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Executive Summary
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The use of force by the police and other law enforcement
officers has long been a significant topic of concern,
especially when it results in death. This issue and the
controversies around it have recently been highlighted by
a series of high-profile deaths in 2020.

Police Lethal Force and Accountability assesses the frequency
of deaths, and the availability and reliability of information
regarding deaths, associated with the application of force
by law enforcement agencies in four jurisdictions: Belgium,
England & Wales, France and the Netherlands.

By adopting a common set of considerations for

assessing the policies and practices within these individual
jurisdictions, this report enables comparisons to be

made across them. In doing so, we look to provide those

in policing agencies, campaigning groups, government
ministries and others, with sound information with which
they can identify priorities to ensure uses of force are being
accurately recorded and investigated. By enabling those
concerned to understand how uses of force are recorded
and addressed in comparison with other jurisdictions, we
hope this report will help them to build a stronger case
when holding public institutions accountable and identifying
points for improvement.

As documented, while deaths from the use of force
appear relatively rare across these four jurisdictions when
compared to countries such as the US', the procedures

and policies for recording, investigating and disclosing
details associated with deaths are wanting. The availability
of official information on the number of deaths associated
with the use of force, its reliability, and the extent of details
collected on those that die at the hands of the state vary
from country to country. While there are elements of
good practice, the procedures and policies are often lacking
in critical respects. As a result of such deficiencies, it is
difficult to assess many important dimensions of policing,
including whether some communities are disproportionality
subjected to the lethal use of force.

Ultimately, reducing the extent of police force requires
addressing underlying societal conditions associated with
employment, health, housing and education. However,
more can be done by law enforcement agencies, as well
as by their oversight bodies and government ministers.
Assembling data and evidence that is accessible, relevant
and useful to those concerned with lethal force is a
necessary step to enhance accountability for, and possibly
prevent, deaths. In the context of democratic societies,
the police and police-related bodies not only need to act
on what they know in order to learn lessons, but also to
demonstrate they are doing so to the populations they
are meant to serve. Every death associated with the use
of force by law enforcement officials should be recorded,
recognised and investigated. No one’s death should go
unacknowledged and unexamined.

" In the US, roughly 1,110 police killings have taken place annually over recent years, see https://mappingpoliceviolence.org/nationaltrends,

(accessed 4 December 2020).

Our overall conclusion is that the agencies considered in this report, in Belgium, England
& Wales, France and the Netherlands, all need to enhance data collection, publication
and analysis of deaths following the use of force in their respective systems. Further, they
need to act upon lessons from previous experiences, so as to help prevent future deaths
and ensure different communities are not disproportionality subjected to the lethal use

of force.

As the detailed findings of this report demonstrate, it is
apparent that while each of the jurisdictions discussed

has some data recording and accountability processes in
place for their law enforcement agencies, when considered
comparatively there are notable disparities among them,
and some processes are incomplete and imprecise. The key
points to note are that:

* Data collection and publication is a common concern in
all four jurisdictions. Belgium, England & VWales and the
Netherlands have developed fairly detailed reporting and
data recording processes for deaths relating to police uses
of force, but each could enhance these through simple
steps. For instance, in Belgium there is scope for better
information sharing and coordination among agencies. In
England & Wales, multiple systems are in place and there
is a need to enhance the accessibility and navigability of
data, and to compile data from additional sources, such
as inquests and court cases. In the Netherlands there is
scope for an enhanced level of detail in data collected and
improved public availability. France has the most serious
need for improvement, due to its systematic lack of a
rigorous approach to data collection and publication across
both of its two main national law enforcement agencies,
the National Police and National Gendarmerie. Although
progress has been made by the National Police, which now
publishes the number of “injuries and deaths” it registers
each year, these data are partial and lack precision. For
its part, the National Gendarmerie does not publish any
data on the number of people injured or killed during
its operations.

.

Data quality similarly raises concerns in all four systems,
albeit to different degrees. In Belgium, the Netherlands and
England & Wales (where two different systems operate),
the main need is to clarify the requirement for recording
data on deaths to achieve greater thoroughness and
consistency. In France, the principal concern is the lack

of precision about the methodology used by the National
Police in its data recording, and the absence of such data for
the Gendarmerie. All four jurisdictions need to consider and
where necessary enhance their recording and publishing of
demographic data so that the impact of the use of force on
different communities can be monitored effectively.

