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We have audited certain transactions of the Iberia Parish Government.  Our audit was 

conducted in accordance with Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes.  The purpose of our 
audit was to determine the propriety of certain financial transactions. 

 
Our audit consisted primarily of inquiries and the examination of selected financial 

records and other documentation.  The scope of our audit was significantly less than that required 
by Government Auditing Standards; therefore, we are not offering an opinion on the Board’s 
financial statements or system of internal control nor assurance as to compliance with laws and 
regulations. 

 
The accompanying report presents our findings and recommendations as well as 

management’s response.  Copies of this report have been delivered to the Honorable J. Phil 
Haney, District Attorney for the Sixteenth Judicial District of Louisiana, and others as required 
by law. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Steve J. Theriot, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 
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Abusive Public Works Practices 
 
During the period June 2002 through August 2005, the Iberia Parish Government (Parish) 

provided approximately $156,707 in parish pipe, dirt, gravel, and labor to residents of the parish 
in possible violation of the state constitution.1  Of that amount, the Parish provided 
approximately $20,592 in pipe; $20,116 in dirt from the parish landfill and Teche Lake 
(according to Parish employees); $96,067 in gravel; and $19,932 in labor.  According to Parish 
records and the director of public works, the Parish completed at least 594 culvert installation 
projects and provided gravel on 2,440 private driveways without charging the residents for the 
installations and/or materials. 

 
According to Leroy Landry, director of public works, projects are initiated in response to 

residents’ requests, drainage problems identified by Parish supervisors, and requests directly 
from Will Langlinais, parish president.  The public works projects are classified into two 
categories: road and drainage improvements for public purposes and roadside beautification for 
private purposes. 

 
Mr. Landry also stated that all work must be pre-approved by Mr. Langlinais before it 

can be started.  Mr. Landry stated that in the past, if residents purchased the pipe and dirt and 
paid a $25 permit fee, the Parish would install a new driveway culvert at no cost.  Had the Parish 
followed its past practices as Mr. Landry stated, it would not have expended $40,708 for pipe 
and dirt.  However, the Parish should also have charged residents for the $96,067 in gravel for 
private driveways and $19,932 in labor expenses. 

 
According to Mr. Landry, an estimated $20,592 of parish pipe was provided to 58 council 

members (including their immediate and extended family members), employees, friends of 
parish officials, parish vendors, and other local residents.  For example, approximately 265 feet 
of 24-inch polymer pipe and 40 feet of 18-inch corrugated metal pipe were provided and 
installed in ditches surrounding Mr. Langlinais’ daughter’s property.  According to Mr. Landry, 
the 40-foot installation was for a driveway and the remaining installation was for beautification 
purposes.  The total cost to the parish was approximately $4,870 ($3,667 for pipe; $897 for dirt; 
$165 for 7.6 yards of gravel; and $141 for labor.)  Employees received approximately 436 feet of 
parish pipe costing the Parish approximately $1,106 in pipe and $240 in labor.  Residents 
received approximately 2,672 feet of various pipes costing the Parish approximately $15,819 in 
pipe and $1,451 in labor.  For the remaining 536 pipe installations, the Parish provided free labor 
and in some instances free dirt and/or gravel. 

 
In prior years, the Attorney General has opined that it was unconstitutional for parish 

government to install culverts for the sole benefit of a private landowner.2  In response to a 
request sent by Wayne Landry, Assistant District Attorney for the Sixteenth Judicial District, the 
Attorney General’s office issued Opinion No. 05-0272 in August 2005.  According to this 
opinion, the parish would not violate Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution if the 

                                                 
1 Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution provides, in part, that except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds, 
credit, property, or things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be loaned, pledged, or donated to or for any person, 
association, or corporation, public or private. 
2 Opinion Nos. 01-0196 and 97-428. 
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property owner pays the fair market value of all costs associated with the project including the 
culvert, aggregate material, and labor. 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that before receiving the Attorney General Opinion (05-0272) in 

August 2005, the Parish did not charge residents for gravel, dirt, or labor while installing 
culverts.  He received an update of projects completed and in progress from Mr. Leroy Landry 
once a week.  He also stated that he and Mr. Leroy Landry decide which projects are executed, 
although Mr. Leroy Landry could decide to do a project by himself. 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he approved pipe to be installed on his daughter’s property 

along Rip Van Winkle Road because the road was sinking and caused a public safety concern, 
but he does not know if the safety concerns were documented.  However, Mr. Langlinais also 
stated that the pipe installed along side his daughter’s property along Highway 675 was not for a 
safety reason but could not give a public purpose for the installation. 

