
MICHAEL CARTER, INDIVIDUALLY : NUMBER 
AND IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY :

:
VERSUS : 1ST  JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

:
CITY OF SHREVEPORT AND : CADDO PARISH
BEN RAYMOND, INDIVIDUALLY AND :
IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY :
______________________________________________________________________________

PETITION

MICHAEL CARTER, INDIVIDUALLY AND IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS A 

MEMBER AND CHAIRMAN OF THE SHREVEPORT MUNICIPAL FIRE AND POLICE CIVIL

SERVICE BOARD (“Sgt. Carter”), an adult resident of Caddo Parish, Louisiana, through

undersigned counsel, respectfully represents:

1.

Named defendants are:

1) THE CITY OF SHREVEPORT (“City”), a political subdivision of the State of

Louisiana located in Caddo Parish; and

2) BEN RAYMOND, individually and in his official capacity as Provisional Chief of

Police (“Chief Raymond”) of the Shreveport Police Department (“SPD”).

2.

Sgt. Carter is a sergeant with SPD having been employed by the City and SPD for over 23

years. Although Sgt. Carter has served in many capacities and many bureaus during his 23 year

career at SPD, since 2012 Sgt. Carter has worked patrol.  Sgt. Carter was elected as the President of

the Shreveport Police Officer’s Association (“SPOA”) in 2002 and has been re-elected every year

since.  

3.

On July 10, 2015, Sgt. Carter was elected by the members of SPD to serve as one of two

statutorily required police appointments on the Shreveport Municipal Fire and Police Civil Service

Board (“Board”).  Sgt. Carter received twice the votes of the second candidate in that election. 

4.

On October 26, 2016, Sgt. Carter was elected Chairman of the Board and continues to serve



as the Board’s Chairman.    

5.

La. R.S. 33:2476.1(A)(4)(b) require the chief of police to notify the governing authority of

the results of an election to the Board, which would have been July 20, 2015. However, it was not

until August 18, 2015 that the City’s mayor advised Sgt. Carter that he would be appointed to the

Board at the August 25, 2015 City Council Meeting.  On August 21, 2015, the City requested that

Sgt. Carter to resign as President of SPOA or else recuse himself from cases.  The City made no such

request to Sgt. Lewis who served as the Vice President of SPOA and was re-elected to the Board at

the same time as Sgt. Carter was initially elected. 

6.

On November 5, 2015, the City sued Sgt. Carter seeking declaratory and injunctive relief

preventing Sgt. Carter from performing his duties on the Board in part due to the erroneously alleged

conflict from his serving as president of SPOA.  The City did not file any such claims against Sgt.

Lewis – which was pointed out to the court in numerous pleadings.  The court never granted any

injunctive relief to the City and granted Sgt. Carter’s summary judgment motion dismissing the suit

in its entirety on September 12, 2016. See Docket No. 588,688-B.  

7.

On October 12, 2016, the Board ordered that the City reimburse Sgt. Carter for the legal fees

he incurred in his official capacity as a Board member in the litigation to prevent him from acting

as a Board member.  The City appealed that decision to the First Judicial District Court.  On

November 13, 2017, this court affirmed the decision of the Board. See 596,422-A.  The City

appealed that decision and the Second Circuit affirmed the decision on September 26, 2018. City of

Shreveport v. Shreveport Mun. Fire & Police Civil Serv. Bd., 52304 (La. App. 2 Cir. 09/26/18); 256

So. 3d 478.

8.

In July, 2017, Sgt. Carter and Sgt. Lewis were advised that a complaint had been filed against

them for being officers in SPOA and serving on the Board.  The complaints contained the same types
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of allegations that were alleged by the City against Sgt. Carter in Docket No.  588,688-B. Thus, Sgt.

Carter and Sgt. Lewis had to defend against an ethics complaint that was obviously filed by the City

or by someone on behalf of the City.  After a lengthy investigation, the Ethics Board cleared Sgt.

Carter and Sgt. Lewis of all allegations in 2018. 

9.

One of the allegations before the Ethics Board was that Sgt. Carter may have violated La.

