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SubjectANAL UDIT REPORT ofMDPD' Off-Regular Duty Program Ref: IG05-120A 

Attached plea e find the Offi e f the In peetor General (OIG) FINAL AUDIT REPORT 
on the ab ve-captioned item. The OIG distributed a draft ver ion of till report to the 
Miami-Dade Police Department (MDPD), Miami-Dade Finance Department (Finance) and 
the Mayor s Office of Urn and Entertainment (MOFE) on May 2, 2006. Even prior to the 
di tribution of the draft report OIG repre entative met with enior manager from the 
Finance and Police Departments to di eus the major findings of the audit related t program 
financing and ace unts receivable. We received inaoce and MO E's responses on May 
16,2006. The MDPD requested and was granted a one-week time e tension for it to 
ubmit its r p nse. We received MDPD re p nse on May 25,2006. MDPD' re p nse 

. attached to thi report appendix , the Finance Departmem' re pon e is attached to 
thi report a APPENDIX B and the MOFE response i attached to thi report as 
APPENDIX C. There is no eparate OIG rejoinder and, after review of the comment 
received, no change were made t the report. 

Results 

The OIG' rep rt c mpri ed even finding and eighteen recommendations. Both Finance 
and the MOFE responded po itively to the DIG' recommendations and both have already 
taken action to implement the recommendations relevant ( their re pective authoritie . 
MDPD in its very brief re p nse t me rep rt, eemingly acknowledges a true aU of the 
identified horte ming it ba provided n c mment n the finding th mselve , except 
t make a tatement ab ut theLr hj r deal gene i in that they "were created prior to this and 
the previ u admini trati n. What the MDPD re p n e do n t tate i what corrective 
action it will take or if any action will e taken at all. lndeed, it response ignores one audit 
finding in particular concerning the flagrant abuse of the Off-Regular Duty Program by one 
individual. Tills matter will be addre ed in a separate rep rt by the OIG in the near future. 

A we noted in the introduction to the report many of the problems have per j ted for 
many years as identified in previous audit report dated 1992 and 2001. S emingly, the 
pToblems-and new n that have emerged ince then- have gone unfi ed . MDPD s 



response gives no assurances that they will be addressed, let alone addressed in a timely 
manner. 

Nevertheless, additional discussions must be held among Finance, MOFE and MDPD 
persome1 concerning how k s t  to establish film permittee accounts and to fmlize a 
resolution to some older and, mast likely , uncollectible accounts. We would expect these 
discussions to take place in the immediate Future and that a memo ran dun^ of Understanding, 
as we have strongly recommended, be implemented soon. One major condition 
outstanding-a Finance and UDPD issue-relates to Finding No. 6,  Program fees clo mt 
OBEE County payroll, fringe bent$? and admifrisrraive costs. Finance has offered, in its 
response, a knowldgcablc analysis of the condition and possible soluti~ns that require 
discussion and cooperation among Finance, MDPD and senior County officials a b u t  Off- 
Regular Duty Program (Program) finances. We recommend that oofficials promptly hold 
such meetings so thac this issue may be resolved. 

In brief, one major audit fmcling is that the County established the Program as a self- 
supporting, fee-based method to facl li tate the authorized services, However, the Program 
does not meet the self-supporting mandate. The Program falls short of this objective by 
at least $31 2,000 per year and, if all County cosls and resources were taken inlo 
account, the shortfall would be much greater. In fact, the MDPD itself suffers a 
shortfall of no less than $420,000 per year. The County-the MDPD and the Finance 
Department-shnuld analyze the respective resources allocated to the Program and the 
wllected Prograrn fees to detern~ine what adjustments must be implenlented to make the 
Program self-sufficient in line with the County's stated policy. 

Compounding this linancial dilemma is a second major finding Lhat there are delinquent 
pcrrnittees owing large amounts in paymen1 for services rendered. As of 
August 2, 2005, the outstanding receivables balance for accounts over 60 days past due 
totaled over $504,614, By February I ,  2006, this balance had increased to over 
$667,817. At least $247,CKK) of the amount has been outstanding for anywhere from 
one co six years. Both the MDPD and the Finance Department could better servc their 
mutual interests by effec~ively cooperating to recover delinquent permittee accounts, 
and, in the case of delinquent accounts that are several years old, writing them aff, 
though not excusing the delinquent permittee. In particular, the MDPD should apply a 
"prompt payment" policy to ensure that its permittees remit payment as promptly as the 
County pays its police officers. 

