


NARCOTICS DIVISION REVIEW
AND REVISION OF
RELEVANT SOPs

Introduction

The Houston Police Department conducted an administrative review of its Narcotics Division
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) regarding warrant service and the handling of confidential
informants in response to the warrant conducted at 7815 Harding Street on Janvary 28, 2019. The
Hatris County District Attorney’s Office and the United States Department of Justice are
conducting a criminal investigation into the incident. The criminal investigations being conducted
by the Harris County District Attorney’s Office and the United States Department of Justice are
not the subject of this review. The Houston Police Department has fully cooperated with all
requests made by the Barris County District Attorney’s Office and the Department of Justice.

The Houston Police Department’s Internal Affairs Division has conducted a separate
administrative inquiry to investigate allegations of officer misconduct.

As a result of this administrative review, the department made revisions to its Narcotics Division
SOPs and took other action as described below.

Scope of Review

The time frame covered by this review was from January 1, 2016, to January 28, 2019. The review
examined case files, SOPs, offense reports, and confidential informant files. Included in the
review were all cases generated by former Senior Police Officers Goines and Bryant from January
1, 2016 to January 28, 2019. Also included in the review was a representative sample of Narcotics
General Enforcement Squads 9, 10, 14, and 15.

The scope of this review included the followiﬁg SOPs:
Narcotics Standard Operating Procedures relating to warrant preparation, warrant service,
and confidential informants. SOPs 100/2.03, 200/1.01, 200/1.02, 200/1.05, 200/1.12,
200/1.15, 200/1.22, 200/1.35

Revisions to SOPs;

s A Narcotics lieutenant must be present during the service of any warrant at a dwelling or
business that may involve forced entry. '

o Search and arrest warrant tactical plans will be reviewed by the case agent’s chain of command
up to the division commander.




~ “No Knock” warrants now require approval by the Chief of Police or his designee and service
by the Houston Police Department’s Tactical Operations Division’s Special Weapons and
Tactics (SWAT) Team. '

The Narcotics Tactical Team (NTT) was established to provide a uniformed enforcement
component in the Narcoties Division. The NTT’s assighments include serving knock and
announce warrants.

Search watrant requests will only be signed by a District Court Judge or the twenty-four-hour
magistrate. Warrants will no longer be signed by a municipal court judge.

Finalized and implemented the plan to equip investigators with body-worn cameras (BWCs).
Narcotics Division investigators are required to wear BWCs when taking the following
enforcement action: :

All entry team members will wear a BWC.

BWC will be activated before leaving raid vehicle.

The BWC may only be turned off afier entry is made and the scene is secured.
Video will be taken to document interior and exterior of scene prior to search.
Still photos will be taken of iteras as they are seized.

000 COQ

All confidéntial informants will have an arrest/criminal activity check conducted annually to
assess continued suitability and reliability. :

An electronic case management system for comprehensive tracking of cases has been
implemented, thus eliminating paper case files.

Additional detail required on documentation of contact(s) with Cls, including all conversations
(electronic and in person). The documentation shall include the date, location (if applicable),
type of communication, persormel present for the meeting and purpose for the conversation.

A Narcotics Division lieutenant will conduct a face-to-face biannual review of randomly
selected informants from each officer who has a registered confidential informant.

NOTE: Entire Standard Operating Procedure manual was revised in December 2019 to reflect

operational changes.
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Executive Summary

In February 2019, Chief of Police (COP) A. Acevedo ordered an investigative audit of the
Narcotics Division General Enforcement Squads to determine if policies and procedures
were adhered to, during a warrant service at 7815 Harding St. This incident brought into
question the procedures used by Narcoties Division case agents in regards to warrant
development/service and handling of informants.

A separate internal affairs investigation was conducted to document incidents of officer
and supervisory misconduct. The audit revealed policy violations due to administrative
errors committed by Narcotics case agents and supervisors. The review concluded that
case agents did not follow policies related to warrant services, operations planning, and
handling of confidential informants. As a result of the audit, the team chose six policies
for revision.

It is important to note that the audit did not confirm criminal activity occurring between a
confidential informant and a Narcotics case agent. The review revealed numerous errors
related to confidential informant payments, but a coriclusion of illegal activity is not
possible without the ability to-interview the confidential informant or witnesses. The
Harris County District Attorney’s Office is conducting an independent review to determine
if any criminal activity occurred. '

Based on the findings during the preliminary Internal Affairs investigations, the COP made
a formal request to the Harris County District Attorney’s Office requesting dismissal of all
cases involving Senior Police Officers (SPO) Goines and Bryant that have not received a
final conviction. This request was granted and resulted in the dismissal of over two dozen
cases.

The COP also immediately halted the use of “No Knock” warrants within the Narcotics
Division. The review documents issues with the request, documentation, and service of
“No Knock” warrants. All policies and procedures related to “No Knock” warrant requests
were substantially revised to comply with the COP orders.

Objectives -

The audit objectives are to assess the Narcotics Division policies and procedures specific
to warrant service, operations planning, and handling of confidential informants. The audit
will cover all records, reports, and financial data generated from the use of confidential
informants (receipts, expense letters...etc.) during the period of January 28, 2016 to
January 28, 2019. '

The results of the audit will decrease risks associated with high-risk narcotics operations
for both the officer and citizen. Supervisory oversight will also improve due to the
deficiencies discovered during the audit process.




Methodology

The scope of this audit includes a systemic and analytical review of the following:

a. Narcotics Standard Operating procedures of operations, warrant service, and
handling of confidential informants.

b. Implementation of immediate changes to the approval procedures of “No Knock”
and “Knock and Announce” watrants. '

c. Case audit of SPO G. Goines #82651, and S. ﬁryant #106620, from January 28,
2016 to January 28, 2019.

d. Case audit of General Enforcement Squads 14 and 15 from January 28, 2017 to
January 28, 2019. .

e. Case audit of General Enforcement Squads 9 and 10 from January 28, 2017 to
January 28, 2019. :

f. A comprehensive review of all informants handled by SPOs Goines and Bryant.

g. A comprehensive review of all expense letters and receipts filed by SPOs Goines
and Bryant.

h. Review of expenses relating to the use of the Confidential Informant which led to
the drafting of a search warrant at 7815 Harding and payment made as a result of
warrant service. :

The audit team examined physical records and any/all electronic records and database that
contained information relating to cases generated by the target officers and squads. The
Narcotics Division granted access to their Narcotics Division database, Confidential
Informants database, SOPs, and records room.

Narcotics Division Standard Operating Procedures

The Narcotics Audit team reviewed seven Narcotics SOPs, which specifically dealt with
the procedures used to develop a case, conduct narcotics search warrants and handling of
confidential informants. The audit revealed that six of seven SOPs lacked supervisory
sufficient oversight. Changes were made to increase supervisory control. The SOPs
subject to review were:

a. 200/1.01: Establishing Criteria for Investigations
The SOP revealed sufficient guidance in establishing investigations.



b. 200/1.02: Activity Authorization and Notification

d

-

A Narcotics Lieutenant must be present during the service of any warrant ata dwelling
or business which may involve forced entry. The case agent’s supervisor will be
responsible for:

o Ensuring the Operational Plan is presented to participating personnel.

e Providing necessary safety equipment.

Directing surveillance.

Security of undercover officers.

Entry to dwelling or residence.

Axrest and security of suspects.

Ensuring a “Secondary Search” of the premises for suspects is completed, before
calling the location clear. 8

Search Assignments.

Recovery and submission of evidence and money.

Coordinating transportation of prisoners.

Securing premises upon completion.

. 200/1.05: Narcotics Operational Plan

The SOP was changed to require lieutenant approval before the service of any warrant,
flash, buy-bust or any instance the squad lieutenant deems appropriate. Narcotics
Division officer’s liaison with many outside agencies to complete their mission. The
SOP now requires notification to the Division Commander and Squad Lieutenant if any
outside agencies participate in any operation. A separate policy is currently under
development to comply with the Chief of Police decision to require Narcotics officers
to wear body-worn cameras (BWC) when taking enforcement action.

200/1.12: Search Warrants/Buy Busts and Open-Air Investigations

Supervisory oversight before the service of a search warrant has been revised.
Supervisors are now required to review investigative efforts which support the search
warrant affidavit. Although supervisors were trained by the Narcotics Training Unit to
review all search warrant affidavits, the SOP did not explicitly require supervisory
review.

All entry team member$ will wear body-worn cameras. The case agent, not the affiant,

will be responsible for; - '

e Completing the offense report.

o Filing proper charges.

e No later than three whole days after executing a search warrant, the officer shall
return the search warrant to the court of original jurisdiction.

e Securing a certified copy of the search warrant.

e Obtaining a certified copy of the return.

o Upload a digital copy of the certified Return to Intellinetics of the RMS report,

ensuring the certification stamp is included.



When conducting “Open Air” operations, the Case Agent will notify a Narcotics
supervisor at the beginning and end of the operation. Case agents will request EMS

assistance/presence during service of any warrant on a residence or business requiring
forced entry. :

e. 200/1.15: Handling of Contraband an Evidence
The SOP revealed sufficient guidance in establishing procedures used to recover and
tag narcotics evidence and handle currency seizures.

£, 200/1.22: Handling Confidential Informants
Handling of confidential informants required careful revision to avoid future
mishandling of informants. Supervisory oversight of all investigations involving a
confidential informant has been enhanced. Supervisors will also verify the veracity of
all confidential informants’ information, especially any information leading to the
issuance of a search or arrest warrant,

Revisions to SOP 200/1.22 were:

e A case agent is not allowed to use a family merdber as an informant.

e Case agents will document all conversations (electronic or telephonic) with a
a confidential informant. Documentation will consist of the following: -

A. Personnel present for the meeting.
B. Purpose of the conversation.

e A narcotics supervisor will meet with each case agent on a monthly basis to discuss
the status of each confidential informiant assigned to or used by the case agent.
Supervisots will ensure each officer is correctly utilizing their informants and abide
by all policies and procedures,

g. 200/1.35: Noise Flash Diversionary Device (N IDD)
The SOP revealed sufficient guidance in establishing procedures used to deploy
NEDD during the service of a search warrant.

Implement immediate changes to the approval
procedures for “No Knock” and ‘Knock and

Announce” search warrants.

On February 19,2019, Chief Acevedo temporarily ceased the use of “No Knock” watrants.
“No Knock” warrants now require COP approval and the use of the Houston Police
Department’s Tactical Operations Division, Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) Team.