Data analysis and the scope for learning lessons from
incidents of fatalities are the most serious concerns across
the board. Whereas Belgium, England & Wales and the
Netherlands have some processes in place for learning
from past deaths and adjusting strategies and policies, the
extent to which this happens in practice is questionable
and each still has room for improvement. Law enforcement
agencies in France need to introduce appropriate policies
and processes in the first place and conduct analysis

to generate evidence-based recommendations and to
prevent future deaths.

* Independence and impartiality in the investigation of deaths

are inconsistent across these four jurisdictions. While

all of them have some sort of apparently independent
investigative bodies for examining police uses of force, in
Belgium and France the degree of independence raises
questions due to ongoing investigative reliance on the
personnel and systems of their law enforcement agencies,
which raises concern about the degree of practical
independence in real terms.


https://mappingpoliceviolence.org/nationaltrends

Executive Summary

To illustrate these conclusions, Table 1 below provides a summary overview of the classifications made
of key procedures, policies and practices in place to monitor, investigate and report lethal force by
major law enforcement organisations in the four systems covered in this report. The categories and
colour coding were developed on the basis of the process explained in the introduction to the Country
Report section below. Further details are provided in the individual reports themselves.

England & France France

Wales (Police) (Gendarmerie) Netherlands

Belgium

Are the number of deaths following any police use of force (be it firearms, ‘less lethal’ weapons or other force):

Collected? | | 6 | 6 | u |
Publicly available? 6 | 6 | N |
-I--I--I-ﬂ

Is demographic and other information for the deceased (including ethnic background, age and gender):

Collected? |

Publicly available?

Is this a legal requirement?

Can such information be requested from the authorities
via FOI laws?

If published, to what extent is the number of deaths
readily identifiable from official statistics? VWhat work
needs to be done to pull these out?

Are the deceased identified by name?

Is this a legal requirement?

Can such information be requested from the authorities
via FOI laws?

Is demographic and other information for LEOs:
Collected?

Publicly available?

Is this a legal requirement?

Can such information be requested from the authorities
via FOI laws?

Is information about the type(s) of force used:
Collected?

Publicly available?

Is this a legal requirement?

Can such information be requested from the authorities
via FOI laws?

T HEEAND

Good, Partial, Limited, None Unknown Not
Robust Medium Poor relevant
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Belgium

England &
Wales

France
(Police)

France
(Gendarmerie)

Netherlands

Data Quality of Official Sources

How reliable are the sources used to produce official
statistics about deaths?

Internal quality assurance / verification conducted

Methodology for data collection publicly specified

How reliable are the overall figures produced?

Data Analysis and Lessons Learnt

State / police agencies analyse data to generate
evidence-based recommendations / lessons learnt,
in order to prevent future deaths

Evidence that state / police agencies act on the results
of their analysis, including applying lessons learnt

External bodies are able to reuse data for their own
analyses

External, non-governmental agencies collect, and are
able to publish, their own statistics on deaths following
police use of force

Investigations by Official Agencies

Is there a legal requirement for deaths to be
independently investigated?

How independent and impartial are the official
investigations?

Investigation reports into deaths are:

Publicly available?

Do they give reasons for the conclusions they have
reached?

Is this a legal requirement?

Can such information be requested from the authorities
via Freedom of Information laws?

Information available on legal proceedings against agents
/ officials pursuant to deaths

Number of prosecutions against agents / officials
involved in the last ten years?
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In democratic societies, good policing depends on public consent and an acceptance
of the legitimacy of the police. As events around the globe in 2020 have made evident,
consent and legitimacy can be eroded when force is seen as unnecessary or excessive.
The killing of George Floyd on 25 May after his arrest in Minneapolis initiated
extensive media coverage of the use of force in policing across Europe, North

America and beyond.

