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Introdution

Within subsections A-H, there are hyperlinks with specific references to the individual
requirements of this evaluation. After a brief overview of each topic, the hyperlinks are listed,
you can right-click on the following links to explore each issue in further depth. The following
reports are organized by date of completion. Appendices I-111 contain reports on data collected
from pre-implementation ride alongs. Appendix IV contain data from focus groups, community
surveys, and community presentation dialogue analysis. Appendices V-VI contain post-
implementation ride-along reports. Appendix VII contains a report on survey data collected from
officers. Appendix VIII contains a chronologically ordered list of data collection and project
management on behalf of the researchers. Appendix IX compares officer survey data before and
after BWC implementation. Appendix X describes and analyzes the results of community
surveys that were collected after implementation. Appendix X1 analyzes statements made by
courtroom actors made relative to the camera’s implementation in the judicial system. Finally,

Appendix XII analyzes police data relative to BWC implementation.

A. Privacy Considerations

The follow reports identified multiple data points that BWCs may be drawn to in relationship to
privacy considerations. In pre-implementation ride-along reports (Appendices I-111), anticipated
impacts on officer and civilian privacy are explored. Within Appendices V-VI, officers gave
insight as to what their privacy concerns were specifically, in relation to public disclosure of
BWC video. Pre-implementation reports (Appendix VI1I) explored privacy in relation to BWCs
through surveys. Appendix IX discussed the changes in privacy concerns through an analysis of
surveys pre- and post-implementation.

Appendix la: pg 5

Appendix lla: pg 38

Appendix Illa: pg 68

Appendix Va: pgs 131-132, 132
Appendix Vla: pgs 170-171, 172
Appendix VIIb: pg 202, 203, 212, 213
Appendix IXb:pg 226, 227, 278
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B. Impact on Community Relationships

In pre-implementation ride along reports, officers discussed behavioral changes and the
anticipated effect that BWCs may have on police-community relationships. During discussions
and from the data collected from the community, the perceptions of BWCs as it related to police-
community relationships were explored. Post-implementation reports analyzing interviews
statements discussed the changes officers have experienced following BWC implementation.
The surveys collected after implementation and analyses thereof quantified the extent to which
the departments’ beliefs regarding changes in perceptions of civilian and officer behavioral
adjusted due to BWCs.

Appendix la: pg 4(1), 4 (2)
Appendix lla: pg 37, 37-38, 38(2)
Appendix llla: pg 67, 67(2), 68
Appendix 1Va: pgs 95-96, 97
Appendix Va: pg 132
Appendix Vla: pg 171
Appendix VIIb: pgs 202, 202, 212, 213
Appendix IXb: 226-227
Appendix Xb: pgs 238-239

C. Addressing Officer Concerns

Officer concerns are covered extensively throughout this evaluation and are referenced in
pre-and-post ridealong interviews as well as before-and-after implementation survey data.
Officer concerns are covered in a variety of themes: policy, technology, and privacy, among
many other areas.

Appendix la: pgs 4-5

Appendix lla: pg 38

Appendix Illa: pgs 67-68

Appendix Va: pgs 130-132

Appendix Vla: pgs 170-171
Appendix VIIb: pgs 200-205, 211-214
Appendix IXb: pgs 223-231
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D. Managing Expectations of the Police and the Public

Researchers collected a variety of data regarding anticipations, expectations, and
perceived benefits of BWCs as it relates to patrol and assimilation within local communities.
That data is referenced within the appendices below.

Appendix la: pg 4, 5

Appendix lla: pgs 37-38

Appendix Illa: pg 67

Appendix IVa: pgs 95-96, 96-97, 97(2)
Appendix Va: pg 130,131, 132-133
Appendix Vla: pg 170, 171-172
Appendix VIIb: pgs 200-205, 211-214
Appendix XIb: pgs 223-231

E. Ensuring Partnerships with Associated Criminal Justice Agencies

The research team identified the transfer of video from police to prosecution and adjudication of
cases as a key partnership necessary for understanding the BWC implementation and its impact
on criminal justice agencies. Within that report, analyses in a series of interviews with eleven
prosecutors focused on the consequences, challenges, and benefits of BWC on court processes.

Appendix Xlb: pgs 246-257

F. Contract Requirement F: Financial Considerations

In order to identify financial considerations, researchers collected qualitative data that references
officers’ perceived changes in workload and efficiency. This is discussed in pre-and-post ride
alongs and via survey data before and after BWC roll-out. Community reports describe the local
communities’ concerns and inquiries regarding the financial impact of BWCs. Finally, analysis
of the interview content from courtroom actors depicted a need for major financial assistance in
order to ensure the smooth assimilation of BWC video to be used as evidence within Rochester
courts.

Appendix Ib: pg 23, 26
Appendix lla: pg 38, 38(2)

Appendix Illa: pg 68

Appendix IVa: pg 97
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Appendix Va: pgs 132-133

Appendix VIlb: pg 203, 204-205, 213, 214(1), 214(2)
Appendix Xb: pg 227, 228 (1), 228(2)
Appendix Xlb: pg 251, 253-254, 256-257

G. Technical Specifications

Technical details of BWCs are covered extensively within these reports. In ride-along
reports, issues regarding technological issues and shortcomings of the BWCs are discussed.
Within post-implementation reports, there is evidence that these issues were moving towards
resolution as the BWC roll-out progressed in later stages of the implementation. The community
report describes the communities’ initial perceptions and concerns regarding the BWC systems.
Pre-implementation ride along reports discuss the perceived ease of use in various technological
aspects in using BWCs. Finally, the analysis of surveys collected after implementation portray
the changes of these perceptions of these technical issues.

Appendix la: pg 5

Appendix lla: pg 37

Appendix Illa: pg 68

Appendix IVa: pgs 95-96, 96-97

Appendix Va: pgs 130-131, 131, 132-133
Appendix Vla: pg 170, 170(2), 170(3)
Appendix VIib: pgs 200-201, 203, 211, 213
Appendix Xb: pgs 224-225, 227

Appendix XIb: pg 251, 253-254, 256-257

H. Use of Data, Training and Program Management

Aside from qualitative interview data from patrol officers and police supervision,
prosecution and defense attorneys, and other various agents within the RPD’s organization,
quantitative survey data was collected and is explored in Appendices IV, VII, IX, & X of this
evaluation. Additionally, researchers analyzed two and a half years of police data with BWCs
factored into that analysis to identify changes upon BWC implementation. In order to fulfill the
training and program management component, researchers attended a variety of BWC trainings
and BWC Core meetings, and these efforts can be referenced in Appendix VIII.
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Appendix 1Vb: pgs 104-105, 108-111
Appendix VIIb: pgs 198-205, 211-214

Appendix VIlla: pgs 215-219
Appendix IXb: pgs 224-229
Appendix Xb: pgs 237-239
Appendix Xllb: pgs 272-277

I. Limitations

While this report evaluates BWCs in a variety of aspects, this report is limited in that it
does not explore all the data that was expected to be included in the original study design. One of
the largest indicators of successful BWC implementation is reductions in complaints filed against
officers and use of force data. Due to limitations in the detail and extensiveness of the complaint
and use of force data provided by the RPD, this evaluation lacks analyses that can draw
definitive conclusions of its effectiveness by those variables. Furthermore, one goal of this
evaluation was to analyze BWC video. Multiple goals would be accomplished with that analysis,
such as: evaluating the quality of BWC audio and video, ascertaining adherence to BWC
recording policies, examining the effect of BWCs on police-civilian interactions, etc. Due to
RPD concerns and limitations in technology, this variable was not explored within this study.
While these would ideally have been included in CPSI’s evaluation, due to limitations in the
data, future research would be required to focus on these variables for a comprehensive
evaluation of BWCs.
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Executive Summary

V.

V.

The majority of officers thought BWCs cannot, by themselves, produce socially desirable

behavior among civilians, citing communication skills as a necessary tool for police

work.

Officers identified three major benefits in implementing BWCs:

a.

b.

C.

Improvements in incident documentation.
Providing visual justification for officers’ actions.

Dispersing street-level crime.

Officers identified four primary concerns in implementing BWCs:

a.

b.

C.

d.

Potential effect on officer performance and efficiency.
Officer and civilian privacy.
Concern that footage will be utilized to discipline officers.

Anticipated loss of discretion and autonomy in arrest decision-making.

Supervisors’ feelings and expectations were consistent with that of patrol officers.

a.

They expected BWCs to increase the accuracy and completeness of report
writing.
They were concerned that cameras might increase workload when reviewing

reports.

On average, younger officers were more receptive to adopting BWC technology.
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Report Summary

Introduction

This report serves as an executive summary of a larger report by identifying and

summarizing the key findings of the larger report herein.! BWCs have recently been adopted by

police departments nationwide in order to redefine policing, accountability, and transparency.
BWoCs are argued to encourage constructive encounters between police and community
members, enhance police legitimacy, improve evidence collection for arrest and prosecution, and
expedite the resolution of internal and external complaints (White, 2014). After receiving broad
support from local communities in Rochester, the Rochester City Council invested financial
support for BWCs with additional support in the form of a grant from the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA). A stipulation of receiving federal assistance from the BJA included an
independent evaluation conducted by the Center for Public Safety Initiatives (CPSI). CPSI’s
evaluation of the Rochester Police Department’s (RPD) implementation of BWCs is multi-
faceted, including a variety of qualitative and quantitative data to assess the impact of BWCs on
policing processes and outcomes.

