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Investigative Audit Report 
D epartm ent of Agriculture and Forestry 

Comm issioner Odom 
appointed individuals to 
high paying positions 
when these indi viduals 
perform ed services 
norm ally assigned to 
lower paying positions. 

Finding (Seepage 11.) 

Em ployees Paid Excessively for W ork 
N ot Perform ed 

Com m issioner O dom , in possible violation of law , 
appointed 14 individuals to high paying, unclassified 
positions when these individuals did not actually perform 
th e duties of these unclassified positions. Rather, these 
individuals perform ed services norm ally assigned to low er 
paying classified positions. 

2 

4 

5 

6 

Com m issioner Odom appointed  th ese 
indivi duals to their positions when state law 
does not grant him such auth ority. The 
authority rests with the boards or 
co m m issions. 

These 14 appointees did not perform th e 
duties for which th ey were compensated 

Classified  positions exist for at least 12 of 
these appointees that appear  to be consistent 

with the actual job duties perform ed . 
Appropriate classified  positions call for 
compensation far less th an that paid by 
Com m issioner Odom . 

Tw o of the 14 appointees were appointed  
an d have rem ained as diree tor an d assistant 
director of th e Louisian a Pork Prom otion 
Board, which has  been inaetive for 
approxim ately seven years. 

All 14 appointees worked for the Bob Odom 
campaign and had these appointees been in 
classified  positions this w ould have been a 
violation of state law . 
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Com m issioner O dom 
used D epartm ent 
airplanes for personal, 
political, or cam paign 
related flights. 

State law prohibits the 
use of state property for 
purely private purposes. 

7 

8 

Five appointees stated that they volunteered 
to w ork on houses for Com m issioner 
Odom 's children. 

Four of the appointees routinely perform ed 
or instructed oth er employees to perform 
personal erran ds for Com m issioner Odom 
and his fam ily. 

A s a result, it appears that from periods as early as 1987 
through'2001, th e Department spent at least $1,798,563 in 
excess salaries for services th at w ere eith er not rendered or 
were grossly inadequate for th e compensation received. 
The excessive salaries resulted in an  increased actuarial 
accrued  liability to th e Louisiana State Em ployees' 
Retirement System of $1,237,560. Therefore, th e total 
combined impact is $3,036,123. 

Finding (Seepage 23.) 

Com m issioner O dom  U sed State 
Property for Personal Purposes 

During th e period January 1998 through M arch 2001, 
Com m issioner Odom used , in possible violation of state 
law , D epartm ent airplanes for at least 321 personal, 
political., or campaign related flights; failed  to reimburse 
th e D epartm ent for th ese costs; and used D epartm ent 
employees, while being paid by th e Departm ent, to pilot 
m any of th ese flights. In addition, Com m issioner Odom 
accepted  valuable gifts from  entities regulated  by the 
Departm ent. 

State law prohibits th e use of state property for purely 
private purposes such as these personal, political, and 
cam paign related flights. The value of these 321 flights 
was approximately $69,848. Commissioner Odom 
reimbur sed $11,316 to the Department for 144 of these 
fligh ts; however, the reimbursements were at a rate 
significa ntly low er th an fair m ar ket value. For th e 

remaining 177 fligh ts, Commissioner Odom did not 
reimbur se an y portion of th e cost incurred  by th e 

Department. In addition, at least 25 of the fligh ts were 
piloted  by Departm ent em ployees while paid by the 
Departm ent. Furtherm ore, during som e of th ese personal 



Executive Sum 

Bid process appears to 
have been m anipulated 
resulting in an increased 
cost to the D epartm ent. 

W ar ehouse owners stated 
th at they gave cash to 
Com missioner O dom 
and co ntributions to his 
political cam paign. 

trips, Com m issioner Odom went hunting on land owned or 
leased by entities regulated  by the Departm ent. On these 
trips, Com m issioner Odom received  lodging, m eals, and 
hunting supplies from these entities. 

Finding (Seepage 37.) 

Bid Process M anipulated and Tw o 
W arehouse O wners A llege Cash Paym ents 

The bid process for housing USDA com m odities appears to 
have been m anipulated  resulting in spec ific individuals 
receiving Departm ent contracts at an  increased  cost to the 
Departm ent between $3,792,394 an d $4,300,585 during the 
period 1997 to 2000. 

Two ware, house owners stated  th at they gave cash direc tly 
to Commissioner Odom and contributions to his political 
campaign. One warehouse own er, M r. Tom m y Roshto, 
m aintains th at when he stopped  m aking th ese paym ents, 
Com m issioner Odom and other warehouse own ers 
conspired to elim inate his opportun ity to receive the 
Departm ent contract. Com m issioner O dom changed  the 
bid spec ifica tions thereby allowing four companies 
controlled or influen ced by M r. Lehm an W illiam son or 
M s. Ann W illiam son to m an ipulate the bid process, th us 
ca using M r. Roshto's low bids in districts Tw o and Three 
to not be accepted by the D epartm ent dur ing the 1997 bid. 

Docum ents and interviews indicate the following: 

2 

Since th e Departm ent began  adm inistering 
the food storage program in 1985, 
essentially the sam e five warehouse own ers 
have received the contracts to store th e food 
com m odities. 

Prior to th e 1997 bid, th ese five war ehouse 
own ers rec eived three-year contracts 
awar ded  by individual districts. 
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3 These warehouse owners m et and developed 
a plan for a single statew ide bid that w ould 
include four of the w arehouse owners and 
exclude the Baton Rouge warehouse own ed 
by M r. Roshto. 

4. These warehouse own ers located a new 
bidder, Pat Company, Inc., to bid against 
M r. Roshto in th e Baton Rouge district; 
however, Pat Company, Inc., did not m eet 
the present space requirem ents for th at 
district. 

5 Pat Com pan y, Inc.'s desire to bid was 
relayed to the Departm ent, an d as a result, 
th e bid space requirem ents w ere chan ged in 
the Baton Rouge district only. 

Com m issioner adam instructed Departm ent 
staff to chan ge the invitation-to-bid to allow 
a statewide bid only. 

W arehouse own ers received th e invitation- 
to-bid prior to its official release. 

M s. Ann W illiam son form ed a eorporation, 
th en  she and other w arehouse own ers m et 
and discussed ways to facilitate a statew ide 
bid without M r. Roshto. 

M r. Roshto protested th e lack of allowing 
individual bids and subseq uently th e bid 
specifications were chan ged  to allow for 
both a statewide bid and individual bids by 
district. 

It appear s th at M r. Lehm an  W illiam son and 
M s. Ann W illiam son, having control or 
influence over at least four of th e eight 
bidders, inflated  four  bids resulting in th e 
statew ide bid being lower than th e total for 
th e individuals' bids, thereby en suring the 
statewide bid would be awarded  the contract 
and at the sam e tim e eliminating M r. Roshto 
from  th e program . 



Executive Summary 

From  1985 to 2000, the w arehouse owners who 
participated in the food storage program contributed 
$116,000 to Commissioner Odom 's campaign. From 1996 
through 2000, Commissioner Odom used  $72,754 from his 
political campaign fund for purchases th at appear to be 
personal in natur e and have no relationship to his 
campaign. 

Finding (Seepage 55.) 

W ork on Com m issioner O dom 's 
Private Property 

Comm issioner Odom used public employees, equipm ent, 
and m aterials on his private property and filed an  inflated  
claim with the fed eral governm ent. Com m issioner Odom 
did the follow ing: 

Public em ployees, 
equipm ent, and m aterials 
used on Com m issioner 
Odom 's private property. 

Instructed D epartm ent em ployees to m an age 
the timber on approxim ately 960 acres of 
fam ily owned land 

Instructed two employees to use Departm ent 
equipm ent to assist him in clear ing his 
private property 

Instructed another employee to tran sport 
Departm ent eq uipm ent to and from his 
private property 

Failed to pay for pine seedlings he obtained 
from the D epartm ent and for labor provided  
by D epartm ent em ployees 

Filed  an  inflated  claim with a United States 
Departm ent of Agricultur e reimbursem ent 
program thereby obtaining reim bur sem ent 
for expenses he did not incur  
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Recommendations (Seepage 61.) 

W e recom m end the follow ing 

2 

3 

4 

5 

The D epartm ent should discontinue appointing 
individuals to unclassified positions for which they 
perform no services. The Departm ent should 
im plem ent policies and proced ures to prevent 
employees from perform ing personal erran ds for 
D epartm ent officials while on Departm ent payroll. 

The D epartm ent should adhere to Louisian a law by 

not using state property (airplan es) to conduct 
personal business. The Com m issioner of 
Agr iculture should adh ere to Lo uisiana law an d not 
use state em ployees to conduct his personal 
business while on the Departm ent payr oll. 

The Departm ent should reevaluate its bid 
specifications for th e food distribution program and 
im plem ent chan ges to the bid specifications that 
would be fair an d equitable to all bidders, increase 
com petition, and low er costs. 

The D epartm ent should enforce its present 
collection policies an d not allow preferential 
treatm ent for th e Com m issioner of Agriculture or 
an y other Departm ent official. The D epartm ent 
should also update its policy related to providing 
forestry services to th e public so everyone is trea ted 
on a fair and eq ual basis. Employees ~hould not 
w ork on private property or use state equipm ent on 
private property in violation of state law . 

Finally, w e recom m end th at th e District Attorney 
for the N ineteenth  Judicial District of Lo uisiana an d 
the United  States Attorney for th e M iddle District of 
Louisiana review th is inform ation and take 
appropriate legal action regarding possible 
violations of state an d fed eral laws, to include 
seeking restitution. 
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M anagem ent's Response (See pages 69 through 
7z) 

M r. Skip Rhorer, assistant com m issioner, responded on 
behalf of the D epartm ent. This response is enclosed in its 
entirety at Attachm ent II. 
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The Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry (Department) is a department within 
Louisiana state governm ent. The Departm ent was created in accordance with Title 36, Chapter 
14 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as a part of the executive bran ch of government. 
The Com m issioner of Agricultur e an d ForestD' heads th e Departm ent an d is char ged with all 
functions relating to prom otion, protection, an d advance m ent of agricultur e and forestry, except 
research an d educa tional functions expressly allocated by the constitution or by law to oth er state 
agencies with in th e State of Louisian a. The com m issioner is a statewide elected official who 
serves a four-year term . 

The Departm ent co nsists of seven offices: th e Office  of M anagem ent and Finan ce, th e O ffice  of 
M arketing, the Office  of Agriculture and Environm ental Sciences, the Office of Anim al Health 
Services, th e Office of Soil and W ater Conservation, the O ffice  of Ag o-Consum er Services, an d 
the O ffice of Forestry. The Departm ent has approxim ately 765 full-tim e employees with work 
locations throughout th e state. In addition to providing various state-fun ded  agricultural an d 
forestry related program s, the D epartm ent also adm inisters various agricultural related  progr am s 
for the United  States Departm ent of Agriculttwe, th e United  Stated  Department of Com merce, 
th e United  States Environm ental Protection Agency, an d th e United  States Departm ent of Health 
an d Hum an  Servi ces. One of th ese progr am s is th e Food Distribution Progr am . 

Tw enty-eight separate boar ds and com m issions fall un der th e auth ority of the D epartm ent. The 
purposes of th ese boards are to research, prom ote, an d regulate agricultural related  products. 

Authorizing legislation for the majority of these boards and commissions provides for the board 
or com m ission m em bers to appoint, w ith the approval of th e Com m issioner of Agricultur e and 
Forestry, a director and assistant director to serve in an  unclassified  position. These boar ds an d 
co m m issions are assigned to the office  within the Departm ent related  to their pro pose. 

The proced ures performed  during this investigative audit consisted of (I) interviewing eurrent 
an d form er employees an d offi cials of the Department; (2) interviewing other persons as 
appropriate; (3) examining selected records of the Dep artment; (4) examining other records as 
appropriate; (4) perform ing observations and analytical tests; and (5) reviewing applicable state 
and fed eral laws and regu lations. 

The result of our  investigative audit is the findings and reco m m endations herein 
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Em ployees Paid Excessively 
For W ork N ot Perform ed 

Com m issioner O dom , in possible violation of law, appointed 14 individuals to high paying, 
unclassified positions w hen these individuals did not actually perform the duties of these 
unclassified  positions. R ather, these individuals perform ed services norm ally assigned  to 
lower paying classified positions. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

7. 

8. 

Com m issioner O dom  appointed these individuals to their positions w hen 
state law does not grant him such authority. The authority rests with the 
boards or com m issions. 

These 14 appointees did not perform  the duties for w hich they w ere 
co m pensated. 

Classified  positions exist for at least 12 of these appointees that appear to be 

consistent with the actual job duties performed . 
Appropriate classified  positions call for com pensation far less than that paid 
by Com m issioner O dom . 

Tw o of the 14 appointees w ere appointed and have rem ained as director and 
assistant director of the Louisiana Pork Prom otion Board, which has been 
inactive for approxim ately seven years. 

A ll 14 appointees w orked for the Bob O dom  cam paign and had these 
appointees been in classified positions this would have been a violation of 
state law . 

Five appointees stated  that they volunteered to work on houses for 
Com m issioner O dom 's children. 

Four of the appointees routinely perform ed  or instructed  other em ployees to 
perform personal errands for Com missioner Odom and his family. 

As a result, it appears that from periods as early as 1987 through 2001, the Departm ent 
spent at least $1,798,563 in excess salaries for services that were either not rendered or 
were grossly inadequate for the compensation received. The excessive salaries resulted in 
an increased  actuarial accrued liability to the Louisiana State Em ployees' Retirem ent 
System of $1,237,560. Therefore, the total com bined impact is $3,036,123. 

Background 
Louisiana law either created or transferred 28 boards and commissions under the authority of the 
D epartm ent w ith purposes to resear ch, prom ote, or regulate agricultural related products. 
Authorizing legislation for the majority of the boards and commissions provides for each 

11 
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com m ission or board to appoint, w ith the approval of th e com m issioner, a director and an 
assistant director to serve in an unclassified position. 

The Departm ent is m ade up of seven different divisions, referred to as offi ces. Each of these 
offices has a separate function and purpose. The 28 boards and com m issions are assigned to the 
office  related to th e purpose of the board or com m ission. 

C reation of U nclassified Positions 
Perm anent unclassified  positions in a state agency can be 
created in tw o ways. The first m eth od requires statutory 
authority, provided to each of the boards and com m issions 
by the legislature. The sec ond m eth od req uires approval 
from the Civil Service  Com m ission. To obtain this 
approval, the state agency must subm it a written request 

justifying the need for the position, an d, in some instances, 

C om m issioner O dom  is 
responsible for 
establishing pay levels for 
unclassified positions in 
the D epartm ent. 

the reason a classified position will not suffi ce . After a review by employees and th e Direc tor of 
Civil Service, the Civil Service  Comm ission m ust vote at a public hearing on wheth er to 
establish th e unclassified  position or not. Once an unclassified position is established , th e state 
agency's departm ent head is authorized an d responsible for establishing a pay level. Civil 
Service establishes pay scales for the classified positions. 

Com m issioner O dom : 

1. A ppointed 14 individuals to 
unclassified positions of director and 
assistant director w hen state law does 
not grant him such authority 

Established their salaries at rates that 
appear excessive 

In addition, these appointees did not perform 
the duties for w hich they w ere com pensated. 

The D epartm ent's U nclas sified 
Positions 
Com m issioner Odom appointed  14 
individuals to unclassified  positions of 
director and assistant director when state 
law does not give him  such authority. 
That authority rests with the boar ds and 
com m issions. These appointees did not 
perform the duties of director and 
assistant director for which they w ere 
com pensated . The Departm ent does not 

have a description of job duties for an y 
of th ese un classified  positions. 
Com m issioner Odom established  salaries 
for each of these appointees th at appear 

to be excessive. The actual services provided  by 12 of these appointees appear to be consistent 
with Civil Service classified  positions to whid~ th ese individuals should have been placed . W e 
were unable to identify compar able classified  positions for th e actual services rendered  by th e 
rem aining tw o appointees. For the 12 appointees w ith com parable classified positions, five 
actually perform  receptionist/sec retarial work for the executive office  and th e other seven 
perform  various servi ces throughout the different office s of the D epartm ent. 

The following chart identifies 12 appointees and the unclassified  position into which they were 
appointed, their actual job title, their actual duties, an d their salary and the salary that they should 
receive. 
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Five Receptionists/Secretaries from  the 
Executive O ffi ce 
Com m issioner Odom appointed five 
receptionists and/or secretaries from  the 
executive office as director or assistant 
direc tor of various boards and 
com m issions. These appointees perform ed 

or continued to perform job duties ranging 
from receptionist to executive level 
secretarial w ork. These appointees are 
M s. Audrey Pesson, M s. M elanie Barnett, 
M s. M iehelle Ribera, M s. Stephanie 
Levenson, and M s. Deborah Barrilleaux. 
These appointees did not perform the 
duties for which they were compensated. 
M r. Richard Allen, form er assistant 
com m issioner, stated that Com m issioner 
Odom instructed him to place M s. Pesson 
an d M s. Bar nett into the unclassified 
positions of assistant director. M r. Allen 

further stated that their job duties did not 
change after the appointm ents. 

M s. Barnett subm itted  a letter of resignation to accept the unclassified  position even 

though her job duties did not change. 

According to records from 21 other state agencies, the current average executive-level 
secretarial salary for both classified an d unclassified  positions is $38,857 per year . 
How ever, th e annual salaries 
for these five receptionists 
an d executive level 
sec retaries ran ge from 
$68,250 to $85,280 per year. 
The average pay for th ese 
five individuals is $75,394. 
The D epartm ent's average 
salary paid to these executive 
level secretar ies is 94%  
high er than the average 
salary of their counterparts in 
oth er state agencies. 

Average Executive Level Secretarial Salaries 

Departm ent of Agriculture and Forestry 

Other State Agencies 

Difference 

D epartm ent average is 94%  higher. 

Seven Appointees From  O ther O ffices W ithin the Departm ent 
Com m issioner O dom  appointed the follow ing seven individuals to director or assistant 
director of various boards and com m i,,;sions: M r. H enry Baxter, M r. John Brown, 
M r. M ichael Buchart, M r. W ayne Guilbeau, M r. Richard Herrin, M r. Lawrence M ichan d 
an d M r. M ike St. Rom ain. These sev~m appointees did not provide th e fun ctions for 
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which they were paid. In addition, M r. Guilbeau and M r. M iehaud were appointed and 
have rem ained director and assistan t director of the Louisiana Pork Prom otion Board, 
which has been inaetive for approxim ately seven years. 

C om m issioner O dom  appointed two 
individuals to director and assistant 
director of the Louisiana Pork 
Prom otion Board, w hich has been 
inactive for approxim ately seven 
years. These tw o appointees are 
still in those positions. 

Rem aining Two Appointees 
As stated previously, we were unable to 
identify co mpar able classified  positions 
for the services rendered by the 
rem aining two appointees. According to 
th e organ izational chart, those two 
appointees, M r. Don Hubbard and 
M r. George M ichael Kovac, ar e assigned 
to th e exec utive office. M r. Hubbar d 
was appointed  assistant director of th e 

Louisiana Dairy Industry Prom otion Board on M ar ch 11, 1997, and M r. Kovac was 
appointed assistant director of th e Lo uisiana Egg Com m ission on Jan uary 6, 1997. W e 
were un able to determ ine a comparable Civil Service classified position for either 
M r. Hubbard or Mr. Kovac because of the lack of documented  job duties an d an  inability 
to determ ine th e services th ey actually provided. As of Decem ber 31, 2001, 
M r Hubbard's annual salary was $68,796 an d M r. Kovac's an nual salary was $81,900. 

The Departm ent's employee roster shows th at in addition to being the assistant director 
of the Louisiana Dairy  Industry Prom otion Board, M r. Hubbard is the consum er services 
coordinator and th e m inority affairs dileetor. M r. Hubbard stated that he is not sure what 
his job title is. He thought it was one of the directors in marketing. Mr. Hubbard stated 
that his immediate supervisor would be anyone from Baton Rouge that called with a job 
assignm ent, and he does not supervise an y employees. M r. Hubbard further stated  th at he 
does not have an y knowledge of written job duties for his position and characterized his 
current job duties as the "link to the urban core." Mr. Hubbard stated that he specifically 
deals with a wide ran ge of agricultural co mplaints, co mmunity groups, an d a project to 
bring agr iculture awaren ess to th e Orleans sehools. 

