effect at the State’s 
premises, the Information Security Policy at: 
http:www.doa.la.gov/Pages/ots/InformationSecurity.aspx and externally for materials 
and property belonging to the State or to the project. Where special security precautions 
are warranted (e.g., correctional facilities), the State shall provide such procedures to 
the Contractor, accordingly. Contractor is responsible for promptly reporting to the State 
any known breach of security. 
 
Confidentiality 
The following provision will apply unless the State Agency specifically indicates that all 
information exchanged will be non-confidential: 
 
All financial, statistical, personal, technical and other data and information relating to the 
State’s operations which are designated confidential by the State and made available to 
the Contractor in order to carry out the contract, or which becomes available to the 
Contractor in carrying out the contract, shall be protected by the Contractor from 
unauthorized use and disclosure through the observance of the same or more effective 
procedural requirements as are applicable to the State.  The identification of all such 
confidential data and information as well as the State's procedural requirements for 
protection of such data and information from unauthorized use and disclosure shall be 
provided by the State in writing to the Contractor. If the methods and procedures 
employed by the Contractor for the protection of the Contractor's data and information are 
deemed by the State to be adequate for the protection of the State’s confidential 
information, such methods and procedures may be used, with the written consent of the 
State, to carry out the intent of this paragraph.  The Contractor shall not be required under 
the provisions of the paragraph to keep confidential any data or information which is or 
becomes publicly available, is already rightfully in the Contractor’s possession, is 
independently developed by the Contractor outside the scope of the contract, or is 
rightfully obtained from third parties. 
 
Assignment 
No contractor shall assign any interest in the contract by assignment, transfer, or 

http://www.doa.la.gov/Pages/ots/InformationSecurity.aspx
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novation, without prior written consent of the State of Louisiana, Commissioner of 
Administration.  This provision shall not be construed to prohibit the contractor from 
assigning his bank, trust company, or other financial institution any money due or to 
become due from approved contracts without such prior written consent.  Notice of any 
such assignment or transfer shall be furnished promptly to the State. 
 
No other documents other than the ITB, contractor's bid and final contract shall be binding 
unless such document has been reviewed by the Procurement Support Team and 
approved by the Chief Procurement Officer. 
 
No company letterhead or logo shall be allowed on a contract document. 
 
Late Payments   
Interest due by a State agency for late payments shall be in accordance with R.S. 39:1695 
at the rates established in R.S. 13:4202. 
 
Right to Audit 
The Louisiana State Legislative Auditor, federal auditors and internal auditors of the 
Division of Administration (“DOA”) or others so designated by the DOA shall have the 
option to audit all accounts directly pertaining to the contract for a period of five (5) years 
from the date of final payment, or as required by applicable State and Federal Law.  
Records shall be made available during normal working hours for this purpose. 
 
Code of Ethics 
The contractor acknowledges that Chapter 15 of Title 42 of the Louisiana Revised 
Statutes (R.S. 42:1101 et. seq., Code of Governmental Ethics) applies to the Contracting 
Party in the performance of services called for in the Contract.  The Contractor agrees to 
immediately notify the state if potential violations of the Code of Governmental Ethics 
arise at any time during the term of the Contract. 
 
Waiver 
Waiver of any breach of any term or condition of the Contract shall not be deemed a 
waiver of any prior or subsequent breach.  No term or condition of the Contract shall be 
held to be waived, modified or deleted except by the written consent of both parties 
 
Taxes 
Any taxes, other than State and local sales and use taxes from which the State is exempt, 
shall be assumed to be included within the total cost. 
 
Warranties 
Contractor warrants that all services shall be performed in a workmanlike manner, and 
according to its current description contained in this Contract. 
 
 
No Surreptitious Code Warranty.  Contractor warrants that Contractor will make all 
commercially reasonable efforts not to include any Unauthorized Code in any software 
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provided hereunder.  "Unauthorized Code" means any virus, Trojan horse, worm or other 
software routine or component designed to permit unauthorized access to disable, erase, 
or otherwise harm software, equipment, or data, or to perform any other such actions. 
Excluded from this prohibition are identified and State-authorized features designed for 
purposes of maintenance or technical support. 
 
Extent of Warranty:   
 
THESE WARRANTIES REPLACE ALL OTHER WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR 
IMPLIED, INCLUDING THE IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY AND 
FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. 
        
Contract Modifications 
No amendment or modification of the terms of the Contract shall be valid unless made in 
writing, signed by the parties and approved as required by law.  No oral understanding or 
agreement not incorporated in the Contract is binding on any of the parties. 
 
Severability 
If any term or condition of the Contract, or the application thereof, is held invalid, such 
invalidity shall not affect other terms, conditions or applications which can be given effect 
without the invalid term, condition or application; to this end the terms and conditions of 
the Contract are severable. 
 
Record Retention 
The Contractor shall maintain all records in relation to the contract for a period of at least 
five (5) years after final payment.  
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Attachment B - Specifications 
 
1. Introduction 
 
The Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP) of the Louisiana Board of Pharmacy 
(“Board”) has issued this contract for the collection, management and communication of 
electronic data relative to prescription transaction information for prescriptions for 
controlled substances, other drugs of concern, and medical marijuana products.  The 
contractor will collect the data from the reporting entities, house the data in a secure site, 
and establish a secure web portal to facilitate automated communication for authorized 
users. 
 
Act 676 of the 2006 Louisiana Legislature authorized the Board to develop, implement 
and operate an electronic system for the monitoring of controlled substances and other 
drugs of concern which are dispensed to state residents.  The goal of the program is to 
improve the state’s ability to identify and inhibit the diversion of controlled substances and 
drugs of concern in an efficient and cost-effective manner that shall not impede the 
appropriate utilization of these drugs for legitimate medical purposes.  The Board 
promulgated the necessary rules for the program in July 2007 [LAC 46:LIII. Chapter 29 – 
Prescription Monitoring Program].  Both the enabling statute and the rules have been 
amended over time to further streamline and improve the program operations. 
 
The program began collecting data from dispensers in July 2008 and began responding 
to queries from authorized users in January 2009.  On December 31, 2017, after nine (9) 
years of operation, the following parameters were noted: 

• Approximately 1,700 pharmacies now report dispensing activity on a daily basis. 
• The program has received approximately 117 million prescriptions and now 

averages approximately 1.1 million prescription transactions per month. 
• Of the approximately 20,000 prescribers and 8,900 dispensers eligible to apply for 

authority to access the data, approximately 14,000 have done so.  Those 
authorized users have performed about 14 million queries, now averaging 11,000 
per day. 

• Approximately eight state agencies, including the professional licensing agencies 
for the various prescribers and dispensers, as well as the federal DEA and state 
Medicaid office, have registered users in their offices, and those users generate 
approximately 200 queries per month. 

• Approximately 100 federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, 
prosecutorial officials, and specialty courts have registered users in their offices, 
and those users generate approximately 120 queries per month.  

 
The operating funds for the program are provided by receipts of the annual program fee 
charged to all prescribers and dispensers of controlled substances. 
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2. Scope of Work 
 
2.1 Data Collection 
 
 2.1.1 The contractor shall prepare and provide to the Board an electronic manual 
  for dispensers containing instructions necessary to comply with the 
  reporting requirements, including technical assistance.    
 
 2.1.2 The contractor shall have the capacity to receive electronic prescription  
  information transmitted directly from the dispensers, seven (7) days a week, 
  and twenty-four (24) hours per day. 
 
 2.1.3 The contractor shall collect the electronic data in the format established by 
  the ASAP Telecommunications Format for Controlled Substances in  
  Version 4.2, or its successor, receiving such data transmissions using an  
  sFTP account, SSL  website, or other agreed upon format. 
 
 2.1.4 The following data elements shall be collected for all controlled substance  
  prescription transactions, other drugs of concern, and medical marijuana  
  products identified by the Board: 
 

2.1.4.1 Prescriber’s information, including but not limited to DEA  
  registration number, with suffix if  applicable, as assigned by 
  the DEA, or in the alternative, the NPI number, as assigned  
  by the U.S. Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS).  
 
2.1.4.2 Patient’s information, including name, address, date of birth,  
  gender, identification number, and species.  
 
2.1.4.3 Prescription information, including prescription number, date  
  of issuance, date of dispensing, number of refills authorized  
  on the original prescription, refill number if applicable, and  
  method of payment. 
 
2.1.4.4 Drug information, including National Drug Code (NDC)  
  number or a  state assigned product code for medical   
  marijuana products, quantity dispensed, and days’ supply. 
 
2.1.4.5 Dispenser information, including DEA registration number, or 
  in the  alternative, the NPI number or Board Permit number  
  for Marijuana Pharmacies. 

 
 2.1.5 The contractor shall have the capability to accept a report of no (or zero;  
  “zero report”) prescriptions issued on a particular day and provide a report  
  of those submissions to the program staff. 
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 2.1.6 Dispensers under common ownership shall be permitted to submit their 
  data in a single joint transmission, provided each dispenser is clearly  
  identified for each prescription dispensed.   
 
 2.1.7 The contractor shall perform data checks to ensure the submitted data is 
  compliant with the quality standards established and agreed upon by the  
  Board  and contractor relative to accuracy and completion. 
 
 2.1.8 When a dispenser’s data file does not meet the quality standards for  
  accuracy and completion, the contractor shall notify the    
  dispenser, specifying the data deficiency, and ensure the dispenser  
  corrects and resubmits the data.  The contractor shall notify the Board when 
  a dispenser fails to submit or resubmit data in a timely manner. 
 
 2.1.9 Submitted, non-erroneous, data shall be cleansed, validated, and loaded  
  into the searchable database within twelve (12) hours of being submitted by 
  the dispenser.   
 
 2.1.10 The contractor shall provide a mechanism which allows a dispenser to view 
  and correct upload data which contained errors upon submission. 
 
 2.1.11 The contractor shall provide a mechanism which allows a dispenser to  
  correct or modify prescription data previously entered into the PMP.   
 
 2.1.12 The contractor shall provide a mechanism which allows a dispenser to  
  remove or delete a prescription previously entered into the PMP.   
 
 2.1.13 The contractor shall provide a mechanism which allows a dispenser to view 
  the prescription data contained in the PMP for their pharmacy permit.  The 
  dispenser shall have the option to download the report in PDF or a CSV file. 
 
 2.1.14 The contractor shall have a toll-free telephone number and email address  
  by which dispensers may contact the contractor to resolve problems and  
  receive information concerning data transmission. 
 
 2.1.15 The contractor shall provide a method for program staff to: 
 

2.1.15.1  Sort and view a dispenser’s list of uncorrected errors  
   from data submissions by timeframe and to view the  
   details of those errors. 
 
2.1.15.2  Sort and view the upload history of a dispenser by  
   timeframe in order to monitor compliance with the  
   reporting requirements. 
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 2.1.16 The contractor shall provide a comprehensive report to program staff,  
  upon request, of all uncorrected errors from data submissions for a   
  specified timeframe which includes the identity of the dispenser (DEA  
  number and name), prescription number, date filled, and error type. 
   
 2.1.17 The contractor shall be responsible for the conversion of any historical  
  program data from previous contractor(s).  
 
2.2 Data Management   
 
 2.2.1 The contractor shall collect and load data into the database, which will  
  reside with the contractor on the contractor’s servers within their own secure 
  environment.  The database and all of the data in the database shall belong 
  to the Board. 
 
 2.2.2 When a dispenser reports to the system, the DEA registration numbers of  
  the prescriber and dispenser are reported.  The system shall be able to  
  convert the DEA registration numbers to prescriber and dispenser name  
  and address.   
 
 2.2.3 When a dispenser reports NPI numbers, in the  alternative to DEA   
  numbers, the system shall be able to convert the NPI numbers to prescriber 
  and dispenser name and address. 
 
 2.2.4 When a Marijuana dispenser reports their Board permit number, in the  
  alternative to a DEA number or NPI number, the system shall be able to  
  convert the Board permit number to the dispenser name and address. 
 
 2.2.5 The system shall be able to convert National Drug Code (NDC) numbers to 
  drug name, strength, dosage form, and controlled substance schedule, both 
  at the  point of data import and also retrospectively upon receiving NDC  
  number updates.  The contractor shall maintain a current reference source 
  of NDC numbers. 
 
 2.2.6 The system shall be able to convert the state assigned product code for  
  medical marijuana products to drug name, strength, and dosage form at the 
  point of data import.  The contractor shall maintain a list of state assigned  
  product codes for medical marijuana products provided by the Board. 
 
 2.2.7 The system shall: 
 
   2.2.7.1 Provide data access, data management and data cleansing  
    capabilities seamlessly integrated with data mining for ease of 
    data analysis. 
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  2.2.7.2 Provide geocoding of patients, prescribers, and dispenser  
    locations to enable geographic analysis of the relationships to 
    identify potential criminal activity or abuse. 
 
  2.2.7.3 Allow for querying of relational or multi-dimensional data. 
 
 2.2.8 The contractor shall describe the tools that will be provided to 
  electronically assist in the identification of illegal and unprofessional  
  activities. 
 
2.3 Secure Web Services 
 
 2.3.1 The contractor shall provide a secure web site for access to the information 
  in the  database.  Contractor shall include a description of same (including 
  sample screen shot) in this contract.   
 
 2.3.2 The system shall comply with the privacy and security standards of the  
  Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) of 1996 (See  
  Attachment D) in addition to common Internet industry standards for privacy 
  and security.  
 
 2.3.3 Only registered users approved by the Board shall be allowed to request  
  program information. 
 
 2.3.4 The user roles of the system shall include but are not limited to the following:   
 
  Healthcare Professionals 

• Physician (MD, DO) 
• Physician Assistant 
• Podiatrist (DPM) 
• Psychologist 
• Dentist 
• Nurse Practitioner 
• Optometrist 
• Pharmacist 
• Prescriber Delegate – Unlicensed 
• Prescriber Delegate – Licensed 
• Pharmacist's Delegate – Unlicensed 
• Pharmacist's Delegate – Licensed 
• Medical Intern/Resident 

 
  Law Enforcement 

• DEA 
• Drug Court 
• FBI 
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• FDA 
• Local Law Enforcement 
• Attorney General 
• HHS 
• Medicaid Fraud Control Unit 
• Multijurisdictional Task Force 
• Probation 
• OIG 
• State Police 
• VA Investigator 
• State Prosecutor 
• Homeland Security 

 
   
  Other 

• Board of Medicine Investigator 
• Board of Dentistry Investigator 
• Board of Nursing Investigator 
• Board of Pharmacy Investigator 
• Licensing Board Investigator 
• State Medicaid Program 
• Peer Assistance Program / Recovering Health Professions  
• Medical Examiner/Coroner 
• Licensed Substance Abuse Addiction Counselor 
• Administrator 

 
 2.3.5 The system shall provide an online user registration process by which  
  prescribers and pharmacists are “auto-enrolled” for access.  The auto- 
  enrollment process will authenticate user registrations before providing  
  access to the database.  Authentication is based on the user’s date of birth, 
  last four (4) digits of the user’s social security number (SSN), and individual 
  access code.  The Board will provide these fields of information to the  
  contractor to facilitate authentication.   
 
 2.3.6 The system shall provide an online user registration process by which all  
  user roles, except prescribers and pharmacists, must undergo an   
  “administrative approval” for access.     
 
 2.3.7 The system shall permit multiple users to be on the system and in the same 
  application at the same time. 
 
 2.3.8 The system shall permit a registered user to request and receive   
  information, including automatic reports, via the Internet, without   
  intervention by Board staff. The registered user shall have the option to  
  download the report in PDF or a CSV file.   



Page 7 of 13 
 

 
 2.3.9 The system shall provide:   
   2.3.9.1 Log-in and log-off capability.   
 

2.3.9.2 Log-in capability through the use of the registered  
  user’s  email address and a password. 

    
 2.3.9.3 Registered users with the ability to change their  
   passwords, and further, to reset a password which  
   was forgotten, all without assistance from the   
   contractor or the Board staff.    

 
 2.3.10 The system shall provide a method by which law enforcement officers as  
  well as other specified user groups have the ability to create queries in  
  which the results cannot be viewed or retrieved until approved by program 
  staff as a result of an administrative authorization. 
  
 2.3.11 The system shall provide an online process by which specific user groups, 
  as determined by the board, can establish delegate accounts for their  
  agents, and  further, shall provide a mechanism for the user to monitor the 
  system activity of his delegates.  The registered user shall have the ability  
  to enable and disable their delegate’s access.   
 
 2.3.12 The system shall provide the Board with the capability of communicating  
  information of interest to registered users of the web-based program  
  through broadcast alerts and an information section on the home page. 
 
 2.3.13 The system shall be interoperable with PMPi to facilitate    
  interstate data sharing of information with other state prescription   
  monitoring programs.  The system user roles shall be configured to match  
  the user roles established in the most current version of PMPi. 
 
 2.3.14 The system shall be interoperable with PMPi to integrate PMP information  
  into electronic health records, pharmacy management systems, and  
  health information exchanges.   
 
2.4 Queries and Reports 
 
 2.4.1 The system shall create three basic queries: an individual patient query, a  
  prescriber query, and a dispenser query.  Program staff shall have the ability 
  to customize each user role so as to determine which type of query can be 
  generated by that role and whether or not there shall be an administrative  
  approval built in.  The user shall have the option to download the report in  
  PDF or a CSV file. The format of all reports shall be approved by the Board. 
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 2.4.2 The system shall provide the MME daily dose calculation for opioid   
  prescriptions  on reports.    
 
 2.4.3 Prescriber roles, which include Physicians, Physician Assistants, Podiatrist, 
  Medical Psychologist, Optometrists, Nurse Practitioners, and Dentists, shall 
  have the ability to create a “self-report” based on their DEA Registration  
  number to view prescriptions filled where they were listed as the prescriber.  
  The user shall have the option to download the report in a CSV file. 
 
  2.4.4 Users shall be able to view their requests history and that of their   
  delegate(s) as well as the details of the requests.  
 
 2.4.5 Prescribers and pharmacists performing patient searches shall be able to  
  perform multiple patient searches at once rather than one at a time.   Users 
  shall be able to enter multiple patient names manually and by an uploaded 
  CSV file. 
 
 2.4.6 The system shall be able to identify the number of registered user requests 
  by user type (role), reports based on the registered user requests, and  
  system logins. 
   
 2.4.7 The system shall enable the Board to perform ad hoc queries to respond to 
  requests from individual patients, professional licensing boards, local, state, 
  or federal law enforcement agencies, and for statistical, research, or  
  educational purposes. 
 
 2.4.8 The system shall produce automatic threshold reports on patients.  The  
  criteria consists of number of prescribers used and the number of   
  dispensers used by  the patient in a designated period of time.  A report  
  function for this activity is required and must allow for parameters to be  
  modified. 
 
 2.4.9 The system shall generate alerts in the form of educational letters to  
  prescribers and dispensers of patients who have been identified as   
  exceeding specific threshold levels.  Program staff shall have the ability to  
  review a patient’s auto-populated prescription history report and choose  
  whether an alert should be sent to specific prescribers and dispensers of  
  that patient.  The alert must have the ability to be sent to the prescriber or  
  dispenser within the system. 
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 2.4.10 Mandatory Use Compliance - The system shall produce reports to monitor 
  compliance with mandatory use provisions on prescribers and dispensers  
  as follows: 
 
  2.4.10.1 Mandatory Use Patient Request Match to Prescriber History   
    The system will query for each prescriber, determine  which  
    patients were prescribed the selected drug(s) for the   
    configurable  duration and/or supply and were not queried in  
    the PMP (or through EHR interoperability) by the prescriber or 
    the prescriber’s delegate within the time period configured. 
 
 
  2.4.10.2. Mandatory Use Patient Request Match to Pharmacist History   
    The system will query for each pharmacist, determine which  
    patients were dispensed the selected drug(s) for the   
    configurable  duration and/or supply and were not queried in  
    the PMP (or through EHR interoperability) by the pharmacist  
    or the pharmacist’s  delegate within the time period   
    configured. 
 
  2.4.10.3. Mandatory Use Report  
    A role(s) can be configured to request a report on  which  
    patients were not requested in the PMP (or EHR   
    interoperability) where a prescription was written by a specific 
    prescriber or filled by a specific pharmacist by Provider DEA  
    Number or other unique identifier (possibly NPI or License  
    Number) and Fill Date range or Written Date range. 
 
  2.4.10.4. Mandatory Use Summary Report  
    A role or user can be configured to receive via email or  
    Secure File Transfer Protocol (SFTP) an automated report  
    which reports all healthcare providers or a configured subset 
    of healthcare providers by role and their count of missed  
    patients on a monthly basis. 
 
  2.4.10.5 Mandatory Use Report  
    A healthcare role(s) can be configured to request a report  
    showing which patients the provider missed. 
 
 2.4.11 Prescriber Report Cards – The system shall create an individualized  
  prescriber report on how they compare to their peers in the same specialty 
  on measures of prescribing controlled substances, in particularly opioid  
  and anxiolytic prescriptions, and electronically deliver to prescribers  
  automatically on a quarterly basis, providing information regarding   
  current prescribing volumes, behaviors, and PDMP use, as well as the  
  ability to track changes in these metrics over time. 
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 2.4.12 Advanced PMP Analytics – The system shall include a robust and ever- 
  expanding suite of interactive pre-built dashboards, with drill-down   
  capabilities, designed to provide administrative users easy access to  
  answers for a multitude of questions.   
   
  Dashboards and analysis to be included in the product are: 
 

• Dispensation detail by prescriber specialty, prescriber  license, 
county (parish), and drug schedule  

 
• PMP registration and activity detail 

 
• Daily and total MME Distribution 

 
• Buprenorphine Activity 

 
• Overprescribing thresholds and prescriber outliers 

 
• Geo-analysis and mapping of patient, prescriber, and  pharmacy 

 
• Patient overutilization thresholds and outliers 

  
• Pharmacy compliance of data submission and error analysis 

 
• Proactively monitor prescription metrics, prescriber activity, and 

Morphine Milligram Equivalent (MME) levels to set state, county 
(parish), and zip code thresholds 

 
• Monitor the percentage of opioid prescriptions statewide over 100 

MME using quick filters to analyze active drug  ingredients, short 
acting/long acting, prescriber name. 

 
• Top ranking of prescribers and dispensers by number of 

prescriptions and by number of dosage units (qty) by timeframe 
specified by user. Including the ability to filter by AHFS drug class 
and state. 

 
• Top ranking prescription volume by generic name, label name, and 

NDC, measured by number of prescriptions and dosage units (qty) 
by timeframe specified by user.  Including the ability to filter by drug 
schedule and AHFS drug class.   

 
• Year over Year (YoY) prescription counts by county (parish)  by 

year and month.  Including the ability to filter by drug schedule and 
AHFS drug class. 
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• Detailed reporting capabilities of PMP Interconnect utilization by 
state and user roles. 

 
• Detailed reporting capabilities of integration with electronic health 

records, pharmacy management systems, and health information 
exchanges. 

 
 2.4.13 Clinical Alerts Module – the system shall provide a Clinical Alerts module  
  which allows custom configuration of automated alerts and/or  
  notifications for registered Prescribers. When enabled, alerts should run on 
  a schedule configured by the Admin in the background delivering custom  
  alerts  and notifications (if configured) without the need for manual input  
  from the PMP State Administrator. 
 
  a. Alert types shall include: 

1. Prescriber & Dispenser Thresholds 
2. Daily Active MME Threshold 
3. Opioid & Benzodiazepine Threshold 
4. Daily Active Methadone Threshold 
5. Opioid Consecutive Days Threshold 

 
   b. Alert methods shall include: 

1. Patient alert to the prescriber within the system 
2. Email notification 
3. Letter notification 

 
 2.4.14 The system shall provide an audit trail based on user and time frame.  
 
3. Requirements & Qualifications 
 
 3.1 Contract shall be specific regarding the measures for implementation and  
  ongoing operation of the project, and should include: 
 
  a. Evidence of ability to meet required timelines. 
 
  b. Measures to assure security and privacy of data. 
 
  c. A quality assurance plan detailing how the database will be   
   maintained  and archival procedures. 
 
  d. A disaster recovery plan for data pertaining to this bid in the event  
   the program is unavailable due to human error, equipment failure, or 
   a natural disaster. 
 
  e. Ability to provide continuing technical assistance for dispensers and 
   the Board. 
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  f. Training for system use for authorized Board personnel. 
 
  g. Sample reports 
 
 3.2 Contract shall outline objectives and describe how progress will be   
  measured for each stage of implementation and operation.  The following  
  timeline shall be met: 
 
  a. The following items shall be submitted to the Board for acceptance  
   within fifteen (15) days of contract execution: 
 
    1. An administrative manual containing technical descriptions of 
    system components and instructions for the system. 
 
     2. The final protocol for collecting dispenser data, including 
    a user manual containing validation rules, business rules, and 
    instructions on how to respond to system-generated error  
    messages and other exceptions.      
   
  b. The following items shall be submitted to the Board for acceptance  
   within thirty (30) days of contract execution: 
 
   1. The developed database 
 
   2. Final report formats 
 
   3. Policies and procedures for submitting data requests and for  
    receiving data in response to those requests. 
 
   4. Protocols for the secure web-based interface. 
 
  c. The contractor shall attend periodic meetings, either in person or by 
   teleconference as mutually agreed by both the contractor and the  
   Board, to review the contractor’s performance. 
 
 3.3 Contractor shall demonstrate at least two (2) years’ experience in the  
  implementation and management of at least three (3) large-scale   
  prescription monitoring programs as described in the scope of work.   
   Contractor shall describe their experience as the primary contractor on  
  other large scale projects involving data collection, database development, 
  and web systems. The contractor shall include an organization chart and  
  brief history of the organization, description of the experience that the  
  organization and staff have with prescription monitoring programs and other 
  projects that are similar in size and scope, description of the software used 
  and the staff’s experience in its use. 
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 3.4 Contractor shall provide curricula vitae, including qualifications and contact 
  information, for key staff responsible for the project. 
 
 3.5 Contractor shall provide details of any pertinent judgment, criminal   
  conviction, investigation, or litigation pending or in the future against it or  
  any of its officers, directors, employees, agents, or subcontractors of which 
  it has knowledge.  If no such judgment, conviction, investigation or litigation 
  exists, the contractor shall  provide a statement, signed by its President or  
  Chief Executive Officer, that none exists. 
 
 3.6 Contractor shall provide a minimum of three (3) references for services  
  related to those requested in this contract.  Each reference should include  
  the name of the organization, the mailing address, and the name, email  
  address and telephone number of the contact person. 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Cost Sheet 
 
A. Software/Maintenance/Support Cost, Hosting Cost, and Data Collection 
 Cost 
      
     Bid Price UOM  Qty. Extended Price 
 
 Year 1 
 PMP AWARxE*  $8,100.00 Per month 12 $97,200.00 
  
 Additional Deliverables** $4,400.00 Per month 12 $52,800.00 
  
 One-time fee ***  $6,250.00 Per month 12 $75,000.00 
 
 Year 2 
 PMP AWARxE*  $8,275.00 Per month 12 $99,300.00 
  
 Additional Deliverables** $4,475.00 Per month 12 $53,700.00 
 
 Year 3 
 PMP AWARxE*  $8,437.00 Per month 12 $101,244.00 
  
 Additional Deliverables** $4,565.00 Per month 12 $54,780.00 
 
 Year 4 
 PMP AWARxE*  $8,605.00 Per month 12 $103,260.00 
  
 Additional Deliverables** $4,656.00 Per month 12 $55,872.00 
 
 Year 5 
 PMP AWARxE*  $8,775.00 Per month 12 $105,300.00 
  
 Additional Deliverables** $4,750.00 Per month 12 $57,000.00 
 
         Total $855,456.00 
 
* Annual Software/Maintenance/Support/Hosting and Data Collection Cost for the core PMP 
AWARxE SaaS license is reflected for Year’s 1-5. 
 
** Annual cost for additional deliverables to include Section 2.4.10 Mandatory Use Compliance, 
Section 2.4.11 Prescriber Report Cards, Section 2.4.12 Advanced PMP Analytics and 2.4.13 
Clinical Alerts Module are separate deliverables and functions delivered independent of the core 
PMP AWARxE SaaS license.  As such, there is a separate cost line item for the combined 
deliverables. 
 
*** Indicates a one-time implementation cost in Year 1 to implement Mandatory Use 
Compliance, Prescriber Report Cards, Advanced PMP Analytics and Clinical Alerts Module. 
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Attachment D 
 

HIPAA Business Associate Addendum 
 
This Business Associate Addendum is hereby made a part of this contract in its entirety 
as Attachment III to the contract.  
 
1. The U. S. Department of Health and Human Services has issued final regulations, 
pursuant to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA"), 
governing the privacy of individually identifiable health information. See 45 CFR Parts 
160 and 164 (the "HIPAA Privacy Rule"). The Board of Pharmacy, (“LBP”), as a "Covered 
Entity" as defined by HIPAA, is a provider of health care, a health plan, or otherwise has 
possession, custody or control of health care information or records.  
 
2. "Protected health information" ("PHI") means individually identifiable health information 
including all information, data, documentation and records, including but not limited to 
demographic, medical and financial information that relates to the past, present, or future 
physical or mental health or condition of an individual; the provision of health care to an 
individual or payment for health care provided to an individual; and that identifies the 
individual or which LBP believes could be used to identify the individual.  
 
"Electronic protected health information" means PHI that is transmitted by electronic 
media or maintained in electronic media.  
 
"Security incident" means the attempted or successful unauthorized access, use, 
disclosure, modification, or destruction of information or interference with system 
operations in an information system.  
 