 
According to Mr. Leroy Landry, the Parish stopped providing free materials and/or labor 

for pipe or culvert installations after receiving the aforementioned Attorney General’s opinion.  
Currently, the Parish charges $225 to install a new driveway, $42 for gravel on new driveways 
installed by the Parish, and $25 for the permit.  All other materials are provided by the resident.  
He also stated that currently the Parish does not provide free gravel for private driveways. 

 
During our audit, we noted the Public Works Department did not have written procedures 

for inventory control.  The department has a variety of items in stock including pipe, supplies, 
limestone, and automotive and tractor parts.  The Parish does not track inventory.  The inventory 
manager stated that he does not keep detailed records on the use and replenishment of inventory. 

 
We recommend the Parish continue with its new policies and procedures in accordance 

with the Attorney General’s opinion.  We also recommend that the Parish develop and 
implement inventory control policies and procedures.  These policies and procedures should 
contain a work order system including control of inventory as well as tracking of parts, materials, 
and equipment to individual work orders.  The policy should also contain procedures for 
employee purchases such as parts, materials, and equipment.  Finally, we recommend the Parish 
seek payment from its residents for past services. 

 
Questionable Expense Reimbursements 

 
As parish president, Mr. Langlinais was required to travel for Parish business and 

received advances for meals and expenses in accordance with Parish travel policy.  According to 
the policy, a travel voucher is completed before traveling, which indicates expenses that are 
prepaid and the amount that will be advanced to the employee.  The Parish pays the following 
expenses directly to vendors: transportation, registration, and a hotel deposit (equivalent to one 
night’s stay).  After the travel arrangements are made, each employee traveling receives cash in 
advance for his/her meals (per diem) and the remaining hotel expense.  Parish policy states that 
Parish “employees shall be compensated the following amounts for meals or actual expenses not 
to exceed $40 per day; $10 for breakfast, $14 for lunch, and $16 for dinner.” 
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Parish Government Reimbursements 
 
From January 2000 through April 2006, Mr. Langlinais received $26,918 in meal 

reimbursements, which included $17,558 for meals purchased inside the parish and $9,360 was 
for meal purchases while traveling outside of the parish.  During his travels outside of the parish, 
Mr. Langlinais received meal per diems totaling $366.  A review of the travel records indicates 
that, of the $9,360 Mr. Langlinais received for meals, he was inappropriately reimbursed $7,796 
because he received meal per diems reimbursing him for the expense. 

 
After receiving meal per diem in advance of his travel, Mr. Langlinais also submitted to 

the Parish and received for reimbursement $7,796 in meal expenses incurred for the same trips.  
These meal receipts submitted by Mr. Langlinais were not itemized and did not state the business 
purpose for the expenditures.  The majority of the receipts indicate that council members and 
other Parish employees attended the meals.  Two of the meals, totaling $1,393 and $2,064, 
included council members and spouses.  The council members also received meal per diem from 
the Parish.  Six of the attending council members stated that Mr. Langlinais paid for the meal, 
but they did not know he was going to submit the meal receipts for reimbursement. 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he received per diem and the remaining hotel stay in advance 

each time he traveled.  He also stated that at conferences it is customary that the parish president 
host the attending council members and their wives to dinner one night.  He paid for these meals 
with his personal credit card and submitted the receipt to the Parish for reimbursement.  He 
stated that he was not aware it was not allowed. 

 
Mr. Langlinais may have inappropriately received $7,796 because (1) he and council 

members received meal per diems before their travels to compensate them for meal expenses; 
(2) he did not provide an itemized and properly documented accounting for the $7,796 in meal 
reimbursements and consequently did not state the business purpose for the meals; and (3) public 
funds paid for spouses’ meals.  Upon being notified of the inappropriate reimbursements by the 
legislative auditors, on February 1, 2007, Mr. Langlinais reimbursed the Parish $366 for the per 
diem he received in advanced before traveling. 