M r. Kovac stated  that he actually perform s the duties of the N orth Lo uisian a coordinator 

an d his immediate supervisor is Conmfissioner Odom. Mr. Kovac stated that his job 
consists of traveling th e state to ensur e th at Departm ent employees ar e utilized  in an  
efficient m an ner. M r. Kovae stated  that he was not aware th at he is currently the assistant 
direc tor of the Lo uisian a Egg Com m ission an d that he has provided no services to th e 
com m ission. The Departm ent's organizational chart shows th at M r. Kovae is an  assistant 
direc tor assign ed to th e executive office. 

Both  M r. Hubbard and M r. Kovac stated  that they w orked  on th e Bob Odom ca m paign 
soliciting contributions. M r. Kovac also stated  that he worked on a house for 
Commissioner Odom 's daughter. 

15 
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These 14 appointees w ere carried on the D epartm ent payroll as directors or assistant directors 
and did not perform th e services for which th e), were paid. In addition, it appears, in ro dS! cases, 
the services actually rendered  w ere grossly inadequate for the com pensation received. 

Excessive Salaries  and Benefits 
As stated previously, salaries set by Com m issioner 
O dom for th e 12 appointees appear  to be excessive. 
Had these appointees rem ained or been placed in 
classified  positions at salary ranges set by Civil 
Service, th e Departm ent w ould not have spent at 
least $1,798,563, the difference between classified 
and unclassified pay. The excessive salaries re.,~ulted 
in an increased actuarial accrued liability to th e: 
Louisiana State Em ployees' Retirem ent System 
(LASERS) of $1,237,560. Therefore, the total 
combined  impact is $3,036,123. 

Excessive Salaries and Benefits 

Salaries $1,798,563 
LASERS liability* 1.237.560 

Total Im pact $3.036.123 

*increased actuarial accrued liability to LASER,~;. 

Excess U nclassified Salaries Paid 

*Audrey Pesson - Deceased and Inactive 
**Stephanie Levenson - Currently in DROP (Deferred Raifesnent Option Plan) 
***Richard Herrin - Retired partieipam 

Projected Period - Differing projeerion det~~ are based on appoint ment date and extc~t to which records were available. Some of thc~e 
appointees have been in ilnelassified positions for more tha~t 20 years. Had re, cords been available for the entire ap point mere periods. 
our project ions would have been significantly higher. 
Excess Salad - Classified salaries and positions were det ennirted based upon years of service, actual job duties performed, and Civil 
Service guidelines. The classified  salary wa.~ then compared  to the appointee's actual salary. 

Actuarial Accrued  Liability - As provided , these amolou s represem an ~timate of the ad~iti~ al actuarial liab ilities ~s of December 3 l 
2001, ~mder Louisiana Stnte Employees' Retirement System (LASERS) for benefits that result from excess salary amounts. Excess 
salary is the difference between salary for classified pos itions and actual salary paid. Liability values are based on actuarial 
assumptions an d methods applied in June 30. 2001. LASERS actuarial valuation report. 
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Com m issioner O dom  Exceeded H is A uthority 
Com m issioner O dom appointed the 14 director,,; or 
assistant directors to nine different boards and 
com m issions. A ccording to Louisiana law , Com m issioner 
Odom  did not have the auth ority to appoint these positions; 
he m erely had the auth ority to approve an y appointm ents 
th at the boards and com m issions m ay have m ade. In 
addition, we interviewed at least one representative of each 
of these boards and com m issions, except for the Louisian a 

C om m issioner O dom 's 
authority, according to 
law, is to approve 
appointm ents m ade by the 
boards or com m issions. 

Pork Prom otion Board, an d were told th at they were unawar e that these appointees were in th e 
position of director or assistant director. W e could not interview an y m embers of the Louisiana 
Pork Prom otion Board because that board has been inactive for approxim ately seven years. 

Em ployee s Confirm ed They Did Not ]Perform  the D uties of Their Positions 

M inutes confirm ed 
that the appointees 
attended few, if any, 
of the m eetings. 

W e interviewed 11 of th e 14 appointees who confirm ed  that th ey 
did little or no work for boards or comm issions to which th ey were 
appointed. Those I l appointees were unable to provide us with any 
explanation as to the job description or duty for the unclassified 
position th at they held. In addition, the m inutes of th e m eetings for 
th e eight active boards and com missions indicated th at th e 12 
appointees attended  few, if an y, of th e m eetings. Current and 

form er employees, as well as board/com m ission m embers also confirm ed  th at th e 12 appointees 
perform ed  little or no services for th e boar d or com m ission to which th ey w ere appointed. The 
rem aining tw o em ployees perform ed  no services for the inactive Lo uisian a Pork Prom otion 
Board. The 12 individuals for which we found appropriate classified  positions are explained in 
detail in the appendix at Attachm ent I. 

Personal Errands 
At least four of th e un classified 
appointees perform ed or instructed 
oth er em ployees to perform  various 
persona/errands for Com m issioner 
Odom and his fam ily. Interviews 
an d docum entation received indicate 
that D epartm ent em ployees have 
perform ed  personal errands for 
Com m issioner Odom an d his fam ily 
m em bers continuously since the 
1980s. These personal errands 
consisted of, at a m inimum , 
m an aging timber property, piloting 
Com m issioner Odom and fam ily 
m em bers on personal flights in 

Since the 1980s, D epartm ent em ployees 
have perform ed personal errands for 
Com m issioner O dom  and his fam ily: 

M anaged timber property (see finding on 
page 55) 

," Provided personal flights in D epartm ent 

aircraft (see finding on page 23) 
~" Cashed allowance checks 
~ " Picked up laundry 
~ " H ad vehicles repaired  

Purchased  personal item s 
Perform ed other personal errands 

Departm ent aircraft, cashing allow ance cheek,,; for Com m issioner Odom an d his w ife, picking up 
laun dry, having vehicles repaired, pur chasing personal item s, and perform ing oth er personal 
errands. 
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M s. Pesson and M s. Barnett both had signature authority on Com m issioner Odom 's personal 
bank accounts. There were 2,980 checks issued from Com missioner Odom 's personal bank 
accounts during the period August 8, 1995, to January 5, 2001. The records m ade available to 
th e Legislative Auditor included 2,650 of th ese cancelled  chec ks. Only 37 of the 2,650 checks 
were actually signed  by Com m issioner O dom  or his w ife, M rs. M ildred O dom . Either M s. 

For m ore than five 
years, M s. Pesson and 
M s. Barnett prepared 
and signed 98%  of 
Com m issioner O dom 's 
personal checks. 

Pesson or Ms. Barnett signed the remaining 2,613 (98%) 
checks . M s. Deirdre Earl, form er Departm ent employee, stated 
th at M s. Pesson and M s. Barnett handled personal banking 
tran sactions for Com m issioner Odom during th eir workday at 
th e Departm ent. These transactions included preparing 
personal chec ks, reconciling ban k accounts, and preparing 
deposits. In addition, M s. Pesson and M s. Barnett w ere 
w itnesses on num erous personal transactions for Com m issioner 
Odom involving th e purchase, sale, an d m ortgage of property. 

At least 450 of th e checks from Comm issioner 
O dom 's personal ban k accounts w ere m ade 
payable to cash or payable to D epartm ent 
employees. Departm ent employees generally 
cashed the checks  m ade payable to cash for 
Com missioner Odom or his w ife. The tim e an d 
date stamped on the checks indica tes that most Of 
the checks w ere negotiated  during norm al business 

D~zI~  t~  l~ toyem, Dttr eT ~ ze. i ~o~ttrax 
~ a7 I.~  DI. ii ~.oul~l:~  ̂.TAT= or/loyA 

hours. The employees who eith er endorsed 

or negotiated the majority of these checks 
w ere M s. Pesson, M s. Barnett, M s. Deirdre 
Earl, M s. Kenya M illigan, M r. Guilbeau, and 
M r. David Stilley. 

D eirdre Earl 
M s. Earl began  employm ent with the 
Departm ent in 1989 as a student worker and 
was term inated by th e Departm ent on 
January 20, 1998, for excessive absences an d 
tardiness. M s. Ear l w as subsequently denied 
un em ploym ent benefits. A s a result, 
M s. Ear l filed  an appeal. The findings of fact 

by the administrative law judge found that 

fact tha~: she uould frequently be cal].~d 
personal errands or do p~rs~nal th~ngs IOr 

~er performance e~f~ered only due to the 
aCay f~o~ pro~ecgs eo that eho eoald run 
~he eo~ feeLonar, 
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M s. Earl's "perform ance suffered only due to the fact that she w ould frequently be called 

away from projects so that she co uld run personal errands or do personal things for the 
co mmissioner." The administrative law judge ordered that the disqualification of 
unemploym ent benefits be reversed. 

M s. Earl stated that during 
her nine years at the 
D epartm ent she spent 50%  
of her tim e perform ing 
personal errands for 
Com m issioner O dom . 

M s. Earl stated th at she worked  in the executive 
office the entire tim e of her em ploym ent an d spent 
approxim ately 50%  of every workday perform ing 
personal errands for Com missioner Odom . 
lvls. Earl stated that M s. Ribera and M s. Pesson 
instructed  her to perform personal errands for 
Com m issioner Odom . According to M s. Earl, th e 
majority of the time she used a Department vehicle 
to perform  the personal errands, although there 
were instances when she used  her own vehicle. 

From Jan uary 5, 1996, to December 31, 1997, M s. Earl cashed 76 of Comm issioner 
Odom 's personal checks. N otations ort m an y of these checks indicate that the purpose 
was an  allow ance for eith er Com m issioner O dom  or M rs. O dom . M s. Earl stated th at she 
ca shed th ese checks at th e direction of M s. Pesson an d handed th e cash directly to 
Com m issioner Odom , placed the cash in his coat pocket, or left the ca sh w ith M s. Pesson 
or M s. Barn ett for Com m issioner Odom . M s. Earl fur ther stated th at 80%  of the tim es 
she ca shed allowan ce checks  for M rs. Odom , 
she (Earl) took the cash to Mrs. Odom at her 
hom e in Zachary, Louisian a. M s. Earl added  
that the majority of the time she made these 
trips to Zachary in a state vehicle during her 
w orkday. M s. Earl also stated th at she thinks 
she cashed  allowance checks  for 
Com m issioner Odom and M rs. Odom every  
tw o w eeks. 

M s. Earl stated that 80%  of 
the tim es she cashed allowance 
checks for M rs. O dom , she 

(Earl) took the cash to 
M rs. O dom  in Zachary. 

M s. Ear l stated th at Com m issioner Odom 's deposits into his personal bank accounts were 
han d carded  to the ban k during the workday by employees an d th at she carried  
approxim ately 90%  of these deposits. M s. Ear l stated th at M s. Pesson taught her how to 
complete th e deposits for Com missioner Odom 's personal accoun ts. Records indicate 
th at the personal errands she perform ed consisted of dropping off and picking up 
Com m issioner Odom 's laun dry at th e dry clean ers, picking up personal gifts, filling 

Mrs. Odom's vehicle with gasoline, having jewelry engraved , an d purchasing paint. 

M s. Earl stated th at at som e point she asked  her supervisor, M s. Pesson, for a raise. 
According to M s. Earl, M s. Pesson discussed  th e request with Com m issioner Odom and 
the raise was approved as a prom otion. On M ar ch 28, 1994, M s. Earl was prom oted from 
student worker to produce inspector. M s. Ear l stated th at she never perform ed  an y duties 
as a produce inspector and rem ained  ~ssigned to the executive office. 
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K enya M illigan 
M s. Kenya M illigan, another stu dent worker, appears to have assum ed M s. Earl's duties 
upon M s. Earl's term ination. M s. M illigan declined to speak w ith our office. How ever, 
records indicate that M s. M illigan also perform ed  personal errands for Com m issioner 
Odom . From February 12, 1998, through M ay 4, 2000, M s. M illigan cashed over 80 of 
Com m issioner Odom 's personal checks, som e of which w ere cash allowances for 
Com m issioner Odom an d M rs. Odom , transported laundry for th e com m issioner, and 
perform ed  oth er personal erran ds. 

Laura Pursnell 
M s. Laur a Pursnell has been a student worker at th e Departm ent since June 1997. Since 
the sum m er of 2001, she has worked in th e executive office. According to M s. PursneU 
she picks up Com m issioner Odom 's dry clean ing at W olf's Dry  Clean ing on a weekly 
basis, norm ally at th e direction of M s. Barnett. M s. Pursnell stated th at she uses 
Com missioner Odom 's state vehicle to pick up his laundry, an d she considers th ese 
erran ds part of her norm al w ork duties for the D epartm ent. 

W ayne G uilbeau 
As m entioned  previously, M r. W ayne Guilbeau is currently th e director of th e inactive 
Louisiana Pork Prom otion Board. From Dece mber 21, 1995, th rough N ovember 22, 
2000, M r. Guilbeau ca shed 51 of Com m issioner Odom 's personal checks. Of th e 51 
chee ks, 38 appear to have been cashed during M r. Guilbeau's norm al work hour s. 
Interviews and records obtained  indicate th at M r. Guilbeau perform ed num erous personal 
erran ds for Com m issioner Odom . These erran ds consisted  of ca shing allowan ce checks 
for Com m issioner Odom an d M rs. Odom , obtaining vehicle inspections, registering Robb 
Odom 's vehicle, repairing an d w ashing Robb Odom 's truck, tran sporting Com m issioner 
Odom 's laundry, pur chasing m ed icine, having boots clean ed , having keys m ade, an d 
perform ing other personal errands. M r. Robb Odom is Commissioner Odom 's son. 

Both M r. Richard Allen, form er assistan t com m issioner, and M s. Earl confirm ed personal 
erran ds perform ed  by M r. Guilbeau. M r. Allen further stated  th at M r. Guilbeau 
tran sported building m aterials to a hom e for Com m issioner Odom 's daughter. W hen 
asked  wheth er he perform ed  personal erran ds during his w orkday, M r. Guilbeau 
responded th at he w ould get back w ith us later, which he has not. 

D avid Stilley 
M r. David Stilley, agriculture environm ental specialist adm inistrative coordinator, is a 
classified em ployee who appear s to have also perform ed  personal erran ds for 
Comm issioner Od0m . M r. Stilley ca shed 24 of Commissioner Odom's personal checks, 
of which 13 appear to have been cashed during his norm al w orkday. Records indicate 
that M r. Stilley perform ed th e following personal erran ds: purchased an  an imal feeder; 
pur chased  am mun ition an d shotgun shells; obtained  fishing lice nses, hunting licenses, 
and duck stam ps; obtained an  inspec tion sticker; obtained gasoline; purchased scope 
covers for guns; pur chased  O -rings for a three-wheeler; pur chased  m olding; an d had a 
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zipper repaired. Mr. Stilley declined to answer any questions regarding his job duties at 
the D epartm ent. 

H enry Baxter 
M r. Henry Baxter is currently the assistant director of the Louisian a Brand Comm ission, 
although he perform s the duties of director of state m eat inspection. M r. Baxter stated  
that during the past five or six years he has picked up m eat processed  from anim als 
purchased  by private funds. He tran sported  the m ea t on state tim e and in a state vehicle 
to freezers loc ated  behind Commissioner Odom 's office an d to other locations. 
M r. Baxter stated  th at he has delivered  m eat in this m anner directly to Comm issioner 
Odom 's home in Zachary. M r. Baxter stated that he does not necessarily know who 
owns th e m eat. M r. Baxter does not believe th at using a state vehicle, while on state 
tim e, to tran sport privately own ed  m eat is im proper. 

Mr. Baxter stated that he considers picking up meat and delivering it a part of his job, and 
he has  been doing th is since he began  employm ent w ith th e Departm ent. 

Sum m ary 
Commissioner Odom appointe~l 14 individuals to un classified positions of director or assistant 
director of various boards or com m issions in possible violation of law . Com m issioner Odom did 
not have the authority to appoint an y of these individuals to th e un classified  positions. That 
authority is statutorily provided by th e legislatur e to th e m embers of the individual boards an d 
eom m issions. Com m issioner Odom 's only authority is to approve such appointm ents. 
Furtherm ore, the individuals appointed  to th e positions of direc tor or assistant director did not 
perform  th e duties for which they were compensated. The salaries paid to th ese appointees in th e 
unclassified positions w ere established  by Com m issioner Odom an d appear to be excessive. 
These 14 appointees w ere carded  on th e D epar tm ent payroll as director or assistant director for 
services th ey did not render, an d it appears, in m ost cases, the services actually rendered  were 
grossly inadequate for th e compensation received. As a result, it appears th at for periods as early 
as 1987 through 2001, the Departm ent spent at: least $1,798,563 in excess salaries for services 
th at w ere either not ren dered or w ere gr ossly inadeq uate for th e compensation received . The 
excessive salaries resulted  in an increased  actuarial ace rued  liability to the Louisian a State 
Employees' Retirement System of $1,237,560. Therefore, the total combined impact is 
$3,036,123. 

In addition, all ]4 appointees provided  services to th e Bob Odom campaign. These services 
consisted of soliciting contributions, writing press releases, and perform ing oth er ca mpaign 
services. At least five of th e appointees stated  that th ey voluntarily worked  on houses for 
Com m issioner Odom 's children. Finally, four  of th e appointee s eith er perform ed  or instructed 
oth er employees to perform  personal errands ior Com m issioner Odom and his fam ily m embers. 
These personal erran ds provided  to Commissioner Odom extend back to the 1980s. (See 
appendix at Attachmen t I.) 
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Com m issioner Odom and the appointees m ay have violated one or m ore of the following state 
law s: 

R~S. 14:134, "M alfeasance in Office''1 

R.S. 14:138, "Public Payroll Fraud''2 

R.S. 42:1461(A), "Obligation Not to M isuse Public Funds''3 

The actual determination as to whether an y individual is subject to formal charge is at the 
discretion and determ ination of th e district attorney. 

1 R.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that malfeasance  in offi ce is committed when any public offi cer or public employee 
shall (1) intentionally refuse or fail to perform an y duty lawfully required of him, as such officer or employee; 
(2) intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawf ul manner; or (3) knowingly permit any other public officer or 
public employee, un der his authority, to intentionally re;fuse or fail to pe rform  any duty lawfully required of him or 
to pe rform  an y such duty in an  unlawful m anner. 
2 R .S. 14:138 provides, in part, that payroll fraud is co mmitted  when  an y publie offi cer or publie employee shall 
carry, cause to be carried, or perm it to be carried , direc tly or indirectly, upon th e employment list or payroll of his 
office , th e nam e of an y person as employee, or shall pay an y employee , with knowledge that such employee is 
receiving payment or compe nsation for service s not aelually rendered by said employee or for service s grossly 
inadequate for such payment or compensation. 
s R .S. 42:1461(A) provides, in part, that officials, whether elected or appointed, by the act of accepting such office 
assume a pe rsonal obligation not to m isappropriate, m isapply, co nvert, misuse, or oth erwise wrongfully take an y 
funds, property or oth er th ing of value belonging to the publie entity in which they hold office . 
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C om m issioner O dom  U sed State 
Property for Personal Purposes 

D uring the period January 1998 through M arch 2001, Com m issioner O dom used, in 
possible violation of state law, Departm ent airplanes for at least 321 personal, political, or 
cam paign related flights; failed to reim burse the D epartm ent for these costs; and used 
D epartm ent em ployees, w hile being paid by the D epart m ent, to pilot m any of these flights. 
In addition, Com m issioner O dom accepted valuable gifts from entities regulated by the 
D epartm ent. 

State law prohibits the use of state property for purely private purposes such as these 
personal, political, and cam paign related  flights. The value of these 321 flights w as 
approximately $69,848. Commissioner Odom reimbursed  $11,316 to the Department for 
144 of these flights; however, the reim bursem ents w ere at a rate significantly lower than 
fair m arket value. For the rem aining 177 flights, Com m issioner O dom did not reim burse 
any port ion of the cost incurred by the D epartm ent. In addition, at least 25 of the flights 
w ere piloted by D epartm ent em ployees w hile paid by the D epartm ent. Furtherm ore, 
during som e of these personal trips, Com m issioner O dom went hunting on land ow ned or 
leased by entities regulated  by the D epartm ent. O n these trips, Com m issioner O dom  
received lodging, m eals, and hunting supplies from these entities. 

