From: noreply

To: All Alders
Subject: [All Alders] Defund the OIM
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 7:46:56 PM

Recipient: All Alders:
Tuesday, April 21, 2026 — 7:46pm

Michelle Adams

149 Judd St
Madison, Wisconsin. 53714 No, do not contact me. All Alders Defund the OIM That’s it. All

the bullshit speaks for itself. Just get rid of this grifty disaster already.


mailto:noreply@cityofmadison.com
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com

From: Sarah Chodorow

To: All Alders; ellenfordistricB@gmail.com; noah.l.lieberman@gmail.com
Subject: Oppose amendments to Madison General Ordinances 5.19 and 5.20
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 7:22:01 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from sarahchodorow(@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/L.earnAboutSenderldentification ]

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.
Dear Alders,

I am writing to ask that you vote against the amendments to Madison General Ordinances 5.19 and 5.20. I believe
deeply in the mission of the Office of the Independent Police Monitor and Police Civilian Oversight Board and also
am aware of some of the challenges that have surrounded the initial years of those offices. While I interpret these
amendments as efforts to increase the accountability for the work of these important agencies, I believe that these
amendments will create a conflict of interest that would limit the ability of these offices to perform their work
effectively.

The change that concerns me the most is the conflict of interest presented by requiring the OIPM and PCOB to
utilize the City Attorney for their legal work. The City Attorney's primary loyalty is to the city, rather than to
individuals, and it would severely undermine the goal of the OIPM/PCOB to lean on this office for their legal work.
The main goal of the OIPM/PCOB is to ensure the civil rights, health, and safety of city residents and police officers
through community engagement, independent investigation and review, transparency, and recommendations. The
City Attorney must not serve as the primary source of legal oversight, advice, and representation to these offices.

Please vote no on these amendments.

Thank you all for your service to our city and community.
Sincerely,

Sarah Chodorow, LCSW (she/her)

413 Ring St.
Madison, WI 53714


mailto:sarahchodorow@gmail.com
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com
mailto:ellenfordistric8@gmail.com
mailto:noah.l.lieberman@gmail.com
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification

From: Thomas Givnish

To: All Alders
Subject: opposition to ordinance amendments
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 5:40:34 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from givnish@wisc.edu. Learn why this is important

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

As a 41-year resident of Madison (Parkwood Hills neighborhood), | write in strong
opposition to the ordinance amendments being proposed that would gut independent
police oversight. This is the last thing we need to do. If police abuse has occurred, we

need to know about — not sweep it under the rug.

Best regards, Tom

Thomas J. Givnish


mailto:givnish@wisc.edu
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification

From: Joshua and Michelle"s Wedding

To: All Alders
Subject: Opposition to Agenda Item #55 — OIM/PCOB Amendments
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 4:40:34 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from wrightrobinsonwedding@gmail.com. Learn
why this is important

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Members of the Common Council,

I am writing as a constituent to register my opposition to Agenda Item #55 regarding proposed
changes to the Office of the Independent Monitor (OIM) and the Police Civilian Oversight
Board (PCOB).

While I have concerns about aspects of the proposed changes themselves, my strongest
concern is with the process by which this package of amendments has been introduced. The
scope and complexity of the changes, combined with the timing of their release just days
before the scheduled vote, do not allow for meaningful public understanding, engagement, or
deliberation. That alone warrants slowing this process down.

These bodies were created with significant community input and careful consideration.
Changes of this magnitude should reflect that same level of transparency, clarity, and public
trust-building—not be advanced as a last-minute omnibus package.

Substantively, I am particularly concerned about any provisions that could limit the
independence or effectiveness of the OIM and PCOB. These structures are essential for
accountability, and their ability to function with appropriate access to information and
independent guidance should be preserved.

If there are specific issues that need to be addressed—such as data handling or confidentiality
—those should be taken up directly and narrowly, rather than through sweeping changes that
risk undermining the broader intent of civilian oversight.

[ urge you to vote no on this item as currently presented, and to support a more transparent,
deliberate process for any future revisions.

