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Wisconsin State Senator
TESTIMONY ON PACT BILLS

Thank you committee members for coming to Milwaukee today for today’s hearing on police
reform. I am pleased to be joined by my co-author of these bills, and lead author of one of them,
Senator Taylor.

Although police reform has received a lot of attention over the last year, Senator Taylor and [
have been working together to improve the relationship between the community and its police
force for the last several years.

The breakdown in trust between certain community members and the police did not occur
overnight, and are not the result of a single incident. They occurred over time, sometimes the
result of interactions between police and individuals, sometimes the result of non-interaction.
Some perceptions are based on reality, and some perceptions are based on myths. Some are
mistruths hyped by people with an agenda, and sometimes they are the result of bad actors.
People watch a video that shows a portion of an incident online or in the media, or hear a rumor
and think they know exactly what happened, why it happened, and how it should have happened.
Even if they don’t have any background information at all.

It’s important to remember ~ and to say out loud — that the overwhelming number of police
officers in Wisconsin and the nation do an outstanding job. That doesn’t mean there isn’t room
for improvement. Senator Taylor and I may not always agree on everything, frankly, we
frequently don’t agree, but we both recognize that policing can be improved and agree on many
steps to do just that. ‘

The key to rebuilding the trust, rebuilding the relationship is to make sure there is a greater
understanding of the expectations of those who serve to protect us and enforce our laws. This is
accomplished by increasing the accountability and transparency of the police, and also increasing
community involvement with the police.

Accountability, Community Involvement and Transparency. That’s the key. They are also the
pillars of a legislative package of 8-10 bills introduced by myself; Senator Taylor, Senator
Darling and others known as the Public Safety PACT. We held the first hearing on three of the
PACT bills last week in Madison. Those bills dealt with the review of use of force incidents,
funding of police, and background checks.
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Today we have several bills that increase accountability and fransparency with pohce
departments. I will discuss them briefly. -

¢ Senate Bill 120, which requires every law enforcement agency to have a policy as to
when and how a use of force incident is reported, and requires officers who observe uses
of force incidents to report it. For officers who report use of force incidents, they will
receive whistleblower protection.

o Senate Bill 121, which prohibits the authorization of chokeholds in a use of force policy.
It’s important to note that chokeholds are not currently authorized in Wisconsin, and have
not been taught in Wisconsin for at least 50 years.

e Senate Bill 122, which requires use of force policies to be pubhshed online.

¢ Senate Bill 123, requiring the Wisconsin Department of Justice to publish an annual
report on law enforcement use of force incidents.

These bills are not controversial, they are either identical to or substantially similar to both
Governor Evers’ and the legislative black caucus’s proposal. To the degree that they are
different from what Governor Evers proposed, I have discussed those changes with him, and 1
 believe he understands and accepts them.

These bills are a good start, and they make the police more transparent, and help with
accountability of police. But that does not begin to repa;r the relationship, it does not help to
bridge the divide.

To do that, we need more citizen and community involvement with the police, and I will spend a
couple of minutes on two bills designed to improve those areas.

Police cannot be an occupying force in an area. That creates and adds to an adversarial
relationship between the police and the community members. Good policing means that the
police and public safety is woven into the fabric of a community. To help build the relationship,
Senate Bill 124 creates a grant program for Community-Oriented Policing, or COP, Houses.
This is a subject that Senator Taylor and I have been working on for many years.

We’ve seen the success of COP Houses around the country. COP house programs focus on
buying vacant homes in high crime areas and rehabbing the house to become a local point of
contact with law enforcement base where officers perform daily duties, while building
relationships as a member of the neighborhood.



And the fact is, community policing works. As seen in Racine, non-emergency calls to police
decrease and property maintenance increases. Crime rates plummet, including by up to 70% in
some neighborhoods. In one neighborhood, aggravated assaulted dropped by 94% in just four
years.

Over time, the COP house becomes a part of the community where people feel safe, build
relationships with people in the house and each other. The COP House becomes a public space
for community issues, and brings the police to a central place in neighborhood discussions.
Citizens can get the knowledge and resources to take their neighborhood back, leading to the
long-term stabilization of neighborhoods.

