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February 7, 2024 
 
 
 
 
DR. ERIN STOKES, SUPERINTENDENT 
  AND MEMBERS OF THE GRANT PARISH SCHOOL BOARD 
Colfax, Louisiana 
 

We are providing this report for your information and use.  This investigative 
audit was performed in accordance with Louisiana Revised Statutes 24:513, et seq. 
to determine the validity of complaints we received. 
 

The procedures we performed primarily consisted of making inquiries and 
examining selected financial records and other documents and do not constitute an 
examination or review in accordance with generally accepted auditing or attestation 
standards.  Consequently, we provide no opinion, attestation or other form of 
assurance with respect to the information upon which our work was based.   
 

The accompanying report presents our findings and recommendations as well 
as management’s response.  This is a public report.  Copies of this report have 
been delivered to the District Attorney for the 35th Judicial District of Louisiana, the 
United States Attorney for the Western District of Louisiana, and others as required 
by law. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Michael J. “Mike” Waguespack, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 

 
MJW/aa 
 
GRANT PARISH SCHOOL BOARD 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 
 

Contractor May Have Overbilled GPSB 
for Mold Remediation Services 

 
The Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) paid Benchmark Professionals LLC 

(Benchmark) $4,008,782 to perform mold remediation services at GPSB facilities 
from September 29, 2020 to March 25, 2021, a roughly six-month period. Records 
show neither Benchmark nor its subcontractors were licensed to perform mold 
remediation services in Louisiana. Records further show Benchmark paid its 
subcontractors $720,231 (17.9% of the $4,008,782 amount) to perform what 
appears to be the entirety of the work; our review of records did not reveal any 
mold remediation work being performed by Benchmark itself. Records also show 
Mr. Edward Sieja – while serving as the project manager for GPSB’s Construction 
Manager, Cimarron Underground Services, LLC (Cimarron) – recommended GPSB 
use Benchmark for the mold remediation. Mr. Sieja also contracted with Benchmark 
to act as Benchmark’s sales representative, which entitled him to a commission 
from Benchmark for GPSB’s mold remediation. Bank records show Benchmark 
member Mr. Justin Guzman directed $1,865,056 of the contract payments to bank 
accounts he controlled, paid $1,353,300 (33.7%) in sales commissions to Mr. Sieja, 
and paid Cimarron $166,688 (4.1%) for amounts Benchmark owed Cimarron on 
unrelated projects. Mr. Guzman, Mr. Sieja, and others may have overbilled GPSB 
and split the proceeds, in violation of state and federal law, as well as GPSB’s 
contracts with Benchmark. 
 
 

GPSB May Have Improperly Paid Contractor for Services 
Outside the Scope of Its Contracts   

 
GPSB paid Cimarron $8,280,601, primarily for emergency remediation 

services, temporary rentals, and construction management services in response to 
Hurricane Laura and subsequent weather events from September 25, 2020 to  
June 22, 2022. Although Cimarron was not authorized to perform permanent 
repairs at GPSB facilities, it appears Superintendent Paxton Teddlie allowed 
Cimarron’s Project Manager, Mr. Sieja, to direct permanent repairs up to 
$3,286,923 under its emergency remediation services and temporary rental 
contracts on a time and materials (T&M) basis without competitive bidding or 
written contracts, against the advice of GPSB’s attorney. By using the T&M basis 
without competitive bidding, Cimarron may have billed GPSB as much as 
$2,311,576 more than the highest insurance cost estimates prepared for GPSB 
and/or Cimarron proposals for permanent repairs. Moreover, by performing 
permanent work without competitive bidding, written contracts, and cost estimates, 
Superintendent Teddlie, Cimarron employees, Mr. Sieja and Mr. Steve Hutchinson; 
Cimarron member, Mr. Chris Lang; and others may have violated Cimarron’s 
contracts with GPSB and state and federal law. 
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Contractor May Have Billed GPSB for Labor, Materials, and Equipment That 
Was Not Provided or Was Unnecessary 

 
 Cimarron appears to have billed GPSB $435,139 for labor, materials, and 
equipment not provided to GPSB or billed for greater amounts and/or durations 
than actually provided to GPSB from September 17, 2020 to September 20, 2021. 
This amount includes $204,801 for labor hours when employees do not appear to 
have been present at GPSB job sites; $28,155 for labor hours not approved by 
GPSB, which may not have been provided and, even if they were, were 
unnecessary; $84,309 for metal pipe not used on GPSB job sites; and $106,600 for 
equipment that was not present, unnecessary, or idle. In addition, it appears 
Cimarron billed GPSB up to $11,274 for work also billed to GPSB by Benchmark. By 
billing for labor, equipment, and materials that were not provided and/or 
unnecessary, Cimarron employees/members and others may have violated 
Cimarron’s contracts with GPSB and state and federal law. 
 
 

Contractors Appear to Have Provided GPSB 
with False Quotes for Roofing Project 

 
 GPSB paid Benchmark $172,500 on August 19, 2021, for temporary roof 
work to install shrink wrap. Records show Mr. Sieja, Mr. Guzman, and another 
individual may have worked together to provide false quotes to GPSB to steer the 
work to Benchmark and ensure that GPSB documented a competitive process. 
Although Mr. Sieja submitted quotes on Cimarron’s behalf, Benchmark apparently 
paid him a $14,025 sales commission for the roofing project. By apparently working 
together to steer GPSB work to Benchmark, Mr. Sieja, Mr. Guzman, and others may 
have violated state and federal law. 
 
 

Insurance Consultant May Have Acted Without Appropriate License and 
May Have Solicited Compensation from GPSB Vendor 

 
 GPSB contracted with Mr. Joel Moore after Hurricane Laura to act as its 
insurance consultant, which purportedly included overseeing the development and 
implementation of reconstruction of damaged facilities. Mr. Moore also appears to 
have acted as a public adjuster on GPSB’s behalf, without having a license to do so; 
moreover, as a public adjuster, he would be prohibited from having any other 
financial interest in GPSB’s insurance claim. Mr. Moore further appears to have 
solicited additional compensation from Cimarron and two of GPSB’s potential 
vendors in relation to prospective services for GPSB. If Mr. Moore performed public 
adjuster services for GPSB without a license and solicited additional compensation 
from a GPSB contractor and potential contractors, Mr. Moore and others may have 
violated state and federal law. 
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Architect Provided Designs to GPSB That 
Construction Manager Found Incomplete and Not Satisfactory; 

Architect Also Apparently Failed to Disclose Conflicts of Interest 
 

 GPSB paid Ballard CLC, Inc. (Ballard) $632,128 for work performed at the 
direction of Mr. Sieja, including $462,519 billed in connection with designs to 
replace roofs at seven schools. Although Ballard billed GPSB for designs that were 
100% complete, these designs were prepared before there was a defined scope of 
work for repairs, and Mr. Scott Gaspard, GPSB’s current construction manager, 
determined they were “not satisfactory” and “very incomplete.” Ballard further 
appears to have overbilled GPSB $84,772 by not adjusting its final fees for work 
done on three roofs. It appears Ballard’s officers, Mr. Bryan Butler and Mr. William 
Aldridge, may have had conflicting business interests with Mr. Sieja and Cimarron 
at the time Mr. Sieja brought in Ballard to provide architectural services to GPSB. 
These conflicts, which might have prohibited Ballard from providing services to 
GPSB, do not appear to have been disclosed to GPSB or waived in writing, as 
required by the Louisiana Administrative Code.
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 

  
The Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) was created pursuant to Louisiana 

Revised Statute (La. R.S.) 17:51 to provide public education for children within 
Grant Parish. GPSB is authorized by La. R.S. 17:81 to establish policies and 
regulations for their own government consistent with the laws of the State of 
Louisiana and the regulations of the Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary 
Education. GPSB is comprised of eight members who are elected for four-year 
terms from eight districts. GPSB operates eight schools within the parish, with a 
total enrollment of 2,878 students. 

 
Hurricane Laura made landfall in southwest Louisiana on August 27, 2020, 

causing extensive damage throughout western and north central Louisiana, 
including to GPSB facilities. As a result, GPSB held an emergency meeting on 
September 1, 2020, and voted to declare a state of emergency. The emergency 
declaration authorized GPSB Superintendent Paxton Teddlie to take immediate 
action to mitigate, repair, and restore any damage to GPSB facilities as a result of 
Hurricane Laura, without the necessity of complying with Louisiana’s Public Bid Law, 
La. R.S. 38:2211, et seq. GPSB later approved a second emergency declaration on 
February 23, 2021, in response to damage caused by severe winter storms. 
 

The Louisiana Legislative Auditor (LLA) received complaints from the Grant 
Parish Sheriff’s Office regarding emergency remediation and construction services 
provided to GPSB in the aftermath of Hurricane Laura and subsequent weather 
events. LLA initiated this investigative audit to determine the validity of these 
complaints. The procedures performed during this audit included:   
 

(1)  interviewing GPSB employees and officials; 

(2)  interviewing other persons, as appropriate; 

(3)  examining selected GPSB documents and records; 

(4) gathering and examining external parties’ documents and 
records; and 

(5) reviewing applicable state and federal laws and regulations. 

During our audit, we received assistance from the District Attorney for the 
35th Judicial District of Louisiana and the Grant Parish Sheriff’s Office. Their 
participation was instrumental to the completion of this audit. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
 

Contractor May Have Overbilled GPSB 
for Mold Remediation Services 

 
The Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) paid Benchmark Professionals 

LLC (Benchmark) $4,008,782 to perform mold remediation services at 
GPSB facilities from September 29, 2020 to March 25, 2021, a roughly six-
month period. Records show neither Benchmark nor its subcontractors 
were licensed to perform mold remediation services in Louisiana. Records 
further show Benchmark paid its subcontractors $720,231 (17.9% of the 
$4,008,782 amount) to perform what appears to be the entirety of the 
work; our review of records did not reveal any mold remediation work 
being performed by Benchmark itself. Records also show Mr. Edward Sieja 
– while serving as the project manager for GPSB’s Construction Manager, 
Cimarron Underground Services, LLC (Cimarron) – recommended GPSB use 
Benchmark for the mold remediation. Mr. Sieja also contracted with 
Benchmark to act as Benchmark’s sales representative, which entitled him 
to a commission from Benchmark for GPSB’s mold remediation. Bank 
records show Benchmark member Mr. Justin Guzman directed $1,865,056 
of the contract payments to bank accounts he controlled, paid $1,353,300 
(33.7%) in sales commissions to Mr. Sieja, and paid Cimarron $166,688 
(4.1%) for amounts Benchmark owed Cimarron on unrelated projects. Mr. 
Guzman, Mr. Sieja, and others may have overbilled GPSB and split the 
proceeds, in violation of state and federal law, as well as GPSB’s contracts 
with Benchmark. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15       

 
GPSB contracted with Cimarron to provide emergency remediation, 

temporary rental, and construction management services following devastation 
caused by Hurricane Laura, Hurricane Delta, and the 2021 winter storm. Cimarron’s 
project manager for GPSB projects, Mr. Edward Sieja, urged GPSB Superintendent 
Paxton Teddlie to use Benchmark for water mitigation and mold remediation 
services, which involved drying out buildings and decontaminating any mold that 
was present. Benchmark was incorporated in Texas in November 2019 and initially 
had three members, including Mr. Justin Guzman and Mr. James Jones. 

 
Records show Superintendent Teddlie signed 18 contracts with Benchmark 

for mold remediation services from September 28, 2020 to February 12, 2021. 
Although six contracts expressly stated Benchmark worked in conjunction with an 
in-house licensed mold contractor, we found no evidence of this, nor did we find 
Benchmark or its subcontractors were properly licensed by the Louisiana State 
Licensing Board for Contractors to provide mold remediation services in Louisiana 
as required by Louisiana Revised Statute (La. R.S.) 37:2185.1,2 Sixteen of the 18 
remediation contracts entered into between Benchmark and GPSB expressly 
required Benchmark to provide GPSB with an affidavit of non-collusion before 
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performing any work. Louisiana Public Bid Law (Public Bid Law)A requires 
contractors to provide an affidavit of non-collusion, which is an affidavit attesting:3  

 
(1) That affiant employed no person, corporation, firm, association, 

or other organization, either directly or indirectly, to secure the 
public contract under which he received payment, other than 
persons regularly employed by the affiant whose services in 
connection with the construction, alteration or demolition of the 
public building or project or in securing the public contract were 
in the regular course of their duties for affiant; and 
 

(2) That no part of the contract price received by affiant was paid or 
will be paid to any person, corporation, firm, association, or 
other organization for soliciting the contract, other than the 
payment of their normal compensation to persons regularly 
employed by the affiant whose services in connection with the 
construction, alteration or demolition of the public building or 
project were in the regular course of their duties for affiant. 

 
GPSB records did not include any affidavits of non-collusion from Benchmark, 

and Superintendent Teddlie told us he never received any from Benchmark. In 
addition, Mr. Guzman’s email records included an Independent Sales 
Representation Commission Agreement between Benchmark and Mr. Sieja, effective 
October 6, 2020, which specified that Benchmark contracted Mr. Sieja as “a(n) 
Independent sales representative only” (see image, below). The agreement appears 
to have been 
electronically 
signed by Mr. Sieja 
on October 7, 
2020, and by  
Mr. Guzman on 
October 26, 2020.  

 
Benchmark 

invoiced GPSB 
$4,008,782 for 
mold remediation 
services between 
September 28, 
2020 and March 8, 
2021, which GPSB 
paid. GPSB records 
show that the 

 
A La. R.S. 38:2211, et seq. 
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majority of its contracts with 
Benchmark were lump-sum 
contracts with vague service 
descriptions that lacked detailed 
cost estimates, rate schedules, 
equipment lists, or detailed 
scopes of work (see example, 
left). Superintendent Teddlie 
signed the contracts with 
Benchmark, approved 
Benchmark’s invoices, and signed 
all checks issued to Benchmark. 
 

We obtained Benchmark’s and two of its members’ bank and email records. 
Upon review, we found Benchmark paid its subcontractors only $720,231 of the 
$4,008,782 (17.9%) Benchmark received from GPSB for mold remediation services. 
Benchmark’s bank records show no other payments for labor, equipment or 
materials pertaining to GPSB’s mold remediation jobs, suggesting the 
subcontractors performed the entirety of the work.  

 
These bank and email records further show that all the proceeds Benchmark 

received from the GPSB jobs were held in and/or transferred to bank accountsB 
owned by, or accessible to, Mr. Guzman. Mr. Guzman then directed: 

 
 $1,865,056 to AES Environmental, which is believed to be a sole 

proprietorship owned by Mr. Guzman that performed no mold 
remediation work at GPSB; 

 $903,319 to Mr. Sieja as sales commissions for the mold remediation 
work at GPSB;  

 $720,231 to known or identified subcontractors who actually 
performed the mold remediation work; and 

 $166,688 to Cimarron for amounts Benchmark owed Cimarron on 
unrelated projects, as illustrated in the following chart: 

 

 
B The $4,008,782 was deposited into accounts owned by Mr. Justin Guzman or on accounts upon 
which he was authorized to sign. One account was in the name of Benchmark Professionals LLC, and 
the other was in the name of Justin Guzman DBA Benchmark Professionals. 
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Superintendent Teddlie told us Mr. Sieja recommended GPSB use Benchmark 

for mold remediation, and he was not aware Benchmark had a relationship with  
Mr. Sieja or Cimarron. Superintendent Teddlie told us Mr. Sieja would determine 
when mold remediation services were necessary and would determine the scope of 
services to be performed. Afterward, Mr. Guzman would send Superintendent 
Teddlie a contract from Benchmark, and Superintendent Teddlie would sign the 
contract. When we showed Superintendent Teddlie emails and contract documents 
Mr. Guzman sent him, which indicated Mr. Sieja/Cimarron had directed Benchmark 
to perform work for GPSB, Superintendent Teddlie told us those statements 
appeared to be accurate. Superintendent Teddlie said that neither he nor anyone 
else at GPSB directed Benchmark to perform that work. 

 
Payments to Subcontractors 

 
We obtained and reviewed bank records for Benchmark and two of its 

members, Mr. Guzman and Mr. Jones. These records show that Benchmark and/or 
Mr. Guzman paid $720,231 to three subcontractors for mold remediation services 
provided to GPSB from October 14, 2020 to March 15, 2021. Those payments 
constituted only 17.9% of the $4,008,782 GPSB paid to Benchmark for mold 
remediation services. Based on the payments to subcontractors and the lack of 
payments for labor and materials costs, Benchmark may have overbilled GPSB for 
some work by charging excessive markups on its subcontract costs, and may have 
billed GPSB for services not provided.  

Grant Parish 
School 
Board

Benchmark/ 
Justin Guzman

DBA 
Benchmark

$4,008,782

Identified 
Subcontractors

"AES 
Environmental" 
(Justin Guzman) 

Edward 
Sieja

$1,865,056

$903,319

Cimarron
$166,688

$720,231
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Records suggest that Benchmark overbilled GPSB on its first job, which 
included cleaning Georgetown High School (project LLA20-07). Bank records show 
that GPSB paid Benchmark $326,976 for this job; however, Benchmark only paid 
$81,800 to subcontractors and a $22,500 sales commission to Mr. Sieja (see check, 
below). Email records show one of the three subcontractors utilized by Benchmark 
(Subcontractor 1) emailed a proposal for this job (and two other schools) to  
Mr. Guzman on September 25, 2020. The proposal was for $144,991, including 
$24,165 in overhead and profit, which was Benchmark’s “take home” for the 
proposal. It appears that Benchmark then increased the subcontractor’s $144,991 
estimate to $326,976 and submitted it to GPSB as Benchmark’s proposal for the 
job.  

 

We spoke with Subcontractor 1’s member/manager who told us when  
Mr. Guzman explained to him how he (Mr. Guzman) obtained the contract, he said 
he had nothing but a business card and a business license and “the wheel has to be 
greased.” Subcontractor 1 told us the contract between Subcontractor 1 and 
Benchmark was for $120,825, that $20,000 was supposed to come off the top for 
Benchmark, and $10,000 of that was supposed to go to Mr. Sieja for securing the 
contract for Benchmark. Subcontractor 1 said that Mr. Guzman further told him  
Mr. Sieja “was the contractor over several schools and that if we took care of him 
and that he was going to give us these other two schools within the parish.” 
Subcontractor 1 also told us he purchased $15,000 of equipment to do the job; he 
footed the bill for the equipment, manpower, materials, chemicals, and overhead; 
and Mr. Guzman “screwed me out of $50,000” on the job.  

 
In addition, Benchmark’s emails included subcontractor records for mold 

remediation services, which showed Benchmark marked up its contracts with GPSB 
as high as 14 times above Benchmark’s subcontracted costs. For example,  
Mr. Guzman and Superintendent Teddlie signed three contracts for second 
cleanings at Colfax Elementary School and Pollock Elementary School between 
January 15, 2021 and January 26, 2021, identified as Benchmark jobs LLA21-0115, 
LLA21-0123, and LLA21-0125. Records show that GPSB paid Benchmark $785,115, 
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but Benchmark paid a 
subcontractor only 
$47,000 (6%), and 
divided the remaining 
$738,115 (94%) 
among Mr. Sieja,  
Mr. Guzman, and  
Mr. Jones. For example, 
on job LLA21-0123, 
Benchmark billed GPSB 
$220,115 (see image, 
right), which was more 
than 14 times more 
than the $14,000 bill 
from its subcontractor 
(see image, below). 

 
GPSB also may 

have paid Benchmark 
for work that was not 
performed. GPSB paid 
Benchmark $625,000 to 
clean Georgetown High 
School after the 2021 
winter storm (Jobs 
LLA21-0208 and LLA21-
0211), but the bank 
and email records we 
obtained did not reflect 
any payments to 
subcontractors from 
this project. Bank 
records instead show 
the day after the check 

from GPSB was deposited, Mr. Guzman purchased a $617,000 cashier’s check 
payable to “AES Environmental,” which included the memo description “Final 
LLA21-0211 & LLA21-0208.” Several days later, a $400,000 wire transfer listing the 
originator as “AES Environmental” was deposited to another bank account owned 
by Mr. Guzman. Then $304,940 was wire transferred from Mr. Guzman’s account to 
an account owned by Mr. Sieja and his ex-wife, Ms. Monica Sieja, the following day.  

 
The Principal of Georgetown High School and a claims adjuster representing 

GPSB’s insurer, Ms. Meredith Campbell, both questioned whether Benchmark 
provided any of those services because Benchmark purportedly provided those 
services during the 2021 winter ice storm when no one was present at the school. 
The Principal told us she visited the school on multiple days during the winter 
storm, but she did not see anyone at the school or see work being done. She also 
told us Benchmark did not clean the gym a second time in February 2021. 
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Superintendent Teddlie emailed Mr. Guzman on May 27, 2021, and requested the 
dates Benchmark performed services at Georgetown High School. Mr. Guzman 
responded several days later that work was done between February 12, 2021 and 
February 20, 2021, and that Benchmark was called out by Cimarron to perform the 
cleaning as an emergency response. According to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) disaster declaration, the winter ice storm lasted 
several days, occurring between February 11, 2021 and February 19, 2021.  

 
Superintendent Teddlie acknowledged to us that, as construction manager, 

Cimarron should not have directed work to Benchmark, and told us he may not 
have known the process at the time. Superintendent Teddlie told us that he relied 
on school principals to monitor whether Benchmark was on site providing services, 
but he did not provide vendor invoices to the school principals until April 20, 2021, 
after Benchmark allegedly finished performing mold remediation work for GPSB. 
Superintendent Teddlie also told us GPSB did nothing to verify Benchmark had 
actually provided services after the 2021 winter storm, even after Ms. Campbell and 
the Principal of Georgetown High School disputed Benchmark having provided any 
services. 

 
Ms. Campbell also requested additional supporting documentation from  

Mr. Guzman in 2021, most of which Mr. Guzman failed to provide. Ms. Campbell 
disputed most of Benchmark’s billings to GPSB for mold remediation services. She 
stated that her team found that Benchmark had no background in performing water 
mitigation work and Benchmark did not produce supporting documentation 
normally provided by these types of companies. Ms. Campbell told us when she 
spoke with Mr. Guzman, he told her he had no idea what these documents were 
and did not know he needed to keep supporting documentation. Ms. Campbell 
prepared a memo, dated July 7, 2021, which disputed $2,557,994 (63%) of the 
$4,008,782 Benchmark billed GPSB as in excess of the estimated industry standard 
cost for those services.  

 
As part of our audit, we contacted Mr. Guzman to request records pertaining 

to services Benchmark provided to GPSB. Mr. Guzman told us he mostly used 
subcontractors to provide services to GPSB. We requested Mr. Guzman provide us 
with records, including contracts with, and invoices from, subcontractors, pursuant 
to the audit provision of Benchmark’s contracts with GPSB. Mr. Guzman did not 
provide us with any records and did not respond to subsequent attempts to contact 
him.  

 
Payments to “AES Environmental”  
 

Bank records show Mr. Guzman used funds that Benchmark received from 
GPSB to purchase 12 cashier’s checks payable to “AES Environmental,” totaling 
$1,865,056, from November 10, 2020 to March 27, 2021. A majority of the 
cashier’s checks payable to AES Environmental included notes indicating the 
payments were related to GPSB mold remediation jobs. Ten of the checks totaling 
$1,612,265 were deposited at Credit Union 1. The remaining two checks, totaling 
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$252,791, were stamped “not used for intended purpose” and appear to have been 
endorsed by Mr. Guzman.  

 
Bank records for other accounts in Mr. Guzman’s name, or which he 

controlled, show deposits of wire transfers and cashier’s checks from Credit Union 
1, totaling $1,474,000. The wire transfer deposits from Credit Union 1 ($1,153,000 
of the $1,474,000) indicate the originator of the wire transfers was “AES 
Environmental.” Therefore, it appears most of the amount Benchmark paid to “AES 
Environmental” was eventually deposited into other bank accounts in Mr. Guzman’s 
name, or which he controlled. 

 
Most of these deposits were to an account in the name of Justin Guzman DBA 

GTC Enterprises. Mr. Guzman’s email records included tax documents showing the 
Employer Identification Number (EIN) for “AES Environmental” was actually the EIN 
for Justin Guzman, Golden Triangle Construction, which is abbreviated GTC.  
Mr. Guzman appears to have used GPSB funds, including funds purportedly paid to 
“AES Environmental,” to purchase luxury vehicles, invest in cryptocurrency, and 
fund his personal expenses. 

 
Furthermore, Superintendent Teddlie told us he was not aware of an AES 

Environmental providing any mold remediation services, and the only AES he was 
aware of was a company named Air Environmental Services that performed 
asbestos abatement work at Georgetown High School (November and December 
2020). We did not find any record of an “AES Environmental” providing mold 
remediation services to GPSB, and we believe “AES Environmental” and Air 
Environmental Services to be different, unrelated entities. 

 
Payments to Edward Sieja 

 
Bank records show Benchmark and/or Mr. Guzman paid Mr. Sieja $903,319 

for the GPSB mold remediation projects in the form of checks, cashier’s checks, and 
wire transfers. Bank records also show Mr. Sieja received an additional $449,981 in 
wire transfers from an account controlled by Mr. Guzman after being routed 
through “AES Environmental.” The majority of the payments from Benchmark/ 
Mr. Guzman included notes indicating the payments were sales commissions and 
referenced Benchmark job numbers for GPSB remediation contracts. Cimarron’s 
former Safety Representative told us Mr. Sieja sent him to Texas several times to 
pick up checks from Mr. Guzman, which appeared to him to be kickbacks. The 
payments to Mr. Sieja are illustrated in the following chart: 
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Bank records show these payments were either cashed or deposited to one of 

two accounts owned by Mr. Sieja, including one he shared with Ms. Sieja. These 
records further show that Mr. Sieja converted the majority of those payments to 
cash. Mr. Sieja used funds received to pay off loans, purchase a luxury vehicle (see 
image, right), fund his personal expenses, and engage in casino gaming activity. It 
appears Mr. Sieja used funds received from Benchmark to purchase five cashier’s 
checks, totaling $222,474, which may have 
been used to purchase three properties in 
Ms. Sieja’s name – transactions that were 
not disclosed in Mr. Sieja’s August 2021 
Chapter 7 bankruptcy filing. The first two 
properties purchased by Ms. Sieja in the year 
preceding Mr. Sieja’s bankruptcy filing were 
17.49 acres of undeveloped land in 
Alexandria, Louisiana and the property where 
Cimarron’s Alexandria office was located (for 
which Cimarron paid Mr. Sieja rent).The first 
two cashier’s checks purchased by Mr. Sieja 
were made payable to a law firm specializing 
in real estate transactions, and Ms. Sieja 
signed property sale documents, referencing 
the law firm as the title insurance provider, one or two days after the cashier’s 
checks were purchased. However, Mr. Sieja’s response to our report appears to 
refer to the undeveloped land as “my property” and the office location as Mr. Sieja’s 
“personal office.” 

 

Grant Parish 
School 
Board

Benchmark/ 
Justin Guzman

DBA 
Benchmark

$4,008,782

Identified 
Subcontractors

"AES 
Environmental" 
(Justin Guzman) 

Edward 
Sieja

Justin 
Guzman 
Accts.

$449,981

$1,865,056

$1,474,000

$903,319

Cimarron
$166,688

$720,231
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Two of the other three cashier’s checks were made payable to the property 
owner of the home where Mr. Sieja and Ms. Sieja apparently resided, and the third 
cashier’s check was made payable to the notary listed on the property sale 
document signed by Ms. Sieja. The third property was purchased in September 
2021, approximately a month after Mr. Sieja filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy. Mr. 
Sieja did not disclose the $1,353,300 he received from Benchmark or the three 
property purchases in his bankruptcy filings. Mr. Sieja declined to be interviewed 
for our audit. 

 
Payments to Cimarron 

 
At the time of Hurricane Laura, 

Cimarron had worked as a 
subcontractor for Benchmark on 
several construction projects. Cimarron 
financial records show Benchmark 
owed Cimarron $252,326 as of 
September 2020, when Benchmark 
was first contracted to provide mold 
remediation services to GPSB. It 
appears Mr. Guzman used funds 
received from GPSB to pay Cimarron 
$166,688 for amounts Benchmark 
owed on unrelated construction 
projects. Mr. Sieja also deposited 
$19,000 in cash to a personal bank 
account and wire transferred just 
under that amount to Cimarron to pay 
a Benchmark invoice.C 

 
Cimarron member Mr. Chris 

Lang made numerous attempts to 
collect amounts Benchmark owed 
Cimarron during Benchmark’s contract 
period with GPSB, including through 
pursuing liens. Records obtained from 
Mr. Sieja’s cloud storage provider 
included messages showing Mr. Lang 
pressuring Mr. Sieja to collect the 
amounts owed by Benchmark (see 
image, left) and a picture of a notice of 

 
C Benchmark eventually compensated Cimarron for all outstanding amounts. Emails, screenshots of 
text messages, and statements by Mr. Lang indicate there were discussions that Benchmark would 
pay the final amount owed ($37,677) using proceeds from work Benchmark purportedly performed 
installing temporary roof wrap at GPSB locations, work that was subcontracted to Benchmark through 
Cimarron.  Cimarron withheld the $37,677 from its payment to Benchmark and received $54,496 from 
GPSB in overhead and profit on the subcontract. As discussed on page 45, Cimarron and Benchmark 
both appear to have billed GPSB for some of the same temporary roof wrap work. 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

16 

unpaid account, dated October 15, 2020, showing Cimarron was owed $100,460 in 
relation to a contract with Benchmark for work on a gas station. Less than a week 
later, Justin Guzman emailed Mr. Sieja a $517,250 Benchmark proposal for GPSB 
job LLA10-28 stating, “Here you go bro, I left the scope pretty short so you can add 
what you feel needs to be in there.” 

 
Several days later, on October 27, 2020, Mr. Sieja emailed a revised copy of 

Benchmark’s proposal to Mr. Guzman, now in the amount of $567,250 ($50,000 
higher). Mr. Guzman then emailed a revised proposal to Superintendent Teddlie at 
the higher amount. The email stated Benchmark had already assisted Mr. Sieja in 
putting equipment in the school, and the proposal included a note stating 
Benchmark started providing services as of October 16, 2020, at Cimarron’s 
request. Superintendent Teddlie signed the $567,250 proposal the following day.    
 

Mr. Guzman signed a contract with a subcontractor on October 31, 2020, for 
the subcontractor to provide these services for only $268,520, which included a 
down payment of $59,074 to start the project. Three days later, Mr. Guzman 
emailed Superintendent Teddlie a $198,146 invoice for work Benchmark 
purportedly performed between October 16, 2020 and October 28, 2020. After 
GPSB paid the invoice, Mr. Guzman purchased a $59,074 cashier’s check for the 
subcontractor and a $28,000 cashier’s check to Cimarron for the gas station 
project. 
 
Conclusion 
 

GPSB paid Benchmark $4,008,782 to perform mold remediation services at 
GPSB facilities from September 29, 2020 to March 25, 2021, a roughly six-month 
period. Records show neither Benchmark nor its subcontractors were licensed to 
perform mold remediation services in Louisiana. Records further show Benchmark 
paid its subcontractors $720,231 (17.9% of the $4,008,782 amount) to perform 
what appears to be the entirety of the work; our review of records did not reveal 
any mold remediation work being performed by Benchmark itself. Records also 
show Mr. Sieja – while serving as the project manager for GPSB’s Construction 
Manager, Cimarron – recommended GPSB use Benchmark for the mold 
remediation. Mr. Sieja also contracted with Benchmark to act as Benchmark’s sales 
representative, which entitled him to a commission from Benchmark for GPSB’s 
mold remediation. Bank records show Benchmark member Mr. Guzman directed 
$1,865,056 of the contract payments to bank accounts he controlled, paid 
$1,353,300 (33.7%) in sales commissions to Mr. Sieja, and paid Cimarron 
$166,688 (4.1%) for amounts Benchmark owed Cimarron on unrelated projects. 
Mr. Guzman, Mr. Sieja, and others may have overbilled GPSB and split the 
proceeds, in violation of state and federal law, as well as GPSB’s contracts with 
Benchmark.1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15  
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GPSB May Have Improperly Paid Contractor for Services 
Outside the Scope of Its Contracts   

 
Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) paid Cimarron Underground 

Services LLC (Cimarron) $8,280,601, primarily for emergency remediation 
services, temporary rentals, and construction management services in 
response to Hurricane Laura and subsequent weather events from 
September 25, 2020 to June 22, 2022. Although Cimarron was not 
authorized to perform permanent repairs at GPSB facilities, it appears 
Superintendent Paxton Teddlie allowed Cimarron’s Project Manager,  
Mr. Edward Sieja, to direct permanent repairs up to $3,286,923 under its 
emergency remediation services and temporary rental contracts on a time 
and materials (T&M) basis without competitive bidding or written 
contracts, against the advice of GPSB’s attorney. By using the T&M basis 
without competitive bidding, Cimarron may have billed GPSB as much as 
$2,311,576 more than the highest insurance cost estimates prepared for 
GPSB and/or Cimarron proposals for permanent repairs. Moreover, by 
performing permanent work without competitive bidding, written 
contracts, and cost estimates, Superintendent Teddlie; Cimarron 
employees, Mr. Sieja and Mr. Steve Hutchinson; Cimarron member,  
Mr. Chris Lang; and others may have violated Cimarron’s contracts with 
GPSB and state and federal law.5,7,9,11,12,13,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29    
 

GPSB and Cimarron entered into four separate contracts: a rental contract 
(dated September 16, 2020); a remediation contract (dated September 16, 2020, 
which was amended on October 19, 2020); a winter storm contract (dated  
February 16, 2021); and a construction management contract (entered into on 
January 15, 2021, with an effective date of November 1, 2020 (which predated the 
execution of the contract by more than two months). Each of these contracts is 
discussed in greater detail herein. 

 
Mr. Teddlie signed a contract with Cimarron on September 16, 2020 (Rental 

Contract), to rent temporary buildings, storage units, kitchen trailers, generators, 
and other equipment at specified daily rates until permanent repairs to GPSB 
properties were completed or the contract was terminated.  

 
GPSB also entered into a contract with Cimarron for demolition, clean up, 

and remediation services (Remediation Contract), dated September 16, 2020, 
which stated the total compensation for the contract shall not exceed $650,000. 
This remediation contract was amended on October 19, 2020, and the amended 
contract provided that Cimarron’s compensation shall not exceed $1,850,000. 
Cimarron also entered into a second remediation contract with GPSB after the 2021 
winter storm, effective February 16, 2021, for compensation not to exceed 
$800,000 (Winter Storm Contract). Cimarron’s remediation contracts collectively 
totaled $2,650,000. The Remediation and Winter Storm contracts also required the 
agreements be undertaken in compliance with federal laws and regulations 
applicable to federal disaster aid grants. 
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Cimarron and GPSB also entered into a construction management contract in 
January 2021, which was effective November 1, 2020 (Construction Management 
Contract). During the process of negotiating the terms of the Construction 
Management Contract, GPSB’s attorney, Mr. Charles Hardie, advised 
Superintendent Teddlie that GPSB could solicit quotes for permanent repairs under 
the emergency resolution, but the request for quotes would include many of the 
requirements of the Public Bid Law. Mr. Hardie also expressed concerns to 
Superintendent Teddlie about the propriety and legality of proposed arrangements 
for Cimarron to engage in permanent repairs. Despite Mr. Hardie’s concerns, GPSB 
ultimately entered into the Construction Management Contract, which specified 
permanent repairs to GPSB facilities would be competitively bid pursuant to the 
Public Bid Law, but certain projects deemed critical could be procured on an 
emergency basis. The Construction Management Contract also specified that 
contractors, defined as persons or entities performing work under contracts with 
GPSB, would be selected by GPSB after a bid process. 

