


Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

Police Department 

Janee L. Harteau 
Chief of Police 

350 South 5th Street - Room 130 
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1389 

612 673-2735 
TTY 612 673-2157 

Officer Deitan Dubuc 
VCAT 
Minneapolis Police Department 

Officer Dubuc, 

RE: IAU Case Number #15-01031 
LETTER OF REPRIMAND 

July 1, 2015 

The finding for IAU Case #15-01031 is as follows: 

MPD P/P 7-405 Initiating or Continuing a Pursuit SUSTAINED (Category B) 

You will receive this Letter of Reprimand. This case will remain a B violation and can be used as 
progressive discipline for three years until 1/14/2018, which is from the date of incident. 

 

The case will remain in the IAU files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in more severe 
disciplinary action up to and including discharge from employment. 

3 Call 
Minneapolis 

IlIl
City Information 

and Services 

Sincerely, 

Janee Harteau 
Chief of Police 

ikk,et,,u,o()

BY: 

Deputy Chief 
Kristine Arneson 

www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us 

Affirmative Action Employer 
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Page 2 
Officer Deitan Dubuc 
Letter of Reprimand 

I, Officer Deitan Dubuc, acknowledge receipt of 
this Letter of Reprimand. 

•

Vol( (5 
Officer Deitan Dubuc 

CC: Commander Johnson 
Personnel 
IAU 

Date of Receipt 

Commander Catherine'Johnson Date 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

February 22, 2016 

Officer Heather Sterzinger 
First Precinct 
Minneapolis Police Department 

RE: IAU Case Number #15-05840 
Notice of Suspension (10 hours suspension without pay) 
Letter of Reprimand 

Police Department 

350 5. Fifth St., Room 130 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 

TEL 612.673.2735 
www.minneapolismn.gov 

Officer Sterzinger, 

The finding for IAU Case #15-05840 is as follows: 

MPD PIP 5-303 Use of Force SUSTAINED (Category C) 
MPD PIP 5-105(10) Professional Code of Conduct SUSTAINED (Category B) 

As discipline for this incident you are suspended for 10 hours without pay. 

In addition, this letter will serve as a Letter of Reprimand for 5-105(10) Professional Code of 
Conduct.  

 
 The case will remain in the IAU files per the record retention guidelines mandated by 

State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in 
disciplinary action up to and including discharge from employment. 

Sincerely, 

Janee Harteau 
Chief of Police 

By: Kristine Arneson 
Assistant Chief 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes www.minneapolismn.gov 

Officer Donovan Ford 
Fourth Precinct 
Minneapolis Police Department 

Police Department— Medaria Arradondo, Chief of Police 
3505. Fifth St. - Room 130 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 
TEL 612.673.3000 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINE 

RE: OPCR Case Number 17-02151 
Notice of Written Reprimand  

Officer Ford, 

The finding for OPCR Case #17-02151 is as follows: 

Policy Number Sub-Section Policy Description 
5-105 (A)(4) Professional Code of Conduct 

January 18, 2018 

Category Disposition 
A SUSTAINED 

10-402 Responsibility for Inventory of Property B SUSTAINED 

As discipline for this incident, you will receive this Letter of Reprimand.  
 

This case will remain in the OPCR files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary action up 
to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

L 

Medaria Arradondo 
Chief of Police 

By: Michael Kjos, Assistant Chief of Police 
Henry Halvorson, Deputy Chief, Professional Standards Bureau 

Wage 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes www.minneapolismn.gov 

Officer Daniel Ledman 
Fourth Precinct 
Minneapolis Police Department 

Police Department — Medaria Arradondo, Chief of Police 
350 S. Fifth St. - Room 130 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 
TEL 612.673.3000 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINE 

RE: OPCR Case Number 17-02151 
Notice of Written Reprimand  

Officer Led man, 

The finding for OPCR Case #17-02151 is as follows: 

Policy Number Sub-Section Policy Description 
5-105 (A)(4) Professional Code of Conduct 

10-402 Responsibility for Inventory of Property 

January 18, 2018 

Category Disposition 
A SUSTAINED

B SUSTAINED 

As discipline for this incident, you will receive this Letter of Reprimand.  
 

