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THE HONORABLE PIPER D. GRIFFIN, CHIEF JUDGE, 
  AND JUDGES OF THE JUDICIAL EXPENSE FUND FOR THE 
  CIVIL DISTRICT COURT FOR THE PARISH OF ORLEANS 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
 
Dear Judge Griffin: 
 

We have audited certain transactions of the Judicial Expense Fund for the Civil District 
Court for the Parish of Orleans.  Our audit was conducted in accordance with Title 24 of the 
Louisiana Revised Statutes to determine the credibility of allegations we received from the 
Metropolitan Crime Commission. 

 
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. 

 
The accompanying report presents our findings and recommendations as well as 

management’s response (see Appendix A) and our rebuttal (see Appendix B) to certain 
assertions made in management’s response.  This is a public report.  Copies of this report have 
been delivered to the District Attorney for the Orleans Judicial District of Louisiana and others 
as required by law. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Daryl G. Purpera, CPA, CFE 
Legislative Auditor 

 
DGP/ch 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 
 

Judges Provided Themselves With Improper Insurance Benefits 
 
It appears that, contrary to state law, from January 1, 2009, to December 31, 2011, the 

judges of the Civil District Court for the Parish of Orleans (Civil District Court) and the First and 
Second City Courts for the City of New Orleans (City Courts) improperly used Judicial Expense 
Fund monies totaling $191,073 to provide themselves with additional insurance benefits.   

 
These insurance benefits included:  
 

1. Use of Judicial Expense Fund monies totaling $114,843 for the 
administration and reimbursement of out-of-pocket medical expenses 
incurred by the judges of the Courts.  

2. Payment of 100% of the premiums totaling $76,230 for professional 
liability insurance for the judges of the Courts. 

Lodging Expenses of Judges 
 

From July 2009 to July 2011, several judges of the Courts incurred lodging expenses 
which appear excessive while attending the Summer School for Judges and the Annual Meeting 
of the State Bar Association.  

 
Time and Attendance Records Not Prepared by All Employees 
 

Employees working under the direct supervision of the judges of the Civil District Court 
and City Courts (Courts) were not required to document their time and attendance at work.   
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 
 

 
 

Background 
 

Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 13§1312 provides for the establishment and operation of 
the Judicial Expense Fund for the Civil District Court for the Parish of Orleans (Judicial Expense 
Fund).  The monies within the Judicial Expense Fund are designated for use by the Civil District 
Court for the Parish of Orleans (Civil District Court) and the First and Second City Courts of the 
City of New Orleans (City Courts).   

 
The clerk of the Civil District Court, the clerk of the City Courts, the register of 

conveyances, and the recorder of mortgages place all sums collected/received in a separate 
account designated as the Judicial Expense Fund for the Civil District Court for the Parish of 
Orleans.  The judges, sitting en banc (a majority of said judges constituting a quorum of the Civil 
District Court and the City Courts as set forth in R.S. 13§1312), have sole responsibility and 
oversight over the funds and all disbursements made therefrom. 

 
R.S. 13§1136 created the Civil District Court which is composed of 14 judges each 

serving six-year terms.    District judges are State of Louisiana (state) employees whose salaries 
are funded by the state and paid by the Louisiana Supreme Court.  The annual salaries of the 
Civil District Court judges are provided for in R.S. 13§691 (A).  In addition, R.S. 13§691 (B) 
specifically prohibits district court judges from receiving any additional salary, compensation, 
emolument, or benefit from the state or any of its political subdivisions except: 

 
(1) payment of retirement benefits; 

(2) reimbursement for certain expenses (office, travel); 

(3) payment of premiums for health, medical, dental, and hospitalization insurance 
programs contributions to which shall be at the same rate as those paid by other 
state employees; and  

(4) educational grants. 

