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Police Conduct Oversight Commission 1 

Minutes 2 

Regular Meeting February 11, 2020 3 

Starting at 6:15 p.m. 4 

350 Fifth Street, Room 241, Minneapolis, MN 55407 5 

 6 

Commission Members Present:  Commissioner Afsheen Foroozan (New Chair), Caitlin Gokey 7 

(New Vice Chair), Lacy Schumacher, Jeffrey Wade, Jackson Pineau, Abigail Cerra (arrived 30 8 

minutes later), Assistant City Attorney Joel Fussy   9 

 10 

Commission Members Absent:  None 11 

 12 

Staff Present:  Director Imani Jaafar, Gabriel Ramirez, Carolina Amini  13 

 14 

Staff Absent:  Zabih Alokozay, Mikayla Smith 15 

Call to Order Temporarily Suspended 16 

An election of new officers was required before the meeting could be called to order.  17 

Commissioner Foroozan made a motion to suspend the meeting in order to take nominations 18 

for Acting Chair and Vice Chair. 19 

 20 

Motion seconded 21 

All in favor, none opposed 22 

Motion carried 23 

New Commissioner Takes Oath 24 

New Commissioner Jackson Pineau took the Oath of Office. 25 

Election of Officers 26 

Acting Chair 27 

Nominations for Acting Chair were accepted.  Commissioner Foroozan was nominated for 28 

Acting Chair.  There were no other nominations.   29 

 30 

Motion was made for Commissioner Foroozan as Acting Chair by unanimous consent.   31 

Motion seconded 32 

All in favor, none opposed 33 

Motion carried 34 

 35 

Voting was also done by paper ballot and publicly read by the Commission Clerk, Gabriel 36 

Ramirez. 37 

The results were unanimous  38 

 39 
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Commissioner Foroozan is the new Acting Chair by unanimous written and verbal vote. 1 

Vice Chair 2 

Nominations for Vice Chair were accepted.  Commissioner Gokey was nominated for Vice Chair.  3 

There were no other nominations.   4 

 5 

Motion was made for Commissioner Gokey as Acting Chair by unanimous consent.   6 

Motion seconded 7 

All in favor, none opposed 8 

Motion carried 9 

 10 

Voting was also done by paper ballot and the results publicly read by Commission Clerk Gabriel 11 

Ramirez. 12 

The results were unanimous  13 

 14 

Commissioner Gokey is the new Vice Chair by unanimous written and verbal vote. 15 

 16 

Call to Order 17 

With the election of new officers, the meeting could now be called to order.  Chair Foroozan 18 

called the meeting to order at 6:26 pm 19 

 20 

A quorum of the Commission was present  21 

 22 

Adoption of the Agenda 23 

A motion was made to adopt the meeting agenda 24 

Seconded. 25 

No discussion.  All in favor.  None opposed. 26 

The motion carried. 27 

 28 

Acceptance of the Minutes 29 

Chair Foroozan made a motion to postpone the acceptance of the December 10, 2019 minutes.  30 

Seconded 31 

Discussion 32 

Commissioner Wade asked why there was a delay in getting the minutes reviewed.  He asked if 33 

December’s minutes were the most recent minutes that have not been reviewed.  34 

 35 

Gabriel Rameriz explained that the minutes continue to be updated.  However, there 36 

continues to be technical issues with LIMS which prevents the minutes from being 37 

connected to the agenda.  The technical issue had not been fixed by the time this 38 

meeting was held, but he is certain it will be fixed by next month’s meeting. 39 

 40 

Commissioner Wade asked for clarification that the minutes have been completed.    41 
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 1 

Gabriel Rameriz confirmed all the minutes have been completed.   2 

 3 

Chair Foroozan asked which minutes have not yet been approved. 4 

 5 

Gabriel Rameriz believes all the previous minutes have been approved, except for 6 

December 2019.  He further explained that previous months minutes have not yet been 7 

attached to LIMS website.  He is hoping the technical issue will be fixed by next month’s 8 

meeting. 9 

 10 

Commissioner Wade asked if the minutes could be emailed to the Commissioners since they are 11 

not yet in LIMS.    12 

 13 

Gabriel Rameriz will email the December’s minutes to the Commissioners.  Should there 14 

continue to be technical issues with LIMS, he will continue to email minutes to the 15 

Commissioners until the technical issue is fixed.   16 

 17 

No other discussion.  All in favor.  None opposed. 18 

The motion carried. 19 

 20 

Public Comment 21 

Chuck Turchick 22 

Too Many Cancelled Meetings and Not Meeting Quorum 23 

Chuck Turchick is on an email list for a group called Communities United Against Police Brutality 24 

or CUAPB (https://www.cuapb.org). Although he gets their emails, he is not in that group.  25 

CUAPB sends a weekly list of the many committees doing active work, as well as outside groups 26 

that have meetings related police accountability issues.  CUAPB has been around for twenty 27 

(20) years. They’re the longest active group in the Twin Cities that works exclusively on police 28 

brutality.   29 

 30 

The most recent email Mr. Turchick received did not have the PCOC meeting listed.  When that 31 

happened in the past, Mr. Turchick would notify CUAPB.  This time, Mr. Turchick did not notify 32 

CUAPB of the PCOC meeting.  The reason is because there has been no PCOC meeting for three 33 

(3) of the last five (5) months, so he had no idea if there would be a meeting.  This is so 34 

disappointing to him 35 

 36 

Mr. Turchick told the Public Safety Committee they are not appointing the right people to this 37 

Board.  He was told that the PCOC did not get a quorum for the first two months of 2019 as 38 

well.  Mr. Turchick attended CRA (Civilian Review Authority) meetings for 4-5 years and that 39 

never happened once.   40 

 41 

Mr. Turchick expressed frustration that attorneys are appointed to the PCOC who don’t have 42 

time for that work.  He wonders if the rules should change so four (4) people are not required 43 

Commented [A1]: There are transcribed minutes for November 

2019, but they are not approved in December because there was no 
quorum for November.   

