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Executive Summary 
  

  

The Office of Inspector General received credible information that investigators 
employed by the Louisiana Recreational and Used Motor Vehicle Commission 
(the Commission) were submitting timesheets to support compensation for work 
that was not actually performed.  It was also alleged that Commission 
supervisors responsible for overseeing the investigators’ activities neglected their 
duties, which enabled the investigators to be paid for services not rendered.  
 
Surveillance conducted to observe the investigators’ activities revealed that they 
performed less Commission related work than was reported on their timesheets.  
During the days of surveillance, six investigators submitted timesheets for 225 
hours of work.  Some investigators never left home on those days; others worked 
at a garage sale, performed yard work, shopped, waited for school buses, had 
personal vehicles inspected, and drove children to and from school.  A 
comparison of surveillance results with timesheets indicates that the investigators 
performed 111.5 hours of work, thereby leaving 113.5 hours of work 
compensated but not performed.  An investigator who died and three others who 
appeared to be performing their jobs acceptably are not included in the numbers 
above.    
 
Commission employees responsible for managing the investigators failed to 
properly supervise their subordinates or review their work product to ensure that 
the compensation received was commensurate with the services provided.  
Investigators submit weekly reports which detail the work they perform to justify 
payment for an eight hour day.  In some cases, the only entries during the day 
were a few phone calls made from the investigators’ homes.  Their immediate 
supervisor only reviews these reports every four to five months.  Jack Torrance, 
the Executive Director of the Commission, was cited by the Office of Inspector 
General and the Louisiana Board of Ethics for failing to properly supervise an 
employee in 2001. 
 
Commission investigators are issued state vehicles to assist in the performance 
of their work duties.  The vehicles contain no markings, emblems, or public 
license plates to identify them as state vehicles.  A representative of the 
Governor’s office advised the Commission that state law requires the vehicles to 
be properly marked as state vehicles.  Mr. Torrance was made aware of the 
requirement but took no action to comply with the law.  His failure to act may 
incur a penalty of up to $50 per day per violation.   
 
Our investigation also revealed that investigators regularly tend to personal 
errands in their state issued vehicles, an apparent violation of Commission policy 
prohibiting the personal use of state vehicles. 
 
An additional finding involved the enforcement of curb stoning violations.  Curb 
stoning is the practice by which licensed car dealers display vehicles for sale in 
unapproved locations.  Some Commission investigators incorrectly apply the 
enforcement of curb stoning laws to private citizens who display vehicles for sale 
on private property.  The investigators threaten private citizens with enforcement 
action if they do not remove their vehicles from sites where they are legally 
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allowed to be.  They do so to protect licensed dealers from the competition 
created by private citizens selling privately owned vehicles. 
 
Finally, Commission investigators carry badges similar to those used by the 
Louisiana State Police, which are made in the shape of the State of Louisiana.  
Louisiana Revised Statute 40:1376 provides for the use of such badges by only a 
few, specifically enumerated agencies.  The Commission is not one of those 
agencies. 
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Background
 

   

The Louisiana Recreational and Used Motor Vehicles Commission was originally 
created by the 1984 Louisiana Legislature as the Louisiana Used Motor Vehicle 
and Parts Commission. The Commission is entirely funded through licensing fees 
and fines collected from persons and companies licensed by the Commission to 
sell used cars and trucks, new and used motorcycles, new and used trailers, and 
new and used motor homes. The Commission also is responsible for regulating 
auto dismantlers, parts recyclers, all terrain vehicle dealers, buses, marine 
dealers and dealers of marine products, and motor vehicle crushing companies. 
 
Commission investigators are domiciled throughout the state and are allowed to 
perform a portion of their assigned duties from their homes.  They are 
responsible for conducting routine lot inspections on all regulated licensees to 
ensure compliance with laws, rules and regulations of the Commission, as well 
as laws, rules and regulations of the Department of Motor Vehicles. The 
investigators are also tasked with investigating, mediating and resolving 
complaints filed by consumers of the regulated products. 
 
 

Scope and Methodology
 

   

We conducted our investigation in accordance with Principles and Standards for 
Offices of Inspector General as promulgated by the Association of Inspectors 
General.   
 
We began our investigation after receiving credible allegations of impropriety on 
the part of Commission investigators and their superiors.  The scope of the 
investigation was limited to the investigators’ activities during the period in which 
random surveillance was conducted between August 2008 and April 2009.   
 
The investigation consisted of reviewing: 
 

• Time and attendance records  
• Vehicle mileage logs 
• Weekly work reports 
• Personnel records 
• Phone records 
• Surveillance reports 

 
We also conducted interviews with Commission employees and management, 
and other individuals as necessary.  
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Commission Investigators’ Work Hours 

Surveillance performed to observe the activities of Commission investigators 
showed that a majority of the investigators worked less than 50% of the time they 
claimed on timesheets submitted for payment.  Between August 2008 and April 
2009, the Commission employed eleven compliance investigators.  According to 
the investigators’ job description, their duties include:  
 

• patrolling their assigned areas to detect violations of Commission 
regulations;  

• investigating consumer complaints against regulated licensees;  
• investigating cases of odometer tampering;  
• conducting lot inspections and sales tax audits at licensees’ business 

locations;  
• inspecting vehicles, boats, motors, motor homes, buses, trailers, and 

recreational vehicles to ensure compliance with Commission rules;  
• conducting physical inspections of licensees’ places of business to 

ensure compliance with Commission and industry laws;  
• preparing investigative reports;  
• issuing violation tickets and serving subpoenas;  
• appearing at commission meetings and hearings; and 
• communicating relevant Commission information to the public.   

