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BACKGROUND

Beginning in May the accuracy of the Milwaukee Police Department’s crime
statistics was called into question in a very high profile manner by local media.
Between May and September, over 20 articles were published as part of a watchdog
series by the Journal Sentinel accusing the agency of producing statistics which were
intentionally manipulated for the purposes of creating a crime rate that was lower
than it really was. The newspaper had conducted an investigation which revealed
since 2009 over 500 aggravated assault reports were misclassified as simple
assaults. This resulted in a lower crime rate being reported rather than a greater
crime rate had the reports been properly classified. The articles also repeatedly
stated there were over “800 cases since 2009 that followed the same pattern but
couldn’t be verified with available public records”.
After these allegations were leveled the Milwaukee Police Department conducted its
own internal audit of assault reports and revealed that over 5300 cases had been
misclassified since 2006. The review also revealed that almost 1200 minor assaults
were over-reported as aggravated assaults during that time. It should be noted that
well before the news articles were published and before its audit, the Department
had identified problems with its crime statistics and had been working to correct
them. There is ample evidence documenting this due diligence including in
particular a request for an FBI audit from Chief Edward A. Flynn himself in 2010.
As a result of its internal review the Department asserted the problematic crime
stats were due to 1) technical and functional problems with the Tiburon records
management system 2) incorrect report writing and processing by police and
records personnel and 3) a lack of training in the National Incident Based Reporting
System (NIBRS). NIBRS is the standard by which law enforcement agencies report
their crime statistics to the FBI. While the police department acknowledged the
crime statistics contained inaccuracies, it denied that intentional efforts had been
undertaken to alter them.
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The Journal Sentinel articles continued to allege nefarious activities had caused the
erroneous statistics despite the findings of the Department’s internal review which
was presented publicly to the Public Safety Committee on June 21, 2012. The
Department wrote a report detailing its finding, published a video on its website
depicting screen shots where the errors had occurred with RMS and clearly
acknowledged

mistakes

had

occurred

(see

video

at

http://www.milwaukeepolicenews.com/chief-flynn-message-to-communityofficers-on-crime-stats/?ajax=1).
The Fire and Police Commission, Milwaukee Public Safety Committee and the
Common Council subsequently evaluated and discussed the allegations as well as
the police department’s efforts that had been undertaken in response. These
discussions included considering whether an external independent audit was called
for. In light of the fact an internal audit had already been conducted, the Fire and
Police Commission determined in the best interest of fiscal responsibility it would
be prudent to utilize an outside independent expert to conduct an initial review as
opposed to a full scope audit. The results of such a review, described herein, would
be assessed as part of the decision making process regarding whether a full audit
would be needed.
An initial review as such is best conducted by completing a type of audit known as
an attestation engagement.

As defined by Generally Acceptable Government

Auditing Standards (GAGAS), the official standards by which government audits are
conducted, attestation engagements of the examination type “consist of obtaining
sufficient, appropriate evidence to express an opinion on whether the subject
matter is based on (or in conformity with) the criteria in all material respects or the
assertion is presented (or fairly stated), in all material respects, based on the
criteria.”
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STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVITY & COMPLIANCE WITH GAGAS

This audit was conducted by PRI Management Group, an independent public safety
consulting and auditing firm that works free of any and all personal, external and
organizational impairments to independence, third-party personal, business or
financial affiliations that would prevent or impair objectivity in our work, and works
in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS).
Ed Claughton, President of PRI, served as the auditor in this project and is a Certified
Law Enforcement Auditor through the International Law Enforcement Auditors
Association. He holds a Master of Criminal Justice degree from Boston University
and specializes in audits, training and consulting services in the field of law
enforcement information management. He has provided these services to police
agencies around the United States and has 17 years of law enforcement experience
with a concentration in police records management, technology and criminal
investigations.

III.

INTRODUCTION

As stated by the Bureau of Justice Statistics there are nearly 18,000 state and local
law enforcement agencies in the United States. The Milwaukee Police Department is
the 28th largest of these with 2599 employees. It responds to over 200,000 calls for
service each year. In 2011 Milwaukee Police wrote 65,595 incident reports, 37,311
arrests, 141,489 citations and 12,525 accidents. All of this activity produces a
massive amount of information that must be processed according to the information
lifecycle- the core component of records management. In law enforcement, this
lifecycle dictates that information must be created, collected, processed, maintained,
disseminated and disposed of according to industry best practices, public records
law, state records retention schedules, criminal law and FBI reporting standards.
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For an agency the size of the Milwaukee Police Department with workload measures
this large, compliance with these requirements is a daunting task.

Despite these

figures the Department only has 20 personnel working in Records Management- a
fact important enough to mention this early on in the report. More personnel are
needed to efficiently carry out the records management lifecycle.
In 2005 the Department implemented a new enterprise-wide records management
system and simultaneously began reporting its crime statistics according to the
National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) instead of the traditional
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) system. The Department was ill prepared for the
formidable task of managing the substantial change that came with these
simultaneously occurring projects and as such, problems occurred from day one.
Having said this, due to a misleading message that was sent to the Department in a
2007 audit which stated its crime stats were accurate, it comes as no surprise that
the current inaccuracies went undiscovered until several years later.
The overall manner in which police reports are written, reviewed, processed and
stored is a relatively standard process in law enforcement. Upon a police report
being written by an officer, the report is submitted to a police supervisor for review
and correction if necessary. If errors are found, the supervisor sends the report
back to the officer to correct the errors (which were found) and the officer
resubmits the report for approval. Once approved by the supervisor the report is
then submitted to the police records unit for a second level of review where it can
potentially be sent back again for other corrections. At this stage, the depth of the
review can vary depending on the agency’s protocol. Some agency’s police records
personnel are required to only check reports to ensure the classification (type of
crime) is correct while others will check for spelling, grammar, missing information
and for the proper classification and coding. The Milwaukee Police Department’s
Records Management unit has a robust quality control process in place which
encompasses checking reports for all of these issues. It has not always been this
way.
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It should be noted the depth of the review conducted at both of these levels can be a
subjective process affected by various factors including how busy police supervisors
are according to present call volume, the diligence of the individual reviewing the
report when it comes to ensuring the absence of mistakes and how well they have
been trained in what to look for, particularly in NIBRS standards.
While it is commonly thought these 2 levels of review are the only stages a police
report goes through, they are actually part of a much larger process involving a
number of different parties both within and outside the agency. This makes any
intentional effort to systematically manipulate crime statistics (which are based on
individual police reports) very unlikely. The process inherently involves checks and
balances which by their design would make inconsistencies in the classification of
police reports quite obvious if one knows what to look for.
For example, when a police report is written it is unknown, unless an offender is
immediately caught by responding officers, whether or not an arrest will occur in
the future based upon subsequent follow-up investigation. This is an important
distinction considering arrests are often made weeks and sometimes months after a
crime is reported. When a subsequent arrest is made the original incident report
(which has been reviewed and approved by the Department) along with the arrest
report is submitted to a prosecutor for review. Given this fact, a police report which
has been intentionally reclassified to a lesser crime at some point during or after it
has been reviewed and approved would equate to assuming that the reviewing
prosecutor wouldn’t notice a discrepancy between what the police report says, what
the correct crime classification (title) is, what the victim states and what the
offender was charged with by police. Furthermore, there is no way of knowing
which cases are going to lead to an arrest and subsequent furtherance of the police
report into the judicial system which makes the deliberate misclassification of
reports an extremely risky and highly unlikely undertaking.
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In addition, prior to arriving at the judicial phase a police report undergoes review
by other entities including a supervisor, a records specialist and of most importance,
the victim who may or may not request a copy of the report. Knowing these factors
exist raises serious doubt about the feasibility of intentionally reclassifying a report
to a lesser crime. There are many working parts involved in the production of a
crime stat.
Falsifying reports would be akin to a physician who after assessing a patient writes
in the charts that the patient had complained of chest pains and displayed
symptoms indicative of heart disease, had test results that confirmed the patient
suffered a heart attack and then intentionally misdiagnoses the patient with gastritis
to make him think everything is going to be fine and expect the nurses, insurance
company, lab technicians and doctor’s office staff to not notice something wrong.
While it is understood that misreporting crime stats may be beneficial by creating
the allusion of less crime in a particular jurisdiction, one must consider the
substantial risk of doing so. Such an effort would put the agency and the employees
at significant risk including criminal charges. The intentional manipulation of crime
stats would require changing a police report to include information which is
contrary to the truth or what was written by the reporting officer. Doing so is a
crime if done for this purpose. Such risk comes with knowing that if caught the
repercussions would be catastrophic to the individual personally, to their careers, to
their livelihood and to the department. Furthermore, to intentionally change a field
on a report for the purposes of lowering a crime rate in a major metropolitan city
would require doing so by the hundreds and expect such activity to not be
discovered or, have approval to do so. Approval however would require aligning
the multiple people involved in the crime reporting process including civilian
records personnel, supervisors and command staff to oblige to committing such an
illegal act by the hundreds and expect to get away with it knowing that at any given
moment a crime victim or a member of the media could obtain copies of the reports
and expose the conspiracy.
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Nonetheless, this possibility exists and it was considered throughout this audit as
efforts were conducted to identify whether such activity had been occurring at the
Milwaukee Police Department. Our assessment involved conducting interviews of
personnel and reviewing police reports, data, workflows and the entire business
process relative to the production of crime statistics.
Having said this, the question remains are there other methods by which crime
statistics can be intentionally skewed using a different and not so obvious approach
and the answer is yes. One way is for officers to classify reports incorrectly at the
moment they are written, possibly at the direction of a supervisor or on one’s own
volition by selecting a lesser crime classification and writing a corresponding report
narrative which skews the facts of the incident.
Such an effort would again have to be done on a wide scale to bear out any statistical
difference in the crime rate of a major metropolitan city. This approach is also an
extremely risky undertaking considering again the fact that police reports are
generally public record and are often read by victims themselves who most likely
would make it known that their report is wrong.

