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PREFACE

The Independent Investigative Panel (“the Panel”)' presents this report, its

findings and its recommendations to the City of Dallas without dissent.

In late 2001, what has been called “the fake drug scandal” became public.

Narcotics officers at the Dallas Police Department (‘DPD”) had arrested over thirty (30)
individuals for selling allegedly illegal narcotics that later proved to contain billiard chalk
or other non-narcotic substances; many of those individuals had spent time in jail for

crimes

they did not commit. How did this happen, and how can such a miscarriage of

justice be prevented from happening again?

The Panel was created to answer these questions as they pertained to DPD's

role in this miscarriage of justice.” The charge to the Panel was to investigate the fake
drug cases and to refer possible administrative and criminal violations to the appropriate

' The Independent Investigative Panel Members, Advisor to the Panel, and Panel Review Staff

are collectively referred to as “the Panel”

* The Panel was created on December 5, 2003 to investigate DPD's role in the fake drug

When

An [AD

situation. The original Panel included members of DPD's Internal Affairs Division (“IAD")}.
Because of DPD's policy, the inclusion of IAD personnel raised concemns of appropriately
segregating criminal and administrative issues.

the Panel’s investigation began, DPD's policy was to cease any administrative
investigation until a criminal investigation could be conducted. |AD’s Standard Operating
Procedures ("SOPs”} required it to immediately refer any matters involving criminal
conduct to DPD’s Public Integrity Unit (“*PIU") for investigation of criminal wrongdoing.
See, e.g., General Orders Sec. 501, General Orders 507.05 B(1) and C(5). Once PIU
completed the criminal investigation, IAD could finish its administrative investigation.
investigation process is designed to provide the forum for a fair and effective avenue for
redress of citizens’ legitimate grievances against members of DPD, for management and
investigation of internal and external complaints of misconduct against officers, and for
constitutional due process protection for officers against false charges of misconduct or
wrongdoing.

An administrative investigation focusing on an officer's adherence to established rules and

regulations requires investigators to provide officers with a “Garrity” warning. This
warning admonishes officers, as a condition of employment, to answer all questions
truthfully and completely. See Garrity v. New Jersey, 385 U.S. 493 (1967). Because the
Fifth Amendment shields individuals from compulsive seif-incrimination, the Garrity
warming also includes the protection that the officer's statement, as weil as any
information or evidence which is gained through the statement, cannot be used against
the officer in any criminal proceeding except that the officer may be subject to criminal
prosecution for any false statement which the officer includes in any written internal
statement,

The Panel was instructed to investigate both criminal and administrative issues; but the Garrity

issue and DPD policy preciuded the original Pane!l, with the inclusion of tAD personnel,
from conducting both investigations simultaneously. Thus, the investigative persenne!
assigned to the original Panel were returned to their previous assignments and a new
Panel assembled with different DPD officers.

The new Panel was formed on January 2, 2004 because it was determined that there would be a

better separation of criminal and administrative issues without involving IAD and PIU
personnel. Experienced investigators were selected for the new Panel from various
assignments around DPD.
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DPD investigative bodies, the Internal Affairs Division (“IAD") and the Public Integrity
Unit (“PIU"). The Panel was instructed to assess the information gleaned from the
investigation and to report on the results and any recommendations that would help
prevent a recurrence of such a situation.

In striving to meet these objectives, the Panel has reviewed more than 80,000
pages of documents and interviewed seventeen (17) individuals. To familiarize
themselves with the basic procedures of the pertinent DPD divisions, Mr. Hart, Ms.
Levario, and Ms. Cardwell attended training sessions with Lt. Andrew Accord, IAD, and
Detective Anthony Gipson, Narcotics Division. Detective Kate Bernal, PIU, briefed the
Panel regarding the investigation it had begun before the FBI's request to discontinue.
Marjorie Poche’, FBI Special Agent, also briefed the Panel regarding the FBl's
investigation.

The Panel has sought to be as independent and thorough as it has the power to
be. The Panel has determined to share as much of the information from its investigation
as possible with the public. The Panel has endeavored to produce a report as complete
as possible given the limitations under which it operated. The Panel had neither power
to subpoena documents nor the unfettered ability to compel testimony. It had no access
to information from either the federal or state grand juries. in and of itself, it could not
discipline anyone for either administrative or criminal violations. Thus, the investigation
done by the Panel undertock in part to refer potential violations to the appropriate
divisions that were unhampered by these limitations. Additionally, the Panel has no
authority over PIU, IAD, or the Special Prosecutor. Due to the limitations, other
individuals may be in possession of information that the Panel does not know, and
additional facts may surface subsequent to this report.

The Panel has approached the task of making recommendations with an eye
towards bettering the Narcotics Division with practical solutions. The Panel's focus
extends further than mere procedural changes; the safety of officers and citizens are of
paramount importance. The Panel realizes that the majority of DPD officers are trying to
do their jobs to make the City of Dallas a safer and better place to live, many of them
risking their lives daily. The Panel hopes that the findings of the Panel and the
implementation of its recommendations will increase the safety of both officers and
citizens, as well as encourage a better relationship between them.

THE PANEL MEMBERS

Terence J. Hart
Lena Levario

11



l. “THE FAKE DRUG SCANDAL”

On December 31, 2001, the media released a story that brought to light the “fake
drug scandal." What had been purported to be some of the largest cocaine busts by the
narcotics street squads in the history of the Dallas Police Department (“DPD") turned out
to involve substances that contained little or no trace of illegal drugs. According to the
media story, defense attorneys had started to demand that other drug evidence be
tested; and, subsequently, substances analyzed by the laboratory in more and more
cases had proved to contain either no drugs or only trace amounts. As this story
unfolded over the next several months, it was revealed that Narcotics officers at DPD
had arrested over thirty (30) individuals for selling allegedly illegal substances that later
proved to contain billiard chalk or other non-narcotic substances. Many of these
individuals had pled guilty to the charges and were serving jail sentences.

Most of the alleged drugs seized in the arrests of those individuals had never
been sent to the laboratory for analysis. The policy of the DA’s Office at the time was
not to send drugs to the laboratory unless a defense attorney requested a laboratory
analysis or unless the case was set for trial. In the wake of the discovery of fake drugs,
more drugs were sent to the laboratory for analysis.

Evidence suggests that the DA’s Office was first informed of these negative
laboratory analyses by August 28, 2001 2 As more negative analyses results came back
from the laboratory, the DA’s Office did not immediately dismiss all cases involving the
officers and informants; instead, it attempted to negotiate the disposition of some of
these cases by offering the defendants lower sentences in exchange for their pleas of
guilty through January 2002.* On November 30, 2001, the Narcotics Division sent 1AD a
request for an administrative investigation of the fake drug cases.” Three days later, |AD
forwarded the investigation to the PIU for an investigation of possible criminal
wrongdoing.®

On December 31, 2001, former Chief of Police Terrell Bolton held a press
conference, displaying dozens of kilos of fake cocaine and a large stockpile of guns, few
of which had been seized during the fake-drug raids.” Chief Bolton told the media that
he did not believe the problem was the confidential informant (“CI") or the officers, but
instead the drug dealers who were selling fake drugs.® He praised the system that
removed poison from the streets so that drug users were not seriously harmed by
ingestiqog gypsum.® He warned the public that this was “not the time to be trying
drugs.”

Subsequently, on January 15, 2002, DPD asked the Drug Enforcement
Administration ("DEA”) and the DA’s Office to join DPD in the fake drug investigation.

* PIU 000127.
* WS 001026-027, WS 001448-469.

* See PIU 000029-030.

° See PIU 000028; PiU 0000105,

" See generally \P 002302-314.

® See generally IP 0002303-304.

° |P 002304, 002305, IP 002307, IP 002311,
2 |P 002308.
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January 18, 2002, the DA's Office requested the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBt")
to conduct an independent investigation. On January 23, 2002, the FBI asked DPD to
suspend its investigation; and DPD complied, although DPD continued to provide
assistance to the FBI in its investigation.

The FBI determined that the fake drug cases involved a Cl who, in concert with
several other Cls and Mr. De la Paz, framed many innocent people. The CI told
undercover Narcotics officers that he could help officers with multi-kilo drug busts. This
resulted in the arrests of what were primarily Spanish-speaking immigrants. In most of
the cases, police did not seize guns, drug paraphernalia, cash, or property. Officers
reported that the field tests showed the substances to be real drugs, but laboratory
analysis proved the substance to be gypsum or another non-narcotic substance,
containing little or no trace of itllegal narcotics,. Eventually, the gypsum was determined
to be crushed billiard chalk.

The FBI's investigation led to several indictments and the trial of Mark De la Paz
for civil rights violations, that ultimately resulted in his acquittal in November of 2003.
After the conclusion of the trial, the DA’s office announced the appointment of a Special
Prosecutor to investigate the fake drug cases. The City of Dallas announced its
appointment of the Independent investigative Panel to investigate DPD’s part in the fake
drug situation.

. THE PANEL’S INVESTIGATION
A The Materials Analyzed By The Panel.”’

At the outset, the Panel decided to assemble documentation and materials
relevant to is inquiry. The Panel's first task was to determine where the various
documents might be located. Once doing so, the Panel assembled, Bates stamped, and
indexed these documents.

Several sources provided materials to the Panel: the FBI,'” DPD, DPS, the City
Attorney’s Office,” the DA’s Office, and certain of the interviewees. These materials
included documents from previcus investigations, Cl payment sheets, officer reports,
DPD Standard Operating Procedures ("SOPs"}, employment records, trial transcripts,
trial depositions, and laboratory reports, ™

The Panel determined that the best and most effective manner of investigating
the issues was to first examine the extensive documentation to which it had access.
Every document was analyzed and compared with other documents. When information

" See Attachment C-1.

"2 The FBI provided access to many documents assembled during the course of its criminal
investigation. Although the FBI permitted use of this information for purposes of this
indepencent investigation, the FBI did so on condition that a small number of the
documents be returned to the FBI and not be publicly disciosed. The Panel did not
review the FBI agents’ notes of their interviews with individuals involved in the fake drug
situation. Notes from each interview taken by FBI agents are contained within a narrative
report, called an FD 302 {"302"). These notes are subsumed by the 302s.

" The City Attarney’s Office provided non-privileged material only.

" See Attachment C-1.
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indicating a need for a criminal or administrative investigation was discovered in the
documents, the Panel would prepare reports to the appropriate investigative divisions of
DPD. The Panel determined that, after reviewing the documentation, some interviews
would be appropriate, so long as the interviews would not compromise either the
criminal or administrative investigations.

B. The Materials Not Reviewed By the Panel,

The Panel had no access to the following materials that would relate to the
subject matter of this investigation:

1. The Panel Did Not Have Access To Grand Jury Materiat.

a. Federal Grand Jury.

The Panel has not reviewed the material generated by the grand jury that
resulted in the federal indictment of Mr. De la Paz, as it was not granted access to that
material.” The federal government conducted a grand jury investigation of the fake drug
matters that culminated in the indictment of Mr. De La Paz. As a general rule, few
individuals are permitted access to information and material produced before the grand
jury.”® However, certain exceptions exist."”

The Panel corresponded with Jeff Blumberg, one of the Department of Justice
prosecutors in the federal trial of Mr. De La Paz, requesting that the Panel be added to
the list of individuals who should be granted access to the grand jury material, citing the
Rule 6(e)(3)(E)iii) law enforcement exception.”®  Mr. Blumberg declined adding the
Panel to the list, stating that the Panel did not fit this exception as the Panel had no
ability to enforce the law.™ Thus, the Panel was unable to review such material.

' Title 18, United States Code, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 6, establishes the
rules surrounding the grand jury. Rule 6 provides that certain individuals are preciuded
from disclosing a matter occurring before the grand jury: a grand juror; an interpreter; a
court reporter; an operator of a recording device; a person who transcribes recorded
testimony, an attorney for the government; or a persen to whom disclosure is made under
Rule B{e}{3)}{A)ii) or (iii). See Rule 6(e}2}B). The rule, however, does allow for certain
exceptions to this requirement of secrecy. See Rule 6(e)(3). The rule also permits the
court to “authorize disclosure--at a time, in @ manner, and subject to any other conditions
that it directs--of a grand jury matter: . .. {iii) atthe request of the government if it shows
that the matter may disclose a violation of state or Indian tribal criminal law, as long as
the disclosure is to an appropriate state, state subdivision, or Indian tribal official for the
purpose of enforcing that law.” Rule 8{e}{3){(E)(iii}.

'® See Title 18, United States Code, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 6.

' See Title 18, United States Code, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 6.

'® See IP 002334, IP 002372, IP 002376, IP 002377-378, IP 000331-333, IP 000395-396.

'" See IP 002334, IP 002372, IP 002376, IP 002377-378, IP 000331-333, IP 000395-396.

“ The Special Prosecutor, however, clearly fit the law enforcement exception of Rule
6(e)}{3)(EXiii), as he is in a position as prosecutor to enforce the law. He indicated to the
Panel that he had been granted access o the grand jury material.
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b. State Grand Jury.

The Panel has not reviewed the material generated by the grand jury that
resulted in the state indictments of individuals associated with the fake drug cases, as it
was not granted access to that material.” Texas law requires that grand jury
proceedings be kept secret, with only a few exceptions inapplicable to the Panel.”* The
law prohibits the Special Prosecutor who conducted the grand jury investigation from
sharing with the Panel the information he gleaned in the grand jury proceeding.”

2. The Pane! Had Access To Only A Limited Number Of The
Personal Financial Records Of The Officers.

The Panel reviewed a limited number of personal financial records of the officers
involved in the situation. The Panel does not have the authority to subpoena any
documents, and any such documents produced before the grand jury are part of the
material to which the Panel was not granted access. The only financial records to which
the Panel had access were those produced by PIU.

C. Procedural Issues.

1. Statute Of Limitations.

Early in the investigation, the Panel realized that, because of the length of time
between the occurrence of the incidents and the creation of the Panel to investigate the
matter, the statute of limitations had either already expired or was about to expire on
much of the conduct needing investigation. In a case where the statute of limitations has
expired, the law precludes prosecution of an individual even if that individual may be
guilty of a crime.

Because of these statute of limitations issues, the Panel decided to focus on the
criminal referrals first and investigate the administrative issues after its criminal
investigation was complete. The Panel informed PIU and the Special Prosecutor of
those cases with a sensitive statute of limitations. The Panel recommended that PIU
work with the Special Prosecutor 1o meet those deadlines.

2. Kastigar And Garrity.

As the Panel was determining whether to interview any of the individuals
connected with the fake drug incidents, the Special Prosecutor raised concerns
regarding compromising the criminal investigations. The Panel, therefore, examined
issues raised by Kastigar v. United States** and Garrity v. New Jersey.”

*' Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Chapter 20 details the duties and powers of the grand jury.
Article 20.20 allows for the presence of only certain individuals in the grand jury room
while the grand jury is conducting proceedings: grand jurors; bailiffs; the attorney
representing the state; witnesses in certain specified conditions; interpreters; and a
stenographer or persen operating an electronic recording device, as provided by Article
20.012. Art. 20.02 requires that the proceedings of the grand jury be kept secret, with
certain limited exceptions.

“ See Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Chapter 20.

# See Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Chapter 20.

406 U.S. 441 (1972).
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The Fifth Amendment provides each person the right against self-incrimination.”
A governmental entity, however, has a right to conduct an internal investigation and to
compel employees to choose between providing honest and complete information to the
entity or being terminated.*

Within DPD, IAD has the right and responsibility to conduct an investigation of
those in DPD’s employ. Acting on behalf of DPD, IAD may require an officer {o provide
a written statement. Generally, if the officer refuses to provide a written statement for
the administrative investigation after being ordered to do so, the officer can be
disciplined for insubordination, up to and including termination.

If an officer could be charged with both administrative and criminal violations
based on the same conduct, IAD must investigate in such a way as not to viclate the
officer's constitutional right not to incriminate himself yet give full effect to DPD’s right to
conduct an internal investigation.®® Thus, prosecutors cannot use any statement that an
officer is required to provide regarding his conduct made the subject of the IAD
investigation because this would violate the individual officer's right against self-
incrimination.”

%385 U.S. 493 (1967).

5 1U.S. CoNsT. amend. V.

" See, e.g., Garrity v. New Jersey, 385 U.S. 493 (1967).

** See Garrity v. New Jersey, 385 U.S. 493 (1967).

*In Kastigar v. United States, the Supreme Court addressed the use of immunized statements
by a prosecutor. 406 U.S. at 460-62 (1972). The Court stated that immunity from use
and derivative use must leave the witness and the government in substantially the same
position as if the witness had claimed his or her Fifth Amendment privilege in the
absence of a grant of immunity. See id. at 458 and 461-62. The Court established a
test: when a witness claims that his or her immunized testimony was used, (1) the
government must deny any use of the accused’'s own immunized testimony against him
or her in a criminal case, and {2} the government must affirmatively prove that all of the
evidence to be used at trial is derived from iegitimate sources wholly independent of
immunized testimony. /d. at 460. Thus, Kastigar specifically prehibits any use by the
prosecutor of a witness’ immunized statement. See id. at 461. Further, the burden is
upon the state to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that no use was made of
the immunized statement and that the evidence to be used at trial or before the grand
jury was derived from sources wholly independent of the immunized statement. United
States v. Danijels, 281 F.3d 168, 180-81 (bth Cir. 2002), cert. denied, 535 U.5. 1105
(2002) (citing Kastigar, 406 U.S. at 460); see also United States v. Cantu, 185 F.3d 298,
303 (5th Cir. 1999).

Federal courts have applied the Kastigar test in the context of Garrity immunity. See, e.g., United
States v. Daniels, 281 F.3d at 180-81; United States v. Vangates, 287 F.3d 1315, 1319,
fn. 4 (11th Cir. 2002) (noting that "because Garrity protection is ‘tantamount to use
immunity,” the Kastigar analysis applies to Garrity protection). The Fifth Circuit analyzed
Kastigar in light of statements made by an officer under a Garrity warning. In United
States v. Daniels, the prosecution team was exposed to the officer's Garrrty statements.
281 F.3d at 181. The court acknowledged that there may be cases in which the
exposure of a defendant’'s immunized testimony to the prosecution team would be so
prejudicial that it would require disqualification of the entire prosecution team. id. Stating
that this was not such a case, the court declined to adopt a per se rule. /d. The court
stated that in this case, the officer's immunized Garrity statements “contained no relevant
information that was not readily available from legitimate, independent sources” as
required to satisfy Kastigar. Id.
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IAD provides the employee with a Garrity warning that requires the employee,
among other things, to give honest answers. The Garrity warning includes the protection
that the officer’s statement, as well as any information or evidence that is gained through
the statement, cannot be used against the officer in any criminal proceeding.* The law,
however, allows criminal and administrative investigations to be conducted
simultaneously, so long as the prosecutor can prove that he gleaned the information in
the criminal investigation independently of the administrative investigation.®’

D. Cases investigated.™

The Panel reviewed the documents relating to the list of cases dismissed by the
DA’'s Office as a result of the fake drug arrests and examined those cases in which the
statute of limitations had not run.** The Panel also reviewed those cases provided to it
by the FBI.

The Panel focused its investigation on the particular squad that was involved with
the fake drug issues. FBI Special Agent Marjorie Poché informed the Panel that in order
to define the scope of its investigation, the FBI had selected and seized 30 percent
(30%) of the narcotics purchases dating back to 1999 made by Sgt. Gouge's squad to
be tested by the regional laboratory of the DEA.** She stated that the FBI's intent was to
determine if the problems with fake drug purchases rested solely with Mr. De la Paz and
Mr. Herrera.*® The FBI sent approximately five hundred (500) pieces of evidence,
including evidence from informant buys, undercover buys made by the officers, small
drug buys and large drug buys, to be tested.”® Special Agent Poché told the Panel that it
appeared that only Mr. De la Paz and the Cls used by him had a clear and consistent
pattern of purchasing non-narcotic substances, many of which were identified as
gypsum powder.*” Relying on the FBI's conclusion regarding the scope of the fake drug
problems, the Panel concentrated its efforts on Mr. De la Paz and the Cls he used.

The Panel examined the cases presented in the federal trial and additional cases
that were catalogued on the DA’s Office’s list of dismissed cases. During a review of
these cases, the Panel learned of instances involving multiple arrests at some locations
where other individuals were arrested for possessing smaller quantities of drugs.®® The
Panel also located other arrest reports of individuals that were not included in the DA’s
Office’s iist. The individuals involved in these newly identified cases had pled guilty as
part of a plea bargain and were still under court supervision. Because of the DA's

* The officer, however, may be subject to criminal prosecution for any false statement that the
officer includes in any written internal statement.

°! See Footnote 29.

%2 See IP 000403, IP 001451-454; see Attachment C-2.

* The short deadline to complete its investigation prevented the Panel from examining those
cases in which the statute of limitations had already run. These cases are available to he
reviewed at a later date. Since there is no statute of limitations on the administrative
matters, these cases may be referred to 1AD in their entirety for review.

** See generally FBI 000037-991.

> See generally FBI 000037-991.

*> See generatly FBI 000037-991.

*" See generally FBI 000037-991,

* For example, there may be several pecple inside a drug house at the time of the execution of a
search warrant. Some of these individuals may already be in possession of drugs before
arriving at the location.
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former policy of requiring laboratory analysis only when requested for a trial, the
laboratory never analyzed the drugs.

The Panel identified twenty-two (22) such cases involving sixteen (16)
defendants.® The Panel collected the drugs from these cases and sent them to
Southwestern Institute for Forensic Sciences ("SWIFS”) for analysis. SWIFS determined
through laboratory analysis that the drugs involved in these cases contained controlled
substances greater than one percent {(1%).*

E. Interviews Conducted.*'

The Panel sent letters o the individuals that it wished to interview, or to the
individual's attorney if the individual was represented, requesting that each voluntarily
consent to be interviewed. The Panel made no promises of immunity and indicated that
no Garrity warnings would be issued.* The Panel clearly stated that there could be
criminal or administrative referrals based on the interview.

The interviews were designed to gain a more complete picture of the facts
surrounding the fake drug situation. To this end, the Panel requested interviews from the
officers associated with fake drug situation, the Narcotics chain of command during the
applicable periods of time up through the Chief of Police, particular individuals believed
to have some relevant information, as well as a general letter to all narcotics officers
asking for information.”® With consideration for the time restraints under which it
operated, the Panel interviewed all persons willing {0 be interviewed that it deemed
would be relevant to the investigation.

The Panel conducted interviews of the following DPD supervisors and former
supervisors:

a. Former Chief of Police Terrell Bolton™
b. Asst. Chief Dora Falls®

% 1P 000403,

““1P 000403.

“" The Panel was unable to interview the jurers in the federal trial of Mark De la Paz, as Judge
Barbara Lynn declined the Panel's request for access to the jurors. IP 000392-394, IP
002368-369, IP 002379-380.

the Panel issued Garrity warnings in its interviews, the Special Prosecutor would be reguired
to meet the Kastigar test, establishing that he received the evidence from a source other
than the testimony obtained by the Panel under the Garrity warning. In essence, this
would require the Special Prosecuter to prove that the information referred by the Panel
to PIU and to him was gained independently of the Garrity information.

As the Special Prosecutor was concerned that this may raise questions regarding the following of
proper procedures or possibly preclude criminal prosecution, he requested that the Panel
not issue Garrity warnings. As the Panel did not want to interfere with the criminal
prosecutions, the Panel complied with the Special Prosecutor’'s request and issued no
Garrity warnings. Because DPD had previously issued a blanket Garrity warning to many
of the individuals to be interviewed, the Panel required each individual to sign a waiver
that, among other things, clarified that no Garrity warmning was in effect during the
interview. This further prevented any overlap between the criminal and administrative
investigations.

> See Attachment C-3.

* WS 000935-1003.

42 1
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Asst. Chief Shirley Gray*®

Deputy Chief John Martinez*’

Deputy Chief Floyd Simpson™

Captain Jack Bragg™

Lt. Craig Miller™

Former Deputy Chief’" William Turnage®
Sgt. Jack Gouge™

Sgt. Kenneth LeCesne™

T T S@ e a0

The Panel conducted interviews of the following DPD Narcotics officers:
a. Sr. Cpl. Alan Foster®®
b. Sr. Cpl. David Larsen™
c. Sr. Cpl. Mark Woody®’
d. Anonymous Officer.>®

The Panel conducted interviews of other individuals:
a. Nancy Weber, SWIFS
b. Deborah Joseph, DPD.*
c. Gregg Long, Assistant District Attorney (“ADA™).®’

The Panel requested the following individuals to interview with the Panel, but
they either declined or did not respond.
a. Mark De la Paz, former DPD officer.??
b. Eddie Herrera, former DPD officer.®
c. Jeff Haywood, former DPD officer.®

“ WS 001085-176.

WS 001181-1240.

“T\WS 000244-379.

*® WS 001301-327.

* WS 000442-553.

WS 000384-439, WS 000657-705, WS 001243-281.

o1 During the time of the fake drug cases until he was promoted to a Deputy Chief out of Narcotics
on October 16, 2001, William Turnage was a lieutenant in the Narcotics Division. He will
be referred to as lieutenant in this report as that was his rank at the applicable times.

2 WS 000111-240.

2 WS 000630-654.

" Sgt. LeCesne agreed to meet with the Panel, however, the Panel and Sgt. LeCesne were
unable to find a mutually agreeable time. Mr. Hart, therefore, conducted a short
telephone interview of Sgt. LeCesne.

WS 000935-1003.

WS 000707-758.

T \WS 000556-628.

® WS 001486. The Panel sent letters to all officers still employed by DPD who were in the
Narcotics Division at the time of the fake drug situation. Tne Panel requested that
anyone with pertinent information contact the Panel. Of the over eighty {80) letters sent,
one (1} individual responded to anonymously provide some insight. 1P 0060494-575.

WS 001006-082.

% WS 001282-300.

°l\WS 001328-484.

2 Mr. De La Paz declineg. 1P 002315-319.

% Mr. Herrera declined.

** Mr. Haywood declined. IP 002328,
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d Officer Larry Moses, DPD.®
e Detective Anthony Gipson, DPD.%®
f. Sr. Cpl. Cathy De la Paz, DPD.*
g. Sr. Cpl. Eddie Lopez, DPD.*®
h Sgt. Steve Stirling, DPD.*
i Sgt. Carl Wachholtz, DPD."
j Sgt. David Nofzinger, DPD.”
. Sgt. Mike McCarthy, DPD. "
I George West, ADA™

Mr. Hart, Ms. Levario, and Ms. Cardwell conducted the interviews at the offices of
Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr, P.C. None of the testimony was under oath, although the
Panel recorded each interview. The Panel required each individua! to sign a warning
created by the Panel that outlined the repercussions for testimony and clearly negated
any immunity.”* Additionally, each individual was permitted to have an attorney present
during the interview,

Because an intensive interview regarding criminal matters could potentially
interfere with the ongoing criminal investigations and because the Panel did not have
access to the information from the criminal investigation, the Panel focused primarily on
administrative matters, such as supervisory issues. The Panel solicited facts
surrounding the incidents, as well as opinions on how this situation could have occurred
and how it could be prevented from recurring.

Additionally, the Panel requested members of the media to provide relevant
information to the Panel and to ask others to provide the Panel all relevant information
regarding the investigation. Members of the Panel spoke informally with defense
attorneys, prosecutors, plaintiffs’ attorneys, reporters, other police departments, and
police officers regarding leads, background information, and procedures and practices.

F. Procedure For Making Referrals To PIU And IAD.

The Panel collected all the documents to which it had access, analyzing and
comparing them against one another. The documents were scanned into a database,
FORTIS. The Panel conducted searches of the database to aid in finding information in
the documents.

As the documents were reviewed, they were compared with other documents
that pertained to that particular incident. The Panel noted anything that appeared to be
a violation on the face of the document and any perceived inconsistencies between the

°® Officer Moses did not respond.

“ Det. Gipson did not respond.

¥ gr. Cpl. Cathy De la Paz initially declined but later did not respond to the Panel's clarified
request. WS 001180,

®® 3r. Cpl. Lopez did not respond.

* Sgt. Stirling did not respond.

® 8gt. Wachholtz did not respond.

" 8gt. Nofzinger did not respond.

2 Sgt. McCarthy declined.

® George West did not respond.

™ See Attachment C-4.
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different documents. The Panel generated a report to be referred to the appropriate
investigative unit for further investigation, with a description of the potential issue and
supporting documentation for the referral. In the early stages of the investigation, the
Panel met weekly to discuss the referrals and any other issues.

1. Criminal Referrals to PIU.

The Panel has sent fifty-nine (59) referrals to PIU.”° The Panel and PiU
established the numbering system purely for tracking purposes, and it does not serve as
an indicator of the number of resulting prosecutions. Many of these referrals are
interwoven, involving the same incident and the same officers. Upon further
investigation, PIU may or may not refer these incidents to the Special Prosecutor,
however, the Special Prosecutor will ultimately determine which cases he will prosecute.

The Panel sent these potential criminal violations immediately to PIU because of
the statute of limitations issue. PIU and the Special Prosecutor’s investigators divided
the referred cases among themselves to complete the investigations more efficiently.
The Panel met with PIU and the Special Prosecutor regularly in an effort to facilitate the
Special Prosecutor in his criminal investigations. While PIU and the Special
Prosecutor’s investigators worked closely together, the Panel was not involved in most
of their interaction. The Special Prosecutor’s investigators and PIU shared some
information with the Panel regarding their respective ongoing investigations. On several
occasions when the Panel requested information from the Special Prosecutor, the
Special Prosecutor informed the Panel that the grand jury was the source of the
requested information, and therefore he could not provide this information to the Panel.
The Panel requested PIU and the Special Prosecutor to provide a report stating the
results of each referral. The Panel does not anticipate that it will receive any reports
until the criminal investigations have concluded.”

2, Administrative Referrals to IAD.

The Panel prepared fifty-one (51) incidents for referral to 1AD.”” Many of the
administrative issues are intertwined with the criminal issues. Further investigation by
IAD may establish that no misconduct occurred. The Panel will give these
administrative issues to the Police Chief at the conclusion of the Panel's investigation
with a recommendation for an |AD investigation.

. FINDINGS OF THE INVESTIGATION.
A. Parameters Of The Investigation.
To ensure that the public fully understands the results of the investigation and the

recommendations made by the Panel, the public must review the results and
recommendations in the context of certain caveats.

"® Additional referrals are pending.

® PIU has provided the Panel an update of those cases that they have finished investigating that
will not be prosecuted by the Special Prosecutor.

" See Attachment C-6.
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1. The Panel established a uniform standard for referring cases to
IAD™ and PIU. The standard was “any evidence of possible
wrongdoing.”

2. The Panel gleaned the information regarding potential criminal
issues solely from the documentation reviewed by the Panel and
unsworn statements made by individuals in interviews with the
Panel attorneys. In its investigation, PIU will examine this
information and determine whether to recommend prosecution to
the Special Prosecutor. The Special Prosecutor, however, has
discretion to pursue criminal prosecution in any of these cases.

3. The Panel gleaned information regarding potential administrative
issues through the documentation and unsworn statements made
by individuals in interviews with the Panel attorneys. Further
investigation by IAD will determine whether any administrative
violations occurred and whether sufficient evidence exists to
support disciplinary action.

B. Possible Criminal Violations Referred to PiU.

The information collected and reviewed by the Panel indicates that DPD officers
may have committed criminal offenses. These include the following: 1) possible
inconsistent statements made by officers in various reports and testimony; 2} possible
forgeTrg/ of signatures; 3) possible tampering with governmental records; 4) possible
theft.

C. Possible Administrative Viclations To Be Referred To IAD.

The Panel will recommend referrals of fifty-one (51) possible administrative
violations to IAD for further investigation. The information collected and reviewed by the
Panel indicates that DPD officers may have violated certain rules and procedures that
included, but is not limited to, the following: 1) lack of supervision; 2) improper
completion of forms; 3) improper disbursement of funds; 4) improper handling of Cls,
and 5) conflicting statements.

D. Rules Governing Conduct Of The Narcotics Division.
In addition to federal and state laws, the members of the Narcotics Division are

responsible for following certain rules as outlined in various DPD administrative
regulations, including, SOPs, General Orders, Code of Conduct, and Personnel Rules.

® The Panel will be sending the IAD referrals to the Chief of Police and not directly to 1AD.

™ among others, specific statutes that may have been violated include the following: Texas
Penal Code 37.03 Aggravated Perjury; Texas Penal Code 37.10 Tampering with a
Governmental Record; Texas Penai Code 32.21 Forgery (Governmental Record); Texas
Penal Code 31.03 Theft (by a Public Servant).
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E. Factual Pattern.

In examining the information from the fake drug cases, a pattern quickly became
obvious. In a typical case, the Cls would buy pool chalk, and package it to resemble
kilos of illegal narcotics. Occasionally, they would sprinkle a small amount of real drugs
on top of the fake drugs. The Cl would choose a target and plant the drugs. The ClI
would contact Mr. De la Paz and tell him that the target had drugs. The Cl would go to
the location and make a “buy.”

Frequently, arrest warrants and arrest reports would support the Cl's statements,
alleging that Mr. De la Paz observed the delivery or that surveillance had been
conducted. One of the officers would field-test the substance; the field test always was
reported to result in a positive for narcotics. The information would then be used to
obtain a search warrant. After executing the search warrant, the officers would recover
multiple kilos of what appeared to be illegal narcotics. The person was then arrested.
Subsequent SWIFS analyses would show that most, if not all, of the substance was
gypsum, later determined to be billiard chalk.

Although some of the details changed, certain characteristics remained
consistent in these cases: the same narcotic officer, the same group of Cls, multi-kilo
drug deals, few or no guns found, little or no property seized, little or no cash recovered,
and minimal or no surveiliance conducted. Most of the arrested individuals were
Spanish-speaking immigrants who were employed as construction workers, auto
mechanics, or day laborers, possessing none of the accoutrements common to drug
dealers.

A group of Cls was involved in the fake drug cases:®® Enrique Alonso (Cl#
2253}, Luis Daniel Alonso (Cl# 2459), Roberto Santos (Cl# 2409), Daniel Cavazos (Cl#
2452), and Jose Ruiz (Cl# 2344). Additionally, there were individuals who received
money for their involvement but who were not registered Cls: Brenda Davis, Roberto
Rodriguez Gonzales/Reyes, Marcos Gonzalez, Hugo Hernandez, and Ruth Alonso.
According to Cl payment receipts, Mr. De la Paz paid over $275,000.00 to these Cls in
connection with the fake drug cases. According to Cl Payment Receipts, Mr. Alonso,
alone, eventually received over $200,000.

Mr. De la Paz was the officer responsible for supervising Mr. Alonso. Other
officers who worked with Mr. De la Paz on some of the fake drug cases were Mr.
Herrera, Officer Larry Moses, Sr. Cpl. Alan Foster, Mark Woody, Jeff Haywood, and Sr.
Cpl. David Larsen. Sgt. Gouge was the sergeant supervising Mr. De la Paz's street
squad throughout the pertinent times. Lt. Turnage was the lieutenant over the street
squads up until the time he was promoted to deputy chief on October 16, 2001.%" After
Lt. Turnage was promoted, the street squads were lacking a lieutenant. Lt. Craig Miller,
who was also lieutenant over Asset Forfeiture and Training in the Narcotics Divisicn,
assumed the responsibility of the street squads on October 22, 2001.%* Deputy Chief
Martinez was the division commander; he reported to Asst. Chief Falls who reported to
Chief Bolton.*

8 See Attachment C-7.

¥ \WsS 000159,

#2\WS 000409.

8 See, e.g., WS 000035-042; see Attachment C-8,
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F. Factors Within DPD That Coniributed To The Fake Drug Cases.

In examining the documentation and conducting interviews, the Panel discovered
several issues that raised concerns about the circumstances surrounding the drug busts
and the manner in which DPD dealt with the problems.

The Panel reviewed all regulations which Narcotics personnel are required to
follow. The investigation revealed facts that indicate that there were breaches of these
regulations. The Panel has outlined the regulations at issue and the facts that indicate
that there were breaches of these regulations. The Panel has prepared a chart that
enumerates the cases in which there may have been administrative violations, including
a description of the facts, the possible violations, and the officers involved.*

1. Cl Procedures.

a. Search Of Cls.
{1) Administrative Regulation.

Narcotics SOPs state that “[w]hen ulilizing search warrant information from a
confidential informant, officers will search the informant prior to sending them into a
location to make a purchase. Upon their return, whether the confidential informant
consummated the purchase or not, the informant will be searched a second time. This
will assist officer’s efforts to maintain informant confidentiality when issues of credibility
are raised.”®

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

The SOPs do not formally require officers to document that they searched the Cl.
However, in normal circumstances, an officer documents the search in the arrest report.
Among other things, a search of the Cl guarantees that the Cl is not carrying money,
drugs, or weapons. It further bolsters the credibility of the Cl and helps in making a case
against the arrested suspect. Further, narcotics officers told Panel members informally
that narcotics officers generally create investigative notes that document this type of
information. Although the SOPs do not require that a witness be present for the search
of the CI, usually the officer's partner will be present.

Mr. De La Paz maintained to the FBI that he always searched Cls and their
vehicles before the Cls made a drug buy.®® He stated that the search of the person
consisted of a thorough pat down and sometimes included emptying pockets, and that
the search of the vehicle included searching all inside and outside compartments.®” He
stated that this search was intended to ensure the Cl was not carrying money, drugs, or
weapons.”™ He specifically claimed that he searched the Cl and the Cl's truck in the

84 See Attachment C-6.

% Narcotics SOP 5020 Search Warrant Procedures Section B.
% DPS 006063.

" DPS 006063.

*® DPS 006063.
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Roberto Amador case and the Cl and the Cl's car in the Yvonne Gwyn case.” He also
stated that he searched the Cl, Roberto Santos, in the Jaime Siguenza case.”

Several of the Cls, however, claim that they were never searched.” Further, the
testimony of witnesses demonstrate that searches of the Cls and their vehicles could not
have occurred in some of the cases, as the Cls have stated that they carried the fake
narcotics either on them or in one of their vehicles in some instances.*

Furthermore, no documentary evidence, such as arrest reports or investigative
notes, exists to verify that the Cls were searched in the arrests of individuals on
numerous occasions: Roberto Amador, Yvonne Gwyn, Pablo Olin, Betty Ann Jenkins,
Javier Pacheco, Jaime Ortiz, Israel Pineda, Estalisnao Mendoza, Arturo Bernal Villareal,
Jose Arevalo, Lorenzo Escamilla, Francisco Mendoza, Guadalupe Mendoza, Jorge
Hernandez, Jose Santos Gonzales, and Jose Luis Vega.93

b. Observation Of Cl Transactions.
(1 Administrative Regulation.

Narcotics SOPS require that “[w]henever possible, the control officer, or another
officer assigned this responsibility, should observe the informant enter the premises
where the controlled purchase is made.”®*

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

Although there are no formal regulations that require the documentation of an
officer observing the informant entering the premises and making purchases, generally
any surveillance conducted and any observation of the ClI's movements are recorded in
arrest reports and investigative notes because, among other reasons, this ensures that
the officer is able to corroborate the testimony of the Cl, helping solidify a case against
an arrested suspect.

The documentary evidence indicates that Cls were not adequately monitored
when they were involved in drug transactions. Based on the testimony of witnesses,
officers were frequently not in a place where they were able to observe the Cl's
activities.* Further, frequently, the officers did not use any type of visual or audio
equipment;*

Mr. De la Paz stated that in several drug busts, such as in the cases of Denny
Ramirez, Daniel Licea, Yvonne Gwyn, Roberto Amador, and Jaime Siguenza, he had a
good view of the transactions.”” However, photographs taken by the FB for the federal

* DPS 006067-068.

% DPS 006069.

! See, e.g.. FBI 001180, DPS 006136, 11 000421.

2 See, e.g., DPS 006375-376, DPS 006400; DPS 006378; DPS 006508.

* See Attachment C-6.

* Narcotics SOP 5020 Search Warrant Procedures, Section B(1).

*®See, e.g., Il 000339-551, Il 000584-755, Il 000882-934, Il 000936-985, || 001009-205, Il
001212-1248, 1 001249-279, 1| 001307-415, 11 001635-702, DPS 000484-488.

*® See, e.g., DPS 000261-266.

*7 See, e.g. DPS 006066, DPS 006088, DPS 606069-070.
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trial of Mr. De la Paz indicate that officers were not in a position to see the transactions
in several of the cases.”® Further, statements of the Cls and testimony of witnesses
indicate that Mr. De la Paz could not have seen the events.”

Additionally, in many cases, the Cl was the one that selected the location of the
drug buys with no input from Mr. De la Paz, the controlling officer. For example, Mr.
Alonso stated that he would plant the fake drugs the night before and then would call Mr.
De la Paz the next day and tell him about a person who ostensibly had drugs.'®

C. Failure To Observe And React To Warning Signs.
(1) Administrative Regulation.

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules state that “[ijnability or unwillingness to
perform assigned work satisfactorily” is unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by,
among other things, “deficiencies indicating the employee’s failure to adequately perform
the responsibilities of the position.””’

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules further state that indifference towards work is
unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other violations, inattention,
inefficiency, carelessness, or negligence.'*

DPD requires its officers to “investigate those incidents assigned or which come
to their attention to the fullest extent within their assigned responsibility.” '**

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.
(a) Typical Drug Buys.
{i) DPD Drug Squads.

According to Lt. Turnage, the primary function of the street squads was to deal
with small dealers who were selling small amounts of drugs.’ He said one of the areas
in which the street squads differentiated from the higher-level squads was that the street
squads did not bring in the smaller dealers and try to work up the hierarchy of the drug
supply deal.”™ The enforcement squads worked with the dealers who were high-level
suppliers.’®

Sgt. Gouge stated that his understanding of the difference between the street
squads and the enforcement squads was that the street squads worked the citizen

* See, e.g.. DPS 000261-266, DPS 000267-268, DPS 000481-485, DPS 000780-785.

% See, e.g., Il 000339-551, Il 000584-755, || 000882-934, Il 000936-985, Il 001009-205. I
001212-1248, 11 001249-279, |1 001307-415, |1 001635-702, DPS 000484-488.

% See, e.g., 1 000425.

'”" Personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)4.

%2 personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)5.

"% Code of Conduct Chapter V, Paragraph 5.3.

WS 000145

%5 WS 000146.

WS 000147-148.
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complaints, while the enforcement squads were no longer assigned those complaints.™’

He stated that there was never a guideline that limited the size of drug transaction the
street squads could investigate, stating that it was never really discussed.’™ He further
said that if an officer continued to use a Cl to make multi-kilo deals, there was no reason
the Cl should be given to the enforcement squad to use.™

According to Deputy Chief Martinez, the street squads and the enforcement
squads intermingled investigating cases.'® However, the mission of the street squads
was to handle the day-to-day street drug buys, although they were not prohibited from
handling larger deals.”" The enforcement squads were designed to concentrate on the
“long range” deals.”"?

Sgt. LeCesne explained to PIU some of the processes the Enforcement Squads
used when transacting drug operations.”” He said that they identify ail of the people
they are going to arrest and take statements from the people they arrest."™ He stated
that they fingerprint their Cls and do not work people they cannot identify.'™ Further,
patrol officers used the same field test kits they used.'® If they are not sure about the
test results, they do not put anyone in jail, they wait for the analyses of the drugs.'”” He
said that they do some big deals, but that these go directly to the laboratory.'® He
stated that they copy all of the money used and seized and never use only one source to
develop a target."™ According to Sgt. LeCesne, the DEA had not had many fake drug
casesazcllisting only two instances in which the individuals had packaged blocks of
wood.

(i) DPD Statistics.
Lt. Miller stated that circumstances surrounding the transactions were unusual.™
He stated that usually cases of these sizes would yield seizures of guns, money, and
vehicles."** An anonymous narcotics officer informed the Panel that DPD usually seizes
cars and money in the larger deals.'®

In the initial investigation conducted by PIU in December 2001 and January
2002, PIU investigators found that the entire Narcotics Division had seized a total of

7 WS 000448.
WS 000448-449.
:fz WS 000449.
WS 000348.
WS 000350.
"2 WS 000350.
" Py 000132.
1" PIU 000132,
7 PIU000132.
PIU 000132.
T PIU 000132.
"' PIU 000132.
];? PIU 000132,
PIU 000132.
"% See generally WS 000701-702.
22 WS 000701-702.
2 WS 001486.
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647.2 kilograms of cocaine in 2001."** A matrix was created detailing the activity of the
Narcotics Division in the period beginning January 1, 2001 until November 30, 2001."®
This matrix reflected that out of 725 operations, the Narcotics Division Street Squads
supervised by Lt. Miller made 1190 arrests and seized 215 weapons, eighty-nine (89)
vehicles, and $144,596.'%°

(b) The Fake Drug Cases Were Atypical.

The fake drug busts had many factors in common that were unusual in a typical
drug bust. In these cases, multi-kilo drug deals were conducted, with few or no guns
found, very little or no property seized, and very little or no cash recovered.””’

Sgt. LeCesne stated that drug busts do not always produce these items. In
cases where these items were not found, however, he said that his first suspicion would
be that the arrested individual was a courier and he would have done further
investigation to discover the drug dealer for whom the courier worked.”™ There is no
documentation to indicate that anyone ever attempted to investigate further to determine
whether these arrested individuals were couriers and to attempt to turn them into
informants if they were.

The following factors were characteristic of the fake drug cases. These factors
were atypical of the circumstances surrounding other street squad drug cases.

(i) Size Of The Drug Deals.

Most of the fake drug cases involved multiple kilograms of alleged illegal
substances.'™ The size of Mr. De la Paz's cases was significantly larger than any
others in the street squads.™™ The street squads were designed to deal with
neighborhood drug houses and street dealers.”” The enforcement squads were better
equipped to deal with larger, more complicated deals.”** Sgt. Gouge, however, informed
the Panel that the enforcement squads were inexperienced, and thus no reason existed
to move cases to the enforcement squads.’™

PIU's initial investigation in 2001-2002 revealed that the Narcotics Division
seized a total of 647.2 kilograms of cocaine in the year 2001. PIU stated that as a resuit
of Mr. Alonso’s work in 2001, the Narcotics Division seized 141.38 kilograms of
marijuana, 1,060.6 grams of cocaine 468.5 grams of methamphetamines, and 1,128.9
grams of heroin.™ Due to Mr. Ruiz's work as a Cl in 2001, the Narcotics Division seized

' PIY 000194,

'“* PIU 000198-199.

2% PlU 000198.

%7 See, e.g., WS 000702-703.

2811002473, 11002474

' See, e.g., FGJS 005511, FGJS 005539, FGJS 005646-647, FGJS 005626, FGJS 005875,
FGJS 005832, FGJS 005492, FGJS 005869, FGJS 005526, FGJS 005568, FGJS
005472, FGJS 005780.

' See, e.g., PIU 000194-197.

*TWS 000145-146, WS 000448.

32 See, e.g., WS 000699.

WS 000448-449, WS 0005333.

% pIU 000194,
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15,869.4 grams of cocaine and 2956.2 grams of methamphetamines.' Because of

Luis Daniel Alonso’s work as a Cl in 2001, the Narcotics Division seized 25,563.5 grams
of cocaine.”*® As a result of Daniel Cavazos's work in 2001, the Narcotics Division
seized 12,643.5 grams of cocaine.”’

Lt. Miller stated that these sizes of deals just did not happen, so someone should
have been paying attention when they did.” Lt. Miller stated that these sizes of deals
were unusual at both the street squad and enforcement squad levels.”® Because the
size of these particular deals was so unusual, Lt. Turnage told the Panel that he became
a little suspicious at the time of the large deals.’"

(i) Money Paid To Cls.

According to payment sheets, Mr. De la Paz paid the Cls in these cases
unusually large amounts of money for their services.™" In 2001, the documents reflect
that Mr. De la Paz paid Mr. Alonso $208,050.00, Mr. Ruiz $23,100, Luis Daniel Alonso
$22,000, Daniel Cavazos $17,000, and Roberto Santos $6,950.00."% Lt. Miller stated
that he compared the amounts paid to Cls between January 1, 2001 and December 11,
2001."® On January 2, 2002, he created a matrix that listed the top Cls within the date
range.'** Of over seventy-five (75) Cls, four (4) of Mr. De la Paz's Cls were in the list of
the top ten (10) paid and all five (8) were in the top fifteen (15). The Narcotics Division
paid Mr. Alonso $208,050, the highest amount paid any CI; the next highest paid
Narcotics Cl received $38,000."*

Sgt. Gouge stated that the payments to the Cls would not have been excessive
had the drugs been real."® Lt. Turnage stated, however, that he and Chief Martinez
determined that the Cl was being paid too much; they stated that the Cl| should not be
making more money for his services than they were making as police officers."’

{iii) Weapons.

Few, if any, weapons were found in these cases. Weapons were only found in
four of these cases: Jose Mendoza, in which three (3) were seized; and Blanca Cantu,
in which three (3) were seized; Victor Bonell, in which three (3) were seized, Bertha
Vasquez, in which one (1) was seized.*
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Sgt. Gouge informed the Panel that, in his opinion, this was not uncommon and
raised no red flags, as there was no expectation of being robbed.’® “[Y]ou're usually
dealing with people, you know, that our understanding was that these informants knew
these people and dealt with them in the past, they've trusted each other. And it's not
that uncommon when you're dealing with people that you have done business with
befor%,oyou're not going to expect to get robbed and carry your gun and doing things like
that.”

(iv) Buy Money.

A buy-walk-bust is an operation in which an undercover officer makes a narcotic
purchase with the intention of causing the arrest of the suspect immediately following the
undercover officer's departure from the scene.™ On some occasions, the officer sends
a Cl in to make the narcotic purchase and then, when the Cl has departed the scene,
the undercover officer will enter the scene and make the arrest. The money used to
make these purchases is called buy money. Mr. De la Paz stated that he used both
methods. '

In the fake drug cases, Mr. De la Paz failed to recover approximately $20,510 of
buy money in the cases that resulted in the arrests of the following individuals. '**

Victor Alvarado $2.500
Antwan Austin $100
Jesus Barrientos $5,200
Rashidi Craft $100
Isiah Danzler $150
Alfonso Hernandez  $200
Betty Jenkins $1,500
Brandon Lewis $100
Jose Mendoza $2,500
Clifton Mims $50
Eric Minor $50
Pablo Olin $1,300
Cedric Lawson $100
Veronica Robinson  $40
Luis Senan $2,000

George Sifuentez $4,600
Neimah Swoops $20™*

Lt. Turnage stated that he talked to Mr. De la Paz in every instance in which buy
money was not recovered, which he thought was four (4) to six (6) times.'®® He said this
raised a red flag during the time of the large busts.'
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According to Sgt. Gouge, the officers would get the money back if they could;
however, it was very common not to get it back.”®” He stated that this did not raise any
red flags for him.”™ *“It wasn't that uncommon. Money changes hands and it moves
quickly and, you know, if | give you $5,000, and you didn't know me, and you know
people with me, you're not going to stand on the street with $5,000 very long because
you know somebody's gonna come back and rob you or take the money back from you,
and that's what you're thinking, so the money moves pretty quick.""™

Mr. Ruiz stated that Mr. De la Paz never wanted to provide buy money; he further
said that Mr. De la Paz would always say he had money, although he usually did not."®

(v) Cl's Refusal To Work With Other Agencies.

Although offered the opportunity to work with other agencies, including the DEA
and DPS, Mr. Alonso refused to work for anyone but Mr. De la Paz. Sgt. LeCesne
stated to PIU that the DEA had attempted to use Mr. Alonso as a federal informant.'’
When Mr. Alonso was told he needed to be fingerprinted, debriefed, and documented,
he did not want to do any of it."% Sgt. LeCesne stated, “I've never seen a paid Cl turn
down money---from any source.”*®®

Lt. Turnage stated that he attempted to move Mr. Alonso to an enforcement
squad and the DEA in the July 2001 timeframe.'® Lt. Turnage said he was a little
suspicious because Mr. Alonso refused to work with either." Sgt. Gouge stated that
the reason he was given by Mr. De la Paz was that Mr. Alonso only wanted to work with
Mr. De la Paz because he trusted him; this did not raise any red flags to Sgt. Gouge.®®

(vi) Substance’s Appearance.

Nancy Weber, the SWIFS chemist, examined the majority of the fake drugs that
Mr. De la Paz seized.” Ms. Weber stated that these substances did not look like
cocaine and that they were not packaged like cocaine.'™ Ms. Weber stated that it was
obvious that the substances were different than real cocaine.®® She stated that the
substances were not hard like real kilos of cocaine and that the color, texture, and smell
of the powder were different.’”® She also stated that this was not the way that kilos of
cocaine were packaged.'”’
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Sgt. Gouge, however, told PIU during its initial investigation in January 2002 that
the substances were packaged like real drugs should be packaged.'” In a statement to
PIU during PIU’s initial investigation, Cathy De la Paz related a conversation that she
had had with Mr. De la Paz regarding the fake drug cases, stating that these deals
happened like real drug deals: “We knew the drugs were packaged convincingly and the
field tests had been good. We also knew the deals went down exactly like high level
deals do with the cocaine fronted and no money exchanged.”™

d. Continued Use Of Cls After Reliability Questions Raised.
(1) Administrative Regulation.

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules state that inability or unwillingness to perform
assigned work satisfactorily is unacceptable conduct and “is exemplified by, but is not
limited to, the following violations: (A} failure to follow written or verbal instructions; . . .
and (C) other deficiencies indicating the employee's failure to adequately perform the
responsibilities of the position.”"

The City of Dallas Personnel Ruies further state that indifference towards work is
unacceptable conduct and “is exemplified by, but is not limited to, the following
violations: (A) inattention, inefficiency, loafing, sleeping, carelessness, or negligence”
and “(E) discourteous or irresponsible treatment of the public or other employees.” ™

“When an informant . . . proves to be unreliable for whatever reason, his/her Cl
File will be transferred to the Undesirable/Inactive Cl file” and the Narcotics Division
Intelligence Squad notified. “The circumstances will be documented in a memo to the
Division Commander. This memo must be included in the Cl file and the individual will
not be used again without the permission of the Division Commander.”'"®

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

(a) When DPD Became Aware Of Reliability
Issues.

(i} Mark De la Paz.

SWIFS received the first package of evidence pertaining to the fake drug cases
in the Hugo Rosas case on August 9, 2001.""" Weber determined that of the fifty-one
(61) plastic-wrapped packages of white powder, thirty-seven (37) packages did not
contain a controlled substance and the remaining fourteen (14) contained cocaine as a
thin layer on top of the bulk of the powder.'™®
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Mr. De la Paz stated that Nancy Weber called him and told him that the drugs
were “bad” on September 12, 2001."”® Mr. De la Paz's wife, Cathy De la Paz, provided
PIU with a statement that Mr. De La Paz had just begun to find out about the fake drugs
as early as September 11, 2001."*° According to ADA Long, however, he spoke with Mr.
De la Paz about SWIFS analysis showin% that the drugs had tested negative for
narcotics as early as August 29 or 30, 2001.""

Ms. Weber stated that in her conversation with Mr. De la Paz in mid-September,
she informed him that the drugs were fake.'® She said that he and Mr. Herrera brought
her a kilo from the Gwyn case and asked her to test it."*® She said that she told them
that the package from the Gwyn case had cocaine sprinkled just on the surface and was
“bunk.”® She said she told them to conduct field tests differently, that they needed to
take samples from different areas of the package.'®

(ii} Supervisors.

