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Executive Sum m ary 

Investigative A udit R eport 
M adison Parish School B oard 

The following sum marizes the finding and recom m endation as well as m anagement's response 
that resulted from this investigation. Detailed inform ation relating to the finding and 
recom m endation m ay be found at the page number indicated. M anagem ent's response m ay be 

found at Attachment I1. 

School Board M akes Excessive Paym ents to Contractors 

Finding: 

R ecom m endation: 

(Page 1) 

On five construction jobs awarded to Mr. Billy Dew, owner of 
Dew Constru ction and Debra Construction, the M adison Parish 

School Board (School Board) paid at least $67,144 above fair 
m arket value. M r. Dew subm itted fraudulent bidding 
docum ents appearing to be from competitors, billed the School 
Board m ore than once for the sam e services, and substantially 

overcharged the School Board on the resulting jobs. 
Furtherm ore, M r. Sam uel Dixon, who assum ed the duties of 
superintendent in June 1996, appears to have attempted to direct 
business to M r. Dew . 

W e recom m end that m anagem ent for the M adison Parish 
School Board design and im plem ent procedures to ensure that 
taxpayers receive fair m arket prices through competitive 
bidding. This inform ation has been provided to the D istrict 
Altorney for the Sixth Judicial District of Louisiana and the 
United States Attorn ey for the W estern District of Louisiana. 

M anagement's Response: M anagement disagrees with the finding (see Attachment I1 for 
entire response). 
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B ackground and M ethodology 

The M adison Parish School Board is com prised of eight elected m em bers and provides public 
education for the children of M adison Parish. The School Board operates seven schools w ithin 
the parish. 

The procedures performed during this investigative audit consisted of (l) interviewing 
employees and offi cials of the School Board; (2) interviewing other persons as appropriate; 
(3) examining selected School Board records; (4) performing observations and analytical tests; 
and (5) reviewing applicable state and federal laws and regulations. 
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Finding and R ecom m endation 

SCH O O L BO ARD M AK ES EXCESSIVE 
PA YM EN TS TO CO N TRA CTO R S 

On five construction jobs awarded to M r. Billy Dew, owner of Dew Construction and 
Debra Construction, the M adison Parish School Board (School Board) paid at least $67,144 
above fair m arket value. M r. Dew subm itted fraudulellt bidding docum ents appearing to 
be from com petitors, billed the School Board m ore than once for the sam e services, and 

substantially overcharged the School Board on the resulting jobs. Furthermore, 
M r. Sam uel Dixon, who assum ed the duties of superintendent in June 1996, appears to 

have attem pted to direct business to M r. Dew. 

R OOFING AT M CC ALL JUNIOR H IGH SCHOOL 

School Board records indicate that the School Board received two bids to re-roof the south 
building at M cCall Junior High, the lower of which was $39,899 from Dew Construction. On 
October 24, 1996, the School Board awarded the contract to Dew Construction. 

On December 6, 1996, Dew Construction billed the School Board $20,884 for work M r. Dew 
claim ed w as not covered in the original contract. This am ount was broken down into two item s: 
$9,634 lo rem ove bad sections of the roof and m ake repairs and $11,250 for capping off asbestos 
over the gym roof".., by applying asphalt and fiber glass before installing new roof...." 

M r. Dew subcontracted the w ork to Colem an Brothers' Roofing. M r. Jam es Colem an, co-owner 
of Colem an Brother's Roofing, informed us that he and his crew perform ed this w ork. He stated 
that they did not disturb the existing roof but only rem oved the gravel and then re-roofed. 
M r. Colem an stated that neither M r. Dew nor any of M r. Dew 's w orkers perform ed any work on 

this project. 

M r. Colem an inform ed us that no special w ork was done on the roof as a result of the presence of 
asbestos. Furtherm ore, M r. Colem an told us that neither M r. Dew nor anyone else inform ed him 
float there was asbestos on the gym 's roof. W e contacted officials at the Louisiana Departm ent of 

Environmental Quality (DEQ) who informed us that although asbestos-containing material was 
present in the existing roof, the installed roofing would not require any additional work or special 
handling. 

