
BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


MEMORANDUM 

To: Honorable Josh Levy, Mayor, City of Hollywood 

From: 

and Members, H.ollywood City CoflJ:

John W. Scott, Inspector General ?j/'/ 
Date: February 28, 2017 

Subject: OIG Final Report Re: Gross Mismanagement oftlte City OfHollywood 
Police Department Property and Evidence Unit, Ref. OIG 14-012 

Attached please find the final report of the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
regarding the above-captioned matter. The OIG has determined that Hollywood Police 
Department (HPD) officials grossly mismanaged the Property and Evidence Unit (PEU) by 
failing to institute internal controls in accordance with industry standards to track and 
secure evidence. Further, when internal controls were proposed in 2006, HPD officials 
failed to ensure continued compliance with these controls. The overwhelming majority of 
individuals at all levels of the HPD interviewed as part of the investigations acknowledged 
that the PEU had been grossly mismanaged for years. The lack of oversight and 
accountability facil itated the theft of $137,609 and 1,096 pills from the HPD' s custody 
prior to January 2012. 

While many issues remain, the HPD has made significant progress in remediating years of 
mismanagement. During this office's investigation, the HPD instituted a number ofcontrol 
measures requiring two persons to participate in the opening of cash and narcotic safes, 
rather than merely being present, and other security measures to document access. The 
process of purging and organizing evidence has improved, but remains an on-going issue. 
The OIG appreciates the cooperation of the HPD officials during its investigation and 
inspection. 

In his response on behalf of the HPD, Chief Tomas Sanchez provided this office with a 
summarized list ofadditional actions and steps taken by the HPD since March 28, 2016-the date 
the HPD provided us with an initial repott of all the coITective action the depattment had taken 
between Jaimary 2012 and March 2016 in response to the Of G's investigation. Some of those 
continued improvements include the pW'chase of a drug terminator device which so far has 
faci litated the destruction of over 140 pounds of drugs, continued purging, and a change in 
protocol in effotts to reduce paperwork being submitted to the prope1ty unit. The OIG is 
encoW'aged by the 1-IPD's ongoing effo1ts to address the deficiencies noted in the final report and 

John W. Scott, Inspector General 

One North University Drive, Suite 11 1 ·Plantation, Florida 33324 • (954) 357-7873 · Fax (954) 357-7857 
www.browar<lig.org • (954) 357-TrPS 

http:www.browar<lig.org


requests that we are provided with a status report in 90 days, or by May 23, 2017, regarding the 
PEU's progress and any further improvements. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Dr. Wazir Ishmae l, City Manager 

Honorable Tim Ryan, Member, Broward Board of County Commissioners 

Honorable Beam Furr, Member, Broward Board of County Commissioners 

Individuals previously provided a Preliminary Report (under separate cover) 
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
 

FINAL REPORT RE: GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE
 

CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT
 

SUMMARY 

The Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has concluded its investigation into the City of 
Hollywood Police Department’s (HPD) management of its Property and Evidence Unit (PEU).  The 
OIG has determined that HPD officials grossly mismanaged the PEU by failing to institute internal 
controls in accordance with industry standards to track and secure evidence. Further, when internal 
controls were proposed in 2006, HPD officials failed to ensure continued compliance with these 
controls.  The overwhelming majority of individuals at all levels of the HPD interviewed as part of the 
investigations acknowledged that the PEU had been grossly mismanaged for years. The lack of 
oversight and accountability facilitated the theft of $137,609 and 1,096 pills from the HPD’s custody 
prior to January 2012.  

During the ensuing criminal investigation, a joint effort between HPD Internal Affairs, the Broward 
County State Attorney’s Office (SAO) and the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE), the 
HPD began addressing certain glaring deficiencies in the management of the PEU, including failures 
to control access and observe security measures.  Although the SAO declined to prosecute, that office 
requested the OIG’s investigation of the management and procedural issues that facilitated the theft.  
The OIG postponed finalizing its investigation until the HPD completed its criminal and 
administrative investigations—including inventories of the PEU—in March 2016.  Prior to concluding 
its investigation, the OIG also conducted an on-site inspection of the PEU to assess the efficacy of the 
newly instituted controls. 

This report details the investigation and findings of the OIG.  In sum, the OIG found that the theft was 
facilitated by a lack of controls limiting access into the PEU.  Evidence required to prosecute the 
culprit(s) was unavailable because the HPD had failed to institute security measures to document 
access, such as security cameras. The state of the PEU has been in such disarray that the HPD lost its 
accreditation from the Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation (CFA) in 2015. 

However, while many issues remain, the HPD has made significant progress in remediating years of 
mismanagement. At present, the HPD has instituted a number of control measures requiring two 
persons to participate in the opening of cash and narcotic safes, rather than merely being present, and 
other security measures to document access. The process of purging and organizing evidence has 
improved, but remains an on-going issue.  The OIG appreciates the cooperation of the HPD officials 
during its investigation and inspection.   
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE 


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT
 

OIG CHARTER AUTHORITY 

Section 12.01 of the Charter of Broward County empowers the Broward Office of the Inspector 
General to investigate misconduct and gross mismanagement within the Charter Government of 
Broward County and all of its municipalities. This authority extends to all elected and appointed 
officials, employees and all providers of goods and services to the County and the municipalities.  On 
his own initiative, or based on a signed complaint, the Inspector General shall commence an 
investigation upon a finding of good cause.  As part of any investigation, the Inspector General shall 
have the power to subpoena witnesses, administer oaths, require the production of documents and 
records, and audit any program, contract, and the operations of any division of the County, its 
municipalities and any providers. 

The Broward Office of the Inspector General is also empowered to issue reports, including 
recommendations, and to require officials to provide reports regarding the implementation of those 
recommendations. 

INDIVIDUALS COVERED IN THIS REPORT 

The following individuals are discussed in the Investigation section of this report. The OIG typically 
identifies individuals by rank and title.  However, many of the individuals discussed below had various 
ranks throughout the events in question or presently have a different rank or title.  Thus, for the sake of 
clarity, we will utilize only the honorific of Mr. or Ms., as appropriate. 

Chadwick Wagner 

Mr. Wagner was the chief of the HPD from March 2008 until his retirement in January 2013.  He is 
currently employed by the Broward County Sheriff’s Office, where he is the Director of Human 
Resources. 

Louis Granteed 

Mr. Granteed was an assistant chief of the HPD from approximately January 2005 until his retirement 
in June 2012.  His duties included oversight of Support Services, which included the PEU.     

Forrest Jeffries 

Mr. Jeffries is a major with the HPD.  He has been with the HPD for over 28 years.  When John 
Nevins was the quartermaster sergeant of the PEU, Mr. Jeffries acted as his backup.  

Allen Siegel 

Mr. Siegel was a major in HPD Support Services during the relevant time periods. He was responsible 
for, among other things, supervision of the PEU.  He retired from the HPD in January 2012 and is 
currently the deputy chief of the Lauderhill Police Department. 
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John Nevins 

Mr. Nevins was the quartermaster sergeant for two periods during his career at the HPD.  His first 
assignment was from 2006 to 2007 and the second assignment was from March 2008 to April 2012.  
As quartermaster, he was the first-line supervisor of the PEU, Fleet Management, Building 
Maintenance, and Storeroom Units.  He retired from the HPD in April 2012. 

RELEVANT GOVERNING AND ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES 

International Association of Property and Evidence (IAPE) Standards 

According to its website, the IAPE is a non-profit organization created to provide education and 
training for all aspects of handling, storage, maintenance and disposal of property and evidence in the 
law enforcement context.  To that end, the IAPE has adopted professional standards addressing, 
among other areas, security, disposition, money and internal controls. Applicable IAPE standards are 
cited where relevant in this report.  

City of Hollywood Police Department Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) #270 

According to its own language, the purpose of SOP #270 is 

…to provide uniform procedures for the preservation, storage, safe-keeping, and 
disposal of found, abandoned, recovered and evidentiary property obtained by 
the Hollywood Police Department and submitted to the Property and Evidence 
Unit as a result of a Law Enforcement Investigation. 

Applicable sections of SOP #270 are cited where relevant in this report. 

INVESTIGATION 

The OIG has concluded its investigation into the management of the HPD’s PEU and the practices that 
facilitated a theft of $137,609 and 1,096 pills.  The OIG determined that HPD officials grossly 
mismanaged the PEU.  Officials failed to institute security protocols consistent with industry standards 
and consistently failed to ensure that existing internal controls were being observed. 

This investigation involved the review of substantial documentation including, but not limited to, 
documents obtained from the SAO investigative file, the Internal Affairs case file, sworn statements 
provided by witnesses during the SAO and Internal Affairs investigation, FDLE and HPD 
investigative reports, Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation, Inc. (CFA) reports, 
documents provided by witnesses, HPD policies and procedures regarding property and evidence, 
Florida statutes regarding the disposal of evidence, and a multitude of internal memorandums and 
reports provided by the HPD.  OIG Special Agents also conducted interviews of various witnesses and 
implicated parties.  Finally, the OIG conducted on-site inspections of the PEU to assess the efficacy of 
controls instituted after the theft and adherence to controls in place, but not observed, prior to the theft. 

OIG 14-012
 
February 27, 2017
 

Page 3 of 29
 



BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE:  GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE  

CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT  
 

 
OIG 14-012 

February 27, 2017 
Page 4 of 29 

Property and Evidence Unit Background and Historical Mismanagement 
 
The PEU is made up of multiple secured rooms, which include two safes, one for money and one for 
certain drugs.1  According to Diane Unger, a clerk assigned to the PEU between 2004 and 2010, it was 
typically staffed by two non-sworn shifts consisting of a property clerk, a clerical specialist and a 
secretary.  This staff was supervised by an officer holding the position of quartermaster sergeant.  In 
interviews with the OIG, multiple HPD representatives indicated that the PEU was never considered a 
high priority by HPD officials.  It is undisputed that the storage space was consistently overcrowded 
and the unit was disorganized.  Ms. Unger stated that the supervising quartermasters would typically 
assist clerks only as needed.   
 
During this investigation, the OIG learned that the second-class status of the PEU is not exclusive 
to the HPD.  Mismanagement of the PEU function is an endemic problem that impacts many law 
enforcement agencies.  In fact, “in most law enforcement agencies, the property room has been a 
low priority in terms of operations, staffing, and resource allocation.”2 The reasons for this are 
rather obvious: “[a]s a police function, the property room usually falls at the fringes of a chief’s 
administrative radar; it cannot compete with crime investigation, traffic fatality reduction, street 
gang violence, and other pressing concerns.  In times of diminished budgets, any staffing and 
equipment requested for the property room are usually eliminated in the first round of budget 
discussions.”3 

 
With respect to the PEU, a mock inspection conducted in preparation for accreditation by the CFA in 
2004 first raised concerns about mismanagement.  As a result the HPD contracted with a retired Fort 
Lauderdale Police Department property and evidence manager to help address the issues.  The 
consultant had a shelving system installed in the general evidence room, purchased new safes that 
required both a key and a combination to open, instituted a requirement that the person accessing the 
safe be escorted by a property clerk, recommended regular audits and inventories, created new policies 
and procedures on a wide range of issues, and began to maintain computerized records.4  The 
consultant also trained Ms. Unger in the proper management of the PEU. 
   
In 2010, the city declared a financial urgency, forcing the city to eliminate many positions.  Employees 
with greater seniority were permitted to bump other employees out of certain positions. Ms. Unger was 
bumped out of the PEU in November 2010 and was replaced by an employee with no experience in 
managing a property and evidence room.  Later, Mr. Nevins, who had been the quartermaster since 
February 2008, was placed on administrative leave between August 4, 2011 and September 4, 2011, 
but then resumed his duties as quartermaster.  He told the OIG that he attended a rehabilitation 
program for substance abuse during that time period.  

                                                 
1 The HPD refers to the secured storage rooms as vaults.  One of the secured rooms is utilized as a “drug vault.”  Drugs 
maintained in the safe are known as “sting drugs” and utilized by officers in operations; evidence drugs are maintained in 
the vault (secured room). 
2 Joseph T. Latta and William P. Kiley, Property and Evidence Control – the Hidden and Ticking Time Bomb, Commission 
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA) Update Magazine, Issue 94. 
3 William P. Kiley, An Impending Crisis: The Property Room is Full, Police Chief Magazine, January 2016. 
4 The consultant prepared a memorandum of recommendations for the HPD.    
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Throughout Mr. Nevins’ tenure, only his backup and he had access to the safe containing money.  
Since 2008, Mr. Nevins’ backup was Mr. Jeffries, then a lieutenant in the Records Unit. 

Discovery of the Theft of Cash and Drugs 

On January 5, 2012, the PEU was contacted by an individual seeking the return of $743 in cash seized 
from him during a 2007 arrest.  The PEU’s logs confirmed that the currency had been turned over to 
the unit.  However, when Mr. Nevins went to the PEU to retrieve the money, it was missing. Initial 
inquiries conducted by HPD officials at the request of Mr. Wagner disclosed that over $90,000 was 
missing. Mr. Nevins was relieved of his PEU responsibilities on January 26, 2012.  It was later 
determined that oxycodone pills were also missing from the PEU and an Internal Affairs investigation 
was initiated. 

Loss of Law Enforcement Accreditation Status 

In the meantime, the HPD was also experiencing issues with its CFA reaccreditation.  Accreditation 
programs have long been recognized as a means of maintaining the highest standards of 
professionalism.  Established in 1993 by Florida statute, the CFA establishes standards, oversees an 
accreditation program, and awards accreditation to compliant Florida law enforcement agencies.  

The HPD was originally accredited in 2002.  To maintain accreditation, the department had to undergo 
a reaccreditation process every three years.  Although the 2004 reaccreditation process revealed 
concerns with the state of the PEU, the agency was able to undertake sufficient remedial action to 
maintain accreditation.  However, the accumulation of property and lack of proper purging resulted in 
such disarray that the agency was only granted reaccreditation “with conditions” on February 6, 2014.  
Although there were a few issues considered by the CFA, the main concern for the agency was the 
state of the PEU.5 

A November 2015 CFA accreditation re-inspection of the PEU revealed significant progress, but 
ongoing issues with proper labeling by officers, the volume of evidence, and proper audits and 
inspections. (Exhibit 2) The CFA determined that it would not renew the HPD’s accreditation and 
offered the agency an opportunity to withdraw its application. (Exhibit 3) As of the date of this report, 
the HPD has not resubmitted an application for accreditation. 

Ultimately, the Internal Affairs investigation concluded that the evidence “leads a reasonable person to 
believe Sergeant Nevins is responsible for the missing monies and drugs from the Property and 
Evidence Unit.”  However, the SAO declined to prosecute, citing insufficient evidence. (Exhibit 4) 
The OIG was subsequently contacted with respect to the HPD’s management of the PEU.  The OIG 
postponed finalization of its investigation until the HPD completed its criminal and administrative 
investigations and inventories of the PEU and, in March 2016, provided a report consisting of a cover 
letter and an overview of changes in the PEU.  (Exhibit 5, which for reasons of security omits the 

5 See September 17, 2014 letter from Mr. Fernandez acknowledging concerns of CFA, attached as Exhibit 1. 
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overview) As discussed below, the OIG identified numerous deficiencies in the management of the 
unit.    

Gross Mismanagement of the PEU Facilitated the Theft 

The OIG’s investigation revealed that the HPD had not adhered to the controls it instituted after the 
2004 audit revealed significant issues.  Further, the PEU had not adopted industry standards that would 
have made the theft less likely. 

1. Failure to Institute a Two-Person Rule for Access to the PEU 

HPD’s SOP only requires that anyone entering the PEU must be escorted by a property clerk 
after signing in.  It does not comply with IAPE’s Standard 8.2, which states: 

The manager/administrator who has oversight of the property unit and the 
Chief/Sheriff/CEO of the agency should not have independent, unescorted 
access into the property room and/or storage areas. If one of those individuals 
has a key or access, the agency should establish a system that requires another 
authorized person to disarm the alarm, thereby creating a two-person rule. 
(emphasis added) 

In addition to requiring some security measure to ensure the presence of two persons, 
the IAPE rule differs from the HPD SOP in another significant manner; it specifically 
applies to the persons with oversight of the unit.  The IAPE treats the administrator of 
the PEU, in this case the quartermaster, as a person subject to a higher standard of 
internal security controls than property clerks for the purpose of accessing the storage 
rooms.  This is done so that the administrator would not be impaired in any 
investigation of missing property.  Thus, while property clerks may enter storage rooms 
alone, no other individual, including the quartermaster, would be allowed to do so 
under the IAPE “two-person rule.”  Rooms or safes containing money or drugs further 
require an additional level of security. 

Failure to adopt the enhanced two-person rule endorsed by IAPE resulted in at least two 
administrators having sole, unfettered access to the PEU, the quartermaster and his backup, a 
major flaw in security protocol. Mr. Nevins, who claimed he had little or no knowledge of 
PEU management, reported that he had no knowledge of, and never practiced, the SOP’s “two
person rule.”6  Members of the PEU staff reported seeing him access the secured rooms 
without an escort.  Further, Mr. Nevins clearly had carte blanche access, as he was often able to 
enter when the unit was closed on nights and weekends.7 

6 While Mr. Nevins’ backup, Mr. Jeffries, also had both the combination and the key to the safe, he stated he acted as
 
backup on only two to three occasions.
 
7 As demonstrated by key card access records reviewed as part of the Internal Affairs investigation.
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The effects of failing to adhere to controls requiring another individual to admit the 
quartermaster into the secured rooms was exacerbated because he was one of only two 
officials who could access the money safe located in the secured room.  Officials at the 
HPD reported to Internal Affairs that they believed Mr. Nevins could not open the 
money safe alone.  They were under the impression that he did not have access to both 
the key and combination required to open the safe.  However, each of the investigations 
established that Mr. Nevins was in possession of both throughout his tenure.  If his 
access to the secured rooms had been limited according to the IAPE standard, he would 
not have had sole access to the safe, regardless of the fact that he possessed both the 
combination and key. 

2. Failure to Timely Purge Evidence Resulting in Overcrowding of the PEU 

Standard 14.1 of the IAPE, titled Disposition – Review, instructs: 

Standard: Law enforcement agencies should have a systematic review process 
assuring that each item of property and evidence is evaluated for possible 
purging on an annual basis. 

Reasoning: There is no procedure more important to keeping the inventory of a 
property room at a manageable level than an effective on-going purging 
program. The property room inventory should be kept free of items that are no 
longer needed in order to avoid the need for additional storage space and 
staffing. 

The timely and appropriate disposition of property is extremely important to the 
efficient management of the property room. Overcrowded evidence rooms 
generally require more staffing to manage simply because the size of their 
inventory has a tendency to slow down routine operations involving evidence 
storage and retrieval. 

HPD SOP #270, “Disposition of Found, Abandoned, Recovered, and Evidentiary Property,” 
requires that the PEU dispose of property that is not evidence in accordance with applicable 
state statutes.  However, by all accounts, the PEU had no process in place to ensure that 
property was periodically reviewed for purging purposes.  Instead, property clerks would 
simply put evidence wherever they found available space.  The result was an overflowing 
evidence room with evidence stacked to the ceiling and obstructing the aisles. 
According to Mr. Nevins, the PEU was already crowded with evidence when he arrived in 
2008, and it got a little more crowded during his tenure there.  He had very little daily 
involvement with the PEU, mostly because he was busy supervising and performing tasks 
associated with the other units for which he was responsible.  As the clerks were self-directed 
in their daily duties, he stated that his sole involvement in the PEU was limited to handling 
clerk requests for access to the safes to either deposit or withdraw money and to be present 
when drugs were destroyed.  He knew that purging of evidence was an important function but 
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did not understand or supervise this process; his only role in the process was when he approved 
memorandums that the clerks prepared. 

Further, the chain of command was well aware of the disorganized and overflowing state of the 
PEU.  Mr. Granteed, Mr. Nevins’ superior, explained that around 2011 to 2012, the condition 
of the PEU was “busting at the seams.”  The size of the PEU was not adequate for an agency 
the size of the HPD.  It was common knowledge that the PEU was packed. In his statement to 
the SAO, Mr. Wagner stated that Mr. Granteed was his point person in keeping abreast of 
issues in the PEU. He never inspected the PEU.  He was told by Mr. Granteed on several 
occasions that the PEU was full.  However, he was also told that the department was engaging 
in property burns and gun destruction. 

Thomas Demmery, who took over the PEU in February 2012, determined that the PEU staff 
had been doing only the minimum amount of work necessary.  He believed they did not purge 
old evidence or follow the procedures that the consultant had instituted in 2005-2006.   

In 2013, Elizabeth Kamerick was brought in as property manager for the PEU.  She believed 
that management did not know how to effectively run a PEU.  She noted the lack of training 
and knowledge of industry best practices or legal requirements regarding the disposition of 
evidence. The location of evidence was rarely documented properly in the computer system.  
Further, when purging was done, it was a “targeted purging” meaning it was done to clean out 
a particular area, versus a purge according to a case’s procedural posture.  The purges were 
further complicated by poor record-keeping as computer entries incorrectly reported the status 
of many pieces of evidence due, in part, to the use of multiple computer systems.  For instance, 
some entries reported that a particular piece of evidence had been purged when it had not.  On 
one occasion, she even found evidence on the shelves that had not been entered in the 
computer system at all. 

3. Failure to Limit the Amount of Cash Stored in the PEU 

Standard 10.3 of the IAPE instructs that money should be deposited or transferred out of the 
property room as soon as practical once it no longer has evidentiary value.  “Money is 
considered a high profile item and requires the highest level of controls.”  Standard 10.5 
suggests that all money pending transfer to either the finance department or a financial 
institution be stored in a designated area with an enhanced level of security.  The standard goes 
on to suggest that the department’s policy should define a threshold to trigger a transfer 
whether it be based on the calendar or quantity as “[t]hresholds make all parties in the transfer 
process accountable and ensure that the process occurs before the money becomes a target of 
theft.”  

While HPD SOP #270 does not establish a threshold quantity to trigger a transfer, it does 
dictate that money should be transferred if it no longer has evidentiary value. Although the 
HPD had protocols in place requiring that money was not unnecessarily kept in the PEU, the 
PEU staff was not abiding by this protocol.  It was not until Mr. Wagner began his own 

OIG 14-012
 
February 27, 2017
 

Page 8 of 29
 



   
    

     
 

 
 

 
   

 
   

    
 

    
   

   
   

 
     

   
         

   
   

 
    

 
 

   
  

 
  

  
   

 
    

 
 

 
     

        
  

 
 

 
    
      

  
 

    
 

 

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE 


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT
 

investigation into the missing $743 that he realized that money was not being forfeited and was 
instead “sitting in a safe way too long, for many, many years.”  Although he questioned why 
the money had not been processed, he claimed he was never given an answer.  

Mr. Granteed recalled that a consultant worked with HPD’s budget officer to identify the 
money that needed to be forfeited and removed from the money safe.  After that, it would have 
been the PEU staff who would have been in charge of ensuring that money was properly 
forfeited. 

As early as April or May 2011, Mr. Siegel was aware that the PEU was having trouble keeping 
track of money in the safe.  Specifically, he recalled that at that time, he was approached by 
Mr. Jeffries, who was covering for Mr. Nevins in the PEU. Mr. Jeffries was concerned about 
the fashion in which money was being kept in the PEU and the fact that the paperwork was 
sloppy.  When Mr. Nevins returned, he assured Mr. Siegel that it was simply clerical work and 
that it was corrected. 

When Frank Fernandez was sworn in as Chief in August 2013, there was approximately 
$700,000 being held in the safe.  As having this amount of cash in the safe was a security 
concern, he directed that the money being unnecessarily held in the safe be transferred to the 
city bank account.     

4. Failure to Institute Routine Audits and Inventories 

HPD’s SOPs generally conform with the IAPE standards for audits and inventories.  IAPE 
Standards Section 15 speaks at length about the importance of conducting inventories and 
audits routinely.  “Conducting annual inventories will identify property or evidence that is 
missing or misplaced from its assigned location, and it will identify items that are present in a 
particular location that should have been previously removed.” Further, the standard explains 
that another benefit of routine inventories is that it will limit the time frame for investigating 
missing items; “[w]ithout a time inventory the time frame of an investigation and the total 
number of persons involved will expand significantly.”  Even more, the IAPE standard 
suggests that the inventory of guns, money and drugs be accounted for several times within a 
calendar year as they are considered “high risk categories of property or evidence.” 
Supervisors are encouraged to conduct frequent inspections to identify problems in a timely 
manner. 

Again, although the HPD had the proper protocols in place, PEU supervisors and staff did not 
implement the processes. Mr. Wagner admitted that he never conducted an inspection of the 
PEU in his time as chief. Mr. Nevins reported that there was never a complete inventory of the 
cash safe during his time as quartermaster.  The balance of the money stored in the safe was 
never tracked.  While HPD’s Accreditation Unit would conduct audits that were required to 
prove compliance with standards, the audits simply consisted of locating a few items in the 
PEU, including a few cases involving money stored in the safe.    
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Thea Basler, who had been involved with the PEU in 2010 as sergeant in the Accreditation 
Unit and then again in 2013 as a major assigned to manage Support Services, corroborated Mr. 
Nevins’ account of minimal property accountability.  Per Ms. Basler, while audits were 
conducted in order to comply with accreditation requirements, a complete inventory of all 
items in the PEU had not been conducted for many years until Mr. Fernandez ordered one in 
January 2014.  The inventories that were completed prior to that only included a small 
sampling of items in the PEU, varying from 25 to 50 items for a unit which contained in excess 
of 100,000 pieces of evidence.  

Ms. Kamerick noted that while audits were conducted prior to her arrival, they failed to 
accurately document the poor conditions in the PEU.  The HPD supervisors selected to perform 
the random audits had no knowledge of how to actually conduct an audit or how a PEU was 
supposed to be organized and secured.  Indeed, the audits seemed to have been completed 
simply in an attempt to meet accreditation requirements mandated by the CFA.8 

5. Failure to Ensure Proper Security Protocols 

Section 8 of the IAPE Standards focuses on security policies.  Standard 8.1 directs that written 
policies should require access control to ensure that unauthorized persons do not enter secure 
areas. “These controls include, but are not limited to: key control, changing locks or access 
codes with changes of personnel, access logs, after-hours procedures, use of surveillance 
cameras and alarms.” 

Other than language describing all vault doors being alarmed and monitored by the 
communications center in subsection D of Section XI, “Property and Evidence Unit,” of HPD’s 
SOP #270, there is no language in the SOPs providing for security protocols as envisioned by 
the IAPE. In a memorandum he drafted summarizing the HPD’s investigation and its findings, 
Mr. Wagner admits that there was a lack of compliance with policy and an “utter lack of 
monitoring.” (Exhibit 6) 

Ms. Basler stated that there were no video cameras installed in the PEU prior to January 2012 
and key card access was not normally reviewed.  During the Internal Affairs investigation that 
followed the discovery of the missing money, a review of key card entries revealed that Mr. 
Nevins’ key card was used to enter the secured rooms during after-hours and on weekends.  
For example, on Sunday July 17, 2011, Mr. Nevins accessed the PEU secured rooms a total of 
14 times between the times of 12:28 and 3:15 pm with no documented purpose.  

Current State of the PEU 

On May 24 and 25, 2016, OIG special agents conducted an inspection of the PEU.  The purpose of 
the inspection was to determine the status of internal controls and security measures that were 

8 Mr. Demmery also acknowledged that the audit memorandums required for accreditation were “boilerplate memos” used 
year after year that did not accurately portray the condition of the PEU. 
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instituted after the theft was discovered in January 2012. The following is a summary of OIG 
observations relevant to this report: 

1.	 General Organization of the PEU:  The PEU manager, Ms. Kamerick, advised that the 
HPD was still taking in more evidence than it was able to purge and, as of the date of 
the inspection, had over 100,000 items in its custody.  OIG special agents noted that, 
while the overall organization and appearance of the PEU had improved, much work 
still needed to be done.  All of the vaults were found to be crowded with evidence and 
in need of significant purging.  The OIG was advised that purging is being done on a 
prioritized basis and that additional staff has been assigned for this purpose through 
overtime and the use of light-duty personnel.  However, the policy that allows senior 
employees with no PEU experience to “bump” junior employees out of their positions 
still hampers the efficiency of the unit. 

2.	 Video Cameras:  Prior to January 2012, there were no video cameras installed in the 
PEU.  On the date of the OIG inspection, there were numerous video cameras that had 
been installed at key locations in and around the PEU.  OIG agents physically observed 
each camera and were able to confirm that they were working by viewing their 
operation from monitors at key locations throughout the PEU.  The OIG was advised 
that bids had been obtained so that the system can be upgraded as needed.  

3.	 Money Safe Security: The secured room wherein the money safe is located requires a 
physical key and an electronic key card for access.  A video camera captures all ingress 
and egress through this door.  In order to open the money safe, one must first acquire 
the safe key and also know the combination to the safe.  The safe key is kept in a lock 
box, which requires two keys to open—one type of key held by the supervisor and 
manager and another key held by the clerks.  Two PEU employees are procedurally 
required to be present for this operation.  After opening the lock box and acquiring the 
safe key, a lock must then be opened with a combination which is only known to the 
PEU supervisor and manager.  This entire process is captured on video by a camera.  A 
handwritten log is kept in the safe.  The video camera, lock box, and the two-key 
system were security measures that were added after money was found to be missing 
from the PEU in January 2012. 

4.	 Key Control: The OIG was advised that there are four keys that are issued to PEU staff.  
Only the PEU manager can issue keys and only the PEU staff are issued PEU keys.  
Each PEU member is also issued an electronic key card (card swipe) which gives them 
access to all PEU doors.  Every door requires both a key and a card swipe.   

