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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Office of Inspector General of the City of New Orleans (OIG) conducted an evaluation of the 
City’s Electronic Monitoring Program (EMP) administered by the Orleans Parish Sheriff’s Office 
(OPSO).  
 
Evaluators’ primary objective for Part 1 of this evaluation was to review the EMP’s annual 
budget allocation and expenditures and determine if City of New Orleans funds paid for the 
services agreed upon in the Cooperative Endeavor Agreement entered into between the City 
and OPSO. Evaluators reviewed a total of 359 files for juvenile and adult program defendants 
from April 1, 2012 through September 30, 2012.1  
 
Part 1 of this report presents the following major findings: 

• OPSO reported expenditures that exceeded program revenues by over $100,000 in 2011 
and 2012; 

• OPSO reported indirect costs that could not be verified or were miscalculated in their 
2011 and 2012 program budgets; 

• OPSO personnel costs included over $100,000 for regularly scheduled overtime; 
• OPSO charged the City more for monitoring than it originally proposed in 2009, more 

than it charged a grant for the same services, and more than a program administered by 
another law enforcement agency; and 

• OPSO overbilled the City by approximately $23,000 due to billing errors and billed the 
City more than $65,000 for post-conviction monitoring.  

 
Based on these findings, the OIG makes the following recommendations related to EMP budget 
and billing practices:   

• OPSO should improve fiscal controls and monitor program revenues and expenditures 
to ensure that the EMP operates within its budget; 

• The City should renegotiate the daily rate per participant; and 
• The City and OPSO should increase financial controls and oversight to ensure invoices 

are accurate and include only defendants for whom the program is intended. 
 
Part 2 of this report, to be released subsequently, will provide administrative and programmatic 
findings and recommendations.  

                                                      
1 Some individuals had been enrolled in EMP multiple times. These defendants had multiple files that evaluators 
recorded as separate entries. For the purposes of this report, EMP participants are referred to as “defendants” 
because they were under court supervision.  
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I.  OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The Office of Inspector General for the City of New Orleans (OIG) conducted an evaluation of 
the City’s Electronic Monitoring Program (EMP) administered by the Orleans Parish Sheriff’s 
Office (OPSO). The objectives of this evaluation were to identify the goals of the EMP program, 
identify and assess the program’s performance measures; review the program’s annual budget 
allocation and expenses; and examine alerts and OPSO responses in April 2013. Evaluators 
reviewed a total of 359 files for program defendants from April 1, 2012 through September 30, 
2012, and recorded relevant information into separate databases for juveniles and adults. Part 
1 of this report will present findings and recommendations related to EMP budget and billing 
practices. Part 2 of this report, to be released subsequently, will provide administrative and 
programmatic findings and recommendations.  
 
For the OPSO Electronic Monitoring Program Budget and Billing report, evaluators conducted 
interviews of OPSO personnel, City officials, and Council members, and submitted questions in 
writing to judges from Juvenile, Municipal, and Criminal District courts. Evaluators reviewed 
relevant legal references and documents such as Cooperative Endeavor Agreements, invoices, 
budget descriptions, intake and disposition forms, and defendant files. Evaluators accessed 
OPSO’s web-based monitoring service and generated reports for additional analysis. OPSO’s 
online “Docket Master” system provided data regarding the status of adult defendants in 
Criminal District Court: failures to appear; subsequent arrests on new charges while 
participating in EMP; and start and end dates for court ordered monitoring were used to 
determine compliance with court orders.  
 
This evaluation was performed in accordance with Principles and Standards for Offices of 
Inspector General for Inspections, Evaluations, and Reviews and includes findings and 
recommendations relating to the efficiency and effectiveness of the OPSO’s management and 
administration of the Electronic Monitoring Program paid for by the City of New Orleans 
(“City”).2  
 
OIG evaluators were assisted in the preparation of this report by the cooperation of City and 
OPSO employees and officials, as well as Criminal District Court and Juvenile Court judges and 
staff. 

                                                      
2 “Quality Standards for Inspections, Evaluations, and Reviews by Offices of Inspector General,” Principles and 
Standards for Offices of Inspector General (Association of Inspectors General, 2004). 
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II.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Electronic Monitoring (EM) is the use of electronic monitoring equipment to track defendants’ 
locations and assess their compliance with court-ordered geographic restrictions. Numerous 
states have authorized electronic monitoring programs as an accepted alternative to traditional 
incarceration in state or local correctional facilities.3 Administered efficiently and effectively, 
electronic supervision of defendants provides jurisdictions with an alternative to the high cost 
of custodial care.4 Electronic monitoring programs generally allow defendants to continue to 
work, attend school, and otherwise avoid the negative effects of being detained in a 
correctional facility while awaiting case disposition. EM has been an alternative to pretrial 
detention in New Orleans since at least 2004. 
 
In 2010 OPSO entered into a Cooperative Endeavor Agreement with the City to provide EM 
services.5 OPSO contracted with Omnilink Systems, Inc. to provide leased equipment and 
monitoring services. The monitoring services included monitoring technology and alerts 
twenty-four hours per day, seven days per week, and technical support. Monitoring devices or 
“ankle bracelets” were placed on defendants and used Global Positioning System (GPS) as well 
as cellular tracking to locate and monitor the movements of individuals twenty-four hours a 
day. The devices recorded defendants’ location every 60 seconds, and every 15 minutes their 
location was reported to monitoring deputies through the Omnilink monitoring service via 
computer or mobile device.6 The system also had the ability to report data in real time.  
 
