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July 12, 2011 

 

The Executive Committee of the Caddo Parish School Board (CPSB) met in regular session in 
its office at 1961 Midway Street, Shreveport, Louisiana, at approximately 4:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 
July 12, 2011 with President Lillian Priest presiding and Steve Riall and Dottie Bell present 
being a quorum.  Other school board members present were Jasmine Green, Charlotte Crawley, 
Curtis Hooks, Mary Trammel, Barry Rachal, Larry Ramsey, and Ginger Armstrong.  Also 
present were Secretary Gerald Dawkins, Legal Counsel Reginald Abrams, staff and other 
visitors.  Mr. Ramsey led the invocation and Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

PRESENTATIONS 

 

Dr. Dawkins explained that an update on the SunGard implementation was scheduled for today; 
however, the SunGard representative could not attend the meeting.  He added that he will 
continue to gather information on the implementation of SunGard and a representative will be 
asked to attend a future CPSB meeting to discuss the implementation of SunGard. 

 

ESTABLISH THE AGENDA FOR JULY 19, 2011 CPSB MEETING 

 

Superintendent Dawkins shared items for consideration at the July 19th CPSB meeting and the 
following discussion ensued. 
 

ADDITIONS 
 
Mr. Hooks asked that an item be added to the agenda to address teachers at AU schools 
continuing to receive bonus money even though they may be moved for next school year. 
 
Mrs. Bell requested that revisions to CPSB travel policies be added to the agenda. 
 
Mrs. Crawley shared with the board a proposed revision to CPSB Policy DLC Travel Expenses 
and requested that an item be added to the July 19th agenda.  She noted that she and Mrs. Bell 
could possibly work together on their two items. 
  
Mrs. Armstrong requested that making sure all students have opportunities for band, art and 
music at all grade levels at all schools (k-8, elementary, middle, high) is added to 
Superintendent’s Report. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong asked the superintendent and staff to look at the necessity for adding interior 
walls at Fair Park.  Ms. Priest announced this item will be under Superintendent’s Report. 
 

WORK SESSION 

 
Agreement RSD-Linear Charter School.  Mrs. Bell asked Mr. Lee if Linwood and Linear paid 
all their bills to Caddo Parish Public Schools last year?  Mr. Lee responded they did.  She also 
asked if the charter schools asked for anything more this school year?  Mr. Lee responded that 
Linwood does not wish for Caddo to provide transportation next school year, and the number of 
sweepers has been reduced as well as the lawn maintenance service . 
 
Mr. Rachal asked for clarification that the charters get to take advantage of the services we have 
and it is only a flow through cost?  Mr. Lee said that is correct; we charge them for services plus 
a 2% administration fee.  Mr. Rachal asked what administrative fee does the State charge Caddo 
for services such as these, and Mr. Lee said he is unsure what the percentage is.  Mr. Rachal 
noted the interesting fact that the RSD does not mind charging the district a fee; and telling the 
district it can only charge 2 percent.  He said he would like for Caddo to talk to the appropriate 
persons about this, and asked whom would it be?   
 
Mrs. Bell asked if one person in Caddo takes care of all the business with the two charters?  Mr. 
Lee responded that he does and Mrs. Bell said she believes the district needs to look at charging 
a fee for this service and consider assigning a staff person solely for this responsibility. 
 
NCLB Deregulation.  Ms. Priest presented a proposed resolution asking for relief for America’s 
schools because NCLB is three years overdue.  She added this relief is being sought because of 
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the accountability requirements and to be released from additional sanctions under the current 
AYP requirements in the 2011-12 school year, as well as to rescind and modify current 
regulations and alleviate undue pressure on the Nation’s schools.  Mrs. Crawley asked about the 
outlook and the affect it will have?  Ms. Priest said we are following the process for joining the 
NSBA, LSBA and other school districts in efforts to put the pressure on Congress for the 
reauthorization of ESEA and the repeal of the No Child Left Behind. 
 

Resolution in Support of Goals and Positions of the Coalition for Louisiana Public 

Education.  President Priest explained that resolutions from several Louisiana districts have 
been presented to the State Department of Education in support of the Coalition of Louisiana 
Public Education’s efforts relative to the MFP and freezing the growth factors, and the State 
Mandate of unproven methods, i.e. student based budgeting and Virtual Schools, etc.  She stated 
that if the board opts to approve this resolution, it will be prepared and sent to the State 
Department of Education.  Mr. Rachal asked if it is possible that someone from the Coalition 
could visit with the board on this proposed resolution, sharing additional goals etc.  Ms. Priest 
further explained that this group is comprised of members of school boards across the state and 
were in attendance at a recent meeting in Baton Rouge.  Mr. Rachal asked if just school board 
members are leading this coalition or can other individuals be invited to participate from across 
the state?  Ms. Priest stated that she will be glad to send an email inviting him to attend.  Mr. 
Rachal asked if anyone from Caddo is a part of this coalition and Ms. Priest responded that Mrs. 
Crawford is Caddo’s representative.  Mr. Rachal said he only wants the Caddo Board to be very 
careful  in this process.  Mrs. Bell stated her agreement, but added that in addressing the MFP, 
she hopes the proposal allows the local public school districts to get exactly what the charter 
schools get per pupil.  Ms. Priest also announced that during the Legislative session, LSBA 
conducted a Day at the Legislature and this organization was sanctioned and approved by the 
Louisiana School Boards Association and is part of our lobbying efforts.  

 

Shreveport Resolution.  Dr. Dawkins explained the district has been engaged with the City of 
Shreveport for the past couple of years at the Academic Recovery Center whereby resources and 
activities are provided to the students.  He explained this request authorizes the superintendent to 
sign any and all agreements between the City and the CPSB for the Academic Recovery to 
receive approximately $20,000 for an after-school program.  Mr. Rachal stated he believes this is 
a very good thing and he is pleased to see the City reach out and express support in this project. 
 
Louisiana Compliance Questionnaire.  Dr. Dawkins explained that Board approval of this 
questionnaire is required in conjunction to Caddo’s annual audit conducted by the external 
auditor. 
 
Roadway License Agreement with Petrohawk Energy.  Superintendent Dawkins explained 
that this is an agreement for Petrohawk to access a road on the School Board (Carver) property at 
a cost.  He added that Chesapeake and others may also use this access road to get to their work 
sites.  Mr. Rachal asked how much the district will receive?  Mr. White said he did not have the 
document in front of him, but from memory he believes the lease amount for the approximate 
3.86 acres will be approximately $58,000 plus approximately $1,500 for the timber that needs to 
be harvested.  Mr. White also explained that other mineral right companies may be interested in 
access to the property.  Mr. Rachal asked if he understands that currently there is one company 
interested in using the access road, and there are others interested in using the same road and we 
will receive additional lease monies from them.  Mr. White responded that is correct and they 
would not be allowed to cross the road, because at this time exclusive rights will go to 
Petrohawk.  Mr. Rachal asked if there is anyway Petrohawk can sublease?  Mr. White said it 
allows Petrohawk and their sub contractors and suppliers access to their sites; however, if 
Chesapeake or Matador want access, they would have to negotiate and provide lease money to 
do so.  Mr. Rachal asked if these funds will go into the General Fund account?  Mr. Lee 
responded that these monies typically are placed in the General Fund as are any other 
lease/royalty type funds.  Mr. Rachal asked if he understands that at this time it is not 
earmarked?  Dr. Dawkins responded that this item is very recent; however, staff will look at 
possible suggestions for these funds.  Mr. Rachal stated that these are funds he believes we could 
possibly do something specific with; however, he does not want to lock into recurring expenses.  
Mr. White clarified that these monies are a one-time lease payment.  Mr. Rachal asked for how 
many years?  Mr. White responded that he doesn’t have the documents in front of him; however, 
he believes it is a 10-year initial lease and that they will have access to the road for as long as 
they continue to pump off the well sites.  He also explained that because this land is Section 16 
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land, we cannot give a right of way agreement and sell the property; it has to be a long-term 
lease.  If this land were to ever be disposed of by the Caddo Parish School Board, it would then 
be returned to the State of Louisiana.  Mr. Rachal asked who negotiated the number for this 
agreement and is it fair market value?  He said he believes for the access they are getting, $5,800 
a year seems to be really cheap to him.  Mr. White explained that this amount is the going rate 
for roadway leases.  Mr. Rachal stated that we are not the general public and these funds are for 
the children’s education, so he would like to sit down with them and determine if they might be 
willing to pay more since it is for education. 
 
Mr. Abrams explained that the CPSB is receiving oil and gas revenues off this property, and Mr. 
Rachal added that this is no different than anyone else.  He shared a discussion he had with a 
fellow board member and he believes because it is for the education of the children that 
Petrohawk should be willing to pay double that amount.  Mr. Abrams reminded the board that 
they actually are, because the lease is for five years.  Mr. Rachal stated that he would like to sit 
down with staff and he would also like for Petrohawk to attend the board meeting and justify 
why they do not want to pay more.  Dr. Dawkins stated that staff will follow up. 
 
Mr. Riall asked if this roadway agreement deals with producing wells, does he understand the 
company still has access beyond the agreement without paying more money?  Mr. White said 
that is correct.  Mr. Riall asked if the CPSB can sublet to others even though Petrohawk cannot?  
Mr. White said that is correct.  Mr. Riall asked if there is any stipulation from Petrohawk that, if 
we do so, it is necessary for them to sign off on it.  Mr. White said, in working with Petrohawk, 
the only thing stipulation is if we bring additional mineral companies on the property, Petrohawk 
wants the additional companies to share in the maintenance of the roadway. 
 
Reduce Central Office Operating Budget by 5%.  Mrs. Crawley stated that she believes this is 
a good statement.  Mr. Rachal asked if he understands correctly that we would be asking the 
superintendent to come back to the board showing a reduction in the Central Office of 5%.  Mrs. 
Crawley said that is correct; over what was passed at the last meeting.  Dr. Dawkins noted that he 
had not received anything on this item, so he could not respond as to what it means.  Mrs. 
Crawley said she is only stating that the board would direct the superintendent to present a 
revised Central Office operating budget reduced by an additional 5% from what was approved.  
Mr. Rachal asked the superintendent if he and staff can come up with something in a week.  Mrs. 
Crawley clarified that this is not giving the superintendent a timeframe, but only directing the 
superintendent to bring something to the board.  Mr. Rachal stated that he understands the 
motion to be that the superintendent would bring to the board a reduced budget and the board 
would vote on it.  Ms. Priest clarified that is not correct and there will not be a reduced budget 
presented to the board for the July 19th meeting.  Mr. Rachal again asked if this is a reasonable 
timeframe for the staff to bring something to the board?  Ms. Priest stated she understands the 
motion is to direct the superintendent to bring back to the board a budget reflecting a reduction 
of 5% in expenditures from what was approved by the board.  Mrs. Crawley added that once the 
board directs the superintendent to do this, the superintendent is responsible for he and his staff 
bringing to the board specific line items to reduce.  Mr. Rachal also asked if there is not an 
internal audit in place?  Dr. Dawkins responded that it has not formally begun; however, it will 
soon.  Mr. Rachal asked the superintendent if he would prefer conducting the internal audit first 
before the board votes on this item.  Dr. Dawkins stated if the internal audit is complete, it would 
certainly make the task easier; however, staff will adhere to the board’s request.  Mr. Rachal 
asked Dr. Dawkins when does he anticipate the completion of the internal audit?  Dr. Dawkins 
responded that the timeline has not been established; however, it will take a minimum of two to 
three months.  Mr. Rachal asked if Mrs. Crawley is willing to wait for the completion of the 
internal audit and Mrs. Crawley responded she is willing to wait for an additional 5% reduction 
after the audit; however, she believes an initial 5% reduction can be done before the audit.  Mr. 
Rachal said if this item remains on the agenda, he would like to see where the superintendent 
will cut 5% before he votes on a directive.  Mrs. Crawley explained the cuts will not be taken 
until the superintendent presents it and the board approves it.  This is only a directive of the 
board’s intent to cut Central Office operating expenditures by an additional 5%. 
 
Mr. Abrams stated his concern that if this motion has anything to do with any additional 
reductions in force (RIF), it is not the appropriate time to address it that way; however, if it can 
be done without implementing RIF, the Board needs the information before it votes on this item.  
He reminded the Board that the CPSB is in litigation as a result of this.  Mrs. Crawley stated she 
is not asking the superintendent to recommend a reduction in force.  Mr. Rachal said he believes 
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we have the cart before the horse and he would rather see it presented before it is mandated.  
Mrs. Crawley explained the first step is to explain what the board wants and put it together, and 
it will not occur until the superintendent presents a revised budget with a 5% cut, which will not 
be voted on until September/October.  Dr. Dawkins said he only wants to see and understand the 
specifics of the motion.  Mrs. Crawley encouraged board members to provide her with feedback 
and she will consider the feedback when making her motion. 
 
Mr. Riall asked staff to explain what comprises Central Office, i.e. departments.  Dr. Dawkins 
said he is reluctant to answer since he does not know what the ramifications in the motion might 
be.  Mr. Riall asked if anyone can tell him what a 5% ballpark dollar amount might be?  Mr. Lee 
responded that in looking at the budget approved by the board last month, there are three areas 
(1)  General Administration, which is the superintendent’s area, $5 million; (2) Business 
Services, $4 million; and (3) Central Services (IT, Communications, Personnel), for an 
approximate $15 million, an amount that does not include instructional services.  At 5%, Mr. Lee 
stated you are looking at a minimum of $750,000 to $1 million.  He also explained that some of 
these expenses are intermingled in other budgets as well. 
 
Mrs. Bell asked if someone puts an item on the agenda and pulls it because they will be out of 
town, should the board be discussing it before the board member brings it back with the 
necessary information?  Ms. Priest clarified that a board member pulled the item, but another 
board member put it back on the agenda with their name.  Mrs. Bell stated that since the initial 
owner of the item did not give a reason, she believes the board member should given the 
opportunity to address the item.   
 
Ms. Trammel noted the tendency to not have an urgency on some items, and she would like to 
see everything on the same playing field.  She also stated she believes there are many changes to 
the agenda and asked if she is correct that the board should allow a board member to include 
what she desires to include in the material as well as time to look it over before it is made an 
agenda item?  Mr. Abrams stated that Mrs. Crawford phoned and asked that the item be pulled.  
Mr. Rachal called for a point of clarification and if it is correct that once the item is on the 
agenda, it cannot be removed until the board votes to remove it?  Mr. Abrams clarified that the 
board is now in an executive committee session to set the agenda. 
 