 
During the same period, Mr. Langlinais submitted and was reimbursed for $17,558 in 

meal receipts for non-travel related meals and catering for employee parties.  Of the 292 receipts 
reimbursed, none of the receipts list the business purpose for the meals and 92% of the receipts 
was not itemized.  None of the itemized receipts reflect the purchase of alcohol.  However, the 
majority of the receipts had the participants’ names listed.  By not stating the business purpose 
for the meals, we could not determine the necessity for or the appropriateness of all the 
expenditures. 

 
We obtained 22 itemized meal receipts from one local restaurant and two restaurants 

located in Las Vegas and Washington, D.C.  Thirteen of the 22 receipts totaling $1,429 included 
$354 in alcohol purchases.  According to Attorney General Opinion 02-0125, Mr. Langlinais 
may have violated Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution by purchasing alcohol.  
The opinion outlines a three-step test to determine whether a purchase is constitutional.  The 
Parish should: 
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(1) have a legal obligation to make the purchase; 

(2) determine that the purchase is for a public purpose; and 

(3) determine that the cost of the purchase equals the public benefit received. 

Two receipts totaling $766 were reimbursed to Mr. Langlinais for an employee 
Thanksgiving and Christmas luncheon.  On December 21, 2000, Mr. Langlinais was reimbursed 
$518 for catering services for an employee Christmas luncheon.  On November 23, 2005, 
Mr. Langlinais was reimbursed $248 for food purchases for an employee Thanksgiving 
luncheon.  The Attorney General has historically opined (Opinion No. 03-0157) that “the 
payment or reimbursement of food, drink, or the expenses associated with parties and other types 
of celebratory functions, from public funds, is improper under Louisiana Constitution Article VII 
Section 14.” 

 
Seven receipts totaling $213 listed the name of the director of public works, Mr. Leroy 

Landry, and appear to be meals for two people.  According to Mr. Landry, he did not attend the 
meals.  Five of the meals were on days that Mr. Landry was on leave from work.  Mr. Landry 
stated that “he has never eaten with Mr. Langlinais on a day he was not at work.” 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he took vendors out to dinner to attract their business to the 

parish.  He also stated that his wife attended some of the meals and that he was not aware that 
purchasing alcohol was inappropriate.  He also had meals with employees to discuss business 
and that it is possible an employee attended a meal while he/she was on vacation leave. 

 
Police Jury Association (PJA) Meal Reimbursements 

 
During the period February 2002 through January 2003, Mr. Langlinais also served as the 

PJA president.  As PJA president, Mr. Langlinais was given a PJA debit card and charged his 
travel expenses to the PJA.  From January 2003 until 2005, the PJA allowed Mr. Langlinais to 
keep its debit card and continue charging his travel to the PJA.  Documentation from both the 
Parish and the PJA indicates that Mr. Langlinais charged meals to the PJA debit card and 
received meal per diems from the Parish.  A comparison between the meals charged to the PJA 
and the per diem from the Parish indicates that Mr. Langlinais received approximately $546 in 
per diem in conjunction with meals charged to the PJA debit card. 

 
Parish travel policy does not give clear guidance for employees receiving both 

reimbursements for meals from a third party and meal per diems paid by the Parish.  However, if 
Mr. Langlinais was traveling for PJA business, he had no right to receive per diems from the 
Parish, and conversely, if he was traveling for Parish business, he cannot receive something of 
value from the PJA and may have violated Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 42:1111.3 

 

                                                 
3 R.S. 42:1111A.(1) provides, in part, that no public servant shall receive anything of economic value, other than compensation and benefits from 
the governmental entity to which he is duly entitled, for the performance of the duties and responsibilities of his office or position. 
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Travel and Hotel Expenses Paid by the Parish and PJA 
 

In 2003, Mr. Langlinais attended a National Association of Counties (NACO) conference 
in Washington, D.C., and received $852 in travel expense reimbursements for the travel 
expenses from both the Parish and PJA.  On February 5, 2003, the Parish paid $292 for 
Mr. Langlinais’ air travel and advanced him $560 on February 21, 2003, for the remaining four 
night hotel stay.  On April 8, 2003, Mr. Langlinais submitted a travel expense and 
reimbursement form to the PJA and was reimbursed for both the airfare and the remaining hotel 
charges.  Mr. Langlinais stated that Ms. Jolyn Fleming, executive secretary, completed his travel 
vouchers for reimbursement.  He stated that a mistake was made and he would make 
reimbursement if necessary. 