5.	 PEU Sign-In Logs: The PEU requires that anyone entering the unit enter their name 
and date on the sign-in log.  Sign-in logs are located at two locations, one at the 
property intake area and one located adjacent to one of the vaults.  Copies of these logs 
were provided to the OIG.  The review of the logs revealed several inconsistencies in 
the information written on the log by visiting individuals, with some names being 
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illegible or incomplete, the name of the escorting PEU member left blank, and the time 
out information left blank. 

6.	 Card Swipe Entries:  Transaction history reports for card swipe usage for all doors in 
the PEU were obtained for the time period of March 18, 2016 through May 13, 2016.  
These records were reviewed to determine if there were any suspicious entries into the 
weapons or drugs vaults during that time frame.  No suspicious after-hours entries were 
observed. 

7.	 Alarm System:  All doors in the PEU are wired so that if a door is open for more than 
30 seconds, an audible alarm will sound.  On the date of the OIG’s inspection, a 
monitoring system was installed which would alert the staff working in the HPD 
Teletype Room when the alarm in the PEU is activated. 

8.	 Audits and Inventories: The HPD provided the OIG with copies of audits from January 
2014 through January 2016.  A review of these audits revealed that they are much more 
detailed and comprehensive than the audits that were performed prior to January 2012. 
Prior to January 2012, very few, if any deficiencies were noted in audit memorandums 
and they were “boilerplate” in nature.  On the other hand, more recent audits identified 
a number of deficiencies.  There was also documentation that the HPD was addressing 
the issues identified during the audit process; Mr. Demmery issued a 90-day action plan 
to address deficiencies that were found during 2014-2016 audits and inspections of the 
PEU.9 

9.	 Small Sample Audit of the Money Safe: Ten items were randomly selected by the OIG 
from the list of items that were stored in the safe. All ten items were located in the safe 
and examined by the OIG to ensure that they were properly sealed and had not been 
tampered with.  No problems were observed.  The OIG was also provided with a 
document which revealed that on May 24, 2016, there was $77,467.77 stored in the 
safe.  In January 2012, after money was found to be missing from the money safe, a 
complete inventory of the safe was conducted by the HPD.  This inventory identified 
that $137,609.85 was missing and $257,366 was still being stored in the safe, meaning 
that prior to the money going missing, there was $394,975.85 in the safe.  This decrease 
in the amount of money stored in the PEU reduces the opportunity for money to be 
targeted for theft. 

10. Small Sample Audit of Drug Vault: Thirteen items were randomly selected by the OIG, 
seven items from the LRMS computer system and six items from the OSSI computer 

9 The CFA accreditation re-inspection in November 2014 found that the annual audits were not being conducted in 
compliance with the HPD’s policy requiring the participation of the fiscal affairs manager, property manager and an 
uninvolved lieutenant.  The OIG’s review of the 2016 annual audit found that the HPD did not appear to have come into 
compliance with that policy, as the audit was conducted only by a sergeant from staff inspections and the property 
manager. 
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system. The items were examined to ensure that they were properly sealed.  No 
problems were observed. 

In sum, the HPD has implemented new internal controls and security measures that were not in 
place or were ignored prior to January 2012.  These controls have added to the overall security of 
the property and evidence currently stored in the PEU.  It is clear that the HPD continues to strive 
to maintain and upgrade its security measures despite citywide budgetary restrictions.  
Additionally, the current staff at the HPD continues to be open to recommendations that may 
further improve the security and accountability measures in the PEU.  

INTERVIEW SUMMARIES 

As a part of the investigation, OIG Special Agents conducted numerous interviews.  Significant 
interviews are summarized below.  Certain individuals refused to be interviewed, but had previously 
provided a sworn statement to other agencies.  Relevant portions of the sworn statements for those 
individuals are also summarized below: 

1. Interview of John Nevins 

Mr. Nevins is a retired sergeant with the HPD.  He was quartermaster sergeant for two stints during his 
career at the HPD, the first time from 2006 to 2007 and the second time from March 2008 to April 
2012. He retired in April 2012.  His duties while quartermaster sergeant included oversight of the 
PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and Storeroom Units.  In 2008, Mr. Nevins attended 
a PEU management course that was held at the Miami-Dade Police Department. 

According to Mr. Nevins, the PEU was crowded with evidence from the time he arrived in 2008.  
However, it did get a little more crowded during his tenure there.  He had very little daily involvement 
with the PEU, mostly because he was busy supervising and performing tasks associated with the other 
units for which he was responsible.  As the clerks were self-directed in their daily duties, his only 
involvement in the PEU was limited to clerk requests for safe access to either deposit or withdraw 
money, and to assist when drugs were destroyed.  He knew that purging of evidence was an important 
function but did not understand or supervise this process. Indeed, his only involvement in the process 
was when he approved memorandums that the clerks prepared for his signature on the issue.  Mr. 
Nevins stated, “I don’t know how the place was managed.”  

Mr. Nevins went on to explain that when he transferred into the PEU in 2008, Diane Unger was 
assigned there as a clerk and had the knowledge and ability to run the unit.  She was the best clerk and 
performed as the unpaid supervisor in the unit.  She was transferred out of the unit in 2010 after she 
was bumped by an employee with more seniority, but no experience in the PEU.  “[I]t was tough 
going forward” after Ms. Unger left the unit because he had no knowledge of the duties that the clerks 
had to perform to run the PEU.   
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Mr. Nevins also explained that, upon his assignment to the PEU, he was given both the combination 
and the key to the safes.  He had no knowledge of, and never practiced, the “two-person rule” which 
requires that two people be present whenever a safe is opened.  

Mr. Nevins acknowledged that the PEU was mismanaged adding that “it was always that way.” He 
was aware that the PEU was not supposed to look the way it did based on what he learned at the 
Miami-Dade Police Department’s PEU course he attended in 2008.  The chain of command had little 
or no knowledge of PEU management and were apathetic to the needs of the unit.  Mr. Nevins told his 
supervisors that the unit was overcrowded with evidence and that he needed additional staffing and 
space, including hiring a supervisor who would be solely responsible for the PEU.  However, he was 
repeatedly informed that there was no money in the budget.  The installation of video cameras in the 
PEU was discussed from the time he got there in 2008 through the time that he left in 2012.  While 
Mr. Nevins was told that they were coming, they never arrived due to budgetary reasons.   

According to Mr. Nevins, there was never a complete inventory of the cash safe during his time as 
quartermaster.  The balance of the money stored in the safe was never tracked.  While the 
Accreditation Unit would conduct audits that were required to prove compliance with standards, they 
consisted of locating a few items in the PEU, including a few cases involving money stored in the safe. 

Mr. Nevins stated that in August 2011, he met with Mr. Wagner and informed him that he had 
developed a substance abuse problem and was going to attend a substance abuse rehabilitation 
program to address the issue.  He attended a 28-day program in August 2011.  When he completed the 
program, he returned to work and did not discuss the matter with Mr. Wagner or any other supervisors. 

2. Summary of the Sworn Statement Chadwick Wagner Provided to the SAO 

Mr. Wagner was the chief of the HPD from March 2008 until his retirement, January 2013.  He told 
the SAO that he never personally inspected the evidence in the PEU. At the time, Mr. Granteed was 
an assistant chief on the administrative side overseeing the PEU and Mr. Wagner relied on him as his 
eyes and ears.  Prior to 2008, the quartermaster responsibilities were divided between a PEU sergeant, 
a property clerk sergeant, and a vehicle sergeant, but the positions were subsequently assigned to one 
sergeant due to serious budget issues.  

Mr. Wagner stated that he was informed “quite a few times” that the PEU rooms were full. However, 
when he took over as chief, he was not aware of how many years behind they were on purging, as he 
was also told the unit was conducting property burns and destruction of weapons.  It was Mr. 
Wagner’s belief that Mr. Granteed had let him down.  The PEU was not monitored the way it should 
have been.  He was not made aware of any problems until the $743 came up missing.  He was always 
told that everything was fine.  Mr. Granteed would typically say “we have accreditation.  They do 
mocks on it. It gets checked all the time.  We have an audit that gets done.”  

Prior to January 2012, Mr. Wagner did not know who had access to the money safe or who had the 
key and combination other than Mr. Nevins.  During the initial parts of the investigation, he became 
aware that Mr. Jeffries also had the key and combination to the safe.  Mr. Wagner asked an in-house 
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legal advisor why money in the PEU had not been being processed for forfeiture.  He did not really get 
a good answer.  

Mr. Wagner was aware of Mr. Nevins’ health problems.  He did not know whether a drug addiction 
problem was the full scope of his problems.  Mr. Nevins was a 29-year veteran of the HPD.  A lot of 
people in the department had personal and medical issues.  Mr. Wagner did not handle Mr. Nevins 
differently than anybody else.  Mr. Wagner had no personal knowledge of Mr. Nevins’ financial 
issues.10  He subsequently learned of Mr. Nevins’ issues during the investigation.   

In January 2012, Mr. Granteed gave Mr. Wagner a memorandum from Mr. Nevins, which had been 
approved by Mr. Siegel.  The memorandum requested that $743 be sought from the finance 
department to pay an individual whose money had been seized by the HPD but could not now be 
found.  Although Mr. Granteed tried to convince Mr. Wagner to approve the request, Mr. Wagner 
refused.  Mr. Granteed revisited the request about three or four times, each time being rejected by Mr. 
Wagner. 

When the initial missing money was discovered, Mr. Wagner put together a team to determine what 
other evidence was missing.  In March, Mr. Jeffries informed Mr. Wagner that money was missing 
from 371 cases.  Of the 371 cases, 67% was from drug cases. During an August meeting, Mr. 
Demmery informed Mr. Wagner that drugs were also missing.  At that point, Mr. Wagner involved 
Internal Affairs as, in his view, the issue was now a public safety issue.  

Another problem that Mr. Wagner had was the issue of “bumping rights,” which are rights that general 
employees have to bump someone out of another position that is a pay grade lower.  As a result of 
these bumps after the budget crunch, two people came into the PEU that had no prior experience.  Mr. 
Wagner did not know what training was available for evidence technicians but offered that if any 
training was available, technicians should take it. 

3. Summary of the Sworn Statement Louis Granteed Provided to the SAO 

Mr. Granteed started with the HPD in 1982 and retired on June 14, 2012.  He became assistant chief in 
2005 and was assigned to Support Services, which included the PEU, Fleet Management, Building 
Maintenance and Storeroom Units.     

Sometime in mid-2005, the department brought in a consultant, a retired Fort Lauderdale law 
enforcement officer who had experience with property rooms.  He was brought in for about a year to 
address PEU issues and review their processes. Once the consultant’s assignment was finished, Mr. 
Granteed assumed that he provided him with a report, although he could not be certain.  Part of the 
consultant’s job was to reconcile the money safe with their records.  No money was missing.  

Mr. Nevins reported to Mr. Siegel, a major with the HPD.  Mr. Granteed periodically conducted a 
walk-through of the PEU.  He did not spend a lot of time there.  By 2011-2012, the PEU was “busting 

10 The preliminary version of this report read, “Mr. Wagner had no personal knowledge of Mr. Wagner’s financial issues.” 
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at the seams.”  It was crowded in terms of space. In the past, the HPD tried to get a new building on a 
bond issue but the attempt was unsuccessful.  It was common knowledge that the PEU was packed.   

The consultant worked with the budget officer to take money from the PEU and put it in the bank.  
The consultant also identified that the money had not been going through the forfeiture process. The 
only way anyone would know whether something was up for forfeiture would be if the officer 
handling the incident submitted the forfeiture forms. Although the final word with regard to forfeiture 
lay with the legal advisor, the legal advisor is not in charge of seeking out forfeitures. 

The budget officer would conduct the money audit.  Because of the accreditation requirements, the 
department would conduct a yearly audit of 50 random items wherein no issues came to light.11 

In order to access the money safe he believed one person was supposed to have the combination and 
one person was supposed to have the key.  The same person was not supposed to have both.  Mr. 
Granteed had no recollection of the specific designees for the key and combination.  He would not 
have wanted a procedure where the same person had access to both the key and combination, as it 
should take two people to access the safe.  Mr. Granteed thought he signed off on such a policy back 
in 2005. 

In Mr. Granteed’s view, it was never proven that the money was stolen.  Considering the amount of 
money missing, Mr. Granteed questioned why no one has come forward requesting their money.  Also, 
it was Mr. Nevins, himself, that reported the missing money.  Mr. Granteed went on to explain that if 
you were the person that took the money then you would have gone to the ATM, gotten cash out, and 
paid the man asking for his money back and no one would have ever known. 

While Mr. Granteed was unaware of Mr. Nevins finances, he may have heard about Mr. Nevins 
addiction to pain medication.12  The fact that Mr. Nevins had a problem does not make him a thief.  
His issues never affected him in the workplace.  He had been with the department for 30 years and 
there had never been a complaint about him. 

4. Summary of the Sworn Statement Andrew Siegel Provided to Internal Affairs 

Mr. Siegel was a major with the HPD.  He retired in February 2012.  At the time of the incident, Mr. 
Siegel was assigned to Support Services.  As a major in Support Services, he supervised the 
quartermaster, Mr. Nevins, who supervised the PEU.  Mr. Nevins was the sergeant in the PEU.  Mr. 
Jeffries, a records lieutenant, was Mr. Nevins’ backup.     

Mr. Siegel recounted Mr. Nevins telling him on January 11, 2012, that he was looking for money to 
return to its owner but could not locate it.  Mr. Siegel instructed Mr. Nevins to check the owner’s other 
property, to no avail.  Mr. Nevins proposed that perhaps the money was accidentally attached to 

11 Mr. Granteed’s use of the term “audit” in this context leads the reader to believe that he was not speaking of a money
 
audit but of an audit of items in the property room.
 
12 Mr. Granteed later denied being told about Mr. Nevins’ addiction issues.
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another case and was returned to the wrong individual.  It was at that time that Mr. Siegel learned that
 
it was not policy to count out the cash being returned to individuals coming back for their money.  He
 
drafted a complaint intake form on January 12 because, several months earlier (April or May 2011), 

while Mr. Jeffries was covering for Mr. Nevins, Mr. Jeffries expressed his concern with how the
 
money was being kept.  Mr. Jeffries indicated that the paperwork was sloppy and that there was money
 
sitting out that should be in the safe.  At the time, Mr. Siegel had questioned Mr. Nevins about it and 

Mr. Nevins assured Mr. Siegel that it was a clerical issue that he had already addressed.  He submitted 

the complaint intake form to Mr. Granteed who he briefed about the matter.  By this time, Mr. Siegel
 
had already ordered that a financial audit be conducted and began getting people involved.  


Considering the fact that the owner kept calling for his money, Mr. Siegel had Mr. Nevins draft a 

memorandum requesting funds to pay back the gentleman and he submitted the memorandum to one
 
of the secretaries to give directly to the chief, Mr. Wagner.  Perhaps a day later, he was called in the 

chief’s office about the request.  During the conversation. Mr. Siegel reported that procedures were not
 
being followed as “our policy talked about a two key procedure…being one person had the
 
combination to the safe, one person had the key” and suggested that the investigation be turned over to 

Internal Affairs.  As more time passed, he was further and further out of the loop.  Soon thereafter, he
 
retired.
 

Mr. Nevins having both the key and combination to the safe was a clear violation of HPD’s policy.  

Both Mr. Siegel and Mr. Granteed could not believe that the policy was not being followed.  

Money audits were done, but “obviously weren’t done properly…by the people who did them.  

Because if money was missing there should have been some kind of count at that point, you know, that
 
something should have been audited or in the safe.”  Mr. Jeffries was charged with reviewing the 

procedure in the PEU and reviewing how things were actually being done.   


5. Interview of Diane Unger 

Ms. Unger began her employment with the HPD as a part-time cashier in 2003.  In October 2004, she 
became a full-time clerical specialist in the PEU.  During her assignment in the PEU, Ms. Unger 
attended a one week course in property and evidence management taught by the Miami-Dade Police 
Department.  She was “bumped” out of her position in October 2010 by a crime analyst who had no 
experience in the PEU. She is currently a crime scene technician.  

In 2004, the staffing in the PEU consisted of two shifts with one property clerk, one clerical specialist, 
and one secretary on each shift.  Her primary duties were to check evidence in and out of the unit 
while the clerical specialists and the secretaries conducted research to identify which items could be 
purged from the PEU.  The PEU consisted of four vaults.   

The sergeant that was assigned to supervise the PEU held the position of quartermaster and was tasked 
with the supervision of the PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and the Storeroom Units.  
The supervisors would assist the clerks on an “as-needed basis.”  They would normally meet with the 
clerks on a daily basis to “check-in” and see how things were going, assist them with cash transactions 
into and out of the safe, and approve memorandums that the clerks prepared regarding the purging of 
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evidence.  There was one or two occasions when high ranking HPD officials came to the PEU.  
Although she recalled Mr. Wagner and a major visiting the unit, she did not recall Mr. Wagner’s rank 
at the time. 

For around twelve months during 2005 and 2006, the HPD contracted with a retired PEU supervisor 
from the Fort Lauderdale Police Department, to review the operation of the PEU and make changes to 
improve its efficiency. He worked closely with the PEU staff and taught them how to proficiently 
manage the unit.  According to Ms. Unger, the following were some of the improvements that were 
made in the PEU as a result of his efforts: 

•	 All of the employees in the PEU were re-classified as property clerks and were assigned 
to work from 7:30 am to 3:30 pm. 

•	 Instituted the “two-person rule” for all transactions involving the money safe and drug
 
vault. 


•	 Ensured that all cash that was impounded in the PEU was stored in the money safe and 

that both a written log entry and a computer log entry was made for each cash 

transaction.
 

•	 Conducted research so that a significant amount of property could be purged. 
•	 Performed a complete inventory of the cash safe and gun vault, which concluded that all 

evidence was accounted for.  

When the consultant left, the PEU was well-organized and the staff knew the tasks that had to be 
performed to keep the unit running smoothly.  At this point, there were four clerks assigned to work in 
the PEU and Ms. Unger assumed the responsibility of a “lead worker” although she remained at the 
same pay grade and shared the same title as the other clerks. In this leadership role, she made sure that 
the identification of items that could be purged was done on a daily basis.  It was crucial for the 
efficient operation of the PEU that research be conducted to identify property and evidence that were 
no longer required to be held in the PEU so that purging could be done on a regular basis.  There was 
never a time when the PEU staff could not instantly find evidence when it was needed for court, and 
there was never a time when they were unable to locate evidence or when money or drugs could not be 
accounted for. 

During her assignment to the PEU, purging was done by walking down the aisles, identifying the 
oldest cases by case number, checking the status of criminal cases in the Comprehensive Case 
Information System (CCIS), and making contact with the detective assigned to the case to identify its 
status.  While “there was always a lot of stuff to be purged” in the PEU, the daily management of 
evidence coming into and going out of the PEU was the primary function of the PEU employees.  

Sometime after 2006, the city information technology department created software called, “Bioweb” 
which extracted data from the LRMS evidence management computer system relating to money, drugs 
and certain other types of evidence so they could easily run reports and locate evidence on the shelves.  
LRMS was used along with an older “Legacy” computer system to log-in and manage the evidence 
stored in the PEU.  There was also a “Reconcile Report” which was used to track all money 
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transactions.  Ms. Unger regularly ran cash reports from these computer systems to determine the
 
amount of cash stored in the safe for the report.  

According to Ms. Unger, the security safeguards that were in place from 2004 through 2010 included 

the following: 


•	 Electronic key card access was required for entry into the PEU. 
•	 Sign-in logs for the main PEU and the drug vault were maintained. 
•	 Two-person rule for cash and drug transactions was required. 
•	 Restricted the issuance of the key and combination for the safe to the quartermaster
 

sergeant and their back-up. 

•	 Maintained a monitored alarm system. 
•	 Maintained a redundant system which required that written manifest and computer entries 

be made for tracking cash evidence. 
•	 Performed audits and inspections as required by the CFA accreditation standards.  

There were no video surveillance cameras in the PEU during her assignment there.  Also, while she 
was at the PEU, a complete inventory of the evidence in the PEU was never performed. 
While HPD SOP #270 addressed some of the daily management issues in the PEU, many of the daily 
tasks performed by the clerks were unwritten.  There was a time when she was asked to prepare a 
procedural manual on all of the tasks that the PEU clerks performed but the project was never 
completed.  

After the allegation of missing cash from the PEU was made, Ms. Unger was assigned to the PEU for 
two days in February 2012 to assist Mr. Demmery in an attempt to identify if the missing cash may 
have been commingled with other evidence.  She stated that when she saw the condition of the PEU in 
February 2012, her first thought was, “Holy moly!” as the amount of evidence stacked on the shelves 
and in the aisles had grown considerably since she left in 2010.  The unit had fallen into a disorganized 
mess. 

6.	 Interview of Jack Anterio 

Mr. Anterio was a police officer with the HPD for 25 years, retiring at the rank of lieutenant in 
December 2014.  When he retired, he was the commander of Internal Affairs.  He was assigned to the 
PEU as the quartermaster sergeant for about one year (2001-2002).  He was one of the Internal Affairs 
investigators assigned to the criminal investigation into the allegation of missing money and drugs 
from the PEU which came to light in January 2012, working jointly with the SAO and FDLE. 

Mr. Anterio explained that the quartermaster position encompassed many responsibilities, to include 
the PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and the Storeroom Units.  When the Internal 
Affairs investigation was initiated in August 2012, he conducted a walk-through of the PEU along 
with the FDLE investigators.  He noted that the PEU hadn’t changed much in appearance since 2002 
“[i]t was always full of evidence” as space was always a problem. There was always a lot of evidence 
in the PEU that needed to be purged.  

OIG 14-012
 
February 27, 2017
 

Page 19 of 29
 



   
    

     
 

 
 

 
   

  
  

     
  

   
    

     
 

 
 

   
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

       
    

     
 

   
 

    
   

    
   

        
      

 
      

 
      

  
  

 
  

  
    

   
 

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE 


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT
 

Mr. Anterio further explained that, once it was discovered that $743 was missing from the PEU, Mr. 
Siegel documented the complaint on an HPD complaint intake form.  Within several days of receiving 
the form, Mr. Wagner was aware that the amount of missing cash was in excess of $90,000 but chose 
not to open an Internal Affairs investigation until eight months later.  The Internal Affairs 
investigation was opened one day after Mr. Granteed lost in the Democratic primary for Sheriff of 
Broward County in August 2012.  Mr. Wagner, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Nevins all worked together in 
the Vice, Intelligence, and Narcotics Unit years ago. 

Further, Mr. Anterio advised that it was known throughout the HPD that Mr. Nevins had taken a 
$50,000 reduction in pay due to the loss of overtime when he was transferred out of a money 
laundering task force and put in charge of the PEU.  It was also widely known that Mr. Nevins had 
developed a chemical dependency to prescribed pain medication after his involvement in an auto 
accident and a serious illness.  Although Mr. Nevins attended a rehabilitation program between August 
and September of 2011, Mr. Wagner left him in charge of the PEU to oversee the security of money, 
drugs and other high-risk evidence upon his return. 

7. Interview of Thea Basler 

Ms. Basler is a lieutenant with the HPD.  She was hired as a police officer by the HPD in October 
1998 and throughout her career has also held the ranks of sergeant and major.  She has received 
certifications for accreditation manager and accreditation assessor with the CFA. 

Ms. Basler explained that the culture at the HPD was traditionally one of isolation with leadership not 
going outside the organization for answers to their problems.  Over the years, the HPD assigned 
sergeants to the PEU as a means of discipline and never trained them in how to manage a PEU. 
Further, command staff members did not know how to manage the PEU as they rarely served there 
and considered it a low priority compared to other issues at the HPD. Issues, such as the fiscal 
condition of the city, also impacted how the HPD prioritized resources contributing to historical 
problems in the PEU.  Per Ms. Basler, Mr. Wagner, Mr. Granteed and the other persons in the chain of 
command knew about the long standing issues in the PEU for many years and failed to correct them. 

Ms. Basler explained that when Mr. Fernandez was selected as chief of the HPD, he brought 
experience gained during his career at the City of Miami Police Department, including experience 
dealing with PEU issues. It was because of Mr. Fernandez’s leadership that a complete inventory of 
the PEU was conducted, a professional property manager was hired, and a detailed plan to correct the 
deficiencies in the PEU was prepared and implemented. 

From 2005 to 2006, the HPD contracted a consultant, a retired civilian PEU supervisor, to improve the 
over-crowded conditions in the PEU, train the staff, and conduct an inventory of the safes and 
evidence. In August 2010, Ms. Basler was assigned as sergeant in the Accreditation Unit.  Although 
the HPD received their re-accreditation in 2011, the process did not consider any day-to-day “nuts and 
bolts” issues, such as evidence purging or a review of the adequacy of their computer software 
systems. 
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The next time she was involved with the PEU was in August 2013 at which point she was promoted to 
major and assigned to manage Support Services, which included the PEU.  Shortly after she was 
promoted, she did a walk-through of the PEU with Mr. Fernandez.  She stated that the PEU was 
“overly-packed” with evidence reaching the ceiling and jam-packed aisles.  At that time there was an 
ongoing criminal investigation. Mr. Demmery, the PEU Sergeant at the time, was trying to address 
the issues in the unit and had a plan to correct the deficiencies. 

The investigation revealed that Mr. Nevins had been assigned to the PEU from March 10, 2008 to 
August 3, 2011.  He attended a substance abuse rehabilitation program from August 4, 2011 through 
September 4, 2011, and returned to the PEU from September 5, 2011 to April 1, 2012.  Mr. Nevins’ 
key card was used to enter the vault which contained the money safe 279 times and the drug vault 54 
times prior to attending the rehabilitation program.  After returning, his key card was used 74 times to 
enter the money vault and seven times to enter the drug vault. Ms. Basler stated that these key card 
entries, along with after-hours and weekend entries, were key factors in meeting the “preponderance of 
evidence” threshold that was required to sustain the Internal Affairs’ finding that he had 
misappropriated money and drugs from the PEU.  Indeed, the investigation sustained that Mr. Nevins 
was responsible for the misappropriation of $137,609 and 1,096 pills, including 901 oxycodone pills, 
from the PEU. 

Ms. Basler advised that in January 2012 the security of the PEU was deficient.  She stated that there 
were no video cameras installed in the PEU and key card access was not reviewed.  Ms. Basler went 
on to explain that while audits were done in order to comply with accreditation requirements, a 
complete inventory of all items in the unit had not been conducted for many years until Mr. 
Fernandez’s order that one be completed in January 2014.  The inventories that were completed prior 
to that only included a small sampling of items, varying from 25 to 50 items for a PEU which 
contained in excess of 100,000 pieces of evidence.  Ms. Basler further reported that the failure to 
purge evidence per Florida statutes and department policy over many years contributed to the massive 
amount of evidence in the PEU. 

Mr. Fernandez decided to contract with RGIS, an inventory control company, to perform a complete 
inventory of each item in the PEU as a complete inventory had not been done in many years and he 
wanted to make sure that the HPD knew exactly how much evidence was in the PEU.  Mr. Fernandez 
ordered that the purging of evidence cease until RGIS completed their inventory, which was in 
January 2014.  However, there were problems with the accuracy of the RGIS inventory due, in part, to 
the RGIS staff not being familiar with a police PEU environment, the fact that three computer systems 
were used to manage evidence, those systems contained inaccurate information, and the excessive 
amount of evidence stored in the PEU. 

Mr. Fernandez authorized the hiring of a well-trained and experienced civilian property supervisor 
which was a change from the usual practice of transferring inexperienced police sergeants into the 
position as punishment.  Ms. Kamerick was hired for this position in October 2013 and managed the 
PEU from August 2013 through March 2014.  During that time, Ms. Kamerick prepared a weekly 
progress report for Ms. Basler’s review, and together they updated policy and procedure, which 
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included SOP #270 and a policy used by sworn personnel on the proper methods for packaging 
evidence.  They also began cleaning and reorganizing evidence to acquire more space in the PEU. 

8. Interview of Elizabeth Kamerick 

Ms. Kamerick was hired as the property manager for the HPD in October 2013.  She has extensive 
experience in the management of law enforcement property and evidence units as she has worked in 
such capacity from 2001 to 2013 for different agencies.  She holds certifications as a property and 
evidence specialist from both the IAPE and the Property and Evidence Association of Florida. 

Ms. Kamerick conducted a “walk-through” of the unit and noted that it was overcrowded.  She met 
with Mr. Demmery, who was in charge of the PEU at the time she was hired, and he briefed her on the 
status of the PEU and some of the issues that needed to be addressed.  These issues included extreme 
overcrowding of the PEU caused by the failure to purge evidence, a lack of direction as to evidence 
placement as clerks would jam evidence wherever they could find space, and the fact that three 
different computer software systems were being used to manage the PEU. 

Ms. Kamerick was primarily tasked with performing PEU management duties.  In January 2014, she 
created a master plan which has been used to address the deficiencies that were observed in the PEU. 
She performed case research, coordinated purging efforts, conducted and assisted with audits, 
inventories, and currency reports, assisted in the writing of new policies and procedures for the PEU, 
and up to March 2014, reported on the improvements made in the PEU to Ms. Basler. 

Ms. Kamerick observed that there was a lack of management and supervision in the PEU as the HPD’s 
routine was to assign supervisors to run the PEU at the end of their careers.  These supervisors knew 
that they would not be there long and did not know how to effectively run the PEU as they did not 
receive any training and had no knowledge of industry best practices or legal requirements regarding 
the disposition of evidence.  Evidence would be stored wherever a space could be found on the 
shelves.  The location of where the items were stored was rarely documented properly in the computer 
system. Purging was rarely done over the years.  When it was done, it was a “targeted purging,” 
meaning it was done to clean out particular areas versus a purge according to a case’s procedural 
posture.  The purges were further complicated by poor record-keeping; computer entries incorrectly 
reported the status of many pieces of evidence.  For instance, some entries reported that a particular 
piece of evidence had been purged when it had not.  On one occasion, she even found evidence on the 
shelves that had not been entered in the computer system. 