3. Contractor is considered a Business Associate of LBP, as contractor either: (A) 
performs certain functions on behalf of or for LBP involving the use or disclosure of 
protected individually identifiable health information by LBP to contractor, or the creation 
or receipt of PHI by contractor on behalf of LBP; or (B) provides legal, actuarial, 
accounting, consulting, data aggregation, management, administrative, accreditation, 
financial or social services for LBP involving the disclosure of PHI.  
 
4. Contractor agrees that all PHI obtained as a result of this contractual agreement shall 
be kept confidential by contractor, its agents, employees, successors and assigns as 
required by HIPAA law and regulations and by this contract and addendum. 
 
5. Contractor agrees to use or disclose PHI solely (A) for meeting its obligations under 
this contract, or (B) as required by law, rule or regulation or as otherwise permitted under 
this contract or the HIPAA Privacy Rule. 
 
6. Contractor agrees that at termination of the contract, or upon request of LBP, whichever 
occurs first, contractor will return or destroy (at the option of LBP) all PHI received or 
created by contractor that contractor still maintains in any form and retain no copies of 
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such information; or if such return or destruction is not feasible, contractor will extend the 
confidentiality protections of the contract to the information and limit further uses and 
disclosure to those purposes that make the return or destruction of the information 
infeasible.  
 
7. Contractor will ensure that its agents, employees, subcontractors or others to whom it 
provides PHI received by or created by contractor on behalf of LBP agree to the same 
restrictions and conditions that apply to contractor with respect to such information. 
Contractor also agrees to take all reasonable steps to ensure that its employees', agents' 
or subcontractors' actions or omissions do not cause contractor to breach the terms of 
this Addendum. Contractor will use all appropriate safeguards to prevent the use or 
disclosure of PHI other than pursuant to the terms and conditions of this contract and 
Addendum.  
 
8. Contractor shall, within 3 days of becoming aware of any use or disclosure of PHI, 
other than as permitted by this contract and Addendum, report such disclosure in writing 
to the person(s) named in section 14 (Terms of Payment), page 1 of the CF-1.  
 
9. Contractor shall make available such information in its possession which is required 
for LBP to provide an accounting of disclosures in accordance with 45 CFR 164.528. In 
the event that a request for accounting is made directly to contractor, contractor shall 
forward such request to LBP within two (2) days of such receipt. Contractor shall 
implement an appropriate record keeping process to enable it to comply with the 
requirements of this provision. Contractor shall maintain data on all disclosures of PHI for 
which accounting is required by 45 CFR 164.528 for at least six (6) years after the date 
of the last such disclosure.  
 
10. Contractor shall make PHI available to LBP upon request in accordance with 45 CFR 
164.524.  
 
11. Contractor shall make PHI available to LBP upon request for amendment and shall 
incorporate any amendments to PHI in accordance with 45 CFR 164.526.  
 
12. Contractor shall make its internal practices, books, and records relating to the use 
and disclosure of PHI received from or created or received by contractor on behalf of LBP 
available to the Secretary of the U. S. DHHS for purposes of determining Dahl's 
compliance with the HIPAA Privacy Rule.  
 
13. Compliance with Security Regulations: In addition to the other provisions of this 
Addendum, if Contractor creates, receives, maintains, or transmits electronic PHI on 
LBP's behalf, Contractor shall:  
 
(A) Implement administrative, physical, and technical safeguards that reasonably and 
appropriately protect the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of the electronic 
protected health information that it creates, receives, maintains, or transmits on behalf of 
LBP;  
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(B) Ensure that any agent, including a subcontractor, to whom it provides such information 
agrees to implement reasonable and appropriate safeguards to protect it; and  
 
(C) Report to LBP any security incident of which it becomes aware.  
 
14. Contractor agrees to indemnify and hold LBP harmless from and against all liability 
and costs, including attorneys' fees, created by a breach of this Addendum by contractor, 
its agents, employees or subcontractors, without regard to any limitation or exclusion of 
damages provision otherwise set forth in the contract.  
 
15. Notwithstanding any other provision of the contract, LBP shall have the right to 
terminate the contract immediately if LBP determines that contractor has violated any 
material term of this Addendum.   
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ATTACHMENT E   -  INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR CONTRACTORS 
 
The Contractor shall purchase and maintain for the duration of the contract insurance against 
claims for injuries to persons or damages to property which may arise from or in connection with 
the performance of the work hereunder by the Contractor, its agents, representatives, employees 
or subcontractors. 
 
A. MINIMUM SCOPE AND LIMITS OF INSURANCE 
 

1. Workers Compensation 
Workers Compensation insurance shall be in compliance with the Workers Compensation 
law of the State of the Contractor’s headquarters.  Employers Liability is included with a 
minimum limit of $1,000,000 per accident/per disease/per employee.  If work is to be 
performed over water and involves maritime exposure, applicable LHWCA, Jones Act, or 
other maritime law coverage shall be included.  A.M. Best's insurance company rating 
requirement may be waived for workers compensation coverage only.   

 
2. Commercial General Liability 

Commercial General Liability insurance, including Personal and Advertising Injury Liability 
and Products and Completed Operations, shall have a minimum limit per occurrence of 
$1,000,000 and a minimum general annual aggregate of $2,000,000.  The Insurance 
Services Office (ISO) Commercial General Liability occurrence coverage form CG 00 01 
(current form approved for use in Louisiana), or equivalent, is to be used in the policy.  
Claims-made form is unacceptable. 

 
3. Automobile Liability 

Automobile Liability Insurance shall have a minimum combined single limit per accident of 
$1,000,000.  ISO form number CA 00 01 (current form approved for use in Louisiana), or 
equivalent, is to be used in the policy.  This insurance shall include third-party bodily injury 
and property damage liability for owned, hired and non-owned automobiles. 

 
4. Professional Liability (Errors and Omissions) 

Professional Liability (Error & Omissions) insurance, which covers the professional errors, 
acts, or omissions of the Contractor, shall have a minimum limit of $1,000,000.  Claims-
made coverage is acceptable.   The date of the inception of the policy must be no later 
than the first date of the anticipated work under this contract.  It shall provide coverage for 
the duration of this contract and shall have an expiration date no earlier than 30 days after 
the anticipated completion of the contract.  The policy shall provide an extended reporting 
period of not less than 24 months, with full reinstatement of limits, from the expiration date 
of the policy. 
 

5.  Cyber Liability 
Cyber liability insurance, including first-party costs, due to an electronic breach that 
compromises the State’s confidential data shall have a minimum limit per occurrence of 
$1,000,000.  Claims- made coverage is acceptable.  The date of the inception of the 
policy must be no later than the first date of the anticipated work under this contract.  It 
shall provide coverage for the duration of this contract and shall have an expiration date 
no earlier than 30 days after the anticipated completion of the contract.  The policy shall 
provide an extended reporting period of not less than 24 months from the expiration date 
of the policy, if the policy is not renewed.  The policy shall not be cancelled for any reason, 
except non-payment of premium. 
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B. DEDUCTIBLES AND SELF-INSURED RETENTIONS 
 

Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to and accepted by the Agency.  
The Contractor shall be responsible for all deductibles and self-insured retentions.   
 

C. OTHER INSURANCE PROVISIONS 
 

The policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions: 
 

1. Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability Coverages 
 

a. The Agency, its officers, agents, employees and volunteers shall be named as an 
additional insured as regards negligence by the contractor.  ISO Forms CG 20 10 (for 
ongoing work) AND CG 20 37 (for completed work) (current forms approved for use in 
Louisiana), or equivalents, are to be used when applicable.  The coverage shall 
contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to the Agency.  

 
b. The Contractor’s insurance shall be primary as respects the Agency, its officers, 

agents, employees and volunteers for any and all losses that occur under the contract.  
Any insurance or self-insurance maintained by the Agency shall be excess and non-
contributory of the Contractor’s insurance. 

 
2. Workers Compensation and Employers Liability Coverage 

 
To the fullest extent allowed by law, the insurer shall agree to waive all rights of 
subrogation against the Agency, its officers, agents, employees and volunteers for losses 
arising from work performed by the Contractor for the Agency. 

 
3. All Coverages 
 

a. All policies must be endorsed to require 30 days written notice of cancellation to the 
Agency.  Ten-day written notice of cancellation is acceptable for non-payment of 
premium.  Notifications shall comply with the standard cancellation provisions in the 
Contractor’s policy.  In addition, Contractor is required to notify Agency of policy 
cancellations or reductions in limits. 

 
b. The acceptance of the completed work, payment, failure of the Agency to require proof 

of compliance, or Agency’s acceptance of a non-compliant certificate of insurance 
shall release the Contractor from the obligations of the insurance requirements or 
indemnification agreement. 

 
c. The insurance companies issuing the policies shall have no recourse against the 

Agency for payment of premiums or for assessments under any form of the policies. 
 
d. Any failure of the Contractor to comply with reporting provisions of the policy shall not 

affect coverage provided to the Agency, its officers, agents, employees and 
volunteers. 
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D. ACCEPTABILITY OF INSURERS 
 

1. All required insurance shall be provided by a company or companies lawfully authorized 
to do business in the jurisdiction in which the Project is located.  Insurance shall be placed 
with insurers with an A.M. Best's rating of A-:VI or higher.  This rating requirement may 
be waived for workers compensation coverage only.  

 
2. If at any time an insurer issuing any such policy does not meet the minimum A.M. Best 

rating, the Contractor shall obtain a policy with an insurer that meets the A.M. Best rating 
and shall submit another Certificate of Insurance within 30 days. 

 
E. VERIFICATION OF COVERAGE 
 

1. Contractor shall furnish the Agency with Certificates of Insurance reflecting proof of 
required coverage.  The Certificates for each insurance policy are to be signed by a 
person authorized by that insurer to bin d coverage on its behalf.  The Certificates are 
to be received and approved by the Agency before work commences and upon any 
contract renewal or insurance policy renewal thereafter. 

 
 
2. The Certificate Holder Shall be listed as follows: 
 

State of Louisiana 
La Board of Pharmacy, Its Officers, Agents, Employees and Volunteers 
3388 Brentwood Drive, Baton Rouge, LA 70809-1700 
Louisiana Prescription Monitoring Program (PMP) 

 
3. In addition to the Certificates, Contractor shall submit the declarations page and the 

cancellation provision for each insurance policy.  The Agency reserves the right to 
request complete certified copies of all required insurance policies at any time. 

 
4. Upon failure of the Contractor to furnish, deliver and maintain required insurance, this 

contract, at the election of the Agency, may be suspended, discontinued or terminated.  
Failure of the Contractor to purchase and/or maintain any required insurance shall not 
relieve the Contractor from any liability or indemnification under the contract. 

 
F. SUBCONTRACTORS 
 

Contractor shall include all subcontractors as insureds under its policies OR shall be 
responsible for verifying and maintaining the Certificates provided by each subcontractor.  
Subcontractors shall be subject to all of the requirements stated herein.  The Agency reserves 
the right to request copies of subcontractor’s Certificates at any time. 
 

G. WORKERS COMPENSATION INDEMNITY 
 
In the event Contractor is not required to provide or elects not to provide workers 
compensation coverage, the parties hereby agree that Contractor, its owners, agents and 
employees will have no cause of action against, and will not assert a claim against, the State 
of Louisiana, its departments, agencies, agents and employees as an employer, whether 
pursuant to the Louisiana Workers Compensation Act or otherwise, under any 
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circumstance.  The parties also hereby agree that the State of Louisiana, its departments, 
agencies, agents and employees shall in no circumstance be, or considered as, the employer 
or statutory employer of Contractor, its owners, agents and employees. The parties further 
agree that Contractor is a wholly independent contractor and is exclusively responsible for its 
employees, owners, and agents. Contractor hereby agrees to protect, defend, indemnify and 
hold the State of Louisiana, its departments, agencies, agents and employees harmless from 
any such assertion or claim that may arise from the performance of this contract. 

 
H. INDEMNIFICATION/HOLD HARMLESS AGREEMENT 
 

1. Contractor agrees to protect, defend, indemnify, save, and hold harmless,  the State 
of Louisiana, all State Departments, Agencies, Boards and Commissions, its officers, 
agents, servants, employees, and volunteers, from and against any and all claims, 
damages, expenses, and liability arising out of injury or death to any person or the 
damage, loss or destruction of any property which may occur, or in any way grow out 
of, any act or omission of Contractor, its agents, servants, and employees, or any and 
all costs, expenses and/or attorney fees incurred by Contractor as a result of any 
claims, demands, suits or causes of action, except those claims, demands, suits, or 
causes of action arising out of the negligence of the State of Louisiana, all State 
Departments, Agencies, Boards, Commissions, its officers, agents, servants, 
employees and volunteers. 

 
2. Contractor agrees to investigate, handle, respond to, provide defense for and defend 

any such claims, demands, suits, or causes of action at its sole expense and agrees 
to bear all other costs and expenses related thereto, even if the claims, demands, 
suits, or causes of action are groundless, false or fraudulent.  The State of Louisiana 
may, but is not required to, consult with the Contractor in the defense of claims, but 
this shall not affect the Contractor’s responsibility for the handling of and expenses for 
all claims. 

 
 
 
 



LDH LEGISLATIVE FACT SHEET
Statistical Resources, Inc. (HCBS Data & EVV System) Contract Extension

CONTRACT OVERVIEW: 

• Statistical Resources, Inc. (SRI) has contracted with Louisiana since 1995 for Home and Community Based Services 

(HCBS) data management services.  These services include software development, database management, ad hoc 

reporting and statistical data analysis for:

• Managing service delivery and utilization of HCBS waiver and state plan services for 30,000+ recipients 

supported by 600+ provider agencies

• Issuance of 75,000+ prior authorizations annually which results in the post authorization of 11,000,000+ 

individual HCBS services annually to monitor for fraud, waste and abuse

• Targeted case management designed to ensure compliance with Chisholm settlement

• Managing several Request for Services Registries for a combined total of 25,000+ individuals and making waiver 

offers as slots become available

• Management of the State’s Money Follows the Person program

• Functionality to support Louisiana’s 1915(c) waiver quality assurance monitoring and reporting as required by 

CMS 

• Support to the Medicaid Program Integrity, Surveillance and Utilization Review Subsystem (SURS), and the 

State’s Attorney General in identifying and preventing fraud, waste, and abuse in HCBS, including fraud 

detection integrated into the electronic visit verification (EVV) and post authorization processes.

CONTRACT BACKGROUND: 

• LDH began a Request for Proposal (RFP) process in June 2020 and issued a RFP in May of 2021 for  HCBS Data 

Management and the electronic visit verification (EVV) contract. 

• Should a new vendor be selected, the start date of services will be January 2024.

• External factors causing delays:

• This was the first time issuing a RFP for the entire scope of work (EVV and other sections newly added).  

• The RFP took about eight months to draft and an additional three months for Legal, CMS, and OSP approval to 

publish.  

• On June 7th and October 5th, rounds of Q&A were offered due to the volume of questions received. 

• On July 7, 2021, a protest of the solicitation was filed by one proposer which temporarily stopped work.

• On November 12, 2021, proposals were received but evaluation was delayed due to Legal’s concerns 

with the proposals.

• RFP review began in early January 2022 and ended in early February.  

• As of April 4, 2022, an award recommendation has not been approved by Legal.

• The current SRI contract is a three-year information technology services contract. 

• Extending the contract for an additional two years will not exceed the five-year period for this type of contract 

per R.S. 39-198.  
1
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LDH LEGISLATIVE FACT SHEET
Statistical Resources, Inc. (HCBS Data & EVV System) Contract Extension

• Prior sole source requests for this contract were approved in 2016 and 2019 due largely to the inability of other 

vendors to assume these responsibilities.

• In 2017, an amendment to include EVV services was added to the contract’s scope of work (SOW).  

• Justification

• The current HCBS Data and EVV system provides an EVV solution which complies with H.R.34, the 21st Century Cures 

Act. 

• This Act was signed into law on December 13, 2016 and requires all states to implement an EVV system or the 

federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP) shall be reduced for these services. 

• The current contract hosts and maintains Louisiana Department of Health’s (LDH) sponsored EVV system.

• Utilizing the two-year extension option rather than the one-year option, LDH will be better positioned to successfully 

implement the HCBS Data and EVV System should a change in vendor occur.  

• The current schedule for implementation based on the status of the RFP process is as follows: 

• Evaluation of proposals begins in January 2022

• Notice of intent to award – May 2022

• Final approval of contract - November 2022

• System implementation with no protest when Notice of Intent to Award is announced:

• If the current contractor is awarded, the intent to award is issued in November 2022

• If the new contractor is awarded, the announcement would be in January 2024 barring any 

serious system implementation difficulties.

• LDH does not have the in-house capability to manage an HCBS Data Management and EVV system, or provide these 

services to 30,000+ recipients and 600+ providers.  

• This is a complex system which manages millions of service records through a complicated prior and post 

authorization process, and would require a substantial amount of programming and technical support if 

managed by LDH or the Office of Technology Services (OTS), neither of which could be accomplished prior to 

the expiration of the current contract.

FISCAL IMPACT: 

• The anticipated cost of this extension reflects the same cost per year with no increases for services beyond extending 

the contract period of current services.

• Start Date - July 1, 2019

• End Date – June 30, 2022

• Requested Extension – July 1, 2022 – June 30, 2024

• Extension Amount – $12,682,251

• Total Contract Amount - $31,121,763
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LDH LEGISLATIVE FACT SHEET
Statistical Resources, Inc. (HCBS Data & EVV System) Contract Extension

• Failure to maintain the current systems in place through approval of the contract extension would result in the 

suspension of payment to more than six hundred HCBS direct service providers because the prior and post 

authorization of services would be delayed until a suitable alternative was in place. 

• Direct service providers are unable to pay direct service workers if their reimbursement is delayed.  

• This would result in suspension of vital in-home services and supports to the 30,000+ highly vulnerable 

individuals with substantial medical needs, and LDH will be in immediate jeopardy for: 

• Suspension of federal funding for all Medicaid HCBS

• Violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Integration Mandates and various Medicaid 

regulations

• Discontinuation of essential home-based care for 30,000+ individuals, thereby placing them at 

immediate risk of institutionalization

• LDH does not have adequate institutional capacity to absorb these individuals. 
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Payment Terms 
 

COST: 

A. Included in the estimated percentage breakdown below are all costs estimated to be associated with the project, including the personnel, development, 
maintenance programming, system maintenance changes, computer equipment, office supplies and other overhead costs (rent, utilities, insurance, 
etc.), training, technical assistance, user assistance, and postage.  

 

The monthly cost is broken out into the following estimated service task totals with a percentage of the cost broken down by specific population (where appropriate):  

 

BASE CONTRACT BREAKOUT 
FOR YEARS 1, 2, AND 3 

RFSR 
PRIOR 

AUTHORIZATION 
DATA 

ANALYSIS 

USER SUPPORT / 
PROVIDER 

BILLING 
SUPPORT 

TECHNICAL 
SUPPORT / 

SYSTEM 
CHANGES 

PROGRAMMATIC 
SUPPORT 

MONTHLY 
LINE TOTAL 

ANNUAL LINE 
TOTAL 

NOW 16,638.73 43,596.66 1,356.70 16,207.71 2,066.44  79,866.24 958,394.88 

CC 127.35 2,527.14 1,356.70 2,496.61 1,239.87  7,747.67 92,972.04 

ACT 421        3,500  750.00  315.00  4,565.00 54,780.00 

EPSDT  230.21 271.34  5,100.55 10,767.91 16,370.01 196,440.12 

SUPPORTS WAIVER 127.35 2,743.93 1,356.70 2,981.26 826.58  8,035.82 96,429.84 

COMMUNITY CHOICES 14,354.08 11,512.23 1,356.70 5,565.86 2,066.44  34,855.31 418,263.72 

ADHC WAIVER 5,038.64 3,708.22 1,356.70 2,050.00 413.29  12,566.85 150,802.20 

LT-PCS  5,780.29 1,356.70 3,110.34 826.58  11,073.91 132,886.92 

MFP  7,000.75     7,000.75 84,009.00 

RESIDENTIAL OPTIONS 
WAIVER 

 1,841.27 1,356.70 1,881.01 826.58  5,905.56 70,866.72 

FRAUD DETECTION / BLOCKING 
/ PROVIDER CHECKS 

      10,325.00 123,900.00 

         

TOTAL 
 

      198,312.12 2,379,745.55 
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BASE CONTRACT BREAKOUT 
FOR YEARS 1, 2, AND 3 

RFSR 
PRIOR 

AUTHORIZATION 
DATA 

ANALYSIS 

USER SUPPORT / 
PROVIDER 

BILLING SUPPORT 

TECHNICAL 
SUPPORT / 

SYSTEM 
CHANGES 

PROGRAMMATIC 
SUPPORT 

MONTHLY LINE 
TOTAL 

NOW 8.59% 22.50% 0.70% 8.37% 1.07% 
 

41.22% 

CC 0.07% 1.30% 0.70% 1.29% 0.64% 
 

4.00% 

EPSDT 
 

0.12% 0.14% 
 

2.63% 5.56% 8.45% 

SUPPORTS WAIVER 0.07% 1.42% 0.70% 1.54% 0.43% 
 

4.15% 

COMMUNITY CHOICES 7.41% 5.94% 0.70% 2.87% 1.07% 
 

17.99% 

ADHC WAIVER 2.60% 1.91% 0.70% 1.06% 0.21% 
 

6.49% 

LT-PCS 
 

2.98% 0.70% 1.61% 0.43% 
 

5.72% 

MFP 
 

3.61% 
    3.61% 

RESIDENTIAL OPTIONS 
WAIVER  

0.95% 0.70% 0.97% 0.43% 
 

3.05% 

FRAUD DETECTION / BLOCKING 
/ PROVIDER CHECKS       

5.33% 

        
TOTAL 18.73% 40.74% 5.04% 17.70% 6.90% 5.56% 100.00% 

 

B. Electronic Visit Verification – LASRS  

OAAS supports over 20,000 persons in the LT-PCS program, Community Choices, and Adult Day Health Care Waiver. OCDD supports over 12,000 
persons across all four waivers, NOW, Children’s Choice, Supports, and the ROW.  While in many instances there might be one worker clocking 
in/out, there are many instances in which persons have more than one staff and there would be a transaction in/out expense for each staff 
person clocking in/out with the person supported.  For example, someone that is receiving 24 hours of support, could have up to 5 staff persons 
working in the home with them.  There would be a transaction in/out fee associated with each staff person that clocked in/out on any given day. 
Below includes current transactions for each program. The number of transactions will fluctuate across each program each year due to the 
number of persons served in each program and the number of staff. Chart I shows the transactions for center based and transportation EVV at a 
fixed cost for Year 1, 2, & 3 of the contract. Chart II shows in home services, transactions and cost, and Chart III is a summary of all costs.  
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Waiver Transactions Cost

NOW 1,289,943         296,687$                       

CC Waiver 734                     169$                               

Supports Waiver 555,604             127,789$                       

ROW 43,327               9,965$                           

AHDC 102,182             23,502$                         

CCW 0

TOTAL 458,112$                       

Chart I:  Center Based & Transportation
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SERVICE GROUP

Anticipated # of 

service records/ 

transactions 

Anticipated cost at 

$0.23 per service 

record

IFS services and nursing services 6,392,365 $1,470,243.95

SIL 312,596 $71,897.08

IFS services and emods 241,868 $55,629.64

SE and center-based services

Respite

IFS services 17,258 $3,969.34

Habilitation 6,949 $1,598.27

IFS services 88,513 $20,357.99

Center-based services $0.00

PAS and up/tuck and T1005 1,446,682 $332,736.86

LTPCS 3,481,634 $800,775.82

Conduent and OAAS 21,242 $4,885.66

12,009,107 $2,762,094.61

Long Term- Personal Care Services (LT-PCS)

New Opportunities Waiver (NOW)

Children's Choice (CC) Waiver

Residential Options Waiver (ROW)

Adult Day Health Care Waiver (ADHC)

Community Choices Waiver (CCW)

Chart II: YEAR 1 IN HOME EVV COSTS
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YEAR I (July 2019 - June 2020)

BASE CONTRACT 2,324,965.44$                                                                                   

CENTER-BASED EVV 458,112.01$                                                                                       

IN-HOME EVV 2,762,094.61$                                                                                   

ESTIMATED COST OF EPSDT PCS TRACKING(@$0.23/service) - (based on 9 months with October 1, 2019 implementation) 58,453.54$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST OF SUPPORT COORDINATION SERVICE TRACKING  (@$0.23/service) 93,355.85$                                                                                         

TOTAL 5,696,981.45$                                                                                   

YEAR 2 (July 2020 - June 2021) 

BASE CONTRACT 2,324,965.44$                                                                                   

ACT 421 Registry (6 months) 27,390.00$                                                                                         

CENTER-BASED EVV 458,112.01$                                                                                       

IN-HOME EVV (including a 2.5% increase in waiver participants) 2,831,146.98$                                                                                   

ESTIMATED COST OF EPSDT SERVICE TRACKING  (@$0.23/service) (12 months) 102,033.33$                                                                                       

ESTIMATED COST OF SUPPORT COORDINATION SERVICE TRACKING  (@$0.23/service) 93,355.85$                                                                                         

EVV System Certification 280,348.00$                                                                                       

TOTAL 6,117,351.61$                                                                                   

YEAR 3 (July 2021 - June 2022) 

BASE CONTRACT 2,324,965.44$                                                                                   

ACT 421 Registry 54,780.00$                                                                                         

CENTER-BASED EVV 458,112.01$                                                                                       

IN-HOME EVV  (including a 2.5% increase in waiver participants) 2,901,925.65$                                                                                   

ESTIMATED COST OF EPSDT SERVICE TRACKING  (@$0.23/service) (12 months) 102,033.33$                                                                                       

ESTIMATED COST OF SUPPORT COORDINATION SERVICE TRACKING  (@$0.23/service) 93,355.85$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST OF OBH-CPST & PSR (6 months) 253,102.00$                                                                                       

ESTIMATED COST FOR DOJ PCA (6 months) 18,917.50$                                                                                         

EVV System Certification 417,987.00$                                                                                       

TOTAL 6,625,178.78$                                                                                   

Total Amount 18,439,511.84$                                                                                 

Chart III: SUMMARY OF CONTRACT COSTS (updates highlighted)
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YEAR 4 (July 2022 - June 2023) 

BASE CONTRACT 2,324,965.44$                                                                                   

CENTER-BASED EVV 458,112.01$                                                                                       

IN-HOME EVV (including a 2.5% increase in waiver participants)  2,974,473.79$                                                                                   

ESTIMATED COST OF EPSDT SERVICE TRACKING 102,033.33$                                                                                       

ESTIMATED COST OF SUPPORT COORDINATION SERVICE TRACKING 93,355.85$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST OF OBH-CPST & PSR -$                                                                                                      

ESTIMATED COST FOR DOJ PCA 37,835.00$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST FOR HOME HEALTH 313,169.00$                                                                                       

TOTAL 6,303,944.42$                                                                                   

YEAR 5 (July 2023 - June 2024) 

BASE CONTRACT 2,324,965.44$                                                                                   

CENTER-BASED EVV 458,112.01$                                                                                       

IN-HOME EVV (including a 2.5% increase in waiver participants)  3,048,835.64$                                                                                   

ESTIMATED COST OF EPSDT SERVICE TRACKING 102,033.33$                                                                                       

ESTIMATED COST OF SUPPORT COORDINATION SERVICE TRACKING 93,355.85$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST OF OBH-CPST & PSR -$                                                                                                      

ESTIMATED COST FOR DOJ PCA 37,835.00$                                                                                         

ESTIMATED COST FOR HOME HEALTH 313,169.00$                                                                                       

TOTAL 6,378,306.27$                                                                                   

TOTAL EXTENSION AMOUNT 12,682,250.69$                                                                                 

MAXIMUM CONTRACT AMOUNT 31,121,762.53$                                                                                 
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The Honorable Jerome Zeringue  

Louisiana State House of Representatives 

Chairman, Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget 

P.O. Box 44294 

Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

 

Re: DCFS Request for April JLCB Agenda Item Pursuant to R.S. 39:1615(J) for 

PO#2000401325 for Postlethwaite & Netterville, APAC   
 

Dear Representative Zeringue:  

 

The Louisiana Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) requests that the following 

contract amendment be placed on the agenda for the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget 

(JLCB) during its April meeting. DCFS currently has a contract with Postlethwaite & Netterville, 

APAC, and requests approval to extend this contract, in accordance with R.S. 39:1615(J). 

 

QUALITY ASSURANCE/QUALITY CONTROL (QA/QC) SERVICES 
This is a three-year contract, with the option to extend up to twenty-four (24) additional months, 

to assist DCFS with an objective assessment of the quality, completeness, and progress of work 

and work products submitted by other contractors of the Department. The general purpose of the 

QA/QC Contractor's work is to conduct periodic review, evaluation, documentation, and 

reporting of the overall DCFS Modernization Initiatives performance. The QA/QC contractor is 

currently focusing on the Child Welfare System Development Project (CWSDP), also known as 

the DCFS Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS) Project. The QA/QC 

contractor works alongside DCFS to provide support, assistance, and guidance for the review 

and quality assurance related tasks for processes and deliverables developed by other contractors 

working with DCFS in various scope areas, including project management, infrastructure setup, 

COTS upgrades, code and data migration, business requirements gathering and validation, 

design, development, communications, forms and reports, testing, change 

readiness/management, training development, training delivery, conversion, interfaces and 

integration,  system security testing, data load and capacity performance testing, development of 

software documentation, pilot, helpdesk, implementation and turnover, post-implementation 

support, and federal review support. 