 
Mr. Langlinais should not have retained the $852 in travel expense reimbursement but 

rather should have deposited it into the Parish bank account.  Directly receiving payments from 
the PJA or indirectly receiving payments from the PJA by using the debit card for travel 
reimbursements, Mr. Langlinais may have again violated R.S. 42:1111.  Upon being notified of 
the duplicate payment by the legislative auditors, on February 1, 2007, Mr. Langlinais 
reimbursed $903 to the Parish. 

 
Double Payment by the PJA 

 
In July 2004, Mr. Langlinais attended the NACO conference in Las Vegas, Nevada.  

During the conference, Mr. Langlinais used the PJA debit card to purchase two meals totaling 
$618.  In addition to charging the meals to the PJA’s debit card, Mr. Langlinais also submitted 
the meal receipts to the PJA for personal reimbursement.  After we notified the PJA of the 
double payment, on October 20, 2006, Mr. Langlinais reimbursed $618 to the PJA. 

 
We recommend that the Parish: 
 
(1) establish policies and procedures that prevent Parish employees and the president 

from using public funds to purchase meals without providing an itemized receipt, 
a business purpose for the meal, and a list of attendees; 

(2) require the Parish council to approve the president’s expenditures; 

(3) prohibit the use of public funds for non-public expenditures such as the purchase 
of alcoholic beverages and employee parties; 

(4) clarify policy to address meal per diems when meals are provided to the 
employees/council members by a third party;  

(5) seek reimbursement from Mr. Langlinais for $7,796 in meal reimbursements, less 
the $366 received for the per diem reimbursement; and 

(6) comply with R.S. 42:1111 by not allowing employees to accept anything of 
economic value from third parties. 
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Retainer Contracts 
 
Shane Romero 

 
According to the Parish council, Mr. Langlinais entered into an oral contract for legal 

services with Shane Romero, attorney, without council knowledge or approval.  As a result of 
this contract, Mr. Langlinais may have violated the Parish Home Rule Charter.  In addition, 
Mr. Romero was paid $35,250 in undocumented retainer fees. 

 
Mr. Romero was also contracted through the Parish Risk Management Program 

Administrators to perform legal services for claims filed against the Parish.  On six occasions, 
the administrators submitted duplicate invoices to the Parish for payments totaling $4,785 to 
Mr. Romero, three court reporters, and the clerk of court. 

 
Parish Home Rule Charter Violation:  During the 2005 Parish budget process, the 

council requested that Mr. Langlinais produce a list of all current service contracts.  According to 
Councilman Bernard Broussard, he noted reoccurring monthly payments made to Mr. Romero 
and brought it to the attention of Phillip Haney, District Attorney for the Sixteenth Judicial 
District.  It was later discovered that Mr. Langlinais failed to include, on the contract list 
provided to the council, an oral monthly retainer contract for legal services with Shane Romero, 
which began in October 2001.  According to Parish council members, they were not aware of the 
contractual agreement between Mr. Langlinais and Mr. Romero. 

 
According to the Parish Home Rule Charter, the district attorney shall serve as the legal 

advisor to the council, parish president and all parish departments, offices and agencies.  In 
addition, Section 9-02 of the Parish Home Rule Charter provides that the parish president, 
council or any department office, board or commission of the parish can employ special legal 
counsel by written contract when so authorized and approved by the council.  Mr. Langlinais 
may have violated the Parish Home Rule Charter by entering into the retainer agreement with 
Mr. Romero. 

 
Mr. Romero stated that Mr. Langlinais contacted him and offered to place him on a $750 

monthly retainer.  Mr. Romero stated that he was on call to provide legal guidance that included 
right-of-way/servitude issues, on the job injuries, employee misconduct, and threatened litigation 
relating to possible legal claims against the Parish to Mr. Langlinais and the Parish. 
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On April 17, 2006, Mr. Haney issued an opinion concerning the retainer contract with 
Mr. Romero.  The opinion stated that there was no written agreement or council approval of the 
contract.  The opinion also stated that “the contract was awarded contrary to and in violation of 
Section 9-01 and Section 9-02 of the Parish Home Rule Charter.4  Likewise, any payments made 
contrary to said sections are deemed illegal and subject to the sanctions in Section 5-06(A).”5 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he placed Mr. Romero on a retainer contract for threatened 

litigation and consulting.  He also stated that he inadvertently left out Mr. Romero’s retainer on 
the contract list requested by the council.  He stated that the council approves the budget, and it 
should have questioned the legal fee line item under the professional fee category in the general 
fund budget. 