Sgt. Gouge stated that he first heard of problems with Mr. De la Paz and Mr.
Alonso around September 11, 2001."%® He stated that Det. Anthony Gipson told him of a
a rumor circulating around the courthouse that one of Mr. De La Paz's deals had been
revealed by SWIFS to consist of fake drugs.”™ Sgt. Gouge stated that he spoke with Mr.
De la Paz about this, and Mr. De la Paz told him that he was already speaking with ADA
Long about the problem.'®®

Sgt. LeCesne stated that he first became aware of the fake drug situation in
October 2001." In a telephone conversation with Mr. Hart, however, Sgt. LeCesne
stated that after reviewing documentation, he concluded that he first became aware of
the fake drug situation in late August or early September of 2001 and spoke with ADA
Long shortly after that.'*® He stated that ADA Long called him three times in early or mid
October over a six or seven-day period of time regarding the fake drug issues.”' He
stated that he told Lt. Turnage after the first or second call, and he talked to Deputy
Chief Martinez after the third." He also stated that he informed Mr. De la Paz of the
conversation.'™® He stated that Lt. Turnage told him that he was already aware of the
situation and was reporting to Deputy Chief Martinez.”™ He further stated that when he
told Chief Martinez what ADA Long had told him, Deputy Chief Martinez replied that he
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had already been informed by Mr. De la Paz's supervisors.'®® Sgt. LeCesne stated that
he told ADA Long to contact Deputy Chief Martinez directly.'®®

Lt. Turnage stated that he first became aware of the fake drug situation in the
middle or latter part of September when Sgt. LeCesne told him that he had heard at the
courthouse about the problems with the drugs.’’

Lt. Miller stated that ADA Long contacted him the week of October 22, 2001
when Lt. Miller first took over supervision of the street squads, but he said the
conversation was not such that any real concerns were raised.'™ He spoke further with
ADA Long the week of November 5, 2001 and scheduled a meeting with him for later in
November regarding the cases.'® ADA Long faxed Lt. Miller the lists of cases that were
problematic on November 28, 2001** and December 3, 2001.%""

Deputy Chief Martinez stated that, to the best of his recollection, in mid to late
September, Sgt. LeCesne went to him in confidence and told him that he had heard a
courthouse rumor from ADA Long that Mr. De la Paz's August drug bust may not have
been all cocaine.”™ He said, however, that neither ADA Long nor anyone else from the
DA’s Office contacted him until January 2002.%°* Sgt. LeCesne asserts that he provided
Deputy Chief Martinez with ADA Long's phone number and pager, sc that Deputy Chief
Martinez could contact ADA Long directly.”

Asst. Chief Falls told the Panel that she first heard about the fake drug cases
from Deputy Chief Martinez at the end of November 2001 when there was an IAD
referral.®® Her understanding as to why Deputy Chief Martinez had not informed her of
these cases previously was that he had just found out about the problem and had
immediately filled out a request for an IAD investigation.**®

Chief Bolton stated that he first became aware of the fake drug cases when Asst.
Chief Gray notified him at a Christmas party in December 2001.*®” Asst. Chief Gray
stated that she learned about the fake drug cases the week of December 4, 2001 when
she returned from extended family medical leave and that she informed Chief Bolton of
the situation the week of December 10, 2001.*® Chief Bolton stated that after he heard
about the fake drug problems, he called in members of the Narcotics Division for more
information.”*
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iii) Negative Laboratory Results.

As early as September 4, 2001, laboratory reports began to show that the
substances seized by Mr. De la Paz contained either no controlled substances, trace
amounts or only small amounts.”" Ms. Weber stated that she faxed a copy of the
laboratory report in the Rosas case to Det. Christa Walker, the DPD officer who received
all laboratory reports from SWIFS, on September 13, 2001.*"" Other laboratory reports
indicated similar results.

9/4/01 Hugo Rosas®™
9/20/01 Emigdio Esparza®"
9/26/01 Daniel Licea?"
10/5/01 Jacinto Mejia®'"®
10/30/01 Jose Vega®'®
10/31/01 Abel Santos®'’
11/6/01 Luis Senan?'®
11/6/01 Bertha Vasquez®™®
11/12/01 Israel Pineda®®®
11/13/01 Bernardo Ortung®’
11/14/01 George Sifuentes™
11/15/01 Estanislao Mendoza®®

(b) Supervisors’ Actions.
(i) SWIFS Testing.

Deputy Chief Martinez informed the Panel that he approached Lt. Turnage a few
days after he had been told about the rumor that the August drug bust contained fake
drugs and told him {o get a laboratory report on the August bust.?**

Lt. Turnage stated that in the mid to latter part of September, after SWIFS
analyses began to return with little or no controlied substance, he told Mr. De La Paz to
personally carry drugs seized in cases in which Mr. Alonso was the Cl to SWIFS.?*
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(i) Polygraph Of CL.

In early October 2001, Lt. Turnage told the Panel that he instructed Sgt. Gouge
to have Mr. Alonso polygraphed.” Mr. Alonso was polygraphed about ten days later on
October 12, 2001.%*" Sgt. Gouge said that he took Alan Foster and Mr. De la Paz with
him to have Mr. Alonso polygraphed by Det. Jim Gallagher, Crimes Against Persons
Division, DPD.*® Sgt. Gouge stated that they were permitted to ask only one question
of Mr. Alonso in the polygraph test.*®

The two (2) relevant questions asked were the following: “Did you know that the
dope at the Jack-in-the-Box had sheetrock in it?” and “Did you know that sheetrock was
in the dope at the Jack-in-the-Box?"** The examiner opined that Mr. Alonso was truthful
when he answered “no” to these questions.’

h 232

Mr. De la Paz stated to the FBI that Mr. Alonso “barely passed” the polygrap
Mr. De la Paz claimed that after the polygraph, Lt. Turnage and Sgt. Gouge told him to
keep using Mr. Alonso and authorized payment.®”

According to Sgt. Gouge, Lt. Turnage told him to stop using Mr. Alonso until the
polygraph was done.”* However, he stated that after Mr. Alonso passed the polygraph,
Lt. Turnage told him that Mr. Alonso was to be returned to working as a Cl but not paid
until he made up for the lost money.*® He further said that Lt. Turnage instructed that all
the substances in Mr. Alonso’s cases were o be sent to SWIFS.236

(iif) Directives Regarding Use Of Cl.

Deputy Chief Martinez told the Panel that he instructed Lt. Turnage to stop using
Mr. Alonso within a week or two after a September laboratory report that indicated that
there was little or no illegal substance found.”” When Deputy Chief Martinez returned
from being out of town, he was informed the polygraph that Mr. Alonso was to be
given.*®® Deputy Chief Martinez states that he told Lt. Turnage not to use or pay Mr.
Alonso anymore, even if he passed the polygraph.®*® Lt. Turnage, however, stated that
Deputy Chief Martinez never directed him to stop using Mr. Alonso as a CI.%*
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Lt. Turnage stated that after he heard from Sgt. LeCesne and prior to polygraph,
he told Sgt. Gouge and Mr. De La Paz to go back and check out Mr. Alonso
thoroughly.®" He said that in the first week of October, he ordered Sgt. Gouge and Mr.
De La Paz not to use Mr. Alonso again.**

After Lt. Turnage told Mr. De La Paz and Sgt. Gouge not to use Mr. Alonso, Mr.
De La Paz asked permission to use Mr. Alonso on a methamphetamine deal.”*® Lt
Turnage said he allowed this but told him not to pay the Cl or arrest anyone until a
SWIFS analysis was completed.”* When the subsequent SWIFS analysis indicated that
the substance was “bunk,” Lt. Turnage directed Sgt. Gouge and Mr. De la Paz for the
second time that the Cl was “dirty” and not to use him.** Lt. Turnage stated that on
October 13 or 14, 2001, he repeated his order not to use Mr. Alonso.**

Sgt. Gouge, however, claims that Lt. Turnage told him on October 12, 2001, that
since Mr. Alonso passed the polygraph, he should be returned back to working as a Cl
but not paid until he made up for the money he made on the fake drugs.”’’ According to
Sgt. Gouge, Lt. Turnage directed that all substances seized as a result of Mr. Alonso’s
involvement go to SWIFS. %

Lt. Miller began supervising the street squads on October 22, 2001.%*° He states
that from the time of his first conversation with ADA Long at the end of October until the
meeting on November 20, 2001, he never received the impression from ADA Long that
there was a significant problem.”® Nonetheless, Lt. Miller states that the first week of
November, he instructed Sgt. Gouge verbally not to use Mr. Alonso until Lt. Miller
learned more information about why Mr. Alonso had been polygraph tested.”

Sgt. Gouge stated that the day after receiving Lt. Miller’s directive, he informed
Mr. De la Paz that he was not to use Mr. Alonso again.”** The first week of December,
Sgt. Gouge found that Mr. De la Paz had used Mr. Alonso twice on buys.® Lt. Miller
saw tErgLs as well, and generated a written instruction that Mr. Alonso no longer be
used.
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(iv) Recommendation For An IAD
Investigation.

According to Lt. Turnage, he told Deputy Chief Martinez in early October that he
needed to initiate an 1AD investigation.®® Lt. Miller stated that he told Deputy Chief
Martinez on November 28, 2001 that IAD needed to conduct an investigation of Mr. De
la Paz, Mr. Herrera, and the fake drug cases.®

On November 30, 2001, a request for an IAD investigation was sent to IAD,
signed by Lt. Miller and Deputy Chief Martinez.”®" This complaint listed Mr. De la Paz
and Mr. Herrera as the employees involved.”® In an attached memorandum, Lt. Miller
stated that he was faxed information from the DA’'s Office concerning several drug
charges where six (6) defendants were arrested and placed in jail on drug charges
where none of the substances ultimately tested positive for narcotics, although they had
field-tested positive.*® Mr. De la Paz and Mr. Herrera were listed as the arresting
officers in all of the cases.”™ Lt. Miller stated that his recommendation for an Internal
Affairs investigation was based on the fact that there were no drugs in the substances
that field-tested positive.*®’

Asst. Chief Falls states that when she learned of the request for a control number
from Deputy Chief Martinez, she directed him to brief Chief Bolton. Even though the
allegations involved personnel under her command, she demonstrated a reluctance to
investigate matters as she failed to inquire into the specifics of the allegations and did
not accompany Deputy Chief Martinez to brief Chief Bolton.?*

(c) Continued Use Of The Cls Despite
Awareness Of Reliability I[ssues And
Directives Regarding Use.

(i) Use Of Cls After September 1,
2001.%%

Despite these reliability issues, Mr. De la Paz continued to use and pay Mr.
Alonso. Further, he continued to use and pay the network of associated Cls. Sgt.
Gouge stated that although it was never explicitly stated, it was understood that when
Mr. De la Paz was precluded from using Mr. Alonso, he was precluded from using the
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related group of Cls, as well.*** According to Lt. Turnage, after he told Mr. De la Paz not
to use Mr. Alonso, Mr. De la Paz started using the network of Cls that Lt. Turnage did
not know were interrelated.”®”

Between September 2001 and November 2001, Mr. De la Paz used the Cls in
the following instances:**

9/4/01 Daniel Cavazos (Cl# 2452)
9/4/01 Luis Daniel Alonso (Cl# 2459)
9/7/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl # 2253)
9/18/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)

9/24/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344

( )
10/01/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/09/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/12/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/16/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/22/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/24/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)
10/25/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)
10/30/01 Jose Ruiz (C1# 2344)
11/01/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
11/06/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
1112/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
11/19/01 Enrique Alonso (CI# 2253)
11/26/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)
11/27/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
11/29/01 Enrique Alonso {Cl# 2253)
11/30/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)

(i) Superviscr Approval.

Officers are required to obtain approval from their supervisors to pay Cls. The
level of approval necessary for payment depends on the amount of money to be paid. In
the timeframe of the fake drug cases, a sergeant’s approval was needed for any
payment up to $500; a lieutenant’s approval was necessary for any payment from $500
to $2,96(?)O; and a deputy chief's approval was necessary for any payments of $2,000 or
more.

Narcotics SOPs outline guidelines for informant payments, setting the following
criteria to be considered in determining the amount: the informant’s involvement in the
case; the informant's motivation; the informant's future performance potential, risk of
retaliation against the informant; accuracy of the information given by the informant;
significance of the investigation; number of arrests; seizures of drugs, money, weapons,
and other assets; effect of the operation on the community; informant’s testimony in
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court, conviction of the suspect in court; input from the controlling officer on other
factors.”®®

According to Mr. De la Paz and Sgt. Gouge, Lt. Turnage permitted the continued
use of Mr. Alonso.*®® Deputy Chief Martinez further said that Lt. Turnage allowed the
use of Mr. Alonso after being given an order not to use him.*" Lt. Miller also stated that
Sgt.zgouge allowed and approved the use of these Cls after an order to discontinue
use.

According to the documentation, Sgt. Gouge allowed the use and payment of the
Cls after questions of reliability had been raised in several instances.

Sgt. Gouge signed Cl Payment Receipts in the following instances, allowing
payment of the Cls:

9/7/01 Enrique Alonso (CI # 2253)?7
9/18/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)*™
10/01/01 Jose Ruiz (C| #2344)™
10/09/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)°7
10/12/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)
10/16/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)77
10/22/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)7
10/24/01 Enrique Alonso (CI# 2253)*™
10/25/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)*%°
10/30/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl# 2344)*®"
11/01/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)*?
11/06/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)*°
11/12/01 Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)**
11/19/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)%°
11/26/01 Enrique Alonso (CI# 2253)*°
11/27/01 Jose Ruiz (CI #2344)*7

*** Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant Procedures Section C(4).
ijj DPS 006067, WS 000501-502, WS 000547.
WS 000275.
“TWS 000693.
%72 DPS 006838.
P DPS 006812.
i‘; DPS 006845.
DPS 006838.
2® DPS 006839.
>’ DPS 006840.
2’ DPS 006827.
i;‘; DPS 006828.
" DPS 006847.
DPS 006830.
2 DPS 006864.
izj DPS 006865.
- DPS 006866.
DPS 006867.
“° DPS 006868.
' DPS 006869,
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11/29/01 Enrique Alonso (Cl# 2253)°
11/30/01  Jose Ruiz (Cl #2344)%

2. Money Handling Procedures.

a. Money Paid Cls.
(1) Administrative Regulation.

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules state that inability or unwillingness to perform
assigned work satisfactorily is unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other
things, “deficiencies indicating the employee’'s failure to adequately perform the
responsibilities of the position.”**

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules further state that indifference towards work is
unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other violations, inattention,
inefficiency, carelessness, or negligence.”’

(2) Facts That Indicate A Breach.

The Panel requested a forensic accountant, Randy Horton of Randy Horton &
Associates, o audit schedules of daily receipts by Mr. De la Paz from Cl funds,
payments to Cls, and daily balances for the period of 2/1/01 through 10/31/01.%% 1n
conducting the audit, Mr. Horton checked the daily computations for mathematical
accuracy; traced officer draws to the officer draw receipt; traced the payments to either
the Cl receipt or the Drug Buy Report; and traced the officer draw receipts, Cl receipts,
and Drug Buy Reports to the monthly summaries.**

Mr. Horton calculated that, in the applicable time period, Mr. De la Paz
documented $418,490.00 in withdrawals, documented $138,155.00 in drug buys, and
documented $279,740.00 in payments to Cls.** Mr. Horton noted negative balances
betvxzrge5en funds received by Mr. De la Paz and payments for controlled drug buys and
Cls.

2/8/01 ($235.00)
2/21/01 ($585.00)
2/26/01 ($100.00)
3/6/01 ($915.00)
4/18/01 ($390.00)
5/10/01 through 6/15/01  ($330.00)

*** DPS 006838,

Y DPS 006871.

Y personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)4.

“1 personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)5.

2 See generally |P 002381-393; see afso IP 000585-1056, [P 001113-188; see Attachment
C-10.

% 1P 002381,

% 1P 002384,

*° 1P 002383.
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6/28/01 through 7/8/01 ($480.00)
7/19/01 ($780.00)*°

The Panel was informed that it was not entirely unusual for the officers to
occasionally use their own money to make a buy when they had insufficient money from
DPD funds and then reimburse themselves when they could draw the appropriate
amount from the available funds.®®’ The Panel was also told that an officer occasionally
borrowed money from someone else in the squad when the officer needed money to
make a buy or pay a Cl and the officer had inadequate funds in his or her possession.*”

According to Sgt. Gouge, supervisors were supposed to spot-check the money
the officers had to ensure that they had the appropriate amount in their possession when
they should.®*® Sgt. Gouge stated, however, that this was rarely done because “to me,
it's hard not to trust a police officer who is out doing his job.”*

b. Buy Money.
(1 Administrative Regulation.

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules state that inability or unwillingness to perform
assigned work satisfactorily is unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other
things, “deficiencies indicating the employee’s failure to adequately perform the
responsibilities of the position.”™""

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules further state that indifference towards work is
unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other violations, inattention,
inefficiency, carelessness, or negligence.’

DPD requires its officers to “investigate those incidents assigned or which come
to their attention to the fullest extent within their assigned responsibility.”***

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

A buy-walk-bust is an operation in which an undercover officer makes a narcotic
purchase with the intention of causing the arrest of the suspect immediately following the
undercover officer's departure from the scene.”™ On some occasions, the officer sends
a Cl in to make the narcotic purchase and then, when the Cl has departed the scene,
the undercover officer will enter the scene and make the arrest. The money used to
make these purchases is called buy money. Mr. De la Paz stated that he used both
methods.**

“°|p 002383.

7 WS 000204.

% See, e.9., WS 000741, WS 000742,

29 WS 000516.

WS 000516.

%" personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)4.

2 personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(h)5.

%% Code of Conduct Chapter V, Paragraph 5.3.

*“ Narcotics SOP 5160 Buy Walk Bust Procedures.
9 DPS 0006062.

42



Throughout the transactions with these Cls, $20,510 of buy money was not
recovered when suspects were arrested.*”® Sgt. Gouge stated that, although the officers
would get the buy money back if they could, it was very common not to do $0.*”
Because of this, he stated that no red flags were raised when Mr. De la Paz was not
getting the buy money back.**® Lt. Turna%e stated that he approached Mr. De la Paz
every time buy money was not recovered.”® He stated that this was about four (4) or
five (5) times.*"® Lt. Turnage told the Panel that the failure to recover buy money was a
red flag to him during the time of the large busts.’"”

3. Completion of Paperwork.

a. Payment Sheets.
(1) Administrative Regulation.

A Cl payment report “must be completed for each payment to an informant. This
report must be signed by the informant, controlling officer, and witness officer. The
witness officer must personally observe any payment made to an informant as well as
witness the informant’s signature for receipt of money.”'?

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

The payment sheets, the FBI 302s of the Cls, and other documentation, indicate
that these administrative regulations were not followed in the several instances: Roberto
Amador, George Sifuentez, Denny Ramirez, Daniel Licea, Hugo Rosas, Abel Santos,
2/5/01 Cl Payment Receipt at 4900 Live QOak, 2/5/01 Cl| Payment Receipt at 4933
Columbia, and 11/6/01 C| Payment Receipt.”"

Mr. De la Paz told the FBI that he paid each of the Cls for the cases in which
they provided information, and that they always signed receipts for the money
received.”™ Mr. Herrera informed the FBI that he was present at most payments made
by Mr. De la Paz and that he could not recall any times he was present for a payment
where he did not sign as a witness.*"

in several instances, the Cls say that the paperwork inaccurately reflects the
actual events for various reasons: the signature is not theirs; they were not involved in
that transaction; the date is wrong; or although the signature is theirs, they did not

%% 1P 000490-493.

7 \WS 000488-489.

% \WS 000488-489.

% WS 000205-210.

P WS 000205-210.

WS 000205-210.

2 Narcotics SOP 5060 informant Procedures Section V(B5).
** See Attachment C-6.

¥4 DPS 006070.

¥1° DPS 006594.
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receive the money.*'® Furthermore, some of the signatures do not appear to match that
of the named CI.*"7

Mr. Ruiz stated that when he signed what Mr. De |la Paz told him were receipts,
the documents were always blank.*'® He stated that Mr. De la Paz paid him nominal
amounts, such as $50.00 or $100.00; and the most he was ever paid by Mr. De la Paz
was $200.00.°" To Mr. Ruiz's knowledge, he never signed a receipt for Mr. De la Paz
for money paid to him.**® Mr. Ruiz further stated that frequently Mr. Alonso paid him for
his part in the drug busts.*' He stated Mr. De la Paz and Mr. Alonso had an agreement
about the payments, and Mr. De la Paz told him that Mr. Alonso would pay Mr. Ruiz
because Mr. Ruiz worked for Mr. Alonso.** Mr. Ruiz said that when he asked Mr. De ia
Paz to pay him, Mr. De |a Paz stated that Mr. Alonso had already been paid.*** Mr. Ruiz
stated that there were several times, however, when Mr. De |la Paz did pay him and told
him that Mr. Alonso had already signed a receipt for the money.***

Mr. Ruiz reviewed several receipts and stated that, although some of the
signatures are his, several are not**® Mr. Alonso makes similar claims,*”® as do other
Cls.*’

Further, in some instances, the witnessing officer may not have been present.**®
Mr. Ruiz stated that a second officer was present on only one or two occasions to
witness him sign receipts, and that on one or both times, the officer was Mr. Herrera.*®
Mr. Alonso also stated that he was paid several times without a witnessing officer
present.**

b. Single Payment Sheets.
(1) Administrative Regulation.
A Cl payment report "must be completed for each payment to an informant. This
report must be signed by the informant, controlling officer, and witness officer. The

witness officer must personally observe any payment made to an informant as well as
witness the informant’s signature for receipt of money.”'

1% See, e.g., DPS 006374, DPS 006368, DPS 0006369-370, DPS 006514; DPS 006516; DPS
006505, DPS 006507, DPS 006508.

7 FBI 001177, FBI 001180,

*'® DPS 006374; see also DPS 006401.

¥ DPS 006374.

*0 DPS 006375.

*" DPS 0006375.

¥22 DPS 006375.

*25 DPS 006375.

24 DPS 0006375,

%25 DPS 006324-325.

% See, e.g., DPS 006128-131, DPS 006136-144.

%7 Seg, e.g., DPS 006511, DPS 006507-508,

38 ER| 001177.

322 DPS 006401.

0 See, 6.g., DPS 006136-141.

1 Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant Procedures Section V(B5).
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{2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

Mr. De la Paz did not use payment sheets when the Cls were paid in
installments.** As a result, it is unclear whether the Cl signed for each of the separate
payments or whether the witnessing officer was present during each of the payments of
the Cls. This leaves the officer open to claims that some of the payments never
occurred.

Mr. De la Paz explained to the FBI the manner in which he paid the Cls.*** He
stated that if he had the entire amount, the Cl would receive the entire amount at that
time and would sign the receipt signifying he received the amount of money indicated.***
If the amount of money paid to the Cl was less than the amount that had been approved,
he stated that he paid the Cl| the money in his possession, noting the date and the
amount.**® When the entire amount approved for payment was paid to the Cl, the Cl
signed the receipt.**

Mr. Herrera told to the FBI that Sgt. Gouge, Lt. Turnage, and Deputy Chief
Martinez approved the manner of documenting the partial payments.®*’ Sgt. Gouge
stated that he approved the multiple payments on one sheet; he said that Lt. Turnage
aliowed this, although he said Lt. Turnage stated on one occasicn that it was somewhat
confusing.™  According to Lt. Turnage, each time a payment was made, a separate
payment sheet should have been used. ** Deputy Chief Martinez also said that there
should have been a separate payment sheet for every payment.**

C. Cl Paperwork.
(1) Creating And Maintaining CI Files.
(a) Administrative Regulation.

“Before any prospective informant is utilized, the controlling officer will obtain the
person’s full name, date of birth, photograph, full criminal history transcripts, driver's
ticense check and all information necessary” to complete the CI file sheet. A Cl file
folder “will be completed and placed in the active Ci file prior to utilizing a new
informant.”*!

Additionally, “[blefore the person will be approved as an informant, a Narcotics
Division Confidential Informant File will be completed with all required information and
reports.”**?

*25ee e.g., FGJS 005662, FGJS 005662, DPS 006805, PiU 000078, DPS 006791, DPS 006791,
PIU 000078.

*2 DPS 006065.

¥4 DPS 006065.

*° DPS 006065.

** DPS 006065.

¥ DPS 006594,

*% Ws 000521.

9 WS 000174-181, WS 000198-200.

¥ WS 000322,

1 Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant Procedures Section IV Subsection D.

*2 Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant Procedures Section |V Subsection G.

45



(b) Facts Indicating A Breach.

Witnesses indicated that certain Cls were used in the arrests of four (4)
individuals without the proper documentation completed: Blanca Cantu, Pablo Olin,
Betty Jenkins, and Israel Pineda. In these instances, the witnesses said that Mr. De la
Paz paid the Cls under another CI's number.®*"® Furthermore, the Cl paperwork was
completed incorrectly, as the Cls paid in these cases were paid under another Cl's
number.**

(2) Supervisor Approval.
(a) Administrative Regulation.

“Officers will confer with their supervisor prior to establishing an individual as an
informant . . . %

A sergeant is required to meet with every Cl assigned to the sergeant’s squad
and to explain the Admonishment and Plea Bargain Agreement forms to the Cl. The
sergeant must ensure that the Cl knows and understands the rules under which the Ci
must operate while working as a C|.**

(b) Facts Indicating A Breach.

According to the documentation, officers did not confer with their supervisor prior
to using certain Cls in the arrests of four (4) individuals: Blanca Cantu, Pablo Olin, Betty
Jenkins and Israel Pineda.

According to the documentation, Mr. De la Paz signed the Cooperating Individual
Admonishment Forms as the Sgquad Supervisor Presenting Admonishment on 10/8/98
and 3/27/00 for Cl 2253 and Cl 2344.%

4, Field Testing.

a. Administrative Regulation.

The City of Dallas Personnel Rules state that inability or unwillingness to perform
assigned work satisfactorily is unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other
things, “deficiencies indicating the employee's failure to adequately perform the
responsibilities of the position.™*

*% See Attachment C-6; see also, DPS 006070, DPS 006109, DPS 006235, DPS 006237-238,
DPS 006247-248, DPS 006251-255, DPS 006223-226, DPS 006241-242.
¥4 See Attachment C-6; see also, DPS 006070, DPS 006109, DPS 006235, DPS 006237-238,
DPS 006247-248, DPS 006251-255, DPS 006223-226, DPS 006241-242.
Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant Procedures Section IV Subsection F.
2:? Narcotics SOP 3030 Squad Sgt. Resp. Section O.
DPS 006163-164, DPS 006434-435.
% personnel Rufes Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)4.
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The City of Dallas Personnel Rules further state that indifference towards work is
unacceptable conduct and is exemplified by, among other violations, inattention,
inefficiency, carelessness, or negligence.**

b. Facts Indicating A Breach.

Documentation indicates that officers repeatedly stated the field tests they
performed resulted in a positive for illegal narcotics.

(1)  Field Tests Kits.”

At the time of the fake drug cases, the Narcotics Division used NarcoPouch field
test kits to field test narcotics. An invoice from the company that provided DPD with
NarcoPouch test kits lists ten (10) NarcoPouch Instruction Manuals, a NarcoPouch
Video Tape, and a Drug Identification Bible as being shipped to DPD on July 5, 2001.%
Directions for use were on the back of the NarcoPouch boxes.*®  Additionally,
pamphlets with directions for proper use accompany these test kits.>* These pamphlets
contain the proper instructions for the testing of each different drug.*** The pamphlets
further include “FAQs" regarding the test kits.®® It also lists new substances, helpful
websites, and a technical hotline.**®

The pamphlet includes specific instructions for testing cocaine.
“Instructions:

POSITIVE REACTIONS WITHIN THE COCAINE/CRACK
REAGENT #904B

it is extremely important to receive a positive reaction after the
breakage of each of the three (3} ampoules within the Cocaine
Reagent #904B. This multiple ampoule test will eliminate all Base
Caines (Lidocaine, Dibucaine, Tetracaine, etc.) from testing
positive if you follow these three simple steps.

1. After breakage and agitation of the 1st ampoule, you
must see a blue presence. For Cocaine HCI Crack will
not dissolve in the #904B chemistry. Therefore, Crack
will appear as a pink solution with the blue color
adhering to the fragments of Crack you have placed
into the test.

2. After breakage and agitation of the 2nd ampoule, you
will view a solid pink solution.

**% personnel Rules Article V. Sec. 34-36(b)5.

*0 See Attachment C-11.

*1 1P 000005

%7 See, e.g., WS 000577, WS 000952, WS 001061, WS 000476.
%3 PIU 000034-040.

** PIU 000035, PIU 000038.

%5 P1U 000036.

%% PIU 000038,
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3. After breakage and agitation of the 3rd ampoule, tap
the test on a hard surface along its side, then gently roll
the test back to a 45° angle in the opposite direction.
Allow the colors to separate into a pink over blue
layering.

DO NOT allow yourself to skip a step while testing for Cocaine
HCI or Crack. Be sure you see all three (3) color reactions before
determining the substance to be positive.”"’

Further, the instructional pamphlet contains the following information:

“FAX to Dave Wolfsgruber, NJ State Patrol Board, 1-609-292-
0129 Feb. 23, 2001

These results were obtained using ODV 904B for Cocaine, 908
Duquenois-Levine for Marijuana, and 924 Meeke’s for Heroin

Accuracy Data for NarcoPouch Field Testing at NYPD

Originally Prepared for Nadia Chanza, DA
By Lawrence Dow, President ODV, Inc.
May 7, 2000

The accuracy results by NYPD have been nothing short of
fantastic since the inception of the program in 1996.

Results obtained from 51,181 combined tests of Cocaine and
Heroin indicate a false positive rate of 0.39% or less than 4 per
1000 tests.

In Bronx County the false positive rate was 0.21% or 24 out of
11,608 (obviously even better than the over all numbers).

All three tests combined yielded a total 58,182 tests with 206 false
positives for a rate of 1.35%. Bronx County ran 13,575 tests total
with 26 false positives for a rate of 0.19%.

Marijuana alone in Bronx County yielded 2 false positives out of
1,967 tests for a rate of 0.1%.7"

(2) Conducting Field Tests.

On June 19, 2002, Mr. De |a Paz stated that all narcotics purchases made by the
officers on his street squad were field tested.** Mr. De la Paz toid the FBI that he and
his squad members knew how to conduct a field test for cocaine properly.”® He then
explained that the field test packet for cocaine contained three ampoules; the proper
procedure for testing the narcotic was to place a sample in the packet, break the first

%7 PIU 000039.
58 PIU 000040,
¢ DPS 006063.
%0 DPS 006063.
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ampoule and shake the packet.®' If the color was correct, the second ampoule was to
be broken and the packet shaken; the same procedure was followed for the third
ampoule.**?

Lt. Turnage said that he never saw anyone perform field tests incorrectly, and
that the instructions were on the box that most of the officers had in their possession.®
Sgt. LeCesne stated that he always observed his subordinates conducting tests; he
further said that he had no knowledge of anyone who would conduct a field test in the
manner described by the officers who claim to have done them incorrectly.**

Several officers, however, claim that, in 2001, they did not know how to conduct
the tests properly: Sgt. Gouge, Sr. Cpl. Alan Foster, Sr. Cpl. David Larsen, Officer Larry
Moses, Sr. Cpl. Mark Woody, and Det. Gipson.*®® Sgt. Gouge stated that he observed
other officers conducting tests improperly.™® Nancy Weber, SWIFS analyst, stated that
she observed Sr. Cpl. Woody conduct the test improperly.®®’ According to Lt. Miller,
however, several of the sergeants present indicated they knew the proper method for
conducting field tests.*®®

(3) Field Test Training.

According to the officers interviewed, officers learned how to field-test from
senior officers.”® They stated that they received no formal training, that it was all “on the
job” training.*”® Furthermore, although there were instructions for use of the field test kits
on the back of the box, there is discrepancy among the officers as to whether they had
access to the boxes.*

(4) False Positives.

Even though the field tests may have been conducted improperly, there is
testimony to suggest that substances were falsely testing positive for narcotics, even
though the substances contained none. On November 20, 2001, a group of individuals
from the DA’s Office and DPD met at SWIFS to discuss the field tests and the results
that SWIFS was getting.>”* At this meeting, Sr. Cpl. Woody conducted a field test of a
substance from one of the cases improperly.*”® Although it is unclear whether there
were no illegal narcotics in the substance or whether there were only trace amounts,
most accounts state that Sr. Cpl. Woody’s field test resulted in what appeared to be a
positive. *7*

%1 DPS 006063.
2 DPS 006063.
3 WS 000238-239.
%54 11002447, 11 002451.
:ZZ See, e.g., WS 000467, WS 000953, WS 000718-719, Il 002375.
7 WS 000473,
WS 001040.
j:: WS 001245-248.
.- See, e.g., WS 000952; WS 000718; WS 000576; WS 000578,
. See, e.g, WS 000952; WS 000718; WS 000576; WS 000578,
See WS 000577, WS 000952; but see WS 001061, WS 000476.
%2 See generally 11 002981, 11 002990.
7% See generally I 002981, 11 002990.
7% See, 8.g., WS 001244-447, PIU 000126, WS 000475-476, WS 000587-588.
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{5) Chemist Reports.

In several instances, chemists found that the materials analyzed contained no
controlled substances or contained different controlled substances than the attached
evidence tags indicated.”” In some cases, the chemist stated that, although the
evidence tags stated that an officer had conducted a field test that tested positive for
narcotics, it appeared that the substance had never been tested.*’®

According to Ms. Weber, she always inspected the packages she received
before she conducted an analysis.*”” She stated that when packages have been field-
tested, it would be readily discernible because of the manner in which the packaging
was done, as a cut in a tightly wrapped plastic packaging would result in “butterflying” of
the packaging.*”® She said that of the three hundred and thirty (330) kilos she inspected
pertaining to the fake drugs, only two or three of the packages appeared to have been
field tested.*”® She specifically asserted that the kilos in the Esparza and Siguenza
cases did not appear to have been field tested.**°

5. Documentation of Events.

a. Administrative Regulation.

DPD’s Code of Conduct requires that “no employee shall willfully misrepresent
any matter, sign any false statement or report, commit perjury, or give false testimony
before any court, grand jury, board, commission, official hearing, or Department
hearing.”™®’

DPD's Code of Conduct requires that “no employee shall knowingly falsify any
report, document, or record or cause to be entered any inaccurate, false, or improper
information on records, documents, or reports of the Department or of any court or alter
any record, document, or report except by a supplemental record, document, or
report.”**

DPD requires that “[e]mployees shall be truthful at all times when conducting any
official police related business."™®

DPD mandates that officers “investigate those incidents assigned or which come
to their attention to the fullest extent within their assigned responsibilities.”**

75 See, e.g., WS FBI 001134-137, FBI 001138, -139, FBI 001505-507.
% See, e.g., WS FBI 001134-137, FBI 001138, -139, FBI 001505-507.
T FBJ 001665.

7% EB| 001665.

7% EB| 001665, see also FBI 001581583.

%0 EB| 001582-583.

%1 Code of Conduct Chapter VIII paragraph 8.6.

%82 Code of Conduct Chapter VIII paragraph 8.7.

%83 Code of Conduct Chapter VIII paragraph 8.3,

%84 Code of Conduct Chapter V paragraph 5.3,

50



b. Facts Indicating A Breach.
{a) Documents.

In reviewing the documents surrounding several of the fake drug cases, the facts
recited in certain documents contradicted facts stated in others: Pablo Olin, Luis Senan,
George Sifuentez, Denny Ramirez, Daniel Licea, Bernardo Ortuno, Israel Pineda, Abel
Santos, Erubiel Cruz, Jorge Hernmandez, Estanislaoc Mendoza, 11/6/01 Cl Payment
Receipt, 2/5/01 Cl Payment Receipt and Drug Buy Report at 4916 Live Oak, 2/5/01 ClI
Payment Receipt and Drug Buy Report at 4933 Columbia, 2/8/01 Cl Receipt and Drug
Buy at 4916 Live Qak and Jose Vega.’®

Additionally, according to the documents, Mr. De la Paz stated in an affidavit for
a search warrant that the Cl used was reliable, although no documents exist that reflect
any previous use of that particular CI.**°

(b) Statements Of Witnesses.

Additionally, the Panel compared the statements made by Mr. De la Paz and
other officers in the documents with other documents or statements made by other
witnesses. In several instances, these appear to conflict; Roberto Amador, Blanca
Cantu, Jose Mendoza, Israel Pineda, Javier Pacheco, Jaime Ortiz, Yvonne Gwyn,
Erubiel Cruz, 11/1/01 Cl Payment Receipt, 11/12/01 Cl Payment Receipt and Victor
Alvarado.*’

6. Supervision.
a. Responsibilities.
1) Administrative Regulation.
{a) Supervisors, Generally.

DPD prohibits dereliction of duty on the part of any employee detrimental to the
functions of the Department, which includes the “[flailure of a supervisor or commander
to immediately take action when a violation of rules or regulations comes to his attention,
regardless of the supervisor's or violator's assignment or rank within the department.”***

(b) Sergeant, Generally.

A Narcotics Squad Sergeant is responsible for the operation of his or her squad

and the supervision of personnel assigned to his or her squad, including the monitoring

of the progress of all investigations of the squad and ensuring that all contacts with Cls
are in compliance with SOPs.**

*%° See Attachment C-6.

% See, e.g.. DPS 005612-619, DPS 005544-713, FGJS 003659-660, FGJS 005832-849, FGJS
001480-498, PIU 001149-150, PIU 00919-935,

*7 See Attachment C-6; see also, DPS 006401,

** Code of Conduct Chapter 1V paragraph 4.1 A.

**% Narcotics SOP 3030 Narcotic Squad Sergeant Responsibility Sections A, D, and N.
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(c) Lieutenant, Generally.

Each Lieutenant over a Narcotics Unit is responsible for the operation of his or
her unit, and the supervision of the subordinate personnel within the unit, including
holding staff conferences with the immediate subordinate personnel at regular
intervals. ™"

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.
(a) Supervisors, Generally.

Deputy Chief Martinez stated to the Panel that Lt. Turnage failed to follow his
verbal directives but declined to give a definitive opinion on Lt. Turnage’s reason, merely
stating that Lt. Turnage wanted to be absolutely sure that Mr. Alonsc was not a good
CL*' There is nothing to indicate that Deputy Chief Martinez took any immediate action
to handle this violation. He stated that by the time he realized that the Cls were still
being used, Lt. Turnage had been made a deputy chief and was equal to him in rank.”
Deputy Chief Martinez, however, opined that had Lt. Turnage been in the Narcotics
Division at the time of the investigation and if a complaint had been sustained against
him because of the fake drug situation, Lt. Turnage probably would have been
disciplined.*®

Sgt. Gouge informed the Panel that Mr. De la Paz and Mr. Herrera violated the
orders that he gave them.*® There is nothing to indicate that Sgt. Gouge took
immediate action when this violation occurred.

(b) Sergeant, Generally.

Sgt. Gouge was the supervising sergeant for the entire time covered by this
investigation. As the squad sergeant, he was responsible for overseeing his squad and
ensuring they follow SOPs. However, in an interview with the Panel, Sgt. Gouge’s
recitation of certain SOPs was contrary to what was actually contained in the SOPs.*”

Sgt. Gouge has had numerous years of experience as a narcotics street squad
sergeant. However, he stated that he never saw any of the signs that warned of
potential problems. Sgt. Gouge was not sufficiently involved in the transactions in which
his officers were participating and did not investigate any of the details. Sgt. Gouge's
attitude appeared to be, as he has stated, “it's hard not to trust a police officer who is out
doing his job.”*®

% Narcotics SOP 3020 Unit Commander Responsibility Sections A and B.

*1WS 000276-278.

*2\WS 000276.

WS 000277,

% See, 6.g., WS 000450-451.
** See, e.g., WS 000450-451.
*¥% WS 0005186,
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(c) Lieutenant, Generally.

As Sgt. Gouge's direct supervisor and as the unit commander of the street
squads, Lt. Turnage was responsible for the operation of the unit and the supervision of
the personnel in the unit. '

According to Lt. Turnage, several incidents raised red flags, beginning in July
2001.°%® He stated that starting in July 2001, he became suspicious because Mr. Alonso
would only work for Mr. De la Paz.*®® He was also suspicious because the sizes of Mr.
De la Paz's transactions were so large. Lt Turnage further said that the unrecovered
buy money during the time of these large busts raised red flags.*® However, Lt.
Turnage states that he did not become more involved when he saw the large payments
to the Cls because that was Sgt. Gouge’s responsibility, and he assumed that Sgt.
Gouge was "“on top of it.”

Until September 2001, there is nothing to indicate that L.t. Turnage did anything
to alleviate these suspicions, despite his statements that he had had these suspicions
since July 2001. Furthermore, some witnesses state that Lt. Turnage allowed the
continued use of Mr. Alonso despite the concerns he told the Panel that he had at the
time,**! although Lt. Turnage disputes this.**

b. Review of Paperwork.
{1) Administrative Regulation.

A Narcotics Squad Sergeant is responsible to ensure that his or her squad
properly completes paperwork, including ensuring that monthly reports are property
prepared; checking all daily reports made by personnel assigned to his or her squad;
assigning days off, holidays and vacation for personnel assigned to his or her squad;
checking all overtime and compensatory time cards and seeing that the Exceptional
Payroll Report and time cards are marked daily; reviewing the monthly expense reports
of each of his or her personnel at the end of each month and counting any money an
officer has left on hand at the end of the month; and reviewing completion of the Time
and Pay Audit Process, including examining time cards, detail sheets, exceptional
payroll reports, overtime and comp time cards, and leave registers for the month.*”

The Lieutenant is responsible for ensuring the monthly expenditure, activity, and
other reports are properly prepared in a timely manner.**

*T WS 000230.
5 \WS 00148-150, WS 000272, WS 000346.
% WS 00148-150, WS 000272, WS 000346,
0 \WS 000205-210.
32‘2 See, e.g., WS 000501-503, WS 000275,
WS 000156, WS 000160-161, WS 000163.
*** Narcotics SOP 3030 Narcotic Squad Sergeant Responsibility Sections B, H, Q, and R.
**4 Narcotics SOP 3020 Unit Commander Responsibility Section E.
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(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

Much of the paperwork is completed incorrectly, and nothing indicates that Sgt.
Gouge addressed this continuing problem. Additionally, Sgt. Gouge stated that he was
aware that multiple payments were documented on one sheet of paper, but he did
nothing to correct this practice.*® Sgt. Gouge should have been closely reviewing
paperwork to ensure that officers were following SOPs. Sgt. Gouge, as the first-line
supervisor, was in the best position to catch many of the problems that were happening.
However, he failed to be involved in operations conducted by his officers and failed to
address any of the issues.

A lieutenant is responsible to make sure that paperwork is completed properly.
As much of the paperwork was completed incorrectly, Lt. Turnage was not ensuring
SOPs were followed. Lt. Turnage was in a position to review the paperwork. He should
have been aware of the method of documenting partial payments on one sheet of
paperwork and should have taken steps to correct that problem. Further, he should
have noticed some of the glaring absences in the paperwork, such as the lack of
sergeant involvement in operations and absence of adequate documentation regarding
the handling of Cls.

Lt. Turnage informed the Panel that he checked the Narcotics Division numbers
on a monthly basis, completing a monthly audit.*® He stated that before signing the
payment sheets, he did not check the police reports to verify the information included
was correct.*’

C. Presence,
(1) Administrative Regulation.

A squad sergeant, or in the squad sergeant's absence, another Narcotics
Division sergeant, is required to “be present during the execution of search warrants,
buy-busts, and reverse operations by his/her squad.™

(2) Facts Indicating A Breach.

There is no documentation that indicates that a sergeant was present on many
occasions when a sergeant was required. A sergeant should have been present, and
the officers should not have conducted the following operations without the presence of
a sergeant: Blanca Cantu, Roberto Amador, Betty Ann Jenkins, Bertha Vasquez,
George Sifuentez, Javier Pacheco and Jaime Ortiz, Israel Pineda, Hugo Rosas, Arturo
Bernal Villareal, Jose Mendoza, Abel Santos, Francisco Mendoza and Guadalupe
Mendoza, Jorge Hernandez, Jose Santos Gonzales, Jose Luis Vega, Algjandro
Espinosa-Perez, Walter E. Davis, Veronica Robinson, and M. C. Davis.*®

95WS 000521,

9%WS 000201,

*TWS 000181,

“* Narcotics SOP 3030 Narcotic Squad Sergeant Responsibility Section E.
“* See Attachment C-6.
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Contrary to the SOPs, Sgt. Gouge stated that his duties as a sergeant did not
require him to be present at buy-busts.*'°

7. Failure Of The Narcotics Division To Respond To Ongoing
Problems.

a. Issues Raised By A 1992 Investigation Of The Narcotics
Division.

On December 11, 1991, Narcotics Detective Larry Bromiey was killed in a
robbery by someone posing as a drug dealer attempting to sell two kilograms of cocaine
to him and Detective Cathy Hall*"'.*"* The investigation of the robbery and shooting
revealed that the suspects never planned a narcotics delivery.*'* This incident was to be
a rob4t34ery after which Detectives Bromley and Hall would be driven to a remote area and
shot.

The Panel found and reviewed the results of three (3) investigations of the
Narcotics Division stemming from this incident.

(1) “Investigation of Narcotics Division Memorandum”
and "Executive Summary Memorandum.”

in an “Investigation of Narcotics Division Memorandum” to former Chief William
Rathburn dated June 15, 1992 and an “Executive Summary Memorandum” to Chief
William Rathburn dated June 18, 1992, the Special Investigations Bureau of DPD
examined the Narcotics Division after allegations of possible misconduct of Narcotics
Division detectives surrounding the death of Detective Bromley.*® The criminal
allegations were that detectives were forging Cl signatures and misusing City money. *'°

The memorandum also identified several administrative concerns, including the
handling of confidential informants and the financial procedures.*'” Lt. K. W. Lybrand,
Special Investigations Bureau, who was in charge of this investigation, stated that the
primary area of administrative concern was in the handling of Cls, composing the
following list of problems the investigation brought to light that should be addressed “to
ensure the uniform, legal and safe use of informants.” *'®

“1) informants signing blank pay sheets.

2) Payment through family members to
Confidential Informants.

3) Payment by one detective.

4) Witness officer too far away to accurately

report transaction.

“TWS 000450-451.
" Detective Hail's name is now Cathy De la Paz, as she has since married Mark De la Paz.
412 ClU 000001, CIU 000005, CIU 000007; see Attachment C-12.
413 ¢1U 000001,
jj; CIU 000005-36, CIU 000001-4.
CIU 000005-36, CIU 000001-4.
“'® ClU 000001, CIU 000005 ef. seq.
17 CI1U 000002-3, CIU 000023-24.
“1% C1U 000003.
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5) Use of unregistered Confidential Informants.

6) Payment to an individual using another
Confidential Informant’s number.

7) Detectives signing for informants.

8) Combining multiple Confidenttal Informant
payments on one pay sheet.

9) Informant sheets not complete or accurate.

10y Payments not entered on payment
summary sheet.

11) Detectives keeping their own payment
summary.

12)  Paying Confidential Informants  and
completing receipts on later dates.

13) Informants signing false or alias names.

14)  Purchase of meals for detectives when
taking informants out.

15) Paying Confidential  Informants  with
detective’s own money.

16) Confidential  Informant  files kept in
detective’s desk.” '

With regards to financial procedures, Lt. Lybrand stated that evidence existed
that detectives had been allowed to carry over large sums of money from month to
month.**® He noted that this practice could contribute to the detectives using city money
for personal use.**'

Lt. Lybrand listed the following recommendations:

1) “[Tlhe Narcotics chain of command review
the investigative report to develop uniform
procedures and require compliance with
these procedures as pertains to evidence,
finances, and informants.” *%

2) “In-service ftraining should be conducted to
make all Narcotics personnel aware of the
procedures.”*®

3) “Care should be taken to adequately train

personnel who work in Narcotics on a
special assignment basis.”***

4) “All areas surrounding the working of
confidential informants should be given
close scrutiny, particularly in the manner in
which informants are paid. Thought should
be given to supervisors initialing completed

19 C1U 000003.
20 Clu 000003.
21 C1U 000003, CIU 000023.
422 U 000003, CIU 000024,
22 C1U 000004, CIU 000024,
424 ClU 000004, CIU 000024.
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informant payout sheets prior to the
informant signing and initialing a second
time after the payment has been made.”**

5) “That consideration be given to require
detectives to “zero” out each manth. This
would allow for immediate discovery of any
inconsistencies and help ensure the
integrity of the expense system."**°

(2) “Dallas Narcotics Division Assessment Report.”

The Panel reviewed the “Dallas Narcotics Division Assessment Report” dated
February 20, 1992'%" At the request of DPD Management, the assessment team*®
evaluated the DPD Narcotics Division in three primary areas: buy-bust operations,
search warrant operations, and training.*** The Assessment Team stated that it gained
information in several ways, including by observation of actual enforcement
operations.**

The Assessment Team stated that the proposed changes and additions to
Narcotics Division procedures developed before the team's study were good.” The

25 CI1U 000004, CIU 000024,
“% 31U 000004, CiU 000024,
““ NAR 000146-155; see Attachment C-13.
**® Gregory D. Clark, Lt.
San Diego Police Department
Narcotics Task Force
San Diego, California

Alexander J. D'Atri, Group Superviscr
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco & Firearms
Florida/Caribbean Organized Crime
Drug Enforcement Task Force

Miami, Florida

Emilio T. Garcia, Chief, Tactical Unit
Drug Enforcement Administration
United States DOJ

Office of Training, FB! Academy
Quantico, Virginia

Ronald J. Hergert, Lt,
Phoenix Police Department
Drug Enforcement Bureau
Phoenix, Arizona

Terry Torrence, Lt
Metro-Dade Police Department
Headquarters Narcotics Section
Miami, Florida
“2 NAR 000147.
“* NAR 000147. The Panel noted that the Assessment Team gave no indication that Narcotics
officers were conducting field tests improperly.
“TNAR 000148,
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Assessment Team, however, recommended some additional changes to enhance the
procedures further, as the team believed that the changes were needed "to overcome
the current lack of standardization of practices in the Narcotics Division.”*** The Team
stated that the recommendations were offered to give new, inexperienced officers and
supervisors “the minimal tools needed to perform their duties.”** The Team further
noted that it was impressed with the quantity and quality of the specialized equipment.**

Some of the comments and changes recommended by the Assessment Team
with regards to buy-bust operations include the following:

1. “The supervisor overseeing an actual “buy-bust” operation shall
ensure that the approved operational plan is not deviated from in
an unsafe manner.”*

2. “The assessors submit that although the newly proposed policies
and procedures for the conducting of “buy-bust” and search
warrant operations represent a vast improvement over those in
place in the past, they, by themselves, will not result in improved
operations unless all employees are made aware of, and held
accountable for ensuring compliance.

To attain this desired level of compliance, all division employees,
from supervisors down to line-level personnel, must receive
thorough training. It is important that this training stress the
rationale for specific procedures to increase the likelihood that
employees will “buy in” to the policies and adopt them for use. |t
is equally important that this training convey to supervisory
employees what their specific responsibilities are for ensuring that
these procedures are followed by employees within their
respective spans of control.”*

3. “Upon initial assignment to the Narcotics Division, all police
officers, detectives, and sergeants should attend a two-week basic
narcotics investigators school which will include all the topics
covered in the previous one-week schooi with the addition of more
practical exercises in such things as “buy-busts”, “flash-roll”
utitlization, vehicle involved arrests, and raid planning and
execution processes.”’

4. “The assessors offer the observation that narcotics search warrant
entries are among the most inherently hazardous exercises
narcotics investigators are called upon to perform. \Weapons are
often on the premises, suspects are often users prone to violence
or unpredictable behavior, and serving personnel are often armed

32 NAR 000147-148.

33 NAR 000148.

:z;‘ NAR 000155.

7 NAR 000149,
NAR 000150.

> NAR 000151,
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with minimal intelligence regarding the individuals or premises
involved.”*®

5. “Through interviews of Narcotics Division personnel, the
assessors observed that a significant portion of the search
warrants served by the Narcotics Division are based upon
controlled purchases made by informants. In these instances,
intelligence known about the sellers and premises is often limited
to that which is conveyed by an informant to his or her control
officer. The quality of this intelligence will vary in accordance with
the observation skills, intelligence, and diligence of the informant.
In many cases, these abilities will be lacking and the intelligence
will be lacking as well."**

6. “The control officer should always search an informant before
sending him or her into a location to make a purchase. Personnel
interviews indicate that this basic practice is not currently being
followed. Some personnel even expressed a lack of
understanding regarding the merits of this practice.”**"

7. “The informant should not be allowed to possess any funds other
than those provided to make the controlled purchase. The serial
numbers of these bills should be recorded by the control
officer.”*!

8. “If at all possible, the control officer, or another officer assigned
this responsibility, should observe the informant enter the
premises where the controlled purchase is made.”**

(3) “Analysis of the Narcotics Division Buy Bust, Flash
Roll Funds, and Search Warrant Procedures.”

The Panel further reviewed an “Analysis of the Narcotics Division Buy Bust,
Flash Rell Funds, and Search Warrant Procedures” Memorandum, dated February 28,
1992, to Chief William Rathburn from Captain John Ferguson of the Narcotics Division
and Special Investigations Bureau.**® Captain Ferguson led a review and analysis of the
Narcotics Division’s policies on buy busts, the use of the flash roll funds, and the
execution of search warrants.***  Although no major problems were found with the
existing policies, some areas were identified that needed more documentation, control,
training, or equipment.**®> Captain Ferguson recommended specific changes to “better
equip, train, provide written guidelines, and enhance the overall effectiveness of our buy-
bust and search warrant operations.”*® Captain Ferguson noted that “narcotics

42 NAR 000252,

¥ NAR 000152-153.

% NAR 000153.

*TNAR 000153,

42 NAR 000153.

“ NAR 000232-247; see Attachment C-14.
“* NAR 000232.

“5 NAR 000232.

“% NAR 000247,
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operation, particularly buy-busts, are the most dangerous in law enforcement.”’ He
stated that the “additional guidelines will provide more structure to be followed and
certain rules to be applied while allowing for some flexibility,” noting that “limited
flexibility" was an “operational necessity.”**

b. Similar Issues Resurfaced In The 2001 Fake Drug
Investigation.

Based on the documents reviewed by the Panel, the issues raised by the fake
drug incident appear to be ongoing problems in the Narcotics Division.*® Many of the
matters addressed pursuant to the 1992 incident have resurfaced in the present
situation.

The previous investigation addressed many of the same administrative concerns
regarding the handling of Cls and financial procedures that the Panel has found to be
current problems. These ongoing problems include the following: informants signing
blank pay sheets; payment by one detective; witnessing officer too far away to
accurately report what happened in the transaction; use of unregistered Cls; payment to
an individual using another Cl's number; detectives signing for informants; combining
multiple Cl payments on one pay sheet; Cl sheets not complete or accurate; paying Cls
and comptleting receipts on later dates; Cls signing false or alias names; paying Cis with
detective’s own money.**

Further, the recommendations in the previous investigation reflect the same
problematic issues. The previous investigation highlighted a lack of uniform procedures,
a failure to follow procedures, a lack of in-service fraining, an inadequacy in the
accounting system, and a laxness in the manner of working Cls.*®' Not all of the
recommendations from the 1992 investigation were expressly incorporated into the
S0Ps, although most of them were stated implicitly.

Despite the fact that these problems were issues as far back as 1992, the
problems were evidently never adequately addressed, as these problems continued.
Further, many of the individuals associated with the fake drug investigation, including Mr.
De la Paz, Lt. Turnage, and Sgt. Gouge were working in the Narcotics Division at the
time of the 1992 investigation. All DPD officers and supervisors interviewed by the
Panel were shown the documentation of these three (3) previous investigations; all of
these interviewees stated that they had never seen these documents prior to the
interviews.

These ongoing problems point to a deeper problem of fack of supervision from
the first line of supervision up to the Chief of Police. The ongoing issues point to an
apathy among supervisors and an unwillingness to resolve problems. The way DPD has
handled some of these issues is to order an investigation of the matters. However, after
the investigation is complete, no steps are taken to resolve the problems. The fact that

7 NAR 000247

8 NAR 000247,

9 See CIU 000001-036; NAR 000146-155; NAR 000232-247.
40 Cl1U 000003.

1 €U 000003-304, CiU 000023-024.
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an investigation has been conducted is irrelevant if the problems are only identified but
never corrected.

G. Problems Qutside Of DPD That Contributed To The Fake Drug Cases.

The Panel noted a few additional factors outside of DPD that contributed to the
fake drug situation.