 
Cimarron initially proposed adding construction management services as an 

amendment to the Remediation Contract, which was a combination T&M contract 
and cost-plus-percentage-of-cost (cost-plus) contract.D In response, Mr. Hardie 
advised Superintendent Teddlie that using a T&M contract for permanent repairs 
must be avoided if GPSB pursued Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
assistance and should be avoided under Louisiana law. T&M contracts are generally 
prohibited by federal regulations as a procurement method for permanent repairs.17 

Cost-plus contracts are expressly prohibited by the Public Bid Law and federal 
regulations.18,19,20 As FEMA explains in its Public Assistance Program and Policy 
Guide: 

 
(a) Time and Material Contracts 

 
T&M contracts do not provide incentives to the contractor for cost 
control or labor efficiency. Therefore, use of T&M contracts are only 
allowed if all of the following apply: 
 

 No other contract type was suitable; 

 The contract has a ceiling price that the contractor 
exceeds at its own risk; and 

 The Applicant maintains a high degree of oversight to 
obtain reasonable assurance that the contractor is using 
efficient methods and effective cost controls. 

 
D The Remediation Contract included elements of both a T&M contract and a cost-plus-percentage-of-
cost (cost-plus) contract. The Remediation Contract permitted Cimarron to bill GPSB for Cimarron’s 
actual labor, materials, and equipment costs, plus a percentage markup for overhead and profit for 
third-party equipment, material, supplies, and delivery expenses. The amended Remediation Contract 
permitted Cimarron to bill a percentage for overhead and profit for costs of third-party contractors. 
Cimarron’s billings for its labor and incurred costs are elements of a T&M contract; the percentage 
markup for overhead and profit is an element of a cost-plus contract. 
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FEMA generally limits the use of T&M contracts to a reasonable 
timeframe based on the circumstances during which the Applicant 
could not define a clear [Scope of Work]. Therefore, the Applicant 
should define the [Scope of Work] as soon as possible to enable 
procurement of a more acceptable type of contract… 
 
(b)  Cost-Plus-Percentage-of-Cost or Percentage-of-Construction 
 
In addition to limiting reimbursement to costs that can be determined 
to be reasonable, FEMA does not reimburse the increased cost 
associated with the percentage on a cost-plus-percentage-of-cost 
calculation or percentage-of-construction cost method. This type of 
contract billing is prohibited as it does not provide incentive to 
contractors to control costs because the contractor’s profit increases as 
the costs of performance increase. Instead, it provides a financial 
interest to the contractor to increase costs so that its profit increases. 
FEMA identifies these cost methods by determining whether: 
 

 Payment is on a predetermined percentage rate; 

 The predetermined percentage rate is applied to actual 
performance costs; 

 The contractor’s total payment amount is uncertain at the 
time of contracting; and 

 The contractor’s payment increases commensurately with 
increased performance costs. 

 

GPSB did pursue FEMA reimbursement, with Cimarron’s assistance, for 
repairs related to the hurricanes and the winter storm. FEMA notified GPSB in late 
October/early November 2020 that GPSB needed to move from emergency 
remediation to competitively-procured permanent repairs. As such, GPSB should 
not have permitted permanent repairs to be performed on a T&M/cost-plus basis. 
Emails show Mr. Hardie also advised Superintendent Teddlie of the following: 

 
 Some bid process would be necessary for permanent repairs, but sites 

requiring immediate action could be bid in a shorter timeframe than 
required by the Public Bid Law; 

 Some attempts at receiving competitive pricing were required for 
permanent repairs; 

 Remediation work needs to be separate and apart from repairs; 

 Repairing and replacing the inside of buildings (putting back flooring, 
sheetrock, etc.) should be part of the scope of repair work;  

 “Cimarron was hired as a remediation contractor. Repairing and 
replacing is no longer remediation. Furthermore, the [Remediation 
Contract] is not set up like for repair work;” 
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 Allowing Cimarron to perform repairs and replacements under the 
Remediation Contract “will likely remove any chance for FEMA 
reimbursement of costs not covered by insurance;” 

 Cimarron could not perform construction work if it served as project 
manager; and 

 “The waters continue to get muddied, and I feel that you are being 
pushed in directions that may violate Louisiana law.”E 

 

Mr. Hardie’s responses were consistent with Louisiana Public Bid Law and 
federal regulations: 
 

 Emergency work is work that must be done immediately to save lives, 
protect improved property or health and safety, or lessen the threat of 
a major disaster; permanent work is restorative work performed 
through repairs or replacement to restore a facility based on its pre-
disaster design and current standards.21  

 A public entity must obtain an estimate of the probable construction 
cost of a public work before advertising the public work for bids;22  

 Some form of cost or price analysis must be performed and 
documented for every procurement action;20,23,24  

 Some form of competitive procurement is necessary for every 
procurement action;25  

 Procurements in excess of the Simplified Acquisition Threshold 
($250,000) require formal procurement methods - sealed bids or 
publicized requests for proposals;26 

 Cost-plus contracts must not be used;18,19,20 

 Time and materials contracts are generally prohibited;17 

 A written contract is required for the emergency construction or repair 
of a public work costing $50,000 or more;27 

 The construction manager cannot perform construction work on 
projects it manages or for which it participates in the development of 
bidding documents.28,29 

 

It appears Superintendent Teddlie permitted Cimarron, while serving as 
construction manager, to perform more than $3 million in permanent repairs on a 
T&M/cost-plus basis, in precisely the fashion Mr. Hardie advised against, after being 
advised it may violate state law. 
 
 
 

 
E Superintendent Teddlie replied to this email with the statement “I was talking to Cindy [Barrios, 
GPSB’s Assistant Finance Director] and she believes that the inside work would have to be bid too if 
FEMA is to reimburse.” 
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Permanent Repairs/Construction Performed by Cimarron 
 
 Cimarron invoiced GPSB $8,353,651F between September 20, 2020 and  
June 12, 2022, of which GPSB paid $8,280,601 (99.1%). Cimarron’s invoices show 
it billed most of its work (59%) to GPSB using the job code for the Rental Contract 
(see following chart). The Rental Contract permitted Cimarron to charge GPSB for 
labor, materials, equipment, and expenses to “set-up” rented equipment, based on 
specified rates for Cimarron’s labor and equipment or based on Cimarron’s cost, 
plus a 20% markup for its overhead and profit (T&M/cost-plus basis).              
 

 

Contract 
Billings to 
GPSB per 

Invoice Detail 

Percentage 
of Billings  

Rental Contract  $4,921,009  59.0% 
Remediation Contract  1,890,067  22.6% 
Winter Storm Contract  1,205,972  14.5% 
Construction Management Contract  135,721  1.6% 
Other  192,368  2.3% 
     Total  $8,345,137  100% 

 
According to Cimarron billing records, Cimarron performed up toG $3,286,923 

in permanent repairs to GPSB facilities, including, but not limited to, replacing 
fences, installing drainage lines, replacing the interior and exterior of buildings, and 
building a new tractor shed/locker room. Of the up to $3,286,923 in permanent 
repairs performed by Cimarron: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
F We recalculated Cimarron’s invoices as part of our audit. Our recalculation of Cimarron’s invoices 
totaled $8,345,137, a difference of $8,514. This difference was primarily due to Cimarron charging an 
extra 20% markup on several invoices. 
G Cimarron’s labor tickets for work performed on a T&M/cost-plus basis provided only vague work 
descriptions for work done at various campuses. Cimarron’s T&M/cost-plus billings for materials and 
equipment also did not detail the corresponding project. In order to assess how much Cimarron billed 
in relation to specific projects, for comparison with insurance cost estimates, we categorized 
Cimarron’s invoice details based on work described in Cimarron labor tickets, relying primarily on 
Cimarron’s own internal analysis of specific project costs (discussed on pages 30 through 31). Since 
we could not definitively determine how much Cimarron billed for specific projects, we analyzed 
project costs as up to a specified amount. Had permanent repairs been performed properly based on 
competitively procured, fixed-price contracts, with defined scopes of work, written change orders, and 
progress billings, under the supervision of a separate construction manager, this analysis would not 
have been necessary. 
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 $2,270,801 (69%) was billed under Cimarron’s job codes for the 
Rental Contract, which had no contract limit;H  

 $121,528 was billed under the Remediation Contract; 

 $770,604 was billed using job codes for the Winter Storm Contract; 
and 

 $123,990 was billed using other job codes.  
 

More than 95% of this permanent work was done on a T&M/cost-plus basis, 
which resulted in Cimarron billing GPSB up to $2,311,576 (3.4 times) more than 
the highest cost estimates prepared by either GPSB’s insurance consultant, Mr. Joel 
Moore, or the insurer’s adjuster, Ms. Meredith Campbell, for that work.I Our review 
of Cimarron’s billings is consistent with a memo prepared by Ms. Campbell, dated 
July 7, 2021, which disputed $3,730,926 (69.9%) of the $5,337,085 in Cimarron 
billings (to that date) her team reviewed as in excess of the estimated industry 
standard cost for those services. 
 

Our audit also found permanent work was performed at the direction of 
Cimarron’s Project Manager, Mr. Sieja, and we found no cost estimates, written 
contracts, or documented approval from GPSB before most permanent work was 
performed. We searched GPSB and Cimarron’s emails and accounting records and 
found that some form of estimate and/or documented approval existed for only 
$144,311 (4.4%) of the permanent work prior to Cimarron performing work; our 
review found Cimarron billed GPSB nearly double that amount ($284,963) for that 
work.  

 
For example, Superintendent Teddlie approved by email a $97,900 proposal 

from Cimarron to repair the Grant High School Press Box. We found Cimarron billed 
GPSB up to $219,997 for this work. Cimarron appears to have double billed GPSB 
for some of this work by billing GPSB a percentage of the proposal amount and 
T&M/cost-plus billings at the same time. Cimarron progress billed GPSB for 60% 
completion of the proposal amount on September 25, 2020, and billed for 100% 
completion on January 17, 2021. Our review found Cimarron also billed GPSB 
$42,746 on a T&M basis for Cimarron labor charges between those dates apparently 
associated with this work. For example, GPSB paid Cimarron $20,962 for labor 
charges in December 2020 on invoices GP5091 and GP5103; attached labor tickets 
describe the only work performed as “Worked on the press box.” 

 
H In addition to these charges apparently exceeding the scope of the Rental Contract, Cimarron also 
billed GPSB $302,535 under its rental contract for labor charges that do not appear to be permissible 
under the contract terms. The rental contract included an attached rate sheet, which specified 
“Equipment ‘Set-Up’ costs will be billed based on the following Rates for Labor and Equipment…” 
Cimarron labor tickets show Cimarron billed GPSB $302,535 under the rental contract for employee 
classifications not listed on the rate sheet, including $132,850 for a Supervisor, $106,265 for a Safety 
Representative, $39,355 for a Project Manager, and $24,065 for administrative employees. 
I When the permanent work performed by Cimarron was not included in Mr. Moore’s or Ms. Campbell’s 
cost estimates, we compared those costs against costs shown in purchase orders, proposals, and 
quotes. We also found Cimarron billed GPSB $128,299 for two drainage projects at South Grant 
Elementary School and Grant High school, which appear unrelated to storm damages and for which we 
found no cost estimates. 
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According to Superintendent Teddlie and Cimarron member Mr. Lang, work 
we identified as permanent repairs fell under Cimarron’s remediation contracts with 
GPSB. Even if the costs we identified as permanent repairs fell under Cimarron’s 
remediation contracts, which does not appear to be the case, Cimarron still appears 
to have exceeded its remediation contract limits of $2.65 million by more than  
$3.1 million (see chart, below).  
 

Comparison of Billings per LLA Review to Remediation Contract Limits 

Permanent Repairs per LLA Review  $3,286,923  
Remediation per LLA Review  2,471,510  
   Combined Permanent Repairs and Remediation  $5,758,433  
Combined Remediation Contract Limits  (2,650,000) 
   Excess Over Contract Limits  $3,108,433  

 
Examples of permanent work billed on a T&M/cost-plus basis under the 

remediation and rental contracts are provided below. 
 
Montgomery High School Gym 

 
One of the largest permanent repairs performed by Cimarron was replacing 

portions of the interior of the Montgomery High School Gym. This work apparently 
included replacing and painting gym wall panels, paying a subcontractor to paint 
the gym floor, and replacing or resealing flooring and painting in two locker rooms 
and a hallway. Our review of Cimarron’s billings found Cimarron billed GPSB up to 
$593,669 to perform this work, 5.5 times more than the $91,588 estimated cost 
per Mr. Moore and 6.3 times more than the $81,258 estimated cost per  
Ms. Campbell. This work supposedly lasted almost two months and was all billed on 
a T&M/cost-plus basis under job codes for the Rental Contract. Cimarron labor 
tickets show it billed GPSB $406,753 for 7,109 labor hours by non-administrative 
employees, which was an average of 17 non-administrative employees per day for 
38 days to perform this work. 

 
Many of Cimarron’s labor tickets for this work stated only “Rebuilding the 

gym” or “Continued working on the gym.” Cimarron billed GPSB for 14 straight 
days of labor at Montgomery High School between November 30, 2020 and 
December 13, 2020, and Cimarron’s labor tickets describe the only work done as 
“Rebuilding the gym.” Labor tickets showed Cimarron then billed GPSB for 11 days 
of labor between December 14, 2020 and December 27, 2020 for work described 
only as “Continued working on the gym.”  

 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

24 

Cimarron tickets show it billed 
GPSB $324,263 for non-administrative 
labor between November 30, 2020 and 
December 27, 2020. Cimarron billed 
GPSB for an average crew of 21 non-
administrative employees per day, which 
included a supervisor, two foremen, a 
safety representative, two carpenters, 
nine helpers, two drivers, an electrician, 
and three welders. This included 224 
electrician hours, billed at a cost of 
$17,835, and 699 welder hours billed at a 
cost of $54,960. None of the interior gym 
repairs listed in Mr. Moore’s or Ms. 
Campbell’s cost estimates mentioned 
electrical work or repairs requiring 
welding. According to these cost 
estimates, the required repairs consisted 
of replacing ceiling tile, replacing wall 
panels, replacing or refinishing flooring, 
and painting or sealing surfaces. During a 
site visit in November 2022, nearly two 
years after Cimarron did this work, we found no ceiling tiles were installed in the 
gym, and some wall panels were peeling off the wall because they were replaced 
before the roof was repaired (see example, right). 

 
Montgomery High School Softball Field 
 

Cimarron also billed GPSB for extensive permanent repairs to the 
Montgomery High School Softball field on a T&M/cost-plus basis. Our review of 
Cimarron’s billings showed the cost of the project to be $377,730 which included 
repair or replacement of the outfield fence, backstop and bleachers. We found that 
Cimarron billed GPSB an average of eight non-administrative employees a day to do 
this work for 33 days intermittently over four months: 2,483 total hours.  
Ms. Campbell’s cost estimate showed the cost of replacing the outfield fence, 
backstop and bleachers to be $51,552, 6.3 times less than what Cimarron billed 
GPSB. 
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Superintendent Teddlie told us Cimarron rebuilt the softball facility at 
Montgomery High School as a remediation project. When asked about the chain link 
fence being replaced with a welded pipe fence (see picture, above), Superintendent 
Teddlie told us he did not approve a welded pipe fence and did not learn about it 
until after the fact. Superintendent Teddlie told us he never saw a cost estimate, 
bid, or written contract, and neither he nor anyone else at GPSB approved the 
welded pipe fence. He stated that it seemed like Cimarron just decided to do it and 
bill GPSB for it, and he approved it for payment. 

 
Mr. Lang told us that work on the softball field fell under the remediation 

contract. Mr. Lang told us, “We didn’t rebuild it. We replaced. We did not rebuild. 
We mitigated any further damages to students,” and “I would say they are not 
permanent repairs.  I’d die on the vine to say the softball field was not a permanent 
repair.  It was something necessary to make sure kids did not go break their ankle 
and you have a worse liability.  You had to put up a fence.  Can you take it down?  
Absolutely.” Although Mr. Lang claimed these repairs were remediation, records 
show Cimarron later assisted GPSB in preparing a damage inventory that itemized 
and classified damages for GPSB’s Hurricane Laura FEMA claim. This damage 
inventory listed the softball field and gym repairs at Montgomery High School as 
permanent work, not remediation.  
 
Montgomery High School Tractor Shed/Locker Room 

 
There was an approximately 1,048 square foot tractor shed at Montgomery 

High School prior to Hurricane Laura, which was used to store a tractor. The 
principal told us wind damage required this building be torn down. Records show 
that Cimarron billed GPSB up to $658,377 for work from March 2, 2021 to 
September 23, 2021, on a T&M/cost-plus basis to replace the damaged tractor shed 
with a new building that was part tractor shed and part locker room. The Office of 
State Fire Marshal Plan Review Report for this project, dated January 22, 2021, 
showed the project was a new construction type project for the construction of a 
30’ x 80’ (2,400 square foot) pre-engineered building to serve as a locker room, 
with a separate storage area.  

 
According to GPSB’s current construction manager, Mr. Scott Gaspard, the 

2,400 square foot building constructed by Cimarron was not finished, not built to 
code or plan, and not occupiable. Furthermore, cost estimates prepared by  
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Mr. Moore, Ms. Campbell, and GPSB’s first adjuster all show a cost ranging between 
$5,411 and $9,763 to replace only the roof of the tractor shed; no other work on 
the tractor shed/locker room was listed in those three cost estimates. Neither GPSB 
nor Cimarron could provide written approval or a written contract for this work prior 
to the start of construction. According to Superintendent Teddlie, the only approval 
he was aware of was a vote by the Board (at its June 1, 2021 meeting) to continue 
work on the project; our review of Cimarron records showed Cimarron had already 
billed GPSB up to $256,946 at the time of that meeting. 

 
Cimarron billing records show it billed $381,577 for 7,072.5 hours of work by 

non-administrative employees spread over 112 days during the nearly six-month 
period, from March 25, 2021 to September 23, 2021. It appears Cimarron billed 
GPSB for workers who were not present, as discussed in greater detail on pages 37 
through 41. Cimarron’s billings included: 

 
 Twenty-three (23) days where the primary work described was 

building forms and tying rebar for the concrete slab. Cimarron billed 
$76,220 in non-administrative labor for those days, which totaled 
1,271 labor hours for an average crew of six workers. 

 Fourteen (14) days where the primary work described was framing the 
interior walls of the building. Cimarron billed $47,390 in non-
administrative labor for those days, which totaled 900 labor hours for 
an average crew of eight workers. 

 Thirty-four (34) work days which included hanging, mudding in, and 
sanding sheetrock/concrete board. Cimarron billed GPSB $151,861 in 
non-administrative labor for those days, which totaled 2,906 labor 
hours for an average crew of 10 workers. During our site visit on 
November 14, 2022, we found sheetrock in one room was still 
unfinished. 

 Cimarron labor tickets mentioned plumbing work on 19 days after the 
slab was poured. The plans for the building show there were five sinks, 
six toilets/urinals, and two water fountains. According to a  
September 22, 2021, email chain between Mr. Gaspard and Mr. Steve 
Hutchinson, Cimarron’s Chief Operating Officer, Cimarron was directed 
not to install the urinals or water fountains.  

 Cimarron labor tickets mentioned electrical work on 28 days after the 
slab was poured. Cimarron billed a total of $42,740 in charges for an 
electrician in relation to this project (64 days, 607.5 hours). This 
included $13,530 billed for 194.5 hours across 19 days when the 
primary work described was building forms and tying rebar for the 
concrete slab. 

 

Superintendent Teddlie told us he believed Mr. Sieja and GPSB’s architect, 
Ballard, CLC Inc. (Ballard) designed the building together, and Cimarron started 
working and billing before it received approval from GPSB at a board meeting (the 
June 1, 2021 Board Meeting). Superintendent Teddlie told us Mr. Sieja kept telling 
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him insurance would take care of this, and he did not monitor what was actually 
happening. Superintendent Teddlie further stated he never saw a projected cost, 
did not initially understand the scope of work, and shut everything down when he 
realized how much it was costing. 

  
Cimarron billing records show work started on March 2, 2021, when a 

subcontractor began work on a dirt pad. After Board members asked questions 
about what work was being done at the special meeting held on May 10, 2021, 
Superintendent Teddlie emailed Ballard member, Mr. William Aldridge, on May 13, 
2021, asking for information about what work was being done; Mr. Aldridge replied 
with designs for the building, stating, “The tractor shed was part of the locker 
room... Attached are the drawings we provided to Ed and the approved set from the 
State Fire Marshal.” When we asked Mr. Aldridge about designs for the project, he 
told us Ballard did everything at Mr. Sieja’s direction and only acted at the request 
of Mr. Sieja, as GPSB’s representative.  
 

Meeting minutes and recordings show that the tractor shed/locker room was 
discussed at GPSB’s Board and Finance Committee meetings held on June 1, 2021. 
At that time, Cimarron had already billed GPSB up to $256,946 on a T&M/cost-plus 
basis in relation to this project. Mr. Sieja, Mr. Lang, and Mr. Hutchinson attended 
these meetings where Mr. Sieja appears to have made misleading, and possibly 
false, statements to the Board members about this project. Mr. Sieja told Finance 
Committee and Board members that this project was one of four remaining 
remediation projects. However, Mr. Sieja described the project as building a brand-
new building to replace a damaged tractor shed; Mr. Sieja stated the new building 
would be a tractor shed/locker room, and the new locker room did not previously 
exist.   

 
A board member initiated discussion of the project at the Finance Committee 

meeting by asking questions regarding Ballard’s designs, resulting in the following 
discussion: 

 
Edward Sieja: On that May – on February 10th loss statement from [the first 

adjuster], where we walked the campus with him, and we 
walked it with [the Principal] as well. That tractor shed is 
blown out. 

Board: But it’s only a 20 x 30 tractor shed. 
Edward Sieja:   Yes sir. 
Board: 600 square foot. 
Edward Sieja:   When he, when we got the estimates on it, he, at that time, 

told us he didn’t care what it was used for as long as it was 
for the amount. The amount on that proof of loss or on that 
loss statement was for $37,000. And this building was right 
at $32. Where they can put the tractor shed and the girls are 
going to have a locker room inside there as well. Because the 
girls’ softball did not have a locker room at the time. 
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Mr. Sieja’s statement does not match the cost estimate the first adjuster 
emailed to Superintendent Teddlie on February 10, 2021. The cost estimate showed 
a replacement cost value of $8,954 to replace only the roof of a 38’-10” by 27’ 
tractor building.J The Finance Committee discussed the total cost of the tractor 
shed/locker room later in the meeting: 

 
Board:   Do we have a cost on this? A total cost on this, uh – for 

Montgomery? 
Edward Sieja:  The total run was $36,940. 
Board:   And that was complete? 
Edward Sieja:  That’s complete. And they’re coming to put the building in on 

the seventh because they couldn’t do it today because of the 
weather. Um, the roof, the replacement value on the roof of 
the tractor shed was $37,000, that was in the price, in the 
quote, in December, whenever we were, we put the roofs out 
for bid. Just the roof. Whenever the tractor shed itself was to 
be put out for bid, to be, for the wall to be fixed, was over 
$55,000 to fix the bowed out wall and the concrete. So you 
would have had $87,000 for the tractor shed. 

 
After the Finance Committee meeting, the Board discussed the motion to 

continue the emergency remediation contract with Cimarron and discussed the four 
remaining projects under that contract, including the tractor shed/locker room. A 
Board member then started the following discussion of insurance approval: 

 
Board: So all, these four projects, the insurance has approved… 
Edward Sieja: Correct. 
Board: …and given money value that they are gonna pay so much 

and we are not gonna to go over that amount? 
Edward Sieja: Correct. We have that on email with Sedgwick where 

Sedgwick said yes. This right here is what needs to be 
finished. 

 
After Mr. Sieja’s response, the Board approved the motion to continue the 

Remediation Contract, including, specifically, the tractor shed/locker room. 
However, it does not appear that GPSB’s insurer approved the project as Mr. Sieja 
stated. Ms. Campbell told us that no one from the insurance side ever approved the 
tractor shed/locker room. She also told us she instructed Superintendent Teddlie 
and Mr. Sieja several times to stop building the locker room, as it was outside the 
scope of work and the insurer would not pay for it. In response to the Board’s vote 
approving the four projects, Ms. Campbell had her team prepare an estimated cost 
for the tractor shed/locker room, which she emailed to Superintendent Teddlie on 
June 17, 2021; the replacement cost value per this estimate was $88,016. 

 

 
J A 38’-10” x 27’ building would contain 1,048 square feet, not 600 square feet as would be found in a 
20’ x 30’ building.  
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Mr. Hutchinson told us GPSB directed Cimarron to build the tractor 
shed/locker room at a school board meeting in May or June of 2021, which he 
attended. Mr. Lang confirmed to us the Board voted to continue the remediation 
contract, including the tractor shed/locker room. When asked if Cimarron had any 
documentation of a written contract, bid, and cost estimates for the tractor 
shed/locker room, Mr. Lang told us a contract was not necessary if it was 
considered remediation. Mr. Lang also told us: 

 
And in my recall memory – if I recall, so – that conversation, that was 
an approval to continue, and I thought they knew it would be 87, and I 
thought $87,000 more, like what is remaining on it…. I don’t, I don’t 
think we billed more than that amount from that day to the end, more 
than that.  I could be wrong, I’d have to look at invoices, but from that 
day I remember the 87. They said yes, go ahead and finish, how much 
is it going to cost, and I could be butchering this part, and we knew 
there was a tag at the end of do not exceed whatever was remaining 
to bill.  I could be wrong and I have to see invoices but I thought we – 
because it was a big point of contention – they said yes, go ahead 
agree, finish the job. How much is it going to cost? $87,000. Perfect, 
finish that. 
 
According to our review of Cimarron’s billing records, Cimarron billed GPSB 

up to $401,431 for work on the tractor shed/locker room after the June 1, 2021 
Board meeting and up to $659,977 in total, of which, GPSB paid up to $630,960. 
GPSB began withholding payments related to the tractor shed/locker room with 
Cimarron’s last invoice for July 2021. Email records show Mr. Lang thereafter 
contacted GPSB about payment of withheld amounts. On December 28, 2021, Mr. 
Hutchinson emailed Superintendent Teddlie, with Mr. Lang copied, a Notice of 
Unpaid Account in the amount of $262,236, stating “Please let us know status of 
payment on the remaining outstanding amounts for the Montgomery Locker/Shop 
Bldg.” This document, signed “Chris Lang by SGH,” offered to resolve the dispute if 
GPSB paid Cimarron the outstanding $262,236 and an additional $71,500 to correct 
issues with the tractor shed/locker room building. Cimarron executed a settlement 
agreement in March 2022, signed by Mr. Lang as CEO of Cimarron, for $188,252.  

 
Superintendent Teddlie told us Cimarron could not perform rebuild work as 

the construction manager, and Cimarron determined what permanent repairs to 
perform. He stated Cimarron performed permanent repairs without bidding, 
providing costs estimates, or entering into a written contract; called it remediation; 
and exceeded the scope of its remediation contracts by millions of dollars. 
Superintendent Teddlie stated he and the Finance department monitored billings for 
the remediation contracts, but he did not properly monitor remediation and 
rebuilding work Cimarron performed. When we asked Superintendent Teddlie why 
he allowed Cimarron to do permanent repairs against the advice of Mr. Hardie, he 
told us he believed that work was remediation because he trusted Mr. Sieja. When 
asked if he trusted Mr. Sieja over GPSB’s attorney, Superintendent Teddlie told us 
“No. No. I just didn’t understand. Maybe I didn’t understand what Charles was 
saying what was remediation and what they couldn’t be doing.”   
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Cimarron records show it performed permanent repairs, and Cimarron 
personnel provided information to GPSB Finance personnel to pursue FEMA 
reimbursement for that work as permanent repairs. Mr. Hutchinson analyzed 
Cimarron’s billings to date to GPSB at the end of February 2021. Mr. Hutchinson’s 
analysis categorized Cimarron’s billings into four categories, irrespective of the 
contract they were billed under: temporary facility rental, winter storm, 
remediation, and “project” (see pie chart below).  

 
Mr. Hutchinson shared versions of this analysis with Mr. Lang and Mr. Sieja 

on February 28, 2021 and March 1, 2021. In April 2021, Mr. Hutchinson emailed 
Mr. Lang and Mr. Sieja telling them Cimarron needed to categorize its costs 
between water damage remediation costs and “Rebuild/Permanent Work costs” for 
GPSB’s FEMA claim and referenced the February analysis as an “initial pass on this” 
(see top of following page). Mr. Hutchinson provided an updated version of the 
February analysis to a GPSB finance employee at the end of April 2021.  

 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

31 

The “projects” identified by Mr. Hutchinson included work on the Montgomery 
High School gym and softball field totaling $547,785 and $282,612, respectively. In 
a June 24, 2021, email to GPSB’s Finance personnel and FEMA consultants, Mr. 
Sieja stated the work on the Montgomery High School gym and softball field was 
permanent work. The combined amounts for remediation ($1,542,671) and 
“projects” ($1,522,195) in Mr. Hutchinson’s analysis totaled $3,064,866. If these 
“projects” were all remediation, then Cimarron’s own records show it had already 
exceeded its Remediation Contract limit by $1,080,535 as of February 2021,K billed 
almost exclusively on a T&M/cost-plus basis. 

 
In addition, during the Finance Committee meeting, Mr. Sieja made 

statements conflating remediation with permanent repairs: 
 

Edward Sieja:  There was 68 projects when we started over here doing the 
remediation, am I right Ms. Cindy? 

Cindy Barrios:  That’s how many damage line items I had. 
Edward Sieja:  We’re down to 12. Montgomery’s gotten their gym 

completely redone, they got their softball field redone. We 
did, redid the cantine over there. Those were three items 
that we could start on and and move on. We also, during 
that $6.2 million that we were paid, redid nine classrooms at 
Grant, at Montgomery High School, correct [Principal]? 
...  

 
K $3,064,866 - $1,850,000 - $134,331 (fixed price projects for the Grant High School press box and 
stadium sound system and Grant Junior High School intercom) = $1,080,535. 
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Chris Lang:   Hang on. Also I want to say, part of our instruction from [the 
first adjuster] was not to rebuild. Not. Instructed specifically 
not to rebuild, to redo, and just make… 

Paxton Teddlie:  All, all of yall’s was remediation. Now we did have to put 
back that softball press box because we had a game in two 
weeks. Uh, there was a few things that they did have to 
construct and that’s the problem, is that, we’re having that’s 
–  all of this remediation stuff. But they’re not supposed to 
rebuild, put roofs on. Matter of fact, they can’t put the roofs 
on. 

Chris Lang: Right. 
Charles Hardie: They will not – Cimarron is – as it’s, as it’s – right now, after 

the remediation is over, they would, they are set to serve as 
construction manager. Under Louisiana law, they cannot be 
the contractor and construction manager. It’s not allowed. 

Board: Then why are we being charged as construction manager as 
well? 

Edward Sieja: Because we are putting out bids. 
Chris Lang: Because we are into that process now. And actually, this is 

part of it [recording ends]. 
 
Mr. Lang told us that he considered all the projects identified by Mr. 

Hutchinson to be remediation and not permanent repairs. Mr. Lang confirmed to us 
that all permanent repairs were supposed to be bid under Public Bid Law, and 
Cimarron, as construction manager, would be prohibited from performing any of 
that work. Mr. Lang told us that Cimarron could not be involved in the rebuild 
process because the rebuild would be permanent, and the only permanent repairs 
Cimarron performed for GPSB were to the Grant High School Press Box.  

 
Contrary to Mr. Lang’s above statements, Cimarron’s attorney responded to 

our report and claimed Cimarron’s T&M contracts with GPSB specifically provided 
that Cimarron would provide permanent work to GPSB, including permanent 
construction “projects.” The Remediation Contract, the Winter Storm Contract, and 
the amendments to those contracts do not include the word “permanent”  or state 
Cimarron will perform construction “projects,” as suggested by Cimarron’s 
response. Rather, both contracts identify Cimarron’s services as “emergency 
remediation services.” Both contracts also include a provision requiring 
conformance with federal regulations applicable to federal disaster aid grants; one 
of these regulations, 44 CFR § 206.201 (see endnote 21), specifically defines and 
differentiates emergency work and permanent work. The services described in the 
Remediation Contract and Winter Storm Contract are described as emergency 
services and are not consistent with permanent work as defined by this regulation. 

 
GPSB also acknowledged in its response to our report that permanent repairs 

were outside the scope of these contracts and should not have been performed 
under these contracts. Mr. Lang, the person who signed these contracts with GPSB 
on Cimarron’s behalf, told us Cimarron did not have contracts with GPSB for 
permanent repairs, aside from the Grant High School press box, because Cimarron 
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could not do permanent repairs. Mr. Lang similarly told the Finance Committee at 
its June 1, 2020 meeting, in response to a question about what GPSB had to show 
for the $6.2 million it had paid Cimarron, “All we were supposed to do was to 
mitigate and to continue as is and not rebuild per, per the law or [first adjuster].”  

 
Cimarron’s response largely ignored the Construction Management Contract 

and Cimarron’s role as construction manager, which Mr. Lang acknowledged to LLA 
would prohibit Cimarron from performing permanent repairs. Mr. Lang’s 
acknowledgement is consistent with an email from Mr. Lang to Superintendent 
Teddlie on May 28, 2021, which stated, “Almost 7 month ago, we are were ready to 
help put roofs on and begin the rebuild process for these schools; of which if you 
recall, we were NOT going to participate in the roofs and rebuilding per the bid law 
of [sic] the CM agreement.” The timeframe addressed in the email matches the 
November 1, 2020 effective date of the Construction Management Contract; 
Cimarron billing records show the only permanent work Cimarron had performed as 
of that date was on the Grant High School press box and stadium speaker system.  

 
Cimarron’s response also states our report ignored emergency declarations 

by GPSB, as a result of which, Cimarron’s work was expressly excluded from 
compliance with Public Bid Law requirements. Although GPSB did declare 
emergencies permitting GPSB to procure permanent repairs without complying with 
the provisions of Public Bid Law, GPSB elected to comply with Public Bid Law, as 
evidenced by the Construction Management Contract requiring its application; 
federal regulations (see endnote 26) also required formal procurement methods, 
such as Public Bid Law, for procurements over $250,000. GPSB confirmed in its 
response to our report that permanent repairs should have been procured in 
accordance with Public Bid Law. Emails and text messages from Cimarron personnel 
also indicate the Public Bid Law applied. For example, see Mr. Lang’s statements on 
the preceding page and the following text message exchange between Mr. Sieja 
and Mr. Moore on January 24, 2021: 

 
Joel Moore: Can you provide me the Emergency Decree from the 

state that says there’s a moratorium on requiring 
three bids?   

Edward Sieja: I don’t have it personally, it’s the Louisiana State bid 
law is what we are doing to be able to get funding 
from FEMA.  

 
Cimarron’s response also contends that Cimarron did not exceed the “target 

contract amount in the Remediation Contract” based on the contract categories 
identified on its invoices to GPSB. This contention ignores that Cimarron billed GPSB 
for up to $2,270,801 in permanent repairs (including, for example, construction of 
the Montgomery High School tractor shed/locker room and softball field fence) 
under the Rental Contract and contradicts Mr. Lang’s statement to LLA that work 
we identified as permanent repairs fell under the remediation contracts. In effect, 
Cimarron appears to be arguing the Remediation Contract permitted Cimarron to 
perform permanent repairs but because Cimarron billed much of those costs under 
the Rental Contract, Cimarron did not exceed the Remediation Contract limit.  
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Cimarron’s response also states “when Cimarron identified the potential to 
exceed the target amount of a contract, Cimarron contacted GPSB's attorney and 
GPSB to request a change order or confirm GPSB was agreeable to Cimarron 
exceeding the target contract amount without a formal change order.” Cimarron’s 
response further contends there was a practice and understanding between GPSB 
and Cimarron for additional work to be performed without a written change order. 
The Remediation and Winter Storm contracts do not include provisions for change 
orders. T&M contracts such as these must include a ceiling price, which the 
contractor exceeds at its own risk, in order to comply with federal regulations (see 
endnote 17). These contracts included a provision that any amendment to the 
contract must be in writing, and these contracts were amended in writing. 
Furthermore, if Cimarron did not exceed the Remediation Contract amount, as its 
response contends, there would be no need for a change order or amendment for 
the services Cimarron purportedly provided pursuant to that contract. Records also 
show Mr. Hutchinson denied that Cimarron exceeded the Remediation Contract limit 
when directly questioned by GPSB. 