Background 
The D epartm ent owns a fleet of aircraft, which are used for the detection of forest fires and 
insect infestations. At least three of these aircraft are used for adm inistrative purposes. The 
primary administrative aircraft is a Beecheraft 58-Baron (Baron) fixed wing, multi-engine 
airplane. The other tw o aircraft used for adm inistrative purposes are Cessna 182 fixed wing, 
single engine airp lanes. Com m issioner Odom and M r. Jesse Kelley are the prim ary pilots of th e 
adm inistrative aircraft. M r. Bradley Scott M cCullough, form er Departm ent employee, was also 
a prim ary pilot of th e adm inistrative aircraft. 
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Personal, Political, and Cam paign 
Use of D epartm ent A ircraft 

From January 1998 through M arch 2001, Com missioner 
O dom used the D epartm ent adm inistrative aircraft for 
321 personal, political, or campaign related  flights.4 
These flights consisted of hunting trips, attendan ce at 
political and social functions, personal events including 
fam ily vacations and weddings, and campaign related 

Com m issioner O dom  used 
the D epart m ent aircraft for 
hunting trips, political and 
social functions, fam ily 
vacations, weddings, and 
cam paign related trips. 

trips. The nature of th ese flights appears to be purely for th e private an d political affairs an d 
benefit of Commissioner Odom . Approximately 24% of all flight hour s for the Department 
Bar on during th is period w ere personal, politica l, or cam paign related  flights m ade by 
Com m issioner O dom . 

The nature of the flights was determ ined  by comparing th e Department flight logs with the 
individual pilots' personal flight logs as well as Com m issiun cr Odom 's personal calendar . The 
Departm ent flight logs provided  to the Legislative Auditor did not include th e purpose of each 

fligh t an d the identity of an y passengers. Department personnel inform ed us that M s. Michelle 
Ribera, Departm ent secretary, was responsible for preparing and m aintaining th e flight logs for 
th e period  w e exam ined . M s. Ribera has refused  to an sw er aoy question asked  by th e Legislative 
Auditor. 

The fair m arket rental rate 
for these 321 flights is 
approxim ately $69,848. 

The fair nvarkel ren'ta~t cost of these fligh',s using fair 
m arket rates, as suggested by the Attorney General,s for 
comparable airerafi is $69,848.6 Commissioner Odom 's 
ca mpaign reimbur sed th e Department $11,316 for 144 of 
these fligh ts; however, the rate of reimbursement used by 

the ca mpaign was $85 per hour, which is sign ificantly lower than  the fair market rates of $225 
per hour for a Baron and $120 per hour  for a Cessna. In addition, Commissioner Odom has not 
reim bur sed the D ep artm ent for any portion of the cost or fair m arket rental rate of th e rem aining 
177 flights. W e could not find nor w ere w e provided an y explanation as to th e public purpose, 

benefit, or necessity of any of these fligh ts. Therefore, Commissioner Odom received , in 
possible violation of state law, at least $69,848 in services that he was not entitled to receive for 
which he has only reimbur sed  $11,316. As a result, Commissioner Odom appears to owe the 
Department at least $58,532. 

On at least 25 of the 321 personal, political, or campaign related fligh ts, Department employees 
piloted the aircraft while paid by the D epartm ent. In addition, on at least tw o flights, 
Com m issioner O dom  paid the Dep artm ent pilota for three eotnplete days of service even though 
th ey were snow skiing with Com m issioner Odom an d th erefore providing no service to the 

4 Each leg oflravel represents one flight. 
5 Attorn ey General Opinion No. 89-369 
6 Fair market value of flights was calculated as follows: Flight duration was estimated using, distanees direct to 
destination, average eruise speed of appropriate aircraft, plus 12 minutes per fligh t for ground operations. This 
m ethodology was considered  reasonable by two Department pilots, M r. Bradley Sco tt M eCullough and M r. Jesse 
Kelly. Fligh! dur ation was multiplied  by the available rental rate of co mparable aircraft--S225 pe r hour for a 
Beeeherafl Baron and $120 pe r hour for a Cessna 182. 
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Departm ent. As a result, the Departm ent spent at least $1,840 to provide personal pilots to 
Com m issioner Odom . State law7 prohibits a public official from paying an employee for 
services that are not provided to th e governm ent agency. 

M r. Bradley Sco tt M cCullough, form er Departm ent Employee, stated that he generally received 
his flight orders from one of Com m issioner Odom 's three secretaries, M s. Ribera, M s. M elanie 
Barnett, or M s. Audrey Pesson. M r. M eCullough added that, on occasion, he received  
instructions directly from Com m issioner Odom . 

C om m issioner 
O dom  received free 
lodging, m eals, and 
hunting supplies on 
these hunting trips. 

Exam ples of llunting Trips 
Com m issioner Odom m ade at least 52 flights in Departm ent aircraft 
to Texas, N ew M exico, Kan sas, M issouri, and locations across 
Louisiana to hunt deer, elk, hog, turkey, duck, dove, an d quail. For 
several of th ese hunting trips, Zeneea  and BA SF, com pan ies whose 
products are regulated by the Departm ent, provided  Com m issioner 
Odom with free lodging, m ea ls, an d hunting supplies. In addition, 
Com m issioner Odom received  three free hun ting trips from Temple 

Inland, a forest prod ucts co m pany. This is a possible 
violation of state law . 

On December 8, 1998; December 7, 1999; and 
December 11, 2000, Com m issioner Odom flew the 
D epartm ent Baron to W iergate, Texas, to go hunting 
at Scrappin V alley, property owned by Tem plc 
Inland. Temple Inland is a forest prod ucts co mpany 
that own s forestland an d operates a m ill in the State 
of Lo uisiana. On  at least one occasion, 
Com m issioner Odom 's D epartm ent calendar 
indicates th at Tem ple Inlan d provided him w ith a 

Texas hun ting license (see calendar at right). 
According to a Tem ple Inlan d representative, 
Tem ple Inland provided Com m issioner Odom with 
free hunting, lod ging, an d m eals for all three trips. 
The representative further stated th at Serappin 
Valley is not open to th e public an d is restricted  to 
invitation only. The roundtrip fair m arket rental rate 
of aircraft for these three hunting trips is $2,060. 

On September 19, 1999, Com m issioner Odom and 
M r. Kelley flew th e Departm ent Bar on to Clayton, 
New M exico, to hun t at Cotton M esa. M r. Kelley 
stated  that Cotton M esa is a hunting lodge in 
South east Colorado. According to M r. Kelley, he 

? R
.S. 14:138, "Public Payroll Fraud" 
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spent three days at the lodge while Com m issioner O dom  was hunting. A representative of 
Cotton M esa stated that M r. Gary Gaff, a Zeneca  em ployee, paid $8,000 for Com m issioner 
Odom and possibly one other person to htmt with him at Cotton M esa. According to the 
representative, th e $8,000 payment included  hunting, lodging, licenses, meals, and a guide for 
three days. Zeneca, now Syngenta, is a chem ica l company that operates a plant in Louisiana and 
sells chem ical prod ucts used  for agricultural purposes in Lo uisiana. In 1999, Zeneca received 78 
prod uel licenses from th e D epartm ent to sell its chem ica ls in Louisian a. The fair m arket rental 
rate for this roundlrip flight is $1,842. 

On O ctober 1, 1998, Com m issioner Odom flew th e Departm ent Baron to Hondo, Texas, to hunt 
at Big Tree Ranch in Uvalde, Texas. A rep resentative from BASF stated  that BASF m aintains a 
cabin at th e ranch an d Com m issioner Odom w as its guest for th ree days. BASF is a chem ical 
producing company th at operates a plant in Lo uisiana and sells prod ucts used for agr icultural 
purposes in Lo uisian a. In 1998, BASF received 61 prod uct licenses from the Departm ent to sell 
its chem icals in Louisiana. The fair market r~atal rate for this roundtrip flight is $1,154. 

The following chart represents flights th at were identified  as hunting trips 

The above information represents 52 flights. Each leg of travel is considered a flight. The nature of these flights 
was determ ined  by co mparing Department flight logs with the individual pilot's personal flight logs, as well as 
Comnfissioner Odom's pe rsonal calendar. 
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Exam ples of Political and Social Functions 
Com m issioner Odom m ade at least 89 flights in D epartm ent aircraft to attend political 
fundraisers, banquets, barbecues, an d parties. The following chart lists those flights. 

Dates Flight Destination Propose Fair M arket Campaigu 
Flight Cost Reimbursement 

1/15/98 

3/17/98 

3/18/98 

3/18/98 

3/23/98 

5/9/98 

5/23/98 

6/6/98 

8/20/98 

10/5/98 

10/19/98 

10/29/98 

3/12/99 

3/18/9 9 

3/I 9/99 

3/21/99 

3/22/99 

3/23/99 

3/24/99 

3/25/99 

4/17/9 9 

8/10/99 

8/11/9 9 

8/18/9 9 

8/21/99 

8/24/9 9 

8/25/9 9 

8/31/99 

9/1/99 

9/2/99 

9/18/99 

New Orleans, LA 

Lake Charles, LA 

Crowley, LA 

New Or leans, LA 

Oakdale, LA 

LaPlace , LA 

Crowley, LA 

Lafayette, LA 

Jeanerette, LA 

Ham mond, LA 

Oakdale, LA 

M ansfield, LA 

Shreveport, LA 

DeRidder, LA 

Houma, LA 

New Orleans, LA 

Jonesville, LA 

New Or leans, LA 

Eunice , LA 

Shr evepo rt, LA 

New Or leans, LA 

Opo lousas, LA 

Opelonsas, LA 

Tallulah, LA 

Franklinton, LA 

Sulphur, LA 

La fayette, LA 

Bogalusa, LA 

M etairie, LA 

New Or leans, LA 

Abbeville LA 

Senator John Breaux Reception 

Sen ator Gerald Theunissen Even t 

Representative Gil Pinae Dinner 

Pat O 'Briens 

Sheriff Tum er Fundraiser 

Representative Rohn rt Faueheux 

Sheriff Kenneth Goss F'undraiser 

Louisian a Dem oeratie Party Function 

Representative Troy Hebert M eeting 

Representative Hem y Powell Fnn etion 

Representative Herman Hill Fundraiser 

Representative Beve~rly Bruce Kickoff 

Senator Ronald Beaa~ Event 

Representative Kay lies Cocktail Party 

Rep resentative M itchell Theriot Fundraiser 

Represen tative .~ohn Alario Function 

Representative W iggins Event 

Sen ator Fran cis Heitmeier Coektail Buffet 

Representative Gregory Fruge Event 

Rep resentative Billy M ontgomery Function 

Bill Sm ith Function. W edding/Ree eption 

Rep resentative Charles Hudson Fundraiser 

Senator Donald Cravins Function 

Diamond Islan d - Campaign M eeting 

Event in Fran klinton 

Representative Ronnie Johns Function 

Sen ator Donald Cravins Reception 

Representative Ben Nevers Fundraiser 

Representative Jennifer Sneed Fnn draiser 

Democratic Organ izt*tion M eeting 

Representative M iekey Firth Party 

$254 

367 

136 

332 

292 

254 

273 

210 

131 

182 

292 

410 

539 

378 

249 

254 

250 

254 

256 

539 

254 

136 

136 

351 

232 

386 

105 

171 

254 

399 

238 

$85 

128 

51 

102 

102 

85 

43 

85 

85 

85 

128 

,43 

85 

85 
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The above information represents 89 flights. Each leg of travel is co nsidered a flight. The nature of those flights 
was determ ined by comparing Department flight logs with the individual pilot's personal flight logs, as well 
Com m issioner Odorn's pe rsonal calendar. 

Exam ples of Personal Related Events and Travel 
Com m issioner Odom m ade 107 flights in Departm ent aircraft to Alabam a, Arizona, N ew 
M exico, and locations across Louisiana to attend fam ily even ts, vacation, and other personal 
related events. 

C om m issioner O dom  
m ade 107 flights in 
D epartm ent aircraft to 
A labam a, A rizona, N ew 
M exico, and locations 
across Louisiana for 
personal events. 

On January 11, 1998, Comm issioner Odom an d M r. Kelley 
flew th e Departm ent Baro~ to Seottsdale, Arizona, to attend 

flight school. After fligh t training, on January 12, 1998, 
Com m issioner O dom , M rs. M ildred Odom , an d M r. Kelley 
flew from Seottsdale, Arizona, to Flagstaff, Arizona, for a 
three-day skiing trip. M r. Kelley was paid by the Departm ent 
for three 8-hour days while he skied . Com m issioner Odom 's 
campaign reimbursed th e Departm ent $85 for th e flight an d 
paid M r. Kelley directly for his personal expenses. 

On February 18, 1998, Com m issioner Odom flew in a D ep artm ent owned Cessna to M onroe, 
Louisiana, for th e birth of his grandson. M r. M eCullough piloted the Cessna while paid by the 
Departm ent. 
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Com m issioner O dom 's calendar indicates thai: he was in Gulf Shores, A labam a, from July 25, 
1998, through August 8, 1998. During this period, th e flight logs indicate th at M r. M eCullough 
flew the Departm ent Baron to Foley, Alabam a, on at least 10 occasions to transport 
Com m issioner Odom to various locations. M r. M cCullough stated that he feels certain 
Com m issioner O dom w as on vacation. M r. M eCullough added  th at he was noth ing m ore th an a 
"cab driver" for Com m issioner Odom flying the Departm ent Bar on as instructed. The fair 
market eost of these trips to and from Foley is $5,761. 

On February 28, 1999, Com m issioner Odom and M r. M eCullough flew th e Bar on to Seottsdale, 
Arizona, to attend flight school. After flight training, on M ar ch 2, 1999, Commissioner Odom, 
M rs. Odom , and M r. M eCullough flew to Angel Fire, New M exico, for a five-day skiing trip. 
After arriving in Angel Fire, M r. M eCullough flew to Albuquerque, New M exico, to pick up an d 
return M r. an d M rs. Lonny M yles, Com m issioner Odom 's guests, to An gel Fire. According to 
Mr. MeCullough , this was at Commissioner Odom's instructions. While in An gel Fire, the 

Odoms, the Myles, an d Mr. McCullough 
stayed in a lodge owned  by Kenned y Rice 
Dryers, Inc. The Departm ent regulates 
Kennedy Rice Dryers, Inc., which is located in 
M er Rouge, Louisian a. This regu lation 
consists of inspections and licensing as an  
agricultural and com m odity dealer. M r. Elton 
Kenn ed y is th e president of Kenn edy Rice 
Dryers, Inc. The Odom s, th e M yles, and 
M r. M eCullough returned to Baton Rouge in 
th e Departm ent Baron on M ar ch 6, 1999. 
M r. M yles confirm ed  the above trip. 
Departm ent records show th at 

M r. M eCullough was paid for at least three 8-hour days while in Angel Fire. M r. M cCullough 
stated  th at he was on th e Departm ent payroll during th is skiing trip because Com m issioner Odom 
instrn eted  him to be there an d to m ake the flights. 

M rs. O dom  flew w ith the 
D epartm ent pilot from  Baton 
R ouge to M onroe to attend her 
granddaughter's dance recital. 

On M ay 26, 2000, M r. M eCullough flew th e 
Departm ent Baron to M em phis, Tenn essee, to pick up 
Com m issioner Odom . M r. M eCullough then flew 
Com m issioner O dom to M onroe, Lo uisian a, to attend 
a dance recital for Com m issioner Odom 's 
granddaughter. According to M r. M cCullough, after 

dropping Com m issioner Odom off  in M onroe, he flew th e Dep artm en t Baron to Baton Rouge to 
pick up M rs. Odom and th en returned  to M onroe. M r. M cCullough stated  th at after th e dan ce 
recita l, he an d th e Odom s returned  to Baton Rouge 

On December 20, 2000, M r. Kelley flew the Departm ent Bar on 
from Baton Rouge to Tallulah to M onr oe to Tallulah an d back to 
Baton Rouge. According to M r. Kelley, he an d M rs. Odom flew 
to Tallulah to pick up Com m issioner Odom an d then flew to 
Monroe for their gran ddaugh ter's Christmas party. Mr. Kelley 

C om m issioner O dom  
and M rs. O dom  flew 
w ith a Depart m ent pilot 
to M onroe to attend 
their granddaughter's 
C hristm as party. 
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stated that after the party he dropped off Com m issioner Odom  in Tallulah and then returned M rs 
O dom to Baton Rouge. 

M r, Kelley stated  that he could rem ember tw o occasions where M s. Ashley Odom Thompson, 

Commissioner Odom's daughter, was the only passenger in the Department aircraft. According 
to M r. Kelley, on one occasion he was instructed to fly M s. Thompson from Baton Rouge to 
Rayville late at nigh t because she needed to get home. Mr. Kelley stated that, on the second 
occasion, he flew M s. Thompson hom e after a funeral. W hen asked if he knew th e agricultural 

purpose of these flights, Mr. Kelley responded , "1 don't have a clue. I was just told to do it, and I 
did it." 

The following chart represents fligh ts that were identified as personal trips 

Dates Flight Destination Propose Fair M arket Campaign 
Flight Cost Reimbursement 

1/12/98 

2/5/98 

2/7/98 

2/8/98 

2/18/98 

3/21/98 

4/20/98 

7/2/98 

7/27/98 

7/29/98 

7/30/98 

7/31D 8 

8/1/98 

8/5/98 

8/6/98 

8/7/98 

11/23/98 

1/30/99 

3/2/99 

3/17/99 

4/3/99 

4f11199 

4/18/99 

5/I 4/99 

Flagstaff, AZ 

Homer, LA 

Homer, LA 

Homer, LA 

M o1~roe, LA 

Lake Charles, LA 

M inden, LA 

Alexandria, LA 

Foley, AL 

Foley, A L 

Foley, AL 

Foley, AL 

Foley, AL 

Foley, AL 

Foley, AL 

Foley, AL 

Tallulah, LA 

M onroe, LA 

Angel Fire, N M 

Alexan dria, LA 

M onr oe, LA 

]eaxa, LA 

M onr oe, LA 

New Orlean s, LA 

Skiing Trip 

Tree Planting - Odom 's Farm 

Tree Planting - Odom 's Farm 

Tree  Planting - Odom 's Farm 

Grandson's Birth 

W aiter for Charity at Quota Club 

Funeral 

Pentecostal Chnreh Function 

Vacation 

Vacation 

Vaeation 

Vacation 

Vacation 

Vaeation 

Vacation 

Vacation 

Diamond Island M ee ting 

W edding - Elton Kennedy's Daughter 

Skiing Trip 

Pentecostal Church Function 

Transport Crawfish Purchased  by Campaign 

Everett M ~tyo's Father's Anniversary 

Hold Plane for M illie Odom 

Representative John Alario Ded ication 

$160 

1,011 

505 

505 

276 

367 

512 

307 

536 

536 

1,072 

1,130 

536 

536 

365 

1,050 

244 

410 

859 

307 

410 

218 

410 

254 

353 



Findings 

The abOve inform ation rep resents 107 flights. Each leg of travel is considered a flight. Th e nature of these flights 
was determ ined  by co mpariag Department flight logs with the individual pilot's pe rsonal flight logs, as well as 
Commissioner Odom 's personal calendar. 
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Dates 

3/22/98 
10/16/98 
11/8/98 
12111/98 
6/7/99 
7/9/99 
8/30/99 
9/30/99 
10/12/99 
10/15/99 
10/18/99 
10/I 9/99 
10/19/99 
10/21/99 
11/19/99 
11/25/99 
12/14/9 9 
212100 
216/00 
2/12100 
2/19/00 
5/4/00 
5/15/00 
6/16/00 
6/25/00 
7/I 3/00 
7/26{00 
7/28/00 
817100 
9/18/00 
9/22/00 
9/29/00 
10/6/O0 
10/12/00 
10/25/00 
Total 

Flight Fair M arket Campaign 
Destination Fliy~ht Cost Reimbursement 
Rayville, LA $790 $221 
New Orleans, LA 254 128 
W oodworth, LA 188 40 
Beloit, KS 1,532 553 
Unknown 300 213 
Unknown 156 113 
M onroe, LA 276 170 
Tallulah, LA 365 85 
ShrevepOrt, LA 368 230 
Unknown  300 213 
New Or leans, LA 529 170 
Lake Charles, LA 175 153 
New Iberia, LA 312 383 
Unknown  120 85 
Unknown  180 128 
Tallulah, LA 365 128 
Shr eveport, LA 539 213 
M onroe, LA 410 113 
M onroe, LA 410 113 
M onroe, LA 410 113 
M onr oe, LA 410 128 
Sonora, TX 1,324 425 
Tallulah, LA 365 113 
M onr oe, LA 410 113 
M onr oe, LA 410 85 
M onr oe, LA 410 170 
Unknown  240 170 
M onroe, LA 276 170 
M onroe, LA 276 170 
M onr oe, LA 276 128 
M onr oe, LA 410 128 
Unknown 312 226 
M onroe, LA 410 113 
M ansfield, LA 500 43 
Unknown  480 340 

$14,488 $6,087 

32 



Fmdmg 

This is not the first tim e that Com m issioner Odom 's use of 
state aircraft has been questioned. In 1988, the Inspector 
General for the State of Louisiana issued a report indicating 
that Com m issioner Odom used Departm ent aircraft for a 
personal flight. The report further indicated  that 
Com m issioner O dom flew his daughter and her friend from 
M onroe to Lake Charles to attend a college football gam e. 
Com m issioner Odom responded  to th is rep ort by stating that 
he did not consider this flight as personal use because he is 
on call 24 hours a day.' 