Based on the inform ation provided to us, Dew Construction billed and w as paid by the Schoo 
Board $20,884 for additional work that was neither necessary nor performed. 
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ROOF R EPAIR AT M CC ALL H IGH SCHOOL 

School Board records contain two bids to re-roof the auditorium at M eCall Senior High School-- 
Dew Construction's bid for $37,450 and Bubba's Roofing & Fencing bid for $40,500. Dew 
Constru ction was awarded the contract for $37,450 oil April 14, 1997. 

The w ork was aclually perform ed by Bubba's Roofing & Fencing, the owner of which is 
M r. Ellis W orthington. M r. W orthington inform ed us that he subcontracted the w ork from Dew 
Construction. He was paid $8,080 by Debra Construction, which is also owned by M r. Dew. 
M r. Dew provided us with records indicating that Dew Construction purchased $5,721 in roofing 
m aterials for the auditorium . M r. W orthington confirm ed that these w ere all of the m aterials 

needed for the roofing job. The total cost to Mr. Dew for the roofing work was therefore 
$13,801. This resulted in a profit of $23,649 (63% of the contracted amount). Estimates 
provided to us for materials and labor for this work ranged from $20,700 to $25,875. Based on 
the high estim ate of $25,875, the School Board paid 145%  of fair market value. 

A SBESTOS A BATEM ENT AT M CCALL H IGH SCHOOL 

On April 22, 1998, the School Board awarded a contract for $71,000 to Asbestos Tech to rem ove 
floor tiles containing asbestos. Though the contract was awarded to Asbestos Tech, which is 
owned by M r. M oses Jackson, Superintendent Dixon inform ed us that he negotiated the contract 
price directly with Mr. Billy Dew. M r. M oses Jackson stated that his negotiations on the job 
were w ith M r. Dew , not officials from the School Board. 

Mr. Jackson subcontracted with Dew Construction for part of the job. According to Mr. Jackson, 
his crew perform ed the asbestos abatem ent on the auditorium 's floor tiles and M r. Dew 's crew 
rem oved the auditorium seats, put down the new floor tile, and then reinstalled the seating. 
M r. Jackson stated that he only received $15,000 for this work. He further stated that M r. Dew 
suggested that they use his (Dew's) bank to cash the School Board's check to Asbestos Tech. He 
then went with M r. Dew to the bank where $15,000 was converted to a cashier's check and given 
to him (Jackson). He stated that Mr. Dew kept the remaining amount. 

The estimates we obtained from independent contractors for this job ranged from $37,500 to 
$46,200. Therefore, based on the high estimate of $46,200, the School Board paid 154% of fair 
m arket value. 

ELECTRICAL UPGRADES AT TALLULAH 
AND W RIGHT ELEM ENTARY SCHOOLS 

School Board records contain only one bid, $49,460 from Jackson & Fontenot, to install 
electrical outlets at Tallulah and W right Elem entary Schools. Jackson & Fontenot was aw arded 
the contract. M r. Billy Dew told us that he actually perform ed the w ork on all School Board 

projects awarded 1o Jackson & Fontenot. He stated that he paid M r. Andy Jackson, owner of 
Jackson & Fontenot, a portion of the profit on each job. 
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M r. Charles Davis, owller of Davis Electric, inform ed us that M r. Dew subcontracted the labor 
portion of this w ork to him . tie explained that the w ork consisted of installing six electrical 
outlets in each classroom at tile two schools. He added that M r. Dew provided all the m aterials. 

Mr. Davis estimated the total costs of materials for this project to be approximately $12,860. He 
added that he received $11,485 from M r. Dew for his work. M r. Davis also stated that M r. Dew 
provided a helper, M r. Ernest W illiam s, to assist him . Based on Dew Construction records we 
exam ined, it appears M r. W illiam s was paid $3,533 by Dew Construction during the tim e period 
this w ork was perform ed. Therefore, it appears M r. Dew m ade a profit of approxim ately 

$21,582 (43% of the contracted amount). 

W e w ere able to find one individual who w ould give us an estim ate on tiffs work. He provided 
that the cost would range from $36,800 to $40,875 for materials and labor. Based on the high 
end of this estim ate, the School Board paid 121%  of fair m arket value. 

