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Purpose
This packet identifies a connected set of discrepancies in the handling, description, investigation, and reporting of employee complaints and disciplinary matters. It is submitted to assist the State Attorney in determining whether the underlying records warrant independent preservation, authentication, interview, subpoena, or investigative review.
Kevin S. Keene  |  5255 Palmetto Ave  |  Fort Pierce Florida 34982
772-275-2040  |  kevinkeene1961@gmail.com


Executive Summary
The exhibits collectively present more than isolated wording disputes. They identify a recurring pattern in which officials appear to have controlled complaints in which they were named, described investigative routes that were unavailable or inconsistently applied, supplied materially different accounts to investigators, and characterized source material in ways that may have omitted or expanded significant facts. The February 4 through February 9 sequence also raises a focused question about whether protected complaints were followed almost immediately by adverse disciplinary action.
The packet does not substitute the comparison graphics for the underlying records. Each comparison should be tested against the original email, complaint, interview notes, outside-counsel letter, investigative report, metadata, and distribution history. The requested review is therefore directed to the authenticity, completeness, chronology, intent, and use of the original records.
Principal Matters for Review
Whether a named respondent personally controlled, closed, or redirected complaints alleging misconduct against himself and other senior officials.
Whether complainants were directed to an Office of Internal Affairs that Chief Lee later stated did not exist.
Whether descriptions supplied to the Fire Board, Civil Service Appeals Board, or outside investigators added findings not contained in the cited source document.
Whether significant eyewitness information, threat allegations, Union objections, or identified witnesses were omitted or minimized in investigative summaries.
Whether materially conflicting accounts were knowingly supplied to investigators regarding complaints, employee treatment, Board knowledge, and investigative procedures.
Whether the February 9 Loudermill notice was causally connected to, or retaliatory for, the February 4 complaint and February 6 demand for an independent process.
Whether public statements that the Board was uninvolved are consistent with interview notes indicating the Board was kept informed and discussed proposed handling.
Requested Investigative Actions
Preserve and obtain native-format copies of all cited emails, attachments, complaints, interview notes, reports, letters, draft reports, metadata, distribution lists, and revision histories.
Obtain the complete Jackson Lewis investigative file, including notes, recordings, transcripts, drafts, communications, scope instructions, and materials supplied by District officials.
Interview Jordon Hutchinson regarding the source documents, the preparation of these comparisons, and the location of the original records.
Interview the officials and witnesses identified in the exhibits separately and compare their statements against contemporaneous records.
Determine who authorized each investigative routing decision, record characterization, report omission, Board communication, and disciplinary action.


Chronology of Key Events
	Date or period
	Event reflected in supplied comparisons

	September 19 2025
	Chief Lee reportedly cautioned against taking an individual complaint directly to the Fire Board, while stating the Board becomes involved when a matter directly concerns him as a contract employee.

	September 23 2025
	Chief Lee acknowledged receipt of the complaint packet, told complainants the Board was not an appeal body, and told the Board the issues were fully addressed administratively and did not require Board involvement.

	September 24 2025
	Chief Lee closed the matter and directed future allegations to the Office of Internal Affairs.

	January 24 2026
	Chief Lee emailed the Board a characterization of Attorney Gainey’s assessment that allegedly included findings not stated in Gainey’s cited letter.

	February 4 2026
	A formal administrative complaint named Chief Lee, Assistant Chief Gonzalez, and District Attorney Kim Sabol as respondents.

	February 5 2026
	Chief Lee declined further internal investigative action and stated no Board action was requested or required.

	February 6 2026
	Complainants requested identification of an independent process, asked whether their claims were being investigated, and requested protection.

	February 9 2026
	The District issued a Loudermill notice contemplating discipline up to termination for alleged procedural misconduct and routing violations.

	March 24 and 30 2026
	Attorney Gainey’s and Chief Lee’s accounts reportedly differed regarding whether a cultural assessment was part of the original assignment.

	Jackson Lewis interviews
	Interview notes reflected additional disputes regarding Union objections, employee treatment, Board knowledge, omitted witnesses, and the availability of an Office of Internal Affairs.




