














and internal control improvements are made, is the proper tracking, coding and reporting
of forfeited assets.

Finding 9

Noncompliance with Legal Requirements — The Metro Gang Strike Force did not
distribute forfeited money and proceeds from the sale of forfeited property in
compliance with statutory requirements.

This finding illustrates the need to more clearly document and communicate with the
Advisory Board when special circumstances are agreed too. The likelihood in resolving
this claim will prove difficult and will likely consume considerable legal time. For future
forfeitures the bookkeeper will be instructed to develop a record system to separately
track individual forfeitures depending on the specific disbursement rule or law that
applies to that forfeiture. The bookkeeper and Assistant Attorney General will need to
conduct a comprehensive review of the separately deposited forfeitures (pre 2009), to
determine the legal status of each forfeiture and the lawful requirements for their
disbursement.

Finding 10

Noncompliance with Legal Requirements — The Metro Gang Strike Force did not
report seizures to the Office of the State Auditor.

The new commander is considering developing a series of monthly reports in order to
monitor MGSF performance based upon a specific activity. For instance, there may be
property room reports, accounting balance sheets, open case status reports, open and
completed forfeiture reports, etc., etc.. These reports may be used to more easily create
an annual report. Required monthly reports, such as the report of seizures to the Office of
the State Auditor, will be listed on a log or monthly “to do” list to be signed-off as each
report or requirement is completed.

Finding 11

Lack of Oversight by Council and Advisory Board — The Minnesota Gang and Drug
Oversight Council and the Metro Gang Strike Force Advisory Board did not
sufficiently oversee the Metro Gang Strike Force’s financial operations.

The Advisory Board acknowledges its responsibility for MGSF oversight. The previous
commander had been with MGSF since its inception in 2006 and also bad a long tenure
with the Minnesota Gang Strike Force that was created in 1997. There may have been a
belief that the commander was following duties and responsibilities carried over from
being the statewide task force administrator. The previous commander’s expertise with
task forces, his lack of concern or reports to the Advisory Board about daily operations,
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impressive statistical annual reports and acceptable task force report cards most likely
provided a false sense of accomplishment to the Advisory Board. That said, the Advisory
Board’s responsibilities are clear, the Board needs to have a more significant role in
verifying that MGSF tasks are being properly accomplished and goals are being reached.

- In pursing a possible solution to this recommendation, the Advisory Board has begun
discussions on creating specific subcommittees to assist the commander and monitor
particular MGSF functions. As an example, one subcommittee is proposed to help
develop, support and monitor operational activities; the “how we do it” operations.
Another subcommittee is proposed to assist in the support function (computers, building,
supplies, etc.) or the “what we do it with” activities. This is comparable to established
governance models in our county boards and city councils.

Prior to the selection of the new commander in 2009, a detailed position description,
specifically designed for MGSF operations, was created and approved by the Advisory
Board. The listed responsibilities in the commander’s position description will be just
one part of the commander’s required annual review process. In addition, the Gang and
- Drug Oversight Council’s annual task force report card will also be incorporated into the
commander’s goal and review process. ‘

As the new commander assesses his staff and their specific assignment responsibilities
required to manage the MGSF, additional position descriptions will be established.
Having articulated, detailed responsibilities, combined with written measurable goals, is
essential to accountability and continued improvement of MGSF operations.

With the establishment of independent support staff persons, such as the bookkeeper and
property room specialist, and the Advisory Board subcommittees, combined with
increased details in Advisory Board reports, will enhance the Board’s ability to more
readily identify and respond to operational deficiencies. While improvements to the
MGSF are being made, specific reviews or increased audits may be in order. How this is
going to be accomplished is currently being discussed by the Advisory Board.

Although this response cannot speak for the Gang and Drug Oversight Council, we both
share an oversight responsibility. A specific dialog needs to take place on how task force
‘advisory boards and the Council can better work together to administer and monitor task
forces for compliance. Together we need to review the monitoring and evaluating
processes in order to identify overlooked or underrated high-risk operational areas so that
they are reviewed and rated in accordance to their risk. Iam sure that as the result of this
audit that discussion will take place.

Closing Comments

The objective and scope of the legislative audit was specific, a review of internal controls
and legal compliance over forfeited assets. The purpose of any audit is to raise and
identify areas of concern, which has been done. The Advisory Board acknowledges the
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results of this audit and is already using the recommendations as a basis for an
improvement plan to mitigate these concerns and bolster MGSF operations.