COP Houses help build the relationships between communities and policing. But the community
also needs to feel ownership over the police. In some cities, there have been calls for more
“civilian oversight” of the police. What people don’t realize is that we already have community
oversight over the police. We were the first to do so. Milwaukee and Wisconsin led the nation in
community oversight. We led the way. We were THE national model.

Unfortunately, rather than staying the national model, Milwaukee’s community oversight
organization, the Fire and Police Commission has become a model of dysfunction,
embarrassment and infighting. I could literally go on for hours about what has occurred in the |
Fire and Police Comumission, but let me give just a FEW highlights.

* The Commission is currently paying two police chiefs because they improperly fired
Chief Morales and have been without a permanent chief since last August.

¢ The previous chair of the FPC is accused of asking for a quid pro quo in exchange for
giving Chief Morales a contract.

* There have been multiple complaints for bullying, hostility and racism within the
commission. '

* Multiple people have cited that decisions are being made because of “ego”, “personal
agendas”, and political infighting,

* Another person stated that “dysfunction has been baked into the FPC governance
structure for far too long.”

With Milwaukee taxpayers paying millions of dollars in settlements for police it is important that
the FPC be vigilant about who the Commission hires as officers. Commissions conduct
background checks for a reason.



Unfortunately, a former staff member publicly reported that Commissioners “for the most part
have overturned background failures,” including people facing serious charges and in litigation.
According to this staff person “Commissioners have been overturning backgrounds that have
some very big red flags....candidates [that] should NEVER have had their background failures
overturned and never should have been hired. They are not making decisions based on who is the
most qualified and what is best for the City.”

With this knowledge, is it any wonder why the city of Milwaukee leads the nation in police
settlements?

It has gotten so bad, that even Mayor Tom Barrett is FINALLY, after years of turning a blind eye
to the corruption, is calling for reform. Although it’s been three months, we haven’t seen any
ideas from the Mayor, it’s important to know that the Milwaukee Fire and Police Commission is
a product of state law.

Senate Bill 117 is that reform, and it is years in the making.

SB 117 provides more accountability, more perspectives, and more independence for Police and
Fire Commissions in Milwaukee and Madison.

According to the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, when an alderman asked if the previous chair of
the FPC had broken any commission rules about conflicts of interest or standards of conduct.
The response from the city attorney was “no, because the Commission doesn’t have any.”

To correct that grievous error, Senate Bill 117 specifies that the commissioners of police and fire

commissions must follow the state code of ethics and conflict of interest laws. for local public
officials.

To increase the community input into the police, we require public hearings on commissioners
and police chiefs. Those are community meetings — not necessarily legislative meetings. This
will allow the public’s voice to be heard. When asked, we also require chairs, vice-chairs or
executive directors to participate in meetings of the Common Council.

Fire and police commissions were created to separate policing from politics. Policing should be
consistent under the chief of police, not based on the whims of an election. Unfortunately, the
lines have become blurred between politics and commissions. Commissions are intended to be
independent and autonomous.



In Milwaukee, the Executive Director of the Fire and Police Commission isra member of the
Mayor’s cabinet. He or she can be appointed and fired solely by the mayor. This makes the FPC,
the staff and the director arms of the mayor’s office. That is directly against the purpose of the
FPC. :

SB 117 fixes this by creating a truly independent executive director. The director would be
selected from a list of three names given by the Commission. Once appointed, the director would

answer to the Commission itself — not the mayor. This creates a truly independent citizen-led
board. - ‘

Finally, it is important that police and fire commissions actually know what they are overseeing.
Again, according to the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, a former commissioner, who resigned in

- disgust at the end of 2020, stated that the FPC was— and I quote — “the most dysfunctional group
of individuals I've ever worked with, and the pitiful thing about it is none of them has any
knowledge of how a police department even operates.”

This may not be the root of the problems on the FPC, but it is a major problem. You can’t
oversee what you don’t understand. SB 117 requires that commissioners undergo training on the
mission and role of the commission, disciplinary hearings, conduct polices, and use of force
guidelines.