A IR C ONDITIONING R EPAIR AT M CC ALl., H IGH SCHOOL 

Dew Construction was awarded a $30,000 contract on January 12, 1998, to re-roof the cafeteria 
at M cCall Senior High School. Dew Constru ction then subcontracted this w ork to Bubba's 
Roofing & Fencing. Dew Construction subsequently billed the School Board an additional 
$1,500 to repair the trunk line on four air conditioner traits to prevent leaking into the cafeteria. 

The owner of Bubba's Roofing & Fencing, M r. Ellis W orthington, explained that he m oved the 
air conditioning units to com plete the roofing work on the cafeteria. This caused a leak at the 
point where the duct w ork entered the building. M r. W orthington stated that he repaired the leak 
by sealing it w ith silicone. In addition, M r. W orthington said he constructed a sheet m etal cap 
for each of the units as an additional safeguard. M r. W orthington stated that som eone else m ust 
have covered his caps with asphalt. He added that he did not bill nor was he paid for fixing the 
lcak. M r. W orthington's estimate for the cost of the repair was approxim ately $200 for m aterials 
and labor. Since Dew Construction billed $1,500 for the repair, the School Board was charged 
750%  of fair m arket value. 

H ANDICAP RAM P AT TALLULAH H IGH SCHOOL 

In February 1998, the School Board obtained three quotes to construct one handicap ram p at 
Tallulah High School. These quotes were from Dew Constru ction, $7,400; Ern est W illiams, 
$10,250; and Raym ond W ayne, $10,650. 

The three typed quotes w ere identical in wording and style. Bettye M oore, an em ployee of the 
City of Tallulah, confirm ed that she typed all three quotes at the direction of M r. Billy Dew . 

A lthough M r. Ernest W illiam s could not be located for an interview , records indicate that he 
worked for M r. Billy Dew during this tim e. M r. Raym ond W ayn e Dew, brother of M r. Billy 
Dew , stated that he did not bid on the handicap ram p at Tallulah High School. He further 

explained that his brother (Billy) often brought him quotes to sign and that he (Raymond) did not 
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alw ays read what he w as signing. In another m atter unrelated to the School Board, 
M r. Raym ond Dew inform ed us that his brother, Billy, m ade a decision to leave his last nam e 
"Dew" off of the letterhead that w as used for invoices. 

M r. Billy Dew slated that he had all three quotes typed up and that he instructed his brother as to 
the range to be quoted. He further explained that Superintendent Dixon had told him to get three 
quotes. M r. Dixon stated that he often told Billy Dew to ask other contractors to subm it bids for 

School Board jobs. He further stated that he would not be surprised if Mr. Dew delivered, not 
only his own, but also his com petitors' bids to the School Board. 

M AJOR R ENOVATIONS AT TALLULAH H IGH SCHOOL 

On July 8, 1996, the School Board voted to accept the low bid from Davis Construction for 

major renovations at Tallulah High School. The School Board's records indicate that Davis 
Construction subm itted a bid for $210,000 and Jackson & Fontenot and Dew Construction 
subm itted a bid for $220,000. 

M r. Jam es Davis, owner of Davis Construction, explained that before the board m eeting, 
Superintendent Dixon called and told him to fax his bid to the School Board. M r. Davis stated 
he hurriedly put together a bid somewhere in the range of $225,000 to $250,000, which he faxed 
to M r. l)ixon. According to M r. Davis, several days later M r. Dixon phoned again to say that a 
fax was not acceptable and that he (Davis) would have to turn in a sealed bid at the School 
Board's office. M r. Davis stated that he then prepared  the $210,000 sealed bid that was 
subsequently accepted by the School Board. 

During a m eeting w ith us on December 7, 1999, Superintendent Dixon stated that he did not 
place a call to M r. Davis before the School Board's July 8, 1996, m eeting. He further stated, 
"W hy w ould 1 call som eone l don't even know ?" W e then asked M r. Dixon if a review of the 
School Board's phone records w ould show a phone call from him to M r. Davis. M r. Dixon then 
responded that he could have called M r. Davis since he frequently speaks to contractors. 
M r. Dixon further explained that any call to M r. Davis w ould not have been to request that Davis 
fax a bid to him . 