 
Mr. Haney stated that when questioned about the contractual arrangement with 

Mr. Romero, Mr. Langlinais told the council he did not know it was against the Parish Home 
Rule Charter.  Mr. Langlinais stated that he terminated the retainer contract as soon as the district 
attorney informed him the contract was in violation of the Home Rule Charter.  He believes the 
retainer was a good savings to the Parish and he did it in good faith. 

 
Undocumented Retainer Fees:  During the period October 2001 to August 2005, the 

Parish paid $35,250 in retainer fees to Shane Romero without requiring supporting 
documentation.  However, Mr. Romero provided to the legislative auditors one supporting 
document dated the same month as his first retainer payment.  Mr. Romero stated that he was 
asked only once, by a past finance director, to provide the Parish with written documentation of 
his services.  He also stated that he did not know he needed to document his work, and that he 
did not document conversations with Mr. Langlinais because it would be more expensive for the 
Parish.  Mr. Romero told Mr. Haney that some months he worked more and some months he 
worked less than $750 worth of work.  Without proper documentation, the Parish cannot 
demonstrate that Mr. Romero provided services equal to his retainer amount of $35,250. 

 
Duplicate Payments:  In addition to the monthly retainer, Mr. Romero also represented 

the Parish in legal matters within its Risk Management Program.  The Iberia Parish Risk 
Management Program is managed by a third party administrator who helps to identify and settle 
legal claims and/or insurance claims associated with the Parish.  The third-party administrator is 
responsible for receiving, reviewing, and approving legal invoices associated with each case 
including supporting documentation.  After each invoice is approved, the third-party 
administrator submits the invoice, all supporting documents, and an approval voucher to the 
Parish for payment. 

 

                                                 
4 Section 9-01 of the Home Rule Charter states, in part, that the District Attorney (DA) of the judicial district serving Iberia Parish shall serve as 
the legal advisor to the Parish Council, Parish President, and all Parish departments, offices and agencies.  Should the DA determine that a 
conflict of interest exists on any given matter with regards to his representation of Parish government he shall immediately notify the Parish 
Council of the same.  After receipt of such notification, the Parish Council, Parish President or any Parish department, office and/or agency 
thereby affected may retain the services of special counsel until the resolution of the matter in question is resolved. 
Section 9-02 states that notwithstanding the provisions of Section 9-01, nothing herein shall be taken to prevent the employing, by written 
contract, of special legal counsel for the Parish President, the Council or any department, office, board or commission of Parish Government, 
when so authorized and approved by the Council. 
5 Section 5-06(A) states in part that any authorization of payment or incurring of obligation in violation of the provisions of this charter shall be 
void and payment also made illegal; such action shall be cause for removal of any official, officer or such obligation or who caused such payment 
to be authorized or made or obligation to be incurred.  Such persons shall also be liable to the parish government for any amount so paid. 
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During the period 2002 through 2005, the Parish made six duplicate payments, totaling 
$4,785, to Mr. Romero, three court reporters, and the Iberia Parish Clerk of Court.  
Mr. Romero’s invoices to the risk management administrator contained expenses such as court 
reporting services and clerk of court fees.  According to Parish records and the Parish’s human 
resources director, Donna McDonald, approved invoices received from the third-party 
administrator did not have supporting documentation attached.  According to a representative of 
the current administrator, Mr. Romero did not always submit supporting documentation with his 
invoices.  Mr. Romero stated that he routinely sent his invoices with supporting documentation 
to the third-party administrator.  Mr. Romero then presented some of those supporting 
documents to the legislative auditors for review.  Mr. Romero stated that upon request he could 
present all supporting documentation for review to the legislative auditors. 