R.S. 13§2151 created the two City Courts which are composed of a total of four judges 
each serving six-year terms.  City Court judges are also state employees.  Although the 
provisions of R.S. 13§691 do not apply to City Court judges, according to R.S. 13§2152.2, the 
salary of the City Court judges shall in no case exceed the salary of a judge of the Civil or 
Criminal District Court for the Parish of Orleans.  State law further provides that the amount 
payable by the state to the City Court judges shall be paid by the state, and the remainder shall be 
payable out of the Judicial Expense Fund.  As such, City Court judges are currently paid the 
same salary as the district judges for Orleans Parish.     
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The Louisiana Legislative Auditor (LLA) received information from the Metropolitan 
Crime Commission alleging the improper use of public funds to provide supplemental insurance 
benefits to the judges of the Civil District Court and City Courts (collectively referred to as 
Courts).  As a result, the LLA conducted an audit of available Judicial Expense Fund records to 
determine the credibility of the information.  In July 2011, before we began our audit, the judges 
of the Courts discontinued submitting claims for reimbursements to their supplemental insurance 
provider.  The procedures performed during this audit included: 

 
(1) interviewing judges and employees of the Courts; 

(2) interviewing other persons as appropriate; 

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

(4) gathering documents from external parties; and  

(5) reviewing applicable state laws and regulations. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
 

Judges Provided Themselves With Improper Insurance Benefits 
 

It appears that, contrary to state law, from January 1, 2009, to December 31, 2011, 
the judges of the Civil District Court for the Parish of Orleans (Civil District Court) and 
the First and Second City Courts for the City of New Orleans (City Courts) improperly 
used Judicial Expense Fund monies totaling $191,073 to provide themselves with additional 
insurance benefits.   

 
These insurance benefits included:  
 
1. Use of Judicial Expense Fund monies totaling $114,843 for the administration and 

reimbursement of out-of-pocket medical expenses incurred by the judges of the 
Courts.  

2. Payment of 100% of the premiums totaling $76,230 for professional liability 
insurance for the judges of the Courts. 

State law [Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.)  R.S. 13§6911] provides for the annual salary 
of district court judges and prohibits district court judges from receiving any additional 
compensation or benefits other than their salary except as noted in the statute.  R.S. 13§21522 
provides for the compensation of the judges of the City Courts and restricts the maximum salary 
(directly or indirectly from all sources for services as judge) of the judges of the City Courts to 
the salary of the district court judges.   

                                                 
1 R.S.13§691 (A). The annual salary of each of the several district judges of judicial districts, including the civil 
district court judges and the criminal district court judges of the parish of Orleans; the magistrate of the criminal 
district court for the parish of Orleans; the judges of the juvenile court of the parish of Orleans, the parish of Caddo, 
the parish of East Baton Rouge, and the parish of Jefferson; and the judges of the family court of East Baton Rouge 
Parish, shall be in the amount provided in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 13:42 et seq., payable monthly 
upon the warrant of the judge.  (B) Provides, in part, that no judge whose salary is provided for shall receive for his 
services as a judge, directly or indirectly, any additional salary, compensation, emolument, or benefit from the state 
or any of its political subdivisions except: (1) Retirement benefits. (2) Reimbursement of those expenses provided 
for and authorized by R.S. 13:694 and 13:698. (3) Payment of premiums for health, medical, dental, and 
hospitalization insurance programs contributions to which shall be at the same rate as those paid by other state 
employees. (4) Educational grants.   
2 R.S.13§2152, provides, in part, that (A) the salary of each of the judges of the First City Court of the city of New 
Orleans shall be the same as provided for district court judges in the state, payable monthly on their own respective 
warrants, of which the amount payable by the state to city judges of the state shall be paid by the state, and the 
remainder shall be payable out of the Judicial Expense Fund of the Parish of Orleans; provided that the term of the 
said court shall be twelve months per year with the judges of the court fixing their own personal vacations of not 
more than thirty days per annum.  (B) The salary of the judge of the Second City Court of the city of New Orleans, 
who is also judge of Section D of the First City Court, shall be the same as and payable in the same manner and 
from the same sources as the judges of the First City Court. 
R.S 13§2152.2 (A) provides, in part, that the salary of a judge of the First or Second City Court of the city of New 
Orleans shall in no case exceed the salary of a judge of the Civil or Criminal District Court for the parish of Orleans. 
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Our audit reveals that from January 1, 2009, to December 31, 2011, the judges of the 
Courts, sitting en banc, approved by vote to use monies of the Judicial Expense Fund totaling 
$191,073 to provide themselves with additional insurance benefits.  These additional benefits 
included reimbursement of out-of-pocket medical expenses and the payment of their professional 
liability insurances.  Because the additional insurance benefits are not provided for in R.S. 
13§691,1 it does not appear that the judges had the legal authority to vote themselves additional 
benefits or to incur these added expenditures.  As a result, it appears that the district court judges 
received benefits in violation of R.S. 13§691 and the City Court judges, who are paid at the same 
rate as the district court judges, improperly received benefits in addition to the maximum 
compensation allowable by R.S. 13§2152.2.2  By providing themselves with improper benefits, 
the judges also may have violated the Louisiana Constitution3 which prohibits the donation of 
public funds.  A description of the benefits provided is included in the sections below. 