This case will remain in the OPCR files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary action up 
to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

Medaria Arradondo 
Chief of Police 

By: Michael Kjos, Assistant Chief of Police 
Henry Halvorson, Deputy Chief, Professional Standards Bureau 

1 Page 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes www.minneapolismn.gov 

Officer Jacob Skowronek 
Fourth Precinct 
Minneapolis Police Department 

Police Department — Medaria Arradondo, Chief of Police 
350 S. Fifth St. - Room 130 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 
TEL 612.673.3000 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINE 

RE: OPCR Case Number 17-02151 
Notice of Written Reprimand  

Officer Skowronek, 

The finding for OPCR Case #17-02151 is as follows: 

Policy Number Sub-Section Policy Description 
5-105 (A)(4) Professional Code of Conduct 

January 18, 2018 

Category Disposition 
A SUSTAINED

10-402 Responsibility for Inventory of Property B SUSTAINED 

As discipline for this incident, you will receive this Letter of Reprimand.  
 

This case will remain in the OPCR files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary action up 
to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

Medaria Arradondo 
Chief of Police 

By: Michael Kjos, Assistant Chief of Police 
Henry Halvorson, Deputy Chief, Professional Standards Bureau 

Wage 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes www.rninneapolismn.goy 

Police Department —Amelia Huffman, Interim Chief of Police 

350 S. Fifth St. - Room 130 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 
TEL 612.673.3000 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINE 

September 17, 2022 

Officer Alonzo 

Precinct 5 - Dogwatch 

Minneapolis Police Department 

RE: OPCR Case Number 20-12979 

Notice of Written Reprimand 

Officer Alonzo, 

The finding for OPCR Case 20-12979 is as follows: 

Policy Number Sub-Section Policy Description Category Disposition 
7-402 (III)(A) Pursuit Policy— Decision to Pursue B Sustained 
7-402 (IV)(B)(2) Pursuit Policy — Role of Officer B Sustained 

will receive  
 

 

This case will remain in the OPCR files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary action up 
to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

DocuSigned by: 

FBFE4338427246A... 

Amelia Huffman 

Interim Chief of Police 

ii Page 
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NOTICE OF RECEIPT 

Acknowledgement of receipt: 

I, Officer Alonzo, acknowledge that I have received my Notice of Discipline for OPCR Case Number 20-12979. 

Inspector Blackwell 

9/2;722-
Date of receipt 

Date 

CC: Personnel 
Inspector Blackwell 

Wage 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes www.minneapolismn.gov 

Police Department —Amelia Huffman, Interim Chief of Police 
350 S. Fifth St. - Room 130 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 
TEL 612.673.3000 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINE 

September 17, 2022 

Kimberly Bonilla 
3rd Precinct - Middlewatch 
Minneapolis Police Department 

RE: OPCR Case Number 20-12979 
Notice of Written Reprimand 

Officer Bonilla, 

The finding for OPCR Case 20-12979 is as follows: 

Policy Number Sub-Section Policy Description Category Disposition 
7-402 (III)(A) Pursuit Policy - Decision to Pursue B Sustained 
7-402 (IV)(A)(3)(c) Pursuit Policy — Role of Officers B Sustained 

As discipline for this incident, you will receive this Letter of Reprimand,  
. 

This case will remain in the OPCR files per the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary action up 
to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

p—DocuSigned by: 

A.0,44Him. 
'1/4 --FBFE4338427846A... 

Amelia Huffman 
Interim Chief of Police 

1i Page 
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NOTICE OF RECEIPT 

Acknowledgement of receipt: 

I, Officer Bonilla, acknowledge that I have received my Notice of Discipline for OPCR Case Number 20-12979. 

Officer Bonilla 

01 - ZI -1,2 
Date of receipt 

Insp r Gomez 

CC: Personnel 
Inspector Gomez 

Wage 

Date 
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Minneapolis Police Department Coaching Documentation 
 

Coaching Memorandum 

To: Commander Jason Case - MPD Internal Affairs Unit 
Director Imani Jaafar — Office of Police Conduct and Review 

From:  

Subject: OPCR/IAU Complaint #  

Involved Employee(s): Officer  

Date/Time:  

Location:  

Specific Issue(s) Addressed: 

Officer Safety and Civilian Safety with being aware of surroundings and striker fire 
department authorized weapon. Striker Fire guns have a very light trigger pull and 
discussed importance of muzzle awareness. 