 
At the GPSB Finance Committee meeting held on June 1, 2021, a Board 

member initiated discussion of the roughly $1.8 million not to exceed amount for 
the Remediation Contract. Mr. Sieja stated during the discussion “that was an 
estimate that we had to put on there for remediation.” Mr. Hardie responded the 
roughly $1.8 million was a not to exceed amount, excluding rentals, and “time and 
materials should not exceed $1.8 million.” When a board member expressed his 
belief that Cimarron had exceeded that amount, Mr. Hutchinson stated, “My 
understanding is we have not on the remediation. I think we are a little over a 
million bucks.”  
 

At a June 3, 2021 Board meeting, Meredith Campbell provided information to 
the Board indicating Cimarron had already exceeded the Remediation Contract limit 
when she took over GPSB’s claim in February 2021. Several days later, on June 7, 
2021, the following email exchange took place between Superintendent Teddlie and 
Steve Hutchinson: 
 

Paxton Teddlie: At the board meeting on Tuesday, you indicated 
that we've spent just over $1 million on 
remediation expenses. Meredith indicated that it 
was over $2 million. Since our addendum has just 
over $1.8 million not to exceed clause, could you 
review and get back to me? 

Steve Hutchinson: Prior to the meeting, the number was $1.082m for 
Remediation Contract billings. I believe it’s still 
under $1.1m as of today. 

 
Mr. Hutchinson’s statements were not consistent with Mr. Hutchinson’s 

February 2021 analysis showing Cimarron had billed $1,486,176 for remediation 
and $3,064,866 for combined remediation and “projects,” 97% of which was billed 
on a T&M basis. 
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Conclusion 
 

GPSB paid Cimarron $8,280,601, primarily for emergency remediation 
services, temporary rentals, and construction management services in response to 
Hurricane Laura and subsequent weather events from September 25, 2020 to  
June 22, 2022. Although Cimarron was not authorized to perform permanent 
repairs at GPSB facilities, it appears Superintendent Teddlie allowed Cimarron’s 
Project Manager Mr.  Sieja to direct permanent repairs up to $3,286,923 under its 
emergency remediation services and temporary rental contracts on a T&M basis 
without competitive bidding or written contracts, against the advice of GPSB’s 
attorney. By using the T&M basis without competitive bidding, Cimarron may have 
billed GPSB as much as $2,311,576 more than the highest insurance cost estimates 
prepared for GPSB and/or Cimarron proposals for permanent repairs. Moreover, by 
performing permanent work without competitive bidding, written contracts, and 
cost estimates, Superintendent Teddlie; Cimarron employees, Mr. Sieja and Mr. 
Hutchinson; Cimarron member, Mr. Lang; and others may have violated Cimarron’s 
contracts with GPSB and state and federal law. 5,7,9,11,12,13,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29 
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Contractor May Have Billed GPSB for Labor, Materials, and Equipment That 
Was Not Provided or Was Unnecessary 

 
Cimarron Underground Services, LLC (Cimarron) appears to have 

billed Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) $435,139 for labor, materials, and 
equipment not provided to GPSB or billed for greater amounts and/or 
durations than actually provided to GPSB from September 17, 2020 to 
September 20, 2021. This amount includes $204,801 for labor hours when 
employees do not appear to have been present at GPSB job sites; $28,155 
for labor hours not approved by GPSB, which may not have been provided 
and, even if they were, were unnecessary; $84,309 for metal pipe not used 
on GPSB job sites; and $106,600 for equipment that was not present, 
unnecessary, or idle. In addition, it appears Cimarron billed GPSB up to 
$11,274 for work also billed to GPSB by Benchmark. By billing for labor, 
equipment, and materials that were not provided and/or unnecessary, 
Cimarron employees/members and others may have violated Cimarron’s 
contracts with GPSB and state and federal law.4,5,7,9,11,12,13 

 
Cimarron’s Billing Process 
  
 During the course of our audit, we interviewed two former administrative 
employees at Cimarron’s Alexandria, Louisiana office, including Cimarron Employee 
1. These two employees performed administrative work for Cimarron’s Alexandria, 
Louisiana office, including for GPSB related work. Prior to working for Cimarron, 
Cimarron Employee 1 was a long-term employee of a sheriff in another parish, 
where she was a secretary for 10 detectives. She told us she left Cimarron in part 
because she believed Mr. Edward Sieja was dishonest, something wrong was going 
on, and she felt she should leave. 
 

According to documents and statements from Cimarron employees, 
Cimarron’s Supervisor, Mr. Jerrad Friday, provided a daily, handwritten timesheet 
to Cimarron Employee 1 that detailed the locations and hours worked for each 
Cimarron employee. If a daily timesheet was not provided, Mr. Friday would tell 
Cimarron Employee 1 that the locations and hours worked were the same as the 
day before. For employees who worked at multiple sites, like Cimarron’s safety 
representative, Mr. Friday would give Cimarron Employee 1 the total hours and she 
would divide up the hours between sites. Based on the information provided by  
Mr. Friday, Cimarron Employee 1 would create a spreadsheet detailing which 
employees worked that day, the hours they worked, the jobs they worked on, the 
equipment that was on-site, and a brief description of the work performed. 
Cimarron Employee 1 typically showed the spreadsheets to Mr. Sieja for approval 
and then forwarded the spreadsheets to an administrative employee in Cimarron’s 
main office in Kansas, Ms. Donna Pennington, who used that information to create 
Cimarron invoices and labor tickets. Ms. Pennington emailed Cimarron invoices to 
GPSB for approval, and Mr. Sieja and Mr. Chris Lang were typically copied on those 
invoices.   
 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

37 

Cimarron Employee 1 told us she believed Mr. Friday put down hours worked 
for workers who were not actually working and believed Cimarron billed GPSB for 
workers who were not present. According to Cimarron Employee 1, when she asked 
Mr. Sieja what to do with a worker’s time, he would tell her “bill the school board.” 
She also told us Mr. Sieja would instruct her to bill him, herself, and other 
employees, to specific jobs, knowing the employees were not there, and he would 
then tell her to rotate everybody around. We also spoke with several former 
Cimarron employees who told us they did not do work listed on labor tickets, did 
not work hours listed on labor tickets, or were aware of instances where workers 
were listed on timesheets for Cimarron jobs while doing work for Mr. Sieja 
personally.  

 
Cimarron Employee 1 told us her spreadsheet also had pieces of equipment 

sitting at schools for months when they were not there because Mr. Friday never 
told her the equipment had been moved. After she realized Mr. Friday needed to 
provide her with that information, she told him she needed to know every day when 
a piece of equipment was moved. Cimarron Employee 1 told us she did not realize 
Mr. Friday was supposed to tell her when equipment moved because she knew 
nothing about construction. The spreadsheets prepared by Cimarron Employee 1 
were effectively Cimarron’s primary record for most of the labor and equipment 
billed to GPSB. We reviewed Cimarron billing records and found Cimarron may have 
substantially overbilled GPSB for labor, materials, and equipment not provided or 
not necessary to the job at hand. 

 
Labor Overbilling Examples 
 
Cimarron’s Safety Representative 
 

Labor tickets and invoices show that Cimarron billed GPSB $205,304 for 
2,911 labor hours for its safety representative between September 17, 2020 and 
September 20, 2021. During this period, Cimarron billed GPSB, on average, 10 
hours a day, 54.9 hours a week at $55 per hour ($82.50 per hour overtime) for its 
safety representative. More than half of Cimarron’s billings to GPSB for the safety 
representative ($106,265, 1,511 hours) were billed under job codes for the Rental 
Contract; however, safety representative isn’t listed on the rate sheet attached to 
the Rental Contract as billable labor under the Rental Contract.  

 
The safety representative told us he worked an average of 5 or 6 hours per 

day, 30 hours per week for Cimarron, and Mr. Sieja told him he could come and go 
as he pleased. When we informed him that Cimarron billed an average of 10 hours 
a day for him, he told us that was not accurate and he could almost guarantee 
Cimarron billed GPSB for hours he didn’t work. If the safety representative actually 
worked only 30 hours per week, then Cimarron overbilled GPSB up to $117,855 for 
his labor. 

 
According to Cimarron Employee 1, Mr. Friday instructed her to put the 

safety representative on timesheets as working 10 hours a day, even if the safety 
representative only worked 5 hours that day. We showed Mr. Friday paper 
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timesheets when we interviewed him, which he agreed he prepared. When we 
explained to Mr. Friday that the timesheet showed 10 hours per day for the safety 
representative and the safety representative told us he worked much less than 
that, Mr. Friday told us “Yeah. Well.  [The safety representative] was down in his 
officeL a lot on the clock and that was an Ed thing.”  

 
Cimarron Employee 2 
 
 Cimarron Employee 2 is a former Cimarron employee and one of Mr. Sieja’s 
neighbors. According to Cimarron Employee 2, he is a roofer, and Mr. Sieja hired 
him to sell roofs. Records show that Cimarron billed GPSB $39,880 (685 labor 
hours) for Cimarron Employee 2 under the Remediation and Rental contracts 
between February 5, 2021 and September 8, 2021. We discussed work descriptions 
from Cimarron’s labor tickets with Cimarron Employee 2, who told us he never 
performed any of the work listed on the labor tickets. Cimarron Employee 2 told us 
he once delivered lumber to GPSB, delivered a skid-steer loader, and inspected a 
roof for hail damage, but remembered doing no other work in connection with 
GPSB.  
 

Cimarron records show it first billed GPSB $15,130 for 24 days (225 hours) 
of Cimarron Employee 2’s labor between February 5, 2021 and March 12, 2021. 
Cimarron Employee 2 told us he did not do any work for GPSB during that time, 
and he may have been selling roofs for Mr. Sieja, which is what Mr. Sieja hired him 
to do. Cimarron Employee 2 also told us Mr. Sieja would send him to inspect roofs 
for GPSB’s insurance consultant, Mr. Joel Moore, who worked on other projects 
aside from GPSB, but Cimarron, not Mr. Moore, paid him. This is consistent with 
text message records between Mr. Moore and Cimarron Employee 2 and/or Mr. 
Sieja. For example, Mr. Moore’s text message records included the following 
exchange with Mr. Sieja on March 8, 2021: 

 
Joel Moore: Did [Cimarron Employee 2] ever inspect [redacted name]’s 

roof?  
Edward Sieja: Yes 
Edward Sieja: He gave a price to fix it   
Edward Sieja: It was like $65,000.00 
Joel Moore: Have [Cimarron Employee 2] meet me at [redacted address] 

DeRidder, LA 70634 tomorrow at 9:00. 
 
Cimarron Employee 2 told us he inspected the roof referenced in the text 

messages, may have inspected the other property, and was paid by Cimarron, not 
Mr. Moore. Cimarron billing records show it billed GPSB $3,125 (50 hours) for 
Cimarron Employee 2 to purportedly act as the foreman of a crew on fire watch 
duty at Colfax Elementary School between March 8, 2021 and March 12, 2021. 
Cimarron’s billings to GPSB included $575 (10 hours) for Cimarron Employee 2 on 
March 9, 2021, the day after the text messages cited above, as the foreman of a 

 
L The safety representative is an elected official in another parish. According to the safety 
representative, after he finished his daily work as safety representative, he would go back to the city 
where he works as an elected official. 
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four-person crew performing fire watch duty at Colfax Elementary School. Cimarron 
Employee 2 told us he never performed fire watch. 

 
 Cimarron also billed GPSB $24,750 for 44 days (460 hours) of Cimarron 
Employee 2’s labor between May 24, 2021 and September 8, 2021. This included 
$10,575 for 21 days of Cimarron Employee 2’s labor, purportedly for working on 
the Montgomery High School tractor shed/locker room. Labor tickets showed 
Cimarron Employee 2 as a carpenter or helper on those days. Cimarron Employee 2 
told us he did not do the work described, he never swung a hammer, and he did 
not think he had ever been to that school. The $39,880 billed to GPSB for Cimarron 
Employee 2 appears to be entirely, or almost entirely, for work Cimarron Employee 
2 did not perform. 

 
DOTD Debris Cleanup Job 
 

As part of our audit, we obtained a recorded conversation between Mr. Sieja 
and Mr. Steve Hutchinson from April 2022. Mr. Sieja stated during the conversation 
that Cimarron billed workers from a Department of Transportation and 
Development (DOTD) project to GPSB at the direction of Mr. Lang. We found debris 
disposal tickets in Mr. Sieja’s emails, which were identified as part of the DOTD 
project, and we compared those disposal tickets against Cimarron labor tickets for 
GPSB. We found Cimarron billed GPSB $9,125 between September 17, 2020, the 
first day it billed labor to GPSB, and October 5, 2020, for labor of workers 
purportedly working at GPSB locations on the same days those employees were 
listed on disposal tickets associated with the DOTD debris clean-up. 

 
We also found the following email exchange between Ms. Pennington and 

Cimarron employee, Mr. Jeff Derosia, on September 21, 2020, during the term of 
the debris cleanup project; Mr. Sieja and Mr. Lang, were copied on the email 
exchange: 

 
Jeff Derosia: Donna, Starting today. Take two of the debris 

haulers and charge them to the school project. 
Just pick two. This is for every day. 

Donna Pennington: I can do that. Just charge for the guy, plus PD? 
Or include his truck and trailer? 

Jeff Derosia: All of it. 
Donna Pennington: 10-4 
Donna Pennington: $80 ST and $120 OT for the driver. $200/day for 

truck and trailer. $1075/day total for 10 
hours...according to rate sheet.M 

 
Cimarron also billed GPSB up to $1,700 for the use of a truck and dump 

trailer, at $200 per day, on days the driver listed on the labor ticket was also listed 
on debris disposal tickets. We could not determine the exact amount because the 
vehicles billed to GPSB were not necessarily associated with specific employees. 

 
M Cimarron’s rate sheet permitted it to charge a $75 per diem per day for each non-local worker. 
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Edward Sieja’s Labor 
 

Cimarron labor tickets show Cimarron billed GPSB $5,100 for 60 hours of Mr. 
Sieja’s labor between Monday, July 12, 2021 and Friday, July 16, 2021, some of 
which related to the Montgomery High School tractor shed/locker room.  Rental car 
records show Mr. Sieja personally rented a luxury SUV in Reno, Nevada on 

Saturday, July 10, 2021, and returned the 
vehicle on Friday, July 16, 2021. Bank and 
credit card records for accounts owned by Mr. 
Sieja show purchases for the vehicle rental, 
restaurants, casinos, a fishing charter, and 
entertainment in and around Lake Tahoe, 
California and Reno, Nevada during the 
timeframe of the vehicle rental. Images we 
obtained from Mr. Sieja’s cloud storage 
provider show Mr. Sieja engaging in vacation 
activities during that timeframe (see example, 
left). 

 
Similarly, Cimarron billed GPSB $2,040 

(24 hours) for three days of Mr. Sieja’s labor 
between Thursday, May 13, 2021, and Monday, 
May 17, 2021. Handwritten timesheets show 
that Mr. Sieja did not work on those days, but 
timesheets prepared by Cimarron Employee 1 

showed Mr. Sieja working on some of those days. Rental car records show Mr. Sieja 
personally rented an SUV in West Palm Beach, Florida on May 13, 2021, which was 
returned on May 17, 2021. Bank and credit card records for accounts owned by Mr. 
Sieja show purchases for the vehicle rental, restaurants, hotels, and casinos in 
Florida during the timeframe of the vehicle rental. 

 
Other Labor Examples 
  

The principal of Montgomery High School told us he became upset due to the 
lack of progress on Cimarron’s work, so he reviewed camera footage to track the 
comings and goings of Cimarron employees for a week (August 2, 2021 through 
August 6, 2021). He provided us with documentation from his review, which 
showed workers were not present on days billed to GPSB and were not present for 
all hours billed to GPSB. For example, he observed three workers on August 6, 
2021, for a total of 30 hours, when the only work being done was on the tractor 
shed/locker room. Cimarron billed GPSB for 133 hours for 14 workers that day.  

 
It appears from the principal’s observations for that week that Cimarron 

billed GPSB $14,495 for 224 hours for workers who were not observed at 
Montgomery High School. We found handwritten timesheets for four of those five 
days. Cimarron labor tickets and the handwritten timesheets match for the 
foremen, electricians, carpenters, and helpers identified as working at Montgomery 
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High School.N The principal of Montgomery High School told us he found Cimarron 
billed for people who were not present, but every time he talked to Mr. Sieja or Mr. 
Friday, they told him “no this is how it’s done.”  

 
We spoke with one of the employees billed to GPSB as a carpenter 

purportedly working at Montgomery High School on August 6, 2021; the principal’s 
notes do not show he observed that employee, Cimarron Employee 3, on that day. 
Cimarron Employee 3 told us he would sometimes go to Montgomery High School 
to check that workers were working and bring them materials, but his job was 
really doing sales for Cimarron. He stated during one three to four-day period, 
three or four of the workers who were supposed to be present at Montgomery High 
School were not there. He told us when he asked Mr. Friday why the workers were 
not there, Mr. Friday told him Mr. Sieja called and sent the workers to another 
place and the missing workers were working in Oakdale, Louisiana. According to 
Cimarron Employee 2, Mr. Friday similarly told him, “we are doing a lot of jobs for a 
lot of people and charging Grant Parish… we just done some jobs outside in 
Alexandria and we did the job and we billed them to Grant Parish – the school.” 

 
Cimarron Employee 3 told us he went to Montgomery High School a few 

times, he went to Colfax Elementary School two or three times, he was not out 
there for 10-hour days, and on other days he was out trying to get work for 
Cimarron. Cimarron labor tickets show he was billed as a carpenter working at 
Montgomery High School for 23 days, 21 of which were 10-hour days. These 
billings totaled $12,107 (222.5 hours). Cimarron also billed GPSB $11,700 for 21 
days, all 10-hour days, Cimarron Employee 3 purportedly worked as a carpenter at 
Colfax Elementary School. 

 
We also spoke with the principal of Georgetown High School, who provided 

us with notes she maintained regarding Cimarron’s billings. Her notes indicated the 
$20,445 Cimarron billed GPSB for labor and pickup trucks for demolition work on 
November 24, 2020, and November 25, 2020, was performed by a four-person 
crew. Cimarron labor tickets show that Cimarron billed for 19 non-administrative 
workers each day. 

 
Fuel Card Records Contradict Labor Hours Billed to GPSB 

 
 Cimarron fuel card records also showed one of the drivers billed to GPSB on 
August 6, 2021 (see discussion in preceding section) refueled in Spring, Texas that 
morning. Cimarron fuel card records show that it billed GPSB a total of $16,306 for 
the labor of employees who refueled in Texas, Mississippi, or Alabama on days they 
were billed to GPSB.  
 
 
 
 
                                                                 
N Two carpenters were reversed between Montgomery High School and another school on August 6, 
2021. Some employees billed to GPSB for work at Montgomery High School were listed on handwritten 
time sheets as working at all locations. 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

42 

Equipment Overbilling Examples 
 
 One of the primary concerns discussed by the Finance Committee at its 
meeting held on June 1, 2021, was Cimarron billing GPSB for equipment not being 
used (idle equipment) or not actually present at GPSB facilities. At that meeting, 
Mr. Lang responded to the Board’s concerns, stating “we’ve gone through every 
date, onsite, the day it was opened, the day it was delivered, and to be honest with 
you, underbilled. Throughout the whole project we’ve only billed about 68%, if I’m 
not mistaken, that’s 68% of all the equipment that was out there every single day, 
from start to finish.” Mr. Sieja also stated during the meeting that the equipment 
billed was in parish, and if you followed the transportation tickets from the third-
party shipping company, documents Cimarron possessed, you would see the 
equipment was being moved between schools.  
 

Cimarron provided us with its equipment analysis mentioned by Mr. Lang in 
the Finance Committee meeting held on June 1, 2021, which Mr. Hutchinson 
prepared and dated approximately a week before the meeting. This analysis 
included spreadsheets detailing dates equipment was rented from third parties and 
dates equipment was transported between various jobsites. We reviewed 
Cimarron’s billing records for four pieces of equipment – a manlift, two bulldozers, 
and an excavator, all rented from third parties – and compared those records with 
dates equipment was rented and transported per Mr. Hutchinson’s equipment 
analysis.  According to our review, Cimarron appears to have billed GPSB $106,600 
for 48 days the equipment was not even rented by Cimarron; 150 days the 
equipment was likely at Cimarron’s yard and not onsite at GPSB facilities; and 100 
days the equipment was likely idle, and possibly no longer necessary (see chart 
below). We also found equipment was moved without documentation, and Cimarron 
paid Mr. Sieja personally to rent some of the equipment it billed to GPSB. 

 
 

Equipment 
Charges for 

Days Not 
Rented 

Charges for 
Days Likely 
Not Onsite 

Charges for 
Likely Idle 
Equipment 

Total Likely 
Overbilled 

SGE Manlift  $7,750   -  $13,250   $21,000  
Dozers  4,000   $20,000   18,800   42,800  
Excavator  2,800   40,000   -  42,800  
Total  $14,550   $60,000   $32,050   $106,600  
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We also found Cimarron billed GPSB for days of equipment rental and usage 
that had little correlation to the days the equipment was actually rented or used for 
GPSB projects. For example, Cimarron rented a manlift for 60 days (from  
October 13, 2020 through December 11, 2020) to be used at South Grant 
Elementary School, yet billed GPSB for 91 days of manlift usage (from  
November 30, 2020 through February 28, 2021). The timeframes overlapped for 
only 12 days (see chart at 
right). The manlift also 
appears to have been 
unnecessary for most of 
the period it was billed to 
GPSB. It was rented on 
October 13, 2021; labor 
tickets show Cimarron 
employees may have used 
it for seven days to remove 
damaged building 
materials. Subsequent 
labor tickets for work done 
at South Grant Elementary 
School shows work being 
performed to install 
underground drainage 
lines.  
 
Benchmark Related Items Billed to GPSB 
 

Mr. Sieja’s attorney responded to our report, stating Mr. Sieja was not 
involved in any Cimarron billing to GPSB and had no culpability for improper billings 
to GPSB. This does not appear to be true. Mr. Sieja’s response included an affidavit 
from Mr. Sieja which stated, while working with Benchmark in and around 
Beaumont, Texas, he “received a Pet Crematrian [sic] from that purchase of land 
and moved the equipment so I can open a Pet Crematrian [sic] here in Louisiana….” 
GPSB paid Cimarron $4,263 on Cimarron invoice GP5133, dated January 24, 2021, 
for the transportation of a Crematorium from Richmond, Texas to Cimarron’s 
Alexandria, Louisiana yard. GPSB also paid Cimarron $4,263 on invoice GP5119, 
dated January 10, 2021, for forklift and pallet jack rental charges at the same 
Richmond, TX address. Cimarron credited these transportation and equipment 
rental charges to GPSB on invoices GP5492 and GP5493, dated April 18, 2022, and 
included the charges in an insurance claim for theft loss. 

 
According to Cimarron’s response to our report, Cimarron initiated an internal 

investigation of Mr. Sieja’s activities in February 2022, which uncovered instances 
of improper billings to GPSB by Mr. Sieja; Cimarron claims it then disclosed the 
issues to GPSB and provided GPSB with a credit. Cimarron records appear to show 
it was previously aware of these charges, which were not disclosed or credited to 
GPSB at the time of apparent prior discovery. Mr. Hutchinson prepared an analysis 
of equipment billed to GPSB on or around May 22, 2021, which Mr. Lang referenced 
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at the June 1, 2021 Finance Committee meeting, when Mr. Lang asserted Cimarron 
had underbilled GPSB for equipment. The notes page from Mr. Hutchinson’s 
analysis provided details on the equipment rentals and the transportation charge 
for the crematorium haul, which included, for example, the note “[vendor] 
Crematorium haul Richmond Tx to Cimarron Alexandria - $3,500.” Cimarron did not 
disclose these charges to GPSB during the June 1, 2021 Finance Committee 
meeting, during which the committee discussed concerns Cimarron was billing 
GPSB for equipment not present. Cimarron credited these charges to GPSB 
approximately 11 months after they were detailed in Mr. Hutchinson’s equipment 
analysis. 
 
Material Overbilling Example 

 
 GPSB’s current construction manager, Mr. Scott Gaspard, told us he 
identified a vast amount of metal pipe paid for by GPSB, but not installed, and he 
met with Mr. Hutchinson to audit the amount of installed pipe. Cimarron also filed 
an insurance claim for a theft loss due to the actions of Mr. Sieja. According to 
documents provided by Cimarron, including Cimarron’s Theft Claim – Statement of 
Claim and attached case report from the Rapides Parish Sheriff’s Office, Mr. Sieja 
purchased materials with Cimarron funds, billed the material to clients, and took 
the material for his personal use, which included $84,309 for pipe billed to GPSB, 
but not installed at GPSB facilities. Cimarron credited GPSB for the pipe GPSB did 
not receive as part of a settlement dated October 12, 2022. It appears that some of 
this pipe may have been used to build a fence on a tract of land owned by Mr. Sieja 
and/or his ex-wife, Ms. Monica Sieja. Cimarron Employee 2 provided us with 
pictures of the pipe fence erected on this land. One of the pictures included a length 
of pipe stamped “Cimarron” and appears to show the order number H0182968. 
Cimarron billed GPSB $33,705 for pipe, purportedly for Pollock Elementary School. 
The third-party invoices showed order number H0182968 and the delivery address 
on the invoices was Cimarron’s yard in Alexandria, which is located approximately 
three-tenths of a mile from the property where the fence was built. 

 
Cimarron may also have billed GPSB hundreds of thousands of dollars for the 

installation of unnecessary welded-pipe handrails on existing GPSB walkways (see 
example picture from Mr. Sieja’s cloud storage provider on the next page). Ms. 
Campbell questioned this work at the Board meeting held on June 3, 2021, and 
suggested GPSB paid hundreds of thousands of dollars for handrails on existing 
walkways that were not needed. Ms. Campbell stated there was no differentiation 
between the amounts Cimarron billed for construction of handrails on temporary 
walkways for temporary facilities, work she did not dispute, from handrails installed 
on pre-existing walkways, work she did dispute.  
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Ms. Campbell 
stated her team toured 
Colfax Elementary 
School and found 
Cimarron had installed 
250 lineal feet of 
handrails on temporary 
walkways compared to 
3,000 lineal feet of 
double-layered 
handrails on pre-
existing walkways. Our 
review of Cimarron’s 
billing records found 
Cimarron billed GPSB 
up to $230,345 to 
install decks for 
temporary classrooms, 
install welded pipe 

handrails on those decks, and install welded pipe handrails on existing walkways at 
Colfax Elementary School. During that board meeting, a Board member stated the 
Board had that same question about Georgetown High School. Our review of 
Cimarron’s billing records found Cimarron billed GPSB up to $234,566 to install 
decks for temporary classrooms, install welded pipe handrails on those decks, and 
install welded pipe handrails on existing walkways at Georgetown High School.  

 
Duplicate Roof Wrap 
 
 It appears that Cimarron and Benchmark were both paid to install roof wrap 
on the Verda Elementary School gym. Ms. Campbell authorized the installation of 
roof wrap on the Verda Elementary School gym on March 25, 2021, work which was 
to be subcontracted to Benchmark by Cimarron. Benchmark and Cimarron entered 
into a subcontract on or around April 22, 2021, to install roof wrap at a number of 
schools, including $31,375 for roof wrap on the Verda Elementary School gym and 
cafeteria. Cimarron billed this amount to GPSB, with a 15% markup, on invoice 
GP5328, dated June 10, 2021. Cimarron also directly billed GPSB, and was paid, 
$11,274 for roof wrap materials, two scissor lift rentals, and the labor for the 
installation of roof wrap at Verda Elementary School gym. Cimarron billed GPSB for 
labor provided, and materials purchased, between April 20, 2021 and April 23, 
2021.   
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Additional Services – Assistance for Joel Moore 
 
GPSB records show Cimarron invoiced GPSB $28,155 under the construction 

management contract for additional services, all of which GPSB paid. These 
additional services were purportedly for Cimarron to provide an estimator, Cimarron 
Employee 2, to assist Mr. Moore in the preparation of cost estimates for permanent 
repairs using the Xactimate software. These billings consisted of 324 hours of labor 
and the use of a pickup truck for Cimarron Employee 2. This employee’s time was 
billed to GPSB for a continuous period between March 15, 2021 and May 22, 2021, 
for four or five days a week. It appears these services were unnecessary; that 
Cimarron may have overbilled for the services actually provided; and that Cimarron 
billed for these services without obtaining a signed change order, despite discussing 
internally that one was required. It also appears Mr. Moore solicited a fee from 
Cimarron to provide an estimated cost for those services. 

 
Mr. Hutchinson emailed Mr. Lang and Mr. Sieja on February 16, 2021, stating 

Cimarron needed to send a change order to GPSB for these “Additional Services,” 
and referenced the requirements under paragraph 4.2 of the Construction 
Management Contract for Cimarron to provide notice to GPSB and obtain a signed 
change order back from GPSB. Section 4.2.2 of the Construction Management 
Contract states: 

 
Upon recognizing the need to perform the following Additional 
Services, the Construction Manager shall notify the Owner with 
reasonable promptness and explain the facts and circumstances giving 
rise to the need. The Construction Manager shall not proceed to 
provide the following Additional Services until the Construction 
Manager receives the Owner’s written authorization…. 
 
On March 18, 2021, Mr. Lang forwarded Mr. Hutchinson’s email with 

the draft change order to a number of Cimarron employees, including  
Mr. Sieja and Mr. Hutchinson, stating Cimarron Employee 2 “will be on this 
billing every week from now on.”  

 
Emails among Cimarron personnel, including Mr. Lang, Mr. Hutchinson, 

and Mr. Sieja, show Cimarron did not have a signed change order from 
Superintendent Teddlie as of May 4, 2021, at which time it had already billed 
GPSB $14,945 for additional services purportedly provided by Cimarron 
Employee 2. Mr. Sieja forwarded Superintendent Teddlie a copy of the 
change order that day, and after Mr. Hardie advised he was uncomfortable 
approving the change order without an estimated cost, Superintendent 
Teddlie responded to Mr. Sieja by asking Cimarron for an estimated cost. The 
following day, Mr. Hutchinson emailed Superintendent Teddlie, with Mr. Lang 
copied, stating he believed Cimarron had never sent the change order or 
obtained a signed copy, and Mr. Hutchinson stated Cimarron would provide 
GPSB with an estimated dollar amount and revised change order for the 
Additional Services for GPSB’s consideration. 
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Emails among Mr. Lang, Mr. Sieja, Mr. Hutchinson, and/or Mr. Moore 
show Mr. Lang asked Mr. Moore to provide this cost estimate several times 
over the following two weeks and stated GPSB would not sign the change 
order without the estimate. These emails also show Mr. Moore had not yet 
started preparing the rebuild cost estimates; Mr. Moore did not plan to utilize 
the assistance of Cimarron Employee 2; and Cimarron Employee 2 was not 
trained to use the Xactimate software. Starting within 10 minutes of one of 
those emails, Mr. Moore and Mr. Sieja exchanged the following text 
messages:  

 
Joel Moore: I hope you’re having a relaxing time. When you get back, 

you will need to explain to Chris that I’m not handing over 
the supplemental estimating process to a novice crew. I will 
expect a significant percentage for my efforts. Of all the 
people in this equation, I’m seeing the least return. He wants 
me to provide him a timeline estimate for Cimarron 
additional services contract and that’s going to cost him. I’m 
tired of playing around.  

Edward Sieja: LoL I’m with you sir  
Joel Moore: I’m not happy 

… 
Edward Sieja: Nothing bad with me huh ?  
Joel Moore: Of course not. There are two people in this [expletive] show 

that better come out smelling really good. 
  
Cimarron billing records show it billed GPSB a final $13,210 for these 

additional services on invoice GP4003 dated May 25, 2021, which was emailed to 
Superintendent Teddlie on May 26, 2021, with Messrs. Sieja, Lang, and Hutchinson 
copied on the email. This invoice was for services purportedly provided between 
April 19, 2021 and May 22, 2021, and included charges for periods after Cimarron 
was advised GPSB would not sign the change order without a cost estimate, which 
Mr. Lang and Mr. Hutchinson acknowledged. Furthermore, this invoice was sent to 
GPSB after Mr. Moore advised Mr. Lang he would use adjusters to help him prepare 
rebuild cost estimates, not individuals untrained in the Xactimate software;  
Mr. Lang acknowledged to Mr. Sieja and Mr. Hutchinson that Cimarron Employee 2 
was not Xactimate trained; and Mr. Moore told Mr. Lang and Mr. Sieja “you and Ed 
will have to figure out how you address the additional services with [Mr. Hardie].” 

 
Cimarron Employee 2 told us he did not work with Mr. Moore to prepare cost 

estimates. He told us he did not use the Xactimate software and instead took 
measurements by hand. Cimarron Employee 2 told us he measured three schools, 
spending three to four days per school, and he turned that information in to  
Mr. Sieja, not Mr. Moore. According to Cimarron Employee 2, Mr. Sieja told him 
“why don’t you go to Georgetown and start measuring because they want to see 
you working.” Cimarron Employee 2 also told us the principal at Georgetown High 
School became upset with him for taking measurements at the school because the 
school had already been measured.  
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Mr. Moore told us he did not use any help to prepare his cost estimates and 
all he did was take Ms. Campbell’s estimate and put a current price list on it. Mr. 
Moore told us he did not use any measurements other than Ms. Campbell’s and he 
never received measurements from anyone at Cimarron. Mr. Moore told us that 
adjusters now use 3-D camera systems to take measurements that are accurate to 
1/32nd of an inch and it made no sense to counter that. When we asked Mr. Moore 
about the percentage discussed in his text message to Mr. Sieja, he told us he was 
not asking for a percentage of the estimate. He told us the percentage being 
discussed was for him to leave GPSB and come over to Cimarron’s side to do work 
outside of GPSB. 

 
According to Mr. Lang, Cimarron Employee 2 was supposed to provide 

measurements for Mr. Moore to prepare cost estimates. Mr. Lang also told us that 
Cimarron stopped billing for Cimarron Employee 2 because he was done taking 
measurements for Mr. Moore and it was time to put those measurements into the 
estimate so they could send the estimate out. 
 