The Narcotics Division immediately modified their tactics in “No Knock” and “Knock and
Announce” warrants. The Narcotics Division will train officers on the following skill sets:
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o New operational plan for the division (to include a checklist for warrant
preparation). _

o Quarterly classroom training to discuss policy updates, relevant laws, and legal
ramifications with a specific focus on supervisory awareness. The Narcotics
Division currently conducts quarterly firearms training. The curriculum will now
include a minimum of an hour of training pertaining to policy discussion.

o Scenario-based training to include:

a. Shields
b. Breach and assess
¢. Slow and Deliberate Searches ‘

e Search warrant requests requiring the signature of a District Court Judge.

e Narcotics Division will only conduct “Knotk and Announce” warrants.

o The Narcotics Division Commander will establish a “Warrant” team used explicitly
for “Knock and Announce” warrants, The “Warrant” team will also be available
to assist Narcotics Case Agents in‘undercover operations. B,

e Narcotics Divisions Case Agents will employ the use of a BWC during all
enforcement operations. :

Post case audit of SPO G. Goines #82651, and S.
Bryant #106620, from January 28, 2016 to January
28, 2019. |

The Natcotics Audit Team reviewed all cases conducted by SPO Goines and SPO Bryant
from January 28, 2016 to January 28, 2019. In total, 231 cases were audited. The audit
team obtained all cases from the Narcotics Case Tracking Database. In addition to an
electronic review, the team physically reviewed each case file.

The review also included all officers on the case tracking sheet generated by either SPO
Goines ot SPO Bryant. The results of the audit documented the number of times SPO
Goines or SPO Bryant worked with each other as “Co-Case Agents.” The review will also
record the number of times a case agent employed the use of a confidential informant.

Senior Police Officer G. Goines Cases 2016 - 2019

Figure 1 illustrates the number and type of cases SPO Goines conducted from January 1,
2016 to January 28, 2019. SPO Goines payroll number was associated with a total of 84
cases listing him as the primary case agent in the Narcotics Case Tracking Database. It is
important to note that the Narcotics Case Tracking Database contains etrors which are
human data entry exrors. The possibility exists that SPO Goines generated reports which
are not in the Narcotics Case Tracking Database. The statistics provided in this report were
obtained solely from the Narcotics Case Tracking Database, HPD Record Management
System (RMS), and the HPD Property Room database "BEAST.”



Figure 1 is an illustration of the type of cases SPO Goines engaged in as the primary officer
from January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019. Table 1 provides percentages of the nature and
number of cases SPO Goines engaged in as the primary officer. In 38% of the cases, SPO
Goines involved the use of an informant, and the case was titled “Controlled Buy.” As a
result of the controlled buys, SPO Goines second highest activity involved the use of search
warrants, which in total equaled 36%. In total, SPO Goines cases with an informant
equaled 74% of his documented caseload.

SPO GOINES CASES 2016 - 2019

Street Pop/PCS 1%, 1
Street Pop/DCS
Street Pop
Search Warrant/POM
search Warranl/PCS w intent
Search Warrant/PCs
Search Warrant/DCS
Search Warrant
Investigation Narcotics
Found Natcalics
Des

Controlled Buy I
Buy Walk =

0

Figure 1 SPO Goinés Total Cases 2016 — 2019

The audit also examined the number of cases SPO Goines is listed as the primary officer
and the officer he worked with the most cases with.. The Narcotics Case Tracking Database
possésses the ability to track the name and payrolls of the primary and secondary officers
asSigned to the case. The database also has the cap ability of adding eight additional officers
to the case tracking sheet.

Figure 2 indicates SPO Goines worked 38% Of his cases with SPO - SPO

ctired in February 2019 after the incident at 7815 Harding St. occurred. Figure
2 illustrates SPO Goines anchonducted 15 controlled buys during the period of
January 1, 2016 to January 2§, 2019. The audit did not reveal any misconduct committed
by SPO A _




SPO GOINES & CASES 2016 -

|
Streel Pop/0CS

Street Pop

Search Warrant/POM

Search Warrant/pcs

Search Warrant/DCs

Search Warrant

Investigation Narcoltics

Controlled Buy

b3 10

Figure 2 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Goines and MWK 2016 - 2019

During the same petiod, SPO Bryant assisted SPO Goines in 27% of his cases, with the
majority consisting of 17 controlled buys. SPO Goines also listed several members of his
squad supporting him in his cases, but it was interesting to note that none of the
investigations involved a controlled buy.

SPO GOINES AND BRYANT CASES 2016 - 2019
Street Pop/DCS
Search Warrant
lavestigation Narcolics

Controlled Buy

Figure 3 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Goines and Bryant 2016 — 2019




specifically in cases involving controlled buys and informants, SPO Goines
Uhlized several members of his squad, but as illustrated in Fig. 4, none of the investigations
involved a controlled buy or a confidential informant. Squad members mostly assisted in
cases involving the execution of a search warrant or street pop. Table 1 represents the
percentage of cases SPO Goines worked with SPO ‘ Bryant, and members of his
squad.

The audit i'evealed SPO Goines primarily worked narcotics cases with Officers Bryant and

SPO GOINES AND SQUAD CASES 2016 - 2019

Street Pop/PCS 3.70%, 1

Street Pop/DCS
Street Pop 7.01%, 2

Search Warrant/POM 3.70%, 1

Search Warrant/PCS w intent 3.70%, 1
Search Warrant/PCS

search Warrant/DCS 3.70%, 1
Search Warrant
DCS
Buy Walk

Figure 4 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Goines and Squad 2016 — 2019

~ Officer Payroll Number of Cases Percentage of

e Worked Cases Worked
Bryant : 1 " 28 27%
Squad = . | Assorted 27 32%
#**Goines worked 2 cases NA 2 2%
where there is no

‘Secondary Officer Listed
' Total 84 100.00%

Table 1 Percentage of Cases Worked by SPO Goines and other Oficers between 201 6-2019

Senior Police Officer S. Bryant Cases 2016 - 2019

Figure 5 illustrates the number and type of cases SPO Bryant conducted from January 1,
2016 to January 28, 2019. SPO Bryant payroll number was associated with a total of 147
cases listing him as the primary case agent in the Narcotics Case Tracking Database.
Figure 5 is an illustration of the type of cases SPO Bryant engaged in as the primary officer
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from January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019. Table 3 provides percentages of the type and
number of cases SPO Bryant engaged in as the primary officer. In 63% of the cases, SPO
Bryant involved the use of an informant and the case was titled “Controlled Buy.”

Primarily, as a result of controlled buys, SPO Bryant second highest activity involved the
use of a search warrant, which in total equaled 21%. In total, SPO Bryant cases with an
informant equaled 84% of his documented caseload.

SPO S. BRYANT TOTAL CASES 2016 - 2019

Traffic Stop/PCS

Tralfic Stop

Street Pop/DOM

Streel Pop/DCS

Street Pop

Search Warrant/POM

Search Warrant/PCS/POM
Search Warrant/Pcs 11%, 16

Search Warrant/Felon in Possession

i Search Warrant /POM

Search Warrant

Search Warrant

Investigation Narcotics

Controlled Buy

Buy Bust

80 90 100

Figure 5 SPO Bryant Total Cases 2016 — 2019

THe audit also examined the number of cases SPO Bryant is the primary officer and the
officer(s) he worked with the most. The Narcotics Case Tracking Database possesses the
ability to track the name and payrolls of the primary and secondary officers assigned to the
case. The database also has the capability of adding eight officers to the case tracking
sheet. £

Figure 6 indicates SPO Bryant worked 27% of his cases with SPO Goines. Figure 6 also
illustrates that SPO Bryant and Goines conducted 36 controlled buys during the period of
January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019. Even though SPO Bryant worked 75 cases with
vatious members of his squad, only 29 involved a controlled buy as compared to 36 with
SPO Goines.
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SPO BRYANT AND GOINES CASES 2016 - 2019
i

Traffic Stop
Street Pop/DCS
Search Warranl

Contralled Buy

Figure 6 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Bryant and Goines 2016 — 2019

During the same period, SPO g assisted SPO Exfyaﬁt in 21% of his cases with the
majority consisting of 27 controlled buys. '

SPO BRYANT AND CASES 2016-
2019

Street Pop/DOM
Street Pop/DCS
Search Warrant
Conliolled Buy

Buy Bust

(] 5 10 15 20

Figure 7 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Bryant and e 2016 — 2019

The audit revealed that SPO Bryant primarily worked narcotics cases with SPO Goines and
specifically cases involving controlled buys and informants. It is common
practice that case agents work with other case agents. SPO Bryant utilized several
members of his squad, but as illustrated in Fig. 8, the cases primarily involved the execution

of a search warrant or street pop. Table 2 represents the percentage of cases SPO Goines
worked with SPOd Bryant, and members of his squad.
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SPO BRYANT AND SQUAD CASES 2016-2019

Traffic Stop/PCS

Street Pop/DCS

Streel Pop

search Warrant/POM
Search Warrant/PCS/POM
Search Warrant/pcs
Search Warrant/Felon in Possession
Search Warranl /POM
Search Warrant

Search Warrant
Investigation Narcotics

Controlled Buy

Figure 8 Type of Cases Worked by SPO Bryant and Squad 2016 — 2019

Officer - Payroll Number of Cases Percentage of
Worked Cases Worked
E 31 21%
Goines : . 41, 27%
19 12%
6 4%%
; 2 1.36%
Assorted 44 -29.93%
' 4 2.72%
Total 147 100%

Table 2 Percentage of Cases Worked by SPO Bryant and other Officers between 2016 - 2019

During the time period of 2016 — 2019, SPO Bryant worked with Officers 2

and SPO wotked 19 total cases with SPO Bryant, with 18
consisting of controlled buys.: SPO. worked 6 total cases with SPO Bryant, with
100% of the cases consisting of controlled buys. SPO orked 4 total cases with SPO
Bryant, with 100% of the cases consisting of controlled buys. SPO worked 2 total
cases with SPO Bryant; with 50% of the cases consisting of controlled buys. ‘

Errors Associated with Cases Involving SPO Goines
and Bryant |

The audit reviewed a total of 231 investigations completed by SPO Goines and Bryant
between 2016—2019 to determine the types and frequency of errors discovered. The results
of the examination found 404 errors (some with multiple error’s in the same case tracking
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number). The error rates for e

ach documented category indicate a high percentage of

mistakes; particularly in the administrative categories. The results show a high level of
administrative errors and overall lack of attention to detail when completing case
paperwork.