Although specific issues have been identified, some of the findings such as unaccounted
monies and forfeited vehicles still need further investigation. The exact status of these
items has yet to be détermined. This is the responsibility of the Advisory Board as we
move forward.

- Furthermore, the auditor’s criticisms are one of management, not enforcement. It was not
the audit’s purpose to examine the growing drug and gang problem in the metro area, nor
were the auditors responsible for measuring the effectiveness or value of MGSF
investigators. The MGSF is and continues to be a formidable task force in mitigating
gang and drug violence. No other task force is able to gather and share the information
and intelligence as the MGSF is doing. Because of our unique multiagency partnerships,
informational flow between MGSF members, their home agencies and communities is
amplified. It is this informational flow that solves crimes and is essential in keeping
violence in check.

The MGSF consistently partners to a much greater degree than any other task force in
Minnesota with federal and state law enforcement agencies. In essence, the MGSF often
becomes the hub in this collaborative enforcement relationship. This relationship is
critical as gang and drug trends continue to expand across state lines.

No other task force in Minnesota can assemble and respond in the numbers that MGSF
can. This resource and the MGSF investigators’ unique expertise are vital for midsize
and smaller agencies in their response to gang expansion and violence. It is essentially
their community’s only way to respond.

In closing, the issues raised in the auditor’s report were long in their making. Many
individuals during that time frame contributed to this problem. It will be the
responsibility of the current Advisory Board and the new commander to make sure our
response plan, which is already in progress, is implemented in short order.

Sincerely,

/A

Manila Shaver, Advisory Board Chair
Metro Gang Strike Force
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BoB FLETCHER
RAMSEY COUNTY SHERIFF

425 Grove St.

St. Paul, MN 55101-2418
Telephone: (651) 266-9333
Telefacsimile: (651) 266-9301

May 11, 2009

James Nobles, Legislative Auditor
Suite 140, Centennial Building
658 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Sir,

After a review of the draft audit report for the audit of the Metro Gang Strike Force, the Ramsey
County Sheriff's Office would like to provide the following comments for findings related
specifically to the department’s role as the fiscal agent. '

Finding 1 - Page 7, line 8

“After a complete review of strike force and fiscal agent documentation of forfeited cash
transactions, we were unable to substantiate the disposition of $18,126 of forfeited cash. The
strike force’s records showed that on 15 occasions from September 2004 through July 2008, cash
was removed from the property room, but the fiscal agent had no record of a corresponding
deposit.”

Comment

Two of the case amounts totaling $2,960 were included in a deposit with the fiscal agent, but
were inadvertently missed in the typed memo itemizing the cases included in the deposit.
Unaccounted cash would therefore be $15,166.

Finding 6 - Page 13, line 32

“The fiscal agent did not perform an effective reconciliation of the confidential informant
account. He did not reconcile the account to an authorized balance, did not resolve variances
identified on the reconciliations, did not include all confidential informant funds in
reconciliation, and could not reconstruct prior months’ reconciliations because he overwrote the

files.”

Comment

The fiscal agent was never tasked with the responsibility of auditing the confidential funds. Our
Account Clerk would monthly review the confidential cash by verifying that amounts issued by
check from the operating grant were added into the account, and matching the balance of cash on
hand plus outstanding advances and receipts to the authorized amount. He documented this
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reconciliation on a spreadsheet and kept copies, and updated the file each month for the new
reconciliation. The monthly review was effective for keeping the confidential funds in balance
and for pushing for the return of outstanding advances.

Finding 6 - Page 14, line 5

“Finally, the fiscal agent did not require any documentation to support the amount requested to
replenish the confidential informant account. Instead the strike force’s office assistant
periodically requested a check from the fiscal agent for an arbitrary amount. The grant requires
that grant funds only be used to reimburse the strike force for actual costs.”

Comments

Confidential funds were issued by check to the strike force based on a signed memo requesting
the funds by the Commander. The check amounts were generally for $10,000. The amount of
cash on hand in the confidential funds at the end of every quarter was deducted from the amount
requested for reimbursement from the State through the operating grant. Consequently, grant
funds were only used to reimburse for actual costs.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the findings.