 

The current contract, which was executed on April 15, 2019, expires on April 14, 2022. DCFS is 

exercising the contractual option for a one-year extension with Postlethwaite & Netterville, 

APAC, to continue the Quality Assurance/Quality Control services needed for the DCFS 



    

 

 

Modernization Initiatives. Therefore, DCFS seeks your committee’s approval to amend the 

current Postlethwaite & Netterville, APAC, contract to extend the contract period to April 14, 

2023, to avoid interruption of services.  

 

Thank you for considering our request to have this contract extension included on your April 

agenda. I am enclosing a copy of the amendment, the Statement of Work, and Budget Form (BA-

22) for your convenience. Should you have any questions, or need additional information,  please 

do not hesitate to contact the Bureau of General Counsel at (225) 342-1480 or  

joshua.morgan.dcfs@la.gov.   

 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Eric Horent 
Undersecretary 
State of Louisiana 
Department of Children and Family Services 
 
Enclosures 
 
EH/eh 

mailto:joshua.morgan.dcfs@la.gov
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DCFS is requesting contract amendment #3 for contract #2000401325 (QA/QC Contract) between 
State of Louisiana Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) and Postlethwaite & 
Netterville, APAC (P&N) to exercise the contract extension option outlined in the above mentioned 
contract. This contract extension will extend the contract term for the QA/QC services and support 
into contract year 4 (through April 14, 2023), and adjust the total contract funding amount to cover 
the requested QA/QC service through this updated period.  

This will allow P&N to continue to support DCFS Modernization Initiatives in their QA/QC role 
through the new anticipated system go-live date and possibly into the initial M&O period for the 
Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS) project. If this contract amendment is 
not approved, the original QA/QC contract is set to expire April 14, 2022, which will lead to QA/QC 
support and services ending prior to the planned go-live date (Winter 2023) for the CCWIS 
project. 

Brief Description of P&N’s QA/QC Services:  

Postlethwaite & Netterville (P&N) currently serves as the DCFS QA/QC Contractor to work with 
the State to provide an objective assessment of the quality, completeness, and progress of work 
and work products submitted by other contractors. The general purpose of the QA/QC 
Contractor's work is to conduct periodic review, evaluation, documentation, and reporting of the 
overall DCFS Modernization Initiatives performance, primarily for but not limited to the Child 
Welfare System Development Project (CWSDP), also known as the DCFS Comprehensive Child 
Welfare Information System (CCWIS) Project. P&N provides DCFS and various oversight 
stakeholders a means to verify that the DCFS Modernization Initiatives will satisfy the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants' Statements on Standards for Consulting Services 
(SSCS). As other federal and state regulations are finalized and adopted, the QA/QC Contractor 
works with the State to identify the applicable standards and make recommendations on how to 
meet the identified standards. These quality assurance activities are part of a broader set of 
quality management activities required by DCFS. The QA/QC Contractor also works alongside 
DCFS to provide support, assistance, and guidance for review and quality assurance related tasks 
for processes and deliverables developed by other contractors working with DCFS in various 
scope areas, including project management, infrastructure setup, COTS configuration, code and 
data migration, business requirements gathering and validation, design, development, 
communications, forms and reports, testing, change readiness/management, training 
development, training delivery, conversion, interfaces, integration, system security testing, data 
load and capacity performance testing, development of software documentation, pilot programs, 
helpdesk, system implementation and turnover, post-implementation support, and federal review 
support. 
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                                               Office of State Procurement – Professional Contracts 
                        Amendment # 3 
 

 Amendment No. 3  
to  

Contract between the  
State of Louisiana 

Department of Children and Family Services 

and 

Postlethwaite & Netterville, APAC, 
8550 United Plaza Blvd., Suite 1001 

Baton Rouge, LA 70809 
 
 
 

Amendment Provisions 
 
 
Change No. 1  
 
On page 2 of the contract, Item 2.1) Term of Contract is being amended as follows. The State 
is exercising the option to extend for twelve (12) additional months at the same rates, terms, 
and conditions of the initial contract term and Amendment No. 1 to assist in the successful 
completion of the DCFS Transformations Project (CCWIS and IE).  
  
 
Change From: 
 
2.1) Termination Date:  April 14, 2022   
 
 
Change to:   
 
2.1) Termination Date:  April 14, 2023 
 
 
Change No. 2 
 
On page 10 of the contract, Item 5.0) Compensation and Maximum Amount of Contract is 
being amended as follows. The amount of the original contract was $5,572,530.00, and 
DCFS agrees to increase this amount by $1,721,064.00, for a total budgeted amount not to 
exceed $7,293,594.00, to the QA/QC Contractor for its time and expenses associated with 
the work performed under this contract extension at the rates outlined in the initial contract 
and Amendment No. 1 and resource personnel as detailed in Attachment II.  
 
 
Change From: 
 
5.0) Contract Amount:  $5,572,530.00 
 
 
 
Change to: 
 
5.0) Contract Amount: $7,293,594.00 
 
 

This amendment contains or has attached hereto all revised terms and conditions agreed 
upon by contracting parties. 

 

This amendment is effective October 1, 2021. 

  

Justification:  This Amendment is needed to exercise the option to extend the contract term 
for the services and support of the QA/QC vendor throughout the successful completion of 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 075937C8-4581-434B-9A2D-23B271581E2A
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various information system upgrades, including CCWIS and the IE Project, as well as 
throughout the M&O period to the successful handoff to State resources. Funds are available 
to maintain expenditures for this project. 

 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF, this Amendment is signed and entered into on the date indicated 
below. 
 
 
Postlethwaite & Netterville, APAC 
 
 
_____________________________________  __________________________ 
                      (Signature)       (Date) 
Name: Mark Staley 
Title:  Director 
 
 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 
Marketa Garner Walters, Secretary 
 
 
_____________________________________  _____________________________ 

(Signature)                 (Date) 
Name:   Eric Horent 
Title:      Undersecretary 
 
 
______________________________________          ______________________________   

(Signature)       (Date)  
Name:   Rhenda Hodnett 
Title:     Assistant Secretary of Child Welfare  
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Performance Audit Services 
Michael J. “Mike” Waguespack, CPA,  
Louisiana Legislative Auditor 
 

At the April 28, 2022 meeting, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget (JLCB) 
was requested to approve amendments to and extensions of two state contracts related to 
developing a Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS).  Prior to approving 
these requests, JLCB requested that we provide information on the Office of Technology 
Services (OTS) contract with Creative Information Technology, Inc. (CITI) and the related 
Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) contract with Postlethwaite and Netterville, 
APAC (P&N). We collaborated with OTS, DCFS, and P&N to gather the information presented 
here.  

 
Executive Summary 

 
 The state was approved in 2016 for 50/50 federal matching to fund the CCWIS project. In 

June 2019, OTS contracted with CITI for a three-year (with option for a two-year 
extension) $13 million contract for the design, development and implementation of a 
CCWIS to replace more than ten different systems currently used by DCFS. The goals of 
the project include replacing disparate and outdated systems, providing increased 
efficiency through reducing duplicative data entry, enhancing data quality and reporting 
capabilities, and improving service delivery. As of May 2022, OTS has paid CITI 
$6,749,752 (51.9%) of the original contract amount of $13 million for work already 
completed. 
 

 OTS has requested approval from JLCB to extend the CITI contract for two years and 
increase the contract amount from $13 million to approximately $23.1 million, which is 
lower than eight of the nine other original bids submitted in response to the request for 
proposals (RFP) and is less expensive than similar CCWIS projects in other states. For 
example, according to OTS, Arkansas’s system cost $26 million and Florida’s cost $97 
million. The U.S. Administration for Children and Families (ACF) monitors Louisiana’s 
CCWIS project on an annual and ongoing basis, and the ACF analyst assigned to 
Louisiana has recommended approval of the CITI contract amendment, though final 
approval is pending. 

 
 Because federal regulations require that agencies have contracts for independent 

verification and validation of system development as a condition of receiving federal 
funding, DCFS contracted with P&N in April 2019 for a three-year (with option for a 
two-year extension) $5.6 million contract to provide an objective assessment of the 
quality, completeness, and progress of work submitted by CITI. DCFS has requested 
approval to extend the P&N contract for one year and increase the contract amount from 
approximately $5.6 million to $7.3 million. 

 
 OTS is requesting an amendment/extension because several factors have delayed the 

completion of original CITI contract deliverables and made customizations beyond the 
original scope of work necessary.  The CCWIS was originally projected to be complete 

Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System Contract 
Office of Technology Services and Department of Children and Family Services 
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by December 2020, but it is now projected to be complete in Spring 2023.  These factors 
include the following: 

 
o Adjusting to the Agile software development methodology: The CCWIS project is 

one of the first large scale OTS contracted projects to the use the Agile methodology 
which emphasizes small teams delivering increments of working software with great 
frequency while working in close collaboration with the customer and adapting to 
changing requirements. This methodology included involving approximately 65 
DCFS staff who were responsible for providing feedback to software developers and 
prioritizing functionalities to be added to the system based on their experience of 
what will be needed to perform core child welfare work.    

o Impact of COVID-19 pandemic: The COVID-19 pandemic, which began just a few 
months after development started, required adjustments such as moving daily, in-
person team meetings and product demonstrations to off-site, virtual platforms. 

o Staffing and planning issues: Required plans (project management and project work 
plans) were not completed timely and CITI staffed some key project roles with brand 
new employees, did not fill all required positions, and used single staff to fill multiple 
roles. P&N also noted that a shortage of IT staff in the general marketplace led to 
turnover and gaps in key project roles, especially during fiscal year 2021. 

o Changing federal requirements:  Between July 2018 and February 2022, ACF 
established more specific requirements not addressed by the RFP and original CITI 
contract. For example, a 2020 rule published for the federal Adoption and Foster Care 
Analysis and Reporting System requires tracking of several new data points for 
reporting, which had to be added to the Unify system. 

o Complexity of legacy systems: This project covers the replacement of multiple 
legacy systems, many of which lack system documentation and may not have active 
system support. According to P&N, this increased the difficulty for the project team 
to understand the processes being replaced and the data sources that must be cleansed 
and migrated.  

o More customization than originally planned: As early as February 2020, P&N 
reported that more product customization may be required than the original 80/20 
configuration/customization plan. In June 2020, P&N reported that completion of the 
first module had been delayed by an unanticipated increase in user feedback and 
requested functionalities as well as different visions of the end product and 
disagreements on the ability of Unify to meet DCFS project objectives and 
requirements using out of the box functionality. 
 

 According to P&N, CCWIS project controls have been established to monitor project 
performance and risks. Additionally, OTS supports DCFS as the CITI contract monitor, 
and ACF performs annual and ongoing monitoring of the CCWIS project. In its most 
recent compliance report from March 2022, although P&N noted some ongoing issues, it 
also provided metrics showing that development work in progress is on track to be 
completed on target based on re-planning.   
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What is CCWIS and why is it needed? 
 
In 2016, DCFS received approval for federal 

funding from ACF to develop and implement a 
CCWIS to modernize and replace the outdated and 
disparate systems that currently support the Child 
Welfare (CW) program. Federal matching funds are 
available at the rate of 50%, and as of March 2022, 
DCFS has received approval for a total of $22,598,544 
from ACF for the CCWIS project. According to 
DCFS, Louisiana was one of the first states to request 
this funding after federal regulations made it available 
on June 2, 2016. 

 
The CW program currently uses more than ten different systems with limited or no 

capacity to integrate or share data between them, some of which are up to 30 years old. 
Longstanding issues with the current systems, such as duplicative data entry, limit the accuracy 
and efficiency of DCFS data collection, as noted in a 2014 assessment by the federal Children’s 
Bureau,1 the 2016 report issued by the Governor’s Transition Committee on Children and Family 
Services,2 and a 2016 LLA performance audit of Foster Care.3 See Exhibit 1 for examples of 
current DCFS systems that will be replaced by CCWIS. In addition to the examples in the table, 
CCWIS will replace at least six other DCFS systems4 and interface with others not replaced.  

 

                                                 
1 https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/la_aar_2013.pdf 
2 https://www.gov.louisiana.gov/assets/docs/TransitionTeam/DCFS_Transition_Final_Report.pdf 
3 The report can be found here: 
https://www.lla.la.gov/PublicReports.nsf/B6AE21FF54B31DC8862581760059CFD1/$FILE/000158A1.pdf 
4 Louisiana Adoption Resource Exchange, National Youth in Transition Database, Interstate Compact for the 
Placement of Children Database, Family Resource Center Database, Trauma-Based Health Tool, and Child Abuse 
Neglect System. 

Exhibit 1 
Examples of DCFS Legacy Systems to be Replaced by CCWIS 

System Name Examples of Functionalities 
A Comprehensive 
Enterprise Social 
Service System 
(ACESS 2.0) 

- Contains Centralized Intake reports of alleged child abuse or neglect  
- Assigns accepted reports to Child Protection Services (CPS)  
- Tracks all CPS investigative activities 
- Screens for needs, determines potential service eligibility, and locates services/providers  

Tracking, 
Information, and 
Payment Systems 

(TIPS) 

- Tracks client information and generates payments for DCFS clients and providers 
- Tracks all placement services for foster children and supportive services paid through TIPS 
- Collects required data for federal and ad hoc reporting 
- Interfaces with other systems with information on Medicaid eligibility and participation in 
Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

Family Assessment 
Tracking System 

(FATS) 

- Documents case activities and develops family assessments and case plans for Family 
Services, Adoptions, and Foster Care Programs  

- Provides data essential for federal Monthly Caseworker Visitation reports 
Quality Assurance 
Tracking System 

(QATS) 

- Conducts case reviews within the CW System 
- Populates summary reports by parish or regional office 
- Contains several review instruments that were used over an extended period of time 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff based on information from DFCS and the Request for Proposals. 

CCWIS project goals include: 
• Replacing multiple outdated and 

disparate Child Welfare legacy systems 
• Providing increased efficiency for DCFS 

staff to perform job duties through one 
comprehensive and continuous system 

• Improving data quality and enhancing 
reporting capabilities per federal Office 
of the Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF) regulations 

• Improving service delivery 
 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/la_aar_2013.pdf
https://www.gov.louisiana.gov/assets/docs/TransitionTeam/DCFS_Transition_Final_Report.pdf
https://www.lla.la.gov/PublicReports.nsf/B6AE21FF54B31DC8862581760059CFD1/$FILE/000158A1.pdf
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How was CITI selected as the CCWIS vendor? 
 
 OTS issued an RFP on behalf of DCFS on July 30, 2018, for CCWIS design, 

development, and implementation. OTS received bids from 11 vendors, one of which was 
disqualified. Before seeing the cost associated with each proposal, a review panel consisting of 
two OTS and three DCFS staff scored each vendor’s proposal for technical factors as well as 
their work with Hudson and Veterans initiatives. As shown in Exhibit 2, CITI received the 
fourth-highest technical score 
of any vendor, but had the 
highest cost score by far, as its 
initial bid of $11.7 million was 
much lower than other 
vendors’ bids ranging from 
approximately $21.5 million to 
approximately $42.1 million.  

 
According to OTS and 

DCFS, CITI was selected 
because it had the highest 
overall score of any vendor. 
Although cost was a significant factor in CITI’s score, OTS and DCFS noted that CITI’s scores 
in other areas were not significantly lower than those of other vendors and that all of the 
vendors’ proposals offered similar levels of experience and resources.  

 
OTS contracted with CITI beginning in June 2019 to acquire a solution to create a 

CCWIS for DCFS. In addition, DCFS contracted with P&N in April 2019 to provide an 
objective assessment of the quality, completeness, and progress of work and work products 
submitted by CITI and other contractors (see pages 6-7 for 
more information). DCFS has also issued $3,612,391 in task 
orders as needed through contracts with seven additional 
companies for staff to assist with project work, such as 
legacy data extraction and cleaning. CITI’s solution-based 
CCWIS approach centers on its commercial off-the-shelf 
software called Unify, which was built on CITI’s Eligibility 
Benefits Management System platform. According to DCFS, 
this proprietary, licensed system provided a solid foundation 
of existing, preconfigured components upon which to build 
the Louisiana CCWIS, which will have six modules5 
designed to replace the current systems in a manner that will 
allow DCFS to retire them with no interruption in services. 
The original contract states that CITI will provide software 

                                                 
5 The six modules are Administration, Intake/Referral and Investigations, Case Management, Eligibility and 
Financial Management, Provider Management, and Court Processing. For each module, CITI must configure its 
basic functions, import converted legacy data, integrate with OTS enterprise architecture, and add customized 
functionalities such as interfaces and reports. 

Exhibit 2 
Scoring of Bidders for CCWIS Contract 

Score Category Max 
Points CITI Score 

Max of 
Other 

Vendors 
Technical (Total) 590 551 (ranked 4) 580 

Company Background 145 123 (ranked 6) 145 
Approach and Methodology 345 328 (ranked 3) 345 

Staff Qualifications 100 100 (tied for 1) 100 
Hudson and Veterans 120 3.19 (ranked 9) 20 
Cost 290 290 (ranked 1) 157.5 
Total 1,000 844.19 (ranked 1) 718.66 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using scoring document for 
CCWIS proposals provided by OTS.  

Deliverables of the original CITI 
contract include: 
 Development of project plans 

establishing the scope of work, 
resources, and timelines expected 

 Documentation for CCWIS 
components, governance tools, 
and training plans 

 Installation and demonstration of 
foundational Unify software 

 Live demonstration of 
production-ready software 
through series of iterations 

 Six production-ready CCWIS 
modules that perform functions 
of DCFS systems to be replaced 
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installation, configuration, and custom development as part of its solution.  
 
The CITI and P&N contracts also specify that the CCWIS project will employ Agile 

software development methodologies, which emphasize small teams delivering small increments 
of working software with great frequency while working in close collaboration with the customer 
and adapting to changing requirements. For example, multiple CCWIS project teams perform 
work in two-week iterative “sprints,” during which pre-planned increments of work are 
completed and reviewed. According to OTS, the CCWIS project is the first large-scale OTS-
contracted solution to use the Agile methodologies. A federal CCWIS technical bulletin issued in 
20186 states that while traditional, linear phase-driven “waterfall” software development 
attempts to anticipate all needs, requirements, and risk scenarios up front, the Agile process is 
adaptive and provides a framework to anticipate and manage change as the project progresses. 
According to OTS and DCFS, using the Agile 
method can take longer on the front end, but because 
it allows the state to see the product as it is 
developed and provide real-time feedback, the 
product will be better suited to what the CW 
program needs in practice and will not require 
changes that could take years to address when it is 
implemented.  

 
The original CITI and P&N contracts both 

had three-year terms with an option for a two-year 
extension. Both contracts require JLCB’s approval 
for amendments to their terms and payment amounts. 
OTS and DCFS have requested approval to amend these contracts to extend their terms and 
increase the maximum payment amounts, as shown in Exhibit 3.  
 
Why are the contract amendments necessary? 

 
Overall, the risk of additional delays to CITI’s delivery of a fully functioning Unify 

system adequate to meet CW program needs must be measured against the potential costs of 
replacing it as a contractor. Work on the CCWIS contract began in September 2019 with team 
formation, Agile training, and project planning, and development began in December 2019. In 
the CCWIS Advanced Planning Document submitted to ACF in September 2019, DCFS 
projected the Unify system would be implemented in December 2020. However, as of May 
2022, OTS and DCFS anticipate Unify will be implemented statewide in January 2023, or by 
Spring 2023 at the latest.  

 
The CCWIS project is monitored by ACF in addition to P&N. DCFS is required to 

submit CCWIS Advanced Planning Documents to ACF annually and as needed if significant 
changes in project approach, procurement, schedule, or costs occur. ACF is also required to 
review, assess, and inspect the planning, design, development, installation, operation, and 
maintenance of each CCWIS project on a continuing basis through point-in-time reviews based 

                                                 
6 https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/ccwis_tb4.pdf 

Exhibit 3 
Original and Amended CITI and P&N 

Contract Terms and Maximum Payment 
Contract OTS and CITI DCFS and P&N  

Original 
Term and 
Payment 

June 30, 2019 to 
June 29, 2022 
for $13,000,000 

April 15, 2019 to 
April 14, 2022 
for $5,572,530 

Amended 
Term and 
Payment 

June 30, 2019 to 
June 29, 2024 
for $23,169,040 

April 15, 2019 to 
April 14, 2023 
for $7,293,594 

Difference 2 years and  
$10,169,040 

1 year and 
$1,721,064 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff based on 
CITI and P&N original contracts and proposed 
amendments. 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/ccwis_tb4.pdf
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on key milestones, automated functions, and scheduled activities approved. ACF’s analyst for 
Louisiana has already reviewed and recommended approving the proposed amendment to the 
CITI contract, and the official response is in the pipeline for distribution.  

 
If the CITI contract is not extended, OTS would have to develop and issue a new RFP for 

a CCWIS, which could further delay program improvements 
contingent on replacing DCFS’ existing systems. In addition, 
although some project work already performed, such as 
requirements gathering, could be leveraged toward a new 
solution, a new contractor would have to restart all 
development because Unify is a licensed product not owned by 
the state. ACF also may provide a lower percentage or no 
federal match for a new system, as it has already funded 
development of Unify.  

 
The CITI contract’s total amended cost of $23.1 

million is comparable to or less than the contract prices of 
other states’ CCWIS solutions based on research performed by 
OTS, as shown in Exhibit 4. In addition, OTS and DCFS noted 
that the amended CITI contract amount of $23.1 million is still 
lower than eight of the nine other valid original bids submitted for the contract. 

 
What is P&N’s role as the QA/QC contractor? 

 
As the Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) contractor, P&N has added 

value to the CCWIS project by playing several different roles throughout the project to identify 
and address risks, such as monitoring legal and contractual compliance, assisting with planning 
and project management, using metrics to measure work progress against goals, hosting meetings 
to improve communication and coordination, and providing training classes and guidance as 
needed. Federal regulations7 require agencies to have contracts for independent verification and 
validation of their system development efforts as a condition of receiving federal funding for 
CCWIS projects.  The original P&N contract states that the general purpose of the QA/QC 
contractor’s work is to conduct periodic reviews, evaluations, documentation, and reporting of 
the overall DCFS Modernization Initiatives performance, which includes the CCWIS project as 
well as the Integration Eligibility Project. The contract’s statement of work includes a wide range 
of activities that P&N must perform in order to provide an objective assessment of the quality, 
completeness, and progress of work and work products submitted by other contractors, 
including: 

• Monitoring contract deliverables to determine if they comply with quality standards, 
changing federal and state requirements, and contractual obligations   

• Recommending ways to mitigate risks or eliminate causes of unsatisfactory results or 
unacceptable work products 

                                                 
7 45 CFR 95.626 

Exhibit 4 
Other States’ CCWIS Contract 

Prices  
State Contract Price 

Arkansas $26.5 million 
Florida $97 million 
Maine $36 million 
Michigan $49 million 
New Mexico $45 million 
North Carolina $104 million 
Wyoming $29 million 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s 
staff using unaudited research provided by 
OTS based on information publicly 
available online. It is important to note 
that the scope of other states’ contracts 
may be different.  
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• Providing support, assistance, and guidance for review and quality assurance related 
tasks for processes and deliverables developed by other contractors in various areas8 

• Submitting compliance reports on a monthly basis and after certain project milestones 
In its work for the CCWIS project, 

P&N has both identified and helped 
management address risks. P&N’s monthly 
compliance reports include metrics on 
development milestones completed, progress 
on data migration, recommendations for 
process improvements, variances identified in 
CITI’s monthly compliance reports, and 
discussion of new and/or carryover risks and 
concerns identified, including progress toward 
their resolution. The reports also summarize 
the specific quality control activities that P&N 
conducted each month, which can include 
tasks beyond compliance monitoring, such as 
conducting training classes and developing 
tools for testing. The text box to the right 
shows some examples of P&N activities listed 
in their most recent monthly report. 

 
The contract requires DCFS to make 

payments to P&N based on invoices submitted 
by P&N no more than monthly for work performed at fixed rates ranging from $95 to $160 an 
hour depending on the type of work performed. As of April 30, 2022, DCFS had paid P&N 
$5,554,323, $4,408,909 (79.4%) of which was specifically for work on the CCWIS contract. 
Although P&N provided QA/QC services for multiple projects under this contract, if the 
proposed contract amendment is approved, P&N’s efforts moving forward would primarily be 
focused on the CCWIS project.9   
 
What factors have contributed to the CCWIS contract delays? 

 
Based on discussions with OTS, DCFS, and P&N as well as review of P&N monthly 

compliance reports, the following factors contributed to delays in completion of original CITI 
contract deliverables and the need for customizations beyond those covered by the original 
contract: 

                                                 
8 The contract states that these areas include project management, infrastructure setup, COTS upgrades, code and 
data migration, business requirements gathering and validation, design, development, communications, forms and 
reports, testing, change readiness/management, training development, training delivery, conversion, interfaces and 
integration, system security testing, data load and capacity performance testing, development of software 
documentation, pilot, helpdesk, implementation and turnover, post-implementation support, and federal review 
support. 
9 According to DCFS and P&N, they do not anticipate that P&N will work on other projects at this time, but it is 
possible due to the design of the contract language.  

Examples of P&N QA/QC Activities  
Performed in March 2022 

 

 Assessed and reported progress toward 
accomplishment of phase objectives, quality of 
deliverables, and performance impact to 
timelines 

 Assisted project staff in drafting test plans, 
acceptance testing, and assessing completed 
functionalities for accuracy, completeness, and 
retesting 

 Revised project performance measures and 
assisted with process adjustments and project 
schedule refinement to reflect re-planning efforts 

 Assisted with revisions to project governance 
documents and federal reporting  

 Updated project status tracking reports to help 
monitor process and project bottlenecks 

 Hosted meetings between teams with different 
focus areas to improve communication, 
coordinate efforts, review anomalous data, and 
resolve complex requirements and issues 
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 Adjustment to Agile methodologies: According to OTS, the CCWIS project is the 
first large-scale OTS-contracted solution to use Agile methodologies. Of about 100 
people working on the CCWIS project, approximately 65 are DCFS staff who 
previously worked exclusively in CW roles, such as career social workers. For 
example, some DCFS staff were trained to become “Product Owners” responsible for 
providing feedback to software developers and prioritizing functionalities to be added 
to the system based on their experience of what will be needed to perform core CW 
work. According to DCFS, reassigned workers are dedicated to the project full time, 
and it was a big adjustment for them to perform completely different roles and 
become accustomed to making decisions for the program as a whole.  

 COVID-19 pandemic: In addition to the learning curve in using Agile 
methodologies, which rely on close collaboration between CITI, DCFS, and OTS 
team members, the COVID-19 pandemic, which started just a few months after 
development began, required adjustments such as moving daily, in-person team 
meetings and product demonstrations to off-site, virtual platforms. P&N also reported 
from March through June 2020 that unstable VPN connections limited team 
members’ network access, and high usage of the project’s Zoom account created 
connectivity and audio quality issues. 

 Changing federal requirements: According to DCFS, when OTS issued the CCWIS 
RFP in 2018, federal requirements for CCWIS projects were initially goal-oriented 
and did not list specific requirements. However, between July 2018 and February 
2022, six federal CCWIS technical bulletins and a self-assessment tool established 
more specific requirements not addressed by the RFP and original CITI contract. For 
example, a 2020 rule published for the federal Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and 
Reporting System requires tracking of several new data points for reporting, which 
had to be added to the Unify system.  

 Complexity of legacy systems: This project covers the replacement of multiple 
legacy systems, many of which lack system documentation and may not have active 
system support. According to P&N, this increased the difficulty for project teams to 
understand the processes being replaced and the data sources that must be cleansed 
and migrated.  

 Contractor performance and staffing issues: P&N reported in September 2019 that 
the Project Work Plan and initial Project Management Plan that were required to be 
completed within 30 days of contract execution (September 29, 2019) were not 
completed until January 2020 and April 2020, respectively.10 P&N reported that CITI 
attributed the delay to the difficulty of scheduling newly required walk-through 
sessions for plan review, but P&N also noted that CITI plan resubmissions did not 
address all previous feedback from the state, causing additional delays. In addition, 
P&N reported in September and October 2019 that CITI staffed a number of its key 
project roles with brand new employees, had not filled all required positions, and 
used single staff to fill multiple roles. These issues were not fully resolved until 

                                                 
10 According to OTS, it has not issued any penalties for violation of contract timelines in order for DCFS to maintain 
a good partner relationship with CITI.  
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February 2020. P&N also noted that a shortage of IT staff in the general marketplace 
led to turnover and gaps in key project roles, especially during fiscal year 2021.   

 
As a result of factors including those listed above, establishing the core functionalities 

that the final Unify system would be customized to perform remained an ongoing challenge until 
a concerted project re-planning effort concluded in September 2021. As early as February 2020, 
P&N reported concern that more product customization may be required than the original 80/20 
configuration/customization plan. In June 2020, P&N reported that completion of the first 
module had been delayed by an unanticipated increase in user feedback and requested 
functionalities. According to DCFS, due to limited resources for developing customizations, it 
has worked to find the right balance between having CITI customize Unify to accommodate its 
existing processes and adjusting its processes to accommodate Unify. However, in September 
2020, P&N reported that the project team faced challenges with meeting the defined timeline and 
budget due to different visions of the end product at Go-Live (i.e., statewide implementation) 
and disagreements on the ability of Unify to meet DCFS project objectives and business 
requirements using Out-of-the-Box (OOTB) functionality (i.e., built-in features and 
functionalities before customization). To address these issues, the September 2020 P&N report 
recommended that CITI and DCFS leadership collaborate to: 
 create a scope control process that allows teams to define a clear, unified vision of 

how the final product will operate at Go-Live  
 place greater emphasis on demonstrating the effectiveness and efficiency of Unify’s 

OOTB functionalities to show DCFS staff that customization may not be needed 
without sacrificing trust and confidence in the resulting system 

 establish a timeline and budget believed achievable by both teams  
 

In May 2021, at the request of the DCFS executive team, Cambria Solutions11 performed an 
independent assessment of the project, including its organizational structure, oversight functions, 
processes, and timeline. Based on the results of this assessment, in June 2021, project leadership 
began an extensive effort to reconcile the project scope, budget, and timeline. The resulting re-
planning, which included adjusted processes and a new timeline, placed an emphasis on more 
stringent management of scope and adherence to a pre-defined development timeline for each 
module. 