AUS Salaries for Teachers.  Mr. Hooks said he is concerned that teachers who transferred to 
AU schools for three years and received a supplement for this commitment have now been 
involuntarily transferred to other schools and are no longer receiving this supplement even 
though they signed a three-year contract to receive a certain amount of money.  Dr. Dawkins 
stated that he does not have the number breakdown on these personnel and asked Mr. Lee to 
further explain.  Mr. Lee said there is approximately $4 to $5 million budgeted for the base 
incentives for all targeted schools.  The amount of the incentive paid to the teacher depends on 
their degree, i.e. Masters or higher, if they are National Certified, etc.  Mr. Hooks said these 
teachers did not choose to leave, but signed a contract to stay at these schools for three years; and 
if we transfer them, we are breaching their contract and they need to be paid.  He said it is not 
fair because they have figured this salary in their household budgets and if we move them we 
need to pay them.  Mr. Lee said he doesn’t believe there were contracts signed and Mr. Hooks 
said there were.  Mr. Abrams responded that he is not aware of any teacher signing any contract, 
but there are signed contracts for administrators.  Mrs. Crawley stated they signed agreements at 
a faculty meeting and were told to leave it there.  Dr. Robinson explained there was no contract 
that committed teachers to the AU programs to three years.  She said the three years does come 
about when discussing that it takes three years to turn a program around and verbal discussion is 
that “we need you to consider making this commitment for three years so that the turnaround 
actually happens”.  However, there was not a contract.  She said there was also not any promise 
that once an employee was moved from an AU program that the monies would follow them, and 
only when working in the AU program is someone entitled or eligible for those stipends.  Mr. 
Hooks said a commitment is a contract between two parties.  Dr. Robinson said she understands 
what is being said; however, there is not any written piece of paper that says I have three years.  
Mr. Hooks said yes they signed it and staff needs to stop trying to pull these games on these 
folks.  Mr. Abrams explained that the administrator contracts include a term in them and they are 
even told if they leave that specific school they will not longer receive any incentives associated 
with that school appointment.  Mr. Hooks said he doesn’t believe this is fair.  He said if the 
superintendent leaves, the board would have to buy out his contract; so he believes there must be 
double standards when it comes to Central Office and the school facilities, and this is not right.  
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He said he is looking for an answer to his question, and Ms. Priest explained that it is an agenda 
item at this time and staff is continuing to work with those who transferred out of AU programs. 
 
Mrs. Crawley said she has always made the assumption of yes because teachers told her that at 
the faculty meeting, they were told to sign a piece of paper that they would stay at a school for 
three years.  Since things happen, and if a teacher is not doing what is felt to be a good job at the 
school, teachers were moved.  She said the teachers really did sign something and were told to 
leave it in a stack on the table and it upsets her for staff to say they didn’t, because that means 
someone is not being honest – either the teachers are misinforming her or this group is 
misinforming her.  She asked that staff provide the board with copies of those pieces of paper 
that the teachers were asked to sign.  Mrs. Crawley said she asked the teachers for a copy; 
however, they told her they were not given a copy, but were told to sign the paper and leave it 
there.  Dr. Dawkins responded that staff will provide a complete report of what staff has for 
administrators and teachers. 
 
Ms. Trammel stated she has the same question; and if the teachers signed something, there 
should be a copy in their personnel file.  Dr. Robinson responded that the piece of paper did not 
originate in HR, so it would not be a part of their personnel file.  She added staff will need to 
check with individual schools and principals who issued this document for signature. 
 
Mr. Hooks asked if the principal in place at a school is no longer at the school, how will staff 
know what transpired?  Dr. Dawkins said he will have staff look into this issue and provide 
clarification. 
 
Board Travel.  Mrs. Bell stated that beginning with the new year’s travel, she would like to 
devise a plan for travel to conferences/workshops, etc., i.e. find out those more important/critical 
workshops/conferences, limit the number of board members attending (especially out of state), 
etc.  She said she believes limiting the number of board members traveling to each 
conference/workshop is the only way the board’s travel can be reduced.  While she knows there 
are some, especially instate, that all members must attend to gain required education credits, she 
believes most conferences, workshops can be covered by a limited number of board members 
attending who will return and share information with the remaining board members.  Mrs. Bell 
said once the information is reviewed and discussed, she would like to see these changes, 
procedures placed in board policy.  Ms. Priest stated the board attorney has advised that there are 
policies that govern board travel; and Mr. Abrams explained that in addition to Mrs. Crawley’s 
item on revisions to CPSB Policy DLC, which includes a provision that the board president is 
authorized to approve board travel, the board can revise its travel policy and develop a number 
for out of state travel (4, 5 or 6) unless otherwise approved by the board president.  She added 
there is no need to put together a committee, but just develop a set number of conferences a year 
per board member and work this into the policy.   
 
Mr. Hooks explained that he asked the board’s secretary to follow up on any on-line workshops, 
etc. that might be available for board members; and at this time, there are none available.  
Relative to travel for the state, Mr. Hooks said he receives reimbursement up to the cost of an 
airline ticket (since he does not fly). 
 
Ms. Priest reminded everyone that there are certain mandatory requirements at the state level for 
meeting Act 705, two of which must be in association with ethics issues as well as credits for 
School Improvement for board members in districts with AU schools. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong said her only concern is there are so many different opportunities at conferences 
such as the National Conference, and sending only one or two limits the number of work 
sessions the board is able to attend.  She said putting a limitation on the number of delegates puts 
a limit on the information brought back to the board.  Ms. Priest also stated that it is also 
understood that because people have different careers, the board worked with Senator Jackson, 
who introduced legislation, allowing for school board members to obtain credits at the regional 
and national conferences. 
 
Mrs. Crawley stated that capping the number of trips a board member can take is better; and if a 
board member needs to take an additional trip, then the board president can look at the request.  
She noted the five main conferences – national, regional, Greater City Schools and CUBE and if 
the board members need to pick two of these conferences, it will be very beneficial. 
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Mr. Rachal said he understands the intent; but asked, if we are trying to cap the number of board 
members that can attend, is this not a line item budget amount?  He stated if the board is 
interested in revising the policy to cap the board members, he is interested in including that if all 
a board member’s travel is not used, a board member can designate where the unused budgeted 
funds can go to benefit someone else. 
 
Revisions to CPSB Policy DLC.  Mrs. Crawley noted the proposed changes to the approval of 
out of parish and out of state travel.  She said she still desires that the superintendent provide a 
running total of travel expenses by department to the board so the board understands who is 
traveling and the expenditure.  She also noted she is proposing that the board receive at least 
quarterly travel reports.  Mrs. Crawley also explained she is proposing that out of state travel be 
approved in advance by the CPSB.  Dr. Dawkins asked if the intent is to include all levels of 
staff for out of state travel and Mrs. Crawley stated that is correct. 
 

ESTABLISH THE AGENDA AND THE CONSENT AGENDA 

 

President Priest announced that items 8.01-8.07 are the consent agenda.  Mr. Riall moved, 

seconded by Mrs. Bell, to approve the proposed agenda and consent agenda for the July 19th 
CPSB meeting as presented.  Vote on the motion carried unanimously. 
 

POLL AUDIENCE 
 
Lee Ann Anglin stated that on Sunday, September 10th she sent a letter to all board members 
addressing board relations and communications.  She said included in the letter was board policy 
ABA “Community Involvement in Decision Making”.  She highlighted parts of the policy noting 
that the board would take all necessary steps to establish effective communication and dialogue 
between parents and the board and that the board considers all comments and suggestions and 
initiatives of parents and others.  Ms. Anglin said she only received one response and the board 
member referenced numerous meetings as well as the roll forward, which she did not address in 
her letter.  She said the board member stated that he did not respond to form letters and her letter 
was not a form letter.  Ms. Anglin said she believes her letter and suggestions were not 
considered because it was not a form letter and did not address the roll forward.  She stated her 
belief that this board member is confused.  She does not get paid to attend the board meetings 
and for doing the research she has done, but because she is interested in Caddo’s students. 
 
Jackie Lansdale, Caddo Federation of Teachers/Support Personnel, asked if at this meeting the 
audience is to only ask questions in reference to agenda items, and the board president and 
attorney confirmed that is correct.  Relative to the item on Petrohawk, Mrs. Lansdale noted the 
amount of money that should be realized from this and the fact that this is not the first time 
Caddo has received gas royalties.  She noted that DeSoto Parish has passed their monies from 
gas and mineral rights to the classroom and asked the board, when looking at these monies, to 
consider putting these dollars with other dollars so they will do good things for the classroom.  
She said the board has had many opportunities from possible resources of a roll forward to 
dollars in set aside funds that could be used in the classroom.  Mrs. Lansdale reminded the board 
that she will be before the board every time possible in this matter.  She also asked for 
clarification on what is the operating budget for Central Office, because she has never seen one.  
Even though it was mentioned that the board did not want to implement another reduction in 
force, she questions how it could be done any way since there is not a staffing formula for 
Central Office, which is what was used in the past RIF.  Regarding the incentive for AU 
teachers, Mrs. Lansdale said she believes this is creating an aura of distrust, the same as was felt 
with the roll forward.  She asked the board to be public servants and allow people to address the 
board whether it agrees with what is said or not. 
 
Pat Manning shared with the board that attending the meetings has given her a great respect for 
the positions held by the board members and the tough decisions they must make.  She shared 
that she learned from the Sunday paper that the district is not broke and there are tremendous 
funds available for travel, highlighting amounts for airline flights, hotels, registration fees, 
baggage fees, meals, mileage, tips, etc. and that restoring her library clerk would be priceless. 
 
Hunter Lawler shared with the board his concern over the loss of Darla Feibel as a part of the 
Northwood High School family.  He shared with the board the extent of Ms. Feibel’s 
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involvement in the students’ lives and activities at Northwood High School, as well as how she 
helps the teachers at Northwood.  Mr. Lawler encouraged the board not to tear down the 
families, but to build up the families. 
 
Sandy Hearron, in reference to agenda item 8.07 and fixed assets, asked the board when will a 
process for sharing and recycling unused equipment, materials, and textbooks be implemented?  
She also asked when will a common contract for copiers through the district be implemented?  In 
getting ready for the start of a new school year, she said answers to these questions are needed 
prior to August 18th. 
 
Ben Feibel stated that according to LRS 39:1305 the total of proposed expenditures should not 
exceed the total of estimated funds available for the ensuing fiscal year and asked if this is true 
for the CPSB’s budget? 
 
Darla Feibel asked the board if all financial fund sources were considered in balancing the 
budget, i.e. property tax roll forward and the technology monies set aside in designated reserves?  
She said last month she attended the meeting and as a taxpayer and a member of the community, 
she now realizes the importance of her attendance at board meetings before it directly affects her.  
She noted that in a meeting the board voted to go through the proper procedures concerning the 
property tax roll forward, which included advertising in The Shreveport Times for 30 days prior 
to the board action.  Since she knows that an ad in the paper is not free, she asked how much that 
line item was, and would it not have spoken volumes to the state if a public hearing had been 
held, indicating that the board heard the people’s voice and that all possible resources were 
exhausted to balance the budget. 
 
Pat Bryan stated that according to the Open Meetings Law, it is essential to the maintenance of a 
democratic society that public business shall be performed in an open and public manner and that 
citizens shall be advised of and aware of the performance of public officials and the deliberations 
and decisions that go into the making of public policy.  He said it states that any public is 
prohibited utilizing any manner of proxy voting procedure, secret balloting, or any other means 
to circumvent the intent of the Open Meetings Law.  Based on this, he asked the board if it really 
meant to check “yes” when the questionnaire asked if the board had complied with the provision 
of the Open Meetings Law? 
 
Mr. Hooks stated he does not wish to be labeled a troublemaker; however, he would like to get 
clarification on several matters.  He asked President Priest if the board is considered the public 
Caddo Parish School Board and is this a public meeting?  Ms. Priest answered yes.  Mr. Hooks 
shared with the board and audience the definition of public, and he asked the President why the 
superintendent or staff never answers the board’s or the public’s questions?  Ms. Priest said she 
would need some specifics because in accordance with policy, she can’t respond on the policy.  
Mr. Hooks also asked Ms. Priest why, as board president, she allows the superintendent and staff 
to get away with such actions as not answering our questions.  Ms. Priest said it is board policy.  
Mr. Abrams further explained that in accordance with board policy, the board does not answer 
questions from the podium, but may refer it to the superintendent to answer the individual 
questions.  Mr. Hooks asked the superintendent if he believes some board members and the 
public deserve to be truthfully informed and granted an honest response when a question is 
directed to the superintendent and staff?  President Priest explained to Mr. Hooks that in this 
setting, the board’s meeting, the superintendent does not engage in dialogue, but must follow the 
procedures and the board’s policy.  Mr. Hooks asked if he could ask the superintendent this 
question at a board meeting, and Ms. Priest explained that the superintendent must follow the 
board’s policy.  Mr. Hooks said he only wants to get clarity and he cannot get clarity if he cannot 
get an answer.  Ms. Priest reminded Mr. Hooks that as a board member, he always has access to 
the superintendent.  Mr. Hooks said he believes this should be public notice and asked the 
superintendent how long he has been in Shreveport, Louisiana and if he is a registered voter?  
President Priest reminded Mr. Hooks that this is a personal matter, and Mr. Hooks said that is not 
correct because he checked with the Office of Voter Registration and was told it is public 
knowledge.  Mr. Hooks stated that if either of them ran for dog catcher, Dr. Dawkins could not 
cast a vote because he is not a registered voter. 
 
Adjournment.  Mr. Riall moved, seconded by Mrs. Bell, to adjourn.  Vote on the motion to 

adjourn carried and the meeting adjourned at approximately 6:30 p.m. 
 



July 19, 2011 

 

The Caddo Parish School Board (CPSB) met in regular session in its office at 1961 Midway, 
Shreveport, Louisiana at approximately 4:30 p.m. on Tuesday, July 19, 2011 with President 
Lillian Priest presiding and the following school board members present being a quorum:  Steve 
Riall, Jasmine Green, Willie Burton, Charlotte Crawley, Curtis Hooks, Mary Trammel, Bonita 
Crawford, Barry Rachal (arrived at 4:40 p.m.), Larry Ramsey, Ginger Armstrong and Dottie 
Bell.  Also present were Superintendent Gerald Dawkins and Legal Counsel Reginald Abrams.  
Mr. Ramsey led the prayer and Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE JUNE 7, 2011 AND JUNE 21, 2011 CPSB 

MEETINGS 

 

Mr. Ramsey moved, seconded by Mrs. Bell, to approve the minutes of the June 7, 2011 and June 

21, 2011 CPSB meetings as submitted.  Vote on the motion carried unanimously.  Mr. Rachal 
was not present for the vote. 
 