The Deputy Mayor for Public Safety oversaw the EMP on behalf of the City. He was the point of 
contact for the CEA, received OPSO invoices, authorized payment, and met additional 
administrative obligations on the City’s behalf. 7  
  

                                                      
3 More than 40 states and Washington, D.C. have adopted laws to regulate the use of electronic monitoring.  
4 During the period of this evaluation, the per-diem (per inmate, per day rate) for incarceration in Orleans Parish 
Prison (the City jail) was $22.39, established by the Settlement Judgment, Hamilton v. Morial, March 26, 2003. The 
cost of incarceration also included other costs, such as medical costs, that more than doubled the actual per 
inmate per day cost. For an examination of the per person daily rate of incarceration in New Orleans, see Office of 
Inspector General, “Inspection of Taxpayer/City Funding to Orleans Parish Sheriff’s Office in 2011” (New Orleans, 
June 6, 2013). The EMP fee for juvenile defendants was $14.75 per day and $13.25 per day for adult defendants. 
5 Subsequent CEAs were signed by OPSO and the City in 2011, 2012, and 2013. The scope of this evaluation was 
limited to the 2011 and 2012 CEAs.  
6 Collectively, three OPSO deputies and one NOPD officer will be referred to as “monitoring deputies.” The NOPD 
officer was assigned to EMP, but she maintained an office in the Juvenile Court building; she only reported to the 
EMP office as needed to obtain equipment.  
7 Evaluators use EMP to refer to the New Orleans electronic monitoring program administered by the Orleans 
Parish Sheriff’s Office. 
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III.  FINDINGS 
 
 
BUDGET 
 
The CEA signed in 2011 limited the total amount OPSO could invoice the City to a maximum of 
$50,000 per month. At a rate of $13.25/day for adults and $14.75/day for juvenile defendants, 
City funding could provide electronic monitoring for up to seventy-one adult defendants and 
forty-five juvenile defendants for thirty-one days each month.8 In 2012 the City reduced the 
appropriated amount by approximately 14 percent, resulting in a maximum invoice of $43,000 
per month. The decrease in OPSO’s budget reduced the number of defendants who could be 
monitored in a month to fifty-four adults, assuming forty-five units remained assigned to 
Juvenile Court.9  
 
In June 2012, 124 units were available; 45-50 were reserved for Juvenile Court, and the balance 
were available for the other courts to use on a “first come, first serve” basis.10 Beginning in 
December 2011, OPSO received an $110,000 “expansion grant” from the New Orleans Police 
and Justice Foundation (NOPJF) for 20 additional units, to be deployed when all City units were 
in use.11 As a result, a total of 144 units were available for use by Juvenile, Municipal, and 
Criminal District Courts during 2012.12 The NOPJF Expansion Grant also provided deputies with 
laptops and wi-fi access so they could remotely access the monitoring program’s database 
when out of the office. 
 

                                                      
8 The cost for one adult was $410.75, and the cost for one juvenile was $457.25 for each month of thirty-one days. 
However, fluctuations occurred as people were enrolled and discharged from EMP throughout the month.  
9 The 2012 CEA required that “not less than fifty-five (55) electronic monitors … be available for use by juveniles;” 
however, based on statements from OPSO and Juvenile court, the number of monitors available for juveniles was 
closer to forty-five units.  
10 OPSO included this information in its presentation to the City Council Criminal Justice Committee on June 27, 
2012.  
11 In 2010 grant funds were awarded to the Business Council of New Orleans by the Bureau of Justice Assistance in 
response to a Congressionally Selected Award pursued by the Business Council and the New Orleans Crime 
Coalition. NOPJF was the fiscal administrator of the grant and entered into a CEA with OPSO to expand the EMP.  
12 The District Attorney’s office also had the ability to use the EMP as part of a plea bargain agreement or for a 
defendant participating in the Pretrial Diversion program. These defendants paid their own fees for the service, 
and the units provided were in addition to the City’s allotted monthly units. According to the contracts signed by 
the defendants in the “self pay” program, adults paid a $185.50 deposit and juveniles paid a $206.50 deposit in 
addition to a weekly fee.  
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Finding 1. OPSO’s reported expenditures for EMP exceeded program revenues by over 
$100,000 in 2011 and 2012.  

 
In October 2012 evaluators requested OPSO’s budget and expenditures for EMP, including an 
“itemized list of costs for administering the program, including personnel and operating 
expenses.” OPSO’s attorney responded that the documents were not “ordinarily kept or 
prepared in the format” requested and were “not available at this time.” The attorney then 
explained that staff had been instructed to prepare the documents in the requested format. 
Evaluators received the revenue and expenditures for fiscal years 2011 and 2012 in February 
and April 2013, four and six months after the October 2012 document request.  
 
The sources of revenue listed by OPSO included funds received from the CEA with the City, 
“Voluntary Participants & Damage Restitution,” and “EMP Expansion Grant.” The City CEA 
revenues were based on the actual number of defendants invoiced to the City in 2011 and 
2012. Defendants who participated as part of a diversion program were considered “voluntary 
participants,” and they paid their own monitoring expenses. “Damage Restitution” was revenue 
generated by judges who ordered defendants to pay for lost or damaged equipment.  
 
 

Figure 1: EMP Revenues (2011-2012) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
According to OPSO budget documents, program expenditures included personnel costs, 
communication costs for four cell phones, 5 percent of the electricity costs for the EMP office 
located in the Intake Processing Center, vehicle maintenance for four vehicles, 50 percent of 
service charges for background checks, the monitoring services contract with Omnilink, 
supplies, public liaison, technical support, rent, and pest control. 
 