 
On five of the six duplicate payments, after receiving the administrator’s approval, the 

Parish paid court reporter invoices totaling $1,901--the same expenses that were already 
approved for payment and paid to Mr. Romero.  On the other occasion, the administrator 
approved and submitted for payment by the Parish an invoice for an Iberia Parish Clerk of Court 
fee totaling $2,710.  Three weeks later the administrator approved and submitted for payment by 
the Parish the same invoice from the clerk of court but instructed payment to Mr. Romero.  The 
District Attorney’s Office notified Mr. Romero of the duplicate payment made by the Parish.  
Upon receiving this information, Mr. Romero refunded $2,884 to the Parish, including a refund 
of $174 he received from the clerk of court.  Upon being notified of the duplicate payments by 
the legislative auditors, on February 5, 2007, Mr. Romero reimbursed $1,901 to the Parish. 

 
Wayne LaBiche 
 

Undocumented Retainer Fees:  Wayne LaBiche was a Parish employee from 
February 1984 to September 6, 1985.  On January 23, 1986, Mr. LaBiche entered into a contract 
with Iberia Parish to provide professional engineering services and advice on the maintenance of 
the Parish road and drainage systems.  According to the contract, payments for services are billed 
hourly and by a monthly retainer of $650.  During the review of Parish documentation, it was 
noted that retainer payments to Mr. LaBiche were not substantiated by supporting documentation 
nor did the Parish require such documentation.  However, Mr. LaBiche provided the legislative 
auditors with documents he claims support the retainer payments.  Without proper 
documentation, the Parish cannot demonstrate that Mr. LaBiche provided services equal to his 
retainer amount of $155,350. 

 
Deferred Compensation Program:  During the period January 1991 through December 

2005, the Parish allowed Mr. LaBiche, a contract engineer, to participate in its deferred 
compensation plan and accordingly did not report the deferred portion totaling $62,170 to the 
Internal Revenue Service.  The amount not reported was deducted from his monthly retainer fee 
and deposited into the Parish deferred compensation program. 

 
According to Mr. LaBiche, at the end of 1990, he was invited to a meeting in the council 

chambers with a Parish employee and Ms. Gloria Badeaux, a deferred compensation program 
representative.  During this meeting, he was offered to participate in the program and was told 
that the Parish could not make matching contributions because he was not an employee. 
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Section 2-04 of the Personal Policy Manual states that regular full-time and regular part-
time employees shall be entitled to all benefits provided by the Parish.  Requirements to be 
considered a regular full-time or regular part-time Parish employee are that the employee works 
regularly scheduled hours: 35 hours a week for full-time work and less than 35 hours a week for 
part-time work.  The policy manual makes no reference to non-employees receiving employee 
benefits. 

 
The Internal Revenue Service allows independent contractors to participate in the 

Parish’s deferred compensation program.  In addition, Title 32, Part VII, Section 101 of the 
Louisiana Administrative Code defines “Independent Contractor” as an individual (not a 
corporation, partnership, or other entity) who is receiving compensation for services rendered to 
or on behalf of the employer in accordance with a contract between such individual and the 
employer.  However, it appears that Mr. LaBiche’s business, Wayne Labiche Engineering, 
performed the contractual services to the Parish and not Mr. LaBiche as an independent or 
individual contractor.  Therefore, Mr. LaBiche may not be eligible to participate in the Parish’s 
deferred compensation plan. 

 
Gerald Gesser 
 

Since January 1994, the Parish has contracted with Gerald Gesser to manage all parish 
facilities at $750 per month. During the review of Parish documentation, it was noted that the 
retainer payments to Mr. Gesser were not substantiated by supporting documentation.  Without 
proper documentation, the Parish cannot demonstrate that Mr. Gesser provided services equal to 
his retainer amount of $117,000. 

 
According to Simone Champagne, chief administrative assistant, and Bobbie Verret, 

accounts payable clerk, Mr. Gesser has never submitted supporting documentation for his 
monthly retainer.  Ms. Champagne stated that at the beginning of 2006, Molly Bullion, former 
financial manager, told Mr. Gesser that the Parish would not make future payments without 
supporting documentation.  As of January 2007, the Parish has not paid Mr. Gesser for seven 
months of 2006 retainer fees. 