Thank you for your consideration and for your service.
Sincerely,

Michelle Robinson and Joshua Wright
4106 Vidon Dr, Madison, WI 53704


mailto:wrightrobinsonwedding@gmail.com
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification

From: Alex Saloutos

To: All Alders
Subject: A couple of questions regarding legislative intent
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 11:41:17 PM

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Common Council members:

There have been many claims about the legislative intent of MGO 5.19 and 5.20, and these
changes are just clarifications. | suggest asking Alder Govindarajan and City Attorney Haas
which documents in the legislative file for these ordinances are evidence that the proposals
before you reflect the original intent and are clarifications. Then ask for copies and read them.
| found nothing after reviewing more than a hundred documents in the legislative files. I’'m also
surprised by the veracity of Alder Govindarajan’s claims about legislative intent, given that he
joined the council three years after the ordinances were enacted.

| respectfully ask that you refer this matter to the PCOB and its Policy & Procedure
Subcommittee.

Respectfully

Alex Saloutos

BHHS True Realty
Phone: (608) 345-9009
Email: asaloutos@tds.net


mailto:asaloutos@tds.net
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com

From: Alex Saloutos

To: All Alders

Cc: Police Civilian Oversight Board; Office of the Independent Police Monitor; Glass, Aeiramigue
Subject: Legistar File No. 92386: Public Comments on Proposed Amendments to MGO §§ 5.19 and 5.20
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 7:39:10 PM

Attachments: 260421 LEGISTAR92386 MEMORANDUM COMMONCOUNCIL.pdf

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders,

Attached are my public comments on Legistar File No. 92386, supplementing my April 13
memorandum. | am sorry | will be unable to attend tonight’s meeting and speak on this
important matter.

Alder Govindarajan's proposal and Alder Glenn's alternate differ in minor details. Both weaken
the independence, records access, and legal representation that the Council unanimously
adopted in 2020.

| recommend placing both proposals on file and directing the PCOB and its Policy and
Procedures Subcommittee to work with interested alders and the community to improve them
over the next 120 days. In the alternative, Attachment A proposes stronger, more effective
alternative ordinance language on the three key points.

Thank you for your consideration.

Alex Saloutos
Phone: (608) 345-9009
Email: asaloutos@tds.net


mailto:asaloutos@tds.net
mailto:allalders@cityofmadison.com
mailto:pcob@cityofmadison.com
mailto:oim@cityofmadison.com
mailto:AGlass@cityofmadison.com

MEMORANDUM

Date: April 21, 2026
To: Common Council
CC: Police Civilian Oversight Board
Office of the Independent Police Monitor
From: Alex Saloutos
RE: Analysis of Proposed Amendments to MGO §§ 5.19 and 5.20, Legistar ID No. 92386

This memorandum supplements my April 13, 2026, memorandum to the Council on Legistar File No.
92386. The April 13 memorandum addressed City Attorney Michael Haas’s March 25 memorandum
and the amendments then before the Council.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

Alder Glenn’s alternate proposal has since been introduced. Its substance aligns with Alder
Govindarajan’s proposal on every point that matters. It subordinates the Office of the Independent
Monitor to the City’s administrative structure, narrows access to records, and restricts the Monitor’s
ability to retain independent counsel. The differences are minor. The adverse effect on
independence, records access, and legal representation is the same. The Council should treat the
two proposals as different paths to the same destination.

The Council adopted these protections unanimously in 2020. The arguments offered for weakening
them rest on framings that do not stand up to scrutiny. The legislative process that produced the
proposals is not one the Council should continue.

The Council should place both proposals on file and direct the Police Civilian Oversight Board and
its Policy and Procedures Subcommittee to work with interested alders and the community to
improve the ordinance over the next 120 days. The Subcommittee should meet at least biweekly
until the work is ready for introduction. The Monitor’s purpose is to serve the community, particularly
those who are disenfranchised and people of color, and those communities should be part of the
design of the ordinance.

SEND THE PROPOSALS BACK TO THE PCOB

The Council could spend hours tonight reworking the language of either proposal and still pass a
flawed ordinance. If the ordinance reduces independence, narrows access to records, or restricts
independent counsel, a subsequent proposal will be introduced to restore those protections while
addressing the administrative and security concerns the current proposals claim to address. The
Council will have handled the same issues twice.