Furthermore, as previously

described officers don’t know which cases may result in a subsequent arrest and
therefore a review of the report by a prosecutor who would notice discrepancies
between what the report narrative states and what the victim says happened.
Another method, a possibility which exists due to the substandard structure of the
Tiburon RMS is to change the NIBRS crime code within police reports such that the
system produces skewed NIBRS statistics. It was this type of activity the newspaper
alleged was occurring, primarily in the assault category. The articles inferred the
police department had intentionally changed hundreds of aggravated assaults to
simple assaults in order to artificially lower the violent crime rate in Milwaukee.
While the codes had been changed in many cases, they were not changed for the
purposes of impacting Milwaukee crime statistics but rather to overcome an error
message generated by RMS.
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These manual changes combined with errors in the system’s code table and
incorrect classifications made by reporting officers are the reasons for the
inaccuracies. A detailed description of how NIBRS crime coding works is included
herein.
The National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS)
The National Incident Based Reporting System is at its core designed to measure
crime rates on a national level. The FBI strongly discourages utilizing the data for
the purposes of comparing one jurisdiction to the next due to the many variables
affecting crime rates. Furthermore, the crime definitions in NIBRS were developed
to standardize the elements of a crime from one state to the next to allow for valid
statistical evaluation and they therefore differ from many state statute definitions.
For example, NIBRS utilizes the term “assault” for incidents which include both the
threat of harm to another person or the physical attack of another person. Most
states including Wisconsin call a physical attack on another person a “battery”.
Please note the following NIBRS definitions:
Aggravated Assault
“An unlawful attack by one person upon another wherein the offender uses a
weapon or displays it in a threatening manner, or the victim suffers obvious severe
or aggravated bodily injury involving apparent broken bones, loss of teeth, possible
internal injury, severe laceration, or loss of consciousness.”
This usually includes offenses such as pointing and presenting a firearm,
brandishing a firearm, etc. A severe laceration is one that should receive medical
attention. A loss of consciousness must be the direct result of force inflicted on the
victim by the offender.
For the purposes of the above definition, a weapon is a commonly known weapon (a
gun, knife, club, etc.) or any other item which, although not usually thought of as a
weapon, becomes one when used in a manner that could cause the types of severe
bodily injury described in the above definition (note: for NIBRS purposes, mace and
pepper spray are considered to be weapons).
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Simple Assault
An unlawful physical attack by one person upon another where neither the offender
displays a weapon, nor the victim suffers obvious severe or aggravated bodily injury
involving apparent broken bones, loss of teeth, possible internal injury, severe
laceration, or loss of consciousness.

What follows is a report that summarizes the actions taken in, and findings of, this
audit which was undertaken to provide the City of Milwaukee and its citizens an
unbiased review of the Milwaukee Police Department’s crime reporting processes
and a determination of what caused its inaccurate crime statistics. It has been the
foremost interest of the Milwaukee Fire and Police Commission and the auditor to
report the facts, whatever they may be.

The evidence obtained in this audit

substantiates its findings.
It is important that those who review this report do so thoroughly. While the
“Findings and Conclusions” section of an audit report are always of most interest,
significant information is provided throughout to address the valid concerns that
have been raised in this matter. The community’s trust in its police department is a
crucial element in the collaborative efforts that are required to combat crime. This
report presents the audit’s findings as is without political, fiscal or personal
influence from anyone.
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AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The first objective of this audit was to obtain sufficient and appropriate
evidence to provide an expert opinion regarding the validity of the police
department’s internal audit and its findings which focused on the assault
category. It is not an objective of this audit to determine Milwaukee crime
rates and increases or decreases thereof.

B.

The second objective is to assess the police department’s police reporting
and records management processes, protocols and records management
system (RMS), and provide an expert opinion regarding whether these
elements have affected the Department’s compliance with NIBRS assault
reporting standards and if so, how.

C.

The third objective is to provide an expert opinion regarding whether any
intentional efforts were undertaken by the police department and its
personnel to manipulate or misrepresent crime statistical information.

V.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGIES

The scope of this audit encompassed a thorough review of Milwaukee Police policy,
protocol, data, and procedure including a review of a sampling of police incident
reports from 2006-2012. In order to meet the objectives stated above a
comprehensive review was conducted not only of police reports and statistics
themselves, but also of the processes and systems used to produce them. This 360
degree approach, which enabled the audit to both reveal and rule out what has
caused the inaccuracies, included analyzing the entire reporting process, employee’s
knowledge of NIBRS standards, training levels, and the RMS system and its code
tables. It is widely known there are errors in the statistics and the focus as such is to
determine what caused them.
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The auditor was provided unfettered access to the police department’s RMS and
CAD systems, audit database, policies, personnel, and departmental computer
networks. The following activities were conducted in this audit:


On-site formal standardized interviews of 58 employees representing a
cross-section of sworn and civilian personnel from every rank in the
Department including officers, detectives, lieutenants, captains, command
staff, executive staff and Records Management personnel.



Review of 3748 incident reports.



Review of RMS data validated against ARS data.



Review of Tiburon RMS code tables.



Interview of Milwaukee County District Attorney.



Interview of Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance.



Review of newspaper articles.



Review of Milwaukee police policies.



Review of Milwaukee police internal audit report.



Review of a 2007 Comptroller audit of the Tiburon RMS project.



Review of the Milwaukee police data integrity database.



On-site desk audits with Records Management personnel.



Review of information workflows and police reporting procedure.



Review of Wisconsin criminal statutes.



Review of a 2006 West Virginia Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center
crime statistic study, “Establishing the Statistical Accuracy of UCR Reports in
West Virginia.”

The criteria against which the evidence was compared includes the standard NIBRS
crime definitions and Wisconsin criminal statutes.
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CONCLUSIONS

It has been determined as a result of this audit that while it is correct there were
inaccuracies in the crime statistics, the allegations inferring the Milwaukee Police
Department had intentionally altered them are baseless.
The Milwaukee Police Department is not hiding crimes, erasing statistics or
undertaking other efforts to present a false picture of crime in the city.

When

someone reports a crime in Milwaukee the fact of the matter is, it gets recorded.
While the crime category that the incident gets listed in has clearly been
problematic, the record of the crime doesn’t disappear.
In simplest terms, even when reports are misclassified they are still on the books.
Police departments maintain and report statistics in 2 ways. One set of statistics
gets reported to the FBI according to their reporting rules which include
standardized definitions and methodologies specific to NIBRS. What the public
needs to understand is that all of the police reports and their corresponding
statistics are still present in the records management system and can be researched
at any given time. With the exception of those records which are confidential
according to public records law, anyone can request to see this information. This
data remains independent of the FBI standards and definitions; definitions which do
not coincide with state statutes in many cases. To truly lower crime artificially and
successfully conceal the effort, reports of crimes to the police would have to be
erased from the multiple places the information simultaneously resides including
departmental databases, computer-aided dispatch systems, records management
systems, back-up media, phone recordings and mobile computers.
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Milwaukee Police Department Assertions
The Milwaukee Police Department has publicly made the following assertions:


Problems with the Tiburon police records management system (RMS)
including incorrect coding and problematic system design were contributing
factors to the inaccurate statistics.



A lack of training in the Tiburon system and in NIBRS standards were
contributing factors to the inaccurate crime statistics.



Incorrect crime coding both on the front-end (when reports are written by
officers and reviewed by supervisors) and on the back-end (during the
quality control process in the Records Management division) were
contributing factors to the inaccurate crime statistics. The errors went “both
ways” meaning some crimes were incorrectly upgraded to more serious
crimes while others were downgraded.



No intentional efforts were undertaken by the police department to
intentionally alter crime statistics.
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Audit Conclusions
With regard to the Department’s assertions previously stated, sufficient and
appropriate evidence has been obtained and examined in detail to provide a
reasonable basis to affirm these factors are in fact the causes of the inaccurate crime
statistics.
With regard to the objectives of this audit, sufficient and appropriate evidence has
been obtained and examined in detail to provide a reasonable basis to believe the
following:
I.

The internal audit conducted by the police department is reliable and
valid and has identified in sufficient detail the errors in crime coding in
the assault category for each year since 2006. The Milwaukee Police
Department audit included identifying over 34,000 reports as potentially
containing coding errors out of which 11,698 reports were identified as
having incongruent data fields, confirming errors may be present. These
reports were entered into a database listing the coding errors as well as
the updated and corrected code changes made in RMS (see Milwaukee
Police Department Crime Data Accuracy Assessment dated September 6,
2012 detailing the findings of the internal audit). A statistically valid
random sampling of these reports were reviewed and were found to be
entered in the database with a degree of acceptable reliability and were
verified as having been corrected in RMS. Further discussion follows
herein.

II.

Errors in the Tiburon system and a then lack of internal controls coupled
with deficient NIBRS training and individual performance are what led to
the errors. Further discussion follows herein.
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Audit Conclusions Continued
III.