Further, Ms. Kamerick noted that audits conducted prior to her arrival failed to accurately document 
the poor conditions in the PEU.  HPD supervisors selected to perform random audits had no 
knowledge of how to actually conduct an audit or how a PEU was supposed to be organized and 
secured. The audits seemed to have been completed simply in an effort to meet accreditation 
requirements mandated by the CFA.  

Although the PEU had initiated a purging process, it was suspended in order to conduct a complete 
inventory of all evidence to avoid its inadvertent destruction.  As of September 2015, the PEU had 
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116,423 items in its custody.  Once the inventory is finished, the goal is to reduce their inventory to 
approximately 50,000 items—a reasonable amount of evidence to maintain for a department the size 
of the HPD. It will take approximately two years to purge enough evidence to reach the 50,000 item 
target. 

Once the HPD reduces its inventory to around 50,000 items, the HPD intends on purchasing a new 
software system which will greatly improve the efficiency and organization of the PEU.  The new 
systems on the market allow the user to always know the amount of evidence in a PEU and complete a 
total inventory in 15 to 20 minutes.  They have already started the process of vetting a new system. 

Various steps have been taken to improve the PEU.  There have been numerous revisions of HPD 
Standard Operating Procedure #270—the PEU policy which provides uniform procedures for the 
presentation, storage, safe-keeping, and disposal of found, abandoned, recovered, and evidentiary 
property obtained by the department.  Further, the HPD built a new evidence intake room in order to 
more efficiently process evidence brought to the PEU by sworn personnel.  Access to the safes can 
now only be gained using two people: either herself or the newly hired supervisor and a clerk.  While 
the clerks have their key, a supervisor’s key, along with the combination to a safe, is required to open 
the safe.  Only she and the supervisor have both the supervisor’s key and the combination to the safes.  
A handwritten log is still maintained in the money safe wherein the entries are recorded by the clerks 
and witnessed by her.  Ms. Kamerick also maintains a password protected computer spreadsheet which 
contains an entry for each item stored in the safes.  

Turning to improvements in the HPD’s visual surveillance, cameras have been installed in the PEU. 
These cameras were added to ensure that both entry and exit from each evidence vault is monitored.  
Electronic key pads have also been installed; employees must use both an electronic access card and a 
key to enter each vault.  Further, the firearms vault is kept locked when not in use.    

Finally, Ms. Kamerick has been able to reduce the amount of cash stored in the PEU by constantly 
monitoring the evidence on hand and working closely with the SAO.  

9. Interview of Thomas Demmery 

Mr. Demmery is an assistant chief with the HPD and has been with the HPD since March 1988.  His 
responsibilities include the management of Criminal Investigations, Professional Standards Unit, and 
Support Services, which includes the PEU.  In 2012, he was assigned as the sergeant in charge of the 
supervision of the PEU and attended a three-day class in PEU management taught by the IAPE. 

Mr. Demmery first became aware of problems in the PEU around 2004 when he was the HPD 
accreditation manager and the department was involved in preparing for its first re-accreditation with 
the CFA.  He arranged for a mock inspection of the PEU and observed that the unit was “an absolute 
mess.” The storage space was overcrowded, the unit was disorganized and there was poor 
supervision.  The PEU had always been mismanaged as it was viewed as a low priority unit.  
Supervisors never received training.  They were assigned to the PEU as punishment and thus were 
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rotated in and out of the unit on a regular basis.  Further, clerks were neither trained nor held 
accountable for their performance. 

The mock inspection of the PEU could not have gone any worse.  Consequently, the HPD hired a 
consultant, a retired Fort Lauderdale Police Department PEU manager with an excellent reputation in 
the law enforcement community, to help address their problems.  The consultant had the “Space-
Saver” shelving system installed in the general evidence vault, purchased new safes that required both 
a key and combination to open, instituted the two-person rule to access the safes, instituted regular 
audits and inventories, created new policies and procedures on a wide range of PEU issues, and began 
to maintain computerized records for several PEU functions.  The consultant also hired Ms. Unger as a 
PEU clerk and trained her in how to properly manage the PEU.  The consultant’s efforts led to 
improvements in the organization and security of the PEU.  By the time the consultant completed his 
contract with the HPD, they could “walk down the aisles of the evidence vaults.” The HPD was 
reaccredited by the CFA in 2005.   

Ms. Unger was a great asset to the HPD and ensured that the PEU was properly managed after the 
consultant left. During Ms. Unger’s time in PEU, sergeants that were assigned to quartermaster relied 
on her knowledge and experience to manage the PEU as they had no understanding as to how to 
properly run a PEU. 

The “kiss of death” for the PEU occurred after the city declared a financial urgency in 2010.  Many 
jobs were eliminated and city employees were allowed to bump other employees out of their jobs 
based upon their seniority with the city.  In November 2010, Ms. Unger was bumped out of the PEU 
and was replaced by an employee with no experience in the PEU. Then, in October 2011, a key staff 
member that was involved in the oversight of cash in the PEU was transferred from the HPD to a 
position at city hall. He said that there was no evidence to suggest that any cash audits were 
conducted after this transfer.  Mr. Demmery speculated that the theft of cash from the safe occurred 
after these two transfers because no one with any knowledge of the PEU procedures was in a position 
to oversee Mr. Nevins’ access to cash evidence.13 

Between November 2010 and January 2012, the PEU staff did the minimum amount of work 
necessary.  They accepted new evidence and checked out evidence for court and the lab.  They did not 
purge old evidence or follow the procedures that the consultant had instituted in 2005.  It was during 
this time period that the PEU again became overcrowded and disorganized.  The chain of command 
charged with management of the PEU from 2010 until Mr. Demmery’s return in February 2012 was 
Mr. Nevins, Mr. Siegel, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Wagner. 

When Mr. Demmery returned to the PEU on February 6, 2012, he was advised that $90,000 was 
missing from the money safe.  The fiscal manager and Mr. Jeffries were assigned to conduct an 
“inquiry” in order to locate the money.  He was shocked to learn that the two-person rule to access the 
money safe was no longer being followed by the PEU. Instead, upper management provided both Mr. 

13 The OIG investigation and the Internal Affairs investigation both concluded that there were no cash audits done even 
prior to the transfers described by Mr. Demmery. 
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Jeffries and Mr. Nevins the key and the combination to the money safe. He stated that allowing Mr. 

Nevins and other PEU staff to have both the key and combination to the safe was “a big mistake”
 
because it removed an important security measure that was designed to prevent against theft.

 After being assigned to the PEU, Mr. Demmery attended a three-day training course taught by the
 
IAPE. The course covered the proper operation of a PEU along with industry best practices. The 

IAPE organization is regarded as a subject matter expert in the field of PEU management and provides
 
consulting and inventory services to police departments in need of improving their property rooms.  


Mr. Demmery was assigned to the PEU with Mr. Jeffries, the fiscal manager, and Ms. Unger.  Mr.
 
Jeffries and the fiscal manager were charged with conducting the inquiry while Ms. Unger and he were 

charged with addressing the issues created by the mismanagement.  Regular meetings with the police 

legal advisor, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Wagner were held.  When Mr. Granteed was not present, Mr. 

Wagner was very positive and focused towards building a criminal case of theft against Nevins.  

However, when Mr. Granteed was present at the meetings, Mr. Wagner would place blame on the
 
PEU clerks.  Overall, Mr. Wagner was upset by the fact that he was not made aware of any problems
 
in the PEU earlier.
 

Soon thereafter, Mr. Demmery worked with the initial inquiry team, he understood the mechanics of
 
how cash evidence was processed and secured and it became clear to him that a theft had occurred.  

He realized that Mr. Nevins had taken the cash upon noticing that handwritten safe ledgers from 2000 

through 2005 were missing from the safe.  If money had been legitimately moved out of the PEU, it 

would have been documented in three locations.  While the paper ledgers were missing, the
 
corresponding property receipts and computerized records were still available.  He believed Mr.
 
Nevins did not know that there were three systems used to document the movement of cash evidence
 
in the PEU.  The missing money generally belonged to drug investigations, or was money that had
 
been impounded for more than five years.14 Also, in cases where there were separate amounts of cash
 
seized, only the larger amount of cash was missing from the safe.
 

During the interview, Mr. Demmery was shown twelve HPD memorandums which documented audits
 
and inventories of the PEU that had been performed by a variety of supervisors from August 15, 2005 

through May 29, 2012.  The memorandums documented that, “all established procedures were adhered
 
to with no deficiencies noted” and that, “all of the storage areas were found to be neat, clean and
 
orderly.” According to Mr. Demmery, these memorandums were required for accreditation and were
 
“boilerplate memos” which were used year after year and did not accurately portray the condition of
 
the PEU.  The supervisors that performed these inspections had no experience in the PEU and did not
 
have the training or experience to know what a well-run unit was supposed to look like.  The only
 
inspection that deviated from the norm was the one conducted by him when he was a sergeant on May
 
29, 2012. On that inspection, he noted that several of the vaults needed to be purged of evidence.
 

After it was discovered that cash was missing from the PEU in January 2012, Mr. Wagner made the 

PEU a top priority and began ensuring that the necessary resources were provided to the PEU in order
 
to address its problems.  Mr. Fernandez continued the trend when he took over in August 2013.  


14 This would make it less likely that the owners would return to claim the money. 
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“Truckloads” of old evidence was being purged until Mr. Fernandez was sworn in.  At that point, he 
ordered that purging cease until a complete inventory of the PEU was completed.   

Mr. Demmery went on to report that it was known that Mr. Nevins had a substance abuse problem and 
a history of financial issues. He once asked Mr. Wagner about this decision to place Mr. Nevins in the 
PEU given his history.  Mr. Wagner told him that he tried to give Mr. Nevins an easy job, but that no 
good deed goes unpunished, and that he should have authorized a check for the missing money. 

In Mr. Demmery’s view, the current PEU staff needed formal training, such as the IAPE course. It is 
also in need of informal training such as local interagency PEU meetings and on-the-job training that 
could be conducted by Ms. Kamerick. Further, the PEU is in need of a new computer software system 
to better manage the evidence.  The HPD is in the process of correcting these problems as the current 
chain of command, consisting of himself, Mr. Jeffries, Ms. Kamerick, and the recently hired PEU 
supervisor understand the issues that led to the theft of evidence. 

Finally, Mr. Demmery provided the OIG with a two page report titled, “Changes Implemented in 2012 
and 2013 to the Property Unit” which included a summary of the changes made to the PEU during his 
assignment. 

10. Interview of Frank Fernandez 

Mr. Fernandez was with the City of Miami Police Department for 25 years before he retired in 2010. 
He became the director of public safety at the City of Hollywood in August 2012 and was 
subsequently sworn in as chief of HPD in August 2013.  He resigned in May 2015 and became a 
director with the city of Coral Gables in the same month.   

Mr. Fernandez stated that shortly after he was sworn in as director in August 2012, Mr. Wagner gave 
him a tour of the various units in the police station.  When they walked by the PEU, Mr. Wagner 
pointed to the unit and told him that there was $750,000 missing from the PEU (which he later learned 
was actually around $175,000 at the time).  During his walk through, he noted the PEU was “in 
shambles” with “mountains of evidence piled to the ceiling” and no sense of organization.  There was 
approximately $700,000 being held in the safe.  He believed having this amount of cash in the safe 
was unnecessary and a security concern, and money not required to be kept in the safe was transferred 
to the city bank account.   

RGIS, an independent vendor, was hired to conduct a complete inventory of the PEU.  The inventory 
had to be done because of the allegation of missing cash, drugs, and other evidence, the disorganized 
and jam-packed condition of the PEU, and because no one at the HPD was able to provide him with 
records that a complete inventory had ever been done there.  

Mr. Fernandez stated that based upon his observations during his tenure at the HPD there was 
“absolutely gross mismanagement” on the part of Mr. Wagner and Mr. Granteed with respect to the 
PEU.  Not only did they not follow best practices of PEU management, they did not even follow 
“general practices.” He stated that moving money out of the safe would have reduced the opportunity 
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for the theft to have occurred.  He agreed the unit was inundated with an excessive amount of 
evidence.  Mr. Fernandez advised that Ms. Kamerick, the new property manager, told him that a police 
department the size of the HPD should maintain approximately 50,000 items, but the HPD had in 
excess of 150,000 items at one point.  Mr. Fernandez was never provided with a complete inventory of 
the evidence stored in the PEU prior to his appointment with the city.  He stated that “change of 
command audits” of the money safe and other high risk evidence were also not being done.  He 
believed Mr. Granteed and Mr. Wagner failed to even conduct periodic visits to the PEU. 

Regarding security at the PEU, Mr. Fernandez stated that prior to the allegation of theft in January 
2012, there was no video surveillance equipment installed in the PEU.  He stated that this equipment 
could have served as both a deterrent to theft and possibly documented evidence of the theft from the 
PEU.  He also discovered that the safe was not always re-keyed when change of commands took place 
in the PEU, and that two supervisors had been given both the key and combination to the money safe. 

11. Interview of Forrest Jeffries 

Mr. Jeffries has been with the HPD for 28 years. Mr. Jeffries was a lieutenant assigned to manage the 
Records Unit, with the additional responsibility of being available to serve as a backup to the PEU in 
the event that cash evidence needed to be taken out of or put into the safes when Mr. Nevins was not 
available.  He had been given the keys and combination to the money safe in 2008 when he was 
originally assigned as Mr. Nevins’ backup.  There were only two or three instances where he had been 
called upon to perform the backup duties.  

Around June 2011, Mr. Jeffries was acting as a backup to Mr. Nevins and noticed that the evidence 
packets in the safe were out of order and that there were double entries on some of the logs.  Mr. 
Nevins had been allowing the clerks to make entries on the logs and mistakes were made in violation 
of policy. He met with Mr. Siegel, Mr. Nevins’ direct supervisor at the time, and told him about the 
state of the PEU. 

Mr. Jeffries first became involved in this matter on January 24, 2012 when he was summoned to the 
office of Mr. Granteed.  He was told that there was $743 reported missing from the money safe in the 
PEU and he was directed to attempt to locate the missing money.  After checking the safe and 
contacting the clerk’s office with regard to the $743, Mr. Jeffries informed Mr. Granteed that the 
money was missing.  He was ordered to keep looking.  By January 25-26, 2012, he and the Fiscal 
Affairs manager determined that at least $90,000 was missing from the money safe.  After-hours 
electronic key card entries to the PEU for the date range of January 1, 2011 through February 7, 2012, 
revealed that Mr. Nevins’ key card had been used to enter the PEU on weekends and after hours on 
many occasions. 

In Mr. Jeffries’s view, the entire chain of command, from Mr. Nevins to Mr. Wagner, was responsible 
for poor supervision and mismanagement.  To begin, the failure to purge evidence led to a 
disorganized and overcrowded PEU which enabled a major theft of money and drugs.  This failure to 
purge was a direct result of management’s failure to ensure that the PEU staff was performing their 
responsibilities and following policies.  
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With regard to the overall operation of the PEU, Mr. Jeffries explained that the PEU quartermaster 
position had been historically used as a “time-out” for supervisors who had upset their managers or as 
a place to dump the organization’s problem employees.  PEU supervisors and clerks were not provided 
with any formal training, and at best, learned how to process and manage evidence “on the job” from 
other untrained employees.  Exacerbating the issue was a collective bargaining agreement in place for 
many years which allows senior employees with no PEU experience to “bump” junior employees who 
were experienced in PEU operations out of their assignments.    

Mr. Jeffries went on to report that while audits and inventories were done, they were only performed 
in order to comply with CFA requirements and not to actually audit the condition and efficient 
operation of the PEU.  Their accuracy was questionable, to say the least.  For example, an audit 
conducted in January 2012 reported that the PEU was “neat, clean, and orderly” when it was actually 
poorly organized and jam-packed with evidence due to the failure to purge.  The policy regarding 
audits and inventories has since been updated and now mandates audits on a quarterly or annual basis 
on one percent, or 1,000 items, in evidence.  

RESPONSES TO THE PRELIMINARY REPORT AND OIG COMMENT 

In accordance with Section 12.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, a preliminary copy of 
this report was provided to the implicated parties for their discretionary written responses. The OIG 
received a response from Mr. Jeffries15, Chief Sanchez, and Mr. Wagner, which are attached and 
incorporated herein as Appendix A, B, and C, respectively. 

1. Response of Tomas Sanchez 

In his response on behalf of the HPD, Chief Sanchez provided this Office with a summarized 
list of additional actions and steps taken by the HPD since March 28, 2016—the date the HPD 
provided this Office with an initial report of all the corrective action the department had taken 
between January 2012 and March 2016 in response to the OIG’s investigation.  Some of those 
continued improvements include the purchase of a drug terminator device which so far has 
facilitated the destruction of over 140 pounds of drugs, continued purging, and a change in 
protocol in efforts to reduce paperwork being submitted to the property unit.  The OIG is 
encouraged by the HPD’s ongoing efforts to address the deficiencies noted herein. 

2. Response of Chadwick Wagner 

In his response, Mr. Wagner agrees with “the basic conclusion of [the] report that when 
appropriate resources including consistent funding for audits, training and qualified personnel 
are provided, discrepancies in a property division, even the size of Hollywood’s, should be 
limited.”  However, Mr. Wagner questions the veracity of several witnesses’ statements and 
poses questions about the investigation that are based on his independent knowledge.  Further, 

15 Mr. Jeffries’s response pointed out a typographical error in the preliminary version of this report. That error has been 
corrected as noted in footnote 10. 
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Mr. Wagner proposes that this Office could have investigated further into the issues posed by 
software integration and offers his account of how this incident unfolded and the steps he 
attempted to take to address it. 

The OIG notes that Mr. Wagner was offered the opportunity to provide this Office with an 
interview at which point he would have been able to provide all the opinions and explanations 
he offers now.  However, Mr. Wagner opted to forego that opportunity.  Further, while Mr. 
Wagner challenges the veracity of the statements provided to us, this office highlights that all 
the statements taken were under oath.  Finally, while Mr. Wagner continues to point to 
software integration issues as an explanation for the missing evidence, a review of the report 
reveals that, indeed, software integration was addressed as an obstacle encountered when 
attempting to account for that evidence. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The OIG determined that HPD officials grossly mismanaged the operation of the PEU.  HPD officials 
failed to institute protocols consistent with industry standards and their failure to ensure the unit’s 
compliance with protocols already established by the department facilitated an environment where the 
theft of $137,609 in currency and 1,096 pills from the evidence room went undetected.  

The OIG found that the theft was facilitated by a lack of controls limiting access into the PEU. 
Evidence required to prosecute the culprit(s) was unavailable because the HPD had failed to institute 
security measures to document access, such as security cameras. The OIG is encouraged that the HPD 
has instituted a number of control measures requiring two persons to participate in the opening of cash 
and narcotic safes, rather than merely being present, and other security measures to document access, 
such as the installation of security cameras.  The OIG appreciates the cooperation of HPD officials 
during its investigation and inspection.   

In its response to the preliminary version of this report, the HPD, through Chief Sanchez, provided an 
update on additional improvements implemented by the PEU in an effort to address the deficiencies 
identified during this office’s investigation.  Again, the OIG is encouraged by the HPD’s commitment to 
taking steps to ensure the integrity of the PEU.  The OIG requests that we are provided with a status report 
in 90 days, or by May 23, 2017, regarding the PEU’s progress and any further improvements.   
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POLICE DEPARTMENT• 3250 HOLLYWOOD BLVD. • HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 33021-6967 

''4 Leading Force In Professional Law Enforcement" 

Accred ited by the Commission fo r Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation 


Chief of Police 

Frank G. Fernandez 

September 17, 2014 

Lori Mizell, Executive Director 

Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation, Inc. 

P.O. Box 1489 

Tallahassee, FL 32302 


Dear Ms. Mizell, 

On November 13, 14, and 15, 2013, the Hollywood Police Department participated in the 
Commission on Florida Law Enforcement Re-Accreditation Assessment. The below standards 
were discussed in the Summary and Recommendation section of the Onsite Assessment 
Report: 

1. Standard 2.08 Bias Based Profiling - Non- Compliance 
2. Standard 18.03 Confidential Informant Audit - Non-Compliance 
3. Standard 33.04 Communications- Non-Compliance 
4. Standard 36.10 Property 

On November 13-14, 2014, CFA assessors will conduct a follow-up on-site Re-Accreditation 
Assessment to address the non-compliance standards. 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you an update on the progress made to address these 
standards. 

Standard 2.08 Bias Based Profiling 
Reference to Standard 2.08 Bias Based Profiling, our Department policy, SOP 121 Biased Based 
Profiling has been amended to read that the Bias Based Administrative Review will include 
information from traffic stops, seizures, and forfeiture efforts. The amendment was completed 
to ensure there was no misinterpretation of what the contents of the memorandum relating to 
this standard should include. The 2014 memorandum reference this standard will be in 
compliance. 

Our Mission: We are dedicated to providing municipal services fo r our diverse community in an armosphere ofcooperation. courtesy and respect. 


We do this by ensuring all who live. work and play in rhe City of Hollywood enjoy a high quality of life. 


"An Equal Opportunity and Service Provider Agency" 



Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation, Inc. 
September 17, 2014 
Page 2 

Standard 18.03 Confidential Informant Audit 
Reference to Standard 18.03 Confidential Informant Audit, our Department policy, SOP 273, 
Confidential Informants has been amended to reflect that audits will be due to the Chief of 
Police via the Chain of Command by October 151

h of each year. The 2014 audit reference this 
standard will be in compliance. 

Standard 33.04 Communications 
Reference to standard 33.04 Communications, the Hollywood Police Department is in the 
process of transitioning to the Broward County Regional Communication Center and is expected 
to complete this transition October 1, 2014. Therefore, the City of Hollywood will no longer 
have a Communication Center at the time of the November on-site. 

Chapter 35 Evidence and Chapter 36 Property 
It is well known by this agency and the Commission that sections of Chapter 35 Evidence and 
Chapter 36 Property were the main concerns during the on-site in November 2013. As 
mentioned, during the November 2013 on-site, the property unit is currently involved in an 
active administrative investigation . The following will provide an update on the Property and 
Evidence Unit, without discussing the details of the active case. 

The Hollywood Police Department has made significant progress in addressing concerns relayed 
by the assessor in the November 2013 on-site and concerns discovered during our own 
assessment of the Property and Evidence Unit. 

Knowing the extreme issues with the Property and Evidence Unit at the time and the need for 
an expert in the field, the City hired a Property Manager, Elizabeth Kamerick in October 2013 .. 
As a result, Ms. Kamerick has brought knowledge and experience specifically related to a 
Property and Evidence Unit. Ms. Kamerick is PEAF (Property and Evidence Association of 
Florida) certified and recently was awarded PEAF President's Award of the year for 2013. 
Unfortunately, Ms. Kamerick could not impose change to the Property and Evidence Unit prior 
to the November 2013 on-site. What she has provided to the Department since being hired is 
identification of issues needing to be addressed, a plan of action to correct these issues, and 
training to the entire Police Department on proper procedures. 
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RGIS, Inventory & Supply Chain Solutions- Outside Audit 

The City hired the services of an outside company named RGIS, Inventory & Supply Chain 
Solutions to conduct an inventory of the Property and Evidence Unit. (See the attached closing 
letter from RGIS dated January 24, 2014) They were hired to do a full inventory within 1 to 2 
weeks. The inventory began December 2, 2013 through December 19, 2013, taking nearly 3 
weeks to complete. 

Two reports were provided by RGIS to the Department: 
The Variance Report: The Variance Report is all items which were found on the shelves, but 
were not in the computer. It was 69 pages long. Many of the items were found to have been 
listed as destroyed, checked out, or never entered into the computer in the first place. Large 
portions of the report, about 21 pages, were older items which were prior to any of our 
computer systems. As of this date, many of these items were also on the missing item report, 
therefore, were researched and accounted for. 

The Property Not Counted Report: This is considered the missing items report. It was originally 
78 pages containing 10,918 items. Through research of these items, many items have been 
discovered for reasons such as they were placed in "To Be Destroyed Boxes" or were missed 
completely during the audit. As of this date, the total number of missing items is 5,249. 
Researching these items is still in progress. 
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Self-Assessment 
With the information provided by RGIS, the Department conducted a self-assessment, with the 
expertise of Ms. Kamerick. The general problems that were discovered were as follows: 

• 	 Many items which are marked as destroyed and expunged in the computer are still 
sitting on the shelves. 

• 	 Items have been kept on shelves well past the statute of limitations. 
• 	 Evidence storage areas are overcrowded and overfilled, which prevents proper 

inventories and audits. 

• 	 Items on the shelves which were never entered into the computer, but are barcoded. 
• 	 Items indicated in the computer system as checked out or return to owner, are still on 

the shelves. 

• 	 Security cameras are active in the vaults, but they do not cover all areas of operations. 
• 	 The location of Vault 2 is a concern as sewage and water pipes run through the area. 

Inventory needs to be reduced so that items are not directly beneath the pipes. 

• 	 Property paperwork not filed properly and unorganized. 
• 	 Evidence supplies needed to be purchased, such as heat sealer and impervious evidence 

bags. 

The main issue discovered was that there never was a system for destructions. In the past, if 
space was needed for new items, research was done on that area to find cases that can be 
disposed of. Because destructions were not done regularly, the evidence shelves have become 
badly overcrowded over the years. As of December 2013, the Department's inventory in the 
Property and Evidence Unit was approximately 104, 000 items, which does not include all the 
old cases that were never entered into the computer systems, (21 pages in Variance Report). A 
Department of our size should typically have around 50,000 items. The Property and Evidence 
Association of Florida (PEAF) recommends an annual purging, which has not been a part of the 
procedures for the Property and Evidence vaults in the past . 
Another issue that complicates the Property and Evidence Unit is there are three computer 
systems which have been used over the years to track the evidence. The systems cannot 
communicate with each other. Therefore, they cannot be merged into one. 
The next Self Assessment of the Property and Evidence Unit is scheduled for October 15, 2014 
and all Command Staff Members will be involved. 
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The Strategic Plan 
On February 7, 2014, a written plan was implemented to tackle the many discovered issues. In 
order to find the missing items and bring the unit in line with best practices, several projects 
needed to be completed. 

1. 	 We needed to find out which items were truly missing and attempt to find those items. 
2. 	 Purge the evidence vaults to remove items that no longer need to be held. 
3. 	 Reorganize the files so that paperwork for older cases can be easily located. 
4. 	 Vault 4, which houses homicide and long term storage, needs to be reorganized to 

maximize space and prevent damage to items stored there. 
5. 	 Old cases that are not in any of the computer systems need to be researched and the 

items barcoded so that they can be inventoried in the future. 

Due to the large amount of work to be done, Ms. Kamerick suggested implementing the plan in 
phases. 

Phase I - Computer check of all items on missing property report from RGIS. All 10,918 items to 
be researched and those that have been checked out, destroyed, returned or were never 
submitted to property will be noted with the date and status of the item. This phase was 
completed on March 7, 2014. The missing item list was reduced from 10,918 items to 5760 at 
this time. 

Phase II-Missing items list will be compared to the paper property sheets to determine if items 
were removed from property, but the status wasn't updated in the computer systems. This 
includes missing items from the oldest computer tracking system, Legacy. This phase began 
March 10, 2014. As of this date, the inspection of the older sheets to look for missing items is 
42% complete. The reorganization of the old property sheets is 95% complete. 

Phase Ill- Once Legacy tracking system items have been purged and reorganized, missing items 
from LRMS and OSSI computer systems will be researched. This phase will include the Bike 
Project Purge. As of this date, many of the bikes have been researched, but is not complete. A 
significant number of bikes will be purged by the end of September. 

Phase IV - All items in Vault 4 will be researched against the missing item list. This phase has 
not begun yet. It should be noted that many cases in this vault have multiple items packaged in 
a single container. Not all containers in this Vault were opened during the RGIS Inventory, but 
will be checked during this phase. 

Times frame for the completion of all Phases and the entire project is estimated to take 2 Yz 
years to complete. 
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Department Audits 
Random Unannounced Property Inspection and Audit 

On April 22, 2014, a Random Unannounced Property Inspection and Audit was conducted, 
which is mandated by CFA Accreditation Standards. 

Issues that were noted were the following: 

• 	 Evidence was observed to be stacked to the ceiling in all four rooms which obstructed 
the fire sprinklers. 

• 	 Vault doors 1-4 were tested regarding an audible alarm. None of these doors made an 
audible sound when left open. Only Vaults 1 and the Submission Room have audible 
alarms attached to them and they did not sound at the time of the test. 

• 	 Six items of evidence were randomly selected from the four vaults. Item #2 pulled was 
physically placed in Vault #3, with proper packaging and identifiers. When the property 
sheet was checked to coincide with physical evidence of that item, it listed the item as 
"destroyed". The other five items were properly marked and matched property sheets. 

As mentioned previously, most of the issues listed were already known issues and a plan to 
rectify was created on February 7, 2014. Once it was discovered that an audible sound was not 
made when a door in Vault 1 or the Submission Room was left open, it was addressed the same 
day. Evidentially, all doors to all vaults will have an audible alarm. It should be noted that all 
vaults are secured with an active alarm system at all times. 

Annual Audit of the Property and Evidence Unit 
On September 15, 2014, in accordance with SOP #270, Property and Evidence, Section XI. B. 1, 
an Annual Audit of the Property and Evidence Unit was conducted. The stated purpose of the 
audit, per SOP #270, "is the examination of records and activities to ensure compliance with 
established controls, policies and operational procedures." The audit consisted of a 1% sample 
(1,000 items) of the property within the property and evidence unit. 

Issues that were discovered were as follows: 

• 	 The volume of old evidence. A large part of the random sampling was property from 
2009 and earlier. 

• 	 The printed labels on items collected from 2004 to 2010 were beginning to fade and 
become unreadable. 

• 	 Three different systems are being used to archive the property information, depending 
on the year the item was entered. 