Conclusion 

 
Cimarron appears to have billed GPSB $435,139 for labor, materials, and 

equipment not provided to GPSB or billed for greater amounts and/or durations 
than actually provided to GPSB from September 17, 2020 to September 20, 2021. 
This amount includes $204,801 for labor hours when employees do not appear to 
have been present at GPSB job sites; $28,155 for labor hours not approved by 
GPSB, which may not have been provided and, even if they were, were 
unnecessary; $84,309 for metal pipe not used on GPSB job sites; and $106,600 for 
equipment that was not present, unnecessary, or idle. In addition, it appears 
Cimarron billed GPSB up to $11,274 for work also billed to GPSB by Benchmark. By 
billing for labor, equipment, and materials that were not provided and/or 
unnecessary, Cimarron employees/members and others may have violated 
Cimarron’s contracts with GPSB and state and federal law.4,5,7,9,11,12,13  
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Contractors Appear to Have Provided GPSB 
with False Quotes for Roofing Project 

 
Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) paid Benchmark Professionals LLC 

(Benchmark) $172,500 on August 19, 2021, for temporary roof work to 
install shrink wrap. Records show Mr. Edward Sieja, Mr. Justin Guzman, 
and another individual may have worked together to provide false quotes 
to GPSB to steer the work to Benchmark and ensure that GPSB 
documented a competitive process. Although Mr. Sieja submitted quotes 
on behalf of Cimarron Underground Services, LLC (Cimarron), Benchmark 
apparently paid him a $14,025 sales commission for the roofing project. By 
apparently working together to steer GPSB work to Benchmark, Mr. Sieja, 
Mr. Guzman, and others may have violated state and federal law.4,7,13 
 
 Records show that Superintendent Teddlie sent emails to Mr. Charles Hardie 
and Mr. Joel Moore on July 28, 2021, stating that temporary roofing was needed at 
Grant High School due to water leaks that were not covered by insurance. Mr. 
Guzman emailed separate proposals for temporary roofing on the Grant High School 
gym and main building, totaling $172,500, to Superintendent Teddlie that morning. 
Superintendent Teddlie forwarded Mr. Guzman’s proposals to Mr. Moore and  
Mr. Hardie in the afternoon, asking if he needed to get three quotes. Before 
Superintendent Teddlie received an answer from Mr. Hardie or Mr. Moore, he 
forwarded the email chain and attachments to Mr. Sieja, stating “Can you help me 
get 2 more quick quotes for this? I probably need them.”  

 
Mr. Guzman separately emailed Benchmark’s proposals to Mr. Sieja the 

following afternoon in Microsoft Word format. Mr. Sieja forwarded one of 
Benchmark’s 
proposals to 
an individual 
named Gary 
Shoemake 
approximately 
15 minutes 
later (see 
image, right).  

 

Cimarron billing records show Mr. Shoemake previously provided inspection 
services to GPSB through Cimarron between October 2020 and May 2021, for which 
Mr. Shoemake billed Cimarron $12,259. According to Louisiana Secretary of State 
(SoS) records, Mr. Shoemake was one of four members of Onsite Emergency 
Services Group LLC (Onsite Emergency Services). The other three members were 
Mr. Sieja, Mr. Guzman, and Mr. Moore. SoS business filings showed this entity was 
incorporated by Mr. Moore on June 10, 2021, less than 10 days after GPSB voted to 
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provide the notice required to terminate the Construction Management Contract 
with Cimarron, and its address was Cimarron’s Alexandria, Louisiana office location. 

 
Mr. Sieja sent follow-up emails at 1:30 p.m. and 1:32 p.m. instructing Mr. 

Shoemake to put proposals on Onsite Emergency Services letterhead and put the 
proposal amounts around $45,000 (gym) and $150,000 (main building).  
Mr. Shoemake emailed proposals on Onsite Emergency Services letterhead, listing 
those exact amounts, to Superintendent Teddlie later that afternoon and evening. 
Mr. Sieja also emailed two proposals from Cimarron to Superintendent Teddlie that 
afternoon. Superintendent Teddlie received proposals from Cimarron and  
Mr. Shoemake and emailed Mr. Hardie and Mr. Moore that he was going to use 
Benchmark. Benchmark’s proposals were the lowest (see chart below). 

 

Project Benchmark Cimarron 
Onsite 

Emergency 
Services 

Grant High School -Temporary Roof for Gym 
(15,000 sqf)  $37,500   $44,790   $45,000  
Grant High School -TPO Roof for School 
(30,000 sqf)  135,000   159,870   150,000  
      Total  $172,500   $204,660   $195,000  

 
Several days later, on August 3, 2021, Mr. Chris Lang and Mr. Sieja 

exchanged emails about this work: 
 

Chris Lang:  Also, what is the update on Benchmark’s roof work 
that was requested from Paxton? 

Edward Sieja: Benchmark was awarded the two roof projects from 
Grant Parish school board 

Chris Lang: Via Cimarron or direct to GPSB? 
Edward Sieja: Direct to Grant Parish 
Chris Lang: Thought they were going to go through us to mark up? 

How did that change and them NOT have to get 3 
quotes? Hmm… 

Edward Sieja: They did get three quotes, the reason they went direct 
is because Paxton said it would have thrown the 
pricing over the $250,000 which would mean he would 
have to put it out for bid 

Chris Lang: And just so happened Benchmark was the lowest 
bidder? They must be good at estimating! সহ঺঻ 

Edward Sieja: I just text you and sent you a screen shot explaining it 
 

 GPSB paid Benchmark $172,500 on August 19, 2021, for the installation of 
temporary roofing on the Grant High School gym and main building. After GPSB 
paid Benchmark the $172,500, Mr. Sieja received a $14,025 cashier’s check from 
Benchmark indicating it was a commission payment (see image at top of following 
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page). The cashier’s check, dated September 1, 2021, was deposited to Mr. Sieja’s 
personal account the same day. 

 
When we asked Mr. Lang about the emails with Mr. Sieja, he told us “I 

assumed there was some collusion going on between those two on some bids.  Not 
me, not Cimarron, but you can start to see these are the days when we start to 
figure stuff out between those two.” If Mr. Lang believed Mr. Sieja, Cimarron’s 
project manager, was colluding with another of GPSB’s vendors, on bids for work 
for GPSB, it does not appear he notified Superintendent Teddlie. When we asked 
Superintendent Teddlie about this work, he told us he was not aware these 
individuals were doing business together, he was not aware Mr. Sieja received a 
sales commission, and that no one ever brought this to his attention.  

 
We also spoke with Mr. Shoemake about the proposals he emailed to 

Superintendent Teddlie. Mr. Shoemake initially told us he did not submit a proposal 
to GPSB to do roof wrap work because he does not do roof work. Mr. Shoemake 
stated Onsite Emergency Services had no employees, no assets, and no brick-and-
mortar location; it was more of a website and a place for people to work with them 
outside of Cimarron or as individuals. When we asked Mr. Shoemake if he was 
going to do the roof wrap work when he submitted the proposal to GPSB, he told 
us:  

 
No. God no.  I don’t do roof wraps. I don’t do – Dude, I try not to get 
on roofs if I can help it. No, I don’t have, I don’t have the, the 
expertise, I don’t have the crews, I don’t have the materials. I do not 
do roofs.  I, again, I was a consultant to say your building is 
significantly dry and safe for occupancy….  
 
When we asked Mr. Shoemake if he was going to hire someone to do the roof 

wrap since he was not going to, he told us we would have to ask Mr. Sieja and  
Mr. Guzman, and he thought he understood Mr. Guzman was going to do it. When 
we told Mr. Shoemake it sounded like he made up the proposal, he told us he 
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doesn’t fabricate proposals because that’s illegal. After we brought up Mr. Sieja’s 
email to Mr. Shoemake asking him to increase the numbers so Benchmark would be 
awarded the project, Mr. Shoemake stated: 

 
Okay well – well again, if he told me that, that was following his 
instructions.  It’s not something that I was engaged in in regards to 
the actual numbers.  He said here’s what I want you to put on the 
letterhead and that’s what I put on the letterhead.  I mean, I had 
nothing to do with the pricing or who was going to do the work.  He 
just simply asked me to do some paperwork.  And by paperwork I 
mean take what I have here, put it on our letterhead, and send it to 
Paxton. And that’s what I did. 
 
According to Superintendent Teddlie, he tried to get three quotes because it 

was necessary. Superintendent Teddlie told us he asked Mr. Sieja to get him quotes 
because Mr. Sieja knew people in the industry and he assumed Mr. Sieja would be 
able to get him quotes. 

 
Conclusion 
 

GPSB paid Benchmark $172,500 on August 19, 2021 for temporary roof work 
to install shrink wrap. Records show Mr. Sieja, Mr. Guzman and another individual 
may have worked together to provide false quotes to GPSB to steer the work to 
Benchmark and ensure that GPSB documented a competitive process. Although Mr. 
Sieja submitted quotes on Cimarron’s behalf, Benchmark apparently paid him a 
$14,025 sales commission for the roofing project. By apparently working together 
to steer GPSB work to Benchmark, Mr. Sieja, Mr. Guzman, and others may have 
violated state and federal law.4,7,13 
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Insurance Consultant May Have Acted Without Appropriate License and 
May Have Solicited Compensation from GPSB Vendor 

 
Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) contracted with Mr. Joel Moore 

after Hurricane Laura to act as its insurance consultant, which purportedly 
included overseeing the development and implementation of 
reconstruction of damaged facilities. Mr. Moore also appears to have acted 
as a public adjuster on GPSB’s behalf, without having a license to do so; 
moreover, as a public adjuster, he would be prohibited from having any 
other financial interest in GPSB’s insurance claim. Mr. Moore further 
appears to have solicited additional compensation from Cimarron 
Underground Services, LLC (Cimarron) and two of GPSB’s potential 
vendors in relation to prospective services for GPSB. If Mr. Moore 
performed public adjuster services for GPSB without a license and solicited 
additional compensation from a GPSB contractor and potential contractors, 
Mr. Moore and others may have violated state and federal 
law.4,5,6,7,9,13,30,31,32,33,34,35,36  
 
 GPSB records show GPSB entered into a contract with Champions Insurance 
Services, LLC (Champions Insurance) on October 16, 2020, for insurance consulting 
services. Champions Insurance was incorporated in Texas in 2019, and public 
records listed Mr. Moore as its only member. GPSB records show it paid Champions 
Insurance $82,321 between October 2020 and February 2022. The adjuster for 
GPSB’s insurer, Ms. Meredith Campbell, told us she believed Mr. Moore exceeded 
the scope of his contract, acted as a public adjuster, and did not have a license to 
do what he did for GPSB. 
 

Louisiana Department of Insurance (LDI) records show that Mr. Moore was 
licensed as a claims adjuster when he provided services to GPSB. According to  
La. R.S. 22:1704,32 claims adjustersO work for the insurance company and public 
adjusters work for the insured. Therefore, if Mr. Moore acted as an adjuster on 
GPSB’s behalf, he would have been a public adjuster, a role for which he was not 
licensed in Louisiana. Individuals are prohibited from acting as public adjusters in 
Louisiana without being licensed as such by LDI.33 Moreover, claims adjusters are 
prohibited from acting as public adjusters in Louisiana, and public adjusters are 
prohibited from acting as claims adjusters.34  

 
Mr. Moore initially told us he was not an adjuster for GPSB; the difference 

between being an advisor and an adjuster is adjusters write an estimate for 
foreseen damage; and if he was hired as an adjuster, he would write his own 
estimates, which he did not do. Records show Mr. Moore prepared cost estimates 
for GPSB, and he repeatedly told Superintendent Paxton Teddlie, Mr. Charles 
Hardie, and the Board, or its Finance Committee, he would do so. When we asked 
Mr. Moore if he ever provided a supplemental estimate to GPSB, he initially told us 
no. When we brought up the supplemental estimates we found, he agreed he 

 
O There are two types of claims adjusters: company adjusters, who are employed by insurance 
companies, and independent adjusters, who are independent contractors representing insurance 
companies. 
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provided a supplemental estimate to GPSB. When we asked him if him producing 
this estimate for GPSB made him an adjuster, he told us “Well I’m acting as, I 
guess, yeah, ok, I’m an adjuster for the – all I did was take their estimate and add 
a price list.  I didn’t change a single line item on the estimate.” When we asked Mr. 
Moore if acting as an adjuster for GPSB meant he was acting as a public adjuster, 
he told us no, public adjusters take a percentage of the total dollars awarded, and 
independent adjusters can work for either side. When we interviewed Mr. Moore 
about the services he provided to GPSB, he repeatedly referred to his role as that of 
an adjuster and the services he provided as adjusting. 

 
La. R.S. 22:1703 prohibits public adjusters from charging a fee contingent 

upon, or calculated as a percentage of, the claim amount.35 Louisiana law also 
establishes a code of conduct for public adjusters, which prohibits public adjusters 
from having a direct or indirect financial interest in any aspect of the claim, aside 
from the compensation established in the contract, and from soliciting or accepting 
any compensation, direct or indirect, from, by, or on behalf of any contractor or 
subcontractor.36 Claims adjusters are subject to substantially the same 
prohibitions.37 
 

It appears Mr. Moore acted as a public adjuster on GPSB’s behalf and 
solicited compensation in connection with GPSB’s insurance claim from Cimarron; 
from Mr. Clay Fowler, the member/manager of prospective contractor, DCF 
Construction and Supply LLC (DCF); and from a prospective insurance appraiser, 
Mr. Kevin Hromas; as described in greater detail in the following sections of this 
finding.  

 
Mr. Moore’s attorney responded to our report, stating Mr. Moore did not act 

as a public adjuster as defined in La. R.S. 22:1692(8). Public adjusting is defined in 
La. R.S. 22:1692(8) as: 

 
(a)  Investigating, appraising, or evaluating and reporting to an 
insured in relation to a first-party claim for which coverage is 
provided by an insurance contract that insures the property of 
the insured. Public adjusting does not include acting in any manner in 
relation to claims for damages to or arising out of the operation of a 
motor vehicle.  Public adjusting does not include any activities which 
may constitute the unauthorized practice of law.  Nothing in this Part 
shall be considered as permitting the unauthorized practice of law. (b)  
Advertising for employment as a public adjuster of insurance claims or 
soliciting business or representing himself to the public as a public 
adjuster of first-party insurance claims for losses or damages arising 
out of policies of insurance that insure real or personal property 
(emphasis added). 
 
The acts “investigating, appraising, or evaluating and reporting to an 

insured” are not further defined in Louisiana law governing public adjusting (La. 
R.S. 22:1691, et. seq.). However, these laws appear to track language from the 
National Association of Insurance Commissioner’s (NAIC) Public Adjuster Licensing 
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Model Act. The NAIC’s Public Adjuster Consumer Outreach Notice, adopted in 2018, 
explains the acts performed by public adjusters in great detail, and those acts 
appear to be consistent with the language of La. R.S. 22:1692(8). 

 
Mr. Moore’s invoices, text messages, emails, and statements to the Board, 

its’ Committees, and Superintendent Teddlie, appear to show Mr. Moore engaged in 
acts the NAIC identifies as acts typically performed by public adjusters. These 
records show Mr. Moore apparently toured GPSB locations to inspect damages and 
prepared supplemental cost estimates on GPSB’s behalf. These records also show 
Mr. Moore engaged in direct contact with insurance company representatives on 
GPSB’s behalf, including to seek reassignment of GPSB’s claim to a new adjuster, to 
discuss representations by the first adjuster about what would and would not be 
covered under the policy, to discuss what the first adjuster would report to the 
insurer, to relay GPSB’s position about what costs the insurer should pay, to jointly 
review GPSB’s expenses related to the claim, to discuss the scope of repairs, to 
jointly work on estimates, to inquire about the status of estimates, to seek 
information on the timing and amount of insurance payments, and to ask for status 
updates on the claim so that he could update the Board. These records further 
show Mr. Moore directly advised the Board, its’ Committees, and Superintendent 
Teddlie (not GPSB’s attorney) about the status of GPSB’s claim, policy coverage 
limitations, the insurer’s obligations under the policy, and the purported negligence 
by the insurer to promptly handle GPSB’s claim. 

 
Mr. Moore’s response also asserts Mr. Moore provided information and 

support directly to GPSB’s attorney, or indirectly through Superintendent Teddlie, 
and was therefore exempt from licensure as a public adjuster under La. R.S. 
22:1693(E)(2), which provides, 

 
…a license as a public adjuster shall not be required of any of the 
following: (1) An attorney at law admitted to practice and in good 
standing in this state. (2) A person employed only for the purpose 
of obtaining facts surrounding a loss or furnishing technical 
assistance to a licensed public adjuster, or licensed attorney, 
including photographers, estimators, private investigators, engineers, 
and handwriting experts” (emphasis added). 
 
As discussed above, it appears Mr. Moore’s services far exceeded only 

obtaining facts or furnishing technical assistance to GPSB’s attorney. As a further  
example, Mr. Moore sent a text message to Mr. Hardie on August 31, 2021, stating: 

 
I advised the new construction committee last night to opt for 
appraisal instead of waiting out the supplement. They were hell bent 
on settling which would be a stupendous mistake. I have the very best 
appraiser ready to take this on. I have created estimates that mirror 
the Sedgwick estimates line for line. I will now step back and facilitate 
Kevin [Hromas]….  
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Mr. Moore’s response to our report also states Mr. Moore understood he 
could not provide estimates, he did not provide his own estimates for the damages, 
and he did not independently perform any estimate. The National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners’ (NAIC) Post-Disaster Claims Guide states public 
adjusters “estimate the damage to your home and property, review your insurance 
coverage, and negotiate a settlement of the insurance claim for you.” Records show 
Mr. Moore did prepare cost estimates, on Champions Insurance Services’ 
letterhead; Ballard CLC, Inc. (Ballard) – the engineering company per Mr. Moore –  
incorporated Mr. Moore’s estimates into their estimates; both Mr. Moore’s and 
Ballard’s estimates were provided to GPSB’s insurer; Mr. Moore invoiced GPSB 
$5,500 to “walk campuses and audit estimates;” and Mr. Moore invoiced GPSB for 
meetings with Ballard to discuss estimate contingencies and review estimate 
revisions. 

 
Text messages, emails, and recordings of Board or Committee meetings 

show Mr. Moore repeatedly stated he would prepare, and did prepare, cost 
estimates for GPSB. For example, on October 10, 2020, approximately a week 
before Mr. Moore signed his contract with GPSB, Mr. Moore messaged the first 
adjuster, stating: 

 
 “I thought you’d like to know that after much deliberation the Grant 
Parish School Board is retaining me to help with their claim. I’m going 
to oversee their current contractor and make sure they’re playing by 
the rules. I’m also going to write accurate estimates…. This will keep a 
pa or plaintiff attorney out of both of our hair. Once I triage starting 
Monday I’ll be getting you estimates ASAP….”  
 
When we interviewed Mr. Moore, he used the word triage with respect to 

acting as an adjuster. As another example, the following exchange took place 
during the Board meeting on July 15, 2021, when Mr. Moore provided an update on 
GPSB’s insurance claim: 

 
Joel Moore:  Then we’ll have a number to look at that the carrier and the 

adjusting company are –  in a supplemental report back to 
them for them to consider. That’s where we are. 

Paxton Teddlie: So you are gonna build estimates on what you think or what 
we think will be… 

Joel Moore: Yes, I will be building a parallel estimate for each one. 
Paxton Teddlie: And then you will provide it to them and then there will be a 

comparison on... 
Joel Moore: Right. 

 
Additional Services Provided by Cimarron 

 
Mr. Moore appears to have solicited a percentage of a change order for 

additional services that Cimarron pursued under the Construction Management 
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Contract. This change order was purportedly to help Mr. Moore prepare 
supplemental cost estimates for GPSB (see pages 46 through 48).  

 
DCF/Clay Fowler 
 
 GPSB initially considered hiring two contractors to work on damaged schools: 
Cimarron and DCF. Superintendent Teddlie met Mr. Moore through DCF and asked 
Mr. Moore to speak to the Board. When Mr. Moore spoke to the Board on 
September 15, 2020, Superintendent Teddlie introduced Mr. Moore to the Board as 
an adjuster, who was independent and didn’t necessarily work with any groups. 
After Mr. Moore introduced himself as the national president of the National 
Association of Independent Insurance Adjusters, Mr. Moore spoke about working 
with a contractor (Mr. Fowler), by writing estimates. Mr. Moore also told the Board 
the following: 
 

What a good adjuster does before one of these storms makes landfall, 
is you call every contractor you know, and have known for years, and 
you say, and its collusion, and I would perjure myself on the witness 
stand for saying this. But if I know good contractors, I call them and 
say, if I call you and I need you would you put me at the top of your 
list, and they’ll go yeah. Now you know, that’s, you shouldn’t do that, 
but I do it.P  
 

 As part of our audit, we obtained text messages from Mr. Moore’s cloud 
storage provider, which appear to show Mr. Moore and Mr. Fowler may have had an 
arrangement for Mr. Fowler to pay Mr. Moore a 5% fee on projects they worked 
together. For example, a week before the Board meeting, on September 9, 2020, 
Mr. Moore sent a text message to Mr. Fowler stating, “Make sure you put in for me 
a referral fee of 5% on the roofs I’m sending you and we’ll settle up after all this is 
over with.” Mr. Fowler replied, “Absolutely.” In another instance, Mr. Fowler texted 
Mr. Moore, “Let’s talk tomorrow on the [redacted] job   I’d like to do it and like I 
said can get it done quick   Obviously pay you 5%.” 
 
 Text messages also appear to show that Mr. Moore worked with Mr. Sieja; 
Mr. Fowler; and DCF employee Mr. Paul Gagnon to steer permanent roof repair 
work at GPSB schools to DCF, and Mr. Moore may have solicited a fee from Mr. 
Fowler for that prospective work. GPSB twice initiated a bid process for two groups 
of permanent roof repairs to GPSB schools. Mr. Moore’s contract with GPSB 
specified his services would include overseeing the development and 
implementation of GPSB’s reconstruction plan, which included the contemplated 
roof replacements. During the bid process for the first group of roofs, text 
messages indicate: 
 

 Mr. Sieja told Mr. Moore that Mr. Moore needed to control the bids; 

 
P Claims adjusters are prohibited from recommending or soliciting engagement, directly or indirectly, 
for contractors or subcontractors, in connection with any loss for which they are employed or 
concerned. See endnote 37. 



Grant Parish School Board Findings and Recommendations 
 

58 

 Mr. Moore discussed technical issues about electronically sharing roof 
specifications with Mr. Fowler 10 days before GPSB publicly posted 
roof specifications; 

 Mr. Gagnon asked Mr. Moore if he should bid the whole package; 

 Mr. Moore confirmed with Mr. Sieja that Mr. Gagnon should bid on the 
whole package and Mr. Sieja indicated he spoke with Mr. Gagnon; 

 Mr. Moore attended the bid opening; 

 While Mr. Moore attended the bid opening, Mr. Gagnon asked Mr. 
Moore for an email address to send preliminary estimates and Mr. 
Moore responded with a private email address; 

 While Mr. Moore attended the bid opening, Mr. Moore messaged Mr. 
Gagnon that he had reviewed an estimate, was in the process of 
reviewing another estimate, and followed up with the message “ᤰᤱ.” 

 Mr. Moore inquired whether Mr. Gagnon had submitted bids yet; 

 Mr. Gagnon was unable to submit bids electronically due to a technical 
issue; 

 Mr. Moore discussed the failure to submit bids, his disappointment, 
and/or alternative options to submit bids, with Mr. Sieja, Mr. Fowler, 
and Mr. Gagnon. 

Email records also show Mr. Gagnon emailed preliminary estimates for the 
three schools to Mr. Sieja’s personal email account the day of the bid opening 
before bidding closed. Mr. Gagnon separately emailed DCF’s bids to GPSB 
employee, Cindy Barrios, and to Mr. Sieja’s personal email address the day after 
bidding closed. Ms. Barrios forwarded those bids to Superintendent Teddlie and 
GPSB’s attorney, stating: 
 

Ed called me last night telling me about this situation. We had one 
bidder for each project who did submit electronically. There were no 
other bidders. I told Ed that once bids are opened, we cannot receive 
other ones. I feel bad that the company had difficulties, but that is 
why we also accepted bids by courier and in person. Ed says that 3 
companies called him, saying the same thing. Unless the company that 
bid is deemed unacceptable, I don't see us throwing it out and starting 
over. What do you say? 

 
GPSB ultimately scrapped the first group of roof projects on January 26, 

2021, and started the process of putting a second, different group of roofs out for 
bid. It appears Mr. Moore may have solicited a 5% fee from Mr. Fowler in relation 
to the second group of roof projects. Text messages suggest: 

 
 Mr. Moore told Mr. Fowler “Apparently Paul discussed financing the 

school board roofs with Ed without talking to me first. You and I need 
to discuss Paul’s place in this whole situation. Again I’m disappointed 
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in his actions.” And “There will be no circumventing me on any aspect 
of the claim. I hope I make myself very clear;” 

 Mr. Moore told Mr. Gagnon, the day before the first group of bids were 
rejected, to stop referencing GPSB unless he wanted more competition 
in bidding;  

 Mr. Moore also told Mr. Gagnon he had worked very hard for his 
opportunity advising GPSB, he did not want his opportunity 
jeopardized any further with attention by attorneys and public 
adjusters, to stop referencing GPSB, and there was too much at stake; 

 Mr. Moore and Mr. Fowler discussed GPSB posting roof specifications; 

 Mr. Moore told Mr. Fowler to download an encrypted messaging 
application so Mr. Moore could send Mr. Fowler secure text messages; 

 Mr. Moore asked Mr. Sieja for the bid opening date and immediately 
provided that information to Mr. Fowler; 

 Mr. Moore immediately thereafter told Mr. Fowler “I assume my nickel 
has been included,” to which Mr. Fowler responded “Oh most definitely 
And your 2 cents;” 

 Several days later, Mr. Moore asked Mr. Fowler “If all goes as planned 
for the bid opening on March 4, have you given any thought to your 
schedule [sic] start date?” 

The second group of roof projects was repeatedly delayed and ultimately 
cancelled as well. However, if there was an arrangement for Mr. Moore to receive 
5% of the GPSB roof projects, that percentage would have been substantial. Based 
on Ballard’s $10.1 million estimated cost for all roof replacements, a 5% fee would 
have been $505,000. Mr. Moore told us he had nothing to do with the bidding 
process and he did not recall giving Mr. Fowler roof specifications before bidding 
opened. Mr. Moore told us he did not have an arrangement with Mr. Fowler to 
receive a 5% referral fee and he did not have an arrangement with Mr. Sieja to 
steer roof projects to DCF. When we asked Mr. Moore what the nickel referred to in 
his text messages meant, he told us it was a term that meant a nickel for his time. 

 
Mr. Fowler stated in his response to our report that he and Mr. Moore joked 

about Mr. Moore’s nickel worth of knowledge. Mr. Moore’s and Mr. Fowler’s 
responses both stated Mr. Moore told Mr. Fowler to download an encrypted 
messaging application because Mr. Fowler was going through a divorce and Mr. 
Fowler was concerned about the privacy of their messages. Mr. Moore’s response to 
our report denied Mr. Moore ever received a percentage referral fee and stated he 
used the phrase jokingly with friends in the industry.  
 
Appraisal 
 
 We spoke with several Board members who told us they felt Mr. Moore was 
not working entirely in GPSB’s favor and/or antagonized the insurance company 
rather than trying to settle the claim. Statements made by Mr. Moore in 
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Board/Committee meetings and text messages sent by Mr. Moore show Mr. Moore 
consistently pushed GPSB to “invoke appraisal” rather than settle its claim. When 
the insurance company and the insured cannot agree on the value of the loss, 
either party may choose to invoke appraisal. If appraisal is invoked, each party 
hires, and pays, a disinterested appraiser to separately determine the value for 
each item of the loss. If the appraisers disagree on the value of specific items, the 
value of only those items is determined by an umpire selected by the appraisers.  
 

Text messages appear to show that Mr. Moore pushed GPSB to invoke 
appraisal, recommended GPSB hire Mr. Hromas as its appraiser, and solicited a 
referral fee from Mr. Hromas. When Mr. Moore asked Mr. Hromas if he needed to 
produce an estimate, Mr. Hromas advised Mr. Moore there needed to be something 
to establish a dispute in order for appraisal to be invoked. Mr. Moore later sent text 
messages to GPSB’s attorney, stating “I will finish the estimates with Kevin’s input 
to flesh out the final numbers. We’ll send those in to Sedgwick for Markel to reject 
and then invoke appraisal,” and “My job is to complete estimates that Markel 
rejects and Kevin uses in negotiations.” GPSB did not invoke appraisal and instead 
settled its claim with Markel Insurance Company for $40.5 million in December 
2021. 

 
Although appraisal was not invoked, text messages between Mr. Moore and 

Superintendent Teddlie suggest Mr. Moore pushed appraisal as a means for GPSB to 
recover amounts from the insurance company which exceeded policy coverage 
limits, including the excess cost of the Montgomery High School tractor shed/locker 
room. Mr. Moore sent a message to Superintendent Teddlie on July 1, 2021, which 
read, “As previously stated, they can bark about what they’re not going to pay (ex. 
tractor shed) but I assure you we’ll get it in appraisal.” Mr. Moore sent 
Superintendent Teddlie another message on September 15, 2021, stating: 

 
Just for your eyes only and to be clear, when appraisal is invoked it is 
no longer about coverage. It is now a total dollar negotiation. Policy 
coverage is not a factor. So let’s say Segwick pays policy limits of 
$2 million on “code upgrades” and the actual upgrades are  
$4.5 million. The additional $2.5 million would be added to the 
negotiations. The difference in the building at Montgomery will be 
added and so on. 

 
Mr. Moore contends in response to our report that text messages from Mr. 

Moore to Mr. Hromas “were not intended as solicitation connected to the GPSB 
project, but rather a running statement between the parties regarding the referral 
of future work projects.” This statement is not consistent with the text messages 
we reviewed. The following text message exchange took place between Mr. Hromas 
and Mr. Moore on January 7, 2021: 

 
Joel Moore: I have an ethics question. If you were me, after Markel short 

changes the school board once again and we take it to 
appraisal, how should I restructure my fee as the appraiser? 
I certainly can't charge a percentage. By the way, Sedgwick 
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has screwed the adjustment up so bad that I assure you we'll 
sue for the promote payment penalty.   

Joel Moore: All Markel has done is send lowball advances.  Not one hard 
copy estimate yet.  

Joel Moore: Prompt payment penalty  
Kevin Hromas: I don't know if you could serve as their appraiser. 
Joel Moore: I'm looking into that 
Kevin Hromas: I'll check with [attorney name] on what the law is. 
 … 
Kevin Hromas: Call me in the morning. I'll be on the road to Dallas. I just 

had a 30 minute call with [attorney name] and he is 
salivating about getting this case. There are millions just in 
penalties even before attorneys fees. I'll probably need to be 
the appraiser so your prior work for them won't become a 
problem.  

Joel Moore: Already ahead of you on that and of course my fee for 
referral will be astronomical 

Kevin Hromas: ڒڑڐ   
 

Conclusion 
 
 GPSB contracted with Mr. Moore after Hurricane Laura to act as its insurance 
consultant, which purportedly included overseeing the development and 
implementation of reconstruction of damaged facilities. Mr. Moore also appears to 
have acted as a public adjuster on GPSB’s behalf, without having a license to do so; 
moreover, as a public adjuster, he would be prohibited from having any other 
financial interest in GPSB’s insurance claim. Mr. Moore further appears to have 
solicited additional compensation from Cimarron and two of GPSB’s potential 
vendors in relation to prospective services for GPSB. If Mr. Moore performed public 
adjuster services for GPSB without a license and solicited additional compensation 
from a GPSB contractor and potential contractors, Mr. Moore and others may have 
violated state and federal law.4,5,6,7,9,13,30,31,32,33,34,35,36 
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Architect Provided Designs to GPSB That 
Construction Manager Found Incomplete and Not Satisfactory; 

Architect Also Apparently Failed to Disclose Conflicts of Interest 
 

Grant Parish School Board (GPSB) paid Ballard CLC, Inc. (Ballard) 
$632,128 for work performed at the direction of Mr. Edward Sieja, 
including $462,519 billed in connection with designs to replace roofs at 
seven schools. Although Ballard billed GPSB for designs that were 100% 
complete, these designs were prepared before there was a defined scope 
of work for repairs, and Mr. Scott Gaspard, GPSB’s current construction 
manager, determined they were “not satisfactory” and “very incomplete.” 
Ballard further appears to have overbilled GPSB $84,772 by not adjusting 
its final fees for work done on three roofs. It appears Ballard’s officers,  
Mr. Bryan Butler and Mr. William Aldridge, may have had conflicting 
business interests with Mr. Sieja and Cimarron Underground Services, LLC 
(Cimarron) at the time Mr. Sieja brought in Ballard to provide architectural 
services to GPSB. These conflicts, which might have prohibited Ballard 
from providing services to GPSB, do not appear to have been disclosed to 
GPSB or waived in writing, as required by the Louisiana Administrative 
Code.38  
 

GPSB finance employees told us Cimarron brought in Ballard to provide 
architectural services because they had a relationship. Louisiana Secretary of State 
(SoS) business filings show Ballard was incorporated in 1967 and currently lists two 
officers: Mr. Butler, its president; and Mr. Aldridge, director. According to  
Mr. Aldridge, Mr. Sieja contacted them to see if they could assist GPSB. Ballard 
initially started providing services to GPSB in October 2020 as a subcontractor to 
Cimarron. GPSB later separately contracted with Cimarron and Ballard based on the 
advice of GPSB’s attorney. GPSB entered into a contract with Ballard in December 
2020, effective October 1, 2020, for Ballard to design permanent repairs and 
replacements to all facilities damaged by Hurricane Laura, primarily consisting of 
roof repairs.  
 
Roof Replacement Design Projects 
 
 GPSB records show it paid Ballard $632,128, including $462,519 in 
connection with designs Ballard prepared for roof replacements at seven of GPSB’s 
eight schools (see chart on following page).  
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School 
Design and 

Specifications 
Estimate  Bidding  Total 

Grant Junior High School   $14,461    $1,808       $16,269  

Grant High School  100,457   12,557      113,014  

Montgomery High School  35,144   4,393      39,537  

Georgetown High School  77,266   9,658    $4,829   91,753  

South Grant Elementary School  78,087   9,761      87,848  

Colfax Elementary School  54,405   6,801   136   61,342  

Pollock Elementary School  44,427   5,553   2,776   52,756  

   Total   $404,247    $50,531    $7,741    $462,519  

 
 It appears Ballard’s designs were incomplete and did not match the specific 
needs of GPSB. Mr. Scott Gaspard, GPSB’s current construction manager, identified 
a number of issues with Ballard’s plans and specifications in a November 16, 2021, 
email to Superintendent Teddlie. According to Mr. Gaspard’s email, Ballard’s 
designs and specifications for roof replacements were “very incomplete,” lack 
“crucial engineering information,” and were “not satisfactory” to the point he would 
not accept them. Ballard’s invoices show it billed GPSB for roof designs and 
specifications that were 100% complete. Mr. Gaspard subsequently spoke at a 
meeting of the Board’s Construction Committee on December 2, 2021, and 
recommended GPSB terminate Ballard’s contract. During that meeting Mr. Gaspard 
stated the following: 
 

Ballard was instructed to perform and report to Cimarron as project 
manager in that same contract. Ballard performed as instructed by 
producing plans and specifications for roofing projects on multiple 
schools. Some of the schools that Ballard was instructed to design for 
were not damaged to the point of replacement and therefore not 
covered by insurance adjustment. Simply put, many of the plans and 
specs prepared are not an accurate representation of the scope of 
work as adjusted by the insurance company and will have to be 
redrawn to fit the specific need at each campus. They did a lot of 
unnecessary work. A lot of unnecessary work. By direction they did 
this work, ok. I’m not pointing any fingers. I’m not here to beat 
anybody up. But what I’m telling you is that half, two-thirds of what 
they produced is paper. That’s all it is, but it’s paper they were told by 
the contractor to do.  

 
Mr. Gaspard made similar statements to us when we interviewed him, and he 

told us no construction work was done using Ballard’s designs. We also spoke with 
Ms. Meredith Campbell about Ballard’s roof designs. She told us Ballard charged 
GPSB large lump sums without sufficient supporting documentation. She told us 
Ballard designed substantial upgrades to the roofs, Ballard produced drawings for 
roof replacements before there was a scope of work for damages, and there was no 
agreed scope of work with the insurer before Ballard went out for bid.  
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Possibly Excessive Fees 
  
 Ballard may have substantially overcharged GPSB for roof design work. 
Ballard’s contract specified a preliminary budget of $8 million, but Ballard billed 
GPSB for roof designs based on an estimated project cost of $10.1 million. Ballard’s 
design and estimating fees on the $2.1 million difference totaled $94,500 (4.5%). 
Ballard’s contract required written authorization by GPSB for any adjustments in the 
budget. We found no such written authorization when we searched Superintendent 
Teddlie’s and Mr. Sieja’s emails. When we interviewed Mr. Aldridge, he could not 
explain why Ballard billed GPSB based on that higher amount.  
 