No efforts were undertaken to intentionally alter or manipulate crime
statistics by the Milwaukee Police Department. To the contrary, all of the
evidence examined confirms that the errors were caused by what the
Department has asserted. Furthermore, the Department has a culture
that embraces and promotes professionalism, integrity and accountability
through management processes designed to measure performance of
individual employees and the organization as a whole.
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CONCEPTUAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The success of any records management program is founded upon the agency’s
ability and willingness to follow certain fundamental concepts in the field of police
records. “Records” plays a vital role in law enforcement particularly in the current
era of information led policing which focuses on crime statistics and the
corresponding efficient deployment of resources. These fundamental concepts are
often a point of contention for agencies which are not currently in alignment with
them and are not comfortable with change and/or empowerment of civilian
employees. Nonetheless, our hands on experience in the successful turnaround of a
dysfunctional records unit has proven that forward thinking systematic change
utilizing these concepts results in increased performance, efficiency, and
information accuracy. These concepts are as follows:

o

Problems in “Records” stem from deficiencies in 1) “systems” (processes), and
2) performance (personnel). Ongoing administrative and operational analyses
in these two areas always reveal where improvements can and should occur.

o

The organizational culture of the agency should be one in which the Records
unit is embraced as an equal authority with sworn personnel when it comes to
approving reports and the final authority when it comes to identifying what
corrections need to be made. It is this entity that is responsible for ensuring
the police department is producing accurate, timely and complete information
in a manner that represents it professionally.

o

Records personnel need to be trained not only in traditional records
management protocol but also in UCR as well as the basic areas of criminal law
common to policing, i.e. understanding what constitutes a burglary versus a
trespassing, a theft versus a robbery, and other common distinctions.
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Once trained, Records personnel should be empowered to act. They should be
given the appropriate authority and leeway to take action in correcting reports
as well as to determine which officers and supervisors continually produce and
approve reports that contain errors.

o

The Records unit is the entity charged with ensuring the agency remains in
compliance with reporting mandates. Personnel should be expected to
thoroughly review all police reports and other documents managed by Records
and eliminate and correct errors therein.

o

Officers and supervisors should receive annual training in report writing and
approval procedure which covers both traditional report writing topics as well
as basic NIBRS standards. Accountability for producing reports which are
accurate, free of errors and compliant with reporting mandates can then occur.
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AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Review of Police Incident Reports
1. A total of 3748 reports were reviewed in this audit of which 858 were
examined in detail. An initial 400 randomly selected reports in their original
form (as written by the officer and approved by the police supervisor) from
the police department’s targeted audit dataset were reviewed and the correct
NIBRS crime code was determined. Because these reports were part of the
targeted dataset, most were expected to contain an incorrect crime code.
2. Once the correct NIBRS code was determined, these codes were compared to
what was listed in the audit database.

The database listed the report

number, what the original incorrect NIBRS code was and what it was
changed to in RMS after auditing.
3. These initial 400 reports were then researched and reviewed directly in RMS.
This validation process was designed to verify that the corrections listed in
the database were made correctly in RMS. Of these 400 reports, 269 were
correctly identified by departmental auditors as having errors (67.25%) and
were corrected accordingly. 26 additional errors were found in which either
the departmental auditor noted a correction in the database but did not
correct the report in RMS, did not find the error, or made the wrong
correction (15 reports were incorrectly changed to a higher classification).
This echoes the Department’s assertion that the errors go in both directions
in the original reports identified in their audit. In other words, the auditors
themselves made the same types of mistakes as the reporting officers.
4. A second set of 400 reports were then reviewed which were outside of the
Department’s audit dataset. This review involved conducting a query in RMS
of all simple assaults in each year analyzed in the Department’s audit (20062012). A random sample from each year was selected, read and the correct
NIBRS code was determined. Of these 400 reports, 27 contained an incorrect
NIBRS crime code (6.75%).
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This means the Department’s internal efforts to identify and correct assault
reports were successful and the audit was conducted with a reasonable
degree of reliability. However, the Wisconsin OJA requires less than a 3
percent error rate. Further efforts to identify misclassifications should occur.
5. There is a clear progression of improvement in the reporting each year. The
mistakes decreased substantially over time with a peak improvement in
2009 at which time corrections were made to the statute code table.
6. To determine whether crimes involving aggravated assaults were being
hidden altogether as opposed to just being downgraded, a query was
conducted of 3 years of data in the “sick/injured person” classification
returning 2948 reports. This is the category in which incidents requiring a
police report involving people who have been injured in non-criminal
incidents would be classified. These types of reports do not get reported to
NIBRS. Of these results, further research was conducted utilizing keywords
which would describe the actions or injuries involved in shootings and
stabbings. 58 reports (1.96%) were identified as being misclassified in this
category. Of these, there was no identifiable pattern in terms of district,
officer or supervisor. It was determined these reports were classified in this
category because either the victim did not cooperate with the police during
the investigation and refused to describe what had occurred, stated they did
not want a report, or were highly intoxicated and could not describe what
happened. Training is needed in this area to ensure officers understand that
such incidents must be reported according to NIBRS standards despite the
fact they would not rise to the level of prosecution.
It should be emphasized the narratives in these reports still included a
description of what the officer observed and/or could surmise, and some
indicated the victim was instructed to file a supplemental report if they
changed their mind about describing what happened.
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7. While the overall quality of the report narratives reviewed were good, there
is room for improvement. The narrative is used to describe the events that
occurred for the purposes of 1) documenting the incident 2) providing
probable cause and evidentiary information for prosecution and 3) to assist
with determining the correct NIBRS classification. It is very important to
note that, in any job in any industry, the ability to write is a very subjective
skill set, the proficiency of which will vary from person to person. Police
officers are charged with a multitude of wide ranging responsibilities that are
critical to the safety of citizens. Although writing may not be the most
important trait for a police officer, it is a very important task. Experience and
training are what improve report quality.
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B. Review of News Articles
1. As has occurred in other cities, this case received significant media attention.
The news articles were closely reviewed to assist with obtaining further
insight and possible evidentiary information. The current inaccuracies in
Milwaukee Police crime statistics actually began the day the new system was
implemented. In 2005, Nannette Hegerty was the Chief of Police. Note the
following quotes from a Journal Sentinel article, “Crime was down before
summer” by John Diedrich on October 18, 2005 which mentioned problems
with Milwaukee crime statistics as well as the new Tiburon records
management system developed by CompuDyne:


“The crime numbers were delayed because of problems the department has
had with its new $7 million computer system, Hegerty said.”



“While many agencies have problems when converting to new computers,
Hegerty said the problems were severe enough in Milwaukee that she has
ordered $1 million of the bill withheld from CompuDyne Corp. of Fremont,
Calif.”



“With the old system shuttered and the new one not working, the
department went more than a month without computers, forcing
commanders to use paper maps and creating a backlog of reports that
continued to build all year.”



“While Hegerty and her command staff didn’t know if crime was up or down
across the city, she said street-level policing was not affected because
districts tracked their own crimes.”



“The numbers released to the media Monday also include an inaccuracy.
Initially, the department said there were 23 homicides in the first three
months of this year compared with 19 over that period last year. The correct
figure for the first quarter of this year is also 19. The other four were
homicides later ruled "justified" and aren’t counted in the total, Hegerty
said.”



“Hegerty blamed that latest inaccuracy on a "coding error" between the
department and the state.” (emphasis added)
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Despite the newspaper’s historical perspective, it appears that today for unknown
reasons a story about inaccurate Milwaukee crime statistics morphed into a series
of accusatory and speculative articles suggesting the Department and Chief Edward
Flynn had falsified crime statistics. The recent series neglected to mention any of
the historical perspective and included, in part, the following articles and
statements of particular interest:
“State, local officials seek audit of MPD crime numbers” May 23, 2012, Journal
Sentinel; Ben Poston


“Flynn said he is confident that the department's error rate for crime coding
is no different from before he took over in 2008, although there is no data
available to support that yet.” (emphasis added)

“Hundreds of assault cases misreported by Milwaukee Police Department.
City's violent crime rate lowered based on faulty data” May 22, 2012, Journal
Sentinel; Ben Poston


“When Milwaukee Police Chief Edward Flynn touted the city's fourth-straight
year of falling crime in February, hundreds of beatings, stabbings and child
abuse cases were missing from the count, a Journal Sentinel investigation has
found.”



“Yet the misreported cases found in 2011 alone are enough that Flynn would
have been announcing a 1.1% increase in violent crime in February, instead
of a 2.3% decline from the reported 2010 numbers, which also include
errors.”



“Instead of accurately reporting the weapons used as firearms, knives or
blunt objects, the department reported them to the state and FBI in a way
that avoided triggering scrutiny by those who review the numbers.”



“Criminologists reviewed the Journal Sentinel's findings and said they
showed a pattern of misreporting that has helped drive down the city's crime
rate.”



“‘Misreporting is cheating the public,’ said Michael Maltz, criminology
professor at Ohio State University. He called the Journal Sentinel findings just
‘the tip of the iceberg.’”
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"’If they are playing fast and loose, they will do it with the cases they don't
send to the prosecutor,’ said Maltz, senior researcher at the university's
Criminal Justice Research Center. ‘If it's this bad at this level, how bad can it
be on the cases that don't reach eye level?’”



“Buoyed by a falling crime rate, Flynn became the first Milwaukee police
chief in 27 years to have his contract renewed in October, receiving a second
four-year term.”



“In Milwaukee, aggravated assaults have made up about half of all violent
crime since Flynn took charge in 2008.”



"’It indicates that these are not accidents,’ Walker said. ‘Somebody knows
what's going on. Somebody understands the implications of reporting it this
way, instead of that way. The question is: Who is making those decisions?’”



“Neither Flynn nor several high-ranking police officials could provide an
explanation for the discrepancy in weapon codes.”

“MPD Staff routinely changed crime codes. Inquiry finds the practice helps
create faulty violent crime rate” June 12, Journal Sentinel; Ben Poston


“Milwaukee police record clerks have routinely changed computer codes by
hand in a way that removes serious assaults from the city's violent crime
rate, a Journal Sentinel investigation has found.”



“‘It defies belief that this problem could be the result of 'computer error' or
random mistakes by clerks,’ said Samuel Walker, criminology professor at
the University of Nebraska-Omaha. ‘Why are the errors so concentrated in
one crime category and the mistakes all in the same direction?’”



“The Journal Sentinel's review of the system shows it allows errors to be
entered at the onset and crimes downgraded easily by a small group of clerks
or supervisors with the ability to later override what is entered. That
provides a distorted view of crime trends.”
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2. The articles did not include any description of the checks and balances
inherent in the police reporting process, the number of entities which review
police reports as part of that process, the transparency of police reports
which are widely open to inspection per Wisconsin public records law, or the
fact that the Department had identified problems with its crime statistics and
initiated efforts to correct them well before these articles were published.
More importantly, no description of the breadth and type of conspiracy that
would be required for the 28th largest U.S. police department to intentionally
manipulate crime statistics and expect to get away with it was ever
mentioned.
3. After more than 20 Journal Sentinel articles were published throughout mid2012 suggesting that nefarious activity was occurring, it wasn’t until
November 15 that an editorial by the newspaper stated “there is no evidence
now that anyone is cooking the books to make the Department look better”.
There wasn’t any evidence to begin with and furthermore, conclusions
should never be inferred or determined until all of the evidence is
considered.