VISITORS 

 

Daryl Roberson, Caddo Association of Educators, reported on his recent attendance at the NAE 
Conference at which VP Joe Biden was the keynote speaker.  He referenced concern over the 
balancing of the budget on the backs of those who make the least (custodians, clerks, secretaries) 
through newly revised policies, implementation of the reduction in force policy, and policies that 
affect class sizes which directly affects student achievement.  He said he believes it all began on 
March 24th when the board approved the Vision 2020 Plan before working out the Consolidated 
Annual Budget for 2011-12.  Mr. Roberson stated that he doesn’t believe the board took into 
consideration the cost in human capital, and that the Board last week did not take advantage of 
an opportunity to add dollars through the General Fund to save jobs because of worry over a tax 
issue at some future date.  He again stated that not only is this budget being balanced on the 
backs of loyal Caddo employees that were affected by RIF, but it also takes advantage of the 
poor inner city students.  With the high schools (Woodlawn, Green Oaks, Booker T. 
Washington, and Fair Park) blended to include grades 7-12 there are still many questions and 
concerns that have not received answers despite the fact they have been expressed to the board.  
He asked if all these schools, their faculties, staffs, and facilities will be prepared for the first day 
of school.  He said public education should be standing ready to help those that are struggling in 
poverty move to the middle class and asked if the board is moving in the direction that is best for 
ALL the children?  Everyone is wondering if they truly have a voice with the Caddo Parish 
School Board and if the CPSB has all the children’s best interest at heart. 
 
Jackie Lansdale, Caddo Federation of Teachers/Support Personnel, noted that last year the Caddo 
Parish School Board employees saw a reduction in pay as a result of the change in Federal 
reductions and increase in health insurance.  She said  this was a harder hit for support 
employees than was forgoing their increment last year.  Mrs. Lansdale expressed appreciation for 
the board including pay schedule increments for classified and certified employees and asked 
that information be provided defining the parameters on how the $200 supply money is to be 
spent because teachers are already preparing for the new school year.  She noted the word 
exigency used in the implementation of the reduction in force policy and three criteria used:  
declining school enrollment, program changes and financial.  She said in observation of this 
word, because the implementation opposed to further actions are paradoxical in nature, and by 
invoking this issue, the board said it was in financial dire straits but refused to roll forward the 
property tax which would have brought over $5 million to the General Fund.  She also said the 
board refused to take money from the technology reserve dollars that the board created from 
General Fund dollars.  Mrs. Lansdale also referenced a past bond issue passed by the board with 
no pay increase for teacher and school employees while surrounding districts passed theirs 
inclusive of pay increases for their employees.  She said it is absolute truth that we are dependent 
on tax dollars to run a school system regardless of what anyone might suggest; and just because 
some say that children or education does not mean they support public education, and cited 
several that appear to be for public education but in fact are not.  Mrs. Lansdale called on the 
board to survey every school site, and use coaches, interventionists, duty personnel, et.al., to 
alleviate the overcrowded classrooms, to pay close attention to the number and the replication of 
programs and to not consider any more without careful consideration by the board.  She also 
stated agreement that travel deserves a close look, because it has been more surprising when 
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management is in town than when it is not.  Mrs. Lansdale also noted reference in the reduction 
in force policy that all feasible alternatives to layoffs will be considered first and she believes 
that everything stated will fall within those guidelines.  She said they are gravely concerned with 
the diminished ability of the district to compete, but believe that what is wrong in Caddo can be 
fixed in Caddo. 
 
Michelle Leland, teacher, asked that the board reconsider the laying off of the Northwood 
secretary.  She shared with the board the asset she is to the teachers and students in supporting all 
in their needs.  Ms. Leland said she believes Northwood is too often overlooked and under-
appreciated, because they are a family and will go to bat for anyone in the school.  She also 
shared what it means to be a teacher and that in that respect Darla Feibel is a teacher.  Ms. 
Leland noted there are other ways to cut the budget besides the extreme move to lay off staff, 
cutting positions that directly affect the everyday function of the school.  Since many in the 
community have come to the board asking board members to reconsider the budget cuts, she 
believes the board should consider the concerns and needs of the schools when making its 
decisions.  She encouraged board members to visit the schools this week and observe how they 
are struggling to get school opened successfully while adjusting to new staff persons, which is a 
result from a decision that was not thought through and those that will suffer will be the children.  
One does not cut one of its star athletes if it wants a winning team, and that is what Darla Feibel 
was to Northwood.  She encouraged the board to reconsider the sacrifice Ms. Feibel has made for 
the school system and Northwood High School that is way beyond her job description and give 
her the opportunity to again serve the students of Northwood High School. 
 
Alex Suber, Northwood student council vice president, addressed the recent budget cuts and the 
loss of the secretary at Northwood High School.  Mr. Suber reiterated comments by previous 
speakers in support of returning Ms. Feibel to Northwood and what she means to the Northwood 
community.  He asked that the board reconsider its decisions in cuts made and bring Ms. Feibel 
back to Northwood. 
 
Gae Graham, parent, shared with the board her concern of the recent cuts and how the reduction 
in office staff will affect Eden Gardens.  She said she doesn’t believe laying off the office clerks 
at Eden Gardens was a positive action for the sake of the children, and she also doesn’t see 
replacing the office clerk with an attendance clerk from a high school without the principal’s 
input as a positive action for the sake of the children.  Ms. Graham said the job description for a 
clerk does not specify the different grade levels to work with; and while the high school 
attendance clerk transferred to Eden Gardens is a fine employee, her job description was nothing 
like what she will be expected to do at Eden Gardens Elementary, i.e. the many additional 
responsibilities beyond what is outlined in the job description.  She expressed to the board that 
she would like to see Lisa Doyal reinstated at Eden Gardens, but if not possible, please allow the 
principal input in the hiring of the person who will fill this position.  Ms. Graham said the 
common goal should be for the sake of the children and not just about the budget.  She also 
supported the consideration of reducing the Central Office budgets by cutting positions there 
also.  Ms. Graham also asked when and how will the taxpayers, public, and registered voters get 
answers to their questions? 
 
Ginger Marks, Caddo teacher, shared with the board information on two different items on which 
they recently voted without all the facts.  She stated that Attorney John Settle recently made a 
public records request and obtained a list of the salary of every employee in Caddo Parish which 
is where she learned of the position “student service worker”.  She said the job description is not 
on the web site and personnel was not able to provide a copy either.  Through a second request, 
Mr. Settle discovered the job is a part-time DOE position, positions created in flush times by 
personnel in Central Office.  Since we are not in flush times, there are at least five Central Office 
positions whose job descriptions mention finding jobs for DOE students in the private sector.  
She said in the present financial circumstances, she doesn’t believe the CPSB can make work for 
anyone, and staff should be told to find private sector jobs for these students.  Mrs. Marks said 
that Mr. Settle also learned that the student food worker’s job pays $7.50 an hour; and working 
in the Child Nutrition office this past school year for 1,079 hours earned $8,090.50, which is 
quite a sum for a high school senior, but not the $15,000 on the list.  She asked that someone 
explain this discrepancy.  She said prior to the board’s vote to raise the teacher class size, 
teachers said there were large numbers of students in some classes; however, some board 
members found it very difficult to believe there were classes in the district that were larger than 
25 students.  She said this should not be discussed since this information is immediately 
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available to any staff person by using the JPAM’s Program.  She also referenced information Mr. 
Settle received relative to K-5 schools with over 30 students in a class the first nine weeks of last 
year, and antidotal evidence indicates that the list is incomplete; but even if it is not, there are 
still 84 classrooms that have a minimum of 37 students with the worse example being over 40 
students in one P.E. class and one Art class at Oak Park Microsociety for first grade classes. She 
challenged any board member to a class with this many first graders and cited additional 
examples as well.  She begged the board to not vote on any issue without the facts, especially 
when they are so easily attained.  Mrs. Marks encouraged the board to ask for a weekly report the 
first nine weeks of school on every class in Caddo Parish and the number of students in each 
class by school.  
 

ESTABLISH THE AGENDA AND THE PROPOSED CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Superintendent Dawkins highlighted the proposed agenda and items for the board’s 
consideration.  President Priest announced that items 6.01-6.02, 6.04, 8.01-8.07 are the consent 
agenda.  Mr. Riall moved, seconded by Mrs. Bell, to approve the agenda and proposed  
consent agenda as submitted.  Vote on the motion carried unanimously.  The following is a 
summary of the board’s action. 
 

Item No. 6 

 

6.01 Personnel Recommendations.  The board approved the personnel recommendations as 
recommended by the superintendent and submitted in the mailout. 
 
6.02 Requests for Leaves.  The board approved the request for leaves as recommended by the 
superintendent and submitted in the mailout. 
 
6.04 Administrative Contract Renewals.  The board approved the administrative contract 
renewals as recommended by the superintendent and included in the mailout. 
 

Item No. 8 

 

8.01 Authority for Superintendent to Sign Teacher Contracts 2011-2012SY.  The board 
authorized the superintendent to sign the teacher contracts for school year 2011-2012. 
 
8.02 Shared Services Agreement RSD-Linear Charter School.  The board approved the 
shared services agreement with Linear Charter School as submitted in the mailout. 
 
8.03 Shared Services Agreement RSD-Linwood Charter School – The board approved the 
shared services agreement with RSD-Linwood Charter School as submitted in the mailout. 
 
8.04 Resolution in Support of NCLB Deregulation.  The board approved the resolution in 
support of the No Child Left Behind deregulation as submitted in the mailout. 
 

8.05 Resolution in Support of Goals and Positions of the Coalition for Louisiana Public 

Education.  The board approved the resolution in support of the goals and positions of the 
Coalition for Louisiana Public Education as submitted in the mailout. 
 
8.06 City of Shreveport Resolution.  The board approved the resolution authorizing 
Superintendent Gerald Dawkins to sign any and all contracts and/or agreements with the City of 
Shreveport for implementing the Project RISE grant awarded by the City to the Academic 
Recovery & Career Discovery Center. 
 
8.07 Louisiana Compliance Questionnaire.  The board approved the Louisiana Compliance 
resolution as recommended by the superintendent and submitted in the mailout. 
 

ROADWAY LICENSE AGREEMENT WITH PETROHAWK ENERGY 

 
Mrs. Bell moved, seconded by Mrs. Armstrong, to approve the roadway license agreement with 

Petrohawk Energy Corporation as recommended by staff.  Mr. Rachal asked staff to report on 
any further discussions with Petrohawk.  Steve White reported that John Madison, counsel, had 
further negotiations with Petrohawk representatives on the terms regarding the length of the lease 
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and Petrohawk will have a five-year lease with a two-year extension, and as long as there is 
production, they will have access to the road.  Further compensation was provided to CPSB, and 
a copy is provided, of approximately 25% more than what was originally brought to the board.  
Vote on the motion carried unanimously. 

 

REDUCE CENTRAL OFFICE OPERATING BUDGET BY 5% 
 
Ginger Marks said if the board wants to save money, it should shut down the Central Office 
cafeteria because it lost $47,411.79 and not one food service worker has been laid off in spite of 
numerous school closings.  She said no school based cafeteria is allowed to operate when 
students are not present no matter how many adults are there, so she questions how Central 
Office is allowed to operate such a facility to serve adults when it is losing over $47,000.  She 
asked the board to please vote to support cutting at least 5% of Central Office expenses, proving 
to the constituents that the board is beginning to be fiscally conservative. 
 
Mrs. Crawley moved, seconded by Mr. Hooks, that the Superintendent is directed to bring back 

to the board by the October board meeting a plan to reduce Central Office operating budget and 

other related budgets spending by an additional 5% of the budget passed on June 21, 2011.  Mrs. 
Crawley said at this time we have only hired music and art teachers in spirit and she wants them 
to be a reality in the classrooms.  There is a high school that does not have an art teacher and 
cannot hire one; and at this time, she has not polled all the schools.  Since not every child can 
play instruments, but they may be good at singing.  She shared reasons some have given for not 
having these classes in the school and how students participating in these areas must get the 
opportunity in another school.  She said she knows that at this time the money is not in the 
budget to hire these teachers but she desires that in lieu of overcrowded classrooms, she wants 
staff to develop a plan to address these situation before they happen with the opening of school.  
Mrs. Crawley said the board was told that many additional cuts will be coming to the board and 
her experience has been adding items to the budget, not cutting the budget.  The superintendent 
responded that he will get an answer to Mrs. Crawley’s questions.  She also encouraged the 
superintendent to bring information to the board as it is developed.   
 
Mr. Hooks said a conversation was held with the superintendent and at that time the 
superintendent assured him that each school would have art, music, band and choir.  He asked 
the superintendent to confirm that this discussion took place?  Dr. Dawkins responded that a 
discussion did take place on restoring art and music programs in those schools that did not have 
them and staff is working to do just that.  Mr. Hooks asked the superintendent to explain the 
problem, and Ms. Priest stated the discussion needs to be on the motion.  Mr. Hooks said he will 
get with the superintendent. 
 
Mr. Ramsey moved, seconded by Mrs. Armstrong, to direct the superintendent to bring back to 

the board by the February 2012 executive meeting a budget plan for the 2012-2013 school year 

reflecting a balance between the revenues and expenditures of the General Fund and also 

provide monthly updates of  the process.  Mr. Ramsey said he believes everyone knows there is 
still a serious budget problem and that the revenues are not matching the expenditures.  He said 
he understands the original motion, but he believes we need to do something more complete and 
thorough and move toward getting the budget in line as well as a plan by February 2012.  Mr. 
Ramsey noted there is an independent audit under way and it will hopefully help point out some 
things and he would like to have all this information.  He added he is aware that the 
superintendent is working to find other budget cuts and he certainly agrees if there is 5% in cuts 
in these areas, he would support doing that; however, at the same time, he does not see how we 
can do it without enforcing another RIF.  If that is something that needs to be done again next 
year, he only wants to see a more thorough planning process in getting there.  He also asked that 
we work toward a balanced budget where we are not spending more than is coming in and 
working toward a reasonable fund balance of somewhere between 8 and 15%.  He added until 
we are healthy again, it will be difficult to address some of the needs we would like to address.  
Also, as a board member, he depends on staff to provide information, making sure it is accurate 
information, because the only one the board can hold accountable is the superintendent. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong stated that she has some concerns regarding the direction in which we are 
moving, and she wants a more complete picture of the operations and needs at Central Office 
before possibly entering another RIF.  She said the audit being done will give the board a good 
picture and the internal auditor after each department is complete, will present a report on the 
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findings.  Mrs. Armstrong also added that she would want to look at making the changes prior to 
the February work session and believes we need a balanced budget, clarification and 
opportunities so the superintendent can move in that direction. 
 
Mr. Rachal stated he wishes this were two separate motions because he agrees with Mr. Ramsey 
about getting the budget earlier; however, he does not want to put off the first motion, because he 
believes this is a plan that can be worked into along with the audit.  Miss Green agrees and also 
wishes it could be two different motions.   
 