Committees, commissions, and boards exist to draft and refine legislation before it reaches the floor.
Given a reasonable time, they produce better work than the Council can in a single evening. The
PCOB and its Policy and Procedures Subcommittee are the appropriate bodies for this work. They
were bypassed. The resolution was introduced on March 24, 2026, and referred to the PCOB for
consideration the next day, along with a memorandum from the City Attorney defending the
changes, delivered the afternoon of the Board’s meeting. That is not sincere or meaningful
collaboration. The PCOB voted unanimously that day to recommend that the Council place the
proposals on file and consult the Board before drafting any future amendments. That
recommendation should be honored.
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Most of the current Council was not seated when MGO §§ 5.19 and 5.20 were adopted in 2020.
Only three of the twenty current members voted on the ordinance. The process that produced the
original ordinance spanned five weeks, five ordinance drafts, three comparative spreadsheets, and a
19-t0-0 Council vote with strong public support. The process that produced the current proposals did
not involve the PCOB or meaningful community input, and is being rushed to a vote on the day Alder
Glenn’s alternate was circulated. New Council members should not take this as the model for
making ordinance changes.

THE CITY ATTORNEY HAS A CONFLICT OF INTEREST

My April 13 memorandum addresses the core legal analysis. The Monitor’s authority to retain
independent legal counsel under MGO § 5.19(7)(1) is a lawful exercise of Wis. Stat. § 62.09(12)(g),
which authorizes the Council to engage special counsel in any matter in which the City is interested.
The legislative record shows this authority was granted as a general resource, not a narrow
investigative tool. The structural conflict between the Office of the City Attorney’s obligations to MPD
and the Mayor, and the Monitor’s obligation to investigate MPD independently, cannot be resolved
by assurances about individual ethics or internal walling off procedures. The Police and Fire
Commission retains independent counsel for exactly this reason. The Monitor should continue to
have the same option.

The January 2024 MOU illustrates the conflict. Haas signed as a witness alongside Chief Barnes
and then-Monitor Robin Copley. The PCOB was not consulted, and several of the MOU’s provisions
ceded authority that the Council had granted to the OIM under MGO § 5.19(7). Haas now cites the
same MOU and the OIM delays that followed under its terms as justification for codifying the MOU'’s
restrictions in the ordinance. An office that negotiates an agreement that reduces the Monitor’s
access rights with the body it advises, excludes the oversight board, and then invokes the result to
justify a permanent restriction is not acting as a neutral advisor.

The Legal Costs Argument Fails on Three Grounds

Since April 13, Alder Govindarajan has circulated a memorandum arguing that legal fees generated
by three PCOB-related cases justify restricting the Monitor’s access to independent counsel. The
argument is misleading for three reasons.

First, the costs cited are not compared against anything. The memorandum reports $136,482.50 in
defense costs across three cases. It does not report the City’s legal fees and settlement costs
arising from MPD misconduct over the same period, which a functioning oversight structure is
designed to reduce. Without a comparative baseline, the number cannot support the conclusion
drawn from it.

Second, the cases cited do not support the argument. One case concerned a constitutional
challenge to a quota requirement for minority representation on the PCOB that the Council itself
adopted. The other two concerned discriminatory practices in the Monitor’s hiring. None of the three
cases arose from an exercise of investigative independence or from the Monitor’s use of
independent counsel. They arose from administrative and compositional decisions made by the City
and the PCOB, with reliance on the City Attorney’s Office and the Human Resources Department.
They are not evidence that investigative independence is expensive. They are, at most, evidence
that the PCOB has at times received insufficient support from the City’s professional staff.

Third, the right comparison point is the Police and Fire Commission. The $136,482.50 in PCOB-
related legal costs spans roughly five and a half years since the PCOB was created in September
2020, or about $24,000 per year. From May 2019 through March 2024, the City paid Renning Lewis
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and Lacy, the PFC’s independent counsel, $242,018, or approximately $48,000 per year. See
Legistar File Nos. 82803 and 55875. The PCOB’s annual legal costs are about half of what the City
pays for PFC independent counsel. That cost is not presented as an objection to the PFC'’s
independence. It should not be presented as an objection here.

CJIS COMPLIANCE BY THE OIM IS THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO SECURE RECORDS

CJIS compliance solves the problem Haas identifies without eliminating access rights. The FBI’s
Criminal Justice Information Services Security Policy establishes the national framework for granting
secure access to criminal justice information to non-law enforcement government entities. The
Wisconsin Department of Justice’s Crime Information Bureau oversees CJIS compliance, audits,
and training for local agencies in Wisconsin. These are the standards MPD itself must follow. They
are the standards used by other civilian oversight agencies. They are the right standards for the
OIM.