Trudi Winek
Accountant IV
Ramsey County Sheriff’s Office

CC: David Poliseno, Audit Manager, Legislative Auditor’s Office
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Date: May 12, 2009

To: James Nobles
- Legislative Auditor, State of Minnesota

From: Ron Ryan
Former Commander, Metro Gang Strike Force

Subject: My Response to the Legislature Audit Report of the Metro Gang
Strike Force Completed May 2009

BACKGROUND
The original Gang Strike Force was created during the 1997 Legislature. It was established to
target gang members, for prosecution, who were involved in “criminal activity”.

Our start was compared to starting up a moderate sized police department from scratch. We
were a statewide multi-jurisdictional agency funded by state monies for our operating budget.

We created our own Policy and Procedural Manual by relying on several avenues of information.
We brought forward our past practices from our respective law enforcement agencies; we asked
the BCA for recommendations, that we put in place, for handling evidence money and
intelligence information gathering; and we met extensively with lawyers from the MN Attorney
General’s Office who helped and later continued to monitor the policies we established.

During my eleven plus years as Commander for the Minnésota Gang Strike Force/Metro Gang
Strike Force I had five different Assistant Commanders, throughout the years, and only one
full-time Administrative Assistant who helped manage evidence and files at the Metro office.

PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

Operational Program Review - November 1999 ,
This independent audit was requested by the Oversight Council and was conducted by the
Criminal Justice Services. They suggested we were operating in a more than adequate fashion.

Legislative Auditor Financial Audit - July 1, 1998 through June 30, 2001
This audit was requested by then Representative Rich Stanek. No findings of problems or
irregularities.

Quality Assurance Audit/Assessment Report - March 2002

This independent audit was requested by the Oversight Council and was conducted by the
Minneapolis Police Department Quality Assurance Unit. We were found to be operating in a
very efficient and effective manner.

Administration Review of Local Grants - May 2002
- This was conducted by staff from the Office of Drug Policy, MN Department of Public Safety.
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We received a report that we were, overall, well managed.

State Multi-Jurisdictional Task Forces Review - 2007

This was conducted by Bob Bushman, the Statewide Coordinator for the Gang/Drug Task
Forces. We received an “excellent” rating with some recommendations for future improvements
in two areas. We updated our Confidential Informant files per his recommendation and staff was
continuing to work on record keeping for case file issues when I retired.

GENERAL COMMENTS BEFORE I ADDRESS SPECIFICS
Before | respond to several specifics about the auditors’ findings 1 would like to preface my
‘remarks with a few facts that may help in understanding my comments.

* For the record, in the first eleven plus years the Gang Strike Force existed I had been the
Commander. 1 always reported to, at least, a 15-member Oversight Board. Over the years those
members, my immediate supervisors, consisted of 39 different individuals who were Police
Chiefs, County Sheriffs, Attorneys General, Superintendents, and State Commissioners. Each
month I prepared a report for their information regarding our administrative activities and our
investigative operations. These were then discussed at our monthly meetings. A

* | left the Metro Gang Strike Force on October 10, 2009, when I retired. I obviously do not
have any records or files. They remained at the office when I left several months ago.
Therefore, I am the only person involved in this audit process who is hampered in being able to
respond to these findings. I can only rely on my memory and my year-end reports for
information.

When I left seven plus months ago I did prepare an exit memo, as I was requested to do, and sent
it to the Chair of the Metro Gang Strike Force Oversight Committee, Chief Bud Shaver. I
advised the Board that I would assist in anyway I could with the transfer of information or any
other help I could provide with the transition to a new Commander.

I did not receive even a response that the Chair had received my memo which I knew he had.
Since my retirement no one has asked me for any assistance with the transfer of information or
with the two audits until I met with you and your audit staff on April 21 as you were completing
your audit. Your auditors asked a few questions about not having located some files. I advised
them I could not speak to why the current staff could not provide this information but could only
suggest no one had ever asked for my input or direction during any of these processes.

* When I retired I left documents with the interim Commander indicating the total amounts of
forfeiture dollars we had been responsible for that were legally taken from persons involved 1n
criminal activities. From the year 2000 through 2008 I had deposited a total of $2,253,203.00
with our fiscal agent. I also left a total of $305,731.00 in cash that had not yet been cleared for
deposit into our forfeiture accounts. This cash was evidence and was handled properly as such.
The evidence was sealed separately with the corresponding case file numbers and
documentation. The proper chain of evidence protocol was followed so the cash could be used

32



as evidence in court or for final disposition as forfeited funds to be transferred to our fiscal agent.