1. The DA's Policy Of Not Laboratory Testing All Alleged Narcatics
Contributed To The Fake Drug Problems.

The DA's policy of not laboratory testing all alleged drugs allowed the fake drug
problems to continue. This policy has since changed; but at the time of the fake drug
cases, the DA’s policy was to require laboratory analysis of drugs only if the case were
set for trial or if the defendant insisted on a laboratory analysis. Many of the defendants
pled guilty to narcotics charges and thus the alleged drugs were not sent to the
laboratory for analysis.**

This policy permitted the problem to continue for a greater length of time than it
otherwise would have. If the policy had been to send all drugs to the laboratory for
analysis, the fake drug cases would have been discovered much sooner; and, ideally,
DPD, the defense attorneys, or the DA's Office would have detected a pattern.

Further, this policy created an environment that allowed for manipulation of the
system. The arrested individuals were mostly illegal immigrants whose primary concemn
was being deported. Further, these were lower income individuals who would have
more difficulty in paying for attorneys. Fewer people would give credibility to their
protestations of innocence. Given these factors, these individuals were in a position
where they were more willing to plead guilty to drug charges and less likely to insist that
the alleged drugs be analyzed by a laboratory. Further, these individuals could be more
easily intimidated into accepting plea offers. Mr. Alonso implied that Mr. De la Paz
preferred working cases against this type of individual, stating that Mr. De la Paz
preferred working against young Mexican boys.**®

Mr. Alonso was able to continue establishing these fake drug transactions
because he knew the cases were not being sent to the laboratory for analysis. Mr.
Alonso would have had no incentive to concoct this scheme if he had known he would
have been caught after the first case of fake drugs.

Additicnally, the significance of field-testing would have been diminished had this
policy not been in effect. Although this may not have necessarily prevented any of the
arrested individuals from going to jail, it would have limited the amount of jail time spent.
Positive field tests were being used as sufficient evidence to place the arrested
individual in jail immediately; however, a subsequent laboratory test would have
revealed the absence or minimal amount of narcotics and would have lessened the
likelihood of the arrested individuals pleading guilty and serving jail sentences.

492\WS 001448-469.
S5 DPS 0061111,
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Further, attorneys failed to conduct sufficient investigations of their clients’ cases,
including not insisting on laboratory testing of the alleged drugs. Thus, their clients were
pleading guilty to crimes they did not commit.

2. There Were Communication Difficulties Between DPD And The
DA's Office.

Communication problems existed between DPD and the DA's Office. Based on
the depositions and testimony of members of both offices, discrepancies may exist as to
the events and the timeline in which the issues were addressed, as well as how the
matter was handled.*** The documentation of interaction between the two offices is
inadequate, making it unclear as to when and whether certain individuals were
contacted, who initiated contact, and the importance attached to the issues when
discussed.**®

Further, although laboratory tests indicated problems with these fake drugs, no
one appeared to be taking the issues seriously. The DA’s Office continued to pursue
prosecutions against many of the arrested individuals.*®® Individuals in the DA’s Office
state that they were contacting individuals about the problems; however, police officers
state that the DA’s Office never conveyed to them any sense of urgency and that they
were unaware of any serious problem.**’

Although the communication between DPD and the DA’'s Office has since
improved, the Panel noted areas that could further aid the relationship between DPD
and the DA’s Office.

The Panel recommends that DPD inform the DA’'s Office as soon as a Cl is
determined to be undesirable. This will aid the DA’s Office in dealing with other cases in
which the Cl may be involved. This would have helped in this case if Mr. Alonso had
been placed on the undesirable list as he should have been.

Additionally, the Panel suggests that the DA’s Office inform an officer's
supervisor when it has any evidence that an officer is not following SOPs. This will help
DPD ensure that officers are following SOPs and aid in the credibility of testifying
officers.

H. Additional Issues Highlighted By Interviewees.

1. Lack of Money

a. Laboratory Analysis.

Several of the interviewees expressed the opinion that the policy of filing cases
without a laboratory analysis of alleged drugs was one of the biggest contributors to the

“** See generally 1l 002286 et. seq.; || 002227 et. seq.; Il 002127 ot. seq.; || 00249 et. seq.: see
also 11 002370B-370F, WS 000670-678.
j:; See, 6.g., WS 000413, WS 000416-417, WS 000429-430, WS 000435-436.
WS 001424,
7 See generally || 002286 et. seq.; | 002227 et. seq.; 11 002127 et. seq.; 1l 00249 ef. seq.; see
also |l 002370B-370F, WS 000670-678.
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problems with the fake drugs.”® The interviewees opined that this policy was purely to
save money.* These interviewees stated that the DA's Office should never file a case
based on a field test and that prosecutors and defense attorneys should not allow people
to plead guilty without analyzing the drugs.*®®

b. Manpower.

Several interviewees noted that there were manpower problems. Chief Bolton
removed several officers and supervisors from narcotics in January 12, 2000.%
Interviewees stated that this precluded adequate supervision.*®* Chief Bolton, however,
stated that DPD was plagued by an inadequate budget and that the former City Manager
and his staff told Chief Bolton where to make the cuts.*®

According to Sgt. Gouge, manpower became a problem when Chief Bolton
moved twenty percent (20%) of the Narcotics Division employees out the Narcotics
Division.“®* He stated that this destroyed at least two (2) street squads and a couple of
enforcement squads, as well as reduced the size of the street squads.”®® He said that
the street squads were cut to four (4) or five (5) officers in the street squads, which
created the need to use several squads to execute search warrants and required
supervisors to be acting members of the teams.”®® He further said that the Narcotics
Division lost a supervisor.®” Other officers expressed similar concerns.*%®

The interviewees stated that, with the sergeant acting, in effect, as one of the
team, there needed to be more lieutenants for higher, more effective supervision.*® The
interviewees opined that one lieutenant cannot effectively supervise all of the narcotics
squads because the nature of the job is such that it requires extra supervision.*’®

Sgt. Gouge said that the Panel that the lack of manpower affected his ability to
be as involved as he otherwise would have been.*”" He stated that he was too busy, as
he was acting both as the squad sergeant and as a tactical trainer several days a
month.*’* Lt. Turnage, however, opined that there was a complete absence of first-line
supervision.*”® Lt. Turnage stated that, like Sgt. Gouge, he previously had held both of
these positions.*’ Lt. Turnage said that when he was in Sgt. Gouge’s position, he was
able to do all the same work and still be present at all search and arrest warrants, buy-

% See, e.g., WS 00469-470, WS 000647-648, WS 000436,

% WS 00469-470, WS 000647-648, WS 000436.

*0 WS 000647, WS 000469-470.
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2 See, e.g., WS 001107, WS 000455-458; see also WS 000048-051, WS 000051-069.
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busts, and surveillance operations.*”® Lt. Turnage further stated that Sgt. Gouge never
told him that he felt overloaded.”®

C. Training.

There are divergent views on the issues of training. Some opine that there was
adequate training, while others think that there was not.

Sgt. Gouge stated that beginning in 1994 or 1995, the Narcotics Division created
an officer-in-training manual.*’” Each new officer was assigned to another officer who
would check off and sign the list of requirements as the new officer completed them.*’®
He asserted that, although there had been an in-house, two-week school at the inception
of the street squads in 1991, most of the training was informal, on-the-job training.*”®
Sgt. Gouge stated that this training was inadequate: “[Blasically, you show up and your
buddy will show you how to do it, and hopefully he knows what he's doing while he's
showing you.”**

Several officers who were interviewed said that the field test training was on-the-
job training from senior officers.*®’ According to Sgt. Gouge, he had never learned to
properly conduct a field test.*** The officers further stated that there was no formal SOP
training.*®

Conversely, Lt. Turnage told the Panel that while he was a lieutenant in the
Narcotics Division, new detectives were being sent to DEA schools for formal training.***
Deputy Chief Martinez stated that although the training was lacking in terms of
administrative SOPs, there was adequate weapons training, dynamic training, and other
similar training.” In an anonymous statement, a narcotics officer states that there was
a::aé)pportunity for adequate training, but the officers chose not to avail themselves of
it.

According to interviews, Chief Bolton placed supervisors over narcotics who were
inexperienced with regards to narcotics matters but refused to allow them to go to
training until much later.*®” Deputy Chief Martinez states that he was not permitted to
attend a two-week, drug unit commander school at the DEA headquarters in Quantico,
Virginia until June 2001.**® Asst. Chief Falls stated that Chief Bolton would not let her
attend free training when she first became a supervisor over the Narcotics Division.***

75 WS 000120.
S 'WS 000133,
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She claimed that she asked the DEA director to request Chief Bolton to allow her to
attend training.**°

According to Asst. Chief Falls, she repeatedly requested narcotics training for her
personnel, but Chief Bolton would not let anyone attend training until after months of
requests.*®' Asst. Chief Falls said that training in the 2001 time period consisted of field
training and a two-week basic training.*®® Chief Bolton had to approve attendance of any
available schools.**® However, free local training did not need approval through the
chain of command, and the sergeant and lieutenant were responsible to ensure
adequate training.***

Some of the officers indicated that the training was inadequate because of
budgetary problems.*® Sgt. Gouge said that the entire division of 100 people is
supposed to train on $10,000. He stated that because of the inadequate budget, they
had to train themselves.**

d. Equipment.

Most of the officers interviewed indicated that the equipment available to the
Narcotics Division for the surveillance and recording of drug transactions was
inadequate both in terms of quality and quantity.**” According to Sgt. Gouge, the budget
never included equipment. He stated that the equipment they had was not reliable, in
that it would not always work. He stated that the officers would have used the
equipment if they had had faith in it. ***

2. City Of Dallas Culture.
a. City Attorney’s Office.

Deputy Chief Martinez stated that, as a supervisor, he believed that for
individuals to stay in the Narcotics Division for so long had created an atmosphere in
which the officers became too complacent.**® To rectify this problem, he stated that he
tried to reinstitute the policy that transferred officers out of the Narcotics Division after
they had been there five (5) years, unless the supervisors permitted them to remain.*®

According to Deputy Chief Martinez, he had addressed this issue with Chief
Bolton. He said that Chief Bolton said that the City Attorney told him orally to disregard
the five-year policy because the City Attorney's Office did not believe it was valid.*
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Deputy Chief Martinez told the Panel that he requested a written legal opinion from the
City Attorney, Madeleine Johnson, “over a year ago” but had not yet received one.”

The Panel provided Ms. Johnson with the statements made by Deputy Chief
Martinez and requested that she provide a written response.®® In her reply, Ms.
Johnson informed the Panel that she had “no conversations at any time regarding a
rotation of the narcotics squad officers with either former Chief Terrell Bolton or with
Deputy Chief John Martinez.” ** She stated that the City Attorney’'s Office received a
request for input regarding “the legal implications of entering into an agreement with
Dallas Police Department officers in the Narcotics Division to remain in a particular
assignment for a specified period of time.”® Although Ms. Johnson could not discuss
privileged communication between the City Attorney's Office and DPD, she did state that
the possible use of such an agreement was not pursued as a result of the discussions
between her office and DPD.>® She further stated that the decision whether to rotate
narcotics officers on a periodic basis was completely within the Chief of Police and
DPD’s discretion and did not require legal interpretation from the City Attorney’s
Office.>”

b. Police Chief.

Some individuals have expressed that Chief Bolton contributed to the problems
that allowed the fake drug situation to occur and to continue.

Chief Bolton described himself to the Panel as being a very accessible chief, with
an open-door policy to anyone who wanted to speak to him about an important matter.**®
‘I was a hands-on type of manager in terms of really talking to everybody. | really
wanted to talk to people and know what they are thinking and doing...”.”"

Chief Bolton stated that he held weekly staff meetings with the various units in
the department, expanding it to monthly meetings to include anybody in the organization
who wanted to talk to him about anything.®™® “l was that kind of chief. | really liked input
from a lot of people.”"’

Other individuals interviewed by the Panel express different opinions, namely
that Chief Bolton was only accessible to his own group of friends.”'? They stated that it
was difficult to see him, even if there were a problem.”"*
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Deputy Chief Martinez told the Panel that it was very difficult to see Chief
Bolton.”™ Deputy Chief Martinez stated that he tried to meet with Chief Bolton about the
fake drug cases and the IAD investigation request he made; but Deputy Chief Martinez
stated that he was unable to ever meet with him and had to leave the information with
the administrative sergeant.””

Chief Bolton, however, stated that if Deputy Chief Martinez had gone to see him,
he would have talked to him.*'® “Deputy chiefs had a lot of — carried a lot of weight when
| was a police chief.””'” Chief Bolton did not recall Deputy Chief Martinez ever coming to
him with a concern and not speaking with him.®"®

Asst. Chief Falls further stated that she approached Chief Bolton about an
unrefated IAD investigation involving Sgt. Gouge.”™ She informed Chief Bolton that she
was concerned about Sgt. Gouge because she thought that his handling of the previous
situation indicated that he was too close to his subordinates.®® She stated that she
verbally requested that Chief Bolton remove Sgt. Gouge from the Narcotics Division
when he made the manpower cuts; however, Chief Bolton refused to remove him and
moved others instead.”’ Chief Bolton indicated to the Panel that he was unfamiliar with
Sgt. Gouge and did not know that he was Mr. De la Paz or Mr. Herrera’s sergeant; he
stated that he did not remember Asst. Chief Falls asking him to remove Sgt. Gouge.’*

Several interviewees highlighted a low morale in the police department during
Chief Bolton’s time. Lt Turnage stated that the double and triple promotions that
occurred destroyed morale.®” Sgt. Gouge stated that morale was low in the Narcotics
Division because Chief Bolton took away their manpower, making work in the Narcotics
Division even harder as more manpower was necessary due to the dangers inherent in
narcotics deals and narcotics enforcement.®**

o City Council.

Several interviewees stated that a significant portion of time was spent
responding to city council complaints.®® According to the interviewees, city council
members would generate “blue forms” that outlined complaints from citizens or city
council members that DPD was expected to address.”® These complaints would be
given to Chief Bolton by the city council and the city manager; the complaints would then
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trickle down the chain of command.”” These complaints were given the highest priority
and were to be done immediately.”®

Interviewees complained that responding to these complaints was generally an
unproductive use of time.** According to the interviewees, these complaints had to be
done immediately with very little time to investigate the complaint properly.®*® Further,
the officers were rarely successful when dealing with these complaints.™’

According to Sgt. Gouge, these complaints needed to be better screened before
they were given to Narcotics Division.” He said that there were many instances in
which the Narcotics Division was investigating complaints where there were no drugs
involved.>® He stated that the blue form complaints frequently mentioned narcotics,
whether or not intentionally, when the problems were purely some sort of code problem
because the notation regarding narcotics resulted in a better response from DPD.**

Despite the lack of success and the supposed lack of productivity with the blue
form complaints, Sgt. Gouge stated that he and his squad spent thirty percent (30%) to
forty percent (40%) of their time on blue forms, leaving less time to work on other
deals.®*® The Panel, however, has accessed the Narcotics Division database that logs
and tracks the complaints. This database allows the user to enter an officer's name to
ascertain the complaints that have been assigned to them. The Panel conducted a
search of Mr. De la Paz and Mr. Herrera's names for January through November 2001;
the database had no record of Mr. De la Paz being given any complaints and indicated
that Mr. Herrera had been assigned nine (9). Furthermore, when searching the
complaints that had been assigned to Sgt. Gouge’s squad, there is no indication that
Sgt. Gouge had assigned complaints to any of his officers.

3. DPD’s Handling Of The Fake Drug Situation.

a. Press Conference.

On December 31, 2001, Chief Bolton held a press conference during which he
displayed dozens of kilos of fake cocaine.*® He also exhibited a large stockpile of guns,
few of which were seized during the fake-drug raids.”’ Interviewees expressed that this
tactic \éggs a bad example to officers and created problems with the media and the
public.
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Deputy Chief Martinez told the Panel that he was called back to Dallas from San
Antonio in the middle of the night to attend the press conference.”™ He stated that Chief
Bolton told him to bring the fake kilos and weapons; and, upon being informed that no
weapons were seized in these cases, Chief Bolton stated that it did not matter but to
bring any kind of weapon normally seized in these types of deals.**® Deputy Chief
Martinez further stated that Chief Bolton told him to find out what could happen if
someone injected pool chalk.>*' Deputy Chief Martinez directed Lt. Miller to comply with
Chief Bolton's orders.**

Several supervisors complained that they never attended any briefings regarding
the substance of any press conferences and usually were unaware that one was going
to be held until just prior to it.>** The Panel has been unable to clearly ascertain who
briefed Chief Bolton for the December 31, 2001 press conference. Det. Kate Bernal's
notes indicate, however, that Chief Bolton met with members of PIU, Assistant Chief
Shirley Gray, Lt. Tammie Hughes, Sgt. Dreyson Robertson, and Det. Kate Bernal, on
December 27, 2001.%*

Chief Bolton told the Panel that the display of guns at the press conference was
for the purpose of articulating to the public that the narcotics officers do a dangerous job
and that these are the types of things they encounter day-to-day.>** He further explained
that he was concerned about the public encountering the fake drugs on the street.**®

Other DPD personnel, however, opined that Chief Bolton held the press
conference because he was being defensive.®’’ Asst. Chief Falls stated that Chief
Bolton was very defensive of the officers involved and Lt. Turnage’s supervision of
them.®®  Officers stated that the press conference was deceptive and that Chief Bolton
should have been trying to fix the problem that obviously existed instead of saying that it
was not DPD’s fault.”™ At the time of this press conference, Chief Bolton should have
known many of the facts previously discussed regarding these problems.

b. Investigation Of The Fake Drug Cases.

On November 30, 2001, IAD received a request from the Narcotics Division for
an administrative investigation of the fake drug cases.”® Three days later, IAD
forwarded the investigation to PIU for an investigation of possible criminal wrongdoing.®"
On January 23, 2002, the FBI asked DPD to suspend its investigation.®? On January
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24, 2002, DPD suspended its own investigation but continued to support the FBI's
investigation.**

In a letter to Chief Bolton, the FBI stated that DPD’'s Asst. Chief Shirley Gray and
her staff informed the FBI that DPD intended to continue its investigation of possible
criminal wrongdoing tied to the DPD fake drug cases.”” The FBI and the U.S.
Attorney's Office requested that DPD suspend its investigation and not reopen it until the
FBI concluded its ongoing investigation into the same matters.**

The FBI stated that the reason the DPD investigation should be suspended was
because it could possibly conflict and interfere with the FBI investigation.”® The FBI
opined that ‘[s]ignificant problems could arise from multiple interviews of the same
witnesses, divergent investigative strategies and tactics, differences in prosecutive
decision-making, grand jury secrecy rules, and a host of other issues.” The FBI
indicated that this was not a reflection on DPD'’s investigative abilities and requested that
DPD continue its support of the FBI investigation by providing documents and
information, arranging interviews, and serving a consulting role.>*

The FBI may only prosecute for federal offenses; thus it focused its investigation
on potential violations of federal law. DPD’s interest in these cases, however, included
targeting state criminal offenses, as well as administrative violations.

In this particular instance, the potential violations were such that simultaneous
investigations of federal and state law criminal violations were necessary for effective
and adequate resolution of the issues in the fake drug cases. For example, the statute
of limitations passed in many cases before the state law violations could be investigated,
preventing punishment for any of those crimes. Further, IAD has been unable to pursue
any administrative investigation, and DPD has been unable to examine and assess any
circumstances within the Narcotics Division that contributed to the fake drug cases.
Because of this, any necessary discipline of officers has been delayed for several years.
This raises additional concerns that any conditions in the Narcotics Division that
contributed to the fake drug cases could have continued, allowing the continuation of
similar problems.

Although the Panel acknowledges that there are appropriate occasions when one
governmental body should defer to ancther, this determination should be made on a
case-by-case basis after thorough analysis of the entire situation. Ideally, however, the
two governmental bodies should create a symbiotic relationship in which they coordinate
their efforts in working towards resolution of their respective investigations. In this case,
regardless of whether IAD and PIU or independent agencies examined the potential
administrative and state criminal violations, these investigations needed to be conducted
concurrently with the FBI's investigation of potential federal offenses.
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Primary Contributors To The Fake Drug Cases.

1. A Failure To Follow SOPs Contributed To The Fake Drug Cases.

Failure to follow SOPs contributed to the fake drug cases. Although the SOPs
had room for improvement, and additional rules may have helped limit the extent of the
fake drug situation, additional procedural rules probably would not have prevented the
fake drug situation completely.

The Panel’'s investigation revealed that officers continually failed to follow proper
procedures. Had the proper procedures been followed, the fake drug situation could
have been avoided.

There is no documentary evidence that the officers searched the Cls before and
after drug transactions, and the facts indicate that they were not searched. Had the
officers searched the Cls, they would have found that the Cls were carrying fake drugs
into the deals. Further, the officers would have discovered that the Cls were stealing
buy money given them to purchase the drugs.

The evidence suggests that the officers failed to adequately supervise the Cls
while they were allegedly conducting drug transactions. This failure allowed the Cls the
opportunity to place the fake drugs in such a way as to incriminate the arrested
individuals. Further, it permitted the Cl to present an unsubstantiated version of the
events. Had the officers adequately observed the Cls in the drug transactions, the
officers would have been able to ascertain that the events were not occurring as related
by the Cls.

The evidence indicates that the officers and supervisors failed to observe and
react to warning signs. The manner in which the drug transactions were conducted, as
well as the appearance of the drugs, should have indicated to experienced narcotics
officers that there was something unusual about the drugs and the drug buys. The
appearance of the drugs, the packaging, and the lack of smell were indicative of
problems. Additionally, the absence or scarcity of weapons, cash, and property, as well
as the CI's refusal to work for anyone except for Mr. De la Paz, should have triggered
concern. The detectives and supervisors failed to recognize and explore the warning
signs that indicated that the Cls were unreliable. Had the warning signs been heeded,
the officers would have realized quickly that the Cls were unrefiable and would have
avoided the numerous fake drug cases.

According to the statements of individuals interviewed by the Panel as well as
documentation, officers continued to use and supervisors allowed the use of the Cls
even after reliability issues had been raised. Officers and supervisors failed to follow the
instructions of higher supervisors in that they continued to use Mr. Alonso after being
given instructions not to do so. Had the SOPs been followed, Mr. Alonso and his
network of Cls would have been placed in the Undesirable/Inactive CI file as soon as
concerns regarding their reliability had been broached. This would have prevented the
fake drug cases from continuing for as long as they did.

The documents indicate that the failure to appropriately follow SOPs with regards
to maney handling procedures contributed to the fake drug cases. The analyses of the
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documentation indicates that Mr. De la Paz was claiming to have paid Cls when the
documentation reflects that he did not have enough cash to make those payments.

The failure to follow proper SOPs with regard to the completion of paperwork
created an environment in which the fake drug cases were able to thrive. SOP issues
regarding completion of paperwork that surrounded the fake drug cases include:
informants signing blank pay sheets; paying unregistered individuals under the wrong ClI
number; payment by one detective without a witness; a witness officer unavailable to
accurately report transaction; the combining of multiple Cl payments on one pay sheet;
incomplete or inaccurate Informant Payment Reports; paying Cls and completing
receipts on later dates; permitting informants to sign false or alias names; failure to
complete and maintain proper Cl files; use of Cls without properly compteted Cl files;
and failure to obtain proper authorization to utitize Cls.

The officers were not following SOPs in conducting field tests. The evidence
suggests three (3) possibilities: that officers were testing drugs improperly, were lying
about the results of the tests, or were not testing the drugs at all. Although several of the
interviewees stated that the lack of training was to blame for the improper manner in
which field tests were performed, the documentation indicates that there were
instructions available that specifically outlined the proper way to conduct field tests. In
cases in which there were traces of narcotics mixed in with the fake drugs, the results of
the field tests may have been positive regardless of the manner in which the tests were
conducted; however, had the tests been conducted properly in the cases in which there
were no controlled substances, the tests would have been unlikely to give false
positives.

Further, the failure of supervisors to follow SOPs and properly supervise their
subordinates aided in the fake drug problems. For example, supervisors were not
present at buy-busts that, provided the supervisor knew and followed the SOPs, could
have helped prevent the fake drug problems. Additionally, supervisors were not
adequately reviewing paperwork to ensure that proper procedures were being followed.

The failure to follow SOPs aided in the existence and perpetuation of the fake
drug cases. The Cls’ involvement in the fake drug cases was almost unfettered. They
were not searched or questioned despite how incredible the information they gave. The
officers exhibited little or no control of the Cls. The Cls have stated that they were
aware that Mr. De la Paz was not properly supervising them or adequately ascertaining
that the drugs were real drugs.”®® The knowledge that Mr. De la Paz was not
ascertaining that the information the Cls gave them was correct and that he was not
verifying properly that the drugs were real drugs encouraged the Cls to continue creating
fake drugs.™

2. The Failure To Send All Drugs To A Laboratory For Analysis
Contributed To The Fake Drug Cases.

The policy of the DA's Office was not to send drugs to the laboratory unless a
defense attorney requested a laboratory analysis or unless the case was set for trial.
This policy was one of the instrumental factors that contributed to the fake drug cases.
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Further, the failure of defense attorneys to thoroughly investigate their clients’ cases,
including insisting on laboratory analyses, played a vital role in perpetuating the problem.

The arrested individuals were mostly illegal immigrants who were primarily
concerned with being deported. These individuals were in a position where they were
less likely to insist that the alleged drugs be analyzed by a laboratory and more willing to
plead guilty to drug charges if it meant their immediate release from jail.

The failure to immediately test the alleged narcotics allowed the fake drug cases
to continue longer than they otherwise would have. Mr. Alonso would have been shown
to be unreliable after the laboratory discovered the first negative case.

3. A Lack Of Proper Supervision Contributed To The Fake Drug
{Cases.

The documents assembled by the Panel point to a lack of supervision as a
contributor in the fake drug arrests. According to the documentation, a supervisor was
not present as required during the execution of search warrants, buy-busts, and reverse
operations. Supervisors were not ensuring that paperwork was completed properly and
were not ascertaining that SOPs were being followed. Officers had almost complete
discretion in their handling of the Cls.

Additionally, supervisors who should have been experienced with narcotics deals
failed to observe and react to warning signs. There were several factors that alone or in
concert with other factors should have raised concerns to supervisors. The
circumstances surrounding the fake drug cases were uncharacteristic given the size and
nature of the deals. For example, these were multi-kilo drug deals in which few or no
guns were found, very little or no property was seized, and very little or no cash was
recovered. Additionally, the Cl refused to work for anyone but Mr. De la Paz.

Supervisors should have required these cases to be moved over to the
enforcement squads. Street squad detectives have neither the equipment nor the
experience to deal with drug deals of this size. If, as claimed, Mr. Alonso refused to
work for anyone but Mr. De la Paz, Mr. De la Paz should have been moved to an
enforcement squad. Additionally, Mr. Alonso’s refusal should have caused the
supervisors to look further into his reasoning for refusing.

Furthermore, supervisors should have placed the Cls in the Undesirable File as
soon as problems were evidenced. Documents and the statements of witnesses
indicate that supervisors were aware of reliability concerns at least as early as the
middle of September 2001, yet Mr. Alonso and the network of Cls were used up until the
end of November 2001. Despite the fact that cases involving this network of Cls were
resulting in negative laboratory analyses, the supervisors failed to require that the Cls
and all other cases involving this Cl be fully investigated.
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Iv. THE PANEL’S RECOMMENDATIONS RESULTING FROMIT
INVESTIGATION.

A. The Public Must Understand A Certain Caveat Before Fully Appreciating
The Results And Recommendations By The Panel.

To ensure that the public fully understands the results of the investigation and the
recommendations made by the Panel, the public must review the results and
recommendations in the context of a certain caveat. The public must understand that
since the IAD investigation has not been conducted, the Panel is drawing its conclusions
solely from its interpretation of the documentation and the unsworn statements of DPD
personnel and citizens. Thus, the Panel makes its recommendations with the
qualification that the documentation may inaccurately reflect the actual events and that
subsequent, in-depth interviews of those invelved may reveal more information. Mt
should be noted also that some of these changes have already been incorporated into
the Narcotics SOPs or have been informally implemented.

B. Consultation With Other Major Cities On Their Policies.

In preparing its recommendations for changes in the Narcotics SOPs with
regards to the handling of Cls, the Panel procured a copy of the Los Angeles Police
Department (“LAPD") Cl Procedure Manual.®' Some of the procedures used by LAPD
have been incorporated into the recommendations of the Panel.

Additionally, the Panel contacted several other major cities®™ to ascertain their
policies on rotating narcotics detectives out of their Narcotic Divisions, as well as their
policies on using illegal aliens as Cls.

C. Narcotics SOP Changes That Have Already Been Implemented.

Captain Bragg informed the Panel that the Narcotics Division requires the Cls to
put their thumbprint on the payment forms to acknowledge payment.®®* Further, Deputy
Chief Martinez stated that the total amount of money paid to a Cl each year is now
capped at $20,000.%%

Additionally, in early 2002, Narcotics Division Commanders reviewed written
procedural recommendations submitted to DPD by Chief Inspector George Cazenavette
Il of the DEA.**® As a result of the DEA’s review and the meetings held with DEA staff
inspectors in January 2002, the Narcotics Division stated that it had incorporated the
recommended procedural changes into its SOPs Manual with minor exceptions and
additions.**
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DEA Recommendations: Field test all drug evidence purchased
or seized.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5120 A.5. All drugs will be field tested except those
drugs for which no field test kits exist.

DEA Recommendations: Document the results of the test and
identify the witness to the test in a report of investigation.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5120 A.5. A Narcotics Sergeant will witness the field
test. The witnessing supervisor will be noted on the arrest report.

DEA Recommendations: Immediately submit the drugs to a
laboratory for analysis.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5120 A7. The Property Room of the Support
Services Bureau will forward all drug evidence to SWIFS for
analysis.

DEA Recommendations: Obtain written approval from a
supervisor and/or a prosecutor before destroying evidence.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5120 C.1. A Narcotics Sergeant must approve any
request for destruction.

DEA Recommendations: Do not allow destruction of evidence
purchased by a Cl before a laboratory analyzes the evidence.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5120 A.7. The Property Room of Support Services
Bureau will forward all drug evidence to SWIFS for analysis.

DEA Recommendations: We recommended that you develop a
risk assessment protocol to assist in deciding if a Cl is worth the
problems that may arise from his/her use.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 Il A. Paid informant will be further categorized
by a risk assessment. Category 1 is a regular informant with no
criminal record. Category 2 is an informant with a minor criminal
record. Category 3 is an informant with a significant criminal
record. This category must be approved by a Lieutenant or
above.

DEA Recommendations: Take into consideration control issues.
If the potential Ci worked for another department or agency,
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10.

11.

12.

contact the agency, contact the agency and discuss the Cl's
performance with the controlling officer or agent to help determine
suitability.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 V. B. Determine if the individual has provided
information to other agencies. If so, contact the other agency and
determine if the subject is able to perform as an informant.
Document the agency and the person contacted on the
cenfidential informant File Sheet.

DEA Recommendations: Make it clear to the Cl, he/she will be
under the control direction of any officer designated by the
supervisor of the unit.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 V.B.2. The informant should be advised that
he will work at the department’s direction and will not necessarily
be working with the same detective on each occasion they are
used.

DEA Recommendations; Require quarterly meetings between ClI
and the narcotics unit supervisor.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV. D. The Sergeant will review the informant’s
file quarterly with the controlling officer and date and sign the Cl's
payment and activity form to indicate that the file was reviewed.

DEA Recommendations: During this meeting, the supervisor
should review the performance of the Cl, as well as the Ci file, to
assure all reports are current and the controlling officer is properly
managing the CI.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV.D. The Sergeant will review the informant’s
file quarterly with the controlling officer and date and sign the
Confidential Informant’s payment and activity form to indicate that
the file was reviewed.

DEA Recommendations: When an officer meets a Cl, require a
witnessing officer to be present and hear all conversation between
the Cl and the controlling officer.

Impiementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV. J. Undercover informants will be wired so
that any conversation can be overheard by the controlling
detective and his partner.

DEA Recommendations: Search the Cl| and his/her vehicle before
and after each meeting the Cl has with a suspect or defendant.
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14.

15.

16.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV. L. The informant and his vehicle will be
thoroughly searched before he is sent to the location of the
{ransaction. He/she will be searched again after the completion of
the transaction.

DEA Recommendations: Document the results of the search in a
report of investigation.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV.L. This will be documented in the Buy
Letter.

DEA Recommendations: To support and verify Cl information,
require the Cl to wear recording and monitoring equipment during
meetings with suspects when an undercover officer is not present.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 IV. J. Undercover informants will be wired so
that any conversation can be overheard by the controlling
detective and his partner. 5060 K. In every instance where an
informant is working undercover, the informant will be wired for
sound if possible, so that the controlling detectives can listen to
the transaction.

DEA Recommendations; After making an arrests and seizures in
an investigation, limit payments to the Cl until a laboratory
analyzes the drugs and/or the prosecutor adjudicates the case.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 V.A. Neither payment of more than $100.00
nor recommendation will occur until a positive laboratory analysis
of the suspected drugs is complete.

DEA Recommendations: Suggested that an approval system be
put in place that established different levels for informant
payments. The purpose of this recommendation is to ensure that
checks and balances be in place at various stages of informant
pay outs.

Implementation: This was implemented in the Narcotics Division
SOP Section 5060 V.C. Sergeants may approve payment up {o
$500.00. Lieutenants may approve payments up to $1,000.00.
All payments over $1,000 must be approved by the Narcotics
Division Commander. The Executive Assistant Director of the
Administrative Services Bureau will be notified for any payment
more than $1,000.00. Payments of more than $5,000.00 must be
approved by the Assistant Chief of the Special Services Bureau
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and payments of more than $10,000.00 will be approved by the
Chief of Palice.™’

D. Reassignment Of Narcotics Division Personnel.

On August 4, 2004, Chief David Kunkle moved all Narcotics personnel who had a
connection with the fake drug cases, who had not previously been moved, out of
Narcotics to other positions within DPD.

E. Remaining Investigation To Be Conducted.

PIU is currently conducting investigations of potential criminal violations. The
Chief of Police will be provided the potential administrative violations to be forwarded to

IAD to investigate.

F. Recommendations Of The Panel.

The Panel makes the following recommendations.

1.

Cl Procedures.

a.

" NAR 001169-172.

As part of the background check on prospective Cis, a set
of major case prints should be obtained and run through
AFIS. The Cls’ criminal history and resident status should
be checked so that the Division is aware of the legal status
of Cls and any outstanding warrants they may have.

On all forms needing signatures for approval or agreement,
the signature should be required to be legible or should be
printed, preventing scribbling. The Cls should be informed
on the Admonishment Form that their signatures will be
maintained for comparison purposes. Supervisors should
be required to verify Cl signatures using the signatures on
the admonishment forms. This will help verify signatures
on reports and other documentation. Additionally, Cls
should be required to print their names in addition to
signing their names.

The ClI's testimony should be corroborated through the use
of Audio/Visual equipment or personal observation. This
will enable the officers to have better control of the ClI and
ensure that the CIl is providing the officers correct
information.

Supervisors should establish a threshold at which the
amount of drugs in question is such that the Enforcement
Squads should handle the operation instead of the Street
Sqguads, as the tactics employed by these two different
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squads are dissimilar and tailored to investigating narcotics
activity of a specific nature.

The DA’s Office should be informed when a Cl is placed on
DPD’s undesirable list. This ensures that the Cl is not
used in the future, as well as putting the DA’s Office on
notice if there may be problems with the Cls in cases on
which DA’s Office may be currently working.

Money Handling Procedures.

a.

Funds should be drawn only as needed for buys to prevent
officers from carrying large balances of money which
increases the risk of loss, theft ar misappropriation.

When a Cl is registered, he or she should be issued a
debit card for payment purposes. The detective would
submit a Request For Payment Form to his or her
supervisor and after receiving appropriate approval, money
would be transferred into the account. When the money is
available, the Cl would be notified that he or she can
withdraw the money at any ATM machine. Ultilization of
this procedure would result in the following benefits:

a. An audit trail of payments would be created,

b. The need to collect receipts would be
eliminated,

C. The need to witness payments would be
eliminated,

d. The amount of cash the detectives need on

hand would be reduced,
e. The payment of a Cl using the identity of
another would be prevented.

The CI should further be required to sign a document in
which the Cl is warned to keep the Personal Identification
Number (“PIN"} confidential and in which the Cl agrees not
to disclose the PIN of the debit card to anyone, including
the officers for whom he or she works. This will safeguard
the officers against allegations by the Cls that the Cl did
not receive the money due to him or her.

All Cl payments should be tracked. A payment history and
year-to-date totals paid to Cls should be provided to
approving authorities. A monthly report of Cl payments
should be submitted to the Division Commander. This
provides a quick assessment of a Cl's use and payment
history.

A monthly reconciliation of funds should be required.
Every narcotics officer should be required to provide an
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accounting of money spent, showing daily balances. Once
the accounts are balanced, the detectives should then be
allowed to draw additional funds. This would allow for
immediate discovery of any inconsistencies and help
ensure the integrity of the expense system.

At least once a month, an unannounced audit of officers’
funds should be performed. Officers should be required to
show their money, and the money should be balanced with
receipts. This prevents officers from misappropriating
money to personal uses and paying back the money at the
end of the month.

The Panel recommends that money be dispersed from
only one fund to Narcotics officers for their operations to
aid in the simplicity of documentation and the ease in
tracing funds. It should be noted that, although this was
not the practice at the time of the fake drug cases, the
Narcotics Division has currently implemented this.

Paperwork Completion.

a.

The admonishment form should include a written consent
to search. This will inform the Cl that he or she is subject
fo search at any time during an operation.

A Narcotics Transaction Report (NTR) should be created
to document every operation. This report would serve to
identify the officers, supervisors, Cls, and suspects
involved, as well as document the transaction and
subsequent arrests or searches. This report could be
supplemented with follow-up information and replace the
Cl Buy Report.

The searches of Cls and their vehicles should be
documented in arrest reports, and/or NTRs. Each person
witnessing the search should be identified for verification at
a later date if necessary.

All reports should he completed prior to ending the tour of
duty. This will increase the accuracy of the documentation
and allow immediate discovery of inconsistencies in
documents or failure to follow SOPs.

Field testing should be conducted on all drug evidence
seized, regardless of whether arrests are made. The
results should be documented in a Found Property or
Narcotic Transaction Report. This prevents Cls from using
fake substances to build a reputation with a narcotics
detective.
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Reports documenting transactions should include an
explanation of what happened to any buy money used.
The sergeant and lieutenant should sign the paperwork
indicating that they are satisfied with the officer's
explanation of what happened to the buy money. This will
further ensure that these supervisors are reviewing the
paperwork and allow them to keep track of the recovery of
buy money.

Training Procedures.

a.

An in-service training program should be established for
new detectives assigned to the Division that should include
a check sheet documenting the training they received and
individuals who instructed them. The training should
include, but not be limited, to the following: field-testing
procedures, Narcotics SOPs, performance of Narcotics
operations, and drug recognition characteristics. This will
aid in ensuring that officers are better prepared for
circumstances and situations particular to assignments in
the Narcotics Division.

This in-service training program should be conducted
yearly for ail Narcotics officers to ensure that staff
understands the Narcotics Division's procedures.

A check-off sheet should be used to document all in-
service training on the use of new equipment and
procedures to verify that staff has received training.

All personnel should be required to read the Division SOPs
annually and sign a roster indicating compliance to verify
that staff has received training.

Supervisors should conduct in-service training on all SOP
changes to ensure understanding by all personnel of
procedures.

All personnel should be instructed on the proper procedure
for conducting field-testing of drugs. This instruction
should include the method for documenting the testing
procedure and location of sampling, as well as require a
witness for all field tests conducted.

Follow-up training should be instituted when laboratory
analysis indicates that a field test produced an incorrect
result. Specific procedures, including ultimately an IAD
investigation when necessary, should be designed and
implemented to establish a system of control when a
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particular officer demonstrates a pattern of incorrect
testing.

All lesson plans of training should be retained for future
reference or verification.

5. Personnel Issues.

a.

A rotation out of the division should be required every five
(5) years for all street squad personnel below the rank of
sergeant. The Division Commander could grant
extensions for an additional year, but a transfer would be
mandatory after one extension. The officer should not be
returned to the Narcotics Division for a minimum of two (2)
years. This helps prevent an attitude of complacency
among street squad officers and towards street squads
officers, without sacrificing the experience of the officers.

Street squad sergeants should be rotated within the
division annually. This helps prevent an attitude of
complacency by sergeants towards street squads officers.

Supervisors must ensure that their subordinates know and
understand any new SOP changes.

Officers should not work on days they are not assigned to
work unless they are given documented supervisor
approval. This wili minimize the difficulty in ascertaining
which officers are involved in the various operations and
aid in verifying that officers did what documents indicated
they have done.

6. Miscellaneous Recommendations.

a.

A follow-up report should be done on the referrals sent to
PIU and the Special Prosecutor to ascertain the number of
prosecutions that resulied from the referrals.

A follow-up report should be done on the referrals sent fo
IAD to ascertain whether any administrative discipline
resulted from the referrals.

PUBLIC ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS REVIEWED BY THE PANEL

The Panel reviewed approximately 80,000 pages of documents. The public will
be granted access to the majority of these documents, pursuant to the Public Information
Act (“PIA").

Some have been redacted, as required by the PIA, because of

confidentiality issues and because the law prohibits disclosure of certain information.

The PIA embraces a policy of making information held by the government
accessible to the general public. There are some instances, however, when the
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government may not release particular information because it is confidential by law.
Section 552.101 of the Texas Government Code exempts the public disclosure of
information that is confidential by statute, constitution, or judicial decision. Additionally,
other sections of the Public Information Act (Chapter 552 of the Texas Government
Code) make certain categories of information confidential.

The released documents have been reviewed by the City Attorney’s Office, and
information that is confidential by law has been redacted. Specifically, the following
categories of information were withheld from public release:

A. Sec. 552.101-Information Confidential By Law.

1.

Criminal History Information.

Criminal history information generated by the National Crime
Information Center {(NCIC) or Texas Crime Information Center
(TCIC) system is confidential by law. Title 28, Part 20 of the Code
of Federal Regulations governs the release of criminal history
information in the NCIC system. Criminal history information may
not be disseminated except in the limited circumstances stated in
Section 20.33. Likewise, Section 411.083 of the Texas
Government Code provides that criminal history information
(TCIC} is confidential, and may not be released except in
accordance with that section.

Social Security Numbers.

This information is protected in accordance with Title 42, United
States Code Section 405(c)(2){C)(vii).

9-1-1 Information.

The caller's originating address and telephone number are
protected from disclosure pursuant to Section 772.318 of the
Texas Health and Safety Code.

Common Law Privacy.

Common law privacy, as incorporated in Section 552.101, protects
information that is highly intimate or embarrassing, such that its
release would be highly objectionable to a reascnable person, and
it is of no legitimate concern to the public.®®® This includes
references to an individual’'s mental discrders, responses to
psychological jail intake form, an employee’'s health insurance
coverage, an individual's tax status, etc. Section 552.101 also
protects an individual's personal financial records. This section

% Industrial Found. v. Texas Indus. Accident Bd., 540 S.W.2d 668 (Tex. 1976), cert. denied, 430
U.S. 931 (1977); see generally Tex. Att'y Gen. ORD-339 (1982).
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generally protects an individual's background financial information.
Specifically, it protects information concerning an individual's
overall financial status and past financial history. This section
may be used to protect an individual’s credit report or financial
statement, as well as information regarding an individuat's assets
and mortgage payments.*®®

5. Polygraph Information.

Results from a polygraph examination are confidential by law
pursuant to Section 1703.306 of the Texas Occupations Code.

6. Juvenile Arrest Reports.

Section 58.007(c) of the Texas Family Code provides that law
enforcement records of a juvenile may not be disclosed to the
public.

7. Biometric Identifiers.

Section 559.002 of the Government Code protects fingerprints
from public release.

8. Informant's Privilege ®"®

This excepticn, as incorporated in Section 552.101, protects the
identity of a person who reports a violation or possible viclation of
the law to official responsible for enforcing the laws in question.

g, Medical Records.

Section 159.002 of the Texas Occupations Code provides that
communications between a physician and patient are confidential
and may only be disclosed in accordance with Chapter 159,
Additionally, Section 773.092 of the Health and Safety Code
provides that communications regarding emergency medical
services are confidential and may only be disclosed as provided
by that chapter.

**% Please note that information contained in a public court record is public information. Part of

the public record, however, may be protected if it is expressly made confidential by other
law. Therefore, information expressly protected by Section 552.117 {such as an officer’s
home telephone number and home address) would still be redacted from public court
records (such as a divorce proceeding or bankruptcy filing) regarding the officer.

Certain informants are identified in this report, as their identities are already a matter of public
recaord.

570
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Sec. 552.117-Certain Addresses, Telephone Numbers, Social Security
Numbers, And Personal Family information.

This section protects information pertaining to an officer's or employee’s
home address, telephone numbers, social security numbers, and the
existence of family.

Section 552.130- Motor Vehicle Information.

This section protects information such as a driver's license information,
VIN, and license plate numbers.

Section 552.136-Confidentiality of Credit Card, Debit Card, Charge Card,
and Access Device Numbers.

This section protects any code, account number, personal identification

number or other identifier that may be used to obtain money or ancther
thing of value or initiate the transfer of funds.
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302
AFIS
Asst.
Cl
DA
DEA
Det.
DOJ
DPD
DPS
FBI
|AD
LAPD
Lt.
NCIC
NTR
FPanel
PIA
PIU
Sqat.
SOP

Sr. Cpl.

SWIFS

APPENDIX A

COMMON ABBREVIATIONS

FBI Narrative Report

Automated Fingerprint identification System
Assistant

Confidential Informant

District Attorney

Drug Enforcement Agency
Detective

Department of Justice

Dallas Police Department
Department of Public Safety
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Internal Affairs Division

Los Angeles Police Department
Lieutenant

National Crime Information Center
Narcotics Transaction Report
Independent Investigative Panel
Public Information Act

Public Integrity Unit

Sergeant

Standard Operating Procedure
Senior Corporal

Southwestern Institute for Forensic Science
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APPENDIX B

TABLE OF NAMES AND TERMS
Abel Santos Arrested person; Arrested 07/16/01.
Alan Foster Senior Corporal, Narcotics Division during
time of fake drug arrests.

Alejandro Espinosa-Perez Arrested person; Arrested on 11/09/01.

Alexander D'Atri Member of an Assessment Team who
evaluated the Narcotics Division in 1992,

Andrew Accord Sergeant |AD; provided the Panel with
training on the basic procedures of IAD;
promoted to lieutenant.

Anthony Gipson Detective, Narcotics Division; provided the
Panel with training on the basic procedures
in Narcotics.

Arturo Bernal Villareal Arrested person; Arrested 03/20/01.

Betty Ann Jenkins Arrested person; Arrested 04/18/01.

Bernardo Ortuno Arrested person, Arrested 06/04/01.

Bertha Vasquez Arrested person; Arrested 03/02/01.

Blancu Cantu Arrested person; Arrested 02/16/01.

Buy-bust An operation in which an undercover officer

negotiates a purchase of narcotics with the
intention of causing the immediate arrest of
the suspect at the time the narcotics are
delivered.

Buy-walk-bust An operation in which an undercover officer
makes a narcotic purchase with the
intention of causing the arrest of the suspect
immediately following the undercover
officer's departure from the scene.

Carl Lowe Senior Corporal; DPD; Panel Review Staff.

Carl Wachholtz Sergeant, Narcotics Division.
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Cathy De la Paz

Craig Miller

Daniel Cavazos
Daniel Licea
David Elliston

David Kunkle

David Larsen

David Nofzinger
Deborah Joseph
Denny Ramirez

Dora Falls

Dreyson Robertson

the initial

Eddie Herrera

Eddie Lopez

Edwin Ruiz-Diaz

Enforcement Squads

Enrique Alonso

Emilio Garcia

Erubiel Cruz

Estalisnac Mendoza

Senior Corporal, DPD; wife of Mark De la
Paz.

Lieutenant, Narcotics Division  Street
Squads as of Octoher 22, 2001.

Cl.
Arrested person; Arrested 08/07/01.
Deputy Chief, DPD; Panel Review Staff.

Dallas Chief of Police, June 28, 2004 -
present.

Senior Corporal, Narcotics Divisicn at the
time of the fake drug arrests.

Sergeant, Narcotics Division.
Former Chief Bolton's assistant.
Arrested person; Arrested 08/07/01.

Assistant Chief over Narcotics at the time of
the fake drug arrests.

Sergeant in Public Integrity at the time of
investigation. Promoted to lieutenant.

Under indictment; member of Sgt. Gouge's
squad at the time of the fake drug arrests.

Detective, Narcotics Division at the time of
fake drug arrests. No longer a peace
officer.

Lieutenant, DPD; Panel Review Staff.

Narcotic investigators who target mid to
high-level drug traffickers.

Cl.

Member of an Assessment Team who
evaluated the Narcotics Division in 1992,

Arrested person; Arrested 10/01/01.

Arrested person; Arrested 10/18/01.
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Floyd Simpson

Francisco Mendoza
George Sifuentez
Guadalupe Mendoza
Gregg Long

Gregory Clark

Hugo Hernandez
Hugo Rosas
Israel Pineda

Jack Bragg

Jack Gouge

Jaime Ortiz
Jaime Siguenza
Javier Pacheco
Jean Tremain

Jeff Blumberg

Jeff Haywood

Jim Gallagher

John Ferguson

John Martinez

Administrative lieutenant for former Chief
Bolton at the time of the arrests. Currently
Deputy Chief, DPD.

Arrested person; Arrested 10/09/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 05/08/01.
Arrested persan; Arrested 10/09/01.
Assistant DA,

Member of an Assessment Team who
evaluated the Narcotics Division in 1992.

CL

Arresied person; Arrested 06/29/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 06/22/01.
Captain, Acted as Division Commander
periodically during the time of the fake drug
arrests.

Street Squad Sergeant at the time of the
fake drug cases; his squad members were
involved in the fake drug arrests.

Arrested person; Arrested 05/17/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 06/05/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 05/17/01.

Senior Corporal, DPD; Panel staff member.

Department of Justice prosecutor at the
federal trial of Mark De la Paz.

Under indictment; member of Sgt Gouge's
squad at the time of the fake drug arrests.

Detective, DPD. Administered polygraph to
Enrigue Alonso.

Former Deputy Chief over Narcotics
Division. Currently retired.

Deputy Chief over Narcotics Division at the
time of the fake drug arrests.
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John Simonton

Jorge Hernandez
Jose Arevalo

Jose Luis Vega

Jose Mendoza

Jose Ruiz

Jose Santos Gonzales

K. W. Lybrand

Kate Bernal

Kenneth LeCesne

Larry Bromley

Larry Moses

Lena Levario

Luis Daniel Alonso
Luis Senan
Madeleine Johnson
Marcos Gonzalez
Maria Theresa Varker

Marjorie Poche’

Sergeant, DPD; Panel Review Staff.
Arrested person; Arrested 09/24/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 04/26/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 08/16/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 10/23/01.

Cl.

Arrested person; Arrested 12/13/99.
Lieutenant, Special Investigations Bureau of
DPD; Conducted 1992 investigation of the
death and robbery of Narcotics Detective
Larry Bromley.

Detective, PIU; part of PIU's initial
investigation of the fake drug cases in 2001-
2002 timeframe; hriefed the Panel on PIU's
initial investigation.

Sergeant, Narcotics Division.

Detective, Narcotics Division; killed in 1992,
prompting an investigation of the Narcotics
Division.

Detective, Narcotics Division at the time of
the fake drug arrests.

Attorney at Law; Panel Member.

Cl.

Arrested person.

City Attorney.

Cl.

Senior Corporal, DPD; Panel Review Staff.

Special Agent, FBI; briefed the Panel on the
FBI's investigation of the fake drug arrests.

92



Mark De la Paz

Mark Woody

M.C. Davis
Melvin Williams
Mike Carnes

Nancy Weber

Pablo Olin

Randy Hampton

Randy Horton

Reginald Matthew

Roberto Amador

Roberto Rodriguez Geonzales/Reyes
Roberto Santos

Ronald Hergert

Ruth Alonso

Sarah A. Cardwell

Shirley Gray

Special Prosecutor

Steve Stirling

Street Squads

Under indictment; member of Sgt. Gouge's
squad during the fake drug arrests; former
detective who supervised Enrique Alonso.

Senior Corporal, Narcotics Division at the
time of the fake drug arrests.

Arrested person; Arrested 07/10/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 02/01/01.
Assistant D A.

SWIFS chemist who analyzed many of the
substances from the fake drug arrests.

Arrested person.

Assistant Chief; Acting Chief of Police at the
onset of the Panel’s investigation.

Forensic accountant, Randy Horton &
Associates.

Sergeant, DPD; Panel Review Staff
Arrested person.

Cl.

Cl.

Member of an Assessment Team who
evaluated the Narcotics Division in 1992,

Cl.

Attorney at Law, Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr,
P.C.; Panel Review Staff.

Assistant Chief over PIU at the time of the
fake drug arrests.

Daniel Hagood, Attorney at Law, Fitzpatrick
Hagood Smith & Uhl, LLP.

Sergeant, Narcotics Division.

Narcotics investigators who target low-level
Narcotics dealers.
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SWIFS

Tammie Hughes

Terence J. Hart

Terrell Bolton

Terry Torrence

Thomas A. Ward
Veronica Robinson
Victor Alvaredo
Walter Davis

William Rathburn

William Turnage

Yvonne Gwyn

Southwestern Institute of Farensic Science,
laboratory.

Lieutenant, Commander of PIU during the
initial investigation.

Attorney at Law, Munsch Hardt Kopf & Harr,
P.C.; Panel member.

Former Dallas Chief of Police at the time of
the fake drug arrests.

Member of an Assessment Team who
evaluated the Narcotics Division in 1982,

Assistant Chief, DPD; Advisor to the Panel.
Arrested person; Arrested 04/26/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 04/19/01.
Arrested person; Arrested 04/19/01.

Former Chief of Police at the time of the
Bromley shooting.

Former lieutenant over street squads at the
time of the fake drug arrests; retired Deputy
Chief.

Arrested person; Arrested 09/07/01.
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Attachment C-4
Attachment C-5
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THE MATERIALS ANALYZED BY THE PANEL,

Severai socurces provided materials to the Panel, including as listed.

1.

Federal Bureau of Investigation.

a. FBi 302s, which are documents that memeorialize FBI notes of interviews.

b. Documents generated from the FBI's previous investigation of this matter.

o Documents generated by the federal trial.

Datlas Police Department,

a. Cl payment sheets.

b. Officer time cards.

c. PIU documentation and investigative notes.

d. Interviews conducted by PIU.

e. Officer reports:  offense/incident, arrest, evidence tags, prosecution
reports,

f. Employment records.

g. DEA Report.

h. SOPs that existed pre- and post- fake drug arrests.

i Personnel files.

I. Cl files.

k. Payroll records.

l. Video surveillance.

m. “Investigation of the Narcotics Division” Memorandum, June 15, 1992,

n. “Executive Summary” Memorandum, June 18, 1992,

0. “Dallas Narcotics Division Assessment Report,” February 20, 1992.

D. “Analysis of the Narcotics Division Buy Bust, Flash Roll Funds, and
Search Warrant Procedures” Memorandum, February 28, 1992,

q. Phone Records.

r. IAD investigations and complaints.

s, Documents frem previous investigations.

DPS.

a. Documents from FB! investigation.

0. DA's Office files.

C. Partial documentation from DPS investigation.

City Attorney’s Cffice.

a. Mark de la Paz trial transcript.

b. Depositions.

C. Lab reports.

d, Mecia clips/newspapers.

e. Dalias Police Department Management and Efficiency Study.

DA's Office.

a, List of fake drug cases.

b. DA file jackets.
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Aguirre,Miquel, A
Alford,Danny
Alvarado,Victor,[D
Amador,Roberto,B
Amos,Joseph,T
Arevalo Jose,J
Austin, Antwan,
Avila Katherine, M
Avila Katherine,M
Avila.Kathenne,M
Avila,Katherine,M
Avila,Kathernine,M

Cases Reviewed by Panel

F0173641
No Record
FO131673
FO153394
FO152633
FO151932
F0138210
FO135641
FO135647
FO1530648
FO157405
FO137406

Barrientos,Jesus{ FBI Agent Brady) ~ No Record
Barrientos,Jesus( FBI Agent Brady)  No Recoerd

Cantu,Blanca
Casira, Teodoro
Castro, Teodoro
Cook,Roy,Lee
Cooks, Jerry
Craft,Rashidi, T
Crenshaw,Tummy
Crenshaw, Tummy
Cruz, Erubiel
Cruz,Ocdely
Danzler,Isiah
Danzler,Isiah
Davis,Avery
Davis,M.C.