To alsoadd to the knowledge as to how a police or fire department operates, we require the
presence of former police officers and fire fighters on the Commission. These members, would
be selected by the mayor from a list from the police and fire associations. As a former police
officer and police and fire commissioner myself, I, and my former PFC colleagues can tell you
that this perspective is invaluable to effective oversight. It also helps to “demystify” police
tactics for commissioners and the public, '

We need to improve the relationship between the community and police. Accountability alone
won’t do it. Transparency helps, but it isn’t the only answer. The community involvement alone
can’t do it either. But by increasing Accountability, Community Involvement and Transparency
—the “A, C, T” in PACT. We can make meaningful progress to bridge the gap.



Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety Public Hearing
Senator Lena Taylor
Written Testimony on Senate Bill 123
March 18, 2021

Good Afterncon members and colleagues of the Senate Commitiee on Judiciary and Public
Safety. Thank you for the public hearing on SB 123, relating to reporting of law enforcement
use of force incidents.

2020 represented a year of social, racial and political unrest. Protestors attempted to draw
attention to their belief that systemic policies created disparities and in equity in the treatment of
communities of color. Advocates of police reform have called for transparency in data kept about
arrests, use of force incidents, racial demographics, and more.

Not surprisingly, a consensus can't be reached about what is or isn’t happening because, often
times, the data simply isn't there. Yes, there is certainly anecdotal and inferred information that
supports a belief of a bias in policing. It's hard to respond accurately to such criticisms when
departments and agencies collect little information about how they interact with the pubiic.

Across the board, we should know if inequities exist in arrests, incarceration, or use of force
incidents. Senate Bill 123 can assist to resolve some of this debate. The bill would require DOJ
to collect data on law enforcement use of force incidents and publish it annually. We will gain a
clearer picture about shootings and situations in which serious bodily harm has resulted in the
course of these interactions.

Wisconsin would join a number of other states who are pushing for better data. That data allows
for a more accurate review of law enforcement practices and recommendations for
improvements, where needed. While some might argue about potential costs and time involved,
there is no denying that there is a need for standardized information from across the state. We
are able to spend dollars more effectively and possibly gain other valuable information. We may
learn how often mental illness may be involved in use of force issues, as an example. Bottom
line, better data moves us toward better policing, better community relations, and safer
communities. Your support of SB 123 would move us toward improved transparency and reforms
that benefit us all. Thank you.
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City of Milwaukee Testimony on SB117, SB120, SB121. SB1 22, SB123 and SB124. Various
Public Safety-Related Bills

Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety

March 18, 2021

Thank you, Chairman Wanggaard and fellow members of the Senate Committee on Judiciary
and Public Safety, for the opportunity to provide testlmony on Senate Bills 117, 120, 121, 122,
123, and 124 on behalf of the City of Milwaukee.

I'would like to ﬁrst address the four bills that the City of Milwaukee is in support of, SB-120,
SB-121, SB-122, SB-123 and SB-124.

Senate Bill 120 requires law enforcement agencies use-of-force policies provide instances of
when uses of force must be reported, how to report these incidents, and require that officers who
witness a use-of-force abuse must come forward to report the abuse. The bill further provides
whistleblower protections for officers that come forward to report use-of-force abuses by their
fellow officers. This legislation represents an important step forward to ensuring that state law
addresses not only use-of-force issues, but encourages officers to speak out when they witness
abusive practices from their fellow officers. The City of Milwaukee is in full support of this
legislation.

Senate Bill 121 prohibiting the use of chokeholds by law enforcement officers in use-of-force
policies is another important step in limiting use-of-force abuses by law enforcement. The City
of Milwaukee is proud that under Standard Operating Procedure 460, the Milwaukee Police
Department’s use-of-force policy already prohibits the use of chokeholds, except in life-
threatening situations. The City of Milwaukee is supportive of this policy being enacted on a
statewide level as well. :

Senate Bill 122 guarantees public access to every law enforcement agency’s use-of-force policy.
The City of Milwaukee has long had a publically available use-of-force policy on our Fire and
Police Commission website. Making use-of-force policies publically available helps encourage
trusting relatlonshIps between local police departments and the citizens they protect. The City of
Milwaukee supports this legislation.