In 1988, the Inspector 
G eneral questioned 
C om m issioner O dom 's 
personal use of 
D epartm ent aircraft to 
fly his daughter and a 
friend to a football gam e. 

The Law 
The Louisiana Constitution, state law, and the Lo uisian a Adm inistrative Code have prescribed  
th e proper use of state owned property. In addition, th e Attorney General has answered m any 
questions involving personal and political use of state-owned property. 

Louisiana Constitution 
The constitution8 prohibits th e donation of state property to any individual

. The lack of a 
legal obligation to incur the debt constitutes a donation. Because the D epar tm ent has no 
legal obligation to provide for the non-business or pur ely private tran sportation of 
Com m issioner Odom , th e paym ent of these travel costs would constitute a donation, 
which has no public purpose and no public ben efit com m en sur ate with th e cost incurred . 

Lo uisiana Civil Law 

Louisiana civil law (R.S. 39:231 .B) provides, in part, that each statewide elected official 
m ay use, at public expense, any state aircraft for any purpose which such official deem s 
necessary in perform ing the duties of his office. 

Louisiana Adm inistrative Code 
The Louisiana Administrative Code9 provides th at state officers m ay use state-owned 

aircraft for official state business. State-own ed aircraft shall not be utilized  to transport 
state officers to an y event, m eeting, ftm etion or other occasion that is prim arily politica l 
in natur e, or for an y other political purpose. Any statewide elected  official who 
determ ines, under th e auth ority ofR. S. 39:231.B that personal or political usage is 
necessary in perform ing th e duties of his office  an d should, th erefore, be conducted at 
public expense, is exempted from th e provisions of th e code pertaining to personal 
responsibility of costs of such flights an d prohibited  politica l usage. It appear s to be 
incum bent on th e public offi cial to fully explain the exem ption. 

8 Article VII
, Section 14 

9 Fiscal Policy and Procedure M emorandum No. 67 
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Attorney G eneral 
In 1989, the Attorney G eneral for the State of Louisiana opined,j~ at the request of 
Comm issioner Odom and the Inspector General, that Louisian a law11 prohibits the use of 
state property for a purely private purpose. The Attorn ey General's opinion provides 
that: 

2 

4 

The public official must m ake the initial determ ination as to whether the 
travel is for a public pur pose. 

The public official's determination is subject to review 

The public official has a responsibility to resolve any doubts in a way that 
w ill protect the taxpayers, because public officials are deem ed to have 
assum ed a fiduciary role w ith  respect to public property. 

In a circum stance where a violation of such a prohibition exists "the State 
should be reimbursed for all substantial costs incurred as a result of the 
travel that is not for a public purpose" and "a fair cost of reim bur sem ent 
would be the rental cost of a sim ilar type of aircraft." 

The Attorney General has acknowled ged that public officials have a responsibility to 
determ ine whether th eir travel is for a public purpose. In addition, th e Attorn ey General 
recognized (Opinion No. 90-519) that no public entity may donate a state-owned vehicle 
to an  official for unrestricted  personal use. The opinion stated  th at all public vehicles 

must be used for a public purpose subject to the fidueim3, duty of the operator. Personal 
use is perm issible only when it is m inim al, reasonably necessary, an d incidenta l to th e 
authorized use. M isuse is a breach of fiduciary duty as set forth by R.S. 42:1461, 
"M isuse of Public Funds." In this opinion, the Attorn ey General stated  that to allow 
unrestricted  expenditure of public fund,,; as long as th e public official can im agine som e 
species of public good or public benefit resulting therefrom , w ould be to authorize a 
fragm entation an d incoherence in fiscal policy at all levels of state governm ent. 

In sum m ary, the use of public property for private purposes 

is prohibited  by the state constitution (Article VII, Section 
14). The donation of the Department's assets, in this ease 
the value of the aircraft an d its operating costs, to any 
individual is not allowed. State law clear ly prohibits th e use 
of state-owned  property, such as the D epartm ent's aircraft, 
for pur ely private purposes. The Louisian a Adm inistrative 
Code, which is based  on the state constitution and law, 

The state constitution 
and state law prohibit 
the use of public 
property for purely 
private purposes. 

while giving th e com m issioner th e authority to m ake an  initial determ ination, also requires th at 
the use of public property be for purposes necessary in the perform an ce of official public duties 
And th e Attorn ey General has opined  that public property m ay not be used for pur ely personal 

10 Attorney General Opinion No. 89-369 
i i R

.S. 42:1461 (A) provides, in part, that offteials, whether elected or appointed, by the act of accepting such office 
assume a personal obligation not to m isappropriate, m isapply, convert, misuse, or otherwise wrongfully take any 
funds, property, or other th ing of value belonging to the public entity in which they hold office. 
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purposes rather public property m ust be used for public purposes--any doubts m ust be resolved 
to protect the public and public funds. 

C om m issioner O dom 's Response 
On O ctober 26, 2001, the Legislative Auditor requested in writing that Com m issioner Odom 
provide an explanation as to th e public purpose, if an y, for all 321 flights. Attached  to th is letter 
w as a copy of th e D epartm ent flight log identifying each of these questioned flights. 

In a response dated N ovember 9, 2001, M r. Skip Rhorer, 
assistant com m issioner of the D epartm ent, stated  that "all use 
of all aircraft of the Departm ent is for public purposes." 

Mr. Rhorer further explains that the cost of some fligh ts or 
portions of flights are "volun tarily" paid to th e state "because 
it has been th e practice to do so where it is believed  th at th ere 
m ay have been som e incidenta l use or other purpose in 
addition to th e public purpose of th e flight or portion of 
flight." 

The D epartm ent's 
response is that all use 
of all aircraft of the 
D epartm ent is for 
public purposes. 

In an interview on N ovember 19, 2001, M r. Rhorer stated  th at as a group effort he, 
Com m issioner O dom , M r. Ran dall Johnson, deputy com m issioner, and M r. Jim Gelpi, attorney 
representing the Departm ent, composed th e N ovember 9, 2001, response to the Legislative 

Auditor. Mr. Rhorer further stated that he was not shown the list of fligh ts in question an d his 
statem ents in th e response w ere based  on his understanding th at an y use of Departm ent 
equipm ent for non-public purposes is wrong. 

To this date, Com m issioner Odom has not provided an  explan ation as to how any of the 321 

fligh ts served a public purpose, ben efited the public, or were necessary in the performance of his 
duties as th e Com m issioner of Agriculture an d Forestry. In addition, Comm issioner Odom did 
not define his understanding of incidental use. 

Sum m ary 
Though it was brought to his attention at least 10 years earlier, Com m issioner Odom continued  
to use Departm ent aircraft for what appears to be purely personal purposes. Approximately 24%  
of all flight hours for th e Departm ent Baron were used by Comm issioner Odom for personal, 
political, or campaign related purp oses. In addition, Commissioner Odom allowed Departmen t 
em ployees to be paid w hile piloting aircraft during th ese personal flights. Furtherm ore, 
Com m issioner Odom rec eived  gifts an d th ings of econom ic value from entities involved in 
industries regulated by the Departm en t. These actions indicate possible violation of one or m ore 
of th e following laws: 
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R.S. 14:67, "Theft''12 

R.S. 14:68, "Unauthorized Use of a M ovable''t3 

R.S. 14:134, "M alfeasance in Office''t4 

R.S. 14:138, "Public Payroll Fraud''is 

R.S. 42:1461(A), "Obligation Not to M isuse Public Funds''16 

18 U.S.C. ~666, "Theft Concerning Programs Receiving Fed eral Funds'aT 

The actual determination as to whether any individual is subject to form al charge is at the 
discretion and determ ination of th e district attorney or United  States Attorney. 

~2 R .S. 14:67 provides, in part, that theft is the misappropriation or taking of anything of value which belongs to 
another, either without the consent of the other to th e misappropriation or taking, or by means of fran dulent co nduct, 

graetices, or representations. R
.S. 14:68 provides, in part, that unauthorized use era movable is th e intentional taking or use era m ovable 

which belongs to another, either without the other's con.gent, or by means of fi'audulent conduct, practices, or 
representations,
j4 

but without an y intention' to deprive the oth er of th e movable permanently. 
R.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that malfeasan ce in offi ee is co mmitted when any public officer or public employee 

shall (I) intentionally refuse or fail to pe rform any duty lawfully required  of him, as such offi cer or employee; 
(2) intentionally perform  an y such duty in an  un lawf ul manner; or (3) knowingly permit an y other public officer or 
public employee, under his auth ority, to intentionally refuse or fail to pe rform  an y duty lawfully req uired  of him or 
to pe rform  an y such duty in an un lawful m anner. 
15 R.S. 14:138 provides, in part, that payroll fi'aud is committed when an y public office r or public employee  shall 
carry, cause to be  carried, or pe rm it to be  ce rried, directly or indirectly, upon th e employment list or payr oll of his 
offi ce , th e name of any pe rson as employee, or shall pay any employee , with kn owled ge th at an eh employee  is 
receivin g paym en t or co mpe nsation for service s not actually rendered  by said employee  or for service s grossly 
in adeq uate for such paym ent or co mpensation. 
J6 R .S. 42:1461 (A) provides, in part, that offi cials, whether elected  or appo inted, by the act of accepting such offi ce 
assume a personal obligation not to misappropriate, misapply, co nvert, misuse, or otherwise wrongfully take any 
funds, prope rty or other th ing of value belonging to the public entity in which they hold offi ce . 
~718 U .S.C. ~666 provides, in part, that theft concerning programs receiving fed eral fun ds occurs when an agent of 
an  organization, state, local, or Indian tribal government or an y agency thereof embezzles, steals, obtains by fraud, 
or otherwise intentionally misapplies prope rty that is valued at $5,000 or more and is owned  by or under co ntrol of 
such organization, state, or agency when the organization, state, or agency rece ives in any one year pe riod, be nefits 
in excess of $10,000 un der a federal program involving a grant contract, or other form  of federal assistance. 
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Bid Process M anipulated and Tw o W arehouse 
O w ners A llege C ash Paym ents 

The bid process for housing USDA com m odities appears to have been m anipulated 
resulting in specific individuals receiving Departm ent contracts at an increased cost to the 
Departm ent between $3,792,394 and $4,300~585 during the period 1997 to 2000. 

Tw o w arehouse ow ners stated that they gave cash directly to Com m issioner O dom  and 
contributions to his political cam paign. O ne w arehouse owner, M r. Tom m y Roshto, 
m aintains that when be stopped m aking these paym ents, Com m issioner O dom  and other 

warehouse owners conspired to eliminate his opportunity to receive the Department 
contract. Com m issioner O dom  changed the bid specifications thereby allow ing four 
com panies controlled or influenced by M r. Lehm an W illiam son or M s. Ann W illiam son to 
m anipulate the bid process, thus causing M r. Roshto's low bids in districts Two and Three 
to not be accepted by the Depart m ent during the 1997 bid process. 

Docum ents and interviews indicate the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Since the D epartm ent began adm inistering the food storage program  in 1985, 
essentially the sam e five w arehouse ow ners have received the contracts to 
store the food com m odities. 

Prior to the 1997 bid, these five w arehouse owners received three-year 
contracts aw arded by individual districts. 

These w arehouse owners m et and developed a plan for a single statew ide bid 
that w ould include four of the w arehouse ow ners and exclude the Baton 
R ouge w arehouse ow ned by M r. R oshto. 

These warehouse owners located a new bidder, Pat Com pany, Inc., to bid 
against M r. R oshto in the Baton Rouge district; how ever, Pat C om pany, Inc., 
did not m eet the present space requirem ents for that district. 

Pat Com pany, Inc.'s desire to bid was relayed to the Departm ent, and as a 
result, the bid space requirem ents were changed in the Baton Rouge district 
only. 

Com m issioner O dom  instructed Departm ent staff to change the invitation-to- 
bid to allow a statewide bid only. 

W arehouse ow ners received the invitation-to-bid prior to its official release. 

M s. Ann W illiam son form ed a corporation, then she and other w arehouse 
owners m et and discussed w ays to facilitate a statewide bid without 
M r. Roshto. 

M r. Roshto protested the lack of allowing individual bids and subsequently 
the bid specifications w ere changed to allow for both a statewide bid and 
individual bids by district. 
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10. It appears that M r. Lehm an W illiam son and M s. A nn W illiam son, having 
control or influence over at least four of the eight bidders, inflated four bids 
resulting in the statewide bid being lower than the total for the individuals' 
bids, thereby ensuring the statewide bid would be awarded the contract and 
at the sam e tim e elim inating M r. Roshto from the program . 

From 1985 to 2000, the w arehouse ow ners w ho participated  in the food storage program 
contributed  $116,000 to Com m issioner O dnm 's cam paign. From 1996 through 2000, 
Com m issioner O dom used $72,754 from his political campaign fund for purchases that 
appear to be personal in nature and have no relationship to his cam paign. 

Background 
The Department has administered the USDA Commodity Food Distribution Program (food 
distribution program) since 1985. This program provides surplus agricultural prod ucts to schools 
and charitable organ izations. The D epartm ent contracts w ith warehouse com panies throughout 
th e state to store co m m odities for th e program . Com m odities consist of dry, refrigerated , and 
frozen  good s. From July 1997 to June 2000, the contract years included in th e statewide bid, th e 
Departm ent paid th e warehouse co mpan ies a co mbined total of $12,131,877 to store USDA 
com m odities. 

Prior to 1997, only five warehouse com pan ies were successful bidders for th e food  distribution 
program contracts. Those five warehouse compan ies were Alexan dria lee & Cold Storage, Inc. 
International Refrigerated  Facilities, Inc.; Rice City W ar ehousing, lne.; Shreveport W ar ehouse 
Services, Inc.; and W ar ehouse Storage, Inc. 

Bid Process 
The contracts to store food ar e aw ar ded  through a bid 
process administered  by th e Office of State Purchasing 
(State Purchasing). The food distribution program 
contracts ar e let for bid by State Purchasing every three 
years. The D epartm ent is responsible for creating th e 
technical aspects of the bid specifications relaled  to th e 

The D epartm ent is the 
technical expert and 
initiates changes to the 
bid specifications. 

food distribution program. Although  the Department has administered the program since 1985, 
State Purchasing only has bid records available from 1991 to th e presen t. Since 1991, th e food 
distribution program contra cts were let for bids in 1991, 1994, 1997, an d 2000. Th e Departm ent 
does not have an y way of knowing what com m od ities will be received each year ; th erefore, 

Food distribution 
program  contracts are 
bid on a 3-year basis 
and prior to 1997 
w ere awarded by 
individual districts. 

actual bids ar e based  on per case fees m ultiplied  by year-end 
inventories from  th e prior year. 

Prior to th e 1997 bid, the contracts were bid on the basis of 
individual districts only; how ever, in 1997, the bid specifications 
w ere m odified to allow a statewide bid as w ell as on an  
individua l district basis. Since the Departm ent began 
adm inistering th e program in 1985, th e sam e five war ehouse 
compan ies w ere awar ded  the contracts un til the change in 1997. 
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The statewide bid im plem ented in the 1997 bid specifications 
required  the sam e charges, i.e., per ease fees, be applied  consistently 
to each district, whereas the per case fee in the individual bids 
would vary by storage company and district. The 1997 bid 
specifica tions provided  that th e low bids for individual districts 
w ould be combined and com pared to the low est statewide bid. The 
bid specifications provide that in order for an  irtdividual bid to be 

In 1997, the bid 
specifications w ere 
changed to allow a 
statew ide bid. 

declared the low bidder for a particular district, th e sum total of all individual bids had to be 
lower th an th e total of th e statewide bid. 

Though State Purchasing was involved, th e Departm ent, w ith input from certain bidders, created 
the bid specifica tions for the food distribution program . According to M s: Denise Lea, Director 
of State Pur chasing, th e role of State Pur chasing is m erely to ensur e th at th e bid process is 
conducted  fairly. M s. Lea stated  that the D epar tm ent initiates any chan ges in the bid 
specifications beeause the Departm ent is th e teehnieal expert. These changes have included  
alterations of space requirem en ts, revisions of district boun daries, an d th e m ove to a statewide 
bid. 

Paym ents to Com m issioner O dom  
Tw o w arehouse ow ners, M r. Tom m y Roshto and M r. Robert M oore, stated that they gave 
cash to Com m issioner O dom and contributions to his political cam paign. 

Indirect Paym ents From  M r. Roshto 
W arehouse Storage, Inc., represented  by M r. Tom m y 
Roshto, had th e food distribution program contract 
from 1985 to 1997 for the Baton Rouge district. 
According to M r. Roshto, prior to his fath er's death in 
1991, his father m ade m onthly payments of $1,000 to 
a m utual friend of his and Com m issioner Odom . 
M r. Roshto's understan ding was th at th e m utu al friend 
cashed  th e checks and passed  the ca sh on to 
Com m issioner O dom . M r. Roshto stated th at th is 

M r. R oshto stated that 
prior to 1991 his 
father m ade m onthly 
paym ents of $1,000 to 
a m utual friend w ho 
passed the cash on to 
Com m issioner O dom . 

arrangem ent stopped in approxim ately 1989 when  th e m utual friend passed away. 
M r. Roshto stated that in 1991 M r. Lehm an  W illiam son, owner of Shreveport W arehouse 
Services, Inc., approached  him and stated th at he nee ded to get his business straight w ith 
Com m issioner O dom . 

M r. Roshto stated that he 
gave M r. W illiam son $1,000 
to $2,000 per m onth to take 
care of C om m issioner O dom  
and anyone else w ho needed 
"taking care of." 

ldr. Roshto stated th at he agree d to pay 
Idr. W illiamson $1,000 to $2,000 a month to take 
care of Com m issioner O dom and an yone else who 
nee ded "taking care of." M r. Roshto stated that 
/Cir. W illiam son suggested th at th ey refer to th ese 
paym ents as lobbying fees although th e paym ents 
w ere not for an y legitim ate lobbying. Invoices 
obtained from M r. W illiam son indicate th at th ese 
paym ents w ere billed to M r. Roshto as a retainer 
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According to Mr. Roshto, the majority of these payments were to be passed on to 
Com m issioner O dom . 

Direct Paym ents from M r. Roshto and M r. M oore 
to Com m issioner O dom in Las Vegas 
M r. Roshto stated that in N ovem ber or Decem ber 1992, 
at a m eeting of'the w arehouse owners, M r. W illiam son 
told him that he needed to give $5,000 in cash to 
Commissioner Odom and a $5,000 cheek to th e Bob 
O dom cam paign at an upcom ing m eeting in Las V egas, 
Nevada. According to M r. Roshto, his understanding 
w as th at M r. W illiam son discus sed separ ately w ith  
oth er w ar ehouse own ers these sam e paym ents to 
Com m issioner Odom . 

M r. Roshto stated that 
he gave Com m issioner 
O dom  cash of $5,000 
and a $2,500 check for 
his cam paign w hile at a 
m eeting in Las Vegas. 