Once designated OIM staff are CJIS compliant, they can access MPD records and databases
directly, subject to the same legal penalties as MPD personnel for unauthorized disclosure. MPD'’s
own Standard Operating Procedure on Third Party Database Use contemplates exactly this kind of
arrangement through MOUs and agreements. The compliance architecture already exists. My April
13 memorandum details this pathway, and Attachment A, Examples 2 and 3, contain proposed
ordinance text.

If cost is truly the concern, assigning MPD personnel to monitor the OIM’s compliance with security
standards and to process each OIM record request individually is a poor use of sworn officer time.
Those officers should be working the department’s core mission, not performing access-control work
that a CJIS-compliant OIM could handle directly.

Finally, the OIM should not be subservient to the agency it oversees. Placing MPD in a supervisory
posture over OIM records access, whether by ordinance or by MOU, puts MPD in exactly that
position.

CLARIFY ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE WITHOUT SUBORDINATING THE MONITOR

The Council can clarify that the OIM follows generally applicable citywide administrative policies
without subordinating the Monitor’s investigative functions to mayoral directives. My April 13
memorandum proposes such language, and Attachment A, Example 1, contains the text. The
current ordinance already requires the Monitor to collaborate with the Human Resources
Department on staff hiring and to follow City contracting requirements when engaging independent
contractors. The attempts in both current proposals to legislate detailed administrative policy through
the ordinance are crude and raise more questions than they answer. The ordinance should be
simple, clear, and limited. Detailed administrative policy belongs in administrative procedure, not in
the ordinance.

THE ARGUMENTS FOR THE PROPOSALS DO NOT HOLD UP

The following are central lines of argument advanced in support of the proposals, and the reasons
each does not carry the weight assigned to it.

The changes are clarifications. Both Haas and Govindarajan rely heavily on this framing. Haas
writes that the proposed language “reflects the original intent of the Common Council” and
characterizes it as reinforcing, not changing, the OIM’s role. Govindarajan uses the word “clarify” or
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a variant more than a dozen times in his memorandum. The framing is a contradiction in terms. If the
ordinance already required what the amendments would require, the amendments would be
unnecessary. The need to amend is the admission that the existing ordinance does not contain what
the amendments would add. A substantive change described as a clarification is still a substantive
change. The 2020 legislative record, addressed in my April 13 memorandum, confirms that the
amendments reverse rather than reinforce the Council’s choices.

The OIM is a City agency, subject to all citywide administrative policies and procedures. Haas
argues that the OIM, having been created by the Council, is administratively indistinguishable from
any other City department. The argument ignores the structural choice the Council made in 2020.
The Council was presented with two options: either place the oversight function in the Mayor’s Office
or under an independent civilian board. The Council chose the second model and rejected the first.
The Police and Fire Commission has operated for more than a century under Wis. Stat. § 62.13 as a
City body whose core statutory functions are not subject to mayoral administrative direction. The
PCOB and OIM were designed with greater insulation from mayoral influence than the PFC, not
less. Haas’s argument, taken seriously, would subordinate the PFC as well.

State statute requires the City Attorney to handle all of the OIM’s legal business. Haas cites
Wis. Stat. § 62.09(12)(a) and MGO § 3.07(1) as establishing exclusive City Attorney representation.
The same Wisconsin statute, at § 62.09(12)(g), expressly authorizes the Council to employ special
counsel in any matter in which the City is interested. MGO § 5.19(7)(l) is the Council’s exercise of
that authority. The Council exercised the same authority for the PFC in Legistar File No. 82492.
Haas’s own office supported that arrangement and its renewal in 2024. The amendment would
narrow an ordinance provision adopted under express statutory authority and contradict the City’s
existing practice.

The November 2025 data mishandling incident underscores the need for stricter structural
oversight by the OIM. The incident involved a specific employee’s conduct. The appropriate
remedy is personnel action. No feature of the proposed amendments would have prevented the
incident or would prevent its recurrence. The incident is being used to justify structural changes that
were on the drawing board before the incident occurred and that address concerns unrelated to it.
This is post hoc reasoning that selects a remedy for reasons other than the problem cited to justify it.