School Board telephone records identify a 9:20 a.m . phone call from the School Board office to 

Mr. Davis on June 21, 1996, one day after the project was advertised in The News-Star. In 
addition, M r. Davis' telephone records indicate that a fax docum ent was sent from his office to 
the School Board's fax num ber on June 27, 1996, at 2:09 p.m . 

M r. Davis inform ed  us that he knew his bid bond w as not adequate so he w ent to the School 
Board office and m et w ith Superintendent Dixon. This was about three days after the School 

Board had awarded him the job. M r. Davis stated that he intended to exchange a new bid bond 
in the correct am ount for the old one. M r. Davis said that Superintendent Dixon would not 

exchange the bonds. According to Mr. Davis, Superintendent Dixon told him that he (Dixon) 
intended to keep the first bond, cash it in, and disqualify Davis's bid on the project. Mr. Davis 
explained that at this point, he asked Superintendent Dixon if he could see the first bond. Once 
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Superintendent Dixon handed him the original bond, he told Superintendent Dixon he was 
w ithdrawing his bid and he left w ith both bonds. 

During the July 15 School Board m eeting, Superintendent Dixon inform ed the board that the bid 
bond subm itted by M r. Davis was not adequate, and, as a result, the bid by Davis could be 
considered non-responsive. Superintendent Dixon then told the board, "W e contacted Davis, 
m ade him aware, and he w ithdrew his bid." The July 15 board m inutes reveal that the board 
voted to accept the withdraw al of Davis Construction's bid. 

Superintendent Dixon then inform ed the board that when more than one company submits a joint 
bid, all contractors taking part in that bid m ust be licensed. Dew Construction is not a licensed 
contractor. Therefore, based on the advice of counsel, Superintendent Dixon stated that the bid 
of Jackson & Fontenot and Dew was disqualified. The board then declared the renovations an 
emergency and the project was subsequently divided into phases. 

School Board records for Phase I indicate that bids w ere received from Dew Construction for 

$21,50(I; Thomas Construction for $27,600; and Brooks Construction for $29,200. 

Mr. Richard Thomas, owner of Thomas Construction, stated that he never bid on any projects for 
the School Board and that the signature on the bid is not his. M r. Thom as added that M r. Billy 
Dew som etim es brought him papers to sign  and that he would sign  them so M r. Dew could get 

jobs. Mr. Thomas further stated that he never gave Mr. Dew permission to use his name other 
than when he (Thomas) sign ed papers for Mr. Dew. 

M r. Oscar Brooks, owner of Brooks Construction, stated that although he knows M r. Billy Dew , 

he did not submit the bid in question. Mr. Brooks stated that he has never bid on a job for the 
School Board and the signature on the bid is not his. 

On July 31, 1996, Dew Construction was awarded a $27,100 contract that included a $5,584 
increase to the com pany's original bid. The increase was to cover the cost of work not included 
in the original specifications. 

School Board records for Phase 11 contain bids from Dew Construction for $48,990; Charles 
Keyes Contractors for $55,495; and Boss Construction for $59,750. The contract was awarded 
to Dew Construction. 

M r. Charles Keyes stated that M r. Billy Dew brought him the bid form , asked him to fill it out, 
and told him what anaount to bid. M r. Keyes explained that M r. Billy Dew prom ised him m oney 
for filling out the bid form ; how ever, according to M r. Keyes, M r. Dew never paid him . 

M r. Ed Johnson, owner of Boss Construction, stated that he signed the bid in his company's 

name and would have performed the work had he won the job. Mr. Johnson said he found out 
about the job from Mr. Dew, who gave him the bid form. He said that once he completed the bid 
form , he gave it to M r. Dew to be returned to the School Board. M r. Johnson said that although 
it is not his norm al practice to have a com petitor turn in one of his bids, he did this because of the 
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bid deadline. In addition, M r. Johnson stated that he had been in business since 1970 and that 
this was the only bid he ever subm itted to the School Board. 