Mrs. Crawley encouraged Board members to vote no on the substitute motion; because while she 
agrees it is a good motion, it addresses the 2012-13 budget and not the current budget which is 
the budget her motion addresses.  She said her motion is directed to the 2011-12 budget, to 
alleviate the General Fund balance and to give children music and art, as well as to address 
overcrowded classrooms.  Mrs. Crawley explained that her motion directs the plan be brought 
back in October and by that time, she believes portions of the internal audit will be complete and 
presented to the board.  She said she believes if someone off the street can say we are going in 
the hole with the cafeteria, she knows our very knowledgeable staff can find a minimum of 5%.  
She explained that she has attempted to explain to the public that Central Office does not have a 
huge operating budget, but she believes they can reduce expenditures by 5% and when the travel 
is changed, that represents approximately $700,000. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong referenced Mrs. Crawley’s comments relative to the cafeteria and asked the 
superintendent if the closing of the cafeteria something that is being discussed?  The 
superintendent responded that the closing of the cafeteria and other services are still on the table 
for consideration.  Mrs. Armstrong said she did not want the public to get the idea that some of 
these things are not being discussed as possible ways to reduce expenses.  Ms. Trammel asked 
for clarification and that when the board is discussing budgets, she doesn’t believe the Child 
Nutrition Program budget has anything to do with the General Fund budget and we can’t use 
these funds for anything relative to the General Fund.   
 
Mrs. Crawford stated she was under the impression that when the board asked and voted for the 
internal audit, that as the board receives the reports from staff and wants to vote to correct any 
irregularities, the board can do so.   She asked if she understands correctly that Mr. Ramsey’s 
motion works not only for 2012-13, but also for 2011-12?  Mr. Abrams explained that the 
substitute motion gives a parameter.  Mrs. Armstrong noted there is so much conversation in the 
audience that she cannot hear.  Ms. Priest stated that the board would like to hear the attorney’s 
clarification.  Mr. Abrams explained that the substitute motion provides a map as to what the 
maker wanted and if the board agrees, there would be a road map as to how the board wants to 
proceed.  He further explained that the original motion explains that if the board agrees, that is 
how it will come back.  If the substitute motion passes, the parameters would be in place for the 
superintendent to bring something back to the board.  However, if the audit report to the board 
points out something, there is no reason why a board member cannot make a motion to address it 
as it has done in the past. 
 
Dr. Dawkins added that staff is proceeding in two directions with the audit of each department, 
staff is prioritizing those and the others that are ongoing to look at everything that staff is doing 
as well.  He said it is his understanding that staff will report its findings monthly to the board. 
 
Mr. Hooks said he believes he heard Mr. Ramsey and Mrs. Armstrong mention the word RIF and 
RIF is not a part of this motion.  Mrs. Armstrong said salaries. 
 
Mr. Rachal asked for clarification on the substitute motion before he speaks to it.  Mr. Ramsey 
said he is not opposed to cutting 5% of anything unless it involves implementing RIF again; but 
anytime you get into across the board cuts, you can get into RIF, and he is not convinced that we 
will not get into RIF.  He also commented on the independent audit and the discussion that if we 
find something wrong, the board addresses it at that time; and if cuts are going to be made, the 
board would be in a better position to do so if all the information is available.  He said the 
substitute motion gives a road map to get to February 2012; but proceeding in that direction, 
monthly updates will be provided and the board can take action as necessary.  
 
Mr. Rachal asked the superintendent when will the audit be complete?  Dr. Dawkins responded 
that staff will start and will bring feedback to the board throughout the process, but it will 
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possibly be the end of the year.  Mr. Rachal said he knows that the auditors will be getting 
information from the staff and he doesn’t believe it to be a bad idea for the staff to also provide 
information on areas that could be cut.  He encouraged those who have suggestions on possible 
cuts to submit them.  Mr. Rachal said he likes both motions and he does not see any harm in 
putting this plan together at the same time the audit is done.   
 
Superintendent Dawkins stated that the truth of the matter is staff has begun looking at other 
areas as stated and staff will begin to make these reports to the board.  The audit is a separate 
process, but at the same time a complementary process.  He stated his agreement that some 
things need to be done immediately and we need a balanced budget; and he believes everyone is 
aware that an additional $15 million is needed to balance the budget and this must be addressed 
in next year’s budget, in addition to building up the fund balance. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong stated that we keep saying it is a plan, but she sees the substitute motion as a 
plan and direction not only for the 2011-12 school year, but for 2012-13 also.  She said because 
it will afford the opportunity to  make adjustments as we go through this school year and 
prepared to look forward to next year, she believes the substitute motion affords this opportunity.   
 
Mr. Riall asked if it is possible to eliminate 5% without a RIF?  Mr. Lee referenced documents 
sent to the board last week on Central Office expenses and the various departments at Central 
Office have approximately $24.9 million budgeted for next year; and if you take out salaries and 
benefits ($18.5 million), as well as additional contractual commitments ($2.9 million), this leaves 
a balance of approximately $3.5 million.  He further explained that 5% of $24.9 million is 
approximately $1.25 million so the board will be cutting approximately one-half of arbitrary 
expenses, i.e. supplies, travel, etc.  Mr. Riall asked staff what kind of hardship would cutting 
these arbitrary expenses put on staff?  Mr. Lee responded that there is not a lot of travel to cut, 
because a major portion of that budget is to reimburse employees for mileage which is something 
the board must do, i.e. itinerant employees that travel from school to school.  Mr. Lee explained 
that he can look at what makes up the $3.5 million and get with the superintendent and directors. 
 
Mrs. Crawley agrees that the substitute motion can be used as a roadmap, but it is the fact that it 
was brought as a substitute motion instead of another agenda item, which it could stand on its 
own, or it could have been brought at the next meeting.  She said she believes it is now a 
roadblock instead of a roadmap and she believes that is its point; and if we are going to continue 
cuts, she would like to know how many cuts are in this month’s agenda.  Mrs. Crawley also 
explained that she added to her motion “and related budgets” to give the superintendent room.  
When you talk about hardships and students with diabetes, she doesn’t believe it will look good 
as board members to support cutting paper clips.  Mrs. Crawley said RIP can be done with any 
motion, but the superintendent must recommend it to the board and the board votes on this 
recommendation.   
 
Mr. Ramsey said again he is all for cutting expenses as long as it doesn’t involve RIF, and asked 
the superintendent if he is already looking at cutting these items?  The superintendent responded 
that staff is already looking into this and it is an ongoing process.  Mr. Ramsey said he does not 
see this as a roadblock and encouraged the board to support the substitute motion and move 
forward with a more comprehensive plan that includes across the board cuts. 
 
Mr. Hooks asked if we laid off employees at the warehouse?  Dr. Dawkins responded that is 
correct.  Mr. Hooks stated that he understands from this that we have overspent and there are 
many supplies on the shelves at the warehouse that are not being used.  Dr. Dawkins stated that 
staff has found more efficient ways to deliver supplies and equipment directly to schools rather 
than storing in the warehouse.  Mr. Hooks said that he was told there were many supplies sitting 
on the shelves at the warehouse which means to him that we over ordered supplies, so he 
believes cuts can be made here. 
 
Mrs. Bell moved, seconded by Mr. Burton, to call for the question on both motions.  Vote on the 

motion to end debate carried with Board members Green, Crawley and Rachal opposed and 

Board members Riall, Burton, Hooks, Trammel, Priest, Crawford, Ramsey, Armstrong and Bell 

supporting the motion. 
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Vote on the substitute motion carried with Board members Green, Crawley, Hooks and Rachal 

opposed and Board members Riall, Burton, Trammel, Priest, Crawford, Ramsey, Armstrong and 

Bell supporting the motion. 
 

CONTINUED INCENTIVE FOR AU TEACHERS WHO WERE MOVED 

 

Mr. Hooks moved, seconded by Mrs. Crawley, to continue to pay the base incentive to employees 

who were transferred involuntarily from the Superintendent’s Target Schools for the 2011-12 

school year.  Mr. Hooks said this incentive pay was the result of the Superintendent’s vacating 
all the positions at the target schools and putting out a call to apply for these vacated positions 
with the commitment of paying an incentive to all who came to work at the target schools for 
three years.  He said he believes it will be only fair to continue the base incentive for those 
employees who accepted the commitment and were transferred away involuntarily, because to 
renege on a commitment will only set another terrible precedent that the CPSB does not deal 
with its employees in good faith.  Mr. Hooks said he believes the CPSB is financially able to 
absorb this cost and begin to re-establish a good relationship with its employees.  He said the 
incentive pay is already in the 2011-12 budget and these employees have based their livelihood 
on this incentive for three years. 
 
Ms. Trammel asked how many employees are we talking about for this incentive pay?  The 
superintendent stated he does not have an exact number, but he believes there are those who left 
in the first and second year as well and would need to include those numbers as well, along with 
how much it would cost.  Mr. Lee clarified that the amount budgeted is to pay those in these 
positions now; and to go back and pay those who have left and those who replaced them, that 
money is not budgeted.  Ms. Trammel asked Mr. Lee if we are saying we would pay those in the 
positions as well as those they replaced?  Mr. Lee further explained that if someone relocated 
and someone took their place, they likely will pick up the incentive.  Ms. Trammel asked if this 
would include the schools that were closed?  Mr. Lee responded not necessarily, but if they 
moved for whatever reason from their school to a school that is not a targeted school, their 
incentive ended when they left the school. 
 
Mr. Abrams shared his concerns over the motion on the floor and the fact that it will give 
improper donations to persons not performing a job duty that was asked in receiving the 
incentive pay.  He said the persons at the targeted schools had different duties and were provided 
incentives to come to the target school and accept the challenge of doing these additional 
responsibilities.  If they are moved to a non-AU school, they will no longer be doing these 
additional responsibilities, and to continue to receive any incentive is considered a donation. 
 
Mrs. Crawley asked how many are we talking about when referencing “involuntarily” moved?  
Dr. Dawkins again stated that staff would need to get these numbers.  Mrs. Crawley said it was 
an agenda item and it would have been good information to have today.  She also asked if since 
some schools were combined, will this result in some employees being dislocated?  Dr. Dawkins 
stated some will be dislocated, some will come in and he believes it would only be fair to include 
all those involved, involuntary or not.  Mrs. Crawley stated she is only referencing involuntary. 
 
President Priest relinquished the chair at approximately 6:10 p.m. to the first vice president and 
returned to the chair at approximately 6:14 p.m. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong asked if any of the employees were involuntarily moved from an AU school 
because of unsatisfactory evaluations or did they ask to be moved?  If so, she believes it needs to 
be taken into account that we don’t know the numbers involved, and they are not budgeted since 
someone else took their place.  She shared her concern over the board approving a blanket 
permission for those who are no longer performing duties to receive the incentive pay. 
 
Mr. Hooks said he is only talking about teachers removed because the school was overstaffed.  
He said this item was on the agenda and he would have thought someone would have him the 
numbers tonight that would tell him how many persons we are talking about.  Mr. Hooks asked 
the superintendent if he can provide him the information on those teachers that had to leave due 
to overstaffing for the 2011-12 school year only?  Dr. Dawkins responded he will provide the 
number of employees who involuntarily left administrative positions for all three years.  Mr. 
Hooks stated he is willing to pull the item until additional information is provided. 
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Mr. Ramsey called for a point of order and the item being discussed now belongs to the board at 
this time and it can’t be pulled.  Mr. Abrams clarified that is correct.  Mr. Riall asked if when the 
incentive originated, was it for people for positions?  Dr. Dawkins said it was paid to the people 
who made the decision to come teach at that school.  
 
Mr. Ramsey moved, seconded by Mr. Rachal, to call for the question.  Vote on the motion to end 

debate carried with Board members Green, Burton, and Crawley opposed and Board members 

Riall, Hooks, Trammel, Priest, Crawford, Rachal, Ramsey, Armstrong and Bell supporting the 

motion. 

 

Vote on the main motion failed with Board members Hooks and Trammel supporting the motion 

and Board members Riall, Green, Burton, Crawley, Priest, Crawford, Rachal, Ramsey, 

Armstrong and Bell opposed. 

 

REVISION TO CPSB POLICY DLC (EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS) 

 

Ginger Marks stated that a public records request by John Settle regarding travel expenses makes 
it clear the staff needs guidance from the board.  Knowing that the board works very hard, she 
believes the board needs to give staff direction relative to spending because for three years 
freewheeling has been taking place despite reduced income.  She shared an example where 13 
Central Office staff attended a conference in Chicago, and all but three had been on another trip 
within the year.  Others had attended additional trips across the country throughout the year and 
she questions if this is reasonable based on the district’s financial situation over the past two to 
three years. 
 
Jackie Lansdale, Caddo Federation of Teachers/Support Personnel, referenced the finance person 
stating there were not that many trips, but it also included trips to school sites, and to her this is 
incomprehensible.  She said she knows people go on trips in the Caddo School System all the 
time; and if the board is dependent on one person providing anecdotal information, then she 
believes this is information the board needs to become aware of.  She said their board gets 
financial information at every board meeting and she believes there is nothing wrong the with 
CPSB getting financial information at every board meeting on how many trips were made and 
the cost.  She said the superintendent does not do what one board member wants them to do, but 
only acts when the board asks him to. 
 
Mrs. Crawley moved, seconded by Mr. Hooks, to approve revisions to CPSB Policy DLC as 

presented at the last meeting and provided in the mailout to also include that employee trips to 

conferences outside the State of Louisiana that are paid for through General Fund must be 

approved in advance by the CPSB.  Mrs. Crawley stated that the only change from what was 
presented at the last meeting is that trips outside the State of Louisiana must be approved by the 
CPSB in advance.  She explained that this is customary in surrounding districts and states, and 
none of the school boards do not know who, why and how much for out-of-state trips. 
 
Mrs. Bell stated that she wants to clarify that her item strictly addresses the board’s travel and 
asked Mrs. Crawley if she means all travel?  Mrs. Crawley clarified that it is out-of-state travel 
(conventions).  Mrs. Bell asked if this is for the staff and employees.  Mrs. Crawley said it is for 
everyone in the system and it says all out-of-state travel.  Mrs. Bell said she cannot support this 
because she has something she will bring as it relates to board travel.  Mrs. Bell also questioned 
the expense reimbursements and if we are only revising for staff and employees other than the 
board?  Mr. Abrams explained that this revision was drafted with the intent would not be board 
members because it already states that board travel must be pre-approved by the board president 
and it has always said this.  He further explained there are additional policies that address board 
travel, and the reimbursement should coincide with the travel policies.  Mr. Ramsey asked Mr. 
Abrams if this is similar to what other districts are doing around us?  Mr. Abrams responded he 
doesn’t know what other districts are doing this, but stated he understands it is similar to 
something Caddo did years ago and it became a nightmare.  Mr. Ramsey asked the 
superintendent what type of issues are presented by this revision?  Dr. Dawkins said he has not 
seen this type policy in place before and he sees it as being something that could take a lot of 
time and staff will need to determine a process for bringing this information to the board because 
there is required travel by the state and grants.  Mr. Ramsey asked if there are situations that 
require board approval and there is not a board meeting scheduled to approve it, will the 
president need to call a special session?  Dr. Dawkins stated that he believes it would be 
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necessary to have a back up plan since these requests and the timelines come in many forms.  
Mr. Ramsey asked the maker of the motion about amending the travel budget to one-half and 
once travel exceeds that, the requests must come to the board because while he sees the need to 
monitor and control out-of-state travel, he also sees potential problems with the meeting dates.  
Mrs. Crawley reminded the board that she made a motion last board meeting to cut the travel 
budget in half and it failed.  Mr. Ramsey stated he believes we are looking for a process and the 
ability to monitor travel and he believes this will be worse than cutting the budget.  He also said 
the board could require a monthly report on any travel; and if at any time it appears there is 
excess, the board can stop travel at that time.  He said he believes saying you must have board 
approval before anything can be done might be too obstructive even though there should be some 
questions asked about the Chicago trip.  Mr. Ramsey said he has difficulty because of the board’s 
ability to approve in a timely manner. 
 