Issue and Evidence Matrix
	Issue
	Record comparison presented
	Ref

	Complaint routing and independence
	Prior practice described as an independent handoff; later complaint was controlled and closed internally; future matters were directed to an OIA Lee later said did not exist.
	Exhibit 1

	Complaint followed by discipline
	Named respondent declined investigation; complainants sought an independent route; Loudermill notice followed within days.
	Exhibit 2

	Board awareness
	Lee, Gonzalez, and Sabol interview notes reportedly indicate Board awareness and discussion despite other statements limiting Board involvement.
	Exhibit 3

	Scope of outside counsel work
	Lee and Gainey reportedly supplied different accounts of whether a cultural assessment was an original purpose or a later opinion.
	Exhibit 4

	Expansion of cited findings
	Lee’s January 24 characterization allegedly added intimidation, resistance to accountability, and pressure language absent from Gainey’s letter.
	Exhibit 5

	Omitted Union objections
	Gonzalez reportedly said the Union had no problem with the investigation; Meyer and Sapp notes record multiple objections.
	Exhibit 6

	Minimized eyewitness account
	Lee’s summary described a car-fire statement; Fanelli’s email described a physical shoulder bump and other allegations were reportedly omitted.
	Exhibit 7

	Conflicting account concerning Jonas
	Lee and Gonzalez reportedly differed about animosity, complaints, involvement, and whether Jonas was interviewed.
	Exhibit 8

	Prejudgment and disparagement
	Interview notes contain statements concerning splitting employees up, promotion judgments, and “get the head of the snake.”
	Exhibit 9


Source Attribution and Handling
The attached comparison graphics were prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from official public-record documents obtained during the SLCFD matter. The graphics reproduce selected quotations and provide Hutchinson’s explanatory interpretation. For evidentiary use, each quotation and characterization should be matched to its original record, and the original record should be authenticated through the producing custodian or a competent witness.
The images are included intact as supplied. Their inclusion preserves the preparer’s presentation; it does not alter the need to obtain the complete underlying records, including surrounding context, attachments, drafts, metadata, and distribution history.


Exhibit 1
Complaint routing and nonexistent Office of Internal Affairs
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 2
February 4 complaint and February 9 Loudermill notice
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 3
Fire Board awareness and communications
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 4
Conflicting descriptions of Gainey’s role
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 5
January 24 characterization compared with Gainey’s letter
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 6
Union objections omitted from the Jackson Lewis summary
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 7
Fanelli email and the characterization of omitted facts
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 8
Conflicting accounts concerning Jonas
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Exhibit 9
Prejudgmental and disparaging statements reflected in interview notes
[image: ]
Comparison graphic prepared by Jordon Hutchinson from obtained official public-record documents. Review against the complete underlying records.


Submission and Follow Up
I respectfully request that the Office of the State Attorney evaluate the underlying records and determine whether an independent inquiry is warranted. I am prepared to provide the original public-record productions in my possession, identify witnesses, and assist in locating the documents referenced in these exhibits.
________________________________________
Kevin S. Keene
Community Liaison
Date: ____________________
Materials to Bring or Transmit Separately
Native copies of the emails and attachments quoted in the exhibits.
The February 4 complaint, February 5 response, February 6 response, and February 9 Loudermill notice.
Attorney Gainey’s complete letter and related engagement and scope records.
Complete Jackson Lewis interview notes, recordings, transcripts, report, drafts, and supporting materials.
Records showing who received Chief Lee’s January 24 communication and when.
The complete Fire Board communications referenced in the interview notes.
SLCFD Evidence Briefing Packet  |  Prepared for State Attorney Meeting  |  September 22, 2026
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- EVIDENCE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY < INTEGRITY « REPRESENTATION + A STRONGER TOMORROW

_ Lee described an independent handoff, then an internal review.

LEE’S PRIOR-PRACTICE ACCO - JL INVESTIGATORS NOTES:

“In past, if any of us is accused, we have handed off to have someone
not named investigate or handed it off to an outside entity”

LEE’S EMAIL TO UNION 9-19-25

“Keep in mind, The Fire Board does not handle individual employee
complaints unless the matter involves me directly, as | report to them as
their contract employee. | would caution any individual employee against
bypassing established procedures by taking a complaint directly to the Fire Board.”

LEE’S EMAIL RECEIPT OF SEPTEMBER COMPLAINT 9-23-25 9:26a.m.:

“formally acknowledge receipt of your complaint packet”
“Please note that the Fire Board does not serve as an appeal body
for individual personnel complaints.”