Senate Bill 123 requires annual reporting of use-of-force incidents from local law enforcement
departments to the Department of Justice. The City of Milwaukee and the Fire and Police
Commission currently have a long-standing practice of éompﬂing a record of all use-of-force
incidents within the City and annually publishing that information for public review. The City
would be glad to provide this information to the Wisconsin DOJ and is eager to learn more about
use-of-force incidents on a state-wide level that this information gathering by the Wisconsin DOJ
would provide.

Senate Bill 124 would establish a $600,000 grant program for the creation of a community-
oriented policing (COP) house. The City of Milwaukee would be supportive of this legislation to
expand Community-Oriented Policing practices of local law enforcement agencies.

Now, I would like to address Senate Bill 117 which proposes significant changes to the Board of
the Police and Fire Commission in the City of Milwaukee. While there are several aspects of this
legislation that may be beneficial, on the whole, this is a bill which would dramatically remove
local control, restrict public oversight over protective services, undermine the public trust, and
give outsized influence and control over the Fire and Police Commission to protective services
unions.

The City of Milwaukee Fire and Police Commission plays an important role in the oversight and
policy agenda of the Milwaukee Fire and Police Department. The Commission runs recruitment
and testing standards for positions in each department, independently investigates and monitors
citizen complaints, and disciplines employees for misconduct. The purpose of the Fire and Police
Commission is to have citizen-led oversight of our protective services departments. This bill is a
direct affront to that purpose. '

This bill would require that there be at least one former police officer and former firefighter,
hand-picked by their respective unions, appointed to the board. This bill would require each
protective-services union to provide a list of five names, from which the mayor must appoint one
for each union. This is a major removal of local contro! over the Fire and Police Commission.

This bill provides no mechanism if the list of five names submitted by the unions does not
contain an acceptable nominee. In certain circumstances, this bill would allow the protective-
services union to appoint members directly to the board without a nomination by the mayor or
consent of the Common Council. The mayor and Common Council have not been opposed to
having former fire and police on the Commission, and previously, the mayor has committed to
doing so, negating the need to include this in legislation. While there is currently a retired
firefighter member of the Commission, limiting their options to a union-picked nominee, as the
bill requires, is not a process that we can support. )



Additionally, this legislation would require that the hand-picked commissioners representing the
protective services unions would be required to participate in every single disciplinary hearing
for their respective service branch. This would be a substantial and burdensome time
commitment for those respective commissioners. Disciplinary hearings can sometimes last
several full days and there can be 20 or more disciplinary trials in a single year. Requiring a
single commissioner to attend every disciplinary hearing could lead to over two months of
disciplinary hearing work alone for that commissioner.

In addition, this bill does not provide an alternative should the union-appointed commissioner
have a conflict of interest, for example, if the officer being disciplined were a family member or
other relation. Instead, this bill would require that commissioner to oversee the discipline trial
with a clear conflict of interest. Disciplinary hearings are one of the most important roles of the
Fire and Police Commission, and one of the reasons it is essential to have a citizen-led Board of
Commissioners. This bill would instead place union-picked commissioners in charge of every
disciplinary hearing of one of their own union members. This would completely undermine
public trust of the disciplinary process as well as damage community relations with the
protective services.

While this bill does require a minimal amount of public hearings any time a search for a new
protective-services chief is initiated, it provides the protective-services union a “closed session”
to meet with the Board to discuss a potential hire. This closed session would provide the
protected-services unions, whose membership primarily lives outside of the City of Milwaukee, a
confidential and outsized voice in the hiring of any new chief. This provision would prioritize the
influence of union members who primarily live outside of the City over the opinions of actual
community members. It would undermine the hiring of any new chief, and go against
Wisconsin’s long-standing history of open government. The City supports the parts of this
legislation calling for additional public hearings throughout the process of hiring a new
protective-services chief, and there is no reason that the protective-services unions cannot
participate in those same public hearings as the rest of the community.