The rem aining three phases w ere contracted to either Dew Construction or Jackson & Fontenot. 
The total cost incurred for all five phases was $293,363. Each phase costing $50,000 or m ore, 
which required a licensed  contractor, w as awarded to Jackson & Fontenot. Jackson & Fontenot 
is a licensed contractor. 

From July 1996 through June 1999, the School Board paid $639,199 and $255,698 to Dew 
Construction and Jackson & Fontenot, respectively. 

CONCLUSION 

These actions indicate possible violations of the following 

R.S. 14:67, "Theft" 

R.S. 14:72, "Forgery" 

R.S. 14:133, "Filing False Public Records 

R.S. 14:134, "M alfeasance in O ffi ce 

R.S. 42:1461 (A), "Obligation Not to M isuse Public Funds" 

18 U.S.C. ~666, "Theft from Federal Programs" 

R.S. 38:2212, "Bid Law " 

W e recom m end that m anagem ent for the M adison Parish School Board design and im plem ent 
procedures to ensure that taxpayers receive fair m arket prices through com petitive bidding. This 
inform ation has been provided to the District Attorney for the Sixth Judicial District of Louisiana 
and the United States Attorney for the W estern  District of Louisiana. 
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Dcar Sir 

Fn 

Transm itted herew ilh is the response of the M adison Parish School Board and Superintendent 

Sam uel D ixon lo the investigative report on the M adison Parish School Board. 

Respectfully 

Sam uel Dixon, Superintend

) 

1~  

Enclosure 



The M adison Parish School Board and Superintendent Sam uel Dixon absolutely deny any 
wrongdoing of any kind, whatever, on any and all allegations so insinuated by the Legislative 
Auditor and his staff. The School Board an d the Superintendent cannot reflect on an y possible 
contractor m isconduct, but if sam e occurred, it was totally outside the consent or knowledge of 
either of them . The Legislative Auditor has found no crim inal conduct on the part of the M adison 
Parish School Board or Superintendent Sam uel D ixon. Allegations that such arc "possible 
violations" are unfounded and irresponsible. M ore particular  responses ar e in this attachm ent. 

It is noted that in all cases, the actual work was perform ed as agreed, in a tim ely and good 

workman-like maun er. Quality of work has not been questioned. 

The Legislative A uditor's report m akes several references to "fair m arket prices". W e question 
the am ounts used. W ere these quotes obtained from contractors? D id those providing quotes 

visil the actual worksites? (In the exit interview on December 7, 1999 Superintendent Dixon was 
told by the Legislative Audit Staff that persons providing the quotes did not visit the sites.) W ere 
they familiar with all aspects of the project as it originally existed? Or - were "ballpark" numbers 
generated - am ounts which easily could have been far off the m ark. It appear s that contractors 
w ere w illing to quote excellent prices to the Legislative Audit Staff. W here were these people 
when the bidding took place - why didn't they bother to subm it this alleged price in the form of a 
bid? 

RO O FING AT M cCALL JUNIO R H IG H SCH O O L 

Dew Construction did, in fact, perform additional work that was not stipulated in the roofing 
replacem ent contract, but was an addendum to this contract. Sections of the roof over the Boys' 
and Girls' dressing room s were badly deteriorated - one to the point where a section of the roof 
was exposed directly to the clim atic conditions due to the fact that a section of the roof had begun 
to collapse. Both the Principal of the school and School Board M aintenance personnel can attest 
that these sections w ere rem oved and replaced. 

Based upon the Contractor's observ ance of actual construction of the original roofing, he advised 

us that he believed that the roof contained asbestos (this was later confirm ed by the Louisiana 
l)epartmenl of Enviroun aental Quality). In the interest of safety, we followed the contractor's 
recom m endation that this m aterial be sealed w ith asphalt. This w ork was subsequently 
com pleted. W ritten statem ents provided to the M adison Parish School Board absolutely 
contradict the contention by the Legislative Auditor's report which states that they were told that 
no special work w as done on the roof. 