Changes to records access clarify mechanics without limiting access rights. Govindarajan
writes that the MOU requirement governs “the mechanics of access” and does not restrict the
categories of records to which the OIM is entitled. The proposal also removes “computer databases”
from the list of materials to which the OIM has unfettered access under MGO § 5.19(7)(i). Removing
the specific access right to computer databases from the ordinance text does not preserve that right.
Requiring an MOU negotiated with MPD and the Office of the City Attorney to define mechanics
gives both offices structural leverage over what the Monitor can see in practice. The 2020 drafting
record, addressed in my April 13 memorandum, shows that “computer databases” was deliberately
added to the access list during a process in which the Office of the City Attorney participated and
cleared.

If the OIM continues to claim independence, the Council will have difficulty justifying its
budget. Govindarajan writes that such claims make it “much harder for the Council to fund” the
office during a structural budget deficit. The argument is pressure, not analysis. It invites the Council
to adopt administrative changes not because they are legally required or substantively justified, but
because the alternative is a funding threat. An oversight body subject to defunding when its findings
are inconvenient is not an independent oversight body.





ATTACHMENT A
PROPOSED ORDINANCE LANGUAGE FROM THE APRIL 13, 2026, MEMORANDUM

These are three examples of ordinance language from my April 13 memorandum. Each preserves
the 2020 protections while addressing the administrative and security concerns raised in support of
the current proposals.

Example 1: Compliance with citywide Administrative Procedure Memoranda

Replaces the broad “shall comply with all APMs” provision with a narrower clarification, and bars the
Council and City officials from using APM compliance to direct or interfere with the Monitor’s core
oversight functions.

The Office of the Independent Police Monitor shall comply with generally applicable
City Administrative Procedure Memoranda. Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to authorize the Council or any City official to direct, limit, or interfere with
the powers and duties of the Monitor and the Office of the Independent Police
Monitor as set forth in MGO § 5.19(7).

Example 2: Confidentiality safeguards on sensitive records

Imposes on the Monitor, OIM staff, contractors, and agents the same confidentiality duties and legal
penalties as the legal custodian of the records, without narrowing the OIM’s ordinance-level access
rights.

The Monitor, OIM staff, and any contractors or agents working on behalf of the OIM,
including outside attorneys and investigators, shall safeguard confidential, legally
privileged, and otherwise protected information and records obtained in the course of
their duties, and shall not disclose such information or records except as required or
authorized by law. For purposes of state and federal confidentiality and public
records laws, the Monitor, OIM staff, and such contractors or agents shall be subject
to the same duties and penalties as the legal custodian of the records for any
unlawful or unauthorized disclosure.

Example 3: Unfettered records access tied to CJIS compliance
Preserves unfettered access under MGO § 5.19(7)(i), bars MPD from conditioning or delaying it, and
adds new subsection (i)(1) tying direct access to CJIS compliance.

(i) The OIM shall, to the extent permitted by law, have unfettered access to all MPD
records, policies, Standard Operating Procedures, data, computer databases, and
other information necessary to fulfill the duties of the OIM. Such access shall not
require MPD'’s prior approval and shall not be conditioned on or delayed by any MPD
determination regarding the status, sensitivity, or security classification of the
requested records.

(1) OIM staff who access records or databases subject to applicable state or federal
security requirements, including the FBI Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS)
Security Policy, shall obtain and maintain the certifications, credentials, and training
required by those frameworks as a condition of such access. OIM staff are subject to
the same legal penalties as MPD personnel for any unlawful or unauthorized
disclosure of records accessed under this section.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: April 21, 2026
To: Common Council
CC: Police Civilian Oversight Board
Office of the Independent Police Monitor
From: Alex Saloutos
RE: Analysis of Proposed Amendments to MGO §§ 5.19 and 5.20, Legistar ID No. 92386

This memorandum supplements my April 13, 2026, memorandum to the Council on Legistar File No.
92386. The April 13 memorandum addressed City Attorney Michael Haas’s March 25 memorandum
and the amendments then before the Council.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

Alder Glenn’s alternate proposal has since been introduced. Its substance aligns with Alder
Govindarajan’s proposal on every point that matters. It subordinates the Office of the Independent
Monitor to the City’s administrative structure, narrows access to records, and restricts the Monitor’s
ability to retain independent counsel. The differences are minor. The adverse effect on
independence, records access, and legal representation is the same. The Council should treat the
two proposals as different paths to the same destination.

The Council adopted these protections unanimously in 2020. The arguments offered for weakening
them rest on framings that do not stand up to scrutiny. The legislative process that produced the
proposals is not one the Council should continue.