Davis, Walter
Dean.Latry
Escamilla,Lorenzo,O
Escamilla,Lorenzo,0
Esparza,Emigdio,A
Evans,Freddie
Fite,Lary,Donti
Fuller,torace,l.
Fuller,Horace,L
Garcia,David
Garcia,Lorena
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FO149488
FO153508
FO1353909
FO148451
FO135748
FO148448
FO148450
FO148451
FO157412
F0149461
FO154502
F0154503
FO149672
FO154543
FO151672
FO154516
FO149488
FO151930
0154859
FO156398
FO156300
FO153666
F0153667
F0158271
FO149463

No Referral

Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals

No Referral

Criminal/ Administrative referrals

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral

Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral

Criminal/Administrative referrals

No bill

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
Administrative
Administrative
No Referral
Administrative
Administrative
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Reterral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral

C-2
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Gwyn, Yvonne,S
Gwyn,Yvonne,S
Harris, Montay,D
Hemandez, Atfonso,S
Hemandez, Jorge
Hemandez, Paul,D
Hernandez, Paul,D
Hubbard, Shreka
Hubbard,Shreka
Jackson, Darwin,D
Jenkins,Bauv
Jenkins,Betty
Johnson,Samuel!
Johnson,Shanica,L
Johnson, Vetone,D
Juarez,Blanca
Juvenile

Juvenile(related to Olin,Pablo}

Keaton,Jason,Harold
Lewis,Andre, Ennis
Lewis Brandon
Licea,Daniel,R
Lopez.Alice
Marchano,Jesus,M
Marsden,Benito, A
Mejia,Jacinto,]
Mejia,Jacinto,]
Mejia,Jacinto,]
Mendoza, Estanisiao
Mendoza,Francisco
Mendoza, Francisco
Mendoza,Guadalupe
Mendoza,Guadalupe
Mendoza Joe
MendozaJoe
Mims,Clifton
Minor,Eric,Lanear
Mosley,Darwayne
Newbolt,Cedric
Olin,Pable
Olin,Pablo
Oliver,Barbara,Gale

20f3

3
2
FO156305
FO148869
FOL57138
FO152425
FO152426
FO136596
FO156597
FO153788
Fois1641
FO151642
FOL159714
FO156301
FO159715
FO149462
Juvenile
Juvenile
FOL1536665
FO158269
FOL56252
FO155539
FO153132
FO150994
FO150218
FOL152848
FO102338
FO102323
FO158001
FO157712
FOLS7713
FO157710
FOLS7711
FO158205
F0158204
FO132215
FO156568
No Record
FO156600
FO150293
FO150294
FO152513

Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral
Criminal’Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral
Criminal’Administrative referrals
Criminal’ Administrative referrals
No Reterral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

Administrative

Criminal/ Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

Ne Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrais
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral

No Billed

No Referral
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
No Referral

C-2
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Ortiz.Jaime
Ormuno,Bemardo
Ortuno,Bernardo
Pacheco,Javier
Pantoja,Rolando,J
Pantoja,Rolando,J
Perez Alejandro,E
Perez.Alejandro,E
Perez,Alejandro,E
Perez,Alejandro,k
Phillips,Eric, L
Pina,Anthony
Pina, Anthony
Pineda,Israel,]
Pineda,Isracl,]
Pizzaro,Angelo,M
Ramirez,Denny,L
Robinson,Veronica
Rosas,Hugo,H
Saenz,Julio,LL
Santos,Abel,F
Senan,Luis,J
Senan,Luis,J
Sifuentez,George
Sifuentez,George
Siguenza,Jaime
Siguenza,Jaime
Simumons,Dwayne

Stanford, Andrew,G.

Taylor,Delvin
Taylor,Robert,LL
Taylor, Tyron,G

Thomas,Eric,Deshann

Vasquez,Bertha
Vega,Jose, L
Walker, Thomas
Williams,Melvin
Willis, Felicia, L
Wrighten,Paul, W
Zuniga, Cenovio

3of3

FO0132693
FO153307
FG153308
FO152694
FO153130
FO153151
FO158863
F0158597
FO158870
FO158592
FO158270
FO149266
F0149267
FO153942
FO102324
No Record
FO155353
FO131909
F0154173
FO173643
FO154734

T
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FO153352
F0148449
FOL55119
FOL153749
FO156302
No Record
FO153662
FO150025
FO155838
FOI155117
FO148983
FO152634
FO158210
No Record

Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/ Administrative referrals
No Referral

Neo Referral

Administrative

Administrative

Administrative

Administrative

INo Referral

Administranve

Administratve
Criminal/Administrative referals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral
Criminal’Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
No Referral
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrais
Criminal/Administrative referrals
Criminal/Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Reterral

No Referral
Criminal/Administrative referrals
No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

No Referral

C-2
1P 001454



Cases Reviewed (Not on DA list)

Alvarado,Victor,D
Amos,Joseph, T
Austin, Antwan,
Cooks.Jerry
Craft.Rashidi,T
Cruz,Ocdely
Danzler,Isiah
Dangzler,Isiah
Davis,M.C.
Davis.Walter
Fite,Larry,Donti
Garcia,David
Garcia,Lorena
Harris,Mentay,D
Johnson,Samuell
Johnsen,Shantca,
Johnson, Vetone,D
Juarez, Blanca
Lewis, Andre,Ennis
Lewis,Brandon
Lopez,Alice
Marsden,Benito, A
Mims,Clifton
Minor,Erig,Lanear
Mosley,Darwayne
Oliver,Barbara,Gale
Pantoja,Rolando,]
Pantoja,Rolando,]
Phillips,Eric,L.
Pizzaro,Angelo,M
Robinson, Veronica
Stanford,Andrew,G.
Tavlor,Delvin
Taylor,Rebert, L.
Walker, Thomas
Willlams, Melvin
Willis,Felicia, L
Wrighten,Paul, W

LAV030177
BAI101271
BAVO31783
BM050263
BALCL06TY
L 102679

BMI022266
B/M/022266
B/M/0825350
BM/12241
BANL20377
LAMA91677
L/FA0913606

B/M/O91279
B'MO6L576
B/F/042475

B/MI092184
L/F022356

B/AMG30178
BM112583
L/r/032971

B/AM/122071
B/M/101458
B/M/021279
BA/020679
B/F/012659

LAM/060871
L/M/0060871
B/M/062180
LALGT70177
B/F/1LTTT

B/M/0060578
BANO12477
BAM/OLLLTS
BA040958
B:/M050780
B./F/101261

BALOTCT770

FOL31673
FO152633
FOL58210
FO153748
FO148448
FO149461
FO154502
FO154503
FO154543
FO151672
FO156300
FO158271
F0149463
F0156303
FO159714
FO156301
F0159715
F0149462
F0158269

FO156568
No Record
FO152515
FO153130
FO153131
FO15827C
No Record
FO151909
FO153119
FO155749
FO156302
FO155117
[FO148983
FO1352634
FOL58210

Criminal! Admin

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No bill

No Referral
No Referral

Administrative
Administrative

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
Ne Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral

Criminal/ Admin

No Referral
No Referral
No Referral
No Referral

Administrative

No Referral
No Reterral

Criminai/admin

Dismissed

Dismissed

Dismissed

Dismissed

Dismissed

1P 001451



Crenshaw, Tummy
Davis,M.C
Davis,Walter
Garcia,David
Garcia,Lorena
Guiterrez, Rene
Hemnandez, Alfonso
Hubbard,Shreka
Lewis,Brandon
Lopez,Alice
Marsden,Benito
Pantoja,Rolando
Pantoja,Rolando
Pina,Anthony
Robinson,Veronica
Walker,Lisa
Willis,Felicia

FL 04C1736
FL 04C1628
FL 04C1260
FL 04C1264
FL 04C1629
FL 04C0572
FL 04C1731
FL 04C1693
FL 04C10630
FL 041292
FL 041631
FL 04C1291
L 04C1262
FLO4C1732
FL 04C1300
FL 04C0571
FL 04C1627

71 % cocaine
&1 % cocaine
73 % cocaine
82 % cocaine
70 % cocaine
18 % cocaine
43 % cocaine
73 9% cocaine
73 % cocaine
66 % cocaine
86 % cocaine
2 % heroin

70% cocaine
66 % cocaine
73 % cocaine
84 % cocalne
83 % cocaine

Panel Requested Drug Analysis

F0148450 FO14851
FO154343
FO151672
FO135608
F0149463

FOO50467
FO1488069 T0148870
FO156396 FO156397
FO156232
FO133132
FO130218 FO150217
FO153130
FO153131
F0149266 F0149267
FG151909
F0034073
F0132634

1P 000403
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PN HARRY,

ATTORNE (S & STSMEELIRS '

5 7320
Main 27432
Fax 20423
ABomLnsen som

M

r
‘Writer's Siract Ziar 214

S-Maid: thar@munsen zam
Cirect Fax 274,373,533

[«
[
9]
o
[
[+1)

May 18, 2004

CONFIDENTIAL

Re: City of Dallas [ndependent Investigation

Dear

| have been apopointed as the Independent nvestigator by the City of Dallas regarding the fake d
situation. Tne investigative panel was hired by the City of Callas and is acling on benaif of the Cé? (o inve i rLtlg
ine circurnstances surrounding the situation, The panel is pursuing both patentiai adminlstrativye anf:j es_tig_ae#
viciations, such ihat *hese issues may be referred to the appropriate personnel for administrative disciof”mma
criminal prosscuticn. Additionally, the nanel is aitempting to ascertzin the reasons that this situation o, 'Ifd‘-ehand
occurred and ine way o prevent something fike it happening again. ftuation coulc have

To reach a more compiete understanding of the situzation surrounding the f ine .
seeking information from whaomever may know something that would be peStinenﬁ};eitir?ngvg;g:%ntheA?s,aﬂerfhls
panel would like to offer an opportunity for anyone who nas any desire to voluntarily supply iraforrnlatio'n NO.One
s under any sompulsion ic meetwith the penel, but the panel would appreciate any \'nsw"ght that may Ibe [ roside(je
If you are willing o meet with the nanel, please contact my colleague, Sarah Cardwell, by May 26 ‘20055[ (214)'

853-7523.
Please understanc that any interviews will be compietely voluntary. No one will be issued Garrit
warnings, and anything said may constitule a basis for a referral by the panei 10 either the Internal Afairs D\'vis‘flzr{

or the Public Integrity Unit of the Dallas Police Depariment for further investigation, You may, however, bri
atterney with you, if you sc desire. Thank you for your prompt attention in this matter. ’ . 0fIng an

Best‘egard%
e 1

AN T

Terence J,f }—(ar:

ce; Lena Levario - Via Fax
Chief Tom Ward - Via Fax
Li. David Eilisicn - Via Fax
Magelaine Johnsen - Via Fax
Tad Benavides - Via Fax

N C-3
DALLAS 048851 1 7228
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CITY OF DALLAS INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATIVE PANEL WARNING

You have been involved in an incident or you have personal knowledge of an incident
that is being investigated by the Independent nvestigative Panel (Panel). Please be aware of
the following with regards to any statements you make in this interview or any other interview
with this Panel or any of its members:

1.

Any statements made by you are made voluntarily. You under no compulsion by
the Panel, the Dallas Pglice Department, the City of Dallas, or any other person
or entity to make any statements to the Panel.

If you choose to be interviewed by the Panel, you may at any time refuse to
answer a question or terminate the interview.

You are NOT being issued a Garrity warning in connection with this
interview.

Any Garrity warning(s) you may have been issued previously is/are no ionger in
effect and will not cover any statements you make to the Panel.

You are not and will not be offered any type of immunity for any statements you
make.

Any statement you make may constitute a basis for a referrai by the Panel
to either the Internal Affairs Division or Public Integrity Unit of the Dallas
Police Department.

You may have an attorney of your choosing present for the interview, if you so
desire.

If you have any questions regarding this warning, you may direct those guestions
to the Panel or its designated representatives.

The undersigned acknowledges receipt of the above warning.

DALLAS 939398_1

Signature

Witness

7225.1 C-4
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Page 1 of 12 Created on 09:20/04

Criminal Complaints Referred to Public Integrity

Submitted to Public Integrity on February 2, 2004

" Statute of Limitation expired

! Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
| Cantu,Blanca Aggravated Perjury | Detective Mark De | Referred to Public. .
P.C.37.03 F/3 La Paz #6378 ‘Integrity on 020204
SI 001 Officer Eddie and is no longer
Herrera #6916 ' pending. Statute of -
Limitation explred '
on 021603.° -
Cantu,Blanca Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020204
S1.002 Record P.C. 37.10 | Officer Eddie “and is no longer . .
SJ Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of -
Limitation explred.
on 021604
" Amador,Roberto Tampering with a | Detective Mark De | Referred to Public."
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020204
SI1003 Record P.C. 37.10 | Officer Eddie ‘and is no longer -
Sy Herrera #6916 pending. Statute.of
' Limitation explred '
-on.060604."
Amador,Roberto Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020204
SI 004 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
ST Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 062804,
Gwyn,Yvonne Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020204
S1005 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
SJ Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of

Limitation expires
on 090704,

C-5




Page 2 of 12

Created on 09/20/04

Gwyn,Yvonne

SI006

Aggravated Perjury
P.C. 37.03 F/3

Detective Mark De
LaPaz #6378

Referred to Public

Integrity on 020204 -

and is no longer
pending. Statute of

" Limitation explred-

on 102303.

Submitted to Public Integrity on February 6, 2004

Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Olin,Pablo Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public -
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020604_

SI 007 Record P.C. 37.10 Detective David ‘and is no longer:

SJ

Larsen #4148

pending. Statute of

‘Limitation explred :

on 030904." _
Jenkins,Betty Aggravated Perjury | Detective Mark De | Referred to Pubhc__.
P.C.37.03 F/3 La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020604

SI1008 and is no longer
ifpendmg ‘Statute of .
Limitation explredff
on .041804."
Senan,Luis Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Pubhc
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 020604
SI 009 Record P.C. 37.10 | Officer Eddie ‘and is no'longer. «
SJ Herrera #6916 ' pending. Statute of
Lxmxtat;o_n_ explred
‘on 050404.” E
Sifuentez,George Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Publlc B
Governmental La Paz #6378 '-:Integnty on 0206045 -
S1010 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and isno longer
SJ Herrera #6916 _pending: Statute of B
Limitation explred' :
‘on 050804." :
Pacheco,Javier Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Pubhc
Ortiz,Jaime (Government LaPaz #6378 and Integrity on 020604
Record) P.C. 32.21 | unknown suspect(s) | and is currently
S1011 F/3 pending. Statute of

Limitation expires
051611.

* Statute of Limitation expired
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Submitted to Public Integrity on February 12, 2004

Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status

Ortuno,Bernardo Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental I.a Paz #6378 Integrity on 021304

SI012 Record P.C. 37.10 | Officer Eddie - and is no longer -
SI Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of .

Limitation expired

on 060404.° .

Siguenza,Jaime

S1013

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Officer Larry Moses
#6581

Referred to Public
Integrity on 021304
and is currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 061804

Pineda,lsrael Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 021304
S1014 Record P.C. 37.10 and 1s currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 070904,
Pineda,lsrael Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 021304

S1015 Record P.C. 37.10 and 1s currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitations expires
L on 062204,

Submitted to Public Integrity on February 23, 2004

1: Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Alvarado,Victor Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public’
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 022304

S1016

Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

and is o longer

Limitation expired
on 041904."

" Statute of Limitation expired
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Defendant Charge(s) | Officers . Referral & Status__j
Alvarado,Victor | Forgery : Detective Mark De | Referred to Public |
(government La Paz #6378 Integrity on 022304
S1017 document) P.C. Officer Eddie and is currently
' 3221 F/3 Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of
Limitations expires |
| 040211. ;
Rosas,Hugo Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 022304
SI 018 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
SJ Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of

Limitation expires
080204

Santos,Abel

Tampering with a
Governmental

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public
Integrity on 022304

S1019 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 071604,
Santos,Abel Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #0378 Integrity on (22304
S1020 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and 1s currently
SJ Herrera #0916 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 071604.
Santos,Abel Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 022304
SI1021 Record P.C. 37.10 | Officer Mark and 1s currently
SJ Woody #6484 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 071604
Santos,Abel Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 [ntegrity on 022304
S1022 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
SJ Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 090404,
Santos,Abel Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
{governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 022304
SI 023 record} 32.21 F/3 Officer Eddie and 1s currently

Herrera #6916 and
others unknown

pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 090411.
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Submitted to Public Integrity on March 1, 2004

(

Defendant

Charge(s)

Officers

| Referral & Status

Gwyn,Yvonne

S1024

Aggravated Perjury

| P.C.37.03F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public

- Integrity on 030104
and is no longer
'pendmg Statute of
‘Limitation explred_ -
‘on 111903

Gwyn,Yvonne

S[025

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Pubhc '

Integrity on 030104
and is no longer
| pending. Statute of -
‘Limitation expired
on'111903.° -

Gwyn,Yvonne

S1 026

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public -
Integrity on 030104
and is no longer ~
pending. Statute of -
Limitation ex'p'ired_”

_'on 111903

Gwyn,Yvonne

SI1027

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Detective Mark De
LaPaz #6378

: Referred to Pubhc
---htegnty on 030104 )
-and is no longe '

pendmg Statute of i

‘Limitation eXplred
“on 111903.”

Gwyn,Yvonne

SI 028

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Pubhc

Integnty on 0_)0104

‘and is no longer e
pendlng Statute- of )

Limitation explred :
‘on 111903."

* Statute of Limitation expired
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Submitted to Public Integrity on March 12, 2004

SJ

Defendant Charge(s) Officers | Referral & Status |
: Vega Jose Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
i | Governmental La Paz #6378 | Integrity on 031204
SI 029 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
SJ (two counts) pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 081604
Vega,Jose Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
S1030 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
ST pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 081604
Vega,lose Forgery | Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
(government L.a Paz #6378 and Integrity on 031204
ST 031 document) P.C. others unknown and is currently
3221 F73 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 081611
Vega,Jose Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
(Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
SI032 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently

pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 081604

Hernandez,Jorge

S1033

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

possible Theft by

Public Servant P.C.

31.038J

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public
Integrity on 031204
and 1s currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 092404 for
Tampering and
092411 for Theft by
Public Servant

Mendoza,Guadalupe
Mendoza,Francisco

SI 034

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public
Integrity on 031204
and is currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 100904
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§ Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status |
Mendoza,Guadalupe | Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Mendoza, Francisco | Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
S1035 SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 101004
Mendoza,Guadalupe | Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Mendoza Francisco | Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
SI 036 SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 100904
Mendoza,Estanislao | Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
SI 037 Record P.C. 37.10 and 1s currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 101804
Mendoza,Jose Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
(government La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
S1038 document) P.C. and is currently
3221 F/3 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 040411
Mendoza,Jose ! Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public -
{government La Paz #6378 Integnty on 031204:*
SI 039 document) P.C. and is currently :
32.21F73 pendmg Statute of v

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
St

‘Limitation expn'es
on 041211 for
Forger’y and the
‘Statute of
leltanon for

Tampermg thh e

Gavemmental
explred on .
- 041204.

* Statute of Limitation expired
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Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Mendoza,Jose Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
(government LaPaz #6378 Integrity on 031204
ST 040 document) P.C. “and is currently _ﬁ'
3221 F73 ‘pending. Statute of

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

Limitation expires

“on 042411 for. -

Forgery and'the .

‘Statute of

lelta_tlo_n_fo_r _
Tampering with '-.'1' '
Governmental

j Record explred on
042404

Mendoza,Jose

S1041

Aggravated Perjury
P.C.37.03 F/3

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
ST

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

_Govemmental
“Record exp1res s

Refer_red_to Pﬁbhé o

Integrity on 031204,

Statute of -

'Limitation expired

Aggravated

Perjury’ and the 5:-
‘Statute of - s
‘Limitation for

Tampermg with a a

102204 -

Mendoza,Jose

SI 042

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378

Referred to Public
Integrity on 031204
and 1s currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 102304

* Statute of Limitation expired
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i

Defendant | Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Mendoza, Jose | Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
| Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204 !
SI 043 ' Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently |
| SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
Possible Theft by a ; on 102204 for
Public Servant P.C. Tampering with a
31.03 F/3 Governmental
Record and Statute
of Limitation
expires on 102211
for Theft by Public
Servant
Cruz,Erubiel Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
(governmental La Paz #6378 and Integrity on 031204
SI 044 record) P.C.32.21 | othersunknown | and is currently

F/3

pending. Statute of
Limitation expires

P
L
'

on 100111
Cruz,Erubiel Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Govemmental LaPaz #6378 Integrity on 031204 !
SI045 Record P.C. 37.10 and 1s currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 100104
FBI Agent Brady Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031204
SI 046 Record P.C. 37.10 ' Statute of - :
ST Lumtatlon explred
on 032204 for- - _’
possible Theft by Tampermg and
Public Servant P.C. "Theft by Public: -

31.03

-Servant ex;)ires

032211

" Statute of Limitation expired
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Submitted to Public Integrity on March 19, 2004

Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status -
Hernandez, Jorge Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 031904
S1047 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 092404
Submitted to Public Integrity on March 26, 2004
Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Robinson,Veronica | Tampering with a Officer Eddie Referred to Public
Governmental Herrera #6916 Integrity on 032604
S 048 Record P.C. 37.10 and is no longer ~ -
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expired :
| on 0425047 -
Mutliple Drug Tags | Tampering with a Various Officers | Referred to Public
Governmental Integrity on 032604
SI 049 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
ST pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on various dates
depending upon
date on the drug tag.

Submitted to Public Integrity on April 2, 2004

| Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Cruz,Eurbiel Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Governmental La Paz #6378 Integrity on 040204
ST 050 Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
ST Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 100104
DEA/Jackson Tampering with a Officer Tanya Referred to Public
Governmental Jackson #7219 Integrity on 040204
SI 051 Record P.C. 37.10 and is currently
SJ pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
L on 062804

* Statute of Limitation expired
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Submitted to Public Integrity on April 16, 2004

Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status
Paid Informant Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Receipt 11-06-01 Governmental LaPaz #6378 Integrity on 041604

Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie and is currently
S1052 SJ Herrera #6916 pending. Statute of

Limitation expires
on 110604

Submitted to Public Integrity on April 30, 2004

I Defendant

Charge(s)

Officers

| Referral & Status

Paid Informant
Receipt 05-30-01

S1053

Forgery

gsovernmental
record) P.C. 32.21
F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378
Officer Eddie
Herrera #6916

Referred to Public
Integrity on 043004
and 1s currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 053011

Paid Informant
Receipt 06-28-01

S1054

Tampering with a
Governmentatl
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378
Officer Eddie
Herrera #6916

| Referred to Public
Integrity on 043004
and is currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 062804

Paid Informant
Receipt 09-07-01

SI 055

Tampering with a
Governmental
Record P.C. 37.10
SJ

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378
Officer Eddie
Herrera #6916

Referred to Public
Integrity on 043004
and is currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 090704,

Paid Informant
Receipt 110101

S1 056

Forgery
(govemmental
record) P.C. 32.21
F/3

Detective Mark De
La Paz #6378
Officer Eddie
Herrera #6916

Referred to Public
Integrity on 043004
and is currently
pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
on 110111,
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|
)

Defendant J Charge(s) | Officers
Paid Informant | Foreery Detective Mark De
Recelp{ 111201 (governmental La Paz #6378

I Referral & Status

\
Referred to Public [
Tntegrity on 043004 |
and is currently J

|

record) P.C. 32.21 Officer Eddie
E/3 Herrera #6916 . pending. Statute of
Limitation expires
| H fon 111211,

Submitted to Public Integrity on May 7, 2004

| Defendant Charge(s) Officers Referral & Status |
" Paid Informant Forgery Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
I Receipts (multiples) | (governmental La Paz #6378 [ntegrity on 650704
I record) P.C. 32.21 Detective David and 1s currently
SI 058 L F/3 Larsen $4148 pending. Statute of
Officer Eddie Limitation expires
Herrera #6916 | on various dates in
the year 2011.
Paid Informant Tampering with a Detective Mark De | Referred to Public
Receipt 11-06-01 Governmental | La Paz #6378 Integrity on
Record P.C. 37.10 Officer Eddie 0050704 and 1s
SI 059 S] Herrera #6916 currently pending.
Statute of
Limitation expires
[ on 090704,
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Administrative Inquiries Referred to Internal Affairs

Defendant Possible Viclation(s) | Officer(s)

Alvarado, Victor Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Larsen
Service number paragraph 8.7, #4148

2888359-K ‘

On Aprl 19, 2001 Detective De la Paz stated in an arrest report that he "conducted surveillance and
observed AP Alvarado come into contact with the informant in the driveway of the business." Wimesses at

. the federal trial testified that this contact never occurred. Furthermore, Detective De la Paz wrote in the

arrest report that "the Cl and AQ De la Paz made a positive of AP Alvarado.” However, notes written by
former Assistant District Attorney Chris Woodward note that the "state can't make case on 1D issue.”

See, e.g., DPS 000069, DPS 006510-514, DPS 000001-131, IT 001362-1576, 11 000932-963, 11 000882-
934, [1 000936-963, [1 000404-551, [T 000384-041.

Amador, Roberto Code of Conduct Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera

Service number paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #6916, Haywood #6438,

432208-K j Woody #6484, Moses
Narcoties SOP 3030, Squad Sgt. #6581

Responsibilities, Sec. E.

Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant
Procedures, Sec. V (B3)

City of Dallas Personnel Rules,
Article V. Sec. 34-36 (b)4 and 5

! On June 6, 2001 Detective De la Paz made entries in his arrest report of Roberte Betancourt Amador that

contradicted statements given by AP Amador to Federal investigators on 05-10-02. In the arrest report,
Detective De la Paz stated that "A/P Amador then removed a red cooler from the back of a pickup truck
and placed it in the back seat of the C. L vehicle.” However AP Amador told FBI investigators that "Juan
LNU arrived in a 1988 or 1990 green Chevrolet Blazer, and advised that he saw the police teke out a red
cocler from the Blazer and place it in the patrol car.™ Detective Eddie Herrera signed as a witness officer

- on a Paid Informant Receipt (dated 06-28-03) even though payroll records indicare he was on a vacation

day for that date. It also appears as if the informant was not searched prior to or after the transaction,
There 15 no documentation of a supervisor being present at the execution of the search warrant.

 See, eg, 1001307415, 11 000656, 1T 000660, 11 000723, 11 000732-733, 11 000740, 11 001630-635, 11

001405-419, 1I 001262-263, 11 001212-280, DPS 006429, ¢06407-408, DPS 000261-266, DPS 000249-
250, DPS 000210, DPS 000268, DPS 006592-393, DPS 006067-068, DPS 000167-168, DPS 000132-275,
DPS 006322-433, DPS (06304-303, FGIS 001336-367, FGJS 005694-700, PIU 000587-600.
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Arevalo, Jose City of Dallas Personnel Rules De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Escamilla, Lorenzo | Chapter V. Rules of Conduct Sec. | #6916, Larsen #4148

Service number 34-36 (b) 4 and 5.
309898-K
Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

On April 26, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Argvalo and AP Escamilla at 4800
Maple Avenue. This was a buy-waik-bust operation, Uniformed patro} officers made the arrest; therefore
no Narcotics supervisor was necessary. However, there is no documentation of the informant being
searched prior to or after the transaction.

See, e.g., DPS 001304-429, DPS 004256-332, PIU 000601-621, FGIS 001207-1251, FGJIS 003669-687,

¢ F(GIS 00934-06.

FBI Agent Brady Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378
paragraph 8.7 !

On March 22, 2001 FBI Special Agent Brady gave Detective De la Paz $3,200 to be used for purchasing
drugs from Jesus Barrientos at 3412 Fairview. According to FBI Special Agent Todd Norvell's official
notes of his interview with SA Brady, Detective De la Paz never provided SA Brady with any
documentation to support the transaction despite repeated requests. The panel found no decumentation
showing any transactions on this date. However, two prosecution reports were located for drug offenses
involving Barrtentos. Afler reviewing the documents available, including Legal Liaison Case Filing Unit
records, it appears that the Case Filing Umt never received the reports. Dallas County Court files show no
record of the cases bemg filed with their agency. Two counts of Tampering with a Governmental Record
were referred to Public Integrity based on the review of this case. The statute of limitation expired

i March 22, 2004.

See e.g.. FBI 000001-20, FGJS 008162-168.




Cantu, Blanca . Code of Conduct Chapter 8 De la Paz #637%, Larsen
Service number . paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #4148, Morin #7081,
117750-K Jackson #7219

. Narcotics SOP 3030 Narcotic

' Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E:

% Narcotics SOP 5060 Informant
procedures, Section IV, Sub
Sections D, F, G:

City of Dallas Personnel Rules,
Article V Rules of Conduct, Sec.
34-36 (b)4 and 5

* Blanca Canw and arrested her, charging her with Manufacturing and Delivery of Cocaine. While a search
: warrant was executed, there s no documentation indicating that a supervisor was present as required by the
{ Narcotics Division SOP. Furthermore, according to FBI Special Agent Rolando Lopez' investigative notes

On February 16, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division executed a search warrant at the residence of

(FD-302) dated 1-28-03. "Alonso introduced his ex-wife, Brenda Davis, to De la Paz. Davis 1s a drug user
and nceded money, so she agreed to work for De la Paz. De la Paz used Davis about four times. but used
Alonso's CI number to pay her because she was a drug user, On this drug buy, De la Paz gave Davis 31400
She called a Blanca Cantu, who came to & parking lot and sold 1.3 ounces of cocaine to Brenda Davis.™

See, e.g., FGIS 000980-014, FGJS 0005714-720, DPS 006102-162.

Cruz, Erubiel Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrcra
Service number paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #6910, Foster #4833,
766379-K Woody #6484, Gouge
Code of Conduct, Chapter 5 #4575
paragraph 5.3

| See, e.g., FBI 001505-307, FBI 001249-251, PIU 000126-127, PIU 00622-628, DPS 007427-429, DPS
| 006322-433, DPS 006062-092, FGIS 007929, FGIS 001330-342, FGJS 005688-693, 11 002135-131, IT -

. the informant, had besn proven not to be reliable as of September 14, 2001, FBI, SA Christopher Derks |

On Qctober 1, 2001 AP Cruz was arrested by detectives from the Narcotics Division and charged with
Viplation of Health and Safety Code for possession of Methamphetamine. Special Agent Rolando Lopez
and Special Agent Marjorie Kelly Poche stated in a FD 302 dated 09-15-02 that the C. [. in this case, Jose
Ruiz, claims the signature attributed to him on a cenfidential informant payment receipt is not his. There
are questionable entries in the search warrant affidavit for the location of 612 E. Eighr St. According to the
affidavit "Detective De la Paz wld the Affiant that he believes the information from the informant to be
true and correct because the informaat has provided information in the past regarding drug trafficking in
Dallas County and the intormation has proven te be true, reliable and correct on each and every occasion.”
According to notes of Assistant District Attorney Gregg Long, Detective De la Paz knew that Jose Ruiz, ¢

prepared investigative notes regarding the analysis of this evidence conducted by Forensic Chemist Brian
Widra, while the substance showed the presence of Methamphetamine, the package did not appear to have
been previously opened for field-testing. The drug evidence tag number 77340 lists Officer Herrera as the
field testing officer and Detective De la Paz as the seizing and delivery officer.

000760-791, i

L)
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Davis, M. C. City Personnel Rules, Chapter V Haywood #6438, Herrera
Service number Rules of Conduct Sec. 34-36 (b)5 | # 6916, Woody #6484,

335026-K Johnson #3662
. Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.
| Respounsibilities, Sec. E.

On July 10, 2001 detectives from the Narcoucs Division and several patrol officers executed a search .
warrant at 4631 Balfour. AP Davis was taken into custody for Possession of Cocaine. The documentation |
available makes no mention of a Narcotics supervisor being present at the execution of the warrant.

' Additionally, there were several decumented drug buys made at the same location in previous months, A
i Drug Buy Report dated 02-27-01 lists two different addresses tor the buy location on the same document.

See, e.g., DPS 0013739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 0033G7-630, DPS 003651-738.

Davis, Walter E. Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Larsen #4148, De la Paz
Service number Sergeant Responsibilities, Sec. E. | #6378
| 288879-K | [

| See, e.g., DPS Q03739-848, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003507-030, DPS 003651-738, 1P 000216-217. [P !

On April 19, 2001 detectives from the Narcoties Division exceuted a search warrant at 1811 East Eleventh |
Street. AP Davis was arrested and charged with Violation of Health and Safety Code (or possession of ¢
cocaing. The documents available to the panel make no mention of a supervisor being present during the
exccution of the warrant.

000324,
Espinosa-Perez, Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Herrera #6916, Carrasco
Alejandro Sergeant Responsibilities, Sec. E. #6988, Armendariz
Service number : #6986, Starr #0427,
877230-K General Order 313.11, Disposition | Underwood #4717,

of Vehicles Costilio #5900,

. See. g, DPS 004514-363, DPS 002936-020.

On November 9, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division made a hand to hand buy from AP Espinosa-
Perez. The operation reads as a buy bust however there is no mention of a Narcorics supervisor being |
present at the time of the arrest. Two Narcotics officers made the arrest.  Furthermore there is no
indication ol what was done with the arrested person's vehicle.

Gonzalez, Jose | Narcotics SOP 5020, Search De la Paz #6378
Santos | Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

Service number |

929275-K | |

On July 6™, 2000 Detective De la Paz testified under cross-examuination before the Honorable Bill Bachus
of the 203" Judicial District Court that he did not search the informant's apartment prior to or after the
transaction occurred; nor did he search the informant prior 1o or after the transaction.

See, e.g, 11004292,




Gwyn, Yvonne Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 26916, Woody #0484
696939-K |

} Narcotics SOP 5020 Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

On September 7, 2002 Detective De la Paz stated in the arrest report of Yvonne Suyapa Gwyn that he
personally observed Gwyn and the informant engage in activities that witnesses testified n the Federal mial
did not happen. Furthermore on Ociober 23, 2001 Detective De la Paz testified in an examining trial that

- he was alone during the alleged mnarcotics deal, however a witness in the Federal trial testitied that

Detective De la Paz was with one of the informants during the operation. In addition, testimony provided
at trial indicates that the informant in this case {Jose Ruiz) was not searched prior to or after the transaction
as required by the Narcotics SOP.

See eg., 11 0004060-406, 1T CO1313-324, IT 001395-405, [L 000664-673, IT 000712-739, 1[I 000743-734, 11
000346-357, 1T 000395-402, 1 000584-755, DPS 000513-316, DPS 000335-352, DPS 000481, DPS
000475, DPS 000312-332, DPS 000457, DPS 000513-510, DPS 006400-402, DPS 006364-363, DPS
000276-348, FGIS GO1737-757, PIU GO0671.

. Hernandez, Jorge | Code of Conduct, Chapter 4

De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 4.2 . #6916, Gipson #4420
745722-K
' Code of Conduct, Chapter 8
paragraph 8.7

Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.
Responsibilities, Sec. E

Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B,

City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Chapter V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b)4 and S

On September 24, 2001 AP Hernandez was arrested and charged with Unlawful Possession with Intent to

! Deliver a Controlled Substance. Detective De la Paz submitted a Drug Buy Report noting the purchase of

drugs (Methamphetamine) by the confidential informant for $800 at 1645 Fort Worth Avenue. There 1s no
mention in the arrest report of money being grven to the mformant to make the drug buy. The arrest report
does note that the defendant allegedly told the informant "go get the money and I'll wait here". A review of
the Paid [nformant Receipts shows no record of an informant being paid for this transaction. There is no
decumentation of a supervisor being present during the transaction or ot the informant being searched prior

© to or after the transaction.

See, e.g., FGIS 001315-321, FGIS 005774-779, DPS 006248, DPS 003451-456, DPS 006062-092, PLU |
000126-127, 11 0021335-155, [1 000760-791.
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F280070-K

Jenkins, Betty Ann  Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz 26378, Larsen |
Service number . paragraph 8.6 #4148

Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic
Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E.

- Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B,

City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

. after the transaction,

On April 18, 2001 Detective De la Paz stated in his atfidavit for a search warrant for AP Betry Jenkins'
residence and swore to the atfidavit under oath before Municipal Court Judge Robinson that he received
information from the informant on April 16, 2001, According 1o payroll records, Detective De la Paz was |
off on a compensatoery day and Officer Herrera was off on a sick day on April 16, 2001, There is no -
documentation that indicates that a supervisor was present or that the informant was searched prior to or |

See, ez, DPS 004624-652, DPS 001172.303, FGJS 001252-277.

Mendoza, Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera

Estanislao paragraph 8.7 #6910, Gouge #4573,

Service number ! Foster #4833, Woody

814888-K Narcotics SOP 5020, Search | #6484, Moses #6581, Holt
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B. L #3087.

 On October 18, 2001 Detective [Je la Paz noted in his arrest report of AP Mendoza, L. that "previous buys

See, e.g., FGJS 001368-385, FGJS 005780-783, DPS 006593, DPS 006263, DPS 006247-248, DPS |

have been made from armrestce Mendoza by the confidential informant." A review of Narcotics records |
back through April 2001, shows no record of any previous buys made at this location from AP Mendoza.
There was no documented search of the confidential informant prior to or after the transaction.

004793-830, DPS 006322-433, 11 0002371, 11 002601-628, 11 00264 1-646, EBI 00 1466-467,
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Mendoza,
Francisco and
Mendoza,
Guadalupe
Service number
788923-K

Code of Conduct, Chapter 8
paragraph 8.7

Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.
Responsibilities, Sec. E.

Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

City of Dallas Personnel Rules,
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

. De la Paz #6378, Herrera

#6916, Foster #4833,
Woody #6484, Gipson
#4420,

On October 9, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Mendoza, F. and AP Mendoza, G.
for possession of Cocaine and Methamphetamine. Detective De la Paz told Detective Gipson, the Atfiant
on the aftidavit for search warrant, that "the informant has provided information in the past regarding drug
wafficking in Dallas County and the information has proven to be true, reliable and correct on each and
every occasion.”  According to notes of Assistant District Attorney Gregg Long, Detective De la Paz knew
that the informant {Jose Ruiz) had been proven not to be reliable as of September 14, 2001, There 15 no
documentation indicating that there was a supervisor present ov of the mformant being searched prior to or

after the operation.

See, e.g., FGIS 003786-787, FGJS 001386-415, FGJS 001626-652, FGJS 005786-800. DPS 004868-869,

DPS 6062611-834, DPS 004831-095, DPS 006322-433, DPS 006062-092, 11 002135-134, I 000760-791,

PIU 000126-127.




Mendoza, Jose Code of Conduct, Chapter 4 De la Paz #6378, Herrcra

Service number . paragraph 4.1(A) #0910, Larsen #4148,
P 830209-K : Hinton #6511, Gipson
' Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 #4420, Moses #6581,
. paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 Gouge #4575, Lt
Turnage.

|

Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.
Responsibilities, Sec. E.

Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

‘ City of Dallas Personnel Rules

On Qcteber 22, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Mendoza and charged him with
Unlawful Possession with Intent to Deliver Cocaine and Methamphetamine. At [cast two informants werte
used to target AP Mendoza and one of them was Enrique Alonzo who had already raised questions about
his reliability {he had already becn polygraphed). Sgt. Gouge approved a $300 payment to Mr. Alonzo !
even though he had raised serious doubts about his reliability. There are questionable statements written in
the atfidavit for the search warrant when the informants are described as being reliable and as having given
true and accurate information on each and every occasion. Detective De la Paz had been told that drugs
seized based on information received from Alonso and Ruiz {the two informants used in this case) had
shown to have no centrolled subsiance. There is ne documented indication of a sergeant being present |
during the execution of this scarch warrant. Sgt. Gouge appears 1o be aware of this operation on the next
day because he signed the Moeming Report detailing the arrest and seizure. '

¢ See, e.g. DPS 006511, DPS 006309, DPS 007358-339, DPS 006419, DPS 007362-363, DPS 007367-368.
- DPS 005135, DPS 005127-133, DPS 005137, DPS 005096-163, DPS 006559-560, DPS 006322-433, DPS
006102-162, DPS 006062-092, FGIS 007897, FGIS 001786, FGIS 001709-714, FGIS 001687-736, FGIS
003801-815, TLO0G760-791, 11 002135-151, PIU 000126-127,
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 Otin, Pablo | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 - De la Paz #6378, Larsen
' Serviee number paragraph 8.7 - #4148, Herrera #6916,
173628-K : - Jackson #7219.
' Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
‘ ' Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Article V, Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

On March 9, 2001 Narcotics detectives arrested Pablo Olin for Delivery of Cocaine. None of the
documents reviewed indicate the informant was searched prior to or after the transaction. Furthermore,
Detective De la Paz made an entry in the Drug Buy Report stating that the drugs were purchased for 51300,
According to the arrest repoert the cocaine was purchased for $2300.

| See. e.g.. DPS 006612, DPS 006608,

Ortuno, Bernardo | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De ta Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.7 26916, Haywood #6458
426250-K

On June 4, 2001 Detective De la Paz made an entry in his arrest report of AP Ortuno that 1s inconsistent
with what he included 1 the search warrant atfidavit. In his report Detective De la Paz wrote that AP
Orruno was named and described in the search warrant affidavit. The atfidavit describes a Latin male only
known as Vicente, approximately 50 vears of age, 5'8 180 lbs. with black hair and brown eyes and person
or persons whose names, ages, identities, and descriptions are unknown to the Affiant. Furthermore, on
| June 28, 2001 Derective De la Paz submitred a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt in this case for the
- amount of $35,000. The payment was made to Enrique Alonso and wimessed by Officer Herrera.
However, according to Payrall records Cfficer Herrera was on a vacation day for this date,

See, e.g., DPS 001914-919, DPS 001923, DPS 005293-349, DPS (06322-433, DPS 001893-968, FGIS
00T111-138, FGIS 005368-396, PIU 000730-794.
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Pacheco, Javier ‘ Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 ' De la Paz #6378, Herrera

and Ortiz, Jaime paragraph 8.7. i #0916, Haywood #6438
Service number
371876-K Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic ]

Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E.

: Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

City of Dallas Personnel Rules ;
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec. |
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

On May 16, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt for a $100 !
payment to a confidentia} informant. The informant in this case, Jose Ruiz, stated to FBI investigators that |
the signature on the Confidential Informant Payment Receipt is not his. Federal Bureau of Investigation
¢ Special Agent Margaret Poche documented Ruiz' statement in FD 302 interview notes dated September 9, |
12002, Furthermore, the arrested persons came into DPIYs custody as a result of a wamant that was
executed at 4200 Willow Sweet. There 1s no documentation indicating that a supervisor was present during
the cxecution of the warrant.

See, e.g.. DPS 0C1712-804, DPS 005293-294, DPS 005350-377, T'GIS 001153-169, FGIS G01094-110,
FGIS 005597-625, PIU 000713-735, PIL 000859-87 1.
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" Pineda, Israel Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.3 #6916, Woody #6484, ‘
478069-K » Haywood #6458

' Code of Conduct, Chapter 8

paragraph 8.7

' Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant
Procedures IV (D, F, G)

Narcotiecs SOP 3030, Narcotic
Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E.

| Narcotics SOP 53020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

City of Dallas Personnel Rules

" Article V. Rules ot Conduct Sec. ! -

' 34-36 (b) 4 and 5. ';

On Juiy 9, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Paid Informant Receipt where he named Enrique Alonso

as the paid confidential informant for the arrest of Israel Pineda. According to FBI Special Agent Poche's

official notes from interviews with Enrique Alonso and Roberto Gonzalez, Detective De la Paz used

Gonzalez as the informant. Gonzalez was not an informant at the time of Pineda's arrest. SA Poche's notes

indicate that Detective De la Paz said to Alonso, "David, you saw the kilos. not Roberto.” Detective De la |

Paz also provided information regarding the confidential informant to Detective Gipson #4420, knowing it ‘

would be entered into the search warrant affidavit. There is no indication that Detective Gipson knew the
information was false.

()

See, e.g.. FGIS 0007740, FGJS 001077-093, FGJS 005526-538, DPS 006108-111, DPS 006261-264, P1U

000736-74%.
' Ramirez, Denny Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 | De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Licea, Daniel paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #6916
Service number |
612441-K | Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant

' Procedures, Sec. V (B5) a
On September 7, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt in the |
amount of $30,000 for information received in this case. The amount was paid in installments to Enrique :
Alonso and was witnessed by Officer Herrera. Payroll records show Officer Herrera on sick days on |
August 24 and August 29, 2001 when two of the installments were made.

See, e.g., DPS 005378-487, PIU 000692-714, FGIS 001604-624, FGIS 005539-567, DPS 004757-792, PIU
000672-691, FGJIS 001278-298.
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. 308875-K

Robinson, Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Herrera #6910, De la Paz
Veronica Sergeant Responsibilities, Sec. E #6378
Service number

On April 26, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division executed a search warrant at 2842 Hawthorne
that resulted in the arrest of Veronica Robinson, There is no documentation indicating that a supervisor
was present at the scene during the execution of the warrant.

See, e.g, PIU 000118, FGIS (00379, DPS 003830, DPS 003860, DPS 003243,

Rosas, Hugo Code of Conduct, Chapter 1V, De la Paz #6378, Herrera

Service number paragraph 4.1 A. #6916, Haywood

498319-K #04358,Gouge #4575, Lt
‘ Narcotics SOP Procedure 4070 Turnage.

Files-Logs.

- Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic
| Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E.

Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant |
Procedures, Sec. V (BS).

| City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Article V. Rules of Conduct sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

On June 29, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Rosas and executed a search warrant
on his vehicle. Detective Haywood appears to have served as an ASL during this operation. However, the
Narcotics SOP calls for a sergeant to be present during the execution of a search warrant or a buy-bust. .
The informant payment receipt shows payments to the CI in installmeats, a practice not tound in the
Narcotics SOP.

See, e.g., PIU 000078, PIU 000064, PIU 000795-810, FGJS 0053511-525, FGIS 001566-384. ‘




Santos, Abel Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera

- Service number paragraph 8.6, 8.7 #0910, Haywood #0438,
1352055-K Woody #6484, i
| Code of Conduct, Chapter 4 Lt. Turnage, Capt. Bragg.

paragraph 4.1 A

Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.
Responsibilities, Sec. E,

Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant
Procedures, Sec. V (BS).

I On July 16, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Santos and charged him with
Manufacturing/Delivery of Cocaine. Based on a review of all documents available to the panel, this was
the first and only time that the confidential informant used in this case did any work for the Dallas Police
| Department. However, the warrant affidavit states that he 1s "a confidential and reliable informant” and
that Detective De la Paz had "received mformation from this confidential and reliable informant in the past
concerning drug trafficking in the Dailas area and said informartion has proven to be true and correct on
gach and every occasion." There is no mention of a supervisor being present during this operation. In
addition, the infermant payment receipt shows that the informant was paid in several installments. Officer
Herrera signed the form as having witnessed the payments, however payroll records show that he was off
on two of those dates (8-24-01 and 8-29-01}). 1

|

See, e.g., DPS 005612-619, DPS 005544-713, FGIS 003639-660, FGIS 005822-849, FGIS 001480-493, |
PIU 001149-150, PIU 000919-933, '

Senan, Luis Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 ! De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.7 #0916, Haywood #6458
333258-K

City of Dallas Personnel Rules i
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5, }

Detective De la Paz stated in the Drug Buy Report dated May 4, 2001 that the confidential informant
purchased cocaine for $2000. According to the arrest report the cocaine was purchased tor $2100.

See, e.g, DPS 001430-333, DPS 005714-823, DPS 006322-433, FGJIS 001459-479, FGIS 003492-310,
PIU 000839-858.




Sifuentez, George Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.7 #6910, Haywood #0458
345688-K
Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic
Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E.

i
! Narcotics SOP 5060, Payments to i
: Informants, Sec. V (B5) 1

‘ City of Dallas Personnel Rules
‘ Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.

| 34-36 (b) 4 and 5. J

On May 8, 2001 Detective De la Paz wrote in a Drug Buy Report that the informant purchased drugs for
34600, According to the arrest report, also prepared by Detective De la Paz, the drugs were purchased for
$4800. According o the offense report two informants were used in this case but there is only one
payment receipt. Furthermore, there is no mention of a supervisor being present during the execution of
the operation in any of the documents available.

See, e.g., DPS 001534-672, F(GJS 0014 16-452, FGJS 005472-491, PIU 00081 1-838,

Siguenza, Jaime Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 | Moses #6581
Service number paragraph 8.6 '
429247K g

On June 18, 2001 Police Officer Larry Moses tesufied in the Examining Trial of AP Siguenza that he had
maintained surveillance on the wansaction. However, during the federal trial Officer Moses testified that

- he was back at the office and after contacting Detective De la Paz, he responded to the scene to assist him.
: Uniformed officers had already arrested AP Siguenza when Officer Moses arrived at the location. On a

third document, a deposition, Officer Moses states he never observed anything that happened when he was
called to assist Detective De la Paz.  Officer Moses states he just fleld-tested substances that were
presented to him in the propeny room after the arrests had been made. '

See, e.g., DPS 001709-743, DPS 000549-839, FGJIS 001139-152, FGJS 005855-861, 1T 00404-351, 11
00584-641, 11 601635-702,

Vasquez, Bertha Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic De la Paz #6378, Larsen
Service number Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, See. E. | #4148, Bell #5542
154306-K

City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

On March 02, 2001 Narcotics officers executed a search warrant at AP Vasquez' residence. There 15 no |

mention of 2 supervisor being present during the execution of the warrant in any of the documents |

available.

See, e.g., DPS 001063-120, FGIS 000015-029, FGIS 003869-874.
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. Vega, Jose Luis Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 | De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number paragraph 8.7 - #0910, Foster #4833,
636331-K | Haywood #6458,

Code of Conduct, Chapter 5 Ledbetter #2796, James
paragraph 5.3 #5068, Gipson #4420,

Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad
Sergeant Responsibilities, Sec. E

Narcotics SOP 5020, Search
Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

On August 16, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Vega after executing a search !
warrant at his residence. According to the confidential informant receipt submitted by Detective De la Paz,
Officer Herrera witnessed payments to the informan: on August 20" and August 24", 2001, Payroll
records indicate Officer Herrera was off on sick days for both dates. After reviewing the informant's
signature on other documents the signature on record appears to be different from the one on the receipt. !
Entries on the evidence tag and the arrest report state that Detective Haywood tested the seized contraband,
which tested positive for cocaine. An analysis report from Nancy Weber of the Southwestern [nstitute of
. Forensic Sciences stated that the white powder submitted did not contain any controlled substance. There
15 no mention of a supervisor bemng present during this operation. There is no documentation that the
confidential informant was searched prior to or after the transaction.

See, e.g., FBI 001399-400, FBI 600135-159, FB1 001358-359, DPS 006063, DPS 002526-610. DPS ,
005324-862, DPS 006093-096, DPS 006322-433, PIU 000885-894, PIU 000883, PIU 000873, PIU
(00875-876, PIU 000411-412, PIU 000872-896, FGJS 003639-660, FGIS 001048-076, FGIS 005875-897,
[1002405-426, T1 002371-386.

Villareal, Arturo ! Narcotics SOP 3030, Narcotic De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Bernal Squad Sgt. Responsibilities, Sec. E. | #6910, Bell #5542, Moses
Service number #6581

204359-K i Narcotics SOP 5020, Search

Warrant Procedures, Sec. B.

City of Dallas Personnel Rules
Article V. Rules of Conduct Sec.
34-36 (b) 4 and 5.

On March 20, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division arrested AP Villareal for Possession with Intent
to Deliver Cocaine. The arrest occurred during the execution of a search warrant at the La Sandia Bar
located at 2509 N. Fitzhugh. The documents available 1o the panel make no mention of a supervisor being
present during the execution of the warrant or of the informant being searched prior to or after the |
transaction,

| See, e.g., DPS 001014-062, DPS 003863-933.

A
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Williams, Melvin R | City Personnel Rules, Chapter V De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Service number Rutes of conduct Sec. 34-36 (b) 5 #6916, Larsen #4148
78744-K

Narcotics SOP 4070, Files-Logs

On February 1, 2001 detectives from the Narcotics Division, along with a confidenuial informant, made a
. drug buy at 2825 Lucas and arrested AP Williams. The drug buy report identities the informant as being
confidential tnformant (C. [.) number 2038. However. the informant payment receipt has a signature that
appears to belong 1o informan: number 2048. The same form identifies the informant as C. 1. numbers
2038, but 1t appears as it the informant number has been altered in vielanion of Narcotics SOP,
Furthermore, there is a discrepancy in the amount of money that the informant handed to AP Williams.
The oftense report states that the confidential informant handed $100 to the arrested person. The narrative
in the drug buy report states the informani handed the arrested person $20.

< See, e.g., DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003507-650, DPS 003651-738.

City of Dallas - Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 Jackson #7219
(Found Property) paragraph 8.7

Service number |

- 496394-K Code of Conduct, Chapter 5 ?

| paragraph 5.3 ;

The Federal Bureau of Investigation seized several hundred drug evidence packages from the property

room to be submutted for analysis. Selected packages were sent to the Drug Enforcement Administration |

tor analysis. Special Agent Christopher Derks noted the results of the analysis in his official notes dated
February 20, 2003, According to 3A Derks' notes, Forensic Chemist Brian Widra did not analvze the
substance because "the exhibit does not appear 10 have been field tested.” A review of available documents
i shows that Officer Tanya Jackson #7219 seized, field tested and delivered the drug evidence to the property
room on drug evidence tag number 77795, The documentation indicates that the substance field-tested
positive for cocaine. The substance was seized on June 28, 2001 on the above listed service number {an NG
number) but there is no record of an arrested person or an offense/arrest report,

See, e.g., FBI 001505-507, DPS 004104-106.

‘ February §, 2001 Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Larsen
C.1. Payment paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #4148
receipt, 4933
Columbia Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant
I Service number Procedures, Sec. V (B3)
89153-K

On February 3, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Confidential Informant Paymen: Receipt
documenting payment to confidential informant number 2253, Enrique Alonso. Detective Larsen appears
as the witness officer on the receipt. According to payroli records Detective Larsen was on a V-day on this
date. Alonso stated on a FD 302 dated 01-28-03 that Detective De la Paz was alone when he paid him and
that "no one witnessed the payment”. There are no criminal referrals in this case. The statute of limitation
expired on February 3, 2004,

See. e.g, NAR 000886, DPS 006150, DPS 003739-849, DPS 0038530-970, DPS 003507-650, DPS 003631-
738,
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| February 5, 2001 Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 ' De la Paz #6378, Larsen
C. I. Payment paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 24148
receipt, 4900 Live
Oak ' Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant '
Service number Procedures, Sec. V (BS)
89157-K

On February 5, 2001 Detective De la Paz submutted a Confidential [nformant Payment Receipt
documenting a payment to contidential informant number 2253, Enrique Alonso. Detective Larsen appears
as the witness officer on the receipt. According to payroll records Detective Larsen was cna V-day on this
date. Furthermore, Alonso stated to FBI SA Dale Hogue and SA Marjorie Kelly Poche on a FD 302 dated
001-28-03 that the payee signature on the receipt is not his. He also stated that "De la Paz paid Cavazos that
day." Cavazos is confidential informant number 2452, The statute of limitation expired on February 3,
2004 therefore there are no criminal referrals in this case, '

- See, e.g, NAR 000886, DPS 006150-151, DPS 0037359-849, DPS 003850-070, DPS 003507-650, DPS
003651-738. !

Counfidential i Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 ! De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Informant Payment | paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 F #0910, Larsen #4148
Receipt !
02/13/01, 04/02/01,

| 04/20/01 | :

Confidential Informant Roberto Sanzos reviewed three Confidential Informant Payment Receipts prepared
on the above listed dates. In his interviews with FBI agents he stated the following: the signature on the -
receipt dated 2-13-01 is his. However, he did not make this buy. According to Santos, Farigque Alonse
made this ransaction. The receipt dated 4-02-01 was for a drug buy Santos made at 1622 Haskell. Santos
advised he never made a buy at 1622 until 4-19-01, when the arrest described in the receipt was made. .
Finally, Santos stated that although the signature on the form is his, he was never paid $400 for the arrest ot |
i Victor Alvarado.