Waiting until “now” to clear the Department of intentional

wrong doing is not appropriate, professional or fair.
4. On November 24th yet another article was published, again written in a
suggestive manner, stating the pressure on officers to lower crime has led to
downgraded reports (no evidence of this was observed in the audit). Titled
“Flawed Milwaukee crime numbers festered for years”, the article contains
contradictions and suggests the newspaper is responsible for uncovering the
inaccuracies through “open records requests” when in fact the Department
already knew about the problem.

The Chief of Police has stated since his

first day on the job there are concerns with the Department’s systems and
their accuracy and furthermore, he has communicated time and again that he
wants “accurate data”.
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While it is correct that failures have occurred, there is ample evidence
indicating the Department has been working to correct them for several
years- an effort hampered by technological roadblocks and failures in
effective accountability in the area of records management operations as
described herein.
5. The Journal Sentinel stated its review involved comparing assault data with
cases prosecuted at the District Attorney’s office. The newspaper obtained
NIBRS data from the Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance and crossreferenced it with the Milwaukee County district attorney's case
management database and the Wisconsin circuit court criminal database.
This is a fundamentally flawed comparison. What someone is prosecuted for
often changes from what the incident report indicates based on prosecutorial
guidelines, discretion and further legal analysis.
6. In the article titled “Hundreds of assault cases misreported by Milwaukee
Police Department”, the Journal Sentinel itself revealed the flaw in their
investigation when it wrote, “The only way to do a full audit of the Milwaukee
police crime reporting numbers would be to review all the paper incident
reports to determine whether those crimes were properly classified”.
Despite this realization, the newspaper continued to write accusatory articles
without doing just that.
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C. Discretion, Judgment Calls and Interpretation
1. When a report is required police officers have discretion in many cases
regarding what the appropriate offense or charge is. Each incident has its
own set of unique circumstances but one type in particular was repeatedly
mentioned throughout the interviews- currently a common topic of
discussion among officers.
When someone happens to be walking by a residence where the garage door
is open, a bicycle is inside and said person steals it, officers have the
discretion to classify the offense as a theft or a burglary.

From a law

enforcement and state statute perspective, either choice would be
appropriate. Some officers may opt to go with theft while others would write
it as a burglary (a more serious charge). To evidence the point of this
example, assume the suspect was caught. The officer has the option to arrest
and charge the individual with either just the theft of the bicycle or the
burglary (the act of entering the garage unlawfully). The decision of which
way to go is typically made on a case by case basis. In their investigation
officers will conduct a criminal history check of the individual in order to
determine is this a first time offense or are they dealing with a serious
criminal. Has there been a rash of these types of incidents or does it appear
to be a crime of opportunity? What is the age of the offender? The answer to
these questions will typically lead officers to apply the appropriate level of
discretion, the application of which is a good quality to have and an
important element of the criminal justice system. However, NIBRS standards
require this type of incident be reported to the NIBRS program as a burglary
in every case. This is why reports must go through an effective quality
control process. In those cases where an officer writes the report as a theft,
supervisors need to ensure it is returned for correction however this doesn’t
always happen due to a lack of expertise in NIBRS.
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2. Another common example involves situations in which two people are
fighting and one of them utilizes some type of object not ordinarily
considered a weapon to strike the other. Case in point: during a fight one
person grabs a shoe and begins to attack the other about the head with it.
According to NIBRS, when the suspect uses such an object that is not
typically thought of as a weapon during the attack, the object (shoe in this
case) becomes a weapon when used in a manner that could cause severe
bodily injury, thereby making it an aggravated assault, not a simple assault.
But can a shoe cause severe bodily injury? It depends. Is the shoe a flip flop
or does it have a stiletto heel which could poke an eye out. Are they sneakers
or steel toed boots?

Police officers don’t typically receive training in

UCR/NIBRS standards to the degree that allows them to remember these
nuances of the program. This results in misclassifications being made.
3. Time and again personnel stated they have not received enough training in
NIBRS and that they do not yet fully understand how it works. They also
universally stated the initial training in the use of RMS was very limited and
that a significant amount of time went by until the system was in place.
While a group of employees were sent to a recent 2 day FBI training class,
more is needed. The Kansas City Police Department trained 1500 personnel
in this area and succeeded in reducing misclassifications and increasing the
accountability of officers to ensure proper coding.
4. This inconsistent level of knowledge in NIBRS and report writing standards
is what leads to the inconsistent interpretation in the reporting of criminal
incidents and in the supervisory approval of incident reports. Training and
accountability needs to increase in this area. In light of the attention this
matter has received, there is no reason supervisors should be approving
reports which contain classification and coding errors.
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Recommendation #C.1: Increase the knowledge base agency-wide in NIBRS and
report writing standards through the development of a comprehensive MPD report
writing training program. Training in these areas should be incorporated into the
Field Training Program, academy classes, and in-service classes. The training hours
should be recorded, tracked and made a permanent part of each employees
personnel file. This will solidify the use of the report error rate in COMPSTAT as a
performance measure and accountability tool, particularly when the rate is
determined for individual personnel as described in recommendation G.5.

Recommendation #C.2: Develop a Milwaukee Police Report Writing Manual. If no
standards are in place, consistency in reporting cannot occur. The manual should
be designed to teach 1) how to write a good police report for both investigative and
NIBRS purposes and 2) how to use the report writing system to do so. Input should
be obtained from Records Management and subject matter experts in NIBRS and
criminal investigations to create a comprehensive but simple document designed to
get everyone on the same page. The manual should be issued to all officers,
supervisors, and records personnel, and incorporated into the Field Training
Program.

Recommendation #C.3: The ARS displays in minutes the amount of time a
supervisor opened a report for review. Records management is able to see this
information and should document and report up the chain incidents of reports not
being opened or only opened for a minimal amount of time which would indicate
the supervisor did not check the report properly.
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D. Review of Tiburon Records Management System and Code Tables

1. The records management system needs to be replaced. Besides not working
properly, the system lacks the ability to easily provide cumulative data in an
efficient and effective manner and does not have an audit trail feature
allowing for documentation and transparency to occur as it should. This
system needs replacing with a modern day, fully functional RMS that can
provide the Department the ability to properly organize, manage and
efficiently query both criminal data and administrative records. Officers
have to fill out over 100 fields to complete a report.
Today’s RMS have basic features which are well beyond the abilities of the
Tiburon system. Current systems can manage information produced by
nearly every component imaginable in a police department including patrol,
investigations,

support

services,

human

resources,

quartermaster,

property/evidence, traffic, K9, etc. RMS software now includes single entry
capability meaning data is entered once and then reused by other modules as
necessary allowing for very user-friendly features and the ability to
electronically transmit or share data with other agencies in non-proprietary
formats as needed for public safety. The relational database nature of the
Tiburon system isn’t truly relational as linkages between the different
reporting modules are overly cumbersome; users must enter basic
information multiple times.
Today’s systems enable queries to be conducted in numerous different ways
utilizing search criteria limited only by the creativity of the user.
Information can be produced in countless customizable reports and formats
allowing for true crime analysis and employee productivity analytics without
the need for 3rd party software. The limits of the Tiburon system are truly
hampering the ability of the Department to efficiently manage records,
analyze data, monitor productivity and operate transparently.
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There is no audit trail feature in the system meaning edits or corrections
made to reports are not recorded. There is no way to determine what was
changed or who changed it.

This kind of information security and

transparency is critical in law enforcement.
2. Records management systems utilize a “code table” which contains, in part,
state criminal statutes and a corresponding NIBRS crime code. Each crime
code is supposed to correctly align with the appropriate corresponding state
statute. For example the crime of simple battery and its corresponding state
statute number should be listed in the code table as a “13B” in NIBRS
language. Aggravated batteries are coded as “13A”. When officers write
simple battery reports they are supposed to select the appropriate state
statute from the system to classify the report. The system then automatically
associates the corresponding NIBRS crime code such that the crime statistic
is reported accordingly to the NIBRS reporting program.
3. Wisconsin criminal statutes are somewhat confusing with numerous types
and degrees of crimes in many of the respective categories. This leaves
plenty of room for errors in RMS code tables which in the past the auditor
has been employed to correct for other agencies; it is a fairly common
occurrence. RMS code tables contain errors primarily for 2 reasons. First,
since each state has its own unique criminal statutes these tables must be
customized state to state. RMS vendors typically do not invest enough time
into this task as it is labor intensive and not necessarily an area of profit.
Furthermore, vendors do not update code tables as the laws change year to
year; another time consuming and costly effort.

Secondly, it is not

uncommon for police agencies to share their own code tables with other
agencies who buy the same RMS system. As the tables (which inevitably
contain errors) get passed around as a matter of convenience and good
natured cooperation, so too do the errors.
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In Wisconsin, RMS code (statute) tables are available from the Wisconsin
Office of Justice Assistance (available online). When installed in the Tiburon
RMS, there were errors in the table. In 2009 the Department identified those
errors and corrections were made in the assault category. There is a very
clear progression of improvement in the coding (and decrease in reporting
errors) beginning at that time. For example, the statute listed as “1stDegReckEndSafety” (often selected for shootings) throughout the reports
sampled prior to 2009 were coded in ARS as 90z, a code representing “all
other offenses” which would not get counted in NIBRS/WIBRS totals. 2009
reports containing this statute were properly coded as 13A, an aggravated
assault, indicating the coding error had been corrected (also confirmed in
departmental emails). The number of errors in the sampling of reports
decreased substantially after 2009.
4. The Tiburon records management system has been plagued with problems.
As the Department’s internal audit report states, “many service requests
have never been resolved by the vendor. Since 2005 Tiburon has failed to
address software problems, integration requests, system table updates and
software updates that were identified and requested by the Department”.
The report included the below sampling of unresolved support cases
submitted to Tiburon.