LEE’S EMAIL TO FIRE BOARD 9-23-25 9:26a.m.:

“issues have been fully addressed administratively and do not require

Board involvement.”

“Personnel complaints, investigations, and assignments are handled administratively
and are not subject to Board adjudication, unless they directly involve the one of the
three contract employees.”

LEE’S WRITTEN CLOSURE 9-24-25 11:20a.m.:

“Accordingly, this matter is considered closed with no further
action. Any future allegations must be filed through the established
processes with the Office of Internal Affairs.”

LEE’S STATEMENT-JL INTERVIEW NOTES:

“| directed that it be sent to OIA - | don’t have an OIA”

WHY IT MATTERS

F WHY IT F'L RS il
Chief Lee’s own statements do not describe a consistent or independent process. He first
described a prior practice of handing complaints off to someone not named or to an outside entity.
He then told the Union and complainants the Fire Board would not handle the matter, told the Board
the issues were fully addressed administratively, personally closed the complaint, directed future
allegations to an Office of Internal Affairs, and later admitted, “I don’t have an OIA.” Taken together,
these statements show that the complaint was not handed off to a clearly independent process. They
show Chief Lee personally controlled the intake, routing, review, and closure of the complaint while
invoking procedures and an office he later said did not exist. That is an independence problem,
a process problem, and a credibility problem.
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1. Given that we have stated we

4. s the fire district investigating our claims against the fire

EVIDENGE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY < INTEGRITY « REPRESENTATION + A STRONGER TOMORROW

February 4 Complaint was dismissed by a named respondent,
and the questions were never answered.

FEBRUARY 4, 2026 7 FEBRUARY 5, 2026
FORMAL ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINT \ LEE’S RESPONSE EMAIL

Respondents: Fire Chief Lee, Assistant Fire

Chief Gonzalez, District Attorney Sabol “Based on this review, no further internal

“This is a formal administrative complaint investigativ c‘uclion is bcil?g initiated at this time.
alleging misconduct by the Respondents in Shm{lq the District determine that addlponal

the areas of discrimination, harassment, administrative review or investigation is warranted
hostile work environment, and retaliation, in the future, you will be notified accordingly.”

arising from their actions and ducmons
durlng recent administrative processes.

FEBRUARY 6, 2026 FEBRUARY 9, 2026
RESPONSE TO LEE’S DENIAL LOUDERMILL NOTICE

are fearful and
uncomfortable providing detailed allegations and
nformation because the individuals accused—
2 Gonzalez, and District Attorney
als who control or influence the

“No Board action has been requested or required.”

“This letter serves as formal notice that the
St. Lucie County Fire District (“District”) is
considering disciplinary action up to and
including termination based solely on
documented procedural misconduct....”

“The proposed discipline is based exclusively
on undisputed conduct reflected in written
correspondence and administrative records...”

initiate an inter ml mwsumﬂmn inquiry or mu finding at
this time?”

“You are not being disciplined for filing complaints,
disclosures, ethics filings, public records reques!
or for a any «.‘\lcrnul egal or administrative
remedy. The sole focus of this notice is whether
established administrative routing directives

chief, assistant Fire Chief and district attorney alleging

T ion, harassment, hostile work environment and
discrimination we submitted? If so, who do we submit the
rest of our paperwork to?”

5. How is the district ensuring we are being protected?” and governance boundaries were followed.”

WHY IT MATTERS

February 4 complaint was initially dismissed by Chief Lee while he was a named respondent. The questions
that followed the dismissal were never answered. The next correspondence was a Loudermill Notice dated
February 9. Chief Lee dismissed serious allegations against himself, Assistant Chief Gonzalez, and District
Attorney Sabol, provided no answers, and then initiated disciplinary action days later.
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EVIDENGE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY « INTEGRITY ¢ REPRESENTATION « A STRONGER TOMORR!

as The Fire Board Aware The Whole Tim

GONZALEZ’S ' SABOL'S 3 ) LEE’'S
JL INVESTIGATOR’S NOTES: '/ JLINVESTIGATOR’S NOTES: h JL INVESTIGATOR’S NOTES:
BOARD _ BOARD .