 
After receiving credible information that Commission investigators were not 
working the amount of time claimed on their timesheets, we conducted 
intermittent surveillance over a total of 45 random days.  Surveillance indicated 
that certain investigators performed significantly less field work than the number 
of hours claimed on their timesheets.   
 

Over the 45 days, ten investigators recorded 303 hours of work time and 58 
hours of leave time.  Seven investigators claimed more time on their timesheets 
than they actually worked.  Robert Helmka, the Commission investigator from the 
northwest corner of Louisiana, resigned and died before our investigation was 
completed.  For the remaining six investigators, we were able to identify 111.5 
hours in which work was performed, leaving a difference of 113.5 hours.  The 

Investigator 
Hours 

Reported 

Credited 
Work 
Hours   Difference 

Hourly 
Rate 

Bertrand, Alex 

Total 
Overpayment 

48 23.75 24.25 19.49 472.64 
Davis, Gary 56 34.25 21.75 16.86 366.71 
Freeman, Donald 32 14 18 17.37 312.66 
Freeman, Sharon 32 13 19 15.92 302.48 
Horton, Johnny 32 19 13 17.32 225.16 
Monk, Ray 25 7.5 17.5 18.35 321.13 
      
TOTAL: 225 111.5 113.5  $2,000.76 
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hours worked include any observed time that could be construed as business 
related and an allowance of one hour per day for work performed from home.  
Based upon each investigator’s rate of pay, the value of the 113.5 
unsubstantiated hours amounts to $2,001.   
 
Commission investigators were observed working at a garage sale; performing 
yard work; shopping; waiting for school buses; having personal vehicles 
inspected; and driving children to and from school.  Below is a summary of 
findings for each investigator during the period of surveillance. 
 

 
Alex Bertrand 

Alex Bertrand is the investigator for the southwestern part of the State of 
Louisiana.  During the days of physical and electronic surveillance, Mr. 
Bertrand reported on his timesheets that he worked 48 hours.  The times 
he was observed engaging in work related activities and the one hour per 
day credited for work from home amounted to 23.75 hours.   The value of 
the remaining 24.25 hours, based upon Mr. Bertrand’s rate of pay, 
amounts to $473. 
 
Surveillance of Mr. Bertrand began on a day when he departed his home 
in Crowley, LA at approximately 11:15 AM.  He drove his state vehicle at 
speeds in excess of 100 miles per hour on Interstate 10 between Crowley 
and Sulphur, LA.  He stopped for eight minutes at a business in Sulphur 
and drove back past Crowley to Carencro, LA where he drove through a 
used car lot that appeared to be abandoned.  He later stopped at a used 
car lot in Ville Platte, LA where he spoke with someone for approximately 
ten minutes.  He then drove back to Crowley and shopped at two grocery 
stores before returning to his residence. 
 
Mr. Bertrand recorded on his work report that the stops he made in 
Sulphur and Ville Platte were to perform physical inspections of new 
dealer applicants.  Mr. Bertrand completed three visits in approximately 
19 minutes, excluding travel time.  The actual time between his departure 
from and his return to Crowley was 4.5 hours, but he claimed eight hours 
on his timesheet.   
 
On four subsequent days of electronic surveillance, Mr. Bertrand 
departed his home in his state vehicle for 3.5, 4.5, 2.5, and 1.25 hours 
and claimed to have worked full eight hour days.  Many of the stops that 
he made during those days had no clear public purpose, including a day 
when the only trip he made was to a Mexican restaurant in Crowley, a 
day that he recorded no vehicle mileage.  We allowed 2.5 hours of 
compensable time on that day to account for the remote possibility that 
the lunch was business related.  It appears that Mr. Bertrand submitted 
timesheets and work reports in support of his claim for compensation 
which contained false representations of the amount of work actually 
performed. 
 
Between January 2008 and March 2009, Mr. Bertrand reported 299 days 
of travel on his weekly work sheets and vehicle mileage logs.   On 102 of 
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those days, or 34% of the total, he reported travel only to Crowley.  He 
could provide no explanation as to why he spent such a disproportionate 
amount of time in his own town instead of being in other parts of his eight 
assigned parishes and the three parishes he often covers for another 
investigator. 
 
Mr. Bertrand stated to us that he spends twenty of the forty hours in a 
week doing paperwork and administrative duties from his home.  His 
supervisor, Mr. Hulin, stated that investigators should spend no more than 
eight hours per week working from their homes.  Mr. Bertrand was unable 
to provide a reasonable explanation of the public purpose he achieves by 
working so many hours from home. 
 
Mr. Bertrand stated that he produces one page reports to document the 
resolution of his cases.  On May 6, 2009, he was asked to provide copies 
of the reports from his five most recent cases; he provided reports from 
six cases.  The first was dated January 13, 2009 and the last was dated 
March 25, 2009.  None of the reports filled an entire page. 
 
Mr. Bertrand’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.1

 
   

 
Gary Davis 

Gary Davis is the Commission investigator for East Baton Rouge, 
Livingston and West Feliciana Parishes.  During the period of 
surveillance, he reported on his timesheets that he worked 56 hours.  The 
times he was observed performing a public function and the one hour per 
day credited for work from home amounted to 34.25 hours.   The value of 
the remaining 21.75 hours, based upon Mr. Davis’ rate of pay, amounts to 
$367.   
 