This assessment includes, but is not limited to, changes in crime occurrence, complaints
against police, and criminal justice processes (including criminal and internal investigations). A
component of CPSI’s evaluative strategy was to include ride-along interviews with RPD officers
in order to collect qualitative data on officers’ perceptions and expectations of body-worn
cameras. For these interviews, researchers developed a semi-structured interview that was
designed around anticipated changes in policing and police processes after BWC adoption (See
Appendix A). The researchers interviewed ten RPD officers from ten beats in Clinton Section in

the form of a ride-along (See Appendix B).

! For additional information, please contact: jmkgcj@rit.edu or see www.rit.edu/cpsi
3|Page
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Key Findings

Lack of Information on the BWC Project

During ride-along interviews, Clinton Section officers often indicated that there was a
lack of information among officers in regards to the BWC, stating that there were not enough
updates on the progress of the BWC implementation. Due to officers’ lack of information,
difficulties were present in identifying expectations and perceptions of BWCs, and officers were
cautious about making assumptions about the impact of BWCs on police work.
Perceived Impact of BWCs on Police-Citizen Encounters

The majority of officers felt that BWCs would not make a substantial difference in terms
of impacting encounters between citizens and police, unless citizens realized a camera was
present during an interaction. Officers cited communication and de-escalation techniques as a
primary tool to regulate interactions, and that body-worn cameras, a secondary tool, could not
replace good police work.
Perceived Benefits of Implementing BWCs

Three possible benefits of BWCs that the officers of the Clinton Section frequently
mentioned were: improvements in incident documentation, providing a justification for police
officers’ actions, and dispersing street level crime. Officers frequently mentioned that BWCs
could be a useful tool for acquiring evidence as they provide video footage from the police
officer’s perspective, and may assist in criminal investigations and convictions. As a result of the
different perspective that BWC footage is able to provide, officers felt that BWCs could bridge
the gap between the public and officers by providing a more complete view of police work.
Frequently, officers indicated that they believed the general public has been misinformed into
thinking that officers regularly engage in misconduct. In this light, BWCs were discussed as a
tool that could resolve complaints filed against officers as a result of enhanced incident
documentation. Lastly, officers believed that BWCs could reduce the appearance of street level
crimes such as drug dealing and loitering. Officers stated that by having the presence of cameras,
these types of crimes would disperse from the area. However, officers also believed that these
street-level crimes may just be redirected into areas with less police activity.
Perceived Concerns in Implementing BWCs

The officers in the Clinton Section shared a variety of concerns with researchers in

regards to implementing BWCs, including performance and efficiency, privacy considerations,
4|Page



BWCs serving as a disciplinary tool against them, and a loss of discretion. First, officers were
concerned that BWCs could potentially impact officers’ efficiency depending on the speed of
uploading/downloading BWC videos. Thus, officers vocalized hopes that the BWC that they
receive is up-to-date and easy to use.

Officers were concerned that BWCs may complicate civilian and officer expectations for
privacy. Concerns for privacy were often mentioned in conjunction with the BWC recording
policy. For example, officers were not aware if the BWCs would have to be turned on throughout
an entire shift, or could be disabled between responses to calls. In the case that the BWC was
required to always be on, officers were concerned about undercover officer anonymity.
Additionally, officers were concerned for the privacy of witnesses, who could potentially be
deterred from cooperating with the police in the presence of a camera.

Officers were also concerned that BWCs would be used as a tool to discipline officers.
Officers were not sure if footage would be randomly selected in order to evaluate officer
performance, and felt that they would experience additional stress during their shifts if they felt
that their actions were being second-guessed.

Officers cited a potential loss of discretion around decision making during an arrest as
their greatest concern. If the BWC video was to be utilized to evaluate officer performance,
officers expressed anxiety around potential consequences in situations where they chose not to
make an arrest.

Supervisor Perceptions of BWC Adoption

Researchers discussed BWCs with several sergeants within the Clinton Section. The
sergeants of Clinton Section generally shared the perceptions and expectations of patrol officers
in regards to BWCs, but provided additional insight for how BWCs might pertain to supervisory
responsibilities. The expected impact on supervisory work was closely associated with how the
BWC policy would be developed, and whether or not they would be required to utilize BWC
footage when reviewing reports. Sergeants believed that using BWC footage would increase the
accuracy and completeness of report writing, but would increase their workload substantially.

Conclusions

As a pre-study project, these ride-along sessions not only gave researchers direction for
future BWC studies, but also offered some insight on improving the efficiency of the BWC
implementation. Researchers gained a thorough understanding of officers’ expectations for
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BW(Cs, and set the foundation for future evaluation studies.

Based on the group of officers interviewed and observed, researchers speculated that
officers who were younger tended to be more open-minded to the BWC technology than older
officers. Older officers tended to express more concern in regards to how BWCs operate and the
policies surrounding it. However, this is based on a very small sample, and surveys would be
needed to gain further insight.

Due to the lack of information on the BWC project, officers were confused on what to
expect or how to prepare for implementation. Generally, officers viewed BWCs as a national
trend rather than a necessity in policing, and believed any change resulting from its adoption
would be limited. One of these limitations included the BWCs’ ability to positively influence
citizen encounters, and officers felt that verbal communication skills would be a more effective
tool.

Officers had agreed that the most substantial benefit BWCs could deliver would be the
ability to provide a justification for their actions when falsely accused of misconduct. These
officers believed that the BWC could show the general public the entirety of police work, and
potentially minimize officer stereotypes and prejudices held by the public. Additionally, officers
believed that the BWC technology could simplify incident documentation and record searching
procedures.

Officers expressed a variety of concerns with implementing BWCs. These concerns were
largely associated with the thoroughness of the BWC recording policy and the specific parts of
the policy mandating when officers are to turn on their cameras. Officers believed that the BWC
policy should specifically address recording in environments such as schools, hospitals, and
private property.

Officers expressed concern that the BWC footage could potentially be utilized by
supervisors in order to evaluate their performance. This concern was mentioned in conjunction
with the officers’ prediction that BWCs would be required to be on throughout a shift, without
discretion to turn off their BWC. Additionally, officers anticipated a loss of discretion when
deciding to arrest an individual with a belief that decisions not to arrest an individual would be
scrutinized.

Lastly, officers expressed concerns regarding officer and citizen privacy. Officers
believed that if BWCs would be required to be on for the entirety of a shift, the privacy of
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undercover officers would be compromised, and efforts to obtain witness statements might be
undermined.

Future ride-along interviews will be conducted in the other four RPD patrol sections:
Genesee, Lake, Goodman, and Central. As these patrol sections are located in distinctive
neighborhoods, there is a likelihood that BWCs and their effectiveness could be perceived

differently according to their sections.
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Appendix A:

A Framework of Interview for Ride-along

1. What does a typical work today look like?

a.
b.

K.

How long have you been a police officer?

How long have you been patrolling this area? And how long have you been working
on this shift?

What’s your patrol area?

What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience working
here?

What time of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger workload
(Calls for service etc.)?

How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major crime
scene or other issues)

Overall, what do you think the police/citizen encounter right now? Are citizens
cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the community you are
patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?

What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?

How often do you have to use force to solve the problem?

How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWC in policing? (Based on your
personal experience and the national trend)

What issues do you want the BWC study to address?

Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have helped?

2. In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?

a.

Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the addition of
BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter,
(1) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do you think
BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
e Do you think BWC will change the likelihood of proactive encounters?
e Do you think BWC will change response to reactive encounters?
e Do you think BWC will bring more reliance on supervisor consultation?
(2) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
Mentally ill
Family disturbance/domestic dispute
Any early investigative activities (calls to assaults)
Dealing with juveniles
Drug dealing
Gang
(3) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
e Do you think BWC will help increase public’s trust to police? (Justify
certain cases?)
e Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of police/citizen
encounter?
e What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would question the
camera usage? Why?

9|Page



e How do you think the appearance of the BWC would affect the
quality/quantity of informational communication between police and
concerned citizens?

e How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?

e How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

e How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative
interviews?

(4) In what ways do you think BWC would affect domestic violence cases? (Victim
cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)

3. Police perception of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)

(1) Do you think BWC going to be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?

If Concern > Benefit:

e What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

e What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC? (Technology?
Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an example of how
BWC could solve a problem in your work?

(2) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(3) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect your
role as an officer?

(4) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera may
present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with minors, in
extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(5) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?
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Appendix B:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Abstract

This study evaluates the impact of body- worn cameras (BWC) on police work, police-
citizen encounters and internal administrative procedures of Rochester Police Department. In
order to understand and measure the impact of BWC, researchers use a series of quantitative
data including but not limited to crime occurrence, complaints against police and criminal
justice processes (crime investigation and internal investigation) before and after the rollout.
The ride- along is designed as a qualitative study for researchers to understand the nature of
contemporary police patrol work. The purpose of the ride-along study is to collect qualitative
data on officers’ attitude and expectations of body worn cameras’ effect on work. After
analyzing the result of each ride-along interview, researchers extracted several major aspects
that were essential in understanding officers’ current thoughts related to policing and body
worn camera.