Expectations for future: 

Officer  has been back to the Range for remedial training with his handgun and 
personally took the initiative to seek out other Officers and Range personnel to get advice 
to make sure he will use the best techniques available to make sure this never happens 
again. Officer  continuously goes to open shoots and also dry fires his weapon to 
perfect his skills. 

Employee Response: 

Officer  was extremely receptive to this coaching and takes full responsibility for 
his actions. Our conversation was very positive and Officer  is very serious about 
the importance of training and perfecting skills. We all should take notes on his 
accountability for the incident he was involved in. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

 

COACHING MEMORANDUM 

This memorandum serves as documentation for coaching of Officer . The 
coaching occurred at the   Station on . Present for the 
coaching: Inspector , Lieutenant , and Officer  

. 

This matter is related to an Internal Affairs Unit investigation (IAU Case # ). 
Subsequently, it was determined that Officer  failed to report his use of force and 
failed to notify a supervisor as required by MPD Policy and Procedure related to MPD CCN-

. Officer  was charged with Category B Violations (SUSTAINED) for 
violating of MPD Policy 5-306 USE OF FORCE REPORTING and MPD Policy 5-306 USE 
OF FORCE-POST INCIDENT REQUIREMENTS- SUPERVISOR NOTIFICATION. 

During the Coaching Session Inspector  discussed with Officer  the MPD 
Policy requiring an officer to document their use of force in a CAPRS Narrative and situations 
that require that a supervisor notification; such as, when a subject of the use of force is injured. 
In this case there was no issue with the use of force that was used; failure to document and report 
the force to the supervisor was the problem. Officer  was the "secondary" officer in 
this use of force encounter. However, Officer  was reminded that it is still his 
responsibility to make sure the MPD Policy and Procedure is followed regardless of primary or 
secondary officer during a use of force encounter. 

Officer  advised Inspector  that he was coached previously by Sergeants 
 sometime during the year  for the same incident. Officer  was 

very receptive of the coaching and takes accountability- he asserted that he considers this 
coaching a learning experience. Since the time of this incident in , Officer 

 has routinely documented any use of force incidents and has made proper supervisor 
notifications when required to do so. Officers  has a solid reputation amongst his 
supervisors and peers alike as a hard-working officer that routinely makes good decisions. 

This Coaching memorandum was prepared and submitted by: 
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2 
Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

September 8, 2016 

 
 

Minneapolis Police Department 

Police Department 
Janee L. Harteau, Chief of Police 

350 S. Fifth St., Room 130 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 

TEL 612.673.3000 
www.minneapolismn.gov 

RE: IAU Case Number #  

Officer , 

This letter is to advise you that IAU Case Number #  has been completed. The finding 
is as follows: 

MPD PIP 7-405 Initiating and Continuing a Pursuit SUSTAINED (Category B) 

You have received coaching from your supervisor and the case will remain in the IAU files per 
the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Sincerely, 

Janee Harteau 
Chief of Police ( 

By: Kristine Arneson 
Assistant Chief 

CC: IAU 
Inspector Loining 
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

September 8, 2016 

 
 

Minneapolis Police Department 

Police Department 
Janee L. Harteau, Chief of Police 

350 S. Fifth St., Room 130 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 

TEL 612.673.3000 
www.minneapolismn.gov 

RE: IAU Case Number #  

Officer , 

This letter is to advise you that IAU Case Number #  has been completed. The finding 
is as follows: 

MPD P/P 7-405 Initiating and Continuing a Pursuit SUSTAINED (Category B) 

You have received coaching from your supervisor and the case will remain in the IAU files per 
the record retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Sincerely, 

Janee Harteau. 
Chief Police 

y: Kristine Arneson 
Assistant Chief 

CC: IAU 
Inspector Loining 
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Ofc.  

COACHING MEMO 

  
Name of Employee 

 
Employee Number 

 
Case Number 

 
Date of Coaching 

 
Time of Coaching Where Coaching Occurred 

Supervisor Who Conducted Coaching (N/A) 

COACHING MEMO OUTLINE 

What issues were identified and addressed 
• Specific behaviors that should avoided 

I spoke with Officer  about the incident. She was aware of the lAU investigation. I explained to her the policy 
violation 7-403 was sustained and signed off by Chief Arradondo. I advised Officer  the violation was a category B 
violation. I advised Officer  that she must have the squad lights and siren activated at all time when she is 
responding to code three calls. 