Board: " b :
- Wanted to forward W(lil}(’;;afdiy o t,‘g(t)h‘,”? dlschustsed - Concern with fire board

complaint to fire board ANCSRILEL Toe SIS IS Wt - Don’t want to deal with
- AN I intend to do about it. My main

point did the fire board ersonnelimatters
el My e s concern was for Board to be aware p
going on ¢

L R and makg sure Board okay quh" - Had let the fire board know

before” what he intended to do about it. on Feb. 4th
« 4 - A couple asked why or

1 did hear that they wanted I think Chief Lee told me what e P

us to forward the September he was going to do with the they shouldn't
complaint to the fire board and December 3 complaint. My concern is to - Not our problem but
I remember there being discussion make sure the Board is aware of it your problem”
with Chief Lee who was looking and knows the steps being taken.
at Fire Board’s Charter. I know He was keeping the Board
Chief Lee was keeping Fire Board P
apprised.”

~ WHYITMATTERS

All three individuals — Chief Gonzalez, District Attorney Sabol, and Chief Lee — told the Jackson Lewis
investigators that the Fire Board was (1) aware of the complaints, (2) kept informed, and (3) discussed

how the complaints would be handled. Chief Lee also acknowledged he informed the Board on February 4,
and that at least “a couple” board members responded, “Not our problem but your problem.”
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'EVIDENCE COMPARISON

Lee and Qutside Investigator Gainey’s Role
Description Do NOT Match.

LEE’S MARCH 30 NOTES:

“I have no memory of being

asked to do a cultural
“It was the whole assessment beforehand.”
reason for bl‘ing “We did the investigation.
SG in” Found unsub. Did the Pace.

Found unsub. But there were
many firefighters who seemed
upset so I was asked to give
my opinion about what I
observed. That’s what led

to the letter.”

Chief Lee's statements regarding why he previously hired an Outside Counsel

to do a Cultural Assessment directly contradicts that Outside Counsel's statement
regarding her own role. This was not included in the investigative summary
written by Jackson Lewis.
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EVIDENGE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY « INTEGRITY ¢ REPRESENTATION ¢ A STRONGER TOMORROW

Lee’s January 24 email to the Board added findings absent
om Gainey’s letter.

===
GAINEY = LEE" ool
OUTSIDE COUNSEL LETTER A R 22_6_IE.MAIL TOTHE«BOARD

“intense peer pressure, social
exclusion, and inappropriate

“Attorney Gainey’s assessment
also noted workplace dynamics

3 reflective of intimidation,

“The objective is not to dilute resistance to accountability,

the high standards that Station 1A and efforts to influence outcomes
is known for, but to ensure those through pressure rather than
standards are achieved through established process.”

a culture of support, not
exclusion.”

e
WHY IT MATTERS _

Chief Lee s against station 1A th in the Outside

Counsel’s findings. Chief Lee sent this to the Fire Board, the Civil Service appeals Board

prior to Hutchinson’s demotion hearing, and to the Jackson Lewis Investigators prior to
Hutchinson and Baldwins first meeting with the investigators. What would happen if you
falsified Fire District documentation?
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“The Union also said that they
had no issues with the way
1 did the Pace investigations™

Objected to going off the record
o Went to chief lee
o Said he had issue with it
o Also told Gonz he had an issue

"Investigation:

- "Off record was an issue"

- "SG questions and rephrasing the questions"

- "District tried to two things at one time and
it didn’t work out well"
"Investigation was bad across the board for
everyone who walked in"
"People brought in that were not on the list but
brought in"
""And brought in half of the people complained
against - Didn’t sit right"

'

"Labor management meetings - Sapp, Lee, Gonz and
Meyer - Before Jan.
Voiced issues — not good way in doing two at one
- Lee said it could have been smoother
- Never against changing or doing it again
- Realized it wasn’t great so not doing it again"

| SAPP JLINTERVIEW NOTES: ______|
Improper investigative techniques
- Concern
— clear transcripts
- Issue with the transcripts stopping
- Being stopped at the end of the investigation

These are statements made dlrectly to the Jackson Lewis investigators regardmg the
Investigation in July 2025. The Union stated thier objections during the investigation directly

to Chief Gonzalez and Chief Lee. They were ignored. The Union restated their issues during a
Labor Management meeting. While under investigation, Chief Gonzalez told the investigators
the Union did not have issues with the way he did the investigation. What would happen if you
made false statements to an investigator during an investigation?
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Lee Admitted Gonzalez Not Include The Facts. Then Misrepresented The Email.