As well, the need to resort to force can be affected by
the degree of support among the public. When the use
of force results in death, and when members of certain
communities disproportionately die at the hands of the
state, then questions about the justifications for force
become particularly pronounced. The finality of death,
as well as its potentially traumatic toll for individuals and
groups, raise vital and sensitive issues about bereavement,
potential infringements of the most fundamental human
right, the right to life, and the importance of learning
lessons to prevent future deaths, where possible.

The collection, recording and publicising of data about
the use of force is a basic step toward ensuring the
accountability of the police under the rule of law.
International standards and principles, most notably the
UN Code of Conduct for Law Enforcement Officials? and the
Basic Principles on the Use of Force and Firearms by Law
Enforcement Officials®, task states to effectively report
incidents of force, especially when they result in death.
The UN Special Rapporteur on Torture, and other

cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment,
has recommended that ‘States should establish effective
systems for monitoring and reporting on the use of force,
and relevant information should be made accessible to
the public, including statistics on when, against whom and
through which means force is used and on the resulting
harm™. The United Nations” Guidance on Less Lethal

Weapons in Law Enforcement notes that states should
consider requiring ‘all law enforcement agencies

to document every use of force involving less lethal
weapons or related equipment... (and) should identify
any lessons learned from the incident”.

And yet, apart from high-profile cases that garner media
attention, it is too often the case that little is known
publicly about the situations in which the police use force,
as well as how often such force leads to death. Although
law enforcement agencies may keep records of incidents,
access to such documentation can be restricted or difficult
to obtain. This lack of information is in itself a sign of
weak accountability. It raises serious questions about the
compliance with international human rights standards

and principles and is often incompatible with public
expectations for the police. Beyond access to records,
there is often a reluctance to identify (let alone address)
patterns of discriminatory or disproportionate use of lethal
force against vulnerable or marginalised groups.

In the years prior to 2020, notable national efforts had
been made to compile figures on the number of deaths
following the use of force by law enforcement officials.

In the US, for instance, the lack of reliable data on the
number of persons killed by the police has been recognised
for some time®. Based on initial work undertaken by

The Guardian newspaper’, the campaigning group We the

Protesters has assembled a wide-ranging database on deaths
of people killed by the police in the USE.

Whilst there have been such initiatives focusing on

deaths following police use of force within specific
countries, relatively few efforts have been undertaken

to compare deaths in the context of law enforcement
across jurisdictions (examples include Chevigny® and Osse
& Cano'"). This omission is surprising, as violence, which
includes violence by law enforcement officials, is recognised
internationally by a range of actors and texts — including
the UN Secretary General', the Geneva Declaration
(signed by 100 countries'?) and the World Health
Organisation® — as a key issue. In that light, international
efforts have been made to assess civilian deaths within
armed conflicts™ as well as total deaths from violence
worldwide'®. However, comparative analysis of violence
by law enforcement officials, which impacts not only

on human rights but also on public health and social
development more broadly, is still lacking.

Against that backdrop and with the support of a grant from
the Open Society Foundations, in 2019 the authors of this
report began a project titled “Toward a Lethal Force Monitor’,
building on work by the late Anneke Osse. Our goal is

to enhance the policies and practices of law enforcement
agencies with the ultimate aim of reducing unnecessary
deaths and injuries. To do so, we set out to assess the
availability and reliability of information relating to deaths
following any use of force by policing and law enforcement
officials. This report undertakes this assessment in relation to
four jurisdictions: Belgium, England & Wales, France and the
Netherlands. It is our intention to support current debate,

8 http://www.wetheprotesters.org, (accessed 4 December 2020).

research and policies that improve practices associated with

the use of force and to enhance state accountability. It is also
our intention to complement, not detract from, longer term,
more ambitious efforts to reimagine how policing takes place.

This report is underpinned by a set of guiding principles:

* Every death associated with the use of force by law
enforcement officials' should be recorded, recognised and
investigated. No one’s death should go unacknowledged and
any lessons should not go unexamined.

Producing detailed, reliable, and publicly accessible
information for each individual death and deaths overall in a
jurisdiction is a necessary step in ensuring the accountability
of law enforcement agencies, ministries and governments.
Such information is also vital in understanding whether
particular groups in society are not disproportionately
affected by police use of force.