 
1. Judicial Expense Fund Monies Used to Reimburse  

  Out-of-Pocket Medical Expenses  
 
During our audit, Judicial Expense Fund payments totaling $114,843 were issued to 

Exec-U-Care, a third-party administrator, to administer a medical reimbursement 
program for judges of the Civil District Court and City Courts (collectively referred to as 
Courts).  Of the $114,843 paid to Exec-U-Care, $12,687 was for premiums,4 $12,750 was for 
administrative fees, and the remaining $89,406 was for the reimbursement payments Exec-
U-Care paid to judges for their out-of-pocket medical expenses.  As a result of these 
payments, it appears that the judges of the Courts received additional compensation and 
benefits in violation of state law1,2 and expended funds in violation of the Louisiana 
Constitiution3 which prohibits the donation of public assets.   

 
Exec-U-Care reimburses the judges directly for their out-of-pocket medical expenses 

(e.g., co-payments and prescription drugs) and then bills the Judicial Expense Fund monthly for 
the amounts paid to judges, including premiums and administrative fees.  This benefit was 
provided to 20 different judges during our audit (January 2009 to December 2011).  The Courts 
limit the reimbursement amount paid to judges to $50,000 per year, per judge.  The 
reimbursement claim forms are filed through the Judicial Administrator’s Office and then 
submitted to Exec-U-Care.  Exec-U-Care reviews the claims and then reimburses the judges for 
eligible claims.  Nine of the judges we spoke with regarding Exec-U-Care indicated they were 
not aware that monies from the Judicial Expense Fund were used to reimburse them for their  
out-of-pocket medical expenses.    

 
Judge Kern Reese stated that when he became a judge of the Civil District Court 11 years 

ago, he was introduced to Exec-U-Care by a former judicial administrator.  He stated that he was 
told being a judge is stressful and that maintaining his health was important.  He believed Exec-
U-Care would be useful in helping to maintain good health so he enrolled in it.  He recalls that 

                                                 
3 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. 
4 According to Exec-U-Care, premiums are considered enrollment fees as they do not provide insurance. 
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Exec-U-Care became an issue (on whether judges could legally receive reimbursement for 
medical expenses) in early 2010, and the judges discussed the coverage and decided to suspend 
filing claims until further research could be done.  He indicated that a former Civil District Court 
judge had done thorough and exhaustive research on Exec-U-Care and did not find anything 
wrong with judges having it.     

 
Judge Lloyd Medley stated that when he was elected as a Civil District Court judge  

16 years ago, he most likely signed up for whatever insurance was available to judges.  He stated 
that five or six months after becoming a judge, he was informed that Exec-U-Care was a 
supplemental insurance available to judges.  He stated that he basically uses Exec-U-Care to 
reimburse his out-of-pocket costs for dental care.  He was recently made aware that the 
reimbursement claims for out-of-pocket expenses paid to judges was actually paid by the Court 
(Judicial Expense Fund), not Exec-U-Care.  He stated he was not concerned about Exec-U-Care 
because the judges before him had already determined it was legal.   

 
Because the additional insurance benefits received by the district judges are not provided 

for in R.S. 13§691 and the benefits are in addition to the maximum compensation allowable to 
judges of City Courts (R.S. 13§2152.2), it does not appear that the judges had the legal authority 
to vote themselves additional benefits or to incur these added expenditures. 

 
Currently, the judges of the Courts continue to use monies of the Judicial Expense Fund 

to pay monthly premiums to Exec-U-Care; however, since July 2011, the judges have suspended 
submission of claims for reimbursement.   

 
2. Judge’s Professional Liability Insurance 

  Paid by Judicial Expense Fund   
 
From January 2009 to December 2011, Judicial Expense Fund payments totaling $76,230 

were issued to Herbert L. Jamison & Company, LLC (Jamison) to purchase professional liability 
insurance coverage for 21 judges of the Courts.  By providing these judges with professional 
liability insurance, a service which is already provided by the state, it appears that the judges of 
the Courts received additional compensation and benefits in violation of state law1,2 and 
expended funds in violation of the Louisiana Constitiution3 which prohibits the donation of 
public assets.     