R.S. 42:1111(E)(1)  by virtue of his receipt of compensation from SPOA to assist police officers in

appeals pending before the Board. However, as it was the officers who were appealing discipline and

not SPOA, there was no violation of La. R.S. 42:1111(E)(1).

10.

In September, 2018, Sgt. Carter was re-elected to serve on the Board again by an

overwhelming majority of the SPD members. Sgt. Dean Willis was elected as the second police

representative on the Board. 

11.

In December, 2018, Chief Raymond contacted Sgt. Carter about him possibly transferring

to SPD Human Resource Office (“SPD HR”). Sgt. Carter advised Chief Raymond that he could not

transfer to SPD HR as most of the duties would be a direct conflict to his elected position as police

representative to the Board.  Sgt. Carter offered to provide training to SPD HR and others as it would

not conflict with his duties of his elected position to the Board but respectfully declined the position

in SPD HR.  Chief Raymond seemed to understand and never said another word to Sgt. Carter about

transferring him and never requested any training. 

12.

At a special called Board meeting held on January 28, 2019, the Board heard a request for

an investigation and hearing on Chief Raymond’s Failure to Post and test for the Chief

Administrative Assistant and/or Deputy Chief positions filed by a SPD Lieutenant.  After that Board

meeting, Sgt. Carter had to read Chief Raymond his Garrity and Police Officer Bill of Rights due

to the allegations being against the Chief.  The hearing on this request was set for February 28, 2019
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to allow Chief Raymond time to obtain counsel.  The Board issued an order prohibiting Chief

Raymond from making substitute appointments to these positions until after the hearing.

13.

On January 29, 2019, the City filed a Request for Temporary Restraining Order, Preliminary

Injunction, Permanent Injunction, Declaratory Relief, and Appeal regarding the  Board’s granting

a hearing on the Lieutenant’s request. See Docket No. 614137. On February 4, 2019, Nichole Buckle

filed a motion to enroll as counsel of record for Chief Raymond even though he was not a party and

the City had separate counsel.  Her motion was granted on February 7, 2019. Hearing was scheduled

for February 14, 2019 and Ms. Buckle on behalf of Chief Raymond subpoenaed Sgt. Carter to testify

at the hearing.  Sgt. Carter is the only person that was subpoenaed by Chief Raymond or his counsel. 

The City’s counsel did not subpoena any witness.

14.

In February, 2019, a request for investigation and hearing regarding the validity of the

appointment of Chief Raymond was received by the Board.  This request was heard at the Board’s

regular meeting on February 13, 2019 as the City’s request to change Chief Raymond’s appointment

from Substitute to Provisional was set for hearing on that date.  A lengthy argument was held on this

date during which Sgt. Carter correctly and adamantly argued that Chief Raymond’s appointment

should be Substitute instead of Provisional due to Chief Raymond not being in a classification equal

to Sergeant as Chief Raymond’s certified position of Chief Administrative Assistant is outside the

ranks of police. Sgt. Carter was trying to protect Chief Raymond and the City to ensure that he was

properly appointed and has legitimacy as the chief of police while Chief Crump remains on sick

leave.  Sgt. Carter had voted to approve Chief Raymond’s position as Substitute Chief each month

and assured that he would continue to do so as long as necessary.  The Chief and the City

erroneously argued that the Board did not have the authority to decide whether this appointment was

legitimate since the Mayor made the appointment.

15.

At the end of the lengthy argument, Sgt. Carter and 2 other Board members voted against
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making Chief Raymond the Provisional Chief but the majority of the Board members, including Sgt.

Dean Willis, voted to make him Provisional Chief.  The Lieutenant who filed this request has filed

a request for rehearing before the Board which has been set for hearing,

16.

On February 14, 2019, Sgt. Carter appeared at court in response to the subpoena issued to

him.  After a lengthy argument by the attorneys regarding the standard for obtaining injunctive relief,

the City dismissed its request for an injunction with prejudice.  

17.