 

October’s Minutes were not approved in November because of the 
same technical issues with LIMS that Gabriel is having.  Ryan could 

not get the minutes to upload. 

https://www.cuapb.org/
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for a quorum.  Mr. Turchick expressed that it’s also frustrating to the public to miss 60% of the 1 

meetings for the last five (5) months, especially considering the issues that the PCOC handles.   2 

 3 

Mr. Turchick reminded the Commissioners of City Ordinance 172.80(f), which the new 4 

Commissioner had just taken an oath to follow, which states: 5 

 6 

(f) “Authority. The commission shall meet once every month . . .”1 7 

 8 

The Commissioners have violated even this ordinance for three (3) of the last five (5) months.   9 

 10 

The rest of Mr. Turchik’s comments set out below were made at a meeting that the 11 

Commissioners did not hold. However, former Commissioner Westphal was in attendance at 12 

that meeting and she took public comment, but Mr. Turchik does not know if his comments 13 

were reported.  14 

 15 

Cases Returned from Coaching – Completeness and Comprehensiveness 16 

On October 16, 2019, Director Jaafar made an annual report of the Public Safety Committee to 17 

the Minneapolis City Council. They also have public comment at their meetings.  At the public 18 

comment Mr. Turchick expressed his frustration at how difficult it was to get answers to 19 

questions from the OPCR staff.  Specifically, one of his questions is what happens to cases that 20 

come back from coaching where the Joint Supervisors see problems with the case.  21 

 22 

The Complaint Process Manual, Section VI.B.ii, states: 23 

 24 

The OPCR supervisors check coaching documents to make sure they are complete and 25 

comprehensive. If the coaching documents are not, they may be returned to the 26 

precinct for completion (emphasis added).2 27 

 28 

Over one year ago, Mr. Turchik asked a couple of the Commissioners what it means to check for 29 

completeness and comprehensiveness.  He has seen case summaries come before the PCOC 30 

where the conclusion of the Supervisor at the Precinct directly contradicted what was shown on 31 

the video described in the case summary. His question for the Joint Supervisors is why this case 32 

didn’t go back to the Supervisor for an explanation as to how the Supervisor’s conclusion could 33 

directly contradict what the video showed.   34 

 35 

Of course, neither the Joint Supervisors were in that meeting for him to ask that question. Next, 36 

he emailed PCOC commissioners requesting that they ask the OPCR what it means to be 37 

reviewed for completeness and comprehensiveness. Does that mean the case is sent back?   38 

                                                 
1 https://lims.minneapolismn.gov/Download, “Ordinance” by Palmisano, “Amending Title 9, Chapter 172 of the 
Minneapolis Code of Ordinances relating to Fire and Police Protection: Police Conduct Oversight”, Page 2 

2 http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@civilrights/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-195180.pdf, 
page 11 

Commented [A2]: His comments were reported.  The minutes of 
this meeting are transcribed (November) and were sent to Ryan. 

Commented [A3]: The recording says “supervisor” but did he 
mean “. . . go back to the precinct . . . ?” 
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 1 

Finally, at the October 16, 2019 Public Safety Meeting, Director Jaafar reported, “if we don’t 2 

agree with the decision on coaching, we actually send it back”.   3 

 4 

Mr. Turchick suggests again3 that there be at least one Joint Supervisor who can answer 5 

questions when case summaries are reviewed.  The Joint Supervisor can handle questions for 6 

which the intake person or the person presenting might not know.  It does not need to be an 7 

adversarial question.  But questions such as what the rationale is for a case not going back.  8 

 9 

Mr. Turchik recalls another case where a Hennepin County nurse made a complaint.  There 10 

were three (3) other nurses as witnesses but the three (3) other nurses weren’t questioned.  11 

Maybe the Joint Supervisors should have been asked why this case did not go back to have at 12 

least contacted the other witnesses. 13 

 14 

Intake Process vs. How Long it Takes to Resolve a Case 15 

In that same presentation, Director Jaafar said, “the one thing that has helped build public 16 

trust, something they had gotten feedback on, is the amount of time it takes for a case to go 17 

through intake process.” The intake process is the process that culminates when it gets to the 18 

Joint Supervisors and the Joint Supervisors decide which on which tract it belongs.   19 

 20 

Having filed a complaint himself, Mr. Turchick could care less how long it takes a case to get 21 

through the intake process.  22 

 23 

What he cares about is how long it takes to resolve a case.  In his complaint he stated that he 24 

was open to mediation.  He submitted all the evidence, there was no investigation necessary.  25 