• 	 In several incidences, after locating an item, the assigned auditor was unable to locate 
the corresponding Property Sheet. The case number and item number were researched 
through the computer system and the item was verified to be there. This confirmed that 
there was no human error when recording the case number during the shelf to paper 
portion. 

• 	 The Property Sheets for 18 case numbers (and corresponding 75 ID numbers) were 
found to be missing. 
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• 	 Two firearms in the Weapons Vault were found to have no safety strap or similar device 
ensuring the weapon is clear and safe. The firearms were confirmed as safe and the 
issue was immediately corrected. 

• 	 In Vault 2, a loose evidence tag was discovered and it was discovered to have come 
from a set of bolt cutters located on row A, shelf 3. A check of the shelf revealed a pair 
of bolt cutters without an attached tag. The issue was corrected and the property label 
was reattached. 

• 	 A test of the alarm system at the various vault locations revealed there was no 
notification of any alarm activation with the exception of Vault 2. This was addressed 
and fixed the same day. 

During the audit, it was observed that the amount of evidence located in the various vaults 
added to the impression of clutter. To combat this, Ms. Kamerick and her staff are utilizing bins 
for storage of smaller and medium sized items. These bins are of a consistent size and shape 
and allow for neat, organized storage on shelving. 

Reference to the labeling, the newer labels currently being used have the case number printed 
in a larger type and are easier to read. The newer labels and the unique ID numbers which Ms. 
Kamerick has instituted have mitigated the issue on newer collected property. 

Reference the 18 case numbers where property sheets were missing, the items of property 
were located, and confirmed in the computer system. The records are currently being updated 
and the sheets may be located in the near future. 
A copy of the Random Unannounced Property Inspection Audit and a copy of the Annual Audit 
are attached for your review. 
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Current Status 
Missing Items 
As of this date, the Property and Evidence Unit has found or accounted for 5,249 items out of 
the 10,918 items. It should be noted the search of missing items is part of each phase of the 
project and is not projected to be complete until the entire project is completed . 

Historically, items were filed by date and not by case number, which makes it difficult to find all 
items related to a case. A new process was instituted for a new labeling system and the 
addition of a unique PR property item number system, which enables an item to be searched by 
either the case number or its unique ID number. This makes attempted research of an item or 
case more efficient with less room for error. 

Purging 

Due to the Department taking in an average of 1,200 new incoming property items per month, 
it was critical that purging begin. On June 10, 2014, we began the purging process. In order to 
make space for new property, Vault 1, Row H/E was purged first and organized. (See photo 
below of overcrowding) Research on purged items has since begun on all shelves and is 

currently in progress. This enables us to free up space and prevent as much commingling of old 
and new as possible. It has been discovered that Vault 1 has the most items that qualify to be 
purged. 

E 

As for Vault 2 and the concern of sewage and water pipes running through the area, the target 
area for purging is top shelves. The shelves are still in the process of being reorganized. (See 
below the mass amount of items which were placed on each shelf) 
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The shelves in Vaults 1, 2, and 3 are in the process of being reorganized to create more space. 
Two property clerks have been assigned to reorganization in order to use the available space 
more efficiently. (See below for Staffing and Available Space) 

Prior to purging of any item, time is spent researching each item. Due to the enormous amount 
of time spent on researching each item, purging does not take place as fast as we would like. 
As of this date, 2,510 items have been purged. 

Reorganize the files 
The reorganization of the files was part of Phase II and began March 10, 2014. As of this date, 
this process is 95% complete. As the research was being conducted, it was discovered that 
inactive property sheets were stored in banker's boxes, in no particular order. It was discovered 

that many of these sheets are actually active property cases. It is significant to note, that 
seventy-two (72), 3 ring binders have been required to reorganize all found property sheets. 

(See below photo) 
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Bike Project Purge 
Our bike inventory is currently being researched, as outlined in Phase Ill. This project was 
moved to Phase II due to overcrowding in the bike compound. Significant quantities of bikes are 
ready to be purged by the end of September. 

Staffing 
This time last year, the staffing levels in the Property and Evidence Unit was four (4) Property 
Clerks and one (1) Property Manager. 

Additional positions have been added to the Property and Evidence Unit to enhance the 
progression of the project. The following are personnel additions made: 

• 	 One (1) part time Civilian and one (1) full time Community Service Office have been 
assigned to the Property Unit. 

• 	 One (1) part time Community Service Officer is working on paperwork reorganization. 
• 	 One (1) full time, light duty Officer was assigned to work on checking old files for missing 

items. 

• 	 On September 15, 2014, one (1) full time Property Clerk was hired . 
• 	 A position description for a Property Supervisor was submitted to be advertised through 

Human Resources. 
• 	 One (1) full time Property Clerk position is in the process of being fill ed. 

It should be noted that one (1) Property Clerk will focus solely on disposal. 

Training 
Historica lly, members assigned to the Property Unit have had minimal training and were not 
required to attend any outside training. The goal for upcoming years is have every Property 
Clerk PEAF certified and attend 2 PEAF meetings a year. As of this date, we have 2 PEAF 
members, one Property Manager and one Property Clerk. 

For the first time, our department hosted a PEAF chapter meeting on March 7th . 
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The Property and Evidence policy, SOP 270, is being research to make amendments to meet 
national standards in the field. The Property form is currently being updated. It has not been 
updated since 2001. Eventually, an online voucher system will be implemented to reduce 
workloads as it pertains to intake, and make tracking more efficient. 

Once these changes have been made, all Department Members will be trained in the new 
policy and procedures. 

A Submission Guide was published and distributed to all Officers as a resource for submitting 
property and evidence to the Property Unit. 

In-service training material is being developed for Officers as well as new recruits. 

Security 

As mentioned previously, the security cameras within the Property and Evidence Unit are active 
in the vaults, but they did not cover all areas of operations. Five (5) additional cameras have 
been added, inside and out of the vaults to provide more coverage throughout the vaults. 

Currently, plans are being developed for construction of enhanced security for Vault 4, the 
homicide and long term storage vault. As mentioned in the Summary report from the on-site 
from November 2013, Vault 4 is a separate unit outside. of the other vaults. The plan being 
discussed is to relocate the outside door and make it an interior door or to fence in the outside 
access door and provide more security to this vault . 

A water alarm is being added to the air conditioning unit within Vault 4 to alert of any possible 
flooding. 

Available Space 

The Police Department's storeroom is adjacent to the Property Unit. It was recently 
reorganized with plans to add to working space for the Property Unit. We have already 
converted the Quartermaster office into additional property clerk work space. More plans are 
in the works for additional work space within the storeroom. Security measures are being 
taken to convert this area into office space and a property intake area. A solid door and secured 
window for intake was added. (See below photos) This area will be strictly for intake and there 
will be no storage of evidence. All Property employees will be in a single secured area. These 
changes will free up space within Vault 1 and create a more comfortable working environment 
for the duration of the project. 
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Storeroom before 

Storeroom after 
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Storeroom after 

Staff Inspections 
Recently, the Department has implemented Staff Inspections. The first Staff Inspection was 
conducted on the Crime Scene Unit in July 2014. Based on the results of the Staff Inspection, 
Crime Scene Investigations policy recommendations were made and implemented. We will 
continue to conduct Staff Inspections through the entire Department. 
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Summary 
The Hollywood Police Department has made significant progress in addressing concerns relayed 
by the assessor in the November 2013 on-site and concerns discovered during our own 
assessment of the Property and Evidence Unit. The overall goal is to rebuild the Property and 
Evidence Unit to meet best practices and standards. With the enormous amount of work that 
needs to be done to accomplish this goal, a strategic plan was developed. The strategic plan 
includes four phases. At this time, we are still in the beginning stages of this project. We have 
begun researching items that meet the statutory requirements to be destroyed. The volume of 
items within each vault will require a lot of devoted time to research and purging. Reorganizing 
vaults is necessary to provide more working space and identify the inventory within each vault. 
Identification of missing property sheets and organizing these property sheets has been a task 
that has been ongoing for several months. Additional staff and work space has been added to 
provide an efficient environment for completing this project. Additional security measures also 
have been added. Training material is being developed to assist Department personnel with 
the best Property procedures within the field . Every single item in the Property and Evidence 
Unit will be analyzed to guarantee best practices are being followed and will continue to be 
followed. The Hollywood Police Department is committed to maintaining the highest levels of 
professionalism and we aim to ensure that the accreditation standards continue to be a part of 
our daily practices. Additionally, we are dedicated to allocating all possible resources to 
expedite this project, and ensure daily compliance. 

I will make myself available to address any questions or concerns that the Commission may 
have regarding our substantial organizational improvements. 

Sincerely, 

~B~ 
FRANK G. FERNANDEZ 
Chief of Police 
City of Hollywood Police Department 

Attachments: 

• RGIS, Inventory & Supply Chain Solutions final report 

• Audit of Property Unit dated January 30, 2014 
• Random Unannounced Property Inspection and Audit dated April 22, 2014 

• Annual Audit of the Property and Evidence Unit dated September 15, 2014 

• Property and Evidence Packaging Guidelines 
• Staff Inspection Summary Report for Crime Scene Unit 





 

     
  

  
   

    
 

  
  

   
  

 
  

    
  

    
    

   
  

  
     

      
    

  
    

   
     

    
 

   
  
 

  
    

  
  

 
    

  
       

 
     

     
   

ADDENDUM OF  November 14, 2014   

Dates of Original Assessment: November 13, 2013 through November 15, 2013 

SUMMARY STATEMENT  

At the conclusion of the original assessment for reaccreditation, the Hollywood Police 
Department was not in compliance with four mandatory standards. Additionally, 
Chapter 36 required a plan of action as requested by the Commission to resolve what 
was deemed “a systematic failure by the Hollywood Police Department to effectively 
purge property and evidence”. An action plan dated February 7, 2014 detailing 
correction of the identified problems was submitted to CFA. 

During the February 2014 Commission meeting, the Commission decided to grant 
reaccreditation with conditions and a revisit to review Standard 2.08M, Standard 
18.03M, Standard 33.04M, and chapters 35 and 36 was ordered for November 2014. 

Between November 13, 2014 and November 14, 2014, Commander Shelli Walters 
(Altamonte Springs Police Department) and Lieutenant Michelle Price (Jacksonville 
Sheriff’s Office) visited the Hollywood Police Department to follow up on the 
Commission’s direction dealing with property and evidence (Chapters 35 and 36). 

Assessors Walters and Price met at the Hollywood Police Department at approximately 
0800 hours on November 13, 2014. After a brief meeting with Chief Fernandez and the 
command staff, Sergeant Brown, Major Jeffries, Major Pardon, Assistant Chief 
Sanchez, Major Basler, Major O’Brien, Major Marino, and Property Manager Kamerick, 
Assessors Walters and Price met privately to review again the issues facing the agency. 
The decision was reached to review, as a team, each non-complaint standard including 
all standards in Chapters 35 and 36. Much of the team’s time was spent with Property 
Manager Elizabeth Kamerick.  She was very knowledgeable about her job functions 
and cooperative with any requests made for information or demonstration concerning 
the property and evidence function. 

STEPS TO CORRECT NON-COMPLIANCE   

The agency completed a portion of the action plan submitted to the Commission for 
Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation. Some highlights are noteworthy and 
demonstrate the level of commitment shown by the agency. 

•	 Standard 2.08M – Documented annual review of agency practice involving 
Bias-Based Profiling – SOP was amended to include seizures not related to asset 
seizures, and annual review was completed on October 7, 2014. In Compliance 

•	 Standard 18.03M – Documented annual review of agency practices for Confidential 
Informants – The annual review was completed prior to October 15, 2014 as 
established in SOP 273. In Compliance 



 

    
 

   
    

 
     

   
    

 
  

       
   

     
   

   
    

   
   

 
   

 
    

     
 

    
 

      
 

  
  

  
  

   
 

    
 

    
   
   

 
     

  
 

    
  

  

•	 Standard 33.04M – The agency maintains a continuous recording of radio 
transmissions and emergency telephone conversations within the Communications 
Center – Communications was taken over by the Broward County Sheriff’s Office on 
October 1, 2014. Not Applicable 

•	 Chapter 35 – Assessor Walters interviewed Officer Lazaro Fernandez; all areas 
were inspected and found in excellent condition. All logs were complete and 
accurate. In Compliance 

•	 Chapter 36 – Property Manager Elizabeth Kamerick has done a phenomenal job 
with a herculean task assigned to her. Assessor Walters observed the Property 
and Evidence section was definitely less cluttered, better organized, and noticeably 
improved from the original assessment visit. The Hollywood Police Department was 
approaching completion of Phase II of the original plan as submitted to the 
Commission. With Ms. Kamerick’s guidance, the Hollywood Police Department has 
been able to locate 5,433 items of the 10,918 that were previously listed as missing. 
Over 4700 items have been disposed of as part of their purge and reorganization of 
the four evidence vaults has begun. 

o	 Notable issues included during the revisit the audible controls to the vaults 
were not working; however, the vault’s computerized acknowledgement did 
work. Major Jeffries had the alarm company address the issues on 
November 14, 2014, and completed prior to the team’s departure. 

•	 Chapter 36 Summation: 

36.01 M A directive outlines procedures for property held by the agency to 
include: 

A.	 Logging all property into agency records within a specified timeframe; 
B.	 Placing property under the property and evidence function before the 

officer ends his/her tour of duty or under exceptional circumstances, 
securing the property with documented supervisory approval; 

C.	 A description of each item of property and the circumstances by which the 
property came into the agency’s possession; 

D.	 Guidelines for packaging and labeling property prior to submission; 
E.	 Extra security measures for handling exceptional, valuable, or sensitive 

items of property; i.e. money/negotiable instruments, precious 
F.	 metals, jewelry, weapons, and drugs; 
G.	 Efforts to identify and notify the owner or custodian of property in the 

agency’s custody; and 
H.	 Procedures for the temporary and final release of property items from the 

property and evidence function. 

o	 Standard 36.01 – According to SOP 270, when the Property Room 
takes possession of any deposited items, it will be entered into the 
computerized agency record within three business days. During the 



   

   
   

 
 

 
  

   
 

       
 

     
     

 
  

 
 

  
   

   
 

  
 

  
 

    

 
  

  
 

 
 

   
 

 
    

   
 

    
  

 
 

   
   

 
 

follow-up visit, several items were physically located in the Property 
Room, but were in a temporary area waiting to be entered into the 
system. For example, item # 33-1410-145138, submitted 10-31-2014 
was still in the temporary area. Additionally, one item listed as drugs 
(pseudoephedrine) was in the temporary holding area over ten days. 

o	 Additionally, although Ms. Kamerick had given every officer training on 
the appropriate labeling of property and evidence, the officers were not 
completing the task correctly. This was addressed by Ms. Kamerick 
with follow-up training and change to policy to clarify what information 
was to be included on the label. Not in compliance 

36.02 M A directive states property/evidence custodians are accountable for all 
property and evidence within their control, and addresses the following, at a 
minimum: 

A. An annual audit, which consists of an examination of conformance with 
agency controls, policies and procedures, of the property and evidence 
function is conducted by a member not routinely or directly connected with 
control of property; 

B. An unannounced annual inspection, which consists of a review of property 
and evidence storage areas for organization and orderliness, is conducted 
as directed by the agency’s CEO; and 

C. An annual inventory, which consists of a full or partial accounting, as 
defined by the agency, of property is conducted by the property/evidence 
custodian or designee and a designee of the CEO. 

o	 Standard 36.02 - During a review of SOP 270 for Property and 
Evidence, it was determined the annual audit for the evidence safe 
used to store currency was not being completed by the personnel 
identified in the policy: Fiscal Affairs Manager, Police Property 
Manager, and an uninvolved lieutenant. Ms. Kamerick did provide 
documentation of quarterly inspections of the currency safe. Not in 
compliance 

36.03 M All found and recovered property held by the agency is kept in 
designated secure area(s) with controlled access. 

o	 Standard 36.03 - All property was kept in a secured area. In 
compliance 

36.04 M Access to evidence areas is controlled to prevent the alteration, 
unauthorized removal, theft, or other compromise of evidence stored by the 
agency and to maintain chain of custody. 

o	 Standard 36.04 – Access to the property and evidence area was 
controlled. In compliance 



 
 

    
  

 
   

 
   

 
    

 
   

   
 

      
  

 
 

      
  

   
 

  
 

  
  
  
     

 
     

   
    

 
  

   
 

    
 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

36.05 M A directive establishes procedures for the acceptance and release of 
narcotics, including quantity control and packaging inspections. 

o	 Standard 36.05 – Acceptance and release of narcotics had appropriate 
paperwork; however, one item listed as drugs (pseudoephedrine) was 
in the temporary holding area over ten days. In compliance 

36.06 M Perishable items of evidence are stored in secure refrigerated storage. 

o	 Standard 36.06 - Perishable items were stored in a refrigerator 
secured within the locked property room. In compliance 

36.07 M A directive outlines procedures for the secure storage of evidence, 
found, and recovered property when the property room is closed or not 
accessible by end of tour of duty, to include refrigerated storage. 

o	 36.07 – Ms. Kamerick has updated all policy including procedures for 
secure storage of property and evidence when the property room is 
closed. In compliance 

36.08 M The agency has a property records system which provides the 
following information, at a minimum: 

A. Current location of property; 
B. Date and time property was received/released; 
C. Description of the property; and 
D. Chain of custody from time of receipt until final disposition. 

o	 Standard 36.08 - SOP 270 indicates the current location of property 
will be maintained in the property records system. Ms. Lisa Jackson 
was able to locate various items for Assessor Walters, with a minimal 
wait time using the most current system; however, locating anything 
using the older system increased the wait time to almost 25 minutes to 
locate an item. In compliance 

36.09 M If the agency utilizes mobile evidence storage units for temporary 
evidence storage, a directive addresses the following: 

o	 Standard 36.09 – Not applicable 



  
  

   
  

   

  
     

    
 

 
 

  
  

   
    

    
  

   
 

  
  
     

 

  
   

36.10 M A directive requires an inventory is conducted whenever the person 
responsible for the property and evidence control function is assigned to and/or 
transferred from the position. 

o	 Standard 36.10 – Upon her employment with the Hollywood Police 
Department, Ms. Kamerick completed an entire inventory, and 
determined that 10,918 pieces of property were missing or 
unaccounted for in the record keeping system. Since that time, there 
has not been a Property Manager change. Not applicable 

CLOSING COMMENTS   

During the revisit, it was readily apparent significant improvements have been 
implemented to address previous compliance issues. Assessors Walters and Price 
reviewed each found to be in non-compliance in addition to Chapters 35 and 36.  The 
agency was found to be in compliance with 2.08, 18.03 and all of Chapter 35.  Chief 
Fernandez and his staff have taken seriously all the recommendations of FDLE and 
CFA. 

Because of the improvements and on-going commitment to the accreditation process by 
the agency’s members, it is recommended that the Commission consider the removal of 
or extending the conditional status for the Hollywood Police Department. 

SUBMITTED BY   
Lt. Michelle Price 
Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office 





Commission for Florida Law Enforcement 

Accreditation, Inc. 


P.O. Box 1489 - Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(800) 558-0218 - (850) 410-7200 

March 3, 2015 

Chief Frank Fernandez 
Hollywood Police Department 
3250 Hollywood Blvd. 
Hollywood, FL 33021 

Dear Chief Fernandez: 

On Thursday, February 6, 2014, the Hollywood Police Department was reaccredited with 
conditions by the Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation, Inc. One of the 
conditions outlined by the Commission was a revisit to the agency, which was conducted 
November 13-14, 2014. 

As per policy, your agency was reviewed by a panel of Commissioners on February 25, 2015. 
Although the Commission recognized the hard work and dedication shown by the Hollywood 
Police Department over the last year, the panel recommended revocation of your accredited 
status. Prior to the full Commission vote, your agency elected to withdraw from the 
accreditation process and, therefore, is no longer an accredited agency. 

Please remove all CFA logos from any agency property, website and letterhead and return the 
framed certificate to the CFA program office. Please use UPS Ground and charge the shipping 
to account number 1YA751 . 

We sincerely hope to see your agency back in the accreditation process soon. Assistance from 
our office is available regardless of your agency's accredited status. I have included the Florida 
Accreditation Offices policy on change in accredited status. I look forward to working with you 
and your agency. Please call me if you have any questions at 850 410-7200. 

Lori Mizell 
Executive Director 

www.flaccreditation .org 

http:www.flaccreditation.org




MICHAEL J, SATZ 

STATE ATTORNEY 


SEVENTEENTH JUDICIAL ClRCUJT OF FLORlDA 
BROWARD COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

20 l S.E. SIXTH STREET 
FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33301-3360 PHONE (954) 83 l-6955 

MEMORANDUM 

To: File 

From: David Schulson ,t?J 

Re: Retired HWPD Sgt. John Nevins/ File #SP12-08-079 

Date: June 2, 2014 

************************************************************************ ***** 
In August of 2012, ASAIC Timothy Donnelly assigned me the task of assisting the 

Hollywood Police Depatiment ("HWPD") and the Florida Depatiment of Law Enforcement 
("FDLE") in an investigation of$137,609.85 in missing or unaccounted funds from the HWPD's 
property/evidence room. My primary mission was to detetmine if there was sufficient evidence 
to formally charge Retired Sgt. John Nevins, a former supervisor of HWPD's property/evidence 
room, or any other cunent or former employee of HWPD with the theft of these funds. 

After receiving this investigative assignment, I primarily worked closely with HWPD IA 
Lt. Jack Anterio and FDLE Special Agent Aide Limongi in identifying witnesses to be 
interviewed and documents to be obtained. Lt. Anterio, Special Agent Limongi, and I have taken 
at least 19 sworn statements, including but not limited to sworn statements from Retired HWPD 
Chief Chadwick Wagner, Retired HWPD Assistant Chief Louis Granteed, Lt. Forrest Jeffries, 
Sgt. Thomas Demmery, Micheline Vitale (Fiscal Affairs Manager for HWPD), as well as a 
voluntary sworn statement from Retired Sgt. Nevins. Subpoenas duces tecum were served upon a 
number of financial institutions and other entities which produced voluminous financial records 
primarily as to Retired Sgt. Nevins. 

Based upon the infotmation uncovered during this lengthy and thorough investigation, 1 
have found insufficient evidence to formally charge Retired Sgt. Nevins or anyone with the theft 
of funds from the HWPD's property/evidence room. I have reviewed and discussed the findings 
detailed below with ASAIC Donnelly, Lt. Anterio, and Special Agent Limongi, and they have all 
concurred with my conclusion that there is insufficient evidence to proceed with any criminal 
prosecution against anyone. 

For many years at HWPD, a supervising sergeant with the title of Quartermaster Sergeant 
has been responsible for the supervision of the property/evidence room, the supply room, the 
fleet, and the maintenance of the headquarters building. From 2006 until January of 2012 when 
the funds were first discovered missing, only Sgt. John Lunney, Sgt. Cochenour, and Sgt. Nevins 
have served as Quartermaster Sergeants. Sgt. Nevins served two separate stints as 

http:of$137,609.85


Quartermaster Sergeant, initially from 11/20/2006 - 07/22/2007 and then from 03/10/2008 until 
his retirement from HWPD on April 1, 2012. However, during Sgt. Nevins' second stint, he was 
on medical leave from 08/04/2011 - 09/04/2011 and was no longer allowed access to the 
property/evidence room after the funds were discovered to be missing in January of2012. 

The discovery of missing funds from the HWPD property/evidence room was triggered in 
January of 2012 by a request from an Adam Rutkowsky. When Mr. Rutkowsky was arrested by 
HWPD on 0911312002, the arresting officer took $743.00 from him and placed the money in 
evidence. In January of 2012, Joel Cantor, in-house legal counsel for HWPD, reviewed Mr. 
Rutkowsky's request and authorized the release of the $743.00 to him. However, Sgt. Nevins 
could not find the money in the safe in the property/evidence room. 

The problem of the missing $743.00 was immediately reported to the chain of command, 
from Captain Allen Siegel to Assistant Chief Granteed to Chief Wagner. During Sgt. Nevins's 
second tenure as Quartermaster Sergeant, only two officers had the key and combination 
required to access the safe in the property/evidence room, Sgt. Nevins and Lt. Jeffries. While 
Captain Siegel prepared a Complaint Intake Report regarding the missing $743.00 which 
normally would have led to an investigation conducted by IA, Chief Wagner made the decision 
in late January of 2012 to have Lt. Jeffries, then assigned to the Records Unit, lead the 
investigation into the missing funds because he had the utmost confidence in the integrity of Lt. 
Jeffries. 

The sworn statement of Lt. Jeffries was taken on August 21, 2013, and he testified that he 
found the property/evidence room to be in "shambles." Within a relatively short time after his 
investigation, Lt. Jeffries, with assistance from Fiscal Affairs Manager Vitale, discovered the 
total sum of $91,005.61 missing from a total of 372 cases. After Sgt. Demmery replaced Sgt. 
Nevins as the supervisor of the property/evidence room on February 6, 2012, he began to assist 
Lt. Jeffries and Ms. Vitale in the investigation and funds were found missing from additional 
cases which increased the total amount of missing funds to $137,609.85. 

One of the issues in this investigation was to try to determine if there had been in recent 
years an audit or accounting of all funds held in the properly/evidence room. This issue led the 
investigation to a man named Joel Peney. In 2000, Mr. Peney had retired from the Fort 
Lauderdale Police Department ("FLPD") after serving for a number of years as the supervisor of 
FLPD"s property/evidence unit. Since Mr. Peney was apparently well-respected for his 
knowledge and management skills in the property/evidence area, he was hired as a consultant by 
HWPD in July of 2005. From July of 2005 - March of 2006, Mr. Peney worked with the 
property clerks in reorganizing the property/evidence room which also included implementing 
some new procedures. For example, Mr. Pency was instrumental in fine tuning the use of 
manifests or logs to record all funds placed in or removed from the safe. 

One of Mr. Peney's most important projects was to conduct an audit and accounting of all 
funds held in the property/evidence room. On January 18, 2013, Special Agent Limongi traveled 
to Mr. Peney's retirement home in Blairsville, Georgia, and took his sworn statement. Mr. Peney 
testified that by the time he completed his work as a consultant in March of 2006, he had been 
able to reconcile and account for all funds secured in the safe at HWPD's property/evidence 
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room. Mr. Peney further testified that he thought he had produced a written audit report and 
delivered the audit report to Assistant Chief Granteed. Unfortunately, to date, Mr. Peney has 
been unable to locate a copy of the audit report in his records, and no audit repoti has been 
located in any records at HWPD. 

Since Mr. Peney left the employ of HWPD in March of 2006, there is no record or 
evidence of any other audit and accounting of funds in the property/evidence room until the 
funds were discovered missing in January of 2012. According to the sworn statement of Chief 
Wagner taken on September 20, 2013, he became the permanent Chief of Police on March 10, 
2008 after having served as the interim Chief for a few months and subsequently requested 
authorization for an audit of the funds in the prope11y/evidence room from former City Manager 
Cameron Benson. However, City Manager Benson denied Chief Wagner's audit request due to 
budgetary constraints. 

While there was no formal audit after Mr. Peney left HWPD in March of 2006, there is 
some evidence from a Diane Unger, who currently works in the Crime Scene Unit but was a 
property clerk until October of 2010 that no funds were missing prior to May of 2010. The 
sworn statement of Diane Unger was taken on October 24, 2013, and she testified that she 
distinctly remembers returning a "chunk of money" to an owner in May of 20 I 0 and there was 
no evidence at that time of missing evidence bags in the safe. While Ms. Unger's recollection 
does not come close to the reliability of a complete audit and accounting, it seems to possibly 
narrow the window of time to a 20 month period from May of2010 to January of2012 when the 
funds were most likely removed from the safe. During this period of time, only Sgt. Nevins 
served as the Quartermaster Sergeant, and only Sgt. Nevins and Lt. Jeffries would have had 
access to the safe. 

Most of the funds are missmg from cases during the period from 2003-2006. 
Interestingly, Lt. Jeffries and Sgt. Demmery discovered in their investigation that the manifests 
or logs from 2000-2005 are now missing. Also, it should be noted that no surveillance video 
cameras were ever installed in the property/evidence room until after the funds were discovered 
missing in January of2012. 

Since our investigation has found no eyewitnesses to the theft of funds, no surveillance 
video cameras, no audits since at least 2006, and missing manifests or logs, our investigation 
then attempted to find a money trail. We received information from witnesses that Sgt. Nevins 
was living from paycheck to paycheck and yet spending substantial sums of money on home 
renovations, the purchase of an RV, and on his daughter's wedding. Our investigation did verify 
these significant and substantial expenditures, including but not limited to the purchase on 
November 12, 2012 of a 2008 Monaco Motor Coach for $250,000.00. 

However, the financial records of Sgt. Nevins revealed two major sources of funds, a 
credit line and his DROP account. During the key time periods, Sgt. Nevins borrowed 
extensively from a credit line created in the f01m of a second mortgage held by Bank of America. 
As of July 30, 2013, the credit line had an outstanding balance of $143,855.00. Additionally, 
from September of 2007 through October of 2011, Sgt. Nevins bonowed the total amount of 
$146,000.00 from his DROP account. As of July 31, 2013, all loans from his DROP account had 

3 

http:146,000.00
http:143,855.00
http:250,000.00


been repaid from accruing DROP funds and Sgt. Nevins still had a balance of $511,836.07 in his 
DROP account. 

The bottom line in this investigation is there is no evidence that any of the total sum of 
$137,609.85 in missing funds has ever been placed in any of Sgt. Nevins' battle accounts as cash 
deposits. Most relevant, there is no evidence of a money trail from the safe in the 
property/evidence room to Sgt. Nevins or anyone. 

As I initially wrote at the beginning of this close-out memorandum, Lt. Anterio, Special 
Agent Limongi, and I have conducted an extensive investigation and we have all concluded that 
there is simply insufficient evidence to proceed with a criminal prosecution of Retired Sgt. 
Nevins or anyone. 