The auditor also reviewed a long list of other

additional errors reported by IT to Tiburon. The system is troublesome.
Sample cases include:
Timeframe

Issue

Support number

2005-2008

Test extract not testing all records that are submitted.

74307

2005-2008

Software failing to capture all NIBRS validation edits.

8801, 84935

April 2009

UCR property category file not updating UCR code
field.
Requested an IBR field update to allow for multiple
NIBRS codes.
Requested RMS citation data capture for
WIBRS/NIBRS reporting.
Certain incident data not being sent to OJA/FBI due to
error in transfer from ARS to RMS.

10064

Sep 2009
2010
July 2011
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The Department discovered in 2008 that Tiburon’s validation process had
missed many NIBRS validation errors which can potentially cause inaccurate
data to be sent to the Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance and ultimately
the FBI. It also discovered this year that hundreds of previously submitted
records were being incorrectly resubmitted by the system. These discoveries
are indicative of the police department’s diligence in monitoring the system’s
performance and desire to produce accurate crime data.
5. An on-site desk audit was conducted with Records personnel during which
reports were reviewed and processed using the system. The following issues
were identified:
a. The majority of reports reviewed included mandatory fields which had
not been completed by the reporting officer. These fields included
missing M.O. information and missing weapon information. The Office
Assistant estimated 75% of the reports she reviews have these
deficiencies. Reports should never make it past the reviewing supervisor
with these kinds of mistakes. However the system shouldn’t allow them
to occur in the first place.
b. The design of the software prevents an efficient and effective report
correction process which has led to the Department creating its own
custom-built data integrity database with automatic email notifications.
c. The system does not enable the attachment of documents including for
example supporting documentation, photographs or in this case emails
documenting corrections which have involved discussions between the
reporting officer, supervisor and Records.
d. Fields which appear to be greyed out and not editable are in fact editable,
misleading personnel to not enter information which should be entered.
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e. The “Confidential” field which is utilized to mark certain cases
confidential for investigatory purposes doesn’t function as it should.
Oftentimes, records personnel will enter the appropriate “H” indicator
only to have it disappear for no reason.
f. Data entered by Records personnel in various fields during the quality
control process often disappears after navigating through the report.
g. When officers begin the process of writing a supplemental report, the
system automatically populates the original reporting officer’s name
instead of the person writing the supplement, sometimes a different
officer. This requires records personnel to go back to the original report
to verify who the original reporting officer is and to determine who wrote
the supplement.

If this step is missed by Records, reports could

potentially reflect the wrong officer’s name- an oversight which could
have catastrophic results in a criminal investigation.
h. An error message stating “Record has been updated by another user”
randomly appears.
i.

The name verification/validation process is cumbersome. When names
not already in the database are entered into the system from a report, the
fields required to enter the individual’s personally identifiable
information do not function properly.

j.

The victim to offender relationship field does not always populate (this is
a NIBRS mandatory field).
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Recommendation D.1: It is highly suggested this system is replaced. Not doing so
will prevent the Milwaukee Police Department from achieving a level of accuracy in
reporting that is accomplished efficiently, consistently and transparently. The
process currently in place to conduct crime analysis, data mining and statistical
reporting is tremendously time consuming due only to the inadequacies of the
system and the need to use 3rd party applications such as Crystal Reports. Such a
system should be an integrated solution including a full suite of applications in the
CAD and RMS systems allowing for centralized reporting, information sharing, and
robust crime analysis features. The following are the basic components of a good
police records management system:
System Modules






Incident/arrest/accident reporting
E-citations
Field interrogations
Booking and mug shots
K9 reporting






Case management
Crime analysis
Internal affairs reporting
Property and evidence

Vendor Qualifications




A well-established company whose growth has not outpaced their support
capabilities.
A track record of success with positive recommendations from like sized
agencies.
Strong business outlook with certified financial statements

Technological Features








Global reference architecture
Browser based/thin client interface that is easy to navigate with minimal
fields
Robust audit trails
Two-way report correction functionality
Code tables and report classifications should be NIBRS based, not statutebased
Forward looking software platform
Customizable to agency business rules
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Recommendation D.2: The 2007 Tiburon audit recommended hiring an “owner’s
representative” to assist with the project. This is still recommended. A public safety
records management and technology consulting firm is highly recommended to
manage the selection, purchase and implementation of a new RMS in light of the
problems which the Department experienced the first time around. While a previous
consultant was utilized, it appears there was a lack of skill sets required for such a
project.
The consultant should have law enforcement experience coupled with technological,
business process and project management expertise in today’s information sharing
and data driven era. Once the project begins, a full needs assessment must occur
with input from all levels to identify functional and technical requirements and to
assist with the review and selection of a new system. A cross-section of rank and file
users, records personnel, specialized units, communications, command staff and IT
should all be a part of a well-orchestrated comprehensive process including
research not only of available products, but of best practices to use in the selection
and acquisition of such a system. As most aptly stated by the Bureau of Justice
Assistance this is critical to the success of such a project:
“Before you can effectively manage a project, there needs to be a
shared understanding of that project: its purpose, objectives,
scope, sponsorship, funding, and mandate. Projects often bring
together a variety of internal and external stakeholders to
address these areas, identify solutions, and work collectively to
meet project goals. Stakeholders include project sponsors (people
who see a need for change and have the authority to make
something happen), project managers (those responsible for
carrying out the work detailed in the project plan), and a project
team (a group of individuals with appropriate and
complementary professional, technical, or specialist skills, usually
belonging to different groups and functions, and assigned to
activities for the same project).”
A Project Manager’s Guide to RMS/CAD Software Acquisition
BJA, Law Enforcement Information Technology Standards Council
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Recommendation D.3: Switch to a NIBRS based reporting system such that report
titles in ARS/RMS mimic NIBRS classifications. This is a substantial project that
would require replacing the existing offense/statute code table and either
converting all of the existing data or maintaining the current data as a legacy
database.
As an alternative, this approach is best achieved with the new system as
recommended in C.1. Note that while this is a significant change which should only
be undertaken upon training all personnel in the new reporting style, the pay-off is
well worth it. This would eliminate the coding errors altogether as well as the work
required by officers, supervisors and Records Management personnel to ensure the
correct NIBRS code in each and every report. The auditor has worked with RMS
configured in this fashion and can attest to the elimination of coding errors and
significant improvement in the efficiency of the entire reporting process.
Recommendation D.4: A request was submitted to Tiburon in 2009 to customize
the NIBRS coding field so that while writing a report, officers can press F1 and have
a menu of the correct limited number of NIBRS codes to pick from relative to the
incident. The request was for a quote to make this customized change and it was not
until 2012, subsequent to the media attention in this case, that Tiburon responded
(it should never take 3 years for such a request). This change needs to be
implemented immediately as a stopgap measure which will in fact reduce the room
for error. However, recommendation C.3 should ultimately be implemented,
eliminating the need for this measure altogether.
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E. The transition to Tiburon and NIBRS Reporting
1. The transition to and implementation of a new agency-wide records
management system is a formidable project in itself.

Technological

infrastructure must be in place, business process re-engineering has to occur
and sufficient training must be provided which for an organization with over
2000 employees and limited resources is a project bound to encounter
problems. How the problems are managed is the key to success. Couple such
a project with a contemporaneous switchover to NIBRS reporting standards
and the margin for error increases tenfold.
While police officers are well versed in criminal statutes, NIBRS coding is a
whole new world to the average police officer. Milwaukee police were no
exception. NIBRS reporting is unfortunately not taught in most police
academies; a failure of law enforcement. NIBRS is quite complicated and its
diversion from criminal statute confuses police officers. The training that is
required does not need to be of the level necessary for those who work in
police records management positions. Rather, police officers universally
should receive a basic overview of how the system works, why it is done and
how to apply it at the reporting level [note: the auditor has provided training
in this area to agencies around the country for well over 1000 personnel and
routinely receives resistance to this belief by sworn personnel.

The

prevailing mindset is that only records personnel need to know NIBRS. This
case and others are a testament to the need for a change in this mindset].
2. When the Tiburon system was implemented, all personnel were given basic
user training. During this training however they were told not to change the
NIBRS code since the system handles the coding automatically. The problem
was, there were errors in the code table. Furthermore, the training was
described over and over again by those interviewed as insufficient and too
far in advance of when the system was implemented.
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The knowledge was lost and users of the system were mostly flying blind and
frequently selecting the wrong statute and code altogether. These factors led
to significant deficiencies in the data quality and therefore in the accuracy of
the crime statistics.
3. The UCR/NIBRS systems are highly misunderstood. The Florida Department
of Law Enforcement UCR website page describes very well why the statistics
are so misunderstood:
“UCR numbers reflect the crimes reported by the local agencies
(primarily Sheriff Offices and Police Departments) to FDLE. The UCR
does not include all offenses reported to the police, but is limited to
a well-defined list of reportable offenses. These offenses provide an
indicator over time of variations in crime trends. In addition, a
number of factors influence the reporting of offense incidents to
local agencies. For example, some communities are more likely to
report a crime to the police than others are. Other factors may
include local report-writing policy, manpower allocations, training
received by officers on report writing, training received by police
records personnel on UCR standards and the decisions and
discretion exercised by individuals at every step of the process. As
you can see, there are many reasons for variability in reporting
between
jurisdictions,
counties
and
even
states.
Again, UCR is not reporting total crime, but, rather, a select list of
crimes reported to the police. This makes the trend data possibly
more useful than the actual numbers themselves. It is generally
thought that the UCR does a good job of reflecting whether crime is
increasing or decreasing. Using the trend, one assumes that any
problems in the reporting are consistent over the years even as the
problems vary. Nationally, the victimization data (based on
interviews of individuals) has mirrored the UCR data trend, which
gives us some confidence in its reliability. Simply put, UCR should be
used as an indicator of criminal activity but not the ultimate
measure.” [emphasis added]
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4. To this day the lack of NIBRS understanding is still prevalent among sworn
personnel. The audit revealed several emails between Records Management
and sworn supervisors describing disagreements over NIBRS classifications.
Additional and ongoing training cannot be emphasized enough (see appendix
6).
5. Assaults are the most problematic classification in NIBRS, having the highest
error rate in all of the classifications in the reporting system. Due to the wide
variety of ways an assault can be committed and the interpretive nature of
the NIBRS definition, it is often difficult to determine if the crime should be
classified as a simple or aggravated assault. In 2006 the West Virginia
Department of Military Affairs & Public Safety, Criminal Justice Statistical
Analysis Center conducted a comprehensive crime statistic study titled
“Establishing the Statistical Accuracy of Uniform Crime Reports in West
Virginia” which described how errors can occur and where they occur most
often:
“A classification error occurs when the police officers record the
facts of an incident correctly, but misclassify the crime type. For
example, an “aggravated assault” that involves a weapon is
sometimes recorded by the police as a “simple assault” when the
victim is not seriously injured. Such a crime classification may be
correct for criminal prosecution, but not for “statistical” purposes.
Given that this incident involved a weapon, it should be recorded
as an aggravated assault.”
“The differentiation between aggravated and simple assault
crimes accounted for a disproportionate amount of classification
error in reported UCR statistics in WV.”
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“The misclassification of crimes was more pronounced for some
offenses, compared to others. The crime categories that had the
highest error estimates include: simple assault/ intimidation (501),
larceny (443), aggravated assault (319), other Group A (313),
burglary (279), Group B (200), and general incident (128). (The
numbers in parentheses represent the combined total of over- and
undercounts.) On the other hand, far less or no classification error
was found in other crime types. For instance, the crime of murder
contained no misclassified records. Of the records sampled, all were
assessed as murders by the reviewers.”
“Errors can occur at the point of automation or when automated
systems are upgraded or revised. Automated systems are often
programmed to allow for the automatic translation of reported
crimes to UCR definitions. In these instances, reported crimes are
automatically translated from state code to the UCR. These
computerized systems can contain programming or algorithm
problems that may result in the routine misclassification of reported
offenses into erroneous UCR definitions or crime categories.”