Surveillance was performed to observe Mr. Davis’ activities over seven 
random days.  During those days, Mr. Davis departed his home in his 
state issued vehicle between 9:00 AM and 11:30 AM each day.  The 
latest he returned home was 3:00 PM.  Mr. Davis stated that he works 
from his home computer and makes phone calls when he is at home.   
 
On December 29, 2008, Mr. Davis reported on his weekly work report that 
he visited K&K Auto Sales, Crown Auto Sales, Medallion Imports, and 

                                                
1 LSA-R.S. 14:133.  Filing or Maintaining False Public Records.  Filing false public records is the filing or 
depositing for record in any public office or with any public official, or the maintaining as required by law, 
regulation, or rule, with knowledge of its falsity, any of the following:  (1) Any forged document.  (2) Any 
wrongfully altered document.  (3) Any document containing a false statement or false representation of a 
material fact.   
 
LSA-R.S. 14:138.  Public Payroll Fraud.  Public Payroll Fraud is committed when (1) Any person shall 
knowingly receive any payment or compensation, or knowingly permit his name to be carried on any 
employment list or payroll for any payment or compensation from the state, for services not actually rendered by 
himself, or for services grossly inadequate for the payment or compensation received or to be received 
according to such employment list or payroll; or (2) 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. 
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Foreign Car Sales.  His vehicle log for that day also reported a trip to 
Watson where K&K is located.  At no time during the entire day of 
surveillance was Mr. Davis observed at any of these locations.  A “New 
Dealer Inspection Form” completed for K&K Auto Sales claims that an 
inspection was done on December 24, 2008, but Mr. Davis’ vehicle log for 
that day does not mention a trip to Watson.   
 
According to Mr. Davis, he documents his site visits on the work reports 
but does not record the phone calls that he makes.  On December 29, 
2008, he claimed and received compensation for eight hours of work.   
 
On December 30, 2008, Mr. Davis was observed taking two personal 
vehicles to a state inspection station to be inspected.  He was wearing his 
Commission insignia shirt while at the inspection station.  Mr. Davis spent 
1.75 hours having the vehicles inspected and tending to other personal 
business that day.  He began what appeared to be work-related activities 
at 11:25 AM and had returned to his residence by 3:00 PM.  He claimed 
and received compensation for eight hours that day.   
 
On February 20, 2009, Mr. Davis departed his residence at approximately 
9:00 AM, performed what appeared to be work-related activities until 
12:00 PM, at which time he departed his office and drove his state vehicle 
to an automotive repair facility for an oil change.  He left the state vehicle 
there and was driven to his residence by an employee of the facility.  He 
remained at his residence until 4:00 PM, at which time he returned to the 
repair shop, retrieved the state vehicle, and drove it back to his residence.  
He claimed and received compensation for eight hours that day. 
 
Mr. Davis was also observed on other days of surveillance doing yard 
work outside his house, driving his state vehicle to Livingston Parish to 
pick up children from school, and doing other personal errands.  Mr. 
Davis did not record a trip to Livingston Parish on the day he picked the 
children up at school.  It appears that Mr. Davis submitted timesheets and 
work reports in support of his claim for compensation which contained 
false representations of the amount of work actually performed. 
 
West Feliciana Parish is one of the three parishes within Mr. Davis’ 
assigned territory.  Between December 2007 and March 2009, he 
recorded no travel or site visits there. 
 
Mr. Davis’ actions may have violated Louisiana law.1 

  
 
 

Donald Freeman 

Donald Freeman is the Commission investigator assigned to St. John, St. 
James, Assumption, Lower St. Martin, St. Mary, Terrebonne, Lafourche, 
St. Charles, Lower Jefferson, Tangipahoa below Interstate 12, and until 
very recently, Plaquemines Parishes.  He resides in Ponchatoula, LA with 
his wife, Sharon, who is also a Commission investigator.  During four 
random days of surveillance, Mr. Freeman reported on his timesheets 
that he worked 32 hours.  The time he was observed engaged in work-
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related activities and the one hour per day credited for work from home 
amounted to 14 hours.  The value of the remaining 18 hours, based upon 
his rate of pay, amounts to $313.   
 
According to Mr. Freeman’s vehicle logs and work reports, he traveled on 
work-related business on 231 days between March 2008 and March 
2009.  On 140 of those days, or 61% of the total, Mr. Freeman’s only 
destination within his assigned territory was Ponchatoula.  As a result, his 
only travel to the other ten parishes in his territory occurred over the 
remaining 91 travel days.   
 
Many of the travel days to areas outside his territory were to attend 
vehicle auctions with his wife in her territory.  Between January 2008 and 
April 2009, Mr. Freeman and his wife separately recorded 892 identical 
contacts with car dealers on the same days.  When asked about the 
reasonableness of such a practice, Mr. Freeman stated that such an 
inquiry was “micromanaging” him.   
 
On other days, Mr. Freeman claimed to have worked eight hours but 
recorded as few as seven phone calls on his work report, with no travel.  
When asked whether those few phone calls required eight hours to 
complete, Mr. Freeman refused to answer.  He later explained that his job 
is like that of a fireman, in that he is allowed to sit home and “monitor” his 
state provided mobile phone and fax machine.  It appears that Mr. 
Freeman submitted timesheets and work reports in support of his claim 
for compensation which contained false representations of the amount of 
work actually performed. 
 
 

 
 
Mr. Freeman, after four years of employment with the Commission, 
attributed the discrepancies between his timesheets and his observed 
activities to a lack of training.  He stated that no one ever informed him to 

Donald Freeman walking on his street. 
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work eight hours per day and that he did not know it was wrong to claim 
eight hours on his time sheet when he did not actually work eight hours.   
 
