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Honorable Jerry Luke LeBlanc, Chairman
Performance Review Subcommittee of the
  Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget and
  Members of the Subcommittee
P. O. Box 44294
Baton Rouge, LA  70804

Re:  Exceptional Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program
Proposal by the Division of Administrative Law

Dear Committee Members:

In accordance with Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8), we have completed
our analysis of the material and substantive accuracy of the proposal submitted by the Division
of Administrative Law (DAL) for a reward based on the Exceptional Performance and Efficiency
Incentive Program.  DAL’s proposal requests $91,500:  $20,000 for employee training; $46,500
for purchasing computer equipment; and $25,000 for supplemental compensation for 20
employees.  This request is based on DAL exceeding its performance indicator standards related
to administrative hearings in fiscal year 2002.

Attachment 1 to this letter provides the results of our verification and analysis of the
proposal (Attachment 2).  In summary, our verification and analysis found that all information
and data contained in the proposal are materially and substantively accurate, except for the
following:

•  The fiscal year 2002 appropriated budget is 40.6% of the southern regional
average, as compared to 44% which is listed on page 4 of the proposal.  It is the
fiscal year 2003 appropriated budget that is 44% of the southern regional average.

•  The state comparison chart included on pages 9 through 12 of the proposal is not
complete.  Although the averages computed are correct, the state of Washington is
missing from the chart.  See Attachment 3 for the corrected chart.

I hope this information is useful in your legislative decision-making.

Sincerely,

Grover C. Austin, CPA
First Assistant Legislative Auditor
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Office of Legislative Auditor
Division of Administrative Law (DAL)
Verification of Proposal Based on the Exceptional Performance
  and Efficiency Incentive Program

Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8) requires the legislative auditor to verify
the material and substantive accuracy of the information contained in a proposal submitted
pursuant to the Exceptional Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program.  R.S. 39:87.5(D)
provides the types of performance to be achieved to qualify for a reward.  A proposal may be
based on exceptional performance wherein an agency demonstrates that it has consistently met or
exceeded a significant number of the standards for its key and supporting performance indicators
related to a particular activity.

DAL bases its proposal on its achievements and exceptional performance from fiscal
years 2000 through 2002, in exceeding its performance indicator standards each year.

Proposed Reward Amount

DAL is requesting $91,500 for employee training, for purchasing computer equipment,
and for supplemental compensation.  The proposal states that the training will allow DAL to
comply with state law regarding the continual training and education of administrative law
judges and the equipment will increase the reliability and efficiency of the collection of DAL’s
performance data.

Accuracy of Information in the Proposal

Our verification and analysis found that all of the information and data contained in the
proposal are materially and substantively accurate with the exception of the one minor error
discussed below.

Fiscal year 2002’s budget is 40.6% of the southern regional average.  Page 4 of the
proposal states that DAL’s FY02 appropriated budget is 44% of the average.  However, it is
fiscal year 2003’s appropriated budget that is 44% of the southern regional average.  Fiscal year
2002’s appropriated budget is actually 40.6% of the southern regional average.

The state comparison chart is not complete.  Pages 9 through 12 of the proposal contain
the results of a state comparison chart compiled by DAL.  Although the averages computed are
based on the answers from 25 states, the chart only includes 24 states.  The state of Washington
was left off of the chart submitted with the proposal.
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Additional Information Contained in the Proposal

Survey results reported are the same as in last year’s proposal.  The survey results
mentioned on Page 5 of the proposal are the same results that DAL included in the 2001
Incentive Reward Proposal submitted by DAL last year.  DAL included the same results again
because the survey includes responses from hearings that took place in fiscal year 2001 and
2002.

DAL’s performance in fiscal year 2002 exceeded the standards for all indicators
reported.  DAL submitted performance values for five indicators from fiscal year 2002.  As is
shown in the charts below, DAL’s performance exceeded the performance standards for all five
indicators.  These are the same indicators that DAL included in its 2001 Incentive Reward
Proposal.  Last year’s proposal included information from fiscal years 1999 to 2001.  The
following charts include all years included in the 2001 and current proposal.

                            Exhibit 1                                                          Exhibit 2
              Number of DAL Cases Docketed                                  Number of DAL Hearings Conducted
  Actual Performance vs. Performance Standards                Actual Performance vs. Performance Standards
                     Fiscal Years 1999 to 2002                                                 Fiscal Years 1999 to 2002

     Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using               Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using
                   DAL’s proposal and LaPAS information                                  DAL’s proposal and LaPAS information
                   from the Office of Planning and Budget.                                  from the Office of Planning and Budget.
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                       Exhibit 3                                                                         Exhibit 4
          Number of DAL Decisions and Orders Issued                Number of DAL Pre-hearing Conferences Conducted
        Actual Performance vs. Performance Standards                     Actual Performance vs. Performance Standards

         Fiscal Years 1999 to 2002                                                       Fiscal Years 1999 to 2002

      Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using           Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using
                    DAL’s proposal and LaPAS information                              DAL’s proposal and LaPAS information
                    from the Office of Planning and Budget.                               from the Office of Planning and Budget.

                                                                  Exhibit 5
                                                     Number of DAL Settlements
                                          Actual Performance vs. Performance Standards
                                                     Fiscal Years 1999 to 2002

                                  Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using
                                                   DAL’s proposal and LaPAS information
                                                   from the Office of Planning and Budget.   
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Attachment 2

Division of Administrative Law’s
Proposal for Incentive Fund Reward
Based on Exceptional Performance



































Attachment 3

Division of Administrative Law’s
Corrected Chart - Comparison of States With
Centralized Administrative Hearings Panels








