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November 18, 2016 

 
 
To:  Chief Judge Solomon Oliver Jr., Northern District of Ohio 
 Carol Rendon, U.S. Attorney, Northern District of Ohio 
 Mayor Frank G. Jackson, City of Cleveland 
 Matthew Barge, Lead Monitor, Cleveland Consent Decree 
 
From:     Cleveland Community Police Commission (“CPC”) 
 
Re: A Request for Process Restructure and Clarity  
 

The Cleveland Community Police Commission (“CPC”) is writing to express: (a) 

in general, the lack of effectiveness and clarity of processes impacting the CPC’s 

work and other issues related to its police reform process, and (b) more 

specifically, its concerns regarding the ongoing membership of Det. Steve 

Loomis on the CPC. 

 

Many of the concerns that the CPC outlines below have also been expressed by 

individual community members and organizational representatives, some of 

whom have attended CPC meetings. 

 

The CPC is asking that the Parties, Monitor Team, and the Federal Court take 

seriously its concerns by implementing  these suggested solutions and officially 

incorporating them into the Consent Decree as per the powers to amend or put 

in place an alternative requirement as delineated in Paragraph 398 of the 

Consent Decree. The CPC requests that this letter be included officially as part 

of the court docket. 

 

1. Building Community Trust and Engagement in the Reform Process 
 

The opening paragraph of the Consent Decree states the following:  

 

The United States of America and the City of Cleveland (collectively 

“Parties”) are committed to ensuring that police services in Cleveland 

are delivered in a manner that is constitutional, effective, and 

consistent with community values, while preserving officer and public 

safety. To further these goals, the Cleveland Division of Police (“CDP”) 

and the Cleveland community must have a strong relationship that is 
built on mutual trust and respect . [Emphasis added] 

 

The first substantive section introducing remedies after the “Introduction” and 

“Background” presents centrally the need for “Community Engagement and 

Building Trust.” Paragraph 14 states: 
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This Agreement recognizes the importance of community input into 

the way police services are delivered. Ongoing community input into 

the development of reforms, the establishment of police priorities, and 

mechanisms to promote community confidence in CDP will strengthen 

CDP and the police-community relationship that is necessary to 

promote public safety. To promote public trust and confidence in CDP, 

constitutional and effective policing, officer and public safety, and the 

sustainability of reforms, CDP will create, in accordance with this 

Agreement, formal and informal mechanisms that facilitate ongoing 

communication between CDP and the many Cleveland communities it 

serves.  

The CPC is constituted in Paragraphs 15 and 16 as an “independent” advisory 

body that is tasked with, at minimum, (a) making informed recommendations; 

(b) working with community to gather input on their values, interests, and 

priorities; and (c) promoting transparency and accountability. This is all in the 

interest of advancing (a) constitutional and bias-free policing, (b) procedural 

justice, (c) community problem-oriented policing, and (d) trust, confidence, and 

legitimacy in a police force that upholds the dignity, respect, and humanity of 

those it protects and serves. 

 

The key words and phrases in this paragraph and repeated throughout the 

Consent Decree, are: “community confidence,” “trust and confidence,” and 

“constitutional and effective policing.” These concepts not only provide the 

foundation for the Consent Decree, but also represent the underpinnings of 

“community problem-oriented policing” -- which is based on partnering and 

collaborating with the community to solve actual problems as a core 

operational philosophy and building confidence, trust, and legitimacy. 

 

As designed by the Consent Decree, Commissioners, who are appointed, 

represent different and sometimes overlapping interests to advance 

constitutional policing based on a model of community problem-oriented 

policing. Holding positions contrary to the very issues the Consent Decree 

seeks to remedy will not help to build community trust or confidence.  

 

Given this, while the CPC By-laws will govern the personal and professional 

expectations, those persons selected and appointed to serve on the CPC, should 

be, at minimum, supportive of advancing police reform. As a result, a standard 
should be incorporated into the Consent Decree that clearly articulates “advancing 
police reform” as part of the official criteria for selecting and appointing 
Commissioners. 
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2. Representation on the Cleveland Community Police Commission 

According to the Consent Decree, the ten (10) civilian members are to be 

chosen by a Selection Panel. The Selection Panel established a formal 

application and interview process that has promoted a measure of 

transparency. This has not been the case with those members of the CPC who 

are representing the police organizations.  

 

As a result, a two-tiered and unequal process has been built into the 

institutional structure of the Cleveland Community Police Commission. This 

unequal process has promoted and abetted a lack of transparency – a key issue 

that the Consent Decree identified as a problem and seeks to address with 

regard to the City and, more specifically, Cleveland Division of Police’s policies, 

practices, and culture.  

 

With regard to the selection of police officers, the Consent Decree reads, “The 

Cleveland Patrolmen’s Association, the Fraternal Order of Police, and the Black 

Shield will each identify one member to be appointed as provided in the Charter 

to serve on the Commission.” 

 

From the beginning, there has been no clarity or forthcoming information on 

how the individual officers representing the CPPA, FOP, or the Black Shield 

were identified by their organizations. This is not working for the Cleveland 

Community Police Commission. To develop a fair, equitable and transparent 
process, future police representatives need to be selected and appointed through 
the same process governing the appointment and selection of civilian 
Commissioners, including submitting an application, interviews, and background 
and disciplinary checks. Moreover, the representatives should not be in an elected 
steward position, which involves contract negotiation and defending members in 
grievance processes. The CPC should be consulted and agree with this newly 
designed process, after which it and established process should be incorporated into 
the Consent Decree. 

