Memorandum

TO: Council President Lorena Gonzalez
Council Public Safety Chair Lisa Herbold
Council Budget Chair Teresa Mosqueda
Cc: Mayor Jenny Durkan
City Attorney Pete Holmes
Chief Adrian Diaz
FR: Dr. Antonio M. Oftelie, Monitor, Seattle Police Department
DT: November 8, 2021
RE: Federal Monitor Advisement on City of Seattle 2022 Budget Provisos for Seattle Police Department

In reviewing the Seattle City Council Budget Actions (CBAs) on the 2022 proposed budget, the
Monitoring Team is concerned that proposed cuts to funding for data collection and analysis requirements
critical to the Consent Decree (CD) may place the City be at further risk of non-compliance. Because of
the critical importance of these systems to the overall success of the Consent Decree, the Monitoring
Team raises these issues at this time, rather than waiting until the annual report, and urgently advises that
the Data Analytics Platform (DAP) and the transfer of force reporting and assessment to the Records
Management System (RMS) be funded without provisos.
The Monitoring Team’s impetus in this matter is that IAPRo was originally procured as a stopgap, early
in the CD. The Versaterm Records Management System (RMS) did not have the capabilities to support
CD required reporting or an Early Intervention System (EIS) and was not flexible to incorporate that
functionality. After nearly seven years of operation, the SPD Data Governance (DG) program has noted
several gaps resulting in limitations of the analysis used for continuous improvement and accountability.
They are, in no particular order:

1. Inability to affirmatively relate the subject of a use of force to the subject of a police report
(incident / offense, supplemental, behavioral crisis, terry, traffic stop, etc.,) in the current RMS,
Mark 43, resulting in:
a. Limitations in the ability to identify “high utilizer” community members associated with
force involved crisis response, hindering the speed with which a response plan can be
formed and communicated to the field.
b. Inability to deconflict multiple identities (aliases) of crisis high utilizer community
members where force is likely to be used, potentially masking an escalating series of
behaviors leading to a serious use of force.
c. Limitations in the ability to identify officers who use force more frequently associated
with a crisis response, than their peers.
d. Limitations in the ability to identify officers who use force more frequently associated
with a Terry or traffic stop, than their peers.
e. Limitations in the ability to identify critical details (offense type, function) of events
(incidents / offenses, warrant service, follow-ups)

2. Latency in the ability to geolocate (lack of address verification and geocoding service) force,
requiring a manual process that can cause the data to lag between one and three months, resulting
in:
a. An inability to identify emergent hotspots of force, including crisis related force.
b. Inability to monitor, in real time, high harm patterns of force, including those involving a
community member in crisis.
c. Inability to provide complete (geolocated) public data (DSG) or public visualizations
(dashboards) in a timely fashion, hindering trust through transparency.

3. Limitations of flexibility in case processing (ability for a force report to be considered in multiple
cases) that does not allow SPD to require an officer’s direct supervisor to investigate all of their
reported force.

4. Inability to capture multiple levels of force processing approval (chain of command and Force
Review Board), resulting in:
a. Limited ability to identify workflow “bottlenecks” impacting time to process force,
potentially masking critical investigation and review findings.

b. Inability to monitor and respond to resource capacity gaps related to force review (e.g.,
abnormal operations summer of 2020).

Consistent with its commitment to data integrity requirements and compliance in the consent decree, SPD
has identified, logged for visibility, and sought resourcing to remedy these gaps. It is now in the City’s
hands. The Monitor cautions that failure to close these gaps may well risk non-compliance for the City in
not only assessment requirements, but also with the City’s obligation to provide “adequate resources”
(paragraph 221 of the Settlement Agreement) to achieve, maintain and continuously improve upon a
standard of democratic policing the community and the CD demands. This is not a concept or warning
that is new to this Monitor, or to the process. (Please see in particular the former Monitor’s stark warning
in the second semi-annual report.1)

The Monitoring Team realizes that the 2022 budget and associated provisos are still in development and
deliberation, and it is not the Monitor’s role or intent to dictate City budget decisions. It is, however, the
Monitor’s obligation to highlight that the work associated with DAP and RMS are currently in-process
and critical to both the Settlement Agreement and the City’s efforts to reimagine policing.

The successes of the Seattle CD has demonstrated, time and again, that police reform and progress toward
a more democratic and equitable police service requires investments in the systems and infrastructure
necessary to support that ideal. The budget actions before the council represent exactly the kind of selfaware, growth mindset, continuous improvement, harm reducing actions a modern police service should
embody and this CD demands.

1https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5425b9f0e4b0d66352331e0e/t/542adfabe4b0957885ec6029/14120

95915929/Second+Semiannual+Report+--+Final.pdf pages 6-16).