(02/13/01) See, e.g., FGIS 006482-483, FGJIS 006480-481, FBI 001187, FBI 001342, FBI 001327, DPS
006512,

{04:02/01) See, e.g., DPS 006069, DPS 006510-314, DPS 000001-131, I 001562-1576, 11 000952-963, 11
000882-934, 1 000936-963, I1 000404-551, 11 000384-641.

(04/20/01) See, e.g., FGIS 006401, FBI 001260.

May 1, 2001 Narcotics SOP 4070, Files-Logs | Herrera #6916, De la Paz
C. I. Payment #6378.
i receipt City Personnel Rules, Chapter V

Avery, Lonnie J. | Rules of Conduct Sec. 34-36 (b) 5 |
On May [, 2001 Detective De la Paz, conpleted a Contfidential Informant Payment Receipt for the amount |
ot $100 to confidential informant number 641. The numerical entry of the amount appears 1o have been
altered. The amount written does not match the numerical amount.

]_See, e.g., DPS 0033507-630.
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¥May 30, 2001 | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Confidential paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 | 76916

Informant Payment | '

Receipt f |

t On May 30. 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Confidential Informant Paymen: Receipt in the amount

i See, e.g. FGIS 006353, FGIS 006346, FBL 001260,

of $100. According to the information on the form, the payment was made 10 Jose Ruiz. According w FBI
S.A. Poche's official notes of her interview with Ruiz, dated September 19, 2002, Ruiz says the signature |
on the receipt is not his signature. '

November 6, 2001 Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 Herrera #6916, De la Paz
C. 1. Payment i paragraph 8.7 #6378,
receipt ;

On November 6, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted 2 Confidential Tnformant Payment Receipt for a -
payment of $100 made 1o Jose Ruiz (C. 1. 2344), Officer Herrera's signature appears as the witness ofticer,
however payroll records indicate Officer Terrera was en a vacaton day on that date.  The records also
indicate he was on vacation the day before and three days after the payment was made.

See, e.g., FGIS 000233, FGIS 006223, NAR 000876, NAR 000389, DPS 007485-486, FBI 001260,

February 8, 2001 : Code of Conduct, Chapter § De la Paz #6378, Larsen
Confidential paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #4148, Herrera #6916
Informant Receipt
and Drug Buy
Report

4916 Live Oak #115
Service number
96354-K |

On February 8, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted a Confidential Informant Reccipt documenting

- payment of 550 to Enrique Alonso. FBI SA Poche and SA Hogue report in their investigative notes dated

01-28-03 that Alonso stated he did not make this drug buy. He merely watched from across the street as
two other informants, Ruiz and Cavazos, made the transaction. Informaunt Ruiz met with Detective De la
Paz priar to the transaction and got the buy money. Later, Ruiz and Alonso met at the Sam's on Buckner
Blvd. Detective De la Paz also submitted & Drug Buy Report listing Alonso as the informant providing the
information that lead to the drug buy.

See, g, DPS 006151, DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003850-630, DPS 003651-738.

Confidential Code of Conduct, Chapter 8§ De la Paz #6378, Larsen
Informant Payment | paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #4148

Receipt

March 20, 2001

On March 20, 2001 Detective De la Paz completed 2 Confidential Informant Payment Receipt for the
ameunt of $30 paid to confidential informant number 1846 (Miguel Gonzales). The payee's signature
appears to be similar to the signature used by informant Jose Ruiz and it looks different from other samples

t of Gonzales' signature.

See, e.g.. DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003850-650, DPS 003651-738.
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October 1, 2001 | Code of Conduct Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Confidential paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 26916

Informant Payment | '

Receipt f i

See, e.g.. DPS 006325, DPS 006354,

On October 1, 2001 Detective De la Paz completed a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt in the
amount of $100 for information received from Jose Ruiz. The receipt lists Officer Herrera as the witness
officer and Detective De la Paz as having made the payment. According to FBI Special Agent Poche's
ofticial notes of her interview with Ruiz (dated September 19, 2002), Ruiz says the signature on the receipt
is not his.

November 1 and Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378, Herrera
12, 2001 paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #6916

Confidential | i

Informant Payment

Receipt

On November 1 and November 12, 2001 Detective De la Paz completed two Confidenual Informant
Payment Receipts in the amount of $100 each. The payments were to Jose Ruiz and were witnessed by
Officer Herrera. According to FBI Special Agent Poche's official notes of her interview with Ruiz, dated .
September 19, 2002, Ruiz says the signature on the receipts is not his. i

See, e.g., FGIS 006234, FGIS 006226, DPS 006419, DPS 007487-488, FBI 001260.

Confidential Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 Herrera #6916, De la Paz
Informant Payment | paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 #0378

Receipt | Narcotics SOP 5060, Informant |

November 6, 2001 | Procedures Sec. V (B5) |

On November 6, 2001 Detective De la Paz completed a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt for 5100 :
paid to Jose Ruiz. Officer Herrera's signature appears as the witness officer. However, Payroll records
indicate that Officer Herrera was on a vacation day on this date.

See, e.g., FGJS 006233, FGIS 006225, NAR 000876, NAR 000589, DPS 007485-486, FB1 (101260,

Cooperating Narcotics SOP 3030, Squad Sgt.  : De la Paz #6378, Herrera
Individual . Responsibilities, Sec. O. #6916, Larsen #4148,
Admonishment Gouge #4575 '
Form

C.L. 2253 and C.1.

2344

On October 8, 1999 and on March 27, 2000 Detective De la Paz signed two separate Cooperating
Individual Admonishment Forms as the Squad Supervisor Presenting Admonishment. Tn both cases the
informants were supposed to work for Detective De la Paz. The Narcotics SOP states in section O of the
Narcotic Squad Sergeant Responsibilities that the sergeant "Will meet with every CI assigned to his‘her
squad and will explain the Admonishment and/or Plea Bargain Agreement form to the CI.  He/she will |
ensure that the CI knows and understands the rules under which they must operate while working asa CI. |

See, e.g., DPS006163-164, DPS 006434-435,

19
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February §, 2001 T Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 De la Paz #6378
Drug Buy Report, | paragraph 8.6 and 8.7
1 4916 Live Oak "

- Service number

89157-K

Detective De la Paz submitted a Drug Buy Report describing a controlled buy made at 4916 Live Qak
#210. According to the narrative in the report the buy was made on February 5, 2001 based on information
that Detective Larsen and Detective De la Paz received from a confidential informant.  According to |
payroll records Detective Larsen was on a vacation day on that date. The report lists Enrique Alonso as the |
informant involved in the case, but in an interview with the FBI on 01-28-03 Alonso reported that Daniel
Cavazos made this buy. Daniel Cavazos' confidential informant number is 2432, No criminal referral was
made in this case. The statute of limitation expired on February 3, 2004.

See, e.g., NAR 000886, DPS 006150, DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003507-630, DPS 003651~ |
738.

February 5,2001 | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 } De la Paz #6378
Drug Buy Report | paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 j

4933 Columbia

Service number ,

- 89155-K | ;

Detective De la Paz submitted & Drug Buy Report describing a controlled buy made at 4933 Columbia on
February 5, 2001. According to the summary on the report the buy was made based on information that
' Detective De la Paz and Detective Larsen received from a confidential informant on that day. According to
: payroll records, Detective Larsen was on a vacation day on February 5, 2001,

See, e.g., NAR 000886, DPS 003739-849, DPS 003830-970, DPS 003507-650, DPS 003651-738,

| Muitiple Drug Tags | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 | Various officers.
paragraph 8.7

Code of Conduct, Chapter 5
paragraph 5.3

The Federal Bureau of Investigation seized several hundred drug evidence packages from the property
room to be submitted for analysis. Selected packages were sent to the Drug Enforcement Adminisiration
for analysis. FBY Special Agent Christopher Derks noted the results of analysis by Forensic Chemists Scott
Wischnewsky, Brian Widra, Lynn Griffin, W. Kent Glanville and Rajesh Patel in his official notes (FD
302) dated February 20, 2003, All the chemists found either no controlled substance present or they found
a different controlled substance than what the evidence packages indicated. The following Dallas Police
Department drug evidence tags were identified: 46461, 44116, 44140, 626099, 70139, 68221, 70235,
TI477, 71529, 72594, 75137, 75638, 75639, 77122, 42558, 66009, 67275, 71387, 71403, 72800, 72869, ;
72934, 72967, 72968, 72997, 59551, 73683, 79352, 63239, 68402, 69014, 69233, 74091, and 74353, The
listed drug evidence is in the custody of the Texas Department of Public Safetv,

See, e.g., FBI001134-139, FBI 001503-307, FBI 001500-301.

 I—
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E Search and Arrest | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 | De la Paz #6378
- Warrant ! paragraph 8.6 and 8.7
4916 Live Oak #115 | |

On February 8, 2001 Detective Mark De la Paz submitted an affidavit for a search and arrest warrant that
was exectited on that day at 4916 Live Qak #1135, The affidavit states that Detecrive De la Paz received ;
information from a confidential informant that a Latin male described in the atfidavir was selling drugs at
that location on February 6, 2001, Detective De la Paz states in the affidavit that he received the
information on the same day. However. the panel could not find any documented buy at that location on |
February 6, 2001, There is a Drug Buy Report and a Confidential Informant Receipt documenting a
transaction on February 8. 2001 at 4916 Live Oak. The statute of limitation expired on February 8, 2004,
There is no criminal referral i thus case.

See, e.g. DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003507-630, DPS 003651-738.

Search and Arrest | Code of Conduct, Chapter 8 ' De la Paz #6378
Warrant paragraph 8.6 and 8.7 |
1 4916 Live Oak #210
On February 9, 2001 Detective De la Paz submitted an affidavit for a search and arrest warrant that resulted

in the issuance of a warrant and the subsequent seizure of narcotics, a handgun and the arrest of Kevin
. Meraz. The warrant was executed at 4916 Live Oak #210. In the affidavit Detective De la Paz states that

the contidential informant had been at the location on February 8, 2001. However, there is no |
documentation of a transaction taking place at that address on February 8, 2001, There is a Confidential
! Informant Payment Receipt and a Drug Buy Report documenting a buy at the listed address on February 3,
2001, Also, there is a Confidential Informant Payment Receipt and a Drug Buy Report documenting a buy
on February 8, 2001 at 4916 Live Oak #1135, There is no criminal referral to the Public Integrity Unit in
this case because the starute of limitation has expired.

See, e.g., DPS 003739-849, DPS 003850-970, DPS 003507-630, DPS 003651-738.
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Informant Network

iel Cavazos .
2452 Jose Ruiz

2344
ka Jose Guadalupe Ruiz, Jose Ruiz Serrano

Luis Daniel Alonso Roberto Santog/
2458 2409
axa Daniel Alonso, Daniel Luiz

spousa

14
A e e
@ Huge Hernandez

Reoberte Rodriguez Gonzalez Marcos Gonzalez Ruth Alonso
aka Reberte Gonzales Ruiz, El Gorda
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Name/Cl #

Name/Cl #

Alonso, Enrique Martinez / 22353

Alonso, Luis Daniel / 2459

“David” “Daniet Alonso™
(Brother to Luis Alonso and Father of Ruth “Daniel f.uis”
Alonso)

Hemandez, Hugo
{(Married to Ruth Alonso)

Alonso, Ruth
(Married to Hugo Hernandez / Daughter of
Enrique Alonso)

Gonzalez, Roberto Rodriguez
“Roberte Gonzales Ruiz”
“El Gordo”

Gonzalez, Marcos

Ruiz. Jose
“Jose Guadalupe Ruiz”
“Jose Ruiz Serrano”

Santos, Roberto /2409
“Peilon”

Cavazos, Daniel / 2452

C-7
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8D

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART IN 2001

Chief of Police
Terrell Bolton

!

Special Services Bureau

Assistant Chief Dora Falls

v

Narcotics Division

Deputy Chief J. Martinez

*Takes over Street Squads 10/22401

L.t. Neill

HIDTA Intelligence _ .
Manager Executive Officer
Lt. Diorio Cpt. Jack Bragg
‘ I H
Lt. Miller Lt. Turnage
Street Squads

*Promoted to Deputy Chief’
and left Narcoties 10/16/01

'

'

!

!

!

Sgt. Nofzinger
Sr. Cpl. L. Standige
Sr. Cpl. J. Mismash
Sr. Cpt. D. Richardson
Police Off. K. Willis

Sgt. Wacholtz
Sr. Cpl. Underwood
Sr. Cpl. R. Starr
Police Off. X. Castillo
Police Off. N. Carrasco

Sat. Jack Gouge
Sr. Cpl. J. Haywood
Sr. Cpl. A. Foster
Sr. Cpl. M. Dela Paz
Palice Off. M. Woody
Police Off. B. Ragsdale
Police Off. E. Herrera

Sat. S. Sterling
Sr. Cpl. C. Hight
Palice Off. K. Manasco
Police Off. B. Davis
Police Off. M. Armadaiz

Sgt. C. Smith
Sr. Cpl. T. Gipson
Sr. Cpl. 8. Hussey
Sr. Cpl. N. Bell
Police Off. Larry Moses
Police Off. Eddie Lopez
Police Off. I.. Gordon

GrA3E 1 (Ihallas)
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S, b, A AR b 7 A IS, LA i A . e I S i e W ek

CI'S WITHIN DATE RANGE

01/01/2001 THRU: 12/11/2001

R e T L A A b .t Pl R 0 . e Ml e S A i A S IS, 108 S

Clz SuniOfdmounnt Puid — AvgOfdmonnt Paid SumOf= of C/Buys
0343 8200.00 $200.00 : o
1101 $3,530.00 $300.00 o
1208 $2,225.00 §370.00 2
1248 T 8527278 812262 42
12:8-21 $710.00 £236.87 3
13403 . $100.00 $102.00 0
14247188 $200.09 $205.00 ¢
1426 $5,535.80 §204.24 0
1426/188 $200.00 §100.00 6
1360 $870.00 §152.00 g
1583 4.450.00 $830.00 o
1600 $500.00 §300.0C C
1638 $150.00 $150.00 1
1638 $32 £50.00 $1.025.95 g
1679 Q £1,200.00 $1,300.09 0
1730 $400.00 $400.00 G
]733 $14,750.00 §2,350.00 o "
1735 $856.00 $170.00 g
1788 $1,000.00 $33%.33 G

Tuesday, December 1], 2001

Pegel of 5

s

WS 000087



CI# SumOfAmount Paid ~ AvgOfdnount Paid SumOf% of C/Buys

18035 ‘ $100.,00 $100.00 0
1846 $430.00 $50.00 0
1949 _ §730.00 $233.33 C
1984 $40.00 §40.00 0
1993 $559.00 £290.00 ¢
1999 §2,320.00 §300.03 o
2028 $4.032.00 8502.00 o
2041 §2,540.00 §141.11 17
2048 §5,155.00 §111.65 &4
2054 $1,302.00 51.500.00 o
2064 §350.00 5452 .50 3
2093 £8,730.00 $185.88 s
2097 $1,640.00 £102.50 22
2126 7 5500.05 $300.00 0
2126-359 $100.00 $100.00 0
2134 $2,355.00 $175.55 13
2174 , $1,800.00 £300.00 3
2184 $3,750.00 5312.50 2
2195 £1,000.00 583.33 23 :
2211 $280.00 541,43 5
2214 $8,800.00 $825.09 0

Tuesday, December 11, 2051 Page2of5

C-9 -
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Ciz SumOfdnmount Paid ~ AvgOfdmount Paid SumOfz of C/Buys

2220 $550.00 §325.00 g
2238 $440 .00 4
2233 $238,050.00 5
2263 $100.00 $409.00 o
2276 $500.00 $138.67 ¢
2277 $147.60 $70.00 2
2278 §7,770.00 $287.78 12
2252 $335.00 $350.00 G
2320 5200.00 §204.00 0
2328 58,530.00 $295.33 7
2344 §23,100.00 $1.030.60 11
23484 $200.00 $200.00 G
2352 $2,780.00 592,67 15
2364 58,115.00 $3217.84 3
2380 $850.00 $237.56 o
2382 $4100.00 $100.00 C
2584 . V $5.000.00 550:3,00 o
239§ $2,325.00 §155.00 5
+*
2388 : $7.000.00 $2,500.00 o
2400 $1,470.00 $105.06 g
2409 , $3,850.00 $852.75 0

Tuesday, Decensber 11, 2001 Page 3 of 5

C-9
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SumQfE of C/Buys

Ci7 SumQfdniount Paid  AvgOfdmount Paid

2414 $40.00 $40.00 0
2420 $793.00 §72.27 12
2421 §330.00 §150.00 ¢
2423 $10,633.00 5$3,500.00 0
2430 $100.00 5100.00 G
243] $1,185.00 $261.25 z
2434 $120.C5 $50.00 2
2433 $2230.00 §200.00 o
2436 £300.00 $500.00 0
7459 §4,330.00 §398.G2 0
2442 $80.00 §45.00 2
2444 $500.00 $500.00 0
2446 $1,300.00 §653.00 1
2447 $3,500.00 $500.00 0
2451 §5,240.00 §242.52 4
2452 £17,000.00 £3,400.00 0
2454 $110.00 $27.50 4
2455 $1,500.00 $1,500.00 o

"
2439 $22,000.00 §7,332.33 0
2460 $£0.00 540.00 2
2441 $35,000,00 £7,600.00 G
Tuesday, December 11, 2001 Page 4 of 5
C-9 T’;
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Cl# SumOfAdmount Paid — AvgQfdmount Paid SumOfE of C/Buys
2467 $400.0% $100.63 R
2480 $1,630.00 $282 .87 !
2481 $33.00 860.00 0
3048 $100.05 5100.00 o
333-21G7 5950.00 §75.00 1
3352107 3480.00 S85.00 0
641 $2,723.83 58254 38
781020-138 $300.00 $300.00 0
&10 5505.00 552.27 i1
915 §47,475.00 $108.02 185
C-8i6¢ $310.00 510333 2
CIl8¢ $100.07 5100.00 ¢
C816 . §1.,630.00 §175.45 1
DEA §20C.00 $200.00 0
1
Tuesday, December 11, 2001 Puge 5 of 5
C-9 :
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TOP CI'S WITHIN DATE RANGE

01/01/2001 THRU: 12/31/2001
Clz SumOfdniount Paid AvgOQfdmount Paid SumOfz of CrBuys

[ 2253 §228,050.00 53,782.73 5
2. 2461 | §38,000.00 57,60%.0C ¢
3 1639 §22 E30.00 $1,028.55 G
& 2344 $22,900.00 $1,050.00 i1
5 2439 $22.503.CC 57.333.33 2
913 $1%,355,C0 $108.13 163
2452 $17,0602.00 $3,490.00 0
¢ 1755 §11,750.00 §2 330.00 o
G 2423 $10,800.00 53,600.00 ¢
/0 2528 §8,390.00 £293.44 7
2048 §%,153.00 $111.85 64
2204 88.600.00 $809.0¢ 0
2278 57.770.60 $287.78 ' 12
23098 $7,000.02 82,500.03 0
2409 §2,835.00 5938.75 "
1101 $3,500.00 5500.05 0

1426 $5433.80 518507 0 "
2085 8% 120,00 £162.59 g
2364 55,115.00 $321.64 3

Wediesday, Januwary 03, 2002 Pogelof

C-9 :
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CI# SumOfAmount Paid AvgOfdmount Paid S OfF of C/Buys

124 35,432.78 $123.47 42
2451} §5,38C.00 $245.20 g
2384 $2,000.00 $500.25 ¢
1999 4.520.00 $300.0 ¢
1385 $4.450.00 $580.02 c
2439 $4,330,00 $380.03 G
2028 84 000,05 850000 ¢
2184 $3750.00 §312.50 . 2
2447 §3,500.00 £532.00 c
2134 $3,255.00 §175.58 13
2332 $3,630.00 584.55 13
1208 $3,020.03 5431.42 2
641 $2,723.83 §82.54 33
2041 $2,540.00 $141.11 17
2390 §2,225.00 $155.069 5
2443 ’ $2,000.00 $2.000.00 o
816 $1,830.00 §175.45 1
2174 $1,£00.00 $300.00 3
¥
2087 $1.640,00 $407.50 22
2435 54,500.00 $1,500.00 g
2400 51,470*{50 §105.00 5
Hednesday, Jonuary: 02,2002 Page 2 0f 3

C-9
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Wednesday, January 2, 2002

C-9

CI= SumOfAntount Paid AvgOfdmount Paid SumOfE of C/Buys
2283 §1,400.00 $1,400.00 ¢
2054 $1,300.00 . $1,300.00 0
8§16 $1,175.00 $78.33 15
2431 §1,965.00 $281.25 2
2480 §1,150.00 5230.00 z
1788 §1,000.00 §333.33 c
1360 $870.00 5164.00 ¢
33552107 $%52.00 S320.00 ¢
23580 $950.00 §237.55 0
0543 $390.00 $300.00 0
1735 $850.00 §170.0C 6
2467, $300.00 $114.28 0
2420 5783.00 §72.27 12
1248-2] $710.00 $23%5 67 3
1949 570000 5233.33 0
2220 $452.00 $3253.05 0
!

1600 5800.00 $300.00 C
2436 $300.06 §500.00 0

Pagedofs
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CI# SumOfdmount Paid AvgOfdmount Paid Sun:OfF of C/Buys

2238 5445 00 $85.00 )
1730 $400.00 $400.00 o}
2282 §350.00 $350.05 0
C-8i6 £2490.00 $103.33 2
242] $300.05 £156.00 G
221 826200 §21.43 g
23484 $290.00 £203.00 C
355-2107 $155.00 575.03 1
2277 $440.00 $7C.C0 2
2434 §120.60 S80.00 2
2454 $110.00 527,50 4
13403 $40G.69 $400.00 C
2442 856000 543.00 2
2400 $80.00 54500 2 s
248] $50,00 860,00 o
2482 £50.00 £50.00 ¢

Wednesdey, January 02, 2002 Puged of 5

C-9 .
WS 000093



Ciz SumOfdmount Paid AveOfdmount Paid SumOf7 of C/Buys
1984 $40.00 §4C.00 0

i

Hednesdey, fanuary 02, 2002 Page3of s

WS 000096
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RANDY HORTON & ASSOCIATES
FORENSIC ACCOUNTING - LITIGATION SUPPORT

L ]

¢4

October 14, 2004

CLIENT: City of Dallas Independent Investigative Panel
DATES OF INVESTIGATION: 5/31/04-6/2/04

BY: Randy M. Horton

The purpose of this engagement was to audit schedules prepared by the Dallas Police
Department of the daily receipts by De La Paz from confidential informant (Cl) funds, payments
to CI's, and daily balances. The period covered for the exam was 2/1/01 through 10/31/01.

Funds for CT payments come from three sources — the Street Squad Fund, the Confiscated
Fund, and the Combined Confiscated Fund. When De La Paz received a draw from a fund, he
signed a receipt. When a payment was made 10 a CI, the CI signed a receipt. This receipt is
also signed by De La Paz and another officer as a witness to the payment. The usc of the funds
by the CI for a drug purchase is documented in a2 Drug Buy Report, prepared by De La Paz.
Monthly activity in the CI funds is documented in a Monthly Summary Report.

Procedures for the audit:

1. Daily computations were checked for mathematical accuracy.

o

. Officer draws were traced to the officer draw receipt.

3. Payments were traced to either the CI receipt or the Drug Buy Report.

e

. The officer draw receipts, Cl receipts, and Drug Buy Reports were traced to the monthly
summaries.

On 7/9/01, De La Paz prepared one CI receipt for $20,000 and listed the following
payments:

7/2/01  13,000.00
7/9/01 5,000.00

$20,000.00

200 E. Belt Line Rd., Suite 104 . Coppell, TX 75019
ofc; 972-745-3330 « fax: 972-745-3338 « cell: 214-789-7867 C-10
www.RandyHortonAssociates.com - randy@RandyHortonAssociates.com

1P 002381



On 8/2/01, De La Paz prepared one ClI receipt for 33,000 and listed the following
payments:

7/9/01 4,000.00
7/16/01  3,000.00
7/17/01  5,000.00
7/17/01  5,000.00
7/19/01  2,300.00
7/23/01  5,000.00
7:/24/0t  5,000.00
7/27/01  1,000.00
8/2/01 4,000.00
8/2/01 700.00

$33,060.00

On §8/23/01, De La Paz prepared one C1 receipt for $50,000 and listed the following
payments:

8/2/01 1,000.00
8/2/01 1,000.00
8/3/01 17,000.00
8/7/01 9,000.00
&/8/01 1,600.00
8/14/01  12,000.00
8/15/01 5,000.00
8/23/01 4,000.00

$50,000.00

On 9/4/01, De La Paz prepared one CI receipt for $17,000 and listed the following
payments:

7/20/01 2,000.00
7/27/01 400.00
8/13/01 2,000.00
8/14/01 3,000.00
8/15/01 2,000.00

/24/01 1,100.00
8/29/01 750.00
9/4/01 5,750.00

$17,000.00

2

200 E. Belt Line Rd., Suite 104 « Coppell, TX 75019
ofc: G72-745-3330 - fax; 972-745-3338 . cell: 214-785-7867 C-10

www.RandyHortonAssociates.com - randy@RandyHortonAssaciates.com
1P tzoo-



On 9/4/01, De La Paz prepared one Cl receipt for $35,000 and listed the following
payments:

8/20/G1 2,000.00
3/20/01 5,600.00
8/23/01 4,000.00
8/24/01 4,000.00
9/4/01 7,000.00

22,000.00
13,000.00 per report, not paid due to analysis of drugs seized in past.

§35,000.00

On 9/7/01, De La Paz prepared one Cl receipt for $50,000 and listed the following
payments:
8/24/01 3,900.00
812901 6,000.00
9/4/01  12.800.00
9/7/01 2,200.00

26,900.00
23,100.00 per report, not paid duc to analysis of drugs seized

On the following dates, it was noted that there was a negative balance 1n funds received
by De La Paz and payments for controlled drug buys and CI's:
2/8/01 - {8235.00)
2121701 — (§585.00)
2/26/01 - (S100.00)
3/6/01 —($915.00)
4/18/01 — ($390.00)
5/10/01 through 6/15/01 — ($330.00)
6/28/01 through 7/8/01 — (5480.00)
7/19/01 - ($780.00)

200 E. Belt Line Rd., Suite 104 « Coppeli, TX 75019 J

ofc: 972-745-3330 - fax: 972-745-3338 - cell: 214 785-7867 C-10
www.RandyHortonAssociates.com - randy@RandyHortonAssociates.com
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Activity for De La Paz for 2/1/01 through 10/31/01 is summarized as follows:

Beginning Balance, 2/1/01:

Street Squad Fund §33.00
Confiscated Fund 460.00
1,315.00
Officer Draws 418,490.00
Drug Buy Reports (138,1355.00}
CI Payments (279,740.00)
Ending Balance:
Street Squad Fund 1,475.00
Confiscated Fund 435.00
Ending Balance, 10/31/01 1,910.00
4
200 E. Belt Line Rd., Suite 104 - Coppell, TX 75018 C-10

ofc 972-745-3330 « fax: 972-745-3338 - cell: 214-789-7867
www.RandyHortonAssociates.com + randy@RandyHortonAssociates.com
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‘February

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Sat
1 3
B3al 1,315 T
Bal 1,315 3al 415
4 5 6 7 8 9 10
— —_—
Receipt 4,000 i -B00) Receipt 6000
[SE) -R30 2253 -30 2253 -1.000
[} -2.800
2253 -50
2253 -100
Ital 415 Bat 6ls Bal 015 13al 618 13al <235 Nal 4765 Bal 4765
e .
11 i2 13 14 15 16 17
— i — em —
Ch -1,400 Receipt 2,500 Receipt 2,000 B =700
2251 400 c' -1,400 [} -1.300 2253 =100
2253 -100 2253 -100 2253 -100
i -1.400
CB -1.100
2253 -100
2408 -140
Bal 4,765 3al 2,805 Bal 1,165 Bal 1165 13al 1,765 Ral 965 RBal 965
18 19 20 22 23 24
Receipt 1,600 Receipt  #,000
B 5,200
2409 -100
13al 405 Bal 065 Bal 2,565 Bal 2015 13a! 2,115 Bal 2,118
25 20 27
B 728 Receipt 2.600
2253 -50 B -1,400
B -700 2252 -100
OB -700 i -725
2253 -0 2253 -40)
3l 2,115 13al =100 L Nal 235 T3al 235

P 002385
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Sun Mon Tue Wed 1TThur Fri Sat
i 2 3
Receipt 2,600
§1 -1,100
2253 -100
3al 235 Bal 1,635 al 1,635 Bal 1635
4 5 0 7 8 9 10
N -800 CB -1,450 Reeeipt 4 (00 R -1,300
22353 =50 2253 =130
2253 -1 50
13al 1,635 Bal 635 Bai -5 Bal 1,085 fal 3,085 Bal 1,785 i1al 1,785
I 12 13 14 15 16 17
Receipt 2,500 Receipt 900 Receipt 5,000 B -1.500
Ul -1550 op -1,500 B -4 56} B -850
2344 -100 2253 -100 2253 =50 3 -1500
2253 -650 2253 -100
2253 RIS
2253 ~50
Bal 1,7R5 al 1,985 13al 1,285 3al 5785 i3al 1,685 3al 1,685 Bal {,685
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Reeeipt 3,000 B -450 Receipt 6,000
B -725 B -4y
B -R00 1846 -50
B -1,500 2253 -200
2344 -1H0
2253 <50
2253 <50
Bal LORS Bal 1,460 1Bal 360 Bal 360 Bal 360 Bal 0360 Bad 6360
25 26 27 28 29 30 31
B -1.500 Receipt 400 R -804
2253 -0 B -1400 2253 -50 4l 1110 Bal L,i1o
(2] =1,600 2253 -100
2253 -G
Bl 6,360 T3al 3,060 Ral 1,060 Bal 1,960 Bal 1,110

1P 002386
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01-0

Sun Mon Tue Wed T Fri Sert
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Receipt 5,000 2253 =700 Receipt 2,800
CH -1,406) B -800 B -2,300
N -800 2344 -50 (93] -1,400
2409 -50 (W3] -B00
2400 -100 2253 -50
2353 -100
2409 -1006
3al 1,110 Bal 1,760 Bal 2,210 13al ol HBal () [3al €] BBal 60
8 9 10 I 12 13 14
Receipt 9,000 Receipt 1,000
[ ] -1,600 B -1,050
2253 =100 Cn -2. 400
ch -2,600
2409 =100
2253 -100
2253 -100
Bal ) Bal (€8] Bal 60 RBal 7,360 Bal 2,010 Ral 2,010 13al 2010
18] 16 17 18 19 20 21
R -850 Receipt 9,000 B -1,500
2253 -50 CB -2,500 2409 -4
B -1,500 2253 -1,500 2344 -4
[3al 2,010 13l 2,010 Bal 2,010 Bul -360 Bal 4,610 Ral 2,610 Hal 2,010
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
(L} -2,500 Receipt 5,000 (&} -1,500
2400 -1 (@5 -1.260 on -850
2253 =100 2253 -50
Ihal 2,010 al 2,010 Bal 10 3al 3,650 Ial 1,250 13al 1,250 Bal 1,250
29 30
Receipt 2,000
[ F) =20
2048 -0}
2253 -1,000)
P3ai 1,250 [3al 2,170

P 002387
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Sat
5
Bal 3470
12
$3al -330
19
Bal 1970
26
Bal 1070

Sun Mon Tue Wed The Iri
1 2 3 4
[N K] -1,200 HReceipt 7,000 B -2000
2253 ~100 [ =750
2253 -50
(N3} -1 500
2344 -100
13al 2170 Bat 870 13al 3470 Bal 5470 Bal 3,470
0 7 8 9 10 11
i -1,200 Receipt 2,500 i -1.200 Receipt 2400
Receipt 2,500 2253 -100 2253 -150
Q13 -800 2253 -3,500
2253 -5¢
i -4,600
3al 3,470 Bal 2270 ial 2,220 Bal 920 B3al =330 f3al -130
13 14 15 16 17 18
Receipt 9,000
CB -2,800
B -2,800
I3 -RO0
2344 -100
2253 -100
22353 =100
[3al =330 13al =330 13al =330 f3al 1,970 Bal 1,970 Bal 1,970
20 21 22 23 24 25
Receipt 10,000
2253 -10,000
Ral 1,070 13al 1,970 Bal 1,970 Bal 1,970 13al 1,970 Bal 1,970
27 28 29 30 31
Receipt 20,000 Reecipt 6,000
2253 -20,000 B -2,800
CH -F.600
2344 -100
2404 -100
R3at 1,570 Bal 1,970 Bal 1,970 Bal 3,370 Bal 3370

IP 002388
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu fri St
1 2
Bal 3,370 Hal 3,370
3 4 5 0 7 3 9
Reeeipt 5,000
Bal 3,370 13al 3,370 Bal 3370 Bal 3,370 Ba! 8,170 Ial 8,370 fal 2.370
i Il 12 i3 14 i5 16
Receipl 6,500 Recept 6,000
[ R -450 24009 -6,000
1840 =50 B -2,800
cn -800
2344 -100
2253 -50
[3al 2370 f3al R.370 Il 14,370 [al 10,620 Bal 14,620 Bal 10,620 13al 10,620
17 18 19 20 21 22 23
Receipt 4,500 Receipt 600 Receipt 15,000
Receipt 2,500
CB -R00
B -300
2253 -50
2253 -50
Hal 10,620 13al 15,920 13al 15,920 Bal 16,520 13al 31,520 Bal 31,520 [3al 31,520
24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Receipt 2,000 Reeeipt 5,000 Receipt 10,000
2253 -0.400 Bal ~-480 Bal 480
2344 -20,000
2253 -25,600
Ral 31,520 Bal 39,520 i 44,520 Bal 44,520 Batance -380)

1P 002389
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Sun Maon Tue Wed Thu Iri Sat
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Receipt 15,000
2253 -15,000
al 480 13ai -480 3al 480 Tal -480 Raj 80 [3al -480) 3al 4R
8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Receipt 10,000
Receipt 2,000
2253 -5,000
2253 -1,000
Ha! -480 Ral 2,520 Bal 2,520 RBal 2,520 i 2,520 Ral 2,520 BBal 2,520
15 16 17 13 19 20 21
Receipt 2,000 Receipt 5,000 2253 -2,300 Receipt 4,340
2253 -3,000 Receipt 3,000 2452 -2000
22583 -5,000
2253 -5.000
Hal 2,520 Ral 1,520 B3al 1,520 3ad 1,520 Bal =780 Bal 1,560 130l 1,500
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
Receipl 5,000 Receipl 5,000 Receipt 1,400
2253 -5,000 2253 -5,000 2253 -1,000
2452 =400
Nal 1,560 1al 1,500 RBal 1,560 Bal 1,560 Ral 1,560 Ral 1,560 13al 1,560
29 30 31
Bal 1,560 13al 1,360 I3al 1,560

2001

1P 002390




Sun Mon Trie Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4
Recerpt 5,000 Receipt 14,000
Receipt 1,500 2253 -17,000
2253 =700 2432 -2,000
2253 -1,000
2253 -1.000
2253 4,000
Bal 1,560 Bai 1360 Bal 1,360 Bal 1,360
5 0 7 3 9 10 It
Receipt 9,000 Receipt 1,000
2253 9,000 2253 -1.000
Bal 1,360 Bal 1,360 132l 1,360 Bal 1,260 13al 1,300 Bal 1,360 Bal 1,360
1?2 13 14 15 16 17 18
Receipt 15,000 Receipt 10,000
2253 -12,060 2253 -5,000
2452 -3,000 N -800
2452 -2.000
Nal 1,360 B3al 1,360 Bt 1,360 ai 3.560 Bal 1,560 Ral 3,560 Y] 3,560
19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Receipl 5,000 Recemt 4,000 Receipt 11,060
2459 -2,000) Receipt 4,000 2251 -5,0900
2459 -5,000 2253 -4,000 2452 -1,100
2459 -4,000 2459 -4,000
al 3,500 13al 1,500 Bal 1,560 3al 1,560 I3al 1,560 13al 1,560 Bal 1,560
26 27 28 29 30 31
Receipl 750 Receipt 6,000
2253 -0,000
2452 =750
3al 1,500 al 1,560 13al 2310 Bal 1,500 1al 1,560 al 1,560

IP 002391
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Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Iri St
1
Bal 1,500
2 3 4 5 i) 7 8
Reeeipt 7.000 HReceipt 1,700
Receipt 18,000 2253 -2.200
24549 -7 000
2452 -5,730
2253 -12,800
Ral 1,560 Bal 1,500 f3al 1,010 I3al 1010 3al 1,010 3al 510 Bal 510
9 10 B 12 13 14 15
Ral 5140 Bal 510 Bal 510 13al 510 Bal 510 But 210 13al sty
16 17 18 19 20 21 22
Receipt 2,000
B ~750
2344 -30
Hal 510 13al 510 Bal 1,710 Ral 1710 Dal 170 B3al 170 Bal 1,710
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
n -RO0 Receipt 5,000
Bal 1,710 Rat Q1 3l 210 11al 910 Bat 810 Bal 5,910 Ral 5910
30
Bal SO0

IP (02392




Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sut
1 2 3 4 5 6
(e ) -3.500
2344 -100
[3ul 5910 B3al 2,310 13al 2310 Bal 230 Bal 2,310 t3al 2,110 Bal 2310
7 3 9 10 11 12 13
Receipt 10,000 Receipt 6,000 R 0,500
L -f,500 2344 -10H)
2344 -100
Ral 2,310 Tl 2,310 Ral AT Bal 5,710 Bal 11,710 Bal 5,110 1al 5,140
14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Receipt 2,000
Q1] - 100
2344 -100
B3ul 5110 al 5110 Rzl 2010 T3al 2910 3al 2,910 3al zele [al 2,910
21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Receipl 6,000 Receipt 7,000 2253 =500
CIy -500 B -1,900 Cn -2,700
[BE -4,000 2253 -100 2253 -100
2344 ~106
3al 2,010 T3al 4310 [3al 4,310 Ral 9,310 Bal 6,010 al 6,010 tal 6010
28 29 30 31
R -4000
2344 -100
al 06,010 132l 0,010 Bal 1,910 [3al 1,210

P 002393

2001
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JACK S. THORNDIKE

Netional Scles Manager

800-733-2833 Access 53
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estin_, Procedure for the Maj. _

#501

Drugs of Abuse

i MAYER'S REAGENT

CHLLE KOPPANY{ REAGEN

T
Proi.g fegatva
{Lg’*. i z No respanse ]
Pugte
Earlituratss 1
M
CGCAl NE H L FQ:E BASE, 5507

EHRL CH'S Rc:AGENT

5w

mouly

wwj For All Plant Materials
~ and Oils '

JEMNQOIS #2300 K BEAQENT
A

J G
Lo~y

ot

BN
et

{4 =4 40~ 15 =f e

L3 RO

j‘{‘m

o

- Do'sand Don'ts ~

Usg care in ramoving and replacing clos

Be sure measunng device is ¢lean.

Use correct amount of sustect material

Hold the test unit away from your face when loading

breaking ampoutes, and agitating

ﬁ»pply oressurg at ine fquid level 1o break ampoulss

Mixseagent and sampla ihoroughy

Compare the colors in aweil-ighied area. Observe the
f fd

FAINUTE aftsr breaking pouie.

Disgose of used 185! units promptiy and salsly.
Stors used B3t uniiz i a poiy bag or neutratize untl!
digptse

Fush ail spilled reagenis with walar.

Treat turns from spilled reagants as any othar bum.
Dispose of used 2803 tast units promptly and in a
separate conaingr from #8045, ¥307, or ;9&8

't

D e g'a3s ampoula once
brot g ne ingsrs and
el wad pouch.

o 2 d down o mix, of
hol rihe loading or ag??a:mg.
Do g 9 3 Hoht such as undar

?er:u'/ or sodium v spor area lighting.

Do Not hoid the unit in fromt of colored surfaces for

COMPanson.
Do Not store us
Do Notdispase ¢
children.

Do Notignore spliad reagents.
Do Mot dispose e{ un-neutral
£307 or #3903

Do Nat plaue quids direclly inle the pouch.
Do Not remove ampouies from the pauch,

C-11

PLU 000034



PREPARATION OF SUSPECT MATERIAL

TRETAIN SUFFICTENT SAMP! F OF SUSPECT
AL FOR EVIDENTIAL ANALYSIS 8Y THE
JRENSIC LABORATORY OR TONICOLOGIHST.

Adpen the cuputes reman e suticient
le.hrr\_l o !m Test using o g tonthpick
ar oder seiiable desior,

npressed, L Possiblv hashiish, Cur o sorape the black
ok pleces Lo provide sl Takes Gor ontiine,
puich, Oidse ooy Spvvadd o

JJ\ Sorupe by provide sarenad for
O Abaorh s o w ineolosed,
unscenied o - allow o dey and use the

(it 1o tosl the ankrios i

U, o

SRR ERS SO dlow

\L\I“lg‘

Se drop arod stspecied at being
Bashooid s selticiont,
A At efdn, posderad plaet materia!
or a0 ehes of fresh e :u:?( paderial is
s
bvtae oo Crusb bl to e posador betseen

A ol papey

o e testusing o et

o i opent el
Lo ather

Aptabie desive.
fort D wode ke the preparstion uf the churis
g culors deseribed or ]M. nied are relalive,
waliectod by puritny wndior stee o) e sample,
;_- coprdeions, eiperanure, n\ul Poe saniple Bue boen
faciars, Only Hthe

TN NSNS

Puorth the reagent o Voonwenber ot ovher

TESTING SEOLENC

wUtoreading cotor respanses, s e rest

E s tuilow od, and co
s ﬁ’:.‘ Conciusive,

INDIVIDUAL TESTINSTRUCTIONS
AUEDURE A for Dampoule tests (1,2, 3,6, & 261
Temoew e chips 2 PL we sainple in te pouch

uce chip carefuity, 4 Breok the win AR TN
TLoLoseTNE O "i\i( dcu i\“ nent.
~)<_ [- GURE B for 2 unpuu!o lests 05,9, 14,24, 25, &

. R"m‘nu witp, 20 Pl sampis o poach 3 R‘pi;u-:
..-;1 m:c['*:il&. Break Loft (peiar fncing souy ampod!
St w3 OOw veany color o ed 4 Break l“‘ H‘TIU
arronle and i -u!l Gy Qni\';r_

OCEDURE C for 3 um pm.iu tests 14,
N

-
N

cmove ofip. 20 Pluce samphe in ;wui ‘ R;p% ce ki.p
carefette w0 Break 1o I"\f;'l' (.1\1

Lol Ohasrve any u\i\‘ tmt;‘d
coponle und mix o well Dbagrve o

8 P..r‘ & oright amps \'H CLoasinte B

ady 7 Obseove ¢

\
: T\ the :uncez
ar Formed.

cazent 3 Maser s Reasent ol ampouder A s for goperad
vovampoumds mud ao L""L\u.‘.] starting po ing tar
cecitial 1_\ g (see the che vl seloctor e the front side)
=< E"\kwuru At The Fannation of o v hize o craum-

areat g wisoprociniiate indioative of the presence uf
N uI [1 eoeonsral tarcons enmpoiids foe the wnphet-

Clrcceed o Tt =2 f..\f‘u'c.}‘ui» I SOt Tor

v [J P proLipde o e, oNpES
el Redeen iratos
ENTS ti-fodo are osater

cavuror follawed b
Ly SEATRIRILSN ol syrup ,\]

PDOTE: triniediore i
)LC OVOMITING v
CSouk medicd

L |"unl 2 \IJF(HJH Ruewzent o an

OV A LS far opaales
s amphon '”'-r‘u tope compouids

. S Use proceduere Ay Cotur

Ssoonsest Vialet tored Jiah- pufpk 15 ind m\ of Ef.:.

< Proceed to Text =924 Mocke™s for contirming herain

Dl acidy o diTerentiawe botwaen n“"om td

o l.ui to prown segasnge within 17

S w“:vr.s:.»:.?')uis'mm_

Red pras I dicate che presonoe

.ID\I_-‘\ Eg\'\!\_\-)

Srouncomned sulture aod ool forma \\.‘-Ellkjﬂ_

HDOHr Tervedieny Jilut ST P awater is recommended

'Jf) NOT indace \UH“"!“‘ Seok medical wlvice.

fevaavnt & Cocaine Salts tnd Buse (3 amproadesy A st for

coane FIOT e cpeanine base 1w provedese O Observe the

Cloriacton ey Preahing the Lot ampouie, Cocdine BT

corphiine. An orange

JOSTRTIEN N lﬁ.o.‘. indicate th
voindicaly kl\.\l\" \[
"u.‘ Black nay twlicate

et

2 {l.v Jeoconds and hold

and cocaine base widl produce an tmaedl,
blue Aakes in popink field Alier hroakpyg ¢
the bluc converis wo pink. Atter breaking 1!
saitate ety and hold the pouch stéady.
be pink over blug i cocalne HCar covalr
CO\‘TF‘\'TQ- cobali b <yare chiviatorm. Y
ANTIDOTE: Lumediate drlotian wih watee is e,
DO NOT nuu.u vorninng, Seck medieai @ dxnn
]\mf'cm Dille-Keppamd Reagent 12 aripoulesy A test for
arhTTEes (L prove e B A ,m rple or :w\, sheviafes calor
o the prosence of o hushiinrtes A pale, Blue colocia
nevatve respunsa, CONTENTS: cobalt woeiaie 1 e\ﬂt\n\;‘m ol und
}mjp"np anol-aming, ANTIDOTE: l::_i:::cd!:xtc ditetion with waler
fuiowed be INDUCED VOMITING using 2 tblespoons of syrp
of pecae, Sook medical advice,
Reagent 7 Modifted Bheliel’s Reagent 3 wniraudess A teat fo

ve blue procipitaze or
1=
:

middie BET wite

s
~

hathucinogeus Noter Siece the aaive ing cediont in
v 1I_.‘ cntagens sy be present i verny simadlauanzinios, ol JT;JC!‘
sy he nevessany o {\AJ..-L‘L Sl rospansg atl v
rrcd caxiiy . tUse provedere O Colure A SR Iy -

\L.\J“ ny . VRSN L“r\‘\: i al‘l"&. ol f\ [RETATISN
4 reseice of LSD or other ereot wikululds, Broak
ampesie end genniy agicee, The colorwill 1' AN
proseace of LS0, ¢ O\TP\ Ts:conventrte:d
aotd, phospboric aondaad padiethy oo L*u 7
ANTIDOTE: Tnvmediate LJ,EnHmn WL S
2O NOT indave o 2. Seck medical wdace
Rewvent & Doquenois-Levine Reagent 13 woealesy A s tar
rrarbtan, husbish #‘..‘«l ol THC and resbdies \\‘.‘T”C‘ i
sivobiny paeapiernalia Broek leftampoule !
m'mm Tiopicatly vo \‘O:\H forms Br "! i‘:addk" Ty
tate, whd wlion blue-violet Joler o deve Top i (N0 ND
eilos o0lor to ser o ricky Brook miohtantnaale and woitate 3
secnmds oty Tl pouck stewdy and allow Ln"'\ o \_p e,
S[;\L:~~‘l'\:_\ upper feselover g 'p!c woner f2ved iy @ positive
i . h sitish, nosh wloand THC Plans sheerial
n-.r.I\L respanse o DugueneisLes i or l\\
m:ub\ Nl mnmlh u‘mrio" g g
drugs vun te spcdned on pluntmatendal o ;‘ri nomar huana
(PCF CIL s ley Do exampie CO\—E ENTS vansilie solution
i ateohiel condentniad hydrochlorie aoid, aratur.
ANTIDOTE: Invnediate dUution with water ixre wviu RENENS
DO NOT induce \l‘[“.urw’.
Reagent Y i\'.\' Re wwt (Fast Blue B Saity 12 wmponles) A ol
Sor muribuena, ha 3L hash otl, THC and residecs of THC in
smoking puraphar '.!t poamd green plant anierial o Use
provedure B Mt.\ vigorously Tur AT LEAST 3 sevae qida,
r\”ﬂ\‘-' reagels W sapanite (J:‘. ery, Qbaerve the color in the
hottom tayer. Orenge-red freddish browns s very duek
roddish brown i indicative of the prasence of nrrihuany,
fashish, THC and otrer cannablz products, Strong ..mmp[hq
will produce o very dark red color, ANY OTHER COLOR |
THE BOTTOM LAYER IS A NEGATIVE RESPONSE.
CONTENTS: Fast Brue B Saft in a chlonnated hvdiocarbhon
sond wn agueas solution o sodiem s droxide, ANTIDOTE:
Tovrie e dilution with wazer is recomiended. DO NOT
vduce vemiting. Sceh madicad wdvice.
Rengent 23 Sodium Mtruprms?:;u For Methwrphonuyne
ampoutesy U procedure O Place wovgry sma!amount of
suspect mazined o e oy WA finmedie dask blue color
dicuics dhe presgnge of met! 1 mnph staming. Netera sinifar
roachion cocurs with CNTC IMDM AL Divinguish in Marquis
Reugent #20 NTO wall 111“'.11 apueple/bhack cofor while neth s o
rapid o b red, o h(w\z‘ wilhin 12 sevemds, A pegative wst
LR ieth preseniy opink Sl tenian o reddsh-brow i coler,
Protest fom dieet PN 0L Hahtand temperatures over
PR F os 1t s dostveoy the avtive bigrediznn, CONTENTS:
W S‘\‘L{llfih ai {‘I\l\\LmL, Sodim cwborate, ANTIDOTE: It
swallow e VINDUCE VOMUTING . Seek mdhecad wdvice,
Reagent 24 Mecke's (Maditied) Rueagent A vest tor Haroin,
RN I TN lL‘r.:' procegure Br Alter breaking feltampoule.
putrae well For 2y seconds. Varfous volurs aray be gendraled
at this poine® Afier breahing rivhe minpoule, cantate tor 3
sevelds, Salulion wrs green in eh-* prescnce of heroin, Add
acutralizor 910 PLENC L ddisposs C~\LT!O\ Contins
Cuorrosive Avtd G funiv acid both am pobtes, K\L; outd of he
reacly of childeen, Do Not Store after breuking ampaules. Do no
Fold chose 1o the face when broaking sinpaules o7 agitading,
Prompady m\pmc ANTIDOTE: 1 I‘H.cL])." s dittion with water,
DO NOGT tndeee \\”I‘Ll(m”. Seck modical wdvive,
NG sole excenion 1]0.&‘\ c\cinpl e purple 1228 sevonds) in
the trrstannaade mes e MDA A CNT \gm oo deep

browe i the second wepoade.

]‘l-\.{ [
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ditd Y

-

-

C-11 PiU 000035



NarcoPouch i Field Test Information Update

Ruevised 0420701

This information update is designed 1o answer the more freguent!y asked questions (FAQ) conceming

fleld testing as well as discuss the suggested testing procedures for some now substances found on the

streat.

FAQ = What are the proper storage procedures aid shelf life for the field tosts?
All Field tests should be stored out of divect UV ruvss You may keep them i a glove compuriment,
trunk ot the car brietease, desk dravver or cabinet. By iollowing these procedures, the shaltlife should

boinescess of five (5) vears.

FAQ = Is it necessary ro wear disposable gloves and what are the recommended disposal praciices
Jorthe field tests?

The use of gloves s ighly recomimended no nuvter the Lmum\t e, Every person has simall cuts or
serapes on thatr hunds, For this reason, do not alfow voursell the mistortune of having wny substanee
ahsorbed through these open woundss Due o the stadl volume of solvents and reagerits within cach
wnpoule, 1Us an acceptable prictice o simply dispose of the tsed test tn the Departiment garbuge., Our
recommendation st pluce the wsed field test iy the pabm of your gloved hand and .\:;ﬂpk_ puil the
glove taside out This will wrap the et instde the fatex and make for u better disposable e, Upen
conipletion of the st wash vour hunds toroushly o ensure there 1s no tansfer of substonce from
your hunds oy our svsten,

Do ot furcasd vved field reses roihe Crime Lab! Ahvcavs secord vour vesudis whide tesiing!

FAQ — How can I prevent being cut by the glass ampoules?

This problenmy vous Furmore frequent anumber of years ago betore the advent ot the 3607 wrap-around
plastic safety harmess, Glass usad 1o be driven through the back of the horseshoe-shaped humess and
would Todge i the Oflicer’s fndex finger. However, six (6) vears ago ODV started utthizing this new
wrap-around system., This now system pow forees the glass up and down swighin the hurness and
prevents accidentad cuts. Lo important to remeniber when breaking the umpoules. simply squeeze the
ampoule i the middie of the hurness. Aty the tmival poppday of the aluss. DO NOT continue to grind
e glass ampoule i sma lu pmu Al vou want to do iy stmply release the solvents and reayenis
o the testwith this stoiple popping method. T vouw do pot feel comiorteble squeezing the hamess
botween thumb and torefinger, lay the st on a hard surtace and pog the middie of the ampoule using
the round portion of w pen. Whichever method vou wse to break the ampoulos, be sure o agitate and

observe the cotor changes inmmediately upon breakage of ampoules,

FAQD = Can Jield tests be used to deterinine the puricy of substances?

Defimtely NOUThore wre o woo many sariables when feld testing d substunee, The cotors vepresented
ot the frent ofthe sl siply oot as o cutdehine to the Famiby of colors vou wiil observe 11 the presump-
v e testwere positive. These variables williclude the punity of the substinee being tested, the amount
ol maerial being tested and the aeitation method wsed durmg testing, For these reasons, feld tosts are
designed as contimmution of probable cause onlv. Only o Crime Lab cun give arelinble puriny analysis

of any controlled substance.

FAQ - How important s agitating the west andwhat is the correct procedare?

There are two impertant factors o a soccesstul tield test the amount of saspect matzrial being tested
and proper agitaiion, Afer breakuge of the 'HH[)DUIC‘ stmply hold the test firmly between thumb and
Torelinger of one hund and slup the botiom of the test buck and forth using the foretinger of the othey

B, This will ensare that the sobvents and reagents properiy react widh the controlled substunce,

C-11 P1U 000036
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~1

Substance Substance Primary Color Reaction Confirming Color Reaction 2™ Test or Notes -
Amount Test ‘ Test D
”’( B {Nc\n&.) 0 ‘)( Rw‘hl Green
Amphetunines O U2 Orange 1o Brown 423 t\l’\cr bregkaee and agitton of all three ampoutes -
Cwithin 12 secomds) Mk stowly chunging o reddish Brown
F Barbiturates 0O HOS Light Tavender
Cocaine HCT O S48 I ampouke - Blue Presence NOTH You must have o positive reaction i atl three ampoudes
2etampoule - Piak 1o have o positive Tield 1 ml H‘uithg r of the Tirst two
A ampoute - Piak over Blue ampoules s newative L STORTESTING.
% Crack N S4B P ampoute - Blue color adbering to Crack itsell (Note: Crack will not dissolve)
! 2 ampoule - Pink
L -3 ampoude - Pink over Bhu‘: * Swme o mlmn as above.
Fphedyine O 027 P ampoule - not sivaificant
2 ampoute - Blue/Violet
LGB Not Avaitable catl 1-S00-122-3784 for an update or visit our web site wwwodvine.com (f the material s in g non-carbonnted
: : Tguid, shake ina closed contamer and note the effervescence 1 GHI 18 present)
. - e e i e e e e e - . -
Hashish cquivalent 1o IO T mpoude - Clear to Dusty 409 P ampoude - Clear o Dusty field color
one strand ol 2 ampoude - Blue/Vielet 2 ampoude - Taverie with dack tomito paste Red color onthe
tohaeco 3 ampoude - lavering with dark hottom
Blue/Vioket to Purple in the fower Lyer
.: ITash Ol dipa Q-up 187 908 Pampoute - Clear ta Dusty aay oampoule - Clear to Dusty Dield color
, into ol and air 2 ampoude - Blue/ Violet 2etampoute - layering with dark tomato paste Red color on the
| dry for 45 seconds 3 ampoule - layering with duwrk bottom
‘[ Hh\(‘f\/l()lc ( lml lL int hL hm’u 1‘1511’:'
Heroin - Blaek Tar » 92 oampoude - Hieht Van color 922 Paanpoule - Tight Tan colar
2 appoule - hehtto medium Green 2 wmpoute - Purple
Heroin - Brown o 924 1 anipoulde - wi Fm colar 922 P ampoule - light Thn color
| 2ot poule - I:g,:m to mediam Green b ampoude - Purple
Heroin - While 0 VAN Pampoude - Clear a2z Fampanle - Clewr
22 ampouie - et o mediim Green 2t amponte - Purple
NOTE: I cut with Quinine the P amponle will be fluoreseent Yellow
Co- . : - e e - -
| Ketamine O 925 ! ampotte - ( k ar
! a0 ampuuk - Lavender
LSD o W7 1 ampoute - Clear NOTE T Blotee acid torm enter ene square of blotter puper.
o unpmm - gl 1’m|u 1Cin Hauid foron niy hguid, moisten a corner of white
anponte - darker Purple porots paper. e drveand enter o est poach,
Marijuiann cuuivadent to Y03 i .nmpuuh - Clear 1o Dusty o0Y P ampoule - Clear o IMN\ lield color

!

three strods of
toluieea

A milmu ¢ - Blue/Violet

amponde - Tavering with a Paiple

Tampoule - fayering with o
o the hottom

‘ ¢

tomuto paste Red color



¢
|9

8

Methadone

AMethamphetamine «

Methagquadone

Opiates

E Oxyeondone

L ~
per

I Pentazacine
PMA

i l‘siincyh"m

b

i

!