 

3. Fulfilling Responsibilities to the Cleveland Community Police Commission 

Serving on the CPC is not a figurehead appointment. It is a working commission, 

and there is an extraordinary amount of work to be done. Any person that 

accepts appointment to the CPC should be attending meetings and engaged in 

the work – or face removal from the CPC.  

 

Having a delineated removal process is critical to maintaining standards and 

having effective mechanisms of accountability that produce results. 

Maintaining standards and ensuring accountability are two key concerns in the 
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Consent Decree with  regard to the Cleveland Division of Police. These are 

equally important for the CPC as well. 

 

To date, there is no established removal process and no clarity on who has the 

authority to remove Commissioners. 

 

To partly address this problem, the CPC is establishing through the revision of 

its By-laws the expectations and guidelines that will govern its own decision to 

propose the removal of Commissioners. However, the CPC is asking that in 
addition to this, the Federal Court -- as the final authority on the police reform 
process under the Consent Decree -- require that the Parties: (a) accept the CPC’s 
established guidelines and (b) remove Commissioners upon the CPC’s proposed 
recommendation. This should be incorporated into the Consent Decree. 

 
4. Official Request for Removal of Det. Steve Loomis from the CPC 
 

The current 10 Commissioners have signed and delivered the below and attached 
letter asking that Det. Loomis resign the Commission voluntarily. We believe it is in 
the best interest of the CPC and the CPPA to have a union representative actively 
present at Commission meetings, respectfully voicing CPPA interests and concerns. 
He has stated that he will not resign. 
 
Therefore, due to his lack of participation, we are (unanimously) asking that Det. 
Loomis be removed from the CPC for reasons outlined  below. 
 

● Related to #1: While Commissioners acknowledge his right as an 

individual, and leader of an organization to support politically 

whomever he/they want, a significant concern has been raised about 

his support of agendas that are unambiguously in support of 

unconstitutional policing practices and are directly contrary to a 

commitment in advancing constitutional policing, community 

problem-oriented policing, and/or community trust and legitimacy. 

 

In a cleveland.com  article published on November 11, 2016, Det. 

Loomis, characterized as “a loud critic of the police-reform effort,” 

stated that the CPPA’s attorneys "are looking at the possibilities, if 

there are any possibilities, for some kind of change to the consent 

decree." 

 

● Related to #2: Det. Loomis has stated on numerous occasions that he 

chose himself to be on the Commission and is beholden to no person or 

process except the police union. This is in conflict with the currently 

established emphasis of the Consent Decree to advance police reform. 

Moreover, by his own admission, he appointed himself to the CPC, 

thereby acknowledging that no process existed to “identify one 
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member to be appointed” to the CPC as currently called for in the 

Consent Decree.  

 

● Related to #3: Det. Loomis has failed to attend CPC Full Commission 

meetings. Nor has he participated in the work of those standing 

committee or work group meetings for which he signed up. For 

instance, he has never attended meetings of the Police Review Board 

Work Group, the Use of Force Work Group, the ED Search 

subcommittee of the Budget, IT, and Infrastructure Committee. 

 

● Community Members’ Concerns: A number of individuals and 

community organization representatives have consistently expressed 

concerns about Det. Loomis’ absences, his hostility to the Commission 

from its inception, and his denigration of the police reform process. For 

instance, in a letter to Judge Solomon Oliver, SURJ (Showing Up for 

Racial Justice) wrote that Det. Loomis was quoted in The Scene  on 

January 28, 2016 as saying: "I appointed myself because I would not 

subject one of my members to that farce of a Commission." The NAACP 

also in a letter to Det. Loomis on January 28, 2016 pointed out that 

Det. Loomis defended the behavior of officers in the 2012 shooting, 

which lay at the root of the Department of Justice’s investigation of the 

Cleveland Division of Police, the DOJ’s findings of excessive use of 

force and unconstitutional policing, the DOJ and City of Cleveland’s 

agreement to enter into a Consent Decree, and the subsequent 

formation of the CPC. The CPC understands that correspondence, in 

the form of emails and letters, has also been sent to the Parties, 

Monitor, and even Department of Justice representatives in 

Washington, D.C. requesting Det. Loomis’ removal. 

 
Summary 
 
In summary, the CPC requests that the following occur: 

 

1. A standard should be incorporated into the Consent Decree that 

clearly articulates “advancing police reform” as part of the official 

criteria for the Selection Panel and the Mayor when they are selecting 

and appointing Commissioners. 

2. A fair, equitable and transparent process be developed. Future police 

representatives need to be selected and appointed through the same 

process governing the appointment and selection of civilian 

Commissioners, including submitting an application, interviews, and 

background checks. This should be incorporated into the Consent 

Decree -- replacing what currently exists in Paragraph 16. 

3. The Federal Court -- as the final authority on the police reform process 

under the Consent Decree -- require that the Parties: (a) accept the 

CPC’s established guidelines for requesting Commissioners’ removal, 
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and (b) remove Commissioners upon the CPC’s proposed 

recommendation. This should be incorporated into the Consent 

Decree. 

4. That Det. Loomis be removed from the CPC for cause, and that another 

representative of the rank-and-file police officers in the CPPA be 

identified through a fair and transparent selection and appointment 

process established per Request #2 above. 

 

 
Sincerely, 

Cleveland Community Police Commission 
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