The Council should place both proposals on file and direct the Police Civilian Oversight Board and
its Policy and Procedures Subcommittee to work with interested alders and the community to
improve the ordinance over the next 120 days. The Subcommittee should meet at least biweekly
until the work is ready for introduction. The Monitor’s purpose is to serve the community, particularly
those who are disenfranchised and people of color, and those communities should be part of the
design of the ordinance.

SEND THE PROPOSALS BACK TO THE PCOB

The Council could spend hours tonight reworking the language of either proposal and still pass a
flawed ordinance. If the ordinance reduces independence, narrows access to records, or restricts
independent counsel, a subsequent proposal will be introduced to restore those protections while
addressing the administrative and security concerns the current proposals claim to address. The
Council will have handled the same issues twice.

Committees, commissions, and boards exist to draft and refine legislation before it reaches the floor.
Given a reasonable time, they produce better work than the Council can in a single evening. The
PCOB and its Policy and Procedures Subcommittee are the appropriate bodies for this work. They
were bypassed. The resolution was introduced on March 24, 2026, and referred to the PCOB for
consideration the next day, along with a memorandum from the City Attorney defending the
changes, delivered the afternoon of the Board’s meeting. That is not sincere or meaningful
collaboration. The PCOB voted unanimously that day to recommend that the Council place the
proposals on file and consult the Board before drafting any future amendments. That
recommendation should be honored.
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Most of the current Council was not seated when MGO §§ 5.19 and 5.20 were adopted in 2020.
Only three of the twenty current members voted on the ordinance. The process that produced the
original ordinance spanned five weeks, five ordinance drafts, three comparative spreadsheets, and a
19-t0-0 Council vote with strong public support. The process that produced the current proposals did
not involve the PCOB or meaningful community input, and is being rushed to a vote on the day Alder
Glenn’s alternate was circulated. New Council members should not take this as the model for
making ordinance changes.

THE CITY ATTORNEY HAS A CONFLICT OF INTEREST

My April 13 memorandum addresses the core legal analysis. The Monitor’s authority to retain
independent legal counsel under MGO § 5.19(7)(1) is a lawful exercise of Wis. Stat. § 62.09(12)(g),
which authorizes the Council to engage special counsel in any matter in which the City is interested.
The legislative record shows this authority was granted as a general resource, not a narrow
investigative tool. The structural conflict between the Office of the City Attorney’s obligations to MPD
and the Mayor, and the Monitor’s obligation to investigate MPD independently, cannot be resolved
by assurances about individual ethics or internal walling off procedures. The Police and Fire
Commission retains independent counsel for exactly this reason. The Monitor should continue to
have the same option.

The January 2024 MOU illustrates the conflict. Haas signed as a witness alongside Chief Barnes
and then-Monitor Robin Copley. The PCOB was not consulted, and several of the MOU’s provisions
ceded authority that the Council had granted to the OIM under MGO § 5.19(7). Haas now cites the
same MOU and the OIM delays that followed under its terms as justification for codifying the MOU'’s
restrictions in the ordinance. An office that negotiates an agreement that reduces the Monitor’s
access rights with the body it advises, excludes the oversight board, and then invokes the result to
justify a permanent restriction is not acting as a neutral advisor.

The Legal Costs Argument Fails on Three Grounds

Since April 13, Alder Govindarajan has circulated a memorandum arguing that legal fees generated
by three PCOB-related cases justify restricting the Monitor’s access to independent counsel. The
argument is misleading for three reasons.

First, the costs cited are not compared against anything. The memorandum reports $136,482.50 in
defense costs across three cases. It does not report the City’s legal fees and settlement costs
arising from MPD misconduct over the same period, which a functioning oversight structure is
designed to reduce. Without a comparative baseline, the number cannot support the conclusion
drawn from it.

Second, the cases cited do not support the argument. One case concerned a constitutional
challenge to a quota requirement for minority representation on the PCOB that the Council itself
adopted. The other two concerned discriminatory practices in the Monitor’s hiring. None of the three
cases arose from an exercise of investigative independence or from the Monitor’s use of
independent counsel. They arose from administrative and compositional decisions made by the City
and the PCOB, with reliance on the City Attorney’s Office and the Human Resources Department.
They are not evidence that investigative independence is expensive. They are, at most, evidence
that the PCOB has at times received insufficient support from the City’s professional staff.