 Ballard also did not reduce its fees to GPSB when roofing bids came in lower 
than its estimated cost for that work. Mr. Butler emailed Ballard’s fee breakdown to 
Mr. Sieja and 
Mr. Lang on 
December 8, 
2020, and 
addressed 
adjustments 
to Ballard’s 
fees based 
on the lowest 
acceptable 
bid (see 
email to 
right). 
 
 Ballard 
billed GPSB 
for designs, 
specifications, and estimates for the first group of roof projects (Montgomery High 
School, Grant High School, and South Grant Elementary School) based on an 
estimated project cost of $5,342,201. GPSB received bids for those projects, 
totaling $3,458,391, and Ballard’s estimated cost was 54% higher than acceptable 
bids for that work. Mr. Aldridge emailed Superintendent Teddlie on December 17, 
2020, recommending GPSB accept the bids and award the contract. However, 
Ballard did not reduce its fees to GPSB by the difference between its estimated cost 
and the bid amount. Therefore, it appears Ballard overcharged $84,770 for its 
services related to those roof designs ($5,342,201 - $3,458,391 = $1,883,810 x 
4.5% = $84,772).Q We provided Ballard a list of questions about its billings to 
GPSB, including questions about why it did not reduce its fees; Ballard’s response 
did not address those questions.   

 
Q Ballard did reduce its fees in another instance where its estimated cost exceeded the lowest 
acceptable bid amount. Ballard initially billed GPSB to design a temporary campus at Georgetown High 
School based on an estimated cost of $1.8 million. Ballard credited GPSB $18,702 based on the 
difference between its estimated cost and the accepted bid of $1,384,401. Ballard’s estimate was 30% 
higher than the accepted bid amount. 
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Potential Conflicts of Interest 
 
 Ballard’s contract specified the repair program was to be developed in 
conjunction with GPSB’s consultant, Mr. Joel Moore. When we asked Mr. Moore who 
was ultimately in control of designing the roof repairs, he told us it was not him, 
and he assumed it was Mr. Sieja. Mr. Aldridge similarly told us Ballard did 
everything at the direction of Mr. Sieja.  
 

Ballard’s contract with GPSB states “Except with the Owner’s knowledge and 
consent, the Architect shall not engage in any activity, or accept any employment, 
interest or contribution that would reasonably appear to compromise the Architect’s 
professional judgement with respect to this project.”R This contract provision is 
similar to Louisiana Administrative Code (LLAC) 46:I,1901.B.3,38 which states: 
 

An architect shall not perform professional services in the face of a 
conflict of interest that is not fully disclosed and waived in writing by 
all parties. An architect has a conflict of interest when: a. the architect 
has or may acquire a financial or other interest in the project, 
someone participating in it, or any component of it; or b. the 
architect’s judgment may be adversely affected by a relationship with 
another party.S 

 
 Our review of Mr. Sieja’s email and cloud storage records indicate several 
such conflicts of interest may have existed, but it does not appear Superintendent 
Teddlie was aware of any relationships between Mr. Sieja and Ballard or Cimarron 
and Ballard. We provided Ballard a list of questions about apparent conflicts of 
interest we identified; Ballard’s response stated “all interactions with Mr. Sieja you 
reference were arms-length transactions that had absolutely no connection to the 
GPSB.”  
 
Subdivision Being Developed by Mr. Butler and Mr. Aldridge 
 
 Entities affiliated with Mr. Butler and/or Mr. Aldridge – Ballard; Bayou 
Rapides Development, L.L.C. (BRD); and Traditions on the Bayou, LLC (TOTB) – 
were/are involved in developing a subdivision on undeveloped land next to Ballard’s 
office location and land owned by Mr. Sieja and/or his ex-wife, Monica Sieja (see 
picture on following page). At the time this report was written, Ballard was listed as 
the developer on the development’s website. 
 

Mr. Sieja’s Cimarron email records show Mr. Butler emailed Mr. Sieja 
information on October, 14, 2020, about material quantities for the installation of 
utilities for the first phase of the project. Ballard started working for GPSB, as a 

                                                                 
R The same provision, applicable to Cimarron as the construction manager as opposed to Ballard as 
the architect, is contained in Cimarron’s Construction Management Contract. 
S This provision of the LLAC applies to architects. Mr. Aldridge is an architect, but Mr. Butler is a 
professional engineer. The LLAC likewise requires professional engineers to avoid conflicts of interest 
and disclose all known or potential conflicts of interest to their clients. See endnote 38. 
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subcontractor to Cimarron, also 
in October 2020. After 
receiving this email, Mr. Sieja, 
Mr. Lang, and Mr. Hutchinson 
immediately commenced 
internal discussions about 
bidding on the utility work. 
Email records appear to show 
Mr. Sieja and Mr. Butler agreed 
for Cimarron to perform this 
work on or around February 8, 
2021 (see email below). 

 
Four days earlier, GPSB posted and advertised the second group of roof 

replacements put out for bid, which were designed by Ballard. A group, including 
Mr. Lang, Mr. Sieja, Mr. Hutchinson, Mr. Butler, and Mr. Aldridge, exchanged emails 
on February 8-9, 2021, about revised quantities and pricing for the subdivision 
utilities. A week later Mr. Hutchinson internally circulated a draft contract showing 
the owner as BRD, its member as Bryan Butler, and its address as Ballard’s 
address. 
 
 Mr. Butler emailed Mr. Sieja in late August 2021 about providing a contract 
to proceed with the utilities, as well as details for road and drainage work on the 
entrance of the subdivision and details for Ballard’s planned expansion of its office. 
Cimarron started performing work on these projects in October 2021, without 
signing a written contract, and billed that work on a time and materials basis. 
According to Cimarron records, Cimarron invoiced TOTB $183,003 for work on the 
utilities and office expansion. Emails sent by Mr. Butler to Mr. Sieja after Mr. Sieja 
separated from Cimarron show entities affiliated with Mr. Butler and Mr. AldridgeT 
did not pay all of these charges, resulting in Cimarron filing liens against the 
subdivision property and TOTB.  
 

 
T Some of Cimarron’s invoices were paid by Final Move, LLC, an entity of which Mr. Butler and  
Mr. Aldridge are the only members. According to documents attached to these emails, Ballard’s office 
expansion is referred to as Final Move, LLC. 
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 It appears Mr. Butler and Mr. Sieja also discussed the subdivision while 
meeting about their work for GPSB, including potential investment in the 
subdivision by or through Mr. Justin Guzman (see below).  
 

 
 Mr. Butler had previously emailed Mr. Guzman in February 2021 seeking 
investment in the subdivision and providing pro forma financial information, which 
showed Mr. Aldridge and Mr. Butler invested $150,000 in the subdivision project.   
 
Cimarron’s Alexandria, Louisiana Office Location 
  

Cimarron’s Alexandria, Louisiana location at the time it provided services to 
GPSB was located next to the subdivision project. Rapides Parish Clerk of Court 
(CoC) records show Monica Sieja purchased this property, which originally spanned 
four lots, in early 2019 and sold the property to BRD, represented by Mr. Butler, in 
October 2019. Ms. Sieja repurchased three of the four lots in February 2021, and 
CoC records show Mr. Butler signed the Act of Cash Sale. The remaining lot, still 
owned by BRD, was or is intended to be a second entrance to the subdivision. 
 
 Mr. Sieja’s email records show a Ballard employee emailed Mr. Sieja a draft 
lease for the property on March 12, 2020. The draft lease, for the three lots 
eventually sold to Ms. Sieja, listed a term of six months and detailed $1,600 per 
month rental payments, of which $1,000 would be used towards purchasing the 

property. Bank records 
for Jenco Industrial 
Sales & Services, LLC, 
an entity of which Mr. 
Sieja was the only 
member, show four 
payments were made, 
with the first check 
dated March 16, 2020 
(see check, left) and the 
last check dated  
June 16, 2020. 
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 We also obtained records from  
Mr. Sieja’s cloud storage provider, which 
included screenshots of what appear to be 
text messages between Mr. Sieja and  
Mr. Butler. The screenshot to the right, 
dated on or around October 12, 2020, 
appears to show Mr. Sieja was two 
months in arrears on rent payments for 
the property and was negotiating 
purchase of the property. Therefore, it 
appears at the time Mr. Sieja brought in 
Ballard to provide services to GPSB, a 
related party of Ballard (BRD) owned 
Cimarron’s Alexandria, LA office location; 
Mr. Sieja was leasing the property; Mr. 
Sieja was in arrears on lease payments; 
and Mr. Sieja was negotiating the 
purchase of the property. 
 
 It further appears Mr. Sieja may 
have used sales commissions received 
from Benchmark to purchase the 
property. Bank records show $252,557 
was wired from Benchmark’s account to 
an account in the name of Mr. and Ms. 
Sieja on February 19, 2021. The wire 
transfer included a description specifying 
it was a commission payment for three 
jobs Benchmark billed to GPSB. Three days later, Mr. Sieja used a counter check to 
purchase a $70,072 cashier’s check payable to a law firm specializing in real estate 
transactions (see check, below). CoC records show Ms. Sieja repurchased the 
property on February 24, 2021, for $66,800, and an attorney from the law firm 
listed on the cashier’s check provided the title opinion and title insurance. 
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Conclusion 
 

GPSB paid Ballard $632,128 for work performed at the direction of Mr. Sieja, 
including $462,519 billed in connection with designs to replace roofs at seven 
schools. Although Ballard billed GPSB for designs that were 100% complete, these 
designs were prepared before there was a defined scope of work for repairs, and 
Mr.  Gaspard, GPSB’s current construction manager, determined they were “not 
satisfactory” and “very incomplete.” Ballard further appears to have overbilled 
GPSB $84,772 by not adjusting its final fees for work done on three roofs. It 
appears Ballard’s officers, Mr. Butler and Mr. Aldridge, may have had conflicting 
business interests with Mr. Sieja and Cimarron at the time Mr. Sieja brought in 
Ballard to provide architectural services to GPSB. These conflicts, which might have 
prohibited Ballard from providing services to GPSB, do not appear to have been 
disclosed to GPSB or waived in writing, as required by the Louisiana Administrative 
Code.38  
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Recommendations 
 

We recommend that GPSB seek legal advice to determine the appropriate 
actions to be taken, including recovering funds related to excessive payments to 
contractors. GPSB management should also develop and implement detailed 
policies and procedures that provide guidance for the proper procurement and 
monitoring of professional services and public works contracts to ensure that GPSB 
receives equivalent services for amounts expended and should, at a minimum: 

 
(1) Ensure that all laws (e.g., La. R.S. 38:2211, et seq.) pertaining to 

contracts and public bids are followed; 

(2) Ensure that vendors and professional service providers have valid, 
written contracts prior to providing services; 

(3) Ensure that contractors and subcontractors are properly licensed in the 
state of Louisiana to perform the services they are contracted to 
perform; 

(4) Require contractors to submit an affidavit of non-collusion as provided 
by state law and/or their written contract; 

(5) Require all contracts with contractors and subcontractors to include an 
audit provision whereby all records prepared pursuant to the contract 
are subject to inspection or audit by representatives of GPSB, the 
State of Louisiana, FEMA and any other State or federal authorities; 

(6) Design and implement procedures requiring appropriate GPSB 
personnel to properly monitor professional services and public works 
contracts to ensure services meet all contractual requirements prior to 
payment; 

(7) Avoid the use of Time and Materials (T&M) contracts unless no other 
contract type is suitable. If a T&M contract is the only suitable option, 
written justification should be documented; the contract should have a 
ceiling price that the contractor exceeds at its own risk; and, 
management should maintain a high degree of oversight to obtain 
reasonable assurance that the contractor is using efficient methods 
and effective cost controls; 

(8) Avoid the use of cost-plus-percentage-of-cost contracts; 

(9) Ensure that contracts and related documentation are maintained in an 
organized manner and in a central location; 

(10) Ensure that all payments are made in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the contract; 

(11) Require proper review of invoices to ensure each payment has a 
legitimate public purpose as required by the Louisiana Constitution; 
and 

(12) Require detailed invoices and documentation of the business purpose 
for all expenditures.
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LEGAL PROVISIONS 
 

 
 
1 Louisiana Revised Statute (La. R.S) 37:2185(A), which was repealed by Act No. 195 of the 
2022 Regular Session of the Louisiana Legislature, effective August 1, 2022, but was effective at all 
times relevant to this report, previously stated, “Beginning July 1, 2004, no person shall engage in or 
conduct, or advertise or hold himself out as engaging in or conducting the business of, or acting in the 
capacity of a person who conducts mold remediation unless such person holds a mold remediation 
license as provided for in this Chapter.” 
 
La. R.S. 37:2150.1.(11) states, “‘Mold remediation contractor’ means any person who engages in 
removal, cleaning, sanitizing, demolition, or other treatment, including preventative activities, of mold 
or mold-contaminated matter that was not purposely grown at that location and where the costs for 
such labor and materials exceed seven thousand five hundred dollars. Mold remediation applies only 
to the regulation of mold-related activities that affect indoor air quality and does not apply to routine 
cleaning when not conducted for the purpose of mold-related activities intended to affect indoor air 
quality.” 
 
La. R.S. 37:2156(F) states, “The licensee shall not be permitted to bid or perform any type of work 
not included in the classification under which his license was issued.” 
 
La. R.S. 37:2158(A) states, in part, “A. No person may engage in the business of contracting, or act 
as a contractor as defined in this Chapter, unless he holds an active license as a contractor in 
accordance with the provisions of this Chapter. The board and residential subcommittee may revoke, 
suspend, or refuse to renew a license; issue cease and desist orders to stop work; issue fines and 
penalties; or debar any person or licensee licensed pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter for any 
of the following violations: (1) Undertaking, attempting to, or submitting a price or bid; offering to 
construct, supervise, superintend, oversee, direct, or in any manner assume charge of the 
construction, alteration, repair, improvement, movement, demolition, putting up, tearing down; 
furnishing labor or furnishing labor together with material or equipment; or installing material or 
equipment for any building, highway, road, railroad, sewer grading, excavation, pipeline, public utility 
structure, project development, housing, or housing development, improvement, or any other 
construction undertaking without possessing a license for which a license is required or without 
possessing a license with the proper classification. (2) Falsely representing or advertising regarding 
the person's license status or classification. (3) Any dishonest or fraudulent act as a contractor which 
has caused damage to another, as adjudged by a court of competent jurisdiction. (4) Bidding on, 
quoting, estimating, or performing a job for which a license is required, the licensee shall hold the 
classification for the majority of work performed… (6) Failure to comply with the provisions of this 
Chapter or the rules and regulations promulgated pursuant thereto. (7) Entering into a contract with 
an unlicensed contractor involving work or activity for the performance of which a license is required 
by this Chapter. (8) Permitting the contractor's license to be used by another contractor when the 
other contractor does not hold a license for the classification of work for which the contract is 
entered.” 
 
2 La. R.S. 37:2160(A)(1), which was repealed by Act No. 195 of the 2022 Regular Session of the 
Louisiana Legislature, effective August 1, 2022, but was effective at all times relevant to this report, 
previously stated, “It shall be unlawful for any person to engage or to continue in this state in the 
business of contracting, or to act as a contractor as defined in this Chapter, unless he holds an active 
license as a contractor under the provisions of this Chapter.” 
 
3 La. R.S. 38:2224 states, “A.  All architects, landscape architects, engineers, contractors, 
subcontractors, or any person, corporation, firm, association, or other organization receiving value for 
services rendered in connection with a contract for the construction, alteration or demolition of a 
public building or project shall execute an affidavit attesting: (1)  That affiant employed no person, 
corporation, firm, association, or other organization, either directly or indirectly, to secure the public 
contract under which he received payment, other than persons regularly employed by the affiant 
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whose services in connection with the construction, alteration or demolition of the public building or 
project or in securing the public contract were in the regular course of their duties for affiant; and  
(2)  That no part of the contract price received by affiant was paid or will be paid to any person, 
corporation, firm, association, or other organization for soliciting the contract, other than the payment 
of their normal compensation to persons regularly employed by the affiant whose services in 
connection with the construction, alteration or demolition of the public building or project were in the 
regular course of their duties for affiant.  B.  No public contract shall be granted to any person, 
corporation, firm, association, or other organization refusing to execute the affidavit required by 
Subsection A above.” 
 
4 La. R.S. 14:26(A) states, “Criminal conspiracy is the agreement or combination of two or more 
persons for the specific purpose of committing any crime; provided that an agreement or combination 
to commit a crime shall not amount to a criminal conspiracy unless, in addition to such agreement or 
combination, one or more of such parties does an act in furtherance of the object of the agreement or 
combination.” 
 
5 La. R.S. 14:67(A) states, “Theft is the misappropriation or taking of anything of value which 
belongs to another, either without the consent of the other to the misappropriation or taking, or by 
means of fraudulent conduct, practices, or representations. An intent to deprive the other permanently 
of whatever may be the subject of the misappropriation or taking is essential.” 
 
6 La. R.S. 14:70.8(A) states, “Whoever with intent to defraud either transmits, attempts to transmit, 
causes to be transmitted, solicits a transmission, or receives a transmission, by wire or radio signal, 
any stolen or fraudulently obtained monetary funds shall be imprisoned, with or without hard labor, 
for not more than ten years, or fined not more than one hundred thousand dollars, or both.” 
 
7 La. R.S. 14:133(A) states, “Filing false public records is the filing or depositing for record in any 
public office or with any public official, or the maintaining as required by law, regulation, or rule, with 
knowledge of its falsity, of any of the following: (1) Any forged document. (2)  Any wrongfully altered 
document. (3)  Any document containing a false statement or false representation of a material fact.” 
 
8 La. R.S. 14:230(B) states, “It is unlawful for any person knowingly to do any of the following:  
(1) Conduct, supervise, or facilitate a financial transaction involving proceeds known to be derived 
from criminal activity, when the transaction is designed in whole or in part to conceal or disguise the 
nature, location, source, ownership, or the control of proceeds known to be derived from such 
violation or to avoid a transaction reporting requirement under state or federal law. (2) Give, sell, 
transfer, trade, invest, conceal, transport, maintain an interest in, or otherwise make available 
anything of value known to be for the purpose of committing or furthering the commission of any 
criminal activity. (3) Direct, plan, organize, initiate, finance, manage, supervise, or facilitate the 
transportation or transfer of proceeds known to be derived from any violation of criminal activity.  
(4) Receive or acquire proceeds derived from any violation of criminal activity, or knowingly or 
intentionally engage in any transaction that the person knows involves proceeds from any such 
violations. (5) Acquire or maintain an interest in, receive, conceal, possess, transfer, or transport the 
proceeds of criminal activity. (6) Invest, expend, or receive, or offer to invest, expend, or receive, the 
proceeds of criminal activity.” 
 
9 LA. R.S. 22:1924, states, in part, “A.(1)(a) Any person who, with the intent to injure, defraud, or 
deceive any insurance company, or the Department of Insurance, or any insured or other party in 
interest, or any third-party claimant commits any of the acts specified in Paragraph (2) or (3) of this 
Subsection is guilty of a felony and shall be subjected to a term of imprisonment, with or without hard 
labor, not to exceed five years, or a fine not to exceed five thousand dollars, or both, on each count… 
(2) The following acts shall be punishable as provided in Paragraph (1) of this Subsection:  
(a) Committing any fraudulent insurance act as defined in R.S. 22:1923. (b) Presenting or causing to 
be presented any written or oral statement including computer-generated documents as part of or in 
support of or denial of a claim for payment or other benefit pursuant to an insurance policy, knowing 
that such statement contains any false, incomplete, or fraudulent information concerning any fact or 
thing material to such claim or insurance policy. (c) Assisting, abetting, soliciting, or conspiring with 
another to prepare or make any written or oral statement that is intended to be presented to any 
insurance company, insured, the Department of Insurance, or other party in interest or third-party 
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claimant in connection with, or in support of or denial, or any claim for payment of other benefit 
pursuant to an insurance policy, knowing that such statement contains any false, incomplete, or 
fraudulent information concerning any fact or thing material to such claim or insurance policy.” 
 
10 18 United States Code (U.S.C.) §157 states, “A person who, having devised or intending to 
devise a scheme or artifice to defraud and for the purpose of executing or concealing such a scheme 
or artifice or attempting to do so— (1) files a petition under title 11, including a fraudulent involuntary 
petition under section 303 of such title; (2) files a document in a proceeding under title 11; or  
(3) makes a false or fraudulent representation, claim, or promise concerning or in relation to a 
proceeding under title 11, at any time before or after the filing of the petition, or in relation to a 
proceeding falsely asserted to be pending under such title, shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both.” 
 
 
11 18 U.S.C. §666 states, in part, “(a) Whoever, if the circumstance described in subsection (b) of 
this section exists—(1) being an agent of an organization, or of a State, local, or Indian tribal 
government, or any agency thereof—(A) embezzles, steals, obtains by fraud, or otherwise without 
authority knowingly converts to the use of any person other than the rightful owner or intentionally 
misapplies, property that— (i) is valued at $5,000 or more, and (ii) is owned by, or is under the care, 
custody, or control of such organization, government, or agency; or (B) corruptly solicits or demands 
for the benefit of any person, or accepts or agrees to accept, anything of value from any person, 
intending to be influenced or rewarded in connection with any business, transaction, or series of 
transactions of such organization, government, or agency involving any thing of value of $5,000 or 
more; or (2) corruptly gives, offers, or agrees to give anything of value to any person, with intent to 
influence or reward an agent of an organization or of a State, local or Indian tribal government, or any 
agency thereof, in connection with any business, transaction, or series of transactions of such 
organization, government, or agency involving anything of value of $5,000 or more; shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both. (b) The circumstance referred to in 
subsection (a) of this section is that the organization, government, or agency receives, in any one 
year period, benefits in excess of $10,000 under a Federal program involving a grant, contract, 
subsidy, loan, guarantee, insurance, or other form of Federal assistance.” 
 
12 18 U.S.C. §1341 states, “Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any scheme or artifice to 
defraud, or for obtaining money or property by means of false or fraudulent pretenses, 
representations, or promises, or to sell, dispose of, loan, exchange, alter, give away, distribute, 
supply, or furnish or procure for unlawful use any counterfeit or spurious coin, obligation, security, or 
other article, or anything represented to be or intimated or held out to be such counterfeit or spurious 
article, for the purpose of executing such scheme or artifice or attempting so to do, places in any post 
office or authorized depository for mail matter, any matter or thing whatever to be sent or delivered 
by the Postal Service, or deposits or causes to be deposited any matter or thing whatever to be sent 
or delivered by any private or commercial interstate carrier, or takes or receives therefrom, any such 
matter or thing, or knowingly causes to be delivered by mail or such carrier according to the direction 
thereon, or at the place at which it is directed to be delivered by the person to whom it is addressed, 
any such matter or thing, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both. 
If the violation occurs in relation to, or involving any benefit authorized, transported, transmitted, 
transferred, disbursed, or paid in connection with, a presidentially declared major disaster or 
emergency (as those terms are defined in section 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122)), or affects a financial institution, such person shall be 
fined not more than $1,000,000 or imprisoned not more than 30 years, or both.” 
 
13 18 U.S.C. §1343 states, “Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any scheme or artifice to 
defraud, or for obtaining money or property by means of false or fraudulent pretenses, 
representations, or promises, transmits or causes to be transmitted by means of wire, radio, or 
television communication in interstate or foreign commerce, any writings, signs, signals, pictures, or 
sounds for the purpose of executing such scheme or artifice, shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both. If the violation occurs in relation to, or involving any 
benefit authorized, transported, transmitted, transferred, disbursed, or paid in connection with, a 
presidentially declared major disaster or emergency (as those terms are defined in section 102 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122)), or affects a 
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financial institution, such person shall be fined not more than $1,000,000 or imprisoned not more than 
30 years, or both.” 
 
14 18 U.S.C. §1956(a)(1) states, “Whoever, knowing that the property involved in a financial 
transaction represents the proceeds of some form of unlawful activity, conducts or attempts to 
conduct such a financial transaction which in fact involves the proceeds of specified unlawful activity—
(A)(i) with the intent to promote the carrying on of specified unlawful activity; or (ii) with intent to 
engage in conduct constituting a violation of section 7201 or 7206 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986; or (B) knowing that the transaction is designed in whole or in part—(i) to conceal or disguise 
the nature, the location, the source, the ownership, or the control of the proceeds of specified unlawful 
activity; or (ii) to avoid a transaction reporting requirement under State or Federal law, shall be 
sentenced to a fine of not more than $500,000 or twice the value of the property involved in the 
transaction, whichever is greater, or imprisonment for not more than twenty years, or both. For 
purposes of this paragraph, a financial transaction shall be considered to be one involving the 
proceeds of specified unlawful activity if it is part of a set of parallel or dependent transactions, any 
one of which involves the proceeds of specified unlawful activity, and all of which are part of a single 
plan or arrangement.” 
 
15 18 U.S.C. §1957(a) states, “(a) Whoever, in any of the circumstances set forth in subsection (d), 
knowingly engages or attempts to engage in a monetary transaction in criminally derived property of a 
value greater than $10,000 and is derived from specified unlawful activity, shall be punished as 
provided in subsection (b).” 
 
16 La. R.S. 14:134(A) states, in part, “Malfeasance in office is committed when any public officer or 
public employee shall: (1) Intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, as 
such officer or employee; or (2) Intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawful manner; or  
(3) Knowingly permit any other public officer or public employee, under his authority, to intentionally 
refuse or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, or to perform any such duty in an unlawful 
manner…” 
 
17 2 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 200.318(j) states, “(1) The non-Federal entity may use 
a time-and-materials type contract only after a determination that no other contract is suitable and if 
the contract includes a ceiling price that the contractor exceeds at its own risk. Time-and-materials 
type contract means a contract whose cost to a non- Federal entity is the sum of: (i) The actual cost 
of materials; and (ii) Direct labor hours charged at fixed hourly rates that reflect wages, general and 
administrative expenses, and profit. (2) Since this formula generates an open-ended contract price, a 
time-and-materials contract provides no positive profit incentive to the contractor for cost control or 
labor efficiency. Therefore, each contract must set a ceiling price that the contractor exceeds at its 
own risk. Further, the non-Federal entity awarding such a contract must assert a high degree of 
oversight in order to obtain reasonable assurance that the contractor is using efficient methods and 
effective cost controls.” 
 
18 La. R.S. 38:2221(A) states, “Except as provided herein, no contract shall be let on a cost-plus 
basis.” 
 
19 2 CFR) § 215.44(c) states, “The type of procuring instruments used (e.g., fixed price contracts, 
cost reimbursable contracts, purchase orders, and incentive contracts) shall be determined by the 
recipient but shall be appropriate for the particular procurement and for promoting the best interest of 
the program or project involved. The ‘‘cost-plus-a-percentage-of-cost’’ or ‘‘percentage of construction 
cost’’ methods of contracting shall not be used.” 
 
20 2 CFR § 200.324 states, in part, “(a) The non-Federal entity must perform a cost or price analysis 
in connection with every procurement action in excess of the Simplified Acquisition Threshold including 
contract modifications. The method and degree of analysis is dependent on the facts surrounding the 
particular procurement situation, but as a starting point, the non-Federal entity must make 
independent estimates before receiving bids or proposals… (d) The cost plus a percentage of cost and 
percentage of construction cost methods of contracting must not be used.” 
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21 44 CFR § 206.201 states, in part, “(b) Emergency work means that work which must be done 
immediately to save lives and to protect improved property and public health and safety, or to avert 
or lessen the threat of a major disaster…(i) Permanent work means that restorative work that must be 
performed through repairs or replacement, to restore an eligible facility on the basis of its predisaster 
design and current applicable standards.” 
 
22 La. R.S. 38:2212(H) states, in part, “Every public entity intending to advertise a public work for 
bids shall estimate the probable construction costs of such public work or obtain such estimate from 
the project designer prior to advertising such public work for bids. No public entity shall advertise a 
public work for bids unless funds that meet or exceed the estimate of the probable construction costs 
have been budgeted by the public entity for the project. The estimate of probable construction costs 
for the project shall be made available at the time of bid opening, either by posting such estimate 
electronically or announcing aloud such estimate at the bid opening.” 
 
23 2 CFR § 215.45 states, “Some form of cost or price analysis shall be made and documented in the 
procurement files in connection with every procurement action. Price analysis may be accomplished in 
various ways, including the comparison of price quotations submitted, market prices and similar 
indicia, together with discounts. Cost analysis is the review and evaluation of each element of cost to 
determine reasonableness, allocability and allowability.” 
 
24 2 CFR § 215.46 states, “Procurement records and files for purchases in excess of the small 
purchase threshold shall include the following at a minimum: (a) Basis for contractor selection;  
(b) Justification for lack of competition when competitive bids or offers are not obtained; and (c) Basis 
for award cost or price.” 
 
252 CFR § 200.319(a) states, “(a) All procurement transactions for the acquisition of property or 
services required under a Federal award must be conducted in a manner providing full and open 
competition consistent with the standards of this section and § 200.320…(f) Noncompetitive 
procurements can only be awarded in accordance with § 200.320(c).” 
 
 2 CFR § 215.43 states, in part, “All procurement transactions shall be conducted in a manner to 
provide, to the maximum extent practical, open and free competition. The recipient shall be alert to 
organizational conflicts of interest as well as noncompetitive practices among contractors that may 
restrict or eliminate competition or otherwise restrain trade. In order to ensure objective contractor 
performance and eliminate unfair competitive advantage, contractors that develop or draft 
specifications, requirements, statements of work, invitations for bids and/or requests for proposals 
shall be excluded from competing for such procurements….” 
 
26 2 CFR § 200.320(b) states, in part, “(b) Formal procurement methods. When the value of the 
procurement for property or services under a Federal financial assistance award exceeds the SAT, or a 
lower threshold established by a non-Federal entity, formal procurement methods are required. 
Formal procurement methods require following documented procedures. Formal procurement methods 
also require public advertising unless a non-competitive procurement can be used in accordance with 
§ 200.319 or paragraph (c) of this section. The following formal methods of procurement are used for 
procurement of property or services above the simplified acquisition threshold or a value below the 
simplified acquisition threshold the non-Federal entity determines to be appropriate: (1) Sealed bids. 
A procurement method in which bids are publicly solicited and a firm fixed-price contract (lump sum or 
unit price) is awarded to the responsible bidder whose bid, conforming with all the material terms and 
conditions of the invitation for bids, is the lowest in price. The sealed bids method is the preferred 
method for procuring construction, if the conditions…(2) Proposals. A procurement method in which 
either a fixed price or cost-reimbursement type contract is awarded. Proposals are generally used 
when conditions are not appropriate for the use of sealed bids. They are awarded in accordance with 
the following requirements: (i) Requests for proposals must be publicized and identify all evaluation 
factors and their relative importance. Proposals must be solicited from an adequate number of 
qualified offerors. Any response to publicized requests for proposals must be considered to the 
maximum extent practical; (ii) The non-Federal entity must have a written method for conducting 
technical evaluations of the proposals received and making selections; (iii) Contracts must be awarded 
to the responsible offeror whose proposal is most advantageous to the non-Federal entity, with price 
and other factors considered…” 
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27 La. R.S. 38:2241(A)(1) states, “Whenever a public entity enters into a contract in excess of five 
thousand dollars for the construction, alteration, or repair of any public works, the official 
representative of the public entity shall reduce the contract to writing and have it signed by the 
parties.  When an emergency as provided in R.S. 38:2212(D) is deemed to exist for the construction, 
alteration, or repair of any public works and the contract for such emergency work is less than fifty 
thousand dollars, there shall be no requirement to reduce the contract to writing.” 
 
28 La. R.S. 38:2212(L)(1) states, “No construction manager or any other third-party consultant 
employed by a public entity may manage a construction project as a general contractor or act in the 
role of the general contractor to oversee, direct, or coordinate individual trade contractors on behalf of 
the public entity, or accept bids or itself bid on the public work or components of the public work with 
respect to which the manager or consultant is employed or contracted to manage or consult.” 
 
29 La. R.S. 38:2212.7(A) states, “Any person contracting with an agency for the purposes of 
developing bidding documents, requests for proposals, or any other type of solicitation related to a 
specific procurement shall be prohibited from bidding, proposing, or otherwise competing for award of 
that procurement.  Such persons shall further be prohibited from participating as subcontractors 
related to the award of that procurement.” 
 
30 La. R.S. 14:27(A) states, “Any person who, having a specific intent to commit a crime, does or 
omits an act for the purpose of and tending directly toward the accomplishing of his object is guilty of 
an attempt to commit the offense intended; and it shall be immaterial whether, under the 
circumstances, he would have actually accomplished his purpose.” 
 
31 La. R.S. 22:1923 states, in part, “(2) ‘Fraudulent insurance act’ shall include but not be limited to 
acts or omissions committed by any person who, knowingly and with intent to defraud:…(o) Acts in 
violation of any of the following provisions of law related to public adjusters and public adjusting:  
(i) R.S. 22:1693(B). (ii) R.S. 22:1703. (iii) R.S. 22:1704. (iv) R.S. 22:1705. (v) R.S. 22:1706.” 
 
32 La. R.S. 22:1704(E)(1) states, “Prior to the signing of the contract, the public adjuster shall 
provide the insured with a separate disclosure document regarding the claim process that states:  
(1)  Property insurance policies obligate the insured to present a claim to his  insurance company for 
consideration.  There are three types of adjusters that could be involved in that process.  The 
definitions of the three types are as follows: (a)  ‘Company adjusters’ means the insurance adjusters 
who are employees of an insurance company.  They represent the interest of the insurance company 
and are paid by the insurance company.  Company adjusters shall not charge insureds a fee.  
(b)  ‘Independent adjusters’ means the insurance adjusters who are hired on a contract basis by an 
insurance company to represent the insurance company's interest.  They are paid by your insurance 
company.  Independent adjusters shall not charge insureds a fee. (c)  ‘Public adjusters’ means the 
insurance adjusters who do not work for any insurance company.  They work for the insured to assist 
in the investigation, appraisal, evaluation, and reporting of the claim.  The insured hires them by 
signing a contract agreeing to pay them a fee.” 
 
33 La. R.S. 22:1693 states, in part “A. A person shall not act or hold himself out as a public adjuster 
in this state unless the person is licensed as a public adjuster in accordance with this Part…C. Only 
persons licensed under this Part shall directly or indirectly solicit business, investigate or adjust losses 
for another person engaged in the business of adjusting losses or damages covered by an insurance 
policy, for the insured… F.(1) Any natural person who violates any provision of Subsection A or C of 
this Section shall be guilty of the crime of the unauthorized practice of public adjusting and shall be 
subjected to a term of imprisonment at hard labor for not more than two years or fined not more than 
one thousand dollars, or both.” 
 
34 La. R.S. 22:1706(H)(1) states, “No public adjuster, while so licensed by the department, may 
represent or act as a company adjuster or independent adjuster in Louisiana.” 
 
La. R.S. 22:1674.F, which was repealed by Act No. 402 of the 2021 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature, effective August 1, 2021, but was effective at times relevant to this report, previously 
stated, in part, “Adjusters shall also adhere to the following general requirements:…(3) No adjuster, 
while so licensed by the department, may represent or act as a public adjuster.”     
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La. R.S. 22:1674.1(A) which was enacted by Act No. 402 of the 2021 Regular Session of the 
Louisiana Legislature, effective August 1, 2021, states, in part, “the following standards of conduct 
shall be binding on all claims adjusters: … (20) No adjuster, while so licensed by the department, may 
represent or act as a public adjuster.” 
 