His complaint was about comments made by an officer, who behaved in a non-professional 26 

manner, in a radio interview.  He submitted the link to the radio interview, which Gabriel 27 

immediately downloaded.  Mr. Turchick stated exactly where in the interview his objection was 28 

to the officer’s comment(s). 29 

 30 

Seven and one-half (7.5) months later he contacted the OPCR to ask what was happening with 31 

his case.  He was told it had been put on the mediation track.  He waited an additional four and 32 

one-half months (4.5) and again asked what was happening with his case.  He even went down 33 

in person to ask as it had been one year since filing.  He was told his case had to get in line again 34 

once it’s put on a mediation track.   35 

 36 

Before his case, in the history of this body, there were three (3) successful mediations.  There 37 

are not a lot of cases that go to the outside agency that does the mediations.   38 

 39 

He returned one week later when he didn’t hear anything.  One day later, he received a call 40 

from the Mediation Agency to schedule a mediation date.  The mediation was terrific, but it 41 

was one year after he filed the complaint.   42 

                                                 
3 Minutes from November 12, 2019, page 2, lines 2-18 
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 1 

Mr. Turchick could have simply talked to the officer, but the officer refused to accept emails 2 

from Mr. Turchick.  There was confusion regarding accepting emails from someone with a 3 

felony.  However, Mr. Turchick’s felony was committed fifty (50) years ago.  The rules do 4 

prohibit ongoing contact with people known to be criminally active in the community – officers 5 

cannot have ongoing contact in those situations.  The officer realizes he could have accepted 6 

and opened Mr. Turchik’s emails.  Mr. Turchick brought the rule on this to the mediation, 7 

 8 

Mr. Turchick reiterated that although it was a very successful mediation, it took one year.  9 

Again, he could care less how long a case takes to go to intake.  If the OPCR has received 10 

feedback on this, it raises another issue.   11 

 12 

From the day this body started, from the day the OPCR started taking complaints, Mr. Turchick 13 

made the suggestion there be a new process for handling police accountability complaints.  The 14 

Commissioners ought to have some sort of form that goes to the officer and the complainant to 15 

find out if the new process is solving the problems that the City Council had found in the old 16 

process.  Is this new process working?   17 

 18 

Mr. Turchick made that suggestion to the Civilian Review Authority (CRA) back in the 90s.  19 

Finally, they got someone on the Board who knew Samuel Walker4, the most preeminent police 20 

accountability expert academic in the country.  He wrote up a form he started using and they 21 

were surprised that both the officers and complainants were generally satisfied with the 22 

process.  If the OPCR is referring to feedback they’ve been getting, it’s anecdotal feedback.   23 

 24 

They ought to be getting that feedback on a systematic basis.  It doesn’t have to be any 25 

scientific basis, but it has to be on a systematic basis.  Mr. Turchick made that suggestion again, 26 

a suggestion he has made since the beginning of PCOC.   27 

 28 

Lessons Learned from Noor Trial –A Missing Topic on the Agenda  29 

In June 2019, Judge Kathryn Quaintance, at the sentencing of Mohammed Moor for the 30 

shooting of Justine Ruszczyk Damond, made several comments about the questions she 31 

received from the jurors5.  Judge Quaintance read all those questions in public6.  Then she made 32 

the following comments at the end of her sentencing phase, which is very unusual for a judge 33 

to do in a criminal case. 34 

 35 

“A large amount of taxpayer dollars will go to Australia, but Minneapolis residents await 36 

the promised transformation, and the questions of the jurors remain unanswered.  37 

                                                 
4 https://samuelwalker.net/police-accountability-resource-guide/ 

5 In the youtube video (footnote 6) of Judge Quaintance’s sentence, she stated she received the list of questions 
from the jurors when she spoke with them after the trial.  The list of questions is also in the June 2019 Minutes, 
page 4.   

6 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LmxOfmeNEeU 

https://samuelwalker.net/police-accountability-resource-guide/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LmxOfmeNEeU
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What has changed?  What will change so this does not happen again?  How does the 1 

Department address officer safety without jeopardizing public safety?  The jurors and 2 

the people of Minneapolis need and deserve answers.”7  3 

 4 

When Judge Quaintance made those comments, Mr. Turchick emailed the Commissioners and 5 

suggested that the Commissioners encourage City Officials to come up with a document about 6 

lessons learned from this case.  The former Chair, Andrea Brown, did say at the meeting, after 7 

the Judge made these comments, she would like to see an agenda item in the future of lessons 8 

learned from the Noor case.  But she had control of the agenda and she never put that item on 9 

the agenda.8   10 

 11 

Mr. Turchick checked with members of one of the committees in Ms. Ruszczyk’s neighborhood 12 

after the shooting and asked if they had heard anything about lessons learned on this case. Mr. 13 

Turchick received an email which he read, which states: 14 

 15 

“To my knowledge there has been no comprehensive report out from the City or County 16 

Attorney’s office on the policy failures from this incident.  We frequently reiterate to the 17 

City Council and Police Department our desire for such a report to be generated as we 18 

believe this is the only way to achieve the transformational change Judge Quaintance 19 

and Justine’s family spoke of.” 20 

 21 

This group hasn’t heard answers, Mr. Turchick hasn’t heard answers, the public hasn’t heard 22 

answers.  Mr. Turchick suggests the PCOC is the most appropriate body to push the Mayor’s 23 