Third, the right comparison point is the Police and Fire Commission. The $136,482.50 in PCOB-
related legal costs spans roughly five and a half years since the PCOB was created in September
2020, or about $24,000 per year. From May 2019 through March 2024, the City paid Renning Lewis
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and Lacy, the PFC’s independent counsel, $242,018, or approximately $48,000 per year. See
Legistar File Nos. 82803 and 55875. The PCOB’s annual legal costs are about half of what the City
pays for PFC independent counsel. That cost is not presented as an objection to the PFC'’s
independence. It should not be presented as an objection here.

CJIS COMPLIANCE BY THE OIM IS THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY TO SECURE RECORDS

CJIS compliance solves the problem Haas identifies without eliminating access rights. The FBI’s
Criminal Justice Information Services Security Policy establishes the national framework for granting
secure access to criminal justice information to non-law enforcement government entities. The
Wisconsin Department of Justice’s Crime Information Bureau oversees CJIS compliance, audits,
and training for local agencies in Wisconsin. These are the standards MPD itself must follow. They
are the standards used by other civilian oversight agencies. They are the right standards for the
OIM.

Once designated OIM staff are CJIS compliant, they can access MPD records and databases
directly, subject to the same legal penalties as MPD personnel for unauthorized disclosure. MPD'’s
own Standard Operating Procedure on Third Party Database Use contemplates exactly this kind of
arrangement through MOUs and agreements. The compliance architecture already exists. My April
13 memorandum details this pathway, and Attachment A, Examples 2 and 3, contain proposed
ordinance text.

If cost is truly the concern, assigning MPD personnel to monitor the OIM’s compliance with security
standards and to process each OIM record request individually is a poor use of sworn officer time.
Those officers should be working the department’s core mission, not performing access-control work
that a CJIS-compliant OIM could handle directly.

Finally, the OIM should not be subservient to the agency it oversees. Placing MPD in a supervisory
posture over OIM records access, whether by ordinance or by MOU, puts MPD in exactly that
position.

CLARIFY ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE WITHOUT SUBORDINATING THE MONITOR

The Council can clarify that the OIM follows generally applicable citywide administrative policies
without subordinating the Monitor’s investigative functions to mayoral directives. My April 13
memorandum proposes such language, and Attachment A, Example 1, contains the text. The
current ordinance already requires the Monitor to collaborate with the Human Resources
Department on staff hiring and to follow City contracting requirements when engaging independent
contractors. The attempts in both current proposals to legislate detailed administrative policy through
the ordinance are crude and raise more questions than they answer. The ordinance should be
simple, clear, and limited. Detailed administrative policy belongs in administrative procedure, not in
the ordinance.

THE ARGUMENTS FOR THE PROPOSALS DO NOT HOLD UP

The following are central lines of argument advanced in support of the proposals, and the reasons
each does not carry the weight assigned to it.

The changes are clarifications. Both Haas and Govindarajan rely heavily on this framing. Haas
writes that the proposed language “reflects the original intent of the Common Council” and
characterizes it as reinforcing, not changing, the OIM’s role. Govindarajan uses the word “clarify” or
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a variant more than a dozen times in his memorandum. The framing is a contradiction in terms. If the
ordinance already required what the amendments would require, the amendments would be
unnecessary. The need to amend is the admission that the existing ordinance does not contain what
the amendments would add. A substantive change described as a clarification is still a substantive
change. The 2020 legislative record, addressed in my April 13 memorandum, confirms that the
amendments reverse rather than reinforce the Council’s choices.

The OIM is a City agency, subject to all citywide administrative policies and procedures. Haas
argues that the OIM, having been created by the Council, is administratively indistinguishable from
any other City department. The argument ignores the structural choice the Council made in 2020.
The Council was presented with two options: either place the oversight function in the Mayor’s Office
or under an independent civilian board. The Council chose the second model and rejected the first.
The Police and Fire Commission has operated for more than a century under Wis. Stat. § 62.13 as a
City body whose core statutory functions are not subject to mayoral administrative direction. The
PCOB and OIM were designed with greater insulation from mayoral influence than the PFC, not
less. Haas’s argument, taken seriously, would subordinate the PFC as well.