Finally, during the past few months, the Broward Office of the Inspector General has 
reviewed the sworn statements and documents obtained in the Broward SAO investigation, and 
has commenced an independent investigation of the Hollywood Police Department which 
apparently will focus on the management practices of the Hollywood Police Department. 
However, ifthe Broward Office of the Inspector General uncovers any new evidence of criminal 
activity within the Hollywood Police Department, the Broward SAO will review such evidence. 
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CITY of HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 

POLICE DEPARTMENT • 3250 HOLLYWOOD BLVD. • HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 33021-6967 

'./!Leading Force In Professional Law Enforcement" 

March 28, 2016 

Broward Office of the Inspector General 
Attention: John W. Scott 
One N. University Drive, Suite 111 

Plantation, FL 33324 


Dear Inspector General Scott: 

Attached you will find a report listing the corrective actions taken by the Hollywood Police Department 
from January 2012 to the present. You will also find the supporting documentation your investigators 
requested as part of the OIG investigation into the January 2012 allegation of missing money, drugs, and 
other items from our Property and Evidence Unit. 

I would like to take this opportunity to highlight some of the key improvements we as an Agency have 
made to our Property and Evidence Unit: 

• 	 By hiring a Property Manager, a Property Supervisor and adding two additional Property Clerks, 
we have increased accountability through supervision and reduced the supervisory span of 
.control. 

• 	 The property personnel report to both a Major and an Assistant Chief who are very familiar with 
Property and Evidence Unit operations. 

• 	 We reduced the amount of cash kept in our safes from a high of nearly $300,000 to a low of 
under $4,500. 

• 	 We added approximately 15 surveillance cameras to monitor all areas within the Property Unit. In 
addition, we added cameras around the police bu ilding. 

• 	 We added aud ible alarms to each entrance door as well as additional card reader access to high 
liability storage vaults. 

• 	 We have completed 13 audits since 2014, with additional audits planned for the future. 

• 	 Two complete inventories of the unit have been conducted since 2014. 

• 	 We have made significant policy and procedure improvements to the way we conduct business, 
store evidence, and safeguard money, drugs, guns and jewelry. 

• 	 An Internal Affairs investigation in 2015 determined a former employee was likely responsible for 
the theft. However, the State Attorney's Office did not find sufficient evidence to file criminal 
charges. 

I am confident you will find the corrective measures we have taken will greatly reduce the likelihood of our 
Agency ever experiencing another theft like we had in January of 2012. We continue to implement best 
practices in the area of security and Property and Evidence Unit management. Thank you for your 
assistance in this investigation. 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
TOMA~
Chief of Police 

Our Mission: We arc dcdicared ro providing municipal services for our diverse community in an atmosphere ofcooperation, courtesy and respect. 

We do th is by ensuring all who live, work and play in the Cicy of Hollywood enjor a high quality otlifc. 

"An Equa l Opp o r tun it y and Se rvi ce P rov id er Age n cy" 





Property Unit Audit/Investigation 

Final Conclusions and Remarks 


During the very first week of January, 2012, a party identifying himself as Adam 
Rutkowsky contacted the Department's Property Division requesting the return of 
$743.00 seized from him incident to his narcotics related arrest on September 13, 2007. 
This particular incident was memorialized under Case Number 07-30425. Property Unit 
personnel advised Rutkowsky, that the seized funds remained in property despite never 
confirming that the seized currency was still there. 

On January 11, 2012, Property Unit supervisor and quartermaster Sergeant, 
John Nevins, eventually advised his chain of command, to include Major Allen Siegel 
and Assistant Chief Louis Granteed, that he conducted a search of the property unit's 
vault and determined that the subject currency ($7 43.00) was missing and could not be 
found. On January 17, 2012, with the acquiescence of Assistant Chief Granteed, Major 
Siegel and Sergeant Nevins prepared a memorandum addressed to me advising of the 
disappearance of the subject currency and suggesting that the subject currency may 
have been misplaced or returned inadvertently to a different Claimant. This 
memorandum failed to address a more comprehensive search for the seized currency 
nor did it specifically indicate whether a policy or procedure may have been 
compromised resulting in the disappearance of the subject currency. This memorandum 
merely requested reimbursement to Rutkowsky in the amount ($743.00) that was lost or 
misplaced through the City's Finance Division. 

On January 27, 2012, the Department's Legal Advisor researched Rutkowsky's 
claim to the seized currency and determined that the claim was statutorily untimely and 
corresponded with Rutkowsky to advise him as such. Concerned that the Assistant 
Police Chief and others were not appropriately addressing the disappearance of the 
seized currency, albeit only $743.00, without a more comprehensive review, I promptly 
denied the memorandum request of Assistant Chief Granteed, Major Siegel and 
Sergeant Nevins and demanded an audil/inquiry into funds stored in the Unit and into 
compliance measures with Property Unit policy and procedures. Coincidently, when I 
inquired whether any other party had similarly requested the return of seized funds as 
Rutkowsky had done and whether a similar scenario had occurred where seized funds 
turned up missing, Property Unit personnel and our subsequent review of property 
dispositions revealed that no previous claim had ever generated similar results. 

Although the amount in conflict was only $7 43.00, I had concerns that neither 
Sergeant Nevins, Major Siegel nor Assistant Chief Granteed were closely monitoring 
Property Unit and vault access as well as compliance with property disposition policy 
and procedures. I was soon advised that more seized funds were unaccounted for and 
that there was an obvious lack of compliance with several critical property handling and 
disposition policies. With these increasing concerns, I promptly removed Sergeant 
Nevins as the Sergeanl/Quartermaster of the Property Unit and replaced him with 
Sergeant Thomas Demmery. Sgt. Nevins retired within weeks following the initiation of 
this audil/review. In days to follow, I appointed an audil/inquiry team that consisted of 
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Major Vincent Affanato, Sergeant Thomas Oemmery, Lieutenant Forrest Jeffries, Fiscal 
Manager Micheline Vitale and Joel Cantor. Beginning February 21, 2012 through 
November 8, 2012, this group, along with personnel assigned to assist in the audit, met 
with me practically every week to update me regarding the ongoing audit/review of the 
Property Unit and compliance with current policy and procedure. Leading up to the first 
meeting and for several months to follow, Assistant Police Chief Granteed continued to 
assure me that Property Unit personnel were complying with current policy and 
procedures and that the missing $7 43.00 was nothing more than an aberration since no 
other party's claim for return of currency has ever resulted in the disappearance of 
funds. Assistant Police Chief Granteed further advised that the Police Department's 
Fiscal Affairs Office conducted an annual audit of the currency stored in the Property 
Unit and each annual audit reconciled all currency stored in the unit. 1 later discovered 
that Assistant Chief Granteed was mistaken in this belief. Believing initially that only 
$743.00 was unaccounted for, Sergeant Demmery, Micheline Vitale and Forrest Jeffries 
confirmed additional amounts missing by comparing a safe manifest to property reports 
and actual currency stored in the Property Unit. Over the next two months, our 
audit/review team would reveal that the safe manifest revealed missing pages and 
additional funds unaccounted for. 

Early in this audit review, an examination of the keycard access to the Property 
Unit, which is attached and incorporated into this Property Unit investigation, revealed 
that Quartermaster Sergeant Nevins accessed the Property Unit during evening hours 
and on weekends by himself, contrary to current policy. This unabated access to the 
Property Unit at all hours caused our audit/review to immediately focus upon Sergeant 
Nevins. As a result, at the February 21, 2012 meeting, Major Affanato was tasked to 
immediately address security enhancements to the property room, specifically the area 
around the property safe, to include limited keycard entry status and additional video 
cameras. Questions posed at this first meeting of many meetings to follow included the 
following: 

• 	 Whether the return of currency in sealed envelopes without confirming the 
precise amount in the envelope and reconciling it with the amount reflected on 
the property report may have contributed to a discrepancy in reported funds? 

• 	 Whether some of the unaccounted currency seized as evidence and in the 
hands of the County Clerk's Office was ever returned to the Property Unit? 

• 	 Whether noncompliance with chain of custody issues contributed to the 
discrepancy in funds in storage? 

• 	 Whether some of the discrepancies in locating funds in the Property Unit 
could be attributed to the transition of three (3) different Records Management 
Systems that the Department has used over the last ten (10) years? 

• 	 Upon receipt and inspection, could the Joel Penney authored documents 
regarding the status of the Property Unit in 2005 through 2006 provide any 
clues regarding the disposition of any of the missing property? 
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• 	 Whether the lack of continuity and experience of Property Clerks assigned to 
the Unit may have contributed to poor record keeping and lack of compliance 
with several policies including chain of custody issues? 

Our policies and procedures governing access and deposits into the property 
room and property room safe were heavily scrutinized during the initial stages of the 
audit/review and discussed during the very first meeting as Major Affanato was tasked 
to address any policy changes to avoid some of the concerns addressed by this 
audiUreview. As our audiUreview team notified me that there may be larger amounts of 
missing funds, I immediately questioned why large amounts of seized funds, whether 
entered for safekeeping or as evidence, were left in storage in our Property Unit for 
extended periods. Unclaimed currency should have been purged from the Unit and 
deposited into appropriate City accounts periodically. I also discovered that Property 
Clerks routinely did not confirm currency seizure amounts submitted to the Property Unit 
in sealed envelopes and packages and there was no way of confirming whether the 
amounts deposited in the Property Unit were accurately reflected on property forms. In 
addition, for timely claims for return of currency or pursuant to Court Order, the 
Quartermaster Sergeant routinely handled and returned cash to Claimants. The fact that 
a Quartermaster Sergeant was handling cash routinely without another authorized 
representative of the Department in attendance greatly disturbed me as this was entirely 
contrary to the intention and purpose of our policy. At this early stage, I saw a 
combination of factors that clearly contributed to a lack of reconciliation of property in 
the Unit. 

During meetings in February and March, I advised Assistant Chief Granteed that 
it was imperative to make contact with Joel Penney and review the findings and 
revelations in his report that was allegedly issued at the conclusion of his contract 
employment with the City of Hollywood. Although I have yet to see the document 
allegedly authored by Joel Penney, I was assured by former Police Chief James 
Scarberry and Assistant Chief Granteed that the document was actually issued at the 
conclusion of his contract employment. The purpose of inspecting the documents 
generated by Joel Penney would be to determine the scope and depth of his review and 
whether he ever reconciled the currency stored in the Property Unit during his tenure. I 
also determined that while the Property Clerks were attending to routine business 
activities in the Property Unit, Sergeant Demmery needed assistance for the physical 
inspection required of the entire property facility in search of any missing property. I 
approved the temporary assignment of Diane Unger, who was previously assigned to 
the Property Unit before her transfer to the Crime Scene Unit. It also became clear to 
me at the juncture that the City's "bumping" policy that removed experienced Property 
Clerks from the Unit and replaced them with inexperienced personnel, may have 
contributed to mistakes, marginal recordkeeping and a general sense of apathy. This is 
not to indicate that any of the property clerks are, or have ever been thought of as 
suspei;;ts during this audit and subsequent internal investigation. To the contrary, these 
property clerks are devoted employees who were themselves subjects of the City's 
"bumping" policy. 
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As the meetings continued into March, Major Affanato and Sergeant Demmery 
confirmed the discovery of several thousand dollars that was initially believed to be 
missing from the Property Unit. Major Affanato, Sergeant Demmery and Lieutenant 
Jeffries provided several property sheets to me that described inaccuracies (clerical 
mistakes) that caused me to consider whether the cause of missing funds was primarily 
due to inaccurate record keeping and lack of compliance with chain of custody policies 
and procedures or whether the theft of funds remained a strong possibility. As the 
transition of records systems appeared as an obstacle for tracking property reports, 
Major Affanato and the Department's Systems Analyst confirmed a small number of 
reports depicting currency may not have transitioned during each change of records 
systems. During the next few months, Major Affanato and Sergeant Demmery actually 
confirmed several inaccurate entries into the current Records Management System 
(OSSI) by Property Clerks who were inexperienced with entering information into the 
newest of the Records Management Systems. I determined that at the conclusion of 
this audit/review, any unreconciled currency cases with missing funds will have an 
accompanying or attached supplemental report describing all efforts to find the missing 
currency. I finally decided it was time to discuss our initial findings with the Broward 
County State Attorney's Office and I scheduled a meeting with Tim Donnelly of the 
Public Corruptions Unit to discuss any similar experiences with police agencies 
confronting missing evidence that he could share. At this meeting, initially scheduled for 
April 13, 2012 and rescheduled for April 20, 2012, Mr. Donnelly advised that we 
continue our audit/review and further advised that when near completion of our 
audit/review, he should be notified to assign one of his unit prosecutors for consultation. 
Mr. Donnelly appeared satisfied with the progress and manner of our audit/review and 
advised that it was premature to classify this review as an investigation. He did share 
similar Property Unit investigation experiences with different police agencies in Broward 
County. 

Over the next couple of months, I tasked Sergeant Demmery and Micheline 
Vitale to remove as much currency from the Unit vault as possible as I simply saw no 
reason for currency to be stored for any extended period in our Property Unit. The 
unclaimed evidence statute provides us with authority to purge unclaimed currency from 
the Unit vault and our new policy will dictate that we will take advantage of this authority 
as often as possible. It was apparent at this juncture of this audit/review, that 
Quartermaster Sergeant Nevins had done little, if anything, to remove unclaimed 
currency from the Property Unit and deposit the funds into our appropriate bank 
accounts during his tenure in the Property Unit. If there was a timely and legitimate 
claim to any of the currency in our Property Unit, the return of currency must be 
memoralized in an official document with instructions to return the funds only in bank 
draft form. To avoid clerical and counting mistakes, Property Unit personnel should 
never be involved in releasing currency directly to a Claimant and should only be 
involved in confirming the accuracy of an amount when entered into the Property Unit. 
As Sergeant Demmery continued purging the Property Unit of unclaimed currency, I had 
Sergeant Demmery investigate whether any of the missing funds may have been 
comingled with other property stored in the Unit or whether it may have been 
inadvertently destroyed as the result of a Property Destruction Order. 
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While reconciling missing funds, Sergeant Demmery was also tending to certain 
storage conditions that had been left unattended for years. One such condition involved 
a rat infestation in our outside storage. This condition was remedied with the trapping 
and removal of rats and periodic inspections of the outside storage area thereafter. 

At our first meeting in May 2012, Major Affanato advised audiUreview members 
were manually searching through evidence bags and envelopes in the Property Unit 
while other members of the audiUreview team were preparing spreadsheets of evidence 
and consulting with IT representatives to reconcile the transitions between Records 
Management Systems. Major Affanato had finally contacted Joel Penney who recalled 
issuing a final report in June of 2005, although no one other than Assistant Chief 
Granteed ever remembered seeing such document. In a methodical manner, boxes, 
bags and envelopes of evidence were physically searched and unclaimed funds were 
being deposited. Standard operating procedures for the Property Unit were being 
refined and submitted for final accreditation approval. Pat Gil of the City's Finance 
Division helped implement a new system where only a bank draft could be issued when 
currency is returned to a party when required. As of July 17, 2012, over $100,000.00 of 
unclaimed currency was removed from the Property Unit and deposited into appropriate 
accounts. 

During the month of August, members of our audiUreview team revealed that the 
continuing audiUreview revealed a small amount of missing oxycodone from the 
Property Unit. With this revelation, I immediately decided that the audiUreview should 
now be classified as an internal investigation. I advised Tim Donnelly of the State 
Attorney's Office of this revelation and contacted the Florida Department of Law 
Enforcement Regional Director to assist my internal investigators in our investigation. 
The Florida Department of Law Enforcement Regional Director assigned an investigator 
familiar with the forensic study of bank accounts in anticipation of issuing subpoenas for 
bank account activity of anyone who had unilateral access to funds in the Property Unit 
during the period when funds may have been removed. 

As the month of September approached, Sergeant Demmery and Micheline 
Vitale announced that approximately $5,000.00 was all that was remaining in the 
Property Unit vault after a series of deposits. Unfortunately, probably due to a lack of 
training in the newest Records Management System (OSSI), our Property Clerks forgot 
to enter a specific field in the property module to automatically deduct any of the 
deposited funds originally entered into the OSSI system. In the approximately 900 
cases where Sergeant Demmery and Micheline Vitale transported seized funds from the 
Unit's safe and deposited the funds in an appropriate account, the Property Clerks failed 
to enter the deposited funds in a system field so it could be automatically deducted from 
the total reflected in the Unit's audit report. The Property Clerks were required to devote 
a substantial amount of time to re-enter the system field for the 900 cases involving 
cash deposits in order for the audit to reflect accurate deposits consistent with the 
numbers reflected in our records system. Failing to address the appropriate system field 
in our Records Management system was a training issue that I have addressed among 
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several final recommendations included in this report. All vault manifest entries had 
been reconciled and the approximate amount of unaccounted funds had also been 
reconciled. Property policies and procedures have been strictly enforced since the 
inception of the audit/review and a number of amended property disposition policies 
have already been enacted and implemented. The revised property and evidence policy 
is attached and incorporated into this final report. Finally, on October 4, 2012, 
representatives from the Broward County State Attorney's Office and the Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement met with me to discuss progress and the direction of 
the investigation. It was at this meeting that David Schulson of the Broward County 
State Attorney's Office was announced as the assigned prosecutor in charge of the 
investigation and the Regional Director for the Florida Department of Law Enforcement, 
Addy Villanueva, announced her agency's dedication of additional resources to assist in 
the investigation. Representatives from the Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
advised that they were anticipating issuing subpoenas for Quartermaster Sergeant John 
Nevins' bank record activity in the weeks to follow. This meeting also provided a forum 
to reiterate that it was my intention to reconcile all of the missing Property Unit funds 
and narcotics prior to my retirement in order to provide an incoming Chief with an 
accurate accounting of everything in the Property Unit. I also reiterated that it was my 
intention for the Broward County State Attorney's Office to have this matter assigned to 
a prosecutor for consultation and possible prosecution if one of our former employees 
did indeed violate the trust provided to their position with the City. 

As this investigation has been placed in the hands of the Prosecutor's Office, I 
have reflected upon one of my first orders of business upon being sworn into the Police 
Chief's position in March 2008, which was to request City funds to audit the items stored 
in the Property Unit facility and safes. Our previous City Manager, Cameron Benson, 
delegated the decision to fund these audits to his Budget Director, Cynthia McCormack, 
and Finance Director, Carlos Garcia, who were both opposed to using general funds for 
a Property Unit audit. The City Manager opposed my request as well, agreeing with his 
staff that an audit of the Property Unit would not receive any support. There is a strong 
possibility that a comprehensive audit of the Property Unit facility, at that time, could 
have exposed many of the issues revealed in this audit and investigation. 

Some of my concerns for the conditions of the Property Unit arose during the 
previous Chief's tenure, who authorized the outsourcing of a contract to a private party 
to audit the Property Unit and review its procedures. The person selected to conduct the 
audit review in 2005 was Joel Penney, who served in a similar capacity with the Fort 
Lauderdale Police Department. With funds to conduct this audit, Joel Penney executed 
an agreement which required an audit statement with recommendations at the 
conclusion of the audit, which to date, I have not seen. These recommendations and 
remarks were to be provided to Assistant Chief Louis Granteed, whose chain of 
command has included the Property Unit since being promoted to Assistant Police Chief 
several years prior. The lack of any audit documents or recommendations and 
conclusions of Joel Penney, reconciling what may or may not have been missing in our 
Property Unit during the current audit review, created a significant obstacle in this 
investigation. To compound matters, from the time that I became Chief until the initiation 
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of this audit and subsequent investigation, Command Staff members assured that all 
property in the Property Unit, including all monies, had been accounted for and 
members assigned to the Property Unit were complying with all current polices and 
procedures. 

This audiUreview has ultimately established that the responsibility for policy and 
procedure compliance was assigned through a chain of command to Assistant Police 
Chief Granteed. This review/audit supports allegations of non-compliance with current 
procedure and policy and an utter lack of monitoring of a unit where close monitoring 
and management is essential. For years, even before my induction as Police Chief, 
there was simply not enough measures installed to ensure compliance with current 
policies and procedures. In addition, there was a basic failure to take any steps to revise 
or improve the security of the daily operations of the Unit, which I have been compelled 
to do as a result of the current audiUreview and subsequent investigation. As Chief of 
Police, I am ultimately responsible for the actions of my subordinates. Yet, I rely upon 
the senior members of my Command Staff to ensure against allegations of 
mismanagement or lack of supervision. I have attached and incorporated into this 
Property Unit investigation a list of Command Staff supervisors over the Property Unit. 
During my first four years as Police Chief, I was never advised of any deficiencies or 
concerns regarding the Property Unit and it was a general lack of management 
oversight which prompted my demand for an audiUinquiry into Property Unit practices 
and the reconciliation of property valuables. 

As we conclude this investigation, with the assistance of the Florida Department 
of Law Enforcement and guidance of the State Attorney's Office, I believe our Property 
Unit, using the policy check and balances enacted during this period, will be able to 
conduct business in an efficient and accurate manner. Nevertheless, I still cannot 
fathom why there have been no other reported incidents of missing funds similar to the 
incident that triggered this audiUreview and subsequent investigation. I remain hopeful 
that we will find Joel Penney's final report and/or recommendations which may enlighten 
us further about the conditions in the Property Unit during his tenure. In the meantime, 
Sergeant Demmery and the Property Clerks are disposing of property according to 
location within the Property Unit. 119 unclaimed and forfeited firearms dating back to 
1996 have been either destroyed or tendered to the Broward County Sheriff's Office for 
disposition. Our Property Unit personnel are finally performing the type of maintenance 
of the Unit that should have been conducted all along, and with the attention devoted to 
the Unit, the appropriate and periodic disposition of property will allow our personnel to 
conduct routine maintenance. I believe this audiUreview and subsequent investigation 
along with the changes we have enacted will prevent incidents like this from ever 
occurring again. This incident has also taught me that outside agencies, including the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement, are not capable of conducting the type of audit 
required for an agency and a Property Unit of our size. In fact, internal personnel from 
our agency provide us with the best opportunity to promptly address the deficiencies 
and discrepancies of the Property Unit. Finally, I fully support the efforts of the Broward 
County State Attorney's Office to pursue a prosecution against any former agency 
employee if there is direct evidence of crimes committed. Prior to the actual conclusion 
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of this investigation, my recommendations to ensure the efficiency and accuracy of the 
Property Unit will include the following: 

• 	 Any change in Records Management System must consider and include an 
accurate transition plan of property records. 

• 	 Property Unit Clerks will receive periodic training in the policies and procedures 
of the Unit. 

• 	 An annual audit of Property Unit funds and narcotics will be conducted. 
• 	 Random audits of the Property Unit vault, reconciling the vault manifest, will be 

conducted using the personnel of the Department's Fiscal Affairs Unit. 
• Property Unit Clerks should never be subject to the City's "bumping" rule which 

places more senior but less experienced personnel in Property Unit assignments. 
• 	 The Property Unit supervisor will receive mandatory preliminary training in the 

beginning of his/her assignment regarding the policies and procedures of the Unit 
and will receive periodic training thereafter. The Property Unit supervisor will 
participate in the countywide Property Unit supervisor meetings. 

As I am nearing my January 25, 2013 retirement, a couple of incidents relative to 
this investigation have recently arisen. In a collaborative effort between my internal 
affairs investigators and Florida Department of Law Enforcement Agents, we were able 
to contact Joel Penney who recalled the existence of a close-out document concluding 
his tenure with the City in 2006. He also advised that he would be providing a box full of 
notes and comments related to his Property Unit audit tenure. I hope to have these 
documents delivered to us during the month of January. Additionally, we have initiated 
another internal investigation into former Sergeant John Nevins' unauthorized access to 
the Police Department building during the second week of December, 2012 and the 
alleged theft of storeroom supplies. An additional subject of this internal investigation is 
Storeroom Clerk, Tony Dong. The Broward County State Attorney's Office and the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement have been notified of this recent event and it is 
my intention that this recently initiated investigation be incorporated into the Property 
Unit investigation based on a common denominator. I expect to convene one last 
meeting of our investigators to brief the Interim Police Chief, Vincent Affanato, regarding 
the progress of this investigation before my retirement date. 

This final report and recommendations will be attached and incorporated to the 
Department's internal investigation findings at its conclusion. 

\JI-dC·OJ oif 
Date 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT RE:  GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE  


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has concluded its investigation into the City of 
Hollywood Police Department’s (HPD) management of its Property and Evidence Unit (PEU).  The 
OIG has determined that HPD officials grossly mismanaged the PEU by failing to institute internal 
controls in accordance with industry standards to track and secure evidence.  Further, when internal 
controls were proposed in 2006, HPD officials failed to ensure continued compliance with these 
controls.  The overwhelming majority of individuals at all levels of the HPD interviewed as part of the 
investigations acknowledged that the PEU had been grossly mismanaged for years. The lack of 
oversight and accountability facilitated the theft of $137,609 and 1,096 pills from the HPD’s custody 
prior to January 2012.   
 
During the ensuing criminal investigation, a joint effort between HPD Internal Affairs, the Broward 
County State Attorney’s Office (SAO) and the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE), the 
HPD began addressing certain glaring deficiencies in the management of the PEU, including failures 
to control access and observe security measures.  Although the SAO declined to prosecute, that office 
requested the OIG’s investigation of the management and procedural issues that facilitated the theft.  
The OIG postponed finalizing its investigation until the HPD completed its criminal and 
administrative investigations—including inventories of the PEU—in March 2016.  Prior to concluding 
its investigation, the OIG also conducted an on-site inspection of the PEU to assess the efficacy of the 
newly instituted controls. 
 
This report details the investigation and findings of the OIG.  In sum, the OIG found that the theft was 
facilitated by a lack of controls limiting access into the PEU.  Evidence required to prosecute the 
culprit(s) was unavailable because the HPD had failed to institute security measures to document 
access, such as security cameras.  The state of the PEU has been in such disarray that the HPD lost its 
accreditation from the Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation (CFA) in 2015. 
 
However, while many issues remain, the HPD has made significant progress in remediating years of 
mismanagement.  At present, the HPD has instituted a number of control measures requiring two 
persons to participate in the opening of cash and narcotic safes, rather than merely being present, and 
other security measures to document access.  The process of purging and organizing evidence has 
improved, but remains an on-going issue.  The OIG appreciates the cooperation of the HPD officials 
during its investigation and inspection.  While the OIG is encouraged by steps the HPD has undertaken 
thus far, the final report may include additional recommendations to avoid any further lapses such as 
the ones that occurred here. 
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OIG CHARTER AUTHORITY 
 
Section 12.01 of the Charter of Broward County empowers the Broward Office of the Inspector 
General to investigate misconduct and gross mismanagement within the Charter Government of 
Broward County and all of its municipalities. This authority extends to all elected and appointed 
officials, employees and all providers of goods and services to the County and the municipalities.  On 
his own initiative, or based on a signed complaint, the Inspector General shall commence an 
investigation upon a finding of good cause.  As part of any investigation, the Inspector General shall 
have the power to subpoena witnesses, administer oaths, require the production of documents and 
records, and audit any program, contract, and the operations of any division of the County, its 
municipalities and any providers. 
 
The Broward Office of the Inspector General is also empowered to issue reports, including 
recommendations, and to require officials to provide reports regarding the implementation of those 
recommendations. 
 
INDIVIDUALS COVERED IN THIS REPORT  
 
The following individuals are discussed in the Investigation section of this report. The OIG typically 
identifies individuals by rank and title.  However, many of the individuals discussed below had various 
ranks throughout the events in question or presently have a different rank or title.  Thus, for the sake of 
clarity, we will utilize only the honorific of Mr. or Ms., as appropriate. 
  
Chadwick Wagner 
 
Mr. Wagner was the chief of the HPD from March 2008 until his retirement in January 2013.  He is 
currently employed by the Broward County Sheriff’s Office, where he is the Director of Human 
Resources. 
 
Louis Granteed 


 
Mr. Granteed was an assistant chief of the HPD from approximately January 2005 until his retirement 
in June 2012.  His duties included oversight of Support Services, which included the PEU.     
 
Forrest Jeffries 
 
Mr. Jeffries is a major with the HPD.  He has been with the HPD for over 28 years.  When John 
Nevins was the quartermaster sergeant of the PEU, Mr. Jeffries acted as his backup.   
 
Allen Siegel 
 
Mr. Siegel was a major in HPD Support Services during the relevant time periods. He was responsible 
for, among other things, supervision of the PEU.  He retired from the HPD in January 2012 and is 
currently the deputy chief of the Lauderhill Police Department.   
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John Nevins 
 


Mr. Nevins was the quartermaster sergeant for two periods during his career at the HPD.  His first 
assignment was from 2006 to 2007 and the second assignment was from March 2008 to April 2012.  
As quartermaster, he was the first-line supervisor of the PEU, Fleet Management, Building 
Maintenance, and Storeroom Units.  He retired from the HPD in April 2012. 
 
RELEVANT GOVERNING AND ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES 
 
International Association of Property and Evidence (IAPE) Standards  
 
According to its website, the IAPE is a non-profit organization created to provide education and 
training for all aspects of handling, storage, maintenance and disposal of property and evidence in the 
law enforcement context.  To that end, the IAPE has adopted professional standards addressing, 
among other areas, security, disposition, money and internal controls. Applicable IAPE standards are 
cited where relevant in this report.   
 
City of Hollywood Police Department Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) #270 
 
According to its own language, the purpose of SOP #270 is  
 


…to provide uniform procedures for the preservation, storage, safe-keeping, and 
disposal of found, abandoned, recovered and evidentiary property obtained by 
the Hollywood Police Department and submitted to the Property and Evidence 
Unit as a result of a Law Enforcement Investigation. 


 
Applicable sections of SOP #270 are cited where relevant in this report. 
 