Expectations for appropriate behavior that are consistent with MPD Policy and Values 
• Alternative ways to address the issue in the future 
• Identification of any training needs 

Activate all emergency equipment during any code three runs. Test all squad equipment before leaving the PCT 
parking lot. If the equipment is not working notify a supervisor and find a replacement squad. Note all equipment 
malfunctions in the squad yellow book or take to the shop for service. 

The Employee's Response (This is not a compelled statement) 
• If they understood what was wrong and what is needed for improvement 
• If they expressed any regret or accept responsibility for their behavior 
• Any steps they will take to avoid future inappropriate behavior 

Ofc.  was surprised that the complaint was sustained as a B violation. Ofc.  said she never turned off the 
siren by hand. She did not realize the siren had went off until they had reached the call. Officer.  felt it was a 
malfunction with the siren and she never attend to violate MPD policy 7-403. 

Attachments: (For Supervisor Review ONLY) 
Case Summary 
Completed Discipline Worksheets 
Case Outcome Memo 

CITY002997CONFIDENTIAL
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COACHING MEMO

Name of Employee Involved: 
Officer 

                                                                                            

Employee Number: Case Number

Date of Coaching: Time of Coaching: Where Coaching Occurred: 
 

Supervisor who Conducted Coaching:  

Coaching Memo Outline
What issues were identified and addressed

• Specific behaviors that should be avoided.

Officer  accidentally fired his duty handgun into a 
wall at the  Precinct in violation of policy 5-401 Handling of 
Firearms.   

Expectations for appropriate behavior that are consistent with MPD Policy and Values
• Alternative ways to address the issue in the future.
• Identification of any training needs.

Utilize appropriate firearms protocol and equipment as it is illustrated in the Minneapolis Police Department Policy and 
Procedure manual.  

The Employee’s response (this is not a compelled statement)
• If they understood what was wrong and what is needed for improvement.
• If they expressed any regret or accept responsibility for their behavior.
• Any steps they will take to avoid future inappropriate behavior.

“Very sorry for the mishap.” “I’m embarrassed for what happened, I was not being intentionally reckless or negligent.”

CITY003000CONFIDENTIAL
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Attachments: (for supervisor review ONLY)
Case Summary
Completed Discipline Worksheets
Case Outcome Memo
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Minneapolis 
City of Lakes 

Officer Andrew Reed 
First Precinct 
Minneapolis Police Department 

Officer Reed, 

RE: OPCR Case Number #16-09388 
LETTER OF REPRIMAND 

Police Department 
Janee L. Harteau, Chief of Police 

350 S. Fifth St., Room 130 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 

TEL 612.673.3000 
www.minneapolismn.gov 

October 24, 2016 

The finding for OPCR Case #16-09388 is as follows: 

MPD P/P 5-401 Handling of Firearms ...SUSTAINED (Category B) 

You will receive this Letter of Reprimand. This case will remain in the OPCR fi les per the record 
retention guidelines mandated by State Law. 

Be advised that any additional violations of Department Rules and Regulations may result in disciplinary 
action up to and including discharge. 

Sincerely, 

Janee Harteau 
Chief of Police 

BY: 

Assistant Chief 
Kristine Arneson 

CITY002810
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Page 2 
Officer Andrew Reed 
Letter of Reprimand 

I, Officer Andrew Reed, acknowledge receipt of 
this Letter of Reprimand. 

Officer Anl ced 

chael Sullivan 

CC: Inspector Michael Sullivan 
Personnel 
OPCR 

Date 
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From: Enslin, Mark <mark.enslin@minneapolismn.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2024 4:32 PM
To: Parsons, Emmy; Riskin, Sarah (she/her/hers)
Cc: Walker, Leita; Salomao Nascimento, Isabella
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Status of various discovery matters

⚠ EXTERNAL 
Hello Emmy, 
 
I hope you had a good weekend also.   
 
Please see the answers below highlighted in yellow. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Mark   
 

From: Parsons, Emmy <parsonse@ballardspahr.com>  
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2024 2:10 PM 
To: Enslin, Mark <mark.enslin@minneapolismn.gov>; Riskin, Sarah (she/her/hers) <sarah.riskin@minneapolismn.gov> 
Cc: Walker, Leita <WalkerL@ballardspahr.com>; Salomao Nascimento, Isabella 
<salomaonascimentoi@ballardspahr.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Status of various discovery matters 
 
Mark and Sarah,  
 
My apologies to everyone getting this a second time – this time with Sarah’s correct email address. 
 