Key words: body-worn camera, ride-along, policing, perception
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Rochester Police Department Body-Worn Camera Project Overview

In recent years, the body-worn camera (BWC) has been an important technological
innovation intended to redefine policing and accountability. As a new technology that’s
intended to improve public safety and police-community relations, it has captured the
attention of the general public and a variety of police departments. After receiving broad
support from local community for implementing body-worn cameras, the Rochester Police
Department (RPD) has taken several significant steps:

In January 2014, RPD began to research the possibility of implementing BWC and the
cost-benefit of the data storage configurations. In June, 2015, Rochester City Council
approved the funding for the purchase and data storage of the body-worn cameras. RPD’s
BWC team then put a considerable amount of effort into vendor selection, in the meantime,
five public meetings were held in order to gain community input. On January 19, 2016,
Rochester City Council authorized an agreement with the vendor selected by the RPD BWC
team, commencing the official implementation of the project. A BWC Project Core Team
Meeting is held every two weeks to insure the quality and timeliness of the project
implementation, where the project manager assigns tasks to each team member and updates
the project development with evaluators.

In order to evaluate the impact of the program on policing, researchers first need to
gain a general understanding of policing prior to implementation body-worn cameras to
understand officers’ perceptions, work processes, and organizational routines. The first step in
developing this sense of context involved qualitative data collection approaches to develop a
sense of current practice. This was accomplished using a series of systematic ride-along

interviews with patrol officers and supervisors.
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Methodology

Sample Selection

The Operation Bureau of RPD consists of five patrol sections: Lake, Genesee,
Goodman, Clinton and Central (See Appendix A for the detail of the car beats arrangement
for each patrol section). Each section is divided into different car beats (See Appendix A).
For Lake, Genesee, Goodman and Clinton Sections, there are three platoons (1 Platoon:
23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00); while for Central Section
there are five platoons (1% Platoon: 23:00-7:00; 2™ Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-
23:00; 4" Platoon: 19:00-3:00; 5" Platoon: 11:00-19:00). Central Section’s staffing is
different from the other sections due to its unique combination of foot posts and walking
beats in the downtown business district between its 5th platoon and detail personnel (See
Appendix B for the staffing detail of each platoon)

There are 10 police beats in Clinton Section: 207, 217, 227, 237, 247, 257, 267, 277,
287 and 297 (See Appendix A for the location of each car beat in Clinton Section). For the
ride-along sessions with patrol officers, researchers first randomly assorted platoons and patrol
beats, then randomly assigned the assortments to three researchers. Each ride-along entailed
four hours of observation and questions by researchers. Thus, each eight-hour Platoon was
divided into two four-hour periods for each researcher to choose. For example: Researcher A

was randomly assigned to the assortment of the 2™ Platoon of Beat 277, since 2™ Platoon
includes the whole eight hours from 7:00 to 15:00, the researcher could choose to do the ride
along either from 7:00 to 11:00 or from 11:00 to 15:00 on a week-day based on his/her
schedule. A CPSI Research Assistant contacted the RPD BWC research coordinator in
advance to schedule the ride-along sessions. Overall, it took researchers four weeks to finish
all the ride-along sessions by completing 2-3 sessions per week.

The officers selected for the ride-along were all males with different years of
working experience ranging from 1 to 24 years. Although this selection reflects the pattern
of staffing in Clinton Section, it should be acknowledged here that the result is limited due to
the absence of female officers in the ride-along research project.

To insure the consistency of the interview content, researchers developed an
interview protocol to be used as a guideline (See Appendix C for General Interview
Questions for BWC Ride-along Research). During the interviews, researchers engaged in
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conversations with patrol officers, and depending on the circumstances, new questions were
added. This semi-structured interview helped researchers explore beyond the framework and
expand the scope of research topics as appropriate. Before each ride-along session,
researchers introduced the purpose of the ride-along and provided an oral statement of
confidentiality. From the interviews, researchers gleaned some general thoughts of the
nature and structure of policing and police work in the Clinton section. Further narrative
accounts of sessions with the patrol officers compiled by researchers indicated that officers
perceived BWC as beneficial while holding some concerns about it. Here are the essential

aspects that highlight our major findings in the ride-along sessions:

Officers’ Perception of Policing and Police Work in Clinton Section

Before asking questions regarding to the BWCs, researchers asked officers about the
structure of policing and the nature of police work in the Clinton Section. Officers shared
their experiences with responding to calls for service and their understanding of the nature of
the crimes within the communities of the Clinton Section. They gave a general introduction
of the distribution of patrol officers and supervisors in Clinton Section, through which some
of the officers emphasized the insufficiency of police patrol staffing (during the day time)
and the risks they encounter as a result.. Additionally, officers described their understanding
of the role of technology in policing, which helped transfer the discussions toward the topic
of BWCs.

First, the officers unanimously listed drugs, including its usage and sales, as the
number one crime concern in the Clinton Section. The reason why drugs are perceived to be
the top crime concern is because drugs can lead to other serious crimes such as robbery,
larceny, home invasion, shooting assault, and murder — “Everything else kind of stems from
drugs,” one officer summarized. Most of the calls for service that officers responded to were
domestic violence incidents, however, officers mentioned that a lot of these incidents were
also somehow related to drugs. In general, officers considered drug related crimes/disorders to
have a more serious impact on local community environment: “...people are not feeling safe,”
one officer noted. In addition, the officer also shared his belief regarding the impact of fear of
crime: “Fear of crime is a big part that shapes this neighborhood.” Including officers’

experiences with crime/disorder in Clinton Section, during the rides, researchers also observed
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different levels of disorder across this neighborhood, including some behavioral signs like
loitering and physical signs such as vacancy, graffiti and litter.

Second, some officers described their concerns for the lack of patrol officers in the

Clinton Section. Overall, daytime (2" Platoon) officers’ caseload is not as heavy as
afternoon/night time officers, but it varies depending on the day: some days are “slow,” but
some days are really “heavy.” After the interviews, researchers came to the understanding
that the ten car beats in the Clinton Section were not always covered by ten patrol officers, in

fact, what “happens daily” was that seven to eight officers were covering all ten beats,

especially for 2" Platoon. The belief that there was a shortage of officers was shared by most
of the interviewed officers, of whom some had stronger feelings, while others viewed it as
normal. In general, officers would prefer to have backup for the purpose of their safety, and
some of them also mentioned that having more than one officer on scene could help “calm
down” the situation. One officer attributed the “lack of officers” to recent changes in the
administrative system: compared to the old administrative system, he thought the new system
made it harder to move patrol officers around for backup.

Third, time spent on doing reports depended on the type/seriousness/complexity of
the incident. The time spent resolving incidents ranged between 10 minutes to 120 minutes
depending on the amount of documents to submit and the procedures involved. For example,
for cases involved in “endangerment of the welfare of a child,” officers have to call Monroe
County Child Protective Services (MCCPS) with the details of the incident to assist their
separate investigation. For incidents that require longer reports, officers generally prefer to go
back to the Clinton Section to finish the report. In the case of issuing a court appearance
ticket and/or submitting evidence, officers have to drive to the City Public Safety Building
located in downtown Rochester for the submission of tickets/documents/evidence, which
could take officers between 30 and 40 minutes. Some officers believed that doing reports
especially longer reports “takes officers off the road,” and it’s hard to be proactive when
officers are always “tied up (with the reports or covering the car beats).”

Fourth, officers would prefer to ask other patrol officers for solutions instead of, or
before, reaching out to their supervisors. In general, the ride-along interviews reflected a gap
between patrol officers and administrators in relation to information exchange, as one officer

put “...the whole command does not foster communication.” During the ride-along, researchers
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noticed that newer officers with less policing experience tended to call Sergeants more often
than older officers, while some older officers “almost never” call Sergeants unless it was a
very “unusual” situation.

Officers perceived calling supervisors as a dilemma. For example, one officer
mentioned that he would not make decisions on his own if he didn’t know what decisions to
make; however, calling the sergeants could also complicate his decision making process and
make him more nervous about what decisions to make. He explained that the sergeants would
always remind him of the liability issues which made him more concerned about his decisions.

Last but not the least, officers agreed that while technology has played an increasingly
important role in assisting policing, it does not replace police work. When asked about
changes in technology, most of the officers referred to the changes in the computer system
over the past years. Officers did paper reports many years ago, and then the implementation
of the computer system required them to get used to composing reports on computers. Some
officers believed that the inconsistency in any new technology implementation process may
cause some problems.

Most officers thought it would take some time for them to adapt new technologies, but
they weren’t very concerned about the length of time it would take to adapt. One officer
described a “learning curve” through an example: when RPD just started using Mobile Data
Terminals (MDT) in patrol cars, police-car involved traffic accidents increased due to officers
not being used to the multi-tasking, but now are multi-tasking all the time with no problems.
That officer thought the MDT system was too complicated when they first got it, however
now he could not imagine going back to a paper report format because that would be so time-
consuming, “...once you get it (technology), you get used to it.” Overall, officers were ready
to adapt to new technologies. However, researchers did notice slight differences on officers’
attitudes: compared to older officers, younger/newer officers were less concerned and more
receptive to new technologies. Quantitative data from surveying will help us better look into
this “gap” between officers in different age groups.