 
Although professional liability coverage was offered to the judges of the Courts, R.S. 

13§5108.15 statutorily provides that the state shall defend and indemnify a public official against 
any claim, demand, suit, complaint or petition seeking damages in any court over alleged 
negligence or any other act while the individual was engaged in the performance of the duties of 
the individual’s office or employment with the state.   

                                                 
5 R.S.13§5108.1 (A). Indemnification 
(1) The state shall defend and indemnify a covered individual against any claim, demand, suit, complaint or petition 
seeking damages filed in any court over alleged negligence or other act by the individual, including any demand 
under any federal statute when the act that forms the basis of the cause of action took place while the individual was 
engaged in the performance of the duties of the individual's office or employment with the state. 
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According to Judicial Administrator Traci Dias, Jamison provides malpractice insurance 
for the judges of the Courts.  Ms. Dias stated that Jamison was “optional” insurance and that 
most of the judges chose to have this coverage.     

 
Eight of the judges we spoke with stated that they have used Jamison for legal 

representation.  One judge stated that when he was sued personally the attorney general did not 
represent him.  Another judge explained that the attorney general does not get involved until a 
lawsuit has been filed in court.  This judge stated that by having legal representation which 
Jamison provides, complaints against a judge filed with the Judicial Commission could be 
dismissed or settled prior to the case going to court.  

 
Currently, the Courts continue to provide professional liability coverage to judges who 

choose to receive the benefit. 
 

Recommendations: 
 

We recommend that the judges, sitting en banc, adopt and implement policies and 
procedures to ensure that Judicial Expense Fund monies (public funds) are spent in accordance 
with state law.  The judges should:  

 
(1) discontinue using public funds to provide additional insurance and benefits to 

themselves, such as reimbursement of their out-of-pocket medical expenses and 
professional liability insurance; 

(2) seek reimbursement of payments made from the Judicial Expense Fund for all 
improper reimbursements and for additional insurances provided to current and 
former judges; and 

(3) consider any tax consequences as a result of the additional benefits provided to 
judges.  

Lodging Expenses of Judges 
 
From July 2009 to July 2011, several judges of the Courts incurred lodging expenses 

which appear excessive while attending the Summer School for Judges and the Annual 
Meeting of the State Bar Association.  

 
According to Mr. Terence Sims, deputy judicial administrator for the Louisiana Supreme 

Court (Supreme Court), the Supreme Court determines the total allowable reimbursement for 
lodging expenses for judges attending the Summer School for Judges and the Annual Meeting of 
the State Bar Association (conference).  Once the total allowable lodging reimbursement is 
established, the Judicial Administrator for the Supreme Court distributes a “lodging 
reimbursement” memorandum to the various courts, including the Louisiana District Courts and 
City Courts, providing the maximum amount that an attendee may be reimbursed for lodging 
while attending the conference.  We examined the “lodging reimbursement” memorandum from 
the Judicial Administrator for the Supreme Court for the 2009, 2010, and 2011 conferences, 
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which provided maximum lodging reimbursements of $2,000 for 2009 and $2,200 for 2010 and 
2011. 
 

Our understanding is that the Supreme Court reviews the rates for various conference 
hotels and condominiums and then sets a maximum amount that an attendee may be reimbursed 
for lodging.  Because the amount is set by the Supreme Court and such is communicated to other 
courts, one can assume that the Supreme Court has determined that the amount set is reasonable. 

 
Based on conversations with various judges, it has been a long standing practice that a 

judge could be reimbursed up to the maximum amount.  There is no requirement that the 
attendee seek out the lowest cost for lodging.  As such, several judges stated that they obtained 
two or three bedroom hotel suites or condominiums and attended the conferences with their 
families.  According to these judges, the accommodations were reasonable and in compliance 
with the Supreme Court travel policy as long as they did not exceed the total allowable lodging 
reimbursement established by the Supreme Court.   