JL INVESTIGATOR NOTES - LEE:

“Hit List Issue — said that Pace

had a hit list with names on it. "Before di L dI
My understanding, Gonzalez VTG AIDET, SPPAaaUg
asked Pace about it that day, were cleaning the dishes in the

he denied it.” sink. Lopez was washing, and
I was drying. During this time,
Pace came into the kitchen to
wash his hands while Lopez

FANELLY'S EMAIL RECEIVED BY GONZALEL

“The person who Gonzalez
disregarded their statement during
Pace investigation was a student

during the incident in which Pace was still washing dishes, and
got angry because other group shoulder bumped Lopez out
took over car fire. That student of the way.”

became an employee and then
provided a statement in Oliver Pace
investigation but it was about the
car fire incident.”

Lee s notes reduce the issue to Gonzalez disregarding a student S statement about a car ﬁre
incident. But Fanelli’s email described a physical confrontation: Pace shoulder bumped Lopez
out of the way at the kitchen sink. The broader allegation also included Oliver’s report of

repeated “hit list” threats against Jordon Hutchinson, Lopez’s report of threats against Baldwin
and Boudrias, and the fact that Fanelli was identified and available but was not interviewed.
The JL investigative summary only reported on part of the allegation instead of the full
eyewitness account, threat allegations, and omitted witness issue.
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EVIDENGE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY « INTEGRITY ¢ REPRESENTATION ¢ A STRONGER TOMORROW

Lee and Gonzalez gave co

LEE
JL INVESTIGATORS NOTES

Jonas

o Clearly animosity

o Not sure of the cause

o See complaint — and looks like it an issue

e Stirrat referenced one time — Gonz got
involved in level he shouldn’t

o Jonas — not Gonz issue and told to treat like
everyone else

o Not aware of any complaints at station 1

o Learned from complaints

o Jonas worked there for a limited amount of
time

e Atstation— 10 or 16

o After Jordan became Lt.

o [ know Jonas was one of the ones who used to
be at Station 1 and was not treated well by these
guys, but I don’t think he every filed a complaint
or anything. I don’t think Jonas was interviewed.

licting accounts

ut Jonas.

GONZALEZ
~ JLINVESTIGATORS NOTES

Jonas

Nothing to indicate that issue with
Hutchinson
Upset a lot

o Part of being in the fire service
Wife said you need to look into it
Jonas — never talked to him about
anything at central
Leaving there

o More issue with him than Jonas

with them

Chief Lee and Assistant Chief Gonzalez provided
conduct, their involvement, and whether there were any complaints. These inconsistent

statements call into question the
investigation, and whether the facts were

about Jonas’s

, the accuracy of the
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«*. EVIDENGE COMPARISON

ACCOUNTABILITY < INTEGRITY  REPRESENTATION ¢ A STRONGER TOMORROW

GONZALEZ

JL INVESTOR’S NOTES JL INVESTOR’S NOTES

“I wanted to split them up and make sure not able
to work together again.”

Chief Merrit
Looking for deputy chief of operations
Stirrat assumed he was a shoo-in for position

L]
Given formal codnseling .
L]

Not picked under rule of 3 : e He wanted to get insurance benefit
L]
L]
L]

Impact on ability to step up and promote

The actual one or two e

Not the right guy for the job Trfammg should alll be the same .
Doesn’t make the right decision Said he wasn’t going to do it on A-shift
Always butting heads with him

Rule of 3 for a reason
o Don’t have to answer to

o Instance where he has not picked the next on the list o Every[hing that was an issue was Gonz
: ® 3/1/22 — deputy chief

Identified specifically 1A
Hutchinson — already gone
JP Starpoli — moved — get the head of the snake
Captain Peterkin — not the strongest leader
o Step up role
o Absent most of the time
o Be there as captain
¢ Bourdais
Baldwin
o Not sure who decided for one to stay and one to move

o Told Stirrat in his office
Not going to ask to do it since you cannot remember
o Being spineless

WAFLE M

‘.Lh
Chief Lee and Chief Gonzalez made negative, disparaging, and pre-judgmental statements about
employees, promotional decisions, and leadership.