I hope you had a nice weekend. I wanted to touch base as there are several things Defendants have said they would 
provide us, including a few by last Friday the 26th,  that we have not yet received.  
 
Can you please tell us when to expect the following: 
 

1. An updated privilege log;  
 

We will produce an updated log tomorrow.   
 

2. Confirmation regarding the 30.02(f) topics for which the City will designate Chief Huffman’s testimony as being 
on behalf of the City;  

 
The City designates the following testimony: 

 

Huffman 
Deposition: 

25:23‐26:9; 44:18‐45:6; 60:1‐18; 60:23‐61:4; 
61:23‐64:21; 65:24‐66:7; 66:15‐24; 67:13‐23; 
69:14‐70:20; 75:16‐22 (ending after the word 
“that”); 76:5‐15; 80:11‐13; 81:20‐22; 82:6‐85:12; 
87:17‐88:12; 89:16 (starting with the word “And”)‐
89:13; 89:19‐92:4; 94:12‐95:7; 105:20‐24; 106:8‐



2

108:20; 110:5‐111:6; 113:5‐19; 114:15‐22; 117:12‐
118:1; 123:18‐124:13; 125:16‐25; 126:21‐127:1; 
136:13‐137:1; 139:19‐140:17; 143:17‐144:19; 
145:7‐146:22; 149:21‐150:2; 163:5‐166:21; 167:7‐
171:7; 171:5‐17; 177:1‐13; 178:8‐14; 199:2‐12; 
200:12‐21; 202:9‐11; 239:24‐240:8; 263:13‐24 
 

 
3. Confirmation of the City’s designated 30.02(f) witness(es);  

 
After reviewing the above designations, please let us know which topics you still believe you need 
testimony on.  In addition, if there is other testimony from Chief Huffman or other witnesses the 
designation of which would resolve outstanding topics, please let us know.  We are willing to consider 
additional designations, to the extent doing so will narrow or resolve 30.02(f) topics. The City continues 
to maintain its objections, as first disclosed in October. 

 
4. Confirmation that Ms. Chernos no longer wishes to move her deposition date, or other dates before the close of 

discovery when she would prefer to be deposed. Absent an agreement between the parties, we will expect her 
to appear on February 13, but we are willing to see if there is another date the parties can agree to. Once we 
have confirmed the date, we will re‐notice her deposition as a fact witness.  

 
Ms. Chernos has informed us that she is available February 29 for her deposition.  Alternatively, she 
could also be available February 15.  She still requires a subpoena, which you may send to me.  I am 
authorized to accept service on her behalf. 

 
Please also confirm that you will compensate Ms. Chernos for preparation and deposition time pursuant 
to Rule 45.03(d).  You do not seem to dispute that she fits under that rule – she is not a party, she is not 
a 30.02(f) witness, and you are seeking testimony from her relating to her profession as an attorney, 
and/or relating to knowledge, information, or facts she obtained as a result of activities while she was 
an attorney.  

 
Under Rule 45.03(d), Ms. Chernos is entitled to “reasonable” compensation. $200 per hour is a 
“reasonable” sum for an attorney with her level of experience and expertise.  In fact, given the rates 
that Ballard charges (and will likely seek in any fee petition in this case), we find it difficult to believe 
that you will dispute that $200 is a reasonable amount. 

 
Please confirm your agreement to compensate Ms. Chernos.   

 
5. A response to our January 17 email regarding the proposed stipulation.  

 
We will provide a response this week. 

 
Thank you, 
Emmy 
 
 
Emmy Parsons 

She/Her/Hers 

2023 Pro Bono Honor Roll – Gold   
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1909 K Street, NW, 12th Floor  
Washington, DC 20006-1157 
202.661.7603 DIRECT 

   

 
 
  

 

267.838.0337 MOBILE | parsonse@ballardspahr.com 
VCARD 

 

www.ballardspahr.com 

  
 

 

[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or 
attachments. 

 













STATE OF MINNESOTA  
 
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

 FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT  
 
MINNESOTA COALITION ON 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, 
    
   Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS; CASEY J. CARL, in 
his official capacity as City Clerk for the City of 
Minneapolis; PATIENCE FERGUSON, in her 
official capacity as Chief Officer of the Human 
Resources Department for the City of 
Minneapolis; and MEDARIA ARRADONDO, in 
his official capacity as Chief of Police for the 
Minneapolis Police Department, 
 
   Defendants. 
 