Dr. Dawkins stated he believes it is very clear that the travel budget needs to be cut and that 
having monthly reports may be a way to do this; however staff is willing to put something 
together to address this and keep the board apprised, but this could become a management 
nightmare for everyone. 
 
Ms. Trammel asked if travel is still submitted manually and not electronically?  Staff responded 
that is correct.  Because of this, Ms. Trammel said she believes there could be problems in 
meeting deadlines for registering, etc.  She noted that she learned at a conference she attended 
districts that handle travel electronically are able to process travel requests more expeditiously. 
Since Caddo is not doing this electronically, she is concerned about processing these travel 
requests and still being able to meet deadlines for making early reservations, i.e. registration, 
hotels, travel. 
 
Mrs. Crawley said she is willing to say conferences because many conferences are scheduled a 
year ahead and she only brings this because of the budget crisis we are now in and she cannot 
imagine anyone attending any conference in the coming year unless it is an emergency or 
someone is receiving a national award or for students. 
 
Mr. Riall agrees with the spirit of the motion but asked if the maker of the motion would amend 
to reflect “conferences”?  Mrs. Crawley agreed to a friendly amendment to include conferences.  
Mr. Hooks as the second also accepted the friendly amendment. 

 

Mrs. Crawley reread her motion to include the friendly amendment as follows: To approve the 

revisions to CPSB Policy DLC as presented at the last meeting and in the mailout and that 

employee trips to conferences outside the State of Louisiana must be approved in advance by the 

CPSB.  Mr. Hooks seconded the motion with the friendly amendment.  
 
Mrs. Armstrong expressed her concern that board members are unable to hear the dialogue of 
other board members due to the conversations in the audience.  Ms. Priest stated there will be 
order in the boardroom.  Mrs. Armstrong stated that the board would like to hear the points being 
discussed by fellow board members and she is tired of this happening meeting after meeting.  
She is not fair and she is tired of it; and since the board is legally accountable for conducting the 
official business, she asked that the audience be respective of that or that the screens be closed 
and the audience view the meeting from the television screens.  Ms. Priest stated her appreciation 
for Mrs. Armstrong bringing this up.   
 
Mr. Rachal referenced the $414,000 budgeted for travel and he believes the motion with the 
friendly amendment may muddy the waters and he preferred the original motion, because he 
doesn’t believe “conferences” will be clear.  He also asked how many do we have traveling out 
of state?  Mr. Lee said in total for the district, it is approximately $500,000 districtwide and of 
that amount approximately $175,000 was paid out of the General Fund.  Mr. Rachal asked Mr. 
Lee about the other funds and if we are mandated to spend those funds or is there a line item that 
we must spend it on travel. Mr. Lee said he does not know if we are mandated, and he referred to 
directors to respond.  Pam Barker, director of special education, explained that in the Sped, 
IDEA and General Fund budgets, travel allocations are included in their travel allotment for 
personnel travel from school to school.  She also explained that mandated professional 
development is included in that amount.  Mr. Lee also added that the General Fund travel budget 
includes the mileage reimbursement for traveling from school to school as well as instate and 
out-of-state travel.  Mr. Rachal asked about the reference to IDEA?  Mr. Lee explained that we 
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are talking about two different things and clarified that the $414,000 in General Fund travel 
includes all forms of travel whether we are paying for someone to attend something out of state 
or mileage reimbursement for instate travel.  He added that for out-of-state travel, there was 
approximately $500,000 worth of travel and $175,000 of that amount came from the General 
Fund and the remainder from other sources.  Mr. Rachal asked about the monies being used for 
travel from the “other” funds, not General Fund, and can we use these in accordance with the 
IDEA guidelines?  Mrs. Barker said that is correct and their budget is designed based on certain 
professional development opportunities.  Mr. Rachal asked if urgent needs come out of the blue 
to us within 30 days of an event?  Mrs. Barker said she believes we mostly receive at least a 30-
day notice.  If we implement this policy, he would recommend that requests for travel be made in 
a more timely fashion.  Mrs. Barker said this is an in-house procedure staff attempts to follow. 
 
Janis Parker explained that in addition to what Mrs. Barker presented, the Title I budgets send 
teachers and principals to out-of-state meetings for professional development.  Title I must also 
include parents in the Title I budget for parental involvement, being required by law to insure 
that parents have the opportunity to participate in professional development.  Mrs. Parker 
explained that out-of-state travel has been limited in recent years, but to get information 
submitted to the board 30 days in advance may not be doable since information on some of these 
conferences comes via email or in the mail with only approximately 30 days notice to get the 
board approval, to get the information to the schools and hopefully be able to take advantage of 
any discounts for early registration and booking.  Mr. Rachal asked staff how many out-of-state 
events are mandatory and if there is any other way we can get the information/training without 
traveling out of state?  Mrs. Parker said for Title I, they always try to send representatives to the 
National Conference because it is an opportunity to gather with leaders of other Title I 
institutions.  Mr. Rachal asked if staff is aware of when this conference is held?  Mrs. Parker 
responded it will be in January, but they currently do not have information on hotels, etc. in order 
to submit professional leave requests.  Mrs. Barker explained her situation is basically the same 
with IDEA and Council for Exceptional Children which is the national conference for different 
areas in Special Education.  She said there are several conferences throughout the year for 
specific domains in Special Education, i.e. pupil appraisal, instruction, etc. Mr. Rachal again 
stated that he doesn’t believe “conference” is very clear. 
 
Mr. Ramsey said there appears to be some confusion because we do not know what all is 
involved, but he appreciates Mrs. Crawley’s comments regarding the budget crisis and we should 
not be traveling out of state and board members need to practice what we preach.  Mr. Ramsey 
said he likes adding conference, but he still hears problems with the management of it; but he 
agrees we do not need to spend tax dollars that we don’t need to spend.  Mrs. Crawley said that 
maybe we should clarify that it is “conferences to out of state and paid out of the General Fund 
must be approved in advance by the CPSB”.  Mr. Ramsey stated that is his question because we 
are addressing the General Fund budget and should not put these over Special Ed, IDEA and 
Title I on the spot.  Mr. Ramsey asked for clarification and if they actually spend any of the 
monies in General Fund budget?  Mr. Parker stated that she does because since hers come from 
the schools, the schools sometimes put together a group and if it is more than what the budget 
allows, the school will combine its money and the funding will come from another fund.  Mrs. 
Barker said she has not used any General Fund dollars for anyone traveling in Special Education, 
and the only thing from Special Ed that comes from General Fund is mileage for those teachers 
that are itinerant.  Mr. Ramsey asked for clarification and if the schools will attach to the 
conference and spend General Fund dollars?  Mrs. Barker said no, but anyone from a school that 
submits request relative to SPED professional development, IDEA pays for it.  Mr. Ramsey 
asked Mrs. Parker how she is able to spend General Fund dollars?  Mrs. Parker explained that 
she does not, but it’s a rarity when a school does not have enough funds in their Title I budget to 
send their parent; but if so, the school may go into their allotment.  She also explained that any 
school in school improvement must budget 10% of their allocation for professional development, 
which can take various forms, i.e. in parish training or out-of-state conference trip.  If it is an out-
of-state conference, they are required to return and redeliver to the staff. 
 
Mrs. Crawley, at the request of a fellow board member, repeated the change to her motion as 
follows:  “conferences outside the State of Louisiana that are paid for through General Fund 
must be approved in advance by the Caddo Parish School Board”. 

 

Mrs. Crawford, for clarification, stated that we have budgeted $414,000 for travel and the 
$175,000 is what is actually used.  Mr. Lee explained $175,000 is not all that was used, but how 
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much was spent for out-of-state travel, and any remaining was probably instate travel or mileage 
reimbursement.  Mrs. Crawford asked Mr. Abrams if this change means we are taking into 
consideration conferences that are mandatory by federal and state governing bodies.  Mr. 
Abrams said he did not understand that.  Mrs. Crawford cited the time when the state told Caddo 
that the superintendent and several staff members had to go to Virginia without a choice.  Mr. 
Abrams clarified that at the moment the motion is exclusive of board members and next month 
will come board travel.   He also reminded the board that when it approved the budget, the board 
approved the $414,000 travel expenditure and this is basically telling the staff they have approval 
to traveling.  At the present time, the board is putting into place a process whereby anyone 
attending a conference outside the state of Louisiana, and funding coming come from the 
General Fund budget, must receive pre-approval by the board.  Mr. Abrams said in essence if 
someone wants to attend a conference in Boston, and it is believed it is a conference they can 
attend and come back and share the information, and if the travel expenses will be paid from the 
General Fund budget, the person (employee) traveling will need to present the request to the 
board.  Mrs. Crawford said she only wants to make sure we are not tying hands.  Mr. Abrams 
responded that the motion states if the conference will be paid out of the proposed revisions, the 
board member must appear before the board for approval.  Mrs. Crawford stated she believes 
Caddo is in a good place because she is aware of numerous districts that have eliminated all 
travel.  Mr. Abrams again reminded the board the budget approved by the board authorizes travel 
and what is being discussed is a procedure to keep the board informed. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong moved, seconded by Mr. Burton, to call for the question.  Vote on the motion to 

end debate carried unanimously. 

 

Vote on the main motion carried unanimously with the change that employees trips to 

conferences outside the State of Louisiana and paid from the General Fund must be approved in 

advance by the Caddo Parish School Board. 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS 
 
Mrs. Crawford requested that the board attorney review the contract with SunGard and report 
back to the board any legal issues regarding implementation of this program 
 
Mrs. Crawford also requested an agenda item to begin the process for renaming the new wing at 
Shreve Island for former principal Kerry Laster. 
 
Miss Green expressed appreciation to the staff for the work on the transition at Green Oaks.  She 
also shared with the board that she always watches the school board meetings online and after 
viewing the last meeting, she believes she would be remiss if she did not share how disappointed 
she was in the last five minutes of the meeting.  While she understands we are going through a 
crisis, and she appreciates everything the board members have done to help her, she believes the 
board needs to stay away from personal attacks.   
 
Mrs. Crawley expressed her appreciation for the list of academic programs and asked staff to 
provide the date they originated, who oversees the program, and expenses related to the program. 
 
Mrs. Crawley asked staff to consult with the principals, etc. at K-8 schools related to a need in 
the office staffing ratio and should they be viewed as two schools and provided a clerk for the 
middle school grades and a clerk for the elementary grades. 
 
Mrs. Crawley asked staff to provide the board with a plan to alleviate overcrowded classrooms 
by the end of the second week of school.  She shared that one possible way might be to split the 
classes and let the coordinator run the class until staff hires another teacher. 
 
Mr. Riall reinforced the request relative to the K-8 staffing formula and if it should be in line 
with the 7-12 formula. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong asked for information on honoring the retirees.  Staff announced that we will 
recognize Caddo’s retirees at a reception at 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, July 20th in the boardroom. 
 
Mr. Hooks stated that when he ran for office, he made a promise.  Mr. Ramsey called for a point 
of order and the violation of board policy.  Mr. Hooks said he made a promise to the people in 
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District 5 that whatever he knows they will know and he will keep nothing from them until he 
leaves the position.  He will keep them informed of what goes on in the parish. 
 
Mrs. Bell asked for an update on the schools that do not have an art, music or band teacher and 
why. 
 
Ms. Trammel asked for copies of the internal audits of departments previously requested. 
 
Ms. Priest asked that regarding hiring practices and retirees, she understands Act 591 states that 
all positions must be advertised twice and should, after the advertisement, the district not be able 
to find someone qualified, the retiree can only be hired in critical areas.  Ms. Priest said she does 
not want to see Caddo penalized because principals may be hiding some positions for retirees. 
 
Mrs. Bell stated that Act 405 addresses leaves that the district can pay for and those it cannot and 
asked the Attorney and Superintendent to bring information to the board on this matter. 
 
Ms. Trammel asked for an update on the positions (directors and other departmental heads) still 
open.  Dr. Dawkins reported that a letter of the preliminary assignments was sent to the board, 
however, it is not complete at the present time. 
 
Mrs. Armstrong asked about schools or Central Office assignments?  Ms. Trammel explained 
that she is referencing positions i.e. attendance director, purchasing director, etc. and will they be 
filled or will they remain open and placed under someone else. 
 

EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 

 

Student Readmission Appeal.  Mr. Ramsey moved, seconded by Mr. Hooks to approve staff’s 
recommendation for K.T. to enroll at Woodlawn Leadership Academy on a student behavior 

contract.  The parents are in agreement with staff’s recommendation.  Vote on the motion 

carried unanimously. 

 

Adjournment.  Mr. Riall moved, seconded by Mrs. Bell, to adjourn.  Vote on the motion to 
adjourn carried and the meeting adjourned at approximately 7:23 p.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  __________________________________ 
Dr. Gerald D. Dawkins, Secretary   Lillian Priest, President 



JULY 26, 2011 

 

The Caddo Parish School Board (CPSB) met in special session in its office at 1961 Midway, 

Shreveport, Louisiana at approximately 4:30 p.m. with President Lillian Priest presiding and the 

following school board members present being a quorum:  Steve Riall, Jasmine Green, Charlotte 

Crawley, Curtis Hooks, Mary Trammel, Bonita Crawford, Barry Rachal, Larry Ramsey, Ginger 

Armstrong and Dottie Bell.  Also present were Dr. Gerald Dawkins, secretary, and Reginald 

Abrams, legal counsel.  Larry Ramsey, District 10, led the prayer and pledge of allegiance. 

 

PROCLAMATION DECLARING DISTRICT 3 SEAT VACANCY AND CALLING FOR 

A SPECIAL ELECTION DUE TO THE RESIGNATION OF SCHOOL BOARD 

MEMBER WILLIE BURTON  

 

Mr. Riall moved,  seconded by Miss Green,  approval of Proclamation declaring a vacancy in 

District 3 and calling for a special election due to the resignation of School Board Member 

Willie Burton.  Vote on the motion carried unanimously. 