RO O F REPAIR AT M cCALL H IG H SCH O O L 

Sincere efforts were m ade to obtain the m ost favorable price for this work - this work was 
advertised and bids were accepted - even though this is not required for work under $100,000. 
Tile lowest bid was accepted - is the Legislative Auditor suggesting that this is not correct - is he 



im posing additional requirem ents? Based upon estim ates by School Board M aintenance 
Personnel, w e believed this bid to be reasonable.. 

A SBESTO S A BATEM ENT AT M cCALL H IG H SCH O O L 

A lthough declared an em ergency by the School Board, a request for bids was advertised and th ree 
other contractors were contacted - Dew Construction was the only contractor who expressed 

interest in the project. Dew indicated that he had been authorized to represent and contract for 
A sbestos Tech. This assertion was confirm ed by M oses Jackson, owner of A sbestos Tech. 
M oses Jackson personally appeared at the M adison Parish School Board officc and signed a 
contract for the negotiated price in the presence of Superintendent Sam uel D ixon. W ork was 
carried on around the clock. Superintendent Dixon confirm ed w ith his consultant that the 
asbestos rem oval portion, alone, of the contract could not possibly have been done for the 

amount tile Legislative Auditor alleges was paid to the Asbestos Tech. As the project involved 
m uch m ore w ork than asbestos rem oval alone, our consultant indicated that the agreed-upon price 
was reasonable. The asbestos abatem ent alone was estim ated to cost from twenty-five to thirty 
thousand dollars. 

ELECTRICAL UPG RADES AT TALLULAH AND W RIGH T ELEM ENTARY SCH O OLS 

According to written docum entation provided by the engineer who drew the plans and 
specificalions for this work, the total cost to complete was estim ated at $60,000. The contract 
price of $49,460 is an obvious saving of 18% over this estim ate. 

A IR CO NDITIO NING REPA IR AT M cCA LL H IG H SCH O O L 

W hile W orthington did attem pt to repair the leak, water continued to leak into the cafeteria. Tile 
roof was subsequently replaced. How ever, w ater continued to leak through the air conditioning 
unit. A s observed by M adison Parish School Board m aintenance personnel, Billy Dew and two 
of his technicians subsequently worked a full day to com plete repairs and m odifications which 
then stopped the leakage. 

ItANDICAP RA M P A T TA LLULAH H IG H SCH O O L 

At no tim e did Superintendent Dixon ask or insinuate that Dew should subm it false quotes. 
Superintendent Dixon did ask that Dew prepare bid specifications which would com ply with 

OSHA requirements for the project. 

The report alleges that Superintendent Dixon told Billy Dew to subm it quotes from other 
contractors, yet when Dew was confronted - in the presence of a witness - Dew em phatically 
stated that he did not state to the Legislative Audit Staff that Superintendent D ixon had told him 
to get three quotes. Dew further attested to the fact that Superintendent Dixon had often asked 

him (Dew) to make available work known  to other contractors. (Other contractors have, in fact, 
contacted the M adison Parish School Board regarding available work, but when they learn ed of 
the Insurance and W orkmen's Insurance requirements, they were not interested) Dew further 
stated that it w as his decision, alone, to solicit the quotes subm itted by Raym ond W ayne and 
Ernest W illiam s. 

The report erroneously states that Superintendent stated that he would not be surprised if M r. D ew 
delivered, not only his own, but also his com petitors' bids to the School Board. Superintendent 



D ixon's statem ent w as, in fact, that he would not he surprised if Dew brought in not only his bid 
but also a bid from Jackson & Fontenot. 

M AJO R REN O VATIO NS AT TALLULAH  HIG H  SCH O O L 

At least two false statem ents are m ade in the report by the Legislative Auditor. First. the report 
refers to a m eeting on D ecem ber 13, 1999. This is incorrect. This was  the exit interview and was 
conducted on Decem ber 7, 1999 at 2:00 p.m . Second, th e report refers to Superintendent having 
stated that he did not place a call to M r. Davis before the School Board's July 8, 1996 m eeting. 

This date was  not m entioned at all by Superintendent Dixon. 