Pseadocphedrine

' Rli.tlm

Red Rock Opium
| R"(‘;']']‘},I"’i'{:l‘“ o
[ (Roofics)
Talwin

Valium

NOTE:

Q

(&}

Fresh Mushroom: Cut

906
93
o1
924
923
911

D26

0,

Cebrpeney

;unpun!a - mlmuix e d Shue

Pampoule - dark Blue

i\l

wpoule - Clear

U2

oamponde

2 amponie - Tan Game color as Hguid m ampoute)
R ;mmnu!c - immediate dack Bloe

l\l

o

1\1

‘)1.1

I amponle - no color

it

{

RICl

A i M

fampoute - Bioe

amp(m ¢ - I m}\

ampoate - Clear

awnpoule - Tieht o nedium Green

.nn;mnh - Yellow

apoue - I ml\
ampoule - Blue

.mm(mh, - Blue

Utampoule - weak Green

e minshroam stem in hall -

Dried Musheoone Cuat the mushroom c;m in il - pli
18 present, ¢

027

Not Aval hlt‘

1\\

el

ampoute - Clear
anipoule -

Nuo ();mt m Present - Thes s i fact

(}”

|

] i

]\t

ampoule - Blue

ampoule - Clear
2 ampoule - Lavender

N’II‘COPOUCh

turn fles hv nniddie toward vou - active ingredient is present i bluc/violet color develops.
ap the dried mushroom - af pstloeybin

e the cut half

Blue/Violet

TPRrmeon’s Blood”

*ampoule - Clear
Al . ey e
2 ampounte - Lavende

v22

U0

Fover aowhite picce of
!lm U p ¢ spores \vill !Jll onto 1hg picee of paper.

"\l

1 ampoule - Cl
“paed

.nnpou e -

oampounle -

sy
mmpoute - Purple

( Ic*n

2 anmpotle - dink Laveader

Pronwn

paper aud

- Oranee 1o Brown wathin 12 secomds

U P

Iicense (no opiume- hike reachions i testsy - send 1o fab

Safety & Procedurc Tlps

Fietd tests e destuned (o confirm yoeure probable caose. Do not use field tests as the sole element of your probalde canse. Whenever you have

results that are 1ucahmmhlc. abways err on the side of an inconelusive reading and lorward your suspeeted materind to the Crime Lab for vevification,

Due to the variations in quality and quantify of substances
deseribed on the front of ihe test pouch
Do not keep the Oeld fests ax 11 wrt of your evidence package,
multiple amponde test resolts (Cocaine THCH and Crack Test,

resultant color reactions in ench ampoule,
Axasalety precaution, alwayy use disposable gloves and wash your hands thovoughly folloswing the completion ol your Feld fest

oDy,

Inc. POBox

IR0« So. Pars, A0 04281 « Toll
VISIT US AT OUR WED

freo U9, &

Abwnys dispose of the field

Canndae

1-800-422-

T

3784 » Phone: (P07) 743-7712 = Fax: {207)
SITE: www.odvinc.com » E-mail: Larry podhvine. com

Che aware that the ealors you ohtain are desiined to only mateh the ity of colors
B certain to avitate the ponch thoroughly after hreakage of each .un]muic'

thue 1o the ceolory nol remaining for long periods of time, Also, you are not able to shiow
Flests following vour presumplive fest,

the pand notes showing the

743-5000
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POSITIVE REACTIONS WITHIN THE COCAINE/CRACK REAGENT #9048

[t s extremely important to receive a positive reaction after the breakage of each of the three (3)
ampoulzs within the Cocaine Reugent ”9048 Thix multiple ampoule testwitl elimimate alt Base Caines
(Lidocatne, Dibucaine, Tetracuine, ew.) from testing posiuve i you follow these three simiple steps,

I Atterbreakage und agitation of [} 12 Ptampoule, vou must see a blue presence. For Cocaine HC|
e along the bottom scam ol the pouch or blue in the corner.
shemistry, Theretore, Crack witl appear as a pink solution
agments of Crack you have placed into the test

this may be a blue <olution. biue lin
Crack will not dissolve inthe "9{) e
with the blue celor adhering to the fr
After breskage andagitation o the 2% ampoule, vou will view asolid ph 1k solution.
Alter breukage and agitation of the 3

then genty roll the est back o a 437 angle in the opposite divection, .—\Huu the volors w

Lawvpoule. tap the teston o hard surtace along s sid

o
[N

P ]

<
|

separate i a pink over blue Livering,
DO NOT allow yourselt w skip astep while testing tor Cocuine HCLor Crack. Be sure yvou see wll thy

C3) cotor reactions betore determiiing the substunce to be positive

<

(‘,.

NEW SUBSTANCES

PMA (d-methoxyamphetaniine) — This powertul stimulant is cheangr and casier to muanutucturer as
well as being muuch more dungerous than Eostasy. This tablet l.tt\ beerr most commenty found in
st papulur Eostasy tublets).

double stucked confizuration with the Mhisubishi Togo (a1
PAMA will give no color reaction within either the Marguis Reagent #902 or Methamphetumine Re-
agent #9223, However, you cun test these tablets using the Tulwin Reagent #9026 (weak Green).

Oxyeodone or Oxyeontin = This substance ix un opiate. nurcotic analgesic, uwsed primarily in the treat-
maent of pain. The most convmon brand numes assoctated with the QLID‘;[‘H’LCC‘ are:

Endocet, Oxyeer. Oxyeocet. Percocet. Porcocet-Demi. Percocet-3. Rovicet. Roxilox, Tvlox,
Physicul dependence does oceur. Due to the et phm'ic eftects, it ean bL addictive and withdraweal symp-
tonts can be severe. Formumately, Oxveadone witl notreact like astandurd Oplate in either the Marguis

Reagent or Mackes Recgent. To test this substance. we recommend using the Orj ares Reuagent (F922
putch, #7622 tbey. In the 1 ampoule vou wiil obtain no reaction and in the 2 ampoule. you will

receive an immediate yeliow colorreaction. Due o the distinetmuarking on the Lml ixowe also recom-
mend contacting sour State Polson Cantrel Center, State Crime Lab. Local Crime Lab or vour Tocul
pharimacist. Oxyveodone (Oxyveontin s & Schedule Tsubstunce.

PASTNEWSLETTERS
My agencizs huve boen calling to request pust issues of our Nareotie Product News. There huve been

RISEHS ‘\\Lllt_ s plodse contact ourweb

atetal of nine (9) editions to dute, I vou require copies ol the p
site @ www,odvine.com. Cilck o the NEWSLETTER section and print or dowaload the copiz

voureduire. See the Drae Rdenutication Bible page . wailable from ODN ae S33.00 plus shipping.

HELPFUL WEB STTIES
www.erowid.com Greut g-‘net"'l stte discussing all substinces, thewr abuse and appearance
www.dancesafe.com Specific site covering MDMA (Eostusy) andd PMA (discussed aboyve),

TECHNICAL HOTLINE - 247 24 HOURS A DAY, 7 DAYS A WELK
ODV i~ pledsed w ofter 24 hour/7 day wweek technical support for all of your field testing question
During stundaid business hoves Monday o Friday (excluding Holidavsy youcen call: 1-800-422-378 -1
Duning ovenings, weekends or Holiduy s o ean call 1-800-733-2833 Access Code 53,

C-1 P1U 000039
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FaNto Dave Wolfsgruber, NJ State Patrol Board, 1-609-292-0129 Feb, 23, 2001
These results were oblained using ODV 904 B for Cocuine, 908 Duguenois-Levine for Marijuana,
and 924 Mecke’s for Heroin

Accuraey Data for NarcolPouch Vield Testing 2t NYPD

Crigmaliv Prepared for Nadia Chanza, DA
By Lawrence Dow, Prestdent QDY Inc.
MMay 7, 2000

The accuracy resulis obtained by NYPD have been nothing short of faniastic since the inzeption of
the programin 1996,

esults obtaimed trom 51,181 combined tests of Cocaine and Heroin indicate a false positive rate of
0.39% or less than < per 1000 tests,

[n Bronx County the false positive rate was 0.21% or 24 out of 11.608 {obviousty even better than

the over all numbers),

Al three tests combined vielded atotal 58,182 tests with 206 false postiives for a rate of 0.35%,.
Bronx County ran 13,573 tests total with 26 false positives for arate of 0,19%.

Marjuana alone in Brons County yicided 2 false positives out of 1,967 tests fer arate of 0. 1%,

¢-n PIU 000040
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June 15, 1642 CITY OF DALLAS
William M. Batnburn
Cnief of Police
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Sudsequent to the incidegnt on Cecenbsr 11, 1032%, Jduring whicnh
Marcotics Detective Larry Bromley wasg kiiled, the Spscial
Ihvest:igatlcn1s Eureau waeg dlrected o 1initvtizte an
investigation based on information cthat cther suscects may
have been involived in the robbery and zllecz-ions of possible
misconduct by Narcotics Division detectives

INTRODUCTION TO RLUEGATIONS
The allecations regarding possible misconduct were brought to
the attention of Lieutenant C. E. Epperson, who &t the time
was the Crimes Acainst Persons Lieutenant initially In cnarge
of the shooting incident,. As part ci tne =shooting
investigation Lieutenant Evperson conducted an interview witnh
Jamess oore, the fatner of one of thes deceased suspects, Fred
Moore, James Moore advised Lieuterant Epperson of
information about other suspects being involived in the
December 11, 1991, incident. Mr. Moore further advised
Lieuvtenant Epperson that he had been told by & parson he
would identify conly as "C.¥W." that Detective Bromley nay have
been ”ce up" by cother detectives participating in the
operation on Decembsr 11, 1991,
In regard to the identities of the other suspects involved 1In
the attempted robbery of Detective Bromley 1t became apparent
thet dr. Moore did not have any first hand informztion as Lo
who was Involved or the circumstances leading up to the
shecoting incident. Thils wes conflirmed during subseguent
interviews with him. ©During these same interviews Mr. Moore
advised that he had fabricated the name "C.W." as nis source
of information regarding the "set up" of Detective Bromley.
Mr. MHoore hOULd only malntain that he had nesard runors about
narcotlics officers “"ripping off" drug traffickars Mr. Moore
could not identify any source of the rumors nor could he name
any narcotics officers who he thought had engaced 1n any
misconduct.

C-12
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rage 2
investigation of ¥Narcotics Division
June 15, 1992

Thne second source of zilecations reported by Lieuvtenant
Epoerson came in the form ¢f an anonyvmous phone call., Ee
stated that at approximacely 18:00 p.m. on Dzczmber 17, 1991,
e recelved an anonymous pnone call on his unlisted number at
his residence.,

Curing this call the caller advised that i1f hs would check on
the amounts of money &nd drucgs selzoc f[rcm suspecics ond
subseguently placed In the progerty room, ne would find
dilscrepancies. Lieutenant Eorerson further stzted the caller
indicated that 1f he would contact informanis tfo verifiy tne
anounts of money they actuzlly recelved versus the anount of
money documented on the Informant pay sheets he would also
firnd discrepancies, Lieutenant Epperson 1rndicated that the
anonymous caller stated these checks should bz conducted on
the officers involved in the operation during wnich Detective
Bromley was killed as well as on Sergeant Mclov's sguad.
During a subsseguent interview Lieutenant Eposrson stated that
the only actual namg mentloned during this phone call was

that when Llieutenant Epperson
ochone call to Chiet Qatpou n he
5 numerous cazlls'". During
erson has st
efforts to de
nsuccessiul,

It 1s my understandin
originally reported thi
indicated he had rec
subseguent interviews Lie
recelived c¢cne phone call, Cur
ldentity of the calier have been

tated he only
termine the

On February 28, 19¢2, during an interview with Sergeant T. L.
llartin and me, Lieutenant Epperson edditionally indicated
that he had informed Deputy Chief Pam Wzlt about the phone
call immediately p to his briefing with Chief Rathburn,

r
This was not consist
regarding when shs «
same interview Lieu
voluntarily submit te a polygraph examinat!
ohone call and he declined,

nt with Chief Walt's previous statements
e aware of the call. During this

ant Eouperson was askxed 1f he woulc
ion regarding the

oY)
i
7
o
[& TS

1]
oo

INVESTIGATIVE CGORLS AND OBJECTIVES

It was deternined that the Intelligence Division woula
conduct & concurrent investigation 1in COOQEIECLOW with the

Crimes hgainst Persons Bureau. The Intelligence Division's
focus was to determine if there were other suspects involved
in the drug travcaction/robbery of Detective Bromley as well
as the possibility that Detective Bromiey was "set up"

hnother objective o0of the Intel}_igerc Division's
investigation was to determine the eccuracy of the
allegations mentioned in the anonymous phone call to
Lieutenant Epperson,

e CIU 600008



Page 3
Investigation of Narcotics Division
June 135, 1992

On Descember 19, 1991, a team was ecssenbled consistinc of
Detectives David Clark, Ron Pettie, Truly Hoimas, and Dwavne
Bisthop of the Intelligence Divisicn and Catherine
Lrnott-Thornton of the Internal Affairs pDivision Sszrgeant
Martin was desigrated as the ilnmmediate scupervisor with
Lieutenant ¥. W. Lybrand in command of the investigation,

it was determined thnat In order to COncuUCtL & fthorougn &nd
oujecilve investigation, the Intelligence Division would need
ready access to records concerning informants rmaintained by
the MNarcotics Diviesion. In licht of the poteniial
geriousness of the allegations of misconducgt and in order to
encsure thatbt the records ware uncontamninated, the Intelligence
Division took imnediate custody of the records on Decenber
1o, 18gl These records inciluded the original Confidential
Informant Files, the original Expense Reporits fromn Jung -
Decenber of 1991, and 2 copy of the Narcotics Division
Stendard Qoesrating Procegures.

In connection with the Bromley incident an extensive

I
investigatiocn has now been corpleted. This investigation
revealed Detective Bromley came intc contact, through &
confidential Informant and two other individuzls, with Jerry
Taylicr (deceased) who was the primary pLan er of & scheme tg
rob arnd shoot Bromley while posing es & drug aealer
aftempting to sell two kilograms of cocaine,

Thisg investigation included locating and interviewing in
excess of forty (40} potential witnesses, obtaining & total
of th'rtesn (13) sworn affidavits and personal visits to

approximately twenty-Ffive (25) sopara iocations, inciuding
an out of state trip to 'agnOLla, hrrkansas. In addition, a
thorough review of witness information obtained by the Crimes
Lgeainst Persong Buregau was conducted, and numerous
discussions were held with Crimes &gainst Persons detectives
to exachan information and to ensure z coordinated effort.
4s the Lnuestigation progressed, severali brieflings were
conducted for the U. S. httorney's Office, and the Dallas
County District httorney's CGffice to ensure the most

effective rouvte of ofocﬂc‘ticn.

Detectives began the lnvestigation by interviewing Lisutenant
Epperson nd reviewing the tape recordings of his
conversations with Mr. James dMoore {father of the deceased
suspect Fred Moore). 1In Lieutanant Epperson's memorandum to

'y
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The assigned Detectives began thelr investigat
to identify the suspects. Sergi t de a
using the telephone number provided by Detfesctd
confidential informant. Rdaditional informetio
Regalado was cobtained from tne LEHisville Fo
and the Lewisville Lndepenuent School Distri
Mcomo, "Sam", was ldentified using his teleph
drivers iicense records. Suspects Ncomo and R
living in Lewisville, Texas, and student's at Lewisville Hi
Scnool.
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After listening to tape recordings of conversations bztwaen
Lieutenant Epperson and Mr. James Moore 1t was determined
that Mr. toore stated one of the suspects name was Jesse
Pavenell {(nobt Robinell). & hcousehold drivers license check
revealed a2 Jesse Jawmes Ravenell living on Morgan Street. R
similar drivers license cneck reveaied the residence at 3131
Morgan te have ceveral licenses issued to persons with the
name Plper, rdditionally, one of the phone numbers on
Detective Bromley's pager cane back to a phone number at the

Piper residence.

Y

On December 30, 1991, detectives want te 3131 Morgan to

interview the residents. Statenents were taken from three
subjects, Mr. Bryan Plper, &r. Ryen Piper, and UMr. Corey
Stafford. These three subjectis were prosewt at 3131 ptorgan
on December 11, 1991, when planning of the rcbbery tOoK

place. These subjects were not invoived in the offense.
From theose statements correct identification of the remaining
suspects was accompiished. The suspects were Curtis Taylor

hal
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117 (nickname "Biszuit",) and Kevin lMoore, The nickrame "Pee
Wee was attributed to Jesse James Favenell Several
addresses were obteined for suspect Hevin Moore but once
visited wsre determined to pe wronc. Suspvect Curtis Tavior
I1I, [(the deceesed suspect J, B. Tavior's brother), was
determired to live witth his family andéd thet zddrecss was
aiready Known to be €520 Leanlng Cakg Street

On Jenuary 2, 18%Z, decectives begen attemciting te conicot
and interview ali persons belilevecd to heve bDszen at 3131
Morgan on December 11, 198%1. s, Lwiette Piper was
interviewed ard an affidavit taken., Ms. Pipsr rhad h=zard the
suspects discussing the robbery at 2131 Morgan. She had also
heard several of the suspects discussing the offense
approximately one week prilor to December 11, 1%91. Ms. Piver
stated she believed the Tech Smm used 1n the rohbery was
provided by Curtis Teylor III's brother-in-law. Detectives
atiempted to pursue the inforfatLOn regarding the rossible
source of the weapon In order to determine 1f the suppller
could be chargced eas an accomplice. Ms, Fiper could not
recall the pame of the brother-in-law buot she stated his name
was listed in the funeral procram used during Jerry B,
Tavlor's funerel. Destectives obtzined a copy of the program
from the funsral home. Mr. Myron Jefferscon was listed on the
program and determined to be married to bHs. Theresa Tavlor,
Curtis Taylor 1Il's sister. He was believed to have bszen the
source of the weapon. Mr. Hyron Jefferson was located and
interviewed at the Graend Prailrie Municipal Jail, Frh
Jefferson denied having a krnowledge of the robbery or the
Tech Smm weapcn.

U s Taylicr IIT, caliled decectives
from jail and reguested a sting during which he stated that
2 person known to him ac "pee Love" had furnished the Tech
9mm pistol in exchange for money from the robbery.

Crn Jaruary 27, 1992, C

Detectives spoke with Curti Tevior's mother, tis. Beatrilce
Sanchez, in an atterpt to identify, "Dees Love". Ms. Sanchez
stated he was her daeughcter's, s Tina Taylor's boyiriend.
"Dee Love" was identified through azvartment records and
drivers license records as Derrick deal Ty was learned that

’ ] to repcort to Arkansas Lo serve & sentence On

U s R ot CIU 600009
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Mr. Regziado appreoached the confidential iniorment ahout the
proposed drug transaction and gave the confidentizl inforrmant
Mr. YNcomo's phons numder, The confidential informant calied
Detective Bronley and he {(Bromley) instructed the
confiderntial informant to c¢call Mr. Ncomo and state that
"Rusty” (Detective Eromley's undercover nane) wouid Coniact
DL Contach was made betwsen [Detectlive EBromley and Mr.
tcomo.  Mr. Ncomo eventually told Detective Bromley that he
EACuld contactc his azsociate, J. B. Tavior, because he Could
provide the large guantity of drugs.
On Janveary 7, 1982, Decectives took an affidavit Eron Mr.
Weldon Kingsby, & witness present 2t 3131 Morgan on December
11, 18¢g1l. tr Fingsby Indicated that he had heard the
sugpects planning the robbery and that he had begen invited to
participate in the offense. Fe stated he cdeclined to
participvate and there was no evidence found to indicete ne
wasg involved,
On Januvary &, 19%7%, Detectlves interviewsd Mr. Lembarc Terry.
Mr. Terry stated he was present at 3131 Morgan, on Decembe
1l, 1991, Ldditionally Mr. Terry stated he followed the
suspecis to tnhne Bennigen's FReéstaurant and was present curing
the shooting. Detectives tocok a effidevitc from Mr. Tercy and
Look him to the cffense scene where they were proviaged an
account of his poesition during the shootings and what he
witnessed on the night of Detective Bromley's death,
noJanuvary 9, 19%2, Detectives melt with representatives of
the United States Attorneyv's Qffice to discuss possible
federal prosecution of suspects involved in the offense. On
Januvary 11, 1992, Detectives met with Mr. #ike CGillette,
allas County District Attorney's Q0ffice, The discussion
iﬁ?olved possible charges against the suspects including drug
conspiracy, aggravated robbery and attempted capital murder.
The Unlted States aAttorney's 0Office later adwvised 1t was
their op niocn that Stete, reather than Tederal charges, hould
offer a nuch greater opportunity for successful prosecution
under the clrcumstances.

Cetectives then began Investigating possible conspiracy to
deliver drug charges on suspects hcomo and Regalado. It had
been determined that Narcotics Detectives had met with
susoect Ncomo on December 2, 1961, in an attempt to purchase
drugs. vNegotiations took place during the mzeting, howaver,
nG transactlon occurred. The EOlAOﬁLnG day suspect NCOMO

reportedly contacted Detective Bromley stating he could not

C {/—- —
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provide the large amount of drugs so Detective Eromley should
contact his sourca, (J. B. Taylor) The conversation at the
meeting wag coverneard on the I-COM Systems by 21l officers at
the scene, Corroborating testinmony from officers present was
needed to pursue the conspliracy charges, £R1L officers
present including severa: Tacticel Division officers, were
interviewed. Based on the offilcers testimony Regalado and
tcomo ware filled on for conspiracy to deliver cozaine. MNr.
Regalado and tir. NCcomo wa2re poth &rrested con February 5,

$92, and indicted for conspliracy toe delivsr cocaine on

G

Detectives alsc began attempiing to discover now the stolen
police shotgun had come Into possession of the suspects.,
Eerlier irformation received from witnesses indicated suspect
Favenell rhad broXen & window oubt of & polics vehicle anc the
cun was taken. The burglary of & motoer vehicle report by the
Northwest Operations Burezu did not match the reported
circumstances.

o t had the wrong
inventory number. E shotgun had been stolen under
circumstances described by suspact Ravenell in Octobar 1951
The preoper report was located and suspect Ravenell gave &
voluntary statement admitting the buralary of the police car.,
The case was flled and cleared by his arrest.

tectives learned the stolien shotgun repor

w)
©

Cn Januvary 15, 1992, Detectives prepa ed probable cause
affid ﬂults and warrants on the aggravated robbery suspeacts.
On January 16, 19%2, Curtis Taylo: III znd Jes:e James
Ravenell were arcested. Both gave voluntary statements
acknowledging thelr roles in the aggravated robbery.
Attempts to apprenend suspect Moore were unsuccessful. L
wanted bulletin was prepared and he was placed into the ACES
Computer System. On February 4, 1992, while attempting to
cerve a related grand jury subpoena, Detectives located and
arrested Yevin Moore.

with the assistance of the Dallas County District Attorney's
Office video tapes fronm local news stations were subpoenaecd
so that Detectives could review footage that might show the
suspects at the crime scene. Video tapes were recelived from
Cnannels 5, 8, and 1l. Channel ¢ eventually provided thelir

CIU 000012
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tape after & court hearing wnere the presiding judges ordared
them te comply with the subpoenz. Suspect Curuls Taylor, as
well as Derrick Nezal were both obssrved o bz present et the
scene during news coverage of the ghooting.

Decectlves also went to the Physical Evidernce Unit and
provided them with the names of additional suspects invelved
in the roboery 1In an acttempt to identify any unidentifizble
fingerprints collecced &t the scere. The Ponveicel Evideance
Unit reported that & heretofore unidentified firgerprin:t fronx
the offense scens was icdentified as Jesse Eavenell's The
Eingerprint was recovered from Frederick Moorze's vehiclie.
The Unit reported no nmore identifieble oprints exist.

Ms, Demetris Nghlegs was revorted to be suspect Curtis
Taylor's girlfriend. tis. Fathy toblies was Frederick Moore's
girlfriend., Threy were both interviewed and confirmed that
all five (5) suspects were togstner on the night of Decerber
1y, 18%1 Locording Lo their accounts, a2ll suspects ware at
the Nobles' residence, 290€ Mojave Drive, the night of
Decenber 11, 1991. Thev did not supply anyv additionszl
significant inforrmation

On January 24, 1992, Detectives reviewed scene photos Lo
zscertain where the keys to Frederick Moore's vehilcle were
recovered, Scene photos £116, &and “ll?, revealed that the
keys were located in the ¢gn- icn ¢f the vehicle. This
supported the earlier witness statements that the suspects.
plan was to have J. B, Taylor and Fred Noo e enter Bromley's
vehicie, and force him Lo drive ¢ sCciu location, whiie
the other three (3) suspects ente red FOOfe s vehicle and
foliowed them.

In regard to the acteael atternot to rob Detective E:omlar
this invesztigation resulted in the arrest and Grand Ju
indictments of three accomplices to the robbery. According
t0 witnesses statements and tesztimony, the three accomplices,
Jesse Ravenell, Curtle Tavior {(brother of deceased Jerry
Tavlor), and Hevin Moore all participated 1In the plannina and
execution of the attempted robbery on December 11, 1991.

i

e -

r

From witness information and the suspects written staterments
the investicating officers were able to determine the correct
sequance of the folowing events: On the morning of December
ll, 1991, the deceased suspscis, Fred toore and Jerry Taylor,
went to 3131 Morgan Street toc use the phone.

. CLuU 000013
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Through out most of the morning hours znd into the evening
hours Jerry Taylor and fred Moore had phone conversatlons
with Destective Larry Bromiley, During the course o©f these
phone conversations at 3131 Morgan Street, the susonectis
Curtis Tavlor I1I, Jesse James Ravenell and Fevin Lynon Moore
arrived and disgcussions ware held between the five suvspects
about htow the "roboperv” would be committed Laber thag
evening

R11l of the five suspecits left in Fred Moore's czr and wWent to
Jerry and Curtis Tavlior's mother's residence at 708 N.
Clinton, where Jerry Tavior cobtained a2 Tech %mxm
semi-automatic weapon,

211 of these suspects arrived at 4345 Carmp Wisdom Foad and
went into the Twe Pesos Restaurant to wait on Detectives
BEromlevy and EHall, According to the suspects' written
statements & plan was formed where the suspects Jerry Tavior
and Fred Mcore woulid force Detectives Bromley and Hall to
drive eaway from the area to a park or secluded roadway. The
suspects Curtis Taylor, Kevin tMoore and Jesse Ravenell would
remzin on foot in the par <1ng lot until the Detectives were
driven away. The remainder of the suspects would then get
into FTred toore's car and follow the suspects Fred Moore and
Jerry Taylor. The kevs toc Fred Moore's car were left in the
igniticn., The police shotgun was left in the trunk and would
be used on Detectives EBromley and Hall after they had been
driven away to & deserted location. L1l three of the
suspects gave written and oral, taped statemesnts admitting to

these facts,

In addition to the charge of aggravated robbery, Jesse
Davenall Wwas filﬂd on and indicted for burclary of a motor
venicle arising from the stolen police shotgun that wes
recovered from the trunk of Jerry Taylor's vehicle the n:ight

cf December 11, 1991. Trhrough witnesses statements
detectives ware able to show Ravenell was in possession of
the stolen shotgun on several occasions prier to and on
December 11, 1991, Following his arrest, Jesse Ravenell gave

s written wvoluntary statement in which he admitted to tne

CIU 000014
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“June 1%,

M

15 phase 0f th
s have conducte
veryone who nad any
nsactrion and the
is important to

&s previocusly mentioned, during

investilgation, the ascicnh cri

exhaustive interviews with wvirtuall
e
e

8]

knowledge of the purported coca
ubsecuent plan to commit the robb

note that there wés absolufely no evid found or
informaticon developed which would support notion that
Detective Eromliey was "get up” by fellow off Tt 15 the
owinion of the cetectives é&ssigned to this i aticn that
there was no consplracy on the part o officers
particlpating In tne operation on December 1 , o bring
harm to Detecilve Bromliey.
INVESTIGATION OF CRIMINAL ALLEGATIONS
It was ‘ the seconcg phease o

th
investiliga o
misconduct with rega
and/or dr

z
rooer dispositi

The initial approach used in this phase was to select a
samplie of cases from the Marcotics Division's Morning Report
and conduct an audit of all available related éocumentation.
This gample was a sormewhat random cross-section, butbt was
selected to ensure inclusion of officers involved in the
December 11, 1991 incident as well as the officers working
under the immediate supervision of Sergeant David MMclov. &
total of thirtyv-three (33) ceses were selected and audited.
{(See appendix A for identification of individual service
numbers) .

Intellicence Division detectives obtained an

2 ex
avallable reports and documents regarding arrest
selzures in the target cases., These docunme

CIU 060013
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Arrest Feports, Search Warrants, xpense Peports, Activity
Reports, Confiderntizir Informant Payment fForn as well asg
Froperty Tacs, &nd any CLher pveperwoOrxk relatvted to the
disposition of selized money Or drugs 211 of these items
were chescked and verifled against each other and oniyv one
guestionable ltem was fourd, Trils iltem was the informantc's

signature on one of the Confidentizl Informanis Payment Forms
whlch appezred somewhat ilnconsistent with other gignzatures by
this same confidential inforrant (see poyvreznt form cacseld
10-22-581, sigred oy C.I. 2£1161)

DRUG EVIDENCE PROCZEDURES

L random sample of cases were selected for meanual checks of
the drug evidence 1In the Drug Evidence Unit (See Appendix B
for identification of individual cases exzrined 1In this
nanner) ., In these instances, in order to avolid contaminating
the chain £ custody n pending cases we limited the
selection to instances where there ware no gpending charges.
These drug semples were actuelly welghed and “ield tested by
Intelligence detectives in order to verlfy the contents and
the zazmounts. No discrepancles were revealed regarding the
contents identification as reported by the Nzrcotics Division
detectives who conducted the original field tests and placed

the drugs in the property room.

come minor differences were found in weighing the drugs,,
these were attributed to lnconsistency 1in which officars

entered welght amount on the drug property Dage. The
Property Division Standard QOoerating Procedure directs
officers to list the total weight of the drug and thne bag on
the drug evidence tag. 1In some ceses cofficers listed the
reight of the arpgs cnly. Property Division personnel use
the weight listed by the officer for entry into the computer
syster., Additiconally, it is possible some contents of a bag

were used in Initial fleld testing.

CONFIDENTIAL INFOPMANT BEVIEW AND FOLLOW-UP

Tne second phase of the investigation also Involved selecting
&2 sample of forty-four (44) agtive confiderntiel informants to
be personally contacted by Intelligence Division detectives
and interviewsed in an attempt to verify dollar amounts
reflected or the Informant Payment Forms and subssguently
charged to Expense PReports. O0f the forty—four (4&)
informarts selected, thirty (30) were located and
interviewed. Those informants wHich reported all information

as accurate are included 1in Appendix C.

CHT 00016
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Investigation ¢f Yarcotics Division

June 15, 18962
Trase 1nterviews which resulted 1n excepticonal infeormation
are discussed in the following parearaphs
£609 - Originally recruited by Yarcotics Dastectives Hincjo
and Ozga on or about January 1980 This particular C.I. was
cocperating In exchange for money and was successful in
garning $2,344.0C in 1990 for fifty-two (52) cases and
$2,365.00 in 1%%L for thirty (30) cases This subject was
1océted in the Dallas County Jall currently awaiting transfer
to e Texas Dspartwent of Corrections after receliving a
thircy {(30) year conviction for aggravated robbery. The jail
interview was conducted and subject verified all signatures
znd monevy amounts on the pay out sheets, Subject cid,
nowever, advise that it was cCcommon to sign the pay out sheets
here the amount to he paid would be blank, Currentily
classified as inactive,
£864 —- YNarcotics Detectlve Rdanick registered this informant
on February 14, 1990 and shared this sublect with Detectives
D. Claggett and 5. Claggett. Tnis C.I. earned $5%,750.00 irom
6-24-90 to 11-19-580; $4,900.C00 in 189); anad $1300.00 for one
incidenrnt in 1992. Detective Holmes interviewad this C.I. on
February 12, 18%2 at which time she expleired that she has
been an informant for various agencies from all levels,
federal, state, and ocal and that the Dallas Police

harcoc1cs Detrectives with mhom cshe'd worked have bean the
known, She further

"most by the book" officers she's ever

stated that she knows of no inappreoprizte activities by
anyone in the Marcotics Division. Subject verified sevearal
pey cut forms signatures eucept for two, dated 10-25-81 and
160-9-91 for $350.00 and $300.C0 respectively. She explained
that she is suffering from AIDS and was 1n bed i1l on the two
davs in guestion and that she instructed her sixteen year old
daughter, Christina Milan, to meet with Narcotics Detectives,
Zdamick and S, Claggett, sign the pay out form and collect
the money. She did, in fact, receive the documented amount
of money however, her daughter verified that she signed herx
mother's rame to the pay out forms., On March 295, 15982,
Detectives Holmes and Arnott-Thornton obtazined a voluntary
affidavit frowm this C.I. regarding these two incidents.

2961 - On or about July 230, 1990, this C.I. was documented
by Narcotics Detectives Hollingsworth ard was used those
times in 1990 and earned $200.00 In April 1991, subject was
gassigned to work with an uncover officer named Rodney Turner,

Subject earned $2,9%25.00 through June 28, 1991 for thirty-two

{32) sepsrate opeLations. For the remainder of 1991 subject
worked for Narcotics Detectives Baird and Srmith and

cooperated on an additicnal sixty-three (63) operations at an
earning of $7,105.00. After meny attempts to contact this

ST AARD T
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Investigation of MNarcotics Division
June 15, 14932

C.I. at his residence, hils piace cof emplovmen:t,and Lhrough
nis ouvt-of-town family members, subject finalliy telephonsad
Detective Holmes on the afternoon of March &, 1692 and agresd
to an interview at 3:20 p.m. Detectives Hoimess and Clerk met
witn this C.I. and he explained the following

The

Cal

Tna

Tur

num

have

would

This subject reinterated that with the exception of only a
few timzs, Officer Turner was alwavs alone when nhe paid him
and the pay out forms were zalways blank when nz signed thenm

This is reinforced by the discovery of the pay out form dated
6-2E-%1 signed by both, C.TI, #9961 &and Offiicer Turner, but
vold of any amocunt ovald. {(NOTE: COfficer Turner's gponthiy
expense report for the month of June 1981 reveazls thet he
supposa2dly pald C.I. #9861 §200.00 on this particular date}.
Subject didn't rerpember exactly how much he was paid but
acreed the amount should have been around $200.C0 fcor that
parzicular "bust'.

On Wednesday, March 11, 1%%2, C.I. £961 contazcted Detecliive
Eoclmes and reguested anothier mesting, LLater that zafternoon
Detectives KHolmes and Clark met with him and he revealed the
foliowing: That when reviewing the signatures on the pay out
forrs in the previous interviews, he noticed that several of
the "buste" that occurred in the Souvtheast area of Dallas
were actually nct nis, even though the pay out f£orms bore his
signature. The subiject bazlieves that the Southeast "busts”

were probably conducted by his girlfriend, ts. Cantrell, and
he (C.I. $¥961) was credited with them and the pre-signed
blank pay out forms were utilized to cover the expenses.
(NOTE: This is supported by the sworn affidavits cbtained
from Ms, Cantrell which incliudes the fact that she was an
unauthorized C.I. for Qfficer Turnar con 40 or 50 "busts"'.)

Further, C.I. %961 advised that OFfficer Turner waintained an
inti Hate relationship with a topless dancer named Tina
Radgley who is believed to b2 a heavy cocaine abuser.

Holmes, Clark and Arnott-Thornton identifled,

nd interviewed Tina Badgley and she adritted to

sex with Officef Turner under threat of belng
outstanding warrants,

Detectives
loceated, =
having had
arrested on

Unnnnl s
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C.I. #9661l further provided the identity of another and
independent source of information who may be knowledgeable of
lnapproo late activities by Qfficer Turrer named Tomny
Jordan, Security Cfficer of the Wnite RoOCK Apartment Homes,
Tne informatvion from dMs. Badgley and this C.I. has resuiced
in the Initiation ¢f a related public intecrity investigation
focusing on the actilons of Cfificer Rodneyv Turner, Tnoat
investigation is currently on-going.
C.I. #1053 becan worxing for the MNarcotics pDivisiaon or
January 24, 1691, assigred to Detectlive Keating. The
corfidentiel informant was peid one tinme by Deteciive
teating for a totel sum of S$1C0.00. Trhe informant was
contacted by Detectve Arnott-Thornton via telepnone on
February 21, 1992. Tne informant stated he was paid $75.C0.
Cn March 2, 1980, Detectlive Arnctt-Thornton met psrsonalily
with the informant. The informant verified his signature
of the payv sheet which read $100.00. The informant stated
L tional

that Detective Keating was accompanied by an a2ddits
ficer who wase present during the payment.

C.I. #1161 Dbegan working for the WNarcotice Division 1
er

October of 1491. Ee was assigned to Detective Adamcik.
one time pay sheest was located in his file (dated lO -22-81

that showed him to have received $400.00 for a "buy bust"
opsration, On 2-20-92 Detectives Clark and Arnott-Thornton
interviewed this suspect while he was in the Dallas County
Jail. This C.I. was in jail as & EESth of bein a
"hostile" witness Iin a drug case. When interviewed, C.I.

#1161 stated he was paid $300.060 and not $400.00 a2s the pay
sneet indicated. During the interview the C.I. &lsc stated
that the signature on the pay sheet was rot his, and denied
seeing or signing a pay sheet.

On 2-21-%2 this subiect was re-interviewed 2zt the Dalla
County Courthouse and gave a sworn affidavit stating that h¢
nad not received more than $300.00. Hig affidavit also
stated he had not signed any pavy sheet recelving noney.
Detectives Clark and Arnott-Thornton also took a number of
andwriting samples from this subject to be submitted at =z
later date to the forensic Science lLab of Dallas County.

Cn 2-24-92 Detective Clark talked to the informant a S
residence in vVan, Texas. Ee was asked 1f he would take a
polygraph test regarding these facts and he agreed that he
would.

T DRn019
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Betwszen Z-24-92 and 3-%-92 the inforrmani woved to Loulsiena.
On 3-9-92 the Detectives Clark and Arnotbt-Thornton went to
Loulsiana to further interview the informant. BAccording
to the pay sheet, Detective Alan Ademcik had paid the
irnformant and Detective Michael Keating w&s present when
paviment was madese. Accordling to the informant, Detective
tdemciv; did not pay him, Lt that he wae in fact paid by
Destective S. B, Claggett. On 3-%-92 Detective Clark shtowsd
the infeormant a picture lire-up whnich included Detectives
Claggett, Adamcik and Featlng. B2 waés unaols to idencily ooy
cf the officers. It should be noted that the only pictures
avalilable were pictures from personnel files that ware
several vears old. The informant also stated that both
Detective Claggett and Adamcik hed full beardés during this
time period. On 3-11-%2 Detectives Clark and krnott-Thornton
went tc the Forensic Scilience Leab and supplied the
cusstionanle signature as well as standards and exemplars
belonging to this informant. On 3-23-%2 the document
analysis revort was returned and found to bs inconciusive,
ie detectives weare told that there was a possibility this
informant did not sign the guestionable signature, bhut 1t was
not certain, On 4-10-92 Detectives (Clark and Holmes
interviewad Detectives Claggett, Adamcikx and Heazting. At the
time of tLthe interview Detective Keating stated he did not
recall seeing who had actually paid the informant. Datective
Eeating acknowledged his signature on the pay sheet &s a

witness but could not recall the incident.

Detoctive Claggett stated that he did not believe he paid tne

informant. Fe stated 1t did not seem likely since he would
not have kKnown how much money to pay him, When Datective
adamcik was interviewsed he stated he did not actually recall
paving the informant. Wien guestioned about the guestionable
signature Detective Adamclk stated on three senperate

occasions that he may have actually signed the inforrmants

name. Detectives Clark and Arnott-Thornton recontacted the
irformant on 4-11-92 to set up & time and place for =a
possible polygraph. Detectives found that this informant had
been in a car accident and would be In & body cast until
aporoximately the middle of June. At this tinme, éup o a
lack ¢f evidence indicating criminal intert on t partc of
the officers, there 1s not enough evidence to pursue a
criminal casge against any of the involved officers.,

Fecommendations and investligation results have been sent to
the Internal Affairs Division. Detective Ernott-Thornton

L

will direct that investigation.

Upon finding discrepancies during the confidential informant
pay sheets it Was decided visuzl signature checks would be
conducted for the calendar vear 1991 for all detectives.
This reguired comparison of all confidentizal informant pay
sheets to the Irnformant Admonishment Fornm, rdditionally

ST AANAT



Page 17
Investigation of MNarcotics Division
Jurne 15, 1932

multiple pay sheets belonging to tre same informant would be
comparecd to one another. Approximately 750 pay cheets were
compared. (See Rppendix D for listing of confidential
informants and number cf pay sheete}. Any exceptional
occurances resulted in personal interviews already discussed
in the informant ilnterview section of this report.
ALLEGATIONS AGAINST OrriCER RODNEY TURNER

e previgusely mentioned, during this investication &
subseguent publlc Integrits iFVeSElgEtiOT (relzted to C.1.
#96L) has bzen initiated concerning an fficer no longer 1in
the Narcocics Division. The following 1nform;cxon sumrarizes
the allegations contained in Public Integrity Investigetion
$92-24, regarding COfficer Rodney Turner., M seperate and
complete investicative report 1s forthcoming.

Cn May 24, 18982, Ms. Tina Badgley cave a sworn affidavit to
Detectives Clerx and Arrnott-7nornton. She stated that snhe
had met Officer Turner after he left the Narcotics pivision
and was assigned to the Wortheast Patrol Bureau, In her
gffidavit she stated that wiithout her permiss '01, Officer
Turner came Into her apartment. She indiceated Officer Turner
wzs in uniform and threatened to place her in jail for unpaid
tickets, She stated that he tolé her she would rot be
arrested 1f she had sex with him, She stated she did nave

sex with him to evoid arrest,

Trere wzre no witnesses to this incident ard insufficient
evidencs 1s aveailable for criminal prosecution at this time.
Tris allegation will be referred to the Internal Affairs

Division.

On March 26, 1992, Detectives Clark and Arnott-Thornton
interviewed Donna Cantrell. Ms. Cantrell provided & sworn
affidavit recarding Qfficer Turner, She stated that she met
awd worked with OFficer Turner while he was assigned to the
rcotics Division s. Cantrell lived with Confidential
ormant £29€1, who was a docurmented confidential informant
the police department. She stated that on at least fifty
occasions Officer Turner took her to wvarious locations
buy narcotics. She stated Officer Turner would cgive her
roney to buy the drugs and then pay her for buying them.

~s

L
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Detecitives Clark ard arnott-Thornten found that Donna
Cantrell was on parole for narcotic vialations cduring this
T T

time. Detectives Clark and Arnott-Tnhornton also learned that
Donna Cantrell was not a documsnted informant with the police
departrment, and that there had not been any Daparwors
cenerated in regard to the drugs she stated she hed
purchased for OIficer Turner., Akpparently Officer Turner
attributed the controlled buys made by Ms., Cantrell to C.I.
#5681, for acminlstrative (paperworx) purposses.
Donna Cantrell also reported that Qfflicer Turner had cffiered
ker meney in exchangz for ses

ed to have occurred
resent, and there 1is
ecution,

n
U?yU(‘D

These allegations have also beern referred to the Infernzl
rffairs pivision,

Cn May 30, 1992, Detectives Clark and Ernott-Thornton
obtained &a sworn affidavit from Mr . Bonerd Jerome Eubanks.,
Mr. Eubanks stated that during a period of time beginning in
March of 1990, he peid Officer Turner at least $5000.00. HMr.
Eubanks stated ne was selling narcotics where Ofificer Turner
lived and was acting as security for the zpartments. Hr.
FEubanks stated that he vaid the $5000.00 to Cfficer Turner
for "protection” for nis drug business. He stated the money
he paid Officer Turner was to prevent nim from being
arrested. Fe also stated that on one occaslon he gave
Officer Turner a baggie of marijuana.

The lTNvEStlgat on of these allegations also revealed
insufficient evidence for criminal prosecution, and they have
been referred to thne Internal Rifairs Division.

During the course of this investigation Detectives Clark and
Ernott-Thornton learred of ancther incident involving Officesr
Turner wnile assigned to the Narcotics Division.

mas deterﬁineé that on July 5, 19%1 Officer Turner left
Tarcotics Division to return to the Northeast Patrol
reauc, It was discovered that when Qfficer Turner left the
rcotics Divicion he had $14¢7.00 in cash he had checkecd out
the MNarcotics Dl&lSlOﬂ S COWFIOEPtlaL rundis. It was z2lso
cund that he kept this monrey until threatered with
administrative action, and did nct return the money untild
Ruogust 22, 1991,
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Of ficer Turner did return a porticon of money Lrior to Aucust
22, buet failed to return the full amcount until August 272,
1861,

Evidence has been revezlsd that indicates OFfficer Turner
spent the city money for personel use, thus could not return
it whnen he should have

This 1s &2 violatiocn of the Texas Penal Coce 59.01, Official
Misconduct fFelony 3rd decres prosecution ¢f this case has
the suozort of Lessistant District Attorney Ted Steinke of the
District Attornev's Office and will be filed.

In sumnmary, while the second phase 0f this investigation is
expected to result in the criminal prosecution of Qfficer
Turner, several concerns of an adninistrative rature have
peen identified eand referrzred to the Internal xffzairs

ivision,

EDMINISTRATIVE CONCERNS

ative concerns which have been
by the Intermnal 2ffairs
ivision chain of comrand. ET
leazst one informant {£#609) reported having signed blank
payment sheets and several belleved that multiple payments
were combined onto one payment sheet. Several concerns were
noted in individual confidential informant files. Informant
sheets were not mplete and had not been kept current {£9532,
#1159). Severzl pa3ments which appeared on expense repoOrts
had not been entered on the payment summary sheets contained
in the individual files (#923, #1085, and 7#110%). In cne
file (%641) detectives kept their own individual payment
summary sheets resulting in an inaccurate chronology of
payments, in ancther case an informant was paid (£#1085) anad
inaccurately idertified (#1103) and no entry of payment could
be found on either payment summary sheet,

There have heen some adminis
noted and should be addr
Division or the Narcotlcs

M orr
- n
n
1]
C}

One inforrmart {£1123) was apparently paid one ronth prior to
completing an admonishment form. Two informants signed
paymant sheets using false or alizs names (£721, $#1123), and
ir one case & family member signed for the informant (5864}

on a vayment sheet.

The carryover of large sums of money fron rmonth to month

appears routine, It was not uncommon for cofficers to carry &
thousand dollars or more from month to montth.

C-12
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ne last subject of adrministrative concern involves

ocedural inconsistencies in wezighing drug evidence., It is
pyaren_ that different technicgues are uvtiiized to weich
drugs.

'U =1

RECOMMEMNDATIONS

I recommend that tne Nzrcotics cbdln of command review the
investlgative report GNC GEVEL0pP UNLLOCL procedures &nd
regulre compliance with these rocedures &s pertains to
evidence, finances, and inforrmants.

In service training should be conducted to raks all Karcotics
perscnnel aware of the procedures. (Care ghould be taken to
zdequately ftrain personnel who work in Narcotics on 2 special
zssignment basis.

211l areas surrounding thne working of confidential informan
should e given close scrutiny, particularivy in ths nmanrer
which 1nformants are paid. Thought sbould be given
supervisors initiazling completed informant pavout shes

prior to the informant signing and initialing & second tin
after the payment had been made. This recommendation w
made to the Narcotics cheaein of command during thi
investigation and may have been adopted.

1“{1} ,-'] [ rr
mwomo 3w

- -

I would also recommend that consideration bs ¢given to reguire

etectives to "zero" out each month. This would aliow for
immediate discovery of any 1lnconsistencies and would help
ensure the integrity of the expense system.

CONCLUSION

In the origingl information supplied to Lt. Epperson, S5cgt.
David McCoy's squad was singled cut as possible violators of

departmental regulations as well as state law. During &this
investigation there has been no evidence developed that
supports this allegation. Sct. MoCoy's sguad as well as the

entire Narcotics Division has undergone close scrutiny during
the course of this investigation,

C-12
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comnand to establlsh procedures and guidelln
future activities.
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Lleuterart of Folice
Special Investigaticons Bureau
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June 18, 1892 CITY OF DALLAS
Wiliiam M, Ratnburn
Chief of ?ollce
Executive Summary
rlease allow this report to serve as an executive sumnary of
the attached investigation. This summary zhould not stand
along but is an overview 0I the investigaticn zzsigrned to the
Special Investlgations Bureau.
Investigation of Robbery of Detectives Broniey and Hall
The ilnvestligaticn Into the attempt robbery of Detectives
Eromley and Eall brought tg light that & narcotics
delivery was never planned by the suspects. This incident
was to be & robbery after which Deteciives EZromlev and
HFzll would be driven to = remote area and shot,
Tive additional subjects were identified as participating
in the set up of the detectives. Tnree 0of these subjects
have been filed on and arrested for Aggravated Roobery.
21l three Thave court dates in August 19%2, Two subjects
were filed on and arrested for Conspiracy to Deliver and
have court ¢dates on June 29, 1992, )
Set Up of Detective Bromley by other Police Cfficers
In  looking 1into the possibility of & set up of Detective
Bromiey by other detectives, no evidence was found to
support  this allegation. The source of this information
admitted to investigating detectives that he lied about
the source of his information. There is nro substance to
street rumors that this incident was set up by other
officers
r
llegations of Criminal Activity Involving Karcotics Divisiorn
The criminal violations were two-£fold:
1) Detectives forging confidential informant signatures
Z) Misuse of City money
| . r_)r___Iq CIU 000001
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Toe first allegation was not pursued bacazuse Forensic's
could not positively state tnazt the confidential infor-
mant did not sign his own name and because Rssistant
District Attorney Gillette dI¢ not believe criminal in-
tent was present on the part ¢f the involved datecitives,
The second allegation lg reedy for filing znd will be done
E1e at  the direztion o the CCrief of Folice. Thilg
cilegzlicon Inwilviz oo folice officer,

ing this iInvestigation several adminiscrative concerns

e been ldentified and are eddressged in this summary.

ction of Police Employees During the Bromley Investigation

Durirg the investigaticn of the robiery of Detectives
Eromley and ‘Hall, Le. Charles Epperson was interviewsd,
Tnls Interview was conducted because Lt. Tpperson hed been
given informaztion in person and by phone allecine improger
actions by police officers, some of which was criminal.,

Lt. Epperson gave information to Special Investigations
Bureau detectives recarding the allegationg as described
te him. It should bz noted that two discrepancies curLaceo
Lt. Eppersen stated 1in & meeting with Chief Ratnburn and
Lt. FRon Wwaldrop that he had received nultiole phone calls
regarding improper actions by police officers. However, in

U

the interview with Special Investigations Bureau detectives
Lt. FEoperson stated ne received only one phone call.

r

Lt. Epperson &also stated that he briefed Deputy Chnief Pam
Walt about the phonz calls just prior to goinﬂ to the
Teeting with <Chief Rathburn. Deputy Chief walt advised
detectives that Lt. Epperscn da4aild not inform her of the
ohone cell and thet she was not present at the meeting with
Crhief Rathburn on this occasion.
Handling of Drug Evidence

The scecond adrministrative zrea of c¢onceran 1s regarding
the handling of drug evidence. In checking the narcotics
whicn had lbeen placed into the Drug Evidence Unitc 1t was
apparent that the weighing of drugs was not uniform. This
led to inaccurate welghts being logg_d and created. the

image that something had happened to the drugs after belr
placed in the Evidence Urnit. The wvariatiors in welight were
glight and ca be attributed to sorme detectives weighing
the drugs only whlle others welgh the entire package.
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Confiderntial Informants

This 1is the primary &area of adrminigirative concern.

Following 1s a list of items which should be adiéressed to

ensure the uniform, legal and safe use of informants:

1) Inforrmants signing blank pay sheets,

Z2) Favment tnrough family menmbers to Confidential Informants

31 Favienco wy one debteciilve,

4) Witness offlcer too far away Lo accurately report trans-
actlon

5) Use of unreglstered Confidential Inforrmancs,

£} Pevment to an individual using another Confidential In-
formant's number,

7)) Detectives sianing for informants,

£€) Combining nultiple Confidentizal Informant paymsnts on ores
pay sheet.

99 Informant sheets not complete or accurate,

LG) Pavments not enteyed on payvment summary sheet.

11} Detectives keeping theilr OwWn payrment summary.

12} Peyinc Confidential Informants and completing receipts on
later dates,

13} Informants signing false or alilas names,

14) Purchase of meals for detectives when taking informants
out.

15) Payirg Confidential 1Informants with detective's own

roney.
16) Confidential Informant f£iles kept in detectives desk.

Financial Procedures
e is evidence that detectives have besen allowed to carry

=10 o

b
over large sums of woney from month to month. This practice
can contribute to detectives using city roney for personal

I recommend thet the Narcectlics chain of command review the -
investigative report to develop uniform procedures and
regquire compliance with these procedures as pertainsg to
evidence, finances, and informants,.

C-12
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In service training should be conducted to nake all VWzarco-
tics wpersonnel aware f the procedures. Care should be
taken to adeguately train personnel who work in Narcotics
on & spacilal assignment basis.

rll arees  surrounding the working of configdential
informants shouwid be given close scrutiny, varticularly in
the manner In wnich informants are paid. Thought should be
citven Lo supervisors initialling completed informant
vpavyout sheets prior toe the informan: signing and
initizling & second time after the cavment has been
made. This recommendaticon was made o the Narcotlcs chain
of command during this 1lnvestigetion and rmay have been al-
ready zdopted.

I would also recommend that consideretion be given to re-
gulre detectives to "zero" our each month. This would

gliow for immedlate discovery of any inconsistencies and
would help ensure the integrity of the expense system.

CONCLUSTON

In the oricinal informatlon supplied to Lt. Epperson, Sgt.

David McCov's squad was singled out as possible violators of

departmental regulaticns as well as state law. During this
investigation there has been no evidence discovered that
supports this allegatlion., Sgt. McCoy's sguad as well as the

entire MNarcotics Division has undergone close security during
the course of this investigation.

In spite of the number of administrative concerns I have
pointed out, none of these appear to be widespread or
standard procedure but are polnted out t©o allow the Narcotics
chain of command to establish vrocedures and guidelines to
address future activities.