INVESTIGATION 
 
The OIG has concluded its investigation into the management of the HPD’s PEU and the practices that 
facilitated a theft of $137,609 and 1,096 pills.  The OIG determined that HPD officials grossly 
mismanaged the PEU.  Officials failed to institute security protocols consistent with industry standards 
and consistently failed to ensure that existing internal controls were being observed.  
 
This investigation involved the review of substantial documentation including, but not limited to, 
documents obtained from the SAO investigative file, the Internal Affairs case file, sworn statements 
provided by witnesses during the SAO and Internal Affairs investigation, FDLE and HPD 
investigative reports, Commission for Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation, Inc. (CFA) reports, 
documents provided by witnesses, HPD policies and procedures regarding property and evidence, 
Florida statutes regarding the disposal of evidence, and a multitude of internal memorandums and 
reports provided by the HPD.  OIG Special Agents also conducted interviews of various witnesses and 
implicated parties.  Finally, the OIG conducted on-site inspections of the PEU to assess the efficacy of 
controls instituted after the theft and adherence to controls in place, but not observed, prior to the theft. 







BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
PRELIMINARY REPORT RE:  GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE  


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT  
 


 
OIG 14-012 


January 18, 2017 
Page 4 of 28 


Property and Evidence Unit Background and Historical Mismanagement 
 
The PEU is made up of multiple secured rooms, which include two safes, one for money and one for 
certain drugs.1  According to Diane Unger, a clerk assigned to the PEU between 2004 and 2010, it was 
typically staffed by two non-sworn shifts consisting of a property clerk, a clerical specialist and a 
secretary.  This staff was supervised by an officer holding the position of quartermaster sergeant.  In 
interviews with the OIG, multiple HPD representatives indicated that the PEU was never considered a 
high priority by HPD officials.  It is undisputed that the storage space was consistently overcrowded 
and the unit was disorganized.  Ms. Unger stated that the supervising quartermasters would typically 
assist clerks only as needed.   
 
During this investigation, the OIG learned that the second-class status of the PEU is not exclusive 
to the HPD.  Mismanagement of the PEU function is an endemic problem that impacts many law 
enforcement agencies.  In fact, “in most law enforcement agencies, the property room has been a 
low priority in terms of operations, staffing, and resource allocation.”2 The reasons for this are 
rather obvious: “[a]s a police function, the property room usually falls at the fringes of a chief’s 
administrative radar; it cannot compete with crime investigation, traffic fatality reduction, street 
gang violence, and other pressing concerns.  In times of diminished budgets, any staffing and 
equipment requested for the property room are usually eliminated in the first round of budget 
discussions.”3 


 
With respect to the PEU, a mock inspection conducted in preparation for accreditation by the CFA in 
2004 first raised concerns about mismanagement.  As a result the HPD contracted with a retired Fort 
Lauderdale Police Department property and evidence manager to help address the issues.  The 
consultant had a shelving system installed in the general evidence room, purchased new safes that 
required both a key and a combination to open, instituted a requirement that the person accessing the 
safe be escorted by a property clerk, recommended regular audits and inventories, created new policies 
and procedures on a wide range of issues, and began to maintain computerized records.4  The 
consultant also trained Ms. Unger in the proper management of the PEU. 
   
In 2010, the city declared a financial urgency, forcing the city to eliminate many positions.  Employees 
with greater seniority were permitted to bump other employees out of certain positions. Ms. Unger was 
bumped out of the PEU in November 2010 and was replaced by an employee with no experience in 
managing a property and evidence room.  Later, Mr. Nevins, who had been the quartermaster since 
February 2008, was placed on administrative leave between August 4, 2011 and September 4, 2011, 
but then resumed his duties as quartermaster.  He told the OIG that he attended a rehabilitation 
program for substance abuse during that time period.  


                                                 
1 The HPD refers to the secured storage rooms as vaults.  One of the secured rooms is utilized as a “drug vault.”  Drugs 
maintained in the safe are known as “sting drugs” and utilized by officers in operations; evidence drugs are maintained in 
the vault (secured room). 
2 Joseph T. Latta and William P. Kiley, Property and Evidence Control – the Hidden and Ticking Time Bomb, Commission 
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA) Update Magazine, Issue 94. 
3 William P. Kiley, An Impending Crisis: The Property Room is Full, Police Chief Magazine, January 2016. 
4 The consultant prepared a memorandum of recommendations for the HPD.    
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Throughout Mr. Nevins’ tenure, only his backup and he had access to the safe containing money.  
Since 2008, Mr. Nevins’ backup was Mr. Jeffries, then a lieutenant in the Records Unit.  
 
Discovery of the Theft of Cash and Drugs 
 
On January 5, 2012, the PEU was contacted by an individual seeking the return of $743 in cash seized 
from him during a 2007 arrest.  The PEU’s logs confirmed that the currency had been turned over to   
the unit.  However, when Mr. Nevins went to the PEU to retrieve the money, it was missing.  Initial 
inquiries conducted by HPD officials at the request of Mr. Wagner disclosed that over $90,000 was 
missing.  Mr. Nevins was relieved of his PEU responsibilities on January 26, 2012.  It was later 
determined that oxycodone pills were also missing from the PEU and an Internal Affairs investigation 
was initiated. 
 
Loss of Law Enforcement Accreditation Status 
 
In the meantime, the HPD was also experiencing issues with its CFA reaccreditation.  Accreditation 
programs have long been recognized as a means of maintaining the highest standards of 
professionalism.  Established in 1993 by Florida statute, the CFA establishes standards, oversees an 
accreditation program, and awards accreditation to compliant Florida law enforcement agencies.   
 
The HPD was originally accredited in 2002.  To maintain accreditation, the department had to undergo 
a reaccreditation process every three years.  Although the 2004 reaccreditation process revealed 
concerns with the state of the PEU, the agency was able to undertake sufficient remedial action to 
maintain accreditation.  However, the accumulation of property and lack of proper purging resulted in 
such disarray that the agency was only granted reaccreditation “with conditions” on February 6, 2014.  
Although there were a few issues considered by the CFA, the main concern for the agency was the 
state of the PEU.5 
 
A November 2015 CFA accreditation re-inspection of the PEU revealed significant progress, but 
ongoing issues with proper labeling by officers, the volume of evidence, and proper audits and 
inspections. (Exhibit 2)  The CFA determined that it would not renew the HPD’s accreditation and 
offered the agency an opportunity to withdraw its application. (Exhibit 3)  As of the date of this report, 
the HPD has not resubmitted an application for accreditation. 
 
Ultimately, the Internal Affairs investigation concluded that the evidence “leads a reasonable person to 
believe Sergeant Nevins is responsible for the missing monies and drugs from the Property and 
Evidence Unit.”  However, the SAO declined to prosecute, citing insufficient evidence. (Exhibit 4)  
The OIG was subsequently contacted with respect to the HPD’s management of the PEU.  The OIG 
postponed finalization of its investigation until the HPD completed its criminal and administrative 
investigations and inventories of the PEU and, in March 2016, provided a report consisting of a cover 
letter and an overview of changes in the PEU.  (Exhibit 5, which for reasons of security omits the 


                                                 
5 See September 17, 2014 letter from Mr. Fernandez acknowledging concerns of CFA, attached as Exhibit 1. 
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overview)  As discussed below, the OIG identified numerous deficiencies in the management of the 
unit.    
 
Gross Mismanagement of the PEU Facilitated the Theft  
 
The OIG’s investigation revealed that the HPD had not adhered to the controls it instituted after the 
2004 audit revealed significant issues.  Further, the PEU had not adopted industry standards that would 
have made the theft less likely. 
 


1. Failure to Institute a Two-Person Rule for Access to the PEU 
 
HPD’s SOP only requires that anyone entering the PEU must be escorted by a property clerk 
after signing in.  It does not comply with IAPE’s Standard 8.2, which states: 
 


The manager/administrator who has oversight of the property unit and the 
Chief/Sheriff/CEO of the agency should not have independent, unescorted 
access into the property room and/or storage areas. If one of those individuals 
has a key or access, the agency should establish a system that requires another 
authorized person to disarm the alarm, thereby creating a two-person rule. 
(emphasis added) 
 


In addition to requiring some security measure to ensure the presence of two persons, 
the IAPE rule differs from the HPD SOP in another significant manner; it specifically 
applies to the persons with oversight of the unit.  The IAPE treats the administrator of 
the PEU, in this case the quartermaster, as a person subject to a higher standard of 
internal security controls than property clerks for the purpose of accessing the storage 
rooms.  This is done so that the administrator would not be impaired in any 
investigation of missing property.  Thus, while property clerks may enter storage rooms 
alone, no other individual, including the quartermaster, would be allowed to do so 
under the IAPE “two-person rule.”  Rooms or safes containing money or drugs further 
require an additional level of security. 
 
Failure to adopt the enhanced two-person rule endorsed by IAPE resulted in at least two 
administrators having sole, unfettered access to the PEU, the quartermaster and his backup, a 
major flaw in security protocol.  Mr. Nevins, who claimed he had little or no knowledge of 
PEU management, reported that he had no knowledge of, and never practiced, the SOP’s “two-
person rule.”6  Members of the PEU staff reported seeing him access the secured rooms 
without an escort.  Further, Mr. Nevins clearly had carte blanche access, as he was often able to 
enter when the unit was closed on nights and weekends.7   
 


                                                 
6 While Mr. Nevins’ backup, Mr. Jeffries, also had both the combination and the key to the safe, he stated he acted as 
backup on only two to three occasions.   
7 As demonstrated by key card access records reviewed as part of the Internal Affairs investigation. 
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The effects of failing to adhere to controls requiring another individual to admit the 
quartermaster into the secured rooms was exacerbated because he was one of only two 
officials who could access the money safe located in the secured room.  Officials at the 
HPD reported to Internal Affairs that they believed Mr. Nevins could not open the 
money safe alone.  They were under the impression that he did not have access to both 
the key and combination required to open the safe.  However, each of the investigations 
established that Mr. Nevins was in possession of both throughout his tenure.  If his 
access to the secured rooms had been limited according to the IAPE standard, he would 
not have had sole access to the safe, regardless of the fact that he possessed both the 
combination and key. 
 
2. Failure to Timely Purge Evidence Resulting in Overcrowding of the PEU 


 
 Standard 14.1 of the IAPE, titled Disposition – Review, instructs: 
 


 Standard: Law enforcement agencies should have a systematic review process 
assuring that each item of property and evidence is evaluated for possible 
purging on an annual basis. 
 
Reasoning: There is no procedure more important to keeping the inventory of a 
property room at a manageable level than an effective on-going purging 
program. The property room inventory should be kept free of items that are no 
longer needed in order to avoid the need for additional storage space and 
staffing. 
 
The timely and appropriate disposition of property is extremely important to the 
efficient management of the property room. Overcrowded evidence rooms 
generally require more staffing to manage simply because the size of their 
inventory has a tendency to slow down routine operations involving evidence 
storage and retrieval. 


 
HPD SOP #270, “Disposition of Found, Abandoned, Recovered, and Evidentiary Property,” 
requires that the PEU dispose of property that is not evidence in accordance with applicable 
state statutes.  However, by all accounts, the PEU had no process in place to ensure that 
property was periodically reviewed for purging purposes.  Instead, property clerks would 
simply put evidence wherever they found available space.  The result was an overflowing 
evidence room with evidence stacked to the ceiling and obstructing the aisles. 
According to Mr. Nevins, the PEU was already crowded with evidence when he arrived in 
2008, and it got a little more crowded during his tenure there.  He had very little daily 
involvement with the PEU, mostly because he was busy supervising and performing tasks 
associated with the other units for which he was responsible.  As the clerks were self-directed 
in their daily duties, he stated that his sole involvement in the PEU was limited to handling 
clerk requests for access to the safes to either deposit or withdraw money and to be present 
when drugs were destroyed.  He knew that purging of evidence was an important function but 
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did not understand or supervise this process; his only role in the process was when he approved 
memorandums that the clerks prepared.   
 
Further, the chain of command was well aware of the disorganized and overflowing state of the 
PEU.  Mr. Granteed, Mr. Nevins’ superior, explained that around 2011 to 2012, the condition 
of the PEU was “busting at the seams.”  The size of the PEU was not adequate for an agency 
the size of the HPD.  It was common knowledge that the PEU was packed.  In his statement to 
the SAO, Mr. Wagner stated that Mr. Granteed was his point person in keeping abreast of 
issues in the PEU.  He never inspected the PEU.  He was told by Mr. Granteed on several 
occasions that the PEU was full.  However, he was also told that the department was engaging 
in property burns and gun destruction.  
 
Thomas Demmery, who took over the PEU in February 2012, determined that the PEU staff 
had been doing only the minimum amount of work necessary.  He believed they did not purge 
old evidence or follow the procedures that the consultant had instituted in 2005-2006.   
 
In 2013, Elizabeth Kamerick was brought in as property manager for the PEU.  She believed 
that management did not know how to effectively run a PEU.  She noted the lack of training 
and knowledge of industry best practices or legal requirements regarding the disposition of 
evidence.  The location of evidence was rarely documented properly in the computer system.  
Further, when purging was done, it was a “targeted purging” meaning it was done to clean out 
a particular area, versus a purge according to a case’s procedural posture.  The purges were 
further complicated by poor record-keeping as computer entries incorrectly reported the status 
of many pieces of evidence due, in part, to the use of multiple computer systems.  For instance, 
some entries reported that a particular piece of evidence had been purged when it had not.  On 
one occasion, she even found evidence on the shelves that had not been entered in the 
computer system at all.  
     
3. Failure to Limit the Amount of Cash Stored in the PEU 


 
Standard 10.3 of the IAPE instructs that money should be deposited or transferred out of the 
property room as soon as practical once it no longer has evidentiary value.  “Money is 
considered a high profile item and requires the highest level of controls.”  Standard 10.5 
suggests that all money pending transfer to either the finance department or a financial 
institution be stored in a designated area with an enhanced level of security.  The standard goes 
on to suggest that the department’s policy should define a threshold to trigger a transfer 
whether it be based on the calendar or quantity as “[t]hresholds make all parties in the transfer 
process accountable and ensure that the process occurs before the money becomes a target of 
theft.”   
 
While HPD SOP #270 does not establish a threshold quantity to trigger a transfer, it does 
dictate that money should be transferred if it no longer has evidentiary value.  Although the 
HPD had protocols in place requiring that money was not unnecessarily kept in the PEU, the 
PEU staff was not abiding by this protocol.  It was not until Mr. Wagner began his own 







BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
PRELIMINARY REPORT RE:  GROSS MISMANAGEMENT OF THE  


CITY OF HOLLYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE UNIT  
 


 
OIG 14-012 


January 18, 2017 
Page 9 of 28 


investigation into the missing $743 that he realized that money was not being forfeited and was 
instead “sitting in a safe way too long, for many, many years.”  Although he questioned why 
the money had not been processed, he claimed he was never given an answer.   
 
Mr. Granteed recalled that a consultant worked with HPD’s budget officer to identify the 
money that needed to be forfeited and removed from the money safe.  After that, it would have 
been the PEU staff who would have been in charge of ensuring that money was properly 
forfeited.   
 
As early as April or May 2011, Mr. Siegel was aware that the PEU was having trouble keeping 
track of money in the safe.  Specifically, he recalled that at that time, he was approached by 
Mr. Jeffries, who was covering for Mr. Nevins in the PEU.  Mr. Jeffries was concerned about 
the fashion in which money was being kept in the PEU and the fact that the paperwork was 
sloppy.  When Mr. Nevins returned, he assured Mr. Siegel that it was simply clerical work and 
that it was corrected. 
 
When Frank Fernandez was sworn in as Chief in August 2013, there was approximately 
$700,000 being held in the safe.  As having this amount of cash in the safe was a security 
concern, he directed that the money being unnecessarily held in the safe be transferred to the 
city bank account.     
   
4. Failure to Institute Routine Audits and Inventories 
 
HPD’s SOPs generally conform with the IAPE standards for audits and inventories.  IAPE 
Standards Section 15 speaks at length about the importance of conducting inventories and 
audits routinely.  “Conducting annual inventories will identify property or evidence that is 
missing or misplaced from its assigned location, and it will identify items that are present in a 
particular location that should have been previously removed.”  Further, the standard explains 
that another benefit of routine inventories is that it will limit the time frame for investigating 
missing items; “[w]ithout a time inventory the time frame of an investigation and the total 
number of persons involved will expand significantly.”  Even more, the IAPE standard 
suggests that the inventory of guns, money and drugs be accounted for several times within a 
calendar year as they are considered “high risk categories of property or evidence.”   
Supervisors are encouraged to conduct frequent inspections to identify problems in a timely 
manner. 
Again, although the HPD had the proper protocols in place, PEU supervisors and staff did not 
implement the processes.  Mr. Wagner admitted that he never conducted an inspection of the 
PEU in his time as chief.  Mr. Nevins reported that there was never a complete inventory of the 
cash safe during his time as quartermaster.  The balance of the money stored in the safe was 
never tracked.  While HPD’s Accreditation Unit would conduct audits that were required to 
prove compliance with standards, the audits simply consisted of locating a few items in the 
PEU, including a few cases involving money stored in the safe.     
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Thea Basler, who had been involved with the PEU in 2010 as sergeant in the Accreditation 
Unit and then again in 2013 as a major assigned to manage Support Services, corroborated Mr. 
Nevins’s account of minimal property accountability.  Per Ms. Basler, while audits were 
conducted in order to comply with accreditation requirements, a complete inventory of all 
items in the PEU had not been conducted for many years until Mr. Fernandez ordered one in 
January 2014.  The inventories that were completed prior to that only included a small 
sampling of items in the PEU, varying from 25 to 50 items for a unit which contained in excess 
of 100,000 pieces of evidence.   
   
Ms. Kamerick noted that while audits were conducted prior to her arrival, they failed to 
accurately document the poor conditions in the PEU.  The HPD supervisors selected to perform 
the random audits had no knowledge of how to actually conduct an audit or how a PEU was 
supposed to be organized and secured.  Indeed, the audits seemed to have been completed 
simply in an attempt to meet accreditation requirements mandated by the CFA.8   
 
5. Failure to Ensure Proper Security Protocols 
 
Section 8 of the IAPE Standards focuses on security policies.  Standard 8.1 directs that written 
policies should require access control to ensure that unauthorized persons do not enter secure 
areas.  “These controls include, but are not limited to: key control, changing locks or access 
codes with changes of personnel, access logs, after-hours procedures, use of surveillance 
cameras and alarms.”   
 
Other than language describing all vault doors being alarmed and monitored by the 
communications center in subsection D of Section XI, “Property and Evidence Unit,” of HPD’s 
SOP #270, there is no language in the SOPs providing for security protocols as envisioned by 
the IAPE. In a memorandum he drafted summarizing the HPD’s investigation and its findings, 
Mr. Wagner admits that there was a lack of compliance with policy and an “utter lack of 
monitoring.” (Exhibit 6) 
 
Ms. Basler stated that there were no video cameras installed in the PEU prior to January 2012 
and key card access was not normally reviewed.  During the Internal Affairs investigation that 
followed the discovery of the missing money, a review of key card entries revealed that Mr. 
Nevins’s key card was used to enter the secured rooms during after-hours and on weekends.  
For example, on Sunday July 17, 2011, Mr. Nevins accessed the PEU secured rooms a total of 
14 times between the times of 12:28 and 3:15 pm with no documented purpose.  
 


Current State of the PEU 
 
On May 24 and 25, 2016, OIG special agents conducted an inspection of the PEU.  The purpose of 
the inspection was to determine the status of internal controls and security measures that were 


                                                 
8 Mr. Demmery also acknowledged that the audit memorandums required for accreditation were “boilerplate memos” used 
year after year that did not accurately portray the condition of the PEU. 
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instituted after the theft was discovered in January 2012.  The following is a summary of OIG 
observations relevant to this report: 
 


1. General Organization of the PEU:  The PEU manager, Ms. Kamerick, advised that the 
HPD was still taking in more evidence than it was able to purge and, as of the date of 
the inspection, had over 100,000 items in its custody.  OIG special agents noted that, 
while the overall organization and appearance of the PEU had improved, much work 
still needed to be done.  All of the vaults were found to be crowded with evidence and 
in need of significant purging.  The OIG was advised that purging is being done on a 
prioritized basis and that additional staff has been assigned for this purpose through 
overtime and the use of light-duty personnel.  However, the policy that allows senior 
employees with no PEU experience to “bump” junior employees out of their positions 
still hampers the efficiency of the unit.   
 


2. Video Cameras:  Prior to January 2012, there were no video cameras installed in the 
PEU.  On the date of the OIG inspection, there were numerous video cameras that had 
been installed at key locations in and around the PEU.  OIG agents physically observed 
each camera and were able to confirm that they were working by viewing their 
operation from monitors at key locations throughout the PEU.  The OIG was advised 
that bids had been obtained so that the system can be upgraded as needed.   
 


3. Money Safe Security:  The secured room wherein the money safe is located requires a 
physical key and an electronic key card for access.  A video camera captures all ingress 
and egress through this door.  In order to open the money safe, one must first acquire 
the safe key and also know the combination to the safe.  The safe key is kept in a lock 
box, which requires two keys to open—one type of key held by the supervisor and 
manager and another key held by the clerks.  Two PEU employees are procedurally 
required to be present for this operation.  After opening the lock box and acquiring the 
safe key, a lock must then be opened with a combination which is only known to the 
PEU supervisor and manager.  This entire process is captured on video by a camera.  A 
handwritten log is kept in the safe.  The video camera, lock box, and the two-key 
system were security measures that were added after money was found to be missing 
from the PEU in January 2012. 


 
4. Key Control:  The OIG was advised that there are four keys that are issued to PEU staff.  


Only the PEU manager can issue keys and only the PEU staff are issued PEU keys.  
Each PEU member is also issued an electronic key card (card swipe) which gives them 
access to all PEU doors.  Every door requires both a key and a card swipe.    
 


5. PEU Sign-In Logs:  The PEU requires that anyone entering the unit enter their name 
and date on the sign-in log.  Sign-in logs are located at two locations, one at the 
property intake area and one located adjacent to one of the vaults.  Copies of these logs 
were provided to the OIG.  The review of the logs revealed several inconsistencies in 
the information written on the log by visiting individuals, with some names being 
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illegible or incomplete, the name of the escorting PEU member left blank, and the time 
out information left blank. 
 


6. Card Swipe Entries:  Transaction history reports for card swipe usage for all doors in 
the PEU were obtained for the time period of March 18, 2016 through May 13, 2016.  
These records were reviewed to determine if there were any suspicious entries into the 
weapons or drugs vaults during that time frame.  No suspicious after-hours entries were 
observed. 
 


7. Alarm System:  All doors in the PEU are wired so that if a door is open for more than 
30 seconds, an audible alarm will sound.  On the date of the OIG’s inspection, a 
monitoring system was installed which would alert the staff working in the HPD 
Teletype Room when the alarm in the PEU is activated.   
 


8. Audits and Inventories:  The HPD provided the OIG with copies of audits from January   
2014 through January 2016.  A review of these audits revealed that they are much more 
detailed and comprehensive than the audits that were performed prior to January 2012. 
Prior to January 2012, very few, if any deficiencies were noted in audit memorandums 
and they were “boilerplate” in nature.  On the other hand, more recent audits identified 
a number of deficiencies.  There was also documentation that the HPD was addressing 
the issues identified during the audit process; Mr. Demmery issued a 90-day action plan 
to address deficiencies that were found during 2014-2016 audits and inspections of the 
PEU.9   
 


9. Small Sample Audit of the Money Safe:  Ten items were randomly selected by the OIG 
from the list of items that were stored in the safe.  All ten items were located in the safe 
and examined by the OIG to ensure that they were properly sealed and had not been 
tampered with.  No problems were observed.  The OIG was also provided with a 
document which revealed that on May 24, 2016, there was $77,467.77 stored in the 
safe.  In January 2012, after money was found to be missing from the money safe, a 
complete inventory of the safe was conducted by the HPD.  This inventory identified 
that $137,609.85 was missing and $257,366 was still being stored in the safe, meaning 
that prior to the money going missing, there was $394,975.85 in the safe.  This decrease 
in the amount of money stored in the PEU reduces the opportunity for money to be 
targeted for theft. 
 


10. Small Sample Audit of Drug Vault:  Thirteen items were randomly selected by the OIG, 
seven items from the LRMS computer system and six items from the OSSI computer 


                                                 
9 The CFA accreditation re-inspection in November 2014 found that the annual audits were not being conducted in 
compliance with the HPD’s policy requiring the participation of the fiscal affairs manager, property manager and an 
uninvolved lieutenant.  The OIG’s review of the 2016 annual audit found that the HPD did not appear to have come into 
compliance with that policy, as the audit was conducted only by a sergeant from staff inspections and the property 
manager. 
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system.  The items were examined to ensure that they were properly sealed.  No 
problems were observed. 


 
In sum, the HPD has implemented new internal controls and security measures that were not in 
place or were ignored prior to January 2012.  These controls have added to the overall security of 
the property and evidence currently stored in the PEU.  It is clear that the HPD continues to strive 
to maintain and upgrade its security measures despite citywide budgetary restrictions.  
Additionally, the current staff at the HPD continues to be open to recommendations that may 
further improve the security and accountability measures in the PEU.   
 
INTERVIEW SUMMARIES 
 
As a part of the investigation, OIG Special Agents conducted numerous interviews.  Significant 
interviews are summarized below.  Certain individuals refused to be interviewed, but had previously 
provided a sworn statement to other agencies.  Relevant portions of the sworn statements for those 
individuals are also summarized below: 
 
1. Interview of John Nevins 
 
Mr. Nevins is a retired sergeant with the HPD.  He was quartermaster sergeant for two stints during his 
career at the HPD, the first time from 2006 to 2007 and the second time from March 2008 to April 
2012.  He retired in April 2012.  His duties while quartermaster sergeant included oversight of the 
PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and Storeroom Units.  In 2008, Mr. Nevins attended 
a PEU management course that was held at the Miami-Dade Police Department. 
 
According to Mr. Nevins, the PEU was crowded with evidence from the time he arrived in 2008.  
However, it did get a little more crowded during his tenure there.  He had very little daily involvement 
with the PEU, mostly because he was busy supervising and performing tasks associated with the other 
units for which he was responsible.  As the clerks were self-directed in their daily duties, his only 
involvement in the PEU was limited to clerk requests for safe access to either deposit or withdraw 
money, and to assist when drugs were destroyed.  He knew that purging of evidence was an important 
function but did not understand or supervise this process.  Indeed, his only involvement in the process 
was when he approved memorandums that the clerks prepared for his signature on the issue.  Mr. 
Nevins stated, “I don’t know how the place was managed.”   
 
Mr. Nevins went on to explain that when he transferred into the PEU in 2008, Diane Unger was 
assigned there as a clerk and had the knowledge and ability to run the unit.  She was the best clerk and 
performed as the unpaid supervisor in the unit.  She was transferred out of the unit in 2010 after she 
was bumped by an employee with more seniority, but no experience in the PEU.  “[I]t was tough 
going forward” after Ms. Unger left the unit because he had no knowledge of the duties that the clerks 
had to perform to run the PEU.   
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Mr. Nevins also explained that, upon his assignment to the PEU, he was given both the combination 
and the key to the safes.  He had no knowledge of, and never practiced, the “two-person rule” which 
requires that two people be present whenever a safe is opened.   
 
Mr. Nevins acknowledged that the PEU was mismanaged adding that “it was always that way.”  He 
was aware that the PEU was not supposed to look the way it did based on what he learned at the 
Miami-Dade Police Department’s PEU course he attended in 2008.  The chain of command had little 
or no knowledge of PEU management and were apathetic to the needs of the unit.  Mr. Nevins told his 
supervisors that the unit was overcrowded with evidence and that he needed additional staffing and 
space, including hiring a supervisor who would be solely responsible for the PEU.  However, he was 
repeatedly informed that there was no money in the budget.  The installation of video cameras in the 
PEU was discussed from the time he got there in 2008 through the time that he left in 2012.  While 
Mr. Nevins was told that they were coming, they never arrived due to budgetary reasons.   
 
According to Mr. Nevins, there was never a complete inventory of the cash safe during his time as 
quartermaster.  The balance of the money stored in the safe was never tracked.  While the 
Accreditation Unit would conduct audits that were required to prove compliance with standards, they 
consisted of locating a few items in the PEU, including a few cases involving money stored in the safe. 
 
Mr. Nevins stated that in August 2011, he met with Mr. Wagner and informed him that he had 
developed a substance abuse problem and was going to attend a substance abuse rehabilitation 
program to address the issue.  He attended a 28-day program in August 2011.  When he completed the 
program, he returned to work and did not discuss the matter with Mr. Wagner or any other supervisors. 
 
2. Summary of the Sworn Statement Chadwick Wagner Provided to the SAO 
 
Mr. Wagner was the chief of the HPD from March 2008 until his retirement, January 2013.  He told 
the SAO that he never personally inspected the evidence in the PEU.  At the time, Mr. Granteed was 
an assistant chief on the administrative side overseeing the PEU and Mr. Wagner relied on him as his 
eyes and ears.  Prior to 2008, the quartermaster responsibilities were divided between a PEU sergeant, 
a property clerk sergeant, and a vehicle sergeant, but the positions were subsequently assigned to one 
sergeant due to serious budget issues.   
 
Mr. Wagner stated that he was informed “quite a few times” that the PEU rooms were full. However, 
when he took over as chief, he was not aware of how many years behind they were on purging, as he 
was also told the unit was conducting property burns and destruction of weapons.  It was Mr. 
Wagner’s belief that Mr. Granteed had let him down.  The PEU was not monitored the way it should 
have been.  He was not made aware of any problems until the $743 came up missing.  He was always 
told that everything was fine.  Mr. Granteed would typically say “we have accreditation.  They do 
mocks on it.  It gets checked all the time.  We have an audit that gets done.”   
 