Mr. Freeman’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.1  
 

 
Sharon Freeman 

Sharon Freeman is the Commission investigator assigned to East 
Feliciana, St. Helena, Washington, and St. Tammany Parishes, and 
Tangipahoa Parish north of Interstate 12.  She resides in Ponchatoula, LA 
with her husband, Donald, who is also an investigator with the 
Commission.   
 
During four random days of surveillance, Ms. Freeman reported on her 
timesheets that she worked 32 hours.  The times she was observed 
engaged in work-related activities and the one hour per day credited for 
work from home amounted to 13 hours.  The value of the remaining 19 
hours, based upon her rate of pay, amounts to $302.   
 
On March 26, 2009, Ms. Freeman departed her residence in her state 
issued vehicle wearing a Black Sabbath T-Shirt, pants rolled up to her 
shins, and flip flops.  She claimed on her weekly work report that she 
made three phone calls and a site visit at a car dealership in Hammond 
that day.  However, the only places she visited that day were Blockbuster 
Video, Wendy’s, and Winn Dixie.  When confronted with this information, 
Ms. Freeman initially stated that she went to the dealership in Hammond 
to see if the wind had knocked down its sign.  She eventually admitted 
that she did not perform a site visit as claimed on her work report. 
 
Ms. Freeman’s excuse for the false entry on her weekly work report and 
her timesheet is that the Commission does not assign her enough work to 
fill up an entire day.  She also claimed that she was instructed not to drive 
her vehicle unnecessarily in order to lower fuel costs.   
 
Ms. Freeman stated that a portion of her day is spent at home on the 
telephone tending to Commission related business.  According to the 
detailed bills of her state issued cell phone, 34 calls were made to and 
from her phone during the four days of surveillance.  Of those 34 calls, 21 
were to or from her husband, 7 appeared to be work related, and 6 were 
clearly personal in nature.  The seven work related calls over four days 
totaled only 19 minutes.  It appears that Ms. Freeman submitted 
timesheets and work reports in support of her claim for compensation 
which contained false representations of the amount of work actually 
performed. 
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Ms. Freeman’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.1 

 

 
Robert Helmka 

Robert Helmka was a former Commission investigator assigned to the 
northwestern part of Louisiana.  He resigned his position in March 2009 
and died on April 8, 2009.  Due to his death, our investigative findings 
related to his activities are not included in this report. 
 

  
Johnny Horton 

Johnny Horton is the Commission investigator assigned to the west, 
central part of the State of Louisiana.  He has been employed with the 
Commission since 1999.  Prior to that, he was as an appointed member 
of the Commission for more than six years.   
 
During the period of surveillance, Mr. Horton was compensated for six 
days, or 48 hours of work; he properly claimed leave time on two of the 
days.  Based upon his statements and results of the surveillance, Mr. 
Horton was credited with working 19 hours during this period, including a 
one hour per day credit for tasks performed from home.  The value of the 
remaining 13 hours, calculated with Mr. Horton’s rate of pay, amounts to 
$225.   
 
Direct and electronic surveillance was employed to observe Mr. Horton’s 
activities.  During an interview with OIG investigators, Mr. Horton stated 
that once he departs his residence at approximately 8:00 AM, he is at 
work.  Since he does not stop for lunch, his workdays end at 
approximately 3:00 PM when he returns home.   
 
On the first day that Mr. Horton’s activities were observed, he assisted his 
neighbor with a garage sale, visited a local hardware store, drove to his 

Sharon Freeman walking to a school near her home. 
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fishing camp, and returned home at 1:30 PM.  He appeared to perform 
work related duties for two hours that day by conducting a site visit and 
delivering an application for a dealer’s license.  However, he claimed and 
received compensation for a full eight hour day.   
 

 
 
When confronted with the fact that his activities had been monitored 
during the entire day, Mr. Horton stated that since he did not have a 
watch, he thought he returned home at 3:00 PM instead of 1:30 PM.  He 
also stated that he drove his personal vehicle to obtain change for the 
garage sale and to conduct a site visit at the Lowe’s in Leesville.  Mr. 
Horton did not record a visit to Lowe’s on his weekly work report and 
surveillance does not support a site visit there either. 
 
On another day of direct surveillance, Mr. Horton reported on his work 
sheet that he conducted a site visit at the Tractor Supply Company in 
DeRidder, LA.  He passed by the Tractor Supply Company on his way to 
Stine Lumber Company where he shopped in the nursery, but he did not 
stop at the Tractor Supply Company.  It appears that Mr. Horton 
submitted timesheets and work reports in support of his claim for 
compensation which contained false representations of the amount of 
work actually performed. 
 
It should also be noted that electronic surveillance recorded Mr. Horton’s 
state issued vehicle being driven at 93 miles per hour.  
 
Mr. Horton’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.1 

  

 
Ray Monk 

Ray Monk is the Commission investigator for Upper Jefferson, Orleans, 
St. Bernard, and now Plaquemines Parishes.  He has been with the 
Commission since 2005.  During three random days of surveillance, Mr. 
Monk reported on his timesheets that he worked 25 hours.  Based upon 
his statements and observed activities, Mr. Monk was credited with 7.5 
hours of work time, which includes one hour per day for work performed 

Johnny Horton (standing left) at his neighbor’s garage sale. 
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from home.  The value of the remaining 17.5 hours, based upon his rate 
of pay, amounts to $321.   
 