According to budget information provided by OPSO, the operational expenditures of EMP were 
approximately $681,830 in 2011 and $682,470 in 2012, exceeding both the $600,000 annual 
budget appropriation pursuant to the CEA and the actual revenue generated by invoices to the 
City.13  

                                                      
13 The CEA limited the EMP budget to $50,000 per month for twelve months, equaling $600,000 annually. In 2011 
and 2012, the actual revenues were less due to budget cuts imposed by the City and actual invoices for services 

 2011 2012 
Revenue Sources   
CEA (City) $555,393.50 $486,687.00 
Voluntary Participants & Restitution $185.50 $2,132.75 
EMP Expansion Grant $0 $79,228.00 
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The expenditures provided by OPSO are summarized in Figure 2 below. 

 
 

Figure 2: EMP Expenditures (2011-2012) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Finding 2.  OPSO reported indirect costs for EMP that could not be verified or were 

miscalculated, including over $140,000 per year in rent.  
 
Rent  
The EMP office is located in the Intake Processing Center (IPC), 2801 Perdido Street. Industry 
standard for calculating a yearly rental amount is to multiply the rental rate per square foot 
times the square footage of the rental space. However, instead of calculating rent for the year, 
OPSO calculated rent by charging $15 per square foot per month for the EMP office, which 
measured approximately 782 square feet. Using this formula, OPSO listed an expenditure of 
$140,000 per year as part of the EMP expenditures. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                           
provided. The Monitoring Supervisor, the Captain who supervised the monitoring deputies, used the monthly 
allocation to determine the available number of units each month. 
14 OPSO did not bill the City for these expenses, but all program expenses should be covered by the per diem rate 
agreed upon by the City and OPSO in order to maintain a balanced program budget.  

 2011 2012 
 Expenditures14   
Personnel Costs $212,749.81  $271,196.78  
Monitoring Contract $233,825.67  $225,072.99  
Rent (782 sq ft x $15 per sq ft per 
month) $140,760.00  $140,760.00  
Technical Support $28,899.33  $27,841.16  
Communications $4,614.72  $4,615.16  
Electricity $4,527.60  $4,580.70  
Background Check service (50%) $3,120.00  $3,120.00  
Vehicle Maintenance $7,487.77  $2,444.63  
Supplies (5%) $1,282.67  $2,237.72  
Public Liaison (1%) $300.00  $300.00  
Pest Control $300.00  $300.00  
   
TOTAL REVENUES: $555,579.00 $568,047.75 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES: $681,829.09  $682,469.14  
Program Deficit ($126,250.09) ($114,421.39)  
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OPSO personnel told evaluators that they based the rental charge on the standard $15 rate for 
commercial leases along Tulane Avenue. Evaluators consulted real estate quarterly reports to 
determine the standard rate for commercial leases. The quarterly reports listed annual Central 
Business District commercial lease rates ranging from $13.75 to $20.00 per square foot, 
depending on location and amenities; Tulane Avenue’s $15 rate falls within this range.15 
 
At an annual rate of $15, the rental expense for OPSO would have been $11,730, or 8 percent 
of OPSO’s $140,000 annual rental expenditure. OPSO’s rental rate of $140,000 divided by 782 
square feet resulted in an annual cost of $179 per square foot. At $179 per square foot, OPSO’s 
Intake Processing Center would be listed in the real estate quarterly report as “the highest 
priced office space in the New Orleans metropolitan area” according to the author of the 
quarterly report. 
 
OPSO overestimated EMP expenditures by almost $260,000 in rent for 2011 and 2012. 
Furthermore, according to the assessor’s records, the City owns 2801 Perdido Street.16 If that is 
the case, the OPSO should not have included rent as an indirect program cost for the City’s 
EMP.  
 
Electricity  
OPSO attributed 5 percent (or approximately $4,550) of the IPC’s annual electricity expenses to 
the EMP. However, the office space allocated to EMP (782 square feet) represented only 2 
percent of the total square footage of the IPC (39,000 square feet).17 Therefore, OPSO’s 
estimate for the cost of EMP electricity was more than double the expected cost based on the 
square footage of the office. The cost for electricity would have been approximately $1,800 per 
year based on 2 percent of the building’s total size and the annual costs for electricity in 2012.  
 
Vehicle Maintenance  
OPSO also calculated expenses for “vehicle maintenance” for four vehicles in the program 
budget; however, the Monitoring Supervisor stated that only three vehicles were assigned to 
EMP. The Monitoring Supervisor was assigned a vehicle and monitoring deputies used two 
other vehicles when they responded to alerts.  

                                                      
15 Bruce Sossaman, “Office Occupancy and Absorption Survey” (Equity Office Properties, New Orleans, 4th Quarter 
2012). Evaluators calculated OPSO’s rent based on the annual calculation used by realtors instead of the monthly 
calculation used by OPSO.  
16 OIG, “Inspection of Taxpayer/City Funding to OPSO in 2011.” FEMA recovery grant funds paid for renovating the 
jail’s former kitchen into the IPC. 
17 Evaluators used an online area map calculator to estimate the total square footage of IPC.  
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Finding 3.  EMP deputies’ schedules included regularly scheduled overtime, which raised 

personnel costs by more than $100,000 over base salaries, the equivalent to 
two monitoring deputy positions in 2012.  

 
EMP expenditures and indirect costs exceeded revenues by $126,250.09 in 2011 and 
$114,421.39 in 2012. The largest expense category for each year was personnel costs.  
 