Rec ords obtained for the Louisiana Com m odities 

W arehousing Association, Inc. (LCW A), a non- 
profit organization consisting of th e war ehouse 
own ers, shows th at a m eeting was held in Las 
V egas from  D ecem ber 4, 1992, to Decem ber 6, 
1992. M r. Roshto stated th at during th is m eeting 
he wen t to Com m issioner Odom 's hotel room and 
gave Commissioner Odom $5,000 cash an d a 
cheek for $2,500. M r. Roshto added that he 
agreed to give Com m issioner Odom an other 
chec k for $2,500 at a later date. According to 
M r. Roshto, each warehouse owner had an  
appointed tim e to visit Com m issioner Odom 's 
room for th is purpose. 

This is not th e first tim e th is situation has been 
questioned . The first tim e, Com m issioner Odom 
m ay not have been totally truth ful regarding his 

relationship with M r. Roshto. In an Aplil 19, 2001, article, th e Times Picayune reported 
the following: "As for th e allegation that he took a bribe in Las Vegas, Odom said he m et 
Roshto only once, at the state Capitol about 10 year s 
ago." How ever, m inutes of th e LCW A m eetings in As for the tllegation th at he 
Las Vegas show th at both Commissioner Odom an d took a bribe in ~  Vega~ Odom 
M r. Roshto attended m eetings on Decem ber 4, 1992, said he met Roshto only once, at 

th e state Capitol Itbout I0 years" 
an d December 5, ] 992 (see minutes above). ~,o

.
" 

Times Picayune. April 19, 2001 

M r. M oore stated that 
he gave C om m issioner 
O dom  $3,000 cash 
w hile in Las V egas. 

Paym ents from M r. M oore 
M r. Robert M oore, own er of Alexandria lee & Cold 
Storage, Inc., also stated  th at he gave cash an d 
contributions to Com m issioner Odom . M r. M oore stated 
that he attended th e m eeting in Las Vegas along with th e 
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other warehouse owners. M r. M oore further stated that he personally gave Com m issioner 
Odom $3,000 ca sh in Commissioner Odom 's hotel room . According to M r. M oore, 
M r. W illiam son inform ed him and th e other warehouse own ers about the m oney to be 
given to Com m issioner Odom . 

M r. M oore also stated  that he was notified on occasion 
by M r. W illiam son that it was tim e for a political 
fundraiser for Comm issioner Odom . According to 
M r. M oore, M r. W illiam son w ould tell him wheth er 
the paym en t should be in th e form  of cash or check. 
M r. M oore stated  that on five to seven occa sions he 
gave Com m issioner Odom envelopes of cash in th e 
Com m issioner's office. M r. M oore added  th at 
M r. W illiam son would notify him a day in advance 
th at he needed to m eet with Com m issioner Odom . 
M r. M oore stated  th at on th ese occa sions th e en velopes 
of ca sh th at he gave Com m issioner Odom contained  
from $1,500 to $3,000. M r. M oore further stated  that 
on tw o or three of th ese occa sions he was accompanied  
by M r. W illiam son who also gave an envelope to 
Com m issioner Odom . Com m issioner Odom 's 

M r. M oore stated that, 
on occasion, he gave 
Com m issioner O dom  
envelopes containing 
$1,500 to $3,000 cash. 
M r. M oore added that 
on tw o or three 
occasions M r. Lehm an 
W illiam son w as also 
present and gave 
C om m issioner O dom  
envelopes. 

personal ca lendar indica tes that during th e period Jan uary 1998 through Jan uary 2000, 
Com m issioner Odom m et with M r. M oore on at least four occasions. 

Based on the statem ents an d records provided hy M r. Roshto an d M r. M oore, it appears that 
M r. Roshto m ay have given ca sh and ca m paign contributions to Com m issioner O dom totaling 
$56,500, and M r. M oore m ay have given ca sh and campaign contributions of $20,700 to 
Commissioner Odom . The amount from M r. M oore only includes cash of $3,000 given to 
Com m issioner Odom in Las Vegas and does not include an y cash th at M r. M oore m ay have 
given Com m issioner Odom in the Com m issioner's office . 

R oshto Stops M aking Paym ents to Com m issioner O dom  
M r. Roshto, along with the oth er war ehouse owners, had 
won the three-year contract awar ded by individual districts 
beginning in 1994. The next thr ee-year contract w as not 
up for bid again un til 1997. Records indicate th at som e 
tim e after th e Las Vegas paym ent to Com m isioner Odom , 
M r. Roshto quit m aking any paym en ts to either 
M r. W illiam son or Com m issioner Odom . Business records 
obtained from  M r. W illianason indicate th at he continued  
to bill M r. Roshto for a m onthly retainer un til M arch 1994 
M r. Roshto stated that on m any oeeasions after he stopped 
m aking paym ents, he w as approached separately by both 
M r. W illiam son an d M r. M oore and told th at he need ed  to 
get his business straight with Com m issioner O dom . 

M r. Roshto stated that he 
quit m aki ng paym ents to 
C om m issioner O dom  and 
w as then approached by 
M r. Lehm an W illiam son 
and M r. M oore w ho told 
him  he needed to get his 
business straight with 
Com m issioner O dom . 
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M r. Roshto claim s that the m ove to the statewide bid in 1997 was designed to elim inate him 
from th e food storage contract because be quit m aking paym ents to Com m issioner Odom . 
A ccording to M r. Richard A llen, form er assistant com m issioner of th e D epartm ent, file other 
warehouse owners felt threatened  by M r. Roshto because he was not a "tea m player." M r. Allen 
stated  th at his understanding was that th e other war ehouse own ers approached Comm issioner 

Odom about getting rid of Mr. Rosbto. Mr. Roshto stated that, just prior to the 1997 bid process, 
be w as shown  th e revised bid specifica tions. 

W arehouse O wners Conspire to Elim inate Roshto 
M r. M oore stated th at he and the other war ehouse owners discussed  several ways to get 
M r. Roshto out of the food storage bus iness, lvlr. M oore stated that th ey finally cam e upon the 
idea ofa statewide bid. M r. M oore further stated that one of the LCW A m embers discussed  this 

M r. M oore stated that he 
and the other w arehouse 
ow ners discussed several 
w ays to get M r. R oshto 
out of the food storage 
business. 

with Com m issioner Odom . As previously m entioned, 
M r. Allen stated  th at he understood  th at th e war ehous e 
owners approached Com m issioner Odom about getting 
M r. Roshto out of the food storage business. According to 
M r. Allen, he w as directed by Com m issioner Odom  to chan ge 
the bid specifications for the 1997 bid to allow only a 
statewide bid. M r. M ike St. Rom ain, director of th e food 
distribution program , confirm ed th at Com m issioner Odom  
m ade th e decision to m ove to a statewide bid in 1997. 

The follow ing events took place prior to th e 1997 bid 

Bid Specifications G iven to W arehouse Com panies Early 
It appears th at certain w arehouse own ers w ere given th e bid specifications prior to the 
official release of th e invitation-to-bid an d were allowed to suggest alterations, 
som etim es favoring their companies and potentially excluding others. In addition, 
M r. Allen stated th at the bid specifications required th at excessive space be available, 
th ereby possibly excluding potential bidders who possessed less but sufficient space to 
m eet the need s of th e Departm ent. 

The sam e w arehous e com pan ies w ere awar ded th e contract tim e after tim e. A ccording to 
M r. A llen, whenever bid specifications w ere chan ged , he w ould speak w ith th e 
war ehouse owners to m ake sure that th ere were no problem s. LCW A m inutes indica te 
th at drafts of th e bid specifications were provided  to the war ehouse own ers. 

M r. Lehm an W illiam son and M r. M oore 
R eceive D raft of 1997 Bid Specifications 
Records obtained from Shreveport W arehouse 
Services, Inc., indica te th at M r. Lehm an 
W illiam son an d M r. M oore w ere provided w ith 
a January 9, 1997, draft copy of the revised  
version of th e 1997 bid specifications. W ritten 
at th e top of page 14 of the revised  
specifications is a suggestion to revise the 
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M r. Lehm an W illiam son 
and M r. M oore had a drafl 
copy of the bid specifica- 
tions dated January 9, 
1997, w ith a handw ritten 
suggestion to allow only a 
statewide bid. 
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w ording to allow only a statew ide bid. This revised version of the 1997 bid 
specifications was faxed from M r. M oore's com pany to M r. W illiam son on January 12, 
1997. 

Louisiana Agri-Business Services 
M r. W illiam son's business reco rds indicate that as early as Jan uary 12, 1997, the 
w arehouse owners that subsequently contracted  w ith AM W  M an agem ent Services, Inc., 
first intended to form  a single corporation nam ed  "Louisian a Agri-Business Services" to 
subm it a statewide bid. These docum en ts indica te th at Louisian a Agri-Business Services 
was going to have th e following loca tions: 

1. Pat Compan y 
6001 N eosho Avenue 
Baton Rouge, Lo uisian a 

3. International Refrigeration 
700 Edwards Street 
H arahan , Lo uisiana 

5. Alexan dria Ice & Cold Storage, Inc. 
528 M onroe Street an d 
3710 Lee Street 
A lexandria, Louisiana 

2. Rice City W arehousing 
3710 Lee Street 
St. M artinvilie, Lo uisiana 
1718 N orth Avenue B 
Crow ley, Louisian a 

4. Shreveport W arehouse 
Services, Inc. 
1135 Burt Street 
Shr eveport, Lo uisian a 

6. The Carolina Investment 
Group, Inc. 
2887 Highway 150 
Ruston, Lo uisian a 

M r. Roshto's company was not included in th is proposed business arran gem ent. Other 
th an  th e reco rds obtained  from M r. Lehman  W illiam son, we could find no oth er evidence 
of th e existence of th is co m pan y. 

Proposed Bid Specification Change to 
R equire W arehouse C ertification 
Records obtained  from M r. Le hm an W illiam son indicate th at he discovered  th at 
Lo uisiana law required  th at w ar ehouses, in order to operate as a public war ehouse, be 
certified  by a district court. In a fax dated  M ar ch 14, 1997, from Carolina Investm ent 
Gr oup, Inc., to M r. Allen, M r. W illiam son suggested  to th e Departm ent th at th is 
req uirem ent be added  to the bid specifications. This suggested  chan ge req uired that each 
bidder be certified  an d the penalty for non-certification would be rejection of the own er's 
bid. In addition, th e records indicate th at M r. W illiam son inform ed th e oth er war ehouse 
owners of th is req uirem ent, but he did riot notifiy M r. Roshto of this poten tially 
disqualifying addition. 
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O n M arch 18, 1997, in a fax to Rice City 
W arehousing, Inc., M r. Lehm an 
W illiam son sent the certification 
docum ent and inslnacted the owner of Rice 
City W arehousing to keep the inform ation 
confidential. M r. W illiam son's fax 
co ntained th e follow ing: "This should be 
kept confidential. W ho knows what or 
who m ay be listening." 

Space Requirem ents for Baton Rouge 
District A ltered for Pat Com pany 
The 1997 bid specifications were further 
changed  to alter th e space requirem ent for 
th e Baton Rouge district warehouse. 
A cco rding to M r. A llen, M r. W illiam son 
told him that he had a company that could 
bid less th an M r. Roshto. M r. Allen stated 
th at M r. W illiam son said Pat Com pany 
w as interested in bidding on th e food 
storage contract in th e Baton Rouge 
district. M r. Allen stated th at he and 
M r. St. Rom ain m easured  Pat Company's warehouse and th e w arehouse did not m eet the 
space requirem ents for that district. Therefore, M r. A llen stated  th at he chan ged the 
space req uirem ents prior to sending th e bid specifications to State Pur chasing, thus 
allowing Pat Company to m eet th e req uirements of the bid specifications. 

M r. Allen Sends a Letter to State Purchasing 
Discussing Single Statew ide Bid 

M r. A llen stated that 
he does not believe the 
statew ide bid w ould 
increase com petition. 

On April 10, 1997, M r. Allen sent a letter to State 
Pur chasing which indica tes th at th e Departm ent was 
seeking bid proposals based  on a single statew ide bid. 
This letter also stated that a w arehouse own er w as 
protesting th e m ove to a statewide bid only. M r. Allen 
stated  that he was directed by Com m issioner Odom to 
sign an d send this letter prep ar ed  by M r. Jam es Gelpi, 

co ntract attorney for the Dep artment, to State Purchasing justifying the chan ge to a 
statewide bid on th e basis of increased competition. M r. Allen  further stated th at he does 
not agree  with th e letter's claim th at a statewide bid w ould increase competition. 

M r. Roshto stated th at he protested to Slate Purchasing when  he discovered that th e bid 
specifica tions req uested  statewide bids ~m ly. A fter th is protest by M r. Roshto, the 
Departm ent decided to allow both individual an d statewide bids for th e food storage 
co ntract. 
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1997 Bid Specifications C hanged to Allow 
M ultiple W arehouses in Single D istrict 
M r. Allen stated that he changed the 1997 bid specifications to allow m ultiple 
w arehouses in a single district. A ccording to M r. Allen, Com m issioner O dom said that 
Rice  City W arehousing, Inc., a w arehouse located in Crowley, could then use the 
Departm ent's old crawfish plant in St. M artinville to m eet its space requirem ents. The 
old craw fish plant in St. M artinville is owned  by the D epartm ent but was leased to 

Southwest Commodities, Inc., in 1995. The majority owners of Southwest Commod ities 
are M r. W illiam son an d M r. M oore. Subsequently, Southw est Com m od ities purchased  
Rice  City. 

Prior to th e 1997 bid, Rice City W arehousing, Inc., subcontracted with Pat Company in 
Baton Rouge for th e storage of frozen goods. It appears th at since Pat Compan y was 
bidding on the Baton Rouge district an d could th erefore no longer provide frozen  storage 
for Rice City, Rice  City no longer m et the space  req uirem ents in its conu'aet thus 
requiring a chan ge in th e bid specifications to allow multiple warehouses in a single 
district. 

C reation of AM W  M anagem ent Services, Inc. 
M s. Ann W illiam son form ed  a corpora tion, th en she an d 
several war ehouse own ers m an ipulated its own ership to 
facilitate a statewide bid for th e Departm en t's food 
storage contract. A M W  M anagem ent Services, Inc., 

(AM W ) was incorporated by Mr. Lehman W illiamson's 
daughter, M s. Ann M arie W illiam son, on M ay 3, 1996. 
At the tim e A M W  w as created, M s. Ar~a W illiam son w as 
a 10%  own er of Shreveport W ar ehouse Services, Inc., 
and Car olina Investm ent Group, Inc., both  of which ar e 

M s. A nn W illiam son 
form ed a corporation, 
then she and several 
w arehouse ow ners 
m anipulated its 
ow nership to facilitate 
u statew ide bid. 

own ed by her fath er, M r. Lehm an  W illiam son, and have contracts w ith  th e Departm ent to 
war ehouse com m od ities. M inutes for an AM W  m eeting indicate th at on April 17, 1997, 
in order to position AM W  to subm it a statewide bid, M s. Ann W illiam son resigned  any 
rights th at she had to A M W , an d th e corporation agreed to issue shar es of stock to th e 
follow ing com pan ies: 

Com pany 
1. Shreveport W ar ehouse Services, lnc 

2. Car olina Investm ent Group, lnc. 

3. A lexan dria Ice &  Cold Stora ge, Inc. 

4. Rice City W ar ehousing, Inc. 

5. Pat Com pan y, Inc. 

6. International Refrigerated Facilities, Inc 
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Lehm an W illiam son 
Ann W illiam son 

Lehman W illiam son 
Ann W illiam son 

Robert M oore 
Kerm it Helo 
Edgar  Levy 

Harry W idm ann 
Jam es Longo 
Robert Bridgewater 



of A~rieulture and 

M inutes to an A M W  m eeting 
on M ay 29, 1997, indicate 
that the owners of the above 
warehouses w ere m eeting to 
discuss law ful m eans by 
which to propose a statewide 
bid for the food storage 
contract. Excluded from this 
m ee ting w ere W arehouse 
Storage, Inc., and its owner 
M r. Roshto. According to 
th e m inutes, M r. Herschel 
Adeoek, attorney for 
M r. Lehm an W illiam son, 
inform ed th e warehouse 
owners th at "group bidding" 
would not be perm itted, and 
to avoid being classified as 
gr oup bidders, the individual 
companies should not have 
own ership in AM W . 
A ccording to th e m inutes, th e 
w ar ehouse own ers 
relinquished th eir rights to 
th e AM W  stock. 
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Minutes of AMW Meeting - page 1 

The m inutes indicate that Attorn ey 
Adcock stated th at a third party 
could propose a statewide bid as 
long as that person (1) acquired 
space via a lease agr eem ent in each 
of the districts, (2) did not own  any 
interest in the companies which th ey 

were to lease space, (3) contacted 
each indivi dual facility and 
proposed  an  am ount to lea se th e 
space, an d (4) did not discuss with 
an y of th ose facilities wheth er th ey 
planned to m ake an individual bid 
for th eir district or what numbers 
th eir individual bid would reflect. 
In a letter dated M ay 29, 1997, 

Attom ey Adcock advised M r. Le hm an  W illiam son that "since you do not presently own 
or have a lease on warehouses in other parts of the state, and would like to join with 
others in order to bid statew ide, it w ill be necessary to adopt procedures to assure th at 
laws ar e not violated. Specifically, 1 am concern ed that you, and others, m ay engage in 
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Herschel (2 Adcoek 
A~ ty m l..~w 

ro,a=u,: e, uj pzm a# 

1998, and 1999. In addition, M s. Ann W illiam son 
rem ained executive vice-president and legal 
co unsel for Carolina Investm ent Group, an d she is 
the registered  agent for Shreveport W ar ehouse 
Services. M s. Ann W illiam son also retained  
100%  ownership and co ntrol of AM W . 

prohibited conversations an d 
agreem ents that w ould bring about a 
claim of price fixing." Attorn ey 
Adcock further advised M r. Lehm an 
W illiam son to obtain advice from 
counsel regarding perm issable 
m eetings and agr eem en ts. 

Although th e m inutes indicate that 
M s. Ann W illiam son offered  to 
relinquish all own ership rights in 
Shr eveport W arehouse Services, 
Inc. and Car olina Investm ent 
Gr oup, Inc., an d to follow th e plan 
outlined above by M r. Adeoek, th e 
fed eral corporate tax return s for 
both companies indicate th at 
M s. Ann W illiam son failed  to 
relinquinsh own ership. The tax 
returns show th at M s. Ann 
W illiam son m aintained  10%  interest 
in both co mpan ies for at least 1997, 

M s. W illiam son failed to 
relinquish ow nership in 
Shreveport W arehouse 
Services, Inc., and Carolina 
Investm ent G roup, Inc. 

The m inutes of th e M ay 29, 1997, m eeting, which was prior to th e 1997 bid opening, 
indicate th at all of th e war ehouse owners present agreed  to negotiate with M s. Ann 
W illiam son to provide necessary space, vi a a leas e agr eem ent, on th e condition th at 
AM W  was awar ded  th e statewide bid. As stated  above, M r. Roshto and his com pan y, 
W arehouse Storage, lne., were not present for th is m eeting or th e negotiations for a 
statewide bid. 

A M W 's Bid Proposal 
On June 2, 1997, three days after th e agreem ent to provide a statewide bid and three days before 
th e bid opening, AM W  entered  into separate lease agr ee m ents with all of th e previous warehouse 
co ntractors w ith  th e exeeption of M r. Roshto's W ar ehouse Storage, Inc. AM W 's lease 
agree m ent for th e Baton Rouge district was with Pat Com pan y, inc., which took th e place of 
W ar ehouse Storage, lne. 
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According to the D epartm ent's invitation-to-bid, in order for an individual bid to be declared the 
low bidder, the sum tota l of all individual bids had to be low er than  th e tota l of th e statew ide bid. 
As a result, through collusion, th e individual warehouses could submit inflated individual bids in 
order to cause th e total of individual bids to be excessively high, thereby allowing the statewide 
bid to be low er, but still excessive, and receive the contract. 

In order for an individual 
bid to be declared the low 
bidder, the sum  total of all 
individual bids had to be 
low er than the total of the 
statew ide bid. 