35 La. R.S. 22:1703(A) states, “A public adjuster may charge the insured a reasonable fee.  A public 
adjuster shall not solicit for or enter into any contract or arrangement between an insured and a public 
adjuster which provides for payment of a fee to the public adjuster which is contingent upon, or 
calculated as a percentage of, the amount of any claim or claims paid to or on behalf of an insured by 
the insurer and any such contract shall be against public policy and is null and void.” 
 
36 La. R.S. 22:1706 states, in part, “A.  A public adjuster is obligated, under his license, to serve with 
objectivity and complete loyalty to the interest of his insured alone and to render to the insured such 
information and service, as within the knowledge, understanding, and good faith of the licensee, as 
will best serve the insured's insurance claim needs and interest…D.  A public adjuster shall not have a 
direct or indirect financial interest in any aspect of the claim, other than the compensation established 
in the written contract with the insured…F. A public adjuster shall not solicit employment for or 
otherwise solicit engagement, directly or indirectly, for or on behalf of any attorney at law, contractor, 
or subcontractor, in connection with any loss or damage with respect to which such adjuster is 
concerned or employed.  Nothing in this Part shall be interpreted to prevent a public adjuster from 
recommending a particular attorney, contractor or subcontractor; however, the public adjuster is 
prohibited from collecting any fee, compensation, or thing of value for such referral.… G.  A public 
adjuster shall not solicit or accept any compensation, direct or indirect, from, by, or on behalf of any 
contractor or subcontractor engaged by or on behalf of any insured by which such adjuster has been, 
is, or will be employed or compensated, directly or indirectly…H.  Public adjusters shall also adhere to 
the following general requirements: (1)  No public adjuster, while so licensed by the department, may 
represent or act as a company adjuster or independent adjuster in Louisiana…(3)  A public adjuster 
shall ensure that all contracts for the public adjuster's services are in writing and set forth all terms 
and conditions of the engagement…(10)  A public adjuster shall not act as an appraiser or umpire 
pursuant to the appraisal provisions of R.S. 22:1311 or any similar provision of a policy of insurance if 
that public adjuster is adjusting or has adjusted all or any part of the claim, or both, or property 
subject to that appraisal provision.” 
 
37 La. R.S. 22:1674, which was repealed by Act No. 402 of the 2021 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature, effective August 1, 2021, but was effective at times relevant to this report, previously 
stated, in part, “B.  An adjuster shall not have a direct or indirect financial interest in any aspect of the 
claim, other than the salary, fee, or other consideration established with the insurer…. D. An adjuster 
shall not solicit employment for, recommend or otherwise solicit engagement, directly or indirectly, for 
or on behalf of any attorney at law, contractor or subcontractor, in connection with any loss or 
damage with respect to which such adjuster is concerned or employed. E. An adjuster shall not solicit 
or accept any compensation, direct or indirect, from, by, or on behalf of any contractor or 
subcontractor engaged by or on behalf of any insured by which such adjuster has been, is, or will be 
employed or compensated, directly or indirectly.” 
 
La. R.S. 22:1674.1 which was enacted by Act No. 402 of the 2021 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature, effective August 1, 2021, states, in part, “(1) An adjuster shall not have a direct or 
indirect financial interest in any aspect of the claim, other than the salary, fee, or other consideration 
established with the insurer…. (3) An adjuster shall not solicit employment for, recommend, or 
otherwise solicit engagement, directly or indirectly, for any attorney at law, contractor, or 
subcontractor, in connection with any loss or damage for which the adjuster is employed or 
concerned. 4) An adjuster shall not solicit or accept any compensation, directly or indirectly, from, by, 
or on behalf of any contractor or subcontractor engaged by or on behalf of any insured by which such 
adjuster has been, is, or will be employed or compensated, directly or indirectly.” 
 
38 Louisiana Administrative Code (LLAC) 46: I,1901.B.3 states, “An architect shall not perform 
professional services in the face of a conflict of interest that is not fully disclosed and waived in writing 
by all parties. An architect has a conflict of interest when: a. the architect has or may acquire a 
financial or other interest in the project, someone participating in it, or any component of it; or b. the 
architect’s judgment may be adversely affected by a relationship with another party.” 
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LLAC 46: LXI,2507 states, in part, “A. Licensees shall further act in professional matters for each 
employer or client as faithful agents or trustees and shall avoid conflicts of interest. B. Licensees shall 
disclose all known or potential conflicts of interest to their employers or clients by promptly informing 
them of any business association, interest, or other circumstances which could influence their 
professional judgment or the quality of their professional services.” 



 

APPENDIX A 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Management’s Response 
 





A.1



A.2



A.3



A.4



A.5



A.6



 

APPENDIX B 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional Responses: 
Paxton Teddlie – B.1 

Cimarron – B.3 
Steve Huchinson – B.89 
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Michael J., “Mike” Waguespack, CPA
Louisiana Legislative Auditor
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397

Dear Mr. Waguespack,

Thank you for the opportunity to reply to the Audit report dated 10/25/2023. I would like to focus
my response on finding number two, specifically “Superintendent Teddlie… and others may
have violated Cimarron’s contracts with GPSB and state and federal law.”

I was hired as superintendent of Grant Parish effective January 1, 2020 after being a teacher,
coach and principal in the parish for 27 years. Shortly after that on March 13, 2020 schools in
Louisiana were closed due to the COVID worldwide pandemic. When school reopened in
August, needless to say there were a lot of issues that we had to work through. Three weeks
later, Hurricane Laura hit and brought massive destruction to Grant Parish as noted in the audit.
This unprecedented event led to a cascade of events that was overwhelming to say the least.

One of the main issues that plagued GPSB was a lack of direction from the adjuster assigned to
us by Segwick, John Clarke. The lack of proper adjustment of our claim by him led to many of
the issues in the audit report. I tried numerous times to communicate with Mr. Clarke and to
make sure we were doing everything correctly. He seemingly became agitated with my efforts
to send him quotes and sent me the following email:
.

I would prefer to have all of these details outlined in the contractor estimate. Essentially, I want to
see one estimate for each individual campus. All activities that have been incurred need to be
reflected in those estimates. I can't promise stuff won't slip through the cracks if you send me a
bunch of different documents via 50 emails from the last six weeks.

Get with Ed, get their estimates prepared with all of the corresponding details. If you have
expenses that pertain to multiple campuses, just organize that separately. Your first report is
complete. I will start working on the second report as soon as we get the estimates organized.

Thank you,

John Clarke | Senior Claims Adjuster

This communication was sent 4 days before Hurricane Delta hit the parish.

The lack of any direction on the roofs led to several schools being water damaged by the next
storm. That meant that we had to mitigate all water damage again or risk not being able to have
our claim honored by insurance.

As noted in the report, there were four separate contracts with GPSB and Cimarron. We hired
Cimarron for the remediation work after interviewing them and another company, DCF
Construction. Ideally, we would not have wanted the remediation contract to last as long as it
did, but unfortunately, we were hit with another hurricane in October and an Ice storm in

B.1



February. This led to a lot of misunderstandings on my part on what was remediation and what
was not.

My entire focus during this time was to get students back into school and ensure their safety.
We had to rent buildings at a couple of sites to ensure those students could attend school. This
problem was exacerbated by the COVID regulations. As noted in the report, the rental
agreement led to more confusion that was allegedly used by others to circumvent our
agreements.

Your report stated that you received a complaint for the Grant Parish Sheriff’s Office in the
aftermath of Hurricane Laura and subsequent weather events. The GPSB and GPSO work
closely together as we are integral parts of the community. At no time during our work to restore
our schools did anyone from the Sheriff’s office voice concerns they had to me or any board
members. We would have taken them very seriously and in fact when we had our own
concerns, I requested that leadership of any company working with us appear before the board
to answer questions that members had.

Unfortunately, GPSB did not have the investigative powers or the manpower to determine if
there was any wrongdoing on another’s part. Eventually, we did decide to terminate the
Cimarron contract in June 2021 based on a board vote due to lack of confidence in their
representation of us.

In my duties as Superintendent, I tried to comply with all policies of the GPSB and laws of the
state of Louisiana. I worked hard to make sure that GPSB was made whole after these
unprecedented weather events. That was the case in December of 2021 when we negotiated a
global settlement with our insurance company and Segwick that included all monies that had
been spent prior and expected cost going forward. I believe that this demonstrated their
understanding that mistakes were made.

It was never my intent to break any policies or laws in my position as Superintendent of Grant
Parish Schools. My only thoughts were to provide a safe place for the best education for our
students. The report does not indicate that I had knowledge of or condoned any alleged illegal
actions taken by any of the companies or individuals involved, and I specifically deny any such
knowledge of or complicity in the actions of those third parties. I did not benefit personally or
financially from the actions taken by individuals/entities named in the report.

Sincerely,

Paxton Teddlie
Retired Superintendent
GPSB
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QUINN LAW 

November 28, 2023 

 
 
Mr. Michael Waguespack 
Louisiana Legislative Auditor 
P.O. Box 94307 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397 

 
RE: Grant Parish School Board Audit 

 
Mr. Waguespack; 
 
 Pursuant to the instructions of Mr. Roger Harris, please find enclosed the response with certain 
supporting documentation submitted on behalf of Cimarron Underground Services, LLC. 
 

  
 

Sincerely, 
 

        
        Julie Quinn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
w/encl 
 
cc: Mr. Roger Harris via email: 
RHARRIS@LLA.LA.GOV 
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CIMARRON’S RESPONSE TO LOUISIANA LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR’S  
OCTOBER 25, 2023 CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

 
Cimarron, a privately owned company, has not only fully cooperated with the Louisiana Legislative 

Auditor’s office (the “LLA”) in its purported investigation into the Grant Parish School Board’s use of public 
funds (the “GPSB”), but served as a “whistleblower” spurring in large part this investigation.   

Specifically, in 2022, upon Cimarron’s receipt of an ethics board complaint issued against one of its 
local employees, Ed Sieja, in relation to his conduct with certain public officials, Cimarron immediately 
conducted an internal investigation.  See 2/14/22 Ethics Complaint, with anonymous attached complaint sent 
Louisiana Board of Ethics.  During Cimarron’s investigation, it learned of additional troubling conduct by 
Sieja relating to the GPSB - as well as at least one other public official.  Cimarron immediately conducted 
an internal audit relating to the GPSB, particularly scrutinizing any billings for time and materials submitted 
by Ed Sieja, crediting back the GPSB anything which appeared to be unwarranted.   

On March 31, 2022, after the GPSB, with its attorney and finance department, closely reviewed 
Cimarron’s findings relating to billings, executed a settlement agreement whereby Cimarron provided GPSB 
credits and GPSB released of all claims against Cimarron.1  Nevertheless, thereafter, in continued good faith, 
Cimarron continued to voluntary audit its billings to GPSB and voluntarily refunded GPSB additional funds, 
transferred four (4) temporary “Derksen” classroom buildings to GPSB, and credited back amounts still 
owed by GPSB to Cimarron  -  despite that GPSB had already released all claims against Cimarron.2   

Shortly thereafter, Cimarron’s principals met with numerous law enforcement officials at the Rapides  
Parish Sheriff’s Department and Grant Parish Sheriff’s Department to report its findings.  During this 
singular meeting with both agencies, not only did Cimarron file a police report against Sieja for his theft of 
Cimarron materials and equipment (some of which Sieja had billed to the GPSB) but also reported potential 
wrongdoing by at least one other public official - all related to their engagement with Sieja.  At all times 
during this meeting, those law enforcement officials repeatedly stated they considered Cimarron a “victim” 
and thanked it for its cooperation.   Cimarron next reported Sieja’s theft of certain of its equipment to its 
insurer, which, after conducting its own investigation, paid Cimarron’s claim and filed a federal lawsuit 
against Seija.3  

 However, not only did seemingly no law enforcement investigation occur into Cimarron’s findings 
and concern of potential wrongdoing of local public agencies and/or officials, but shortly thereafter, the LLA  
issued an exceedingly broad subpoena to Cimarron seeking wholly irrelevant information – most of which 
had nothing to do with the GPSB.  Rather, the overwhelming majority of the LLA subpoena sought all of 
Cimarron’s non-public contracts, emails, and finances - wholly unrelated to any public monies, entities 
and/or officials.  Nevertheless, because Cimarron continued to believe it was trying to assist the LLA root 
out any potential public corruption, Cimarron fully cooperated with the subpoena, producing voluminous 
documents, and agreeing to requests for meetings.   

1 See 3/31/22 Settlement Agreement, Exhibit “1”. 
2 See 10/12/22 First Amendment to Settlement Agreement, Exhibit “2”. 
3 See Traveler Cas. & Surety Co. v. Edward Sieja, Case No. 23-cv-00269 on the docket of the United 
States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana, Exhibit “3”. 
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At Cimarron’s first meeting with the LLA, however, it became obvious that the LLA’s investigation 
was not into that of a public agency or the GPSB – but, rather, largely of  “Cimarron” and to some lesser 
extent other private entities. Quite notably, nothing in the LLA report investigates or makes any findings 
of any potential wrongdoing relating to public funds by the GPSB or any public officials.  Rather, the 
report only concludes that private entities, such as Cimarron, allegedly overbilled and/or engaged in other 
alleged misconduct, wanting the reader to believe that the GPSB officials were somehow entirely removed 
from their own process, contracts, payment approvals and directives.  For example, the LLA repeatedly 
interrogated Cimarron regarding its compliance with Louisiana’s Public Bid Law entirely 
disregarding the GPSB’s obligations thereunder.  The LLA interrogation and ultimate report wholly 
ignores the fact that the GPSB  had issued declarations of emergency pursuant to which Louisiana 
Public Bid Law expressly excludes Cimarron’s work – whether temporary or permanent. 

 The “weaponization” of the LLA against a private entity is unsanctioned, inappropriate, and  
unfortunate.  It also serves as a chilling effect upon private companies who seek to properly disclose unethical 
and potentially and/or actual illegal conduct of public officials and/or agencies.   Cimarron continues to be 
frustrated by the lack of investigation into any potential and/or actual public corruption, and notes that it is 
apparently the only private entity which fully cooperated with each request of the LLA.  

Nevertheless, turning to the “substance” of the LLA’s investigation, Cimarron first reminds the LLA 
that all work performed by Cimarron for the GPSB was done pursuant to one or both of the declarations of 
public emergency promulgated by the GPSB - passed and certified by the GPSB on September 1, 2020 
(Hurricane Laura) and February 23, 2021 (the February 2021 “Ice Storm”), respectively.4  As such, 
Cimarron’s work was performed subject to La. R.S. 38:2212(P), Louisiana’s “Public Bid Law”, which 
expressly provides that its work performed pursuant to declarations of emergencies are excluded from the 
requirements of a public bid: 

This Section shall not apply in cases of public emergency where such 
emergency has been certified to by the public entity and notice of such 
public emergency shall, within ten days thereof, be published in the official 
journal of the public entity proposing or declaring such public emergency. 

La. R.S. 38:2212 (emphasis added).  Further, such “emergency” work may include both temporary 
remediation and permanent projects. 

Pursuant to the foregoing certifications of declarations of emergencies by the GPSB, written 
agreements were entered between Cimarron and GPSB effective September 16, 2020 (Hurricane Laura) and 
February 16, 2021 (February 2021 ice storm), both drafted by GPSB’s attorney.5  The scope of work for both 
of the contracts as written by GPSB, through its attorney, provides: 

 

 

4 See Declarations of Emergencies, attached in globo as Exhibit “4”. 
5 See 9/16/20 Contract and 2/16/21 Contract with amendment, attached in globo as Exhibit “5”. 
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Contractor agrees to perform services for GPSB on the terms and 
conditions set forth in this Agreement.  Contractor shall perform the 
remediation work as directed by GPSB and based on priorities 
established by GPSB.  Contractor …. shall notify and receive approval 
from GPSB prior to remediating any unanticipated damages or issues 
discovered during the pendency of Contractor’s work.  During the 
performance of said services, Contractor is responsible for protecting the 
lives, health and safety of other persons and preventing damage to 
property located on or near GPSB’s property.6 

At all times, the GPSB, through active and direct participation of its Superintendent Paxton 
Teddlie, directed all work of Cimmaron on a regular and routine basis, typically on a daily basis. GPSB was 
likewise heavily and directly involved in approval of all of Cimarron’s documentation and payments on a 
weekly basis.  Cimarron also attended numerous GPSB school board meetings to routinely present scope of 
work issues and answer questions.  At all times, GPSB, through their retained insurance consultant Joel 
Moore, regularly and unequivocally assured all parties that the GPSB would be fully reimbursed for the cost 
of Cimarron’s work.  Additionally, through GPSB’s FEMA consultant, Deloitte & Touche, instructed and 
directed Cimarron on how to categorize its work for GPSB’s submission to FEMA for reimbursement.   

 Cimarron’s specific responses to the LLA’s conclusions, mostly based upon a false premise, are set 
forth below7: 

 

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 
 

While Cimarron has cooperated with the LLA, it has not been provided access to any of the 
audit information gathered by LLA as listed below. Cimarron has only been given access 
to the "draft" of the LLA report without the benefit of access to the massive information 
gathered - but selectively utilized - by the LLA.  Further, Cimarron has provided the LLA 
all documentation supporting its position below. 

 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• LLA ALLEGATION: 
GPSB May Have Improperly Paid Contractor for Services Outside the Scope of Its Contracts  
 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB. Each contract was drafted and/or vetted by 
GPSB's attorney and approved by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. GPSB specifically drafted the 
contracts to ensure that Cimarron would perform work pursuant to the direction of GPSB. 

6 Id.  (emphasis added). 
7 Cimarron has attempted to respond to the “headings” of the draft report to the extent they exist, with 
subsections addressing specific issues raised thereunder. 
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Cimarron's work was, in fact, performed expressly and solely at the direction of GPSB.  
 
Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB for its work, and those invoices were reviewed 
and approved (in writing) by GPSB on a weekly basis. The GPSB contracts drafted by it 
specifically provided that Cimarron would be providing temporary and permanent work, and 
that Cimarron's work would include temporary and permanent construction "projects" for 
GPSB.  

 
(a) Time and Material Contracts 
 
Cimarron had multiple written contracts with GPSB that were set up on a “Time and 
Materials” (“T&M”) basis. These contracts were drafted and/or vetted and approved by 
GPSB's attorney and GPSB. Louisiana law allows T&M contracts for work performed 
pursuant to emergency declarations, which Emergency Declarations were made part of 
Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. Further, the contracts specifically provided that Cimarron 
would be providing temporary and permanent work, and Cimarron's work would include 
temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB. 

 
Cimarron's work was, in fact, performed at the direction of GPSB, and Cimarron submitted 
weekly invoices to GPSB for its work. Cimarron’s invoices were reviewed and approved in 
writing by GPSB on a weekly basis.  
 
(b) Cost-Plus-Percentage-of-Cost or Percentage-of-Construction 

 
Cimarron had multiple written contracts with GPSB that were set up on a "Cost-Plus- 
Percentage" basis. These contracts were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney and GPSB 
and approved by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. Louisiana law allows such "Cost-Plus-
Percentage" contracts for work performed pursuant to emergency declarations, which 
Emergency Declarations were made a part of Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. 
 
Cimarron’s work was performed at the direction of GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly 
invoices to GPSB for its work, and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by 
GPSB on a weekly basis.  

 
LLA Allegation:  FEMA Reimbursement 

 
Cimarron worked with GPSB's finance personnel to assist GPSB in seeking reimbursement 
for hurricane related work from FEMA, all at its request and direction. Cimarron was advised 
by GPSB, through its FEMA consultant, Deloitte & Touche, required that Cimarron’s work 
be submitted in "projects" for GPSB to obtain reimbursement.  As such, Cimarron worked 
with GPSB and Deloitte & Touche to submit its work in project format to FEMA. 
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LLA Allegation: Hardie Responses 

 
GPSB's attorney was fully engaged in drafting and vetting all contracts between Cimarron 
and GPSB. GPSB's attorney approved Cimarron's provision of emergency work on a "T&M" 
or "Cost-Plus-Percentage" basis. GPSB's attorney specifically required that Cimarron's work 
be performed at the direction of GPSB, rather than provide a specific scope of work in the 
contracts.  
 
When and if Cimarron identified the potential to exceed the target amount of a contract, 
Cimarron contacted GPSB's attorney and GPSB to work through a change order or confirm 
GPSB was agreeable to Cimarron exceeding the target contract amount without a change 
order . The parties’ customary practice and understanding included performance of additional 
work without a signed change order.  This practice is consistent with Louisiana law when an 
owner instructs that certain works be accomplished and is aware that the work is being 
accomplished; in this case, the GPSB went further and paid for the accomplished work.   
Further, Cimarron confirmed no change order was required for exceeding the target contract 
amount.8 
 
LLA ALLEGATION: Permanent Repairs/Construction Performed by Cimarron 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB that specifically provided that Cimarron's work 
would include temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB. These contracts 
were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney and GPSB, ad approved by GPSB's attorney 
and GPSB. Louisiana law allows permanent construction without a bid process when 
performed pursuant to an Emergency Declaration.  GPSB’s Emergency Declarations were 
made part of Cimarron's contracts with GPS. 
 
Cimarron's work was, in fact, performed at the direction of GPSB, and GPSB directed 
Cimarron to perform some permanent construction projects. Cimarron submitted weekly 
invoices to GPSB for its work, and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by 
GPSB on a weekly basis. Cimarron also provided GPSB with a breakdown of the approximate 
cost of the "projects" through February 2021. At that time, and to date, GPSB has made no 
objection to the work performed by Cimarron at GPSB's direction, including the permanent 
projects. 
 
 
 

 

8 See e.g. email from S. Hutchinson to C. Hardie and P. Teddie, attached as Exhibit “6”. 
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LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Billings 
 

Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB on a "T&M" and "Cost-Plus-Percentage" basis. 
Each contract was drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney. These contracts were approved 
by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. GPSB specifically set up the contracts so that GPSB would 
direct all work by Cimarron. Cimarron's work was, in fact, performed at the direction of 
GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB with a description of  its work 
performed, and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly 
basis. The contracts specifically provided that Cimarron would be providing temporary and 
permanent work, and Cimarron's work would include temporary and permanent construction 
"projects" for GPSB. Additionally, Cimarron provided GPSB and Sedgwick with Project 
Notebooks for each GPSB campus that provided the backup invoices, receipts, time records 
and other support for Cimarron's invoices to GPSB. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Billings Higher than Moore or Sedgwick 

 
It is common knowledge that insurers both minimize the scope of repairs and underestimate 
the cost of those repairs, particularly after disasters when insurance reserves are being 
stressed.   The LLA’s suggestion that because  Cimarron was unable to perform the work at  
Sedgewick’s unrealistically low estimates for the cost of repairs somehow renders Cimarron 
as having overbilled GPSB is absurd.   Further, the cost and scope of certain of Cimarron’s 
work was significantly increased by Sedgwick's refusal to fund insurance claims by GPSB. 

 
For example, numerous roof repairs and/or replacements were critically necessary repairs 
post Hurricane Laura.  However, GPSB’s insurer refused to pay for any repairs or 
replacements, or even fund a temporary roof to prevent additional damage.  As such, the 
damaged roofs remained in a state of disrepair, causing additional damage with each rain 
and/or weather event.  After such a weather event, GPSB would direct Cimarron to clean up, 
repair and dry out the buildings at additional costs.  GPSB advised  Cimmaron that if it did 
not make these repairs after each weather event, the buildings would ultimately become 
unusable.  Further, GPSB, through Moore, advised Cimarron that ultimately, GPSB would be 
reimbursed by its insurer for all of this work. 
 
 
Regardless, Cimarron's invoices were based on pre-agreed rates in the contracts between 
Cimarron and GPSB.  Sedgwick, the insurer’s third-party adjuster, advised Cimarron that it 
viewed some of Cimarron's rates as below market. Additionally, GPSB, through its Architect 
Ballard, provided estimates for portions of Cimarron's work - and Cimarron's cost of work 
was in line with GPSB’s architect estimates.   
 
Further, GPSB’s private insurance consultant Moore was tasked with providing a detailed 
estimate of the work performed and to be performed –  Cimarron was never provided the 
detailed estimate by the GPSB.  Cimarron is not aware of any contemporaneous, detailed 
estimates from Joel Moore that are less than Cimarron's cost of work. Cimarron did include 
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global estimate information from Joel Moore in its "draft" estimate of costs to rebuild GPSB 
after the hurricane.  
 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Permanent Work performed at direction of Ed Sieja 
(Cimarron PM) 

 
While Ed Sieja served as Cimarron’s Project Manager for the GPSB work, Cimarron's work 
was performed at the express direction of GPSB, not Ed Sieja. Cimarron had multiple 
contracts with GPSB that specifically provided that Cimarron's work would include 
temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB, performed at the direction of 
GPSB. These contracts were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney and GPSB and 
approved by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. Louisiana law allows permanent construction 
without a bid process when performing work after an emergency declaration is issued and in 
response to that emergency. 
 
The Emergency Declarations were made part of Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. Cimarron 
submitted weekly invoices to GPSB for its work, and those invoices were reviewed and 
approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. Cimarron also provided GPSB with an 
analysis of the approximate cost of the "projects" performed by Cimarron at GPSB's direction 
through February 2021. This information was provided by Cimarron to GPSB verbally after 
completion of the analysis, then provided to GPSB's finance department in writing in April 
2021. 
 

LLA ALLEGATION:  Press Box Proposal $97k but billed $219k 
 

Cimarron submitted a written proposal to GPSB for a specific scope of work on the Press 
Box. The written proposal was accepted by GPSB. Cimarron performed the work included 
in the proposal and charged GPSB the proposal amount for the proposal work. GPSB 
accepted the work performed and paid Cimarron the proposal amount.  
 
Additional work was performed by Cimarron at the direction of GPSB in addition to the work 
of the Press Box proposal. Cimarron performed the additional work as directed and billed the 
GPSB weekly for the work performed pursuant to the contracts between Cimarron and GPSB. 
GPSB reviewed and approved Cimarron's invoices for the additional work on a weekly basis 
and paid Cimarron for the work performed.  

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Permanent work exceeded Remediation Contract limits. 

 
Categorizing Cimarron's work under each contract was approved by GPSB in writing on a 
weekly basis. Cimarron included the contract on each invoice submitted weekly to GPSB. 
GPSB reviewed and approved in writing the contract identified for each invoice. Cimarron 
adjusted the contract category if directed by GPSB. The contracts drafted by GPSB could 
have contained clear and detailed scopes of work. Generally, Cimarron was required by the 
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contracts to perform as directed by GPSB. Based on the contract categories reviewed and 
approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis, Cimarron did not exceed the target contract 
amount in the Remediation Contract. Regardless, when Cimarron identified the potential to 
exceed the target amount of a contract, Cimarron contacted GPSB's attorney and GPSB to 
request a change order or confirm GPSB was agreeable to Cimarron exceeding the target 
contract amount without a formal change order. GPSB's attorney and GPSB never responded.  
Based on the non-response from GPSB and GPSB’s attorney, Cimarron confirmed no change 
order was required for exceeding a target contract amount.  Nonetheless, GPSB approved the 
work, was aware that the work was being performed and paid for the work. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Montgomery High School Gym 

 
Cimarron provided clean-up, demolition, rebuild work, paint, electrical, locker rental and 
other services at the Montgomery High School gym. Cimarron's work was performed at the 
direction of GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices for its work to GPSB. GPSB 
reviewed and approved Cimarron's invoices in writing on a weekly basis. GPSB paid 
Cimarron for the approved work as agreed. Cimarron also provided GPSB with an analysis 
of the approximate cost of the "projects" performed by Cimarron at GPSB's direction through 
February 2021. This information was provided by Cimarron to GPSB verbally after 
completion of the analysis, then provided to GPSB's finance department in writing in April 
2021. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Montgomery High School Softball Field 

 
Cimarron provided clean-up, demolition, rebuild work, paint, fence work and other services 
at the Montgomery High School ball fields. Cimarron's work was performed at the direction 
of GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices for its work to GPSB. GPSB reviewed and 
approved Cimarron's invoices in writing on a weekly basis. GPSB paid Cimarron for the 
approved work as agreed. Cimarron also provided GPSB with an analysis of the approximate 
cost of the "projects" performed by Cimarron at GPSB's direction through February 2021. 
 
This information was provided by Cimarron to GPSB verbally after completion of the 
analysis, then provided to GPSB's finance department in writing in April 2021. 
 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Montgomery High School Tractor Shed/Locker Room 

 
In December 2020, GPSB hired Ballard Architects to design a replacement tractor shed with 
added locker rooms.  Ballard provided the design at GPSB's direction and drawings were 
created for the tractor shed/locker rooms. Subsequently, at the direction of GPSB, Cimarron 
provided clean-up, demolition, dirt work, utilities, concrete work, building construction, 
interior finish work and other services at the Montgomery High School tractor shed/locker 
rooms.  
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Cimarron submitted weekly invoices for its work to GPSB, which reviewed and approved 
Cimarron's invoices in writing on a weekly basis, and paid Cimarron for the approved work. 
In the Summer, 2021, GPSB's board re-affirmed its direction to Cimarron to complete the 
tractor shed/locker rooms.  
 
Toward the end of the project, GPSB directed Cimarron to stop construction on several items. 
Cimarron provided a $ amount and timeframe to complete the remaining work, but GPSB 
refused to allow Cimarron to complete the work. Cimarron's work was inspected and 
approved by GPSB's Architect (Ballard) with a small punch list of items to complete on work 
by Cimarron. Ballard provided an estimate of the work performed by Cimarron on the tractor 
shed/locker rooms, and Cimarron's cost to do the work was in line with GPSB's Architect 
estimate. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Settlement Agreement Cimarron/GPSB - Tractor Shed 

 
Cimarron and GPSB negotiated a settlement of disputed remaining dollar amounts owed to 
Cimarron on the tractor shed/locker rooms. The settlement was negotiated, reviewed, and 
approved by GPSB and GPSB's attorney. As part of the settlement, all parties mutually 
released all claims related to the Tractor Shed/Locker room work. 
 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Feb '21 Review of Costs 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB that specifically provided that Cimarron's work 
would include temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB. These contracts 
were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. These contracts were approved by 
GPSB's attorney and GPSB. Louisiana law does not prohibit permanent construction without 
a bid process when responding to emergency situations. The hurricane Emergency 
Declarations were made part of Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. Cimarron's work was 
performed at the direction of GPSB, and GPSB directed Cimarron to perform some 
permanent construction projects. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB for its work, 
and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. 
 
Cimarron also provided GPSB with a breakdown of the approximate cost of the "projects" 
performed by Cimarron through February 2021. This analysis of costs was provided verbally 
to GPSB shortly after completion and provided to GPSB finance personnel in writing in April 
2021. GPSB utilized this analysis as support for GPSB's requests for reimbursement to 
FEMA. 
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LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Permanent Work (Projects vs Remediation) 
 

Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB that specifically provided that Cimarron's work 
would include temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB. These contracts 
were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. These contracts were approved by 
GPSB's attorney and GPSB. Louisiana law does not prohibit permanent construction without 
a bid process when responding to emergency situations. The hurricane Emergency 
Declarations were made part of Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. Cimarron's work was 
performed at the direction of GPSB, and GPSB directed Cimarron to perform some 
permanent construction projects. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB for its work, 
and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. 
 
Cimarron also provided GPSB with a breakdown of the approximate cost of the "projects" 
performed by Cimarron through February 2021. This analysis was provided to GPSB verbally 
shortly after completion provided in writing to GPSB finance personnel in April 2021. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Lang Identification of "Projects" as Remediation vs Permanent Repairs 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB that specifically provided that Cimarron's work 
would include temporary and permanent construction "projects" for GPSB.  Indeed, GPSB’s 
Emergency Declarations expressly advised that the repairs would and/or could be permanent 
and/or temporary.  
 
The contracts did not provide a definition of "remediation", "temporary repairs", 
"permanent repairs", "construction" or "projects". The contracts simply required Cimarron 
to perform the work as directed by GPSB to respond to the hurricane and ice storm.  Thus, 
the subjective determination of what constitutes a "permanent" repair, "temporary" 
repair, "remediation" or "project" varies depending on the context of the determining 
agency - i.e. insurance, FEMA, GPSB internal accounting, etc.  
 
Further, such work is expressly allowed pursuant to Louisiana law when performed in 
response to an Emergency Declaration.  The contracts were drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's 
attorney and GPSB and approved by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. The Emergency 
Declarations were made part of Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. Cimarron's work was 
performed at the direction of GPSB, and GPSB directed Cimarron to perform some 
“permanent” construction projects. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB for its 
work, and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. 
Cimarron also provided GPSB with a breakdown of the approximate cost of the "projects" 
performed by Cimarron through February 2021. This analysis was provided to GPSB verbally 
shortly after completion provided in writing to GPSB finance personnel in April 2021. 
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LLA CONCLUSION: 
 

LLA ALLEGATION: Cimarron Not Authorized to make Permanent Repairs 
 

To the contrary, Cimarron's written contracts expressly provided that Cimarron would 
provide permanent repairs, and Louisiana law allows Cimarron to make permanent repairs at 
GPSB's direction in response to Emergency Declarations. 
 

LLA ALLEGATION: GPSB allowed Cimarron to make $3.2m in Permanent Repairs by  
T&M in spite of Attorney advice 

 
Charlies Hardie was GPSB's attorney and was directly involved in drafting and negotiating 
the contracts between Cimarron and GPSB.  Cimarron was never made aware of any 
privileged communications between GPSB and Hardie whereby he advised GPSB to not 
allow Cimarron to make these permanent repairs.   
 
Further, Cimarron expressly advised not just GPSB Superintendent Teddlie of the additional 
costs estimated to complete the repairs, but also its attorney Hardie.9  In this email, Cimarron 
expressly asked the Teddlie and Hardie if they believed an “addendum” was necessary to 
continue work with those additional costs to which neither responded.  As set forth above, 
the parties custom and practice was to proceed with change orders without a written directive 
or response.  At no time did Cimarron not keep the GPSB abreast of the costs.   

 
LLA ALLEGATION: State and Federal law may have been violated by performing  
permanent work without competitive bidding. 

 
As confirmed by GPSB's attorney, Louisiana Public Bid Law expressly provides that 
competitive bidding requirements are not required when there has been an emergency 
declaration issued by the public entity – whether that work is considered “permanent” or 
“temporary”. 

 
LLA ALLEGATION: Contractor May Have Billed GPSB for Labor, Materials,  
and Equipment that was Not Provided or Was Unnecessary 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB on a "T&M" and "Cost-Plus-Percentage" basis. 
Each contract was drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney. These contracts were approved 
by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. GPSB specifically set up the contracts such that Cimarron 
would perform at the direction of GPSB. Cimarron's work was performed at the direction of 
GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB with a description of the work 
performed, and those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly 
basis. Cimarron's invoices were based on agreed rates in the contracts between Cimarron 
and GPSB. All Cimarron work was performed at the direction of GPSB. 

9 Id. 
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LLA ALLEGATION: Labor Overbilling Examples 

 
• Cimarron Safety Representative 

 
Cimarron provided a safety representative to help support safe performance of its work. 
Cimarron billed the safety representative pursuant to agreed rates in the contracts between 
Cimarron and GPSB. Cimarron submitted weekly invoices for the safety representatives 
time, and those invoices were reviewed and approved by GPSB on a weekly basis. Cimarron 
is not aware of invoices to GPSB for safety rep time not spent on the GPSB work. 

 
• GPSB Work by Employee 2 

 
Employee 2 was hired by Cimarron to assist in the GPSB work. Employee 2 has significant 
construction experience, estimating experience, quantity take-off experience, a CDL license 
and expertise in roof repair and construction. Employee 2 provided significant experience in 
several areas to the Cimarron construction team. 