Although officers considered the technological change in order to assist in policing
as significant, they shared identical opinions on the limitations of technology: technology
assists policing but can never replace police work. One officer mentioned that current

technological innovations in policing focuses on the documentation of crime, which “makes
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things faster” but does not help police deal with crime directly. Policing involves large
amounts of interaction with people, and a good officer knows how to deescalate, or control
the situations through communication. A detailed discussion on officers’ perception of

BWCs as a new technology in police work is presented below.

Officers’ Perception of the Implementation of Body Worn Cameras
After getting a general understanding of officers’ perception of police structure and

police work in the Clinton Section, researchers continued to engage officers in BWC related
topics. Officers gave their understanding of the purpose, benefits, and concerns of the BWC
implementation. This section of the report presents five themes that emerged from the
observations and interviews with police officers. These five themes are: Lack of Updates in
Information on the BWC Project, Perceived Impact of BWCs on Police-Citizen Encounters,
Major Benefits of the BWC, Major Concerns of the BWC, and Officers’ Age Differences in
Perceptions of BWCs.

Lack of Updates in Information on the BWC Project
From the conversations with officers, researchers inferred a lack of information among
officers on the BWC Project. Although this project has been going on for two years, officers
were confused as to what stage the BWC project was in. Officers mentioned that they did not
get enough updates on the BWC project, and had only heard limited information regarding it.
Officers’ knowledge about BWCs came from TV, Internet, and rumors spread amongst
officers that weren’t necessarily accurate. For example, one officer heard rumors about
substandard cameras and commented, “If you’re going to do it, do it properly and buy quality
equipment.” Due to this information gap, researchers encountered some difficulties when
trying to gather officers’ expectations of the BWC project and study: in order to give
researchers a clear expectation, officers preferred to know more about the project, including
the operational procedures of the camera and the policies dictating the usage of the cameras

before making any assumptions about its impact on police work.

Perceived Impact of BWCs on Police-Citizen Encounters

During the rides, researchers exited the police cars to observe the interactions between
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officers and victims/suspects/witnesses when circumstances allowed. When officers finished
handling the incidents, researchers asked the officers: “What could have changed in that
incident if you were wearing a body-worn camera?” Surprisingly, most officers thought that
the BWC wouldn’t have made a difference. Some officers mentioned that it matters whether
or not the BWC is easy to notice, where it could make a difference only if people notice that
you have a camera and it’s on. Others believed that people could be involved in an emotional
dispute and the presence of the BWC wouldn’t change how they behave. One officer who had
some previous BWC experience said announcing the presence of the camera could help police
control the situation especially dealing with individuals who are resisting their arrest.
Officers’ opinions on the role of BWCs in policing were consistent with their general
thoughts of technology in policing, that is, it’s a secondary tool that would not replace the
most important part of policing — communication. Some officers mentioned that they had not
used force for a long time, and it had a lot to do with their techniques to “calm down” the
situations. One officer predicted that the BWC would help some aggressive officers change
their manners at first because of its supervising roles, but as they get used to the BWC,
everything would revert back to normal. In addition, from the interview conversations,

researchers were able to extract some thoughts about the benefits and concerns of using BWC.

Major Benefits of BWC
Improving Incident Documentation
Along with other technologies like MDTs and license plate scanners, BWCs were

perceived by some officers to be an assistive tool that could improve the documentation of
incidents. One officer mentioned that the BWC footage could be really helpful in writing
traffic accident reports because it documents the details very well. Officers also mentioned
that the BWC footage could also be used as evidence that may help criminal investigations
and/or convictions.

However, some of the officers were not sure how the policies would affect the BWC footage
being used as evidence. One officer was concerned that the District Attorney office’s caseload
might be too big to consider using BWC footage for every case.

Providing Justification for Officers’ Actions

Officers agreed that the BWC could provide benefits for both citizens and patrol
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officers. When asked about their opinions on why RPD would implement BWC, officers
generally thought that the BWC was gaining more attention nationally and it’s a trend for
different departments around the nation to follow — “It’s the flavor of the day” — one officer
mentioned. The reason for BWCs gaining more popularity, according to some officers, was
that the general public was demanding more accountability from the officers: “Nationally, if
enough people are saying something is wrong, we (police) have to address it.” BWCs used as
tools to improve police conduct may help build or improve the trust between police and
citizens, because “it only shows truth.”

Even though most of the officers viewed BWCs as a “trend” or more than a
“necessity,” the ten officers interviewed unanimously agreed that BWC footage could be used
to protect officers. First, the footage could help bridge the gap between the public and the
officers. Some officers mentioned that social media and the news may have misled certain
members of the public into believing that police brutality was common. During the
interviews, some officers said that they would prefer if BWC footage was open to the public
so that people could witness a complete view of police work. One officer believed that the
general public, especially those who held pre-existing negative attitudes that “cops are bad,”
would be surprised by what they see in the videos. Secondly, in the case of being wrongly
accused by citizens, officers thought that they could use the BWC footage to “clear” the
complaints. Some of the officers mentioned that they had heard some BWC research showed
that it lowered the number of complaints filed against officers, and were looking forward to

using BWC footage to protect themselves from the wrongful accusations.

Dispersing Street-level Crimes
Some officers thought that the BWC may help lower the appearance of certain street-

level crimes, such as drug dealing and loitering. As drugs were mentioned by most of the
officers as the top crime concern that potentially causes other crimes, many officers believed
reducing drug sales could help bring down the area’s crime rate. However, officers did
emphasize the “dispersing” effect, which means the BWC might just re-direct these street-
level crimes into other areas instead of decreasing the amount of crime in that area.

Major Concerns of BWC

Besides the aforementioned benefits, officers also shared their concerns regarding the
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implementation of the BWC. The general policies and the Standard of Operations Procedures
(SOP) for the BWC were not published by the time the ride-along research occurred, nor were
the officers trained, thus many of the concerns regarding BWCs focused on the unknown or

unsure aspects of the policy and operations.

Police Reporting Procedures

Although officers did not seem to be worried about adapting to new technology like
BWC, some officers did express their expectation for the BWC technology to be up to date
and easy to use. The convenience of the BWC technology was thought to be directly related to
their efficiency and performance. Officers were not sure how the uploading and downloading
process could be completed, how consistent BWC technology would be with MDT, or how
much they should rely on the BWC footage to do police reports. Some of them mentioned that
the uploading/downloading speed could potentially affect officers’ efficiency: if it would take
a long time to upload the video, officers would have to spend more time handling the BWC

instead of doing more patrol work.

Privacy Issues

Without an SOP, officers were not sure of when to turn the camera on/off during
patrol work. On one hand, officers were concerned about their own privacy, and worried that
their personal life could be exposed through BWCs. For example, officers wouldn’t want the
BWHC to capture a conversation between them and their family members or other officers. On
the other hand, officers were concerned about using BWCs in circumstances/places where
cameras might be prohibited. Officers thought that the BWC policy should cover many
potential contradictions: places like hospitals and schools usually have policies that prohibit
the use of cameras; in addition, residents may also want officers to turn off the cameras when
entering their homes. Officers raised many questions in relation to these concerns, such as:
“What to do when people ask the officer to turn the camera off?” “What to do when the
suspect is underage?”” and “What to do when the victim is a child?”

Researchers also asked officers how BWC could change the investigation
process/result of shooting assaults. Officers thought the BWC could potentially hurt the

efficiency of investigation due to the loss of anonymity from the interviewees’ perspective.
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They were unitedly against the idea of wearing BWC while conducting a neighborhood check
following a shooting incident. Some of the officers were certain that the BWC would keep

some witnesses or persons with knowledge from talking to police.

Loss of Discretion

Loss of discretion is listed as one of the major concerns in using BWCs. Officers
mentioned that they would assess the situation before making decisions to arrest or not,
however, if BWC videos do get evaluated by supervisors, officers may have no choice but to
make an arrest due to the mandated-arrest policy. For example, if the camera records someone
engaging in minor criminal offenses such as loitering, the officer may be pressured by the
BWC to make an arrest when they could just give the suspect a verbal warning.

Like other concerns officers raised, researchers came to the understanding that
officers’ concern about losing discretion mainly came from their uncertainty about BWC
policy. Officers were not sure if their video footage would be checked by their supervisor,
and officers’ use of discretion may be greatly impacted by the disciplinary regime in the
BWC policy. Some officers said that they would expect an increase in arrest rates after the
BWC implementation simply because of the pressure to arrest. This expectation was also
shared by several sergeants in Clinton Section. In fact, the discipline regime in BWC policy

may not only impact officers’ use of discretion but also become a concern itself.