 
How much has the state paid for the CCWIS project as of May 2022? 

 
Based on unaudited information provided by OTS, as of May 2022, OTS has paid CITI 

$6,749,752 (51.9%) of the original contract amount of $13 million for work already completed 
and has dedicated an additional $2,820,600 (21.7%) to work in progress, meaning funds of 
$2,820,647 (21.7%) from the original contract are still available for completion of original 
contract deliverables not yet in progress.12   
                                                 
11 According to DCFS, this assessment was conducted through an existing DCFS contract with Cambria Solutions 
for Project Portfolio Management Office, as the CCWIS project would have eventually fallen within that contract’s 
scope of work.  
12 This does not include the $609,000 (4.7%) of the original contract amount that OTS will keep as retainage to be 
paid once the system overall is complete.  
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How much will the contract amendments cost? 
 
The proposed CITI contract amendment increases the maximum payment amounts for 

some original deliverables and adds a new deliverable to fund additional customization. 
Although 21.7% of the original CITI contract amount has not yet been expended or dedicated to 
work in progress, according to OTS and DCFS, the original contract amount is not sufficient to 
cover the additional staffing and customization not covered by the scope of the original contract 
that are needed to produce a fully functional Unify system. As a result, the CITI amendment 
provides additional funds specifically for the development of these customizations, as shown in 
Exhibit 5.  

 
Exhibit 5 

Comparison of Original and Amended CITI Contract Amounts for  
Deliverables Not Yet Completed as of May 2022  

Type of 
Change  Deliverable 

Original 
Contract 

Maximum 
Payment 

Amended 
Contract 

Maximum 
Payment 

Increase 
from 

Original 
Amount 

Percent 
Change 

Original Deliverables with No Change to Maximum 
Payment (Including Amount Provided for Task Orders) $9,067,000 $9,067,000 $0 0.0% 

Original 
Deliverables 

with Increased 
Maximum 
Payment  

5.1 Administration Module $712,500 $1,192,308 $479,808 67.3% 
5.3 Case Management Module $950,000 $1,429,808 $479,808 50.5% 
5.4 Eligibility and Financial 
Management Module $950,000 $1,429,808 $479,808 50.5% 

5.5 Provider Management Module $893,000 $1,372,808 $479,808 53.7% 
5.6 Court Processing Module $427,500 $907,308 $479,808 112.2% 

New Deliverable 
Added by 

Amendment 

6.0 Additional Funding for 
Developing Customized 
Functionalities 

N/A $7,770,000 $7,770,000 N/A 

Total $13,000,000 $23,169,040 $10,169,040 78.2% 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff based on original CITI contract and its proposed amendment.  
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How is the state going to ensure that the CCWIS contract does not require 
additional amendments/extensions? 

 
According to P&N, CCWIS project controls 

have been established to monitor project performance 
and risks (see text box to right). These controls are 
designed to provide the state with accurate project 
status information and to identify project concerns, 
risks, and issues to support the state’s decision-
making processes and allow it to respond to concerns, 
risks, and issues in a timely manner.  Additionally, 
OTS supports DCFS as the CITI contract monitor, 
and ACF performs annual and ongoing monitoring of 
the CCWIS project. 

 
Project leadership has also made changes to 

address causes of previous delays. For example, the 
amendment allows for a deliverables-based payment 
model with payment based on “stage gates” with 
clearly defined criteria for completion. In addition, 
DCFS has worked with ACF and CW consultants to 
bring additional subject matter experts to assist DCFS 
workers in making process decisions, and DCFS has 
worked with OTS and CITI to bring on project support roles to assist with areas requiring unique 
skill or experience, such as knowledge of complex legacy systems. According to P&N, issues 
with turnover in key project staffing were also addressed as part of project re-planning. In its 
most recent compliance report from March 2022, although P&N noted some ongoing issues (e.g. 
lack of detailed planning for reporting, interface, and data exchange efforts), it also noted 
positive developments and provided metrics showing that development work in progress is on 
track to complete the project on target based on re-planning.  

 
If the amendment is approved, there is a risk that CITI could request payment from the 

amount added by the amendment for completing functionalities that should have been completed 
under the contract’s original scope. However, according to P&N, it monitors and reports on 
whether functionalities are covered in the original contract to help prevent CITI from receiving 
additional payment for work that should have already been completed. For example, although 
Product Owners add functionalities to the Backlog containing work to be completed, P&N 
reviews each one to determine whether they are related to original or amended contract 
deliverables and reports its results to project leadership. DCFS and OTS officially determine 
when and if payment is made, so they are responsible for ensuring that payments from the 
increased amendment amount will not be paid for work covered by the original contract scope. 

 

Examples of CCWIS Project Controls 
 
 P&N monitors planned vs. actual 

performance using key performance 
indicators in monthly compliance reports 

 Project stage gate reviews facilitated by 
P&N where project leadership reviews 
and approves deliverables and project 
phase entry, in-flight, and exit criteria 

 QA/QC team members aligned to 
functional DCFS CCWIS project teams 
support daily monitoring 

 Change Control Board and Scope 
Control Board established to help 
manage potential contract or scope 
changes 

 P&N monthly compliance reports 
reviewed with project leadership and 
CITI 

 Weekly CCWIS project status meetings 
 Monthly CCWIS executive status 

meetings 
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Amendment No. 1 to 
Agreement between State of Louisiana 

Division of Administration, Office of Technology Services (OTS) 
AND 

Vendor Name: Creative Information Technology, Inc. (CITI) 
Address: 7799 Leesburg Pike, Suite 500 N 

Falls Church, VA 22043 
 

 
THIS Amendment No. 1, with an effective date of March 1, 2022 ("Amendment Effective Date") is entered 
into by the State of Louisiana Division of Administration, Office of Technology Services ("State") and 
Creative Information Technology, Inc. ("Contractor”) and amends the Contract between the parties dated 
June 30, 2019, for the Development of Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS), 
Contract file number: 2000428538 (the "Contract'). 
 
Capitalized terms used in this Amendment, unless otherwise specified, shall have the same meaning as 
contained in the Contract.  
 
This amendment shall not be effective until approved by the Office of State Procurement and all federal 
partners.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises herein contained, and other good and 
valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties hereby agree that 
the Contract is amended, as follows. 
 
Background  
 
Design, Development and Implementation of a Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System 
(CCWIS) to replace the outdated and disparate legacy systems has been ongoing since the contract start 
date of June 30, 2019.  
 
Over the course of the CCWIS project, the Louisiana project team has worked to align the needs of 
Louisiana Department of Child and Family Services (DCFS) to the baseline Unify system functionality 
using the original budget and timeline available for configuration and development. Efforts have been 
made by the project team to control scope, timeline, and budget to produce an enhanced Unify system 
that is aligned with Louisiana’s business practices and is ready for conducting Child Welfare business. 
This work culminated in a third-party project assessment to identify areas of improvement and 
recommendations for changes. 
 
As a result of the assessment and subsequent re-planning effort, the CCWIS project lifecycle phases 
need to be adjusted to align with a revised project approach and adjusted timeline. The original scope of 
work will encompass the configuration of the baseline Unify system without all of the Louisiana-specific 
customizations to functionality. As customizations are needed in order to perform all business functions 
within the Unify system, this amendment provides additional budget and terms specifically for the 
development of these customizations. 
 
Explanation of Amendment 
 
The implementation of the revised project approach adds following: 
 

• A baseline module configuration stage to align Unify to all CCWIS essential State and Federal 
requirements 
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• A timeline extension for the identification and development of needed customizations to baselined 
system within Unify 

• Additional resources to drive the business process understanding/redesign and product backlog 
elaboration and development. 

• Additional resources to support the expected number of developed features through testing, 
demonstration, and training. 

• Development of Service Level Agreements which align to these updated stage gates. 
• Defined criteria for successful user story and sprint completion. 
• Contingency plans if schedule adjusts. 
• Maintenance and operations for the production system 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER ONE  
 
Change to Section 1.3 DEFINITIONS 
 
Add the following Terms and Definitions to the table: 
 

Term Definition 

Contract Requirements 
Validation Phase 

The Product Owner Team, CITI Leadership and CITI Subject Matter 
Experts develop and come to agreement on a list of requirements for 
Unify base functionality that aligns with the contract (to include scope 
for reports, interfaces and data migration. 
Outcome/Output: 
List of requirements for System Configuration Phase 

System Configuration Phase The CITI Product Team and CITI Subject Matter Experts configure 
Unify base functionality using the list of requirements from the 
Contract Requirements Validation Phase. 
Outcome/Output: 
Base Unify Solution; Validated Contract Requirements; Test Scripts; 
Training Wireframes 

Feature Stabilization Phase The CITI Product Team, CITI Business Analysts, CITI Subject Matter 
Experts and the Product Owner Team customize Unify’s base 
functionality using the JIRA Prioritized Backlog. 
Outcome/Output: 
Customized Unify Solution ready for business use. 

Prioritized Backlog Gaps identified throughout processes turn into stories for the 
Prioritized Backlog during the Business Gap Analysis Phase. 

Business Gap Analysis 
Phase 

Process where the CITI Product Team, CITI Business Analysts, CITI 
Subject Matter Experts and the Product Owner Team identify gaps 
between the configured Unify functionality and the functionality 
needed to align Unify with the State’s improved way of doing Child 
Welfare business. 
Outcome/Output:  
Backlog of user stories which reflect the scope of work for the Feature 
Stabilization phase  

Production Readiness All development teams and data teams prepare for go-live by 
stabilizing the system, testing system capacity and completing steps 
in the go-live readiness checklist. 
Outcome/Output: 
Unify Solution ready for go-live; Validated Go-Live readiness checklist 

Feature Stabilization Story 
Point 

A story point developed within the Feature Stabilization phase. 



Development of Comprehensive Child Welfare Information System (CCWIS) 
#2000428538 Amendment #1 

Page 3 of 11 

Term Definition 

Go-Live/Onsite Support All development & data teams, OCM/Training Team and Change 
Champions facilitate Unify goes live. Helpdesk and super users are in 
place to support end users. 
Outcome/Output: 
Unify Solution in production 

State Testing for 
Configuration Requirements 
Phase 

State Business Analysts confirm Configured Unify system features to 
align to contract requirements or user story acceptance criteria. 
Prioritized bugs are fixed using validated RTM and test scripts. 
Outcome/Output: 
Unify features that meet contract requirements and acceptance 
criteria 

State Validation of 
Customization 
Requirements 

State Business Analysts confirm customized Unify features align to 
customization requirements or user story acceptance criteria. 
Prioritized bugs are fixed using customization scope to validate. 
Outcome/Output: 
Unify features that meet contract requirements and acceptance 
criteria 

User Acceptance Testing 
(UAT) 

The OCM/Training Team and Change Champions confirm test scripts 
can be completed within Unify for all modules and perform end-to-end 
testing of Unify. Prioritized bugs are fixed.  
Outcome/Output: 
Unify Solution ready for business use 

OCM/Training Development The OCM/Training Team develops user guides and training materials 
for all modules. 
Outcome/Output: 
Unify Solution training and reference materials 

Train the Trainer OCM Training Team and Change Champions deliver training to the 
Change Champions and finalize user guides and training materials. 
Outcome/Output: 
Change Champions understand Unify Solution functionality and how 
to teach Unify 

End User Training Change Champions deliver training to Child Welfare workers. 
Outcome/Output: 
Child welfare workers understand Unify Solution functionality and how 
to use Unify for business 

Data 
Integration/Interfaces/Report 
Development 

Data Teams and CITI Product Team migrate legacy system data to 
Unify, complete development of interfaces with Unify and complete 
development reports within Unify. 
Outcome/Output: 
Legacy data, interfaces and reports available in Unify Solution 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER TWO 
 
Appends the following language to Section 2.0 Description of Services/Tasks of the Statement of 
Work: 
 
During the Feature Stabilization phase, Contractor will provide resources to perform the following 
additional duties needed during this phase: 
 

• Application development planning, architecture, and design 
• Quality Assurance (QA) for data and application 
• A-B testing 
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• User Interface (UI) design and implementation 
• Administration module configuration 
• Custom data field mapping and management 
• Training and Organizational Change Management updates and customization 
• Data and Extract/Transform/Load (ETL) 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER THREE 
 
Adds section 5.1.1 to the Statement of Work: 
 
5.1.1 ACCEPTANCE OF FEATURE STABILIZATION STORY POINTS 
 
The following process will be used to determine when a story point developed during the Feature 
Stabilization phase is considered complete and ready for payment: 
 

Create Epic/Story

Prioritize

Story Time Ready Grooming

Sprint Ready

Sprint Planning

Develop

In-Testing

Test

In VerificationVerify

Done

Re-Prioritize

State
Responsibility

Joint
Responsibility

Contractor
Responsibility

Work Item Status

Process Activity

KEY:
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Process Step Owner Workflow Step Description 

DCFS Product Manager Create Epic/Story Requirements are defined in the 
form of stories and epics to create 
a backlog of desired features for 
the product.  

DCFS Product Manager Prioritize The backlog is prioritized based on 
value, level of effort, and 
dependencies to other items to 
determine the order items will be 
worked. 

DCFS Product Manager Story Time Ready Backlog item is sufficiently defined 
and can now be groomed and 
prepared for development. 

DCFS Product Manager 
CITI Project Manager 

Grooming Backlog items are further defined, 
acceptance criteria is finalized, and 
story points are estimated. Stories 
may also be split into smaller 
increments as appropriate. 

DCFS Product Manager 
CITI Project Manager 

Sprint Ready Backlog items that have completed 
the grooming activity are marked 
as Sprint Ready and based on 
priority, can be taken up in sprints. 

DCFS Product Manager Re-Prioritize The prioritization of the backlog is 
re-evaluated to determine if 
relevant changes have occurred to 
a story’s value, level of effort, or 
dependencies. 

DCFS Product Manager 
CITI Project Manager 

Sprint Planning Sprint Goals are established for the 
sprint and stories are selected 
based on support of the sprint goal, 
priority, and team capacity. 

CITI Project Manager Develop Development on stories selected 
for the sprint. 

CITI Project Manager In Testing Development and unit testing is 
complete and the story is ready for 
testing. 

CITI Project Manager Test Testing is performed on the story. 

CITI Project Manager In Verification Once testing is completed the story 
is ready for verification by State 
BAs. 

DCFS Dev Scrum Master Verify State BAs perform verification on 
the story to confirm all acceptance 
criteria have been met. 

DCFS Dev Scrum Master Done Work on the story is complete. 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER FOUR 
 
Adds section 5.1 to the Statement of Work 
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5.1.2 FEATURE STABILIZATION USER STORY AND TASK ORDER REPORTING 
 
The State may provide to the Office of State Procurement, on an as-needed basis, a report which 
identifies approved, current, and/or projected Feature Stabilization User Stories and Task Orders and 
other related activities. 
 
CHANGE NUMBER FOUR 
 
Replaces Section 5.1 PAYMENT SCHEDULE with the following table:  
 
5.1.1  Payment Schedule 
 

ID Deliverable Deliverable 
Amount 

Invoice 
Amount 

Retainage 

1 Project Work Plan $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $20,000.00 
2 Project Management Plan $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $20,000.00 
3 Organizational Change Management, 

Training Plan and Delivery 

   

3.1 Administration Module Training Plan $10,000.00 
  

3.1.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.1.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.2 Intake/Referral and Investigations 
Module Training Plan 

$10,000.00 
  

3.2.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.2.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.3 Case Management Module Training 
Plan 

$10,000.00 
  

3.3.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.3.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.4 Eligibility and Financial Management 
Module Training Plan 

$10,000.00 
  

3.4.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.4.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.5 Provider Management Module 
Training Plan 

$10,000.00 
  

3.5.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.5.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.6 Court Processing Module Training 
Plan 

$10,000.00 
  

3.6.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$5,000.00 $500.00 
3.6.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$5,000.00 $500.00 

3.7 Integrated Solution Training Plan $15,000.00 
  

3.7.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$7,500.00 $750.00 
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3.7.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 
Stabilization 

 
$7,500.00 $750.00 

3.8 Delivery and Acceptance of 
Organizational Change Management 
and Training 

$225,000.00 
  

3.8.1 End of System Configuration 
 

$112,500.00 $11,250.00 
3.8.2 End of Stage Gate #3 Feature 

Stabilization 

 
$112,500.00 $11,250.00 

4 Production Ready Software via live 
demonstration 

$400,000.00 
  

4.1 Installation and demonstration of 
Foundational Software 

 
$40,000.00 $4,000.00 

4.2 Production ready software via live 
demonstration delivered through 18 
2-week sprints ($20,000 per 
demonstration of production ready 
software). 

   

4.2.1 Iteration 1 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.2 Iteration 2 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.3 Iteration 3 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.4 Iteration 4 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.5 Iteration 5 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.6 Iteration 6 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.7 Iteration 7 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.8 Iteration 8 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.9 Iteration 9 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.10 Iteration 10 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.11 Iteration 11 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.12 Iteration 12 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.13 Iteration 13 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.14 Iteration 14 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.15 Iteration 15 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.16 Iteration 16 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

4.2.17 Iteration 17 
 

$20,000.00 $2,000.00 
4.2.18 Iteration 18 

 
$20,000.00 $2,000.00 

5 Six (6) Production Ready 
Comprehensive Child Welfare 
Information System Modules 

   

5.1 Administration Module – Production 
ready 

$1,192,308.00 
  

5.1.1 Administration Module – Stage 
Gate #1 Contract Requirements 
Validation Complete 

 
$142,500.00 $14,250.00 

5.1.2 Administration Module – Stage 
Gate #2 System Configuration 
Complete 

 
$427,500.00 $42,750.00 
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5.1.3 Administration Module – Stage 
Gate #3 Feature Stabilization 
Complete 

 
$622,308.00 $62,230.80 

5.2 Intake/Referral and Investigation 
Module – Production Ready 

$807,500.00 $807,500.00 $80,750.00 

5.3 Case Management Module – 
Production Ready 

$1,429,808.00 
  

5.3.1 Case Management Module – 
Stage Gate #1 Contract 
Requirements Validation 
Complete 

 
$190,000.00 $19,000.00 

5.3.2 Case Management Module – 
Stage Gate #2 System 
Configuration Complete 

 
$570,000.00 $57,000.00 

5.3.3 Case Management Module – 
Stage Gate #3 Feature 
Stabilization Complete 

 
$669,808.00 $66,980.80 

5.4 Eligibility and Financial Management 
Module – Production Ready 

$1,429,808.00 
  

5.4.1 Eligibility and Financial 
Management Module – Stage 
Gate #1 Contract Requirements 
Validation Complete 

 
$190,000.00 $19,000.00 

5.4.2 Eligibility and Financial 
Management Module – Stage 
Gate #2 System Configuration 
Complete 

 
$570,000.00 $57,000.00 

5.4.3 Eligibility and Financial 
Management Module – Stage 
Gate #3 Feature Stabilization 
Complete 

 
$669,808.00 $66,980.80 

5.5 Provider Management Module -
Production Ready 

$1,372,808.00 
  

5.5.1 Provider Management Module – 
Stage Gate #1 Contract 
Requirements Validation 
Complete 

 
$178,600.00 $17,860.00 

5.5.2 Provider Management Module – 
Stage Gate #2 System 
Configuration Complete 

 
$535,800.00 $53,580.00 

5.5.3 Provider Management Module – 
Stage Gate #3 Feature 
Stabilization Complete 

 
$658,408.00 $65,840.80 

5.6 Court Processing Module – 
Production Ready 

$907,308.00 
  

5.6.1 Court Processing Module – 
Stage Gate #1 Contract 
Requirements Validation 
Complete 

 
$85,500.00 $8,550.00 

5.6.2 Court Processing Module – 
Stage Gate #2 System 
Configuration Complete 

 
$256,500.00 $25,650.00 

5.6.3 Court Processing Module – 
Stage Gate #3 Feature 
Stabilization Complete 

 
$565,308.00 $56,530.80 
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5.7 Written Acceptance of Production 
System 

$249,500.00 $249,500.00 $24,950.00 

6 Feature Stabilization Story Points $7,770,000.00 $7,770,000.00 $777,000.00 
 

Total $16,259,040.00 $16,259,040.00 $1,625,904.00 
 
Feature Stabilization Story Points 
 
Deliverable ID #6 – Feature Stabilization Story Points sets the maximum amount that may be paid for 
Feature Stabilization Story Points, as $3,885.00 per point, for a total of 2,000 points. At the beginning of 
each sprint during the Feature Stabilization phase, a Sprint Governance document will be developed of 
which both State and Contractor must approve. The Sprint Governance document will contain, at 
minimum, the following information: 
 

• Feature Stabilization Sprint ID 
• Sprint start and end dates 
• Planned number and summary description of story points 
• Remaining total Feature Stabilization story points 
• Maximum amount payable for all successful story points in the identified Sprint 

 
Contractor may invoice the State monthly for any Feature Stabilization Story Points which have been 
approved according to the Statement of Work, Section 5.1.1 Acceptance of Feature Stabilization Story 
Points.  Invoices for this phase must include the following: 
 

• Feature Stabilization Sprint ID 
• Jira ID for each successful story point 
• Reference to the approved associated Sprint Governance document 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER FIVE 
 
Add Section 7.2.2 Phase Management to the Statement of Work: 
 
Contractor shall not overlap the System Configuration and Feature Stabilization phases. In the event the 
System Configuration phase extends into the Feature Stabilization phase, Contractor shall pay the State 
a penalty of $25,000 per day until System Configuration phase is completed. 
 
 
CHANGE NUMBER SIX 
 
Change to section 2.1. TERM OF CONTRACT: 
 
Original Language: 
 

This contract shall begin on June 30, 2019 and shall end on June 29, 2022. With all proper 
approvals and concurrence with the Contractor, agency may also exercise an option to extend for 
up to twenty-four (24) additional months at the same rates, terms and conditions of the initial 
Contract term. Prior to the extension of the Contract beyond the initial thirty-six (36) month term, 
prior approval by the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget (JLCB) or other approval 
authorized by law shall be obtained. Such written evidence of JLCB approval shall be submitted, 
along with the Contract amendment to the Office of State Procurement (OSP) to extend Contract 
terms. 
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Original language amended as follows: 
 

This contract shall begin on June 30, 2019 and shall end on June 29, 2024, as the State 
exercised an option for two (2) additional year extensions. The total contract term, with 
extensions, shall not exceed five (5) years. 

 
 
CHANGE NUMBER SEVEN 

 
Change to Section 5.0 COMPENSATION AND MAXIMUM AMOUT OF CONTRACT: 
 
Original Language:  
 

In consideration of the services required by this contract, State hereby agrees to pay to 
Contractor a maximum fee of $13,000,000.00 for the three (3) year term.   

 
Original language amended as follows: 
 

In consideration of the services required by this contract, State hereby agrees to pay to 
Contractor a maximum fee of $23,169,040.00 for the five (5) year term. 
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This Amendment contains or has attached hereto all revised terms and conditions agreed upon by the 
parties. All other terms and conditions in the original Contract described above will remain the same.   

IN WITNESS THEREOF, this Amendment is signed and entered into on the date indicated below. 

 
CREATIVE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INC. 
 
 
 
 
Alankar Joshi 
Executive Vice President 
 
 

 Date 

STATE OF LOUISIANA, DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION 
 
 
 
 
Jay Dardenne 
Commissioner 
 
 

 Date 

STATE OF LOUISIANA, DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 
 
 
 
 
Eric Horent 
Undersecretary 
 
 

 Date 
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March 29, 2021 
 
 
The Honorable Patrick Page Cortez, 
  President of the Senate 
The Honorable Clay Schexnayder, 
  Speaker of the House of Representatives 
 
Dear Senator Cortez and Representative Schexnayder: 
 

This report provides the results of our review of New Orleans Louisiana Public Schools 
(NOLA-PS) and the Louisiana Department of Education (LDE). The purpose of this review was to 
determine whether NOLA-PS and LDE analyze the academic outcomes of charter schools in New 
Orleans to determine which school practices have positive results and which do not. 

 
The law authorizing the creation of charter schools in Louisiana states that the legislature’s 

intention was to allow school boards to establish innovative independent public schools, determine 
which innovative practices yielded positive results for student achievement, and replicate those 
practices in other schools. 

 
We found that while both NOLA-PS and LDE use standardized test scores as required by 

state law to analyze charter schools’ academic outcomes, they do not consider whether specific 
practices are responsible for positive outcomes. However, state law does not require a formalized 
process to identify practices that result in improvements or declines at charter schools. 

 
Based on our review of the charter school application, contract, and monitoring process, we 

developed two matters for consideration for NOLA-PS and LDE should they choose to begin 
identifying specific practices that result in improvements or declines in charter school performance. 
Specifically, NOLA-PS and LDE may want to consider analyzing data from the past 15 years to help 
determine which education practices resulted in positive outcomes and which ones resulted in 
negative outcomes. NOLA-PS and LDE may also want to consider using the information from the 
retroactive review to help identify practices that result in positive outcomes in charter schools with 
the goal of replicating these practices.   

 
We would like to express our appreciation to NOLA-PS and LDE for their assistance during 

this audit. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Thomas H. Cole, CPA, CGMA 
Temporary Legislative Auditor 
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Introduction 
 

We received a legislative request to determine whether the New Orleans Louisiana Public 
Schools (NOLA-PS) and the Louisiana Department of Education (LDE) analyze the academic 
outcomes of charter schools in Orleans Parish to identify which school practices are associated 
with positive and negative results. Louisiana’s Charter School Demonstration Act (La. R.S. 
17:3972) authorizes the creation of charter schools, which are public schools that are run by a 
nonprofit corporation through a contract called a charter. This law was intended to allow for city 
and parish school boards to experiment by creating “innovative kinds of independent public 
schools for students,” providing “a framework for such experimentation,” and creating “a 
mechanism by which experiment results can be analyzed, the positive results repeated or 
replicated...and the negative results identified and eliminated.”  

 
Nearly all schools in Orleans Parish are charter schools.1  Charter schools in Orleans Parish 

are grouped into four types: Type 1, Type 2, Type 3, and Type 3B, as described in Exhibit 1. 
During academic year 2019-20, NOLA-PS had oversight of 75 of the parish’s 81 charter schools, 
while the LDE2 had oversight of six.   
  

                                                 
1 During the 2020-2021 academic  year, NOLA-PS directly ran one school, while two other schools were run by 
non-charter contracted organizations.  Another school in the parish, overseen by the Louisiana Legislature, is also 
not a charter school.  
2 Charter schools in Louisiana are chartered by charter authorizers, either local school boards - in Orleans Parish, 
this is the Orleans Parish School Board (OPSB) - or the state Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 
(BESE). New Orleans Louisiana Public Schools (NOLA-PS) is responsible for the oversight of the charter schools 
OPSB authorizes, while the Louisiana Department of Education (LDE) is responsible for the oversight of BESE-
authorized charter schools.   
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The process for starting a charter school begins when an individual or organization 

submits a letter of intent to the prospective authorizer.  The potential charter operator then 
completes an application that includes specific information about the curriculum model, such as 
why the applicant chose the curriculum model, data and research to support the model, and how 
the curriculum will be assessed by the school as well as other details about the proposed charter 
school. A third-party external reviewer evaluates this application and the authorizer decides 
whether to grant the charter. If granted, the charter school is given an initial contract for four 
years, with a possible one-year extension based on performance.  Subsequent charter terms can 
be renewed for between three and 10 years.  During the charter renewal process, NOLA-PS or 
LDE assesses the school’s organizational and financial performance using the criteria and 
procedures NOLA-PS and LDE provided to each school.  NOLA-PS and LDE also assess the 
school’s academic performance, using School Performance Scores (SPS) and corresponding 
letter grades which are based primarily on standardized test scores3. Schools that receive an “F” 
are typically ineligible for renewal.4 In Orleans Parish, 14.5% (12 of 83 schools) received an F 
for academic year 2018-19.5 Exhibit 2 shows a breakdown of Orleans Parish schools by their 
letter grade during academic year 2018-2019.  Appendix C contains a list of all charter schools in 
Orleans Parish during the 2019-2020 academic year and their SPS.  
 