 
To evaluate the lodging rates paid by the Courts for 2009, 2010, and 2011 conferences, 

we used the lowest available room rate offered to the judges by the conference hotel which was 
the standard one bedroom rate.  Such rates varied from $169 to $195 a night.   We noted that five 
judges chose to stay in two or three bedroom condominiums or hotel suites as opposed to a 
standard (one bedroom) hotel room which were available at the conferences.  As a result, these 
officials incurred and Court funds were used to pay lodging expenses totaling approximately 
$7,567 (over a three-year period) above the standard one bedroom rate offered at the 
conferences.          

 
According to Attorney General Opinion 03-0157 “. . . Providing exclusive or luxurious 

accommodations for attendance at a conference, when safe, reasonably priced accommodations 
could instead be provided, would be unreasonable . . .”  The current practice of booking two or 
three bedroom condos when a single hotel room is available does not appear congruent with this 
opinion.  In addition, the use of public funds to pay lodging charges that are more than what is 
necessary appears to be a donation in violation of Article VII, Section 14 of the Louisiana 
Constitution which 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.” 

 
Recommendations: 
 

The judges of the Courts have complied with the Supreme Court instructions related to 
the Summer School for Judges and the Annual Meeting of the State Bar Association conference 
lodging expenses.  However, we recommend that the judges consult with the Supreme Court as 
to possible changes as to total allowable reimbursement amount to ensure that such 
reimbursements are congruent with Attorney General Opinion 03-0157 and the Louisiana 
Constitution. 
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Time and Attendance Records Not Prepared by All Employees 
 

Employees working under the direct supervision of the judges of the Civil District 
Court and City Courts (Courts) were not required to document their time and attendance 
at work.  Good controls dictate that all employees should be required to document their hours 
worked and leave taken each pay period.  Such documentation supports payroll and the vacation 
and sick leave balances for employees. 

 
Administrative employees of the Courts report to the judicial administrator.  All other 

employees (approximately 71) work directly under the supervision of the individual judges of the 
Courts.  The judges operate independent of one another and are responsible for managing and 
supervising employees in their section of the Courts.  We spoke with eight judges of the Courts 
who informed us that their employees are not required to sign in or punch a time clock.  They 
indicated to us that they (the judges) manually recorded, calculated, and tracked vacation and 
sick leave earned or used by their employees.    

 
Our audit of the Judicial Expense Fund revealed the following deficiencies with respect 

to the time and attendance of employees managed by judges: 
 

 Judges do not require the employees to prepare and submit time/attendance 
reports for their review and approval.  However, at the end of each pay period, the 
judges certify that their employees worked the required number of hours. 
According to Ms. Dias, the Courts operate from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. and 1 p.m. to  
5 p.m. which constitutes 35 hours as the required number of work hours.  She 
stated that employees generally do not work beyond 5 p.m.   

 Adequate records are not being maintained to account for leave balances of 
employees.  Judges approve leave for employees without requiring documentation 
to be completed and filed to account for the leave taken.  Also, employees can 
accumulate undocumented overtime hours and use that time to leave work early 
on slow days.  The overtime worked and leave used is not recorded and submitted 
to the Judicial Administrator’s Office to be included in the general accounting 
system.  Without maintaining accurate records, the judges of the Courts cannot 
ensure that leave privileges are reasonable and not being abused.  Furthermore, as 
a result of the lack of documentation maintained to support time and attendance, 
employees that terminate their employment may be paid leave balances based on 
incomplete or inaccurate information. 

Ms. Dias stated that administrative employees under her supervision work from 8 a.m. to 
12 p.m. and 1 p.m. to 5 p.m. and are required to punch a time clock.  She stated that she 
maintains leave records for these employees but does not maintain leave records for the 
employees that work for individual judges of the Courts.  She stated that judges manage leave for 
their employees including approving leave and maintaining leave balances.  She indicated that 
she relies on the judges to provide her with accurate employee payroll information.  She also 
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indicated that she was not aware of any sick or vacation leave records that the judges maintained 
on their employees.   
 
Recommendation: 

 
We recommend that the judges of the Courts develop a comprehensive, written time and 

attendance policy for all employees to include implementing the following policies and 
procedures pertaining to payroll:   

 
1. Require all employees to prepare time/attendance reports to document hours 

worked, including overtime, each pay period.  Employees should sign the 
time/attendance reports and submit them to the appropriate supervisor for review 
and approval. 

2. Require employees to complete standardized leave slips for all leave taken and 
submit them to the appropriate supervisor for approval.  