BWC Becoming a Tool to Discipline Officers

Officers generally didn’t mind the idea of implementing BWC, and they thought the
footage could be used to justify their behaviors. However, a few officers were concerned that
the BWC may become a tool to discipline officers. One officer said that he would be bothered
by the idea of being “second guessed” if supervisors routinely/randomly checked the footage
they submitted and made statements such as “You did this, but you should have done that.”
The officer also mentioned that he would be frustrated if the video footage needed to be
submitted for every complaint that officer receives, not only because the thought of being
“second guessed” but also because the reviewing process could take officers “off the road”:
“Just because someone (a citizen) called for a complaint, that officer has to be checked (on his
BWC footage) ... (That idea) really bothers me.”
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Officers thought that the policy should have some flexibility, because the
circumstances don’t always allow officers to turn their cameras on. During the ride-along
sessions, researchers had the chance to follow officers to respond to emergencies including
police chase of burglary suspects, car accident rescue, as well as confronting suspects reported
with weapons. Officers mentioned that in these situations they might be too busy to turn on
the BWC and they should not be blamed for not turning it on in time. In an officer’s word,

“things could go from zero to a hundred really quick (in policing).”

Officers’ Age Gap in Perceptions of BWC

Through interviewing officers in different age groups, researchers also identified an
age difference regarding officers’ attitudes toward BWCs. In general, all ten officers
interviewed were not very concerned about the implementation of BWC. However,
younger/newer officers were more open-minded to BWCs than older officers mostly because
of their confidence in adapting new technologies. Older officers tend to have more concerns
with BWC operation and the policies related to it. Researchers think this difference in
perceptions of BWC may be related to experience in policing: older officers who have
experienced different trends/changes/reforming in local police structure may have
experienced different levels of inconvenience in adapting to new things. It could also be due
to the younger generation being exposed to a constant change in technology, even from a
young age. Therefore, those officers would be more adaptable and unopposed to
implementing new technology in policing.

This difference is based on researchers’ qualitative observation; therefore, in order to
test the result, quantitative data will be needed. Researchers hope to gain more insight on this
finding through surveys. In addition, we want to further examine how age and/or previous

policing experience affect officers’ BWC user experience after the implementation.

Sergeants’ Expectation on BWC’s Impact on Administration
Beside the ride-along sessions with patrol officers, researchers also spent some time
talking to several Sergeants in the Clinton sector and other sections regarding their perception
of BWC. The interview sessions with Sergeants were done in the form of unstructured

interviews, during which researchers did not prepare a set of standard questions, instead, we
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asked questions based on the content of conversation. As the first-line supervisors of the patrol
officers, sergeants spent the majority of their time in the office reviewing reports, filling out
paper work, monitoring radio and checking warrants. Overall, their perception of BWC shared
some similarities with patrol officers; however, sergeants differed in aspects that are related to
their supervising roles.

Sergeants perceived BWC’s function as being beneficial but limited. The BWC was a
great improvement on police documenting incidents, but its role could be limited because of its
inability to capture the incidents from the officers’ perspectives. One sergeant mentioned that
the camera may see things very differently from the officers’ vision: it may capture a wider
angle than officers’ or it may capture something that the officer couldn’t see in that moment
(example: when the officer turning his/her head to other suspects while the BWC is facing one
suspect(s) or when a suspect is approaching the officer from behind).

Sergeants believed that the nature of their job and workload would be highly dependent
on the BWC policy. For example, some of them mentioned that if sergeants were mandated to
review the BWC footage when reviewing reports, then the BWC could add a dramatic amount
of workload. However, different sergeants looked at this potential change differently: some
thought reviewing the BWC footage could help increase the completeness and accuracy of the
reports, while others thought it would add more obligations on top of their “already heavy”
work load.

One sergeant thought that the BWC wouldn’t affect officers’ discretion in making
an arrest, and he believed that BWC was “unlikely to affect arrests in a downward

fashion”.

Limitations
Although researchers attempted to select samples that can represent Clinton Section
overall, there are several limitations in this ride-along study. Researchers were randomly
assigned to do ride-along during different shifts, but officers selected to participate in the
research study were assigned by sergeants. It is unknown how sergeants made their decisions
to choose officers to be in the study, thus it is possible that participating officers’ opinions are
different from the others’.

Throughout this ride-along study, female officers were not selected as research samples.
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Although the number of female officers in the Clinton Section is significantly less than male
officers, their opinions should be recognized in the BWC study since they are likely to have
different views on BWC issues from their male colleagues. We recognize this as another
limitation of our ride-along study and will include female officers in our future research.
Conclusion

As a pre-study project, these ride-along sessions not only gave researchers several
directions for future BWC study but also offered some insights on improving the efficiency of
BWC implementation. Researchers gained a thorough understanding of officers’ expectations of
BWC, which set the foundation for future evaluation studies.

Officers perceived drugs as the major problem in Clinton Section because they tended
to lead to other violent crime, property crime and domestic disputes. Officers who worked the
daytime shift were more concerned with the shortage of officers than officers who worked the
night shift. Depending on the specific paper work and procedures, a police report could take
an officer as short as ten minutes or as long as two hours to finish. Officers believed that
technologies have really simplified the incident documenting and record searching
procedures. However, officers generally viewed verbal communication skills as being more
important than technology in policing, and new technologies like BWC were helpful, but very
limited in the capacity to assist with the most critical component of policing —
communication.

Due to the lack of information, officers were confused on what to expect and/or how to
prepare for BWC implementation. Officers mostly attributed the push for BWC to a national
trend rather than a necessity for policing. They were generally comfortable with the idea of
BWC, but believed that it could only bring a limited change in policing. The human
component stands out in officers’ perception of the nature of policing, which corresponds to
their understanding of the limited role of technology.

Officers agreed that one of BWC’s biggest benefits for them was that it could be used to
justify officers’ actions when falsely accused. Some officers also thought that the footage
could be used to show the public what police work really entails, thus eliminating some of the
prejudices held by the public. Another major benefit perceived by officers was BWC’s
potential in improving criminal justice process efficiency.

Policy plays a key role in affecting officers’ attitudes towards BWC and it was the
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focus of many officers’ concerns. They thought that the SOP should thoroughly cover every
possible circumstance yet leave some space for officers’ discretion. Places like schools,
hospitals and private homes need to be specifically addressed in the policy; crimes related to
sexual abuse, child abuse, etc. should also be especially considered in the SOP. The policy
should also show some understanding when the circumstances don’t allow officers to turn on
the BWC in time. Some officers were worried that the BWC may become a tool to discipline
officers: they were concerned that a “discipline regime” may take more officers off the road

and reduce proactive policing.
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Glossary

BWC — Body Worn Camera

CPSI — Center for Public Safety Initiatives
MDT — Mobile Data Terminal

RPD — Rochester Police Department

SOP — Standard Operation Procedure
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Appendix A:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Appendix B:

Rochester Police Department Patrol

Staffing
Officers Sergeants Lieutenants | Investigators
4x2 Work Week* 5x2* Total
Section Platoon Wheel A| Wheel Bl Wheel C
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
Lake 3rd 10 10 10 30 5 1 3
4th 10 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Genesee 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Goodman 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
Clinton 3rd 10 10 10 30 5 1 3
4th 10 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 3 3 3 9 1 1 0
2nd 3 3 3 9 2 1 1
3rd 3 3 3 9 1 1 1
Central 4th 4 4 1 0 1
5th 10 10 1 0 0
Detail** 10 10 0 0 0
Total 9 9 9 24 51 6 3 3
Patrol Total 99 99 99 60 357 54 15 31
Platoon Hours *Patrol personnelworkeithera4dayson 2daysoffrotatingschedule ora
1st 23:00-07:00 fixed 5 days on 2 days off schedule.
2nd 07:00-15:00
3rd 15:00-23:00 ** Central section staffs a unique combination of foot posts and walking
4th 19:00-03:00 beats in the downtown business district between its 5th platoon and detail
5th 11:00-19:00 personnel.

Times may vary slightly by Section
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Appendix C:

Pre-Implementation Interview Framework

1. What does a typical work day look like?

a. How long have you been a police officer?

b. How long have you been patrolling this area? How long have you been working on
this shift?

c. What’s your patrol area?

d. What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience working
here?

e. What times of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger workload
(Calls for service etc.)?

f. How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major crime
scene or other issues)

g. Overall, what do you think the state of police/citizen encounters are right now? Are
citizens cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the community
you are patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?

h. What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?

i. How often do you have to use force to solve a problem?

j.  How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWCs in policing? (Based on your
personal experience and the national trend)

k. What issues do you want the BWC study to address?

I.  Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have helped?

2. In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?

a. Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the addition of
BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter, etc)

(1) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do you think
BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
e Do you think BWC will increase the likelihood of proactive encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will change response to reactive encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will bring more reliance on supervisor consultation?
(2) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
e Mentally ill

e Family disturbance/domestic dispute

e Any early investigative activities (calls to assaults)
e Dealing with juveniles

e Drugdealing

e Gangs

(3) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
e Do you think BWCs will help increase the public’s trust of police?
(Justify certain cases?)
e Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of police/citizen
encounter?
e What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would question the
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camera usage? Why?

e How do you think the appearance of the BWC would affect the
quality/quantity of informational communication between police and
concerned citizens?

e How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?

o How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

e How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative interviews?
(4) In what ways do you think BWCs would affect domestic violence cases? (Victim
cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)
3. Police perceptions of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)

(1) Do you think BWCs will be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?
If Concern > Benefit:

e What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

e What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could solve a problem in your work?