[J/*/ ’; &:—\_\_1_\

W L{Drawd
LieutanWL of FoiLice
Special Investigations Bureau
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Narcotics Assessment Team
darcotics Pivision

Uallas Police Lepartment
February 20,1882

Chief William M. BRat 1
Gallas Police Departwment
Dallas, Texas

Dear Chief Rathburn, )

The Narcotics Assessment Team has had a ifruly plessant and
enlightening experience "living” with the Lallas Pclice
Department fawily. Each person the Team worked with was
helpful, courtecus, and most importantly, eager to assist
this endeavor. You have reason to be proud of vyour
organization.

in

We wish to express our ademiration for the bolid step of
allewing an outside, independent review of your Narcotics
Division. We have attempted to geip sufficient insight into
the training, planning, and organization of Narcotics
Operations personnel %to be able to offer constructive
suggestions for improvement. During our review we also geined
some insight into the overall morale of the Division and the
Department. It quickly became evident that the desire of each
person we encountered is te ipprove and stirengthen the
Department. It is our sincere hope that the information
contained in our Tfindings will help achieve the goal of
excellence we are confident vyou end the members of your

Department shall achieve.

/// , Ve Sincerely,éié;;7 )
{/m-'C§Z%E§%;Eij /{22%% '~é%;;?iilézzlﬂ Cy

Aregory Clark Alexander J.7 D Atri
San Diego PD LT F
Z/--)‘,}?,ﬂ ) l._w
(L et o neil
Emilic T. Garcisa Rénald(l. Hergert
DEA Pholenin- PD

02,«_7/7’ &Z Ll

Terrv..Torrence
Metro-Dade PD

NAR 000146



DALLAS NARCOTICS DIVISION

ASSESSMENT REPORT

Assessnent Team Mewmbers:

Gregory D. Clark, Lieutenant
San Diego Police Department
Narcotics Tash Force

San Diego, California

Alemender J. D'Atri, Group Supervisor
Bureau of &lecchol, Tobacco & Firearms
Florida/Caribhean Organized Crime

Drug Enforcement Tashk Force

Miamil, Flerida

Emilio T. CGarciz, Chief, Tactical Unit
Drug Enforcesent Administration,
United States Department of Justice
CGffice of Trainring, FRI Acadeny
Quantico, Virginia

Honald J. Hergert, Lieutenant
Phoenix Police Departrment
Orug Enforcement Burezu
Phoenix, Arizona

Terry Torrence, Lieutenant
Metro-Dede Folice Department
Headquarters Narcotics Section
Miami, Florids

Summary:

At the reguest of Dellas Police Department Management, the

ebove assessment team nembers assembled in Dallas, Texas on
Monday, February 10, 1992, to conduct an assessment of the
policies and procedures being utilized by members of the

Dallas Police Department Narcetics Division in selected
enforcement operations. From that date, through Thursday,
February 20, 1992, the assessors geathered informstion through
rersonnel interviews, existing policy and procedure review, :
observaticon of actual enforcement operations, and

review of completed case documentation.

In accerdance with direction provided by depariment managers,
the assessmert teanm focused attention on three primary areas:
1} Buy-bust operations; 2) Search warrant operations; and

3) Training.

The Assessment Tean found, overall, that the proposed
changes and additions teo Narcotics Division procedures,
developed prior to this study, were very good. The

NAR
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Assessment Team has recompgended, in specific detail, scme
additional changes that nay serve to enhance these procedures
further. The team believes Lhat these changes are neaded to
cvercome the current lack ¢f standardization of practices in
the Narcotics Division. The recent expansion of the division

brought with 1t the additicn of officers inexperienced in tre
field of narcotics investigation. These recoenmendations are

offered to give those new officers and supervisors the
rinimal tools needed to perform ftheir duties.
The following report docurects the findings and
reconmendaticons of the Assessment Team:

BUY-BUST PROCEIDUHES
In examining this issue, assessment feanm pembers reviewed
existing Standard QOpsrating Procedures; neyw procedures
draftted by the Dallas Police Department, not yvet implemented;
and reports documenting previous operations conducted by
Narcotlics Division personnel. Tean mewbers also interxlewed
several Narcotices [Divisien supervisors and detectives to

galn their input recarding the policies and proceiuras
currently used on buy-bust operations.

The assessors fourd the existing Standard Operating
Frocedures (80P) manual to provide only general guidance for
the conducting of buy-bust cperations. Changes to this
nanual, =lready proposed by Narcotics Division management,
represent & vast improvement and avpear te cover most

important areas adequately. In reviewing this proposed
policy, team merbers found it to be comprehensive and
thorough. Scme minor points wetre noted that may warrant
anendment. The Assessment Tean coffers the feollewing

suggestions;

* Operational plans for buy—bust operations invelving use
of 2 "“"flash roll" should be reviewed &nd spproved by a
lieuteneant or higher level supervisor,

Page 3, itenr nuzber 6 o¢f the proposed policy delegates
ultimate responsibility for the successful conclusion of

operations to the immediate supervisor of the undercover
The Assessment

cfficer who initiates a respective case. h ‘
Teaem submits that this responsibility sheuld wmore f
appropriately be delegated to the level of lieutenant
Required review, and approval, of operations plans at
this level would serve to promote greater consistency

and standardizetion withiln the unit.

* This reviewing supervisor should be responsible for
ensuring that the cperational plan employs strategies
that minimize risks to personnel and maxinize security

of the "flash roll”.

C-13 NAR 000148
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E3 The supervisor overseeing an actual "buy-bust' ¢peration

shall ensure that Lhe zpproved operational plan is neot
deviated from in an unsafe manner.

The proposed buy-bust policy {attachment 11, subsection C,
item 6) indicates that officers should be wired "when
practical"” during the "flash". The assessors recoanend that
this language be strengthened to mandate thet undercover

personnel be "wired" when conducting "flash" operations.

The proposed policy also promotes the use of "surprise
flashes"” over "planned flashes” when poq sible {(paze T, Dolicy
§). It is the assessors’ opinion that "surprise fleshes'" are
not necessarily safer, or more desirable thaen, "planned
flashes" involving advance notice to suspects. The policy

e

should provide direction to assist personnel in deciding
which approach is most appropriate under given sets of
circumstances. The assessors offer the following

cbservations:

Pat

¥ Use of & "surprise flash” may creete in a suspect’s
nind the ewpectation that the undercover operative will
have the money with hip in like Teshiern in subsequent
neetings. This may influence the suspect to believe

that the officer is careless =znd an ezsy mark fTor =a
rip" In order to avoid this, the undercover nust take

care to convey to the suspect that the money will not be
with him in the future until after "product' is seen,

e

£ Undercover coperations tend to be most effective when
undercover personnel behave as suspects would in similar
circumstances. Suspects rarely show their woney early

in negotiations without pushing to see product or
receive samples first. By showing money too soon, an
operative may sacrifice his credibility with a suspect
and send up a "red flag". It is generally more
desirable for undercovers fo demonstrate reluctance to
"flash" monev &nd eggressively negotiate with suspects
to have then show product cor provide samples first to
verify their credibility as dealers able to deliver the

product being negotiated for.
As part of this assessment process, tesnm members reviewed
actual prosecution reports regarding buy-bust arrests
previously performed by Nercoiics Division perscnnel. Tean
renbers noted the use of tactics, in some cases, which were

not in accordance with those outlined in the newly proposed
policy. The following examples were observed:
* "Flash roll" shown more than once.
¥ Undercover officer agrees to "trip" (travel) with
suspect(s) to new location, while in possession ©ofF
"flash',

NAR 000149
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* Movre defendants than officers present during
showing of "flash™.

* Mo electronic surveillaence of undercover during
"flash" conducted insice motel rocow, ocut of vision
of coverirg personnel.

¥ Apparent over-willingness on the part of undsrcover

officers t¢ mscqulesce to cdefendantis reguests,

sometimes placing safefy of parsonnel

"flash" ir jeopardy.

Th
“buy-bust" gpoeratiorns, emphasis should b
cf tactics that mawimize officer safety.
supervisors must be held accountable for

2 essessors submit thalt, in the planni

54

ng and
laced cn the use
Feviewling

and/or

exectution of

ensuring that
operations are not conducted which exmploy unsafe tactics.

In order fer this philosophy of "officer safety first" to
become institutionalized within the Narcotics Divisieon, it
nust be promoted a2nd stressed from the “"top down'. In

interviews of divisicn personnel,

erbloyees at varying levels, & perception on

ubper management bleces pricery
and seizures, and that issues of officer

TRAINING

team nenpbers
their part trat
enphasis on making arrests

safety

sensed, from

ceome second.

The @ssessors submit that although the newly proposed

policies and procedures for the conducting of
search warrant operations represent & vast

those in place in the past, they,
resuli in

"buy-bust" and
improvement over
by themselves, will not
ipproved operations unless all employees are made

evare of, and held accountable for ensuring compliance.

To eattain this desired level of complian
ezployees, from supervisors down
nust receive thorough training. It
training stress the raticnale for

increase the likelihcod that ernployees w
policies and adoot them for use. It is equally
that this treining convey to supervisory employees what their
specific resvonsibilities ere for ensuring that

ce, all division

to line-level personnel,
is dimportent that this
specific procedures to

111 "buy in" to the

important

these

rrocedures are followed by employees within their respective

spans of control.

he assesscrs recormend the following:

3

* 4s a prelude to implementation of the proposed new

rolicies and preocedures,

upper division management

should conduct a meeting with all division supervisors

to convey the philosophy, mission,
of the Narcotics Division.

goals,

C-13

and objectives

it is critical that
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supervisors, at all levels, be informed of, and be held
accountaeble for the carrying out of, their specific
responsibilities toward attainment of these ends.

@essessors stress that supervisors, at all levels,

t be held responsible for the diligent sssessment and
vagement of operational risk. The conveving of this
sponsibility to all supervisors can only be
cemplished through training.

CT

Th
m

-4

S T 4
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The asssassors recommend that division lieutenents and
sergeants meet together periodically tec discuss such
topics as policy issues, procedures, operation tactics
and planning, and other issues relating to the work
perforrmed by division personnel. This interaction among
supervisors is needed to develop consistency and
standardization of division operations.

Upon initial assignment to the Marcotics Division, all
rolice officers, detectives, and sergeants should attend
a two-week begsic narcotics investigators schaol which
will include all the topics covered in the previous one-
week school with the additi on of more practiceal
exercises in such things as "buy-busts", "flash-roll"
utilization, wvehicle involved arrests, and raid planning

and executicn prccesses.

After completing the basic narcotics training school,
each new officer should be teamed with & senior
detective who will function es that individuzl's
training officer for & minimum ¢f three months.

In order to standardize the training which each officer
receives during this period, & formal trainicg
instrurzent should be adopted for use. Once completed,
this documeni should be reiazined as a permenent record
in an appropriate file, (A copy o©of the training manual
currently used by the Phoenisx Police Department Drug
Enforcement Bureau is included with this report as

attachment D).

Those senior detectives selected to function as treainers
for newly assigned personnel should receive approprizate
training in the proper methods of instructing others and
the appropriate use of the training instrument.
Selection of the right people to serve a&s irainers 1is
critical to the success of any training program.

Squad sergeants should closely monitor the progress of
trainees and ensure that training instruments are
properly prepared. Before being filed, comprleted
instruments should be reviewed and approved by a
lieutenant. This review is needed te¢ promote and

aintain consistency within this training progran.

NAROORLS
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* The assessors recommend thal personnel of the newly
formed street squads be intermingled with senior
detectives of the enforcement squads for a rninet
traivcing period. This also would serve {o enhance
morale and cochesiveness and foster team spiric wi
the division.

[
1
(oW
w
Ll

* The assessors recommend that Narcotics Divisicon
rmanagement move to improve the tactical ewpsrience of
personnel assigned to the cewly formed Strest Squads.
This training is needed to standardize procedures used
curing search warrant entry and execulilon.

=

In order to accomplish the above, the assessors

recommend that an ewxperiencaed tactical officer bte

assigned to work with the Street Scuads for z minimux
1d not be involvecd

ninety—-day periocd. This officer wou
in narcotics investigation; his sole purpose would be to
train persoconnel in the proper planning, briefing, and
entry tactics.

Furthermore, the assessors reconcend that specific
bards-on sezrch warrent trairning scenarios be developed
and that each Streat Squzd he mandeted to trein together
on entry and execution techniques at least guarteriy.

SEARCHE WARRANTS

The assessors immediately noted the high number of search
warrant services conducted by MNarcotics Division perscanel.
It is apparent that this investigative strategy is highly
vrronoied within the Narcotics Division and often serves as
the "investigative method of first approach”. Fersons
interviewed by the assessors often cited the nucber of search
warrants served per given unit of time as a measurement of '
the Nercotics Division's productivity. The number of search
warrants served by individual officers during given time
intervals was also cited as an important productivity
measurement.

The assessors offer the observation that narcotics search
warrant entries are among the most inherently hazardous
exercises narcotics investigators are called upon to perform.
Weapons are often on the premises, suspects are ofien users
prone to wiclence or unpredictable behavior, and serving
perscnnel are often armed with minimal intelligence regarding
the individuals or premises involved.

Through intevviews of Narcotics Division personnel, the
assessors observed that a significant portion of the search

the Narcotics Division are based upon

warrants served by
In these instances,

controlled purchases made by informants.
intelligence known about the sellers and premises 1s often
limited to that which is conveyed by an informant to his or

C-13 NAR 000152
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her control officer. The quality of this intelligence will
vary in accordance with the observation skills, intelligence,
and diligence of the informant. Irn many cases, these

abilities will be lecking and the intelligence will be
lacking 25 well.

The assessors noted thaet existing S0P and the proposed policy
¢do not include detailed procedures for the proper conducting
of controlled contraband purchases by inforrmants. The
assessors recoonmend thet detailled procedures regarding this
process be developed and followed. The following points
should be included:

* The control officer should alweys search an informant
before sending him or her intc @ location to make @
purchase. Personnel interviews indicate that this basic

practice 1s not currently being followed. Sore
personnel even expressed a leck of understanding
regarding the merits of this practice.

b3 The informent should not be allowed.to pessess any funds
other than those provided fo make the controlled
purchase. The serial numbers of these bills should be

recorded by the contrel officer.

x If at =211 possible, the control officer, or ancther
officer azssigned this responsibility, should obsarves the
informant enter the preoises where the controlled

purchase 1s nade.

The sbove recommendations become increasingly important
light of & recent Tewxas court decisicn which deals with
issue of confidential informants. According to
representatives of the District Attorney’'s Office,
Eodin v. Stete, will meske it increasingly difficult for
officers to maintain the confidentielity of their informants.
They mgreed that the edoption of stapdardized procedures
requiring the searching of informants and actual observatlon
of inforrzants as they enter premises to make controlled
purchases would ernhance their ability to avoid being ordered
by 2 triel court to divulge an informant’s identity in the
face of a Bodin challenge by the defense. A Dallas Police
Department ILaw Bulletin regarding this issue is included with
this report as attachment F. The District Attorney also
advocates that agreements with informants be in writing and
coordinated through their office. They have provided a copy
of an agreement form they would like to see adopted for use
by Narcotics Division personnel {see attachment F).

this case,

The assessors reviewed the proposed policies on search
warrants and, for the most part, agree with the mandated
changes. The assessors noted, however, that the proposed
SOP provides very little specific direction to personnel
regarding issues such as search warrant case documentation,

C-13 NARDOOLSS
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evidence c¢ollection, and suspect interview requiremasnts.
Through perscnnel interviews, assessors noted that there
app2ars to be little consistency or standardization in these
areas among the various investlgative squads. Ir crder to
achieve this desired standerdization, the a2ssessors recommend
that the Narcotics Division adopt detailed procedures to be
included in the Standard Operating Procedures tHarual.

Search warrant procedures of the Federal Drug Enforcenent
Administration (D.E.A.), the Phoenix Police Depar:irment Drug
Enforcement Zureau, end the Metro-Tlade Folice lepartment are
included with this report as attechments A, B, and C
respectively, The assesscors recemmend that components of
these policies be adopted for use by the Dallas Police
Department Narcotics Division. At minimum, the following
issues should be addressed by this policy:

#  Specific responsibilities of affiant (case agsnt), e.g.,

reading of search warrent to occumant/s, preparation of
primary caese docuwmentation, interviewing and recording

¢f stateoments of suspects, etc.;

+ -

¥ Specific responsibilities of finder {(recorder), e.g.,
inventory of seized items to include descrivtion of
item, lcecation found, time found, and documentation of

chain of custody;
b3 Specific responsibilities of searching officers;

The essessors observed that 1ittle emphasis appears to be
rlaced on the overall quality of search warrant
investigations. To enhance the prosecution of these cases,
greater emphasis needs to be placed on such aress as:
collection of evidence cther than actual contraband,
interviews of suspects, proper documentation regerding
evidence collection, e.g., photographs and diagrawms depicting
premises layvout and locations where evidence and suspects

are found,

To further enhance investigation quality, case officers
should be required te complete detailed reports which
document 21] phases of the investigation. The case officer
should also be required to retain a case file which will
serve as a retention poirnt for perioheral reports such as
crime scene diagrams, photographs, and personal case notes.
These case files should be maintained in a central repository

in the Narcotics Division.

ts has been previously noted, the assessors sensed a
perception among division personnel that management emphasis
regarding search warreants is on gquantity, rather than
guality, The recommendations mede 2hove call for this
emphasis to shift to a balance between those two issues.

NARG00154
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The assessors also strongly recommend that Naercotics Divisilon

managers strongly emphasize the importance of officer safety
during search warrant coperations. Through persocrnel
interviews, assessors learned that 1t is not uncommon for any
one Narcotics Division Squad to serve more than thr search
The assessors cautlon that

warrants during a single shift.
the ewecution of multiple warrants during a given snift
increases the potential for errors associated with officer
fatigue or inattention. Of course, the ability of case
officers to perform the quality ilnvestigative steps outlined
in previous recompendations 1s also lessened when pressure is
presented te expsdite searches so that additional warrents
can be served at cther locations.

In keeping with the zbove, the assessors recommend that

Narcotics Division policy limit the number of search warrant
services any one squad can perform during a glven snift at
three.

EQUIPMENT

Assessment team menbers were gernerally impressed with the
quality and Gugﬁtlt} of specialized equipment which 1is
evailable to nercotics division persconnel. The follewing

limited recommendeations are offered:

* Computer ecuipment dedicated to the management of
narceotics intelligence information is needed to make
this informaticn useful. Fersonnel interviews indicate
thet suspects or locaticons have been targeted by
different investigative units which were not zware of

each others intelligence.

* It is the assessors’ opinion that more portable radios
should be added to the divisioen's inventery. Ildeally,
each detective should have an assigned radio. If this

is not possible, enough additional radios should be
obtained to permit more than one to be used during

search warrants.,

* The proposed SOP reconmends utilization of night wvision
equiprment on nighttime surveillance operations. The
assessors concur with this recomroendation.

¥ The assessors recomzend that the detention and
processing facilities aveilable to Narcotics Division
Personnel be expanded. Currently, only two

holding/interview rooms and one telephone are aveileble
to the entire Narcotics Division for processing

arrestees,

C-13 NAR 000153
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Memorandum

CiTY OF DALLAS

pare February 28, 1952

1w Mr. William M. Rathbhurn
Chief of police

svsszs Pnalysis of the NWarcotics Division Buay Bust, Flash Roll Funds, and

N

Szarch Viarrant Procsdures

Cnief Hatler and I eanalyzed the Narcotics Division's policies on
buy busts, the usz of the flash roll {funds, and the executica of
search warrants in January 1992, ¥e have alsc reviewsd the
recoemmendations made by  the Marcotics Assessment Team and nade
responsaes (attachment 16). Ipplicable Narcotics BAssessment Team
recommendations have besn  assimilated iInte our propossd policy
changes. Blthough we found no major problems with any of these
policies, we have identified some areas that need wore
documentation, control, trainivg, or eguioment. Ve also recomrend
several of the current practices be incorporated into  the
applicable sections of the Narcotics Division's Standard Ceerating
Procedures,

Durirg the original  analysis, we surveyed sixteen cities
{attachment 4), interviewad numerous narcotics suparviscors and
investigators, reviewed our activity, and researcnzd applicable
written material relating to  safety, operational plans, and
training. fThe following sections will address our analysis and
the Narcotics Assessment Team recommendations.

ACTIVITY ANALYSIS

In analyzirg our buy-bust operations, we looked at the division's

activity from June 1 throuwgh Deceamber 11, 1951 (attachments 1&2).

The division conducted 711 opesrations which  included search

warrants, reversals, and buy busts. During these operations, we

arrested 837 people and saized 347 weapons. The 347 weapons ware

seized in 199 of the 711 opsrations. 87 of the 711 operations

resulted in 28 grams or more of cocaine being seized. The 87 !
operations resulted in 155 psople being arrested and 90 weapons

baing seized. All 90 weapons were selzed from 36 of the 87
op=rations.

In comparison, thers were 138 buy bust overations that resulted in
248 arrests and the selzure of 36 weapons. BAlL 36 weapons were |
seized from 23 of the 138 buv bust operations. 44 of the 138
operations resulted in 28 grams or mwore of cocaine belng seized.
Thesa 44 operations resulted in 97 arrests and 24 weapon seizures,
A1l 24 weapons were seized fram 14 of the 44 operations.
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Th2 chart below reflects that there is a greater likelihood of the
suspecits baing armed when the guantity of cocaine is wmore than 28
grams,
OPERATIONS WITH WEZREONS*
Division Buy-Bust
# Cperations TiL 138
# Op=rations with Vea ;01 Seizures 194 23
% of CUpsrations with Weapon Seizures 26.7% 156.7%
COCAINE — 23 GRAM3 OR MORY
F Ceerations 87 a4
i Operations with Weapon Seizures 36 14
% 0of Operations with Weapon Seizures £1.3% 31.8%
*Threa incidents vesulted in wszapon discharges
rade on all

Although thorough and comprehensive plans should be
=rations, this datz reflects another aspecht that should be

aLa
considered on operational plans. Everyone should be treated as
a greater likelihood of z rip

pctentially being amad bubt there is
off as the monesy and amount of narcotics involved increases,

BUY-BUST 5.0.P.

& buy-bust 1s an oparation in  which an  undercover officer

nzjotiates a purchase of narcotics with the intention of cazusirg
the immediate arrest of the suspect at the time the narcotics are
delivered. Safety, not the arrest of the suspect, is absolutely
the most Lmportant factor to be considered in thess opzrations,
Therefore, advanced plannimg and edherence to the plan of cperaticn
are critical if a buy-bust is going to be successful. Operaticnal
plans will include plans for contimgencies in the event of
unexpacted actions by  the  suspects. A MNarcotics Division
supervisor will ke the final authority for all buy-bust coerations.
The supervisor in charge of the actual operation will ensure that
the zpproved operational plan or contingency plan is not deviated
from in an unsafe manner.

After analyzing our current buy-bust policy, we have determined
that we have a good policy hut there are several practices
conducted which are not in writing. In order to ensure these
practices are utilized by 21l division personnel, they have been
incorporated into the proposed buy-bust policy. Some of the more
critical areas incorporated are as follows:
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1.

Suspects should b2 i cified to the greatest exten:
possibile. Pictures an iminal histories of tha suspects
ana associakbas should bz cobbtained if  possible. Thea
suspact's progensity to  use  weapons  will also b=
deteminad,

Qz(},
O
Mor

Tne oparation location should be sele“%cd s fha%

re

undercover officers will have ths advantage.

EU‘ orant nesds will be determined and equipmant will be

neads

Tne undsrcover officer and thes sup2rvisor will datermine,
if possible, if the suspact is inclined to use counter
surveillance or scanners during drug transactions,

The undercover oificer‘s supervisor will detemiine  the
maﬁQOw er ne=dad for the operation. Sufficient manpowsr
111 be cbtained for fixed surveillanﬁe, cover teans

a*te:t teams, and woving survaillance, if appropriate,

Tne supervisor in charge of the briefing ard the coeration
will be a Narcotics Division supervisor, preferably the
supervisor of the undercover officer involved in the
operation. The supervisor in charge is ultimately
respensible for  the  successful  conclusion  of  the

oeration,

Tha suparvisor oversesing the actual opzration will ensure
that the aporoved operational plan or contirgency plan is
not deviated from in an unsafe manner., Tha criteria for
Judgenent will be those facts spparent to  the controllirg
supervisor prior to and durlng the operation.
Tne suparvisor in cnarge and the undsrcover officer will
conduct a briefing with all personna2l who will ke involved
in the cperation. If any mesber of the operztion leaves
bafore or during the briefing, it will be the opegatlon:
supervisor's responsibility to ensure they receive all the
nzcessary briefing  information.,  Issuss to be covered
during the briefing include, but are not limited to:

A. Synopsis of the investigation,
B, (bjectives of the invastigation,

C-14
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14.

1l.

1z.

13,

tion location,
istory of suspecis,
I vehicles, znd the

C. idgre“” or rmaps of the opera
. Mograoﬂs 0of suspe cts, his
scription of suspect d ucC
2ct's modus ooaranal,
“matior about weapons, booby traps, and othe
2r safeby concerns,
nstration of audilo,
1
a

fJ
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visual, and electronic
trouble, and  shut-down
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© plans  for arrest and ewergency
n5, including specific resgonsibilities.
will b spacifically assigned
consibilities, including covar, zrrest,
'2zillance and communications assignments,
reillance efficers will be assigned so that all
oqs of the suspects eand wdzarcover officers
2 chserved to tha greatest extent possible
participants will ke advis=d of cosmunication
ources which will be utilized.

parsonnel  will visually coserve a2ll non-
ormed parsonnel  who will ke invelvad in the
ation,
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Tne undercover officer ard supesrvisor will determine auvdio
and electronic signals for arrest, trouble, and operation

shut-down contingancies.

The supsrvisor will &also discuss with the undercover
officer, the procedures which will be followed in the
event the undercover officar is held at gunpoint, robbed,
or tak=n hosta

Cover and arrest responsibilities will be assignzd in such
2 manner to minimize the potential that any officer will
b2 cawght in a cross-fire situation.

During the briefing, the supsrvisor will give specific
instructions concerning  all actions which will and will
not ba taken by the undercover officers.

o

Tha operations supervisor will establish a time limit for
the operation. The sugervisor may modify the time limit

The surveillanca team will be in place before the
scheduled time of the operation.
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1s.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

22.

23.

If possible, raid jackets and vests will be worn by all
officers involvaed in the arrest, &Ll othar officers will
put & raid jackst on as soon as possible.

The undsrcover officer, the location, or the UC vehicle,
will b= wired 1f at all possible.

officers as rsguired,

The oparation supervisor, and other
h2 undercover officer's

will monltor transnissions froo &
wira,
operation will be conducted within the view of the

1S

omeration supervisor if possible.

)
4]

h

r
4

The operation supsrvisor will varbally or by signal direct

the aztions of 211 officers involved in tha cperation.

211 personnel will kesp the operations supervisor apprissd
f their chservations of the actions of the suspscks ard

undercover officers.

koen the oparations supervisor gives the command {o arrest

the suspects, the arrest team will move-in  and the

undercover officers will zssume a passive role. The
undercover officer will not participate 1o the arrest,
except to protect his/her life or the life of members of
the arrest team.

The undercover officer will not deviate from the operation
plan without approval from the operations sugervisor,
unless urgent cliroumstances  (officer  safety) dictate
othorwise,

All personnel should look for damger signs indicative of a
possible robbery, assault, or rip-off. Signs includs, but
are not limited to:

A, Suspect esgernsss,

B. Drug prices are inconsistent with current
prices,

C. Suspact is pre-occupied with the flash-roll,

D. Suspect wants to make last minute changes in the
transacktion,

E. Unknown or unanticipated
in the opsration,

streat

suspects becoma involved

-~
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E. Suspect's c¢bvious inability to complete the
transaction,
G (uzality of dope sample is poor or less than zmount

sgread upon,

H. Suspect refuses or fails to supply 2 samole of the
contraband,

I. Suspect apoears to be stalling the transaction,

J. Suspectk is a chronic droyg user.

will

24, The2 undercover officer or the cpsrations supe
i i Lt the

call-cff the opsration if circunstances indi
operation will not be safely completed as ankti

In additicn to the current practices being incorporated inte ths
Buy-Bust §.0.P., the four items listed bslow are either new or
rodified practices. fThey will 2ll be added to the 5.0.p. and

become mandatory.

1. A}l personnel will be given a copy of the Briefirg
Information Shest,

Z. During the operation, at least 1 surveillance officex
should utilize  binocularns, if  their use will ot
Jeopardiza the operation.

3. The operations supervisor will critigque the operation with
participants and attach a copy of the critigue to the
Briefing Information Shast,

The undercover officer will complete an Intelligence
Report and give it to the operations supervisor, The
Intelligence Report, the Briefirng Information Sheet, and
the Critigue Sheet will be reviewed by the operation
supervisor's lieubenant., The reports will be maintained
py the Narcotics Division Intelligence Unit.

W

By adding all the above to the Buy-Bust S5.0.P., we will ensure

every aspect is considered when planning, executing, and critiquing
the operation. Attachment 8 is the curxent Buy-Bust  S.0.P.,
atbtactment 14 is General Order 305.¢9 (Stake—outs and High Risk
Apprehension Operations) and is referred to by both the current and
proposed Buy-Bust 5.0.P.s. Attachment 9 1s the proposed Buy-Bust

S.0.P.

C-14
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b, Flash Boll Funds, a

FLESH ROLL FUNDS S.0.P.

vnen an undsrcover officer is killed, t is usuzally as a result of
tha flash roll, The drug dealer is after the undercovsr officer's
mondy and will  do aﬂytnln? to gst it.  For &nsse reasons,
o:eratloﬂa plans for buy-bust operaticns involving the use
flash roll will be reviewsd by a Lleutenant or lotitng  Sac
Commandar.

.

Officers assigned to multi-agency task forces will nob be raguirad
to have departmentzl review of task forcs opsration plans bub will
be advised to contact a Narcotics Division suparvisor immediately

if they feel their safety is in jeopardy.

Narcotics officers realize that there are ns  simple “buy-bust"
svenarios. Buy-busts are the most dange:o ] ogerations in drug law
enforcemant. 7The most critical time is when. the drugs and monsy

are at the same location at the sams tims

¥e have reviewsed our Flash Roll Funds §.0.P. and have edded ssveral
current practices to it. By puttim current safety pLactlce: in
riting, it will assist our personnzl in rememberirg critical areas
of concern, The following are sore of the current practices
incorporated into the proposad Flash Roll Funds §.0.P.

1. Lieutenants can approve the usa of flash funds up to
$54,090.80. The Narcotics Division Commander must approve
the use of flash funds in excess of $54,€09.0%.

2. Vhen feasible show Flash Roll in a well lighted area such
as a parking lot, shoppimg centar, restaurant, etc., or
other leocation which ternds to give an advantagye to the
officers.

3. The suspect should be shown the flash roll only one time.

4. After the initial flash, the monsy should be removed from
the location of the nzgotiations, and the susbect should
know that the monay has been removed.

5. The undercover officer should not agres to travel with the
suspect (s) to a n2w location while in possession of the
flash roll.

6. ‘Tha flash roll should never be moved to a sscond locabtion
known to the suspact.

C-14
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7. "Surorise flashes" are not recessarily safer or rore
dasirable than “planned flashes® involving advance notice
Lo the suspacts.

Use of a2 'surprise flash" ray create in a suspect's mind
the expactation that the undsrcovar officer will have the
money with him  in like fashion in subssquent restings,
This may influence the suspact to believe that the officer
1s careless and an easy wark for a "rip". In order to
avold this, the undzrcover officer must take care to
convay to the suspect that ths money will ot be with him
ln the future until the "product" is seen.

Undercover oparations tend to be most effective when
undercover officers behava as  suspects would in similar
clroumstances. Suspects rarely show thelr money early in
nagotlations without pushimg to see product or recelve
samples first. By showlrm money too soon, an opsrative may
sacrifice his credibility with a suspzct and send up a
"red flag". It is generally more desirable for wmdercover
officers te¢ damonstrate reluctance to "flash" rmoney and
aggressively nagotiate with suspects to have them show
product or provide samples  first to  verify  thelr
credibility as dealers able to deliver the product belmng

nagotiated for.

8. Officers should minimize the amount of time the suspect is
in the presence of the flash roll,

9. Officers should nare and control the location of the flash,

10. &4  supervisor and cover cofficers will accompany the
undercover cofficer who will show the flash roll. The
suparvisor will  ensure that sufficient manpower is
available to ensure the safety of the mdercover officers
ard the security of the flash roll.

In addition to putting these current practices into the Flash Roll
Funds 5.0.P., the followiny medifications are of  critical
importance for the safety of our officers and security of the flash

roll,

1. The reviewirg supervisor is responsible for ensurirng that
the operational plans employ strategies that maximize the
safety of thz officers involved and provide for the
securlity of the flash roll,

C-14 NAR 000239
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2. Officers should avoid, whensver possible, showing the
mongy to more than one (1) susgect.

3. RL least two (2) officers will ke present «han the flash
roll is shown to the suspec

5

h
.
[

\
mant

T

i

Bttachment 19 is the current Flash Roll runds 5.0.P. z2nd attachra
11 1s the proposzd S.0.P. with the items listed above incormorat

into it.

EXECUTION OF NTROLLED SUBSTANCE SERRCH WERREANTS S.0.P,

Sevaral changes nsed to be wmads in our current §5.0.P. regarding the
execution of narcotics search warrants. In 1993, the Tactical pivision
exacuted 72.2% of our search werrants and 57.5% in 1991. Since July 1,
1391, they helpsd on 456.3% (attachment 3). At the present time, the
Tactical Division has so many other commitiments, thair availability to
assist on the execution of our search warrants has gone down. With the
lmplerentation of the Street Sguads the nunber of search warrants
executed 1s expected to increass drastically. This makss it necessary
for us to analyze the way we execute our search warrants.,  The
primary consideration should be officer safety. CQurrently thes only
requirement in our $.0.P. for the use of the Tactical Divisieca is
when armed resistance is likely.

Narcotics Division supervisors consider a number of different

factors when determining if the Tactical Division will ke utilized.
The factors presently considered are as follows:

1. when prior knowledge, either CI, personal or historical,
indicates the suspects to be heavily armed (automatic

w2apons) ,

2. When the lecation is heavily fortified or has warmning
davices and the suspects are armed,

3. vhen the suspect{s) or location have a prior history of
viclence,

4. then the CI indicates that there could ke armad resistance, .
or

5. ¥hen narcotics personnal believe that the dezployment of

diversionary devices are neaded for the protection of the

encry team,

C-14 ,
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W2 are also considering the use of diversionary dsvices by our
personn2l under certain conditions. The usz of thess devices by
the Tactical Division has besn very successful and police shootirgs
have been minimizad. The Tactical Division routinsly utilize
diversionary devices during entry on narcotics search warrants.
Trnesa devices are utilizad when ons of the following exists:

1. ¥hen information is developad that the suspacts ars heavily
armad, violent, or barricadsd,

2. If no prior knowledge of tha suspects belng heavily armaed,
violent, or barricadesd, is raeceived hat ths enfry team hag
difficulty entering the door, or

3. When the entry team is inside the loca
hosrile fire and uses the device to, sa
location.

tion and encountsrs
fely evaccabte  the

Narcotics Division personnel will only be allowed to use the
diversionary devices for thz purposas of nunber two and thres
listed above. Thaese charges have been incorporated  inte the
proposed 5,0.P,

ve need to ke able to deploy a diversionary device, at the command
of a supervisor, if an entry team 1is unable to force open the door
or recelves gun fire once inside the location. Mo amount of prior
planning and intelligence c¢an ensure that an entry can be mads
qiickly and without hostile fire. By allowirg our supervisors to
vtilize diversionary devices it will allow safer entry and a means
of removing themselves from a deteriorating situation.

The Tactical Division has several years experience utilizing these
davices and officers certified to  train our officers. Each
Narcotics Division supervisor and one wemper from thelr squad will
receive sixteen (16) hours training on the use of the diversionary
devices., We will also have some of our supervisors receive twenty-
four (24) hours of trainimy and be certified instructors for the
division. The use of diversionary devices by the 1larcotics
Division will greatly enhance the safety of our officers and reduce
the likelihood of an officer or suspect being injured or killed.
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In addition, we would like to eliminate the mandatory use of
uniform patrol officers while servimg warrants. The mzjority of
tha time there 1s considerable delay in obtaining patrol officers
Eo accompany our sguads on search  warranis, ur  current S5.0.P.
requires that a uniformed officer be part of the entry teaw, This

practice is not only dargerous to the untrained officer, but to the
remiers of the entry team and the susgects. The increasad lavel of
warrants genzrated by the Strest Sguads will put an edditicnal
burden on patrol. OQur officers are easily recognized by cur hats
and rzid jackets.

tical officers are usad Lo exscute &z saarch

ed in their blacks and no wmiforned patrol
anerds our 5.0.P. ko

Marerous times whan tac
warrant they are dress
ocfficers are presant. The attached progosal
reflect the use of uniform pairol as much as possible when they are
avaitlable.

attachmant twelve (12) 1s our current S§.0.P. on the Execubion of

Controlled Substance Search Warrants &nd attachment thirtesa (13)
is the proposed $.0.P. and incorporates all the above wmentioned

TRAINING/ASSET SEIZURE/INTELLIGENCE/DIVERSIONARY/ LIEUTENANT

Currently, the Narcotics Division trainimg is done Ly the Unit or
Section Commanders. Some of the svecialized courses such as the
Basic Investigators School (attactment 5) offer an established
curriculum bubt other unit level training is leff up to the Saction
Commanders. This method often leads to inconsistent training goals

and a lack of proper documentatilon.

We recommend an  additional lieutenant's position be addad to the
Narcotics Division., This fourth position would organizs, schadule,
coordinate, and document &ll training conducted in the proposed
1992 training schedule (attachment 6).

In addition, whnen the Street Scuads were formed, the Division
Commander assumad the responsibility of the Asset
Seizure/Intelligence Unit and the administrative/Diversionary Unit.
This lieutenant will assume the responsibility of thess c¢ritical
functions in addition to his trainimg duties. This would give the
Division Commander more time to monitor field operations.

position in the Records Division.
If this position 1is not goims to be used, we recowmend it be
transferred to the Narcotics Division . Once  aporoved, the
necessary paperwork will be dons to have that number transferred to
the Narcotics Division and filled as soon as possible .

Tnere is a vacant lieutenant's
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TRAINING
The following training is given to tha MNarcotics Divisien

enoloyess,
1. Easic Narcotics Investigations (35 hours)

2. ‘tMarcotics Division Practical Firearms Trainimg (2 hours
every other month)

3. Forced Entry Search Varrant Training {4 hours conducts
guarterly)

4 Police Drug Corruption — Prevention (4 houzs)
5. Officer Involved Shootings (4 hours)

Tnirty six {36) of these hours relate to. buy-bust and sez
warrant training, Attachment 5 gives a breakdown of the curr

training curriculum.

A wezakness identified is that sometimes a member of a sguad may be
absent for various reasons when their sguad receivas the Practical
Firearms Training or the Forced Entry Search Warrant Trainirg. In
the future, it will be mandatory that all members of a sguad go

through the training at the sare time as a unit.

In addition to the trainirg conducted Ly our trainers, there are
several courses attendsd outside cur departwent. Somz of these
include; Garg Seminars, Bsset Forfelture Training, Texas Narcotics
Cfficers Association Seminars, Zsian Organized Crime Conference,
Narcotics and Dangerous Drug Enforcement, Jamalcan Organized Crime
Conference, Clandasstine Laboratory Investigations and the Narcotics
Unit Supervisor's Course.. These courses as well as others not
listed are tools nesdad to ensure we stay abreast of current trends
and practices. W2 must continuz to seek  cutside trainimg in all

subject matters.

In the past, these schools were funded from the Department's
Confiscated Funds Account but they are not currently available to
be used in this manner. In order to continue getting an adequate
arount of outside training, we recowrmend that our training budget
b2 increased from $5959 +to S40¢50. These funds should come from

the Confiscated Funds Rccount.

In an effort to enhance the safety of our officers on buy-busts and
search warrants, we plan on increasing our training in saveral

areas. 9his training will be docurented and attendance will ke

mandatory,
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In concurrance with tns hgsassTant Raview Committes's
recommendations, we are increasirg our Basic Marcotics

Investigation's School from fifty-five (55) hours to eighty (83)
murs.,  We will be increasing training in  the arszas of buy-busts,
searcn warrants, and flash roll utilization.

[N

1=

u

Ofher training will include four hours regar

cnanjges and will  be given by the pivision
supsrvisors, Then every guarter each sguad (25 a2 uvnif)  will
receive eight {8) hours of buy-bust training and eight (8) hours of
s2arch warrant training. In addition, thev will receive two (2)
hours of practical fireazrms training every othar moath, This
training will consist of various scenarios actually beimg conducted
with role players as the suspects. Input will come from all levels
0f the division on what the scenarios should be as well as to ths
WOSL appropriate way to successfully conduct them,

Iy the  S5,0.P.
crmandsr to all

Tne other training needed as a result of thaese $.0.P. charges
ap

relates to the proval te use the diversionary devices when
executing ssarch warrants

zs mwentioned  earlier. Tha  Tacticzl
Division will conduct sixteen (16) hours of training for the
supervisors and senior corporals authorized to use the devices.
Thay will alsc give twenty four (24) hours of instruction to cur
trainers so we can conduct our own training in the future.

The Assessment Review Committes also recomrendsd that a formal
training program be developed and implerented by the Narcotics
Division, Lieutenant Jacob Moore will form a committes comprissd
of aporoximately six (6) division nembers to consider the moest
efficient method to accomplisn standardized, formal training of

future division members. Once this has teean accamplished,
Lieutenant Bob Owens will develop a school to assist the trainesrs

in the proper methed of instrucking others and the approoriate use
of any training instruments developed by the commitbee.

The Assesswent Review Committes also recomrendad that a tactical
officer be assignsd to the Street Sguads for a ninety (99} day
period. e believe it would be better to assign six (6) tactical
officers, one per sguad, for thirty (38) days to provide evaluation
ard/or assistance in plannirg, briefing, and entry tactics.

EQUIPMENT AMALYSIS

The Narcotics division has numzrous pileces of equioment usad for
cormunication purposes, one Varo High Performance Night Vision
Device and several binoculars (attachment 7). Tha ICOMS are usad
to monitor undercover officer's transmissions while they are
transmitting by way of a body microphone, body pager, or letter
transmitter. The undercover officer cannot  recelve  verbal
transmissions on their body apparatus.
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o

Usually, the normal procedure is for tha operation to usa [COM3 tor
5

monitoring the undercover officer's  transmission, a2 briefzase
receivar is usad to enhance th2 transtission capabilitiss and to
record the undsrcover o¢fficers <transmuissions. They also carry
handy talkies to communicated with mambers of the ope*:tlon as well
as mobile phonss, At one time, vou could have transmissions coming
from the undasrcover officers over the ICOM as w2ll a3 from other
remzers over the radio or by phone. It is absolutely essaﬂtlal
that the officers covering the opsration  bs in pairs and
communicate batwzen themszlves as well as with the othar members of

the cooeration.,

Love Field has four low light binoculars that help increase night
vision and one night wvision device. This equipment is rather
exgensive, approximately $558.07 for the binoculars and §5,5080.9¢
for the night device. The Love Fisld Task Force has used this
night time equipment for zpproximately one (1) yzar and are very
satisfied with ths results.

)

Q, Ul

EQUIPMENT NZEDS

The Narcotics Assessment  Review Comuittee recommendsd that we
ootain computer equipment for an Intelligence Information System.
Throuwgh a donation from the Hoblitzelle Foundation, the Narcotics
Division is currently acquiring a computer network consistirg of =z
file server, eight (8) work stations and an Intelligence Management
Softwarae Package which will facilitate the wmanipulation of hoth
operational and administrative narcotics intelligence information.
Delivery of this eguipment 1s expected to begin in 3-4 wesks.

Tne committes also recomuandad that we should increass the number
of portable radios. Ideally each detective should have an assigned
radio, Currently we have 42 portable radios and several of our
cperations include either Patrol or Tactical Officers who ave
radios. ¥e do not recommerd obtaining a radio for each detective
but do recommend obtaining twelve (12) secure channel or encrypted
portable radios. The drug dealirg community has  increased  their
level of sophistication in counter surveillance and electronic
monitoring of police communications. The addition of twelve (12)
secure channel radios would be adeguate to enable two simultansous
operations. The cost of each radio, including necessary
programmirg, is $2,3%2. The total cost for this eguitment is

528,230,

C-14 NAR 000245



February 238, 1992

Analysis of the VNarcotics Division Buy Bust, Flash Beoll Fu
Searcn Warran: Procedures

Page 15

)
{3,
Ut
o
o3
{1

w
if
it
o
@]

Afcer analyzing our current equipment, the followirng item
be sowght after and analyzed for practicality of usizge by the
entire Narcotics Division:

1. #iditional Night Vision Fouipment
2. Cameras for ronitoring Activity Insids veshicle

Since several of our operations ars conducted at night, we nesd to
loox at getting additionzl night wvision devices and low light
binoculars. This equipment would enhance our officers safety as
well as other personnel in or around our operation.

Currently, there is a line of tachnolouy where cameras are designed
for fitting insids a vehicle and wonitoring the activity inside it.
w2 nesd to look at  this eguipment and ses 1f it is practical for

our operations.

Lieutenant Jacob Moore 1is currently  looking  for  the  above
equiprent. Once we  have it located and analyzsd, recommendations
will be forthcoming on obtaining what we nesd.

The increzse in support equipment in  the Narcotics Division has
outstripped the equipment officer's &gbility to provide care and
maintenance., We recommend the addition of a trained Civilian Police
Technician 1§ to assist the equipment officer in providing ths
expertise necessary to properly maintain sophisticated electronic
equinment. There are currently five (5) vacant C.P.T. 10 positions
in Field Cperations and one (1) vacant C.P.T. 16 position in the
Identification Division. With approval, one of theses P.I. nurbers
will be transferred to the Marcotics Divisien and filled as soon as
possible.

The Assessment Review Committee recommended the expansion of the
detention and processing facilities available to Narcotics Division
personnel, Senior Corporal Paul Schuster, Planning Divisicn, bhad
already besn contacted to locate alternate detenticn and processing
facilities. Senior Corporal Schuster submitted a recommendation

through his chain of cormand in mid-January citing two possible
locations. {(attachment 17)

1.} Decentralization of the Park Police function has created an
avallable vacant area in  the former Park Police headguarter

building at 3112 Canton Street.

2.) The Crime Prevention Unit at 2820 N. Lemar Strest anticipates
ralocation of their present suite which will result in 2 vacancy of

their currently leased office space.
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We have evaluated thess two sites  an a
aporoved, Lisutenant Goeldan Wwill £00
modifications through Senior Corporal Schuste

fer 3112 Canton. If
rdinate structure

CITIES TO BE VISITED

In dolng this  analysis, identified saveral cities
througnout the United Stakes that have addressed various issuas
concerning narcotics operations. Some of tham have good written
policies relating to their opsrations while othars have dealt with
corruption issues and rotation policias. We recomrend that thes
Division Cormandar or his represantative visit the cities listed on
attacment 18 in the near future. Thnzir entire operations need to
noar

b
-
2
%

be analyzed to sse if we can improve in any area or learn from any
mistakes they way have made in the past, The estimated cost for two
individuals to visit thess cities is 512,026.

Sary

In order to better equip, train, provide written guidelines, and
ennance the overall effectivenass of our buy-bust and search
warrant operations, all the recommendations mentioned previously
and sumrarized on attachment 18 should be aporoved.

Even with the implementation of these recommendations, we ne=d to
ramember that narcotics cperations, particularly buy-busts, are the
most dangerous in law enforcement. Th2 additional guidelines will
provide more structure to be followed and certain rules to be
apolied while allowing for some flexibility. It is wvirtually
impossible to anticipate all the plannimg and actions of the
suspects involved in these  operations. Therefore, limited
flexibility is an opsrational necessity.

-
L& £ 2
John E. Ferguson
Captain of Police
Narcotics Division
Special Investigations Bureau

SJef rmeno
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Division 2Activity

June 1 - December 11, 1991

Ooerations
Cocaine Seized (grams)
Marijuana Seized (grams)

Arrested

Weapons Seized
-Handguns 251
—Shoulder 63
-rutomatic 18

Oparations with 28 grams or more of Cocains’
Arrested
Weapons Seized

-Handguns 63
-Shoulder 22
-Automnatic 5

198 involved weaoons being seized {26.7% of
36 involved weapons being seized (41.3% of
28 grams

ATTACHMENT 1

711
62,229
1,626,743

3

Ll 0

i

~3 )

total opsrations)
operations with
or more of cocaing)
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ATTACHMENT 2

Buy Bast Activity

Juna 1 - December 11, 1891

£ Operations 138%
Cocains Seized (grasus) 3Z,881
Marijuana Seized (grams) 264,352

# Arrested 243

§  Weapons Saizad 36

-Handguns 31
~Shoulder 1
~hutomatic 4

7 Overations with 28 grams or more of Cocaine 4a=*

£ Arrested 97

¥ Weapons Seized 24

-Handguns 22
~Shoulder 1
-utonatic 3

* 23 involved weapeons belrg seized (16.7% of total operations)
*% 14 involved weapons being selzed (31.8% of operations with
28 grams or more of cocaine)

C-14 NAR 600250



ATTACHMENT 3

Search Warrants Executed

DIVISION  TACTICAL ASSISTANCE %
1994 879 787 72.2%
1991 g5 453 57.5%
July - Decembzr 1991 382 177 £5.3%

C-14
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CITIES SURVEYED

Written pPolicy

kustin, Teaxas
Baltimore, Maryland
Columbus, Onio

Fort Worth, Texas
Houston, Texas

Los Brgeles, California
Phoenix, Arizona

San Jose, California
Seattle, Washington
Tucson, Arizona

No Written policy

Boston, Massachusstis
Bl Paso, Taxas

Oklahoma City, Oklahcma
Portland, Oregon

San Antonio, Texas

San Diegyo, California

ATTACHIENT 4
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CURRENT TRAINING

Basic Narcotics Investigation

Intreduction
*Integrity

trest Drag Idenkification & Effects

*rorking Undsrcover

C.I. tdministracien
*Confidential Informants
arcn Warrants

ctizal Classroom
ctical practical
andastine Labs
Consant Ssarch

=
a
2
1

(Y 3

affirmative Link & Prosscution Class

*Body Microphone Bquipment
*Strest Buy Busts
*Pange & Practical Exercises
.Shotgun
.Undercover Negotiations
.Buy Bust Scenario
2arch Warrant Practical
Hokel/Motel Cperations
DEW/¥~9
Courtroom Testimony
*Raversal Operaticons
State/Federal Seizures
Jamaican Drug Gargs
New Techniquas
Exam/Critique

Total

Police Drug Corruption - Prevention

ATTACHMENT &

a3

*1 Narcotics Division Practical Firearms Training
2 Forced Entry Search Warrant Training

Cffice Involved Shootirgs

*rpplicable to Buy/Bust Operations
1 Conducted every other wonth
2 Conducted Quarterly

C-14

Hours
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ATTACHEMENT &

PEOFOSED TRAINING 1992

Basic Narcotics School (80 hours): March, July, and Novamber
MP5 Familiarization School (18 houwrs): tazrch and September

Narcotics Training for Patrol (16 hours): Februzary, May, July, and
Novamber

MP5 Qualificaticns (1 hour): June and December
Pistol, Snchgun, and MP3 Practical Firearms Trainirmg (2 hours):
Januwary, February, March, 2pril, May, June, July, Auwgust,

September, October, November, and Decenter

*Buy-Bust Arrest Practical Situaticns (8 hours): February, March,
2pril, May, July, Bugust, October, and November

*Search Warrant Practical Situztions {8 hours): January, Fapruary,
May, Junz, August, September, Novaaper, and Deceamber

*Quarterly Classroom Trainipg (4-8 hours) - Courtroom Testimony,
Officer Involved Shootings, Maintaining Integrity in a
Marcotics Unilt: February, March, thay, Juns, July, Rgust,
Movember, and December

*Dallas Fire Department Druy Recognition Training (1 hour):
January, February, March, ipril, May, June, July, and Rugust

* additionzl or Increasad Training

14 NAR 000254
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ATTACHMZNT 7

F

CURRENT EQUIFMENT
12 ICOMS - 5 Watts of Power with K-CM7
42 Handy Talkies — 6 Watts of Power
2 Bid Repeaters - two watts (Love Field has additional one)

2 Briefcase Receivers - Enhances watt power from repsater or
cody microphone.

3 Body Mic's — One Watt - Tapes to Body

13 Body Pager Mic's - 1/2 wWatt

Letter Transnitter

19 BINOCULARS - 1§ (1iX88) - 8 (18X32) - 1 (7X5Y)
4 Low Light Binoculars

1 Varo High Performance Night Vision Device

16 Shotguns

5 MP5 Automatic Weapons

32 Heavy Body Armor

3 VCR Cameras

NAR 000255
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Field Cperations
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"Buy-BSust" Arrests

i

The save procecures &s Jtlmcd for execution of
forced entry s=arch warranks will be zpplicable to
Pouy-bust' arrest(s), with the exception of (h) and
(1} requiring raid jackets and uniformed officars.
Officers involved in the “buy~bust" arrests, with
the exception of undercover officers, should have
DED Raid Ja:f-:ets with them, znd should put them on
as soon 25 possible, mtnom e:rf’:’*qe:ir\g the

ure of the cperaticn.

25 soon zs possible, the Cormunications Division
should be notified by radio that a “puy-bust' arrest
has besa made tnz location of the operation. It
will b= the rasponsibility of the Suparvisor in
chargs Lo have Scrmeons zssigned to this task and
ensure that it is accomplishsd,

ks soon es safely possible zfter the arrest, all
wzapons should be secured as a precaution to prevent
a mis-identification by any respording field

element.

The Supervisor in Charge should zlso be awzre of and
guidelinss in CGeneral Order 325.69;

follow the
Stake-outs, Survelllances, and High Risk
2porehension Owa*atlcms

NAR 000236



Field Qosrations Szction 500 Pa32
Buy-Bust Procedurss Procedures 5§30 1 of g

A buy-oust 1s an operation in which an undercover officer nsgotiates a
purcnase of narcotics with the intention of causing the imvediate
arrest of tha suspect abt the time the narcotics are dslivered. Safety,
not the arrest of tha susgect, 1s absolutely the most important factor
to e considered in these operations, TwﬂteLoLe, advanced planaing and
adnzrence to the plan of cperation are imperative for a buy-bust to be
successful. Opsrationgl plans will includs plans for con:znaencxeb in

J
the event of unexpected actions by the susp2cts, A Narcotics Division
supervisor will ke the final authority for all buy-bust omerations.
The supervisor overszeing the actual operation will ensurs that the
approved operational plan or contingency plan is not deviated from in

an unsafe mannar,
I. Pre-Operation Planning

a. Suspects should be identified to ths greatest extent possible
Pictures and criminal histeries of the suspects and associates
should be obtained if possible. Tns suspects' propensity to use
wearons will also be determined.

b. The cperation location should be selected so that the undercover
officers will have the advantage. Preferable locations axe
shoppirg centers, parking lots, restaurants, or other locations
which offer the advantage to the officers,

C. Maps or disgrams of ths operation location will b2 prepared,

d. Equipment neads will be determined and equipment will pe
checked. Equipment includes, but is not limited to:

1. Radios/Handie-Talkies
2. Video Equipment/Caneras
3. Body armor
4, Flashlights
5. Body Mics
6. veapons
7. Binoculars/Night Scopes
3 Tape Recorders

9 Portable Phonss

14. Surveililance van

11. Slammer

12. Rald Jackets

C-14
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Fleld Cperations Szcticon 53373 Pzge

Buy-Bust Procedures Procedure 3

II.

the supervisor will determinz, if

e. The undercovar officer and
£0 use counter surveillance

possible, 1£ the suspect is inclinsd
or scanners during drug transactions.