The team placed the data into six distinct categories based on the type of errors. The
categories are:

1. Administrative
2. Informants
3. Evidence
4, Investigations
5. Offense Report
6. Operations
Administrative Errors
Code Error | Definition
Al No Blue Back The case file was jiot tumned on or the file was recreated by the
auditteam :
A2 No Case Tracking Number There was né Narcotics Division CT number created for this case
| A3 Case Tracking Error There are errors on the case tracking sheet
Ad Late Case Tracking Entry Case Tracking Sheet was entered late
AS Missing Case Review Sheet Case Review Sheet not attached to the case investigative file
A6 ‘| No Supervisor Signature on Case Review Sheet No ‘Supervisor Signaturé on Case Review Sheet
oo Confidential Informant Errors :
Cl Expense Report Error Errors on expense report relating to expenditures
c2 Unauthorized Informant Payment “Informant was paid prior to supervisory approval
C3 Expense Discrepancy Discrepancies between expense report and offense report
c4 Informant Documentation not Adequate CI payment form does not offer adequate information to justify
payment
C5 No Expense Letter : - | Expense Letter missing
; 7 Evidence Errors '
El Late Evidence Submittal ‘Evidence was submitted days after recovery
E2 Evidence Discrepancy Discrepancy between submission slip and offense report relating
: to date, weight, or other inconsistencies
E3 Evidence Submission Slips Missing No evidence submission slips found in case file
Sy Investigation Errors
11 Thoroughness of Investigation Report was missing portions of the investigation which questioned
= g procedural issues relating to the warrant or arrest
G, A Offense Report Exrors
Ol Inadequate Offense Report Casc lacked sufficient details to explain PC or procedural errors
£ discovered
02 Incomplete Offense Report Report lacked supplements, narratives and errors
03 Late Report Entry Report completed weeks or months post incident
Operations Errors
S1 Supervisory Conduct Supervisor not present when required
Tl Tactical Plan Tactical plan not signed or missing
w1 Late Warrant Return ‘Warrant returned late to the courts
w2 Warrant Discrepancy Numerous errors on warrants
W3 | Warrant Procedural Errors Search and arrest warrants based on controlled buys by informants
with vague information. These should be just search warrants
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W4d No Search warrant in case file No search warrant in case file
W5 No Warrant Retum Search warrant not returned to court
Z1 No errors found No errors

Table 3 Error Codes and Definitions

Figure 9 documents the type and number of errors committed by SPO Goines and Bryant.
Table 3 includes the definition of each error code. “Missing Case Review Sheet” attributed
to the most significant portion of errors (29%), but of more substantial concern was “Late
Evidence Submittal,” which was 17%.

Total Errors by Goines and Byrant 2016-2019

Warrant Praocedural Error [= 3%, &
Warrant Discrepancy | 3%, 6
Unauthorized Informant Payment  [====="7 6%, 14
Thoroughness of lnvestigation
Tactical Plan
Supervisory Conduct
No Warrant Return
Mo Search Warranl in Case File
No Expe
Mo Criors
Mo Case Tracking Number
No Blue Back
Missing Case Review Sheel 29%, 63
Lale Warranl Reluin [ (%, 14
Lale Reporl Enlry A%, 9
Late Evidence Submiltal [ ——— 705, 40
Late Case Tracking Enlry T 16%, 36
Informant Documentation Not Adequate
Incomplete Offense Report
Inadequate Olfense Report
Expense Report Error
Expense Discrepancy
Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Evidence Discrepancy

s

Case Tracking Error || ———— 11, 33

40 50 60

Figure 9 Types of Errors in Cases Associated to Goines and Bryant
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Documentation of Case Errors Committed by SPO

Goines 2016 —2019

The Narcotics Audit Team also investigated 84 cases SPO Goines generated to determine
the number and frequency of errors found in each case. In Figure 10, the Audit Team
discovered that SPO Goines failed to deposit recovered narcotics in a timely fashion. SPO

Goines failed to tag the drugs into the evidence box before the end of his shift 48% of the

time. Confirmation of the conclusion was verified by a review of the LMS system to
compare the recovery of the evidence and receipt by the Houston F orensic Science Center.
Other recurting issues stemmed from “Expense Discrepancies” (27%), “Missing Case
Review Sheets” (29%), “Case Tracking Errors” (23%), and “Failure to Complete a Tactical

Plan” (25%).

T

SPO Goines Errors 2016 - 2019

Warrant Procedural Ertor
Warranl Discrepancy
Unauthorized Infarmant Payment
Thoroughness of Investigation
Tactical Plan

No Warrant Return

No Search Warrant in Case File
No Errors

Mo Case Tracking Numbey

Mo Blue Back

Missing Case Review Sheet

Late Warranl Return

Late Evidence Submittal

Late Case Tracking Entey
Informant Documentation Not Adeguate
Incomplete Offense Report
Inadequate Offense Report
Expense Report Errol

Expense Discrepancy

Cvidence Submission Slips Missing

Cvidence Discrepancy

Case Tracking Error

- ns 14
2%, 2

— 4% 3
%, 3

———————

8%, 7

—————————————ee et

4%, 3

— O
) /0, q

T 1%, 1

Sy

17%, 14

27% 23

/n,

23%, 19

20 25

Figure 10 All Errors in Cases Pertaining to Goines 2016 — 2019

48%, 40
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Documentation of Case Exrors Committed by SPO
Bryant 2016 — 2019

The Narcotics Audit Team also investigated 147 cases to determine the number and
frequency of errors found in each of SPO Bryant cases. Figure 15 revealed that SPO
Bryant’s most consistent error was ensuting the “Missing Case Review Sheet” (31%) was
attached to the investigation. SPO Bryant failed to turn in the case file after the
investigation in 26 of the 147 cases (18%). -Other recurring issues stemmed from “Late
Case Tracking Entry” (16%), “Case Tracking Errors” (10%), and “Thoroughness of the
Investigation” (10%). :

SPO Byrant Errors 2016-2019

Warrant Procedural Error 0%, 6
Warrant Discrepancy
Thoroughness of Investigation 10%, 14
Tactical Plan
supervisory Conduct
Mo Warrant Return
No Expense Letler
Mo Errors
Mo Blue Back 18%, 26

e ——E .
31%, 46

Mlissing Case Review Sheet

PR I o
594, 7

Late Warrant Relurn 5
Late Report Entry [T 6%, 9

pl

U —
16%, 24

Lale Case Tracking Enlry

Je—

Incomplete Otfense Report 5%,
Inadequate Offense Report
Expense Discrepancy
Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Cvidence Discrepancy

Case Tracking Crior

Figure 11 All Errors in Cases Pertaining to Bryant 201 6-2019




Post case audit of South General Enforcement
Squads 14 and 15, from January 28, 2017 to
January 28, 2019.

Narcotics South General Enforcement Squads 14 and 15 are housed at the Southeast
Division. The South General Enforcement Squad consists of squads 14 & 15. Both squads
are commanded by one lieutenant. Each squad has 2 sergeants, 8 to 9 officers, and 1
Narcotics K-9 officer.

The review covered two years commencing on Januaty 28, 2017, and ending on January
28, 2019. During this period both squads completed a total of 981 individual
investigations. The audit team conducted a review of 107 “Case Tracking” numbers from

Narcotics General Enforcement Squads 14 & 15 from January 28,201, to January 28,2019.

“Case Tracking” numbers are computer génerated figures which contain a minimum of 1
offense report number, “Case Tracking” numbers may contain more than one offense
reports numbers. s :

The audit team reviewed 173 offense teport numbers to include all records associated with -

the investigation, such as expense records, warrant reviews, and informant payments.
Individual “Case Tracking” numbers may contain several different case numbers within
the case file,

Figure 12 displays the numbers of cases (173) audited from South General Enforcement
Squads 14 & 15 from 2017 to 2019. It also lists the percentage of the cases both squads
worked during the same period. The data indicates “Controlled Buy” cases account for
38% of both squads® cases. A “Controlled Buy” usually involves the use of informant.

The Second highest percentage was “Search Warrants”, which accounted for 30% of
nafcotics enforcement efforts.
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South General Enforcement Squads 14 & 15
Cases 2017 - 2017

Traffic Stop
Theflt
Street Pop
Search Warranl
Investigation Narcotics 8%, 13
Controlled Buy e ——————————— e 38, B¢
Buy Walk |77 4%, 7

Buy Bust [ 3%, 5

0 10

Figure 12 Number of Types of Cases & Percentages Worked by South General Enforcement Squads 14 & 15
Years 2017 — 2019 _

The Audit Team also focused on the type and frequencies of errors committed by members
of South General Enforcement Squads 14 and 15. Both squads committed a total of 306
errors in the 173 case numbers that were audited. The most frequent error documented was
“Missing Case Review Sheet” (34%). Also noted were deficiencies in “Thoroughness of
Investigation” (27%), “Late Report Entry” (24%), and “Late Case Tracking Entry” (24%).
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South General Enforcement Squads 14 & 15
Errors 2017 - 2019

Warrant Procecural Error  [== 11%, 19
Warrant Discrepancy [™ 2%, 4
Unauthorized Informant Payment  |™F 3%, 5
Thoroughness of Investigation S ————————————————————— 1%, 16
Tactical Plan
Supervisory Conducl
No Search Warrant in Case File
Mo Errors
Mo Case File Review Sheet
ivlissing Case Review Sheet 34%, 58
Late Warrant Return 12%, 21
Late Report Entry e ———————————————————— 24%, 4]
Late Evidence Submittal
Late Case Tracking Enlry 24%, 41
Incomplete Offense Report
Inadequale Offense Report
Expense Discrepancy
Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Evidence Discrepancy

Case Tracking Ertror

5

Figure 13 South General Enforceinent Types of Case Errors 201 7102019

South General Enforcement 'Squad 14 Audit

South Géneral Enforcement Squad 14 consisted of 8 officers on the evening of January 28,
2019. A review of the Narcotics Database revealed that as a squad, they completed a total
of 527 cases from January 1, 2017, to January 28, 2019. The Audit Team audited 77 of the
527 cases. Figure 14 documents the number and type of cases officers assigned to squad
14 conducted. :

“Controlled Buys” account for 29% of the cases generated by squad 14. “Search Warrants”
account for 15% of the cases. The second-highest percentage was “Street Pops” at 27%.
Controlled buys and seatch watrants account for 44% of squad 14 total cases. Other
categories each range under 10%.
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South General Enforcement Squad 14 Total
Cases 2017-2019

UC BUY/WALK

v, 30

UC BUY/BUST » 1%, 35

TRAFFICSTOP | 5%, 25
0 BE WARRANT 0%, 1

STREET POP e 27%, 140
SEARCH WARRANT [ 150, 77

ON-VIEW

MMDP
INVS NARCOTICS [ 8%, 40
FOUMD NARCQOTICS

DISPATCHED
COMTROLLED BUY T 2094, 154
CONSENT TO SEARCH |7
ARREST WARRANT H
140 160 180

Il Cases South General Enforcement Squad 14 Years 2017 — 2019

Figure 14 Number of A

A review of Squad 14 case etrors indicates administrative issues in case management as
the primary problem. The most common etror occurred under the category of “Missing
Cage Review Sheet”. -In 39% of the audited cases, the case review sheet was missing.
This sheet is expected to be reviewed by a sergeant and lieutenant to ensure all components
of the case are in the packeét, and the offense report is sufficient to explain the investigation.