Office and the City Council to come up with a report, a document, as to what changes have 24 

been made as a result. What has been learned as a result of this case?  Mr. Turchick hopes 25 

there is at some time a discussion.  It boggles his mind this has not yet happened.   26 

 27 

Judge Quaintance made those comments eight (8) months ago.  Mr. Turchick believes City 28 

Council member Linea Palmisano had a community meeting and nothing resulted from that 29 

meeting.   30 

 31 

OJP – Implementation Committee’s Recommendations – Where are they? 32 

It has been a lonnggg time since Mr. Turchick has mentioned the Office of Justice Program 33 

Implementation Committee’s recommendations.  For the new Commissioners, the Office of 34 

Justice Program (OJP) is a part of the US Federal Department of Justice that no longer exists.  In 35 

2013, the Minneapolis Police Chief and Mayor invited the OJP to do an audit of the Minneapolis 36 

Police Department’s accountability procedures.  They prepared a study which was released 37 

                                                 
7 Comments transcribed from the Youtube video, at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LmxOfmeNEeU 

8 Also discussed in the May 14, 2019 Minutes, Page 3 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LmxOfmeNEeU
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January 20159, and the City accepted all the recommendations. In order to implement the 1 

recommendations, five (5) implementation committees were appointed which were to report 2 

to a Steering Committee; the Steering Committee was co-chaired by then Deputy Police Chief 3 

Arradondo.  The five (5) committees consisted of members of the PCOC, OCPR, City staff, City 4 

Council, Minneapolis Police Department, and the public. 5 

 6 

In July 2018, Mr. Turchick looked online to find out what came of those subcommittees and the 7 

Steering Committee.  He found information from two (2) of the subcommittees, and nothing 8 

that came of the Steering Committee.  That same month (July 2018 – 1.5 years ago), he came 9 

before the PCOC and suggested that the Commissioners put pressure on the City to find out 10 

whatever happened with these implementations.   11 

 12 

The City accepted the praise of the Justice Department when they accepted all the 13 

recommendations and formed the committees.  Also, the Justice Department released a 14 

statement reporting on the great commitment of the City and the involvement of citizens who 15 

volunteered their time on these Implementation Committees – Committees from which 16 

nothing has come.   17 

 18 

Mr. Turchick made a data practices request of the Police Department and they did have 19 

information from a third (3rd) committee.  Mr. Turchick received emails from the other two (2) 20 

committees because he emailed the ten (10) co-chairs of the five (5) committees.  One of the 21 

co-chairs was Ryan Patrick of the OPCR.  Ryan emailed Mr. Turchick of what he remembered 22 

coming out of his committee.  Another was from the Public Information Office of the Police 23 

Department.  Mr. Turchick was the only one who had something that came out of two (2) 24 

committees.   25 

 26 

The Public Information Officer, Mr. Elder, of the Police Department told Mr. Turchick, “the Chief 27 

told him (Mr. Elder) that the Steering Committee approval came out of the five (5) 28 

subcommittees”.  There’s nothing on the Police Department’s website, either inside MPD or on 29 

the MPD’s official website, on what has come out of these committees.  As a result, Mr. 30 

Turchick has been “harassing” this PCOC, the Public Safety Committee, and the Mayor’s Office.  31 

Why doesn’t anyone ask the Police Chief (Arradondo), he was the co-chair of the Steering 32 

Committee, whatever happened with the implementation recommendations?  Were they 33 

implemented?  If someone dropped it, an email should be sent to the citizens who volunteered 34 

their time to serve on these committees, apologizing that the ball was dropped.10  35 

 36 

Deputy Chief Halvorson was quoted in the newspapers, approximately six (6) months ago now, 37 

confirming the City dropped the ball on the Implementation Committee recommendations.  Mr. 38 

Turchick finally got in touch with one member of the Public Safety Committee, the Chair, City 39 

Council member Alondra Cano.  Her aide contacted the Police Department and the Mayor’s 40 

                                                 
9 https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/department-justice-diagnostic-center-provides-final-assessment-minneapolis-
police-department 

10 Also discussed in the May 14, 2019 Minutes, pages 2-3 

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/department-justice-diagnostic-center-provides-final-assessment-minneapolis-police-department
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/department-justice-diagnostic-center-provides-final-assessment-minneapolis-police-department
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Office to find out what’s happening.  Deputy Chief Halvorson told the aide he was going to get 1 

back to them in January or February.  He told them that in December 2019. 2 

 3 

Coincidentally, Deputy Chief Halvorson told former Commissioner Laura Westphal, the former 4 

Vice Chair of this Committee, in May 201911 that he promised to get back to her to find out 5 

what happened with the Implementation Committee recommendations from the old OJP 6 

process.  He never got back to her; Mr. Turchick asked Laura numerous times before she left 7 

this Commission.  Mr. Turchick is not holding his breath that Deputy Chief Halvorson is going to 8 

follow-up on this.  Mr. Turchick will wait until the end of February 2020, then he will “harass” 9 

this Commission again in March 2020. 10 

 11 

Complaint Filing Experience Study – Where is the Final Approved Report? 12 

In August 2016, this Commission came out with a study called the Complaint Filing Experience 13 