On February 28, 2019, the investigation regarding the Chief Raymond’s Failure to Post and

test for the Chief Administrative Assistant and/or Deputy Chief positions was on the Board’s docket

for matters to be heard.  Prior to getting to matters to be heard, the Board had to hear a request from

Corp. Marcus Mitchell that Sgt. Carter recuse himself from this hearing due to his being the

President of SPOA which essentially rehashed the same issues already decided by this court in

Docket No. 588,688-B.  Sgt. Carter correctly refused to recuse himself as it was not required by law. 

18.

Prior to and during Corp. Mitchell’s argument, Ms. Buckle was observed whispering to Corp.

Mitchell in what appeared as her providing him legal advice.  When this was brought up to Ms.

Buckle, she told the Board that she was advising him that the parties had worked out the dispute. 

Despite having just stated that she had resolved the case before the Board, Ms. Buckle made two

separate motions for Sgt. Carter to recuse himself prior to her announcing the substance of the

agreement that had already been reached.  

19.

Ms. Buckle, on behalf of the City and/or Chief Raymond, requested that Sgt. Carter recuse

himself because of a statement he had made on the record in a prior Board meeting in his capacity

as Board Chair.  When Sgt. Carter correctly refused to self-recuse, Ms. Buckle then requested that

Sgt. Carter self-recuse because she believed he had somehow pre-judged the case due to his

statements regarding civil service law – that he is sworn to uphold as a member of the Board.  When
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Sgt. Carter correctly refused to self-recuse again, Ms. Buckle and counsel for the Lieutenant who had

requested the hearing announced the terms of their settlement.  Thus, Chief Raymond and the City

repeatedly requested Sgt. Carter recuse himself on a case which no decision was necessary.  

20.

On March 13, 2018, the Board heard a request for clarification from a SPD corporal

regarding discipline due to an accident that had previously been reversed by the Board.  The request

was made because SPD had advised the corporal that it was not going to remove the points for the

accident from his record even though the Board reversed the discipline and ordered he be made

whole.  Sgt. Carter instructed Chief Raymond and SPD that when the Board orders that an officer

be made whole that is what it means and the City and SPD must honor that ruling.  Chief Raymond

stated that he would comply but requested Sgt. Carter send him an email confirming the verbal order

clarification which was then deferred to the Board’s attorney.  

21.

Two days after Sgt. Carter acting in his capacity as Board Chairman chastised Chief

Raymond and the City for not complying with the Board’s orders  and just 15 days after Sgt. Carter

refused to recuse himself, Chief Raymond sent an email advising that he was transferring Sgt. Carter

to SPD HR. Per SPD policy, transfer orders are effective 7 days after issuing.Sgt. Carter did not get

this email until Sunday as his days off are Friday and Saturday such that there was only 5 days left

before the transfer would be effective.

22.

Upon receiving the email, Sgt. Carter sent an email up the chain to Chief Raymond

requesting that he rescind the transfer order due to the conflict it would create as discussed in

December, 2018.  He reminded Chief Raymond that he was elected to his position, the transfer

created a conflict, and appeared to be deliberate and discriminatory. Chief Raymond never responded

to Sgt. Carter’s email.  Therefore, he filed an appeal of the transfer with the Board and requested an

expedited hearing.  Hearing on the appeal was heard March 19, 2019.
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23.

During the March 19th hearing, Ms. Buckle on behalf of the City and Chief Raymond

repeatedly advised the Board that the only issue before the Board was whether the Chief’s transfer

of Sgt. Carter was deliberate and discriminatory against Sgt. Carter.  Ms. Buckle repeatedly argued

that the issues of potential conflicts and usurpation of power were not before the Board. Ultimately,

in a 2 to 6 vote, the Board voted that the transfer was not deliberate and discriminatory and upheld

the transfer.  However, most of the Board expressed deep concerns that the action was being taken

to influence the Board’s decisions. The two fire department employee representatives voted against

transfer.  Sgt. Willis voted in favor of the Chief’s transfer order to SPD HR which become open

because Sgt. Willis’ wife was being transferred from that position in SPD HR to the position of

Substitute Chief Administrative Assistant with a substantial raise.

25.