 
We recommend that the Parish: 
 
(1) comply with Article 9 of the Home Rule Charter by entering only into written and 

council approved retainer contracts; 

(2) ensure adequate services and supporting documentation are provided before 
retainer payments are made; 

(3) require complete documentation from the Risk Management Administrator and 
thoroughly review all documents before paying invoices; 

(4) comply with the federal tax code by including all earned income on vendor 1099 
Miscellaneous Income Forms; 
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(5) comply with the Louisiana Administrative Code and enforce its policies and 
procedures concerning employee benefits by not allowing enrollment into the 
Parish’s deferred compensation plan to non-qualifying employees; and 

(6) take appropriate action to determine if recovery of the $35,250 in legal retainer 
payments is required by the Home Rule Charter and if required, seek recovery of 
those funds. 

Promotion Account 
 
During the period January 2000 through September 2006, Mr. Langlinais used $8,825 of 

public funds for donations, employee luncheons, Harvest Ball tickets, annual taster luncheons, 
and other miscellaneous expenditures in violation of Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana 
Constitution.  The “Promotion Account” was used in the financial records to account for these 
and other activities.  According to Parish records, $6,935 was donated to various organizations; 
$1,762 was used for meals; and the remaining $128 was used for flowers and “Support the 
Troops” car magnets. 

 
Parish funds, totaling $6,935, were given as donations to various charity events, clubs, 

and other fundraising activities.  Of this amount, $2,500 of Parish funds were used to purchase 
tickets to the After Harvest Ball. These tickets were used by Parish employees and their spouses 
including Mr. Langlinais and his wife.  Mr. Langlinais also used $100 of Parish funds to 
purchase raffle tickets from the New Iberia Quarterback Club on April 10, 2001, and $50 for two 
tickets to the Quarterback Club Dance/Auction fundraiser August 3, 2004. Mr. Langlinais used 
Parish funds, totaling $80, to pay his dues at the Kiwanis Club of New Iberia.  Upon being 
notified by the legislative auditors, on December 13, 2006, Mr. Langlinais reimbursed the Parish 
$80 for his Kiwanis Club dues. 

 
Parish funds, totaling $1,762, were used to purchase meals for employees and other social 

events.  Of that amount, $1,023 was used to purchase employee Christmas luncheons and $495 
was used to purchase lunch for employees for Secretary’s Day.  The remaining $244 was used to 
purchase tickets to the Jeanerette Chamber of Commerce Annual Taster’s Jazz Luncheon. 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he donated Parish funds to several charities throughout the 

years but that he has always donated to charities that were benefiting the parish.  He also stated 
that he used Parish funds to pay his Kiwanis Club fees because many clubs wanted him to join 
and speak out to promote their cause and because it is a good organization.  He stated that he 
purchased the After Harvest tickets so that he and other Parish employees could represent the 
Parish and support the local farmers. 

 
Donating public funds, expensing public funds for celebratory functions, and expending 

funds for non-public purposes is a violation of Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana 
Constitution.  We recommend that the Parish cease using Parish funds for non-public purposes.  
We also recommend that the Council take appropriate action to determine if recovery of the 
$8,825 is required by the Home Rule Charter and if required, seek recovery of those funds. 
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Campaign Golf Tournaments 
 

Since 1994, Mr. Langlinais has used Parish employees to assist him with his campaign 
golf tournament fund raiser.  Past and present Parish employees stated that they were required, 
instructed, and/or pressured to solicit donations and entry fees during their work day from parish 
vendors, residents, and local businesses.6  In addition, Mr. Langlinais also required, instructed, 
and/or pressured selected Parish employees to volunteer to operate his golf tournament.7  
According to Parish employees, they worked the golf tournament and were required to use a 
vacation day but later received a non-recorded day off for working the tournament.  According to 
Parish records, tournament records, and employees, up to 14 employees worked one day each 
year for the past 12 years. 

 
According to Parish employees, Mr. Langlinais holds a meeting each year during the 

work day and instructs them to call the individuals or businesses on his “contribution call list” 
and solicit donations or entry fees.  Mr. Langlinais also held a weekly update meeting with the 
employees to determine the status of solicitations on his contribution call list.  Employees that 
solicited donations during parish time included the human resources and public works directors, 
chief administrative assistants, purchasing agents, and executive and administrative secretaries. 