Finally, this legislation further serves to undermine the disciplinary authority of the Fire and
Police Commission through judicial review. This bill would direct a circuit court to essentially
dismiss and reverse disciplinary decisions of the Fire and Police Commission for a broad array of
issues, whether they are material or not to the misconduct of the disciplined officer. It further
authorizes the court to take additional testimony, depositions, interrogatories and additional
discovery. The essence of these changes is that it would completely delegitimize and undermine
the authority of a citizen-led Fire and Police Commission. Additionally, this legislation would
cause a surge of additional legal fees for the City of Milwaukee due to the litigation costs the
City would incur from all of these judicial disciplinary appeals.



The City of Milwaukee certainly has had a recent history of turmoil on the Police and Fire
Commission, but we are very encouraged by the recent leadership and direction of Executive
Director Todd, and the continued work the Commission has accomplished on use-of-force policy
updates and other policy issues. The mayor and Common Council recently appointed and
confirmed a new commissioner and will be nominating additional commissioners in the near
future. Against all this progress, this legislation would weaken local control over the board, place
outsized power into the hands of the protective-services union over Police and Fire Commission
operations and discipline, cost the City significant additional litigation fees, and denigrate public
trust in the Fire and Police Commission as a citizen-led oversight board. For all of these reasons,
the City of Milwaukee is OPPOSED to Senate Bill 117. Thank you for your time and
consideration. Executive Director Todd and I would be happy to answer any questions
Committee Members may have.



To: Members, Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety

From: Badger State Sheriffs’ Association (BSSA)

Wisconsin Sheriffs and Deputy Sheriffs Association (WS&DSA)
Date: March 18, 2021
RE: Testimony in Support of SB 120, 121, 122, 123

Chairman Wanggaard and committee members, thank you for the opportunity fo testify today in
support of Senate Bills 120, 121, 122 and 123. My name is Sheriff Dale Schmidt, 1% Vice
President and Legislative Chair of Badger State Sheriffs’ Association. As way of background,
BSSA is a statewide organization representing all of Wisconsin’s 72 Sheriffs. WS&DSA is a
statewide organization representing over 1,000 members, including Sheriffs, Deputies, and jail
officers. BSSA and WS&DSA have a joint legislative committee and work closely on public
safety issues of concern to our members.

Over the years, there have been major improvements in Wisconsin specific to the development
of law governing officer conduct, the use-of-force, and officer involved deaths in the state.
However, there is always room for improvement and the bills before you today are positive steps
we can take as a state to enhance transparency and consistency across law enforcement agencies
in this state.

Before I comment on the bills before you, I want to thank the Chairman for his ongoing work in
this area and recognize his leadership in both the legislature and among the law enforcement
community.

Currently, Wisconsin requires all law enforcement agencies to have a use-of-force policy
published and available for public scrutiny. SB 120 expands upon this policy and Tequires all law
enforcement agencies to have a standard policy for reporting all use of force incidents and
provides whistleblower protections for officers who report use of force incidents. This legislation
will ensure the public clearly understand the information provided by law enforcement agencies.

Similarly, SB 122 ensures the public has easy access to the law enforcement agencies’ use of
form policy and requires agencies to have a link on their website to request their use of force
policy; the policy must be provided to the requestor for free within three days. Law enforcement
agencies continuously review and update their use of force policies, so this bill will make sure
there is an available channel for the public to access this information.

SB 123 codifies reporting practices and requires the Department of Justice to publish an annual
report on use of force incidents. In 2020, Wisconsin DOJ started collecting information on use-
of-force instances and arrest-related deaths within law enforcement agencies’ Jurisdictions. In
addition, law enforcement agencies also submit information to the FBI Data collection uniform
crime reporting system. SB 123 synthesizes these various reporting mechanisms into a state
report with required data elements on use of force incidents.



The last bill I would like to comment on today is SB 121, prohibiting the use of chokeholds in
law enforcement use of force policies, except in life-threatening or self-defense situations.
Currently, Wisconsin does not teach, as part of use of force any type of chokehold as a
compliance alternative. SB 121 mirrors this current practice and ensures that statutorily,
Wisconsin continues to utilize best practices and follow the Defense and Arrest Tactics system
training.