As shown in Figure 3, evaluators added OPSO’s standard charge for fringe benefits to base 
salary information to calculate personnel costs.  
 
 

Figure 3: EMP Personnel Costs Calculated Using OPSO Salary Information18  
 
 2011 2012 
EMP Monitoring deputies19 $159,393 $159,393 
Ranking Officers20 $24,017 $24,017 
Support Staff21 $1,371 $6,655 
Total Personnel Costs $184,780 $190,064 

 
Figure 3 calculates expected EMP personnel costs of $184,780 in 2011 and $190,064 in 2012. 
These personnel costs include employee base salaries and fringe benefits, including portions of 
the salaries attributable to the program for ranking officers and administrative support staff. 
However, the EMP’s actual personnel costs were approximately $30,000 and $80,000 more 
than the calculated amounts for 2011 and 2012, as shown in Figure 4. 
 

                                                      
18 OPSO financial personnel provided evaluators with OPSO’s standard fringe rate of 14.6%. 
19 This amount includes 100% of the salaries for the three monitoring deputies and supervisor (Captain) plus fringe 
benefits of 14.6%.  
20 OPSO expenditures include indirect salaries such as 5% of Sheriff’s, Chief Deputy Sheriff’s, and Colonel’s salaries, 
and 10% of an OPSO Major’s salary, including 14.6% fringe benefits. 
21 Additional program expenditures include administrative accounting personnel and in 2012 10% of the gross 
salaries of two deputies from the Communications platoon were assigned to monitor low battery alerts received 
during the night shift. 
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Figure 4: EMP Personnel Expenditures versus Base EMP Personnel Costs  
 

 
2011 2012 

EMP Personnel Costs (Actual Expenditures) $212,750 $271,197 
EMP Personnel Costs (Salary & Fringe) $184,780 $190,064 
Difference $27,970 $81,133 

 
The difference between the projected personnel costs and the actual personnel costs was due 
to regularly scheduled overtime assignments. In 2012 monitoring deputies were scheduled to 
work at least 120 hours per bi-weekly period and OPSO paid overtime for any hours in excess of 
eighty-six hours in a two-week pay period.22 At least two of the monitoring deputies received a 
minimum of four hours of scheduled overtime each week beyond their regular twelve-hour 
days. OPSO did not provide a separate line in its budget disclosing overtime costs, but 
consistent statements by OPSO personnel described regularly scheduled overtime expenses as 
well as additional overtime hours.  
 
The average salary of monitoring deputies was approximately $34,000. Evaluators calculated 
over $81,000 in overtime in 2012; OPSO could have hired two additional monitoring deputies 
for less than that amount. OPSO exceeded its expected personnel costs by a total of almost 
$110,000 in 2011 and 2012, approximately 45 percent of OPSO’s calculated deficit based on the 
difference between EMP revenues and reported program expenditures. Evaluators asked OPSO 
personnel to explain the cause of the difference in personnel costs based on salary and fringe 
benefits and the reported personnel expenditures, but no explanation was provided. 
 
OPSO’s reported revenues and expenditures showed that EMP operated at a deficit in 2011 and 
2012. The program could operate well within budget if OPSO used more accurate calculations 
of indirect expenses and managed overtime assignments. Toward that end, evaluators 
calculated the budget for EMP based on costs that could be verified. The figure below shows 
OPSO’s 2012 reported expenditures and evaluators’ estimated costs for EMP.  
 

                                                      
22 Monitoring deputies worked twelve hour days for five days per week with staggered days off; this schedule 
resulted in a sixty-hour work week.  
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Figure 5: 2012 OPSO Reported Expenses versus OIG Estimated Costs 

 
 2012 Reported  

OPSO Expenses 
2012 OIG  

Estimated Costs 
Direct Costs   
EMP Personnel  $159,392.56 $159,392.56 
Omnilink Monitoring Service  $225,072.99 $225,072.99 
Indirect Costs   
Ranking Officers & Support Staff $30,671.44 $30,671.44 
Electricity  $4,580.70 $1,832.28 
Vehicle Maintenance  $2,444.63 $5,200.00 
Background Check Service  $3,120.00 $3,120.00 
Communications $4,615.16 $4,615.16 
Supplies  $2,237.72 $2,237.72* 
Public Liaison  $300.00 $300.00 
Technical Support  $27,841.16 $27,841.1623 * 
Rent  $140,760.00 $11,730.00 
Pest Control  $300.00 $300.00* 
PROGRAM TOTAL: $682,469.14 $502,986.75 

*OIG did not verify reasonableness or accuracy of these charges. 
 
 
Finding 4.  The daily rate per person OPSO charged the City for electronic monitoring was 

more than it originally proposed in response to a 2009 RFP, more than it 
charged an EMP grant, and more than the per diem of a program administered 
by a law enforcement agency in another city. 