 

ESTABLISH PROCEDURES FOR FILLING THE DISTRICT 3 VACANCY  

 

Mr. Rachal moved, seconded by Mr. Hooks, to establish the following procedures for filling of 

District 3 vacancy: 

 

That the following procedures for filling the District 3 position be advertised in the official 

journal; 

 

That applications for filling the Caddo Parish School Board District 3 position be addressed to 

the President of the CPSB and accepted by hand delivery at the superintendent’s office located 

at 1961 Midway Avenue, Shreveport, LA until 10:00 a.m. on Monday, August 1, 2011. 

 

That interviews of candidates will follow the following format: 

 

FORMAT FOR INTERVIEW SESSION (Up to 10 minutes per candidate) I .
 Each candidate will present an opening statement addressing the following: A .
 His or her reasons for desiring to serve as interim board member from District 3; B .
 His or her special skills or experience to offer as a board member from District 3; and C .
 His or her perspective on the role of a board member. I I .
 Each candidate will be allowed to make any final summary statement if time permits. 

 

Interviews to be held at a special board meeting to be held on Monday, August 1, 2011 at 4:30 

p.m. at the Caddo Parish School Board office board room, 1961 Midway, Shreveport, Louisiana.  

Vote on the motion carried unanimously. 

 

SCHEDULE A SPECIAL BOARD MEETING FOR PURPOSE OF INTERVIEWING 

CANDIDATES FOR DISTRICT 3 VACANCY AND SELECTING AN INTERIM 

APPOINTMENT 

 

Mr. Ramsey moved, seconded by Mrs. Bell, that a special board meeting be held on Monday, 

August 1, 2011 at 4:30 p.m. for the purpose of interviewing candidates for the District 3 vacancy 

and for selecting an interim appointment.  Vote on the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Adjournment.  Mrs. Crawley moved, seconded by Miss Green, to adjourn.  Vote on the motion 

to adjourn carried and the meeting adjourned at approximately 4:43 p.m. 

 

______________________________                        _______________________________ 

Dr. Gerald D. Dawkins, Secretary   Lillian Priest, President



August 1, 2011 

 

The Caddo Parish School Board (CPSB) met in special session in its office at 1961 Midway Street, 

Shreveport, Louisiana at approximately 4:30 p.m. on Monday, August 1, 2011 with President Lillian 

Priest presiding and the following school board members present being a quorum: Steve Riall, Jasmine 

Green, Charlotte Crawley, Curtis Hooks, Mary Trammel, Bonita Crawford, Barry Rachel, Larry Ramsey, 

Ginger Armstrong and Dottie Bell.  Also present were Secretary Gerald D. Dawkins and Legal Counsel 

Reginald Abrams. Mrs. Armstrong led the prayer and pledge.  

 

Ms. Priest announced the purpose of the special session is to interview and appoint an interim 

representative for District 3.  

 

Mrs. Bell asked everyone to be in prayer for Chadrick Edwards, student at Huntington High School, who 

was killed in an accident. 

 

VISITORS 

 

Rev. Joe R. Gant, Jr. addressed the board in support of Jean Ware as the interim appointment for District 

3. 

 

Frederic Washington spoke in support of Jean Ware as the interim appointment for District 3. 

 

Debra Bell, PTSA president at Booker T. Washington, endorsed Debra Seamster as the interim 

appointment for District 3. 

 

Roy Cary spoke in support of Jean Ware as the interim District 3 appointment. 

 

Charlotte Williams spoke in support of Debra Seamster to fill the District 3 vacancy. 

 

INTERVIEW CANDIDATES FOR THE DISTRICT THREE CPSB VACANCY 

 

President Priest announced the format and procedures to be followed for interviewing candidates for the 

District 3 vacancy.  Each candidate’s interview session will be up to 10 minutes; each candidate will 

present his or her reasons for desiring to serve as interim board member from District 3; each candidate 

will present his or her special skills or experience to offer as a board member from District 3; and each 

candidate will present his or her perspective on the role of a board member.  Ms. Priest also asked that 

each candidate when approaching the podium to please state their name, address, that they are a resident 

of District 3, and whether or not they intend to seek the elected position in the October election.  The 

president also announced if time permits, each candidate will be allowed to make a final summary 

statement. 

 

The following candidates shared with the board why they desired to serve as the interim board member 

from District 3:  Brenda Alexander (1750 Murphy Street), Njeri Camara (1505 Abbie Street), Gail Griffin 

(2110 East Algonquin Trail was not present), Roynetta Ortiz (3712 Bobbitt Place), June Phillips 

(withdrew her application), Debra Seamster (1417 Madison Avenue); Jean Ware (2114 East Algonquin 

Trail); and Robert “Bubba” Williams (1538 Martha Avenue). 

 

SELECTION OF INTERIM REPRESENTATIVE TO FILL THE CPSB DISTRICT THREE 

VACANCY 

 

The president announced she will call each candidate’s name in alphabetical order and each board 

member will have one vote.  As each candidate’s name was announced, the following votes were cast:  

Brenda Alexander (0 votes); Njeri Camara (0 votes); Gail Griffin (0 votes); Roynetta Ortiz (0 votes); 

Debra Seamster (6 votes – Riall, Green, Priest, Crawford, Armstrong, Bell); Jean Ware (3 votes – 

Crawley, Hooks, Trammel); and Robert “Bubba” Williams (2 votes – Rachal, Ramsey).  President Priest 

announced that Debra Seamster is the new interim representative for CPSB District 3. 

 

OATH OF OFFICE 

 

Legal Counsel Reginald Abrams administered the oath of office to newly appointed interim board 

member for CPSB District 3, Ms. Debra Seamster.  The board and audience extended congratulations and 

welcomed Ms. Seamster to the board. 

 

Adjournment.  Mrs. Crawley moved, seconded by Mr. Riall, to adjourn.  Vote on the motion carried and 

the meeting adjourned at approximately 5:50 p.m. 

 

 

 

____________________________________ _________________________________ 

Dr. Gerald D. Dawkins, Secretary  Lillian Priest, President 

 



 

 

August 2, 2011 

 

The Executive Committee of the Caddo Parish School Board (CPSB) met in regular session in 

its office at 1961 Midway Street, Shreveport, Louisiana, at approximately 4:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 

August 2, 2011 with First Vice President  Steve Riall presiding and Dottie Bell present being a 

quorum.  Other school board members present were Jasmine Green, Debra Seamster, Charlotte 

Crawley, Curtis Hooks, Mary Trammel, Bonita Crawford, Barry Rachal, Larry Ramsey, and 

Ginger Armstrong.  Also present were Secretary Gerald Dawkins, Legal Counsel Reginald 

Abrams, staff and other visitors.  Mr. Ramsey led the invocation and Pledge of Allegiance.  Ms. 

Priest was absent. 

 

PRESENTATIONS 

 

Update on PMOC Process.   Superintendent Dawkins introduced Col. Durr who shared with the 

board and audience an update on the process being used to address the district’s most important 

work.  Dr. Dawkins reminded the board that a couple of years ago several Caddo employees 

traveled to the University of Virginia and learned about Project Management Oversight 

Committee and Balanced Scorecard and how to organize the district’s work and bring reports to 

the board in a more sequential and organized fashion.   Dr. Dawkins explained that the PMOC 

(Project Management Oversight Committee) is a representative cross functional team from 

across the organization.  In his overview, Col. Durr reported that it is important to understand 

while all work is critical, it is also critical to establish priorities and focus our efforts on the most 

important aspect of establishing accountability.  In establishing the goals for the district, projects 

are begun to support those goals and are prioritized by the PMOC.  He stated that he constantly 

reminds everyone on the PMOC that objectives must be clear, must be measurable, must be 

attainable, and must be monitored for accountability.  Col. Durr explained that the PMOC is a 

cross representation of Central Office employees with varied experiences, as well as additional 

personnel throughout the district with additional background.  He said that each area has projects 

that support the focus areas.  Col. Durr highlighted the format and process that begins by 

completing a form on which the project is created and recorded, objectives and task lists are 

created on these forms, as well as timelines, communications plans, budgets, etc.  He said the 

meeting schedule for PMOC fluctuates from weekly to monthly depending on the project status 

and how each is tracked.  Col. Durr reiterated that staff will bring to the board in the not too 

distant future a format for the Balanced Scorecard.   

 

Dr. Dawkins reminded the board that staff wants the board to understand this work is detailed 

out considering all possible resources for hopefully solving the issues and staff is attempting to 

organize this work differently in order for the board to see the work, offer suggestions, as well as 

the implications for policy changes, funding needed, plus any additional things that may have an 

impact on the schools and community. 

 

Mr. Rachal asked how many different projects are being tracked through the PMOC?  Dr. 

Dawkins responded approximately 10-12.  Mr. Rachal asked how many projects have reached 

completion?   Col. Durr explained that some may never see completion since they are projects 

that are ongoing (i.e. JPAMS).   Dr. Dawkins added that staff is constantly adding projects as it 

moves forward and while some, such as bus transportation, may be complete by the opening of 

school, there are others being added.  Mr. Rachal asked if what was presented is actually what 

the staff works from, and the superintendent responded that is correct.  Mr. Rachal stated his 

belief that with the technology in place, this information could be placed in folders and readily 

available to members of the board on the web site so they can follow the process.   Dr. Dawkins 

stated that is not a problem; however, staff is continuing to work on the details.   

 

ESTABLISH THE AGENDA AND CONSENT AGENDA FOR THE AUGUST 16, 2011 

CPSB MEETING 
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Superintendent Dawkins highlighted proposed items for the board’s consideration at the August 

16, 2011 CPSB meeting and the following discussion ensued. 

 

Bids (Purchasing).  Dr. Dawkins noted that the office furniture catalog bid will be less than 

what is seen since excess furniture in schools being closed will be used first before purchasing 

additional furniture.  He also noted there are no construction bids this month and Mr. White and 

his staff are working diligently to make sure all schools are ready for the opening of school on 

August 18th.  Mrs. Armstrong stated she wants to make sure we are watching spending in this 

area since we are in a spending crisis.  Mrs. Crawford asked if this is why Youree Drive is not 

getting new cafeteria furniture?  Dr. Dawkins explained that he talked with the principal at 

Youree Drive and the Food Service Director and some of the furniture will be allocated from the 

closed schools before any furniture is ordered.  Mrs. Crawley asked that the board receive an 

itemized list of items included in this and who will receive them?  Mr. Rachal asked for 

clarification and if this amount is in addition to what was previously budgeted?  Mr. Graham 

explained it is in addition and is a catalog bid sheet in the event we order furniture.  Mrs. 

Crawford asked about the charge for printing services and if it included all the many fliers from 

the different departments and asked if it is possible for these items to be emailed to the board?  

Mr. Graham explained this is bulk printing projects for the school board, i.e. large mailouts to the 

parents and individuals; and at this time, nothing is planned.  Mr. Abrams clarified that in this 

type bid, the board previously budgeted $100,000 for the items listed and with a catalog bid, the 

board is authorizing staff to purchase directly from the list and not come back to the board each 

time. 

 

Begin the Process for Renaming the New Wing at Shreve Island for Kerry Laster.  Dr. 

Dawkins explained it is his understanding that this process includes the need for Legislative 

approval.  Mrs. Crawford explained that this request came from the Shreve Island PTA since 

Kerry Laster served as the principal for many years and helped build the program at Shreve 

Island.  Mr. Abrams explained that someone will need to get a Legislator to sponsor legislation 

for this request and Mrs. Crawford responded that she will, but the Legislature is not in session at 

this time.  Dr. Dawkins stated that Steve White is prepared to help follow through with this 

request. 

 

Year of the Healthy Child Proclamation.  Mrs. Bell asked for clarification.  Mrs. Turner 

explained that staff is working with the community partners regarding activities that will be in 

the best interest for students physical health.  She added that while a number of the partners are 

already engaged in activities, we are attempting to do a better job of coordinating the activities so 

we can increase the number of activities available for the students.  These activities include 

nutritional, as well as physical fitness, well being and mental health.  Mrs. Bell asked if this is 

similar to the activities at Oak Park?  Mrs. Turner explained that those activities will be 

incorporated into the school’s additional activities because schools will do individual activities at 

the school and this is a district-wide effort.  Mrs. Bell asked what schools will participate?  Mrs. 

Turner said all the schools will have the opportunity to participate. 

 

NCLB/IDEA Combined Grant.  Superintendent Dawkins explained that this item provides a 

breakdown of the Federal dollars the district receives under Title I, Title II, Title III, and Part B 

IDEA.  Mrs. Crawley asked when the grant was submitted did it look like what the board 

received or was it an itemized form?  Mrs. Parker explained that it is similar and it is filed 

electronically.  She further explained that she takes all the budgets and pulls them together for 

totals in the eGrant form.  Mrs. Crawley asked if staff could break it down further since she does 

not understand what is being done with this.  She asked if any of the funds will be used to reduce 

class size?  Mrs. Parker said it will and the amount in salaries is for teachers in preK and to 

reduce class size.   Mrs. Crawley asked how does staff know where the monies are going?  Mrs. 

Parker explained that everything the schools do with this money is the principals’ choice after 
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looking at the needs at their school.  Mrs. Crawley asked if there are 40 students in a classroom, 

would the school split the class and this would pay for an additional teacher?  Mrs. Parker 

responded that it depends on the area and this is Title I money and each school looks at all their 

programs and determines how they wish to use their allotment.  Mrs. Parker added that to answer 

in detail she would need to look back at each school’s budget.  Mrs. Crawley asked if Mrs. 

Parker knows how much each school will be allotted?  Mrs. Parker said she is only presenting 

this grant in the form that she has always brought it to the board; however, she will be glad to 

provide any additional information the board may want.  Mrs. Crawley clarified that the budget 

input comes from the principals, and Mrs. Parker said it is not just the principals, but input is 

received from teachers, staff members and parents.  Mrs. Parker also explained the amount for 

stipends and tutoring, with tutoring being for those teachers who may be in an extended-day 

schedule.   Mrs. Parker also stated that we are required by law to put 10% aside for the highly 

qualified status.  Mrs. Crawley asked if each school indicated they needed a copy machine, for 

example?  Mrs. Parker said that is correct and most of the Title I schools are leasing copiers.  

Mrs. Crawley asked about the telephone for the Homeless Program?  Mrs. Parker explained that 

we are required by law to reserve monies for this program and some of the things the Homeless 

Program pays for out of their budget are telephones for staff.  Mrs. Crawley said she only wants 

to understand what she will be voting on, and asked the amount for out-of-state travel?  Mrs. 