Additionally, in the exit interview Superintendent Dixon objected to language in the Executive 
Sum m ary insinuating that he had attem pted to direct business to Billy D ew at which point M r. 
Ernest Levy, Investigative Audit M anager, responded that th e statem ent was th ere because of the 
statem ent Dew m ade regarding the obtaining of quotes for the handicap ram p at Tallulah High 
School. Furtherm ore, the Legislative Audit Staff  inform ed M r. Dixon that the report was 
prepared only to show that Billy Dew was  "ripping off" the School Board. 

This work was advertised in the Madison Journal on June 12, 19~ an d 26. Th e project was also 
advertised in th e M onroe News Star with th e intended effort of attracting additional bidders. The 
notice specifically stated th at th e bids were to be hand delivered or sent by certified m ail. There 
was no reas on to tell Davis to fax a bid. W hen th e bids were opened, Davis' bid was th e lowest; 
however, his 5%  Bid Bond was  not in order. Upon the advice of the School Board's attorney

, the 
Board rejected all bids. 

M r. Davis attem pted to deliver his Bid Bond later; however, when told that all bids had been 

rejected an d that he could re-bid, he becam e enraged, cursed, an d snatched his materials from 
Superim endem Dixon's han d an d left. 

Despite the as sertion of Davis, Superintendent Dixon placed only one cal l to Davis on June 21 

W ith the opening of school less than  one m onth away
, the Board, at its July 15 m eeting voted to 

declar e an  em ergency due to th e extrem ely poor - and possibly life-threatening - conditions of 

the stadium . The project was divided into phases, the first being work that could be done without 
having to obtain approval of the Fire M arshall. This included th e ticket booth

, restroom s, 
concession stand and ram ps. 

The rem aining work was  divided into phases to allow Jam es Bras well
, Engineer, adequate tim e to 

prepare the drawings and specifications an d obtain approval of the Fire M arshall. Lowest quotes 
were accepted an d the work was  com pleted. 



 

A ttachm ent III 

L egal Provisions 



L egal Provisions 

The following legal citations are referred to in the Finding and Recom m endation section of this 
report: 

R .S. 14:67 provides that theft is the m isappropriation or taking of anything of value 
which belongs to another, either w ithout the consent of the other to the m isappropriation 
or taking, or by m eans of fraudulent conduct, practices, or representations. 

R.S. 14:72 provides that forgery is the false m aking or altering, with intent to defraud, of 
any signature to, or any part of, any writing purporting to have legal efficacy. 

R .S. 14:133 provides that filing false public records is the filing or depositing for record 
in any public office or with any public official, or the m aintaining as required by law, 
regulation, or rule, w ith know ledge of its falsity, any forged docum ent, any wrongfully 
altered docum ent, or any document containing a false statem ent or false representation of 
a m aterial fact. 

R.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that m alfeasance in offi ce is com m itted when any public 
officer or public employee shall (1) intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty 
lawfully required of him, as such officer or employee; (2) intentionally perform any such 
duty in an unlawful manner; or (3) knowingly permit any other public officer or public 
em ployee, under his authority, to intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty law fully 
required of him or to perform any such duty in an unlaw ful m anner. 

R.S. 42:1461(A) provides that officials, whether elected or appointed, by the act of 
accepting such office assum e a personal obligation not to m isappropriate, m isapply, 
convert, m isuse, or otherw ise wrongfully take any funds, property or other thing of value 
belonging to the public entity in which they hold office. 

18 U.S.C. ~666 provides, in part, that theft concerning programs receiving federal funds 
occurs when an agent of an organization, state, local, or Indian tribal govern m ent or any 
agency thereof embezzles, steals, obtains by fi'aud, or otherw ise intentionally m isapplies 
property that is valued at $5,000 or m ore and is owned by or under control of such 
organization, state, or agency when the organization, state, or agency receives in any one 
year period, benefits in excess of $10,000 under a federal program involving a grant 
contract, or other form of federal assistance. 

R.S. 38:2212 provides, in pertinent part, that all public w ork exceeding the contract lim it 
to be done by a public entity shall be advertised and let by contract to the lowest 
responsible bidder who had bid according to the contract, plans, and specifications as 
advertised, and no such public work shall be done except as provided in this Part. 
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