D uring th e: 1997 bid process, eight war ehouses subm itted 
indivual bids and AM W  submitted the only statewide bid. 
O f the six w ar ehouses th at contracted  w ith  AM W , four of 
th e individual bids w ere either controlled by or possibly 
influenced by M r. Lehman W illiamson and/or M s. Ann 
W illiam son. The individual bids subm itted  by International 
Refrigerated Facilities, Inc., an d Pat Company, Inc., do not 
appear to have been controlled  or influen ced by either 
M r. Lehm an  W illiam son or M s. Ann W illiam son. A s 

previously stated , Shreveport W arehouse Servi ces an d Carolina Investm ent Group were owned  
by M r. Lehm an W illiam son an d M s. Ann W illiam son. 
M s. Ann W illiam son also served  as Exec utive V ice- 
Presiden t an d Legal Counsel for Carolina Inve.,~tm ent Gr oup, 
as w ell as registered  agent for Shrevep ort W arehous e 
Services. Rice City, Inc., was purchased shortly after the bid 
opening by M r. W illiamson and his business partner 
M r. M oore. M r. M oore also owned Alexandria lee &  Cold 
Storage. The corporation th at puehased Rice City, lne., is 
Southwest Com m odities Storage, Inc. M s. Area W illiam son 
is th e registered agent and inco rp orator of th is co rp oration. 

Each proposal ineluded un it prices for four  
categories: dry good s, refrigerated  goods, 
frozen good s, an d han dling. The bids for 
the four w arehouses own ed or influenced  
by M r. Le hm an and M s. Ann W illiam son 
w ere grossly excessive when com pared to 
the tw o companies th at they did not 
co ntrol. For example, International 

Four of the individual 
bids w ere either 
controlled by or 
possibly influenced by 
M r. Lehm an and/or 
M s. A nn W illiam son. 

The bids for the four w arehouses 
ow ned or influenced by M r. Lehm an 
and M s. A nn W illiam son w ere grossly 
excessive when com pared to the two 
com panies they did not control. 

Refrigerated proposed a price of $.30 per ease for dry goods while these four  compan ies 
proposed  prices from $.89 to $1.05 per case. Pat Company, Inc., proposed a price of $.85 per 
ease of frozen  goods while these four compan ies bid prices ranging from $1.56 to $1.82 per case 

The inflated  individual bids by th ese four compan ies had th e effect of inflating th e cumulative 
tota l of all eight individual bids to an am oun t th at could easily exceed AM W 's statewide bid, 
even if it w ere also excessive. 



Finding 

Per Case Bid Prices for Com panies 
Included in the Statew ide Contract 

*Companies controlled or possibly influenced by M r. Lehman and M s. Ann W illiamson. 

A ctual Bids AM W 's statewide bid was declared the lowest bid at 
$2,900,606, just $14,284 less than the sum total of the 
lowest six individual district bids. M r. Roshto bid on 
disbiets Two and Three and was lower th an th e 
individual bids subm itted  by the warehouse compan ies 
th at contracted  w ith  A M W  for th ose districts; 
how ever, M r. Rosbto was not awarded  the contracts 
bec~mse th e statewide bid was lower th an  th e sum total 
of the individual districts. As m entioned  before, 
although they entered into contracts w ith  AM W , it 
does not appear th at Intern ational Refrigerated  
Facilities, Inc., an d Pat Company, Inc., were 

controlled or influenced  by M r. Lehm an W illiam son or M s. Ann W illiam son, and th eir 
individual bids w ere significan tly low er than  the bids subm itted by the four com panies co ntrolled 
or influenced  by M r. Le hm an W illiam son an d/or M s. Ann W illiam son. Had th e four warehouse 
companies controlled or influenced  by M r. Le hman W illiam son and/or M s. Ann W illiamson not 
inflated  th eir individual bids but rath er subm itted  a bid with in th e range of the two companies 
th at they did not co ntrol, the statewide bid would have failed  and M r. Roshto's co mpany would 
have been th e succe ssful low bidder in both districts Tw o an d Three . This w ould have resulted  
in total actual savings to th e Department between $3,792,394 and $4,300,585 during the three 
years of th e contract. 
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Com parison of U ncontrolled Low and H igh R ate to 
Statew ide R ate Based on A ctual V olum e for 1997 to 2000 

Districts 4, 5, and 6 low rate is based on the bid provided  by International Refrigerated Facilities, Inc. 
Dislricts 4, 5, and 6 high rate is based on the bid provided  by Pat Company, Inc. International Refrigerated  
Facilities, Inc., and Pat Compan y, Inc., bids were used because th ere does not appear to be  an y control or 
influence of th eir individual bids by M r. Lehman  or M s. Ann W illiam son. 

Further Preference Shown to C urrent W arehouse O wners 
In addition, M r. Allen stated that competition could have been increased  by lowering the space 
requirem ents in each district. M r. Allen added that th e space requirem ents in the Baton Rouge 

M r. A llen stated that he asked 
C om m issioner O dom  about the 
space requirem ents and was told 
by C om m issioner O dom  not to 
change the space requirem ents 
because that is w hat he 

(Com missioner Odom) wanted. 

district could have been cut in half and still would 
have been sufficient. M r. Allen stated th at he 
a.,;ked  M r. St. Rom ain why th e bid specifications 
rc~quired excessive capacity. A ccording to 
M r. Allen, M r. St. Romain stated th at th e space 
requirem ents were based on the am ount of space 
each warehouse had available. M r. Allen stated  
that he asked  Com m issioner Odom  about th e space 
requirem ents and was told by Com m issioner Odom 
not to change the space requirem en ts because that 

is what he (Commissioner Odom) wanted. 

M r. Lehm an W illiam son's H istory 
This is not th e first tim e that M r. W illiam son has 
com e under question regarding the food storage 
contracts an d the influence of public officials. On 
December 8, 1991, th e Baton Rouge Sunday 
Advocate reported inform ation related  to 
M r. W illiam son's contracts w ith th e D epartm ent of 
Education; at that tim e th e D epartm en t of 
Education adm inistered  th e food storage program . 
The article reports that "Their story, outlined in six 
w eeks of trial testim ony, sw orn statem ents taken in 

M r. W illiam son said, "offi cials 
could favor part icular bidders 
by altering the requirem ents of 
the contracts. Specifications on 
the size of the facility sought 
could be changed " 
Sandal' Adl,oc~te l 2/8/91 

preparation for trial and other court docum ents, describes a web of political deals an d payoffs in 
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a quest for state contracts." The article quotes M r. W illiam son as stating, "offi cials could favor 
particular bidders by altering the requirem ents of the contracts. Specifications on the size of the 

M r. W illiam son said, "I w as 
giving M r. R oux m oney, and 
he w as going to influence 

M r. Knotts (then a public 
official). W hether it was 
corrupt, I don't know ." 
Sundaj, Advocate 12/8191 

facility sought could be changed, or a person without a 
warehouse could be allowed to bid for th e contract on the 
prom ise to build one." The article discusses a series of 
paym ents of about $132,000, m ostly in checks to 
Mr. John  Roux (W illiamson's business partner) from 
W illiam son and W illiam son's oth er com panies. The 
article further quoted W illiam son as saying, "I th ought 
that 1 .w as giving M r. Roux m oney, an d he was going to 

influence Mr. Knotts (then a public official). W hether it 
was colrupt, I don't know." 

C am paign Donations 
From 1985 to 2000, the warehouse companies under contract with the Departm ent, th e owners of 
the warehouses, an d the LCW A's political action committee contributed  approximately $116,000 
to th e Bob Odom campaign. M r. Lehm an  W illiam son an d warehouse companies owned  by him 
an d M s. Ann W illiam son contributed approximately $52,900 of the $116,000. These amounts 
ar e in addition to cash th at M r. Roshto an d M r. M oore claim to have given Com m issioner O dom 
as m en tioned before. 

M r. Allen stated  that he collected  campaign  contributions from the warehouse owners when 
directed  by Commissioner Odom or M r. W illiam "Bud" Courson, form er deputy co mmissioner. 
M r. Allen stated that he typically collected  from the warehouse owners during election years an d 
usually at least once during th e remainder of Commissioner Odom 's term . M r. Allen stated th at 
he w ould tell th e w ar ehouse own ers, "w e w ould like to have a cam paign contribution from you." 
Acco rding to M r. Allen, he was generally instnacted to ask for a com bined total of $20,000 to 
$25,000 from the warehouse own ers during these fun draisers. 

Personal Use of Cam paign Funds 
D uring the period 1996 through 2000, Com m issioner Odom  appears to have used at least 
$72,754 of his campaign fun ds for expenses that are personal in nature an d do not appear to have 
an y relationship to his campaign . These expenses include $35,048 for hun ting club expenses, 
$13,000 on a truck for his son, $9,306 for day care services for his gran dchildren, $3,426 for 
personal use & Department aircraft, $1,500 to plant pine trees on his farm , an d at least $10,474 
on other personal expenses. 

$35,048 for Hunting Club Expenses 
On September 9, 1999, th e campaign  purchased  a new Fleetwood m obile hom e for 
$32,000. This m obile hom e is currently located at the Diam ond Islan d Hunting Club, 
which is leased  from International Paper by the Diam ond Island Conservation 
Association, Inc. The m embers of the boar d of directors for Diam ond Island 
Conservation Association, Inc., are Com m issioner Odom , Robb Odom , Kevin Hopper 
John Hopper, Represen tative Francis Thompson, David Thompson, and M r. Courson. 
The remaining hunting club expenses include $440 for electrical connection, $693 for 
satellite television services, $1,670 in utilities, and $245 for lawn maintenan ce. 
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$13,000 on Truck for Com missioner Odom 's Son 
In N ovem ber 1998, the campaign entered into a lease/purchase agreem ent for a truck 
from Gerry Lane Chevrolet. In N ovem ber 1999, Com m issioner O dom 's son, M r. Robb 
Odom, purchased the truck for $13,000 less than the fair market value. The contract 
between M r. Robb Odom and Gerry Lane shows a selling price of $20,000 with a credit 
of $13,000. According to M r. Gerry Lane, th e $13,000 was a credit to the pur chase price 
based on lease paym ents previously m ade by th e ca m paign . According to M r. Lan e, the 
Bob Odom ca mpaign  owned th e vehicle. M r. Lane stated th at th e Bob Odom ca mpaign 

basically sold the vehicle to Mr. Robb Gdom and Gerry Lan e Enterprises just han dled the 
paperwork. In effect, M r. Robb Odom received a $13,000 donation from the campaign 
for th e value previously paid on th e vehicle by th e campaign . 

$9,306 for Day Care Services for Com missioner Odom 's Grandchildren 
Betw een November 1995 an d December 1998, the ca mpaign loaned  $624,000 to the First 
Baptist Church of Zachary. Interest earnings on th ese loan s totaled  $96,206; however, 
$9,306 of the interest due the ca mpaign was apparently diverted  for personal use. On two 
occasions during 1998, checks totaling $9,306 were made payable to the First United 
M ethodist Ear ly Learning Center from the First Baptist Chur ch of Zachary. 
Docum entation from  th e First Baptist Church of Zachary indicates th at th e checks w ere 
for tuition for Com m issioner Odom 's grandchildren. In a Baton Rouge Advocate article 
dated  April 25, 2001, Com m issioner Odom is quoted  as saying, "ifa paym ent was m ade, 
it was made by the chur ch-not by m e or th e ca mpaign ." M s. Brenda W elch, finan ce 
secretary of the First Baptist Church of Zachary, stated  that she attended a m eeting with 
th e chur ch pastor, Rev. W ayne Barnes, an d Com m issioner Odom . According to 
M s. W elch, Rev. Barnes gave her han dwritten instru ctions as to where Com m issioner 
Odom wanted  th e interest earnings diverted . 

$3,426 for Personal Use of Departm ent Aircraft 
Com m issioner Odom used  Departm ent owned  aircraft for personal use an d th en  
reimbur sed th e Department with $3,426 of ca mpaign  funds for a selected  number & these 
flights. This personal use & Department aircraft included  $2,039 for personal hun ting 
trips an d $1,387 for other personal flights. (Refer to thefinding onpersonal use of 
Department aircraft on page 23.) 

$1,500 to Plant Pine Trees on Com m issioner O dom 's Farm 
Com m issioner O dom  planted pine tree seed lings on his farm  located  in Claibom e Parish. 
Campaign  fun ds in the amoun t of $1,500 were used  to pay a $2,400 tree plan ting invoice 
M r. Stan Sweeney, a tree planting vendor, red uced the invoice by $900 an d accepted  the 
$1,500 campaign  cheek as payment in fifll. (Refer to thefinding onpine trees on 
page 55.) 

$10,474 on Other Personal Expenses 
Campaign  fun ds of at least $10,474 wen." us ed for purposes that appear personal in 
nature. In 1996, at which tim e Com m issioner O dom 's son's hom e was under 
construction, campaign  funds were used to purchase $8,198 in power tools. In addition, 
campaign  funds were used  to purchase tw o m attresses an d box springs for $817, a pair of 
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Justin boots for $395, hunting/fishing licenses and two federal duck stamps for $65, 
Christmas presents for family m embers for $298, and an imal feed for $701. 

Sum m ary 
Commissioner Odom and several of the wareh(mse owners who particpated in the food 
distribution program appear to have chan ged the spec ifica tions of th e 1997 bid which effectively 
ensured  th at AM W 's statewide bid would be awarded  th e contract for comm odity storage an d 
elim inated M r. Roshto's warehouse com pany thereby restricting competition and resulting in 
increased  cost to the Departm ent. The chan ge in bid specifications resulted  in politica l 
supporters of Com m issioner Odom receiving favorable contracts with th e Departm ent at an  
increased  cost between $3,792,394 an d $4,300,585 in three years. Commissioner Odom appears 
to have direc ted  D epartm ent em ployees to solicit and accept campaign contributions from 
politica l supporters that benefited  from th e change in bid specifications. In turn, Com m issioner 
Odom has used  ca mpaign contributions on nun'terous occa sions for his personal benefit. In 
addition, according to two of th e warehouse owners, Com m issioner Odom m ay have accepted 
cash paym ents from at least tw o companies th at bad contracts with th e Departm ent. 

These actions by Com m issioner Odom , M s. Ann W illiam son, M r. Lehm an W illiam son, an d 
others m ay be in violation of one or m ore of th e following laws: 

R.S. 14:118, "Public Bribery''18 

R.S. 14:134, "M alfeasance in Of flee''19 

R.S. 14:230, "M oney Laundering''2~ 

R.S. 51:122, "Contracts, Combinations and Conspiracies in Restraint of Trade''2 

18 R .S. 14:118 provides, in part, that public bribery is the giving or offering to give, directly or indirectly, anything 
of apparent present or prospective value to any person who has been elected or appointed to public offi ce, whether 
or not said person has assumed  the title or duties of such office, with the intent to influen ce his conduct in relation to 
his position, employmen t, or duty. The acceptance or the: offer to accept, directly or indirec tly, anything of apparent 
present or prospective value, under such circumstances, by any of the above named  persons, shall also cons titute 

~gublie bribery. R
.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that m alfeasance  ha offi ce  is comm itted  when any public office r or public employee 

shall (I) intentionally refuse or fail to perform an y duty lawfully required of him, as such officer or employee; 
(2) intentionally pe rform  any such duty in an un lawful manner; or (3) knowingly permit an y other public officer or 
public employee, under his authority, to intentionally refilse or fail to pe rform  an y duty lawfully required  of him, or 
to perform  an y such duty in an  un lawful manner. 
20 ILS. 14:230 provides, in part, th at it is unlawful for an y person kn owingly to co nduct, supervise, or facilitate a 
financial tran saction involving proceeds kn own to be  derived from criminal activity, when the tran saction is 
designed  in whole or in part to co nceal or disguise the na~awe, location, source, ownership, or the co ntrol of proceeds 
kn own to be derived  from such violation or to avoid a tran saction reporting requirement un der state or fed eral law. 
~l R .S. 51:122 provides, in part, th at every co ntract, co mbination in the form  of trust or oth erwise, or co ns piracy, in 
restraint of trade or co m merce in this state is illegal. 
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R .S. 51:123, "M onopolizing Trade or Com m erce Prohibited''22 

R.S. 51:125, "Corporations, Transactions Lessening Com petition''23 

The actual determination as to whether individuals are subject to form al charge is at the 
discretion of the district attorney. 

2~ R .S, $1:123 provides, in part, thai no person shall monopolize, or attempt to monopolize, or combine, or co nspire 
with any other person to monopo lize any part of th e trade or commerce with in th is state. 
23 R.S. 51:125 provides, in part, that no co rpo ration shall acquire the whole or any part of th e shares of another 
co rporation, engaged in th e same line of co mmerce, where th e effect is to substantially lessen co mpetition, to 
restrain co mm erce, or to create a monopoly in any line of co mm erce . 



W ork on C om m issioner O dom 's Private Property 

Com m issioner O dom  used public em ployees, equipm ent, and m aterials on his private 
property and filed  an inflated claim  w ith the fed eral governm ent. Com m issioner O dom  did 
the following: 

Instructed D epartm ent em ployees to m anage the tim ber on approxim ately 
960 acres of fam ily ow ned land 

Instructed  two em ployees to a~e Departm ent equipm ent to assist him in 
clearing his private property 

Instructed another em ployee to transport Departm ent eq uipm ent to and 
from his private propert y 

Failed  to pay for pine seed lings he obtained from the Departm ent and for 
labor provided by D epartm ent em ployees 

Filed an inflated claim  with a United States D epart m ent of A griculture 
reim bursem ent program , thereby obtaining reim bursem ent for expenses he 
did not incur 

Since at least 1989, the Departm ent has 
provided forest m anagem ent services in 
violation of Departm ent policy for 
approxim ately 960 acres of private 
timberland in Claiboru e Parish owned by 
Com m issioner Odom and his fam ily. These 
service s, which are typically provided  by 
private forestry consultants, included timber 
cruises, m arking tim ber, solicitation of bids, 
an d oth er forestry service s. In addition, in 
1997, Com m issioner Odom used , at the 
Department's expense of $1,702, three 

C om m issiouer O dom  used D epartm ent 
em ployees and property to plant his 
property in pine trees and did not pay 
two invoices he owed the D epartm ent 
for four years. 

Equipm ent &  Em ployees 
Unpaid Invoices 

$1,702 
2~878 

Total Cost to Departm ent $4.580 
employees, a bulldozer, an d a chopper to 
clear approxim ately 60 aeres of his private property in order to plan t pine tree seedlings. A lso 
provided  to Com m issioner Odom w ere controlled  burn services an d pine seedlings for which th e 
Departm ent charged  Commissioner Odom on two separate invoice s totaling $2,878. Although 
Com m issioner Odom was m ade aware of these char ges by his staff on several occasions, th e 
invoice s rem ained unpaid for four years. The invoices were paid on August 17, 2001, two days 
after th e Legislative Auditor discovered the delinquency. Furtherm ore, Comm issioner Odom 
filed an  inflated  claim w ith a United  States Departm ent of Agriculture reimbursem ent program , 
th ereby obtaining reimbur sem ent for expenses he did not incur. 
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late 1980s to m anage the 960 acres owned by 
Com m issioner Odom and his fam ily in Claibom e 
Parish. A ccording to M r. W aller, he advised 
Com m issioner Odom to hire a private forester for 
the m anagem ent services. M r. W aller stated th at he 
m anaged  th e property for Com m issioner Odom 
until his retirem ent from th e Department in 1998. 
M r. W aller stated th at th e m anagem ent services 

The Departm ent provided 
forest m anagem ent services 
for approxim ately 960 acres 
ow ned by Com m issioner 
O dom  and his fam ily. 

provided to Commissioner Odom included timber cruises, which are professional estimates of 
timber quality, quan tity, an d value; tim ber m arking; solicitation of bids for timber sales; and any 
oth er necessary forestry services. 

Departm ent policy provides limitations on services provided  by th e Departm ent to lan down ers. 
This policy states th at all large lan down ers should be autom atically referred  to consultants once 
broad, generalized  exam inations an d recom m endations have been m ade for th eir land. M r. Paul 
Frey, state forester, stated  th at he considers 200 or m ore acres of forestlan d to be a large 
lan downer. W e reviewed  approxim ately 638 files of Claiboru e Parish lan down ers, including 
Com m issioner Odom . These files included  docum entation of services provided from  the 1970s 
th rough 2000. There appeared  to be no violation of th is policy except for Com m issioner Odom 
and his fam ily. 

In addition, documents obtained from Commis,~ioner Odom 's file indicate that th e Department 
solicited bids on behalf of Commissioner Odom for the sale of timber (see letter below). These 
bid solicitations were typed  on Department letterhead and sent to various timber compan ies. 
M r. W aller stated  th at he perform ed  th ese services at the instruction of Com m issioner Odom  an d 
that Com m issioner Odom was th e only lar ge lan downer for whom he solicited  bids. 

