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\VRl'rfEN ~SONS FOR JUDGM~NJ: 

111is matter ca.me before the Comt on Apri[ l 3. 2026 for a review of an August 20, 2025 

decision of the Youngsville Municip~I Service Board affirming the 'termination of the plaintitJ'i.s 

employment as a police officer. 1111! essential fucts are undisputed. The plaintiff was injured in an 

off-duty automobile .acddent on February 7. 2023, He was paid .sick leave from February 71 202.3 

through November I , 2023, when he returned to work. H~ worked until March 11, 2024 when he 

began drawing additiona.1 sick leave. His, employn1ent was subsequently terminated on September 

26, 2024 on grounds that his sick lea,,•e had exceeded the maximum amount allowed by law. 

The cl!!c:isive issue pJ1!Scnted i$ whether the: Board erre<l in its interpretations of La.R,S. 

33~22 !4 and Youngsvme Civil Service Board Rule XII (C) (I), Questions. of law are reviewed 

under a de oovo standard. Monroe Mlm. Ffro & Police Civ. Sern Bd. V; Brown, 2024-00S43 (La. 

9/3/25), 4 l7 So. 3d 547. 

La.R.S. 33:2214 (B)(I) ofstates in pertinent part: 

Ea,ch employee of the police departments of the mun.icipa[ities covered by this 
S11bpan .;, shall be entitled to and g.ivcn with fuH pa:y a sick leave aggregating not 
less than fifiy~two wteks during any calendar year when tht: conditions actually 
W<l;rtant. 

1he Board based its decision on th~ condusion tlrnt the plaintiff was entitled lo no more 

lhim fifty-two weeks of ~ick (eave '·'for a single injury or cause" despite: tlle absence of that limiting 

language int.he stall.Ile. It was suggested during oral arguments that th.is interpretation. is justified 

by the indl!lslon of tl1e term ••aggregating" in the statute. The defense arg,ued that e.,gg:regating 

refers to the total amount or sk:k leave a.tti.~buitahle to a single inj;.i.ry or cause even if, as in this 

case, the leave was taken dl!lring more than one cak'I'.ldar year. 

It is well.settled that ''fcJourts should give eflect to all parts oh statute ,md should not give 

a i:;tatJ..ite .an interpretation that makes any part supi;,i,rfiuous or meantnglcss., if that result can be 

nvolded." Richard v. Hall, 2003-1488 (La. 4/23/04), 8.74 So, 1d 131. 149. In additton, c~[t]he 

words of a law musl be given their generally pre\laiiling meaning.'' La,C.C. art. 1 L The genera.lly 

prevailing meaning of "calendar year" is January 1 through December 3 l, not twelve months 

aggregated over multiple years. A more reasonable interpretation of the statute, which gives-



meaning to the tenns "aggregating'' and ··during any calendar year" is that when sick leave is taken 

as a result of more than one cause, the aggregate amount of sick leave cannot exceed fifty-two 

weeks in any given calendar year. 

This view is supported by tne language of Youngs vine Civil Service Board Rule XII (C) 

(1), which states i.n pertinent part: 

Each employee shall receive such sick leave on his/her date of hire and thereafter 
annuaHy 0,11 January l of said year. 

Although the word .. annually" can be used to refer to any twelve-month period, the rule specifies 

that sick leave is received on January l of each year after the employee's date of hire. Moreover, 

Table 2, which appears be[O\\' Paragraph (C)(l), clearly states that police officers are entitled to 52' 

wec;:ks of sick leave per year. 

It was suggested during oral arguments, that the Courr's interpretatlon of the statute could 

lead to absurd results. However, tliaJ is an argument that shoulcl be addressed to the authors of the 

statute and the civil servie{l rule implementing it. This Coun's mandate ts 10 determine whether 

the Board's decision to terminate the pla1ntiff's employment was ''made in good faith and for cause 

.... " La.R.S. 33:2501(E)(3). Even if the Board was in good faith notwithstanding the evidence of 

disparate treatment in the record~ the Court finds that the plaintiff•s termination based on an 

erroneous interpretation of the law was not "for cause'' within the meaning of the statute. The 

decision of lhe Board will, therefore, be ;reversed, and this matter will be remanded for further 

proceedings. 

Crowley, Louisiana this B .-day of April, 2026. 
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