Thank you again for this opportunity to testify in support of these four bills and I am happy to
take any questions.



March 18, 2021

To: Chairman Wanggaard and Members of the Senate Committee on Judiciary
and Public Safety

From: Ken Pileggi, Immediate Past President, Wisconsin Chiefs of Police
Association (WCPA)

Re: Support Senate Bill 123, Reporting of Law Enforcement Use of Force
Incidents

Thank you Chairman Wanggaard, for your willingness to hold a hearing on this
bill. We want to thank the Senate authors, yourself and Senator Taylor, for
introducing this important bill. We also are grateful for our lead Assembly authors
Representatives Spiros and Armstrong. Additionally, we want to thank committee
members Senators Darling, Jacque, and Roys for their support.

We urge support of Senate Bill 123. We appreciate the bipartisan approach to this
legislation.

As others from WCPA leadership have testified today, our organization supports
additional transparency in law enforcement. This legislation would create a
clearing house for the most serious use of force incidents throughout the entire
state, thereby increasing transparency to our communities.

As Chiefs of Police, we know members of our communities have the right to know
about these critical incidents. We also know it is difficult to obtain state-wide data
on critical incidents involving the use of force, and this bill should assist in making
it easier for that information to be obtained.



Lastly, the Wisconsin Chiefs of Police Association appreciates the open line of
communication we have had with you and others on this issue — and other issues
that impact law enforcement.
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March 18, 2021
Senate Committee on Judiciary and Public Safety
Public Hearing: Senate Bills 120, 122, 123

Senator Wanggaard and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for allowing me to testify today in support of three bills: Senate Bill 120, which would require law
enforcement agencies to specify when and how to report use of force, Senate Bill 122, which wouid reguire faw
enforcement agencies to post their use-of-force policies on a publicly available website and Senate Bill 123,
which would require the Department of Justice to collect and publish data on use-of-force incidents. We believe
these hills would increase transparency and accountability among police departments across the state and
improve trust among the citizens they serve.

Last year we attempted to determine just how often force is used by police officers across the state and how
police departments discipline their officers when inappropriate use-of-force incidents occur. Our complete
findings are available in a special report® we published in November, but | will share with you today a few
takeaways from this research that SB 120, 122 and 123 would at least partially address.

Data on use-of-force incidents is difficult to find due to a lack of both standards and legal requirements for
reporting. Without this information, it is nearly impossible to compare similar-sized police departments or those
that handle similar levels of crime to determine which are outliers deserving closer scrutiny.

To get a sense of how often force is used, we looked at data from the state’s three largest cities ~ Milwaukee,
Madison and Green Bay. In Milwaukee and Madison, we found that one of every 29 or 30 arresis includes some
type of force. it was more difficult to compare use-of-force incidents in Green Bay because of the way that
police department tracks and reports data.

We also found that a majority of the use-of-force incidents invoive physical contact between police officers and
citizens or the use of tasers and pepper spray. The most common type of force reported was the use of hodily
force, which accounted for 71.5% of use-of-force incidents in Madison, 72.7% of the incidents in Green Bay and
72.5% of those in Milwaukee — all strikingly simnilar rates.

It’s important to note that the vast majority of citizen encounters with police do not result in an arrest. For
example, in Madison in 2019 there were 8,330 arrests out of 145,205 calls for service.

Unfortunately, there is little information available on smaller law enforcement agencies’ use of force and no
comprehensive statewide database. The bills you're considering today would take a step toward the uniform
compilation and reporting of statewide data.

1 Just the Facts (November 2020) https://www.badgerinstitute.org/Bl-Files/Corrections-
reform/BadperReport Trilogy Nov2020Fnl-web.pdf
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Although police use of force is rare, the compilation of uniform, publicly available, statewide data would go a
long way toward determining trends, establishing effective practices, identifying problem areas and building
trust among citizens and their police departments.