Parker explained that it is for principals, staff and sometimes parents to attend out-of-state 

conferences.  Mrs. Crawley asked if these are already lined up?  Mrs. Parker explained that some 

money has been budgeted and some have submitted the conferences they wish to attend, and 

sometimes they do not travel, but indicate up front.  Mrs. Crawley asked about if the consultants 

are secured and where are they from?  Mrs. Parker responded that one is in parental involvement 

that was scheduled for the back-to-school parent meeting and the National Network for the 

Partnership of Schools will come in and work with Caddo schools.  Mrs. Crawley asked if the 

schools work together on this?  Mrs. Parker said there are instances where schools pool their 

money to bring in a consultant.  Mrs. Crawley asked that Mrs. Parker provide her with additional 

information, such as the individual budgets presented.  Mrs. Crawley asked Mrs. Parker to 

explain how is the amount of money to each school determined?  Mrs. Parker explained that it is 

based on the number of students on free and reduced lunch at the site and the eGrant determines 

the per pupil amount, and this amount is multiplied by the number of students on free and 

reduced lunch at that site. 

 

Mr. Rachal said he believes he is seeing combinations of things that do not seem to combine well 

when he is looking at the budget.  Mrs. Parker clarified that the series of numbers and what is 

included in each category is given to us by the state and we must follow their budgeting process.  

Mr. Rachal asked if in going through this, where is the information coming from to plug into this 

document?  Mrs. Parker again stated she receives the information from the schools’ and staffs’ 

budgets, and she could print out the eGrant page to show more of the actual budget.  Mr. Rachal 

highlighted the amount for salaries and benefits and the confusion in having some of the items 

categorized as they are.  Mr. Rachal asked if we are hiring additional staff above the staffing 

formula with these dollars and Mrs. Parker responded that is correct.  He added he believes this 

is very broad and because the economic times are not the same as they used to be, he would like 

to receive more detailed information.  Mrs. Parker added that this is a supplemental program and 

is added to the regular education program and referenced a section where she further itemized 

the budgeted amounts, providing as much information as she thought the board might want.  She 

said she will provide a copy of the additional summary information per school.  Mr. Rachal 

stated that he doesn’t know if he needs the details from each school, but would like to see the 

amount submitted by each school in their budgets.  Mr. Rachal asked for clarification of the 

amount listed under 900 and Mrs. Parker explained that this amount is budgeted to go into the 

General Fund Budget ($1.2 million), and it is determined by taking the amounts in categories 

100 through 600 and multiplying it by the indirect cost percentage.  Mr. Rachal asked if this 

amount is already included in the General Fund Budget and Mrs. Parker answered in the 

affirmative.  Mr. Rachal stated his confusion in why things are grouped the way they are in this 
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budget format.  Mr. Lee explained that there is a guide from the state that tells us what the 

account numbers are and what goes into each category.  Mr. Lee said we must also convert 

figures from our budget to the state’s format when reporting to the state. 

 

Ms. Seamster asked for clarification and that this is a routine annual process, and Mrs. Parker 

responded it is. 

 

Ms. Trammel asked Mrs. Parker to clarify that the money in this fund can only be used for what 

it is designated.  Mrs. Parker responded that is correct and as required by law.  Ms. Trammel 

asked if this budget can be changed or can the money be reallocated?  Mrs. Parker stated that the 

money has been given to the schools to use for their needs and she,  Mrs. Turner and the school 

directors have the job to look at what they are doing with their allotment and approve or 

disapprove the activities.  Ms. Trammel stated she is hearing from the discussion, can we do 

something different, and if we can’t, she does not understand what all the discussion is about.  

Dr. Dawkins stated that the laws say what you can do with the money and revisions within the 

laws and guidelines can be made by the principals.  She added that if there is something the 

board can do, she would like for staff to let them know. 

 

Mrs. Bell stated she will not reject any money that will help the children and we cannot write the 

law, so if we desire changes, we need to contact officials in Washington to work on this.  She 

asked Mrs. Parker if these are new jobs that we can possibly fill with those laid off?  Mrs. Parker 

stated these positions are already filled.  Mrs. Bell said if any of these jobs are vacant due to 

retirement, etc. , she would encourage filling them with those who were laid off. 

 

Mrs. Crawford asked if she understands correctly that this money is what is in the big budget 

presented by staff or is it new money?  Mr. Lee explained that the big budget presented was 

staff’s estimate and this is the final allocation and not additional money.  Mrs. Crawford asked 

about the extra travel money we received for Title I and if this is accounted, and Mr. Lee 

answered that was for Choice schools.  Mr. Lee added that at some point when we have a better 

number of Choice students, we will request Title I to reimburse General Fund for those 

transportation costs.   

 

Mrs. Crawley said the reason she asked for this information is because the board votes on it, it 

makes the board responsible.  She said if one of her schools has 40 students in a class and turned 

in a list for no teachers, this is a question she would ask.  Mrs. Crawley asked Mrs. Parker if 

principals were aware at the time they submitted their budgets that the pupil teacher ratio would 

change?  Mrs. Parker said this money can only be spent in the Core areas in the 2nd grade, and 

most of the teachers are preK and others are for reducing the pupil teacher ratio in classes of 

English, Language Arts, Science and Social Studies.  She said there are also those, i.e. 

interventionists, that are being used as support personnel.  Mrs. Parker further stated that it is the 

principals that have made the decision on how they want to spend their allotments, and she is 

attempting to give the board as indepth as possible an idea of how this $18 million is being spent 

in Caddo schools.  If principals at some point want or need to do a budget revision to use the 

money somewhere other than originally submitted, they are allowed to do so.  Mrs. Crawley 

asked if they knew we would change the pupil teacher ratio, had the board already voted on this 

before the principals submitted their needs?  Mrs. Parker said they submitted their budget the 

first week in June.  Mrs. Crawley asked if there were major changes from last year?  Mrs. Parker 

said there were not because there are basic things that they can spend the money on, and this is 

supplementing the regular education program.  Mrs. Crawley said she understands, but her 

question is now that we have changed the pupil teacher ratio, and the principals listed they 

wanted a consultant; can they change and add a teacher in place of a field trip, for example, if 

they have a class with 35 students?  Mrs. Parker explained that is General Fund .  Mrs. Crawley 

asked Mrs. Parker to explain the difference in the 24 teachers and are they not paid from the 

General Fund?  Mrs. Parker said because they are paid by Title I funds and are used to 
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supplement the program in their school; if a classroom is overcrowded and the teacher is paid 

from the General Fund, it cannot be used for that.  Mrs. Crawley said we are only talking about 

Title I schools and it is all Title I, free and reduced lunch children. 

 

Mr. Abrams explained that the issue is if you want to reduce from 23 to 22 in a class, you could 

use it because you are improving and supplementing what you have; but because the General 

Fund had a shortfall, you increased the pupil teacher ratio and Federal Funds cannot be used to 

bring it back down.  That is supplanting versus supplementing.  Mrs. Crawley said she doesn’t 

understand because aren’t they saying they want it to be better than what we can supply them 

with?  Mr. Abrams said it is not better, and it would have been better had it been left the way it 

was and then decide to cut the number; however, when the board increased the pupil teacher 

ratio due to the shortfall, it cannot use Federal dollars to bring it back down. 

 

Mrs. Parker attempted to explain how a principal might determine needs at his school, i.e. the 

principal looks at test scores and the 3rd graders were weak in Language Arts, so he or she might 

take their Title I money and have additional 4th grade classes with activities to target those weak 

areas.  Dr. Dawkins also asked that it be kept in mind that principals plan year to year and they 

know what their needs are before June.  Mrs. Crawley said she is looking at the number of 

students in a classroom and she is concerned it will be worse this year.  Dr. Dawkins stated that 

staff has heard the concerns expressed about the numbers and, even though some of those 

numbers mentioned have been disputed by principals, staff will be monitoring them closely.  

Mrs. Crawley also asked why we do pay for students to be tutored at Evangel?  Mrs. Parker said 

the law says we have to offer the opportunity to participate and receive funds to our state-

approved private schools and we must meet with them about the services available through 

Federal funds and they decide if they want to participate.  There are two private schools in Caddo 

who have chosen to participate, Evangel and St. John’s.  Mrs. Crawley asked if they cannot write 

their own grant?  Mrs. Parker responded they can; however, they must go through more in the 

process than public schools.  She added it is because the students come from all across the 

parish, and it is based on the number of students receiving free and reduced lunch, those living in 

a Title I attendance area, and students that are at-risk for failure.  Mrs. Crawley stated she would 

like to receive budgets for the schools in her district. 

 

Mrs. Armstrong asked for an explanation of the indirect cost in Category 900 paid to the General 

Fund and if it is dog-eared money or is it for specific purposes?  Mr. Lee explained it goes into 

the General Fund for operations; however, there are certain things that must be paid to offset the 

cost for bookkeepers at Central Office that work for Title I, Special Education, and use of the 

Information Technology systems, etc.  Mrs. Armstrong said she would like a copy of 

Summerfield’s budget. 

 

Mr. Rachal said he is looking for best choices and asked about the installation charge for a 

Smartboard under Item 400 and compared it to the large amount in Category 500 for traveling?  

He asked if the schools feel like traveling is more important than Smartboards?    Dr. Dawkins 

stated that all the schools have individual needs, and in looking at the needs of the schools, it is 

the principals that are best able to determine those needs.  He added there are specialized needs 

in some of the schools, and principals and teachers get specialized training at some of these 

conferences and in most cases he believes it is beneficial.  He stated some are getting training via 

on-line, Distance Learning, and local conferences; however, they cannot get all they need here 

and there is some benefit to giving Best Practices to those who have shown success, and there 

has been very little abuse of these funds from the staff.   Mr. Rachal said he is not questioning 

whether or not the conferences are beneficial, but his question is whether or not it is the best 

choice; as he does not see teachers saying rather than having Smartboards in their classroom, 

they would choose to attend a conference.  Dr. Dawkins stated that principals and teachers are 

making decisions to some of all of that – getting Smartboards, computers, making choices to 

secure a lot of resources through grants such as this.  He reminded the board that some schools 
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have more technology than others, which gets back to needs and the principal making the 

decision as to what is best for their school.  Mr. Rachal asked if the principals and staffs at 

schools provide their requests and it is then presented to the school director, then the Chief 

Academic Officer and then the Superintendent?  Mrs. Parker explained that once the allocations 

are determined, she meets with the principals to give it to them, explains changes at the state, 

what is allowed and what is not, and gives them a timeline for returning their information.  She 

said at that point the principals meet with their administrative teams (to include teachers and 

parents) to discuss how these monies will be spent at their schools.  Once this happens, budgets 

are received and the bookkeeper consolidates them, being reviewed by herself, and this is 

submitted to the eGrant.  Mr. Rachal said he would like the schools’ requests as well as the 

allocation to each school.  Mrs. Parker explained that when she forwards the schools’ budgets to 

the board, the bottom line is the allocation amount.   Mr. Rachal asked about the deadline for the 

board to approve.  Mrs. Parker stated she will get these to the board next week and further 

explained this is a formality bringing it to the board and making them aware of how these 

Federal funds will be spent.   She also explained that the large amount in travel includes $1.8 

million for School Choice travel. 

 

Mr. Hooks stated the board can rest assured that Mrs. Parker will monitor these funds and these 

funds will not be wasted.  He asked Dr. Dawkins how much the district receives from the ad 

valorem tax?  Mr. Lee responded in the neighborhood of $70-$80 million.  Mr. Hooks asked how 

is this money allocated?  Mr. Lee said it goes to the operation of the district as a whole for items 

such as utilities and other various operation expenditures. 

 

Mrs. Seamster asked for the budget information for Hamilton Terrace and the Academic 

Recovery Center.  She also asked if once the principals designate how they wish to spend their 

allocation, if they do not use it in one category, can it be transferred to another category?  Mrs. 

Parker said it can be done, but staff must submit a form. 

 

Mr. Ramsey asked Mrs. Parker what the student allocation is in this particular grant?  Mrs. 

Parker responded it is $539 per child times the number of students at that site on free and 

reduced lunch.  Mr. Ramsey asked what will happen if the dollars are not spent?  Mrs. Parker 

said it will go into the carryover fund; however, they try to get the principals to spend their 

money since we are only allowed to carry over 15% and if she goes over this, she must request a 

waiver.  Also, since she can only request a waiver every three years, if she doesn’t spend the 

money, she must send it back to the State, which she has never done.  Mr. Ramsey asked if Mrs. 

Parker maintains an inventory of computers, etc.?  Mrs. Parker said she does and this is the 

Inventory Clerk’s responsibility.  Mr. Ramsey verified that all this information is periodically 

reviewed in audits and Mrs. Parker said it is.  Regarding the timeline, Mr. Ramsey asked what 

will happen if the board does not approve it on August 16th?  Mrs. Parker said it will not have 

any effect; and if the board does not approve it on the 16th, they can bring it back next month.  

Mr. Ramsey asked what is the latest that revisions can be submitted, and Mrs. Parker responded 

February.  Miss Green asked Mrs. Parker about the liability insurance at Pine Grove?  Mrs.  

Parker responded that they pay for the insurance on the equipment in the schools.  Miss Green 

asked if the students at Pine Grove have the opportunity to attend all the field trips?  Mrs. Parker 

said it is not only Pine Grove, but it is parishwide and is what all the schools put in their budgets. 

 

Mrs. Bell echoed Mr. Hooks’ comments about Mrs. Parker and referenced the list provided.  She 

shared with the board that if we don’t move forward with this and provide the students with these 

needs, Caddo is going to be the laughing stock of the state.  She said we have teachers still 

writing with chalk on green chalkboards and the new Smartboards need to be available for all 

Caddo students.  Mrs. Bell stated the board needs to stop micromanaging the schools and trust 

the principal of the school when they list the needs at their individual schools.   
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Mrs. Crawley asked Mrs. Parker how she determined the amount of funds for the staff and non 

teachers?  Mrs. Parker explained that this amount is included in the set asides in their budgets.  

She further explained that staff is required by law to set aside a certain amount in certain areas 

before any money is given to the schools.  Mrs. Crawley asked where is the set aside and Mrs. 

Parker said that is information the board does not have.  Mrs. Parker also explained that in 

certain set asides, staff is required by law to set aside a certain percentage, i.e. transportation for 

School Choice, parental involvement, etc.    Mrs. Crawley said she is only trying to be an 

educated board member. 

 

Mrs. Seamster asked Mrs. Parker on what fiscal year period does the school district operate?   

Mrs. Parker responded July 1 through June 30; and the fiscal year for Title I will end on 

September 30th. 

 

Caddo Parish Disproportionality Corrective Action Plan.  The superintendent explained that 

the corrective action plan is required by the state; and having filed this previously, it identifies 

the area where there is disproportional representation of groups of students, i.e. special education 

and this corrective action plan addresses those issues. 