Recommendation #E.1: Supervisors responsible for reviewing reports should be
held accountable vis-à-vis recommendation #G.5 and #B.3
Recommendation #E.2: Develop a separate report review and approval training
class for supervisors with the objective of ensuring sufficient education in this area
is provided and that supervisors universally review reports in a thorough fashion.
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F. Review of 2007 Audit of Tiburon Project
1. In 2007 the Comptroller’s Office conducted an audit of the Tiburon RMS
project. Several critical issues were raised which corroborated the
Department’s current assertions regarding what caused the erroneous
statistics. The audit report indicated there were significant problems with
the Tiburon RMS project, a fact confirmed during this audit’s findings. Many
of the employees interviewed validated what was described in the 2007
report including mismanagement of the project itself and a lack of training in
the system. Of particular importance however is the fact that the
Comptroller’s audit specifically mentioned the issue of NIBRS coding in
police reports:
“Approximately 6000 records are validated each month [in
Records Management]. Of those, 8 to 12 percent fail some part of
the validation [a process whereby reports are checked for NIBRS
errors]. Most of these items are insignificant and are readily
corrected by Central Records personnel. Typical edit failures are
ones such as ‘weapon tool used does not match offense class’.
This edit will catch an offense where the officer indicated the
crime was Simple Assault however the weapon the officer chose
was a firearm. In some situations, a victim will say the suspect
mentioned a weapon or even threatened to shoot them but only
pushed or hit them. The officer may chose a firearm in the
weapon/tool used pick list because of what the victim said. The
WIBRS edits will flag this case because Simple Assault may not
have a firearm as a weapon. Central Records personnel will check
the narrative of the original report in ARS and if necessary,
correct the weapon/tool used in the RMS data.” [emphasis
added]
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In the previously described scenario Records personnel should have changed
the NIBRS code to indicate an aggravated assault, not change the weapon
code, if it was determined the suspect had a weapon on their person and
made a threat. Conversely if the officer coded a report as a simple assault but
the incident involved a deadly weapon, Records personnel should have
changed the weapon code accordingly upon confirming this information.
However, this was not occurring in many cases as Records personnel were
simply changing the weapon code to “other”, “unknown” or “none” in order
for the report to pass through the electronic validation process. Context is
important here.
2. In 2007 the system had just been implemented and mistakes are certain to
occur in such a massive project. More importantly however, this incorrect
processing by Records personnel was occurring due to the focus on
processing reports as quickly as possible. Quantity not quality was the
prevailing mantra. The employees in Records who processed reports in this
fashion were carrying out the direction provided to them. It was stated time
and again throughout the interviews that they were told to do whatever it
takes to get the reports through the validation process quickly. As such,
these employees felt quite slighted when the articles in the newspaper
quoted Departmental representatives who stated the inaccurate crime stats
were caused by “mistakes” made by Records personnel. In their eyes, these
weren’t mistakes; they were simply doing what they were told to do- get the
reports submitted on time. It was not known what impact this decision
would have on crime stats, a failure in oversight which the Department is
now paying for.
3.

Another very important factor discovered in the interviews and confirmed
in further analysis was the fact when records employees were changing the
weapon code in order to pass it through the validation process they were
not also changing it in the M.O. section of the reports.
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The employees pointed out had they changed the weapons codes for
nefarious reasons they would have changed them in all areas of the report to
conceal the effort, not just the NIBRS reportable field.
4. These employees made it abundantly clear as they stated, “it’s
our name that goes on those reports” once they review and approve them.
Each employee’s identifier is in fact automatically entered in the report as the
person who reviewed it; if intentional wrongdoing was occurring it would be
rather clear who was undertaking the effort. Furthermore, they were
adamantly opposed to any notion they were told to alter reports for
nefarious purposes and strongly indicated they would not be willing to do so
and jeopardize their job. These employees exhibited a tremendous amount
of pride in what they do and work hard to ensure the right thing is done.
They support the officers of the Milwaukee Police Department and are proud
to be a part of public safety.
5. Many of the employees in Records stated the overwhelming concern at the
time was to not get behind and to make sure reports were processed quickly.
Shortcuts were taken; when the system flagged reports during validation, the
process in place at the time to get reports corrected was time consuming. The
reporting officer had to be contacted using the Tiburon follow-up request
system to submit corrections. Supervisors were not notified of these
requests. This process would take many days considering officers days off,
workload and their diligence in “getting around to it”. The sheer size of the
Milwaukee Police Department with hundreds of officers working in each
district combined with the insufficient number of personnel in Records
would have led to huge delays and backlogs if every report had been handled
in this fashion.

Milwaukee Fire & Police Commission

44

INDEPENDENT CRIME STAT AND POLICE REPORTING AUDIT

2012

6. The process has now been improved. One of the many subsequent efforts of
the Department has been a shift in focus from “quantity to quality”. Records
Management is now thoroughly reviewing every report without rushing and
is sending more and more reports back to the officers for correction or
clarification. As a result, while quality control has increased, so has the
backlog. Some 7000 reports at the time of this writing are currently pending
review in Records as compared to 1500-2000 on average during the 2007
audit.

This is a tremendous amount posing a significant hindrance to

productivity. The Department has worked to counter this issue by instituting
much more efficient methods to improve the corrections process including
utilizing an email notification system. However, more Records personnel are
needed. This audit did not include a staffing analysis but there is no question
more personnel are needed in Records. Temporarily assigning officers who
happen to be on light duty for short periods of time is not recommended.
7. It should also be noted the 2007 audit contained information which sent a
strong message to the police department that its NIBRS data was accurate.
Obviously this was incorrect.
“Since 2005, MPD has submitted timely and accurate crime data
reports to the State, which in turn submits the data to the FBI.
The RMS is now producing extensive and accurate crime data.
The Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance administers WIBRS
crime reporting statewide and confirmed that MPD’s monthly
crime data submittals have been timely and are accurate, having
an error rate consistently below 1 percent. Both the FBI and
Wisconsin require that errors be less than 3 percent [the auditor
disputes this claim]. The low error rate in WIBRS crime data for
Milwaukee is indicative of the quality of MPDS’s data validation
process”
This statement carries significant weight and it’s no wonder then why the
depth of the inaccuracies went undiscovered for so long.
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What wasn’t explained (or considered for that matter) was that state
agencies which receive and process crime data submitted by local police
departments check for statistical related errors only. They don’t receive or
review copies of individual reports and therefore it wasn’t known that
incorrect manual coding changes had been occurring. All that was known
was Milwaukee police crime stats were making it through the validation
process and were 99% correct according to the Office of Justice Assistance as
relayed in the 2007 audit. We now know just how incorrect they were. It
should be noted the 2007 audit was not designed to audit the statistics but
rather the project itself.
8. The 2007 audit report also explained how under NIBRS, incidents which
occurred in prior months can be reported during the current reporting
period. The nature of NIBRS reporting is such that it allows agencies to
report crimes at any time going back to January of the previous year. The
State WIBRS system will subsequently allocate the offenses to the correct
month based on the date of the crime. The problem with this information is
found in the sentence that stated “This is normal in the WIBRS environment
and should not cause the administration to mistrust the data generated
by the system” [Emphasis added].
Not much else could have been communicated to the Milwaukee Police
Department in 2007 to suggest its crime stats were correct. The message
received was despite the problems with the project itself, the crime data was
accurate when in fact it really wasn’t.
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Other notable statements made in the 2007 audit include:


“Strong project management and oversight of the Crime Data System
project is lacking. Failure to adequately train MPD personnel, update
MPD business processes, and implement the planned conversion of
existing legacy databases contributed to the delays”.



“MPD was not properly staffed to effectively direct or oversee the project
and deal with deficiencies in Tiburon’s performance. The project
suffered from insufficient MPD commitment of resources during its
nearly five year implementation.”



“MPD should develop a comprehensive training plan to bring all of its
personnel to a consistent level of proficiency in the functionality needed
for their positions.”



“The audit indicates that neither Tiburon nor MPD adequately controlled
the overall project to minimize delays and adverse project impacts.”



“Nearly everyone interviewed in MPD for the audit pointed to insufficient
training”.