The second most erred item was “Thoroughness of Investigation” (36%). Case agents
failed to document pertinent details in the offense report, such as who was present, location
of the evidence, and other information that would aid the prosecution. Lastly, “Late Case
Tracking Entry” was the third most committed error at 25%. This error is committed when
the case agent fails to document any changes, or the entry contains errors to the case
tracking sheet on the location of arrest, site of the incident, arrest data, evidence recovered,
and other details of the event. “Expense Discrepancy” errors account for 8% of errors.
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SQUAD 14 ERROR TOTALS

Warrant Procedural Error (T 9%, 7
Warrant Discrepancy
Unaulhorized Informant Paymenl
Thoroughness of Investigation I 2G%, 28
Taclical Plan 12%, 9
Mo Lrrors
No Case File Review Sheet
iMlissing Case Review Sheat 39%, 30
Late Warrant Return
Late Report Entry 23%, 18
Late Case Tracking Entry R — 25%, 19
Incomplete Offense Reporl 12%, 9
Expense Discrepancy
Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Evidence Disciepancy

Case Tracking Errror

Fig

South General Enforcement Squad 15 Audit

Sguth General Enforcement Squad 15 consisted of nine officers (excluding the K-9 officer)
on the evening of January 28, 2019, A review of the Narcotics Database revealed that as a
squad, they completed a total of 443 cases from January 1, 2017, to January 28, 2019. The
Audit Team audited 50 “Case Tracking” numbers which equals to 57 case numbers Figure
16 documents the number and type of cases that were audited by the Audit team for officers
to squad 15. :

ure 15 South General Enforcement Squad 14 Total Error Count Year 2017 to 2019

The majority of the casés officers assigned to squad 15 completed were “Street Pops™
which account for 35% of their case load. “Controlled buys” are the second-highest at
28%. “Search Warrants” are 17% of the cases conducted by squad 15. Search warrants
and controlled buys account for 45% of their cases.
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South General Enforcement Squad 15 Total
Cases 2017 - 2019

UC BUY/WALK B 2%, 10

UC BUY/BUST 2o, 13

TRAFFIC STOP 2%, 9
TO BE WARRANT |1 0%, 2

STREET POP ™
SEARCH WARRANT [ ——

ON-VIEW 3%, 14

INVS NARCOTICS [T 6%, 25
FOUND NARCOTICS | 0%, 2

DISPATCHED B 1%.6
CONTROLLED BUY i O

CNTRL DELIVERY 0%, 1

ARREST WARRANT [ 0%, 2

60 30 100 120

Figure 16 South General Enforcement Squad 15 Type of Cases

A review of Squad 15 case errors indicates similar to Squad 14. Administrative issues in
case matiagement was the primary problem. Missing case reviews account for 49% of the
errors. The second most erred item was “Late Report Entry” (40%). Case agents failed to
complete their original offense reports or supplements in a timely fashion; some
supplements were entered months after the incident occurred. Lastly, “Late Case Tracking
Entry” was the third most committed etror at 39%. This error is committed when the case
agent fails to document any changes, or the entry contains errots to the case tracking sheet
on the location of arrest, site of the incident, arrest data, evidence recovered, and other
details of the event. “Expense Discrepancy” accounted for 7% of the errors.
documentation. ;
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SQUAD 15 TOTAL ERRORS

Warrant Procedural Crror 2%, 12
Warrant Discrepancy
Unauthorized Informant Payment
Thoroughness of Investigation
Tactical Plan

Supervisory Conduct

Mo Search Warrant in Case File
Mo Errors

Missing Case Review Sheel

Late Warrant Retuin

I 186, L0

: L — X
Late Reporl Enlry 40%, 23

Lale Evidence Submittal

Late Case Tracking Entry
Incomplete Offense Report
Inadequate Offense Report
Expense Discrepancy

Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Evidence Discrepancy

Case Tracking Crrror

Figure 17 South General Enforcement Squad 15 Total Error Count Year 2017 to 2019

Post case audit of North General Enforcement
Squads 9 and 10, from January 01, 2017 to June
2019. ]

The Narcotics ﬁorth General Enforcement Squad was previously commanded by

Lieutenant and are housed at the North and Midwest Divisions. The North
General Enforcement squads consist of two squads, Squads 9 and 10. During the time
period of January 1, 2017 and January 28, 2019, Squads 9 and 10 consisted of the following
personnel and supervisors:

North Commander: Lt.

Squad
Sgt.
Sgt.

Squad 10
Sgt.
Sgt.

(HIDTA)
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* Indicates personnel who transferred from North to South General Enforcement
and wete counted as part of the South Audit.

The review covered two years, commencing on January 1, 2017, and ending on January
28, 2019, During this period both squads conducted a total of 1286 individual
investigations. The audit team conducted a review of 131 “Case Tracking” numbers from
North General Enforcement Squads 9 and 10 from January 28, 2017 to January 28, 2019,
There will be several officers whose cases are not listed on the above list because they
transferred out of the division or into a new squad. Cases conducted by the two K9 officers
are not part of the audit because K9 officers do not generally initiate cases. The audit team
reviewed 252 case numbers to include all records associated with the investigation, such
as expense records, warrant reviews, and informant payments. Individual “Case Tracking”
numbers may contain several different case numbers within the case file.

Figure 22 displays the numbers of cases the Audit Team audited from North General
Enforcement Squads 9 and 10 from 2017 to 2019, It also lists the percent of the cases both
squads worked during the same period. The data indicates that in 45.24% of the cases,
both squads worked “Controlled Buy” cases which involved an informant. The second
highest percentage was “Search Warrants” which accounted for 25.40% of narcotics
enforcement efforts.
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Types of Cases North General Enforcement Squads 9 and 10
2017 - 2019

UC Buy Walk ; 0.40%, Total, 1

Traffic Stop § 0.40%, Total, 1

Street Pop.

Search warrant/CT 18-0556
Search Warrant

|
25.40%, Total, 64 t
Investigation Narcotics E '
DCS
Controlled Delivery 1 0.40%, Total, 1 g | :

Controlled Buy Mﬂm,hm

Class C/ Non Nare ! | [ !
Buy Wall
Buy Bust

Arrest warrant

|
1
|

1.93%," Total, 5
7.14%, ToTﬂ, 18
0.40%, T‘loml, 1

k. 0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Figure 18 Number of Types of Cases & Percentages Worked by North General Enforcement Squads 9 & 10
Years 2017 — 2019 : .

The audit team then focused on the type and frequencies of errors committed by all North
General Enforcement Squads. North General Enforcement consisted of 38 officers during
2017- 2019, Tritotal, they committed 409 case errors in 252 cases. When compared to SPO
Goines and Bryant’s total errors, they committed seven more errors. When compared to
the 22 officers assigned to South General Enforcement squads 14 and 15 (367 errors in 173
cases over two years) they committed more mistakes due to the higher number of officers
assigned.
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NORTH GENERAL ENFORCEMENT TOTAL CASE ERRORS
SQUADS 9& 10,2017 - 2019

Case Tracking Errors

Evidence Discrepancy

Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Expense Discrepancy

Expense Report Error

Incomplete Offense Report

Late Case Tracking Entry
Late Report Entry

Late Warrant Return |
Missing Case Review Sheet ;

No Errors

No Search Warrant in Case File |

No Supervisor Signature on Case File Review Sheet
Supervisor Not Present When Required

Tactical Plan Missing |

Throughness of Investigation ﬁ

Unauthorized Informant Payment 1 1 | - |

Warrant Diserepancy ) 1 1 | 7 |

Warrant Procedural Errors = IO‘; 1 |

0 20 40 60 80
\

100

120

Figure 19 North General Enforcement Types of Case Errors 2017 to 2019
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o North General Enforcement Squads 9 & 10 Error Percentages

__________ Category .. Count l Percentage
Case TxaclungEnors e 91_ _.__‘__._.“.___2_2"0*%
Evidencs Discrepency | 18 . 440%
Bvidence Submission Slips Missing | 2| . 049%
Expense Discrepancy l A 1.96%
Expense Report Error 1 41 0.98%
Incomplete Offense Report . . | _ A 1.71%
Late Case Tracking Entry | s o 1907%
Late Report Enfry _ | o 54[ o 13.20%
Late WarrantReturn . v L _11.49%
Missing Case Review Sheet _ | i 1.71%
‘No Errors 5 | B i 0.98%
|No Search Warrant in Case File 5 o 11__“__ o 0.24%]
'No Supervisor Signature on Case File Review Sheet Ll _ 1061 g 25. 92%[
ESupelwsor Not Present When Required " |, _ 1' , - 0.24%
Tactical PlanMissing .. oo 10 2.44%
!Thoroughnesa of Investigation o Vb _i . 41‘_ o IQ%I
;Unauthmized Informant Payment e, | bl 0.24%|
Warrant Discrepancy - _ g ! s, 0. 52"45%;_'
IWau-ant Procedural Error 10| - 2.44%

Table 4 All Error Percemages for Norlh General Enforcement Squads 9& 10, 2017 t0 2019

North General Enforcement Squad 9 Audit

During 2017- 2019, North General Enforcement Squad 9 consists of a total of three
- ser geants and twenty officers. Squad 9 consists of the following officers;
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**K 9 Officers do not generate cases.
##Indicates personnel who transferred from North to South General Enforcement
and were counted as part of the South Audit.

A review of the Narcotics Database revealed that Narcotics Squad 9 completed a total of
854 cases from 2017 to 2019, The Audit Team audited 145 cases. Figure 24 documents
the number and type of cases completed by each officer assigned to squad 9. The average
case per year for each officer was approximately nine cases.