Prior to January 2012, Mr. Wagner did not know who had access to the money safe or who had the 
key and combination other than Mr. Nevins.  During the initial parts of the investigation, he became 
aware that Mr. Jeffries also had the key and combination to the safe.  Mr. Wagner asked an in-house 
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legal advisor why money in the PEU had not been being processed for forfeiture.  He did not really get 
a good answer.   
 
Mr. Wagner was aware of Mr. Nevins’ health problems.  He did not know whether a drug addiction 
problem was the full scope of his problems.  Mr. Nevins was a 29-year veteran of the HPD.  A lot of 
people in the department had personal and medical issues.  Mr. Wagner did not handle Mr. Nevins 
differently than anybody else.  Mr. Wagner had no personal knowledge of Mr. Wagner’s financial 
issues.  He subsequently learned of Mr. Nevins’ issues during the investigation.   
 
In January 2012, Mr. Granteed gave Mr. Wagner a memorandum from Mr. Nevins, which had been 
approved by Mr. Siegel.  The memorandum requested that $743 be sought from the finance 
department to pay an individual whose money had been seized by the HPD but could not now be 
found.  Although Mr. Granteed tried to convince Mr. Wagner to approve the request, Mr. Wagner 
refused.  Mr. Granteed revisited the request about three or four times, each time being rejected by Mr. 
Wagner.   
 
When the initial missing money was discovered, Mr. Wagner put together a team to determine what 
other evidence was missing.  In March, Mr. Jeffries informed Mr. Wagner that money was missing 
from 371 cases.  Of the 371 cases, 67% was from drug cases.  During an August meeting, Mr. 
Demmery informed Mr. Wagner that drugs were also missing.  At that point, Mr. Wagner involved 
Internal Affairs as, in his view, the issue was now a public safety issue.   
 
Another problem that Mr. Wagner had was the issue of “bumping rights,” which are rights that general 
employees have to bump someone out of another position that is a pay grade lower.  As a result of 
these bumps after the budget crunch, two people came into the PEU that had no prior experience.  Mr. 
Wagner did not know what training was available for evidence technicians but offered that if any 
training was available, technicians should take it. 
 
3. Summary of the Sworn Statement Louis Granteed Provided to the SAO 
 
Mr. Granteed started with the HPD in 1982 and retired on June 14, 2012.  He became assistant chief in 
2005 and was assigned to Support Services, which included the PEU, Fleet Management, Building 
Maintenance and Storeroom Units.     
Sometime in mid-2005, the department brought in a consultant, a retired Fort Lauderdale law 
enforcement officer who had experience with property rooms.  He was brought in for about a year to 
address PEU issues and review their processes.  Once the consultant’s assignment was finished, Mr. 
Granteed assumed that he provided him with a report, although he could not be certain.  Part of the 
consultant’s job was to reconcile the money safe with their records.  No money was missing.   
 
Mr. Nevins reported to Mr. Siegel, a major with the HPD.  Mr. Granteed periodically conducted a 
walk-through of the PEU.  He did not spend a lot of time there.  By 2011-2012, the PEU was “busting 
at the seams.”  It was crowded in terms of space.  In the past, the HPD tried to get a new building on a 
bond issue but the attempt was unsuccessful.  It was common knowledge that the PEU was packed.         
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The consultant worked with the budget officer to take money from the PEU and put it in the bank.  
The consultant also identified that the money had not been going through the forfeiture process. The 
only way anyone would know whether something was up for forfeiture would be if the officer 
handling the incident submitted the forfeiture forms. Although the final word with regard to forfeiture 
lay with the legal advisor, the legal advisor is not in charge of seeking out forfeitures. 
 
The budget officer would conduct the money audit.  Because of the accreditation requirements, the 
department would conduct a yearly audit of 50 random items wherein no issues came to light.10 
 
In order to access the money safe he believed one person was supposed to have the combination and 
one person was supposed to have the key.  The same person was not supposed to have both.  Mr. 
Granteed had no recollection of the specific designees for the key and combination.  He would not 
have wanted a procedure where the same person had access to both the key and combination, as it 
should take two people to access the safe.  Mr. Granteed thought he signed off on such a policy back 
in 2005. 
 
In Mr. Granteed’s view, it was never proven that the money was stolen.  Considering the amount of 
money missing, Mr. Granteed questioned why no one has come forward requesting their money.  Also, 
it was Mr. Nevins, himself, that reported the missing money.  Mr. Granteed went on to explain that if 
you were the person that took the money then you would have gone to the ATM, gotten cash out, and 
paid the man asking for his money back and no one would have ever known. 
   
While Mr. Granteed was unaware of Mr. Nevins finances, he may have heard about Mr. Nevins 
addiction to pain medication.11  The fact that Mr. Nevins had a problem does not make him a thief.  
His issues never affected him in the workplace.  He had been with the department for 30 years and 
there had never been a complaint about him.  
 
4. Summary of the Sworn Statement Andrew Siegel Provided to Internal Affairs 
 
Mr. Siegel was a major with the HPD.  He retired in February 2012.  At the time of the incident, Mr. 
Siegel was assigned to Support Services.  As a major in Support Services, he supervised the 
quartermaster, Mr. Nevins, who supervised the PEU.  Mr. Nevins was the sergeant in the PEU.  Mr. 
Jeffries, a records lieutenant, was Mr. Nevins’s backup.     
     
Mr. Siegel recounted Mr. Nevins telling him on January 11, 2012, that he was looking for money to 
return to its owner but could not locate it.  Mr. Siegel instructed Mr. Nevins to check the owner’s other 
property, to no avail.  Mr. Nevins proposed that perhaps the money was accidentally attached to 
another case and was returned to the wrong individual.  It was at that time that Mr. Siegel learned that 
it was not policy to count out the cash being returned to individuals coming back for their money.  He 
drafted a complaint intake form on January 12 because, several months earlier (April or May 2011), 


                                                 
10 Mr. Granteed’s use of the term “audit” in this context leads the reader to believe that he was not speaking of a money 
audit but of an audit of items in the property room. 
11 Mr. Granteed later denied being told about Mr. Nevin’s addiction issues. 
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while Mr. Jeffries was covering for Mr. Nevins, Mr. Jeffries expressed his concern with how the 
money was being kept.  Mr. Jeffries indicated that the paperwork was sloppy and that there was money 
sitting out that should be in the safe.  At the time, Mr. Siegel had questioned Mr. Nevins about it and 
Mr. Nevins assured Mr. Siegel that it was a clerical issue that he had already addressed.  He submitted 
the complaint intake form to Mr. Granteed who he briefed about the matter.  By this time, Mr. Siegel 
had already ordered that a financial audit be conducted and began getting people involved.   
 
Considering the fact that the owner kept calling for his money, Mr. Siegel had Mr. Nevins draft a 
memorandum requesting funds to pay back the gentleman and he submitted the memorandum to one 
of the secretaries to give directly to the chief, Mr. Wagner.  Perhaps a day later, he was called in the 
chief’s office about the request.  During the conversation. Mr. Siegel reported that procedures were not 
being followed as “our policy talked about a two key procedure…being one person had the 
combination to the safe, one person had the key” and suggested that the investigation be turned over to 
Internal Affairs.  As more time passed, he was further and further out of the loop.  Soon thereafter, he 
retired.   
 
Mr. Nevins having both the key and combination to the safe was a clear violation of HPD’s policy.  
Both Mr. Siegel and Mr. Granteed could not believe that the policy was not being followed.   
Money audits were done, but “obviously weren’t done properly…by the people who did them.  
Because if money was missing there should have been some kind of count at that point, you know, that 
something should have been audited or in the safe.”  Mr. Jeffries was charged with reviewing the 
procedure in the PEU and reviewing how things were actually being done.   
 
5. Interview of Diane Unger 
 
Ms. Unger began her employment with the HPD as a part-time cashier in 2003.  In October 2004, she 
became a full-time clerical specialist in the PEU.  During her assignment in the PEU, Ms. Unger 
attended a one week course in property and evidence management taught by the Miami-Dade Police 
Department.  She was “bumped” out of her position in October 2010 by a crime analyst who had no 
experience in the PEU.  She is currently a crime scene technician.   
 
In 2004, the staffing in the PEU consisted of two shifts with one property clerk, one clerical specialist, 
and one secretary on each shift.  Her primary duties were to check evidence in and out of the unit 
while the clerical specialists and the secretaries conducted research to identify which items could be 
purged from the PEU.  The PEU consisted of four vaults.   
  
The sergeant that was assigned to supervise the PEU held the position of quartermaster and was tasked 
with the supervision of the PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and the Storeroom Units.  
The supervisors would assist the clerks on an “as-needed basis.”  They would normally meet with the 
clerks on a daily basis to “check-in” and see how things were going, assist them with cash transactions 
into and out of the safe, and approve memorandums that the clerks prepared regarding the purging of 
evidence.  There was one or two occasions when high ranking HPD officials came to the PEU.  
Although she recalled Mr. Wagner and a major visiting the unit, she did not recall Mr. Wagner’s rank 
at the time. 
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For around twelve months during 2005 and 2006, the HPD contracted with a retired PEU supervisor 
from the Fort Lauderdale Police Department, to review the operation of the PEU and make changes to 
improve its efficiency.  He worked closely with the PEU staff and taught them how to proficiently 
manage the unit.  According to Ms. Unger, the following were some of the improvements that were 
made in the PEU as a result of his efforts: 
 


• All of the employees in the PEU were re-classified as property clerks and were assigned 
to work from 7:30 am to 3:30 pm. 


• Instituted the “two-person rule” for all transactions involving the money safe and drug 
vault. 


• Ensured that all cash that was impounded in the PEU was stored in the money safe and 
that both a written log entry and a computer log entry was made for each cash 
transaction. 


• Conducted research so that a significant amount of property could be purged. 
• Performed a complete inventory of the cash safe and gun vault, which concluded that all 


evidence was accounted for.   
 
When the consultant left, the PEU was well-organized and the staff knew the tasks that had to be 
performed to keep the unit running smoothly.  At this point, there were four clerks assigned to work in 
the PEU and Ms. Unger assumed the responsibility of a “lead worker” although she remained at the 
same pay grade and shared the same title as the other clerks.  In this leadership role, she made sure that 
the identification of items that could be purged was done on a daily basis.  It was crucial for the 
efficient operation of the PEU that research be conducted to identify property and evidence that were 
no longer required to be held in the PEU so that purging could be done on a regular basis.  There was 
never a time when the PEU staff could not instantly find evidence when it was needed for court, and 
there was never a time when they were unable to locate evidence or when money or drugs could not be 
accounted for. 
 
During her assignment to the PEU, purging was done by walking down the aisles, identifying the 
oldest cases by case number, checking the status of criminal cases in the Comprehensive Case 
Information System (CCIS), and making contact with the detective assigned to the case to identify its 
status.  While “there was always a lot of stuff to be purged” in the PEU, the daily management of 
evidence coming into and going out of the PEU was the primary function of the PEU employees.   
 
Sometime after 2006, the city information technology department created software called, “Bioweb” 
which extracted data from the LRMS evidence management computer system relating to money, drugs 
and certain other types of evidence so they could easily run reports and locate evidence on the shelves.  
LRMS was used along with an older “Legacy” computer system to log-in and manage the evidence 
stored in the PEU.  There was also a “Reconcile Report” which was used to track all money 
transactions.  Ms. Unger regularly ran cash reports from these computer systems to determine the 
amount of cash stored in the safe for the report.   
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According to Ms. Unger, the security safeguards that were in place from 2004 through 2010 included 
the following:  
 


• Electronic key card access was required for entry into the PEU. 
• Sign-in logs for the main PEU and the drug vault were maintained. 
• Two-person rule for cash and drug transactions was required. 
• Restricted the issuance of the key and combination for the safe to the quartermaster 


sergeant and their back-up. 
• Maintained a monitored alarm system. 
• Maintained a redundant system which required that written manifest and computer entries 


be made for tracking cash evidence.   
• Performed audits and inspections as required by the CFA accreditation standards.   


 
There were no video surveillance cameras in the PEU during her assignment there.  Also, while she 
was at the PEU, a complete inventory of the evidence in the PEU was never performed. 
While HPD SOP #270 addressed some of the daily management issues in the PEU, many of the daily 
tasks performed by the clerks were unwritten.  There was a time when she was asked to prepare a 
procedural manual on all of the tasks that the PEU clerks performed but the project was never 
completed.   
 
After the allegation of missing cash from the PEU was made, Ms. Unger was assigned to the PEU for 
two days in February 2012 to assist Mr. Demmery in an attempt to identify if the missing cash may 
have been commingled with other evidence.  She stated that when she saw the condition of the PEU in 
February 2012, her first thought was, “Holy moly!” as the amount of evidence stacked on the shelves 
and in the aisles had grown considerably since she left in 2010.  The unit had fallen into a disorganized 
mess.   
 
6. Interview of Jack Anterio 
 
Mr. Anterio was a police officer with the HPD for 25 years, retiring at the rank of lieutenant in 
December 2014.  When he retired, he was the commander of Internal Affairs.  He was assigned to the 
PEU as the quartermaster sergeant for about one year (2001-2002).  He was one of the Internal Affairs 
investigators assigned to the criminal investigation into the allegation of missing money and drugs 
from the PEU which came to light in January 2012, working jointly with the SAO and FDLE. 
 
Mr. Anterio explained that the quartermaster position encompassed many responsibilities, to include 
the PEU, Fleet Management, Building Maintenance, and the Storeroom Units.  When the Internal 
Affairs investigation was initiated in August 2012, he conducted a walk-through of the PEU along 
with the FDLE investigators.  He noted that the PEU hadn’t changed much in appearance since 2002 - 
“[i]t was always full of evidence” as space was always a problem.  There was always a lot of evidence 
in the PEU that needed to be purged.   
 
Mr. Anterio further explained that, once it was discovered that $743 was missing from the PEU, Mr. 
Siegel documented the complaint on an HPD complaint intake form.  Within several days of receiving 
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the form, Mr. Wagner was aware that the amount of missing cash was in excess of $90,000 but chose 
not to open an Internal Affairs investigation until eight months later.  The Internal Affairs 
investigation was opened one day after Mr. Granteed lost in the Democratic primary for Sheriff of 
Broward County in August 2012.  Mr. Wagner, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Nevins all worked together in 
the Vice, Intelligence, and Narcotics Unit years ago.   
 
Further, Mr. Anterio advised that it was known throughout the HPD that Mr. Nevins had taken a 
$50,000 reduction in pay due to the loss of overtime when he was transferred out of a money 
laundering task force and put in charge of the PEU.  It was also widely known that Mr. Nevins had 
developed a chemical dependency to prescribed pain medication after his involvement in an auto 
accident and a serious illness.  Although Mr. Nevins attended a rehabilitation program between August 
and September of 2011, Mr. Wagner left him in charge of the PEU to oversee the security of money, 
drugs and other high-risk evidence upon his return. 
 
7. Interview of Thea Basler 
 
Ms. Basler is a lieutenant with the HPD.  She was hired as a police officer by the HPD in October 
1998 and throughout her career has also held the ranks of sergeant and major.  She has received 
certifications for accreditation manager and accreditation assessor with the CFA.   
 
Ms. Basler explained that the culture at the HPD was traditionally one of isolation with leadership not 
going outside the organization for answers to their problems.  Over the years, the HPD assigned 
sergeants to the PEU as a means of discipline and never trained them in how to manage a PEU.  
Further, command staff members did not know how to manage the PEU as they rarely served there 
and considered it a low priority compared to other issues at the HPD.  Issues, such as the fiscal 
condition of the city, also impacted how the HPD prioritized resources contributing to historical 
problems in the PEU.  Per Ms. Basler, Mr. Wagner, Mr. Granteed and the other persons in the chain of 
command knew about the long standing issues in the PEU for many years and failed to correct them.    
 
Ms. Basler explained that when Mr. Fernandez was selected as chief of the HPD, he brought 
experience gained during his career at the City of Miami Police Department, including experience 
dealing with PEU issues.  It was because of Mr. Fernandez’s leadership that a complete inventory of 
the PEU was conducted, a professional property manager was hired, and a detailed plan to correct the 
deficiencies in the PEU was prepared and implemented. 
 
From 2005 to 2006, the HPD contracted a consultant, a retired civilian PEU supervisor, to improve the 
over-crowded conditions in the PEU, train the staff, and conduct an inventory of the safes and 
evidence.  In August 2010, Ms. Basler was assigned as sergeant in the Accreditation Unit.  Although 
the HPD received their re-accreditation in 2011, the process did not consider any day-to-day “nuts and 
bolts” issues, such as evidence purging or a review of the adequacy of their computer software 
systems.   
 
The next time she was involved with the PEU was in August 2013 at which point she was promoted to 
major and assigned to manage Support Services, which included the PEU.  Shortly after she was 
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promoted, she did a walk-through of the PEU with Mr. Fernandez.  She stated that the PEU was 
“overly-packed” with evidence reaching the ceiling and jam-packed aisles.  At that time there was an 
ongoing criminal investigation.  Mr. Demmery, the PEU Sergeant at the time, was trying to address 
the issues in the unit and had a plan to correct the deficiencies.   
 
The investigation revealed that Mr. Nevins had been assigned to the PEU from March 10, 2008 to 
August 3, 2011.  He attended a substance abuse rehabilitation program from August 4, 2011 through 
September 4, 2011, and returned to the PEU from September 5, 2011 to April 1, 2012.  Mr. Nevins’ 
key card was used to enter the vault which contained the money safe 279 times and the drug vault 54 
times prior to attending the rehabilitation program.  After returning, his key card was used 74 times to 
enter the money vault and seven times to enter the drug vault. Ms. Basler stated that these key card 
entries, along with after-hours and weekend entries, were key factors in meeting the “preponderance of 
evidence” threshold that was required to sustain the Internal Affairs’ finding that he had 
misappropriated money and drugs from the PEU.  Indeed, the investigation sustained that Mr. Nevins 
was responsible for the misappropriation of $137,609 and 1,096 pills, including 901 oxycodone pills, 
from the PEU.   
 
Ms. Basler advised that in January 2012 the security of the PEU was deficient.  She stated that there 
were no video cameras installed in the PEU and key card access was not reviewed.  Ms. Basler went 
on to explain that while audits were done in order to comply with accreditation requirements, a 
complete inventory of all items in the unit had not been conducted for many years until Mr. 
Fernandez’s order that one be completed in January 2014.  The inventories that were completed prior 
to that only included a small sampling of items, varying from 25 to 50 items for a PEU which 
contained in excess of 100,000 pieces of evidence.  Ms. Basler further reported that the failure to 
purge evidence per Florida statutes and department policy over many years contributed to the massive 
amount of evidence in the PEU. 
 
Mr. Fernandez decided to contract with RGIS, an inventory control company, to perform a complete 
inventory of each item in the PEU as a complete inventory had not been done in many years and he 
wanted to make sure that the HPD knew exactly how much evidence was in the PEU.  Mr. Fernandez 
ordered that the purging of evidence cease until RGIS completed their inventory, which was in 
January 2014.  However, there were problems with the accuracy of the RGIS inventory due, in part, to 
the RGIS staff not being familiar with a police PEU environment, the fact that three computer systems 
were used to manage evidence, those systems contained inaccurate information, and the excessive 
amount of evidence stored in the PEU.   
 
Mr. Fernandez authorized the hiring of a well-trained and experienced civilian property supervisor 
which was a change from the usual practice of transferring inexperienced police sergeants into the 
position as punishment.  Ms. Kamerick was hired for this position in October 2013 and managed the 
PEU from August 2013 through March 2014.  During that time, Ms. Kamerick prepared a weekly 
progress report for Ms. Basler’s review, and together they updated policy and procedure, which 
included SOP #270 and a policy used by sworn personnel on the proper methods for packaging 
evidence.  They also began cleaning and reorganizing evidence to acquire more space in the PEU. 
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8. Interview of Elizabeth Kamerick 
 
Ms. Kamerick was hired as the property manager for the HPD in October 2013.  She has extensive 
experience in the management of law enforcement property and evidence units as she has worked in 
such capacity from 2001 to 2013 for different agencies.  She holds certifications as a property and 
evidence specialist from both the IAPE and the Property and Evidence Association of Florida.  
 
Ms. Kamerick conducted a “walk-through” of the unit and noted that it was overcrowded.  She met 
with Mr. Demmery, who was in charge of the PEU at the time she was hired, and he briefed her on the 
status of the PEU and some of the issues that needed to be addressed.  These issues included extreme 
overcrowding of the PEU caused by the failure to purge evidence, a lack of direction as to evidence 
placement as clerks would jam evidence wherever they could find space, and the fact that three 
different computer software systems were being used to manage the PEU.   
 
Ms. Kamerick was primarily tasked with performing PEU management duties.  In January 2014, she 
created a master plan which has been used to address the deficiencies that were observed in the PEU.  
She performed case research, coordinated purging efforts, conducted and assisted with audits, 
inventories, and currency reports, assisted in the writing of new policies and procedures for the PEU, 
and up to March 2014, reported on the improvements made in the PEU to Ms. Basler.   
 
Ms. Kamerick observed that there was a lack of management and supervision in the PEU as the HPD’s 
routine was to assign supervisors to run the PEU at the end of their careers.  These supervisors knew 
that they would not be there long and did not know how to effectively run the PEU as they did not 
receive any training and had no knowledge of industry best practices or legal requirements regarding 
the disposition of evidence.  Evidence would be stored wherever a space could be found on the 
shelves.  The location of where the items were stored was rarely documented properly in the computer 
system.  Purging was rarely done over the years.  When it was done, it was a “targeted purging,” 
meaning it was done to clean out particular areas versus a purge according to a case’s procedural 
posture.  The purges were further complicated by poor record-keeping; computer entries incorrectly 
reported the status of many pieces of evidence.  For instance, some entries reported that a particular 
piece of evidence had been purged when it had not.  On one occasion, she even found evidence on the 
shelves that had not been entered in the computer system.  
 
Further, Ms. Kamerick noted that audits conducted prior to her arrival failed to accurately document 
the poor conditions in the PEU.  HPD supervisors selected to perform random audits had no 
knowledge of how to actually conduct an audit or how a PEU was supposed to be organized and 
secured.  The audits seemed to have been completed simply in an effort to meet accreditation 
requirements mandated by the CFA.   
 
Although the PEU had initiated a purging process, it was suspended in order to conduct a complete 
inventory of all evidence to avoid its inadvertent destruction.  As of September 2015, the PEU had 
116,423 items in its custody.  Once the inventory is finished, the goal is to reduce their inventory to 
approximately 50,000 items—a reasonable amount of evidence to maintain for a department the size 
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of the HPD.  It will take approximately two years to purge enough evidence to reach the 50,000 item 
target. 
 
Once the HPD reduces its inventory to around 50,000 items, the HPD intends on purchasing a new 
software system which will greatly improve the efficiency and organization of the PEU.  The new 
systems on the market allow the user to always know the amount of evidence in a PEU and complete a 
total inventory in 15 to 20 minutes.  They have already started the process of vetting a new system.  
 
Various steps have been taken to improve the PEU.  There have been numerous revisions of HPD 
Standard Operating Procedure #270—the PEU policy which provides uniform procedures for the 
presentation, storage, safe-keeping, and disposal of found, abandoned, recovered, and evidentiary 
property obtained by the department.  Further, the HPD built a new evidence intake room in order to 
more efficiently process evidence brought to the PEU by sworn personnel.  Access to the safes can 
now only be gained using two people: either herself or the newly hired supervisor and a clerk.  While 
the clerks have their key, a supervisor’s key, along with the combination to a safe, is required to open 
the safe.  Only she and the supervisor have both the supervisor’s key and the combination to the safes.  
A handwritten log is still maintained in the money safe wherein the entries are recorded by the clerks 
and witnessed by her.  Ms. Kamerick also maintains a password protected computer spreadsheet which 
contains an entry for each item stored in the safes.   
 
Turning to improvements in the HPD’s visual surveillance, cameras have been installed in the PEU. 
These cameras were added to ensure that both entry and exit from each evidence vault is monitored.  
Electronic key pads have also been installed; employees must use both an electronic access card and a 
key to enter each vault.  Further, the firearms vault is kept locked when not in use.    
 
Finally, Ms. Kamerick has been able to reduce the amount of cash stored in the PEU by constantly 
monitoring the evidence on hand and working closely with the SAO.   
 
9. Interview of Thomas Demmery 
 
Mr. Demmery is an assistant chief with the HPD and has been with the HPD since March 1988.  His 
responsibilities include the management of Criminal Investigations, Professional Standards Unit, and 
Support Services, which includes the PEU.  In 2012, he was assigned as the sergeant in charge of the 
supervision of the PEU and attended a three-day class in PEU management taught by the IAPE. 
Mr. Demmery first became aware of problems in the PEU around 2004 when he was the HPD 
accreditation manager and the department was involved in preparing for its first re-accreditation with 
the CFA.  He arranged for a mock inspection of the PEU and observed that the unit was “an absolute 
mess.”  The storage space was overcrowded, the unit was disorganized and there was poor 
supervision.  The PEU had always been mismanaged as it was viewed as a low priority unit.  
Supervisors never received training.  They were assigned to the PEU as punishment and thus were 
rotated in and out of the unit on a regular basis.  Further, clerks were neither trained nor held 
accountable for their performance.  
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The mock inspection of the PEU could not have gone any worse.  Consequently, the HPD hired a 
consultant, a retired Fort Lauderdale Police Department PEU manager with an excellent reputation in 
the law enforcement community, to help address their problems.  The consultant had the “Space-
Saver” shelving system installed in the general evidence vault, purchased new safes that required both 
a key and combination to open, instituted the two-person rule to access the safes, instituted regular 
audits and inventories, created new policies and procedures on a wide range of PEU issues, and began 
to maintain computerized records for several PEU functions.  The consultant also hired Ms. Unger as a 
PEU clerk and trained her in how to properly manage the PEU.  The consultant’s efforts led to 
improvements in the organization and security of the PEU.  By the time the consultant completed his 
contract with the HPD, they could “walk down the aisles of the evidence vaults.”  The HPD was 
reaccredited by the CFA in 2005.   
 
Ms. Unger was a great asset to the HPD and ensured that the PEU was properly managed after the 
consultant left.  During Ms. Unger’s time in PEU, sergeants that were assigned to quartermaster relied 
on her knowledge and experience to manage the PEU as they had no understanding as to how to 
properly run a PEU. 
 
The “kiss of death” for the PEU occurred after the city declared a financial urgency in 2010.  Many 
jobs were eliminated and city employees were allowed to bump other employees out of their jobs 
based upon their seniority with the city.  In November 2010, Ms. Unger was bumped out of the PEU 
and was replaced by an employee with no experience in the PEU.  Then, in October 2011, a key staff 
member that was involved in the oversight of cash in the PEU was transferred from the HPD to a 
position at city hall.  He said that there was no evidence to suggest that any cash audits were 
conducted after this transfer.  Mr. Demmery speculated that the theft of cash from the safe occurred 
after these two transfers because no one with any knowledge of the PEU procedures was in a position 
to oversee Mr. Nevins’s access to cash evidence.12 
 
Between November 2010 and January 2012, the PEU staff did the minimum amount of work 
necessary.  They accepted new evidence and checked out evidence for court and the lab.  They did not 
purge old evidence or follow the procedures that the consultant had instituted in 2005.  It was during 
this time period that the PEU again became overcrowded and disorganized.  The chain of command 
charged with management of the PEU from 2010 until Mr. Demmery’s return in February 2012 was 
Mr. Nevins, Mr. Siegel, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Wagner.   
 
When Mr. Demmery returned to the PEU on February 6, 2012, he was advised that $90,000 was 
missing from the money safe.  The fiscal manager and Mr. Jeffries were assigned to conduct an 
“inquiry” in order to locate the money.  He was shocked to learn that the two-person rule to access the 
money safe was no longer being followed by the PEU.  Instead, upper management provided both Mr. 
Jeffries and Mr. Nevins the key and the combination to the money safe.  He stated that allowing Mr. 
Nevins and other PEU staff to have both the key and combination to the safe was “a big mistake” 
because it removed an important security measure that was designed to prevent against theft. 


                                                 
12 The OIG investigation and the Internal Affairs investigation both concluded that there were no cash audits done even 
prior to the transfers described by Mr. Demmery.  
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 After being assigned to the PEU, Mr. Demmery attended a three-day training course taught by the 
IAPE.  The course covered the proper operation of a PEU along with industry best practices.  The 
IAPE organization is regarded as a subject matter expert in the field of PEU management and provides 
consulting and inventory services to police departments in need of improving their property rooms.   
 
Mr. Demmery was assigned to the PEU with Mr. Jeffries, the fiscal manager, and Ms. Unger.  Mr. 
Jeffries and the fiscal manager were charged with conducting the inquiry while Ms. Unger and he were 
charged with addressing the issues created by the mismanagement.  Regular meetings with the police 
legal advisor, Mr. Granteed, and Mr. Wagner were held.  When Mr. Granteed was not present, Mr. 
Wagner was very positive and focused towards building a criminal case of theft against Nevins.  
However, when Mr. Granteed was present at the meetings, Mr. Wagner would place blame on the 
PEU clerks.  Overall, Mr. Wagner was upset by the fact that he was not made aware of any problems 
in the PEU earlier.   
 
Soon thereafter, Mr. Demmery worked with the initial inquiry team, he understood the mechanics of 
how cash evidence was processed and secured and it became clear to him that a theft had occurred.  
He realized that Mr. Nevins had taken the cash upon noticing that handwritten safe ledgers from 2000 
through 2005 were missing from the safe.  If money had been legitimately moved out of the PEU, it 
would have been documented in three locations.  While the paper ledgers were missing, the 
corresponding property receipts and computerized records were still available.  He believed Mr. 
Nevins did not know that there were three systems used to document the movement of cash evidence 
in the PEU.  The missing money generally belonged to drug investigations, or was money that had 
been impounded for more than five years.13  Also, in cases where there were separate amounts of cash 
seized, only the larger amount of cash was missing from the safe. 
 