“Some data appears to have been transferred from the old to new system
without adequate prior validation and formatting, resulting in instances
of invalid and corrupt data in the new system and diminished confidence
in the system by some MPD users.”



“The size and complexity of this IT project required IT skills and training
generally unavailable within MPD.”



“Sworn MPD personnel with little information technology training
provided contractor oversight and managed MPD project resources”.
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G. COMPSTAT at the Milwaukee Police Department
1. COMPSTAT is a management system in law enforcement which revolves
around the analysis of crime data in real-time, the deployment of police
personnel according to that analysis and the application of consistent
accountability

of

personnel

by

monitoring

specific

performance

measurements. COMPSTAT has proven to be an extremely effective approach
to lowering crime since its inception in the early 1990’s in New York City.
Despite its success, COMPSTAT doesn’t come without controversy. At its
core, COMPSTAT is used to monitor the performance of individual police
officers and their level of police activity. Weekly or monthly meetings are
held with Command Staff and peers alike during which this activity is openly
evaluated. If an officer’s or commander’s performance indicators are low,
they are questioned about why they are low and what is going to be done to
improve them. By design, these meetings and the system overall inherently
includes a level of pressure on personnel to perform better. In some police
departments this pressure was incorrectly applied to unbearable levels.
Threats and actions of discipline against officers whose performance
indicators were low or whose crime figures were high, including demotion or
termination, have occurred inappropriately in some agencies. This approach
undermines the very goal of COMPSTAT as it can lead to officers artificially
lowering crime figures on paper by reporting incidents incorrectly. This
does not appear to be occurring at the Milwaukee Police Department.
A standard set of questions was utilized during our formal interview process
during which a cross-section of police personnel including each district
captain was questioned. The questions were designed to obtain needed
information as well as to elicit responses which would have revealed
inconsistencies within individual statements and between the different
interviews themselves. No inconsistencies indicative of misinformation were
observed.
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Every person stated through very assertive and candid responses that
neither they nor anyone they had heard of had ever been directed to falsify
or alter crime reports or statistics for any reason other than when a
correction was needed or when the selected classification was open to
interpretation or individual discretion. They further stated that the inherent
pressure that comes with COMPSTAT incentivizes them to ensure what
occurs is just what the system is designed to do: lower crime and increase
officer performance. Not one person interviewed stated that COMPSTAT is
applied unfairly or includes unattainable goals.

Time and again those

interviewed stated the Chief has made it clear he wants accurate numbers
and that he understands crime happens; his overarching concern is that
efforts are made to prevent it.

It appears the right balance has been

achieved at the Milwaukee Police Department between the inherent pressure
of COMPSTAT and the providing of strong support for officers.
2. In agencies that employ the COMPSTAT model rumors abound of officers
writing reports incorrectly by selecting lesser serious crime classifications in
order to keep the pressure off. The auditor researched reports in the attempt
to identify such activity and did not observe any patterns. Reports that are
open to interpretation are often the source of such rumors or speculation;
the auditor came across several such reports and investigated further by
speaking to the individual officer and reviewing supervisors and determined
in fact these were matters of interpretation and a lack of knowledge in
NIBRS.

Example: a police officer is called to the hospital regarding an

individual who appears to have checked himself in with a stab or gunshot
wound. The officer attempts to question the individual about what happened
but the person refuses to cooperate and doesn’t want to talk about it. The
officer is unable to determine any details of the incident.
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While the narrative of the report states that the person had a “stab wound”,
the officer classifies the report as an “injured/sick person” instead of an
“aggravated assault” and instructs the individual to file a supplemental
report if he changes his mind about talking. Taking this report at face value
without further investigation would lend the appearance it was an attempt to
hide a crime when in fact it wasn’t.
3. Post audit interviews, the auditor attended a COMPSTAT session and
confirmed what was communicated in the interviews. The meetings are
professional, thorough and respectful. The auditor has attended COMPSTAT
meetings at other agencies and has observed superficial accountability
efforts as well as overbearing inquisitions of personnel. Milwaukee has
achieved the right balance between accountability and support of personnel.
Employees are not being subjected to inappropriate pressure to improve
performance and lower crime.

Recommendation G.1: Ensure alignment occurs between CAD nature of call
classifications and ARS/RMS classifications. Detractors of COMPSTAT will often cite
the variation between call-for-service (CFS) data and NIBRS data as indicators of
nefarious activity. However comparing these data sets is not a valid measurement
particularly in Milwaukee where no process is in place designed to align the data
sets as best as possible. The “nature of call” field is populated by
dispatch/communications personnel according to the information provided by the
caller and remains as is despite the investigatory findings of the reporting officer. A
process should be implemented in which the reporting officer clears the call with a
transmission to dispatch directing the appropriate change be made in the nature of
call based on the investigation. Once this is in place global comparisons can be
made with these data sets such that significant deviations in data trends can be
identified allowing for further detailed analysis to determine the cause.
Recommendation G.2: Utilize the data resulting from recommendation #H.5 as a
COMPSTAT performance indicator. This will allow for further detailed analysis of
the general report error rate that is currently measured.
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H. Review of Records Management Operations

1. Despite the overall current success of the Milwaukee Police Department’s
ability to achieve successful forward change and strong leadership, the fact of
the matter is there was still a failure in a very important function of the
Department, the result of several converging factors beginning in 2005. The
importance of records management and the unit tasked with this
responsibility has to a degree been neglected as has now been made evident.
The Department may have thought in the past it was taking this function
seriously and it may have been to the degree possible. Clearly it wasn’t
enough. Deficiencies in the Tiburon system and a then lack of internal
controls coupled with deficient NIBRS training and individual performance
are what led to the errors. Sound oversight in Records Management, better
internal controls, more training and strong managerial performance could
have prevented many of the errors despite the system’s shortcomings.
Accountability was not occurring and the errors in reporting should have
been identified much earlier.
2. Organizational improvement is founded upon conducting thorough analysis
of systems (processes) and performance (people).

This is now clearly

occurring. The Department has implemented a well-designed system of
internal controls in the reporting process. Any additional controls at this
point, with the exception of the recommendations herein, could potentially
amount to overly redundant bureaucratic efforts which would bog down the
system as a whole, negatively impacting efficiency. The focus should now be
on constantly monitoring the controls and their effectiveness.
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The Department has developed a ground-breaking model in the field of law
enforcement records management. The data integrity database with
integrated automatic email notifications, the use of the police reporting error
rate as a performance measurement in COMPSTAT, the restructuring of
Central Records and the use of district level quality control representatives
are truly forward thinking measures as described below:
a) A data integrity database in which all reports processed by Records
Management are entered and corrections thereto are recorded. Note:
this successful stopgap measure is a quality control feature included
now in most modern RMS as described in C.5.b. Database entries
trigger automatic email notifications regarding report correction
notifications or requests to the reporting officer and his/her chain of
command.
b) District quality control representatives who liaison with Records
Management and are responsible for district level reporting
accountability and assistance with training.
c) Reorganization of records management operations as described in
Appendix 3: MPD June 4, 2012 memo.
d) The reporting error rate per district is measured and monitored by
Records Management and in COMPSTAT. See recommendation #G.5.
However, these truly remarkable efforts will be for naught if the current
breakdown in Records Management internal communication isn’t addressed.
See the following:
a) Records personnel universally stated it has not been made clear to
them what types of errors they are allowed to correct themselves and
what must be corrected by the reporting officer. They indicated the
process has continually changed, almost from one week to the next.
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Yet, the Records Manager recently developed an “ARS and Data
Integrity Database Guidelines” manual, distributed to her personnel
(Appendix 5), which describes in detail the procedures for correcting
reports going forward.

How this document was created and its

contents not be known by the very people who it was created for is
troublesome. Thorough and consistent communication is critical- a
simple task made difficult either by our own inattentiveness to its
importance or by the use of a management style which denies others
information. Having said this, Records Management does have daily
roll calls so it needs to be determined why the message is not being
either communicated or absorbed.
b) Records personnel were asked if a “Top 10” list has ever been
developed which lists the 10 most frequently occurring errors found
in police reports. Such a list is very useful in educating officers and
reducing the error rate. All but 2 of those interviewed in Records had
never heard of such a list. Yet in fact, one was developed and this list
should be covered in roll calls and regular training sessions.
c) The ever important enterprise-wide understanding that Records
Management is the guiding authority regarding the management and
oversight of all records as well as the production of accurate crime
statistics has not occurred. Thorough and effective training and
empowerment of Records Management and its personnel is required
for true quality control to occur. While sworn and records personnel
need to mutually understand and respect each other’s roles in the
crime reporting process, it needs to be thoroughly communicated
throughout the Department, from the top down, that Records
Management does have the right to make corrections to reports.
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This entity does have the final say when it comes to determining
NIBRS classifications as well as input when questions arise regarding
the proper statute in reports. Sworn personnel need to be respectful
of Records Management’s requests for corrections or further action.
The rules of engagement when disputes arise regarding the correct
classification of reports have been established in the data integrity
database guidelines. These rules need to be consistently and regularly
communicated so that the organizational culture of the police
department is one which places strong emphasis on report writing. In
light of the public attention this matter has received, there is no
excuse for resistance to change or requests for corrections. When
disagreements arise, resolution should be sought in a cooperative
manner.
d) The insertion of OMAP (a unit which works directly for the Office of
Chief of Police) into the efforts to resolve the crime reporting issues
was the right decision. As is usual with change, unintended
consequences have occurred including a measure of conflict between
OMAP and Records Management. This should not be allowed to occur.
Teamwork is imperative and again, considering the attention this
matter has received, everyone involved should be working together
toward the common goal. Records Management needs to understand
that OMAP not only has the right to assist with correcting the
problems that have caused the incorrect crime statistics, it is their
responsibility to do so at the direction of the Chief. Conversely, as
improvements occur OMAP should turn the reigns back over to
Records Management once capabilities are at full capacity including
sufficient training and management proficiency.
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3. The Milwaukee Police Department has undertaken efforts to guard against
the misclassification of crimes and there is clear and convincing evidence
that it (and Chief Flynn) seeks to produce accurate information. See the
following:
Appendix
List

DESCRIPTION

Appendix 1

MPD memo dated February 22, 2012 regarding FBI QAR.