During the three days of surveillance, Mr. Monk was observed away from 
his home tending to Commission related business only once.  He 
departed his home twice to drive his child to school and once to shop at a 
Sears store.  His state issued vehicle was parked at his residence the 
remainder of the time.    
 

 
 
On the first day of surveillance, Mr. Monk departed his home at 10:51 AM 
and drove to a Sears store near his home where he shopped for a short 
time before returning home at 11:21 AM.  He remained home until 1:50 
PM, at which time he drove to the east side of New Orleans.  He stopped 
at what appeared to be a small junk yard for four minutes before returning 
directly to his own neighborhood.  He reported working nine hours that 
day, which included an hour of overtime.   
 
On the other two surveillance days, Mr. Monk departed his residence at 
approximately 8:00 AM in his state vehicle to drive his child to school. 
After driving the child to school, he returned home and stayed there for 
the remainder of the day.  During an interview with OIG investigators, Mr. 
Monk stated that he did not know the Commission had a policy prohibiting 
the use of state vehicles for personal reasons and did not know there was 
a problem in doing so.   
 
On the final two days of surveillance, Mr. Monk did not appear outside his 
residence by 3:00 PM after driving the child to school.  He reported nine 
completed phone calls and no travel on one of the days.  The work report 
for the final day listed four phone calls and a trip to the eastern side of 
New Orleans, which he claimed occurred after 3:00 PM, when 
surveillance was terminated.  Mr. Monk was unable to provide an 
explanation as to how so few phone calls and site visits could justify his 
claim to be compensated for two complete eight hour days.  Neither could 
he provide sufficient work product to support his claim for compensation.  
It appears that Mr. Monk submitted timesheets and work reports in 
support of his claim for compensation which contained false 
representations of the amount of work actually performed. 

Ray Monk exiting Sears. 
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Mr. Monk’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.1 

 
Mr. Torrance responded to the investigators’ claims of not being suitably trained 
or explained their job duties by stating, “That is a lie.”  Mr. Torrance stated that 
each employee is advised of his or her job expectations upon being hired.  He 
also stated that he never authorized or instructed investigators to stay at home if 
they had no other assigned work to complete.  When gasoline prices increased, 
he modified a rule to allow investigators to perform physical inspections of new 
license applicants within three days instead of one.  This was to allow the 
investigators to conveniently schedule inspections around routine patrols instead 
of making special trips to the applicants’ locations.    
 
Surveillance was also performed on three other investigators, June Powell, 
Montie Wisenor, and Ronnie Wisenor.  These individuals either appeared to be 
providing services commensurate with the compensation they received or 
provided suitable explanations for their observed activities.  Further surveillance 
was not conducted due to a lack of resources needed to sustain protracted 
surveillance activities throughout a geographical area that includes the entire 
State of Louisiana. 
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Failure to Properly Supervise Employees 

In 2001, the Office of Inspector General issued a report which found that Jack 
Torrance, the Executive Director of the Commission, failed to properly supervise 
a subordinate and to ensure that the subordinate worked the amount of time for 
which he received compensation.  He was also cited by the Louisiana Board of 
Ethics for violating La. R.S. 42:1161F in that he failed to act when he was aware 
that the same employee was receiving compensation for work not actually 
performed.  The statute requires that an agency head “constantly screen all 
employees under his supervision to ascertain that such employees are needed to 
perform the work of the agency.”  The agency head is then required to take the 
necessary steps to reduce the number of employees to a sufficient number 
proportionate to the level of work.  Similar to the present situation, it appears that 
Mr. Torrance and Larry Hulin failed to ensure that their subordinates performed 
the necessary work of the Commission, which allowed the subordinates to 
receive compensation for work not actually performed.   
 
Commission investigators submit weekly work reports which purport to describe 
the tasks they perform during any given day.  The purpose of the work reports is 
to provide documentation necessary to support the investigators’ claims for 
compensation.   
 
Each investigator submits their reports to June Powell, another Commission 
investigator, who stores them at her home.  Ms. Powell performs no supervisory 
function, does not review the reports, and does not approve timesheets.  She 
receives the reports, punches holes in them, and files them in the appropriate 
folder.  The investigators’ supervisor, Mr. Larry Hulin, does not 
contemporaneously review the reports to ensure that the amount of work 
performed is commensurate with the pay received.  Mr. Hulin stated that he only 
reviews the weekly work reports every four or five months.  At that time, he 
compares the reports with the vehicle logs.  If no apparent conflicts exist, he 
accepts the timesheets as correct.   
 
Every investigator completes the work reports in a different manner.  When 
asked to explain the reports, Mr. Hulin was unable to determine the meaning and 
veracity of many entries because there is no uniform method for recording the 
information contained therein.  In some cases, the investigators who originally 
entered the information could not decipher the meaning of their own reports.  Mr. 
Hulin admitted that the logs are ineffective in conveying the true nature of his 
subordinates’ activities due to the disparate means employed by each 
investigator to record the information.   
 
It appears that Mr. Hulin makes insufficient effort to ensure that his employees 
perform the work that they are assigned or expected to perform.  He stated that 
he does not follow up with complainants to verify that investigators satisfactorily 
address complaints.  He does not show up in an investigator’s territory to confirm 
that the investigator is where he is supposed to be and doing what he is 
supposed to be doing.  He does not observe the investigators’ activities to 
properly assess their competency.   
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Mr. Hulin stated that the investigators should require no more than eight hours 
per week to perform administrative and report writing requirements inside their 
homes.  Mr. Hulin explained that investigators are required to remotely update 
cases on the Commission’s computer system.  According to Mr. Hulin, not every 
investigator complies with this requirement, thereby reducing the amount of time 
an investigator would need to work from home.   
 