. Tha undercover officer's supsrvisor will determine the manpowsr
nzedad for the operation. Sufficient manpower will b2 obtainsd
for fixed surveillance, cover teams, arrest teams, and movirg
survelllance, if appropriate,

Hy

g. Tna supm:vlso* of the undarcover officer will insure that a
chack is made within the epart ment and with other agencles to
determire if the suspects may be other undercover officers,

N, The undsrcover officer and supervisor will determinzs aundio,
visual, and electronic signals for arrest, trouble, and
operation shut-down contingencies,

1. The supervisor will also discuss with the undercover officer,
the procedures which will be followed in the event the
undercover officer 1s held at gunpoint, robbed, or taken
nostage.

A1l buy-bust operztions will be considered to be high risk
apprehensions and will be handled in accordance with Ceneral

Order 305,09,

Pre-Operation Briefirg

The supervisor in charge of the briefing and the operation will
ba a Narcotics Division supervisor, preferably the supervisor
of the undercover officer involved in the cperation. The
supervisor in charge is ultimately responsible for the
successful conclusion of the operation.

d.

b. The supervisor overseeing the actual operation will ensure that
the approved operational plan or contimgency plan is ot
deviated from in an unsafe manner, The criteria for judgement
will b2 those facts apparent to the controlling supsrvisor
brior to and during the opesration.

C. The supervisor in charge and the undercover officer will
conduct a briefiny with all personnsl who will be involvad in
the operation. If any member of the operation leaves before or
during the briefing, it will be the operations supervisor's
responsibility to insure they receive all the necessary

NAR 000258



Field Operations Saction 5937 pPage

Buy-Bust Procsdures Procedure 5932 3 of ¢

d.

briefing information. Issuss

: Lo be covered durirng the brisfing
include; but ars not limited +o

1. §/mopsis of the invastigation,

2. Cbjectives of the investigation,

3. Diagrams or maps of the operation location,
4. Frotograopns of suspects, history of

suspects, dascription of sussect and UC
venicles, and the suspsct's modus oparandi,

5. Information about weapons, booby traos, and
othar officer safety concarns,

6. Demonstration of acdio, visual, and
electronic signals for arrest, trouble,
and snut—down indicators,

7. Contingency plans for arrest a
situations, including spacific
responsivilities,

8. Officers will be spscifically assigned
rasponsibilities, including cover, arrest,
surveillance and communications assigrments,

9. Ssurvelllance officers will be assigned so
that all actions of the suspects and under
cover officers can be obsarved to the

149, 2l]l participants will be advised of
communication resources which will be
utilized,

11,  Ell personnzl will visually cbserve all
non-unifermed perscennel who will be involved
in the operation,

A1l persomnnel will be given a copy of the Briefing Information
Sheet,

Cover and arrest responsibilities will be assigned in such a
rannar to minimize the potential that any officer will be
caxgnt in a cross-fire situation.

During the briefing, the supervisor will give specific
instructions concerning all actions which will and will not be
taken by the undercover officers.

C-14 NAR 000259



Field Cperations Section 5299 Page

Buy-Bust Procedures Procedura 5237 4 of 6

g.

The operatlions supervisor will establisn a time limit for the
ooeration. The suparvisor may modify the time limit dependant
upon existing circumstances,

Tha Spacial Operations Bureau will be involved In the arrest if

armad resistance is expectad.

Tha oparations supervisor will insure that a Cemmanication
Division supervisor is advised cf the location and time of the
oparation.

ITI. Ooeration

a. The surveillance team will b2 in place before the sohadalead
time of thes coeration.

b. If possible, rzid jackets and vests will ke worn by all
officers involved in the arrest. &ll cother officers will put
a2 raid jacket on as scon as possible.

¢. Tne undercover officer, the location, or the UC vehicle, will
be wired if at all possible,

Tne operation supervisor, and cother officers as reguired,
will menitor transmissions from the undercover cfficer's

wire.

joT]

e. During the operation, at least 1 surveillance officer shcould
utilize binoculars, if their use will not jeopardize the
cperation,

f. The operation will be conducted within the view of the
operation supervisor, if possible.

g. The operation supervisor will verbally or by signal direct
the actions of all officers involved in the operation,

n. All participants will look for counter surveillance
activities,

All parsonnel will keep the operations supervisor apprised of
their observations of the actions of the suspects and
undaercover officers.

C-14 NAR 000260



Field Ooarations Section 5093 Pa

Buy-Bust Procedures Procedur=s 5336 5 of 6

k.

M.

oparatlions suparvisor gives the command to arrest

c g, the arrest team will move—-in and the
undercovar officers will assume a passive rols. The
undarcover officer will not particivate in the arrest,
except to protect his/her life or the life of mambars of tha
arrest team.

Wnen thns
the susoect
r

The undercover officer will not deviate from thz operation
plan without approval from ths opsrations supervisor, unless
urgent circumstances (officer safety) dictats otharwiss.

E1l personnel should look for damger signs indicative of a
possible robbery, assault, or rio-off. Signs includs, but

ara not limited to:

1. Suspact eagsrness,

2, Drug prices are inconsistent with current
street prices,

3. Suspect is pre-occupied with the flash roll,

4, Suspect wants to make last minute charges in

the transacztion,

5. Unknown or unanticipated saspects become
involved in the operation,

6. Suspact's obvious inability to complete the
transaction,

7. Quality of dope sample is poor or less than
anount agreed uvoon,

8. Suspect refuses or fails to supply & sample
of the contraband,

9. Suspact appears to be stallimg the
transaction,

14d. Suspact is a chronic drug user,

Tne undercover officer or the opsrations supervisor will
call-off the opsration if circumstances indicate that the
operation will not be safely coupleted as anticipated.

As socn as possible, the Communications Division will be
notified that a buy-bust arrest has been rade, and be given

the lecation of the cperation.

As soon as possible after the arrest, all weaocns should be
secured to prevent mis—identification by responding field
elemnents.
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Field COperations Section 5003 Page
Buy-Bust Procedures Procedure 5¢34¢ & cf ©

IV. Post Qoesration

a. Tne opsrations supsrvisor will critigque the cpsration with
participants and attach a cooy of the critigque to the
Briefing Information Shask.

b. The undercover officer will compiszts an Intelligencs Report
and give it to the cparations supsrvisor. The Intelligence
Report, the Briefing Information Shset, and the critiqus
sheet will be reviewsd by the opsration suporvisor's
lisutenant. The reports will be maintained by the YNarcotics
Division Intelligence Unit.

C.14 NAR 000262



BRIEFING INFORMATION SHEET

DATE OFERATIONS SUPERVISOR

UNDERCOVER OFFICER (s)
LOCATION
LOCATION CODES

TYPE/BMOUNT of DRUGS

BXOIRNT of MONEY INVOLVED CONTATNER
COUNTER SURVEILLANCE YES ., MO . UK.
SCANNER  YES . NO . UNK.

WEAFONS YES MO . UK.

TYPE OF WEAPCNS
RADIO CHANNEL IO CHANNEL TRANSMITTER FREQUENCY

BACKGROUND INFOR-ATION

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATION

CONTINGENCY PLANS

MAP/DIAGRAM/PICTURES ATTACHED YES ., MO
OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT CHECKLIST: DEA , Iso , DpPS .
FBI , OTHER{1ist)

NEAREST TRALRMA CENTER
ARREST SIGNBLS AUDIO
VISUAL

ELECTRONIC

TROUBLE SIGNAL AUDIO
VISUAL

ELECTRONIC

SHUTDOWN STGAL AUDIO
VISUAL

ELECTRONIC

NAR 000263
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SUSFECTS Page 2

1 Mame

Description

Address:
Vehicles:
Fap Sheet Attached Yes . No ’ Picture Yes .

History of Viclence Yes . No . Unk. '
#2 Neme:
Description:

Address:
Vehicles:
Fap Sheet Attached Yes . Mo . Picture Yes , Mo

History of Violence Yes , No ., Unk.
#3 Name:
Lescription:

Address:
Vehicles:
Rap Speet Attached Yes , Mo, Picture Yes _, No_
#4 Nane:

Description:

Address:
Vehicles:
Rap Sheet Attached Yes , Mo . Pictumre Yes , MNo
History of Violence Yes  , Mo . Unk.

#5 Mame:
Pescription:

2ddress:
Vehicles:
Rap Sheet Attached Yes . Mo . Picture Yes . Mo

History of Viclence Yes . DO . Unk.

C-14 NAR 000264



OPERATION ASSIETENTS

PAGE 3

OPERATION SUPERVISOR

ACST(PIENT

\EME ELEMENT PAGER j
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE

SURVETLLANCE
NAME/ s ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE
LSSTQMENT
NN ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE
ASSTEMENT
NaME/s ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PEONE VERLICLE
ASSIGMENT
NAME /5 ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE ‘
ASSIGMENT
NEME/S ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE . PECNE VEHICLE
ASSIGMENT
NAME /5 ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE
ASSTGNENT :

ARREST PERSCIINEL
MAME/ S ELEMENT PAGER
MOBILE PHONE VEHICLE
ASSIGMENT
NAME /s FLEMENT PAGER
MORTLE PHONE ELEMENT

NAR 000265
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ARFEST PERSONNETL

NaME/s

(cont'd)

ELEMENT PACGER

MCOBILE PHONE

PACE 4

ASSTIGNMENT

MNAME/s

ELEMEINT PAGER

MOBTLE FPHONE

ASSIGEMENT

MeME/s

ELEMENT PAGER

MCB8ILE PHONE

VEHICLE

ASSTEIENT

NaME/s

ELEMENT ~  ~  PAGER

MOBILE PRONE

ELEMENT

ASSTGNMENT

UNTFORMED PERSONINEL

MNAME /s

ELEMENT PAGER

MOBILE PEHONE

ASSTERMENT

ELEMENT

NAME!/ 3

ELEMENT FAGER

ASSIEMENT

NAME /S

i —
ACTIVE UNDERCOVER ROLES

ELEMENT PACGER

ASSTGEMENT
NAME/ s

MOBILE PHONE

VEHICLE

. FLEMENT PALER

ASSIGMENT

MOBILE PHONE

NAME /S

ELEMENT PAGER

ASSIGEMENT

MOBTILE PHONE

ELEMENT

MNAME /s

ELEMENT  PAGER

ASSIGEMENT

MOBILE PHONE

VEHICLE

C-14
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CRITIQUE PAGE 5

DATE LOCHTION

OPERATION SUPERVISOR
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ATTACHMENT 10

Field Cperations Szction 5938 Page
Flash Poll Funds Procedure 51248 1 of 2
Flash Roll Bunds

D=fineg

os=2 f
only. It is not es
specific informati
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asn Foll Fund will) B2 stored in the Harcotics Division
to ensure avallability Lo MNarcobtics Division persannel.
dditicnal Flash REoll Fund will be maintained by the
2t and Grant Control Section of the Plannirg and BEudge:
sicn. Serizl numbers of the hills from both Flash Roll
will be recorded and mzintainsd by the Budgeb and Grant
rol Section.

ed by the Budget and CGrent
3 T

later than the following working day they were checksd
out.

Flash Roll Fund maintained by the Narcotics Division
will be stored in a2 locked fire szfe within the
MNarcotics Divisicn safe. The keys for the fire szfe
will b2 maintainsd by the Narcotics Division
Lieutenants. Supervisors regquiring Flash Foll Funds
will request the funds from a Marcotics Division’
Lieutenant. .

documenkad in the Flash Foll Fund,

Monies used will be
and rebturnsd Monies drawn will b=

log book when drawn
returnsd immsdiately upon completion of the flash
oparation. Vhen rmoney Is chacked in and out it will ke

counted and witnessed by another supervisor.

e

ing of the Flasnh Roll Fund will ke corducted by the
t and Grant Contrcl Section on a monthly schedule.

C-14
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¥lash Roll Funds (cont.) Procedore 5125 ' Fagz 2 of 2

(1) 2 tzrcotics Division officer must corduct the flash, not
z confidential informmant.

{2) Flash Boll Funds will be transcorted in a2 contziner that
hampers thaft,

() dinimize the time bebwsen callirg the susosct bo set uo
the Y"Flasn" and zllowing the suszect to view the maonay.

(£}  PRastrict the numoer of suspacts who will view the flas
roll.

{5) 9The suspecht will ot ba zllowed to remove Flash Roll
Funds from the viewing area.

(6) Show Flash Eoll in a well lighted area to zllow tha
cover team to easily cbserve the fransaction.

{7) wnen prezctical electronically wire the office, zrea, or
vahicle.

(8) Eunsure sufficlent manpower, firepower and eguipment
{including 2 chase car with comunication
capability) during the opsration.

~

S *Revised 7-15-91
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ATTACHMENT 11

Field Ooerations Section 5099 Pzde
Flash Roll Funds Procadure 5120 1l 0f 3

Flash moll Funds

oosas cf "Flasia" or VShow"

Definad as  those funds ussd  for pu
2 services or

only. It is not establishsd to purch
specific information, but only to convey tha intention to do so.

2. A Flash Roll Fund will be storad in the Narcotics Division
safe to ensure availability to Narcotics Division personnzal.
An additionzal Filash Roll Fund will be mainteinsd by the
Budget and Grant Section of the Planning and Budget Division.
Serial numbers of the bills from both Flasn PRoll Funds will
be recordsd and waintainad by the Budge: and CGrant Control
Saction.
b. Paguesting Flash Foll Fund
(1) The Flash Rell Fund maintained by the Budget and Grant
Control Section will be avallable only by memorandum
from the MNarcotics Divisicn Cormander. Monies checksd
out from the Budgst and Control Grant Section will be
returnad no  later than the following working day they
were checksd out.

{2) Flash Roll Fund maintained by the Narcotics Division
will be stored in & lockad fire safe within the
Narcotics Division safe. The keys for the fire safe
will be raintained by the  bharcotics  Division
Lieukenants. Supsrviscrs requiring Flasn Roll tunds
will requast the funds from & bNarcotics Division
Lieutenant,

(3) lronies used will be docunanted in the Flash Roll Fund,
lag book when drawn and returned. Monies drawn will be
returned immediately ugpon compietion  of  the flash
operation. Vhen monay is checked in and out, it will be
counted and witnesszd by another supervisor.

(4) BAuditirg of the Flash Poll Fund will be conducted by the
Budget ard Grant Control Section on a monthly schedule.

{5} Lieutepants c¢an aporove the uss of flash funds up to

850,998, The Narcotics Division Commander mast approva
the use of flash funds in excess of §33,088.

C-l4 NAR 000270
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Flash Roll Funds

(3)

Saction £332 Page

Frocedure 51249 Z2 of 3

ity Precautions
& Lisutenant or Acting Section Commander is requirsd to
flasn

approve operationzl plans invelving the us2 of 2
roll, howsver, responsibility for the safsty of the
coaraticon must remaln with the supesrvisor at ths so

=

C

v

Officers assignad to multi-zgency task fo
p2 required to have departmental reviss ©
plans. Task force cfficers snould contact any harcoti
Division supsrvisor immediately if  thay feel thei
safety is in j=opardy.

S w
f ooer
£

O
[T

Tne reviewlng supervisor is responsible for ensuring
that the operatlonzl plans employ strategies that
raximizae the safety of the officers involved and provida
for security ef ths “flash roll'.

otics Division officer wust corduct the flash, not

A Narcot
fidential informant,

Minimize the time betwsen callimg the suspect to sst up
the "Flash" and allowing the suspect to view the money.

ers should avoid, whenever possible, showing the
e
kS

70 o more than 1 suspsch.

Offic
ne
The suspact will not be allowsd to remove Flash Fund

Rolls from the viswing area,

wnen  feasible, show Flash Roll in a well lighted area
such as a parking 1ot, shopping center, restaurant,
etc., or other location which tends to give an

advantzge to the officers,

When practical, electronically wire the officer, area or
vehicle.

Ensure sufficient manpower, firepowser and equipment,
(including a chase car with communication capability)
daring the cperation,

The suspect should bz shown the flash roll only one
time.

should be removed

Bfter the initial flash, the woney
the suspect

from the location of the nsgotiations, and
should know that the rmoney has been revoved.

NAR 000271
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(13) The undercover cofficer snould not ares to travel with
the suspeci(s) to a new location while in the possaession
of the flash roll.

{14) The flash roll siould = to & secornd

location known to ths suspe

.
b
R
-

(L

]

O

U

3

0

(15) "Surprise flashss" are not necessarily safer or more
dasirable th lashzs" invelvirg  advance

notice to tha suspacts,

Use of & “surprise £lash" may create in a suspect's
mind the excpectation that the undsrcover officer will
have the monsy with him in a like  fashica in
slosequent maetings. This may influence the suspact
to believe that the officer is careless and an easy
mark for a ‘“rip'. In order to avold this, ths
undercover officer must take care to convey to tha
suspect that the roney will nobt e with him in the
future until the "prodoct" is seen,

Undercover coperations tend to be most effective when
undercover officer behave as suspects would in
similar circumnstances.  Suspects rarely show thelr
money early in negotiations without pushing to see
product or recelve samples first, By showing mwonsy
too soon, an cperative may sacrifice his credibility

with a suspect and send up a "red flag". it is
genserally more dasirable for undercover officers to
demonstrate reluctance to "flash"  money  and

aggressively negotiate with suspects to have them
snow product or provide samples first to verify their
credibility as dealers zble to deliver the product
being negotiated for.

(L) ©fficers should minimize the amount of time the suspact
iz in the presence of the flash roll.

(17) Officers should name and control tha location of the
flash.

(18) At least 2 officers will be present when the flash roll
is shown to the susoect.

faY
undercover officer who will show tha £lash roll. The

supervisor will  ensure that sufficient manpower 1S
e N7 available to ensure the safety of the undercover
T officers and the security of the flash roll.

C-14 {19) A supervisor and cover officers will accompany the



Field Cperations Sechion 5589 Page
Execution of Search VWarrant Frocedure 526 1 o0f 3

Execution of Controlled Sibstance Sszarch Warrants

(o]

utilized for executing Controlled
ats involving the use of forced entry or
i

the

tan szrch Warrs

e armel vesistanze is liksly:

Myance planning is & prereguisite for a suc

Intelligence information gathzred through prio

surveillance or through informants will dictat

ard means of executing tha warrani., 1In 21l cases

location where the warrant will be executed should ke
ach,

couted for the besk means of
"aood eyes', vhers to park ra

ivision Supervisor, not below the rank of
1 accompany the officers durirng ths execution

a the presence of
iding team's vehicles, etc.

of all forced ent search warrants. In situations vhere
a Narcotics Division Supervisor is rot avallable, another
Division Supervisor may substitute with ths approval of

the Marcotics Division Unilt or Division Conmardar.

L4

The Supervisor in charge of the raid will hold a briefirg

with 2ll weubers of the raiding team prior to the

executlon of the warrant. BAssigrments will be made for

each wmanber of the team and that menber will b=
responsible for carrying out the assigmment.

st least one portable two-way radio, tuned to a Dallas
rolice Broadcast frequency, will be with the officers

executing the search warrant.

*Revised 7-15-91

C-14
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Bullet-proof vesks will ke worn for protecticn.
235 mwany of the heavy vests ¥hat zre availsble will Lo
|
LI,

worn b! he officers e\:ﬂu_lng the search warran
In any event, wanoers of the ralding team vho have
fhe IESJOTS‘uLllty for initial enixy into the
strusture dasignated by the warranh will wear the
hzavy vests in lieu of other macbars 1f thare is rot

[th]

sufficient suoply.

951
e
(]
m
ry
et
y—
o3
L
[
m
0
{
m
« {h
r
O
¥
i
U
1
b
rr
fu
—
—t
e
1o

£
a forced entry 1s required. The only
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o lection will ke &b the discretion of
i pﬂ*ulsor in charge. Tha mesher of
'.g team carrving the shobtgun or pP3IX will
lot-proof vest and should ke one of the
s to enter the structure. The MPSX will
be carri by Navcotlics Divislon Supervisors and
Datectives vho are authorizad to utilize that wezfon.
More shotguns may be taken 1f advance informstion
irdicates armad resistance.

shotgun or MP3X will ke carrisd on each
ol
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1 plain clothes marbars of the raiding team *ill
ar Dallas Police Department nylon raid jacke
or szuthorized “raid t-shirts".

Al
=

'y
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o will be utilized to assist in the
zarcn warrant. ¥ AL least ons
r will accompany tha entry itsam,

5 will ke utilized vhere amad
ikely. 2 uniformad patrol officer may
also ke called to assist even when ths Tachical
ivision is uhiliz=d.

The Supervisor in cnzwge of ths raidirg tesm will
ensure that a2 mecber of the raidirg tezx notifiss the
On-Duty Cormunications Suzervisor of the locabtion
where the warrant wiil be executed and the
aporoximate time 1t will be executed, Fe will also
ensure that z “Cods 987 message 1s sent over the
Mobile Data Termminzal System to all elements in the
affected patrol division.

211 prisoners will be ha [V*C‘U.FfF—Cz‘ immediataly upon
belrg taken inte custedy. The only excepiions will
be where safsty or cowmon sanse dictates to do
othernwiss; such as processirg injured, handicapped,
very yourg, or sged persons, or in hazardous g
situations vhare officers' and/or prisgnsrs' safety
is compromisad.

Once prisoners zre taken into custedy, the Superviscr
in Charge will S%lflcally dasignate cne (or wore,
if reguired) cfficers to take custedy of the
prisoner(s), and that officer will have ro other
duties assignad at the scene. In instances where a
rch and seizure 1s made, but the parson(s) present
not to bz placed under arrest, an officer will
111 be designatad to keep them under survelillance
2

ooy (M
e (D fn

control durimg the time the officers are at the

3
£

g}

i
8]
[{4]

If & narcotics searcan warrant is to be erecuted in a2
legitimate business location and the Tactical
Division is bkeling utilized, the Narcobics Division
Commander must be advised prior to ths warrant
erecabion.

Once the search is completed, the Narcotics Division

cervisor in chamge will ensure that the location is
secure. This will be done by turning the Jocation
ovar to a responsible person, apartment manager,
security, maintenance person, family member, friend,
etc., or by physically blockirg the peints of entry
to discourage entry by unauthorized persons,

ed §-12-91
St C-14

NAR D00275
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DARRCH WARRANT PROCEDURES

Tnis procedure will be  utilized  for  executing
Centrollisd Substance Szarch wWarrants involvirg the use
of forced entry or whare armed resistance is likely. In
all circumstances, officer safety will be the primary
concern wasn  exacuting  controlled  subgktance  ssarch
VAYTants,

Xivance planning is a prerequisite for a successful
raid. Intelligence information gathered through prior
surveillaace or throuwgh informants will dJdictate the
wanner and means of executing the warrant, In all
casss, the location whare the warrant will be exscuted
should b= scouted f£or the best means of aoproach, the
presence of "good eyes", where to park raiding teams's
vehicles, etc.

L Tactical Officers will be utilized to execute

search warrants under the followirg conditions:

a. Information  indicates the suspect(s) will
resort to the use of weapons when cenfronted,

b. Whan pricr knowledge, either CI, personal or
historical, indicates the suspects to  be
heavily armed (automatic weapons),

c. vhen the location is heavily fortified, bars
on doors/windows, or has warning devices and
the suspects are armed and  resistance is

likely,

When  the suspsct(s) or location have a prior
history of violenca,

[oT]

e. dhen the CI indicates that there could be
armad resistance,

f. When. narcotics porsonnel believe that the
deployrment of divarsionary devices are needed
for the protection of the entry team, or

g. Bt the discretion of the narcotics supervisor,

. ~remnsisns o section (1) mast e approved Ly a
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Search Warrant Procedures Procecdurs 5829 2 0f5

2, Uniform officers, when awvailable, may bz usad to
assist in thz exscuticn of a search warrank.
However, they will not be used as part of the entry

tean.

i

3. Specially trzined Narcotics Division personnel will
carry Diversionary Devices and deploy than only at
the direction of thz raid tean supervisor, The
devices will be deployed only under the following
circumstances:

- Difficulty on eatry {door will not coen)

- Armad resistance 1s encountarsd
Wnan a device has been deployed the commandsr  of
the Narcotics Division will be notified immediately
and 2 mamo outlinimy +he circumstances will be

suonitted to him/her following the opsration,

The device will not be deploysd under tha following
conditions except to save a life:

- Wnan srall children have Deen seen at  the
location

- then elderly or handicap parsons ars believed
at the location (When they are ot suspects)

4, A Narcotics Division Superviscor, not helow the rank
of sergeant, will accompany the officers during ths
execution of all forced entry search warrants. In
situations where a Narcotic Division Supsrviscr is
not available, another Division BSuparviscr way
substitute with  the aporoval of the Narcotics
Divisicn Unit or Division Comvander,

5. The Supervisor in charge of thz raid will hold a
briefing with all wembers of the raiding team prior
to the execution of the warrant. Assignments will
be made for each member of the team and that member
Wwill be responsible  for carryimg  out  the
assigrment. A Briefing Information sheet will be
fillad cut on all Ssarch Warrant Cpsrations,

C 6. At least one portable two-way radio, tuned to a
-14 Dallas police Broadcast freguency, will be with the
officers exacuting the search warrankt.

NAR 000277
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1g.

11.

12.

i3.

la.

& fire extinguisher will ke taken on all warrants.
Bullet-proof vests will be worn for protection. 25
many of the heavy vasts that are available will be
wornl by the officers executlng tha search warrant,
In any evans, mamkers of the ralding  team who have
thz resgonsibility for initial entry into the
structure designated by the warrant will wear the
heavy vaests in lieuw of other members if  there 1is
ot sufflplen_ susplv.

rs "ll b2 requirsd to w2ar ths ballistic
when forced entry is reguired, Tas
eption to this will be “vhen supsrvisor
scretion dictates that the protective goggles
should b2 worn Lo prevent glass fragments or other
objects from injuring the entry tean.

(

ST

i

S
face masks
only except
discret

W
i

.t least one shotgun or MPS will be carried on each
raid. Weapon selecticn will be at ths discretion
of the Narcotics Supervisor in charge. The memper
of the raidirg team carrcying the shotgun or ¥25
will wear a bullet-proof wvest and should be one of
the first officers to enter the structure. The MES
will be carried by Narcotics Division Superviscrs
and Detactives who are authorized to utilize the

W2apon.

All pWan clothes wembers of the raiding team will

r Dallas pPolice Department nylon raid jackets or

uthoriZOd "raid t-shirts". Thz bullet-proof wast
with the word "POLICE" visible is acceptable.

The Supzrvisor in charge of the raiding team will
ensure that a member o¢f the raiding team notifies
the On—duty Communications Supsrvisor  of the
location whare the warrant will be executed.

Unless wwusual clrounmstances exist and Division
Commander approval is obtainad, squads will not run
an excess of three (3) szarch warrants per snhift.

All prisoners will be handcuffed immediately upon
being taksn into custody. The only exceptions will
be where safety or common sense dictates to do
otherwise; such as processing injured, or 1in
hazardous situations where officars' and/or
prisoners' safety 1s compromised.
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Search Warrant procsdures Procedure 5020 ¢ o0f 5
one (or more, 1f required) officers to take custody
of tha prisoner(s), and that officer will hava no
other duties assigned at the scena. In instances
whare 2 searcn and seizure is made, but  the

16,

17.

15.

21,

22.

23.

person{s) present ara not te be placed under
arrest, an officer will still be designzted to kes
tham undar surveillance ana control durirg ths tim
the officers are at the scensa.

[N

If 2 narcotlc search warrant is to b2 exscuted in
an open  legitimate  basiness location and the
Tactical Division is bkeing utilized, the Narcotics
Division Commander must be advised prior to the
warrant exscution.

The sergeant will ensure thabt after suspects are
secured, they will be advisad of their rignts,
informad of the nature of the s=2arch warrant and
interviswad /recorded as appropriate,

The sergeant will ensure that a diagram of the
floor plan is pressrved alomg with a notation of
the entry order of officers and assigned tasks.

The cass officer is responsible for preparation of
primary case docurentation.

The sergeant will be responsible for documenting
the time of warrant execution and ensuring that all
departmentzl reports are completed.

After entry, a search team will make a systematic
search of the house for items listed in the search

warrank,

Searching officers will be responsitle for
notifying the designated evidence technician of the
location of contraband so that chailn of custody can
be preserved.

E squad mamber will be designated as evidence
technician and b=  responsible for seizing,
documenting, packaging, photographing, invoicing
and delivering drag evidence to the aporcpriate
narcotics lock box,

Designated prisonsr teams will sscure and evacuate
suspacts from the scene as soon as practical,

fnce the  search is completed, the Narcotics
Te-- i Fharge will ensure that the
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the location over to a rasponsible person,
apartment manzger, sSa2curity, maintenance person,
family memser, friend, etc., or by physically
olocking the points of entry by unzuthorizsd

DErsons.

tne conclusion of the  operation, the
ions supervisor will £ill out  tha Ssarch
T Critigqus shast.

o
o
-
Fr
ns
]
m

27. The undercovear officer will cocmplete an
Intelligence Report and give it to the operations
suparvisor. The Intelligsnce Report, thz  Ssarch
Warrant Briefing shast, and the critiqus shest
will be reviewsd by the opsrations supsrvisor's
lieutenant., The reports will be maintained by the
Narcotics Division Intelligence Unit.

then pessible, utilizing search warrant information

from & confidential informani, officers should ssarch
the informant pricr te sending them into a location to
maxke a puarchase. This will assist officer's efforts to
maintain informant confidentizlity when  issuss of
credibility are raissd.

1., ¥nhen rpossible, the control officer, or another
officer assignsd this resconsibility, should observe
the informant enter the  premisss where  the
controlled purchase 1s madea.

2. Confidential informant egreaments to work off a

pending case will be in writing and coordinated
through the pistrict Attornsy's office.

C-14
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Entry Team

Slawmmer

DRELCH WAXIANT DL ion ity

Date Supervisor
Detective

Location

Vieapons Yes No Unk Type
%arricades Yes MO Unk Type
5095 Yes No Unk ‘ Type
.Children Yes Mo Unk  RAges
Elderl?/ﬁamdicapped Yes o Unk
Background Info

Diagram/Pictures attached Yes No

Suspects

Name DCE
Description/Picture

Name DOB
Description/Picture

History Viclence Yes No

Personnel Involved/ Assignments

Perimeter Team

1

5

=
48]

<z
(W%

Hi
W

=t
(%4}

1k
o

=t
~I

£
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prisceer  lrmedlately Cefars the of trels gssigrment and trelr
flrst avallazle ragistrats In any 1#6;"415;'51 resconsintlities
c2s2 wr2re such astlon would be c matoall personeel
In tre Test fntersst  of at= fa 42l ary
ceparumental  Investigation of a e toto ke
crimlnal case.

2. Tr= Calles Coumty  Srecsiff's Y
CfPize bhes agresd to ensure all

27

:ed in the Lew
strated

('; A
u') -
i

3. bPowevaT, the irvest i a:o: raving 35
respensinility  for tre prisorer e. Ffrranging for unifaommag
=il assurs the magistrating galice cfiicers i) te
process s azoomplisred, gvzlilszle If an arresst cr
B, Fersons  aTtrested  on harges  over porsdtit s satlic{zarsd
whleh tre Munlcleal  Courts have f. Provizing fer EleElalE R
Jurledizilon wlll be proccessed  in corunication capanilitles
arserfatce with tre Legal Services for a2ll units &ard perscrrel
Givlsicn Siarczrtd Cgerating Frocecure invalved,
whloh will Ba availanle for references, ¢ Frovizing raji=f for
C. Friszners  eligicle  for  lmmediate persaarel 1 the gperzilon s
Tzlesse re2g not e teken Tefare @ prolongac,
ragistrate, . Famalinlng griTe af and
providing fer the safety of
305,69 Stakz-culs and High Risk fpprerension gll perscns Inwvelved,
Cperatizng 3, Unless trers {s & clezar
pessioility of covpramlsing  the
g, LCefinitions cosraticn, the fallowlng
I, Stake-cut crganizaticns will te notified:
Tnls i1s an ozeraticn in which . Corrunications Divisicn
officers &ssume corcezleld  o©r B, ateol  Clvision  whers  the
covert positlons im anticipation coeration is to tske place.
aof a criminal act for the purpose c. ANy ofher Departmentzl uynit
of zooretendling tre  persons which : ray ce
involved, involved/affected by tre )
Z. Survelllarce cosraticn, i
Sutvelllance  Is  the  contlnucus ¢. Tnis  netlfication  should i
observation  of persons, places include the mature of the
ard things  for the purpose of cperztion, numbe T af
gatrering Informatlicn. perschnel involved,
3. High Fisk Aporerensicn supervlisor in charge,
This 1s any planned arrest in vehicles involved ir

whizh trere s gocd re2ason to ‘ possible, dress of officers

belisve that the person(s) to be irvolved  and  any  other
arrastec may be amed ard Intent informatlion pecessary for the

Lcon resistarce. safely or the officers

B. Cojectlves lnvolved  and any gtrer
officers wha rmay respond &8s

1. To a:p--hend tre susgeci{s) with
& minlmuam risk te persons and Lack-tp  In an  emergercy
prorecty, . situstion,

Z, To chrain in\orﬂa nocencemlrg 0. PFeauests for TJactical Assistance
the activitles and ic»ematies of Curing Stawe-Qut ard  High-Risk
Individuals, Foprerension of Suspects

3. To protect any infommant{s) wha 1, Utilfzazfomn of the  Tacticeal
ma,’ be involved, Division

€. Procedurss z. Yren Informaticn has tean

1. F« l srvoillamas gtake-puts and recelves that z viclent crire
Rich rlisk ap;rehe isions must have s  likely to cccur, the '
oricr zoproval of a2 supeovisar, cfficer racelving the

2. Tre supzzvisor in charge will infermation will notify his
teveloo a plan for the supervisor who  will notify
cceration. Tnls plan will tre Tactical Divisicn.
ircluda But not be restricted to: b, Exarples o©of the types of
a. Siaffing with sufficient oifence situation te wnich

the Tactical Division will
respond znd will have pricary
command responsinility  are

armel to ensure safety of

DETs
1 parscns invowod and

=1

suwccessful completicn of the
objective. srmad rehbery, rastage
. Erlefing of all persornel as situaticns, parricaded .

persons,  kicmapplrg of  any

to tre cblectives, end fully
gtrer wviolent crime involving

informing trem of the nature
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cricel  Divislen is
: ar in  that

. ¥ren the z ca
Tespords to & recuest, It will be
the resoonsinllity of the
Taztlcal Oivisloen tc coordinate
me efforts of the operation,

a. The rzavesting divisien will
te in charge of the scene
until the Tacticsl Divisien
arrives.

b, Upaon  thelr  arrival, the
Tactical ©Dlvision gersonrel
Wwill  tzke charge of the
scene, except in those

instarces in D, 1, ¢, where
resconsibility

cormend
remains witn the recuesting
unit,
. Informants
a, 35cle responsinllicy for

cdezling with any Informanis
“Irvolved T2sts with  the
recuestirg uwnit personnel who
origlnglly develeped the
Infgmaticn.
b. Tactical OCivision parsonnel
wiil be proviced informatlon
§ocut Informants only on @
negd-to-know basis, The
icentity of an infomrant does
not recessarily have ta be
revaaled,
mere spplicable  these  procedures
lrcorporated Into Divislen
Oparatlng Procedures, along
ny aaditional soaclal
cns vrdoue to & particular

i

Cemera 2t cleatien
=il) every c¢asa cf
v Iz cege er
rcn- ACes wrerslin
the tc T2leasse
iy Ris  oen
r are Cf  tre
a
[ a Class C
b res m2Cical
tr ‘ clrectly to
Fz zrg Mz tzl. The
priszrer wlll pe lssued a clfzticn
{rrafiic or are/ot any
raless:s ot r2oovTt
wil crer undar
tra te bocrad
Irs: L situarlen
gzl sunervisarny
oz arrestlng
crf zoing tre
cer torepcrt.
Tre 2y alsa k=
usad  in any other Instarce  cf
charging  2n indiviceal  with 5
vwialagzien c¢f & vron-traffic  clty
crdlnance a3 currantly autrerlzed by
ztcepted Crocedures of @s rmay  be
adtrorizzd  in tre futurs, ness
viglazions wIll frclude, tut are nat
Mmlres to, tre following:
1, Unautretlzed collection of trash.
2. Firewsrks violations.
3, Anti-litter crdinance.
&, Anirals Tunning at large.
B, Advettising by bhelding showcards
cn putlic property.
£, Loud sgesker violatlens,
7. hbarcorment of refrigerators,
€, Sleepirg in public places.
9. Crerating ngtor  vehlcles in

urasutrorized arez of public parks,

12, Disorderly corduect,

11, Treft, when the value of the lftem
(ircluding  shoplifts) s less
thar %20,

12, Trelt cf Servlce, when the theft

of sarvice s less than $2C.

Fackless Damage {or Destmuctlon),

when  the loss in a criminal

mlschief offense Is less than

§70

HCTZ:  "Reckless Damage™ is often

Tr2 preferred charge, a2s cgposad

tc  Crialmal Mischiel, because

Intent c¢ies nct have to Ee proven

ard no speclific maretary amount

of tre damage is required. '

In lies of a Jall arrsst, cofficers

may lissue a ron-trsffic cltatlon for

Murdelpal Court to the suspect in tre

—
Al

asove cffenses | after first
estzblisning peosltive identificatien
then checxlng the suspect by

tzleprecre  for  ouistarding  warrants
{in all cases), ang grlor arrests (in
tre case of all trefts).

Whern g cltatlon 1s issued for B.12
"Treft™, B,13 "Treft of Secvice™, cr
E.ls "Reckless Damage” {cr

NAR 000284 1551



INTELLIGENOCE ATTACHMENT 13
Dallas ®olice Department
Narcotics Division Cate:
SUBJECT VEHICLE
Name Make: Modal:
Elias/NHicknams: Year: Coigr: Doors:
Lic: Stazte: ¥r
2ddress: Telephone:
BSSCCIRTES
Race: Sen: DOB/Rge:
EL: Wr Hair: BEyes: Name: Race: Sey DoE
SS.E
T«DL:
INFORMAETION
lf
C-14
SOURCE
Source: Information:
Completely Usually Unk: Confirmed: Possibly True:
Feliable: Reliable: Cannot Be Judged:

Investigation By:

VCDE:

-

L+ AGNTRS



ATTACHMENT 16

dnalysis of Narcotics Assesswent Team Report

Tne report sunmittad February 26, 1992, by the Narcotics Assessment Team has
resn

cean reviawsd., & total of twenby-saven (27) recowmendations have

idancifisd. Those recommendations and a report on the current and propossd
i

status of each item are listed below.

BUY-BUST PROCEDURES

RECOMMENDATION #1

Ceerational plans for Buy-Bust Operations involving use of a "Flash Roll”
should be reviewsd and approvad by a Lieutenant or nigher level supervisor
who 1s ultimately responsible for  the  successful  conclusion of the

cperation.

Response to Recommendation £1

It is reconmendad that zuthority for operationzl plan review mnot extend in
rank higher than a Lieutenant or  Actirmg Section  Cgmrander, The
responsibility, howaver, for the safety of the operation must remain with
the supervisor at the scens,

Officers assigned to multi-agency task forces will not be required to have
departmental review of task force operation plans but will be advised to
contact a Narcotics Division supervisor immediately 1f they feel their

safety is in Jjeopardy.
This has been incorporated into the proposed flash roll funds policy.

RECOMMENDATION #2

The reviewing supervisors should be responsible for ensuring that the
operational plan employs strategies that minimize risks to persconnel and
raximlze sacurity of ths “flash roll'.

esponsa Lo Recomrendation #2

The propossd flash roll funds policy has been wordad to reflect this
recormendation.

RECOMMENDATION 3

The supervisor cverseelny an actual "buy-bust" oparation shall ensure that

the approved operationzl plan is not deviated from in an unsafe wanner.
C-14

2sponse to Recommendation 3

This has besn incorporated into proposed buy-bust policy by enhancing the
~~rdis of this supervisory responsibility.
NAP AnArex



February 23, 1992
Enzlysis of Narcotlics Assessment Team Report
Page 2

B

A

RECOMENDATION

Lanjuzge in tha

propossd  buy-bust policy should be strergthensd to mandate
that undarcovar parson

nnel te "wired" when conducting “flash" opsrations.

o8]

2sp0nse to  Recommendation 4

tronic wonitoring of wundercover officers is sssential to

We agree tnabt electr

officer safet} and cass development. Dealers, however, are ecoming
increzsirgly aware of "wires" and are routinely patting down drug buyers.
Wz recormend  that “wires" be mandated only when they do nrot jeopardize ths

safety of the undercover officer.

Current buy-bust policy states that the undesrcover officer, the location o
ths undercover vehicle, will be wired 1f at 21l possible. ¥e recommend tha
this remain unchanged ard will be emphasizad in training.

r
—
[

PECCHMENDATION #5

Narcotics Division policy should provide directicn to assist personnel in
deciding whether "planned flashes" or ‘'surprise flashes" are the most
appropriate technique under given sats of circumstances.,

Response to  Recoemendation #5

Tnis nas been incorporated into the proposed flash roll funds policy.

RECOLSENDATION £5

of Yofficer safety first" to becoms

In orcgzr for the  philesophy
be pronoted and

institutionalized within the Narcotics Division, it must
stressed fram the "top down" in all division operations.

Rasponsa Lo  Pecommendaticn #6

Officer safety as a philosophy is contained throughout Narcotics Division
policy. Managerent is  aware that although  this hes always been 2
consideration, it should continue to be enphasized whenever possible 1n
written and verpal cocmunication in all division matters,

TRATINING

RECOMMENDATION 77

as a preludas to implementation of the proposed new policies and preocedures,
upper division management  should conduct a mesting with all division
supervisors to convey the philosophy, mission, goals and objectives of the
MNarcotics Division,

C-14 NAR 000287



E25ponss t0  RPecommardztion #7

Prior to ilmplementation of the proposad policy changas, a2 minimum of four
{(4) hours training will bz providsd to all supsrvisors by the Division
Cormandar outlining specific additions/deletions, goals, and pailesophy of

'R

the Narcotics Division.

et (b

RECOMMENDATION 3

Division lieutenants and ssrgeants should wmest together pericdically to
c¢iscuss such topics as policy issues, procedures, operation tactics !
planning, and other 1issues relating to the work performed by di
personnzsl.,

Resoonse £o Recommendation £

Due to the nature of the work done in the Narcotics Division, liesutenants
and sergeants are in constant contact. The Division Commander will continue
to hold & meelirg with all Sergeants and & meeting with all officers on
alternating months., The Division Commander will meet with lieutenants and
all division wembers on an as needed basis. Topics such as molicy issues,
procedures, operation tactics and planning will be stressed in  these
restings,

RECOMMENDATION £9

Upon initial assigrment to the Narcotics Division, all police officers,
detectives and sergeants should attend a  two—wesk Basic  harcotics
Invastigators School which will include all the topics covered in the
previcus one week (seven day) school with the addition of mere practical
exercises in such things as “buy-busts", "“flash-reoll" uzilization, vehicle
involved arrests, and raid planning and executlon processes,

Response to  Recommendakion £9

The Basic hNarcotics Investigators School will be expanded to two (2) w2eks
to include the recormended topics and is  tentatively scheduled for late
March.

RECOMMENDATION £10

after completirg the Basic MNarcebics Trainirg School, each new officer
should bae teamad with a senior detective wwho will function as  that
irdividual's trainirmg officer for a minimun of three {3) months. In order to
standardize the training each officer raceilves during this pericd, a formal
training instrurent should be adopted for use and retalred as permanant
record in an appropriate file.

14 NAR 000288
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Rasponsa to  RecomTendation £10

Lieutenans Jacob Moora will assemble a comittes corprised of aporoximately
six {6) division members to consider the most efficient method to accomplish
standardized, formal trainimg of future division wembers,

RECOMMENDATION #11

Senlor detectives selectad to function as  trainszrs for newly assignad
personnel should receive appropriate  training in the proper method of

instructing others and the appropriate use of the training instrument.

Pesoonse to Recommendation #11

Upon creation of a new detective training program, Lieutenant R.F, QOwens

will develop & school to assist trainers 1n methods of instruction and the
proper use of training instruments created by the Training Review Comrlttes.

RECOMMENDATION z12

pPersonnel of the newly formed street sguads should be intermirgled with
senior detectives of the enforcament sguads for a ninsty-day (94) trainirg
paricd.

Response to  Recommendation 12

After completion of Basic Narcotics School, but prior to individual sguad
training, current street sguad members ware intermingled with  senior
detectives of cther enforcement sguads for a 3-4 wesk pericd to learn
variocus division functicns.

We do not concur with the recarmendation for street sguads to spend any
additional time with other enforcement sguads. Strest squads perform a
significantly different function than mid and upper level enforcevent
squads, which is evidenced by their differing investigative technigues.
Implementation is not reccmrendsd.

RECOMCENDATICN £13

The tactical experience of tha newly formed strest squads should be improved
by temporary assigmment of an experienced tactical officer to the street

squads for a minimuae ninety-day (99} pericd.

Pesponse to  Recommerdation %13

We recommend that the Tactical Division assign six (6) experienced tactical
officers to the tarcotics Division for a thirty (39} day period.

C-14 NAR 000289
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One tactical officer should be paired with each Street Sguzd to provids
evaluation and/or assistance in planning, briefing, and entry tacti

RECOMMENDATION £14

2cific hands-on ssarch warrant trainirg scenarics should be developed for
us2 1n mandakted quarterly street sauad training.

Fastonss to  Recoammendation #14

Since thelr inceotion toverker 1, 1991, street squads Aava receivad
practical training on execution of search warrants. This training has
involved scenarios in which squads were confronted with varying situations
and circurstances.

To provide ongoirg training, division members w1ll be schedalad  to  recelve
two {(2) nours  of flrcarw: training every other month, edditionzlly,
division members will be schaduled to recelve quarterly training te consist
of eight (8) hours on ssarch warrants and eight (8) hours on buy-busts,
Scenarios such as thosz recarmended above will continue to be an integral
part of the search warrant training,

SEARCH WARRBNTS

ECOMMENDATION 215

The control officer should always search an informant before sending him or
hzr into a location to maks a purchase.

Pzsponse to  Recommendation £15

ajree with this recommendation, but believe that there could be times
when a search is not practical due to the nature of the informant/cfficer
contact. We recormend that officers should search an informant before
sending them into a location to make a purchase wnen possible. This has been
incerporated in the promosad search warrant policy.

RECOMMENDATION £16

The informant should not be allowed to possess any funds other than those
provided to make the controlled purchasz and whoss serial mumbers have been

recorded by the contrel officer.
C-14

Resoonse Lo BRecommendation £16

Informants generally do not have any monay other than that which is reguired
to make a drug purchass, To prohibit possession of other funds by the



February 28, 1892

s
Analysis of Narcotics Assessment Team Reporh
Pagz 6

informant places division personnel in the position of confiscating an
individuals personal progerty. We feel  this unnecessarily exposes ths
Department to liability. W2 do not recomrend I1mplerentaticon of this

orocadure,

EECCUMENDATION #17

1f at all possible, the control officer, or another officer assignad this
responsibility, should oosarve the informant enter tha premisas whore the

3
contrclled purchzass is mads.

Response o Recommendation £17

is recomendation has been incorporated into the propossd ssarch  warrant
policy.

RECOMMENDATION #£18

The Dallas County District attorney's office advocates that agresments with
informants be in writirg and cocrdinated through their office. The District
Attorney's office has submitted an agreewent form for use by HNarcotics
Division parsonneal,

Resoonse to  Recommendation #18

The agresment form currently used in the Narcotics Division was authored by
the District Attorney's office, We will adopt the amended form and continue
to coordinated informants working off their cases through the District
Attorney's office. This has been incorporated 1Into the propessed search
warrant policy.

RECOMMENDATION #19

The Narcotics Division should adopt dstailed Standard (Oeerating Procedures
regarding specific responsibilities of affiant (case agent), e.g., readlrg
of search warrant to occupants, preparation of primary case documentation,
interviewing and recording of statements.

2spons2 to  Recommendation £19

Duties of the case cfficer and/or appropriate supervisor have been outlined
10 the propossd search warrant policy.

RECOMMENDATION £28

The Narcotics Division should adopt detailed Standard Cperating Procedres
regardirg specific responsipilities of the finder, e.g., inventory of seized
items to include description of item, location found, time found, and
documentation of chain of custody.

C-14
NAR (00291
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Fesponse to  Rzcommendabion

Tnis rasponsibility has besn ocuklinad in thez proposed ssarch warrant policy.

ECOMVENDATION £21

ed Standard Ooeratirg Procedures

Tne Marcotics Diwvision should adopt detail
regarding specific responsivilities of searching officers.

Fzsponse to  Recommendabion #21

]
s

L

nis responsibility has been outlined in the proposed search warrant policy.

BECOMMERDATION $#272

Case officers should be required to complets destailed reports documenting
all phases of the investigation and rztain a case file in a central
repository which will  include peripheral reports sach as crime scene
diagrams, photograpns and personal case notes,

Responses to  Racomrendation #22

Szarch warrants and coples of District Attorney's prosecutlon reports are
currently maintained by the Narcotics Division, The addition of rew
Intelligence management software will  further enable the Intelligence
Officer to maintain intelligence reports, mnorning reports, drug complaints,
propeosad briefimg information sheets and incident critique forms. ERscords
Division maintains arrest reports.

23 newly created forms are implemented and scoftware becomes operational, we
will continue to assess the most efficient wethod of document retention and
retrieval, and maks recoumendations regardirg additional storage nesds.

RECOMMENDATION #23

Limit the nunber of search warrant services any one squad can perform during

a given shift at three (3).

Response to Recormendation £23

Except for unusual circumstances such as a "round up', squads currenktly o
not run an excess of three warrants per shift. We recormend that the
Division Commander reserve the authority to allow personnel to exceed three
warrants per shift during “round up" or similar situations. This has bzen
incorporated into the proposad search warrant policy.

C-14
NAR 000292



February 25, 1992
nalysis of Narcotics Zssessment Team Raport
=

;r)

[SO T

As)

b=y
ot

EQUIBENT

RECOMMENDRTION £24
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Fesponse to  Laco
Through a donation from the Hoblitzelle Foundation, the Narcotics Division
is currently acquiring a computer network consisting of a file sarver, eight
(8} work stations and an Intelligence Managesent Software package which will
facilitate the manipulation of both operztional and administrative Marcotics
IHLEIIIQEWCE information. Delivery of network equipment is expscted to begin
in 3-4 wesks. :

PECOMMENDATION £25

More portable radios should be added to the division's inventory. Ideally
each detective should have an assigned radio. 1If this is not possible,
enough additional radios should be obtzinad to permit wore than one to be

usad during search warrants,

25ponse Lo Recoumendation #25

42 portable radios and sevsral of our operations are
tical Officers who have radios. ¥we do not
detective hut do recamsend obtaining
twelve (12) secure channal porteble radios. Drug dealers have increasad
their level of sophistication in counter surveillance and electronic
ronitoring of police comeunications. The addition of twelve (12) secure
cnamnel radios would be adaquate to enable two simultaneous operations, 7The
cost of each radiec, including necessary programing, is $2,352. The total
cost for this eguipment is $28,238.

Currently we have
conducted with Patrol or Tac
reconend obtaining a radic for each

RECOMHENDATION #26

Might vision eguipment should be used on nighttime surveillance operations.

Eesgonse tc  Recommerdation £26

Lue to ambient lighting conditions present at nighttime in urban areas,
night vision equicwent will not always function preoperly. Lieutenant Jaccb
Moore is researcning available night vision equipment to determins the
current state of the art. Once his evaluation is complete and nignt vision
equiprent is obtainad, we recommand that discretion be allowed in the use of

z2a
ac

-
r
-
J

C-14
NAR 000293
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nignt vision surveillance egquipment so that the safety of the oparation is
not jeopardizad. This has besen incorporated 1in to the proposed  buy-bust

policy.

RECOMMENDATION %27

Detention and processing  facilities  available  to Narcotics  Division

personnal should be expandzd.

Response to  Recommwendation £27

Senior Corporal Paul Schuster, Plannirng Division, had been contactsd to
locate alternate detention and prccessirg facilities. Senior Corooral
Schuster submitited 2 recommendation through his chain of command in mid-

January citing two possible locations. (attachment 17)

Park Pollce function has created an available

1.) Decentralization of the
at 3112 Canton

vacant area in tha former Park Police headquarter buildirg
St
2.) Tha Crime Prevention Unit at 2020 N, Lamar St. anticipates rslocation
of their present suite which will result in a vacancy of their currently
leased office space.

¥ have locked at these facllities and recommend that we obtain the vacant
space at 3112 Canton. Once approved, structure modifications will ke
coordinated through Senior Corporal Schuster.

NAR 000294
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Memorandum

CITY OF DALLAS

January 17, 1992

Pary Suhm, Executive Assistant Director Thru: Depuv Chisf W. T. McClain
Ofiice of Administration aff Services Bureau
Narcotics Hold Over Fecllity

In response to the Narcotics Division requ vare fost building
for hold-over interrogation of suspects, it has been reguested that an J:ermative

opsion be offered.

The Narcotics lease preposal is for a small metal building at 1725 Chestnut. The
owner would lease the building for $750 per mani:h, $8,000 yr.,and additional utitity
costs would be billed to the city. Tno Narcotics Division would have the General
Services Depariment renovate the building to contain six interrogation rooms, tw
offices, and would add alr-conditioning at a cost of $25,000.

There are {wo alternative options the Narcotics Division may b ble to explare. One

,-

is a city owned facility and the other is a lease under renagotiat

O The former Park Police building, 3112 Canton, was recommendsd under
reorganization to house part of the Hit and Run Investigations of Traffic {o aliow
expansion of Central Patrol. This proposal was never implemented by the affected
divisions. The Tactical Reserve / Alarm Unit which shared the building with the
Park Police is using half of the available space. The Narcotics Division could build
six interrogation rooms in the former Park Police Sergeants' ofiice and the former
detail or locker room could provide space for measuring crugs and other office

requirements. (See A‘tachman‘ AT

Q  The second alternative site would be the West End Garage lease facility at 2020
N. Lamar. The Police Department has a 20 yr. lease at this site for $1({One-Dollar)
a year. The facility is currently shared by the Crime Prevention and Gentral Patroi
CBD Units, The owner of the building is requesting to move these units to another
side of the building so that an adjoining club can expawd into the current leased
space. The owner would finishout the new space to Police specifications and this
space is slightly larger than the current 4,003 SF. The garage above has an
emergency fire exit which adjoins the new space. The Narcotics Division wouid
probably want to negotiate parking in the garage as the current lzase does not
include parking. (Existing units use a public city lot across the street,) This second
alternative may be unacceptable to existing units and the Narcotics Division.

(See Attachment-"B")

Paul M. Schuster, #491%
Sen[og' Corporal C-14
Planning Division NAR 000295
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Proposed Buy-Bust Policy
Proposad Flasn Roll Funds Policy

Progosad Szarch Warrant Policy

Edd Training/Rsset Selizure/Intelligence Lieutenant
Increass Trazining Budget from $539358 to $40009

Increasse Basic Narcotics Investigation's School fram 55 hours
to 89 hours

£ Hours Tralning on 5.0.P. Charnges

€ Hours Buy-Bust Training Every Quarkter (Mandatory as a
unit)
g Hours Search Warrant Trainirg Every Quarter (Mandatory as

a unit)

Diversionary Device Training
16 Hours - Users
24 Hours - Instructors

Establish Committee to Develop Standardized Training Progranm
for New Members

Assign Six Tactical Officers to the Street Squads for Thirty
(38) Days

Equipment

Add police Technician 16

Obtain Hold Over Facility

Obtain and Develop Intelligence Computer Network
Purchase 12 Secure Capable Handy Talkies ($28,238)
Obtain Night vision Equiprent After Determinirg Neads

Szarch for a Camera for Monitoring Activity Insids vehicle
{If applicable for our operaticns)

C-14 NAR 000298



ATTACHMENT 18 cont.

CITIES to be VISITED

CITY POPULATION INDEX CRIME PER 19§dd
Phosnix 987,349 1é7
San Diego 1,1%6,02¢ 92
Los Ang=les 3,536,099 73
Baltimore 735,000 106
Washington 647,990 198
San Antenio 539,039 117
Fouston 1,633,600 113
Miami 359, ¢99 199
Metro Dade 1,837,630 249
C-14

NAR 000299
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