 
Case Type:  Other Civil 

 
Court File No.:  27-CV-21-7237 

Judge: Karen A. Janisch 
 
 
 
 

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFF’S FIRST SET OF 
REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

 
Defendants provide the following objections and responses to Plaintiff’s First Set of 

Requests for Admissions.  

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

1. Defendants respond to Plaintiff’s requests as specifically provided in Minnesota 

Rules of Civil Procedure 26.01 and 36.01 et seq. and the Local Rules.   

2. Defendants object to Plaintiff’s requests to the extent they seek information or 

documents protected from discovery by the work product doctrine, the attorney client privilege or 

any other privilege or protection.   

3. Defendants object to Plaintiff’s requests to the extent that they assume, imply or 

require legal conclusions.   

CONFIDENTIAL
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respond: ADMIT that a Warning may be disciplinary under the Minneapolis Civil Service 

Rules.  Defendants DENY that a Warning is always disciplinary. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 52:  Admit that the Chief of Police has discretion to 

issue a Warning to an officer for a violation of the Policy Manual.  

RESPONSE:  Defendants object to this request as irrelevant. Defendants object to 

this request as vague and ambiguous, because the definition of “Warning” in the request is 

ambiguous and incomplete.  Subject to and without waiving these objections, Defendants 

respond: ADMIT. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 53:  Admit that the City’s Labor Agreement with the 

Federation explicitly contemplates that an officer may be disciplined for certain violations of the 

Policy Manual by receiving a Warning.  

RESPONSE:  Defendants object to this request as irrelevant. Defendants object to 

this request as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the terms “explicitly contemplates.”  

Defendants object to this request as vague and ambiguous, because the definition of 

“Warning” in the request is ambiguous and incomplete.  Subject to and without waiving 

these objections, Defendants respond: DENY. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 54:  Admit that the City’s Labor Agreement with the 

Federation does not contemplate appeal of a Warning through the grievance process set forth in 

the Agreement.  

RESPONSE:  Defendants object to this request as irrelevant. Defendants object to 

this request as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the terms “does not contemplate.”  

Defendants object to this request as vague and ambiguous, because the definition of 
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Stat. § 13.43, and the Court has determined the definition of the phrase “disciplinary 

action.”  Defendants also object to this request as an improper request for admission.   

 
Dated:  May 8, 2023 KRISTYN ANDERSON 

City Attorney 
By 
 
/s/ Mark Enslin 
TRACEY N. FUSSY (#0311807) 
MARK ENSLIN (#0338813) 
SARAH B. RISKIN (#0388870) 
Assistant City Attorneys 
City Hall, Room 210 
350 South Fifth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
(612) 673-5132 
mark.enslin@minneapolismn.gov 
sarah.riskin@minneapolismn.gov 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA        DISTRICT COURT 
 
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN       FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
                   Case Type: Other Civil 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
   
MINNESOTA COALITION ON 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, 
    
   Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS; CASEY J. CARL, in 
his official capacity as City Clerk for the City of 
Minneapolis; PATIENCE FERGUSON, in her 
official capacity as Chief Officer of the Human 
Resources Department for the City of 
Minneapolis; and MEDARIA ARRADONDO, in 
his official capacity as Chief of Police for the 
Minneapolis Police Department, 
 
   Defendants. 

                Court File No.:  27-CV-21-7237 
Judge:  The Hon. Karen A. Janisch 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

DEFENDANTS’ SUPPLEMENTAL 
ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFF’S 

INTERROGATORIES 

 

  
Defendants City of Minneapolis and Casey J. Carl hereby provide the following 

supplemental responses to Plaintiff’s Interrogatories: 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

1. Defendants will respond to these Interrogatories as specifically required by Rule 33 

of the Minnesota Rules of Civil Procedure.  Defendants object to the extent that Plaintiff’s 

Interrogatories, including Plaintiff’s Definitions and Instructions, seek to impose any burden 

greater than that imposed by the Rules.  