 

                                                 
3 The SPS for schools that include grades 8 -12 is also based on factors other than standardized tests, including how 
many credits students earn in their freshman year of high school, improvement over the academic year, how many 
students graduate on time, and the strength of diploma index.   
4 Schools that score an “F” may be eligible for renewal under specific circumstances, including if they are evaluated 
using renewal standards for alternative schools or at the recommendation of the Superintendent of Education.   
5 The most recent available test scores are for 2019 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Exhibit 1 
Oversight Authority for Charter Schools in Orleans Parish  

Academic Year 2019-20  

Type Type Description Oversight Agency  
Schools in Orleans 

Parish 
1 New NOLA-PS 21 

2 
New or Converted from 

Existing School 
LDE 

6 
3 Converted from Existing School NOLA-PS 13 

3B 
Former Type 5 School in 

Orleans Parish* 
NOLA-PS 

41 

4 
New or Converted from 

Existing School 
BESE 0 

5 
Converted from Existing School 
in the Recovery School District 

LDE 0 

     Total 81** 
*Initially overseen by the state’s Recovery School District, oversight for Orleans Parish Type 3B schools was 
transferred to NOLA-PS in 2018.    
**These 81 schools do not include the four schools that are not operating as a charter school in Orleans Parish.   
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using R.S. 17:3973 and documentation from NOLA-PS and LDE. 
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Appendix A contains NOLA-PS and LDE, responses. Appendix B contains our scope and 

methodology.  Appendix C contains a table summarizing information about Orleans Parish 
charter schools, including grades served, number of students, and their SPS letter grades in 
academic year 2017-18 and in academic year 2018-19. 

 

Conclusion 
 

We found that the New Orleans Louisiana Public Schools (NOLA-PS) and the Louisiana 
Department of Education (LDE) use standardized test scores, as required by state law, to analyze 
the academic outcomes of charter schools in Orleans Parish.  While using standardized test 
scores may be appropriate for the purpose of determining which schools should be renewed, this 
approach does not consider whether specific practices implemented at a school are responsible 
for the positive academic outcomes. Although not required by state law, a formalized process to 
identify the specific practices that result in improvements or declines in charter school 
performance would allow authorizers to replicate those practices that are working in their 
schools and eliminate those that are not. 

 
 

  

Exhibit 2 
Charter Schools in Orleans Parish by 2018-2019 SPS Letter Grade 

SPS Letter 
Grade 

Number of Orleans Parish 
Charter Schools 

Percent of Orleans Parish 
Charter Schools 

A 7 8% 
B 11 13% 
C 25 30% 
D 22 27% 
F 12 15% 
Ta  1 1% 
No Score b 5 6% 

     Total 83c 100% 
aSchools are given a score of T in the first two years after a charter operator has taken 
over a failing school. 
bSchools without SPS scores may be too new or have students that are too young to take 
the exams upon which SPS scores are based. 
cThe total number of charter schools does not match the total from Exhibit 1, because SPS 
scores are not available for the 2019-2020 academic year. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information in the SPS score cards.  
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Matters for Future Consideration 
 

Based on our review of the charter school application, contract, and monitoring process, 
we developed the following matters for consideration that NOLA-PS and LDE may want to 
consider should they choose to begin identifying specific practices that result in improvements or 
declines in charter school performance.  

 
 Analyzing data from the last 15 years may help NOLA-PS and LDE know 

which past strategic education practices resulted in positive and negative 
outcomes for student performance.  Since Hurricane Katrina in 2005, the 
charter school model has been a prominent part of the Orleans Parish public 
school system. NOLA-PS and LDE could use data from this 15-year period to 
gain insight about which practices of charter schools have had positive effects on 
student performance.  NOLA-PS and LDE could then recommend replicating 
these practices in other schools across Orleans Parish and the state. While there 
may be challenges associated with a retroactive assessment, it may be able to 
provide valuable information about what works in education and which school 
practices are associated with positive educational outcomes. 

 Use information obtained from the retroactive review to help identify 
practices that result in positive outcomes in charter schools with the goal of 
replicating practices that are successful going forward.  Some charter school 
applications we reviewed included specific practices they intended to implement, 
such as type of curriculum, school calendar, and student support services. For 
example, one school indicated that it intended to use shorter school days, lower 
teacher to student ratios, and greater access to technology-based classes in its 
school. Collecting this type of information would help authorizers identify 
practices to use when evaluating a school’s experimental results. Identifying 
successful practices may involve collecting certain data from schools beyond the 
standardized test scores that are currently required. Of the 29 contracts we 
reviewed, only four of their contracts included requirements that schools report 
any data other than standardized test scores. Without collecting additional data, 
authorizers may not be able to determine which school practices had positive or 
negative effects on charter school performance.   

 



 

 

 
APPENDIX A:  MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSES 

 
 
 
.





2401 Westbend Parkway 
New Orleans, LA 70114 

504-304-5624

superintendent@nolapublicschools.co
m 

nolapublicschools.com 

March 12, 2021 

Mr. Thomas H. Cole, Interim Legislative Auditor 
Louisiana Legislative Auditor 
P.O. Box 94397 
1600 North Third Street 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 

Dear Mr. Cole: 

This communication responds to the Louisiana Legislative Auditor’s report entitled, "Identifying School 
Practices That Impact Academic Outcomes in Orleans Parish Charter Schools," on behalf of NOLA Public 
Schools. 

NOLA Public Schools agrees with the conclusion reached by the Louisiana Legislative Auditor and agrees 
that there are areas that warrant reflection in the district’s authorizing and accountability practices. The 
district appreciates the opportunity to respond to the report.   

NOLA Public Schools is in agreement with the information provided in the Louisiana Department of 
Education’s written response to the audit report, specifically as it relates to the district’s role as an 
authorizer focused on respecting the autonomy of charter schools in its portfolio. The district does not 
directly replicate best practices in its charter schools, but rather ensures a diverse portfolio of schools 
providing high-quality options for families. As it relates to replication of high-quality schools, the district 
has a policy in place for automatic replication of schools that meet rigorous standards (OPSB Policy HA).  

The conclusion of the audit report suggests the following: 

[A]lthough not required by state law, a formalized process to identify the specific practices
that result in improvements or declines in charter school performance would allow
authorizers to replicate those practices that are working in their schools and eliminate
those that are not.

NOLA Public Schools regularly reviews a robust set of qualitative and quantitative data to measure the 
academic, organizational, and financial performance of the charter schools it authorizes. Data is collected 
throughout the year and informs additional monitoring or support that may be needed to improve 
performance. In alignment with best practices, the district does not, however, analyze performance 
relative to any one specific innovative approach at a specific charter school. The charter schools in the 
portfolio are often continually improving upon their approaches and practices and are afforded the 
flexibility to do so by their authorizer.  

A.1
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The report suggests the following for future consideration: 

[I]dentifying successful practices may involve collecting certain data from schools beyond
the standardized test scores that are currently required. Of the 29 contracts we reviewed,
only 4 of their contracts included requirements that schools report any data other than
standardized test scores. Without collecting additional data, authorizers may not be able
to determine which school practices had positive or negative effects on charter school
performance.

As stated above, the district regularly collects data from the charter schools directly, on a regular basis 
through the reporting calendar submissions, site visits or upon request from the district.  The charter 
school contracts require charter operators to: 

[P]roduce all data, records, documentation and information requested by OPSB within
three (3) business days of a request or other time period agreed to by the Parties, in
accordance with Section 5.3.1.1 of this Agreement.  Such request [sic] shall provide
reasonable specificity regarding the data, records, documentation or information being
sought. The production of documents requested pursuant to this provision shall be
distinguished from requests for documents made during site visits as set forth in Section
5.12 herein. […] During such site visits, the Charter Operator shall allow the visiting officials
full and immediate access to its on-site financial and educational records, reports, files, and
documents of any kind on site, whether in electronic form or hard copy, except to the
extent that such records are afforded privilege under applicable law.   (Orleans Parish
School Board Charter School Agreement (2017), Paragraph 5.4.1).

Site visits occur for all schools on an annual basis. Additionally, NOLA-PS receives school-level data from 
the LDE used for analysis and accountability purposes on a regular basis. 

Furthermore, NOLA Public Schools would like to clarify the review process for the charter applications. It 
is mentioned in the report that “a third-party external reviewer evaluates this application and the 
authorizer decides whether to grant the charter.” NOLA-PS has a robust approach to reviewing charter 
applications that involves three review teams: 

1) NOLA Public Schools Internal Review Team: content experts in each area of the application:
facilities, finance, special education, etc.

2) Community Review Team: comprised of community members from the Superintendent’s advisory
groups (parents, students, teachers, and faith-based community members)

3) Independent Review Team: third-party contractor

Input from the Internal Review Team and the Community Review Team are compiled with any additional 
relevant information in a report, along with the Independent Review Team’s recommendation and 
provided to the Superintendent to make recommendations to the board. Applications are also reviewed 
for alignment with the board-approved District Authorizing Priorities. These priorities outline what the 
district seeks in operators to expand high-quality options for families. Setting clear District Authorizing 
Priorities informs recruitment strategies for new operators and expansion of existing operators; provides 

A.2
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transparency in the charter application process of the district’s objectives; and informs the 
Superintendent’s decision to approve new schools. The priorities are guided by the student population, 
programmatic needs, and location data to ensure the portfolio of schools increases opportunities for every 
student to receive a high-quality education that fosters his or her individual capabilities. These District 
Authorizing Priorities are based on an assessment of board goals, portfolio needs, feedback from the 
community, and internal data. The most recent priorities were approved by the Orleans Parish School 
Board in 2020. While new operators do not have to explicitly meet all identified priorities, authorizing 
schools that can respond to the needs below is the aim of the district’s annual charter request for 
applications process. The district seeks a well-rounded portfolio of options to meet the needs of New 
Orleans families. 

Additionally, the report suggests “analyzing data from the last fifteen years may help NOLA-PS and LDE 
know which past strategic education practices resulted in positive and negative outcomes for student 
performance,” NOLA-PS agrees with the importance of analyzing historic data to better understand what 
practices result in positive outcomes. A part of this work was undertaken in 2020 when significant 
qualitative and quantitative research was conducted on three of the highest performing and oldest charter 
schools in the city. This research helped inform the application standards and review process for new 
charter schools to help ensure that the district approves the highest quality operators who are aligned 
with what has been successful in the parish, beginning with the Spring 2020 Charter RFA cycle.  

In Service, 

Dr. Henderson Lewis, Jr 
Superintendent-NOLA Public Schools 
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APPENDIX B:  SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
 

This report provides the results of our performance audit of the New Orleans Public 
Schools (NOLA-PS) and the Louisiana Department of Education (LDE).  We conducted this 
performance audit under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as 
amended.  This audit covered the 2014-15 to 2019-2020 academic years. Our audit objective 
was: 
 

To determine whether the NOLA Public Schools (NOLA-PS) and the Louisiana 
Department of Education (LDE) analyze the academic outcomes of charter schools in 
Orleans Parish to determine which school practices are associated with positive and 

negative results.  
  

The methodology used in preparing this report was developed uniquely to address the 
stated objective; therefore, this report is more limited in scope than an audit performed in 
accordance with Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the 
United States. To answer our objective, we reviewed internal controls relevant to the audit 
objective and performed the following audit steps: 
 

 Researched and reviewed relevant state statutes and regulations related to charter 
schools. 

 Obtained legal opinion on interpretation of the Charter School Authorization Act. 

 Interviewed representatives from the NOLA-PS about application, monitoring 
procedures, and criteria for charter schools. 

 Downloaded tables of SPS letter grades for the 2014 through 2019 academic years 
from the Louisiana Department of Education website. 

 Downloaded tables of Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) and enrollment 
statistics for the 2014-15 to 2019-20 academic years from the Louisiana 
Department of Education website. 

 Downloaded annual governance charts for Orleans Parish charter schools for the 
2014-15, 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19, and 2019-20 academic years produced by 
the Cowen Institute at Tulane University. 

 Compiled a list of all charter schools that operated in Orleans Parish during the 
2014-15 to 2019-20 academic years and took a stratified random sample of 32 of 
the 101 (31.6%) charter schools that operated in Orleans Parish at some point 
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during this time period.  We stratified based on academic year 2019 SPS letter 
grades for currently operating schools to ensure that schools from all letter grades 
were sampled. We also sampled from schools that had closed during our scope. 

 Determined the number of each type of charter school operating in Orleans Parish 
during the 2019-2020 academic year, along with the authorizer for each charter 
type. 

 Determined the number of all schools of each SPS letter grade operating in 
Orleans Parish during the 2018-2019 academic year. 

 Requested charter contracts and application materials from NOLA-PS and LDE 
for a sample of 32 schools that operated during the 2014-15 to 2019-20 academic 
years and received 29 contracts and 23 applications. We reviewed the contracts 
that were provided to us by NOLA-PS and LDE for these schools.  Our sample 
included a variety of schools with different letter grades, closed and open schools.  

 Requested the application rubrics used by the authorizers along with their annual 
review template.   

 Obtained the replication approvals for NOLA-PS and LDE from the OPSB and 
BESE board minutes.    

 Created and completed a data collection instrument that reported information 
found in charter school application materials and contracts. 

 Researched quantitative research methods and experimental procedures, 
especially in the social sciences. 

 Reviewed report with NOLA-PS and LDE and allowed both agencies to provide 
feedback. 
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APPENDIX C:  LIST OF ORLEANS PARISH CHARTER SCHOOLS 
AND SCHOOL PERFORMANCE SCORES IN 
ACADEMIC YEARS 2017‐18 AND 2018‐19 

 

 School Type Authorizer 
2018-2019 

Grades 
Served 

2018-2019 
Number of 
Students 

2017-18 
SPS 

Score 

2018-19 
SPS 

Score 

1.  Abramson Sci Academy Type 3B 

Orleans 
Parish 

School Board 
(OPSB) 

9-12 605 B B 

2.  Akili Academy of New Orleans Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 675 C D 

3.  Alice M. Harte Elementary 
Charter School 

Type 3 OPSB Pre-K-8 798 B B 

4.  Arise Academy Type 3B OPSB K-8 484 D F 
5.  Arthur Ashe Charter School Type 3B OPSB K-8 824 C C 
6.  Audubon Charter School Type 3 OPSB Pre-K-8 884 B B 

7.  Audubon Charter School – 
Gentilly** 

Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-3 188 - - 

8.  Benjamin Franklin Elem. Math 
and Science 

Type 3 OPSB K-8 759 C C 

9.  Benjamin Franklin High School Type 3 OPSB 9-12 997 A A 
10.  Bricolage Academy Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-6 697 C B 

11.  Dr. Martin Luther King Charter 
School for Sci/Tech 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-12 916 C D 

12.  
Dwight D. Eisenhower Charter 

School (Operated by 
InspireNOLA) 

Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 680 - C 

13.  Edna Karr High School Type 3 OPSB 9-12 1073 A A 
14.  Edward Hynes Charter School Type 3 OPSB K-8 715 A A 

15.  Edward Hynes Charter School 
(UNO Campus)** 

Type 1 OPSB K 107 - - 

16.  Einstein Charter at Sherwood 
Forest 

Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-5 490 D D 

17.  Einstein Charter High School at 
Sarah Towles Reed 

Type 1 OPSB 9-12 401 C C 

18.  Einstein Charter Middle Sch at 
Sarah Towles Reed 

Type 1 OPSB 6-8 441 C D 

19.  Einstein Charter School at Village 
De L'Est 

Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-5 467 D D 

20.  Elan Academy Charter School** Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-4 206 - - 

21.  Eleanor McMain Secondary 
School 

Type 3 OPSB 9-12 887 B B 

22.  ENCORE Academy Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 622 C D 
23.  Esperanza Charter School Type 3B OPSB K-8 564 C C 
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 School Type Authorizer 
2018-2019 

Grades 
Served 

2018-2019 
Number of 
Students 

2017-18 
SPS 

Score 

2018-19 
SPS 

Score 

24.  Fannie C. Williams Charter 
School 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 566 D D 

25.  FirstLine Live Oak Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 601 - D 
26.  Foundation Preparatory Type 1 OPSB K-5 249 C D 
27.  G. W. Carver Collegiate Academy Type 3B OPSB 9-12 807 C C 
28.  Harriet Tubman Charter School Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 1003 C D 

29.  Homer A. Plessy Community 
School 

Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 467 D C 

30.  IDEA Oscar Dunn** Type 1 OPSB K-5 207 - - 

31.  International High School of New 
Orleans 

Type 2 BESE 9-12 456 C C 

32.  International School of Louisiana Type 2 BESE K-8 1401 B B 

33.  James M. Singleton Charter 
School 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 392 F F 

34.  John F. Kennedy High School Type 3B OPSB 9-12 629 C C 
35.  Joseph A. Craig Charter School Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 241 F F 
36.  KIPP Believe College Prep Type 3B OPSB K-8 728 C C 
37.  KIPP Booker T Washington Type 3B OPSB 9-12 559 C D 
38.  KIPP Central City Primary Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 1002 C C 
39.  KIPP East Community Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-5 649 C C 
40.  KIPP Morial Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 1026 C C 

41.  KIPP New Orleans Leadership 
Academy 

Type 3B OPSB K-8 883 D D 

42.  KIPP Renaissance High School Type 3B OPSB 9-12 623 B B 
43.  Lafayette Academy Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 971 C F 

44.  Lake Forest Elementary Charter 
School 

Type 3 OPSB K-8 660 A A 

45.  Langston Hughes Charter 
Academy 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 811 C D 

46.  Lawrence D. Crocker College 
Prep 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 540 D F 

47.  Living School** Type 1 OPSB 9 55 - - 
48.  Livingston Collegiate Academy Type 3B OPSB 9-12 617 B C 

49.  Lord Beaconsfield Landry-Oliver 
Perry Walker High 

Type 3B OPSB 9-12 939 F C 

50.  Lusher Charter School Type 3 OPSB K-12 1861 A A 

51.  Lycee Francais de la Nouvelle-
Orleans 

Type 2 BESE Pre-K-9 1035 B B 

52.  Martin Behrman Charter Acad of 
Creative Arts & Sci 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 843 C C 

53.  Mary Bethune Elementary 
Literature/Technology 

Type 3 OPSB Pre-K-8 681 C C 

54.  Mary D. Coghill Charter School Type 3B OPSB K-8 541 D F 
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 School Type Authorizer 
2018-2019 

Grades 
Served 

2018-2019 
Number of 
Students 

2017-18 
SPS 

Score 

2018-19 
SPS 

Score 

55.  McDonogh 35 Senior High 
School** 

Type 1 OPSB 9 168 - - 

56.  McDonogh 42 Charter School Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 481 T T 
57.  Mildred Osborne Charter School Type 3B OPSB K-8 538 C D 
58.  Morris Jeff Community School Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-11 1236 C C 
59.  New Harmony High Institute** Type 2 BESE 9-10 102 - - 

60.  New Orleans Charter Science and 
Mathematics High School 

Type 3 OPSB 9-12 456 B B 

61.  New Orleans Military & Maritime 
Academy 

Type 2 BESE 8-12 939 B A 

62.  Noble Minds** Type 2 BESE K-4 94 - - 
63.  Opportunities Academy** Type 1 OPSB 12 67 - - 
64.  Paul Habans Charter School Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 840 C C 

65.  Phillis Wheatley Community 
School 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 855 C D 

66.  Pierre A. Capdau Charter School 
at Avery Alexander 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 707 D D 

67.  ReNEW Accelerated High School 
West Bank Campus 

Type 3B OPSB 9-12 224 F C* 

68.  ReNEW Dolores T. Aaron 
Elementary 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 780 D D 

69.  ReNEW Schaumburg Elementary Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 795 D F 

70.  ReNEW SciTech Academy at 
Laurel 

Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 879 D D 

71.  Robert Russa Moton Charter 
School 

Type 3 OPSB Pre-K-8 458 F D 

72.  Rooted School Type 1 OPSB 9-11 156 B C 
73.  Rosenwald Collegiate Academy Type 1 OPSB 9-10 259 - B 
74.  Samuel J. Green Charter School Type 3B OPSB Pre-K-8 508 C C 

75.  Sophie B. Wright Institute of 
Academic Excellence 

Type 3B OPSB 9-12 475 C B 

76.  Success Preparatory Academy Type 3B OPSB K-8 444 C D 
77.  The NET 2 Charter High School Type 3B OPSB 8-12 177 F C* 
78.  The NET Charter High School Type 3B OPSB 8-12 153 F C* 
79.  Walter L. Cohen College Prep Type 3B OPSB 9-12 258 D F 

80.  Warren Easton Senior High 
School 

Type 3 OPSB 9-12 990 A A 

81.  Wilson Charter School Type 1 OPSB Pre-K-8 698 C C 
*In 2018-2019, these schools were given SPS letter grades based on a rubric created for alternative schools. 
** Schools without SPS scores may be too new or have students that are too young to take the exams upon which SPS scores are based.   
Note: These 81 schools do not include the four schools that are not operating as a charter school in Orleans Parish.  In addition, SPS scores 
are not available for the 2019-2020 academic year. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information from LDE enrollment data and SPS spreadsheets.   
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Introduction

We evaluated the Louisiana Department of Education’s (LDE) use of academic 
performance in the charter school renewal process.  LDE’s process for renewing charter schools 
is important because the department is responsible for making a recommendation to the Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) about whether it should approve each charter 
school’s renewal application. This recommendation is based on a review of a school’s 
operations, including student academic performance, school financial performance, and 
compliance with various charter school requirements. According to BESE’s charter school 
regulations,1 academic performance is considered the primary indicator of school quality and, as 
a result, should play a key role in whether a charter school is recommended for renewal.

BESE’s charter school regulations require LDE to monitor the performance of type 2, 4, 
and 5 charter schools and conduct renewal reviews of these schools’ charters.  BESE is the 
authorizer for these three types of charter schools.  From academic years 2011-12 through 2015-
16, there were 121 type 2, 4, and 5 charter schools that operated for at least one year, serving 
approximately 48,300 students per year.   

According to state law,2 at the 
end of a school’s charter term, BESE 
may renew the charter school after a 
thorough review. A charter school can 
be renewed for terms ranging from 
three to 10 years and cannot continue 
operating if not renewed. School 
Performance Scores (SPS) and their 
corresponding letter grades are used to 
determine the minimum length of a 
charter school’s renewal term. A 
charter school that meets expectations in other performance areas is eligible to have extra years 
added to the length of its charter term, as shown in Exhibit 1.

1 Bulletin 126, §1501(C) 
2 Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 17:3992(A)(1) 

Exhibit 1 
Potential Charter Renewal Terms

SPS Letter  
Grade

Minimum
Renewal Term 

Maximum 
Renewal Term 

A 6 years 10 years 
B 5 years 7 years 
C 4 years 6 years 
D 3 years 3 years 
F Non-renewal 3 years 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information 
from LDE.
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Between academic years 2011-12 and 
2015-16, 643 charter schools were up for renewal, 
and BESE renewed 58 of these schools at least 
once. Three schools were not renewed because of 
low SPS letter grades, and the three others were 
not renewed for various other reasons, such as the 
school transferring to the local school district’s 
jurisdiction. Exhibit 2 shows the total number of 
schools renewed by letter grade. 

Having appropriate and comprehensive 
recommendation criteria in the charter school 
renewal process is important because, according to 
Bulletin 126, §1101(A), charter schools are given a greater amount of autonomy and 
independence than traditional public schools in exchange for heightened levels of accountability. 
Our review of LDE’s charter school renewal process primarily included evaluating whether the 
process considered the following criteria: 

R.S. 17:3992(A)(2)(a), which requires that a charter school only be renewed if it 
can demonstrate, using standardized test scores, improvement in the academic 
performance of its students over the term of the charter school’s existence. 

La. Admin. Code title 28, pt. CXXXIX (Bulletin 126), §1501, which establishes 
that a charter school must demonstrate, at a minimum, improvement in the 
academic performance of students over the term of the charter school’s existence 
in order to be renewed.

Our audit objective was:  

To evaluate LDE’s use of academic performance in the renewal process for charter schools 
authorized by BESE.  

The following pages summarize our results, Appendix A contains LDE’s response to this 
report, and Appendix B details our scope and methodology.   

3 This is the number of schools that were up for renewal at least once during academic years 2011-12 through  
2015-16. 

Exhibit 2 
Schools Renewed by Letter Grade*

Academic Years 2011-2012 to 2015-16
Letter Grade Schools Renewed 

A 3
B 9
C 27 
D 17 
F 2

Total 58 
*As of each schools’ most recent renewal.  
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff 
using SPS data.   
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Objective: To evaluate LDE’s use of academic performance in
the renewal process for charter schools authorized by BESE.

We found that while LDE has some standards for determining whether a charter 
school should be recommended for renewal, it has not developed specific guidelines that 
address the primary academic requirement for charter school renewal, as required by state 
law. State law4 requires that “no charter shall be renewed unless the charter renewal applicant 
can demonstrate, using standardized test scores, improvement in the academic performance of 
pupils over the term of the charter school’s existence.” BESE’s current regulations5 restate the 
statute but do not define how LDE should determine whether a charter school has demonstrated 
“improvement in the academic performance of its students” when recommending a charter 
school for renewal. LDE’s renewal policies, as described in the Charter School Performance 
Compact (CSPC), also lack criteria for determining whether charter schools have demonstrated, 
through standardized test scores, improvement in the academic performance of students over the 
term of the charter school’s existence.    

 An objective of the CSPC is to provide charter school operators and boards with clear 
expectations for accountability. The CSPC must also provide clear standards and comprehensive 
information to guide charter extension and renewal determinations. According to LDE, it 
considers all relevant data6 to determine if a charter school has demonstrated improvement in the 
academic performance of students over the term of a charter school’s existence. However, a lack 
of specific guidelines in this area presents a risk that LDE’s oversight process may not be 
consistent and predictable as required by the CSPC and that LDE will recommend schools for 
renewal that do not meet the guidelines of state law.

LDE currently uses a school’s SPS as the primary academic performance indicator 
for renewal decisions rather than determining whether the school demonstrated, using 
standardized test scores, improvement in its academic performance of students, as required 
by state law. When determining whether to recommend a charter for renewal, LDE relies 
primarily on each school’s SPS and corresponding letter grade, which is intended to reflect 
school quality. While standardized test scores are a component of all SPSs, only elementary 
schools have SPSs that are composed of standardized test scores alone. As a result, improvement 
in the SPS of a middle or high school does not necessarily indicate an improvement in the 
standardized test scores of the school’s students. This is because other factors such as graduation 
rates and credit accumulation (i.e., credits earned through the end of students’ ninth-grade year) 
are also included in a school’s SPS and may obscure the changes in a school’s test scores over 
time.   

4 R.S. 17:3992(A)(2)(a) 
5 Bulletin 126 §1501(B) 
6 According to LDE, the data it reviews can include, but is not limited to assessment index, school performance 
scores, letter grades or star ratings, proficiency rates, ACT average composite score and/or percent of students 
scoring 18 or above, value-added model results, progress points, and percentage of students exceeding growth 
expectations.
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 For example, Joseph S. Clark High School had a 
pre-assessment index of 36.9 but had a renewal year 
assessment index of 30.8.7 The assessment index is 
lower than the school’s pre-assessment index, meaning 
that student test scores worsened over time. However, in 
its renewal year, Joseph S. Clark School had an overall 
SPS that earned it a “D” letter grade due to the inclusion 
of other criteria into its score such as graduation rates 
and the strength of diploma index. Subsequently, it was 
renewed for a three-year term despite test scores that 
fell over the course of its existence. Exhibit 3 
summarizes all factors included in determining a school’s SPS.  

Although nothing in state law prohibits LDE from using additional renewal criteria when 
considering charter renewals, state law8 does require that a school demonstrate improvement in 
standardized test scores, at a minimum, in order to be renewed.  

We found that LDE follows state renewal regulations regarding required 
standardized test score improvement for non-alternative, turnaround9 charter schools that 
scored an “F” in the renewal year of its first charter term or a “D” or “F” in subsequent 
charter terms. Specifically, turnaround schools must show an average of five or more points of 
assessment index growth per year in order to be renewed. This growth is measured from the 
school’s pre-assessment index to its assessment index in its final year before renewal. However, 
only one of the 19 type 2 and 5 charter schools that opened and was up for renewal between 
academic years 2011-12 and 2015-16 was a turnaround school that met these criteria. Outside of 
assessment index growth for this limited number of schools, LDE has not developed any 
procedures detailing how to determine improvement in academic performance using 
standardized test scores or what criteria and measures should be used.   

   

7 Composite of K-8 Index, EOC Index, and ACT Index. 
8 La. Admin. Code title 28, pt. CXXXIX (Bulletin 126), §1501 
9 A turnaround school is one in which an operator takes over an entire school that was labeled “F” in the previous 
school year, including all previous grade levels and all former students of the school. Turnaround schools receive a 
“T” letter grade for their first two years of operation.

Exhibit 3 
School Performance Score (SPS) Factors

Elementary Schools SPS is entirely composed of standardized test scores. 

Middle Schools SPS is 95% composed of standardized test scores. The remaining 5% is 
based on credits earned through the end of students’ ninth-grade year. 

High Schools 

SPS is 50% composed of standardized test scores. An additional 25% is 
based on the cohort graduation rate, and the final 25% is determined by the 
strength of diploma index (which rewards achievements like Advanced 
Placement and International Baccalaureate exam credit). 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information in Bulletin 111. 

The pre-assessment index is based on the 
standardized test scores (i.e., LEAP, End 
of Course, and ACT exams) of students 
enrolled in the charter school from the 
year immediately preceding the creation 
of the new charter school.   

The assessment index is based on the 
standardized test scores (i.e., LEAP, End 
of Course, and ACT exams) of students 
attending that charter school. 
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Using the measure LDE uses to gauge improvement in standardized test scores for 
turnaround schools, we found that seven (39%) of the 18 charter schools that opened and 
were renewed between academic years 2011-12 and 2015-1610 did not demonstrate 
improvement in students’ standardized test scores. Therefore, there is a risk that LDE is 
renewing schools that may not have demonstrated improvement in the academic 
performance of its students, which is required for a school to be renewed. To evaluate the 
risk associated with LDE’s lack of specific guidelines, we determined whether the schools 
renewed showed improvement in standardized test scores.11 Of the 18 schools that opened and 
were renewed during our scope, seven (39%) did not show improvement in academic 
performance using standardized test scores alone, and LDE recommended that BESE renew 
these seven schools. Exhibit 4 summarizes the change in test scores for these schools.