= - North General Enforcement Squads 9 Types.of Cases Conducted 3
2017 - 2019
|' - . . ‘ ) i Arrest warrant
- - s MCA R Y ‘ | i l —
e T s B R
| | 5 4 1 : 3 : —“ | | ©Buy Bust
| o 3, we 2w | l I
[ ——gEpet — 2| || B
m Sl | ; ;]), | L | . ! | ‘ Controlled buy
'l " mu!“ é 1 i 4 | ¢ ] i | | | L u Controlled Delivery
ol el | i | [ | | | |
“L 39 1: g 4 w3 | DCs
-5 g i ' 5 f | mInvestigation Narcotics
o, TG = S T t
ml i i -H 3 ﬂl ; ‘ eat_c warran
I"“ ii é " ¥ '—ﬁ - £ i | ’ L m Street Pop
m 2 { 2 : 2 : 1 : : o Traffic Stop
gy 2 Gmsie oA ' UC Buy Walk
L 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 ad

Figuire 20 Number of All Cases North General Enfarcemgn?Squad 9 Years 2017 - 2019
The Audit Team examined the types of cases Squad 9 typically completed. Table 15
documents 55 controlled buys, which equal to 38% of the cases. Search warrants (39)
accounted for the second-highest percentage (27%) of the cases. Controlled buys and
search warrants accounted for 65% of Squad 9 total enforcement activity.
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North General Enforcement Squad 9 Types of Cases Percentages 2017-2019

Type of Case Count Percentages

Arrest warrant 1 1%
Buy Bust 14 10%
Buy Walk 5 : 3%
Controlled Buy 55 38%
Controlled Delivery 1 1%
Delivery of a Controlled Substance 1 JE 1%
Investigation Narcotics 16 & 11%
Search warrant 398 =% 27%
Street Pop o Jl IS . 8%
Traffic Stop # L 1%
UC Buy Walk 1 - ; 1%
Grand Total | 145 100%

Table 5 Percentages of Types of Cases for North General Enforcement Squad 9 Years 2017 — 2019

A review of Squad 9 case errors indicates administrative issues in case management were
the primary problem. Approximately 25% of the cases were missing the case review sheet
which was required to be attached to the “Blue Back” when the case is turned in. This
sheet is expected to be reviewed by a sergeant and lieutenant to ensure all components of
the case are in the patket, and the offense report is sufficient to explain the incident.

The second most erred item was “Late Case Tracking Entry” (18.22%). This error is
committed when the case agent fails to document any changes, or the entry contains errors
to the case tracking sheet on the location of arrest, site of the incident, arrest data, evidence
recovered, and other details of the event. Lastly, “Late Report Entry” was the third most
cominitted error at 14.87%. The audit team did not discover any alarming errors on
expense documentation. : '
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Case Tracking Errors

Evidence Discrepancy

Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Expense Discrepancy

Expense Report Error

Incomplete Offense Report

Late Case Tracking Entry

Late Report Entl'y

Late Warrant Return

Missing Case Review Sheet

No Errors

No Supervisor Signature on Case File Review Sheet
Supervisor Not Present When Required
Tactical Plan Missing

Throughness of Investigation

Warrant Discrepancy

Warrant Procedural Errors

\

North General Enforcement Total Case Errors
Squads 9, 2017 - 2019

0 10

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 p

Figure 21 North Genéral Enforcement Squad 9 Total Error Count Year 201 ﬂo 2019
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i ~ North General Enforcement Squads 9 Exror Percentages I
| ____ Category Count |  Percentage
Case Trackmg E1rors _ . 8 , 2.970%
Evidence Discrepancy N ' 10 | - e
Evidence Submission Slips Mlssmg o i - 037%

Expense Discrepancy |6 | 2.23%

Expense Report Error ) 1.2 l 0.74%
Incomplete Offense Report 6 | 2.23%

Late Case Tracking Entry e 18.22%
|Late Report Entry N 14.87%
Late WarrantRetwn | 27 10.04%
Missing Case Review Sheet ; 6 & 2.23%

\No Errors Ly | 3 _% 1.12%

iNo Supervisor Slgnature on Case Fllc Rev1ew __‘__QZ___-_F % '24.91_‘Vg_+ ______
!Supe1v1501 Not Present When Required -1 ] 037% i
\Tactical Plan Missing e | 9 | 3.35% _ :
| Throughness of Investigation | @5 L 9.29% |
3Wa_rra_nt Discrepancy ' - | 0.37% ‘
1Wau‘ant Procedural Errors  uHe. 8 wm 2 97% __l
\Grand'Total . 269 |, 100.00% |

_ Tabfe 6 North General Enfor cement Squad 9 Error Percentages Year 2017 to 2019

North General Enforcement Squad 10 Audit

Duriig 2017- 2019, North General Enforcement Squad 10 conslsted of a total of three
sergeants and twenty officers. Squad 10 consists of the following officers;

squad 10, L. (Y

S5t M—TDTA) .
Sgt. SR .
Sgt. S

Ofc. Yl (Retl_réd)**

Ofc. -

Ofc. U (Retired)**
Ofc. CRIER

Ofe. N

Ofc. NG

Ofc. EG—_—_—

Ofc. YN—_

Ofc. (il -

Ofc. Wi (R ctired)**
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Ofc. AN_—
Ofc R (K9)
Ofc. (NN (K9)*

*9 Officers do not generate cases.
**Indicates personnel who retired.

A teview of the Narcotics Database revealed that Narcotics Squad 10 completed a total of
432 cases from 2017 to 2019. The Audit Team reviewed 109 cases. Figure 26 documents
the number and type of cases completed by each officer assigned to Squad 10. The average
case per officer per year is approximately ten cases.

ﬂ

North General Enforcement Squads 10 Types

of Cases Conducted 2017 - 2019
s m Buy Bust

I m Class C/ Non Narc
i ; m Controlled Buy

|

3

I
i

m Controlled Delivery

! : ! J 2 l | Investigation Narcotics
| m ! ' u Search warrant
" . ! |

< e i ‘ ' u Strect Pop

'f

i
|

|

2 A 6 8 10 12 14 16

o

\ il
Figure 22 Number of All Cases North General Enforcement Squad 10 Years 2017 — 2019

The audit team examined the types of cases Squad 10 typically conducted. Table 17
documents 58 controlled buys, which equal to 53% of the cases. Search warrants
accounted for the second-highest percentage (25%) of the cases. Controlled buys and
search warrants account for 78% of Squad 10 total enforcement activity.
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North General Enforcement Squad 10 Types of Cases Percentages 2017-2014
Type of Case Count Percentages

Buy Bust 5 5%

Class C/ Non Narc 1 1%

Controlled Buy 58 53%

Controlled Delivery 1 1%

Investigation Narcotics 6 6%

Search Warrant 27 & 25%

Street Pop ik O 10%

Grand Total 109 i 100%

Table 7 Percentages of Types of Cases for North General Enforcemem Squad 10 Years 2017 — 2019

A review of Squad 10 case errors indicates adihinistrative issues in case management were
the primary problem. Almost 28% of the cases were missing the case review sheet which
was required to be attached to the “Blue Back” when the case is turned in. This sheet is
expected to be reviewed by a sergeant and licutenant to ensure all components of the case
are in the packet, and the offense report is sufficient to éxplain the incident.

The second most erred item was “Late Case Tracking Entry” (20.71%). This error is
committed when the case agent fails to document any changes, or the entry contains errors
to the case tracking sheet on the location of arrest, site of the incident, arrest data, evidence
recovered, and other details of the event. Lastly, the third most erred item was “Late
Warrant” (14.29%). This error is committed vihen the case agent fails to return a search
watrant within three days of execution of the warrant. The audit team did not discover any
alarming errors in expense documentation.
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North General Enforcement Total Case Errors Squads 10, 2017 -
2019

Warrant Procedural Errors

Unauthorized Informant Payment

Throughness of Investigation

Tactical Plan Missing

No Supervisor Signature on Case File Review Sheet

No Searéh Warrant in Case File

Missing Case Review Sheet

Late Warrant Return

Late Report Entry

Late Case Tracking Entry
Incomplete Offense Report
Expense Report Error

Expense Discrepancy

Evidence Submission Slips Missing
Evidence Discrepancy

Case Tracking Errors

A

No Errors |

20

25

|
30

Figure 23 North General ﬁr;fbrsemém Squad 10 Total Error Count Year 2017 to 2019
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North General Enfotceme;_'tmé qﬁ%@élﬂ Ervor Percentages

i

.. Category | Count | Percentage
Case TrackingBreors b Lo 0% .
[Evidence Discrepancy . i 8 5.71%
Evidence Submission Slips Missing L 1] 0%
Expense Discrepancy ... 2 1.43%
Expense Report Error o _| 2 lu.m_.____,_l;ﬂ_?f/_" ___________
Incomplete Offense Report %_____‘_‘_M_w_______‘_“__} 1 f - 0.71%
Late Case Tracking Entry o 12099 l O 2071% |
LateReportBotty 14| 10.00% |
Tale WarantRotun o .| 20 14.29% N
Missing Case Review Sheet - | | 0.71% "r
NoBrrors e | 0.71% |
No Search Warrant in Case File | 1 [~ 071% |
No Supervisor Signature on Case File Review Sheet | 39 | © 2786% |
\Tactical Plan Missing . . 1| 0.71% |
EIhroughness of Investigation ; ] 1 6 _ 11 43%
'Unauthorized Informant Payment L ] | 0.71%
‘Warrant Procedural Ervors  19a.2 1.43%
'Grand Total 140 | 100.00%

" Table 8 North General Enforcement Squad 10 Erro;T?’;Eenrages Year 2017 to 2019

Comprehensive review of all informants handled
by SPO Goines.

A tomplete examination of SPO Goines’s confidential informant files includes a detailed
review of the following data: '

1. The total monetary amount of draws from SPO Goines expense report from
January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019.
a. During the time period listed above, SPO Goines was under the supervision of
three sergeants.

i. Sgt. GEMMER: SPO Goines drew $16,767.00 from Sgt. N
{i. Sgt.EEEEEP SPO Goines drew $2,720.00 from Sgt. Gy
iii. Sgt. @@y SPO Goines drew $34,755.00 from S gt SR

b. SPO Goines drew a total of $54,242.00 during January 1, 2016 to January 28,
2019. SPO Goines returned $24,808.00 during the same time period.
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SPO Goines Draws 2016 - Jan 2019

"
G.M. Goines 1 Coas >
sl
i
| $34,755.00
|
\ | , _ y

Figure 24 SPO Goines Draws 2016 - 2019

2. The total monetary amount of expenses from SPO Goines expense report from
January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019, are as follows:

a. From January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019, SPO Goines was under the
supervision of three sergeants. See Fig, 28, for a breakdown of expenses under
each supervisor.

i Set. CENNEERA $5,967.00.00
it Sgt. NN $1,120.00 -
iii. Sgt. G $7,630.00

b. SPO Goines expenses reports indicate he spent a total of $14,717.00 on
confidential informants and narcotics investigations. Figure 29 displays the
dollar amount and category SPO Goines used in his narcotics investigations.
The data reveals that in 82.66% of his cases, SPO Goines ‘Paid an Informant for
Information/Assistance on an Investigation.” The second-highest category was
“Provided Money for Informant to Purchase Narcotics and Contraband.”
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i Comparision of SPO Goines Expenses Per Supervisor 1
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Figure 25 Comparison of SPO Goines Expenses & Draws per Supervisor

r_

$290.00

L ;

Categoi'ies of Expenses for SPO Goines

O Money Stolen/Lost While
Attempting to Purchase Narcotics

® Paid for Services/Props to Enhance
Investigation

@ Paid Informant for
Information/Assistance on an
Investigation

@ Provided Money for Informant to
Purchase Narcotics and/or
Contraband

Figure 26 Categories of Experises for SPO Goines 201 6-2019

3. Record review of all confidential informants SPO Goines used from January

2016 to January 28,2019,

a. The audit revealed SPO Goines used a tofal of six confidential informants from
January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019, for a total of $13,845.00.
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b. Confidential Informant Use:

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

vi.