Lessons should be promptly acted upon in order to help
prevent future deaths.

Surviving family members and others directly affected by
bereavement should be engaged in a meaningful way with
investigation processes and subsequent outcomes.

State agencies need to establish and publicise systematic
procedures for monitoring and reducing harms (especially
deaths) associated with the use of force.

Ensuring practices are in line with the letter and spirit of
relevant national and international laws, codes and standards
is an important part of achieving these objectives, but so
too is the willingness to recognise how such laws, codes and
standards need to be improved.

?P. Chevigny, ‘Police Deadly Force as Social Control’, Criminal Law Forum, vol. 1, no. 3, 1990, pp.389-425.

1© A. Osse and I. Cano, ‘Police Deadly Use of Firearms: An International Comparison’, The International Journal of Human Rights, vol. 21, no. 5, 2017,

pp.629-649, DOI: 10.1080/13642987.2017.1307828.

" See for example, UN General Assembly, A/64/228, 5 August 2009, Para 6, on the State’s monopoly on the legitimate use of force, and its

2 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. UN Code of Conduct for Law Enforcement Officials adopted by UN responsibility to determine the circumstances in which individuals can lawfully use force, https://undocs.org/A/64/228, (accessed 4 December 2020).

General Assembly Resolution 34/169 of 17 December 1979, https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/lawenforcementofficials.aspx,
(accessed 4 December 2020).

3 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. Basic Principles on the Use of Force and Firearms by Law Enforcement Officials
(1990). Note Principles 6, 11, 22, https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/useofforceandfirearms.aspx, (accessed 4 December 2020).

"2 http://www.genevadeclaration.org/the-geneva-declaration/who-has-signed-it.html, (accessed 4 December 2020).

SWHO. International Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems 10th Revision, 2010, http://apps.who.int/classifications/icd10/
browse/2010/en#/Y35-Y36, (accessed 4 December 2020).

™ https://www.everycasualty.org, (accessed 4 December 2020).
'> https:/grevd.org, (accessed 4 December 2020).

16 As defined in the UN Code of Conduct for Law Enforcement Officials (commentary to Section 1), law enforcement officials include: ‘() [a]ll officers
of the law, whether appointed or elected, who exercise police powers, especially the powers of arrest or detention. (b) In countries where police
powers are exercised by military authorities, whether uniformed or not, or by State security forces, the definition of law enforcement officials shall be
regarded as including officers of such services. In light of the policing situation in each of the countries examined in this report, we treat the terms ‘law
enforcement officials’ and ‘police officers’ as synonymous, https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/lawenforcementofficials.aspx, (accessed
4 December 2020).

4 UN Secretary-General. Extra-custodial Use of Force and the Prohibition of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment
or Punishment /A/72/178, 2017: paragraph 70, http://undocs.org/A/72/178, (accessed 4 December 2020).

5 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. Guidance on Less Lethal Weapons in Law Enforcement HR/PUB/20/1, 2020,
para 3.3 - 3.4, https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CCPR/LLW_Guidance.pdf (accessed 4 December 2020).

¢ N. Krieger et al., ‘Police Killings and Police Deaths Are Public Health Data and Can Be Counted’, PLoS Med, vol. 12, no. 12, 2015, 1001915,
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001915, (accessed 4 December 2020).

7 https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/series/counted-us-police-killings, (accessed 4 December 2020).


https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/lawenforcementofficials.aspx
https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/useofforceandfirearms.aspx
http://undocs.org/A/72/178
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CCPR/LLW_Guidance.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001915
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/series/counted-us-police-killings
http://www.wetheprotesters.org
https://undocs.org/A/64/228
http://www.genevadeclaration.org/the-geneva-declaration/who-has-signed-it.html
http://apps.who.int/classifications/icd10/browse/2010/en#/Y35-Y36
http://apps.who.int/classifications/icd10/browse/2010/en#/Y35-Y36
https://www.everycasualty.org
https://grevd.org
https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/lawenforcementofficials.aspx
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Scope