Exhibit 4 
Renewed Schools that Did Not Demonstrate Improvement in Student Test Scores  

Academic Years 2011-12 and 2015-16 
(As Measured Using a Composite of the K-8 Assessment Index, EOC Assessment Index,  

and ACT Assessment Index) 

School Year 
Opened

Renewal 
Year 

First Year Test 
Scores or Pre-

Assessment 
Index*

Renewal 
Year 

Assessment 
Index

Change Length of 
Renewal  

1. Louisiana Virtual 
Charter Academy  2011 2015 79.4 59.69 -19.71 3 

2. Langston Hughes 
Academy Charter 
School 

2012 2016 70.47 59.24 -11.53 3 

3. Lake Charles Charter 
Academy 2011 2015 73 65.91 -7.09 6 

4. Joseph Clark High 
School 2011 2015 36.9 30.77 -6.13 3 

5. Southwest Louisiana 
Charter Academy 2012 2016 71.9 66.01 -6.11 5 

6. Crescent Leadership 
Academy 2012 2016 15.03 9.82 -5.48 3 

7.  ReNEW Accelerated 
High School (City Park) 2011 2015 10.62 9.69 -1.7 3 

*Pre-assessment indices are not available for all schools. For schools without pre-assessment indices, first-year 
test score indices were used instead. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using data from LDE. 

 Without specific and comprehensive guidelines for renewing charter schools, there is a 
risk that LDE’s oversight process will be inconsistent and unpredictable and that it will 
recommend schools for renewal that do not meet the guidelines of state law. This may result in 
substandard schools being allowed to continue to educate students. According to an audit by the 
Massachusetts’ Office of the State Auditor, “inconsistency in charter renewal decisions can 
cause multiple problems: charter schools may not clearly understand expectations, schools may 
be missing the opportunity to receive important feedback, parents may be misinformed about 

10 We only reviewed schools that opened and had a renewal during our five-year scope because the law states that 
the standardized test score improvement is required over the “term of the charter school’s existence.”   
11 Our methodology is summarized in Appendix B. 
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schools’ performance, and children may receive substandard academic programs.”12 According 
to LDE, it is in the process of developing a methodology for this purpose. 

Recommendation 1:  LDE should work with BESE to develop specific rules and 
regulations that define what constitutes improvement in the academic performance of its 
students over the term of the charter school’s existence, using standardized test scores as 
an independent metric. 

Recommendation 2:  LDE should ensure that all charter schools recommended for 
renewal demonstrate, using standardized test scores, improvement in the academic 
performance of its students over the term of its existence.  

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with these 
recommendations and states BESE and LDE have used academic improvement of 
students on standardized test scores as a basis for renewing charter school contracts since 
the creation of charter schools in Louisiana.  See Appendix A for LDE’s full response. 

12 The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s Oversight of Charter Schools, December 2014
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Audit Title: Use of Academic Performance in the Charter School Renewal Process
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Instructions to Audited Agency: Please fill in the information below for each finding 
and recommendation.  A summary of your response for each recommendation will be 
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Finding 1: We found that while the Louisiana Department of Education (LDE) has 
some standards for determining whether a charter school should be recommended 
for renewal, it has not developed specific guidelines that address the primary 
academic requirement for charter school renewal, as required by state law.
Recommendation 1: LDE should work with BESE to develop specific rules and 
regulations that define what constitutes improvement in the academic performance of its 
students over the term of the charter school’s existence, using standardized test scores as 
an independent metric.
Does Agency Agree with Finding?   Agree X Disagree
Agency Contact Responsible for Finding:
Name/Title:
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City, State, Zip:
Phone Number:
Email:
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Finding 2: Using the measure LDE uses to gauge improvement in standardized test 
scores for turnaround schools, we found that seven (37%) of the 19 charter schools 
that opened and were renewed between academic years 2011-12 and 2015-16 did not 
demonstrate improvement in overall standardized test scores.
Recommendation 2: LDE should ensure that all charter schools recommended for 
renewal demonstrate improvement in the academic performance of its students using 
standardized test scores over the term of its existence.
Does Agency Agree with Finding?   Agree     X     Disagree
Agency Contact Responsible for Finding:
Name/Title:
Address:
City, State, Zip:
Phone Number:
Email:
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APPENDIX B: SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

We conducted this performance audit under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana 
Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. Our audit evaluated LDE’s renewal review process for 
charter schools. It focused on type 2, 4, and 5 charter school renewals and academic years 2011-
12 through 2015-16. Our audit objective was: 

To evaluate LDE’s use of academic performance in the renewal process for charter schools 
authorized by BESE. 

 We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted Government
Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objective. To answer our objective, we reviewed internal controls relevant to the audit 
objective and performed the following audit steps: 

Researched Louisiana Revised Statutes and Administrative Code (including 
Bulletin 126) for laws and regulations regarding LDE’s responsibilities for 
renewing charter schools. 

Interviewed LDE staff to determine LDE’s renewal process for type 2, 4, and 5 
charter schools. 

Evaluated LDE’s renewal process for the type 2, 4, and 5 charter schools that 
opened and were renewed during academic years 2011-12 through 2015-16.   

Obtained charter school operating and renewal history data from LDE.  

Downloaded SPS data from LDE’s website. 

Downloaded renewal documents from BESE’s website. 

Determined the SPS letter grades in the renewal year for each school renewed 
between academic years 2011-12 and 2015-16.     

Using accountability data obtained from LDE, ACT score information from 
LDE’s website, and LDE’s Assessment Index methodology detailed in Bulletin 
111, determined whether schools improved their students’ test scores between the 
first year of their charter term and the final year before their renewal process 
began for academic years 2011-12 through 2015-16. We used, as a model, the 
methodology used by LDE when determining whether non-alternative turnaround 
schools that score an “F” in their renewal year for their initial term or a “D” or 
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“F” in subsequent terms can be renewed. Accordingly, we compared their Pre-
Assessment Index (calculated by LDE) with their renewal year Assessment Index 
(a composite of K-8, EOC, and ACT index; calculated by LLA using data 
received from LDE). If Pre-Assessment Indexes were not available, we used the 
school’s first-year Assessment Index.  
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Introduction

This report provides the results of our performance audit of the Louisiana Department of 
Education’s (LDE) monitoring of charter schools. The Louisiana Legislative Auditor’s 2013 
performance audit on LDE’s monitoring of charter schools1 authorized by the Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) recommended that LDE implement a more 
comprehensive process to annually assess charter schools’ compliance with legal/contractual 
obligations (organizational performance).2 In its response, LDE stated that its new Charter 
School Performance Compact (CSPC), which was created3 by LDE and approved by BESE in 
January 2013, would satisfy this recommendation. We evaluated LDE’s use of the CSPC to 
monitor BESE-authorized charter schools’ organizational performance. 

BESE authorizes 
three of the six types of 
charter schools (types 2, 4, 
and 5). During the 2015-
16 academic year, there 
were approximately 
53,000 students in 98 
BESE-authorized charter 
schools. These schools 
received approximately 
$239 million in state 
general fund dollars 
(through the Minimum 
Foundation Program) and 
$231 million in local funds 
for a total of  
$470 million.4 Exhibit 1 summarizes the three types of charter schools authorized by BESE.

1 2013 Monitoring of Charter Schools Report
2 As required by Bulletin 126, which implements the requirements of Louisiana’s Charter School Law (R.S. 17:3971 
et seq.)
3 Per La. Admin Code. tit. 28, pt. CXXXIX, § 1101(C) 
4 The amount received by the only type 4 school, the Louisiana School for the Agricultural Sciences, could not be 
determined using MFP data because type 4 schools are not their own Local Education Agencies like the other 
BESE-authorized charter schools are.  

Exhibit 1 
BESE-Authorized Charter School Types* 

(Academic Year 2015-16)
Charter

Type Description Number of 
Schools

Number of 
Students

Type 2 New or conversion charter school 
operated by a nonprofit corporation 35 20,228 

Type 4 New or conversion charter school 
operated by a local school board 1 383 

Type 5 
Failing public school transferred to 
the Recovery School District (RSD) 
and operated as a charter school 

62 32,429 

Total 98 53,040 
*This exhibit excludes type 1, 3, and 3B schools. We did not evaluate monitoring 
of these schools because they are authorized by local school boards instead of 
BESE.
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using charter law and information 
from LDE.
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Oversight of charter schools is important because, according to charter school 
regulations, these schools are given more educational and operational autonomy than traditional 
public schools in exchange for performance accountability. LDE’s monitoring of charter schools’ 
organizational performance primarily includes the following activities:   

CSPC Annual Organizational Performance Review – involves the review of 
seven organizational performance areas of each charter school that contain critical 
and non-critical performance indicators (i.e., indicators addressing enrollment, 
special education, discipline requirements, etc.). LDE awards schools points5 for 
each indicator for a possible maximum of 150 points. If a school receives at least 
120 points, it will receive a “Meets Expectations” rating; if it receives between 90 
and 119 points, it receives an “Approaches Expectations” rating; and if it receives 
less than 90 points, it receives a “Fails to Meet Expectations” rating.

CSPC Intervention Process – involves intervention procedures to be used when 
a school has adverse findings (violations) identified in the CSPC process. These 
procedures include different levels of action depending on the severity of the 
violation. The first two action levels include what a charter school must do to 
return to good standing, while the final level is a charter revocation review. Once 
a school addresses the violation, LDE may issue that school a Return to Good 
Standing letter. 

Complaint Process – involves a process for citizens to voice any concerns they 
may have regarding BESE-authorized charter schools. LDE’s procedures 
categorize the different types of complaints and provide timeframes for when 
LDE should begin investigating complaints.

Our audit objective was:  

To evaluate LDE’s monitoring of charter schools authorized by BESE.

The issues we identified are summarized on the next page and in detail in the remainder 
of the report. Appendix A includes LDE’s response, and Appendix B outlines our scope and 
methodology. The report also includes these additional appendices: 

Appendix C – Overview of the CSPC’s organizational performance framework  
Appendix D – Comprehensive list of all organizational performance indicators  
Appendix E – At-risk enrollment requirements for type 2 and 4 charter schools
Appendix F – Overview of LDE’s complaint process for type 5 charter schools
Appendix G – Comparison of current at-risk student enrollment requirements and 
a proposed alternative at-risk student enrollment requirement 
Appendix H – Academic performance, organizational performance, and funding 
information for BESE-authorized charter schools that operated during the 2015-
16 academic year  

5 Each critical and non-critical indicator is worth four points, with the exception of one non-critical indicator that is 
worth six points.  
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Objective: To evaluate LDE’s monitoring of charter schools
authorized by BESE.

 We found that LDE, through the CSPC, has implemented a more comprehensive process 
to annually monitor charter schools. However, we also identified areas where LDE’s monitoring 
could be strengthened to enhance performance accountability. Specifically, we found: 

LDE conducted all required annual CSPC reviews from academic years 
2013-14 to 2015-16. However, LDE weighs all critical and non-critical 
organizational performance indicators equally when determining a school’s 
organizational performance rating. Weighting critical violations more than 
non-critical violations and deducting points for each critical issue would allow 
LDE to present information to BESE that better reflects the severity of violations 
and result in improved charter school accountability. 

LDE has not monitored two provisions of the charter school enrollment law, 
which may have contributed to some schools enrolling fewer at-risk students 
than they were statutorily and contractually required to enroll. Seven (19%) 
of the 36 type 2 and 4 charter schools in academic year 2015-16 failed to enroll 
the required number of at-risk students.  

LDE should consider conducting routine unannounced monitoring visits for 
charter schools in addition to its announced annual review visits.
Unannounced visits would allow LDE the ability to proactively identify issues 
that may not be detected during announced visits.

LDE should develop specific and consistent procedures on how to address 
concerns and violations at charter schools. Currently, LDE procedures do not 
specify when a school should receive a “Notice of Concern” letter and do not 
require them to send a “Return to Good Standing” letter once violations have been 
corrected.    

Although LDE has developed a complaint process for charter schools, it 
needs to better inform parents with students in type 2 or 4 charter schools of 
this process. We found that even though type 2 and 4 charter schools comprise 
37% of the charter schools LDE oversees, only 53 (11%) of the 494 complaints 
filed were from a parent with a child in a type 2 or 4 charter school. This could 
indicate that these parents do not know where to go to file a complaint.  

In addition, we identified an area for further study related to R.S. 17:3991(B), which 
establishes criteria on the minimum percentage of at-risk students that type 2 and 4 charter 
schools must enroll. These results are discussed in detail throughout the remainder of the report.
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LDE conducted all required annual CSPC reviews from 
academic years 2013-14 to 2015-16. However, LDE weighs 
all critical and non-critical organizational performance 
indicators equally when determining a school’s 
organizational performance rating. Equally weighting all 
violations does not reflect the severity of critical violations.

Between academic years 2013-14 and 2015-16, we found that LDE conducted all 
required annual reviews using the CSPC for 100 of the 105 type 2, 4, and 5 charter schools open 
during this time period.6 However, when LDE conducts the reviews, all critical and non-critical 
organizational performance indicators, with the exception of one non-critical indicator, are 
weighted equally (four points each) when determining if a school meets expectations. For 
example, the critical indicator on whether a school identifies high needs/at-risk students is 
weighted the same as the non-critical indicator on retention of students. Equally weighting all 
violations does not reflect the severity of critical violations and may result in schools with 
critical violations receiving the same score as schools with non-critical violations. Appendix D 
lists all critical and non-critical indicators and the points given for each indicator. 

Charter schools receive a base renewal term length determined by their academic 
performance letter grade, but they may also receive additional years if they meet financial and 
organizational performance expectations. All 105 schools LDE monitored annually from the 
2013-14 through 2015-16 school years received a “Meets Expectations” rating for organizational 
performance even though eight of these charter schools had critical violations. Under the current 
rating system, a type 2 or 4 charter school could violate seven of the 15 critical indicators and 
still receive a “Meets Expectations” rating if it had no other violations. Exhibit 2 summarizes the 
critical violation areas cited from academic years 2013-14 to 2015-16 and the schools that did 
not meet each one, but still received a “Meets Expectations” rating.  

6 According to LDE management, they did not conduct the last required annual review for one school in the 2014-15 
academic year and four schools in the 2015-16 academic year because these schools were in their final year of 
operation before transferring to a local school district. 
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Exhibit 2 
Critical Violations Cited  

Academic Years 2013-14 through 2015-16
Area School Description of Critical Violations 

Enrollment

1. Langston Hughes 
Charter Academy 

The principal failed to provide formal documentation of an 
expulsion recommendation within the required timeframe and 
submitted a Safety Transfer Request for the student without the 
consent of the parent/guardian. The parent/guardian was 
inappropriately expected to find an alternate school placement for 
the student, and the student had not been provided due process or 
educational services outside of participating in LEAP test 
administration for more than a month.  

2. Mary D. Coghill 
Charter School These schools inappropriately denied students enrollment by telling 

parents/guardians that there was a lack of seat availability. However, 
these schools had active rosters in the relevant grades with fewer 
students than the projected enrollment for those respective grades, 
meaning the students should not have been denied enrollment.  

3. McDonogh #28 City 
Park Academy 

4. Sophie B. Wright 
Learning Academy 

5. Pierre A. Capdau 
Learning Academy 

The school inappropriately denied enrollment to two students who 
attempted to enroll after October 1. After this date, students enter the 
Round Robin process, and schools must admit these students unless 
exempted. The school had not received an exemption by the 
required date and should have enrolled the students.  

SPED/At-Risk 

6. G.W. Carver 
Collegiate Academy 

A student with disabilities received a 24-day out-of-school 
suspension, 14 days more than allowed.  

7. ReNEW SciTech 
Academy at Laurel 

(1) The school manipulated the required special education service 
minutes, (2) rushed students through the special education service 
identification process to inappropriately obtain additional funds,  
(3) failed to provide most students with their full scope and amount 
of special education services, and (4) inappropriately retained 
students based on their likelihood of passing tests in the next grade. 

Discipline 8. Paul Habans 
Elementary School 

The school failed to conduct student suspensions and expulsions in 
accordance with the RSD’s Manual for Disciplinary Procedures, 
resulting in a student unnecessarily missing 10 days of school.  

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using Annual Review Results and Notices of Breach provided by LDE. 

In addition, LDE does not deduct points for each critical violation. For example, ReNEW 
SciTech Academy at Laurel failed to comply with several special education critical indicators, as 
shown in Exhibit 2, but was only deducted four points. Weighting critical violations more than 
non-critical violations and deducting points for each critical issue would allow LDE to present 
information to BESE that better reflects the severity of violations and result in improved charter 
school accountability. According to LDE management, the agency is revising the CSPC to give 
more weight to critical organizational performance areas and expects to implement it for the 
2018-19 academic year.  

Recommendation 1:  LDE should continue to work with BESE on revising the 
CSPC to give more weight to critical organizational performance areas than non-critical 
areas during performance reviews. 
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Recommendation 2:  LDE should work with BESE to consider whether multiple 
violations identified under one performance indicator should result in multiple deductions 
from schools’ organizational performance ratings.  

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with these 
recommendations and states that it will update the CSPC to ensure that serious offenses 
lead to real consequences for schools within the Annual Review framework. The updated 
CSPC and Annual Review being presented to BESE for approval in October address 
these concerns through a new scoring system that prevents a school from meeting 
expectations if one significant violation is identified. See Appendix A for LDE’s full 
response.

LDE has not monitored two provisions of the charter school 
enrollment law, which may have contributed to some 
schools enrolling fewer at-risk students than they were 
statutorily and contractually required to enroll. Seven 
(19%) of the 36 type 2 and 4 charter schools in academic 
year 2015-16 failed to enroll the required number of at-risk 
students.

Both state law (R.S. 17:3991 (B)(1)) 
and charter contracts require that type 2 and 
47 charter schools’ enrollment meet or 
exceed a certain percentage of at-risk 
students. LDE is responsible for ensuring 
schools comply with this mandate. 
Compliance is important because, according 
to state law, it is the legislature’s intention 
that the best interests of at-risk students be 
the overriding consideration when charter 
school laws are implemented.8 For academic 
year 2015-16, seven (19%) of the 36 type 2 
and 4 charter schools failed to enroll the 
required number of at-risk students. See 
Appendix E for details about this mandate.  

State law (R.S. 17:3991(C)(1)(c)) 
also requires that if a charter school has 
more applicants than available seats, it must 
conduct enrollment lotteries in a manner that 
ensures compliance with the at-risk 

7 R.S. 17:3991(B)(1)(d) excludes type 5 charter schools from at-risk enrollment requirements. 
8 R.S. 17:3972(A) 

At-Risk Student Definition 

Is eligible to participate in the federal Free 
and Reduced Price Lunch program  

Is under the age of twenty and has been 
withdrawn from school prior to graduation for 
not less than one semester or has failed to 
achieve the required score on any portion of 
the examination required for high school 
graduation 

Is in the eighth grade or below and is reading 
two or more grade levels below grade level 

Has been identified as a student with an 
exceptionality* (not including gifted and 
talented)

Is the mother or father of a child 

*As defined in R.S. 17:1942 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using  
R.S. 17:3973.
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requirement, and it prohibits noncompliant schools from giving enrollment preference to siblings 
of current students until they come into compliance. LDE is responsible for ensuring compliance 
with these two legal requirements. However, we found that LDE failed to monitor these two 
requirements which, if enforced, may have helped ensure charter schools enrolled the required 
number of at-risk students.  

LDE did not review schools’ enrollment lottery processes to ensure that they give 
weight or preference to at-risk students, as required by law. According to state law,9 if the 
total number of eligible applicants exceeds the capacity of the program, class, grade level, or 
school, admission to the program must be based on an admission lottery conducted from among 
the total number of eligible applicants, and done in such a fashion as to assure compliance with 
at-risk enrollment requirements. We contacted each of the schools that failed to meet their at-risk 
enrollment requirement during the 2015-16 academic year, and the five schools that responded 
reported that they routinely have more enrollment demand than available seats. As a result, LDE 
should have determined whether these schools conducted enrollment lotteries in a manner that 
ensured compliance with the school’s at-risk student enrollment requirement. LDE stated that it 
did not review these lotteries as required by the CSPC because, based on LDE’s interpretation of 
the law, charter schools were not legally required to give preference to at-risk students in their 
enrollment lotteries. 

LDE also allowed schools that failed to enroll the required number of at-risk 
students to give preferential admission to siblings of current students in violation of state 
law. State law10 allows a type 2 or 4 charter school to modify its enrollment procedures in order 
to give preference to students previously enrolled in the school and their siblings provided the
school is in compliance with the at-risk student enrollment mandate. However, we surveyed all 
seven schools that did not enroll the required number of at-risk students for academic year 2015-
16, and six stated they gave preferential enrollment to siblings. LDE’s EnrollNOLA procedures 
also establish a preference for siblings over at-risk students for Lyceé Français de la Nouvelle-
Orléans, a type 2 charter school that has failed to meet its at-risk enrollment mandate for at least 
three consecutive years. 

By failing to enforce this law, LDE failed to implement what could have otherwise been a 
strong incentive for charter schools to make every effort to enroll the required number of at-risk 
students. Specifically, the sibling-preference policy is an appealing policy to parents with 
multiple school-aged children. If a school is not allowed to give preference to siblings, parents 
may instead choose to send their children to another school that can offer sibling preference. 
Exhibit 3 shows the sibling enrollment percentage for the schools that did not meet the at-risk 
enrollment requirements. For example, Lyceé Français de la Nouvelle-Orléans’ student 
enrollment consists of 30% siblings, but the school missed the required at-risk enrollment 
percentage by 17%. 

9 R.S. 17:3991(C)(1)(c) 
10 R.S. 17:3991(C)(1)(c)(iii) 
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Charter contracts contradict state law regarding the sibling preference policy, and 
the CSPC does not specifically address whether charter schools are giving sibling 
preference before meeting these requirements. The CSPC contains an indicator that states, 
“School follows Recruitment and Enrollment Plan, Lottery,” but does not give specific guidance 
for what laws LDE should ensure charter schools are meeting. Charter contracts also direct these 
schools to prioritize siblings over at-risk students even if a school is not meeting its at-risk 
percentage, which contradicts state law. We asked LDE about this requirement in early April 
after identifying the issue on a routine CSPC site visit while shadowing LDE staff. LDE stated 
that it approved this policy because it was the agency’s understanding that a school could give 
preference to siblings even if it had not met its at-risk enrollment requirement, but it would seek 
further guidance from LDE’s legal team. LDE’s legal team agreed that a school must first meet 
its at-risk enrollment requirement before giving preference to siblings. As a result, LDE 
management stated the agency will instruct schools to prioritize at-risk applicants over siblings 
in future years if they fail to meet the at-risk enrollment requirement.  

Enforcing these requirements is important because there could be an incentive for 
charter schools to reduce their at-risk enrollment percentage in an attempt to improve 
their performance. State law requires charter schools to show academic improvement of their 
students as a condition of renewal, and studies have shown that at-risk students tend to perform 
worse academically than non-at-risk students.11 Exhibit 4 on the following page shows the 
average at-risk percentage for the 36 type 2 and 4 charter schools, by their 2015-16 letter grades.

11 Selcuk R. Sirin, “Socioeconomic Status and Academic Achievement: A Meta-Analytic Review of Research,” 
Review of Educational Research, Vol. 75 (2005) pp 417-453 

Exhibit 3 
Charter Schools Not Meeting At-Risk Percentage 

Academic Year 2015-16

Charter School Type

Percent of Students 
with Siblings in 
Same School* 

Percent  School Missed 
At-Risk Enrollment 

Requirement 
Acadiana Renaissance Charter Academy 2 44% 21% 
Lyceé Français de la Nouvelle-Orléans 2 30% 17% 
Avoyelles Public Charter School 2 54% 12% 
Delta Charter School 2 49% 9% 
The MAX 2 17% 9% 
Louisiana School for Agricultural Science 4 Data Not Available** 9% 
D’Arbonne Woods Charter School 2 46% 2% 
*The percentage of students with siblings in the same school is based on the 2014-15 academic year because this was 
the last year of data with address information included.  
**Type 4 charter schools were not required to submit address information of its students during this time period. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using data from LDE. 
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An analysis of all three years of annual review data showed that 12 (33%) out of 36 charter 
schools failed to enroll the required percentage of at-risk students during this period for at least 
one of the years, and four schools failed to enroll the required percentage all three years. 
Additional information provided by LDE also suggests that some of these schools may have 
failed to enroll the required number of at-risk students in years that pre-date the annual review 
data as well.

Recommendation 3:  LDE should review the lottery practices of charter schools 
annually as required by the CSPC. 

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE management disagrees with this 
recommendation and states that they actually did monitor the lotteries of these seven 
schools. Based on the most recent report given to BESE (2015-16), schools that failed to 
meet the requirement were required to provide substantial documentation outlining how 
their lotteries were conducted, among other steps taken to come into compliance. 
Department staff reviewed those policies and lottery procedures and provided required 
actions to these schools, which included preferencing economically disadvantaged 
students in their next lottery. In addition, LDE states that it, “disagrees with the very 
premise that the law requires all schools to provide preference for at-risk students.” See 
Appendix A for LDE’s full response. 

LLA Additional Comment:  LDE could not provide any evidence that it determined 
whether lottery procedures were actually followed (such as reviewing the actual applicant 
pools). In addition, as mentioned in the report, state law (R.S. 17:3991(C)(1)(c)) requires 
that if a charter school has more applicants than available seats, it must conduct 
enrollment lotteries in a manner that ensures compliance with the at-risk requirement.  
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Exhibit 4
Average At-Risk Percentage by School Letter Grade 

67%*

*The required at-risk percentage for 31 of the 36 type 2 and 4 charter schools. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information from LDE.
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Recommendation 4:  LDE should work with BESE to amend the contract 
requirement for type 2 and 4 charter schools that states, “…all charter schools must give 
lottery preference to siblings of students already enrolled in the charter school” to include 
an exception for schools failing to meet their at-risk enrollment requirement.  

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE neither agrees nor disagrees with 
this recommendation in its response. See Appendix A for LDE’s full response.

Recommendation 5:  LDE should review whether schools’ enrollment processes 
ensure the schools meet at-risk enrollment requirements annually before allowing sibling 
preference, as required by the CSPC and state law. 

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with this recommendation 
and states that while sibling preference was not monitored in prior years, it was 
incorporated into the most recent year’s oversight process. Schools that did not meet the 
required at-risk percentage based on the most recent report (2015-16) were sent a letter 
noting that future lotteries must not include a sibling preference until the new 
economically disadvantaged enrollment requirement is met or all economically 
disadvantaged applicants are admitted first. See Appendix A for LDE’s full response. 

LDE should consider conducting routine unannounced 
monitoring visits for charter schools in addition to its 
announced annual review visits.  

 As required by the CSPC, LDE notifies charter schools of their annual monitoring visits. 
According to LDE, this gives schools the opportunity to have the necessary staff at the school to 
complete the visit. LDE stated that it has also conducted some ad hoc visits when it receives 
parent concerns or formal complaints, such as students not receiving required special education 
services. However, visits based on known concerns indicate that a problem is already occurring, 
or at least suspected.  

Unannounced monitoring visits may help LDE proactively identify and deter violations 
in critical areas. An unannounced visit may help LDE detect whether a school is appropriately 
addressing discipline issues, observe whether school staff are acting in a professional manner, 
and whether a school is offering required education services. These areas made up almost 50% of 
all complaints, as shown in Exhibit 6 on page 14 of this report. For example, special education 
services are monitored by LDE annually using the CSPC.  Because LDE notifies the charter 
school of their annual monitoring visit, the charter school has time to ensure all special education 
requirements are in place, such as updating the individualized education program for each special 
education student.

 Conducting unannounced monitoring visits could help LDE ensure charter schools are 
consistently following all charter school requirements and not just during the planned annual 
monitoring visit. According to LDE, it does not have the resources to conduct unannounced site 
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visits for each charter school annually. However, in addition to its ad hoc visits, LDE should 
consider conducting routine unannounced visits for at least a limited number of schools annually 
to proactively detect and deter violations that are difficult to detect or prevent without such visits.

Recommendation 6:  LDE should consider expanding its practice of conducting 
unannounced site visit using a random approach to select charter schools.

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE management disagrees with this 
recommendation and states that they do conduct some unannounced visits at schools, 
particularly to monitor state testing and when violations are suspected. However, given 
limited resources, the Department does not find that unannounced visits are particularly 
valuable in uncovering problems that lead to Department and BESE intervention in 
charter schools. Most of the major problems uncovered at schools have actually been 
revealed during announced visits, routine monitoring activities, and off-site data reviews. 
Department staff will continue to use unannounced visits in a manner that is limited and 
strategic but do not plan to incorporate them more broadly. See Appendix A for LDE’s 
full response. 

LLA Additional Comment:  As stated in the report, expanding its practice of 
conducting unannounced site visits for at least a limited number of schools annually 
could help LDE proactively detect and deter violations that are difficult to detect or 
prevent without such visits. 

LDE should develop specific and consistent procedures on 
how to address concerns and violations at charter schools. 
Currently, LDE procedures do not specify when a school 
should receive a “Notice of Concern” letter and do not 
require that LDE send a “Return to Good Standing” letter 
to the school once violations have been corrected.  