 
Per diem (daily rate per person) charged to the City 
The City issued a Request for Proposals in 2009 for “Alternative Sentencing, Case Management 
and Related Services” that requested proposals for electronic monitoring equipment, 
monitoring and support services twenty-four hours per day, daily monitoring data for crime 
analysis, and web-based monitoring software. OPSO’s proposal in response to the 2009 RFP 
received the highest score overall and offered the lowest cost per day at $9.00 for adults and 

                                                      
23 The formula OPSO used to allocate “technical services” among departments was 3 percent of 75 percent of 
invoices submitted by Major Services, Inc., totaling $28,899.33 in 2011 and $27,841.16 in 2012. Evaluators 
examined the 2012 invoices, but there was no way to determine if the costs attributed to EMP were reasonable 
because Major Services, Inc.’s invoices did not include any description of the specific work performed.  OPSO 
financial personnel described the type of services performed by Major Services, Inc. as anything related to 
computers, printers, cell phones, servers, or other technology. 
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$12.00 for juveniles. The City subsequently withdrew the RFP without selecting a service 
provider.24 
 
In February 2010 the City issued and cancelled another RFP for the same services. Eight months 
later, in October 2010, the City and OPSO entered into a CEA for electronic monitoring services 
without a competitive procurement. The daily rate the City and OPSO agreed upon was $13.25 
for adults and $14.75 for juveniles, $4.25 (47 percent) and $2.75 (23 percent) more than the 
daily rates OPSO proposed for adults and juveniles in response to the 2009 competitive 
procurement process. 
 
Per diem charged to the NOPJF Expansion Grant 
OPSO and the New Orleans Police and Justice Foundation (NOPJF) agreed upon a rate of $10.55 
per day per participant for the Expansion Grant, regardless of adult or juvenile status. The daily 
rate of $10.55 for the NOPJF Expansion Grant was $2.70 (20 percent) less for adults and $4.20 
(28 percent) less for juveniles than the daily rates OPSO charged the City. OPSO negotiated the 
rate for the NOPJF Expansion Grant approximately one year after the OPSO began monitoring 
services for the City, and it was based on direct personnel costs (including fringe benefits for 
staff), the cost of the monitoring service agreement, and “other monitoring related costs.”  
 
Per diem costs compared to those of a comparable law enforcement agency 
Evaluators compared OPSO’s program per diem to that of Charlotte Mecklenburg Police 
Department’s (CMPD) Electronic Monitoring Division. CMPD‘s Electronic Monitoring Division 
used the same monitoring vendor, software, equipment, and serviced a similar population. In 
addition, the City and OPSO have consulted with CMPD on the development of the New 
Orleans EMP. 
 
CMPD’s total 2013 budget for its EM division was $948,105 and included personnel and 
contracted monitoring services. CMPD’s budget, unlike OPSO’s, did not include any indirect 
costs, and CMPD paid Omnilink $3.60 per unit per day. CMPD had a total of six officers and one 
Sergeant assigned to monitor an average of 400 people per day.25  
 

In order to compare similar expenses for the two programs, evaluators calculated per diems 
including only the expenses included in CMPD’s budget: personnel and contracted monitoring 
services. Evaluators calculated CMPD’s per diem by dividing its total annual budget by the 

                                                      
24 The OIG issued a public letter criticizing the previous administration’s handling of the 2009 RFP for EM services.  
25 CMPD’s $948,105 annual budget included electronic monitoring salaries and the monitoring contract; it did not 
include salary costs for administrative personnel or ranking officers above the direct supervisor.  
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average number of defendants enrolled and the number of days in a year. Using this formula, 
CMPD’s per diem was approximately $6.50.  
 
However, CMPD’s and OPSO’s monitoring contract rates were different: CMPD’s contracted 
rate for Omnilink’s monitoring services was approximately $1.90 less than OPSO’s rate of $5.50 
per unit per day. To control for the difference in the contract monitoring costs, evaluators also 
calculated CMPD’s per diem using OPSO’s contract rate. Recalculating CMPD’s per diem using 
OPSO’s $5.50 per unit per day cost resulted in a per diem of $8.39. 
 
Staff included in the two agencies’ personnel costs varied; OPSO included portions of ranking 
officers’ salaries that were not included in CMPD’s personnel costs. To control for the 
differences in the two agencies’ personnel costs, evaluators excluded all indirect costs and 
calculated OPSO personnel costs for only those staff included in CMPD’s personnel expenses: 
the monitoring deputies and direct program supervisor. OPSO’s program costs for these 
personnel and the monitoring contract totaled $390,590.56. Using this total, OPSO’s per diem 
for direct costs was $9.31.  
 

Figure 6: CMPD and OPSO Direct Cost Comparison 

 

 
CMPD Budget 

CMPD Personnel & 
OPSO Contract Rate 

OPSO Direct Costs 
(EMP Personnel & 

OPSO Contract) 
2012 Costs  $ 948,105 $948,105 $390,590 
Per diem Program Cost  $ 6.50 $ 8.39 $9.31 

 
Figure 6 shows the three per diem calculations described above. A total of seven CMPD officers 
provided monitoring services to a daily average of approximately 400 defendants for a lower 
per diem than OPSO’s, in which four deputies served approximately 115 defendants per day. 
CMPD’s per diem was lower even (1) when CMPD paid OPSO’s higher monitoring contract costs 
and (2) when OPSO’s per diem included only direct program staff and one supervisor.  
 
Next, evaluators calculated per diem rates based on OIG estimated expenses and OPSO’s 
reported expenses for 2012. The per diem based on the OIG estimated total program expenses 
of $502,987 (from Figure 5) was $11.98. Using OPSO’s total 2012 reported program 
expenditures of $682,469, which included indirect costs and additional personnel such as 
ranking officers and administrative support personnel, the daily cost per person was more than 
$16 per unit per day.  
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Figure 7: Comparison of OPSO Per Diem Calculations 

 

 

OIG Estimated 
OPSO Expenses 

OPSO 2012 
Expenditures 

2012 Costs  $502,986.75 $ 682,469.14 
Per diem Program Cost  $11.98  $ 16.26  

  
In Figure 7 the addition of OPSO’s reported indirect costs, including ranking and administrative 
personnel, resulted in a per diem rate of $16.26, higher than the CEA rates of $13.25 and 
$14.75. In contrast, calculating the per diem based on the OIG’s estimated and verifiable 
expenses resulted in a per diem rate of $11.98, lower than the rates charged to the City.  
 