Even while exercising minimal supervision, Mr. Hulin completes an annual 
performance appraisal on each of the ten investigators that he supervises.  He 
rated nine investigators as “Outstanding,” the highest rating possible in the most 
recent reviews obtained.  Only one investigator was rated at the next lower level, 
that of “Exceeds Requirements.”  Mr. Hulin also received a rating of 
“Outstanding” on his own performance appraisal. 
 
Mr. Hulin’s and Mr. Torrance’s actions may have violated Louisiana law.2

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
                                                
2  LSA-R.S. 42:1161F.  Screening of employees.      Every agency head shall constantly screen all employees 
under his supervision to ascertain that such employees are needed to perform the work of the agency and shall 
promptly take the necessary steps to reduce the number of the employees of the agency to a sufficient or 
satisfactory number required.  Knowingly having one or more employees on the payroll who are not rendering 
service for which they are being paid or having one or more employees on the payroll that violate the provisions 
of R.S. 42:1119 shall subject the agency head, a public employee having the authority to hire and fire the 
employee, and the immediate supervisor of the employee, as well as such employee, to the disciplinary action 
and penalties provided by this Chapter. 
 
LSA-R.S. 14:134.  Malfeasance in Office.  Malfeasance in office is committed when any public officer or public 
employee shall:  (1) Intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, as such officer or 
employee; or (2) Intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawful manner; or (3) Knowingly permit any other 
public officer or public employee, under his authority, to intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty lawfully 
required of him, or to perform any such duty in an unlawful manner. 
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Improper Use of State Vehicles 

The Commission has failed to properly identify its fleet vehicles as being property 
of the State of Louisiana and to limit the personal use of state vehicles by 
investigators. 
 
 
 

Failure to Properly Mark State Vehicles 

Louisiana Revised Statute 49:121 requires that any vehicle belonging to the state 
or any political subdivision of the state have a public license plate and the name 
of the agency “conspicuously” displayed.  The name of the Commission is not 
“inscribed, painted, decaled, or stenciled” on the Commission’s vehicles as 
required by law.  They do not bear public license plates either. 
 
Exempt from the requirements of LSA-R.S. 49:121 are vehicles used in “crime 
prevention and detection and similar investigative work, which if identified as 
required by this Section could not be used effectively for such purposes.”  
According to the Commission’s attorney, the Commission investigators do not 
use their state vehicles in the investigation or detection of criminal offenses, for 
surveillance, and do not use them in an undercover capacity.   
 
Ms. Joan Hudson, an appointed commissioner, asked for guidance from the 
Louisiana Director of Intergovernmental Affairs on whether the Commission’s 
vehicles should bear public markings.  On November 14, 2008, Mr. Luke Letlow 
informed Ms. Hudson that the Commission’s vehicles should have public plates 
and visible markings to identify them as public vehicles.  Jack Torrance was 
informed of Mr. Letlow’s decision but refused to mark the vehicles to bring them 
into compliance with state law.  
 
Ms. Hudson purchased official Commission decals to attach to the agency’s 
public vehicles.  Mr. Torrance confirmed to us his possession of the decals and 
his knowledge of Mr. Letlow’s letter.  He stated that he would attach the decals if 
the commissioners voted to do so.  He also provided a letter that he wrote to the 
Chairman of the Commission’s Personnel and Equipment Committee.  In the 
letter, he asserted his desire for unmarked cars by citing a need to “monitor curb 
stoners and other illegal activities” and a desire to be “less intrusive to the 
dealers and the customers” at car dealerships.   
 
Contradictory to Mr. Torrance’s claims, we observed the investigators wearing 
badges and apparel which identify them as Commission investigators when 
working in public.  The investigators also stated that they conduct much of their 
curb stoning monitoring over the phone and that they have not used a state 
vehicle to conduct surveillance activities in more than two years.  Therefore, the 
grounds that Mr. Torrance relies upon to justify the unmarked state vehicles are 
not supported in law or fact.   
 
The statute provides that “the head of any department or board” who allows 
employees to operate state vehicles not marked in accordance with the statute, 
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“shall be guilty of a violation.”  Each day that a state vehicle is found to be in 
violation of this statute is considered to be a separate offense with a fine of not 
less than $25 or more than $50 per violation. 
 
 

 
Personal Use of State Vehicles 

Commission Policy and Procedure #60 provides guidance on the use of state 
vehicles by Commission employees.  It specifically states, “State vehicles cannot 
be used at any time for personal use.”  During days that surveillance was 
performed on Commission investigators, the vehicles were observed being used 
for purposes that were obviously personal in nature.  Such purposes include 
driving children to school, shopping at grocery stores, hardware stores, home 
improvement stores, sports stores, and movie and game rental stores.  State 
vehicles were also used for personal errands on days when the investigators 
were observed performing no other work-related business.  
 
Several Commission investigators informed us that they had never been made 
aware of the existence of the policy prohibiting the use of state vehicles for 
personal reasons.  Mr. Torrance disagreed with that assertion. 
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Improper Enforcement of Curb Stoning Laws 

Commission investigators are misapplying curb stoning laws intended to regulate 
licensed dealers.  Curb stoning is an unlawful practice committed by licensed car 
dealers who display vehicles for sale from locations other than those allowed by 
their licenses.  Commission investigators are responsible for the enforcement of 
curb stoning in the State of Louisiana.  The Commission receives complaints of 
curb stoning and the investigators are expected to detect curb stoners during 
their routine patrols.  Monetary fines may be imposed by the Commission for 
curb stoning violations. 
 