(2) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(3) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect
your role as an officer?

(4) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera
may present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with
minors, in extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(5) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?

33|Page



Appendix lla: Goodman and Genesee Section Officers’ Perception of
Body-Worn Cameras in Policing Before Implementation: An Executive
Summary
8/17/2017

=
B vovw.rit.edu/cpsi

M

Center for
Public Safety

Initiatives
Nate LeMahieu, M.S. Na Liu, M.S. Chris Sweadner, M.S.
Research Assistant Research Associate Research Assistant
John Klofas, Ph.D. John McCluskey, Ph.D. Irshad Altheimer, Ph.D.
Director Department Chairperson Deputy Director
imkgcj@rit.edu j[dmagcj@rit.edu ixagcj@rit.edu

www.rit.edu/cpsi/

34|Page


mailto:jmkgcj@rit.edu
mailto:jdmgcj@rit.edu
mailto:ixagcj@rit.edu
http://www.rit.edu/cpsi/

Executive Summary

I.  Genesee and Goodman Patrol Section officers frequently based their feelings and
predictions for the body-worn camera (BWC) on the current BWC roll-out in the Clinton
Section.

Il.  On average, most officers were comfortable using BWCs and believed that department
adaptation would be swift.
I1l.  Clinton Section officers believed that the BWCs would create a larger impact on police-
citizen encounters, whereas Genesee Section officers did not.
IV.  Officers predicted three major benefits of BWC implementation:
a. The provision of visual evidence that would support the decisions made by
officers in a case.
b. The enhancement of police transparency by providing the community with a
contemporary picture of police work.
c. May potentially expedite case resolution by enhancing the completeness and
clarity of report writing, while also aiding testimonies.
V.  Officers expressed four major concerns about BWC implementation:
a. Reduced information gathered from witnesses due to privacy concerns.
b. Attachment clip issues that often lead to the detachment of BWCs.
c. Increased workload due to BWC-related responsibilities (e.g. uploading footage,
camera activation, etc.).

d. Mandatory recording policies dealing with sensitive incidents or environments.
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Report Summary
Introduction

This report serves as an executive summary of a larger report by both identifying and

summarizing the key findings of the larger report herein.? Body Worn Cameras (BWCs) have

recently been adopted by police departments nationwide in order to redefine policing,
accountability, and transparency. BWCs are argued to encourage constructive encounters
between police and community members, enhance police legitimacy, improve evidence
collection for arrest and prosecution, and expedite the resolution of internal and external
complaints (White, 2014). After receiving broad support from local communities in Rochester,
the Rochester City Council invested financial support for BWCs with additional support in the
form of a grant from the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA). A stipulation of receiving federal
assistance from the BJA included an independent evaluation conducted by the Center for Public
Safety Initiatives (CPSI). CPSI’s evaluation of the Rochester Police Department’s (RPD)
implementation of BWCs is multi-faceted, including a variety of qualitative and quantitative data
to assess the impact of BWCs on policing processes and outcomes. This assessment includes, but
is not limited to, changes in crime occurrence, complaints against police, and criminal justice
processes (including criminal and internal investigations).

A component of CPSI’s evaluative strategy was to include ride-along interviews with
RPD officers to collect qualitative data on officers’ perceptions and expectations of body-worn
cameras. For these interviews, researchers developed a semi-structured interview that was
designed around anticipated changes in policing and police processes after BWC adoption (See
Appendix A). The researchers interviewed RPD officers from four of seven beats in Goodman
Section, as well as four officers in the seven beats of the Genesee Section (See Appendix B). The
key findings of the report are summarized in the following sections. This report summary
focuses on the results of the Goodman and Genesee Sections officer interviews that occurred pre-

implementation of BWCs in these respective sections.

2 For additional information, please contact: jmkgcj@rit.edu or www.rit.edu/cpsi
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Key Findings
Second-hand Knowledge Acquired from Clinton Rollout

During the ride-along interviews, Genesee and Goodman Section officers frequently
based their discussions pertaining to BWCs around what they had heard about the experiences of
Clinton Section officers. During the time of the interviews held in the Genesee and Goodman
Sections, the officers in the Clinton Section began to receive their BWCs. Therefore, it should be
taken into consideration that the perceptions and expectations of Genesee and Goodman officers
may have adapted in relation to the experiences of the Clinton Section officers.

Receptiveness to Adopting New Technologies

Both Genesee and Goodman Section officers declared that they were comfortable
utilizing the BWC technology in patrol. These officers stated that, much like with other
technological additions to policing such as dash-cams and Mobile Data Terminals (MDT), the
officers would quickly adapt to the implementation of BWCs. Only one officer did not support
the utilization of BWCs.

Anticipated Changes in Policing

Generally, the officers of the Goodman and the Genesee Sections had similar
expectations when discussing anticipated changes in policing. A key distinction that researchers
identified were the Sections’ differences in belief as to whether the BWC could positively impact
interactions between law enforcement personnel and community members. Officers in the
Goodman Section believed BWCs would positively influence police-community interactions,
citing expected behavioral changes in both police and civilians. In contrast, the officers in the
Genesee Section expressed reservations with this idea, stating that changes in officer or citizen
behavior are unlikely with the added presence of a camera.

Perceived Benefits in Implementing BWCs

Among the Goodman and Genesee Sections, officers cited three major benefits: evidence
that supports officer decisions, transparency in policing, and expedited case resolution. The
benefit that officers perceived as most impactful was that the BWCs could provide evidence
from their perspective. It was expected that evidence from the perspective of the officer would be
used to provide a rationale for discretionary decisions and support the claims of officers when
adjudicating complaints.

Officers also believed that BWC footage could potentially enhance policing transparency.

37|Page



The officers explained that the public may be misinformed in terms of the daily reality of
policing, and that the BWC video would provide additional insight into the day-to-day functions
of policing. These same officers hoped that community members would have the chance to
watch BWC video to help understand the reality of policing rather than what social media has
portrayed.

Lastly, officers believed that the additional evidence that BWCs provide could assist with
expedited case resolution. Particularly, officers stated that BWC video would enhance the
completeness and accuracy of report writing, especially in cases where a lot of dialogue is
exchanged, such as in domestic disputes. Officers believed that having BWC video of these
incidents would provide enhanced clarity, and potentially resolve cases more quickly.
Perceived Concerns in Implementing BWCs

The Genesee and Goodman Section officers provided information pertaining to their
concerns for BWC implementation. The primary concerns were: reduction in information
gathered, attachment clip issues, increases in workload, and mandatory recording policies.
Officers commonly cited concerns pertaining to decreased quantity and quality of information
gathered from individuals. The officers believed that due to privacy concerns, civilians may be
reluctant to share information with officers which could potentially hamper the efficiency of
field investigations.

Officers frequently indicated concerns related to the BWC attachment clip, which was
also considered a common issue in the Clinton Section. The officers had overheard that the
BWCs had issues with being securely fastened to the uniform and would commonly fall off in
circumstances that required physical engagement.

Officers also believed that the BWCs would substantially increase their workload.
Officers adapted this belief based on how the BWCs had impacted the Clinton Section officers.
As BWCs require uploading, downloading, and tagging the footage after each call, officers felt
that the BWCs could lead them to potentially spend less time patrolling as a result of prioritizing
BWC-related processes.

The last concern that officers described is related mandatory recording policies. Officers
were not certain whether the policy covered incidents involving hospital environments, victims,
or minors. As a result of this uncertainty, officers anticipated possible complications in their

patrol work involving these locations and individuals.
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Conclusion

As the body-worn camera roll-out phase has been incremental, the discussions that
researchers had with Genesee and Goodman Section officers were inevitably influenced by the
use of BWCs in other sections. The ride-along interviews, however, were able to provide an
informative depiction of the beliefs that officers have pertaining to BWC implementation. While
officers perceived that the BWCs will improve policing by providing substantial benefits in
electronic evidence, policing transparency, and quicker case resolution, the expected benefits
were not without anticipated complications. Reduced witness information, issues with physical
attachment, increased workload, and mandatory recording policies were among the primary

concerns that officers expressed.
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Appendix A:
A Framework of Interview for Ride-along

4. What does a typical work today look like?

5.

m.

n.

Ww.

X.

How long have you been a police officer?

How long have you been patrolling this area? And how long have you been working
on this shift?

What’s your patrol area?

What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience working
here?

What time of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger workload
(Calls for service etc.)?

How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major crime
scene or other issues)

Overall, what do you think the police/citizen encounter right now? Are citizens
cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the community you are
patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?

What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?

How often do you have to use force to solve the problem?

How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWC in policing? (Based on your
personal experience and the national trend)

What issues do you want the BWC study to address?

Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have helped?

In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?

b.

Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the addition of
BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter,
(5) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do you think
BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
e Do you think BWC will change the likelihood of proactive encounters?
e Do you think BWC will change response to reactive encounters?
e Do you think BWC will bring more reliance on supervisor consultation?
(6) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
Mentally ill
Family disturbance/domestic dispute
Any early investigative activities (calls to assaults)
Dealing with juveniles
Drug dealing
e Gang
(7) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
e Do you think BWC will help increase public’s trust to police? (Justify
certain cases?)
e Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of police/citizen
encounter?
e What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would question the
camera usage? Why?
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e How do you think the appearance of the BWC would affect the
quality/quantity of informational communication between police and
concerned citizens?

e How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?

e How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

e How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative
interviews?

(8) In what ways do you think BWC would affect domestic violence cases? (Victim
cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)

6. Police perception of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)

(6) Do you think BWC going to be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?

If Concern > Benefit:

e What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

e What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC? (Technology?
Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an example of how
BWC could solve a problem in your work?

(7) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(8) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect your
role as an officer?

(9) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera may
present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with minors, in
extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(10) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?
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Appendix B:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Abstract

This study evaluates the impact of body-worn cameras (BWC) on police work, police-
citizen encounters, and internal administrative procedures of the Rochester Police
Department. In order to understand and measure the impact of BWC, researchers use a series
of quantitative data including, but not limited to, crime occurrence, complaints against police,
and criminal justice processes (criminal and internal investigations) before and after the
camera deployment. This ride-along report is designed as a qualitative study for researchers
to understand the nature of contemporary police patrol work. The purpose of the ride-along
study is to collect qualitative data on officers’ attitudes and expectations of how the body-
worn cameras’ will affect their work. After analyzing the result of each ride-along interview,
researchers extracted several major aspects that were essential in understanding officers’
current thoughts related to policing and the BWC. By comparing the pre-study results from
different sections, researchers also hope to find out whether or not officers’ attitudes were

different between the sections of RPD.

Key words: body-worn camera, ride-along, policing, perception
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Research Purpose
Expectations for body-worn cameras (BWC) are extremely high in the public’s opinion
(Mitchell, 2017), as well as that of policy makers and police administrators (21% Century
Policing Task Force, 2015). The complexity of police work, in terms of the exercise of
discretion, the engagement of the public in sensitive encounters, and the management of day-
to- day operations is likely to yield unanticipated changes in workflow, amendments to policy
(e.g., LAPD video release policy: http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-lapd-video-

policy- 20170131 -story.html), and perhaps even changes in patrol officers’ and citizens’

behaviors (Ariel and colleagues, 2016). It is imperative to have a baseline understanding of
workflow, decision-processes, and routines to understand where, why, and how changes
occurred subsequent to BWC implementation. This motivates the current research report
which details patrol work and the current nature of police-citizen contact within the Goodman
and Genesee sections. First, the methodology is introduced, outlining the sample of shifts and
interview protocol. Next information gleaned from ride-along sessions via debriefings
regarding encounters with citizens and a semi-structured interview of officers is distilled to
establish a sketch of current patrol practice and to probe expectations for change that might

be expected to accompany the implementation of BWC.
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Methodology

Sample Selection

The Operation Bureau of RPD consists of five patrol sections: Lake, Genesee,
Goodman, Clinton, and Central. Each section is divided into different car beats (See Appendix
A for additional information detailing car beats in subsequently mentioned patrol sections).
Within Lake, Genesee, Goodman, and Clinton Sections there are three platoons (1* Platoon:
23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00); for Central Section there are
five platoons (1% Platoon: 23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00; 4™
Platoon: 19:00- 3:00; 5" Platoon: 11:00-19:00). Central Section’s staffing is different from
the other sections due to its unique combination of foot posts and walking beats in the
downtown business district between its 5th platoon and detail personnel (See Appendix B for

the staffing detail of each platoon).

There are seven police beats in Goodman Section: 205, 215, 225, 235, 245, 255, and
265; and seven police beats in Genesee Section: 203, 213, 223, 233, 243, 253, and 263 (See
Appendix A). For the ride-along sessions with patrol officers, researchers first randomly
selected platoons and patrol beats, then randomly assigned them to four researchers. Each
ride- along entailed four hours of observation and questions by researchers. Thus, each eight-

hour Platoon was divided into two four-hour periods for each researcher to choose. For
example: Researcher A was randomly assigned to the assortment of the 2" Platoon of Beat

215, since 2"Platoon includes the whole eight hours from 7:00 to 15:00, the researcher could
choose to do the ride along either from 7:00 to 11:00 or from 11:00 to 15:00 on a week-day
based on his/her schedule. A CPSI Research Assistant contacted the RPD BWC research
coordinator in advance to schedule the ride-along sessions. Overall, it took researchers one
week to finish all four ride- along sessions in Goodman Section and five days to finish all

four ride-along sessions in Genesee Section.

The four officers selected for the ride-along in Goodman Section were all males with
eight to ten years of policing experience. For Genesee Section, the four officers assigned for
the ride-along interview were also male, with an average length of experience of six years
ranging from three years to eleven years of experience. It should be acknowledged here that

although researchers randomly assigned ride-along platoons, the officers were directly
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assigned by their supervisors. The result is limited in generalizability due to the absence of
female officers and less experienced officers in the samples.
Researchers used a previously developed interview protocol as a guideline during ride- along
sessions (See Appendix C for General Interview Questions for BWC Ride-along Research).
During the interviews, researchers engaged in conversation with patrol officers, and improvised
follow-ups depending on the circumstances. For example, after a call-for-service, researchers are
expected to ask officers question like: “Could anything have been changed if you had a body-
worn camera?” The purpose of this type of question is to help officers relate specific calls-for-
service types to the BWC. This semi-structured interview format allowed researchers to explore
beyond the framework of prepared questions and expand the scope of research topics as
appropriate. Before each ride-along session, researchers explained to officers the purpose of the
ride-along and provided an oral statement of confidentiality.
Officers’ Perception of Policing and Police Work in Goodman and Genesee Sections
Researchers started the interview by asking officers about the structure of policing and
the nature of police work in their respective section. Subsequent interview questions inquired
whether officers believed the body-worn camera could affect the nature of police work as well
as officers’ expectations of the BWC. Researchers also observed officers’ interactions with
citizens during calls-for-service and other encounters. Therefore, additional questions could be
asked based on the specific situation without changing the overall structure of the interview
framework. Officers provided their experience with calls for service and nature of the crimes

in the section.

Goodman Section Ride-Along Findings
Officers’ Understanding of the Goodman Section
Goodman Section is located at the south-east side of the City of Rochester,
neighboring Clinton Section, Central Section and Genesee Section. With Irondequoit
bordering the northern side and Brighton bordering the southern side, Goodman section
shares some suburban features. Overall, this section is a combination of business areas,

residential areas and suburban areas.

Goodman Section’s crime distribution is largely dependent on its geographical
location. During one ride-along, an officer described Goodman Section as “two different
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animals.” Based on the officers’ experience, crimes related to drugs (both drug usage and
drug dealing), shootings, and gang violence occur more frequently in the northern side of this
section as opposed to the southern side. One officer compared Goodman Section to Clinton
Section and commented: “Goodman (Section) has its problematic areas, but I believe it’s the

nicest section in the city.”

Officers’ Understanding of Current Police-Citizen Interaction

Officers’ thoughts on police-citizen interaction in Goodman Section generally appear
to be positive. Officers believe that most people in their beats trust the police and usually do
not experience many issues during calls for service. However, they sometimes have to deal
with individuals who “hate the police.” Despite the fact that officers remain positive in
regards to community trust, one officer mentioned that he noticed a decrease in trust in
recent years. He supported this thought by describing current public trust of police as the
“lowest in his career” and expressed that the national media has brought a “detrimental
effect” on this. During some interactions with citizens, he has been told: “You cops are just
out here killing black people!”

Officers’ opinions on the national trends of community trust for the police are
consistent: they think the national trend is negative. Social media was cited by officers as the
major factor that leads to the detriment of community trust for police. One officer stated: “the
media, especially social media, has tried to make law enforcement look bad, and as a result of
that, citizens have changed their perspectives of the police.” Officers mentioned that many
videos of police-citizen interactions on the internet don’t show the entire incident, and people
start forming opinions based on these “snippets.” One officer commented that there has been

an increase in people who want to argue with the police “for the sake of arguing.”

Officers’ View of BWCs and Its Change
Officers’ Understanding of BWC’s Benefits
In general, the officers of Goodman Section are comfortable with the idea of using the
BWC in policing and believe that it will bring positive changes. Officers are generally
comfortable with the idea of using BWC. With some experience of changes in RPD (both
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organizational and operational), the officers consider the BWC as a new policing “tool in the
toolbox™ or “another part of the uniform” that will not affect their role as police officers, and
that they will eventually get used to. One officer assured that within five years from now,

officers will get used to the BWC just as they did when the computer system was installed in

the car.