During the appeal hearing, Sgt. Carter repeatedly advised the Board and Chief Raymond that

he would not resign from the Board and he would not recuse himself from voting on issues brought

before the Board.  Sgt. Carter advised the Board and Chief Raymond that the SPD members voted

for him to be on the Board and they wanted him to remain on the Board. Although Chief Raymond

stated several times that he was not asking Sgt. Carter to resign from the Board and he did not think

it would require him to recuse himself on all issues, Chief Raymond admitted that Sgt. Carter would

probably have to recuse himself sometimes.  

26.

Ms. Buckle tried to get Sgt. Carter to state that his duties as SPD officer were superior to his

duties as a member of the Board.  Sgt. Carter correctly stated that his duties to the Board are part of

his SPD duties. At one point during the hearing, Ms. Buckle argued that he works for the City, he

took an oath, and if has to resign from the Board, he has to resign from the Board.

27.

Many of Sgt. Carter’s duties in SPD HR would create conflicts of interest to his elected

position to the Board particularly if he is assigned to perform the standard duties in that division,
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including but not limited to, sitting in on Pre-Disciplinary Conferences (“PDC”) of officers who may

then appeal that discipline to the Board; preparing and processing paperwork regarding PDCs;

providing officers notices of PDCs, requests from commanders for disciplinary actions, and referrals

from any SPD employee for actions with a view towards discipline; and other activities. 

28.

Sgt. Carter’s transfer to SPD HR is an abuse of power in a clear attempt influence and control

decisions of the Board that review the actions and decisions of Chief Raymond by:

1.  Causing Sgt. Carter to recuse on many and/or selected cases before the Board which
could result in the action standing due to a tie vote and/or due to the lack of
participation by Carter; 

2. Causing Sgt. Carter to face another Ethics Board complaint and possible discipline
by the Ethics Board; and/or

3. Giving Chief Raymond grounds to begin disciplinary action against Sgt. Carter up
to and including termination if he refuses to perform services that would conflict with
his duties as a Board member; AND

4. Suppressing the vote of the members of SPD for their representative on the Board by
precluding and/or attempting to preclude Sgt. Carter from participating in appeals,
voting on the appeals, and representing their interests on the Board.  

29.

Louisiana civil service law provides that 2 members of SPD shall be elected by SPD

members at an election called and held for that purpose by the Police Chief. La. R.S.

33:2476.1(A)(4)(a). The terms of employees so elected shall be three years. La. R.S. 33:2476.1(B).

These statutes are mandatory and therefore require Chief Raymond and the City to honor the election

and allow Sgt. Carter to serve on the Board without threat of discipline and or investigation by the

Ethics Board to influence or prevent his vote. 

30.

Civil Service law provides that an employee member of the Board who is the direct work

associate of any officer or employee appealing and who is directly involved in the incident out of

which such action arose shall recuse himself from voting on any decision by the board.  La. R.S.

33:2501(D). This provision further provides if such recusal by a Board member results in the

inability of the Board to make a finding of fact or to reach a decision, “the Board shall be
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considered to have affirmed the action of the appointing authority.” Id.  Thus, if Sgt. Carter is

required to recuse himself due to the Chief transferring him to SPD HR and assigning him

conflicting duties results in an even number of Board members who vote on the matter equally, Chief

Raymond’s decision will stand.  Chief Raymond maintains ultimate control over when Sgt. Carter

is ordered to do something that would definitely require him to recuse himself if and when the matter

reaches the Board.  

31.

The Code of Governmental Ethics provides:

It is essential to the proper operation of democratic government that elected officials
and public employees be independent and impartial; that governmental decisions and
policy be made in the proper channel of the governmental structure; that public office
and employment not be used for private gain other than the remuneration provided
by law; and that there be public confidence in the integrity of government. The
attainment of one or more of these ends is impaired when a conflict exists
between the private interests of an elected official or a public employee and his
duties as such. The public interest, therefore, requires that the law protect against
such conflicts of interest and that it establish appropriate ethical standards with
respect to the conduct of elected officials and public employees without creating
unnecessary barriers to public service. It is the purpose of this Chapter to implement
these policies and objectives

La. R.S. 42:1101(B)(emphasis added).  

(1) No public servant shall receive any thing of economic value for any service, the
subject matter of which:

(a) Is devoted substantially to the responsibilities, programs, or operations of the
agency of the public servant and in which the public servant has participated.