Interviews with certain Commission investigators revealed that they regularly 
apply curb stoning enforcement efforts to private citizens who offer privately 
owned vehicles for sale within the public view.  They threaten these citizens with 
citations and fines if they do not remove the vehicles from public view.  The 
investigators also take it upon themselves to warn private landowners of potential 
liability associated with car buyers being injured on their property while looking at 
cars for sale there.  Mr. Torrance confirmed that curb stoning laws only apply to 
licensed dealers.   
 
One investigator stated that he forced a nursing home resident to remove two 
personal vehicles placed for sale in front of the nursing home because a local car 
dealer complained about it.  Another investigator routinely and incorrectly warns 
local businesses that allowing privately owned vehicles to be sold from their 
property violates the law.   
 
These investigators admitted that their actions are to protect the interests of 
licensed car dealers who they are expected to regulate.  The investigators could 
cite nothing in the law which prohibits private individuals from selling vehicles 
within the public view but explained that their intent is to reduce the competition 
created for the licensed dealers. 
 
Mr. Torrance stated that he has received numerous complaints from legislators 
concerning the inappropriate application of curb stoning laws to private citizens.  
He also stated that he has repeatedly instructed the investigators on how to 
properly enforce to curb stoning violations but not all have complied with his 
directions.   
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Unauthorized Badges 

Commission investigators carry and wear gold badges made in the same shape 
and design as those worn by the Louisiana State Police.  Louisiana Revised 
Statute 40:1376(F) restricts the use of such badges by law enforcement agencies 
to employees of the Department of Public Safety and Corrections, the  
Department of Justice, the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and state 
commissioned law enforcement officers within the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Environmental Quality, and the Louisiana Legislature.   
 
The use of badges by Commission investigators that are so similar in 
appearance to those used by the Louisiana State Police and other specifically 
allowed agencies appears to be a violation of Louisiana Revised Statute 
40:1376. 
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Recommendations:
 

   

1. The investigators’ work reports are inadequate to determine whether the 
investigators perform sufficient work to justify being compensated for a 
full day.  We found that each investigator uses a different method to 
complete the reports and that their supervisor did not know how to 
interpret entries made on the reports.  One standard form should be 
provided to the investigators so their work reports can be uniform in 
appearance and form.   
 

2. Larry Hulin, the investigators’ supervisor, reviews weekly work reports no 
more than once every four months.  His supervisor, Jack Torrance, did 
not ensure that Mr. Hulin was sufficiently performing his duties either.  
Such inattention to duty and failure to supervise subordinates contributed 
to an institutional breakdown of control which allowed Commission 
investigators to be compensated for work not actually performed.  The 
Commission should require that supervisors do what is necessary to 
ensure that subordinates actually perform the work required of them and 
work the number of hours for which they receive compensation. 
 

3. In 2001, Jack Torrance was cited by the Office of Inspector General and 
the Louisiana Board of Ethics for allowing an employee to be 
compensated for work not performed.  The Commission should consider 
taking appropriate disciplinary action, up to and including termination, 
against Mr. Torrance and Larry Hulin for what appears to be a very similar 
neglect of supervisory duties and the possible violation of state law.   
 

4. Commission investigators are allowed to work schedules that vary from 
day to day, which makes it impossible to know the actual work times that 
they claim as compensable.  The Commission should require that 
employees without set schedules record the beginning and ending times 
of their workdays in order to ensure greater accountability in the reporting 
of time and attendance.    
 

5. It appears that Alex Bertrand, Gary Davis, Donald Freeman, Sharon 
Freeman, Johnny Horton, and Ray Monk submitted false documents to 
support claims for compensation for work not actually performed or for 
services grossly inadequate for the compensation received.  The 
Commission should consider taking appropriate disciplinary action, up to 
and including termination, against Mr. Bertrand, Mr. Davis, Mr. Freeman, 
Ms. Freeman, Mr. Horton, and Mr. Monk for what appear to be violations 
of state law.   
 

6. The Commission should seek restitution from Alex Bertrand, Gary Davis, 
Donald Freeman, Sharon Freeman, Johnny Horton, and Ray Monk for the 
compensation they received for work that was not performed on the 
surveillance days.   
 

7. Certain Commission investigators claimed that they were unaware of their 
job duties and Commission rules because they had never seen their job 
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description or the Commission’s Policy and Procedures Manual.  Each 
Commission employee should immediately be provided a copy of his or 
her job description and the Policy and Procedures Manual.  Providing 
each employee with such documents and requiring a signature to 
acknowledge receipt will ensure awareness of expected behavior and 
accountability for failure to adhere to the requirements. 
 

8. Louisiana Revised Statute 49:121 requires that state vehicles be 
identified as property of the State of Louisiana unless such vehicles are 
used for “crime prevention and detection and similar investigative work, 
which if identified as required by this Section could not be used effectively 
for such purposes”.  The Commission was specifically advised by the 
Louisiana Office of Governmental Affairs in November 2008 of its duty to 
comply with the law.  The Commission’s vehicles have remained 
unmarked since then but should be brought into compliance with State 
law to avoid the continued accrual of fines for failing  to do so.   
 