ClL# as used two times during this period. CI#

was registered on #iililil§# by SPO Goines and paid a total of
$360.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of 35.6
grams of marijuana 54 grams of ecstasy. SPO Goines does not
list a secondary handler on the confidential informant
application.

CI #-Was used two times during this period. CI #
was registered on SNEIRILY Sergeant : and
retired SPO R SPO Goines paid CI AR
a total of 140.00 dollars. The informant was involved in the
seizure of approximately 2 Ibs. of marijuana.

CI #4@ywas used 50 times during this period. CI #{R was
registered on-NMl@by SPO Goines, and deceased Officer

. SPO Goines paid CI #4jllla total of
$7340.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of
approximately 447 grams of cocaine, 23 grams of crack
cocaine, 30 grams of ecstasy, 155 grams of hydrocodone, 11.5
Ibs. - of marijuana, and.7.5 grams of Xanax. SPO Goines
allegedly used this informant for the affidavit at 7815 Harding.'

CI 4R was used 12 times during this period. CI#@ilgwas
registered on 4Mliby SPO Goines, and deceased Officer D.

ZBNK #102029. SPO Goines paid CI ##lll§ a total of '

$i,385.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of
approximately 9.6 grams of cocaine, 37 grams of crack

~cocaine, and 12 grams of matijuana.

C1 /@I vas used four times during this period. Friendswood
Police Officer (UMM rccruited CI AR
Officer (MY v/as part of an HPD Narcotics Task Force.

“SPO Goines paid CI #§illa total of $335.00. The informant

was involved in the seizure of approximately 7 grams of
methamphetamine, and 8 grams of cocaine. '

CI 4 was used 19 times during this period. CI #§ill§was |

registered on Ml by retired SPO (U EEEGEG_:
SPO Goines paid CI #Jjlil§ a total of $4,215.00. The
informant was involved in the seizure of 2042 tabs of ecstasy,
22 grams of hydrocodone, and 4768 grams.
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- Confidential Informants Expenditures by SPO Goines
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Figure 27 Confidential Informants Expenditures by SPO Goines

4. Explanation of errors of the use of confidential informants found during the
review of SPO Goines cases from January 1,2016 to January 28, 2019.

The audit team_documented 4 errors relating to the use of confidential informant
funds. The codes are:

I. CI1: Expense Report Error

II. C2: Unauthorized Informant Payment

I1I. C3: Expense Discrepancy

IV. C4: Information Documentation Not Adequate to Justify Payment

I. Cl: Expense Report Error: SPO Goines failed to document the expenditure of
$20.00 on his September 2016 expense report. He purchased crack cocaine from a
~ suspect on 9/13/2016, under case #1173712-16. His expense report did not

document the purchase of narcotics.
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i. The receipt indicates that CI #

II. C2: SPO Goines committed many errors relating to the payment of informants
before receiving supervisory approval. Listed below are the cases where the
mistakes were committed:

a. CT 16-0908:

Case # UREN_g i

-was paid $400.00 on
MW16, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. approved the payment on
¥W'16, and Lt. approved the amount on SHNEE.
Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant authorization.
The lieutenant should have approved the payment before the
informant receivéd payment. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on 4iliwhen the payment was
made. ‘ _

b. CT 16-0909:

Case

. The receipt indicates that C1 /4illwas paid $200.00 on

AWM, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. (M approved the payment on
. Payments over $50.00 to $250.00 require sergeant

“approval. The case agent should have paid the informant

after receiving authorization from the sergeant. The receipt
indicates a supervisor was present on AN when the
payment was made.

CT 16-1163:

Case #Sgnn '

i. The receipt indicates that CI #lwas paid $950.00 on

Alss but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. (JjffRPapproved the payment on
SN, ond Lt (EEWEER:uthorized payment on 6/7/16.
Amounts over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The case
agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on SR when the payment was
made.

d. CT 16-1515:

Case W

i. The receipt indicates CI # @il was paid $320.00 on- s

but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form indicates that

Sgt. @<rproved the payment on @M and Lt
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SN opproved payment on M Payments over
$250.00 require lieutenant approval. The case agent should
have paid the informant after receiving authorization from
the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a supervisor was present
on ¥l hen the payment was made. '

e. CT 16-1872:

i.

Case # 0NNy ;
The receipt indicates CI #iilwas paid $500.00 on SN
but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form indicates that
Sct. (MR approved the payment on SRR, and Lt

approved payment on M. Amounts over
$250.00 require lisutenant approval. The case agent should
have paid the informant after receiving authorization from
the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a supervisor was present
on AMeSwhen the payment was made.

f. CT 16-2039:

1

g CT 16-2045:

i,

Case

The receipt indicates that CI ##llwas paid $200.00 on
ANlN&, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. GENEEMER approved the payment on
SIS The case agent should have paid the informant
after receiving authorization from the sergeant. The receipt
indicates a supervisor was present on PONMANE: when the
payment was made. ' :

Case ;
The receipt indicates that CI as paid $300.00 on

W, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form

" indicates that Sgt. NN approved the payment on

vand Lt. @R approved the amount on

: Paymeﬁts over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The

“case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on MMM when the payment was
made. ' )

h. CT 16-2057:

i,

Case HEumm

The receipt indicates that CI D v/2s paid $300.00 on
10/27/16, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. GENNNER approved the payment on
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il and Lt QIR pproved the amount on ey

Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant, The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on mhe'n the payment was
made.

i CT17-0554:

1,

Casc /Hulismiss s '

The receipt indicates that: CI #{jilll® was paid $400.00 on
AW but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. Aliiapproved the payment on 3/3 0/17,
“and Lt. 8 dpproved the payment on 3/30/. Amounts
over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The case agent
should have paid the informant after receiving authorization
from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a supervisor was

present ondiMli when the payment was made.

j. CT 17-1224:

Case H S INNLN:

The receipt indicates that CI #@illlll was paid $300.00 on
ANy but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. @il approved the payment on NN,

and Lt (I approved the amount on SHHNEY.

Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on MM when the payment was
made.

k. CT 17-1328:

if

Case HEJNOW
The receipt indicates CI #{§jl® was paid $1,500.00 on
8/3/17, but the Narcotics Expense Authotization form

" indicates that Sgt. @l approved the payment on NS

and Tt QN approved the amount on SN
Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a

supervisor was present on 4 when the payment was

made.

42




1. CT 17-1392:

i.

Case #ANNRMRT ;

The receipt indicates that CI #{illwas paid $400.00 on
3/7/17, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. §iiJapproved the payment on SHENN,
and Lt QSN eapproved the amount on NS,
Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on @ when the payment was
made.

m. CT 18-0332:

i.

Case o ‘
The receipt indicates that CI #@IP was paid $500.00 on
2/23/18, but the Narcotic Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. @il approved the payment on m,
and Lt A pproved the amount on SHNRE Payments
over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. The case agent
should have paid the informant after receiving authorization
from the lieutenant: The receipt indicates a supervisor was

* present on MMMMwhen the payment was made.

n. CT 18-0559:

i

Case #OSRN—

The receipt indicates that CI #il#was paid $400.00 on
Bl but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Sgt. W approved the payment on i,
and Lt. (il approved the amount on MR Payments

~over $250.00 require lieutenant approval, The case agent

should have paid the informant after receiving authorization

_from the licutenant. The receipt indicates a supervisor was
- 'present on Yk when the payment was made.

0. CT 18-0713:

i

Case ol

The receipt indicates that CI #{ill was paid $100.00 on
JINB8, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form
indicates that Set. @ifapproved the payment onudime
Payments over $50.00 to $250.00 require sergeant approval.
The case agent should have paid the informant after
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receiving authorization from the sergeant. The receipt
indicates a supervisor was present on 42 when the
payment was made.

p. CT 18-1517:

i

Case HHSIEN: o
The receipt indicates that CI #-was paid $500.00 on

MR8, but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form

indicates that Sgt. {jllapproved the payment on RN,
and Lt. QIR approved the amount on (MR
Payments over $250.00 requite lieutenant approval. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on SRR when the payment was
made.

q. CT 18-1608:

i

Case # NN

The receipt indicates that CI #(ill was paid $300.00 on

but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form

indicates that Sgt. {lapproved the payment on P

and Lt QAN approved the amount on ,
Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approval. " The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a
supervisor was present on ¥ when the payment was
made.

r. CT 18-1733: .

i

Case # 1NN
The receipt indicates that CT #{Jll) was paid $600.00 on
[ but the Narcotics Expense Authorization form

indicates that Sgt. approved the payment on m,
and Lt approved the amount on NG

Payments over $250.00 require lieutenant approvdl. The
case agent should have paid the informant after receiving
authorization from the lieutenant. The receipt indicates a

‘supervisor was present on Ags when the payment was

made.
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IIL. C3: Expense Discrepancies

Code C3 covers a litany of errors on documentation of payments and
documentation of payments in reports and receipts. Some case tracking numbers
contain numerous errors. Listed below is an explanation of each error with the
associated case tracking number.

16-1163

17-0552

17-0554

17-0592

17-0596

17-0772

17-0772

17-1328

18-0332

18-0332

18-0378

18-0555

The informant receipt does not match the date of the controlled buy.

Discrepancy between the expense report and offense report. The
report reflects a crack rock purchased for $10, but the report states
$20.

All receipts reflect dates that conflict with the offense report and all
expenditures captured on March 2017 expense report.

Expense report reflects February expenses during the month of
March. The expense report reveals the case agent lost $3, but the
report states the money was recovered.

Expense teport reflects expenditures two months following the
incident. (March 2017). '

The expense for the controlled buy was not documented on the
February 2017 expense report.

Date ofi the C.I, activity sheet is incorrect. C.I. payment date reflects
4/3/17.

The date on the informant receipt does not match the controlled buy
date.