During the interview, Mr. Demmery was shown twelve HPD memorandums which documented audits 
and inventories of the PEU that had been performed by a variety of supervisors from August 15, 2005 
through May 29, 2012.  The memorandums documented that, “all established procedures were adhered 
to with no deficiencies noted” and that, “all of the storage areas were found to be neat, clean and 
orderly.”  According to Mr. Demmery, these memorandums were required for accreditation and were 
“boilerplate memos” which were used year after year and did not accurately portray the condition of 
the PEU.  The supervisors that performed these inspections had no experience in the PEU and did not 
have the training or experience to know what a well-run unit was supposed to look like.  The only 
inspection that deviated from the norm was the one conducted by him when he was a sergeant on May 
29, 2012.  On that inspection, he noted that several of the vaults needed to be purged of evidence. 
 
After it was discovered that cash was missing from the PEU in January 2012, Mr. Wagner made the 
PEU a top priority and began ensuring that the necessary resources were provided to the PEU in order 
to address its problems.  Mr. Fernandez continued the trend when he took over in August 2013.  
“Truckloads” of old evidence was being purged until Mr. Fernandez was sworn in.  At that point, he 
ordered that purging cease until a complete inventory of the PEU was completed.   
 


                                                 
13 This would make it less likely that the owners would return to claim the money. 
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Mr. Demmery went on to report that it was known that Mr. Nevins had a substance abuse problem and 
a history of financial issues.  He once asked Mr. Wagner about this decision to place Mr. Nevins in the 
PEU given his history.  Mr. Wagner told him that he tried to give Mr. Nevins an easy job, but that no 
good deed goes unpunished, and that he should have authorized a check for the missing money. 
 
In Mr. Demmery’s view, the current PEU staff needed formal training, such as the IAPE course.  It is 
also in need of informal training such as local interagency PEU meetings and on-the-job training that 
could be conducted by Ms. Kamerick.  Further, the PEU is in need of a new computer software system 
to better manage the evidence.  The HPD is in the process of correcting these problems as the current 
chain of command, consisting of himself, Mr. Jeffries, Ms. Kamerick, and the recently hired PEU 
supervisor understand the issues that led to the theft of evidence. 
 
Finally, Mr. Demmery provided the OIG with a two page report titled, “Changes Implemented in 2012 
and 2013 to the Property Unit” which included a summary of the changes made to the PEU during his 
assignment. 
  
10. Interview of Frank Fernandez 
 
Mr. Fernandez was with the City of Miami Police Department for 25 years before he retired in 2010.  
He became the director of public safety at the City of Hollywood in August 2012 and was 
subsequently sworn in as chief of HPD in August 2013.  He resigned in May 2015 and became a 
director with the city of Coral Gables in the same month.   
 
Mr. Fernandez stated that shortly after he was sworn in as director in August 2012, Mr. Wagner gave 
him a tour of the various units in the police station.  When they walked by the PEU, Mr. Wagner 
pointed to the unit and told him that there was $750,000 missing from the PEU (which he later learned 
was actually around $175,000 at the time).  During his walk through, he noted the PEU was “in 
shambles” with “mountains of evidence piled to the ceiling” and no sense of organization.  There was 
approximately $700,000 being held in the safe.  He believed having this amount of cash in the safe 
was unnecessary and a security concern, and money not required to be kept in the safe was transferred 
to the city bank account.   
 
RGIS, an independent vendor, was hired to conduct a complete inventory of the PEU.  The inventory 
had to be done because of the allegation of missing cash, drugs, and other evidence, the disorganized 
and jam-packed condition of the PEU, and because no one at the HPD was able to provide him with 
records that a complete inventory had ever been done there.   
 
Mr. Fernandez stated that based upon his observations during his tenure at the HPD there was 
“absolutely gross mismanagement” on the part of Mr. Wagner and Mr. Granteed with respect to the 
PEU.  Not only did they not follow best practices of PEU management, they did not even follow 
“general practices.”  He stated that moving money out of the safe would have reduced the opportunity 
for the theft to have occurred.  He agreed the unit was inundated with an excessive amount of 
evidence.  Mr. Fernandez advised that Ms. Kamerick, the new property manager, told him that a police 
department the size of the HPD should maintain approximately 50,000 items, but the HPD had in 
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excess of 150,000 items at one point.  Mr. Fernandez was never provided with a complete inventory of 
the evidence stored in the PEU prior to his appointment with the city.  He stated that “change of 
command audits” of the money safe and other high risk evidence were also not being done.  He 
believed Mr. Granteed and Mr. Wagner failed to even conduct periodic visits to the PEU. 
 
Regarding security at the PEU, Mr. Fernandez stated that prior to the allegation of theft in January 
2012, there was no video surveillance equipment installed in the PEU.  He stated that this equipment 
could have served as both a deterrent to theft and possibly documented evidence of the theft from the 
PEU.  He also discovered that the safe was not always re-keyed when change of commands took place 
in the PEU, and that two supervisors had been given both the key and combination to the money safe. 
 
11. Interview of Forrest Jeffries 
 
Mr. Jeffries has been with the HPD for 28 years.  Mr. Jeffries was a lieutenant assigned to manage the 
Records Unit, with the additional responsibility of being available to serve as a backup to the PEU in 
the event that cash evidence needed to be taken out of or put into the safes when Mr. Nevins was not 
available.  He had been given the keys and combination to the money safe in 2008 when he was 
originally assigned as Mr. Nevin’s backup.  There were only two or three instances where he had been 
called upon to perform the backup duties.   
 
Around June 2011, Mr. Jeffries was acting as a backup to Mr. Nevins and noticed that the evidence 
packets in the safe were out of order and that there were double entries on some of the logs.  Mr. 
Nevins had been allowing the clerks to make entries on the logs and mistakes were made in violation 
of policy.  He met with Mr. Siegel, Mr. Nevin’s direct supervisor at the time, and told him about the 
state of the PEU.   
 
Mr. Jeffries first became involved in this matter on January 24, 2012 when he was summoned to the 
office of Mr. Granteed.  He was told that there was $743 reported missing from the money safe in the 
PEU and he was directed to attempt to locate the missing money.  After checking the safe and 
contacting the clerk’s office with regard to the $743, Mr. Jeffries informed Mr. Granteed that the 
money was missing.  He was ordered to keep looking.  By January 25-26, 2012, he and the Fiscal 
Affairs manager determined that at least $90,000 was missing from the money safe.  After-hours 
electronic key card entries to the PEU for the date range of January 1, 2011 through February 7, 2012, 
revealed that Mr. Nevins’s key card had been used to enter the PEU on weekends and after hours on 
many occasions.  
 
In Mr. Jeffries’s view, the entire chain of command, from Mr. Nevins to Mr. Wagner, was responsible 
for poor supervision and mismanagement.  To begin, the failure to purge evidence led to a 
disorganized and overcrowded PEU which enabled a major theft of money and drugs.  This failure to 
purge was a direct result of management’s failure to ensure that the PEU staff was performing their 
responsibilities and following policies.   
 
With regard to the overall operation of the PEU, Mr. Jeffries explained that the PEU quartermaster 
position had been historically used as a “time-out” for supervisors who had upset their managers or as 
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a place to dump the organization’s problem employees.  PEU supervisors and clerks were not provided 
with any formal training, and at best, learned how to process and manage evidence “on the job” from 
other untrained employees.  Exacerbating the issue was a collective bargaining agreement in place for 
many years which allows senior employees with no PEU experience to “bump” junior employees who 
were experienced in PEU operations out of their assignments.     
 
Mr. Jeffries went on to report that while audits and inventories were done, they were only performed 
in order to comply with CFA requirements and not to actually audit the condition and efficient 
operation of the PEU.  Their accuracy was questionable, to say the least.  For example, an audit 
conducted in January 2012 reported that the PEU was “neat, clean, and orderly” when it was actually 
poorly organized and jam-packed with evidence due to the failure to purge.  The policy regarding 
audits and inventories has since been updated and now mandates audits on a quarterly or annual basis 
on one percent, or 1,000 items, in evidence.   


 
CONCLUSIONS AND INITIAL RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The OIG determined that HPD officials grossly mismanaged the operation of the PEU.  HPD officials 
failed to institute protocols consistent with industry standards and their failure to ensure the unit’s 
compliance with protocols already established by the department facilitated an environment where the 
theft of $137,609 in currency and 1,096 pills from the evidence room went undetected.   
 
The OIG found that the theft was facilitated by a lack of controls limiting access into the PEU.  
Evidence required to prosecute the culprit(s) was unavailable because the HPD had failed to institute 
security measures to document access, such as security cameras.  The OIG is encouraged that the HPD 
has instituted a number of control measures requiring two persons to participate in the opening of cash 
and narcotic safes, rather than merely being present, and other security measures to document access, 
such as the installation of security cameras.  The OIG appreciates the cooperation of HPD officials 
during its investigation and inspection.  While the OIG is encouraged by steps the HPD has undertaken 
thus far, the final report may include additional recommendations to avoid any further lapses such as 
the ones that occurred here.   
 
In accordance with Section 12.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, a preliminary copy of this 
report is being provided to implicated parties and the City of Hollywood for a discretionary written 
response, which, if received by the OIG, shall be included in the OIG’s final report.  The OIG reserves 
making any further recommendations pending review of any response received to these preliminary report 
findings. 
 







































































 
ADDENDUM OF November 14, 2014  


Dates of Original Assessment: November 13, 2013 through November 15, 2013  
  
SUMMARY STATEMENT  
  
At the conclusion of the original assessment for reaccreditation, the Hollywood Police 
Department was not in compliance with four mandatory standards.  Additionally, 
Chapter 36 required a plan of action as requested by the Commission to resolve what 
was deemed “a systematic failure by the Hollywood Police Department to effectively 
purge property and evidence”.  An action plan dated February 7, 2014 detailing 
correction of the identified problems was submitted to CFA.   
  
During the February 2014 Commission meeting, the Commission decided to grant 
reaccreditation with conditions and a revisit to review Standard 2.08M, Standard 
18.03M, Standard 33.04M, and chapters 35 and 36 was ordered for November 2014.  
  
Between November 13, 2014 and November 14, 2014, Commander Shelli Walters 
(Altamonte Springs Police Department) and Lieutenant Michelle Price (Jacksonville 
Sheriff’s Office) visited the Hollywood Police Department to follow up on the 
Commission’s direction dealing with property and evidence (Chapters 35 and 36).  
  
Assessors Walters and Price met at the Hollywood Police Department at approximately 
0800 hours on November 13, 2014.  After a brief meeting with Chief Fernandez and the 
command staff, Sergeant Brown, Major Jeffries, Major Pardon, Assistant Chief 
Sanchez, Major Basler, Major O’Brien, Major Marino, and Property Manager Kamerick, 
Assessors Walters and Price met privately to review again the issues facing the agency.  
The decision was reached to review, as a team, each non-complaint standard including 
all standards in Chapters 35 and 36.  Much of the team’s time was spent with Property 
Manager Elizabeth Kamerick.  She was very knowledgeable about her job functions 
and cooperative with any requests made for information or demonstration concerning 
the property and evidence function.  
  
 
STEPS TO CORRECT NON-COMPLIANCE  
  
The agency completed a portion of the action plan submitted to the Commission for 
Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation.  Some highlights are noteworthy and 
demonstrate the level of commitment shown by the agency.  
 
• Standard 2.08M – Documented annual review of agency practice involving 


Bias-Based Profiling – SOP was amended to include seizures not related to asset 
seizures, and annual review was completed on October 7, 2014.  In Compliance  


 
• Standard 18.03M – Documented annual review of agency practices for Confidential 


Informants – The annual review was completed prior to October 15, 2014 as 
established in SOP 273. In Compliance  







 


• Standard 33.04M – The agency maintains a continuous recording of radio 
transmissions and emergency telephone conversations within the Communications 
Center – Communications was taken over by the Broward County Sheriff’s Office on 
October 1, 2014.  Not Applicable  


 
• Chapter 35 – Assessor Walters interviewed Officer Lazaro Fernandez; all areas 


were inspected and found in excellent condition.  All logs were complete and 
accurate.  In Compliance  


 
• Chapter 36 – Property Manager Elizabeth Kamerick has done a phenomenal job 


with a herculean task assigned to her.  Assessor Walters observed the Property 
and Evidence section was definitely less cluttered, better organized, and noticeably 
improved from the original assessment visit. The Hollywood Police Department was 
approaching completion of Phase II of the original plan as submitted to the 
Commission. With Ms. Kamerick’s guidance, the Hollywood Police Department has 
been able to locate 5,433 items of the 10,918 that were previously listed as missing. 
Over 4700 items have been disposed of as part of their purge and reorganization of 
the four evidence vaults has begun.  


 
o Notable issues included during the revisit the audible controls to the vaults 


were not working; however, the vault’s computerized acknowledgement did 
work.  Major Jeffries had the alarm company address the issues on 
November 14, 2014, and completed prior to the team’s departure.   


 
• Chapter 36 Summation:  


 
36.01 M  A directive outlines procedures for property held by the agency to 
include: 


A. Logging all property into agency records within a specified timeframe; 
B. Placing property under the property and evidence function before the 


officer ends his/her tour of duty or under exceptional circumstances, 
securing the property with documented supervisory approval; 


C. A description of each item of property and the circumstances by which the 
property came into the agency’s possession; 


D. Guidelines for packaging and labeling property prior to submission; 
E. Extra security measures for handling exceptional, valuable, or sensitive 


items of property; i.e. money/negotiable instruments, precious 
F. metals, jewelry, weapons, and drugs; 
G. Efforts to identify and notify the owner or custodian of property in the 


agency’s custody; and 
H. Procedures for the temporary and final release of property items from the 


property and evidence function. 
 
o Standard 36.01 – According to SOP 270, when the Property Room 


takes possession of any deposited items, it will be entered into the 
computerized agency record within three business days.  During the 







follow-up visit, several items were physically located in the Property 
Room, but were in a temporary area waiting to be entered into the 
system.  For example, item # 33-1410-145138, submitted 10-31-2014 
was still in the temporary area.  Additionally, one item listed as drugs 
(pseudoephedrine) was in the temporary holding area over ten days. 
 


o Additionally, although Ms. Kamerick had given every officer training on 
the appropriate labeling of property and evidence, the officers were not 
completing the task correctly.  This was addressed by Ms. Kamerick 
with follow-up training and change to policy to clarify what information 
was to be included on the label.   Not in compliance   


 
36.02 M  A directive states property/evidence custodians are accountable for all 
property and evidence within their control, and addresses the following, at a 
minimum: 


A. An annual audit, which consists of an examination of conformance with 
agency controls, policies and procedures, of the property and evidence 
function is conducted by a member not routinely or directly connected with 
control of property;  


B. An unannounced annual inspection, which consists of a review of property 
and evidence storage areas for organization and orderliness, is conducted 
as directed by the agency’s CEO; and 


C. An annual inventory, which consists of a full or partial accounting, as 
defined by the agency, of property is conducted by the property/evidence 
custodian or designee and a designee of the CEO. 


 
o Standard 36.02 - During a review of SOP 270 for Property and 


Evidence, it was determined the annual audit for the evidence safe 
used to store currency was not being completed by the personnel 
identified in the policy: Fiscal Affairs Manager, Police Property 
Manager, and an uninvolved lieutenant.  Ms. Kamerick did provide 
documentation of quarterly inspections of the currency safe. Not in 
compliance 


 
36.03 M  All found and recovered property held by the agency is kept in 
designated secure area(s) with controlled access. 
 


o Standard 36.03 - All property was kept in a secured area. In 
compliance   


 
36.04 M  Access to evidence areas is controlled to prevent the alteration, 
unauthorized removal, theft, or other compromise of evidence stored by the 
agency and to maintain chain of custody. 
 


o Standard 36.04 – Access to the property and evidence area was 
controlled.  In compliance 


 
 







 
 


36.05 M  A directive establishes procedures for the acceptance and release of 
narcotics, including quantity control and packaging inspections. 
 


o Standard 36.05 – Acceptance and release of narcotics had appropriate 
paperwork; however, one item listed as drugs (pseudoephedrine) was 
in the temporary holding area over ten days. In compliance  


 
36.06 M  Perishable items of evidence are stored in secure refrigerated storage. 
 


o Standard 36.06 - Perishable items were stored in a refrigerator 
secured within the locked property room. In compliance  


 
36.07 M  A directive outlines procedures for the secure storage of evidence, 
found, and recovered property when the property room is closed or not 
accessible by end of tour of duty, to include refrigerated storage. 
 


o 36.07 – Ms. Kamerick has updated all policy including procedures for 
secure storage of property and evidence when the property room is 
closed. In compliance  


 
36.08 M  The agency has a property records system which provides the 
following information, at a minimum: 


A. Current location of property; 
B. Date and time property was received/released; 
C. Description of the property; and 
D. Chain of custody from time of receipt until final disposition. 


 
o Standard 36.08 - SOP 270 indicates the current location of property 


will be maintained in the property records system.  Ms. Lisa Jackson 
was able to locate various items for Assessor Walters, with a minimal 
wait time using the most current system; however, locating anything 
using the older system increased the wait time to almost 25 minutes to 
locate an item. In compliance  


 
36.09 M  If the agency utilizes mobile evidence storage units for temporary 
evidence storage, a directive addresses the following: 
 


o Standard 36.09 – Not applicable 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 







36.10 M  A directive requires an inventory is conducted whenever the person 
responsible for the property and evidence control function is assigned to and/or 
transferred from the position.  
  


o Standard 36.10 – Upon her employment with the Hollywood Police 
Department, Ms. Kamerick completed an entire inventory, and 
determined that 10,918 pieces of property were missing or 
unaccounted for in the record keeping system.  Since that time, there 
has not been a Property Manager change.  Not applicable 
 


 
 
CLOSING COMMENTS  
  
During the revisit, it was readily apparent significant improvements have been 
implemented to address previous compliance issues. Assessors Walters and Price 
reviewed each found to be in non-compliance in addition to Chapters 35 and 36.  The 
agency was found to be in compliance with 2.08, 18.03 and all of Chapter 35.  Chief 
Fernandez and his staff have taken seriously all the recommendations of FDLE and 
CFA.   
 
Because of the improvements and on-going commitment to the accreditation process by 
the agency’s members, it is recommended that the Commission consider the removal of 
or extending the conditional status for the Hollywood Police Department.  
 
SUBMITTED BY  
Lt. Michelle Price  
Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office   
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__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or 
officials are public records, available to any person upon request, absent an 
exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail 
addresses contained therein, may be subject to public disclosure. 

Forrest Jeffries 
Police Major 
City of Hollywood 
Police Department 
3250 Hollywood Blvd 
P.O. Box 229045 
Hollywood, FL 33022-9045 
Office: 954-967-4315 
E-mail: FJEFFRIES@hollywoodfl.org 

Notice: Florida has a broad public records law. All correspondence sent to the City of Hollywood via e-mail may be subject 
to disclosure as a matter of public record. 

mailto:FJEFFRIES@hollywoodfl.org
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Broward Office of the Inspector General 
Attn: John W. Scott 
One N. University Drive, Suitel 11 
Plantation, FL 33324

m
t
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Dear Inspector General Scott:

A cover letter dated March 28, 2016, included a report of all the corrective action by the 
Flollywood Police Department (FIPD) between January 2012 and March 2016, that were taken 
to address the issues identified in the OIG’s Investigation of the Department’s Property and 
Evidence Unit.

Noted below in this letter is a summarized list of additional actions or steps taken since March 
of 2016 to make additional improvements or enhancements of the Department’s Property and 
Evidence Unit:

• A Drug Terminator device was purchased and used to conduct eight (8) drug burns, 
destroying over 140 pounds of drugs.

• We have eliminated the submission of affidavits and consent forms to the Property Unit 
which reduces the amount of documents taken in and instead those documents will be 
placed in the case file. A General Order was issued so those documents are now 
submitted directly to our Records Unit. Over 1,300 older forms previously held by the 
Property Unit have been transferred to the Records Unit.

• Queries have been created in our Records Management Systems to identify old suicide 
and natural/accidental death investigation cases. Those items are being reviewed by 
the Homicide Unit to find out if they can be purged. All OSSI cases of this nature have 
already been sent for review.

• In 2016 we purged 16,122 items and received 16,062, which means we reached a 
milestone by purging more items than we received.

• We have donated hundreds of bikes to a local charity called FLIPANY/RBX. They have 
a program within the Broward County School System for at risk youths who learn how to 
rebuild the bikes and then re-distribute them back into the community.

Our Mission: We .ue dedicated to providing municipal services lor mn diverse community in an atmosphere ol cooperation, courtesy and respect 
We do tins by ensuring all who live, work and play in the < ity of Hollywood cnioy a high quality ot hie
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• We have conducted remedial training with our Officers to lessen mistakes related to 
submitting evidence to the Unit.

• We are now utilizing FDLE’s Firearm Eligibility System (FES) prior to returning any 
firearms. This system checks national criminal, mental health and military databases to 
verify there are no disqualifications for possessing a firearm.

• We have located over 80% of the missing items from the RGIS inventory list (reducing 
that list from 10,918 to 2,310 items). We are now doing a secondary check for items. 
The secondary check is in progress to further reduce the number of items on that list, 
and is about 50% complete.

• We have improved the ability to identify evidence items more efficiently based on case 
type (felony or misdemeanor) in our Records Management System (OSSI). This will 
allow us to more quickly identify misdemeanor items which may be purged instead of 
storing them indefinitely.

• We have updated our Master Plan for fixing property. The Master Plan was previously 
submitted to the OIG. Phase One has been completed. Phase Two is in still in progress 
and is about 60% completed. Phase Three began and is about 40% completed. The 
bicycle project from Phase Three is completed. Part of Phase Four has just been 
started and is about 5% completed.

• Three (3) of our five (5) Property Clerks have become certified via attendance at the 
Property and Evidence Association of Florida State Conference. We plan to send two 
(2) more Property Clerks and the Property Supervisor this coming year, so that all of our 
Property Clerks will possess the Property and Evidence Specialist certification.

As you can see, we have continued to review our processes and implement additional 
improvements in our ongoing efforts to maintain the best practices in our Property and 
Evidence Unit. Please contact me if you have any questions or need any additional 
information.

Sincerely,

TOMAS SANCHEZ 
Chief of Police
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From: Wagner, Chadwick 
To: InspectorGeneral 
Subject: RE: OIG 14-012 Preliminary Report 
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 3:03:19 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Letter to Mr. J. Scott Inspector General.pdf 

Mr. Scott,
 

Attached is my response to OIG report, REF #OIG 14-012.
 

Thank you.
 
Chadwick E. Wagner
 

From: InspectorGeneral [mailto:InspectorGeneral@broward.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 3:54 PM 
To: Wagner, Chadwick <Chadwick_Wagner@sheriff.org> 
Subject: OIG 14-012 Preliminary Report 

Attached please find a copy of the Preliminary Report Re: Gross Mismanagement of the City of 
Hollywood Police Department Property and Evidence Unit and a notification letter. 

Broward  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, FL 33324 
954-357-7873 
inspectorgeneral@broward.org 
www.browardig.org 

REPORT  FRAUD 
954-357-TIPS 

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or 

mailto:Chadwick_Wagner@sheriff.org
mailto:InspectorGeneral@broward.org
mailto:inspectorgeneral@broward.org
http://www.browardig.org/
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officials are public records, available to any person upon request, absent an 
exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail 
addresses contained therein, may be subject to public disclosure. 



February 15, 2017 

Mr. John W. Scott 
Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 

RE: OIG Preliminary Report, Reference #OIG 14-012 

Dear Mr. Scott, 

I realize a response to the preliminary report is not necessary, but I felt compelled to address certain 
issues and clarify some misleading statements in the report. My response is not intended to debate the 
conclusion(s) of the report, most of which were discovered during the investigation initiated under my 
command as Chief of Police. I remain regretful that I was unable to conclude the investigation prior to 
my retirement. Even upon my departure from the Agency, I remained hopeful that those who assisted 
in the investigation would remain committed to its true purpose. 

I wish to begin my response by thanking you and your associates for the courtesy and respect during our 
discussions and for the opportunity to review and respond to the preliminary report. It appears that the 
subsequent investigation conducted by your office was not as independent as I originally hoped for, but 
rather relied on several previously provided statements, some inherited from the State Attorneys' Office 
review of this matter. A few of the inherited statements were unfortunately self-serving and somewhat 
embellished by a few seeking favor and advancement under a new administration. The preliminary 
report would have benefited from some very relevant statements that were strangely absent, including 
that of the Interim Chief of Police who followed my retirement. He served an extremely important role 
in the initial investigation. His role in the investigation was to determine the impact of transitioning 
through three software programs that identified property unit data. Both the Hollywood Police 
Department internal investigation and the Inspector General report could have investigated further into 
the complexity of transitioning three (3) computer systems and the problems with integration involving 
each property room transaction. Retired Hollywood Police Department Major Kyle Berwick could also 
have been consulted and interviewed to gain his insight into the technology transition project (5 million 
Bond) that specifically included the property room . Mr. Berwick was the technology point person for 
the Chief. 

The direction of the Internal Affairs Investigation was misguided for two reasons. First, historical, deep 
seeded political differences among career employees during an administration transition. The 
differences/politics can motivate an investigator to look for criminal conduct and overlook other realistic 
possibilities. Secondly, it is much easier to focus on a person rather than a system. Very few police 
investigators have the requisite knowledge to investigate a system involving complicated information 
technology discrepancies. To this day, should we be satisfied that all IT issues were thoroughly excluded 
as the cause for inventory discrepancies? I personally don't believe so. An independent IT expert with 
the education and a history in the field could have been consulted. It's so much easier to point a finger 
and assume. 
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Mr. John W. Scott 
Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 

RE: OIG Preliminary Report, Reference #OIG 14-012 

I apologize if I missed it, but it appears both reports fail to mention that during the property room audit 
conducted by Mr. Joel Penny a few years previous, money was believed to be "found" and unaccounted 
for. It's my understanding that the money was delivered to the bank for deposit. Was this "found 
money" reconciled as part of the alleged missing money? 

As I mentioned previously, a few of the statements included in the preliminary report appear inaccurate 
and unreliable. Just one example of numerous inaccurate statements provided by Internal Affairs 
Lieutenant Jack Anterio referenced inherent bias because I allegedly once served in the Vice, Intelligence 
and Narcotics Unit with Mr. Granteed and Mr. Nevins during my tenure with the Agency. Contrary to 
Lieutenant Anterio's assumption, I never served in such a capacity. His statement, above all, should 
have been vetted for inaccuracies and for its ultimate reliability. Even the Hollywood Police Department 
Internal investigative conclusion was based on much assumption. A reliable investigative conclusion 
must consider all relevant facts, avoiding "tunnel vision". This investigation strayed from its original 
purpose after my retirement. It clearly failed to exclude every reasonable cause that could have resulted 
in property unit discrepancies. The investigative direction during my tenure as Police Chief was to 
methodically explore every reasonable factor that may have contributed to property unit discrepancies 
without rushing to judgement. This multi-front investigation appeared to have been quickly abandoned 
following my retirement, leaving only assumption and innuendo for the State Attorneys' Office to 
review. 

As I made clear during our discussions and should require no further clarification, I, not my successor, 
insisted upon an investigation to uncover what began as a minor discrepancy in the property unit. The 
potential of finding further discrepancies in the unit inventory did not sway me from our investigative 
purpose, which is why I was always entirely forthcoming and transparent about every detail of the 
investigation with the City Manager and Public Safety Director. From the beginning of my tenure, it was 
my concern of potential discrepancies that motivated me to request the City Managers I served, for 
funds to conduct a formal audit of our property division and was denied on each occasion. I asked for 
additional qualified personnel and was advised to "operate with less". I argued against the "bumping 
seniority" process affecting the unit and was told to accept it. In one conversation with the City 
Manager, who clearly noticed my sense of frustration, the Manager recommended I read a book about a 
captured soldier who was a POW during WWII". I knew then, there was a failure to grasp the gravity of 
the situation. In all due fairness, the financial decisions of the Mayor and Commissioners, at the time, 
which ultimately lead to declare financial urgency, didn't help matters. 

My successor, on the other hand was provided an "open checkbook" to conduct an audit and hire 
additional qualified personnel, and essentially anything he wanted to improve the conditions of the 
entire Police Department, and coincidentally, the property division. This "open checkbook" philosophy 
with the Police Department supplemented by using non-funded, non-commission authorized money 
(temp services) was ultimately investigated by your office and sustained for violations. 
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Mr. John W. Scott 
Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 

RE: OIG Preliminary Report, Reference #OIG 14-012 

I agree with the basic conclusion of your report that when appropriate resources including consistent 
funding for audits, training and qualified personnel are provided, discrepancies in a property division, 
even the size of Hollywood's, should be limited. Limited, because some discrepancy may be inevitable 
as with every large law enforcement property unit across the country. 

However, the investigation of what actually happened to the alleged missing money will never be 
satisfied until an independent expert in the field of Information Technology conducts a forensic audit of 
the Three Legacy Computer Systems and the integration transition process impact upon the property 
division inventory. Till then, we can continue to assume. 

As the report alluded, numerous agencies have had property room discrepancies for a variety of 
reasons. Reasons that are thoroughly reviewed without an ulterior motive. There was no valid reason 
the Hollywood Police Department investigation was prematurely presented to the State Attorneys' 
Office and made public. The new administration clearly had personal conflicts with my administration 
and the Police Union. Their direction was to discredit both. Unfortunately, the urgency to release the 
information from an otherwise incomplete investigation for political gain ultimately compromised the 
credibility of the investigation and its result. For these very reasons, the file was forwarded to your 
office for some type of conclusion which has been labeled "Gross Mismanagement". 

Again, thank you for your courtesy and professionalism. 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
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