 The CSPC describes an Intervention Ladder that schools enter when LDE identifies 
violations during monitoring. When a school enters the ladder at Level 1, the CSPC requires 
LDE to send a Notice of Concern. When a school enters Level 2, LDE must send a Notice of 
Breach. Both notices require specific remedial actions and dates for completion. Exhibit 5 on the 
following page summarizes the three intervention levels.  

 Although LDE specifically defines when to issue a Notice of Breach, its process for 
issuing a Notice of Concern is not specific or consistently applied. During academic years 
2013-14 through 2015-16, LDE issued Notices of Breach to all eight schools with critical 
violations, as required. However, LDE procedures for issuing a Notice of Concern require the 
use of LDE’s professional judgment to determine when a violation is of “significant concern.” 
This presents a risk that schools with legal or contractual violations detected during an annual 
review may not receive a notice and does not allow LDE to adequately track all violations and 
concerns.
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For example, we evaluated 
non-critical violations of legal and 
contractual requirements cited in 
annual reviews between academic 
years 2013-14 through 2015-16 
and found that a Notice of Concern 
was not issued for 15 (54%) of 28 
violations. The 15 violations were 
the result of schools failing to meet 
“student enrollment and at-risk 
percentage” requirements. LDE 
did issue eight Notices of Concern 
for this violation during the 2014-
15 academic year, but it chose not 
to do so during the 2013-14 or 
2015-16 academic years. 
According to LDE, Notices of 
Concern are not necessarily based 
on annual review results, and it 
prefers to have flexibility in deciding when to issue them. However, this could result in schools 
being treated inconsistently and increases the risk that violations are not corrected. 

Although Notices of Concern and Breach are required by the CSPC and list the 
actions a school must implement to return to good standing, LDE does not consistently 
issue “Return to Good Standing” letters. LDE has sent some schools a Return to Good 
Standing letter when they have followed up with the school to ensure the violation(s) is 
corrected. However, of the 32 Notices of Concern or Breach sent to schools12 between academic 
years 2013-14 and 2015-16, LDE did not issue 12 (38%) Return to Good Standing letters. 
According to LDE, the CSPC does not mandate that schools receive a letter or any written 
communication indicating that they have returned to good standing. As such, they did not issue 
letters for all Notices of Concern and Breach. In instances where Return to Good Standing letters 
were not sent, LDE claimed they informed schools of their return to good standing in other ways.

As a result, LDE was unable to demonstrate that it had followed up with these 12 schools 
to ensure they had fulfilled the requirements contained in their Notices of Concern or Breach. Of 
these 12 schools, three had received a Notice of Breach for reasons including not adhering to 
student enrollment procedures (i.e., schools inappropriately denied students admission to the 
school) and not providing the required special education classes. The other nine schools had 
received a Notice of Concern for reasons such as not meeting their required at-risk percentage 
(eight of the schools) and failure to comply with facility use policies. In this instance, a wedding 
took place at the facility. The school did not first request permission from the Recovery School 
District (RSD) to host the event, and alcohol was also served at the event even though an alcohol 
waiver was not requested.

12 One of the 32 notices was sent to a charter management organization rather than a school.  

Exhibit 5 
LDE’s Violation Intervention Ladder Procedures 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information from LDE. 

•A school enters Level 1 if LDE 
receives a verified complaint of 
significant concern or if regular 
oversight generates significant 
questions or concerns. 

Level 1:
Notice of 
Concern

•A school enters Level 2 when it 
fails to correct a Notice of 
Concern or fails to meet a Critical 
Indicator.

Level 2:
Notice of 

Breach

•A school enters Level 3 when it 
fails to meet its requirements or 
schedule of a Notice of Breach.

Level 3:
Revocation

Review
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Recommendation 7:  LDE should develop procedures that identify what types of 
violations should result in a Notice of Concern so that these violations are adequately 
tracked and corrected. 

Recommendation 8:  LDE should update its procedures to require that Return to 
Good Standing letters are sent to all schools that receive a Notice of Concern or Breach to 
ensure that violations detected are addressed in a timely manner. 

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with these 
recommendations and states that it should have internal consistency on what type of 
violations lead to Notices of Concern or Breach. Additionally, it is a best practice to 
provide letters noting that schools return to Good Standing after completing the next 
steps in a Notice of Concern or Breach and will make it clear that this is standard practice 
within its communications to schools and the public. See Appendix A for LDE’s full 
response.

Although LDE has developed a complaint process for 
charter schools, it needs to better inform parents with 
students in type 2 or 4 charter schools of this process.

Individuals with complaints about type 5 schools can go to the RSD website for 
instructions on LDE’s process for submitting and addressing their concerns. However, this 
website is specific to type 5 charter schools only. Although a concerned individual with a child 
in a type 2 or 4 charter school can use the RSD complaint process, they may not know to go to 
the RSD website because their child’s school is not within that district. LDE did state that it asks 
schools to “make it known” to parents that the RSD office is a resource for lodging a complaint 
but did not offer any support of this, and it is unclear if schools actually do inform parents. It is 
important that all parents know the process for filing a complaint because LDE relies, in part, on 
parent and community feedback to measure almost half of the 37 indicators in the CSPC, and 
complaints are supposed to be taken into consideration when BESE is considering a school for 
renewal.

 From academic years 2013-14 through 2016-17 (as of February 2017), LDE received 494 
complaints regarding charter schools. We found that even though type 2 and 4 charter schools 
comprised 37% of charter schools that LDE oversaw,13 only 53 (11%) of the 494 complaints 
were from a parent with a child in a type 2 or 4 charter school. This could indicate that these 
individuals have minimum complaints about type 2 or 4 charter schools, but it could also indicate 
that they do not know where to go to file a complaint. Exhibit 6 summarizes the number and 
category of complaints, gives examples of the types of complaints, and explains which 
complaints directly relate to LDE’s CSPC.  

13 This is based on the number of charter schools for the 2015-16 academic year. 
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Exhibit 6 
Summary of Complaints 

Academic Years 2013-14 through 2016-17* 
Category

(Categories in gray denote 
an indicator in CSPC) 

Example # %

Discipline 

Incident of corporal punishment, frequent suspension, 
failure to resolve bully issue, failure to address discipline 
issues, was not provided reason why child was suspended, 
etc. 

140 28% 

School Staff  
Verbal disagreements with students, physical altercation 
with students, communication with parents, racial 
discrimination, unprofessional behavior, etc. 

111 22% 

Other School record transfers, lack of transparency with school 
funds, uniform compliance 49 10% 

Enrollment Grade advancement, not allowing student back in school 
after extended absences, school assignment 47 9% 

Special Education Services Lack of updates of IEP progress, not following IEP plan, 
not receiving IEP accommodations, etc. 47 9% 

Transportation Bus stop far from child’s home, no room on bus, 
inconsistent pick up times 42 8% 

Retention Parent feels child is not progressing and as a result is 
having to repeat a grade, etc. 26 5% 

Physical Altercation 
Student was hit on the bus, student “beat on” by school 
staff, teachers did not do anything when student was 
punched in the lip, etc. 

24 5% 

Academic Preparedness/ 
Concern

Teachers not grading work, school not offering summer 
school, school not preparing student for testing, etc.  8 2% 

     Total  494 100% 
*As of February 2017. 
Note: Amounts may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information from LDE. 

 Ensuring all parents know where to go to file a complaint, especially for type 2 and 4 
charter schools, is important because several of the complaints LDE received can be tied to an 
indicator in the CSPC, and LDE should be using complaints when conducting its annual review 
on these types of schools. For example, there were 47 complaints regarding special education 
services, including multiple complaints about children not actually receiving recommended 
special education services. While not all complaints would necessarily result in a violation, this 
information could identify areas in need of further investigation.

In addition, LDE needs to better document when complaints are investigated and 
resolved. LDE’s current procedures provide timeframes for when staff should begin 
investigating complaints. However, LDE’s complaint tracking database does not capture when 
LDE starts investigating a complaint. In addition, LDE does not consistently record whether a 
complaint has been resolved. For example, 82 (17%) of the 494 complaints do not have a 
resolved date as of February 2017 and appear to have been open an average of 353 days. As a 
result, management cannot monitor whether complaint investigations are initiated in a timely 
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manner and ultimately resolved. Exhibit 7 shows examples of complaints that do have a resolve 
date.

Recommendation 9:  LDE should better inform parents with a child in a type 2 or 4 
charter school of its complaint process. For example, LDE could include a page on its 
website directed to all charter schools, not just type 5 schools.

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with this recommendation 
and states the Department could do more to ensure that parents are aware of the process 
of lodging a complaint and will take steps to better publicize this process. See Appendix 
A for LDE’s full response. 

Recommendation 10:  LDE should include a field that captures when staff begin 
investigating complaints and when complaints are resolved.    

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE agrees with this recommendation 
and states that former staff members failed to enter dates for the closeout of parent 
complaints into the database where these incidents are tracked. Current procedure and 
practice is to immediately enter a complaint into the system upon receipt as well as enter 
a date of resolution. See Appendix A for LDE’s full response. 

Exhibit 7 
Examples of Complaints With No Resolve Date 

Academic Years 2013-14 through 2016-17*
Complaint Example Type Days Open 

Parent expressing frustration that student has not received transportation. Parent stated 
he was told transportation was provided via a lottery system. Type 2 548 

Parent upset that another student brought a gun to school and showed it to their child. 
Parent also says principal backhand slapped her child in the face. Type 5 400 

Parent feels that student is not receiving special education services. Parent said they 
were told six weeks ago someone would be in touch with her to schedule the IEP 
meeting but has not heard from anyone at the school regarding a meeting. 

Unknown 504 

Principal told parent that they would only pass his/her child if he enrolled in another 
public school the following school year. Parent was unsure whether or not this was the 
correct way to handle the situation. 

Type 2 645 

Parent stated that their child is being bullied, and the school does not believe the 
allegations. Type 5 441 

*As of February 2017. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information obtained from LDE. 



Louisiana Department of Education Monitoring of Charter Schools 

16

Area for Further Study Regarding the Charter School
At Risk Enrollment Requirement

Although LDE’s use of the statewide Free and Reduced Priced Lunch (FRL) 
percentage to determine each charter school’s at-risk enrollment requirement does not 
conflict with state law, an alternative student-based formula may better serve at-risk 
students. R.S. 17:3991(B) states that the minimum percentage of at-risk students that type 2 
charter schools must enroll should be based on the percentage of FRL students enrolled in the 
local public school districts from which the charter school “enrolls its students.” The minimum 
at-risk enrollment requirement is important because it protects at-risk students, whose best 
interest should be the overriding consideration when charter school laws are implemented, as 
stated in R.S. 17:3972.

Approximately 99% of all students who attend type 2 charter schools with statewide 
enrollment zones live within 24 miles of the school. Most14 type 2 schools have statewide 
enrollment zones, meaning they may enroll any student in the state, regardless of the student’s 
district of residence. For this reason, BESE uses the statewide average of FRL students 
(approximately 67%) as the percentage of at-risk students that all of these schools must enroll. 
However, we calculated what the at-risk percentage would be for each statewide charter school if 
the percentage was based on the districts from which the school actually enrolls its students, 
which is similar to how MFP funds are allocated from local school districts to type 2 charter 
schools. We found that 99% of all students who attend these schools live within 24 miles of the 
school. In addition, we found that if LDE used the weighted average at-risk percentage of the 
districts where the students actually live who attend each type 2 charter school, 22 (76%) of the 
29 type 2 charter schools with a statewide enrollment zone during academic year 2015-16 would 
have a greater at-risk enrollment requirement.   

Appendix G provides greater detail including each school’s 2015-16 at-risk percentage, 
its current at-risk enrollment requirement, and the at-risk enrollment requirement to consider 
based on where the school actually enrolls its students. Appendix H contains information 
regarding each BESE-approved charter school that was operating during academic year 2015-16. 

In addition, LDE currently sets a statewide charter school’s initial at-risk 
enrollment requirement based on the statewide average of FRL students that existed 
during the school year that the charter proposal was approved, and the requirement 
remains fixed for the entirety of the charter term. If LDE worked with the legislature to 
consider using the at-risk enrollment requirement based on where the school actually enrolls its 
students, LDE could instead estimate a school’s enrollment from each district so that it can make 
a similar calculation for the school’s first term. For subsequent terms, LDE could use actual 
enrollment data from the school’s prior term to calculate the new requirement. Additionally, the 

14 Of the 35 type 2 charter schools for academic year 2015-16, two (Louisiana Virtual Charter Academy and 
Louisiana Connections Academy) were virtual schools, and four (Belle Chasse Academy, JS Clark Leadership 
Academy, Madison Preparatory Academy, and Northeast Claiborne Charter) did not have a statewide enrollment 
zone, so these schools were excluded from our analysis. 
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alternative student-based percentage could remain fixed for the duration of each charter term in 
the same way that the current statewide average remains fixed.  

Recommendation 11:  LDE may wish to work with the legislature to consider 
setting the required at-risk percentage for statewide charter schools based on where the 
charter school actually enrolls its students, rather than using the statewide at-risk 
percentage.

Summary of Management’s Response:  LDE will consider using this type of 
measurement for calculating schools’ enrollment requirements, though at this time it 
conflicts with the understanding of type 2s as statewide schools and the definition of their 
enrollment zones within their contracts. See Appendix A for LDE’s full response. 
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APPENDIX B: SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

We conducted this performance audit under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana 
Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. We conducted this audit as a follow up on the Louisiana 
Department of Education’s (LDE) progress in implementing recommendations from the 
Louisiana Legislative Auditor’s 2013 performance audit on the monitoring of charter schools. 
Our audit focused on academic years 2013-14 through 2015-16. The audit objective was: 

To evaluate LDE’s monitoring of charter schools authorized by BESE.

 We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objective. To answer our objective, we reviewed internal controls relevant to the audit 
objective and performed the following audit steps: 

Researched Louisiana Revised Statutes and Administrative Code (including 
Bulletin 126) for laws and regulations regarding LDE’s responsibilities for 
monitoring charter schools. 

Requested the Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary Education- (BESE) 
approved Charter School Performance Compact (CSPC) to determine LDE’s 
monitoring requirements of charter schools.  

Met with various stakeholders to understand the risks associated with LDE’s 
monitoring of charter schools.

Reviewed charter school agreements to determine additional monitoring 
performance requirements and admission criteria.  

Interviewed LDE staff to determine the monitoring process for type 2, 4, and 5 
charter schools.

Conducted monitoring walkthroughs with LDE staff to determine relevant criteria 
and document processes for monitoring type 2, 4, and 5 charter schools.

Obtained and analyzed actual CSPC results for academic years 2013-14 through 
2015-16 from LDE and reviewed the results to determine schools with repeat 
violations, schools with critical violations, and each school’s performance ratings.  

Reviewed LDE’s report to BESE regarding charter school compliance with at-risk 
and special education enrollment requirements, as required by Act 467. 
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Obtained and analyzed the enforcement letters and Return to Good Standing 
letters sent to schools between academic years 2013-14 and 2015-16.  

Obtained parent concern data and conducted a walkthrough of LDE’s process of 
entering this data into SalesForce.   

Area for Further Study: used school enrollment data and each enrolled student’s 
district of residence to find the average Free and Reduced Price Lunch student 
percentages for the districts from which the school actually enrolled its students, 
weighted by the proportion of students residing in each district. Enrolled student 
zip codes were also used to determine school’s distance from student’s home.  

Used Student Information System (SIS) data to determine the number of siblings 
in each type 2 charter school that did not meet their at-risk enrollment 
requirement. 
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APPENDIX C: OVERVIEW OF THE CHARTER SCHOOL
PERFORMANCE COMPACT’S ORGANIZATIONAL

PERFORMANCE FRAMEWORK

Each year, LDE rates charter schools’ compliance with legal and contractual obligations 
(organizational performance) based on the seven performance indicator areas below: 

 The scale LDE uses to rate each school is: 

Rating Score

Meets Expectations 120-150 

Approaches Expectations 90-119 

Fails to Meet Expectations 0-89 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information 
obtained in the CSPC.

Performance Indicator Area Examples of Indicators Points
Possible 

1. Enrollment Meeting at-risk enrollment percentage, lottery 
procedures 20 

2. Facilities Meeting fire and life safety codes, sanitary codes 16 
3. Discipline Conducting suspensions and expulsions properly 16 

4. SPED/At-Risk Populations Identifies high-need and at-risk students, special 
education services are provided 38 

5. Health and Safety Provides health services to students and has 
documentation of services 8

6. Governance Board adheres to structure and ethics requirements 24 

7. Compliance and Reporting Conducts required background checks, timely submits 
required reports 28 

Total 150* 
*A charter school “Meets Expectations” if the school scores between 120 points and 150 points, “Approaches 
Expectations” if it scores between 90 points and 119 points, and “Fails to Meet Expectations” if it scores less 
than 90 points. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information obtained in the CSPC. 
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APPENDIX D: ORGANIZATIONAL
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
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APPENDIX E: TYPE 2 AND 4 CHARTER SCHOOL AT RISK
ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS

PER R.S. 17:3991(B)(1)(a) AND (b)

New Type 2 Charter Schools

A school’s required at-risk percentage must at 
least equal the percent of at-risk students who 
qualify for Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) 
or are economically disadvantaged in the 
district(s) from which the school enrolls its 
students.

85% of total at-risk requirement must be made up 
of students who qualify for FRL. 

15% of total at-risk enrollment requirement may 
be made up of students who qualify as at-risk in 
other ways (see At-Risk Student Definition 
summary on page 6)

Type 4 Charter Schools*

Unless otherwise agreed to as part of the charter agreement, a school’s required at-risk percentage must 
at least equal the percent of at-risk students who qualified for Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) or 
were economically disadvantaged in the year prior to the establishment of the charter school.

*This also applies to conversion type 2 charter schools, but there are no conversion type 2 charter schools 
currently authorized. 
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using state law.
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APPENDIX F:
LDE’S COMPLAINT PROCESS FOR TYPE 5 CHARTER SCHOOLS
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APPENDIX G:
ACADEMIC YEAR 2015 16 AT RISK ENROLLMENT,

CURRENT AT RISK ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENT, AND
ALTERNATIVE AT RISK ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENT FOR

STATEWIDE CHARTER SCHOOLS

School* 2015-16
At-Risk

Current
At-Risk

Requirement

Meet Current 
Requirement?

Alternative 
Requirement

(weighted 
average of 
districts)

1. Acadiana Renaissance 
Academy 45.6% 66.9% No 65.2% 

2. Lyceé Français de la 
Nouvelle-Orléans 49.4% 66.2% No 80.9% 

3. Avoyelles Public Charter 
School 54.6% 66.9% No 77.7% 

4. Delta Charter School 57.2% 66.3% No 72.5% 
5. The MAX 57.9% 66.9% No 66.1% 
6. D'Arbonne Woods 

Charter School 65.4% 66.9% No 75.4% 

7. Delhi Charter School** 62.3% 61.5% Yes 83.0% 
8. International School of 

Louisiana** 67.1% 66.9% Yes 80.6% 

9. JCFA** 68.2% 66.3% Yes 79.9% 
10. Tangi Academy** 68.8% 66.9% Yes 76.5% 
11. New Orleans 

Military/Maritime 
Academy** 

75.5% 66.2% Yes 80.1% 

12. International High School 
of New Orleans** 77.5% 66.9% Yes 81.7% 

13. Louisiana Key Academy 73.4% 66.3% Yes 73.4% 
14. Lafayette Renaissance 

Academy 75.5% 66.9% Yes 66.9% 

15. Lake Charles College 
Prep 77.9% 66.9% Yes 64.7% 

16. Lake Charles Charter 
Academy 79.0% 66.2% Yes 64.7% 

17. New Vision Learning 
Academy 81.9% 66.3% Yes 74.8% 

18. Glencoe Charter School 82.6% 66.9% Yes 74.9% 
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School* 2015-16
At-Risk

Current
At-Risk

Requirement

Meet Current 
Requirement?

Alternative 
Requirement

(weighted 
average of 
districts)

19. GEO Prep Academy 86.2% 66.9% Yes 78.5% 
20. Southwest Louisiana 

Charter School 86.6% 67.1% Yes 64.7% 

21. Impact Charter 
Elementary 87.4% 66.9% Yes 81.1% 

22. Northshore Charter 
School 90.0% 66.3% Yes 86.7% 

23. Baton Rouge Charter 
Academy 90.1% 66.3% Yes 78.5% 

24. Advantage Charter 
Academy 90.9% 66.9% Yes 81.0% 

25. Iberville Charter 
Academy 91.0% 66.9% Yes 77.9% 

26. Milestone Academy 91.4% 66.3% Yes 81.2% 
27. Vision Academy 91.6% 66.9% Yes 78.4% 
28. Willow Charter Academy 92.2% 66.9% Yes 65.9% 
29. Tallulah Charter School 92.5% 66.3% Yes 91.8% 
*Of the 35 type 2 charter schools for academic year 2015-16, two (Louisiana Virtual Charter Academy and 
Louisiana Connections Academy) were virtual schools, and four (Belle Chasse Academy, JS Clark Leadership 
Academy, Madison Preparatory Academy, and Northeast Claiborne Charter) did not have a statewide enrollment 
zone, so these schools were excluded from our analysis. 
**School met the current requirement but would not have met the alternative requirement based on the weighted 
average at-risk percentage of the districts where the students actually live who attend each type 2 charter school.  
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information contained in LDE’s 2015-16 report to BESE on 
schools’ compliance with at-risk enrollment requirements and student enrollment and zip code data provided by 
LDE.
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APPENDIX H: CHARTER SCHOOLS OPERATING DURING
THE 2015 2016 ACADEMIC YEAR

Type 2 Charter Schools 
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational  
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Avoyelles Public Charter Avoyelles A A A  4 1 $4.7 $4.7 $6,569 
Advantage Charter 
Academy Baker School District D D  3 1 1.9 $1.6 3.4 9,869 

Impact Charter Baker School District F D  4 1 0.9 0.8 1.7 9,940 
Lake Charles Charter 
Academy  Calcasieu C C C  1 4.0 4.2 8.2 9,531 

Lake Charles College Prep Calcasieu D F  3 0.5 0.5 1.0 9,916 
Southwest LA Charter 
School  Calcasieu C D C  6 4.2 4.3 8.5 9,612 

Northshore Charter School  City of Bogalusa F F  4 1 2.8 1.5 4.3 10,219 
New Vision Learning City of Monroe C B C  4 3.2 3.2 9,827 
Vision Academy City of Monroe F F  6 1 1.0 0.9 1.8 10,486 
Delta Charter School  Concordia  C B B  4 2.2 1.1 3.3 8,709 
Baton Rouge Charter 
Academy East Baton Rouge F F F  7 2.4 4.2 6.6 11,215 

Louisiana Connections 
Academy (Virtual) East Baton Rouge C C C  5 6 8.2 7.5 15.7 8,729 

Louisiana Key Academy  East Baton Rouge U F  1 1 0.8 1.3 2.1 11,433 
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Type 2 Charter Schools 
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational  
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Louisiana Virtual Charter 
Academy (Virtual) East Baton Rouge C D D  6 3 $9.0 $7.7 $16.7 $8,704 

Madison Prep* East Baton Rouge C B C  2 1 1.4 2.4 3.8 11,177 
GEO Prep Academy** East Baton Rouge C  1  1.2 2.2 3.4 11,201 
Iberville Charter Academy Iberville F F  4  0.9 3.0 3.8 14,091 
JCFA* Jefferson  F F F  5  0.5 0.6 1.0 9,598 
Acadiana Renaissance Lafayette B A  3  2.4 3.9 6.3 9,355 
Lafayette Renaissance Lafayette D C  4 1 2.0 2.8 4.8 9,399 
Willow Charter Academy Lafayette F F  5 1 1.8 2.5 4.4 9,597 
The MAX Lafourche D D D  2 1 1.1 1.1 9,828 
Tallulah Charter School  Madison F C C  4 1.8 1.2 3.0 8,743 
International School of 
Louisiana Orleans A A A  3 6 8.9 8.9 9,857 

Lyceé Français de la 
Nouvelle-Orléans Orleans B B A  4 1 2.2 2.5 4.7 11,014 

Milestone Academy Orleans D C D  5 11 3.8 3.8 9,722 
New Orleans Military/ 
Maritime Academy  Orleans C A B  3 2.1 3.0 5.2 9,827 

International High School of 
New Orleans Orleans  C B C  3 10 2.2 2.8 5.0 9,411 

Belle Chasse Academy* Plaquemines A A A   11.2 11.2 11,999 
Delhi Charter School Richland B B B  3  6.8 6.8 8,224 
J.S. Clark Leadership 
Academy* St. Landry  D C D  5 1 1.0 0.4 1.5 7,164 

Glencoe Charter School St. Mary  A B A 4 3.3 3.3 8,979 
Tangi Academy** Tangipahoa D  3 $1.1 $0.5 $1.6 $7,893 
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Type 2 Charter Schools 
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational  
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

D’Arbonne Woods  Union B B A  5 1 3.8 3.3 7.1 9,125 
Northeast Claiborne 
Charter* Union  F D  2 0.7 0.6 1.3 9,230 

     Total Type 2 Funding $105.7 $67.3 $173.0 

*School did not have a statewide enrollment zone.  
**School’s funding information is based on MFP projected counts.  

Type 5 Charter Schools
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Linwood Middle Caddo  D F F  6 3 $2.7 $2.2 $4.8 $9,527 
Baton Rouge Bridge 
Academy East Baton Rouge * * *  1  0.5 0.7 1.2 10,315 

Baton Rouge College Prep East Baton Rouge C  4  0.5 0.7 1.2 10,315 
Baton Rouge University 
Prep East Baton Rouge * * *  3  0.3 0.5 0.9 10,315 

Capitol High School East Baton Rouge F D  6 2 1.4 2.0 3.4 10,341 
Celerity Crestworth Charter 
School East Baton Rouge T T  5 1 1.2 1.8 2.9 10,326 

Celerity Dalton Charter 
School East Baton Rouge F F  3 1 1.5 2.3 3.8 10,315 
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Type 5 Charter Schools
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Celerity Lanier Charter 
School East Baton Rouge T T  7  $1.6 $2.4 $4.0 $10,315

Democracy Prep East Baton Rouge C  4  0.9 1.4 2.3 10,315 
Kenilworth Middle East Baton Rouge D D D  8 3 2.2 3.2 5.5 10,333 
Akili Academy of New 
Orleans Orleans C C D  2 16 2.2 2.6 4.8 9,537 

Algiers Technology 
Academy Orleans D D D  7 1 1.5 1.7 3.2 9,919 

Arise Academy Orleans D D F  5 10 1.9 2.6 4.4 10,246 
Arthur Ashe Charter Orleans C C C  1 1 3.0 3.6 6.5 9,598 
Cohen College Prep Orleans C B C  8 15 2.0 2.4 4.4 9,562 
Crescent Leadership 
Academy Orleans T F F  10 2 0.6 1.0 1.6 9,656 

Crocker College Prep Orleans T T D  2 9 1.7 2.0 3.7 9,536 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Orleans D C D  2 2 3.3 4.1 7.4 9,479 
Edgar P. Harney Academy Orleans C C D  3 5 1.7 2.0 3.6 9,541 
Esperanza Charter School Orleans B C B  5 2.1 2.5 4.6 9,437 
Fannie C. Williams Charter 
School Orleans D C D  1 6 2.4 2.9 5.4 9,541 

G.W. Carver Collegiate 
Academy Orleans C C D 1 6 16 1.3 1.5 2.8 9,562 

G.W. Carver Prep Academy Orleans C D D  9 16 1.2 1.5 2.7 9,562 
Gentilly Terrace Elementary Orleans D D D  3 4 2.0 2.4 4.4 9,538 
Harriet Tubman Charter 
School Orleans D C C  4 12 2.3 2.7 5.0 9,531 

James M. Singleton Charter Orleans C D C  7 7 2.0 2.9 4.9 10,158 
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Type 5 Charter Schools
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Phillis Wheatley 
Community School Orleans C D D  2 2 $2.5 $3.5 $6.0 $10,253

Joseph A. Craig Orleans T D D  6 14 1.6 1.9 3.4 9,542 
Joseph Clark High Orleans F D D  6 2 1.8 2.2 4.0 9,562 
KIPP Believe College Prep Orleans C C C  4 13 3.4 4.2 7.6 9,439 
KIPP Central City Academy Orleans B B B  2 9 1.8 2.2 4.0 9,399 
KIPP Central City Primary Orleans C C C  1 5 2.2 2.7 5.0 9,522 
KIPP East Community 
Primary Orleans * * *  3 0.4 0.5 1.0 9,536 

KIPP McDonogh 15 School 
for the Creative Arts Orleans B C C  4 25 4.0 4.9 8.9 9,516 

KIPP New Orleans 
Leadership Academy Orleans D D C  3 25 3.6 4.3 7.9 9,533 

KIPP Renaissance High Orleans D B A  2 10 1.9 2.3 4.2 9,546 
Lafayette Academy Orleans C B C  1 23 3.9 4.7 8.6 9,568 
Lake Area New Tech Early 
College Orleans D C C  2 6 3.0 3.6 6.6 9,581 

Langston Hughes Academy Orleans C D D 1 3 3.5 4.2 7.8 9,542 
LB Landry-OP Walker 
College & Career Prep Orleans B D D  4 3 5.5 6.8 12.3 9,387 

Martin Behrman Orleans B C C  1 2.9 3.6 6.5 9,446 
Mary D. Coghill 
Accelerated Orleans C C C 1 2 2.7 3.3 6.0 9,514 

McDonogh #32 Elementary Orleans D D F  5 3 2.9 3.3 6.2 9,772 
McDonogh #42 Elementary 
Charter Orleans T D F  8 22 1.9 2.6 4.5 10,257 
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Type 5 Charter Schools
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Medard H. Nelson 
Elementary Orleans D F F  4 10 $2.1 $2.5 $4.6 $9,523 

Mildred Osborne 
Elementary Orleans D D D  5 15 1.9 2.3 4.2 9,540 

Morris Jeff Community 
School Orleans C B C 3 2.0 2.4 4.4 9,568 

Paul Habans Elementary Orleans F F D 1 5 6 1.8 2.2 4.0 9,523 
Pierre A. Capdau Learning 
Academy Orleans B C C 1 3 3 1.8 2.1 3.9 9,564 

ReNEW Accelerated High Orleans F F F  7 4 1.4 1.8 3.2 9,487 
ReNEW Cultural Arts 
Academy Orleans D C C  3 2 2.8 3.3 6.1 9,536 

ReNEW Delores T. Aaron 
Elementary Orleans D C C  1 1 3.2 3.8 7.0 9,539 

ReNEW McDonogh City 
Park Academy Orleans D  1 8 2.8 3.5 6.3 9,755 

ReNEW Schaumburg 
Elementary Orleans T T C  1 6 3.4 4.1 7.5 9,537 

ReNEW SciTech Academy Orleans C B C 1 3 1 2.9 3.5 6.4 9,541 
S.J. Green Charter Orleans C C C  2 1 2.3 2.7 5.0 9,548 
Sci Academy Orleans C B B  2 12 2.0 2.4 4.3 9,571 
Sophie B. Wright Learning 
Academy Orleans C C B 1 5 17 1.7 2.1 3.8 9,506 

Success Preparatory 
Academy Orleans C D C  3 4 2.3 2.8 5.0 9,525 

Sylvanie Williams College 
Prep Orleans D D D  2 3 1.5 1.9 3.4 9,412 

The NET Charter School Orleans F F F  7 0.7 1.0 1.7 10,290 
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Type 5 Charter Schools
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

William J. Fischer Orleans D F F 4 $2.7 $3.3 $5.9 $9,517 
     Total Type 5 Funding $132.8 $164.1 $297.0 

*School was operating during the given academic year, but it did not have test-taking grade levels.  