* After several years of reducing our budget at the Legislature, the Gang Strike Force was dealt a
crippling blow at the end of the 2003 Legislative Session. At 3:00 2.m. in the morning, at a
strange conference committee meeting, then Representative Rich Stanek offered up some of our
funding to Senator Jane Rannum for other purposes. She accepted, and the 2003 Legislature cut
the $3,000,000.00 left in our base budget, thereby eliminating all the money available to pay for
police officers. Several departments were forced to withdraw from the Gang Strike Force.

Those that stayed were reimbursed at a greatly reduced rate for the officers they contributed.

The money we used from that point on to keep the Gang Strike Force in business came from the

. Metro Region forfeiture accounts.

* | have always felt it to be very important to keep the Oversight/Advisory Boards (my bosses)
~ informed and up to date regarding the administration and operational aspects of how our
organization was run. I prepared and detailed a report for discussion at our monthly meetings
(the meetings became bi-monthly meetings in 2005). This was particularly important when we
started using forfeiture funds for our operation. This was completely legal but we no longer
could follow our established policy and procedures to the letter.

During this time frame, because of various positions they held, both now Commissioner Michael
Campion and Sheriff Rich Stanek were members of our Advisory Boards. They received my
reports and I cannot remember at any time that they considered our policy and procedures to be
wrong or improper. At least they never informed me of any problems they had with the way we
ran this organization.

MY RESPONSE TO A FEW SELECTED FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Note: Again, please remember I do not have access to files. These remarks are from memory or
a few notes I may have taken.

Finding 1

(Page 7, Line 9) “We were unable to substantiate the disposition of $18,126.00 of forfeited
cash.”

I talked with you about this previously. I know the auditors missed a depos1t of at least
$2,960.00 from this total. We also would pay cash during exigent circumstances (but very
rarely). 1seem to recall just under $5,000.00 being paid to a state employee whose funding was
lost. We paid her in order to keep her working with the Gang Net System until she could get her
contract with either Ramsey County or the Saint Paul P.D.

I thought we placed cash into the buy/CI fund on more than one occasion during this time frame.
Your auditors have identified the one transaction but not the other deposits. I would expect this
would be part of these monies. We needed the money for operations immediately. These were
exigent circumstances so I simply took the cash I received from Cindy and placed the monies in
the buy fund. I did create a paper trail. (Normally I would deposit the cash with the fiscal agent,
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send a request for $10,000.00, take the check to the bank to cash, then we would bring the cash
to the office and place the cash in the safe. This process could take up to a week. We needed the
cash sooner.) There are a couple of other smaller amounts, I recall, that were needed
immediately. One for use in obtaining information on a gang homicide. Money was needed on a

weekend. A paper trail and receipts were in a file that apparently your auditors can no longer
find.

As I said, we very rarely distributed these forfeitures in cash but on occasion we had done this in
the past. Irecall once paying for a training session for the Office of Justice Programs in cash.
Their budget time frame had passed and this was the only vehicle we could find to pay the firm
who put on the training and was long overdue their payment for services that amounted to
approximately $3,000.00 plus. Again, we always created a paper trail of the transaction and
receipts.

(Page 7. Lines 17 - 34) “The Strike Force did not deposit receipts immediately with the fiscal
agent...The delay in depositing this cash increased the risk of loss or theft.”

I have also previously addressed this issue. When I left, there was $305,731.00 in the safe. It
was evidence and was sealed and followed the proper evidence protocol. I also advised your
auditors that we were under orders from federal prosecutors that they needed the actual
confiscated cash, for some of the cases involved. The court would not accept pictures of seized
cash as evidence.

1’d like to address the auditors’ comments, “The delay in depositing this cash increased the risk
of loss or theft.” To the best of my knowledge, with the procedures we had in place, never did
we loose any of this cash evidence. The only real concern I now have is after reading an article
in the Saint Paul Pioneer Press of April 10, 2009. It contained a quote made by the Media
Spokesman for the Department of Public Safety. Following his comments suggesting there was
‘something wrong or sinister by holding onto cash evidence, he stated “... the day Ryan retired '
and $300,000.00 in forfeitures was later found in the evidence room.” This was a totally
irresponsible public statement to make. By publicly identifying the location of this cash it
certainly must have peaked the interest of many local burglars.