Appendix 2

MPD memo dated March 12, 2012 regarding reorganization of
Records Management.

Appendix 3

MPD memo dated June 4, 2012 regarding reorganization of
Records Management.

Appendix 4

Milwaukee Police Department audit report.

Appendix 5

ARS & Data Integrity Database guidelines.

Appendix 6

November 13, 2011 email regarding aggravated assault dispute.

Appendix 7

April 13, 2010 email regarding internal crime stat audit.

Appendix 8

MPD memo dated December 13, 2011 regarding aggravated
assault audit.

Appendix 9

MPD guide for aggravated assault corrections.

Appendix 10 MPD report error rate bar graph.
Appendix 11 MPD classification guide for aggravated assaults.
Appendix 12 MPD PowerPoint: Aggravated Assault Audit Nov. 29, 2011.
Appendix 13 Report Correction List.
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Recommendation #H.1: A designated crime reporting and information
management process owner should be established to monitor, evaluate and hold
accountable the various entities involved in the production, analysis and submission
of Milwaukee Police crime statistics including IT, Records Management, crime
analysts, Wisconsin OJA, CIB and the Neighborhood Policing Bureau. This individual
should be given the authority commensurate with the position including the ability
to cross the various chains of command in order to directly address and correct
problems as they occur. Currently, no single individual exists with the authority and
knowledge of the process as a whole to control how each piece affects the other
parts of the process.
Management of the process could be better performed by someone with sufficient
knowledge, skill and authority to effect changes across the entire organization. The
“process owner” would be accountable for assessing risks to the process,
determining training needs, and ensuring information is accurate, complete, and
timely. A process owner who is familiar with all parts of the process would identify
trends in data that diverges from the norm and troubleshoot the cause or
justification of the divergence. This individual should be guided by:
 COSO Internal Control-Integrated Framework
 MPD Policy
 NIBRS
 Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance reporting guidelines and suggestions
Recommendation #H.2: Increase human capital in Records Management. There
are currently 18 Office Assistants working in Records along with 2 supervisors.
While this project did not include a staffing analysis there is no doubt through our
expertise that at a minimum there should be 25 such positions to allow for
proficient operations with an emphasis on quality, not quantity, without a backlog.
The review of 30-35 incident reports per day per employee is the industry standard.
See Appendix 2 which describes the staffing analysis conducted by Records
Management.
Recommendation #H.3: Enhance internal auditing in Records Management by
conducting monthly audits in a controlled and centralized fashion which include
detailed analysis of report error rates department-wide, district-wide, per-shift, persupervisor, per-officer, per-crime classification. It will be difficult to implement such
extensive auditing efforts without increasing manpower as recommended in #G.2.
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Recommendation #H.4: Enhance internal auditing by conducting monthly callbacks of a valid number of randomly selected crime victims in their respective crime
classifications to determine if the submitted report accurately reflects the incident.
This would be completed via telephone and reviewing the narrative with the victim.
Recommendation #H.5: Publish a monthly “Report Correction List” which includes
a listing of reports reviewed by Records Management containing errors even after
supervisory review. Include the reporting officers and reviewing supervisors names
for everyone to see. One list would include the officer’s names alphabetically and
another should list the supervisors alphabetically. Listing this information in a
spreadsheet will quickly reveal who is listed the most and each person’s individual
error rates can be determined. This tool will identify personnel needing additional
training and/or effort in their report writing and review/approval activities. This
data should be measured in COMPSTAT and the list should be distributed monthly
to each district’s supervisors and the process owner as recommended in #G.1. This
tool has proven to lower report error rates by 10%. No one wants to be on “the list”
(see appendix 13).
Recommendation #H.6: Increase problem identification and training related
communications from Records Management to all personnel such that trends in
reporting errors are swiftly communicated via a 360 degree approach including
email, roll call videos and when necessary one-on-one meetings.
Recommendation #H.7: Provide the Quality Control Representatives access to the
data integrity database to allow for district level research of error trends and
problem performers.
Recommendation #H.8: Conduct an agency-wide information management
assessment using an outside public safety records management consultant. The
audit revealed disparate management of information which could potentially lead to
missing records. The municipal citation project, the existence of numerous paper
forms and the inability to attach documents to RMS records are areas of concern.
Recommendation #H.9: CALEA accreditation should be sought. While this
requires a very significant effort and long-term investment, it is well worth it.
Compliance with CALEA standards ensures effective policies and practices which
would improve the management of information throughout the agency.
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Recommendation #H.10: While there has been concern in the past with the level
of detail written in report correction emails, providing further details regarding the
errors and needed corrections would be helpful to officers.
Recommendation #H.11: Create a Data Management Committee comprised of a
cross-section of police and IT representatives responsible for convening monthly to
monitor the progress of the internal controls, assess needs, solve problems, and to
begin formalizing the management of the new RMS project.
Recommendation #H.12: Distribute the “Top 10 Error List” throughout the
Department for review in roll calls, the Field Training Program and in the report
writing manual described in recommendation #B.2.
Recommendation #H.13: The Records Management SOP which is currently being
developed should be finalized quickly.
Recommendation #H.14: Enhance the working environment in Records
Management through the utilization of modern and effective leadership principles.
Employee centered organizations wherein personnel have a say in the decision
making process, are recognized for their work by superiors and are compensated
accordingly achieve superior results. Records personnel are currently paid the
same rate as they were in 2006. A pay increase should occur commensurate with
the increased demands and expectations placed on Records Management.
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I. Organizational Culture at the Milwaukee Police Department

1. The formal interviews conducted in this audit are a particularly important
element of the audit’s findings. Interviewees were informed that their names
would not be included in the report and candid responses were encouraged.
A standard set of questions were asked that were designed to elicit responses
which would have revealed inconsistencies within individual statements and
between

the

different

interviews

themselves.

No

indications

of

misinformation were observed. Every person assertively stated that neither
they nor anyone they had heard of had ever been directed to falsify or alter
crime reports or statistics. Many of the people interviewed, especially those
with prior investigative assignments confirmed they had read reports
involving incidents which could be interpreted in different ways and that it is
not uncommon for different officers to classify reports in different ways
based on the unique circumstances of each incident and the level of
experience and knowledge of individual officers. The auditor asserts that
this is in fact a common issue in policing.
2. The auditor has worked in law enforcement and on consulting engagements
where the environment and culture of the agency was devastatingly toxic.
This does not appear to be the case in Milwaukee. To the contrary, it was
consistently stated through our formal and informal interviews that while
morale can fluctuate between districts, the Department overall is in good
shape. Such an environment is necessary in the efforts to ensure systems and
performance are occurring the way they should be.
The current administration has worked feverishly and successfully to raise
the level of professionalism to unprecedented levels through modern and
efficient management systems, improved performance and enhanced
technology.
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There was an overwhelming sense of pride in one’s work, accountability and
leadership throughout.

The majority of the employees interviewed

expressed sincere positive feedback of the current Chief of Police, with many
saying he has been the best one so far. Many of these employees had over 25
years of experience with the Department. Strong support for personnel,
particularly in the Neighborhood Policing Bureau is occurring, the downside
of which is described below.
3. The Department’s shift in focus to crime prevention on the front end,
including placing more investigative responsibilities on patrol officers as
opposed to just being report takers, is a model that while some agencies
follow now, is taking hold more and more in law enforcement. Simply put it
is a model that makes sense and multi-year crime trend figures bear out that
success in Milwaukee.

The auditor has worked as a police detective,

supervisor and commander and can attest to the fact that this approach is not
only successful in terms of crime but is also a smarter and more efficient way
of doing business. Overtime costs go down and resources are spent more
wisely.
Yet as often happens there are unintended consequences and in this case
morale has been negatively impacted in the Criminal Investigations Bureau
(CIB). Real or perceived, investigative personnel feel their function and place
in the Milwaukee Police Department has been devalued and this must be
addressed quickly. Each administration over the years has had different
outlooks on the role of CIB so this is no surprise. There is conflict between
patrol officers and detectives with some officers indicating when they do still
need a detective they don’t bother calling one because of the conflict.
They also feel if they are going to be doing more investigative work, they
should be trained accordingly. Conversely, sometimes detectives are not as
willing to assist patrol officers as they once were.
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While there are valid arguments stating this cultural issue will eventually
work itself out, it is not worth the risk that comes with letting that happen on
its own. If not addressed, it is an issue that can potentially take root in the
very fiber of the Department and take on a life of its own with devastating
consequences including declines in performance, quality control and thus the
accuracy of police reporting and Milwaukee crime statistics.
Some of those interviewed stated it is fairly common for supervisors to not
read a report during the approval process. They just click approve and send
it through because of this divide as well as a lack of consistent oversight.
Some lieutenants and captains are strict about the review of reports while
others are not. Recommendation #H.5 is an excellent tool to correct this
issue.
4. An interview was conducted with District Attorney John Chisholm who
confirmed his office has not received complaints of altered reports and there
has never been an indication of such activity or submission of reports that
appeared false. He explained that many of the cases presented by the police
for prosecution tend to include higher charges than what are required, not
lower. He also stated that errors in case management systems are fairly
common, are not unique to police agencies and that efforts to alter crime
reports could not successfully occur considering the number of parties
involved in the process. He did not think the Milwaukee Police Department
was manipulating crime statistics.
Recommendation I.1: Resistance to change is prevalent in law enforcement and it
certainly exists now due to the paradigm shift in the investigative roles of officers
and detectives. It would behoove the detractors of this shift in operations to respect
that change happens and to focus on the mission. If it has not occurred already, it
would also behoove the Office of the Chief to increase communicative efforts
designed to alleviate the angst caused by this change. This cultural divide should be
addressed from multiple angles in a concerted team-building effort. Constant
messaging of the mission, the need for teamwork and support for personnel is
critical at all levels.
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