In investigating the avai|abi|ity and re|iabi|ity of information re|ating to deaths ¢ adequate and effective, i.e. capable of establishing cause broader trends within or among contracting states, or
associated with the use of force b)’ law enforcement officials. it is important of death and responsibility for it* internationally, in relation to wider democratic values.
’

to be precise about which deaths are included and excluded from study. ¢ independent and impartial * Issues of discrimination (e.g. regarding sex, race, ethnicity)

+ transparent and open to public scrutiny, including family in state practices tend to fall outside Article 2 case law and

The focus of this report is Western Europe, and specifically of lethal force, and to ensure that states learn from lethal involvement, within limits of feasibility and security remain invisible due to a general lack of available data.
the jurisdictions of Belgium, England & Wales, France, and incidents. Article 2 now covers:
the Netherlands. These systems are of interest in their « Intentional and unintentional deaths. # reasonably prompt and expeditious. In light of the above, this report seeks to assess the availability
own right, but also because of the legal standards in place. ' - and reliability of data relating to:
All these states adhere to the European Convention on * Deaths (as well as serious threats to life) caused by any I (el Leitg) 170 il Aeanumistiiliyy, e ehare e ' _
Human Rights (ECHR)". The ECHR is often held up as the agent of the state. fundamentlalI p;inciplzs and goals (;f Articlle 2 ECHE, but we * all deaths (intended and unintended);
i ; ; are not solely focused on issues of compliance with it, or ) ] ]
::t?; ;ozb Eglin&eor:a;iznigmj zaiifzi?:tselj \ivh;tjmework. * Deaths resulting from any form of conduct involving potential liability under it. Our work is also motivated by ) re.sult|.ng LT ('je' eipparently e 7)) or e
any use of force against another and not just ‘the use of awareness of the problematic limits, gaps and silences within W'th_ ("e_' occurring 'n_ the c'ontext o dim'ng or after) 'any
1. Everyone’s right to life shall be protected by law. No weapons or physical violence’ (McShane v UK (2002)" and around Article 2 law. For example: it eff fores (|ncIuc'i|ng ek I|m|teci to phy5|c,al
one shall be deprived of his life intentionally save in the para 101). The Court has held that ‘in assessing evidence, force, the use of batc?ns, firearms and other ‘less |Etha|
execution of a sentence of a court following his conviction the general principle applied in cases has been to apply * Not all potential claimants under Article 2 can bring a weapéns, firing warning shots, and the use O.f e .
of a crime for which this penalty is provided by law. the standard of proof “beyond reasonable doubt”... case before the ECtHR due to lack of access to legal techniques and apparatus) by state agents with responsibility
representation or due to procedural restrictions. for policing and law enforcement;

However, such proof may follow from the coexistence
of sufficiently strong, clear and concordant inferences
or of similar unrebutted presumptions of fact. Where

2. Deprivation of life shall not be regarded as inflicted in
contravention of this Article when it results from the use

Article 2 law has a broad scope and can produce strict in situations including the apprehension of suspected

of force which is no more than absolutely necessary: o _ j o standards for state conduct, but it is ‘a floor not a ceiling’ offenders, defence of self or others against perceived
the eviants in issue lie wholly, or |nllzf1rge peirt, within the and allows flexibility in states’ recourse to force and their threats, restraint of suspects or arrestees (during an incident

(@) In defence of any person from unlawful violence; exclusive kno.wlledge ‘_Df the authorlltle.s, as in the case policing and investigatory practices. Article 2 standards or in custody), control and management of public order

b I ord ff lawfil h of person§ within thelr.com.:rol.whlle n cust.oc.jy, ‘strong and state practices can therefore in some instances be including suppressing violent assemblies, and the fulfilment

{8 o @rder o @ise @ (671 art."est or to prevent the presumptions of fact will arise in respect of injuries and challenged and improved. of other relevant duties of state agents*.

escape of a person lawfully detained; death occurring during that detention. Indeed, the burden

] ] of proof may be regarded as resting on the authorities * Despite a generally broad approach to interpreting potential
(©) In action lawfully taken for the purpose of quelling ' . o . .
) ) ) to provide a satisfactory and convincing explanation. causal connections between state control processes,

ariotor insurrection. (Velikova v Bulgaria (2000)* para 70). state agents’ conduct and a victim’s death, in some cases
Article 2’s scope regarding the use of force has been “Th tibility of the state’s legal f K with a reductive and restrictive approach by the ECtHR can
extended by the European Court of Human Rights N © clonqua ity of the states fegal framework wi exclude state decisions and conduct from scrutiny under

rticle 2. i 23

(ECtHR) since the ruling in McCann and Others v UK Avrticle 2 ECHR®.
(1995)%, by reading Article 2 in conjunction with Article * The state’s positive obligation to minimise risk to life in .