Study.  You had received reports that it was very difficult for people to file complaints by going 14 

to the precincts.  The precincts didn’t have the forms.  Two and one-half (2.5) years after this 15 

body was formed, the precincts had the CRA, the Civilian Review Authority, forms.  That would 16 

have been 3.5 years after the OPCR was formed.   17 

 18 

An audit study was done where people were randomly sent out each trying to file complaints at 19 

the various precincts; those people ran into all sorts of issues.  The audit study came out under 20 

PCOC, but OPCR actually did the study.  In the report, which is available on-line12, OPCR came 21 

up with eleven (11) recommendations.  The recommendations are on page 20 of the report; 22 

page 20 is the implementation of the recommendations.  The report is on PCOC’s website; 23 

however, it’s a draft report.  Page 20 of the report states: 24 

 25 

 If recommendations are rejected, the reason will be provided.   26 

 27 

Mr. Turchick assumes it was the PCOC making the recommendations to the OPCR or to the 28 

Minneapolis Police Department.  There’s nothing on-line other than the draft report but there 29 

is no final approved report available.  The public has no idea whether the recommendations 30 

that the PCOC voted to implement have been implemented.   31 

 32 

On August 30, 2019, Mr. Turchick tried to file a fictional complaint at the Second Precinct.  He 33 

was biking home from Columbia Heights, he saw the 2nd Precinct and thought he’d give filing a 34 

complaint a try.  The Desk Officer at the front desk had no idea where the forms were.  The 35 

Desk Officer told Mr. Turchick he had to go to City Hall downtown Minneapolis to file a 36 

complaint.  Mr. Turchick responded that he believes the precinct is supposed to have the forms 37 

available.  The Desk Officer again told Mr. Turchick he had to go to City Hall, adding that 38 

perhaps he could file the complaint online.   After approximately 15 minutes of this back-and-39 

                                                 
11 Ibid 

12 http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@civilrights/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-184609.pdf 

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@civilrights/documents/webcontent/wcmsp-184609.pdf
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forth, a third officer showed the Desk Officer where the forms were -- they were in yellow 1 

envelopes.   2 

 3 

Mr. Turchick reported this situation to the OPCR and checked backed two months later.  He 4 

explained to the OPCR he was not filing a complaint because the officer probably was not 5 

trained.  Mr. Turchick gave the name of the supervisor who was on-duty at the time, either 6 

Sergeant Dick Weller (sp?) or Sergeant Schmidt (it was right at the time of the shift change). 7 

 8 

Nothing had been done.  Just before Ryan Patrick temporarily left OPCR, Mr. Turchick asked 9 

him if anything had been done about the precinct report.  Mr. Patrick said he contacted 10 

Commander Wheeler and was told the Precinct Inspector had been notified.  In the meantime, 11 

Mr. Turchick received a return phone call from Sergeant Schmidt who confirmed that he was 12 

never given a message on this, that he didn’t know there was an issue with filing complaints at 13 

the precinct on August 30, 2019.  Mr. Turchick had called the precinct and again the Desk 14 

Officer could not find the forms.  Mr. Turchick received the return call from Sergeant Schmidt in 15 

January 2020.  As of this meeting, Mr. Turchick still doesn’t know if there’s been any follow-up 16 

done on complaint filing at the precincts.   17 

 18 

Mr. Turchick again asked the Commissioners to follow-up on their own study (Complaint Filing 19 

Experience Study) to see if the recommendations that the PCOC made have been implemented.   20 

 21 

Dave Bicking 22 

Mr. Bicking’s Introduction and Beginnings with the CRA and PCOC 23 

Dave Bicking introduced himself to, and welcomed, the new Commissioners, and thanked the 24 

current Commissioners for their continuing service.   25 

 26 

Mr. Bicking was on the Civilian Review Authority (CRA) ten (10) years ago for two (2) years.  27 

During those remaining two (2) years of the CRA13 he attended nearly all the PCOC meetings.  28 

Since then, he has been closely following the PCOC because it’s a concern of his that there be 29 

accountability particularly from the standpoint of civilian review.  Accountability that results 30 

from complaints filed by the public which is a large part of PCOC’s function along with policy.  31 

Mr. Bicking also works with Communities United Against Police Brutality (CUAPB) 32 

(https://www.cuapb.org/), an organization which has been following policy almost since the 33 

beginning of the CRA.   34 

 35 

Is the PCOC Dysfunctional? Will it Meet Quorum? 36 

Mr. Bicking welcomed the new Commissioners to a group which has fallen into dysfunction 37 

almost to the point of non-function.  He reiterated Chuck Turchick’s sentiments regarding the 38 

back log of work that really ought to be done.  As Mr. Turchick mentioned, a study of the 39 

satisfaction of people with this process and with the OPCR process would be something for this 40 

                                                 
13 CRA was replaced by the Police Conduct Review Panel in 2012.  See link: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/civilrights/policereview/archive/WCMS1P-095056 

https://www.cuapb.org/
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/civilrights/policereview/archive/WCMS1P-095056
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body to conduct since the people who are involved in the OPCR never meet in public.  The 1 

PCOC is the public face of the entire Office of Police Conduct Review.  There is a lot left to be 2 

done.   3 

 4 

Mr. Bicking reiterated Chucks’s comments on the number of missed meetings but added that 5 