 
Parish employees were instructed to document their conversations including whether the 

businesses or individuals were willing to make cash and/or non-cash donations.  Ms. Champagne 
stated that if a business refused to donate, Mr. Langlinais assigned a second person to call to 
solicit a donation.  If the business still declined to donate, Mr. Leroy Landry was sent to the 
business in person.  Mr. Hayward Bonin, former purchasing agent, stated that he was 
uncomfortable with making solicitations during Parish time.  He also stated that Mr. Langlinais 
encouraged him to shut the door to his office so others would not see or hear him conducting the 
solicitations.  Ms. Champagne stated that she voiced her concerns to Mr. Langlinais about using 
Parish employees to engage in solicitations while on duty, and he told her that the money raised 
was “his retirement” and it was very important to him.  On March 26, 2005, Ms. Champagne 
received the following e-mail during work hours from Mr. Langlinais: 

 

                                                 
6 R.S. 14:138 provides, in part, that payroll fraud is committed when any public officer or public employee shall carry, cause to be carried, or 
permit to be carried, directly or indirectly, upon the employment list or payroll of his office, the name of any person as employee, or shall pay any 
employee, with knowledge that such employee is receiving payment or compensation for services not actually rendered by said employee or for 
services grossly inadequate for such payment or compensation. 
7 R.S. 42:1116 provides, in part, that no public servant shall use the authority of his office or position, directly or indirectly, in a manner intended 
to compel or coerce any person or other public servant to engage in political activity.  For the purposes of this Subsection, "political activity" 
means an effort to support or oppose the election of a candidate for political office in an election.  This Subsection shall not be construed to limit 
that authority authorized by law, statute, ordinance, or legislative rule in carrying out official duties. 
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According to Parish employees, Mr. Langlinais also required, instructed, and/or pressured 
employees to volunteer their time to operate the golf tournament.  Documentation obtained 
concerning the golf tournaments indicate that up to 14 Parish employees volunteered to help 
Mr. Langlinais operate his golf tournament.  Employees that volunteered included the human 
resources and public works directors, chief administrative assistants, purchasing agents, 
executive and administrative secretaries, and public works employees. 

 
The golf tournament is held on a Monday each year and employees that work the 

tournament are required to use a vacation day.  Parish employees stated that Mr. Langlinais 
allowed the employees that worked the tournament to take an extra vacation day without that day 
being charged or recorded against their accrued vacation leave to make up for the vacation day 
the employees lost while working at the tournament.  Mr. Langlinais stated that he did not tell 
Parish employees that they could take an extra vacation day without being charged or recorded 
against their accrued vacation leave, and he was not aware that it was taking place. 

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that campaigning is very expensive and he does not make enough 

money to pay for it himself so he holds a campaign golf tournament each year.  He stated that his 
wife handles all of the tournament coordination and holds meetings with the individuals involved 
in the tournament.  Mr. Langlinais also stated that the Parish employees are very loyal to him and 
volunteered to help him each year.  He stated that he was aware that some solicitations were 
being done on Parish time. 

 
In addition to Parish employees assisting with the campaign golf tournament, Ms. Jolyn 

Fleming, executive secretary, performed bookkeeping duties for Mr. Langlinias’ campaign fund 
while on Parish time.  Mr. Langlinais stated that she wrote checks and completed his year-end 
financial statements and used his personal stationery and stamps to mail checks and letters.  

 
Mr. Langlinais stated that he was not aware that she could not perform these duties 

during Parish time. 
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We recommend that the Parish not allow Parish employees to perform non-parish duties 
while on Parish time.  We also recommend that the Parish establish an ethics policy in 
compliance with the Louisiana Code of Governmental Ethics, Title 42 of the Louisiana Revised 
Statutes.  The policy should require annual certification from council members and employees 
attesting to their compliance and outline appropriate actions to be taken by the administration 
and/or the council if the policy is violated. 
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Iberia Parish operates under a home rule charter. The charter provides for the President-
Council (14 members) form of government. The Parish's operations include fire protection, 
streets and drainage, parks and recreation, certain social services (including urban redevelopment 
and housing) and general administration services. 

 
The procedures performed during this examination consisted of the following: 
 
(1) interviewing employees and officials of the Parish; 

(2) interviewing other persons as appropriate; 

(3) examining selected documents and records of the Parish; 

(4) performing observations; and 

(5) reviewing applicable state laws and regulations. 
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