State statute requires the City Attorney to handle all of the OIM’s legal business. Haas cites
Wis. Stat. § 62.09(12)(a) and MGO § 3.07(1) as establishing exclusive City Attorney representation.
The same Wisconsin statute, at § 62.09(12)(g), expressly authorizes the Council to employ special
counsel in any matter in which the City is interested. MGO § 5.19(7)(l) is the Council’s exercise of
that authority. The Council exercised the same authority for the PFC in Legistar File No. 82492.
Haas’s own office supported that arrangement and its renewal in 2024. The amendment would
narrow an ordinance provision adopted under express statutory authority and contradict the City’s
existing practice.

The November 2025 data mishandling incident underscores the need for stricter structural
oversight by the OIM. The incident involved a specific employee’s conduct. The appropriate
remedy is personnel action. No feature of the proposed amendments would have prevented the
incident or would prevent its recurrence. The incident is being used to justify structural changes that
were on the drawing board before the incident occurred and that address concerns unrelated to it.
This is post hoc reasoning that selects a remedy for reasons other than the problem cited to justify it.

Changes to records access clarify mechanics without limiting access rights. Govindarajan
writes that the MOU requirement governs “the mechanics of access” and does not restrict the
categories of records to which the OIM is entitled. The proposal also removes “computer databases”
from the list of materials to which the OIM has unfettered access under MGO § 5.19(7)(i). Removing
the specific access right to computer databases from the ordinance text does not preserve that right.
Requiring an MOU negotiated with MPD and the Office of the City Attorney to define mechanics
gives both offices structural leverage over what the Monitor can see in practice. The 2020 drafting
record, addressed in my April 13 memorandum, shows that “computer databases” was deliberately
added to the access list during a process in which the Office of the City Attorney participated and
cleared.

If the OIM continues to claim independence, the Council will have difficulty justifying its
budget. Govindarajan writes that such claims make it “much harder for the Council to fund” the
office during a structural budget deficit. The argument is pressure, not analysis. It invites the Council
to adopt administrative changes not because they are legally required or substantively justified, but
because the alternative is a funding threat. An oversight body subject to defunding when its findings
are inconvenient is not an independent oversight body.



ATTACHMENT A
PROPOSED ORDINANCE LANGUAGE FROM THE APRIL 13, 2026, MEMORANDUM

These are three examples of ordinance language from my April 13 memorandum. Each preserves
the 2020 protections while addressing the administrative and security concerns raised in support of
the current proposals.

Example 1: Compliance with citywide Administrative Procedure Memoranda

Replaces the broad “shall comply with all APMs” provision with a narrower clarification, and bars the
Council and City officials from using APM compliance to direct or interfere with the Monitor’s core
oversight functions.

The Office of the Independent Police Monitor shall comply with generally applicable
City Administrative Procedure Memoranda. Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to authorize the Council or any City official to direct, limit, or interfere with
the powers and duties of the Monitor and the Office of the Independent Police
Monitor as set forth in MGO § 5.19(7).

Example 2: Confidentiality safeguards on sensitive records

Imposes on the Monitor, OIM staff, contractors, and agents the same confidentiality duties and legal
penalties as the legal custodian of the records, without narrowing the OIM’s ordinance-level access
rights.

The Monitor, OIM staff, and any contractors or agents working on behalf of the OIM,
including outside attorneys and investigators, shall safeguard confidential, legally
privileged, and otherwise protected information and records obtained in the course of
their duties, and shall not disclose such information or records except as required or
authorized by law. For purposes of state and federal confidentiality and public
records laws, the Monitor, OIM staff, and such contractors or agents shall be subject
to the same duties and penalties as the legal custodian of the records for any
unlawful or unauthorized disclosure.

Example 3: Unfettered records access tied to CJIS compliance
Preserves unfettered access under MGO § 5.19(7)(i), bars MPD from conditioning or delaying it, and
adds new subsection (i)(1) tying direct access to CJIS compliance.

(i) The OIM shall, to the extent permitted by law, have unfettered access to all MPD
records, policies, Standard Operating Procedures, data, computer databases, and
other information necessary to fulfill the duties of the OIM. Such access shall not
require MPD'’s prior approval and shall not be conditioned on or delayed by any MPD
determination regarding the status, sensitivity, or security classification of the
requested records.

(1) OIM staff who access records or databases subject to applicable state or federal
security requirements, including the FBI Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS)
Security Policy, shall obtain and maintain the certifications, credentials, and training
required by those frameworks as a condition of such access. OIM staff are subject to
the same legal penalties as MPD personnel for any unlawful or unauthorized
disclosure of records accessed under this section.
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