Chuck forgot to include July.  Missed meetings were July, September, November 2019 and last 6 

month, January 2020 --four (4) meetings out of the last eight (8).  To be fair February 2019 was 7 

due to a snowstorm.   8 

 9 

One area of dysfunction to the point of non-function is the inability to meet quorum.  Mr. 10 

Bicking is glad to see six (6) people at the meeting, but that has been hard to maintain.  There 11 

are supposed to be seven (7) Commissioners.  Has anyone asked why there are only six (6) 12 

Commissioners?  This is at the start of the year; things tend to dwindle a little bit later in the 13 

year as they did last year.  Mr. Bicking knows of one candidate imminently qualified who 14 

applied for a PCOC position but wasn’t appointed for reasons he doesn’t know.  There’s a 15 

problem right there with meetings. 16 

 17 

Are the PCOC Committees Non-Existent? 18 

Another area is the committees.  Mr. Bicking noted that there is nothing on the agenda this 19 

month to start the work of assigning people to committees.  At the very least there should be 20 

discussion as to how Commissioners will be assigned so the assignments can be made in March.  21 

Mr. Bicking hopes, in some fashion, that assignments to committees can be made in March so 22 

work will begin. 23 

 24 

It has been at least six (6) months since the Audit Committee has met.  It’s hard to determine 25 

from the minutes when Audit Committee will meet again.  The work from the Audit Committee 26 

is fed into the Policy & Procedure Committee.  In that respect, it is no surprise to Mr. Bicking, 27 

that the Audit Committee stopped meeting.  The Policy & Procedure Committee last met 28 

almost two (2) years ago in March 2018.  That’s better than the Outreach Committee.  The 29 

Outreach Committee is a significant function of the PCOC because the OPCR has no public face. 30 

The Outreach Committee last met in March 2017.   31 

 32 

Committee work has essentially ended.  Committee work is a very important part of how the 33 

PCOC should be getting their work done.  So those are problems – the Commissioners have a 34 

lot of work ahead of them. 35 

 36 

PCOC Does Excellent Work 37 

Some functions are very important, and this body has done very good policy work.  Although 38 

not all of it leads to what it should, the work on the body camera policy several years ago was 39 

excellent work by this body and it was totally ignored by the Police Department.  The 40 

Minneapolis City Council passed the appropriation for body cameras literally four days before 41 

the Police Department informed them that the new policy was going to be nothing like the 42 

PCOC’s recommendations.  That’s part of what led to the problems in Justine Damond’s case, 43 

which gave attention to the body camera issue.    44 

Commented [A4]: Informed who?  
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 1 

No Discipline Based on Complaints by Members of the Public – Over 2500 Complaints Filed in 2 

Seven Years 3 

Although this body can do good work, at this point it really isn’t happening.  One of the tasks is 4 

to review case synopsis and case summaries.  Quite a bit can be learned from those cases, and 5 

Mr. Bicking believes that is important for the public.  The idea is to get a sense of patterns from 6 

the cases because the complete cases cannot be seen.  But the summaries can be seen.  The 7 

one pattern that should leap out to all the Commissioners is the fact there is no discipline based 8 

on complaints that filed by members of the public.  Mr. Bicking’s group (CUAPB) has been 9 

keeping careful track of this data.  CUAPB has a spreadsheet -- the PCOC has been very good 10 

about giving CUAPB regular updates on the complaints.  The spreadsheet tracks who the 11 

complainant is, who the officer is, when the complaint was filed, and the final outcome.  CUAPB 12 

has been keeping this spreadsheet for many, many years.  Mr. Bicking offered the spreadsheet 13 

to anyone of the Commissioners who are interested.  CUAPB also has a list of officers with the 14 

order and frequency with which complaints have been filed against them.  The Commissioners 15 

might find this data interesting because it matches the newspaper reports.  16 

 17 

What CUAPB has found during the seven (7) years of OPCR’s existence is that over 2500 18 

complaints have been filed by members of the public.  This is a lot of people saying they’ve had 19 

a problem with a police officer, who have signed complaints, acted as witnesses and gone 20 

through the complaint process.  Some complaints, of course, are totally unfounded, and some 21 

of them are literally mentally ill.  But obviously where there is that much smoke there is a 22 

problem.  Of those 2500 complaints, 11 of them have led to the discipline of a Minneapolis 23 

police officer.  That’s less than 1 in 200.  This is nowhere close to having an impact on the 24 

conduct or the culture, as we would like it to, of the Minneapolis Police Department.  There 25 

have been other complaints filed internally.  Of course, those generate some discipline because 26 

if your own supervisor or your own department writes you up there ought to be at least a 1 in 27 

10 chance that the writeup will lead to something.  There is some discipline coming from those 28 

internal complaints.  But the total of that is still less than 40 officers that have received any 29 

discipline in seven (7) years.   30 

 31 

When the Commissioners are looking for patterns, that is a pattern which needs to be of 32 

concern because it cannot be addressed by anybody else in the OPCR.  The OPCR is not public 33 

facing.   34 

 35 

Mr. Bicking seconded Chuck’s comments and explained that the CUAPB will be watching, 36 

hoping that work will get moving, and a good work will come from this body because it is sorely 37 

needed in this city.  That lack of discipline isn’t reflected in a sense that the officers are so good 38 

there are no lawsuits.  Some of the lawsuits could be avoided if officers had appropriate 39 

discipline.   40 

 41 
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Ryan Patrick Acknowledgment 1 