3. Maintain accurate records to account for all leave earned and taken by employees 
and review and update its personnel policies to address compensatory time.  
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Management’s Response 
 

Following Management’s Response is Appendix B titled “Legislative Auditor’s Rebuttal.” 
Appendix B contains a rebuttal from the Legislative Auditor to certain assertions made in 
Management’s Response. 
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B.1 

Judges Provided Themselves With Improper Insurance Benefits 
 

R.S. 13§691(B) unequivocally mandates that “No judge whose salary is provided for 
herein shall receive for his services as a judge, directly or indirectly, any additional salary, 
compensation, emolument, or benefit from the state or any of its political subdivision except…” 
as provided by law.  In addition, R.S. 13§2152 provides for the compensation of the judges of 
the City Courts and restricts the maximum salary (directly or indirectly from all sources for 
services as judge) of the judges of the City Courts to the salary of the district court judges.  

 
Further, in Guste v. City of New Orleans, the Louisiana Supreme Court concluded that 

“The legislative intent in enacting 13§691(C) is clear: judges are to receive no additional 
compensation except that specified.”  Paragraph (C) referred to in this court case is currently 
paragraph (B) referred to above. 

 
However, the judge’s response seems to suggest that the use of Judicial Expense Funds 

(JEF) to provide additional insurance benefits for judges is permissible because JEF are self-
generated funds, and as such are possibly (1) not public funds; (2) not State funds; and (3) not 
political subdivision funds.  This assertion leads the judges of the Civil District Court and the 
City Courts (Courts) to the conclusion that they are entitled and legally authorized to provide 
themselves with additional benefits from the JEF beyond that which is enumerated explicitly by 
the Legislature in R.S. 13§691 and R.S. 13§2152.  We respectfully disagree. 

 
In Opinion Number 04-0174, the Louisiana Attorney General opined that in light of the 

provisions of R.S. 13§691(B), the JEF cannot be used for the payment of dental insurance 
premiums on behalf of the district court judges and their dependents.  This opinion adds that to 
pay dental insurance premiums from the JEF “…would be tantamount to allowing the judge to 
receive a prohibited addition to his salary.”  The opinion, which also refers to prior opinions 88-
632 and 76-89, further states that the JEF “… must be considered public funds and specifically 
‘state funds.’”   

 
The judge’s response cites the case of Dejoie v. Medley.  In this case the Louisiana 

Supreme Court did not address whether or not the judges could pay themselves benefits from the 
JEF.   

 
If one is still of the opinion that the funds are not public funds (state or political 

subdivision), there is the consideration of R.S. 39§1302 (1)(K) (Local Government Budget Act) 
which specifically defines Judicial Expense Funds as political subdivisions subject to the 
provisions of the Local Government Budget Act.  As such it appears that contrary to 13§691(C) 
and 13§2152, the judges improperly used the funds of a political subdivision (JEF) to provide 
themselves with additional insurance benefits.  In addition, the JEF is audited under the authority 
of the Louisiana Legislative Auditor.  The Legislative Auditor does not audit non-public funds. 

 
Finally, Louisiana law defines what funds must go into the JEF, generally fines and fees 

assessed by the judges.   It would appear to be a tremendous conflict of interest for judges to be 
able to assess fines and fees that they may then use for their own personal benefit.     
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Whether one considers the JEF to be state funds or political subdivision funds, to use 
such to pay for additional insurance benefits of the judges referred to in this report would appear 
to be contrary to law. 

 
Lodging Expenses of Judges 

 
The judge’s response with regard to travel seems to ignore Article VII, Section 14 of the 

Louisiana Constitution.  The judges exempt themselves from the constitutional provision, which 
states in relevant part: 

 
Except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds…of the state or of any 
political subdivision shall not be…donated to or for any person, association, or 
corporation, public or private. 
 
Although the Louisiana Supreme Court may establish maximum lodging reimbursement 

rates, the constitution mandates reimbursement of only costs attributable to the expenses of 
judges and not to the expenses of their spouses and families.  The Attorney General in Opinion 
Nos. 80-154 (concerning city court judges); 03-0157 (concerning spouses of volunteer firemen); 
and 03-0387 (concerning spouses of university presidents) stated that Article VII, Section 14 
prohibits the expenditure of public funds on costs attributable to the meals and lodging of 
spouses, family, and friends of public employees, officials, and officers.  There is no reason to 
conclude that the Attorney General would exempt district court judges from these opinions.   
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