(Page 8. Line 22) “The Strike Force Commander did not have someone review the deposit
memos or verify the supporting currency log. Such a review could have detected these errors.’
The fiscal agent, in this case Trudi, obviously reviewed the memos when “she” counted the cash.
If the memos and cash did not agree, she detected the problem and would notify me to rectify
any discrepancies. This almost never happened.

»

Finding 2

(Page 9. Line 14) “The Strike Force could not locate 13 of the 80 vehicles forfeited between
August 2005 and October 2008."”

] called you on this finding. As I advised you, I know Officer John McManus filled out a report
for Commander Omodt that was to be sent to your auditors with the dispositions for these
vehicles, but your report still suggests no one can locate 13 vehicles.
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I cannot comment as to why the dispositions were not entered into the tracking report but it is my
understanding the vehicles are all accounted for. I saw the list of vehicles and I know one went
to the Saint Paul P.D. The vehicle is titled to them and is being used by one of their officers. At
least three of the vehicles were involved in negotiations with lien holders when I left. We were
trying to determine who would pay for storage costs before we would release the vehicles to
them. There appear to be five or six vehicles listed that were released by the previous Assistant
Commander when he cleared out a large number of vehicles from our contract lots. Again, I
cannot speak to why their dispositions were not recorded.

Our Administrative Assistant, Cindy, receives a monthly updated record from the tow company.
It lists what vehicles they are holding for us in their three lots. They also bill us for services and
storage. These bills and reports have to reconcile before payment is sent to the tow company.

Finding 3

(Page 10, Lines 37 - 43) “The Project Safe Neighborhood grant for $168,000.00 provided
Sunding for technological equipment sofiware and services. The Strike Force used some
Junds...However, because the Strike Force failed to submit a needs assessment, the Department
of Public Safety cancelled $73,000.00 of the grant.”

This statement is very misleading. It is suggesting we should have used this money to improve
the property room and we squandered the money.

We had several meetings with the U.S. Attorney’s Office and worked on starting a collaboration
with them on building intel on gang members. We developed a list of surveillance equipment
that we needed to assist in our investigations and we made several purchases for computers and
programs that has enhanced the work of our two Criminal Analysts. We also built a state of the
art interview room at our office to help in our investigations. We also invited all law
enforcement agencies to use our facility to assist in their work. All these purchases were made
from our Project Safe Neighborhood grant. ’

As to the money that Public Safety suggested was canceled, I had been working with task forces
in Greater Minnesota on assisting them with purchases using the money that was left over. The
Office of Justice Programs suggested I stop working with them and they would take over caring
for their needs.

Finding 4

(Page 11, Line 18) “The Strike Force did not have sufficient administrative staff to conduct it’s
operations.”

That is an area we often struggled with. When we started we had two administrative people.
After we started losing our funding, staffing suffered. We would employee part-time people
from time to time but with the increasing workload that occurred the past few years, caused by
the incredibly successful work of our investigators, it was apparent we needed to make changes.
When I met with you and your auditors on April 21, 2009, you reported to me that at a meeting
with the Advisory Board a month ago, you were advised I did not want more administrative help.
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This is simply not true. We identified approximately $30,000.00 that could be used to fill that
position. I began working with Ramsey County to find an employee. We purchased a work
station and had it installed next to Cindy’s. However, in early 2008, at an Advisory Board
meeting, it was decided to instead add an investigator from the North Saint Paul P.D. That was
accomplished by using the money we had identified for the administrative position. Meanwhile,
added administrative support was put on hold. I agree with your findings, there needs to be more
administrative support.

Finding 6

(Page 13, Line 20) “$279.00 advance to the former Commander in violation of the Oversight
Council’s guidelines, which prohibit a Strike Force Commander to disburse confidential
informant funds to himself.” '

An officer needed money for an investigation during a time that the office was closed. I gave
him $279.00 out of my pocket. When he completed the required paperwork with Cindy she
reimbursed me.

(Page 14, Line 5) “Finally, the fiscal agent did not require any documentation to support the
amount requested to replenish the confidential informant account... The grant agreement
requires that grant funds only be used to reimburse the Strike Force for actual costs.”

There may be some misunderstanding of how this account works. It is a buy fund/CI payment
account. It needs cash in the account so when officers need money for a buy or to pay
informants they can get it right away. When they receive the money from Cindy they fill-out the
paper documentation. I am the one who requested the checks and it was usually when the cash
on hand went below $7,000.00. We tried to keep cash on hand between $7,000.00 and
$10,000.00 for the buy fund.