Tree Planting 
Com m issioner O dom used  
tw o D epartm ent em ployees 
an d equipm ent to assist him 
in cleating his private 
property and an oth er 
em ployee  to transport 
D epartm ent eq uipm ent to an d 
from his private property. In 
addition, Com m issioner 
Odom failed to pay for pine 
seedlings he obtained from 
the Departm ent and for labor 
provided  by D epartm ent 
em ployees. 

M r. Rickey Bearden an d 
M r. Robert Goss, Departm ent 
employees, stated  that during 

Anna Fudge, M ary Bry ant, and Betty Dawson are three of 
Com m issioner Odom 's sisters. 
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August 1997, they w ere instructed to take a D epartm ent bulldozer to Com m issioner Odom 's 
property in Claiborne Parish. In addition, M r. Ronald Stokes, a D epartm ent em ployee, stated 
that he was instructed to transport a Departm ent chopper to an d from Comm issioner Odom 's 
property. Acco rding to M r. Bearden and M r. Goss, Com m issioner Odom used  a larger bulldozer 
and the chopper to clear a portion of his private land that was later plan ted with pine seedlings. 
M r. Bearden and M r. G oss stated th at th e D epm~tm en t bulldozer w as used  to push Com m issioner 
Odom 's bulldozer when it becam e stuck. The total cost to the Departm ent for providing the 
employees an d equipment to Commissioner Odom was approximately $1,702. Commissioner 
Odom has yet to reimburse the Departm en t for th is expense. 

On August 7, 1997, Com m issioner Odom ordered  
42,000 pine seedlings from a Departm ent nursery. 
This order was increased  on August 19, 1997, to 
49,000 seedlings at a total cost of $2,058. Although 
D epartm ent policy requires th at seedling orders be 
paid at th e tim e of the order, Com m issioner Odom 
did not pay for the seedlings. Instead, the words 
"order gratis per Paul Frey" were written on th e 
invoice (see invoice at right). M r. Frey, state forester, 
stated  th at he does not rem em ber stating that the order 
was gratis; however, M r. Frey added  that had he told 
som eone the order was gr atis it was m erely to proeess 
th e order until the acco un t was settled . The invoice 
for th ese seedlings w as chan ged from gr atis to regular  
char ge on Dec em ber 16, 1997. 

On  Augu st 29, 1997, th e Departm ent provided  a 
controlled  bum  for Com m issioner O dom in order to 
prepar e his lan d to be planted  w ith pine seedlings. 
This is a service th e Departm ent offers to lan downers for a fee. On  September 2, 1997, the 
Department submitted an  invoice for $820 to Commissioner Odom for the controlled bum . 

A lthough he w as notified 
on num erous occasions, 
Com m issioner O dom  did 
not pay the delinquent 
invoices for four years. 

Although he w as notified  of th e delinquen cies on 
num erous occasions, Com missioner Odom failed  to pay 
the $2,058 seedling invoice an d the $820 invoiee for the 
co ntrolled  bum . M s. Linda Chaney, fiscal director for th e 
Departm ent and Com m issioner O dom 's sister-in-law , 
stated  that she notified  Comm issioner Odom direc tly on 
tw o occasions within the past tw o yea rs th at these invoices 
had not been paid. According to M s. Chaney, 

Com m issioner O dom did not respond. M r. C2oil LeJeune, assistant state forester, stated th at he 
brought both invoices to Com m issioner Odom 's attention on two or three occasions. According 
to M r. LeJen ne, he did this by notifying Com m issioner Odom directly on one occasion an d 
notifying Com m issioner Odom 's sec retaries on the other occasions. As previously stated  in 
oth er findings, Com m issioner Odom 's secretaries, M s. Barnett an d M s. Pesson, were both 
involved  in th e handling of Com m issioner Odom 's personal financial acco unts and reco rds. 

57 
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Despite being notified on num erous occasions that the 
invoices had not been paid, Com m issioner Odom failed to pay 
the delinquent am ounts owed to the Departm ent for 
approxim ately four years. On August 17, 2001, tw o days 
after th e Legislative Auditor inquired  about the delinquent 
invoices, Com m issioner Odom paid the delinquent invoices. 

D epartm ent policy provides th at all accounts in excess of 
$200 and more than 60 days past due should be forwarded to 

C om m issioner O dom  
paid the delinquent 
invoices two days after 
the Legislative A uditor 
questioned D epartm ent 
em ployees. 

the Departm ent's general counsel for co llection. According to M r. Skip Rhorer, assistant 
com m issioner, an d M r. M arvin M ontgom ery, general counsel, th ere are no exceptions for th is 
policy. M r. M ontgom ery  further stated that th ere is no excep tion to th is policy for 
Com m issioner Odom . M r. M ontgom ery added  that Com m issioner Odom 's accounts were never 
brought to his attention. In addition, in order to preven t further losses, the Forestry Division 
m aintains a list of individuals an d companies th at have not paid their invoices for seedlings. 
Com m issioner Odom 's nam e did not appear on th is list. 
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C laim  Subm itted to Federal Program  
Com m issioner O dom filed  an inflated claim  w ith a United States Dep artm ent of Agriculture 
reim bur sem ent program , th ereby obtaining reim bursem ent for expenses he did not ineur. The 
federal program, administered by the United States Dep artment of Agrieulture (USDA), 
reimbur ses qualified landowners for approxim ately 50%  of th e actual costs incurred  to plan t pine 
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trees on farm land. Com m issioner Odom subm itted an application to the U SDA claim ing 
reimbursem ent of expenses for site preparation, pine seedlings, and tree planting. 

It appears that Commissioner Odom submitted the $2,058 Department seedling invoice, a $2,400 
invoice from M r. Stun Sweeney for planting the seedlings, an d $5,700 for site preparation with 
his application, which totals $10,158. The $5,700 appears to have included  a second Department 
invoice of $820 for a control burn. On M arch 13, 1998, Commissioner Odom received $4,740 
from the fed eral program . 

At the tim e of application an d as discussed  previously, Com m issioner Odom had not paid th e 
two Department invoices. Although this invoice was red uced to $1,500 by M r. Sweeney, 
Commissioner Odom claimed the entire $2,400 as an  actual expense. In addition, Commissioner 
Odom used  $1,500 in campaign funds to pay Mr, Sweeney (see check below). Also as discussed 
previously, Com m issioner O dom used  public em ployees and equipm ent at a total cost to the 
Department of approximately $1,702 to 
prepar e his lan d for planting. The 
$1,702 may have been included in the 
site preparation costs subm itted  to the 
U SDA . Therefore, Com m issioner O dom 
subm itted  a claim to the U SDA for at 
least $4,458 of the $10,158 in claimed 
expenses that he had not personally 
incurred  and/or paid. 

Based on these actions, it appears th at Com m issioner Odom m ay have used  his influence and 
public assets for personal gain. As a result, Com m issioner Odom m ay have violated one or m ore 
of the following laws: 

R.S. 14:67, "Theft''24 

R.S. 14:68, "Unauthorized  Use of a M ovable''2s 

R.S. 14:134, "M alfeasan ce in Office''26 

~4 R .S. 14:67 provides, in part, that theft is th e misappropriation or taking of anything of value which belongs to 
anoth er, either without th e consent of the other to th e m isappropriation or taking, or by means of fran dulent conduct, 

~raetiees, or representations. R
.S. 14:68 provides, in part, th at unauth orized use of~ movable is th e intentional taking or use of a movable 

which belongs to an oth er, either wi thout th e other's co ns ent, or by means of fraudulent co nduct, practices, or 
representations, but wi th out an y intention to deprive th e other of th e movable permanently. 
26 R .S. 14:134 provides, in part, that malfeasance in offi ce is comm itted when an y public officer or public employee 
shall (1) intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, as such offi cer or employee; 
(2) inten tionally pe rform  any such duty in an  unlawful manner; or (3) knowingly perm it an y other public officer or 
public employee , under his authority, to intentionally refuse or fail to perform  an y duty lawf ully required  of him or 
to perform any such duty in an unlawful manner. 
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R.S. 14:138, "Payroll Fraud''27 

18 U.S.C. ~ 1 O01, "False, Fictitious, or Fraudulent Statements''2s 

The actual determination as to whether any individual is subject to formal charge is at the 
discretion and determ ination of the district attolmey or United States Attorney. 

27 R .S. 14:138 provides, in part, that payroll fraud is committed when any public offi cer or public employee shall 
carry, cause to be carried , or perm it to be  carried , directly or indirectly, upon th e employment list or payroll of his 
office, th e name of any person as employee, or shall pay any employee, with knowledge that such employee is 
receiving paym ent or co mpe nsation for services not actually rendered  by said employee  or for services grossly 
inadequate for such payment or co mpensation. 
2s 18 U .S.C. ~100l provides, in part, whoever, in any real:tot within the jurisdiction of the executive, legislative, or 
judicial bran ch of government of the United States, kn owingly en d willfully (1) falsifies, conceals, or co vers up by 
an y trick, scheme, or device a material fact; (2) makes an y materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or 
representation; or (3) makes or uses any false writing or document kn owing the same to contain an y materially false, 
fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry shall be freed under this title or imprisoned not more than 5 years or both, 



W e recom mend the following 

2 

4 

The Departm ent should discontinue appointing individuals to unclassified 
positions for which they perform  no services. The Departm ent should implem ent 
policies and procedures to prevent em ployees from perform ing personal errands 
for Department officials while on Department payroll. 

The D epartm ent should adhere to Louisian a law by not using state property 
(airplanes) to conduct personal business. The Commissioner of Agriculture 
should adhere to Lo uisiana law an d not use state employees to conduct his 
personal business while on the Departm ent payr oll. 

The Departm ent should reevaluate its bid specifica tions for the food distribution 
program an d implem ent changes to th e bid specifications that would be fair and 
equitable to all bidders, increase com petition, and low er costs. 

The Departm ent should enforce its present collection policies and not allow 
preferen tial treatm ent for the Com m issioner of A griculture or an y other 
Departm ent official. The Departm ent should also update its policy related  to 
providing forestry services to file public so everyone is treated on a fair an d equal 
basis. Employees should not work on private property or use state equipm ent on 
private property in violation of state law . 

Finally, we recommend that th e District Attorney for the Nineteenth Judicial 
District of Lo uisiana and th e United States Attorn ey for the M iddle District of 
Louisiana review this inform ation an d take appropriate legal action regarding 
possible violations of state and federal law s, to include seeking restitution. 
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The following individuals w ere appointed by Com m issioner O dom to unclassified positions 
of director or assistant director though their actual duties perform ed appear to be 
consistent with classified positions. 

Audrey Pesson - $85,280 - ~ nual Und~ ned Salary as of 11/11/01 
On M arch 10, 1980, M s. Audrey Pesson was prom oted to the classified  position of administra- 
tive assistant, then appointed assistant director of the Horticulture Com mission of Louisiana on 
December 5, 1980. On June 21, 1982, M s. Pesson was appointed  assistant director of th e 
Pesticide Com m ission an d, finally, assistan t director of th e Louisian a State M arket Com m ission 
(Market Commission) on February 13, 1984. his. Pesson held this position for approximately 17 
years. Form er assistant com missioner, M r. Richard Allen stated that M s. Pesson was  
Commissioner Odom's personal secretary and that her job duties did not change with any of 
these appointm ents. 

M inutes for th e m eetings of the M arket Com mission indicate th at M s. Pesson did not attend an y 
of the 29 m eetings held during th e period 1989 to 2001. Based on interview s w ith Departm ent 
employees and M arket Com m ission m embers, M s. Pesson does not appear to have provided an y 
services to th e M arket Comm ission. The Civil Service classified position th at appears consistent 
with M r. Pesson's actual duties and responsibilities is adm inistrative specialist 5. 

Records of th e Bob Odom campaign indicate th at M s. Pesson provided services to the campaign 
W e w ere unable to speak to M s. Pesson beean se of illness an d her subsequent death. 

M elanie Barnett - $73,500 - Annu~ Unclassified Salary as of 12/9/01 
M s. M elanie Barnett w as temporarily appointed to the unclassified position of assistant director 
of the Lo uisiana Catfish Promotion and Research Board (Catfish Board) in July 1992. Prior to 
th is tim e, M s. Barnett served  in th e classified  position of executive services assistant. On  July I, 
1993, M s. Barnett submitted  a letter resigning her position as executive services as sistant to 
accept an unclassified position. At this tim e, she w as appointed to the perm anen t unclassified 
position of as sistant director of the Catfish Board. According to form er assistant com m issioner, 
Mr. Richard Allen, Ms. Barnett's job dudes remained the same after her appointment to the 
unclassified position. Form er deputy com m issioner, M r. W illiam "Bud" Courson, stated  th at 
M s. Barnett's job duties were an swering phones, getting mail, handling the Commissioner's 
correspondence, an d greeting people. M s. Barn ett rem ained th e assistant director of th e Catfish 
Board for over nine years even though she was  perform ing th e duties of seeretary/reeepdonist. 
The Civil Service classified  position that appears consistent with M s. Barnett's actual duties an d 
responsibilities is executive services assistant. 

From February 1993 to December 2000, th e Catfish Board held 26 m ee tings. According to th e 
m inutes of th ose m eetings, M s, Barnett was not present. The Departm ent's organ izational chart 
shows th at M s. Barnett is an assistant director assign ed  to th e executive office; however, th e 
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Catfish Board is assigned to the Office  of M arketing, a completely different office  on the 
organizational chart. 

Since August 23, 2001, we have been unsuccessful in our attempts to talk to M s. Barnett 
regarding her job duties. Numerous Department employees have indicated that Ms. Barnett was 
involved with the Bob Odom campaign. 

M ichelle Ribera - $73,500 - Annual Unctassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M s. M ichelle Ribera was appointed assistant director of the Louisiana Strawberry M arketing 
Board (Strawberry Board) on January 6, 1992. Prior to this appointm ent, M s. Ribera was in a 
classified  position as a secretary 2. The Department's organizational chart indicates that 
M s. Ribera is an  exec utive secretary assign ed to the executive office  as th e deputy 
co m m issioner's sec retary and th at she supervises a student worker. M inutes of th e Strawberry 
Board show that the board met 18 times between January 1991 an d M arch 6, 2001. The minutes 
further indicate th at M s. Ribera called the roll at a m eeting on February 22, 1999, an d attended  
an oth er m eeting on Febru ary 6, 2001, where she was listed  as a guest. The Civil Service  
classified  position th at appears co nsisten t w ith M s. Ribera's actual duties an d responsibilities is 
executive services assistant. 

The chairm an of the Strawberry Board an d tw o Departm ent em ployees stated that M s. Ribera is 
responsible for preparing th e m inutes and oth er paperwork for the Strawberry Board. Employees 
have also indicated th at M s. Ribera provided services to th e Bob Odom campaign . 

M s. Ribera has refused to an sw er an y question,,; asked by th e Legislative Auditor 

Stephanie Levenson - $76,440 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M s. Stephanie Le venson was appointed assistant director of th e Louisiana Soybean and Grain 
Research and Promotion Board (Soybean Board) on July 1, 1992, an d has remained in this 
position un til th e present. Prior to th at appointm ent, M s. Le venson was in th e classified  position 
of executive secretary. M s. Levenson stated  th at she has served as the grant coordinator and 
district offi ce coordinator for th e New Orleans Office since  1982. According to M s. Le venson, 
her job duties have basically remained the same since she began employment with the 
Departm ent; how ever, she has been given  m ore responsibility over tim e. The Civi l Service 
classified  position th at appears consistent with M s. Le venson's actu al duties an d responsibilities 
is adm inistrative specialist 5. 

M s. Le venson stated that she has never perforn aed an y w ork for th e Soybea n Boar d. 
M s. Le venson further stated that she w orked for th e Bob Odom  campaign collecting contribu- 
tions an d that she also worked  on Robb Odom 's house. 

Deborah Barriileaux - $68,250 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M s. Deborah Barrillea ux was appointed director of th e Catfish Board on September 6, 2001. She 
began  her em ploym ent w ith the D epartm en t in 1986 as an  account clerk 3 an d held various 
acco un ting, sec retarial, and agricultur e specialist positions. Prior to becom ing th e director, she 
occ upied the classified position of agricultural program spec ialist II in the Office of Forestry. At 
the tim e of her appointm ent as director, M s. Barrilleaux becam e th e receptionist/secretary for th e 
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executive office, M s, Barrilleaux described her new job duties as a receptionist/secretary, 
answ ering the telephone, giving inform ation to the public, and preparing Com m issioner O dom 's 
calendar, am ong other duties. The Civil Service classified position that appear s consistent with 
M s. Barrilleaux's actual duties and responsibilities is executive services assistant. 

Prior to her appointment as director, M s. Barrilleaux's salary was $2,958 per month. As director, 
perform ing only th e duties of a receptionist/sec retary, M s. B~'Tilleaux's salary increased by 
$2,459 per month to a total monthly salary of $5,417, which is an  83% increase in pay. On 
November 12, 2001, her salary increased again to $5,687 per month, a 92% increase in four 
m onths. M s. Barrilleaux stated that she does not know any of th e board m embers, how m an y 
tim es the board m eets in a year, th e purpose of th e boar d, or what her duties ar e as the direc tor of 
th e Catfish Boar d. 

M s. Barrilleaux stated  th at since becom ing an  un classified employee she has voluntarily worked  
for the Bob Odom cam paign. 

Henry Baxter - $81,900 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M r. Henry Baxter was appointed director of th e Soybean Board in December 1980, then 
tran sferred  to pesticide enforcem ent inspector in M ar ch 1982, an d, finally, appointed  assistant 
director of the Livestock Bran d Com m ission in February 1984. M r. Baxter still holds th e 
position of as sistant director of the Livestock Brand Com m ission. However, according to 
M r. Baxter, he has been th e director of state meat inspection for th e past 20 years. He also stated  
that he m ay have attended  a couple of m eetings of the Livestock Bran d Com m ission, but he does 
not know an yone on th e com m ission and has never perform ed an y specific ta sk for th e 
com m ission. The Departm ent's organizational chart show s that M r. Baxter is th e assistant 
direc tor of m eat inspection. The Civil Service classified  position th at appears consistent with 
M r. Baxter's actual duties and responsibilities is m eat program adm inistrator. 

M r. Baxter stated  that he has voluntarily worked for th e Bob Odom  cam paign  soliciting 
co ntributions from the m eat industry. M r. Baxter also stated  that he and his wife voluntarily 
worked  on the co nstruction of a hom e for Com m issioner Odom 's son, Robb Odom . 

John Brown - $77,532 - Annual Unclasslfl(~d Salary as of 1~/31/01 
M r. John Brown was appointed as director of the Feed Com m ission in Jan uary 2001. Prior to 
becoming director, M r. Brown was in th e classified  position of facility m aintenance man ager 3 
and was responsible for th e Department's facilities. M r. Brown stated that since this 
appointm ent his actual duties have been as th e director of fleet an d facility m aintenance. 
According to M r. Brown , his only increase in duties has been th e addition of new construction 
and fleet services. M r. Brown stated th at he has not perform ed any work as th e director of the 
Feed Com m ission and did not kn ow th e purpose of the co m m ission. The Civil Service classified 
position th at appears consistent with M r. Brown's actual duties an d responsibilities is facility 
m aintenance m anager 4. 

M r. Brown worked as an electrical contractor for approxim ate}y 10 years prior to his 
employm ent at th e Departm ent. M r. Brown  stated th at he voluntarily worked on th e Bob Odom 
cam paign  soliciting co ntributions. M r. Brown further stated  th at he an d his son voluntarily 
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provided the electrical services for Robb Odom 's house at the request of Com m issioner Odom . 
M r. Brown stated that he obtained the electrical perm it for Robb Odom 's house and provided  
som e electrical w ork on M s. Ashley O dom  Thom pson's house. 

M ichael Buehart $77,532 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12131101 
M r. M ichael Buchart w as appointed  director of th e Soybean Board on Septem ber 16, 1986. Prior 
to this appointm ent, M r. Buchart w as in the classified position of forest resource m anager 3. 
According to M r. Buchart, he is th e head of forest product m arketing, utilization, an d 
development and his job is to facilitate development of timber industries. Mr. Buchart stated  that 
he attends trade shows, does resource support, and generally prom otes the timber industry. 
M r. Buchart stated  that he does not work for the Soybean Board, alth ough he is awar e of his title 
as director. M r. Buchart further stated  that he altended one m eeting of th e board m any years ago 
but does not perform any services for th e board. The Civil Service classified position that 
appears consistent with M r. Buchart's actual duties an d responsibilities is agricultural 
international m ar keting specialist. 