OPSO’s 2012 reported expenditures indicated that the program was not operating within its 
budget. However, the OIG’s estimated expenses suggest the per diems the City paid OPSO to 
administer the EMP were greater than the amount needed to fund the program.  
 
 
BILLING 
 
 
Finding 5. OPSO overbilled $23,000 on invoices to the City and NOPJF Expansion Grant 

due to billing errors; the City did not identify the errors. 
 
OPSO billed incorrect per diems  
The November 2011 CEA established a billing rate of $13.25 per day for adult defendants and 
$14.75 per day for juvenile defendants. Beginning in June 2012, the OPSO erroneously 
calculated the rates at $13.75 per day for adults and $14.25 per day for juveniles. This practice 
continued to appear on each subsequent monthly invoice through November 2012 and resulted 
in $1,730.69 in erroneous charges to the City in 2012.  
 
The billing errors appeared on OPSO’s invoice cover sheet and the daily rates reflected in the 
itemized lists, but they were not identified by the City. OPSO personnel identified the error for 
the November 2012 invoice and re-submitted it to the City in March 2013 with the correct rate. 
However, neither OPSO staff nor City personnel reviewed other 2012 invoices to determine if 
the error had occurred in other months, and invoices for June through October 2012 remained 
uncorrected.  
 
The errors suggest poor oversight of billing procedures at both the City and at OPSO. The City 
failed to review the invoices sufficiently to identify the errors before making payment, and 
OPSO’s billing process did not have adequate controls in place to recognize the errors before 
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sending the invoices to the City. OPSO was also remiss in that it failed to review previous 
invoices for similar errors even after being alerted to the problem. 
 
City and NOPJF Expansion Grant billed for the same defendants 
OPSO’s billing processes for the City and NOPJF Expansion Grant required three individuals to 
check invoice lists to ensure defendants were properly billed to the respective entity. First, the 
monitoring deputy entered the participant’s agency with the “grant” distinction, if applicable. 
Then the Monitoring Supervisor generated monthly reports for all defendants, separating grant 
defendants from defendants being charged to the City. The Monitoring Supervisor sent those 
lists to the OPSO Grant Administrator and OPSO Finance department to review; each checked 
the invoice lists to ensure defendants were charged to the correct entity. 
 
Evaluators obtained copies of the monthly invoices submitted to the City and NOPJF Expansion 
Grant for 2012. These invoices included defendants’ names and dates of service with the 
corresponding rates charged per day. Evaluators compared names and dates of service for each 
month to determine if any defendants were erroneously billed to both entities for the same 
period of time. In May and September 2012, a total of 29 defendants were charged on both the 
City invoices and NOPJF Expansion Grant invoices for the same dates of service. The billing error 
resulted in approximately $18,766.60 in duplicate payments. 
 
Evaluators informed the OPSO Grant Administrator and the City of the double billing; OPSO and 
City officials were unaware of the errors. OPSO concluded the May 2012 error was an oversight 
and billing errors in September 2012 were due to Omnilink’s changes to the rate plans in 
response to Hurricane Isaac. As OPSO prepared for Hurricane Isaac, the Sheriff’s Office 
requested Omnilink to transfer all defendants to the “emergency rate plan,” which would save 
battery life in cases of power outages and signal interruption. When the emergency situation 
passed and electricity was restored to most areas of the City, OPSO requested Omnilink to 
return the defendants to their regular rate plan. Omnilink failed to place grant defendants back 
into the system with the NOPJF grant designation, causing those defendants to appear on the 
monthly report generated for the City invoice. However, none of the three OPSO personnel 
monitoring the monthly reports detected the errors or confirmed that the defendants had been 
appropriately reclassified with the grant designation.  
 
Since the NOPJF Expansion Grant only paid for defendants when the City-funded devices were 
fully deployed, the NOPJF Expansion Grant received a credit of $8,144.60 for 772 participant 
days.26 

                                                      
26 The grant was initially “closed out” in March 2013; however, when evaluators notified OPSO personnel of the 
error, the grant was credited and re-opened until funds were expended. 



Office of Inspector General OIG-I&E-12-004 Evaluation of EMP, Part I: Budget and Billing 
City of New Orleans  Page 14 of 20 
Final Report  April 2, 2014 

 
OPSO billed the City for defendants for whom it was not responsible 
Evaluators used minute entries from OPSO’s “Docket Master” to confirm the beginning and 
ending dates for electronic monitoring.27 One defendant’s record noted that the district 
attorney refused prosecution on August 20, 2012, but the defendant appeared on the City’s 
invoices through October 4, 2012.28 Another defendant was released from the EMP by the 
judge on September 28, 2012 but was invoiced to the City through November 6, 2012. OPSO 
protocols also required a defendant to be removed from the program if the District Attorney’s 
office “refuses to prosecute the charges” or if the judge removed the defendant from EM. 
These two defendants appeared on the City’s invoices for a total of eighty-four days beyond the 
court-ordered date of their release. This error resulted in overcharging the city a total of 
$1,155. 
 
In another case, the court entry from February 16, 2012 noted a judicial order requiring the 
defendant to pay for electronic monitoring himself. This individual was listed on the City’s 
invoices from April 1, 2012 until his probation was revoked in July 2012, resulting in the City 
paying $1,497.25 for 113 days of service.  
 