2. Defendants object to the Interrogatories to the extent they seek information 

protected from discovery by the work product doctrine, the attorney client privilege, or any other 

privilege, immunity, or protection.   
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Subject to and without waiving these objections, Defendants state that, pursuant to Rule 

33.03 of the Minnesota Rules of Civil Procedure, responsive information regarding subpart A is 

located in documents produced or to be produced in this litigation.  To the extent Plaintiff is unable 

to locate such documents, and upon request, Defendants will provide the bates-range for the 

responsive documents.  Defendants further state that, there have been situations where an 

individual resigned or otherwise separated from employment prior to a discipline decision being 

made or reaching final disposition. Those situations aside, Defendants state that the answers to 

subparts B-D are: ZERO.   

2. Explain in detail your denial of Paragraph 33 of the Complaint.  Without limiting 

the foregoing in anyway, explain how coaching does not constitute a verbal discussion between 

the employee and supervisor covering the details of the problem and plans for correcting the 

problem and explain how the Coaching Documentation Form is not a written memo that 

documents the event. 

ANSWER: Defendants object to this Interrogatory because it is premature, in light of 

Defendants’ noticed Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. Defendants further object to this 

Interrogatory as vague and unduly burdensome, including with respect to the instruction to explain 

“in detail.” Defendants further object to the extent this Interrogatory seeks one or more legal 

conclusions.  

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Defendants state that, although coaching 

involves a conversation between the employee and supervisor and written documentation of the 

conversation, coaching and the coaching process are not “identical to a warning,” as alleged in 

Paragraph 33. Among other differences, coaching is not discipline and cannot be appealed through 

the grievance process under the City’s Labor Agreement with the Police Officers’ Federation of 
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Minneapolis or under the Civil Service Rules. Pursuant to Minn. R. Civ. P. 33.03, Defendants 

further direct Plaintiff to the May 11, 2021 Coaching and Performance Management Presentation 

during the Police Conduct Oversight Commission meeting, available at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OxvCq_aGles&t=803s, a true and correct transcription of 

which is being simultaneously produced.  

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendants withdraw their objection related to 

prematurity.  Defendants reassert the other objections and response above.   

3. To the extent you dispute the figures and statistics in Paragraph 42 of the complaint, 

provide what you believe are accurate ones. 

ANSWER: Defendants object to this Interrogatory because it is premature, in light of 

Defendants’ noticed Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. Defendants also object to this 

Interrogatory because it is neither relevant to any party’s claim or defense nor proportional to the 

needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, the amount 

in controversy, the parties' relative access to relevant information, the parties' resources, the 

importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and the likelihood that the burden or 

expense of the proposed discovery outweighs its benefit. Although the number of complaints 

resulting in discipline may be relevant to “public confidence in law enforcement,” Compl. ¶ 

54, it is not relevant to the question of whether Plaintiff has been denied public data. 

Defendants also object to this Interrogatory because Paragraph 42 contains false allegations of 

fact and incorrect assumptions, including that Paragraph 42 misstates multiple aspects of the 

OPCR complaint handling and review process. Defendants are unable to provide data where 

there is a fundamental flaw in the description of the data being sought.   
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ANSWER: Defendants object to this Interrogatory because it is premature, in light of 

Defendants’ noticed Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. Defendants further object to this 

Interrogatory as vague and unduly burdensome, including with respect to the instruction to explain 

“in detail.” Defendants object that this Interrogatory is neither relevant to any party’s claim or 

defense nor proportional to the needs of the case. This Interrogatory is entirely speculative, 

assumes facts that do not exist, and seeks a legal conclusion that has no bearing on the question of 

whether Plaintiff has been denied access to public data.  

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendants object to this Interrogatory on the grounds 

that it is compound, confusing, speculative, makes false assumptions of fact and law, and calls for 

several legal conclusions.  This Interrogatory seeks information that is neither relevant to any 

party’s claim or defense nor proportional to the needs of the case, considering the importance of 

the issues at stake in the action, the amount in controversy, the parties’ resources, the importance 

of the discovery in resolving the issues, and the likelihood that the burden or expense of the 

proposed discovery outweighs its benefit. Subject to and without waiving these objections, 

Defendants respond: NO.   

AS TO OBJECTIONS: 

Dated:  May 8, 2023 KRISTYN ANDERSON 
City Attorney 
By 
 
/s/ Mark Enslin 
TRACEY N. FUSSY (#0311807) 
MARK ENSLIN (#0338813) 
SARAH B. RISKIN (#0388870) 
Assistant City Attorneys 
City Hall, Room 210 
350 South Fifth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
(612) 673-5132 
mark.enslin@minneapolismn.gov 
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