The date of informant payment is not correct on the expense
authorization letter.

The date on the C.L receipt for funds form is not correct. Records
revealed the activity took place in February instead of January.

Controlled buy not documented in the December 2017 expense
report. The February 2018 receipt reflects a December 2017

* controlled buy.

The expense for the drug purchase and suspect tip were combined
in the expense report.
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18-0562

18-1401

18-1405

18-1517

18-1519

18-1608

18-1612

18-1733

19-1861

Address incorrect on the expense letter; off by a couple of blocks.

The expense report does not reflect the correct date or the correct
informant number.

The expense letter does not reflect an accurate address.

There is no C.I. receipt or expense listed on the expense report for
this transaction. The case agent reports that an informant was used
for the controlled buy, but no indication of payment. There is a
receipt for the C.I. payment following the search watrant.

The expense letter records an inaccurate weight of crack cocaine.

The distributed units of pills were not specified in the report and the
audit team was unable to determiné the C.I. payment,

No expense letter and no receipts for the controlled buy or payment
to the C.L.

The case agent completed the controlled buy in November, but the
expense appeats in the Detember expense report.

There are no C.L receipts for this case, however Narcotics Division
produced the expense letter for the month of January. The expense
letter was dated 2/25/2019. The signature, usually signed by the
officer, indicates relieved of duty.

IV. C4: Information Documentation Not Adequate to Justify Payment
The Narcotics Division utilizes a “Confidential Informant Payment Schedule” for
guidelines used to pay informants for their assistance in investigations. The payment
is based on the informant’s degree of involvement. The instructions include narcotics
for Penalty Group One; Two, and Three drugs, and marijuana.

A review of SPO Goines informant payments reveals potential overpayment of
informants for minuscule amounts of narcotics. Listed below is an explanation of the

overpayments.

17-0853

SPO Goines paid informant #-$100.00 for the seizure of eight
grams of marijuana under case numbers AN, on :
Marijuana seizures payments are at the rate of $40.00 per pound up
to nine pounds. The seizure also included a seizure of 15 grams of
crack cocaine, but is missing on the form.
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171731 SPO Goines paid informant 4l $300.00 for the seizure of three
grams of marijuana, nine grams of MDMA, and one firearm under
case numbers NN, and JousdNy. Marijuana seizures

payments are at the rate of $40.00 per pound up to nine pounds.

17-1874 SPO Goines paid informant ##iis $100.00 for the seizure of 44
grams of marijuana under case numbers NRMRERE, and PR,
Marijuana seizures payments are at the rate of $40.00 per pound up
to nine pounds. ;

Review of all expense letters and.rec,ei'pts filed by
SPO Bryant -

A complete examination of the SPO Bryant’s confidential informant files includes a
detailed review of the following data: ;

1. The total monetary amount of draws from SPO Bryant expense report from

January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019. :
a. During the period listed above, SPO Bryant was under the supervision of three

sergeants. ; ]
i. Set. SPO Bryant drew $12,985.00 from Sgt.
ii. Sgt. : SPO Bryant drew $1,410.00 from Sgt.
iii. Sgt. SPO Bryant drew $36,280.00 from Sgt.

b. SPO Bryant drew a total of $50,675.00 from January 1, 2016, to January 28,
2019. SPO Bryant returned a total of $10,535.00 during the same time period.
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SPO Bryant Draws & Expenses 2016 - Jan
2019

S.0. Bryant

Figure 28 SPO Bryant Draws 2016 - 2019

2. The total monetary amount of expenses from SPO Bryant expense report from
January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019.

a. From January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019, SPO Bryant was under the
supervision of three sergeants. See Figure 33. for a breakdown of expenses
under each supervisor.

i. Sgt $410.00 -
ii. Sgt. $14,175.00
iii. Sgt. $5,485.00

B. SPO Bryant expenses reports indicate he spent a total of $20,070.00 on
‘confidential informants and narcotics investigations. Figure 34 displays the
dollar amount and category SPO Bryant used on his narcotics investigations.

~ The data reveals that in 70.85% of his cases, SPO Bryant ‘Paid an Informant for
- Information/Assistance on an Investigation.” The second-highest category was
“Provided Money for Informant to Purchase Narcotics and Contraband.”

48




Expense

\

Comparision of SPO Bryant Expenses Per
Supervisor

${5,485.00 ‘
\ 1
‘ e
1
|

$14,175.00

Figure 29 Comparison of SPO Bryant Expenses & Draws per Supervisor

&=
$25.00

€

Categories of Expenses for SPO Bryant

$765.00 1 /_335.00 $1,000.00

«

= Bought Food/Drink During
Covert Operation

» Money Stolen/Lost While
Attempting to Purchase Narcotics

n Paid Informant for
Information/Assistance on an
Investigation

» Provided Money for Informant to
" Purchase Narcotics and/or
Contraband

= Purchase of Narcotics and/or
Contraband

= Rented Lodging During an
Investigation

Figure 30 Categories of Expenses for SPO Bryant 2016 —2019
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3. Record review of all confidential informants SPO Bryant used from January
2016 to January 28, 2019.
a. The audit revealed that SPO-Bryant used a total of seven confidential
informants from January 1, 2016 to January 28, 2019, for a total of $14,220.00.

b. Confidential Informant Use:

i.

ii.

iil.

iv.

vi.

CI #/@was used six times during this period. CI Al was
registered by retired HPD Officérs ' and

on Sk The case agent paid CI /1 a total
of $2500.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of 0.6
grams of crack cocaine,.and 15 grams of PCP.

- CI #@B was vsed 26 times during this period. CI /il was

registered on SME#& by SPO (RSN . [BPRTR)

@E. The case agent paid CI#@R 2 total of $1,050.00. The

informant was involved in the seizure of approximately 18
grams of crack cocaine and 9 grams of marijuana, -

CI #‘ was used two times during this period. CI /il was
registered on SN by SPO RS SO
Bryant paid CI #@ila total of $120.00. The informant was
involved in the seizute of approximately 1.6 grams of crack
cocaine. BT

CI #‘was used 25 times during this period. CI #{il® was
registered on SIS by SPO SR - rctired
SPO (. SPO Bryant paid CI #A 2 total

~of $1,580.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of
‘approximately 20 grams of ecstasy, .8 grams of crack cocaine,

and 794 grams of marijuana.

CI #f was used eight times during this period. CI v as
registered on by SPO Qe 5P O Bryant paid
CI /@ - total of $2,050.00. The informant was involved in
the seizure of approximately 4 grams of crack cocaine, 231
grams of cocaine, 14 grams of marijuana, and 36120 grams of
“QOther” illegal substance. '

C1 # @ was used 161 times during this period. CI HE was
registered on 9/4/11 by retired SPO Bryant and retired SPO

_ SPO Bryant paid CI #{@il® a total of
$11,155.00. The informant was involved in the seizure of 2
grams of cocaine, 1000 grams of codeine, 137 grams of crack
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cocaine, 20 grams of ecstasy, 792 grams of marijuana, 36240
grams of “Other,” Hydrocodone, 17 grams of PCP, 13 grams of
synthetic cannabinoids, and 1.6 grams of Xanax.

vii. CI #ggi was used 13 times during this petiod. CI #4 was

registered on by SPO ) and (RS
SPO Bryant paid CI #§ll a total of $2,040.00. The informant

was involved in the seizure of approximately 15 grams of crack
cocaine, 1003 grams of codeine, 62 grams of marijuana.

]

Confidential Informants Expenditures by SPO Bryant

i 1 ‘
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Figure 31 Confidential Informants Expenditures by SPO Goines
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4. Explanation of erroxs on the use of confidential informants found during the
review of SPO Goines cases from January 1,2016 to January 28, 2019.

The audit team documented four errors relating to the use of confidential informant
funds. The codes are listed as:

I.  Cl: Expense Report Error

II.  C2: Unauthorized Informant Payment

III. C3: Expense Discrepancy

IV. C4: Information Documentation Not Adequate to Justify Payment
V. C5: No Expense Report

1. C1: Expense Report Error: No errors.
IL C2: Unauthorized Informant Payment: No errors.
IIl. C3: Expense Discrepancies

Code C3 covers a litany of etrors of documeﬂtation'of payments and documentation
of payments in reports and receipts. Some case tracking numbers contain numerous
errors. Listed below is an explanation of each error with the associated case tracking
number. :

18-0718: Officer @JIB1s listed on the C.1. receipt, but not in offense
report # (iSRS

18-0877: Address on the C.I. receipt for funds form is incorrect. 2800 Wy is
listed on the form, and report # OSSN lists 2500 Ewgp.

'18-1008: The informant was paid for assistance on an investigation twice in one
controlled buy which appears to be to avoid a sergeant’s approval. The
C.1 was paid $50.00 for the methamphetamine and $50.00 for the cocaine
under case #0aouigins.

18-1651: Offense répoﬂ doesn't reflect the lost $25 used for the buy under case
#143640818.

18-1658: C.I receipts reflect wrong address under case /maeeiie. Recceipt
indicates apartment 1701 when it should have been 1301.

18-1756: Money not recovered, was not documented in offense report

1IS4040%LE.
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IV. C4: Information Documentation Not Adequate to Justify Payment
No errors.

V. C5: No Expense Report
SPO Bryant did not submit an expense letter in January 2019 because he was
relieved of duty. The Narcotics Division reconciled his expenses.

Specific review of expenses relating to the use of a
Confidential Informant at 7815 Harding

Case number 120867-19 was generated by SPG Goines on January 27, 2019, as an
“Investigation Narcotics” and served as the controlled buy that led to the drafting of a ‘No
Knock” search warrant at 7815 Harding. Due to his injury, SPO Goines did not obtain a
Narcotics Case Tracking number to docurient the buy.

A careful review of case number 120867-19 revealed that on January 27, 2019, SPO Goines
conducted a narcotics investigation at 7815 Harding at approximately 1700 hours. The
otiginal report indicates that SPO Goines tagged as evidence .40 grams of an unknown
substance, which he described as heroin. SPO Goines also lists the abbreviation “LST”
(lost) in the offense report, which indicates he used $20.00 to purchase the narcotics.

In the “Brief Summary” section of the original feport, SPO Goines wrote “ON 1/27/2019,
A NARCOTIC PURCHASE OF BROWN POWDER SUBSTANCE WAS PURCHASED
FROM “7815 HARDING” BY A CONFIDENTIAL INFORMANT.” SPO Goines also
lists one suspect as an unknown white or Hispanic male; no other identifying information
was listed. S 2 ‘

On January 28, 2019, SPO Goines presented a narcotics search warrant to Municipal Court
#13 Judge G. Marcum who reviewed and signed it. The search warrant affidavit indicates
that SPO Bryant was present during the alleged use of the unknown informant. SPO
Goines and Bryant instructed a confidential informant to go the 7815 Harding to purchase
heroin. SPO Goines stated he searched the informant for contraband prior to the
investigation. The informant went into the residence where he was met by a unknown

white male, approximately 55 years old, 5”1 1°, and weighed approximately 180 pounds.