 
Cimarron is not in the residential roof construction business. To the extent Employee 2 was 
inspecting non-GPSB roofs for repairs and construction, Employee 2 was operating outside 
his scope of work for Cimarron. 

 

GPSB’s insurance consultant, Joel Moore, was tasked by the GPSB with providing a detailed 
cost estimate of the work to be performed on the GPSB campuses. By Spring, 2021, Moore 
had made little or no progress in providing GPSB with an estimate of the work to be 
performed. At Moore’s request, Employee 2 provided estimating support, including quantity 
take-off work. This work involved physically measuring the existing structures and 
developing quantities of work to be performed on each campus.  
 
Estimating services were expressly excluded from Cimarron's contracts with GPSB. As a 
result, Cimarron submitted a written change order to GPSB for the estimating support as 
Additional Services. Similar to GPSB's response to the change order for exceeding a contract 
target amount, GPSB agreed to pay for Cimarron's estimating support work as Additional 
Services without a written change order. Cimarron invoiced the estimating support weekly, 
and GPSB reviewed and provided written approval of the estimating support invoices. 
Subsequently, GPSB requested an estimate of the estimating support services cost, but GPSB 
never signed a written change order for the services. There was a course of dealing between 
Cimarron and GPSB to provide extra work without a written change order. After a period, 
Cimarron ceased providing estimating support services because GPSB's insurance consultant, 
Moore, was not proceeding with the detailed estimates.  Cimarron is not aware of Employee 
2 charges to GPSB for time that Employee 2 was not working for GPSB. 
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• DOTD Debris Cleanup Job 
 

- Ed Sieja April 2022 disclosure that Cimarron billed GPSB for DOTD work. 
 

In April 2022, Ed Sieja disclosed to Cimarron that Cimarron had billed GPSB for work 
performed for DOTD. After receiving this information from Ed Sieja, Cimarron immediately 
disclosed the billing error to GPSB and provided GPSB with a credit for these amounts. 

 
- Internal Cimarron exchange re bill GPSB for DOTD work 

 
In April 2022, Ed Sieja disclosed to Cimarron that Cimarron had billed GPSB for work 
performed for DOTD. After receiving this information from E Sieja, Cimarron disclosed the 
billing error to GPSB and provided GPSB with a credit for these amounts. Cimarron has 
addressed this issue internally to eliminate this issue in the future. 

 
• Ed Sieja's Labor: Billed GPSB $5,100 for Ed Sieja 60hrs 7/12/21 to 7/16/21 

 
 
In February 2021, Cimarron was advised by Sieja that he was under investigation by the 
Louisiana Board of Ethics. Due to the Ethics Board investigation of Sieja, Cimarron hired 
outside counsel to undertake an internal investigation of Sieja's activities. During the course 
of this investigation, some billing discrepancies to GPSB were identified relating to  Sieja. 
Cimarron disclosed the billing discrepancies to GPSB and provided GPSB a credit for the 
billing discrepancies. Cimarron will continue to investigate any further time billed by Sieja 
to the GPSB as allegedly uncovered by the LLA.  Cimarron’s principles reiterate that they 
were unaware that Sieja was billing GPSB for time when he was out of town and/or not 
working on GPSB projects. 
 
Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB with a description of the work performed, and 
those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis.  
 
Cimarron’s “Employee 1” put together a spreadsheet weekly with hours to charge for all 
employees and a description of the work performed. Employee 1 received the time 
information from the field and from Sieja. Employee 1 then submitted the weekly time to 
Cimarron corporate office payroll department and billing department. Weekly invoices were 
created from time provided in Employee 1's weekly spreadsheets. Cimarron is not aware of 
time being charged to GPSB that was not spent on GPSB work.  
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- Billed GPSB $2,040 for E Sieja 24hrs 5/13/21 to 5/17/21  

See above 

- Montgomery High School billed 133 hours on 8/6/21  

See above 

- Montgomery High School billed 224 hours for workers not onsite  

       See  above 

-  Employee 3 billed as carpenter on Montgomery High School 8/6/21  

       See above 

- Cimarron employees working elsewhere billed to GPSB  

See above 

- Georgetown High School billed for 19 when only 4 worked  

      See above 

-  Cimarron Fuel records don't agree with labor billings  

      See above 

• Equipment Overbilling Examples 
 

- Cimarron Equipment Analysis shows equipment underbilled 
 

In response to concerns raised by GPSB about equipment mis-billings, in May, 2021, 
Cimarron undertook an internal analysis of the amounts billed for equipment to GPSB.  
Cimarron concluded that it had in fact underbilled (not overbilled) GPSB by $318,100. 
Cimarron advised GPSB that Cimarron had underbilled GPSB for equipment, but Cimarron 
did not pursue collection of this underbilled amounts from GPSB.  
 
Pursuant to the contract, Cimarron was compensated for providing equipment reasonably 
needed for the GPSB projects. Due to hurricane damage throughout the Gulf Coast, 
equipment availability was limited, and Cimarron was compensated for making the 
equipment available. Cimarron's charges were not limited to time the equipment was 
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working. The charges were for the equipment provided and available to the GPSB projects, 
just as any equipment rental agency charges. Cimarron invoiced GPSB weekly for the 
equipment provided. GPSB reviewed and approved Cimarron's equipment invoices in writing 
on a weekly basis. Additionally, during its internal review, Cimarron determined that 
Cimarron had failed to bill GPSB any contract mark-up for some services. Cimarron has not 
pursued billing or collection of underbilled amounts. 

 
- Billing for equipment not rented by Cimarron  

See  above 
 

- Billing for equipment at Cimarron Yard and not onsite at GPSB 
See above 

 
- Billing for idle equipment possibly no longer necessary  

See above 
 

- Billing for equipment Cimarron rented from E Sieja  
See 3.C.i. above 
 

- Equipment moved without documentation  
See  above 
 

- Billing equipment days don't match equipment rentals - manlift 10/13/20 to 12/11/20  
See  above 
 
 

- Billing for days equipment was not needed on GPSB - manlift on S Grant  
See above 
 

• Material Overbilling 
 
- Pipe: Ed Sieja theft claim 

 
In February 2022, Cimarron was advised by Ed Sieja that he was under investigation 

by the Louisiana Board of Ethics. In response, Cimarron hired outside counsel to undertake 
an internal investigation of Sieja's activities. During the course of this investigation, 
unacceptable issues related to Sieja’s conduct were uncovered.  
 

One of the issues uncovered by Cimarron's investigation was Sieja's pipe theft.  
Specifically, Sieja purchased pipe with Cimarron funds, then stole the pipe for personal use 
and charged GPSB for said pipe. Cimarron disclosed the improper pipe billing to GPSB 
and provided GPSB with a credit for the pipe stolen by Sieja. Cimarron filed a criminal 
complaint against Sieja for the pipe theft – as well as theft of other Cimarron material and 
equipment. Also, as noted above, Cimarron submitted a claim for the theft on its insurance, 
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and Cimarron's insurer filed a civil theft lawsuit against Sieja. 
 
In addition to Sieja's pipe theft, Cimarron's internal investigation uncovered other 

instances of improper billing to GPSB by Sieja. Cimarron disclosed these issues to GPSB 
and provided GPSB with a credit for the billing issues. Additionally, Cimarron gave four (4) 
temporary buildings to GPSB and reduced related unpaid invoices to GPSB as part of a 
settlement with GPSB of claims all related to Sieja's conduct. As part of the settlement, GPSB 
and Cimarron mutually released all claims against each other. 

 
- Billing for Pipe walkway handrails - Sedgwick claims handrails were not needed 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB on a "T&M" and "Cost-Plus-Percentage" basis. 
Each contract was drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney. These contracts were approved 
by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. GPSB specifically set up the contracts, so Cimarron would 
perform at the direction of GPSB. Cimarron's work was performed at the direction of GPSB. 
Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB with a description of the work performed, and 
those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. 
Cimarron's invoices were based on agreed rates in the contracts between Cimarron and 
GPSB.  
 
GPSB directed Cimarron to install the handrails that Sedgwick now belatedly claims were 
not needed.  Regardless, Cimarron performed the work pursuant to GPSB's direction, not 
Sedgwick's. At the time Cimarron installed most of the handrails Sedgwick refused to even 
come onsite and evaluate GPSB's insurance claims. Additionally, GPSB's insurance 
consultant repeatedly advised Cimarron, GPSB and GPSB's board that insurance would pay 
for this work. 

 
- Billings for handrails 

 

See above  

 
- Billings for temporary classroom decks 

 
Cimarron had multiple contracts with GPSB on a "T&M" and "Cost-Plus-Percentage" basis. 
Each contract was drafted and/or vetted by GPSB's attorney. These contracts were approved 
by GPSB's attorney and GPSB. GPSB specifically set up the contracts, so Cimarron would 
perform at the direction of GPSB. Cimarron's work was performed at the direction of GPSB. 
Cimarron submitted weekly invoices to GPSB with a description of the work performed, and 
those invoices were reviewed and approved in writing by GPSB on a weekly basis. 
Cimarron's invoices were based on agreed rates in the contracts between Cimarron and GPSB.  
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- Duplicate Billing for roof wrap 
 

Cimarron is not aware of any duplicate billing for roof wrap. Cimarron had been 
recommending temporary roofs or new roofs for the leaking buildings since 
November/December 2020. In that regard, GPSB's architect designed new roofs in 
November/December 2020, and GPSB authorized its architect to put the roofs out to bid. The 
roof contracts were publicly advertised for bid, then the bids had to be cancelled because 
GPSB’s insurer would not provide insurance funds to pay for the roofs. As a result of the 
insurer’s refusal to pay for the roofs, water continued to pour through the buildings for several 
additional months.  GPSPB incurred substantial increased costs as a result of the insurer’s 
refusal to meet its obligations on the roof claims.  

 
 Cimarron provided roof wrap for GPSB in the spring of 2021 when Sedgwick finally 

agreed that insurance would pay for it. Cimarron secured a price for the roof wrap from a 
subcontractor and submitted it to GPSB and Sedgwick for approval. After negotiation, GPSB 
and Sedgwick approved Cimarron's proposal for the roof wrap. Cimarron received a mark-
up on its subcontractor’s cost pursuant to the agreement between Cimarron and GPSB. 
Cimarron invoiced for the roof wrap and GPSB reviewed and approved the invoices. There 
was additional "roofing" cost from Cimarron to install a timber frame on a roof required and 
approved by GPSB/Sedgwick in advance of the roof wrap on one of the buildings. Thereafter, 
Sedgwick/GPSB directed Cimarron to remove the timber frame before the roof wrap was 
installed, and Cimarron removed the timber frame as directed. 

 
 
- Billing for Additional Services - estimating support 

 
Billings for Employee 2 - 3/15/21 to 5/22/21   

See Above 

- Estimating services were unnecessary  

See Above 

- Change Order required for Additional Services  

See Above 

- Billings and Payments for Additional Services without change order  

See Above 
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- Joel Moore claims estimate services were not utilized  

See Above 

  - Employee 2 not Xactimate trained 

  See Above.  Also, Cimarron purchased the Xactimate software to support Moore’s   
estimating obligations and planned to train Employee 2 on the use of the software. 

 -  Employee 2 measurement of quantities for estimates 

            See  Above 

  • $438,139 billed for labor, materials and equipment not provided 

  Cimarron is not aware of amounts incorrectly billed to GPSB. GPSB has approved all 
amounts billed. Cimarron has disclosed known discrepancies to GPSB and provided 
credits and settlement for known discrepancies. As part of these settlements between 
GPSB and Cimarron, the parties have mutually released further claims against each 
other.  Further, Cimarron has underbilled GPSB as set forth above and would be 
entitled to a setoff under Louisiana law. 
 

 
 

 • Architect Provided Designs GPSB Construction Manager believes incomplete; 
Architect failed to disclose conflict - Cimarron brought in Ballard for architectural 
design because Cimarron relationship 

Ballard was hired direct by GPSB and was not a subcontractor to Cimarron.   
 

  • Ballard worked at direction of Ed Sieja per Moore and Aldridge 
Ballard was hired direct by GPSB and was not a subcontractor to Cimarron.  GPSB 
directed, approved, and paid for Ballard’s work.  Ballard did not work for Cimarron on 
the GPSB work. 
 

• Contractor May Have Overbilled GPSB for Mold Remediation Service - Cimarron was 
Construction Manager for GPSB and recommended the Mold Remediation contractor. 
 

Cimarron was not the “Construction Manager” for GPSB at the time GPSB entered into a contract 
with Benchmark for mold remediation services.  Benchmark contracted directly with GPSB for mold 
remediation services.  Cimarron was not involved in the mold remediation services work performed 
by Benchmark. 
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A. Cimarron was paid $166,688 by the Mold Remediation contractor. 
 

Cimarron performed construction work for Benchmark on multiple projects in Texas.  Benchmark’s 
$166,688 paid to Cimarron was for work by Cimarron on Benchmark projects in Texas.  The LLA 
allegation that the payment to Cimarron by Benchmark for GPSB work is absolutely false.  
 

5. Contractors Appear to Have Provided GPSB with False Quotes for Roofing Project 
 
Cimarron did not provide GPSB a quote for the roof repair work.  
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�����������Iifĵ_[[&�9�����	�
����
�
����	������
�
���������	�
��
�����
���
�������	���	�����

klmn�opqrstusvvqwx���yzt{|n}~�o������n��vq�q��qr����l�n�q�z�����l�n�y��p��q

B.43



���� �����	
������
���������������������	�	���
�������������
���������	�����������������	� !""�"""�""�#�
����$����$��������%
���	
������&�� '
(����
�����������������������	
(���
(����
���	
������������	
�)�������������� 	
��
	���	�������
)��	��*
�����
��
��+,-./012-����������������3"�(	���	����������
	���
��������������
��������
������
	���
����(������45067����89/:0/;����	
����
���(��
�
����	�����������(�����
��<=>?9;00@�����*
���
��+,-./01������
�	����(������������	�	����*	����������������
�@�	
(�����*
���
��+,-./01�
	���
�����
�����(������	
(���
�����*
������������
����������������
��+,-./01@�ABC�*
�����
	�������
����������������
��+,-./012-�(�������
�	
(���
�����	
(���������
����������������
��+,-./01@������(�(��	
�����
�
	���	�������
�*
��
	���	���	
(������(�������������������(���
��D/0=E-0-������������	�����F���(�(�������
���(���
����
@���!�� '
(����
�����������������������	
(���
(����
��	
(��
��	�����	����%
����
��G������
���
��
����	�����
������	
�)���� �
(���%
����
��G������
��G������
���
��
���
	���
�	*�����	H�
�����I9,0;��J0K./E7E0-�	
(�L750/�D/9>0/7;�����
��(�����	���
����	�M?E0,7N�� O�� �
(���%
����
��G������
����������
���
��
���
	���
�	*�����	H�
�����I9,0;��J0K./E7E0-�	
(�L750/�D/9>0/7;�����
��+,-./012-�(�����	���
�P��� ��� '
(���	�����
���%
����
��G������
����
���
��
���
	���
�	*�����	H�
�����I9,0;��J0K./E7E0-�	
(�L750/�D/9>0/7;�����
��+,-./012-�(�����	���
�P����3�� Q����R	
�	���O!��O"O"���
����
��������
	���
�S	��
�����O"OO��S���#���	�*	���������(�	�����	���
���S	
	�������T�
��	����
��������
��������
�������	
������
�����������U��O"O"����	���
V�����$�����

WXYZ�[\]̂_̀a_bb]cd���ef̀ghZij�[���klmZn�b]o]po]̂���qXrZ�̂�fs�t�qXrZue�v\��̂

B.44



���� ������	
����
	���������������	�������
�������	�������������	�	������������������������	������� �!����������� �������������������
�����	�����	��	��������� �
���"��#	$����	������%�������� ����	����$�� �����&'������	��()�����	�������*������������� ���������+	*�����"����  $���  ����&'+�"�()�	�������+�"���	���+�*����,	���������������������������������-�� .��/�������������	�����*��0�����	����� �� �������������	������� �!�1��1��������*�����������	����	���
���"��#	�*����	����,�������	����� ������
�������������� ����������	����	���	������2��������	����	��� �������*�����	�����3�
���"��#	���������4��*�����,�������	����� ������
�������������� ���������������4��*������	��������%���������������4��*����� ���*�����	�����3�	���
���"��#	�*����	�������2��	���������0�����,�������	����� ������
�������������� �����������2��	�������	��������%�����������2��	������ ���*�����	������������ 5*��� ���������0��,�	�����0�����	������ �����	���0������� �
���"��#	�����	�����	�#������������	������������*���	��0���������������!�66�66��1�������� �����0��
����6��������7�	0�����������0������	����$����	���,����	�*	������� �!�6��66��1������� 5*���7�	0�����$��*	������������	���������	������8�������	�+���	���	���9������������� 	0���� �7�	0�������,�����*��0����:�';���	����<����������
����	�� ����	������	��������0������;7�	0�����<�=�	���� �������	����������������	����	����	������ �	������	�	�����	���*�������� �����������*��	������,������0���	������������ �������	���,	�������������,����������	���(����	����$��	����������������������	����	��	����������� ���������������������	����	�������������������*�	�����

>?@A�BCDEFGHFIIDJK���LMGNOAPQ�B���RSTAU�IDVDWVDE���X?YA�Z�M[�\�X?YA]L�̂C��Z

B.45



���������	
�	����

	�
�
�	��	�

�����

	���	 ���������	��������� ��	��!	��"�����	#���$���%�	&"�'	�(	� �	)�*����� �		�+�	 ,�	��**�  ��$	 %�	�� �	!�����-�!	%�����.	/��	0��1�	2��3��$�4	��56���!	��!	�7������!	!�*�����	��!	��� ���	����	������ 4	 %� 	3��	�� 	�3��!	-4	%�*.	 �	 %�	!�*�$�	�(	)�*�����.	 � ����$	*���	 %��	8&9&.99'�:;�		�9�	 < 	���	������� 	 �*��.	/��	0��1�	3��	�3���	 %� 	 %�	�(���*�� ����!	������ 4	3��	�� 	��3(6��4	�3��!	-4	%�*	��!	%�!	-���	*����������� �!	 %��6$%	%��	�� �� �����	�� ��		�:�	 /��	0��1�=�	2��3��$	��!	�� �� �����	6��	�(	)�**����	(6�!�	��!	�56��*�� 	(��	%��	�3�	��������	$���	$����	����	 �	�	����*	(��	�����������		�>�	 ?4	��� 6�	�(	��$��	��!	������ �����	�6-��$� ���.	���������	��	�� � ��!	 �	�������	 %�	������	��6��!	 �	)�*�����	-4	/��	0��1�=�	�� �� �����	��!	 �� ��6�	�� ��	�
�
�	@	A	����B	�C�	 ���������	��������� ��	��!	��"�����	#���$���%�	&"�>	�(	� �	)�*����� �	';�	 ,�	��**�  ��$	 %�	�� �	!�����-�!	%�����.	��!	�����(�����4	 %�	�� �	!�����-�!	� 	#���$���%�	&>"&C	�(	 %��	)�*����� .	/��	0��1�	*���������� �!	*� �����	(�� �	���� ���	 �	%��	)�*�����	 ������ ����	3� %	 %�	�� �� 	 �	!������	��!	*�����!	)�*�����.	��6���$	)�*�����	 �	�������-�4	���4	��	/��	0��1�=�	*���������� � ����	��!	���6�	�	 � ��	����	�(	8&9&.99'�:;	��	�	���6� �	'&�	 /��	0��1�	6��!	%��	���� ���	��	/���$��	 �	�- ���	������	 �	��*���4	(6�!�	��!	�56��*�� .	��!	 �	����!	!� �� ���	�(	%��	(��6!6��� 	��%�*�	 �	6��	��*���4	����6����	(��	��������	$����	

DEFG	HIJKLMNLOOJPQ			RSMTUGVW	H			XYZG[	OJ\J]\JK			̂E_G	̀	Sa	b	̂E_GcR	dI		̀

B.46



���� ������	
���
	�������������������������������������	������������	�����	����������������������	����������������	
��
�����������������������������������������������������	����	�	���������	�����	�����������������������������������	����	����������	����	����������������
������������������� �� !���������������	�������	�����	���	�	����������	
��	����	�����������	����	����������������
�������������������������������������	����	�	������������������"�� #�������	�����	������������	���������������������$���	�	������	�����	������	���	����	�����	������	�����������������������	
�%��������&'()*�+�,�-./0&1�'2�&')*.0&*��3�� $���	�	�������������	�������	4��	���5����������64�"���������������������7�� ������	
��	8	���	�����	������	������		�	���
����������������9�������:"��:;:6���<�� ������	
�%��	������	������		�	���
�����������������	��������	����		��=����	���	�>���?�����������	������	�����	�����������	���	������������	��	��������	����>���?�����	�������	������	����	������	��������%�����	�	����@���;�� !���������������	�������	�����	���	�	����������	
����	���	����	��	�����������	������	������		�	���
����������������6�� A��	��B�����������
��	�	������������������������������������	�����������������������������	������
����������	���	���	������	��������������	������������	�������	�	��	������	������������	�����������	��������C	���������	%����������������	������������	����	�	��	�����������	�������	����:�� !���������������	�������	�����	���	�	����������	
���������	���	����	����������

DEFG�HIJKLMNLOOJPQ���RSMTUGVW�H���XYZG[�OJ\J]\JK���̂E_G�P�S̀�a�̂E_GbR�cI��P

B.47



�����������	
��
�

�����������������

����������������

�����
�������������

���
��
��

�������

��������
����
��

��

� ����
��������������
�������������!
�
���������"�
����
 ����"�
�����	
��
�

����
��������#$%$�%%&'()���������


����
�����
����
������
�����������������������������������

��
��������
*����+�
�

��
�����"�����	
��
�

�����������������

����������������

��������+
�
�����
�'���
��
����������+����
����,��-�����.�/�0�!�/��1'.'.'�'�� � �7((<79��CH�BFO������ STUVWXWSYVT�ZX�[TU\WST�� :��

���������������
�]]��������]]]]]��7)7&����
���

�����������
���"������
��
�
��
���������"������
���

A�������
����������
��̂ _��������
�'��3����
����������������"����+
��
������������
��
��+����

�����������
����
�̀��
�
��
����������������
�'��� � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � ��	���:3��.�!�;:!��3�

abcd�efghijkillgmn���opjqrdst�e���uvwdx�lgygzygh���{b|d�}�p~�}�{b|d�o��f��}

���� �������� ������������������������� B.48



����������	
�������
��������������	����	����������
���	�
���������	����������	������	������
�����	�	���	����	��	���������������������

��������
	��������������������������������� �!!"��!��#�!$�%����������!$����&%���%�%��!$�
!'����&���(�%��&��%����)'"���(��%�&)�*"� ���%������&%��������� �!!"��!��#��$$� ����!"$�+��
!'����&����&��(��)�& ,������!&���'��#�,����*%�(-������������%��.���!/ "! 0��1�1����� ������2����*����&%���1�
"!,#�3��%(�&����1���&#,���!2&�&)�����1�
�����!-��%�����1���0���"�')�%�������1�
�-!����4
�--��5�� ���"�&#��&#���1�3�""��(�4��""5���))�1����1����,��'""! 0��&#����1�����&�
�,%!&�2�����-��&%1��1���+%!&���##"������ ��%��,6�����'����2����"�!�*����&%1������������ �!!"��!��#�!$�%����������!$����&%���%�%��!$�
!'����&���2���#'",� !&7�&�#�-,���1�3�""��(�4��""5���))��������#�&%�!$�%������&%��������� �!!"��!��#��2�!�%��&��%�%�#�%��%�%������&%��������� �!!"��!��#�2������#,�%!�%��&�� %��&,�-'��&����2�� ��(�,� !(��-�$!���%����!��#1�� !)&�8�.��!�)'��%����)&�#��&�%!�-���� !)&�8�#1�!%�!&�-,���1���!2&�&)���� !&#�#�-,����1�� ���"�&#��&#�'&�&�(!'�",��**�!7�#�%���
� "���%�!&�!$��'-"� ��(��)�& ,1�
"4"

B.49



B.50



�����������	
���
�����	���������������	
������
��
�����
���������
��	�����
����	����������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������� 	�������������������������������!	
��� 
	�������������
	� B.51



... 

Dl!'.Q,ARATIQN OF PllRUC D!QGINCX 

Under audml,y of Lo11isiaaa bvilecl Slllul9 38:2212(1'). tbe Ormt Parish School Board 
r-s-ot Board") IIINby decJarel • pub& u.qeacy • fb� 

lVBERW. bepming Nmlary IS, 2021, Louiliana was struck with an u..psecedeoted 
cokl 1hlat wllich 1nupt ahaormally cold mmperamr.., Jarp 1D1Di11111 of rain, wintry 
precipitadoa, and fey coacfiticms to Grant Paria. damaaing the pmpal1ies of the School Board; 

\\'BERMS, due to the aboYe-described wadm evtnt, Jnnisitm Governor John Bet 
BdWllld did declmea Slate ofBmerpncy via PIQclamatfon 20JBB 2020; 

WIIIREAS, IIUllleN)UI School Bolnl propertlea have 111.•ined nbltatial dlma,e as a
reault oflht above-Nlelmcecl weather neat; 

Wffl'.P&AI, IS a nsuJt of 1ho damaJe C8IJled by above-refae&ocl weadJar event. the 
School Bomd wiD need to undertake mayor n:pair8 to its pmperdea, 1'oth tempormy and 
permanat. in on1er10 plaoe1han hack into lfnice; 

WIIERBAS, the Scbool Bollld wiD need to pun:llase tiamitme. fmms, supplies. 
� aad marilla ID replace those that wae damaaed by above-refereacc weather event 
and which are needed for the anacly m1JIOlfllll tchool year; 

WBDMS, die Scbool Boani 1111)' abo need to retain 1he servic:aa of flood and/or water 
remeclitdion cozmac:ron, COllllnJCtion conk.cton, and other service provlden in order to repair, 
la the lhonllt dmeftame poaible. the Sc:lmol Board propenfcs damaged by abow-tcfamccd 
weather event: 

WBRRBAS, as a result of damage to critic:al Scllool Boanl &cilides, materials, and 
equipment. the School Board will require immediale lfflDPllllldl fbr the replacement of 
lostfdamlpd materialsfequipment and fbr the compJedoa. of repaim. 10 M to minJmfze, to the 
mmtpoaible. the cliaruption to the studentl, faGulty and lltafl; 

lVIIDEAS, the advertisement periods and other time delays required by Louisiana's 
Public Bid Law, La. R.S. 38:2211, « "f09 will significantly increase the time it tabs for die 
School Board to repair or n,place the lost and/or damaged f'acilitiea, equipment. malm'ials and 
auppliCI fbr the 2020-2021 scmol yau-and beyond;

WBDMS, 1he School Board hu determined tbat the 1aqer its f4cititiea and equipment 
JeJDBiD out of senice or unmwable. the grea1er tie diuuptlon and neptiw. impl&:: will be oo the 
tttndents,paadS, fiacuhy 811d llllff'ofthe School Board. . ' �<•·.'. �- >_. 

• • • • 

. . :_ • . ...... .. ..   

AND NOW, CONSJDERING nm FOU�IIS(; 'r)JE :'scifoo� . BQAJU).
DECLARES AS l'OLLOWS: · •  • • •. • .. · . 

 -IT RBSOLVED AND ORDAINED, 1':-� Ch� ;�-��i:Boaid hen:by 
celtifies that a public emerpncy ms1s due to tH �-�•at its jmipe:tis. mamk. 

' 

! 
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Exhibit “B” 

Cimarron Underground Services, LLC 
Contact: Edward Sieja 

 

Louisiana  
Rate Sheet 
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Exhibit “B” 

Cimarron Underground Services, LLC 
Contact: Edward Sieja 

 

*3rd party equipment, material, supplies, and delivery expenses are billed plus company overhead 5% 
and plus profit 15%,  (equipment - if not using our own equipment per rates above or need special 
equipment not listed) plus all applicable taxes (e.g. sales, etc.) 

 

Crew Size Estimate or Average Size: 

1 Project Manager  

1 Safety Representative per 30 crew members 

1 Foreman per 4-6 crew members typically 

4-6 crew members (mostly helpers) 

1-2 Carpenter/Roofers per specific project need 

 

Other Specific Operators on as needed basis 
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EXHIBIT “C” 

 

5.1 EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
 
During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor agrees as follows: 

 
(1) The Contractor will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for 

employment because of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, or national 
origin. The Contractor will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and 
that employees are treated during employment without regard to their race, color, religion, sex, 
sexual orientation, gender identity, or national origin. Such action shall include, but not be 
limited to the following: 

 
Employment, upgrading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; 

layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for training, 
including apprenticeship. The Contractor agrees to post in conspicuous places, available to 
employees and  applicants for employment, notices to be provided setting forth the provisions 
of this nondiscrimination clause. 

 
(2) The Contractor will, in all solicitations or advertisements for employees placed by or 

on behalf of the Contractor, state that all qualified applicants will receive consideration for 
employment without regard to race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, or 
national origin. 

 
(3) The Contractor will not discharge or in any other manner discriminate against any 

employee or applicant for employment because such employee or applicant has inquired about, 
discussed, or disclosed the compensation of the employee or applicant or another employee or 
applicant. This provision shall not apply to instances in which an employee who has access to 
the compensation information of other employees or applicants as a part of such employee's 
essential job functions discloses the compensation of such other employees or applicants to 
individuals who do not otherwise have access to such information, unless such disclosure is in 
response to a formal complaint or charge, in furtherance of an investigation, proceeding, hearing, 
or action, including an investigation conducted by the employer, or is consistent with the 
contractor's legal duty to furnish information. 

 
(4) The Contractor will send to each labor union or representative of workers with which 

he has a collective bargaining agreement or other contract or understanding, a notice to be 
provided advising the said labor union or workers' representatives of the Contractor's 
commitments under this section, and shall post copies of the notice in conspicuous places 
available to employees and applicants for employment. 

(5) The Contractor will comply with all provisions of Executive Order 11246 of 
September 24, 1965, and of the rules, regulations, and relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. 

 
(6) The Contractor will furnish all information and reports required by Executive Order 

11246 of September 24, 1965, and by rules, regulations, and orders of the Secretary of Labor, 
or pursuant thereto, and will permit access to his books, records, and accounts by the 
administering agency and the Secretary of Labor for purposes of investigation to ascertain 
compliance with such rules, regulations, and orders. 
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(7) In the event of the Contractor's noncompliance with the nondiscrimination clauses 

of this Agreement or with any of the said rules, regulations, or orders, this contract may be 
canceled, terminated, or suspended in whole or in part and the contractor may be declared 
ineligible for further Government contracts or federally assisted construction contracts in 
accordance with procedures authorized in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, and 
such other sanctions may be imposed and remedies invoked as provided in Executive Order 
11246 of September 24, 1965, or by rule, regulation, or order of the Secretary of Labor, or as 
otherwise provided by law. 

 
(8) The Contractor will include the portion of the sentence immediately preceding 

paragraph (1) and the provisions of paragraphs (1) through (8) in every subcontract or purchase 
order unless exempted by rules, regulations, or orders of the Secretary of Labor issued pursuant 
to section 204 of Executive  Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, so that such provisions will be 
binding upon each subcontractor or vendor. The Contractor will take such action with respect to 
any subcontract or purchase order as the administering agency may direct as a means of 
enforcing such provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance: 

 
Provided, however, that in the event a contractor becomes involved in, or is threatened 

with, litigation with a subcontractor or vendor as a result of such direction by the administering 
agency, the contractor may request the United States to enter into such litigation to protect the 
interests of the United States. 

 
The applicant further agrees that it will be bound by the above equal opportunity clause 

with respect to its own employment practices when it participates in federally assisted 
construction work: Provided, That if the applicant so participating is a State or local government, 
the above equal opportunity clause is not applicable to any agency, instrumentality or 
subdivision of such government which does not participate in work on or under the contract. 

 
The applicant agrees that it will assist and cooperate actively with the administering 

agency and the Secretary of Labor in obtaining the compliance of contractors and subcontractors 
with the equal opportunity clause and the rules, regulations, and relevant orders of the Secretary 
of Labor, that it will furnish the administering agency and the Secretary of Labor such 
information as they may require for the supervision of such compliance, and that it will otherwise 
assist the administering agency in the discharge of the agency's primary responsibility for 
securing compliance. 

 
The applicant further agrees that it will refrain from entering into any contract or contract 

modification subject to Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, with a contractor 
debarred from,  or who has not demonstrated eligibility for, Government contracts and federally 
assisted construction contracts pursuant to the Executive Order and will carry out such sanctions 
and penalties for violation of the equal opportunity clause as may be imposed upon contractors 
and subcontractors by the administering agency or the Secretary of Labor pursuant to Part II, 
Subpart D of the Executive Order. In addition, the applicant agrees that if it fails or refuses to 
comply with these undertakings, the administering agency may take any or all of the following 
actions: Cancel, terminate, or suspend in whole or in part this grant (contract, loan, insurance, 
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guarantee); refrain from extending any further assistance to the applicant under the program with 
respect to which the failure or refund occurred until satisfactory assurance of future compliance 
has been received from such applicant; and refer the case to the Department of Justice for 
appropriate legal proceedings. 

 
 
5.2 COPELAND ANTI-KICKBACK ACT 

 
The Contractor shall comply with the Copeland “Anti-Kickback” Act (40 U.S.C. 3145), as 
supplemented by the Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR Part 3, “Contractors and 
Subcontractors on Public Building or Public Work Financed in Whole or in Part by Loans or 
Grants from the United States”). The Contractor is prohibited from inducing, by any means, any 
person employed in the construction, completion, or repair of public work, to give up any part 
of the compensation to which he or she is otherwise entitled. 

 
5.3 CONTRACT WORK HOURS AND SAFETY STANDARDS ACT 

 
Pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 3702 and 3704, as supplemented by Department of Labor regulations (29 
CFR Part 5). Under 40 U.S.C. 3702 of the Act, the Contractor is required to compute the wages 
of every mechanic and laborer on the basis of a standard work week of 40 hours. Work in excess 
of the standard work week is permissible provided that the worker is compensated at a rate of 
not less than one and a half times the basic rate of pay for all hours worked in excess of 40 
hours in the work week. The requirements of 40 
U.S.C. 3704 are applicable to construction work and provide that no laborer or mechanic must 
be required to work in surroundings or under working conditions which are unsanitary, 
hazardous or dangerous.  These requirements do not apply to the purchases of supplies or 
materials or articles ordinarily available on the open market, or contracts for transportation or 
transmission of intelligence. 
 
5.1 CLEAN AIR ACT AND THE FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 

 
The Contractor is required to comply with all applicable standards, orders or regulations issued 
pursuant  to the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q) and the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251-1387). Violations must be reported to the Federal 
awarding agency and the Regional Office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

 
5.2 DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION 

 
A contract award (see 2 CFR 180.220) must not be made to parties listed on the government 
wide exclusions in the System for Award Management (SAM), in accordance with the OMB 
guidelines at 2 CFR 180 that implement Executive Orders 12549 (3 CFR part 1986 Comp., p. 
189) and 12689 (3 CFR part 1989 Comp., p. 235), “Debarment and Suspension.” SAM 
Exclusions contains the names of parties debarred, suspended, or otherwise excluded by 
agencies, as well as parties declared ineligible under statutory or regulatory authority other than 
Executive Order 12549. 
c 
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5.3 BYRD ANTI-LOBBYING AMENDMENT 
 
Contractors that apply or bid for an award exceeding $100,000 must file the required 
certification. Each tier certifies to the tier above that it will not and has not used Federal 
appropriated funds to pay any  person or organization for influencing or attempting to influence 
an officer or employee of any agency, a member of Congress, officer or employee of Congress, 
or an employee of a member of Congress in connection with obtaining any Federal contract, 
grant or any other award covered by 31 U.S.C. 1352. Each tier must also disclose any lobbying 
with non-Federal funds that takes place in connection with obtaining any Federal award. Such 
disclosures are forwarded from tier to tier up to the non-Federal award. 