Type 4 Charter School 
Operating During the 2015-16 Academic Year

School Location
(District) 

Academic
Performance

Organizational 
Performance Funding 

2014 2015 2016 Critical 
Violations

Non-
Critical 

Violations
Complaints State 

(millions) 
Local

(millions) 
Total

(millions) 
Per 

Pupil

Louisiana School for the 
Agricultural Sciences Avoyelles C B A 3 MFP information is combined with district. 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information from LDE. 
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Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget 

June 3, 2022 
 

Update from the Louisiana Legislative Auditor on remedial actions and 
resolutions related to findings and recommendations contained in performance 
audits of charter schools 

 
We have issued three reports on charter schools in Louisiana over the past five years.  In 
October 2017, we issued a report LDE’s monitoring of charter schools and a report on LDE’s use 
of academic performance in the renewal process when renewing a charter school.  In March 
2021, we issued a report on the identification of school practices that impact academic 
performance in Orleans Parish schools.  Overall, we had 12 recommendations, 11 of which are 
in progress and one is not implemented as of December 2021.  Pages 3-8 in this document 
provides the full status of the findings and recommendations for the two-charter school reports 
we issued in October 2017.  The report we issued in March 2021 on the identification of school 
practices that impact academic performance in Orleans Parish was informational and did not 
have any recommendations.   
 
LDE’s monitoring of charter schools, report issued October 2017 

Finding 1:  LDE conducted all required annual CSPC reviews from 
academic years 2013-14 to 2015-16. However, LDE weighs all 
critical and non-critical organizational performance indicators 
equally when determining a school’s organizational performance 
rating. Weighting critical violations more than non-critical 
violations and deducting points for each critical issue would allow 
LDE to present information to BESE that better reflects the 
severity of violations and result in improved charter school 
accountability. 

Two recommendations, one is 
implementation in progress, 
one not implemented as of 
December 2021 

 

Finding 2:  LDE has not monitored two provisions of the charter 
school enrollment law, which may have contributed to some 
schools enrolling fewer at-risk students than they were statutorily 
and contractually required to enroll. Seven (19%) 
of the 36 type 2 and 4 charter schools in academic year 2015-16 
failed to enroll the required number of at-risk students. 

Three recommendations, all 
implementation in progress as 
of December 2021 

 

Finding 3:  LDE should consider conducting routine unannounced 
monitoring visits for charter schools in addition to its announced 
annual review visits. 
Unannounced visits would allow LDE the ability to proactively 
identify issues that may not be detected during announced visits. 

One recommendation, 
implementation in progress as 
of December 2021 
 

Finding 4:  LDE should develop specific and consistent procedures 
on how to address concerns and violations at charter schools. 
Currently, LDE procedures do not specify when a school should 
receive a “Notice of Concern” letter and do not require them to 

Two recommendations, both 
implementation in progress as 
of December 2021 
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send a “Return to Good Standing” letter once violations have been 
corrected. 
Finding 5:  Although LDE has developed a complaint process for 
charter schools, it needs to better inform parents with students in 
type 2 or 4 charter schools of this process. We found that even 
though type 2 and 4 charter schools comprise 
37% of the charter schools LDE oversees, only 53 (11%) of the 494 
complaints filed were from a parent with a child in a type 2 or 4 
charter school. This could indicate that these parents do not know 
where to go to file a complaint. 

Two recommendations, both 
implementation in progress as 
of December 2021 

 

 
 
LDE’s use of academic performance in the charter school renewal process, report issued 
October 2017 

Finding:  We found that while LDE has some standards for 
determining whether a charter 
school should be recommended for renewal, it has not 
developed specific guidelines that 
address the primary academic requirement for charter 
school renewal, as required by state 
law. 

Two recommendations, both 
implementation in progress as 
of December 2021 
 

 
Identifying school practices that impact academic performance in Orleans Parish Schools, 
report issued March 2021 

Conclusion:  We found that the New Orleans Louisiana Public 
Schools (NOLA-PS) and LDE use standardized test scores, as 
required by state law, to analyze the academic outcomes of 
charter schools in Orleans Parish. While using standardized 
test scores may be appropriate for the purpose of 
determining which schools should be renewed, this approach 
does not consider whether specific practices implemented at 
a school are responsible for the positive academic outcomes. 
Although not required by state law, a formalized process to 
identify the specific practices that result in improvements or 
declines in charter school performance would allow 
authorizers to replicate those practices that are working in 
their schools and eliminate those that are not. 

Two areas for further study, 
implementation status is 
unknown: 
 

1. Analyzing data from the 
last 15 years may help 
NOLA-PS and LDE know 
which past strategic 
education practices 
resulted in positive and 
negative outcomes for 
student performance.  

2. Use information obtained 
from the retroactive review 
to help identify practices 
that result in positive 
outcomes in charter 
schools with the goal of 
replicating practices that 
are successful going 
forward. 
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Implementation status as of December 2021   
 

Evaluation of Charter School Monitoring 
Louisiana Department of Education 

October 4, 2017 
 

The objective of the audit was to 
evaluate the Louisiana Department of 
Education’s (LDE) monitoring of charter 
schools authorized by the Board of Elementary 
and Secondary Education (BESE). We 
conducted the audit because a 2013 
performance audit on LDE’s monitoring of 
charter schools authorized by BESE 
recommended that LDE implement a more comprehensive process to annually assess charter 
schools’ compliance with legal/contractual obligations. In its response, LDE stated that its new 
Charter School Performance Compact (CSPC), which was created by LDE and approved by 
BESE in January 2013, would satisfy this recommendation. In the October 2017 audit, we 
evaluated LDE’s use of the CSPC to monitor BESE-authorized charter schools’ organizational 
performance. 
 

Finding 1: LDE conducted all required annual CSPC reviews from academic years 2013-14 to 
2015-16. However, LDE weighs all critical and non-critical organizational performance 

indicators equally when determining a school’s organizational performance rating. Equally 
weighting all violations does not reflect the severity of critical violations. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

1. LDE should continue 
to work with BESE on  
revising the CSPC to  
give more weight to  
critical organizational  
performance areas than  
non-critical areas during 
performance reviews.  
 

 

Implementation in Progress 
In the October 17, 2017 BESE School Innovation and Turnaround  
committee meeting, LDE proposed changes to BESE Bulletin 126  
and the CSPC. These changes were promulgated in February 2018.   

  

2. LDE should work 
with BESE to consider 
whether multiple 
violations identified 
under one performance 
indicator should result 
in multiple deductions 
from schools’ 

Not Implemented 
According to LDE, due to the impact of COVID-19 on its state 
accountability system, the past 18 months caused LDE to reflect on 
several aspects of how it annually evaluates and renews BESE 
authorized charter schools. In the near future, LDE plans to engage in a 
collaborative process with both BESE and charter schools to review, 
assess, and revise parts of the current CSPC. During that time, this 
recommendation will be part of the planned discussion. 

LDE is in the process of implementing nine 
(90%) of 10 recommendations.  One 
recommendation has not been implemented 
because of the impact of COVID-19 on the 
state accountability system, but LDE stated 
that it plans to implement it in the near future. 
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organizational 
performance ratings. 

Finding 2: LDE has not monitored two provisions of the charter school enrollment law, which 
may have contributed to some schools enrolling fewer at-risk students than they were 

statutorily and contractually required to enroll. Seven (19%) of the 36 type 2 and 4 charter 
schools in academic year 2015-16 failed to enroll the required number of at-risk students. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

3. LDE should review 
the lottery practices of 
charter schools annually 
as required by the 
CSPC.  

Implementation in Progress 
In creating a 2021-2022 common reporting calendar for all BESE-  
authorized charter schools, LDE included a submission of lottery  
procedures to be reviewed by the Charter Accountability (CA) team.  
According to LDE, if any charter school does not meet LDE’s required  
enrollment percentages outlined in its current operating agreement,  
the school would then be required to submit its enrollment recruitment  
plans for additional review.  

LDE has considered revisions to the language within the CSPC and  
Bulletin 126 that specifically speaks to an annual review of each BESE-  
authorized charter school’s lottery policies and processes. Additionally,  
LDE is considering changes to language related to lottery practices  
meeting terms of the CSPC and/or Bulletin 126 to also be added to the  
list of charter school assurances that each charter board signs and  
submits as one of the required LDE annual submissions. 

 

4. LDE should work 
with BESE to amend the 
contract requirement for 
type 2 and 4 charter 
schools that states, 
“…all charter schools 
must give lottery 
preference to siblings of 
students already 
enrolled in the charter 
school” to include an 
exception for schools 
failing to meet their at-
risk enrollment 
requirement. 

Implementation in Progress 
In October 2017, BESE Bulletin 126 was amended to reflect changes to 
lottery preference. Previously, siblings were exempt from a lottery. 
Under current BESE policy, siblings can be given preference in 
enrollment. 

LDE is in the process of discussion with its legal team to ensure that 
changing this language would not violate any previous laws and 
policies. Once that is determined, LDE will need to engage charter 
school leaders and authorizers across the state to work together to 
determine how this change impacts all stakeholders before this 
language can be changed within charter operating agreements. 

5. LDE should review 
whether schools’ 
enrollment processes 
ensure the schools meet 
at-risk enrollment 
requirements annually 
before allowing sibling 
preference, as required 

Implementation in Progress 
According to LDE, its staff annually calculates these percentages 
following the February 1 student enrollment count and send written 
communication to charter schools who have not met the required 
percentages. LDE is in the process of revising the language of the 
CSPC and BESE policy to specifically address sibling preference. 
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by the CSPC and state 
law. 

 

 

Finding 3: LDE should consider conducting routine unannounced monitoring visits for charter 
schools in addition to its announced annual review visits. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

6. LDE should consider 
expanding its practice of 
conducting 
unannounced site visits 
using a random 
approach to select 
charter schools. 

Implementation in Progress 
The current CSPC states the following: 

“During the year, LDE staff members visit each charter school at least 
once and use data to inform the activities that are conducted during the 
visit(s). Visits may be announced or unannounced.” 

According to LDE, it currently exercises its ability (given the language 
of the CSPC) to conduct unannounced site visits to charter schools. 

 
Finding 4: LDE should develop specific and consistent procedures on how to address 

concerns and violations at charter schools. Currently, LDE procedures do not specify when a 
school should receive a “Notice of Concern” letter and do not require that LDE send a “Return 

to Good Standing” letter to the school once violations have been corrected. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

7. LDE should develop 
procedures that identify what 
types of violations should 
result in a Notice of Concern 
so that these violations are 
adequately tracked and 
corrected. 

Implementation in Progress 
The current CSPC addresses Notices of Concern or Breach in the 
Accountability Decisions and Interventions section.  

In July 2021, LDE’s CA team created a comprehensive tracker for 
all notices and formal correspondences that are communicated 
from the CA team to charter schools related to violations of the 
CSPC, charter operating agreement, BESE policy and/or state and 
federal law as a means of keeping track of the status of each 
violation and what steps have been taken by the charter school to 
rectify any violations. 

8. LDE should update its 
procedures to require that 
Return to Good Standing 
letters are sent to all schools 
that receive a Notice of 
Concern or Breach to ensure 
that violations detected are 
addressed in a timely 
manner. 

Implementation in Progress 
As of July 1, 2021, the CA team has implemented a procedure 
aligned with issuing a Notice of Concern or Breach to include 
sending a closure notice (Return to Good Standing letter) to charter 
schools that have successfully completed the steps to rectify a 
Notice of Concern or Notice of Breach. This letter is linked and 
tracked on the same tracker referred to in LDE’s response to 
Recommendation No. 7.  In the future, the CA team has plans to 
update this procedure within the CSPC to ensure the fidelity of use 
moving forward. 
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Finding 5: Although LDE has developed a complaint process for charter schools, it needs to 
better inform parents with students in type 2 or 4 charter schools of this process. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 
9. LDE should better inform 
parents with a child in a type 
2 or 4 charter school of its 
complaint process. For 
example, LDE could include 
a page on its website directed 
to all charter schools, not just 
type 5 schools. 

Implementation in Progress 
As of July 31, 2021, the CA team is revising the webpage where 
all resources for parents and the general public are listed. Once the 
revisions to the CA webpage are complete, it will include 
information for parents at Type 2, 4, and 5 charter schools on the 
process for having their complaints/concerns resolved at the school 
and charter board level. This information will also clarify for 
parents and the general public what types of complaints/concerns 
are handled by LDE’s CA team.  

10. LDE should include a 
field that captures when staff 
begin investigating 
complaints and when 
complaints are resolved. 

Implementation in Progress 
As of July 1, 2021, LDE’s CA team is instituting a tracking system 
that captures when staff begin investigating complaints and when 
those complaints are resolved. 
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Use of Academic Performance in the Charter School  
Renewal Process 

Louisiana Department of Education 
October 18, 2017 

 

 We evaluated the Louisiana Department of Education’s (LDE) 
use of academic performance in the renewal process for type 2, 4, and 
5 charter schools. LDE’s process for evaluating charter schools is 
important because the department is responsible for making a 
recommendation about each school’s renewal to the Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE), which authorizes these 
types of charter schools. According to R.S. 17:3992(A)(2)(a), in order to be renewed, charter 
schools must demonstrate improvement in the academic performance of students over the course 
of the charter school’s existence using standardized test scores. 
 

Finding 1: We found that while LDE has some standards for determining whether a charter 
school should be recommended for renewal, it has not developed specific guidelines that 

address the primary academic requirement for charter school renewal, as required by state law. 

Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

1. LDE should work with BESE 
to develop specific rules and 
regulations that define what 
constitutes improvement in the 
academic performance of its 
students over the term of the 
charter school’s existence, using 
standardized test scores as an 
independent metric. 

Implementation in Progress 
On October 18, 2017, BESE approved revisions to Bulletin 111 
to include, “for purposes of calculating an Elementary/Middle 
School Progress Index or a High School Progress Index, 
schools shall be awarded up to 150 points for students scoring 
Mastery in the current year, but no fewer than 85 points, 
including for students whose results fall within the 1st to 39th 
percentiles of the value-added model (VAM).” 

Standardized test scores are the primary factor in creating an 
Assessment Index and Progress Index. The Assessment Index 
(AI) and Progress Index (PI) come together to form the School 
Performance Score (SPS) which is the measure by which a 
charter school is renewed. The PI for all schools in Louisiana 
(including charter schools) considers whether students are 
growing at a similar rate to their peers. This takes into 
consideration factors such as students with disability status, 
discipline, attendance, mobility, and prior year assessment 
scores. Annually, the PI is monitored (specifically for schools 
that are due for renewal in the subsequent year) and counts as 
25% of the overall SPS score for students in Louisiana schools.  

The Charter School Performance Compact (CSPC) bases 
minimum charter renewal terms on the SPS of which 25% is 
based on the overall student PI. 
 

LDE is in the process 
of implementing both 
recommendations 
made in the audit.  
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Recommendation Recommendation Status/Summary of Agency’s Response 

2. LDE should ensure that all 
charter schools recommended 
for renewal demonstrate, using 
standardized test scores, 
improvement in the academic 
performance of its students over 
the term of its existence. 

Implementation in Progress 
According to LDE, it has prioritized student progress as the 
means for measuring a charter school’s improvement in 
academic performance over the course of a charter term.  As of 
July 2020, the current administration has conducted one 
renewal cycle using BESE Bulletin 126 Policy-outlined 
renewal standards. 

Due to the impact of COVID-19, the mandate of annual 
administration of testing under the Louisiana Education 
Assessment Program and End of Course examinations, the 
provisions of La. R.S. 17:10.1 that provide for the School and 
District Accountability System, and the provisions of  
La. R.S. 17:391.2, et seq., that provide for public school 
accountability and assessments was waived for the 2019-2020 
school year. October 2020 charter renewal decisions were 
made using a revised renewal process. As a result, 10 charter 
schools were renewed during the Fall 2020 renewal cycle, 
taking into consideration the impact of the COVID-19 
mandates. 

Annually, as part of LDE’s charter oversight activities, the 
agency’s accountability team conducts site visits at each 
charter school that is authorized by BESE. If schools are not 
meeting the academic standards of the CSPC at that time, the 
school provides their detailed plans for school improvement to 
gauge whether the school is “on track” to meeting the academic 
standards set forth in the renewal standards. 

According to LDE, the impact of COVID-19 on student’s 
ability to demonstrate progress on standardized assessments in 
Spring 2021 is still a concern and LDE is actively pursuing 
alternate means of making renewal decisions that are more 
“comprehensive” in nature.  

LDE is in the process of considering revisions to charter 
renewal that include multiple considerations based on both 
absolute performance and student growth. Components of this 
more “comprehensive” approach includes conducting a school-
level comparative analysis which includes an analysis of the 
charter school SPS score, PI, and proficiency levels for student 
subgroups.    

 
 



RS 24:653 

§653. Duties and functions
A. The committee shall make such study and examination of the matters pertaining to the budgeting

and fiscal affairs of the state and its political subdivisions, their funds, revenues, expenditures, and any other
financial affairs of the state and of its political subdivisions as may be deemed desirable by the committee or
the legislature. The committee may also study and examine all requests for professional, personal, social
service, and consulting service contracts to determine the impact of privatizing state government programs,
functions, or activities. The committee shall make such reports of its findings and recommendations with
regard to such matters to the legislature upon its request or as is deemed advisable by the committee.

B. Prior to and during each regular session of the legislature, the joint committee may make such
studies and hold such hearings with respect to budget requests or statements and with respect to the executive
budget as it shall deem appropriate and are necessary to carry out its duties and functions.

C. Following the review, analysis, and study of the proposed executive budget, the committee shall
submit its findings and recommendations thereon to the members of the legislature not later than two weeks
prior to each regular session of the legislature.

D. The committee shall make such continuing study and examination of matters pertaining to the
budgeting of the state revenues and their expenditures, and the fiscal affairs of the state and its agencies, and
shall make quarterly reports and recommendations to the legislature and such other reports as the committee or
the legislature deems advisable.

E. The committee shall interpret the legislative intent respecting all fiscal and budgetary matters of the
state and conduct general oversight and review of the budget execution processes of the various budget units
and other agencies of the state when necessary.

F. The committee shall study, review, and approve or disapprove all transfers of funds from one
program specified in the allotments established in each agency's budget to another program. Except as
provided in R.S. 39:73 and 87.4, no transfer of funds from one program specified in the allotments in an
agency's budget to another shall be made without prior approval of the committee.

G. The committee shall have the full power and authority to adopt rules and regulations prescribing
and governing its procedures, policies, meetings, and any and all other activities relating to its functions and
duties, including the power and authority to issue binding directives to agencies concerning the proper and
efficient execution of their respective budgets as same were approved by the legislature.

        H.(1) The committee shall have a litigation subcommittee which shall monitor and study the amounts
of state funds required to pay judgments and compromises arising out of lawsuits against the state, its
departments, and, with respect to payment of state funds as insurance premiums, the insurers thereof. The
committee, by its own rules, motions, or resolutions, shall provide for the size, membership, appointment, all
administrative matters, and the delegated powers and duties of the litigation subcommittee.

(2) No attorney representing the state or any of its departments or agencies or any of its employees
entitled to indemnification under R.S. 13:5108.1 shall sign any compromise or settlement which obligates the
state to pay more than one million dollars without prior consultation with the attorney general and the
members of the litigation subcommittee of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget.

I. The committee shall have the authority to nullify a penalty applied by the office of risk management
relative to a state agency which has failed to receive certification after undergoing a loss prevention audit, as
provided in R.S. 39:1536(B).

J. The committee may establish a subcommittee to execute its duties relative to oversight of
performance-based budgeting under the Louisiana Government Performance and Accountability Act, as
provided in Subpart D of Part II of Chapter 1 of Subtitle I of Title 39 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of
1950. When the subcommittee acts on behalf of the committee, the chairman of the subcommittee shall
provide to each member of the committee a summary report of the subcommittee's action.

        K.(1) In the conduct of its responsibility to discharge the constitutional fiscal and budgetary
responsibilities of the Louisiana Legislature, the committee shall consider the operating budgets of public
entities and salaries of particular public officials which by law require the approval of the committee in
accordance with the following:



(a) The committee shall consider operating budgets in advance of the beginning of a subject entity's
fiscal year. If the committee finds that the entity has failed to receive the required approval, either by failure to
appear or by committee disapproval of its budget, the committee may adopt a resolution to direct the
commissioner of administration and the state treasurer to deny any warrant or payment of money from the
state treasury for any amount contained within that budget. The committee may also adopt a resolution to
direct the commissioner of administration and state treasurer to recommence the acceptance of warrants. If the
committee determines that an entity whose operating funds are administered outside of the state treasury has
failed to receive the required approval of its budget, either by failure to appear or by committee disapproval of
its budget, the committee may adopt a resolution to that effect, and any expenditure of public monies by such
entity shall constitute a violation of the provisions of Article VII, Section 14 of the Constitution of Louisiana.

(b) The consideration of salaries of public officials that by law require the approval of the committee
shall occur prior to the execution of any employment contract for that official. The state shall not be liable for
any payment of such salary if the salary has not been approved by the Joint Legislative Committee on the
Budget. The committee shall have the authority to adopt a resolution to direct the commissioner of
administration and the state treasurer to deny any warrant or payment of money from the state treasury for any
monies related to the payment of the salary at issue. The committee is also authorized to adopt a resolution to
direct the commissioner of administration and state treasurer to recommence the acceptance of warrants.

(2) The provisions of this Section shall have no effect on the provisions of any contract which is in
effect prior to July 1, 2008.

(3) Notwithstanding any contrary provision of law, the chairman of the Joint Legislative Committee on
the Budget may grant an entity, for good cause shown, an extension of time, not to exceed thirty days, to
comply with the provisions of this Subsection, and the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget may grant
an additional extension of time.

        L.(1)(a) Upon receipt of the reports from the various departments within the executive branch of state
government as provided by R.S. 36:8(A)(6) and the public postsecondary education management boards as
provided by R.S. 17:3130(C) and 3351(F), the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget shall transmit the
reports to the legislative fiscal office for review and analysis and may conduct hearings to review the reports.

(b) The legislative fiscal office shall review the reports and perform any additional analysis of the
reports that is necessary to provide an accurate actual estimate as compared to the fiscal note as the bill was
enacted.

(2) The reports required to be submitted under this Section shall be in a manner as prescribed by the
chairman of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget and shall be accompanied by such other
information as the chairman may require. At a minimum, the report shall present the differences between the
original estimate as the bill was enacted and the actual current revenues or expenditures. Depending upon the
scope of the original legislation, the comparisons between the fiscal note as the bill was enacted and the actual
amounts shall include but not be limited to tax increases, decreases, fee increases and repeals, tax exemptions,
suspensions, credits, rebates, exclusions, and deductions, among others.

(3) No later than February first of each year, the committee shall report its findings in a public meeting
relative to any legislation that has been enacted that affects state revenues, public postsecondary education
management boards and the related institutions or the various departments and the related entities and that
legislation has a fiscal impact which has increased by the amount of one million dollars or more over the
amount of the fiscal note as the bill was enacted. The review and analysis shall also examine the receipt,
expenditure, allocation, dedication, or means of financing to determine specifically how the increases impact
state revenue, the departments, agencies, boards, commissions, and like entities within the executive branch of
state government, as well as among the public postsecondary education institutions of the state. The Joint
Legislative Committee on the Budget shall transmit copies of the final report to the governor, the president of
the Senate, and the speaker of the House of Representatives, and distribute a copy to each member of the
legislature.

        M.(1) All economic and financial reports for projects submitted in conjunction with the request for
approval of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget in excess of a total state commitment of ten million
dollars for the term of the project shall provide the following information:

(a) Inclusion of all input information, data, and assumptions, including but not limited to data sources,
economic growth assumptions, and an assessment/basis of the reasonableness of each.



(b) A description of the analytical model employed for the report and how each input was utilized with
that model.

(c) Results in terms of value-added, household earnings, and employment, and a description of each
concept.

(d) Results by industry sector, with an assessment of possible adverse effects on sectors that compete
with the subsidized company for in-state customers.

(e) Explicit identification of the project's effect on direct expenditure requirements in the state budget
or any reduction in taxes or state revenues, including but not limited to tax exemptions, exclusions,
deductions, reductions, repeals, rebates, incentives, abatements, or credits.

(f) An additional assessment by the secretary of the Department of Economic Development regarding
the extent to which the project would not have occurred but for the proposed state financial support. The
secretary's assessment shall reference other business factors which contributed to the project activity occurring
and factors which will be required for ongoing sustainability including but not limited to labor, transportation,
energy, among others.

(g) Cost/benefit comparisons of the incentives in the package compared to the costs in the package
shall be for the same period of time or the same term, both for the direct benefits to the state as well as the
indirect benefits to the state.

        (2)(a) The department shall submit the request for Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget approval
of the project with the analysis to the committee for its review at least seventeen business days, or as permitted
by the chairman, prior to the meeting for which the department is seeking the committee's approval. In the
event that the chairman specifies a request submission period that is less than seventeen business days, the
chairman shall notify all members of the committee of the revised submission time period. Presentation of the
information required shall be in a format developed by the department in consultation with the Legislative
Fiscal Office and the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget.

(b) Upon receipt of the request, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget shall transmit the report
to the legislative fiscal office for evaluation of the department's assessment and the legislative fiscal office
shall make such information available to the committee during its review.

(3) For the purposes of this Section and notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary,
"project" shall mean any public-private partnership, agreement with a nonpublic party, lease, cooperative
endeavor agreement, memorandum of understanding, or other contractual agreement which would result in or
is expected to result in the obligation of state resources or the expenditure of revenues from the operation,
management, or control of a state resource for the purposes of engendering economic growth or development
in the state through the utilization of certain incentives, including but not limited to tax exemptions,
exclusions, deductions, reductions, repeals, rebates, incentives, abatements, or credits.

        N.(1) The committee shall have a dedicated fund review subcommittee which shall review and make
recommendations on special funds in the state treasury that dedicate state revenue.

(2) The committee, by its own rules, motions, or resolutions, shall provide for the size, membership,
appointment, all administrative matters, and the delegated powers and duties of the dedicated fund review
subcommittee. The committee shall provide that the membership of the subcommittee is bipartisan and
diverse.

(3) No later than September 1, 2017, and every two years thereafter, the committee shall provide for
the dedicated fund review subcommittee.

(4) The dedicated fund review subcommittee shall conduct the review of special funds and submit
recommendations to the committee as required in R.S. 49:308.5.

 Added by Acts 1976, No. 538, §3, eff. March 10, 1980. Acts 1984, No. 694, §1; Acts 1997, No. 738,
§1; Acts 1997, No. 1465, §1, eff. July 15, 1997; Acts 1998, 1st Ex. Sess., No. 11, §1; Acts 2001, No. 894, §1,
eff. June 26, 2001; Acts 2008, No. 842, §1, eff. July 8, 2008; Acts 2010, No. 861, §10; Acts 2013, No. 96, §2,
eff. July 1, 2013; Acts 2014, No. 704, §1, eff. July 1, 2014; Acts 2017, No. 355, §1, eff. June 22, 2017; Acts
2018, No. 612, §8, eff. July 1, 2020; Acts 2019, No. 404, §16.

 NOTE: See Acts 2019, No. 404, §§16 and 20 regarding the repeal of certain changes made to R.S.
24:653(N)(3) in Acts 2018, No. 612.
NOTE: See Acts 2018, No. 612 and Acts 2019, No. 404 providing for the effects of the conversion of
certain dedicated funds to special statutorily dedicated fund accounts.
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