La. R.S. 42:1111(C)(emphasis added).

No public servant, and no legal entity of which such public servant is an officer,
director, trustee, partner, or employee, or in which such public servant has a
substantial economic interest, shall receive or agree to receive any thing of
economic value for assisting a person in a transaction, or in an appearance in
connection with a transaction, with the agency of such public servant.

La. R.S. 42:1111(E)(1) (emphasis added).

No public servant, except as provided in R.S. 42:1120, shall participate in a
transaction involving the governmental entity in which, to his actual knowledge, any
of the following persons has a substantial economic interest:

Any person of which he is an officer, director, trustee, partner, or employee
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La. R.S. 42:1112 (B)(3) (emphasis added).

A. If any appointed member of a board or commission in the discharge of a duty or
responsibility of his office or position, would be required to vote on a matter
which vote would be a violation of R.S. 42:1112, he shall recuse himself from
voting.

B. An appointed member of a board or commission who recuses himself from voting
pursuant to this Section shall be prohibited from participating in discussion and
debate concerning the matter.

La. R.S. 42:1120.4 (emphasis added).

 Although the Board of Ethics determined Sgt. Carter had not violated La. R.S. 42:1112 (B)(3) due

to his SPOA salary, that decision was in part because SPOA is not before the Board when the

employee appeals.  However, if Sgt. Carter is being paid to conduct SPD HR duties that are then

reviewed by the Board, the City would be before the Board which could result in a different outcome

despite the statutory provision that requires police employees on the Board.  As a patrol officer, Sgt.

Carter’s employment duties are not being reviewed by the Board except when he is involved in the

incident or the direct supervisor of the employee appealing – and then he recuses himself as required

by La. R.S. 33:2501(D) and has done so many times.  As an officer in SPD HR, his primary duties

for the City could be regularly reviewed by the Board. 

32.

Chief Raymond’s actions in transferring Sgt. Carter is a violation of his duties under civil

service law which provides that “An officer or employee of the municipality shall comply with,

and aid in all proper ways in carrying out the provisions of this Part and the rules, regulations,

and orders.” La. R.S. 33:2503(B) (emphasis added). Therefore, Chief Raymond is statutorily required

to aid in the carrying out and enforcing elections to the Board required by La. R.S. 33:2476.1.

Transferring Sgt. Carter into a conflicting position is a direct contravention of this statute.

33.

Chief Raymond’s actions in transferring Sgt. Carter is also a violation the Code of

Governmental Ethics which provides that “No public servant shall use the authority of his office

or position, directly or indirectly, in a manner intended to compel or coerce any person or other

10



public servant to provide himself, any other public servant, or other person with any thing of

economic value.” La. R.S. 42:1116(A) (emphasis added). Chief Raymond’s transfer of Sgt. Carter

to SPD HR with the knowledge that it will create a conflict of interest and is an effort compel or

coerce Sgt. Carter to vote and/or not vote in certain matters in violation of this provision or is a effort

to compel him to resign from the Board which would open the slot up for another member of SPD. 

34.

Sgt. Carter desires a preliminary injunction and after all required proceedings a permanent

injunction prohibiting Chief Raymond and the City from requiring him to perform any duties that

would create a conflict to his elected position to the Board and prohibiting them from taking any

disciplinary action against him for refusing to perform duties that would create such a conflict.  Sgt.

Carter further seeks a preliminary mandatory injunction and after all required proceedings a

permanent mandatory injunction  ordering Chief Raymond and the City to transfer Sgt. Carter back

to patrol in order to prevent these conflicts.

35.

Sgt. Carter shows that injunctive relief is necessary to prevent Chief Raymond’s actions that

violate civil service law and the Government Code of Ethics.  “A showing of irreparable injury is

not necessary, however, when the conduct sought to be restrained is unconstitutional or unlawful,

i.e., when the conduct sought to be enjoined constitutes a direct violation of a prohibitory law and/or

violation of a constitutional right.” Barlow v. Town of Waterproof, 45211 (La. App. 2 Cir. 05/19/10);

39 So. 3d 768, 773. See also Ouachita Par. Police Jury v. Am. Waste & Pollution Control Co., 606

So. 2d 1341, 1350 (La. App. 2 Cir. 1992).