 
5.4 PROCUREMENT OF RECOVERED MATERIALS 

 
Contractor shall comply with Section 6002 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act which pertains to procuring only items designated in 
the guidelines of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) at 40 CFR part 247 that contain 
the highest percentage of recovered materials practicable, consistent with maintaining a 
satisfactory level of competition, where the purchase price of the item exceeds $10,000.00 or 
the value of the quantity acquired during the preceding fiscal year exceed $10,000.00; procuring 
solid waste management services in a manner that maximizes energy resource recovery; and 
establishing an affirmative procurement program for procurement of recovered materials 
identified in the EPA guidelines. 

 
5.5 DHS SEAL, LOGO, AND FLAGS 

 
The contractor shall not use the DHS seal(s), logos, crests, or reproductions of flags or likenesses 
of DHS agency officials without specific FEMA preapproval. 

 
5.6 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL LAW, REGULATIONS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

 
This is an acknowledgement that FEMA financial assistance will be used to fund the contract 
only. The contractor 13 will comply will all applicable federal law, regulations, executive orders, 
FEMA policies, procedures, and directives. 

 
5.7 NO OBLIGATION BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

The Federal Government is not a party to this contract and is not subject to any obligations or 
liabilities to the non-Federal entity, contractor, or any other party pertaining to any matter 
resulting from the contract. 

 
5.8 PROGRAM FRAUD AND FALSE OR FRAUDULENT STATEMENTS OR RELATED ACTS 

 
The contractor acknowledges that 31 U.S.C. Chap. 38 (Administrative Remedies for False 
Claims and Statements) applies to the contractor's actions pertaining to this contract. 
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Steve Hutchinson

From: Steve Hutchinson
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2021 12:59 PM
To: Charles Hardie
Cc: Chris Lang; paxton.teddlie
Subject: GPSB - Ice Storm Contract - addendum for contract increase 

Charles, 

Good aŌernoon. 

Cimarron has exceeded the Ice Storm Contract amount, and there is work remaining. We assume we need an Addendum 
to increase the contract amount.   

Please confirm we need the Addendum.  If yes, we’ll put together the increased amount and provide it to you. 
Otherwise, we’ll finish the remaining approved work and assume it’s authorized without an Addendum. 

Regards, 

Steve Hutchinson 
Cimarron Underground Services, LLC 

"6"
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Fw: Grant Parish School Board  - Investigative Audit Report

Tanya Phillips  to: Gregory Clapinski, Roger Harris, Thomas 
Horne 10/31/2023 07:13 AM

This message is digitally signed.

From: Tanya Phillips/LLA

To: Gregory Clapinski/LLA@LLA, Roger Harris/LLA@LLA, Thomas Horne/LLA@LLA

Response from Gary Shoemake

Tanya Phillips
Executive Assistant

Louisiana Legislative Auditor
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, La 70804-9397 
Phone: 225-339-3839 | Fax: 225-339-3870

This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient. This email may contain 
confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or you think you have received this 
email in error, please contact the sender by reply email.

----- Forwarded by Tanya Phillips/LLA on 10/31/2023 07:12 AM -----

From:
To: "Tanya Phillips" <TPhillips@lla.la.gov>
Date: 10/31/2023 12:10 AM
Subject: Re: Grant Parish School Board - Investigative Audit Report

 
 Mrs. Phillips,
I speak for myself regarding the apparent $14,025.00 commission/referral check that Mr. Sieja 
received from Benchmark. I was unaware of such a financial arrangement between Mr. Sieja and 
Benchmark and was never informed by Mr. Sieja or any of the other partners to Onsite 
Emergency Services LLC of any such payment to him or Onsite. It is my personal opinion that 
neither of the other partners Mr. Moore or Mr. Guzman were aware of said payment to Mr. Sieja 
either.
It was our suspension of this type of unethical behavior on the part of Mr. Sieja that made the 
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other partners uncomfortable, created personality conflicts and ultimately lead to the Onsite 
Emergency Services partners disbanding and the LLC being dissolved.
Regards,

Gary L. Shoemake MBA, RPA, CIA

“Always be Doing...Reviewing...Improving”

From: Tanya Phillips <TPhillips@lla.la.gov>
Date: October 25, 2023 at 10:45:00 AM CDT
To: 
Subject: Grant Parish School Board - Investigative Audit Report

  

Good morning,

Attached is a draft of our Investigative Audit report on the Grant Parish School Board 
which references you.  If you choose to respond, please do so no later than noon on 
Tuesday, November 7, 2023.

(See attached file: Exit Letter - Gary Shoemake.pdf)

Thank you,
Tanya

1A997690.gif
Tanya Phillips
Executive Assistant

Louisiana Legislative Auditor
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, La 70804-9397 
Phone: 225-339-3839 | Fax: 225-339-3870

ecblank.gif
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This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient. This 
email may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or 
you think you have received this email in error, please contact the sender by reply email. 
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November 27, 2023 

V. THOMAS CLARK, JR. 

Partner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

www.bswllp.com 

 
 
Michael J. “Mike” Waguespack, CPA 
Louisiana Legislative Auditor 
P. O. Box 94397 
Baton Rouge, LA  70804-9397 

 

  

 Re: Legislative Auditor’s Report 

Dear Mr. Waguespack: 

This letter is submitted as a response to the Conclusions/Factual Assertions set forth in 
the Legislative Auditor’s Report (“Report”) that was provided to us. We appreciate the 
opportunity to respond to the allegations set forth in the report.  

  
As set forth below, Mr. Moore was hired as a consultant to assist the Grant Parish 

School Board (“GPSB”) in October 2020 in navigating the reconstruction of all  property that 
was devastated by Hurricane Laura and subsequently devastated by Hurricane Delta, then 
subsequentially exacerbated by the freeze of February 2021.1 Mr. Moore at all times acted 
within the scope of his contract and within the limitations imposed by Louisiana law. Most 
importantly, Mr. Moore did not act as a public adjuster on GPSB’s behalf, nor did he hold 
himself out as public adjuster, as such term is defined in La. R.S. 22:1692(8) and 
22:1693(E)(2), while assisting the GPSB, its Superintendent, Mr. Paxton Teddlie, (the 
“Superintendent”), and GPSB’s attorney – Mr. Charles Hardie, with Hammond, Sills, Adkins 
Guice, Noah & Perkins. Further, Mr. Moore neither solicited nor received payments from 
vendors associated with the GPSB project for work done on that project. 

 
  

 
1 It is critical to understanding that all of the losses suffered by GPSB at issue were covered by a single insurance 
program that begin on July 1, 2020 and ended on July 1, 2021, that provided Replacement Cost (e.g., RCV) coverage 
with a $114,626.891 limit of insurance. This policy was the sole coverage for the losses first caused by Hurricane 
Laura, then exacerbated with new damage by Hurricane Delta, and further exacerbated by the freeze of 2021 that 
created new damage to partially repaired or unrepaired properties. This policy was placed with Markel Insurance 
Company through Risk Services of Louisiana, Inc., located in Shreveport, Louisiana for the first time in early 2020. 
Upon information and belief, the insurance policy was non-renewed prior to Hurricane Delta. 
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Mr. Moore Was a “consultant,” Not a Public Adjuster 
 
Mr. Moore, a registered appraiser and insurance professional, for more than thirty years, 

was hired as a consultant to assist GPSB in its recovery from Hurricane Laura and subsequently 
from Hurricane Delta and the freeze of February 2021. While the losses were covered claims 
under GPSB’s insurance coverage, the breadth of the losses—catastrophic losses from three 
successive events: 2 Category 4 hurricanes and a winter freeze in February 2021 — and the 
claims resolution process involving the losses was anticipated to be complicated at the outset, 
but became more complicated and extended due to the manner in which the claim was handled 
by Sedgwick as addressed below. Regardless of the complexity, at all times Mr. Moore 
functioned as a consultant only calling upon his breadth of knowledge and experiences. He 
was not acting as a public adjuster under Louisiana law.   
 

According to the “Champions Insurance Services, LLC (Joel Moore) - Consulting 
Agreement with Grant Parish School Board - Date of Agreement: October 16, 2020,”2 Mr. 
Moore provided the following services: 

 
a. “formulate with honesty and due care and truthfully express” opinions in 

those areas “(and only those areas)” in which he “feels qualified to render an opinion 
and where [GPSB] has requested an opinion.” GPSB agreed that any such opinions 
were not preordained, could be contrary to GPSB’s position, and were subject to 
modification upon receipt of new or additional information.  

b. “oversee the development and implementation of a reconstruction plan” 
for all of GPSB’s locations that suffered damage from Hurricane Laura.  

c.  “assist third party consultants” with developing mitigation protocol for 
GPSB’s locations that suffered damage from Hurricane Laura.  

d. “any other consulting tasks which the Parties may agree on in writing.” 
To date, it does not appear that any other agreements for services were made in 
writing.  

Notably, throughout the claims resolution process, GPSB was represented by legal 
counsel (Mr. Hardie) to whom Mr. Moore provided information and support directly or 
indirectly through the Superintendent. As such, any services provided to GPSB and its counsel 
as part of its claims resolution exempt Mr. Moore from licensure as a public adjuster under the 
provisions of La. R.S. 22:1693(E)(2). Also critical to this assessment is the fact that Mr. Moore 
never advertised himself to be a public adjuster of insurance claims, solicited business as a 
public adjuster or represented himself to the public or GPSB as such.  

 
Moreover, it appears from the allegation that the Legislative Auditor is relying upon 

Meredith Campbell, whose interests were not aligned with GPSB, but instead were aligned 
with GPSB’s insurer - an insurer that failed to make advance payments to GPSB well into 

 
2 See Exhibit A – Consulting Agreement between Grant Parish School Board and Champion Insurance Services, LLC.  
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2021, despite GPSB having suffered known identifiable catastrophic losses through two 
successive catastrophic storms and a freeze occurring more than six months after the first 
storm. Considering, the obvious exigent need for GPSB to provide for the school age youth of 
Grant Parish, the substantial delay in advancing funds improperly forced GPSB to rely upon 
its own reserves to fund mitigation and covered losses to a substantial extent. Relying on Ms. 
Campbell’s representations, it appears that the Auditor is trying to “fit” the services provided 
by Mr. Moore under the consulting agreement into the scope of the statute that defines public 
adjusting, La. R.S. 22:1692(8). This definition cannot be applied without regard to 
consideration of the statutory exceptions or with the other affirmative requirements of being a 
public adjuster in this same statute. Throughout the process, Mr. Moore performed his duties 
as a consultant to GPSB, the insured, regarding how to respond to the extensive storm damage 
that impacted all of GPSB’s educational facilities. While an element of this consultation 
involved considering the nature of the elements and timing of the payments of the claim, Mr. 
Moore was not retained as a public adjuster. Instead, he was retained to advise GPSB as it 
attempted to stand up its school system following the storms as reasonably quickly as possible 
without acquiescing to an initial estimate from Champion Insurance, Ms. Campbell’s 
employer, of less than fifteen percent of the amount ultimately paid to GPSB almost two years 
after Hurricane Laura.  

 
Mr. Moore Did Not Solicit Compensation from Any Other Person Regarding GPSBs Insurance 
Claim 

 
Mr. Moore did not solicit or accept compensation from Cimarron for any job associated 

with GPSB. He was compensated solely for his services under the terms of his consulting 
contract by GPSB. Any communication with Cimarron, Clay Fowler, or Kevin Hromas 
regarding potential future compensation involved potential projects that were wholly unrelated 
to the GPSB contract. Thus, to the extent that the Report cites communications regarding future 
compensation, these comments are taken out of context and are without regard to the 
relationship that existed between the parties at the time the comments were made. 

 
Mr. Moore Did Not Function as an Adjuster for GPSB  
 

Mr. Moore did not function as an adjuster for GPSB. Mr. Moore was engaged to provide 
consulting services to GPSB based on his substantial experience and knowledge. He did not 
provide his own estimates for the damages. During his consultation, Mr. Moore relied on the 
estimates provided by the claims adjuster and Ballard Engineering, and this information was 
part of the work product utilized by GPSB and its attorney in negotiations with the insurer to 
resolve this claim. 

 
Estimators in the industry, such as the claims adjuster in this case, inspect the property 

in question for damages. They enter data regarding the damages that they find into Xactimate, 
an industry-wide software program. Xactimate uses pricing dependent on the market in 
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question. As the resolution of the claim lagged throughout the ensuing year following 
Hurricanes Laura and Delta (including the aftermath of Hurricane Ida), Mr. Moore recognized 
that the pricing used by Xactimate was not accurate for certain materials, especially steel, 
because the increased demand and the pandemic had caused the prices to skyrocket and 
availability to be scarce. Moreover, because the materials were not readily available, the prices 
were subject to increased volatility as the demand rose. Based on these factors, Mr. Moore 
produced an updated pricing list (or cost list) for the materials listed in the estimate performed 
by the insurance claims adjuster and Ballard Engineering. Mr. Moore did not independently 
perform any estimate; rather, he simply sought to ensure that the estimate accurately reflected 
the volatility of the market prices for materials by applying more accurate pricing. Mr. Moore 
was transparent in his effort to ensure that the estimate should be enough to adequately 
compensate GPSB for its loss. Had Mr. Moore not supplied this information to GPSB, the 
school board’s ability to assure that the school system obtained full payment for the damages 
suffered from the insured claims as exacerbated by the conduct and delayed indemnification 
by Ms. Campbell’s employer - would have been prejudiced. 

 
Mr. Moore’s Comments Regarding “Public Adjusting” Are Not Legally Conclusive 

 
The Report cites the response made by Mr. Moore when asked whether his 

supplemental estimate for GPSB made him an adjuster as proof that he was a public adjuster. 
The Report’s reliance on this response is questionable at best. Because the determination of 
what constitutes “public adjusting” is a complex legal determination, Mr. Moore’s offhanded 
response in a single telephone call cannot be considered determinative of the actual services 
Mr. Moore actually performed for GPSB.  

 
Moreover, because Mr. Moore was not acting as a claims adjuster any more than he 

was acting as a public adjuster, the statutes cited in the Report (La. R.S. 22:1703 and 22:1706; 
La. R.S. 22:1674 (repealed August 1, 2021) and La. R.S. 22:1674.1 (effective August 1, 2021), 
do not apply. Mr. Moore was working strictly as a consultant. As a consultant he was tasked 
with making sure all parts of the claims process worked smoothly and that GPSB would 
ultimately recover all it was entitled to for its loss under the applicable policy. 

 
Mr. Moore’s Comments Regarding Communications with Contractors Must Be Placed in 
Context  
 

The Report references a statement made by Mr. Moore regarding communication with 
contractors prior to storms, that “you shouldn’t do that, but I do.” Mr. Moore’s comment must 
be placed in the context of what Mr. Moore meant by this comment. Calling upon his 
experience, Mr. Moore was simply referencing the need for good contractors following a 
storm, particularly catastrophic storms. A public body cannot, other than under discrete 
circumstances, selectively retain contractors prior to a storm, even though advance preparation 
for mitigation is important in saving time and costs in repairs. However, as a consultant, Mr. 
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Moore can legally identify qualified contractors even if he cannot legally bind them on behalf 
of the parish. Given the nature of the two catastrophic events and the exigent and obvious need 
for immediate mitigation services to facilitate getting children back into school in the midst of  
recovering from the COVID pandemic now exacerbated by the devastation visited upon the 
parish—and every other parish in the western part of the state—the most plausible explanation 
is that Mr. Moore was trying to emphasize the need for how he might be able to assist the 
parish in timely securing professional resources instead of leaving this to the individual 
members of the school board, members that did not have the breadth of experience or 
professional contacts that Mr. Moore possessed. 

 
Mr. Moore Was Working Entirely in the GPSB’s Favor and His Proposed Actions Were 
Designed to Maximize Recovery and Accelerate Necessary Repairs and Reconstruction 
 
 The Report states that the auditor “spoke with several Board members” who “felt Mr. 
Moore was not working entirely in GPSB’s favor” and/or that he antagonized the insurance 
company rather than trying to settle the claim, because Mr. Moore made statements and sent 
text messages pushing GPSB to invoke appraisal rather than settling.  

However, critical context is missing from these representations and belief by the 
“several Board members.” A key contextual element is that the insurer’s initial estimate for all 
damage suffered by GPSB was $3.5 Million, which when contrasted to the ultimate settlement 
was a fraction of what was owed under the policy and was not achieved until 2022. Conversely, 
appraisal would have expedited the path to a resolution, and it is a right provided to GPSB 
under the policy at issue. Specifically, the comment indicates that these Board members 
somehow considered the exercise of appraisal as something other than a means of achieving 
an appropriate settlement from an insurer. The right to appraisal has been included in insurance 
policy forms for more than one hundred years. For admitted companies, it is a mandated clause 
in approved forms in many states. including Louisiana. As a general assessment, an insured 
who is willing to waive appraisal should only do so when the merits of proceeding without 
appraisal are substantially better than proceeding with appraisal. As such, it is difficult to 
envision a situation where encouraging GPSB to exercise a contractual right designed to 
protect GPSB’s best interests can somehow be construed to be contrary to GPSB’s favor.  

To illustrate how appraisal operates, the following appraisal clause is found in the 
policy that insured GPSB. It is substantially similar to La. R.S. 22:1311 that is used for standard 
fire policies in Louisiana:  

 
2. Appraisal 
If we and you disagree on the value of the property or the amount of loss, either 
may make written demand for an appraisal of the loss. In this event, each party 
will select a competent and impartial appraiser. The two appraisers will select 
an umpire. If they cannot agree, either may request that selection be made by a 
judge of a court having jurisdiction. The appraisers will state separately the 
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value of the property and amount of loss. If they fail to agree, they will submit 
their differences to the umpire. A decision agreed to by any two will be binding. 
Each party will: 
a. Pay its chosen appraiser; and 
b. Bear the other expenses of the appraisal and umpire equally. 
If there is an appraisal, we will still retain our right to deny the claim. 

As evidenced by the clear language of the appraisal clause, utilization of appraisal allows for 
the insured to receive the benefit of three individuals knowledgeable in the resolution of 
property claims reviewing the claim at issue without incurring the cost or potential delay that 
may arise from litigation.  It does not prohibit settlement and is frequently used to facilitate an 
informed settlement as explained herein. 
 

Although several GPSB members did not believe that Mr. Moore was working in 
GPSB’s best interest by promoting appraisal over pure settlement (where there is no 
independent arbiter of fairness), the opposite is true. Mr. Moore fulfilled his responsibilities 
under his contract with the intent being to assist where appropriate. While he was not primarily 
responsible for negotiations with insurers, it is well understood that negotiations with insurance 
companies often involve an adversarial position that results in a better settlement particularly 
where the nature of the claim is extraordinarily complex (e.g., the loss and/or damage to the 
entire school infrastructure of a parish two times over the course of a single month followed 
by a freeze that exacerbated known damage and created new damage) and the financial 
exposure to the insurance company due to the company and/or its agent’s  liability for damages 
resulting from potential misconduct in the handling of the claim. Mr. Moore’s recommendation 
to invoke appraisal was based on his well-founded and correct position that to do so would 
have most likely resulted in a greater recovery for GPSB.  

 
Unfortunately, some members of the GPSB did not seem to understand the process and 

were afraid that by merely invoking appraisal they would receive less from the insurance 
company than they were entitled to receive. But that is not how appraisal operates. Mr. Moore 
was doing what he was paid to do under the consulting contract, which was to provide advice 
on the process and to recommend a course of action that served the best interests of GPSB 
through the actual recovery from the storms and to assist GPSB and its attorney in the 
resolution process. Such a process often, and sometimes inevitably, involves a protracted 
negotiation process. Given that the first estimate that GPSB received from the insurer was $3.5 
million dollars and that the ultimate payment was in excess of $25 Million dollars, Mr. Moore’s 
recommendations were well founded and warranted. 

. 
The Report also includes a statement that “Though GPSB never invoked appraisal, Mr. 

Moore sent the superintendent a message on September 15, 2021, stating: ‘Just for your eyes 
only and to be clear, when appraisal is invoked, it is no longer about coverage. It is now a total 
dollar negotiation. Policy coverage is not a factor. So let’s say Segwick pays policy limits of 
$2 million on ‘code upgrades’ and the actual upgrades are $4.5 million. The additional $2.5 
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million would be added to the negotiations. The difference in the building at Montgomery will 
be added and so on.’” [sic] 

 
Again, Mr. Moore’s statements must be taken in context of the manner in which the 

information was being conveyed. These statements were provided to his client for the purpose 
of explaining how the process works from a practitioner’s perspective. Specifically, GPSB was 
seeking to be made whole from the totality of the damage it suffered from both the storms and 
the freeze as well as from Sedgwick’s behavior in handling the claim. Sedgwick’s behavior in 
handling the claim creates a potential exposure to Sedgwick’s client—the insurer—for 
statutory damages, attorney’s fees, and penalties when the conduct warrants these awards. By 
providing this information to the Superintendent, Mr. Moore was fulfilling the obligations 
undertaken in his contract. Rather than serving his own interest, he was simply informing the 
Superintendent as to how damages are quantified as part of the appraisal and negotiation 
process.  

 
In short, Mr. Moore advised his client of all available options, including appraisal, 

because his experience had shown that carriers pay appraisal awards in mediation so that they 
do not have to pay attorneys’ fees in a subsequent proceeding. Because the award amount 
determined in appraisal is the number from which parties start in mediation negotiations, a 
pure settlement negotiation is whatever the parties agree upon without benefit of the umpire 
supervised appraisal process which is often a significantly lower amount. Mr. Moore did advise 
GPSB of the fact that some of the rebuild costs (e.g., improvements to a prior facility as it 
existed at the time of the loss) would not be covered under GPSB’s insurance claim, but that 
invoking appraisal could help to recover some of those costs depending on the manner in which 
these costs were assessed by the appraisers and the umpire. The insurance company is well 
aware of this process. Nothing in Mr. Moore’s statement above reflects public adjusting or any 
other illegal activity. 

 
Mr. Moore Did Not Solicit or Receive Payment from Other Parties for Work Associated with 
the GPSB Contract. 

 
The Report states that Mr. Moore “appears to have solicited additional compensation 

from Cimarron and two of GPSB’s potential vendors (DCF and Kevin Hromas) in relation to 
prospective services for GPSB.”  

 
However, Mr. Moore never solicited or received any payment outside the scope of his 

contractual agreement with GPSB for work performed under that contract, and there was never 
an intention for him to receive additional compensation other than what was provided in the 
agreement for the services rendered by Mr. Moore to GPSB.  
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Kevin Hromas 
 
Mr. Moore and Mr. Hromas are longtime friends and associates who refer work to each 

other. As to the allegation that texts between Mr. Moore and Kevin Hromas “appear to show” 
that Mr. Moore solicited a referral fee from Mr. Hromas, such texts were not intended as 
solicitation connected to the GPSB project, but rather a running statement between the parties 
regarding the referral of future work projects. 
 
Cimarron 
 

Mr. Moore did not solicit compensation from Cimarron in the form of a percentage for 
change order services, which was alleged to help Mr. Moore prepare supplemental cost 
estimates. Cimarron did express using Mr. Moore’s service for future/other projects, and any 
reference to any fees would have been for future projects, not the GPSB project.  

 
The Report cites charges from Cimarron that showed it was billing for an employee to 

assist Mr. Moore in the preparation of cost estimates for permanent repairs. Mr. Moore 
understood he could not provide estimates, so he explained to Cimarron that they needed to 
hire someone with Xactimate experience to handle measurements to utilize the Xactimate 
software to generate a report. Cimarron hired an untrained employee to measure the sites for 
damages for data to input into Xactimate. Notably, as set forth in the report, the Cimarron 
employee who took the measurements denied having any contact with Mr. Moore, indicating 
that Mr. Moore did not work together with that Cimarron employee to provide any estimates. 
Further, according to the Report, Mr. Moore stated that he did not want to leave the 
supplemental estimating process to a novice crew, indicating that he did not intend to perform 
the estimates himself. In short, Cimarron sought advice from Mr. Moore on how to perform a 
supplemental cost estimate, and Mr. Moore told Cimarron that he could not use an estimate 
from individuals untrained in Xactimate software, because Xactimate software is what the 
insurance company would be relying upon to formulate their own estimate. Although Cimarron 
charged GPSB for this work, Mr. Moore did not receive any money from Cimarron regarding 
Cimarron’s attempt to prepare cost estimates. Furthermore, Mr. Moore’s interest in the 
estimates was limited solely to his role as a consultant, as any estimate performed by a 
contractor or adjuster could ultimately be used by Mr. Moore to assist GPSB.  

 
DCF/Clay Fowler (prospective vendor)  

The Report states that text messages “appear to show” that Mr. Moore and Clay Fowler 
“may have had an arrangement for Mr. Fowler to pay Mr. Moore a 5% fee” for the projects 
they worked on together. This, again, is without merit. Mr. Moore has been friends with Mr. 
Fowler since April 2000, and often uses this phrase jokingly with friends in the industry. He 
has never been paid a percentage as a referral. Moreover, Mr. Moore only suggested that Mr. 
Fowler switch to the Signal app (which is encrypted) because Mr. Fowler was going through 
a divorce at the time and Mr. Fowler was concerned with phone privacy from his wife. 
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The Report also states that text message “appear to show” that Mr. Moore worked with 

Mr. Sieja, Mr. Fowler, and Paul Gagnon (DCF employee) to steer permanent roof repair work 
at GPSB schools to DCF, and that he “may have” solicited a fee from Mr. Fowler for this 
prospective work. This is not true. Mr. Moore expressly denies this on the basis that he knew 
Mr. Fowler/DCF was not big enough to do this type of work. Mr. Fowler eventually brought 
in Mr. Gagnon, who has more experience with bigger projects.  

 
Mr. Moore’s contract with GPSB provided that his services would include overseeing 

the development and implementation of GPSB’s reconstruction plan, including roof 
replacements. (See breakdown of services described above.) GPSB had significant damage to 
several of its locations from two hurricanes that occurred in a very short time period. There 
were multiple individuals and entities playing various roles throughout this process of trying 
to restore the schools. Mr. Moore’s involvement in this regard was limited to making sure that 
known eligible contractors who had the capacity to perform the work in the area were aware 
when the bid process was open.  

 

The second group of roof projects was cancelled after multiple delays. Mr. Moore had 
nothing to do with the bidding process, did not have an arrangement with Mr. Fowler to receive 
a 5% referral fee, and did not have an arrangement with Mr. Sieja to steer roof projects to DCF.  

Conclusion 
 

For the reasons set forth above, there is no violation of any statute and no evidence that 
Mr. Moore participated in any wrongdoing in the performance of his consulting contract with 
GPSB. Accordingly, Mr. Moore respectfully requests a reconsideration of the characterization 
of his conduct. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON, L.L.P. 
 
 
 
V. Thomas Clark, Jr 
Catherine M. Maraist 

 

VTC:laf 

cc: Roger W. Harris, J.D., CCEP, CFI 
Joel Moore,  
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Consulting Agreement Page 2 of 6 

TERM OF AGREEMENT 

3. The term of this Agreement (the 11Term") will begin on the date of this Agreement and will remain in full
force and effect until the completion of the Services, subject to earlier termination as provided in this
Agreement. The Term may be extended with the written consent of the Parties.

4. In the event that either Party wishes to terminate this Agreement prior to the completion of the Services,
that Party will be required to provide 10 days' written notice to the other Party.

CURRENCY 

5. Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, all monetary amounts referred to in this Agreement are in
 USD (US Dollars).

COMPENSATION 

6. The Consultant will charge the Client for the Services at the rate of $250.00 per hour (the "Compensation").

7. A retainer of $5,000.00 (the "Retainer") is payable by the Client upon execution of this }\greement, and
Consultant shall deduct payments for services rendered from said retainer. Upon exhaustion of all funds
comprising the retainer, Consultant will notify Client in writing.

8. For the remaining amount, the Client will be invoiced every month, for services rendered in the previous
month.

9. Invoices submitted by the Consultant to the Client are due within thirty (30) days of receipt

10. The Compensation as stated in this Agreement does not include sales tax, or other applicable duties as may
be required by law. Any sales tax and duties required by law will be charged to the Client in addition to the
Compensation.

REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES 

11. The Consultant will be reimbursed from time to time for reasonable and necessary expenses incurred by
the Consultant in connection with providing the Services.

12. All expenses must be pre-approved by the Client.

INTEREST ON LATE PAYMENTS 

13. Interest payable on any overdue and undisputed amounts under this Agreement is charged at a rate of
1.50% per annum or at the maximum rate enforceable under applicable legislation, whichever is lower.

CONFIDENTIALITY 

14. Confidential information (the "Confidential Information") refers to any data or information relating to the
Client, whether business or personal, which would reasonably be considered to be private or proprietary to
the Client and that is not generally known and where the release of that Confidential Information could
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11-27-2023 
 
RE:  GPSB Audit 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
This is in response to a leter I received from the Legisla�ve Auditor regarding work in Grant 
Parish and at the schools. 
 
Here is a summary and disputes on accusa�ons. 
 
I have known Joel Moore since 2000 and we became not only business acquaintances, but 
friends also. 
 
DCF has been a licensed Louisiana Contractor since 2009. 
 
I was originally contacted by a friend that owned a large roofing company and had met with the 
head of maintenance I believe for Grant Parish Schools to look at all of the roof damage and 
possibly help with the process of repairing. 
He asked me to meet him and the Maintenance head to look at some of the proper�es because 
the damage was way more than the roofs. 
 
A�er looking at everything and mee�ng a couple of the principals at the schools for them to 
show me some of the damage and things that needed addressing immediately as we do in any 
storm damage job, I knew I’d need some help and consul�ng as the damage was extensive. 
 
I reached out to Joel Moore to ask him to meet me there and look over things and I would 
possibly hire him as a consultant to help me through the process of things as I knew how 
experienced he was in this area. 
 
Joel met me there and we went and looked at several of the proper�es and saw the extensive 
damage and scope that this job would be. 
 
During this process I saw some mi�ga�on had been done already and was informed by I think 
the head of maintenance that a mi�ga�on company had already been hired and started work 
on that por�on and that someone on the board knew someone from the company hired and 
brought them in for this.  The company was Cimmaron and they were already in the process of 
that part and had the rela�onship with someone on the board or at one of the schools. 
 
The maintenance head set up a mee�ng for me and Mr. Teddlie so we could all discuss what 
was next and the possibility of DCF handling this claim for them just like we did on any other 
claim for a client. 
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I asked Joel to atend the mee�ng with me as I knew his exper�se in not only the adjus�ng part 
but being able to help the client navigate through the policy and coverages itself.  My inten�on 
was to hopefully hire Joel as a consultant for this job and contract with the schools to do the 
work as I know Mr Teddlie was very concerned and upset for all the kids and ge�ng things back 
opera�onal. 
 
We had a good mee�ng with Mr. Teddlie and explained a lot of things that would need to be 
done to get process going and I told him I had brought on another person to work with me on 
all the insurance claims from the Hurricane that had years of experience not only in 
construc�on, but also in insurance and storm work. 
 
A�er our mee�ng, Mr. Teddlie was going to discuss with the board and get back to me to see 
what the next step was. 
 
It was just a litle while later that Joel said Mr. Teddlie had asked him to come speak at the 
board mee�ng that night to explain a lot of this just as a courtesy and favor so maybe everyone 
would have a beter understanding. 
 
A�er that mee�ng Joel said that the board wanted to hire him as a consultant to help with the 
whole process which I totally understood. 
 
I had already brought on someone, Paul Gagnon, to help me with all the claims and jobs we had 
as he had many years of experience with storms, insurance, and construc�on. 
 
We started looking at some things at the schools for Mr. Teddlie that he was very concerned 
about with ceilings leaking and pu�ng the kids and employees at further risk. 
 
At that �me, we had crews we could have ready and were able to put our hands on material if 
the school wanted to contract with us to handle all the work and the claim.  Our experience 
with clients was to sign a contract and then write the es�mates ourselves to provide to carrier 
and fight for the client to make sure everything was covered.  Obviously, we could only do what 
the carrier was willing to pay in the end, but we would present all our findings to make sure the 
client was totally covered. 
 
It was a few days later we found out that everything would have to go through a bid process 
because of it being a school so at this point we stepped back to follow the process but very 
much wanted to bid everything and hopefully get the work as we were somewhat involved in 
the ini�al stage although we were never paid for anything. 
 
In regards to the “accusa�ons” of the appearance of Mr. Moore solici�ng anything from 
DCF…that was never the case.  We joked occasionally about his nickel worth of knowledge and 
other things, but he never asked for anything, nor was he ever paid anything from DCF on the 
claim.  In fact, he took his �me out from a very busy schedule to come look at this for me as a 
favor and it ended up the beter move for him to work for the board direct. 
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As to him telling me to download the signal app, this was indeed the case as I was going through 
a divorce and there were some things I confided in him on from a personal level that I didn’t 
want to put through regular text. 
 
Lastly, I was not privy to any conversa�ons between Paul Gagnon and Ed Seja other than I knew 
who Ed was because he was running Cimarron there and I think all the mi�ga�on. 
 
I know that when we were trying to bid the roofs we were having major issues with it 
submi�ng electronically and I think Paul reached out to someone to try and help get it through 
and make sure it was correct.  Again, no one was trying to “steer” work towards us nor solicited 
a fee or anything from DCF or Clay Fowler 
 
 
Regards 
Clay Fowler 
DCF Construc�on 
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Fw: Grant Parish School Board  - Investigative Audit Report

Tanya Phillips  to: Gregory Clapinski, Roger Harris, Thomas 
Horne 10/31/2023 07:12 AM

This message is digitally signed.

From: Tanya Phillips/LLA

To: Gregory Clapinski/LLA@LLA, Roger Harris/LLA@LLA, Thomas Horne/LLA@LLA

Response from Paul Gagnon

Tanya Phillips
Executive Assistant

Louisiana Legislative Auditor
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, La 70804-9397 
Phone: 225-339-3839 | Fax: 225-339-3870

This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient. This email may contain 
confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or you think you have received this 
email in error, please contact the sender by reply email.

----- Forwarded by Tanya Phillips/LLA on 10/31/2023 07:12 AM -----

From:
To: "Tanya Phillips" <TPhillips@LLA.La.gov>
Date: 10/30/2023 06:15 PM
Subject: Re: Grant Parish School Board - Investigative Audit Report

Dear Tanya,
I have red your investigative audit report, I previously had, and currently have no involvement 
with DCF other than the previous writing of estimates.  Any relationship Clay and Mr. Moore 
may have had, I simply have not knowledge of.  I wrote estimates for Clay and processed the 
construction repair work as part of my agreement with him.
I’ve provided you with my work email as I no longer have any associations with Mr. Fowler, and 
I’m surprised the DCF email still works.  Kindly use this email if you should need my services or 
further information.
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Best Regards,
Paul Gagnon

On Oct 25, 2023, at 10:34 AM, Tanya Phillips <TPhillips@LLA.La.gov> wrote:

Good morning,

Attached is a draft of our Investigative Audit report on the Grant Parish School Board which 
references you.  If you choose to respond, please do so no later than noon on Tuesday, 
November 7, 2023.

(See attached file: Exit Letter - Paul Gagnon.pdf)

Thank you,
Tanya

1E510700.gif
Tanya Phillips
Executive Assistant

Louisiana Legislative Auditor
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, La 70804-9397 
Phone: 225-339-3839 | Fax: 225-339-3870

ecblank.gif

This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient. This email 
may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or you think you 
have received this email in error, please contact the sender by reply email. 

B.573



B.574


















	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page