The ECtHR underlines the importance of Article 2 by
declaring that it ‘enshrines one of the basic values of the

The duty to carry out an effective official investigation democratic societies making up the Council of Europe’ .
‘when individuals have been killed as a result of the use (McCann and Others v UK (1995) para 147), but the analysis

The core objectives of Article 2 are to achieve state of force’ (McCann and Others v UK (1995) para 161)". of lethal force is case-specific and does not address

accountability under the rule of law, to restrict the use Under this duty investigations must be:

1, the obligation to respect the rights and freedoms in the its planning and control of all activities.
ECHR, and with the ECtHR’s general requirement that
rights are secured in practical and effective ways.

22 |n developing these requirements under Article 2 the ECtHR acknowledged the so-called ‘Minnesota Protocol’ or UN Manual (1991) that gave
further effect to the UN Principles on the Effective Prevention and Investigation of Extra-Legal, Arbitrary and Summary Executions, https://www.ohchr.org/en/
issues/executions/pages/revisionoftheunmanualpreventionextralegalarbitrary.aspx, (accessed 5 December 2020) and the conjoined judgments in McKerr

"7 The European Convention on Human Rights is the name most commonly used to refer to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights v United Kingdom, Hugh Jordan v United Kingdom, Shanaghan v United Kingdom, and Kelly and Others v United Kingdom, all 4 May 2001 (Application nos.
and Fundamental Freedoms (1950), https://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Convention_ENG.pdf, (accessed 5 December 2020). 28883/95, 24746/94, 37715/97 and 30054/96).

'® McCann and Others v United Kingdom, 27 September 1995 (Application no. 18984/91). 3 Such as where the ECtHR's configuration of evidence excludes aspects of operational planning and control, or its acceptance of state discretion

% McShane v United Kingdom, 28 May 2002 (Application no. 43290/98). leaves a state’s choice and deployment of weaponry unexamined.

2 Velikova v Bulgaria, 18 May 2000 (Application no. 41488/98). 2 Some consideration is given to the use of official weapons or equipment while officers are off duty, but this is done unevenly across the countries.
2 In finding the duty to investigate in Article 2 the ECtHR was indirectly influenced by the UN Basic Principles on the Use of Force and Firearms For reasons of feasibility, we exclude deaths resulting from road traffic accidents; deaths occurring in the prison system or immigration detention
(1990) and the UN Principles on the Effective Prevention and Investigation of Extra-Legal, Arbitrary and Summary Executions, Economic and Social Council facilities; deaths that are self-inflicted following contact with a state agent; and deaths caused by private individuals acting to support state agents or

Resolution 1989/65, https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Professionallnterest/executions.pdf, (accessed 5 December 2020). state services (such as privatised transportation of detainees or private security guards supporting policing functions).


https://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Convention_ENG.pdf
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/ProfessionalInterest/executions.pdf
https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/executions/pages/revisionoftheunmanualpreventionextralegalarbitrary.aspx
https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/executions/pages/revisionoftheunmanualpreventionextralegalarbitrary.aspx
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Country Reports

Note on Content and Approach

The individual country reports that follow examine
a number of issues, including:

+ Official statistics on extent of use of lethal force by law enforcement officials;
* The procedures for collecting and publishing official data;

* The quality of such official data;

* How lessons are or are not learnt from the analysis of deaths;

* The characteristics of investigations by official agencies;

* The availability of relevant data from unofficial sources in each system.

These issues were derived from an initial comparison of the procedures, policies
and practices in each of the four jurisdictions covered, as well as through drawing
on secondary literature about the police use of force. Each of the authors related
to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>