37.

Sgt. Carter further shows that irreparable harm will occur if the preliminary and permanent

injunctions sought herein are not granted as Sgt. Carter will be prevented from performing his

statutory duties as a member of the Board which could impact the outcomes in matters before the

Board, could result in Sgt. Carter being disciplined, and would deny SPD members their elected

representation on the Board whom they voted for due to his expertise and knowledge in human
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resources and civil service proceedings.   

38.

Louisiana law provides that the issuance of a preliminary shall not issue unless the applicant

furnishes security in the amount fixed by the court, except where security is dispensed with by law.

La. Code of Civ. Proc. Art.. 3610 .  La. R.S.13:4581 provides such an exception as it provides that

political subdivisions and municipal boards or commissions exercising public power and functions

any officer or employee thereof, shall not be required to furnish any other bond in any judicial

proceedings instituted by them, that arise from activities within the scope and course of their duties

and employment.. This statute is applicable to bonds for injunctive relief. City of New Orleans v.

Benson, 95-1505 (La. App. 4 Cir. 11/30/95); 665 So. 2d 1196, 1197.  The Board is an entity under

this statute. Kenner v. Lawrence, 365 So. 2d 1301, 1303 (La. 1978). Therefore, no bond will be

necessary if the court grants the requested preliminary injunction.

39.

Alternatively, and only in the event that the court does not grant the injunctive relief

requested herein, Sgt. Carter seeks a declaratory judgment that his serving as a Sergeant in SPD HR

and performing the duties assigned to him by Chief Raymond and the City in that capacity while an

elected member to the Board does not create a conflict under or violation of the Code of Government

Ethics. 

WHEREFORE, PETITIONER MICHAEL CARTER PRAYS that the defendants be served

with this petition and after all due process is had that there be judgment granting the injunctive relief

requested herein.

ALTERNATIVELY, PETITIONER MICHAEL CARTER PRAYS for a declaratory

judgment that his serving as a Sergeant in SPD HR and performing the duties assigned to him by

Chief Raymond and the City in that capacity while an elected member to the Board does not create

a conflict under the Code of Government Ethics. 

PETITIONER MICHAEL CARTER FURTHER PRAYS for all general and equitable relief

to which he may be entitled.
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MICHAEL CARTER, INDIVIDUALLY : NUMBER 
AND IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITIES :

:
VERSUS : 1ST  JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

:
CITY OF SHREVEPORT AND : CADDO PARISH
BEN RAYMOND, INDIVIDUALLY AND :
IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY :
______________________________________________________________________________

ORDER

The foregoing petition considered, 

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE CITY OF SHREVEPORT and CHIEF BEN RAYMOND, ,

INDIVIDUALLY  AND IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS PROVISIONAL CHIEF OF POLICE

show cause, if they can on the ___ day of _______, 2019 at ____ o’clock __.m. why:

1) Why the court should not enter a preliminary injunction prohibiting Chief Raymond
and the City from requiring Sgt. Michael Carter to perform any duties that would
create a conflict to his elected position to the Shreveport Municipal Fire and Police
Civil Service Board; 

2) Why the court should not enter a preliminary injunction prohibiting Chief Raymond
and the City from taking any disciplinary action against him for refusing to perform
duties in th Shreveport Police Department Human Resources Department that would
create a conflict  to his elected position to the Shreveport Municipal Fire and Police
Civil Service Board; and

3) Why the court should not enter a preliminary mandatory injunction  ordering Chief
Raymond and the City to transfer Sgt. Carter back to patrol in order to prevent the
conflicts of interest with his elected position to the Shreveport Municipal Fire and
Police Civil Service Board.

THUS DONE AND SIGNED this ___ day of March, 2019.

______________________________
DISTRICT JUDGE

PLEASE SERVE:
The City of Shreveport
Through its Mayor
505 Travis Street, Suite 200
Shreveport, LA 71101

Substitute Chief Ben Raymond
Shreveport Police Department
1234 Texas Avenue   
Shreveport, LA 71101
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