The above scenarios depict instances in which OPSO invoices did not accurately reflect 
defendants’ status in the EMP. Evaluators were unable to determine the precise cause of these 
errors because the necessary documentation was not included in the defendants’ files. 
 
Finding 6.  OPSO billed the City over $65,000 for post-conviction monitoring of adult 

defendants from April 2012 through September 2012 even though the program 
was intended to serve pretrial defendants. 

 
OPSO invoiced the City over $65,000 for post-conviction monitoring of adult defendants from 
April 2012 through September 2012, contrary to the 2012 CEA between the City and OPSO.29  
The 2012 CEA described the program as a pretrial tool and the scope of services referred to it as 
a pretrial Electronic Monitoring Program, and the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety said both the 
City and OPSO understood the program to be for pretrial defendants when they initiated EMP 
in 2010.  
 

                                                      
27 Clerks enter court actions into Docket Master; this program should be the complete record of court actions 
taken.  
28 The October 10, 2012 court entry in Docket Master states, “This case Nolle Prosequi on 8/20/12 the court 
ordered that this defendant be removed from the Sheriff’s Electronic Monitoring Program [sic].” 
29 The CEA signed by the City and OPSO in November 2011 did not make any reference to pretrial defendants or 
otherwise limit the purpose as a pretrial alternative to incarceration. 
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OPSO’s Policy and Procedure identified four sources of “referrals” for EMP: Magistrate court 
after bond hearing; as a condition of release from juvenile processing (booking); condition of 
bond from Criminal District, Juvenile, or Municipal Courts; or as a stipulation of the District 
Attorney Diversion Program. Nonetheless, 46 of the 136 adult defendants listed on EMP 
invoices served post-conviction sentences during the six-month review period. 
 
Contrary to the 2012 CEA’s stated intent, OPSO’s “Policy and Procedure” for reporting 
violations noted that a judge could, post sentencing, order an offender to the EMP as a 
condition of his or her probation. In these cases, the policy directed the OPSO deputies to 
enforce the curfew and any territorial restrictions placed on the defendant and notify the 
probation officer of any program violations. However, evaluators interviewed monitoring 
deputies who could not describe the procedures for coordinating with the Department of 
Corrections, Probation and Parole, for defendants placed on electronic monitoring as a 
condition of post-conviction sentencing.  
 
In June 2012 the City Council Criminal Justice Committee questioned Criminal Court judges and 
OPSO about the practice of monitoring post-conviction defendants. The committee members 
were concerned that the City was paying for defendants they did not consider to be the 
intended beneficiaries of this program, and City administrators confirmed that the program was 
only intended to serve pretrial defendants.   
 
Evaluators identified $65,971.75 in City payments for forty-six defendants who were monitored 
as part of their post-conviction sentences during the six-month review period. The NOPJF 
Expansion Grant was also invoiced $3,861.30 for post-conviction monitoring of five adult 
defendants. Evaluators identified thirty-four defendants who began or remained on electronic 
monitoring as a post-conviction sentence after the June 2012 Criminal Justice Committee 
hearing.  
 
OPSO provided monitoring services to post-conviction defendants contrary to the program’s 
stated intent, revealing basic problems with defining and communicating the program’s 
parameters to key stakeholders. First, although the OPSO revised its EMP policy, it failed to 
remove the option for post-conviction monitoring even though the City had clarified its 
intention to serve only pretrial defendants in the 2012 CEA.30 
 
                                                      
30 OPSO adopted revised EMP “Policy and Procedure,” effective January 12, 2013, after a program visit from the 
National Institute of Justice. The following language relating to deputies reporting violations remained unchanged: 
“Offenders are court ordered onto the OPSO Electronic Monitoring Program as a condition of pretrial release or as 
a condition of probation … .” The protocols proceed to distinguish two separate ways to handle violations 
depending on whether the defendant was ordered as part of their “Pre-Trial” or “Probation” phase of the case.  
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Second, the discrepancy between the City’s intention and OPSO’s EMP “Policy and Procedure” 
resulted in a lack of clarity about program objectives. As a result, the program served a 
population other than that intended by the City. Most defendants participated in the EMP on a 
judge’s orders, and judges were apparently under the impression that the EMP was a post-
conviction sentencing option until June 2012. The judges’ actions would suggest that program 
stakeholders—the City, OPSO, judges, the District Attorney’s Office—were not fully informed, 
not in agreement, or simply not compliant with the program’s operational parameters and 
stated intentions. 
 
As the program’s funder, the City was ultimately accountable for the EMP; it was incumbent on 
the City to ensure that the program’s objectives were clear and that all policies and procedures 
were consistent with those objectives. Further, it was the City’s responsibility to ensure that 
OPSO’s fiscal and operational administration of the program was efficient and effective. 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

Conclusion 
 
The Electronic Monitoring Program is a program established by the City for the purpose of 
reducing the City’s financial and social costs of incarceration. The City delegated to OPSO the 
authority and responsibility to “[d]evelop, institute and implement a pretrial Electronic 
Monitoring Program.”31 However, neither party exercised sufficient financial controls or 
ensured the program’s fiscal accountability.  
 
Evaluators found evidence that, according to OPSO’s reported program expenditures, the 
program operated at a deficit; routinely scheduled and paid approximately 23 percent of 
personnel costs in overtime; and included inflated indirect costs in its budget. It also charged 
the City a higher daily rate than it had originally proposed, than it charged a federally funded 
grant administered by a local non-profit, and than a comparable program cost. Evaluators also 
concluded that OPSO provided poor fiscal management and program accounting. 
 