"In addition to gathering and reporting better data, we recommend statutory requirements for creating greater
transparency regarding police disciplinary actions; the extension of Act 10 to restore responsibility to
department leaders and politicians, and expedite removal of officers who have acted inappropriately; ending
arbitration for disciplinary cases; extending probationary periods; and requiring police officers” employee files to
be shared when they apply for positions within a new department.

The Badger Institute supports SB 120, 122 and 123; however, we recommend amending SB 123 to require

departments to report all use-of-force incidents, not just those where there was a shooting, a firearm discharge
or other serious bodily harm.
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Testimony on SB 123
Devon Kurtz

Cicero Action

Chairman Wanggaard and Honorable Committee Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony in support of transparency around law
enforcement involved use-of-force incidents. My name is Devon Kurtz, and I am a policy advisor
at Cicero Action. Cicero Action is a nonpartisan non-profit that advocates for entrepreneurial
solutions to public sector problems. We believe that transparency is a cornerstone of 21* Century
policing because transparency builds public trust and public trust makes it easier for police officers

to do their jobs better.

SB 123 is a strong transparency bill. In particular, we support requirements for agencies to collect
and report data on all use-of-force incidents involving law enforcement and for those data to be

made available to the public in an annual report.

There are ways to strengthen the bill, however. In section 5, the current language does not
necessarily provide for collecting data on use-of-force incidents involving weapons designed to
temporarily impair someone’s physical abilities. Such weapons include stun-guns, pepper spray,
and batons. These are among the most publicly recognizable types of force used by law
enforcement. Excluding these types of force from the data collection will undermine the integrity

of the database and prove counterproductive to the transparency goals of this bill.

To address this concern, we suggest adding language after “results in serious bodily harm or death”
that says, “including any use of an impact weapon, chemical spray, electronic weapon, or any
other instrument intended to temporarily damage a human faculty by a law enforcement

officer or civilian against a law enforcement officer.”

[n tts current form, SB 123 also outlines specifically what information will be collected on use-of-
force incidents in section 5 a—g. This list will almost certainly become a focal point of debate.
Negotiations over the list of data points could pervert the usefulness of the data against the original
- intentions of the bill. Additionélly, the language used in the list would standardize collection in
Wisconsin, but it would not make Wisconsin’s data comparable to other states who have adopted

the National Use-of-Force Data Collection’s standardized form. The National Use-of-Force Data



Collection’s standardized form includes more comprehensive context (see appendix) and would

allow for easy comparison across states.

To address this concern, we suggest striking “of the following information:” and the rest of the
section (a—g) and replacing with “information required to be consistent with the reporting
standards of the National Use-of-Force Data Collection administered by the Federal Bureau

of Investigation,”

These changes will make sure that this bill is implemented effectively and that it accomplishes its

commendable infentions,



Appendix:

The National Use-of-Force Data Collection’s standardized form includes all of the following

information:
Incident Information

Date and time

Total number of officers who applied force

Number of officers from reporting agency who applied force

Location

Location type (street, business, home, etc.)

Did the officer(s) approach the subjects?

Was it an ambush incident?

Was a supervisor or senior officer consulted during the incident?

Reason for initial contact (routine patrol, traffic stop, etc.)

If the initial contact was due to unlawful activity, what was the most serious offense the
individual was suspected of?

If applicable, the reporting agency will include the National Incident-Based Reporting System
record or local incident number of the report detailing criminal incident information on the
subject and/or assault or homicide of a law enforcement officer.

If the incident involved multiple agencies, the reporting agency should provide case numbers for
the other agencies’ incident reports

Subject Information

Age, sex, race, ethnicity, height, and weight

Injury/death of subject

Type of force used

Did the subject direct a threat to the officer or another person?

Did the subject resist?

Types of resistance or weapon involvement (threats, active aggression, firearms, etc.)

Did the subject have a known or apparent impairment, such as mental health condition or being
under the influence of drugs or alcohol?

Was the subject believed to have a weapon?

Officer Information

Age, sex, race, ethnicity, height, and weight
Years of service in law enforcement

Was the officer a full-time employee?

Was the officer on duty?

Did the officer discharge a firearm?

Was the officer injured?

If s0, what was the officer’s injury type?