Four findings directly relate to the MDPD' s Program administration. The OIG confinned 
that there are nineteen missing files containing original permittee applications and original 
pennit copies. Apparently, the MDPD "lost" them when it archived some of its active and 
inactive permittee files. Most distressingIy , only four of the permittees whose files are 
missing have submitted new applications pursuant to MDPD's request to do so. 
Notwithstanding, seven such permittem have not responded but still receive Program 
services. In addition, MDPD procedures require an annual review of permittee files but the 
D e m e n t  does not conduct such reviews. Other MDPD procedures specify required 
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record keeping, such as rotation lists, which should be used to make Program assignments 
and service logs, which should list all district ofl i~e off-regular duty work and the officers 
assigned thereto, The OJG found variation among the four district offices and the Special 
Events Unit in how each office maintained these records, if they maintained then1 at all. 
Two district offices allowed temporary services to continue beyond established guidelines 
that restrict such service to periods not exceeding two weeks. Lastly, as alluded to earlier, 
the MDPD favoritism shown to one permittee-the Dade County Police Benevolent 
Association-and the oflicer w o r m  the assignment allowed them to circumvent reporting 
and other procedural requirements. 

The OIG believes that the Off-Regular Duty Program provides positive benefits specifically 
to merchants and other business users who pay to receive police services for the protection 
of persons, and property and for the deterrence of crime. We also strongly believe that the 
Program will be better served if the deficiencies identified in our report art  addressed. As 
we have r~ommendsd, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOW W e e n  the 
administering departments shou Id be finalized forthwith. A successful MOU will only result 
from rneanlngful discussion among the parties aboul each party's respective roles and 
responsibilities for following up on delinquent aecounts and, when necessary, pursuing 
collections. Additionally, the OIG has identified several areas of the Program's 
administration that should be buttressed to ensure adequate and updatcd record keeping, and 
to establish a uniform method to rairly distribute off-regular-duty hours to fie officers 
wanting to work these assignments. A gain, it must be emphasized that despite m d a t c s  
that the OR-Regular Duty Program be self-sustaining, it is not, Taxpayer dollars are spent 
to suppiement a propam thar i s  beset with a host of deficiencies ranging from poor 
administration to financial shortfalls, Corrective actions should be implemented immediate1 
to ensure that permittees and Cnunty zff comply with appropriate program regulations an: 
requirements. In particular, (he County must require prompt reimhursemern hy Program 
prmictees for services rendered that the County  ha^ alreadv paid for. 

In short, the County must ensurc that tax dollars meant to h o d  the public safety needs of its 
citizens are not being unnecessarily depleted by a program intend4 to benefit those who can 
afford to pay for extra police services and a program, which, by administrative order, is 
supposed to k fiscally sel f-~ustaining . 

Accordingly, the OIG requires, . pursuant .. to County Code Section 2- 1076(d)(2), that each 
audited -- - department (MDPD, Finance, and MOFE) submit a follow-up repr t  as to the 
actions taken specific lo each of the OIG's recommendations .- relatedm that departm ent's 

urview . We \vauLd apprda te these follow-up reports in 90 days, on or before 
!~p(wbR 1, 2006. Consequently, the OIG is classifjing this audit as 3 m ~ l e t e d  but 
Unresolvedm pendyg the follow-up actions to be taken by the departments and reported back 
to the OIG in the requested Wday status response. 
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The OK q p r e c i e s  the coiilaesies a d  cmpemion extended by Miami-Dade Police 
Department, the Finrmce Dcpamen~ and the ;Maq;or's UjjTce of Film and Eme~tuiment. 
We especially wwzr to tkaPsA: fhe scflof these depi?menr~ who assifid UJ w7fh ow d i I  

hrmencaion and orher injbnnadomI requests. 

Distribution List 

c : The Honorable Carlos Alvarez, Mayor, Miami-Dade County 
The Honorable Chairperson Joe A. Martinez and 

Members, Board of County Commissioners, M iami-Dade Couny 
Ms. Alina Hlrdak, Assistant County Manager 
Ms. Susanne Torriente, Assistant Counw Manager 
Mr. Robert Parker, Director, MDPD 
Ms. Rachel Baum, Directus, Finance Department 
Mr. Jeff Peel, Director, MOFE 
Ms. Cathy Jackson, Director, Audit and Management S e r v i ~ s  
Mr. Charles Anderson, Commission Auditor 

Clerk of the Board (Copy FiIed) 
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