M r. Buehart stated  that he worked on the Bob Odom campaign and collected contributions th at 
he gave to either M s. M iehelle Ribera or M s. Linda Chaney, Departm ent employees. 

Stephen W ayne Guilbeau $76,440 - Annual Unclassified Salary as or 12/31/01 
M r. Stephen W ayne Guilbeau was appointed director of th e Louisiana Pork Prom otion Board 
(Pork Board) on February 9, 1987. Although the Pork Board ceased  to exist in approximatell~ 
199,4, M r. G uilbeau is still currently in the po,;ition of director of that board. M r. Guilbeau stated  
that he is awar e th at he is the direc tor of the Pork Board and th at the board has been inactive for 
a number ofyears. M r. Guilbeau stated that this is nothing m ore than  a title and he has never 
perform ed  any w ork for the Pork Board. 

M r. Guilbeau stated  that his actual duties ar e as th e director of protocol and his responsibilities 
consist of the certified  logo program , attending trade shows, talking with corporations, and 
traveling to places such as Japan , Texas, an d Chicago. M r. Guilbeau's supervisor, M r. Roy 
Johnson, confirm ed that M r. Guilbeau operates th e certified logo program an d attends a couple 
of trade shows each year , the largest of which is in Chicago. The Civil Service classified  
position th at appear s consistent with M r. Guilbeau's actual duties an d responsibilities is 
agr icultur al international m arketing specialist. 

M r. Guilbeau stated  that he worked  on th e Bob Odom campaign soliciting contributions. 
Departm ent em ployees stated  that M r. Guilbeau w orked  on a house for Com m issioner O dom 's 
son. M r. Guilbeau confirm ed th at he worked  on the house. 

Richard Herrin - $71,004 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 1121101 
M r. Richard Herrin was appointed  director of the Feed Com m ission in July 1985. He rem ained 
in this position until his retirem ent in January 2001. M r. Herrin stated that he actu ally perform ed  
th e duties of director of fleet and facility m aintenan ce and w as in that position for 15 years. 

Mr. Herrin stated that his job duties consisted of taking care of the buildings and grounds an d the 
m echanic shops and doing construction work for th e Departm ent. M r. Herrin stated  that he has 
never perform ed  any services for the Feed Com m ission. The Civil Service classified position 
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that appears consistent with M r. Herrin's actual duties and responsibilities is facility m aintenan ce 
m anager 4. 

M r. Herrin stated that he w orked  on the Bob O dom  cam paign  soliciting contributions 
M r. Herrin stated  th at he also worked  on Robb Odom 's house. 

Lawrence M ichaud - $79,716 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M r. Lawren ce M ichaud was appointed  assistant director of the Pork Board on January 1, 1983. 
M r. M ichaud originally began  employm ent with the Department on M ay 18, 1981, in the 
classified  position of departm ental inform ational rep resentative IV . Although the Pork Board 
ceased to exist in approxim ately 1994, M r. M ichaud has rem ained  in the position of assistan t 
director of that board. However, M r. M ichaud stated that he actually performs th e duties of press 
secretary for the Departm ent, which includes writing press releases, policy papers, five radio 
shows per week, recorded television shows, and press conferences. M r. M iehaud further stated 
that he has written press relea ses on pork an d on th e policies for th e Pork Board. M r. M ichaud 
stated  that he is aware the Pork Board is inactive. M r. M ichaud added  that he was placed in an 
unclassified position because there is no position in state governm ent for a press secretary. The 
Civil Service classified  position that appears ctm sistent with M r. M ichaud's actual duties an d 
responsibilities is public inform ation director 2 erea ted  on O ctober 23, 2000. According to Civil 
Service, th is position replaced the classified  position of com m un ications direc tor 2, which was 
established  on June 29, 1987. 

The job description for a public inform ation director 2 provides, in part, that the employee serves 
as the spokesperson for a large agency or elected official with complex duties such as broadcast, 
publication production, intern ational or multi-lingual com munications duties, crisis m an agem ent 
responsibilities, agency webm aster responsibilities, an d/or electronic comm erce adm inistrator 
responsibilities. 

M r. M ichaud stated  that he has perform ed  non-com pensated w ork for th e Bob Odom  cam paign 
wr iting press relea ses and handling m edia relations. M r. M iehaud added that he perform s th ese 
duties on his own tim e and that he does not raise m oney for the campaign . 

M ike St. Rom ain - $79,716 - Annual Unclassified Salary as of 12/31/01 
M r. M ike St. Rom ain was appointed  assistant director of the Feed  Com mission in Jun e 1987. He 
began  employm ent with th e Departm ent in Augu st 1985 when the food  distribution program was 
transferred  to the Departm ent. Since th at tim e, M r. St. Rom ain has perform ed  the duties 
associated with the director of the food distribution program. Mr. St. Romain described his job 
duties as overseeing the food  distribution progr am an d dea ling with the USDA , school districts, 
warehouses, food banks, and child care cen ters. M r. St. Rom ain stated that he has never worked  
or perform ed  any task for the Feed  Com m isskm, alth ough he is aware he is the assistant director 
of the Feed Com m ission. The Civil Service classified  position that appear s consistent w ith 
M r. St. Rom ain's actual duties and responsibilities is food distribution progr am adm inistrator. 

M r. St. Rom ain stated  that he has worked  on the Bob Odom campaign soliciting contributions 
from th e food brokers he know s. M r. St. Rornain stated th at, on oeea sion, he has given 
M s. Chan ey and M s, Ribera these contributions. 
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D ear Dr. Kyle 

Following is the Departm ent's response to the investigative rep ort on the 
Departm ent of Agriculture and Forestry. This response is presented to be a part of the 
investigative rep ort without an y deletions or m odifications. 

M ANAG EM ENT'S RESPO N SE 

Pream ble 

The Dep artm ent an d Comm issioner fully support the audit process as 
originally intended by and expressed in the constitution of this State. 

This w ill acknow ledge that th e D epartm ent of Agriculture and Forestry 

(Department) has received the fifth audit report from this legislative auditor~ 
concluded in the last twelve m onths and the thirteenth audit since the Fall of 1999

, an  

unprecedented num ber of audits for the D epartm ent. The audit is unprofessional 
grossly inaccurate and written in an unworthy style. 

This governm ent, like all govern m ents, is m ade up of people and
, accordingly, 

errors by governm ental officials will always be present. There w ill never be a need or 
a worthwhile purpose for exaggerating hum an  errors or of inciting excessive publicity 
about them . 

In a dem ocracy such as ours, one of the greatest intern al threats to our 
democracy is the growing apathy of the citizens toward their governm ent. That 
apathy is fueled by cynicism , and the use of urmeeessarily defam atory  criticism

, 

exaggerated truths and negative falsehoods about public institutions an d officials 
unfairly an d unwisely fuel the cynicism . There certainly is no public purpose in so 

For purp oses of sim plicity this term an d its derivatives an d the pronouns he
, him , 

and his ar e used to refer variously to the legislative auditor
, the office of the 

legislative auditor or representatives thereof. 
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doing and indeed, to do so, is harm ful. This audit report is a disservice an d harm ful 
because it invents then exaggerates the perceived errors and does so w ith  a destructive 
style norm ally confined to sensational tabloids. 

W ith regard to the conduct of the audit: 

AI II~ITDq~ ,qT ANID ARD ,~ W ERE N O T M ET BY  A UD ITO R 

There are standar ds auditors an d audits ar e called upon to m eet. Those 
stan dards are the Government Auditing Standards, the External Audit Standards an d 
the Internal Audit Stan dards. The auditor and this audit fail to m eet th ose stan dards 
in, at least, the following respects. 

In carrying out their profession, auditors are called upon to follow stan dards 

of conduct. One of those stan dard.'; is maintaining objectivity an d independence. 
According to one of the bodies of stan dards, the Governm ental Auditing Stan dards, 
"
... in all m atters relating to the audit work, the audit organization an d the individual 
auditors, whether governm ent or public, should be free from  personal and extem al 
im pairm ents to independence, should be organ izationally independent, an d should 
m aintain an  independent attitude an d appearance." 

A simple reading of this audit report should leave no doubt that th e auditor has 
not exhibited the appearan ce of an indep endent attitude an d that the audit is, in fact, 

not objective. This observation is further supported by numerous statements made 
during the conduct of this audit by auditors to interviewees, which included the 
statement that the auditors would get Commissioner Odom . 

The standards of independence an d objectivity have not been met 

Auditors are called upon to follow prescribed fieldwork stan dards. These 
stan dards apply to evidence gathered  during th e course an d scope of the audit. Th e 
Am erican  Institute of Certified Puhlic Accountants Stan dards state that: "Sufficient 
competent evidential m atter is to be obtained through inspection, observ ations, 
inquiries and confirm ations to afford a reasonable basis for an  opinion regarding the 
financial statem ents under audit." 
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The fieldwork standards have not been m et in reaching m ost if not all of the 
opinions contained in the audit report. The standards also call upon the auditor to be 
very prudent when interpreting applicable legal provisions with respect to audit . 
findings. 

Dependence nn  legal judgment simply means 
that the illegality of specific acts is norm ally 
beyond th e scope of an indep endent auditor's 
professional com petence. Auditors ar e 
proficient in accounting an d auditing, not law .. 

to attorneys and. in the U.S., to due process of 
(emphasis added). (Ricehiute Auditine & 

Assurance Services, 1998). 

The unnecessary im plications of crim inal conduct contained in the report are 
inappropriate under an y circum stan ces but under th e circum stan ces of th is audit, 
where hearsay, assumptions, half tru ths, speculation, an d illogic are routinely utilized 
to reach conclusions, are inexcusable an d reckless. The auditor is supposed to be a 
reporter of the facts an d the rep ort of the "facts" should be sent to the appropriate law 
enforcem ent agencies for their expert review, as the law requires the auditor to do. 
Under no circum stances, an d certainly not under these, should the auditor imply or 
opine the existence of crim inal conduct. There ar e officials charged with that 
considerably serious responsibility that have th e ed ucation, experience and training to 
handle such m atters and to do so with no or m inim um harm to the innocent and to our 
governm ental system . The auditor is not charged with that responsibility an d should 
not carelessly assum e it for the auditor does not have the education, experience an d 
training to do so as this audit and the m anner in which it w as conducted so clearly 
dem onstrate. The auditor's conduct has  done harm  to the inn ocent an d to our 
govem rnental system . The auditor should be fully accountable, especially for 
unn ecessary an d wanton harm ful acts. 

According to the Stan dards, exercising due professional care m ean s using 
sound judgm ent in establishing the scope, selecting the methodology, and choosing 
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tests and procedures for the audit. "The same sound judgment should be applied in 
conducting the tests an d procedures and in evaluating and reporting Ihe audit results 
(emphasis added)." 

Internal Audit Stan dards an d Extern al Audit Stan dards also call upon the 
exercise of due professional care. According to th e Am erican  Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants, "due professional car e is to be exercised in th e planning an d 

performance of the audit an d in the t~r~ aration of the report (emphasis added).' 

For th e reas ons stated in this response, this report is, in a num ber of as pects, 
deficient, false an d harm ful. Be so notified. 

In the Fall of 1999, shortly after representatives of private contractors gave the 

Department an unsuccessful ultimatum to stop carrying out public work projects 
utilizing public em ployees of th e D epartm ent during "their seas onal dow n tim es, the 

private contractors filed suit against the Dep artment to stop the public work projects. 
That suit and related docum ents were obtained  by the legislative auditor who then 
started taking har sh and publicly critical positions of th e D ep artm ent's activities 

especially with reference to those public work projects. The auditor's criticisms were 
sim ilar to those of the private contractors. However, the D epartm ent's public work 

projects have been openly an d publicly carded out for years, were publicly approved 
by other public bodies and were or should have been well known to this legislative 
auditor who audits the Departm ent at leas t annually. But, these public works were 

never previously the subject of any criticism or of an y finding by the auditor, until 
after the Fall of 1999. 

Auditors are required to m aintain independence. Therefore, under the general 

standards of fairness and the specific mandates of objectivity that apply to auditors it 
would seem to be incumbent upon the legislative auditor to disclose the existence of 
any conflict of interest which has been present in these m an y proceedings conducted 
by this legislative auditor, especially since th e Fall of 1999, from which tim e the 
auditor has audited this Departm ent thirteen times. The auditor is requested to 
otherw ise deal w ith conflict, political or otherw ise, in a m anner consistent w ith 
principles of fairn ess and the professional stan dards applicable to the auditor's 
profession. 
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D uring the course of audits, but especially the th irteen audits since the Fall of 

1999, unprecedented reports of objectionable co nduct were received from audit 
participants w hich the D ep artm ent considers extraordinary abuses by th is legislative 
auditor which include: possible violations of the state and federal constitution, 
m ism an agem ent of reco rds, mm eeessarily negative innuendo, invasions of privacy 
without probable cause, unnecessarily defam atory statem ents, false statem ents, half 
truths, discourteous conduct, acts of attempted intim idation, the rendering of opinions 
outside of the legislative auditor's education, training an d experience, the conduct of 
investigations without authority, exhibiting disregard for the D epartm ent's m ission, 
illogic an d th e inclusion of irrelevan t m atters. 

The auditor has indicated or im plied that he/_s conducting this audit in 

conjunction with the district attorney. Contradictorily, the auditor has indicated or 
implied that he is not conducting this audit in conjunction with the district attorney 

Whether or not the auditor is conducting this audit in conjunction with the 
district attorney is im portant to the I-)epartm ent, its em ployees and to the m anner of 
responding, particularly as that inform ation relates to the D epartm ent know ing 
whether it is responding to a civil audit, a crim inal audit or a hybrid created by the 
auditor. This need s to be disclosed w ithout am biguity to avoid abuse to the rights of 
individual em ployees of the Departm ent. 

Thus, the Departm ent specifically requests that the auditor disclose the nature 
of the relationship, if any, of the district attorney's investigation an d this 
investigatory audit and that disclosure be m ade in writing and thereafter that writing 
be a public record. Further, if there be a relationship between the district attorn ey's 
investigation an d this audit, the auditor should also disclose w hether, under those 

circumstan ces, the required objectivity for auditing has been lost, an d if not lost, how 
not. And, if there is a relationship between the district attorn ey's investigation and 
this audit disclose whether legal authority exists for such an  audit an d whether such 
activity on the part of the legislative auditor co nstitutes a violation of the 
Constitution, including Article 2, Section 2 of the State's Constitution relative to the 
Separation of Powers Doctrine. 
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The D epartm ent notes that l~ae legislative auditor has perform ed audits of the 
D epartm ent annually for several decades and has  com pleted thirteen audits of this 

Dep artment just since the Fall of 1999. Responses to those audits by the Department 
have revealed deficiencies in th ose audits. However, the degree and number of 
deficiencies of this audit are unprex'.eden ted an d thus this response m aybe of 
unpreced ented length for this D ep artm en t. On th e 14th day of Jan uary 2002, this 
legislative auditor provided  th e Dep artm ent with  this audit an d inform ed  the 
Departm ent th at th e resp onse of the Dep artm ent was  due on Jan uary 28sa, an d th at it 
is the policy of this legislative auditor to delete, at his discretion, an y part of th e 
Departm ent's response should this legislative auditor find the resp onse, in his 
opinion, too lengthy. Desp ite several requests by this Dep artm ent this legislative 
auditor refused to indicate what length, in this instance, this legislative auditor might 
feel was too lengthy a response. This deletion policy of th e legislative auditor is 
patently unfair to the Departm ent, to other auditees, the public an d th e legislature. 
The D epartm ent req uests that the a~zditor m odify this deletion policy so as  to 

eliminate the inherent unfairness and objeets to the utilization of such a policy as a 
basis for the auditor to rem ove an y part of this response. 

W ith regard to the subjects of the audit report: 

The legislative auditor's position regarding the D epartm ent's unclas sified 
employees is incorrect, ignores history and ign ores express law . The auditor's 
rationale for this erroneous opinion on policy such as salary amounts

, a subject not 
assign ed to him , reveals the auditor's overly bur eaueratic approach

, which relies on 
false assum ptions, false logic and incom plete inform ation. 

The valued serviees of the Chief Executive Officer, the Comm issioner, ar e 
enhanced by assigning som e of the m inisterial an d m an ual personal duties of the 
Chief Executive Officer to others. W hen som e of the duties which will interfere with 

This due date was extended at the D ep artm ent's request tw o days or to Jan uary 
30'h. Thus, the Departm ent was  given eleven working days to respond to the 
audit. 
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or interrupt the job are assigned to others, it is a quidpro quo exchange or trade off 
for additional executive work product from the Chief Executive Officer. 

On those occasions where the presence of an additional pilot or copilot is 
beneficial to the safety of the occupan ts an d th e aircraft, an additional pilot is 
appropriately used . The legislative auditor has  m ade no showing otherwise. Further, 
in an y such instance there is the possibility that the pilot, an y pilot, will have down 
time an d it is immaterial during that down time what activity the pilot en gages in to 
occupy him self or herself after all necessary duties are completed so long as  the 
activity is a wholesom e one. 

The Comm issioner was  qualified for and received  the free services norm ally 
provided without charge to all qualified  citizens. The Comm issioner paid for those 
services for w hich a char ge is norm ally as sessed. 

The D epartm ent's airplan e w as  not used unless there w as  a public purpose. 
All Departm ent aircraft were used in accordance with applicable laws, policies an d 
guidelines that pertain to their use. W hen reimbursem ent was required from the 
Com m issioner for auth orized incidental non-public use, reim bursem ent w as m ade for 
the additional cost. Cost is the correct standar d for reim bursem ent for these aircraft, 
not "m arket value" as proposed by the auditor. 

All m eetings referenced by the audit report had a significant public purp ose 
and sometimes included social or recreational activity for th e participan ts like so 
m any m eetings do. These m eetings include an d prom ote extensive exchan ges of 

inform ation on important subjects. Typical subjects included in such meetings are the 
U.S. farm  bill, crop production pracliees, crop disease an d treatm ents, effects of 
weather on crops, regulatory matters, further processing of agricultural commodities 
and other econom ic developm ent, new produets, resear ch an d developm ent an d 
product education. 
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The statewide bid procedure was designed to and did elim inate the handling 
fees and receiving fees that th e individual w arehouses were charging th e State when 
products m oved from one warehouse to an other. The purpose of th e statewide bid 
was to save m oney an d it did. 

It appears clear from  a reading of the audit report th at th e auth or intended  the 
reader of the report to conclude that th ere was som ething wrong with this bid process 
But this is the State's bid process, there is nothing wr ong with it; the low bidder got 
the business, an d th e State is saving m oney. 

The auditor's bas eless theory of som e type of untoward m anipulation is, on 
an alysis, just an  observation of a normal public bidding process by competitors in a 
free m arket. 

Those m atters pertaining to the Commissioner's cam paign  funds do not appear 
to be w ithin the scope of the D epartm ent's activities. Nevertheless, upon inform ation 
the D epartm ent responds as follows. The raising of cam paign  funds by public 
officials is an ordinary part of the political landscape an d a necessary part of our 
dem oeratie process. It is not only necessary, but also legal. At the tim e of this reply, 
all of the questioned expenditures diseussed in the audit appear to have been 
expended in accordance w ith law . The D epartm ent is inform ed that all expenditures 
discussed  in the audit are being reviewed, an d if in the final analysis an y expenditure 
was not to have been m ade, reim bursem ent from the appropriate source will follow. 
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The presenting of a claim by the Comm issioner relating to his personal 
property does not appear to be within the scope of the D epartm ent's activities. 
Nevertheless, upon inform ation the D epartm ent responds as follows. The auditor's 
accusation that Comm issioner Odom obtained "reim bursem ents for expenses he did 
not incur" is erroneous. Trees were planted  in accordance with th e reimbursem ent 
program an d th e am ount of reimburse:m ent m ade was th e precise am ount due under 
the reim bursem ent program . 

SR:sw 

cc: Com m issioner Bob Odom 

Resp ectfully subm itted, 

Skip Rhorer 
Assistan t Comm issioner 