9. Two Commission investigators, Alex Bertrand and Johnny Horton, were 
observed through direct and electronic surveillance operating their state 
issued vehicles at speeds approaching and exceeding 100 miles per 
hour.  The Commission should take appropriate disciplinary action 
against these two employees, up to and including termination, to ensure 
that such unlawful and dangerous behavior is discontinued.   
 

10. We found that Commission investigators regularly misapply the law which 
prohibits curb stoning in that they threaten private citizens with legal 
action for displaying vehicles for sale to the public.  The Commission 
should immediately educate its investigators in the proper definition, 
detection, enforcement, and prosecution of curb stoning.  Appropriate 
disciplinary action should be taken against investigators who fail to 
properly enforce and apply the curb stoning law. 
 

11. Commission investigators carry and display badges of the same design 
as those used by the Louisiana State Police.  The Commission is not an 
agency authorized under Louisiana Revised Statute 40:1376 to use 
badges designed in such a manner.  The Commission should 
immediately recall the State Police type badges that are currently in use. 
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Inspector General Comments 
 
 
 

Jack Torrance 

Jack Torrance blames his lack of supervision over staff members on policy 
changes made by the Commission members during 2008.  The allegations of 
improper activities received by the Office of Inspector General were not limited to 
activities that began after the implementation of those changes.  Mr. Torrance 
claimed in his response to the OIG report that the Commission removed his 
authority to supervise and manage his employees.  That, however, does not 
appear to be supported by Louisiana law or by the Commission’s resolution upon 
which he relies to support his contention that he was divested of authority to 
manage employees. 
 
LSA-RS 32:783 D(2) states that the executive director of the Commission “shall 
be in charge of the commission’s office and shall devote such time as necessary 
to fill the duties thereof.”  LAC 46:2705 also states that the executive director 
“shall be in charge of the commission’s office and shall conduct and direct the 
activities thereof in the manner described by the commission.  The employees of 
the commission shall report to the executive director.”  The resolution directs Mr. 
Torrance to inform appropriate Commission members as to all personnel 
matters, including “any pending disciplinary actions.”  Jeff Hilliard, the 
Commission Chairman, stated during a Commission meeting, “Mr. Torrance is 
the authority of the office and the field.  We did not replace Mike Russell.  His 
duties were overseeing the field.  It’s all to Jack.”   
 
The amount of time allowed for investigators to work from home was based upon 
the work product derived from the time spent working from home, their 
statements, and their job description.  The work product provided by the 
investigators to demonstrate what they do while working from home was grossly 
inadequate to justify the compensation received. 
 
 
 

Gary Davis 

Direct surveillance disputes Mr. Davis’ claims on his work reports and his 
response to the OIG report.  Obviously absent in his response to transporting 
children and working in his yard during regular business hours is a denial that he 
performed such personal tasks while being compensated with public funds.  
During a personal interview, Mr. Davis was provided specific dates of when his 
activities were observed and he failed to sufficiently explain the public purpose of 
his activities then, just as he does in his written response. 
 
Mr. Davis’ inability to “recall what type of business” he had at Medallion Imports 
and Crown Auto Sales exemplifies the reasons for questioning the time sheets 
and work reports that he submitted for payment.  Had Mr. Davis actually 
performed the work he reported and used the time that he claimed to have 
worked from home to properly document the nature of his business with these 
two dealers, he would be able to definitively state the public purpose achieved by 
his visits there.  His response further substantiates that he accepted 
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compensation for work not performed and that he did not perform the amount 
work inside his house necessary to justify the compensation he received. 
 
 
 

Larry Hulin 

In his response, Mr. Hulin misquoted and apparently misunderstood the portion 
of the report that he claims is “completely FALSE.”  Mr. Hulin admitted during an 
interview that he does not contact “complainants” to ensure that his subordinates 
properly handle complaints.  The statement in the report is accurate as written 
but is “completely FALSE” when misquoted by Mr. Hulin. 
 
Evidently, Mr. Hulin also misunderstood our recommendation addressing the fact 
that he only reviews the investigators’ work reports every four months.  It is that 
very practice that we recommend be changed so that management can identify 
problems with the field investigators’ work production in a timely manner. 
 
 
 
Further comment on the remaining investigators’ responses was not necessary. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A copy of this report has been made available for public inspection at the Office of State 
Inspector General and is posted on the Office of State Inspector General’s website at 
www.doa.louisiana.gov/oig/inspector.htm.   Reference should be made to Case No. 1-08-0021.  
If you need any assistance relative to this report, please contact Bruce J. Janet, CPA, State 
Audit Director at (225) 342-4262. 

 

REPORT FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE 

To report alleged fraud, waste, abuse, or mismanagement relative to state programs or 
operations, use one of the following methods: 

•    Complete complaint form on web site at 
•    Write to Office of State Inspector General, P. O. Box 94095, Baton Rouge, LA  70804-

9095 

www.doa.Louisiana.gov/oig/inspector.htm 

•    Call the Office of State Inspector General at (225) 342-4262 
 

Twenty-four copies of this public document were published in this first printing at a cost of 
$125.88.   The total cost of all printings of this document, including reprints is $125.88.   This 
document was published by the Office of State Inspector General, State of Louisiana, Post 
Office Box 94095, 150 Third Street, Third Floor, Baton Rouge, LA  70804-9095 to report its 
findings under authority of LSA-R.S. 39:7-8.  This material was printed in accordance with 
the standards for printing by state agencies established pursuant to LSA - R.S. 43:31. 

http://www.doa.louisiana/�
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