OPSO could reduce program costs associated with supervising pretrial defendants and operate 
more efficiently. According to evaluators’ calculations, at its current budget level OPSO should 
be able to charge the City a lower daily rate, hire at least two additional monitoring deputies, 
and enroll additional pretrial defendants in the EMP.  
 
Evidence also suggested that the City failed to obtain the best available price for the services 
provided by OPSO and exercised inadequate oversight of billing and invoice procedures. The 
City was aware that OPSO proposed performing the same services at a lower daily rate yet 
agreed to the higher daily rate less than a year later. Also, City personnel did not monitor 
invoices to ensure the City was billed at the correct rate. Finally, the City did not review invoices 
to determine if OPSO billed for the correct defendants at the correct number of days.  
  

                                                      
31 Cited from the 2012 CEA signed by OPSO and the City.  
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Recommendations 

 
Recommendation 1. OPSO should improve fiscal controls and keep a separate running 

account of the EMP budget segregated from its General Fund.  
 
As noted in Findings 1 through 3, it took OPSO six months to comply fully with the OIG’s request 
for an accurate accounting of revenues and expenditures for the EMP. Further, the budget 
documents OPSO produced revealed that EMP personnel expenditures exceeded revenues by 
$110,000. OPSO should maintain a monthly accounting of revenues generated and itemized 
expenditures, which could permit ongoing budgetary review and prevent budget overruns. 
 
EMP administrators would be able to monitor spending on a regular basis if OPSO kept 
accounting records segregated from its General Fund accounting. In addition, if the City agrees 
to allow rent as a program expenditure, it should be calculated based on standard real estate 
practices, which charge per square foot on an annual basis. Other expenses described in Finding 
2 should be re-calculated to ensure they are reasonable and accurate.  
 
The amount OPSO spent on overtime in 2012 could fund at least two additional monitoring 
deputies. The average salary for monitoring deputies is approximately $30,000. If OPSO hired 
two additional monitoring deputies, base salary expenses including fringe would increase by 
approximately $70,000. OPSO could still budget for a reasonable amount of overtime on an as-
needed basis if expenses were properly monitored throughout the year. Alternatively, some of 
the funding spent on overtime could be used to increase deputies’ base salaries and staggered 
work schedules could reduce the need for overtime.  
 
Recommendation 2. The City should renegotiate the cost per unit per day to include a 

fixed indirect cost rate.  
 
The daily rate OPSO charged the City in 2012 was significantly higher than the rate it proposed 
in its response to the City’s 2009 RFP and the rate charged to the NOPJF Expansion Grant. 
Analysis of CMPD’s program costs also suggests that the City could negotiate a lower per diem 
than the rate it paid to OPSO in 2012.  
 
The City should renegotiate the terms of the CEA with OPSO to establish a lower per diem for 
the EMP. The City should also establish an acceptable indirect cost rate for externally managed 
programs such as the EMP to ensure that city funding does not support miscalculated and/or 
inflated program costs. Finally, the City should improve its fiscal oversight of the EMP by 
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demanding a more detailed and closer program accounting. In doing so, the City could increase 
the funds available for expanding the number of program participants without increasing its 
budgetary allocation for the EMP.  
 
Recommendation 3.  The City and OPSO should increase financial controls and oversight of 

billing processes to ensure that invoices sent to the City are both 
accurate and include billing only for those defendants the program is 
intended to serve.  

 
As discussed in Findings 5 and 6, OPSO erroneously charged the City for defendants who also 
appeared on the NOPJF Expansion Grant invoices, were released by the court, were ordered to 
self-pay by the court, or were sentenced to electronic monitoring as part of a post-conviction 
sentence. The City intended the program only for those individuals ordered to EM as a 
condition of pretrial release.  
 
The City shared responsibility for unidentified billing errors such as the transposition of 
numbers in the juvenile and adult per diem rates. The City had an obligation to the taxpayers to 
ensure that taxpayer funds were used only for those defendants the CEA stated were eligible 
for the EMP; in the instance of the transposition of juvenile and adult per diem rates, staff did 
not exercise sufficient financial oversight to identify recognizable errors. City staff in addition to 
the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety should be assigned to develop and implement protocols for 
reviewing monthly invoices to ensure that they reflect the appropriate defendants for the 
correct days.  
 
OPSO should review its billing protocols and improve its oversight of the billing process. 
Invoices to the City should reflect the correct daily rate for EM defendants and accurately 
reflect the current status of defendants; the City should only be charged for eligible defendants 
enrolled for the correct amount of time. Also, billing should immediately reflect changes to a 
defendant’s status due to a judge’s orders or refusal of charges. 
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VI.  OFFICIAL COMMENTS FROM CITY OF NEW ORLEANS 
 
City Ordinance section 2-1120(8)(b) provides that a person or entity who is the subject of a 
report shall have 30 days to submit a written explanation or rebuttal of the findings before the 
report is finalized, and that such timely submitted written explanation or rebuttal shall be 
attached to the final report. 
 
An Internal Review Copy of this report was distributed on December 23, 2013 to the entities 
who were the subject of the evaluation so that they would have the opportunity to comment 
on the report prior to the public release of this final report. The City of New Orleans and 
Orleans Parish Sheriff’s Office each completed a “Management Response Form;” their 
responses are attached as Appendices A and B, respectively. 
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APPENDIX A. CITY OF NEW ORLEANS RESPONSE  
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APPENDIX B. ORLEANS PARISH SHERIFF’S OFFICE RESPONSE  
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