 Finding 8
(Page 15, Line 39) “The Strike Force did not have documentation to show that it served seizure
.notices for 202 of 545 cash seizures we tested, totaling about $165,650.00.”
This is another statement I called you about. I do not know what files your auditors looked at or
did not look at but it is another example of why someone should have contacted me while you
were looking for information.

Simply stated, these results are absurd. I personally handled this seizure process. We had a
forfeiture tracking report that was backed up by hard files for each suspect who was subjected to
an administrative seizure notice. If for some reason I missed a seizure notice all I had to do was
call Jim Early at the Attorney General’s Office. The criminal got a copy, a copy went into the
report file, I got a copy and the A.G.’s Office got a copy. In addition the final review for this
process rests with the court. If we did not follow proper procedure the court would not allow the
Strike Force to receive these forfeited funds. Proper procedure had to include serving the suspect
with the seizure notice. During my tenure, the court never returned $165,650.00 of funds back to
suspects because they did not receive their seizure notices.
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Finding 9

(Page 16, Line 34) “The Strike Force's former Commander routinely directed the fiscal agent to
retain forfeited amounts that should have been paid to the Attorney General’s Office. Our
review of forfeiture distributions made by the fiscal agent identified at least $229,000.00
retained by the Strike Force that should have been paid out to the Attorney General’s Office.”
Former Minnesota Attorney General Mike Hatch was one of our original Gang Strike Force
Advisory Board members. He was very committed and supportive of our mission. He assigned
a full-time prosecutor, legal counsel, and a lawyer to handle our forfeitures.

When the 2003 Legislature cut the funding to pay law enforcement officers assigned to the Strike
Force, A.G. Mike Hatch contributed $135,000.00 from his office’s forfeiture funds. These
dollars assisted us by providing operating funds to stay in business. He advised the Board at the
time the $135,000.00 came from the Strike Force when we contributed the 20% to them for
doing our forfeiture work. He suggested the process was counter productive and said we should
stop sending them the 20% fee. This information can be found in the 2004 year end report and I
am sure would also be contained in the Board minutes.

Finding 11 .

(Page 19, Lines 16 - 25) “The Advisory Board did not ensure the Strike Force'’s former
Commander implemented recommendations made by the Oversight Council’s Statewide
Coordinator following his evaluation of the Strike Force’s 2007 operations...When the Statewide
Coordinator reviewed the 2008 operations, he found the Strike Force continued to have
deficiencies in these areas. The Advisory Board failed to ensure the Commander resolve these
deficiencies.”’ C

I would assume this finding followed an interview with Bob Bushman, the Statewide
Coordinator. I would suggest his comments are a little disingenuous and he has not let the facts
get in the way of his comments. I am sure if your auditors checked the Board minutes you will
have found the Metro Gang Strike Force received an “excellent” on it’s report from him in the
year 2007. He also listed some issues we should work on for further improvement.

From my memory, it was Dakota County Chief Deputy Dave Bellows who asked how we would
respond to a suggestion to improve the Confidential Informant files. There had been some files
that did not contain a picture of the informant and some that did not have the informant’s
signature signing a document enclosed in each file. I had a former Assistant Commander and
Cindy review each of the over 100 files and make the upgrades to the files when discrepancies
were found. Afier they reviewed each file and completed the upgrades, I reported it to the next
Advisory Board meeting per my instructions. The minutes should indicate this report. The
update to investigators’ reports was still ongoing when I left.

As to what new problems Mr. Bushman found that occurred in these locked CI files during the
year 2008 I cannot speak to.

CONCLUSION
Were all of the records systematically setup to be viewed by the auditors? Obviously not. I still
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contend had I not been kept out of this process and been involved early on, I could have assisted
in a more meaningful gathering of information. To wait until I am gone for over seven months
with the files left behind, obviously being compromised, does not put me or my employees on a
very level playing field for this process.

While I was the Commander was there anything sinister or underhanded taking place at the
Strike Force? Absolutely not! Instead, we are a group of police officers whose main mission
was to target gang members involved in criminal activity. Did we accomplish our goals and
successfully serve the taxpayers of Minnesota? Absolutely yes, way above and beyond any
expectations. We were arguably the best task force that the State of Minnesota has ever funded.
The administration that has inherited this fine organization should never allow the
accomplishments of our officers to be diminished.