Although Ryan was not present, Mr. Bicking thanked Ryan Patrick for his years of service.  Ryan 2 

has been absolutely excellent and a phenomenal help to the PCOC.  Mr. Bicking hopes that the 3 

Commissioners will get that same help in the future. 4 

 5 

Director Imani Jaafar 6 

Imani Jaafar, Director of the OPCR, welcomed and congratulated the new commissioners.  She 7 

also congratulated the new Vice Chair (Commissioner Gokey) and Chair (Commissioner 8 

Foroozan).  Director Jaafar reported that Commissioner Cerra will be sworn in before the next 9 

meeting so she can vote.   10 

 11 

Director Jaafar explained that all the resources of the OPCR are available to the Commissioners.  12 

The OPCR is here to support the Commissioners.  If any of the Commissioners need anything, 13 

whether small such as navigating the website, or information from them, the Commissioners 14 

are to reach out.  The entire OPCR staff is happy to have the Commissioners.  Director Jaafar 15 

thanked the Commissioners for volunteering their time, she knows being a Commissioner is a 16 

big undertaking and the OPCR is here to support them.   17 

 18 

Ryan Patrick is now serving as the Interim City Auditor.  In Ryan’s place the Commissioners will 19 

be working with Gabriel Ramirez, the Acting Legal Analyst.  He is extremely qualified to do the 20 

job and will be happy to help and support the Commissioners in any way they need. 21 

Chair Foroozan Responds to Public Comment 22 

Chair Foroozan responded to Mr. Turchick’s comments by stating that there is a strong group of 23 

Commissioners.  Even though there are only six (6) of them, three (3) of the Commissioners are 24 

not lawyers.  Hopefully this alleviates concerns regarding too many lawyers.   25 

 26 

Chair Foroozan believes it will be a good year, and he encouraged those making public 27 

comment to continue holding the Commissioners accountable.  They may not always agree but 28 

the Commissioners will keep pushing along.   29 

Unfinished Business 30 

Case Summaries - Case 7 31 

Commissioner Schumacher asked for clarification on the origin, i.e. was it opened by the Joint 32 

Supervisors, so it’s not directly linked to the Minneapolis City Attorney’s office? 33 

 34 

Carolina explained it was opened by the Joint Supervisors, but it has origins from the 35 

City Attorney’s office. 36 

 37 

Commissioner Schumacher asked if it was opened by someone else who learned about the 38 

incident instead of it being opened by an attorney who had filed the complaint themselves.   39 
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 1 

Carolina confirmed this case originated in the City Attorney’s office. 2 

 3 

Commissioner Schumacher noted that the supervisor modified the original alleged violation 4 

after reviewing the evidence and then coached the officer on a different, yet similar policy.  5 

Commissioner Schumacher asked if Carolina knew how the violation had been modified.   6 

 7 

Carolina explained the violation was modified to the MPD P&P § 3-707 -- Standby Court 8 

Time.  MPD P&P § 3-707 is not a subdivision of the original violation, but they are very 9 

closely related.  10 

 11 

Commissioner Schumacher asked if it was something else in that same section.   12 

 13 

 Carolina:  Yes  14 

 15 

Commissioner Wade asked for confirmation on whether the complaint did, or did not, come 16 

from the City Attorney’s office.  Did the City Attorney’s office complain that a police officer 17 

didn’t show up [to a court mandated appearance]? 18 

 19 

Carolina:  Yes 20 

 21 

Commissioner Wade requested confirmation that the complaint from the City Attorney’s office 22 

was made to an individual.     23 

 24 

Carolina:  Yes 25 

 26 

Gabriel Ramirez interjected with a more detailed explanation of why the Joint Supervisors 27 

complained.  The City Attorney’s office does make these frequent complaints related to officers 28 

not showing up to give testimony for something they were a part of.  The complaint gets 29 

forwarded to the Police Department. The Police Department then forwards the complaint to 30 

OPCR to investigate; OPCR will typically investigate these types of complaints.  It’s a three-part 31 

process that eventually makes it to OPCR.  It’s not a complainant from the street about what an 32 

officer did, it’s internal.  Therefore, Joint Supervisors step in and the complaint gets filed under 33 

their guidelines. 34 

 35 

Commissioner Wade confirmed that the genesis of the complaint was the City Attorney’s office.   36 

 37 

 Carolina confirmed the genesis of the complaint was the City Attorney’s office.   38 

 39 

Commissioner Schumacher responded to Gabriel Ramirez’s comments about the frequency of 40 

complaints from the City Attorney’s office regarding police officers not showing up for court 41 

appearances.  She asked if the complaints are always forwarded to the OPCR.   42 

 43 

Gabriel explained that as far as he knows those complaints get forwarded to the Police 44 

Department because OPCR is the disciplinary body of sorts.  45 
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 1 

Commissioner Schumacher asked if the complaints are always forwarded.   2 

 3 

Gabriel explained they’ve had quite a bit of complaints, so he knows the complaints are 4 

being forwarded.  He can’t verify that 100% of them are being forwarded, but as far as 5 

he knows they are being forwarded.   6 

 7 

Commissioner Pineau asked if this is a regular occurrence.   8 

 9 

 Gabriel confirmed it is a regular occurrence.   10 

 11 

Commissioner Wade asked if Gabriel is saying that it is a regular occurrence that our police 12 

officers do not show up for mandated court appearances.   13 

 14 

 Gabriel confirmed it is a frequent complaint.   15 

 16 

Commissioner Wade asked if police officer no-shows for court appearances has any adverse 17 

effect on the prosecution rate of our City Attorneys when they’re trying to do something? 18 