 

2011-2012 Caddo Parish Pupil Progression Plan Revisions.  Dr. Dawkins reported this is an 

annual process to address needed changes in the district’s Pupil Progression Plan as per state 

requirements.   Mrs. Crawley asked the superintendent if the grade point scale is changing?  

Rosemary Woodard responded it is and that it is going to a uniform grading scale approved by 

BESE, returning to the seven-point scale.  She said the local option allows for us to keep the 10-

point scale for Enriched, Honors, Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate and Gifted 

classes.  Mrs. Crawley said she doesn’t believe BESE understands the grading scale. 

 

Mrs. Crawford asked if Caddo will be doing the 10-point scale?  Mrs. Woodard explained that 

staff’s recommendation is the 10-point scale for these classes because of the end result for 

students under the 10-point scale.  In discussing this matter, Mrs. Woodard stated that the Parent 

Review Committee, as well as the Superintendent’s Committee, both believe it is a good idea.  

Mrs. Crawford asked if BESE provided a rationale for changing the grading scale, and Mrs. 

Woodard said since they were raising the bar for the 75 cut-off, they believe raising the bar with 

the grading scale was also the way to go. 

 

Mr. Rachal stated that we went through this two years ago when we were uniform with the 10-

point scale and he doesn’t believe BESE represented the Caddo Board in this decision, and that 

the Caddo Board should have been contacted.  He said he feels like BESE needs to know they 

have now crippled Caddo students in competition across the country as universities and colleges 

are looking at GPAs.  He also asked if a student is in Dual Enrollment classes and makes a 92, 

how does it show up on the college transcript?  Mrs. Woodard explained that in the past with the 

seven-point scale, it was a B; however someone in the same class would get an A, and is why 

staff recommends that enriched courses be on a 10-point scale so they are equitable with other 

college students.  Mrs. Woodard also reported she believes the uniform grading scale was a 

result of Legislative Action.   

 

Mr. Rachal stated he wishes Legislators and BESE members would attend a meeting and see the 

faces of those whose lives this is affecting.  He also asked staff to provide him with the BESE 

vote on this matter. 

 

Mr. Abrams stated Act 60 was passed during the last Legislative Session and basically deals with 

athletics and that everyone participating must have at least a C average and this is uniform 

throughout the state. 
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Mrs. Bell said that whenever we decide to make this into law, every school and every teacher 

should be informed that BESE has made the change and we are only following the new law.  She 

really wants the principals to make sure the teachers understand who made this change.  Mrs. 

Woodard noted that the information presented reflects the state mandated criteria in one color 

(green) and the local option is in blue.  Changes submitted to the school will indicate this and the 

pages on which changes appear.  Mrs. Bell said she knows every parent will not get this 

information and she wants the teachers to understand so they can relay this information to their 

parents. 

 

Mr. Hooks stated his concern for the AU schools and how this will hurt them.  He added he has 

said since being on the board that those in Baton Rouge are looking to change all these schools 

into charter schools and in a few years he does not believe there will be a Caddo Parish School 

Board. 

 

Mrs. Crawley said it is really not BESE, but it is our Senators and Representatives, so as a public 

outcry that in order to have a standardized grade you would have to have the same teacher teach 

every child and give every child the same test.  Mrs. Crawley added that the public needs to get 

the Legislation and get this changed and take it off the law books. 

 

Revision to CPSB Travel Policy(ies).  Mrs. Bell highlighted revisions to the board’s travel 

policies stating how many conferences a board member may attend during a calendar year and 

encouraged board members to support it on August 16th. 

 

Miss Green asked Mrs. Bell if her motion is stating that four board members can attend the 

National Conference and two will attend other out of state conferences.  Miss Green asked if it 

will be handled so that the first four (or two) to sign up will be the ones to attend?    Miss Green 

stated she believes the board understands the financial situation the district is in; and asked if 

Mrs. Bell would consider amending her agenda item to reflect that the board members can attend 

a certain number of conferences (two) a year and put a limit on it. 

 

Mr. Ramsey stated that in order to look at and evaluate this policy revision, he would like to get 

information on the last three years and how many board members attended each conference.  He 

added if there is a problem, he understands Miss Green’s comments, but as long as the motion 

remains as it is, he cannot vote for it.  He believes out of state travel limited to one trip is ample 

because there is so much information via the Internet.   He did state his agreement with the 

timing to do something with the board’s out-of-state travel.  Mr. Ramsey said if the board is 

going to restrict staff travel and really look at them, it needs to put itself under the microscope. 

 

Mrs. Bell stated that she is looking at this because she feels if we can limit staff and teachers, the 

board should do the same thing.  She also asked Mr. Ramsey to clarify what he is asking and that 

he would like to see board members choosing one out of state trip.  Mrs. Bell said she will 

consider the input shared by board members. 

 

Mrs. Crawley said she is in agreement with looking at this, but with this policy the same board 

member could go on four out-of-state trips and she doesn’t believe this to be the best way to 

address limiting travel.  She also shared the importance of board members networking with other 

board members from across the country about their districts.  Mrs. Bell said she believes this will 

cut the board’s travel considerably. 

 

Ms. Seamster asked staff to explain how board travel is handled?  Mr. Lee responded that the 

board’s secretary schedules needed reservations (registration, airline, hotel) for in and out-of-

state travel using the board’s travel card.  Upon return, reimbursement for meals and other 

incidentals is received by completing a travel form for reimbursement of personal expenses.   
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Ms. Trammel noted the need for changes to this policy since the last revisions were in 1985; 

however, she said she believes if Mrs. Bell would adjust to say that travel is limited to one and 

no more than two in the event no one is traveling to a specific conference.   

 

Mrs. Bell stated she likes the input from board members and will get with the board’s attorney to 

further discuss.  She also stated she would like to get information from Mr. Lee on board costs 

for out-of-state travel.  Miss Green expressed appreciation for Mrs. Bell cooperating and being 

open to input from the board.   Miss Green also mentioned that she never said one trip, but 

believes two should be the max. 

 

Mr. Ramsey reiterated that he hopes any comments referencing the board president will be 

removed.   

 

Mr. Riall also stated that the board also has the option to pay for a trip personally if a board 

member wishes to go. 

 

Occupational and Physical Therapists.  Mr. Rachal requested this item to be on the agenda and 

he will bring supporting information on this item that goes back to the pay schedule and some of 

the changes implemented. 

 

Superintendent’s Report.  Dr. Dawkins announced he will bring a report on a schedule for the 

review of Caddo Parish policies.   

 

ADDITIONS 

 

Continue Incentives for AU Teachers Moved for Overstaffing or School Closure.   Mrs. 

Crawford stated that the board voted on a motion at the last meeting and it failed.  Mr. Hooks 

said it is the same motion, but he has the information this time and will have it to the board prior 

to the board meeting.  Mrs. Bell asked if he is referencing the incentives for teachers that were 

receiving them and were moved to schools that are not receiving incentives.  Mr. Hooks said this 

is for the teachers that were at the AU schools and were involuntarily moved because of 

overstaffing or school closures and are no longer receiving incentives promised them for three 

years when they agreed to move to one of the AU schools.  Mrs. Bell asked if Mr. Hooks is 

asking that the district pay the teachers moved for whatever reason to another non AU school, 

because these teachers had extended school days and school year and this will not be true at a 

non-AU school.  Mrs. Bell said we are not in the business of addressing personnel and she 

believes this is micromanaging.  Mr. Hooks said these are the ones that made a commitment with 

the Caddo Parish School Board, and whether it was written or verbal, it was a commitment if 

they stayed at the school for three years.  He added if they left because of overstaffing or school 

closure, this was no fault of theirs and he feels like we should honor that commitment.  Mrs. Bell 

said she does not believe this to be true and that after talking to some of the teachers and learning 

that they did not sign a contract, she doesn’t believe we can justify a teacher getting incentives 

when they are now following the guidelines at a non-AU school.  Mr. Hooks said he understands 

what Mrs. Bell is saying; however, these people based their livelihood on these three year 

commitments and he believes we should honor that since they were relocated because of 

overstaffing or the school closing.  Mrs. Bell asked how will we pay this when it was not a 

contract.  Mr. Hooks said they signed a piece of paper saying they would stay for three years and 

this is an agreement.  Mr. Rachal called for a point of order as this is to be a question and answer 

time on the agenda and not a debate.  Mrs. Bell said she would like to see the piece of paper and 

restated the board should not micromanage personnel or a principal.  Mr. Riall stated that 

additional information, the financial impact, will be provided prior to the next board meeting and 

the board can debate it at that time.  Mr. Abrams added that the amount for every teacher needs 

to be calculated, because when you give incentives to those who are not doing anything extra, 
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you will have the same issue to address.  Superintendent Dawkins stated that staff has identified 

all the staff over the past two-year period. 

 

Ms. Trammel asked if the people we are talking about for the school year 2010-11 were paid and 

we are now talking about the projection for the 2011-12 school year?  She also asked how will 

the school system benefit from this projection since the district is in a financial crisis?  Mr. 

Hooks explained that he has asked the superintendent to share these figures with him.  Dr. 

Dawkins stated that staff has some preliminary figures.  Ms. Trammel stated that several have 

referenced agreements signed by these teachers and if this document is not in their personnel 

folders, how can we believe something that we cannot see a copy?  She asked if it is not in their 

personnel folders, is it possible for it to be filed somewhere else, and she was told the principals 

had them.  Ms. Trammel asked if anyone has asked the principals for copies?  Dr. Dawkins 

responded there is no district contract. 

 

Mrs. Crawley stated that two years ago the teachers at Woodlawn signed an agreement and 

turned it in after a Monday faculty meeting.  She added she will get a list of the schools affected, 

and asked Mr. Hooks about the second part of his request on incentive pay for staff attendance?   

Mr. Hooks shared a copy of an incentive plan that included $500 for attendance the last school 

year.  Mrs. Crawley asked the superintendent to clarify this.  Mr. Lee explained that Information 

Technology is running the reports to provide the number of teachers that missed fewer than the 

allowed days to receive this incentive and the checks should be run next week.  Mr. Hooks asked 

why is it so late this year?  Mr. Lee said it was paid in late July or early August last year.  Mrs. 

Crawley asked what the criteria is for receiving this incentive?  Mr. Lee said he believes a 

teacher can’t miss more than five days.  Mr. Hooks stated he will pull this from the agenda based 

on Mr. Lee’s response.  Mrs. Bell said she understands there are some teachers at the AU schools 

that missed from 50 to 81 days and she believes if you are getting extra money for attendance, 

that should be easy.  The teachers at these schools are there to help these students succeed and 

move forward. 

 

Mrs. Armstrong stated that she knows Dr. Dawkins has been working on the SunGard system 

and asked him where he is in the process.  Dr. Dawkins responded that he is putting together a 

summary following a meeting that he and staff had with SunGard officials. 

 

Mrs. Crawley stated that she would like to add an item to the agenda to appeal the 

implementation of the new grading scale.  She asked if the board should do a resolution 

requesting the Legislature to change this?  After discussion, Mrs. Crawley stated she will wait on 

bringing an item for action, but she believes at some point the board should protest this action. 

 

PRESENTATION OF PROPOSED AGENDA AND CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Riall stated that the following items will be the consent agenda:  Items 8.01-8.02 and 8.04-

8.05.  Mrs. Bell moved, seconded by Mr. Riall, to approve the proposed agenda and consent 

agenda for the August 16, 2011 CPSB meeting as presented.  Vote on the motion carried. 

 

POLL AUDIENCE 

 

Jon Glover, employee, stated that she emailed the board members on July 27th regarding the AU 

schools and the little or no improvement over the past seven years.  She stated she doesn’t 

understand and asked what are we telling the students and parents why we are still dealing with 

these same issues?  Understanding the criteria when scoring these schools, she asks why these 

schools are the ones that continue to fall below standards?  She believes there should be an 

explanation for this travesty to continue and asked that someone please address it.  Ms. Glover 

stated that we can no longer sit by and watch the destruction of these students and asked that 

whatever is being afforded to all the other schools not on the list be afforded to these schools.  
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She said resources should be exercised equally or they will continue to voice these concerns.  

Ms. Glover also stated that when the attention is averted to balancing the budget that is still not 

balanced, we are overlooking the real reason we are in business, and that is to make sure that 

every student in Caddo Parish receives the best educational opportunities possible.  At this time, 

she doesn’t believe this is the case and she would like to know what the board’s plan is to 

eliminate the problem? 

 

Ginger Marks, teacher, shared with the board lists she has compiled from information received 

from Attorney John Settle on all out-of-state travel for last year.  Mrs. Marks reminded the board 

of the many teachers that appeared before the board telling them about the huge classes they had 

but the board did not believe them.  She said JPAMS will show different.  Mrs. Marks shared 

that Mr. Settle thought the state max was 29 students in a class, so he asked for classes with more 

than 30 students.  From the information he received, Walnut Hill has seven math classes with 31 

students in 5th grade, the same for English/ Language Arts.  She also stated that Werner Park has 

two classes, one with 35 students and one with 36, and asked if the board does not believe 

JPAMS?  She said the principals can say whatever they want to say and asked the board if it 

really believes that teachers had input into the special education and Title I budgets.  She said she 

does not believe a teacher would approve of sending a retired return-to-work retiree to Chicago 

over getting money for a Smartboard?  She asked the board to believe their teachers. 

 

Jackie Lansdale, president of the Caddo Federation of Teachers/Support Personnel, addressed the 

AU issue and noted the board’s policies on Reduction in Force, and specifically the policy 

GCPA-R which states how positions are to be reduced.  She said she believes for some reason 

principals are being told that all deals are off the table and they can remove anyone they choose 

and noted a situation whereby a teacher with many more years of seniority over another one was 

moved by the principal of an AU school.  She reminded the board that this is a violation of board 

policy.  She also said that principals are just principals, and some are good managers in all 

aspects and some are not.  Mrs. Lansdale shared with the board some of the decisions being 

made by principals and asked that the board hold people accountable for behaviors.   

 

Gae Graham addressed the board’s conversation regarding Title I schools and their budgets.  She 

told the board that a Smartboard costs $5,270 for a full set up, and she knows this because Eden 

Gardens has 11 Smartboards and they need 13 more so every classroom has one and these were 

not purchased with state, parish or Title I funds, but with funds from the PTA, the parents at 

Eden Gardens, fund raisers, and businesses.  She said Title I schools are very lucky to have the 

funds given to them for Smartboards and other advanced technology, but she doesn’t understand 

why some of the Smartboards are still in boxes in hallways.  Her point is to not make light of the 

hard work that non Title I schools are doing in order to provide their teachers with the latest in 

technology. 

 

Adjournment.  Mrs. Bell moved, seconded by Mr. Riall, to adjourn.  Vote on the motion to 

adjourn carried and the meeting adjourned at approximately 7:25 p.m. 
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