The informant exited the residence and returned directly to SPO Goines. The informant
handed SPO Goines a “quantity” of a brown powder substance. The brown powder
substance is referred to as “Boy” and is street slang for heroin. The informant told SPO
Goines that the unknown white male was in possession of a 9IMM semi-automatic pistol.
The informant stated the white male told him to return when he needed some more “Boy”.
SPO Goines seatched the informant and the informant was released. SPO Goines stated
the informant has proven to be reliable and credible on more the ten occasions. SPO
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requested the judge authorize a “No Knock” warrant due to the presence of a weapon as
stated by the informant. Judge Marcum agreed and signed the warrant.

On January 28, 2019, SPO. Goines presented the warrant and tactical action plan to
Sergeant (Iwho reviewed it. Narcotics Squad 15 then briefed the warrant and were
assigned specific responsibilities for the execution of the warrant.

The assignments were as follows:

Surveillance

Case Agent Entry Team
SPO Goines #Slb
Uniform Units

Eastside Patrol

The threat assessment did not indicate a need to contact SWAT to execute the warrant, The
narrative section of page 2 does not indicate an ahimal, specifically a dog, was seen in the
residence. The form lacks the sergeants or lieutenants review, but the form may have been
emailed to them by SPO Goines.

During the execution of the warrant, four members of Narcotics Squad 15 are shot, two
citizens are killed, and another officer suffered a serious leg injury. The warrant
immediately turned into an “Officer Involved” shooting and members of the Special
Investigations Unit (SIU) conducted a separate investigation under case #133932-19.

On January 30, 2019, SPO Bryant wrote supplement number one in offense report
#120867-19. In the supplement, SPO Bryant states he searched SPO Goines vehicle and
found a plastic bag that contained a white napkin and two small packets containing a brown
powdery substance.  SPO Bryant identified the two small packets as the narcotics
purchased from 7815 Harding on January 27,2019, SPO Bryant tagged the two small
packets as evidence on January 30, 2019.

As part of the Special Investigations Unit investigation, it was necessary to identify the
confidential informant used by SPO Goines to verify the purchase of natcotics on January
27, 2019, On January 30 2019, SPO Goines provided SPO Bryant with the name and
number of the confidential informant he used during the controlled buy. The name of the
informant will not be publicized in this report, but will be identified as confidential
informant number A1
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SIU Investigators interviewed confidential informant #-who stated that he/she was not
involved in the controlled buy conducted at 7815 Harding on January 27,2019, A review
of confidential informant # files indicates SPO Goines last documented use was on
January 14, 2019, and January 16, 2019, on a controlled buy at S6EENNENE. On January
14, 2019, records indicate that SPO Goines provided confidential informant #-, $20.00
to purchase .40 grams of crack cocaine under HPD case #SOuii. Confidential
informant # @l was paid $20 for the purchase under the same case number.

On January 16,2019, a warrant was executed under case #0068969-19 4t 8100 JutlandApt.
#2, where approximately 7.5 grams of ecstasy, 5 grams of crack cocaine, 75.5 grams of
marijuana, 13 grams of Hydrocodone, 12.2 grams of Xanax, and 624 grams of
Carisoprodol were recovered. Mr. Gordon Dancy was atrested for Possession of a
Controlled Substance with the Intent to Deliver. Confidential informant #R was paid
$400 dollars for the warrant. A review of SPO Goines’ expense files for. January 2019,
revealed that there were no Confidential Informant receipts or request for payments in the
files. The expense letter was created by the Narcotics Division due to SPO Goines medical
condition. '

SIU Investigators returned back to SPO. Goines to determine if he used another
Confidential Informant at 7815 Harding. SPO Goines was unable to speak, but provided
Narcotics Lieutenant Gl with confidential informant number @, SIU Investigators
interviewed “confidential informant 6730 who stated he/she was not involved in the

* purchase of narcotic at 7815 Harding,

Records indicate confidential informant #@B v 2s last used by SPO Goines on May 22,
2018, at SeERENPHIRIIMRING under HPD case number WIS, On this date, SPO
Goines provided cénﬁdential informant # @R with $100 dollars which the informant used
to purchase 6 grams of marijuana. SPO Goines paid confidential informant #B $50.00
for the purchase; SPO Bryant witnessed the payment. '

On MNiNg2018, SPO Goines presented a “No Knock” search warrant to Harris County
Magistrate R. Bax for 2ouaniiiieshdaniiig. The warrant was executed on N,
2018, under HPD case 4 oMWY No suspects were found and no arrests were made
inside of the apartment; orily marijuana residue was found. SPO Goines documented case
# GO 20 d Wﬁnder Narcotics Case Tracking #18-0893. No records exist of
a payment made to Confidential Informant 4@ 2s a result of the warrant.

' On February 7, 2019, SIU Investigators interviewed SPO Bryant who confirmed that he
was not present when SPO Goines made the alleged purchase of heroin at 7815 Harding.
On March 4, 2019, SPO Bryant invoked his fifth-amendment rights and declined further
interviews. :
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On February 13, 2019, SIU Investigators re-interviewed SPO Goines who admitted he did
not use a confidential informant at 7815 Harding. SPO Goines stated he purchased the
heroin himself and he did not submit the alleged two bags of heroin as evidence. SPO
Goines admits he falsified the search warrant affidavit. Asa result of the controlled buy,
case number 653465-18 was generated to document the execution of the search warrant.

Recommendations

The audit revealed the necessity to place additional emphasis on supetvisory oversight,
confidential informant handling, and changes to the department's policies and procedures
on cases involving search wartants. The Audit Team recommends the following:

o SOP 200/1.02: Activity Authorization and Notification
A Narcotics Lieutenant must be present during the service of any warrant at a
dwelling or business which may involve forced entry. Before this revision, only a
sergeant had to be present.

e 200/1.05 Narcotics Operational Plan : :
The SOP was changed to require lieutenant approval before the service of any
warrant, flash, buy-bust, or any instance the squad lieutenant deems appropriate.

Narcotics Division officers liaison with many outside agencies to complete their
mission. The Division Commander and. Squad Lieutenant will be notified if any
outside agencies participate in the operation.

A separate policy is being generated to bomply with the Chief of Police decision to
require officers to wear body-worn cameras (BWC) when taking enforcement
action with outside agencies.

e  200/1.12: Search Warrants/Buy Busts and Open Air Investigations
Supetvisors are now required to review investigative efforts that support the search
warrant affidavit to determine the sufficiency and efforts of the case agent.

When conducting “Open Air” operations, the Case Agent will notify a Narcotics
supervisor at the beginning and end of the operation. Case Agents will request
EMS assistance/presence during service of any warrant on a residence or business
requiring forced entry.

e 200/1.22: Handling Confidential Informants
Supervisory oversight of all investigations involving a confidential informant is
enhanced. Supervisors will also verify the veracity of all confidential informants’
information, especially any information leading to the issuance of a search or arrest
watrrant. :

56



L ]

A narcotics supervisor will meet with each Case Agent every month to discuss the
status of each confidential informant assigned to or used by the case agent.
Supervisors will ensure each officer is correctly utilizing their informants and abide
by all policies and procedures.

All operational conversations with a confidential informant will be annotated in a
log. Operational conversations consist of dialogues (verbal, text messages, e-mails,
or any other form of electronic communication) in which a confidential informant
provides information to a case agent. The Narcotics Division Commander will
develop additional guidelines to capture the datd in either a written form or an

electronic database.

Changes to “No Knock” and “Knoclk zind ‘Announce” Search Warrants
1. Continue the practice of obtaining COP approval for “No Knock” watrants.

9 “No Knock” warants require. execution by the Houston Police
Department’s Tactical Operations Division; Special Weapons and Tactics
(SWAT) Team. : ¥ '

3. Develop a new operaﬁ'onal plan which includes a checklist for warrant
preparation. :

4. Annual classroom training to discuss pol—i'cj} updates, relevant laws, and legal
ramifications with a specific focus.on supervisory awareness.

5. Scenario-baged training to include the use of:
o Shields
o Breach and assess £
"o Slow and Deliberate Searche

6. Search warraiit_ re_quesfs will only be signed by a District Court Judge or the
twenty-four hour magistrate located at 1201 Franklin. Warrants will no longer
be signed by a municipal court judge.

7. The Narcotics' Division Commander will establish a “Warrant” team used
explicitly for “Knock and Announce” warrants. The “Warrant” team will also
be available to assist Narcotics Case Agents in undercover operations.

8. Narcotics Divisions Case Agents will employ the use of a BWC during all
enforcement operations.

The audit overwhelming supports the need to improve administrative procedures,
specifically, supervisory review of case files and case tracking. In almost 25% of
all cases turned in by Narcotics Case Agents, supervisors failed to sign the “Case
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File Review Sheet”. This sheet is required to be signed by the squad sergeant, The
review sheet is vital to maintain supervisory oversight of cases submitted by a
“Narcotics Case Agent.

Over 11% of the cases submitted were turned in late to intake. Many of the cases
were turned in over six months to a year later which is in violation of Narcotics
SOP 100/2.03 “Case Tracking Sheet”. Once a Narcotics Case Agent receives a
CT# he or she will have 10 working days to complete the investigation and submit
it to their respective Squad Supervisor.

The Narcotics Squad Supervisor, or designee, will have 5 wotking days to review
and submit the completed case to the Quality Control Section. Overall, officers and
supervisors will have 15 days to complete the case and turn it in. Any case not
completed within the allotted time frame must be clearly communicated to the
- respective supetvisor and a notice submitted to the Administrative Sergeant,
producing the case tracking report, via email. Any case outstanding for more than
60 calendar days must be approved by the respective Supervising Lieutenant and
communicated to the Administrative Sergeant, producing the case tracking report,
" via email. Any case outstanding for more than 90 calendar days require approval
by the Commander of the Narcotics Division.

The *Quality Conttol Section” is staffed by a single civilian support person who in

addition to maintaining the hundreds of case files that ‘come into the Narcotics

Division, has other responsibilities that detracts attention from the case files. In

addition, record keeping procedures are manual which leads to case files not being

reported as late to the squad Jieutenant. Recommend the Narcotics Division

develop and automated case tracking system which will allow the sergeants and
 lieutenants to track cases.
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