 19 

Commissioner Schumacher interjected that she believes it has an adverse effect.   20 

 21 

Commissioner Wade asked if there is any way this matter can be investigated.   22 

 23 

Chair Foroozan explained that a motion can be made to refer this case to the Audit Committee 24 

to determine the feasibility of an audit and what it will entail. He further cautioned that there 25 

may be some information that the PCOC may not be allowed to have.  For example, information 26 

from the City Attorney’s office.  However, Commissioner Foroozan is sure that the Audit 27 

Committee can flush out something.  The first step would be to refer this matter to the Audit 28 

Committee for exploration on the issue of conviction rate related to police no-shows. 29 

 30 

Commissioner Wade expressed concern that the Audit Committee can be a black hole.   31 

 32 

Chair Foroozan explained that -- going back to the public comment – he disagrees the Audit 33 

Committee being a black hole.  One of the results from the Audit Committee in 2019 was the off-34 

duty work study.  That initiated with the Audit Committee which became a large enough project 35 

to be turned over to the City’s Audit Team.   36 

 37 

Commissioner Wade made a motion that the issue of police no-shows be referred to the Audit 38 

Committee to review.  39 

 40 

Motion joined by Commissioner Cerra.  Commissioner Cerra further elaborated that it not only 41 

be for the prosecution but also for defense situations when the defense issues a subpoena and 42 

the officer does not show up.  43 

Motion Seconded by Commissioner Schumacher 44 

 45 



Pending Approval 

Page 16 of 17 

Chair Foroozan clarified the Motion.  It is a Motion to Review the Effect of Lack of Police 1 

Attendance on both the Prosecution and Defense. 2 

 3 

Discussion Followed. 4 

 5 

Commissioner Schumacher asked how frequently this is occurring.  This is the first time she has 6 

seen this type of summary and she is one of the newer commissioners.  If this is happening this 7 

frequently, and she’s not heard about it until now, she is more curious as to what is happening 8 

and if there are any best practices for discipline pending.   9 

 10 

Commissioner Pineau asked if they need to limit the scope in any capacity.  11 

 12 

Chair Foroozan explained that the plan is to give the Audit Committee an idea and they follow 13 

that direction.  Chair Foroozan believes there is a broad enough scope where the Committee can 14 

use that and dive into what first needs to be done.  Then determine how best to conduct the 15 

audit, determine the frequency, then conduct further analysis.  16 

 17 

Chair Foroozan asked if there was a second to the convoluted motion.   18 

Commissioner Schumacher still seconds her motion 19 

All in favor, none opposed 20 

Motion carried 21 

Case Summaries - Case 4 22 

 23 

Commissioner Schumacher noted that the discipline in this case was overturned.  She asked if 24 

Carolina had any information on why it was overturned that would be OK to share.   25 

 26 

Gabriel explained that there was a recommendation by the panel for discipline.  Gabriel 27 

can’t say for certain, but he believes they did not fight for one of the violations because 28 

it was duplicitous.  They were charging the officer for (1) violations for failure to provide 29 

adequate protection, and (2) in relation to the domestic protocol.  The violations were 30 

similar enough that they only fell to the discipline of one.  That one eventually made it 31 

to grievance, and upon arbitration it was overturned.   32 

 33 

Commissioner Wade asked for confirmation if this case went to hearing / arbitration. 34 

 35 

 Gabriel confirmed it went to arbitration. 36 

 37 

Commissioner Wade stated that there should then be a public record of that action.   38 

 39 

Gabriel explained if, during arbitration, it is overturned there would not be a public 40 

record.   41 

 42 

Commissioner Wade asked if there would be a public record only if the discipline is sustained. 43 

 44 
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Gabriel confirmed and further explained it is final which includes the entire due process 1 

procedure including grievance, which is part of the contract.  If it does get sustained all 2 

the way up to those levels then it would become public. 3 

 4 

Commissioner Wade asked for confirmation that this case went to arbitration and to Gabriel’s 5 

knowledge the arbitrator ruled in favor of the officer. 6 

 7 

Gabriel confirmed the arbitrator ruled in favor of the officer.   8 

 9 

Commissioner Wade confirmed then there is no record of the arbitration.   10 

 11 

New Case Selection 12 

 13 

Pineau  3, 4, 7 Wade   3, 7, 9 
Goeke  3,7, 10 Foroozan 3, 7, 10 
Schumacher 3, 6, 10 Cerra   
  

 14 

Gabriel Ramirez indicated the new case selections for discussion at the March 2020 meeting 15 

are case numbers 3, 7 and 10 as the top picks, which were selected by unanimous consent of 16 

the Commissioners. 17 

 18 

Adjournment 19 

 20 

With all the Commission’s business concluded, Vice Chair Goeke made a motion to adjourn. 21 

Motion Seconded 22 

All in favor, none opposed 23 

Chair Foroozan adjourned the meeting at 7:20 pm 24 