The men and women who have contributed to the tremendous success of the Gang Strike Force
are owed a huge debt of gratitude and not deserving of the attacks and innuendos implied by
some law enforcement officials, political officials and certain members of the media.

I believe therev should be an audit of the police work that has taken place at the Minnesota/Metro
Gang Strike Force. The communities they serve should be allowed to see how they have
attempted to make this a safer place in which to live. That is the real story that needs to be told.

Thank you for allowing me to submit this response to the legislative audit!

CC:  Sheriff Rodney Bartsh, Chair
Minnesota Gang and Drug Oversight Council

Chief Bud Shaver, Chair
Metro Gang Strike Force Advisory Board

Sheriff Bob Fletcher :
Fiscal Agent for Metro Gang Strike Force
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ATTORNEYS & COUNSELORS

ANDREW M. LUGER
DIRECT DIAL NoO. (612) 373-8348
ALUGER@GREENEESPEL.COM

June 11, 2009

VIA FACSIMILE

Michael Campion, Commissioner
Department of Public Safety
Bremer Tower, Suite 1000

445 Minnesota Street

Saint Paul, MN 55101

Re:  Metro Gang Strike Force Review Panel

Dear Commissioner Campion:

Late last month, you retained us to form a Metro Gang Strike Force Review Panel. The
purpose of the panel was to provide you with certain advice related to the Metro Gang Strike
Force. Specifically, you requested that we: (1) provide you with policies and procedures for the
implementation of the Legislative Auditor’s recommendations concerning the Strike Force; and
(2) conduct an investigation to determine the factors and set of circumstances that gave rise to
the issues addressed in the Legislative Auditor’s report. You have requested that we make a
report to the Metro Gang Strike Force Advisory Board on June 30, 2009 describing the steps we
believe the Strike Force should take to implement the Auditor’s recommendations. One purpose
of this report was to assist the Advisory Board in re-opening the Strike Force as quickly as
possible so that it may assist local law enforcement agencies combat and prevent gang violence
this summer. Our investigation into the underlying causes of the problems identified by the
Auditor is expected to continue past the June 30 date.

We are writing at this time to provide you with a preliminary report on our work to date,
and to recommend changes to the above-described plan based on information that has come to
our attention.

For the past few weeks, we have: (1) met with a number of Advisory Board members
and their staffs; (2) interviewed individuals with knowledge of the Strike Force’s operations; (3)
reviewed documents relevant to the issues addressed by the Legislative Auditor; and (4) spoken
with individuals who have described allegations regarding the Strike Force. As a result of this
work, we make the following preliminary report:

* While there has been a great deal of discussion between Advisory Board members
about the mission of the Strike Force, there is no clear consensus among the
Board. Board Members we interviewed expressed a wide variety of views as to
the best direction for the Strike Force, and disagree as to the mission of this law
enforcement entity. Advisory Board members will be meeting in the coming
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Michael Campion, Commissioner

June 11, 2009
Page 2

weeks to try and reach consensus. The lack of agreement as to the mission of the
Strike Force makes it difficult to draft policies and procedures for the entity.

We have received information from a variety of sources raising allegations about
the Strike Force dating back a number of years. In coordination with the FBI, we
are investigating all allegations that are brought to our attention. At this point in
time, we are not able to reach conclusions about these matters, but we take them
seriously. As requested, to the extent our investigation demonstrates that the
allegations are credible, we will bring these matters to the attention of the FBI.
For a number of reasons, our investigation of these allegations will not be
completed by June 30. We strongly recommend that the Department of Public
Safety not re-open the Strike Force under its current structure until we can
provide you with a report on these allegations.

At the same time, we are well aware of the need for an entity to address and
prevent gang violence. The leadership within local law enforcement agencies for
the most part support and indeed request the existence of a gang-focused multi-
agency law enforcement body while issues related to the Strike Force are under
review. While we do not recommend that you re-open the Strike Force in its
current configuration at this time, we do believe it advisable and in the public
interest to formulate a short term solution that will meet the needs of the public
and local law enforcement. We are available to discuss how to accomplish this
task at your convenience.

We want to make clear that, while we are recommending that you delay re-opening the
Strike Force, we have not reached a conclusion as to the allegations we have received. We are
working diligently to determine the facts of the matters brought to our attention and will continue
to do so. We expect to report to you on these matters later this summer.
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