Officers believe that the BWC can provide evidence to defend their discretionary
decisions and behaviors. “Now the police can show their side of things,” one officer
commented. Another officer described that he hoped that the body-worn cameras could be
used to show the public “what really happens” when facing the accusations caused by social
media. Officers hope that the transparency of the BWC could help the public understand the
“real police jobs on a day-to-day basis” instead of basing their judgment on social media.
Another benefit of BWC footage as evidence, according to officers, is that it helps to
disentangle complicated situations. During domestic disputes, a lot of “he said, she said” can
be resolved easily through BWC footage. Some officers believe that the BWC’s footage could
also help to enhance the accuracy of their police reports. Standard police reports may not
document the entirety of an incident, but details like a citizen’s attitude, body posture, actions,
and language can be seen clearly through BWC footage. During a court testimony, the BWC
footage could be used as evidence to help officers recall a specific momentaccurately.

Officers think overall that the BWC is likely to have no impact on interactions during
calls-for-service but may help to deescalate certain situations depending on the individual and
the officer. The BWC may bring a positive behavioral change to “both sides of the camera”:
the presence of the BWC may cause some people to change their behavior instantly; at the
same time, officers themselves are likely to change their behavior, especially their language,
during the interaction. One officer gave an example of police-citizen interactions benefiting
from the BWC in a bar setting, where people often yell at the police in order to cause a
reaction from the officers. The officer believes interactions like this will decrease once the

BWHC is used as a visible policing tool.
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Officers’ Concerns for BWCs

Despite the variety of benefits mentioned during the ride-along sessions, officers
revealed various concerns about the BWC. Researchers summarized these concerns into four
general aspects: BWC functions/operation, BWC hardware, capturing capability, and citizen
input.

First, police officers talked about their concerns regarding the technical functions of
the BWCs. Researchers noticed that Goodman Section officers often used their knowledge of
Clinton Section officers’ experiences, as a result, the answers they gave were combinations of
their own perceptions and second-hand knowledge of what Clinton Section officers had
experienced. This was also very common when officers mentioned their concerns about BWC
function/operation and potential user experience.

Officers’ concerns pertained to the hardware and technological design of the BWC
itself. Based on their knowledge of the current implementation in Clinton Section, officers
expressed concerns about BWC size, weight, battery life, and docking procedures.
Additionally, officers showed concern with the security of the physical attachment of the
camera. One officer stated that “it easily falls off,” and may lead to some further concerns
with officer safety, especially during foot-chases. Even though officers were generally
optimistic about using BWC in future policing, there was some concern about adapting to the
BWC. One officer mentioned there could be an increase in response time for calls-for-
services as a result of officers spending more time on BWC-related operations.

Second, officers were not sure whether the BWC is capable of capturing everything
occurring during an incident. Officers knew that the BWC is going to be located on the chest;
therefore, it has a different angle from officers’ vision. An officer elaborated by stating “they
often don’t record what they should, they only get the mid-section of people because that’s
where they are located on the body.” One officer even suggested body-worn cameras that are
designed to be worn like glasses for a better recording angle. Officers also discussed their
experience of using other forms of footage to resolve false accusations. An officer talked
about his previous experience of using blue light camera footage to defend himself against an
accusation. The officer had made an arrest for drug possession, and the whole process was

captured by a nearby blue light camera.
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“...this guy called in a complaint and said that we stole his watch — he didn’t
even have a watch — and he also said that we used excessive force on him... I
looked at the video and it did look like | was pushing him down, but | told them
I just had my hand on him for monitoring...sometimes videos are misleading...
it’s not like there are gonna be drones flying around catching every angle and
they aren’t in high definition either. I think they are only in 480p and it’s hard
to see everything at that resolution. About the watch, they pointed out this little
white speck and said ‘you see that’s his watch, he said it was white’. I couldn’t
believe it, there are tons of white specs all over the screen. It honestly looked
like a piece of trash, you know, there is so much trash in the street, those little
Huggies containers everywhere. But the good thing about the video was that it
showed him drop the dope. You could see in the video he pulled it out of his
pocket and dropped it on the ground. And honestly, I didn’t see that when it
happened so that was good. I don’t know if a body camera would have helped
or not here. It might have been able to show that I wasn’t using force, but again
it depends on the camera and like | said before, it only captures a small area

because of where it is located on the body.”

Third, officers unanimously think that the appearance of the BWC is likely to
decrease the quality and quantity of information from citizens. Although officers generally
think that the appearance of the BWC may help deescalate people in certain situations, it may
bring other issues that affect the efficiency of field investigation: witnesses and people with
knowledge may be reluctant to talk because of privacy concerns. Despite the fact that getting
information from citizens is not a typical issue in Goodman Section, during regular foot-
patrol, citizens may still be “skeptical” of the camera and may want to avoid being recorded.

After an officer responded to a man reporting a domestic incident, a researcher
asked “Would anything be changed if you had a BWC on you? Why?” The officer was sure
that the interaction would have been changed. He went on and explained that the man
looked “very apprehensive” and didn’t want to be seen as he was “snitching”, so the officer
thought that the man would not have been “so forth coming with info” if he had noticed a
camera.

Last, but not least, officers raised concerns with the policy of the BWC. Researchers
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found that officers’ knowledge about the BWC policy was limited, and this corresponded with
their uncertainty about the general implementation plan. As a result, officers described their
concerns in the form of “if the policy... that might be a problem.” Mandatory recording
situations, whether or not minors and victims can be recorded, as well as BWC data storage
were mentioned during the ride-along interview as areas where policy may create issues for

patrol work.

Genesee Section Ride-Along Results

Officers’ Understanding of Genesee Section

Genesee Section is located in the south-western corner of the City of Rochester,
bordering Lake Section, Central Section, and Goodman Section. Divided by the Genesee
River, the southern side of Genesee Section includes the University of Rochester campus,
residential areas, and some business areas, while the northern side is primarily industrial and
residential areas. Officers mentioned drugs, specifically marijuana and heroin, as a major
problem withinthe Section and one officer expressed that many homicides within the Section

were drug or alcohol related.

Officers’ Understanding on the State of Current Police-Citizen Interactions

Officers in Genesee Section generally hold positive views of the citizens within their
section. Consistently, each of the officers described the people of Genesee as generally good
and willing to help the police, but there is also a small part of the population that regularly
engages in illegal behavior and distrusts the police. As one officer put it: “The people [who
are] not breaking the law are very cooperative. The ones that do not obey the law have no
respect whatsoever.” The officers tend to deal primarily with citizens who break the law and
some of the officers feel as though these individuals have helped to shape more negative
public opinions of the police; “... many people trust the police, but we don’t deal with them,
often, but [the] part of the population who don’t trust us will always call and they tend to

mislead the public and media.”
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Officers’ Views on BWCs and Its Change
Officers’ Understanding of BWC’s Benefits

The Genesee Section officers interviewed were mostly uncertain in regards to how the
BWC could benefit their work. Officers expressed their belief that the BWC might be useful
for providing evidence to support the claims of officers. Two of the officers discussed how
suspects often deny their involvement in criminal actions after being arrested. The BWC
footage would show suspects engaging in the same activity as observed by officers. One
officer believed that the footage might be useful in this way for dealing with drug-dealers, as
police will “be able to prove these individuals are at the same place, day after day, even when

they shouldn’t be in those areas.”

The officers were generally comfortable with the idea of using the BWC. One
officer who had previously worked with a police department which used dash cams
stated that the dash cam “helped me more than it bothered me,” and that being given a
camera did not bother him either. It is also worth noting, however, that one of the
officers expressed that while he did not mind being given a camera, he “absolutely

disagree[s] with it,” and is uncomfortable with operating the technology.

Officers’ Concerns for BWCs

The officers of Genesee Section discussed various concerns they had about the BWC.
One concern held by each of the officers is that the BWC would make it more difficult to get
information from witnesses or concerned citizens. According to the officers, many people are
uncomfortable giving a written statement or appearing in court; it is unlikely that they will be
more willing to give a recorded statement. One officer related his view that “people are going
to be less likely to talk because they are so afraid to be [seen as] a snitch,” and that “the level
of intelligence we [police officers] can gain will go down dramatically” after the BWC

implementation.

Most of the officers interviewed shared a concern with the reliability of the camera’s
attachment clip. The officers mentioned that they had heard of problems with the BWC
remaining secured from other officers, and one of the officers had personally tried wearing
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the BWC and noticed that the BWC was not securely attached to his uniform. The officers
were concerned that this may become problematic as the BWCs may fall off in more heated
incidents, where the footage could be most important. One of the officers interviewed
actively engages in proactive policing and expressed worry towards the BWC in this regard,
as proactive policing practices tend to involve more physical responses and may be under
higher scrutiny for the public for ‘profiling’. Officers may therefore be placed in difficult
circumstances if the camera should fall off while engaging in proactive policing.

Finally, most of the officers interviewed were concerned that the BWC could be a
burden to their work. The officers have heard that the BWC “requires more work and more
time,” citing the need to dock the camera prior to responding to the next job and the need to
spend time uploading and downloading videos as a primary concern. One officer even referred
to the BWC as ultimately “pointless,” as he felt that the BWC would require a large amount of
additional work and force officers to spend less time patrolling the streets.

Officers’ Expectations on Possible Changes in Policing

The officers interviewed appeared to be skeptical and uncertain about the BWC’s
potential impact on policing overall. The officers shared doubts that the BWC would notably
affect their own behavior on the job. The officers tend to handle each situation based upon its
context and their own best judgment, therefore they are unlikely to alter their behavior due to
the presence of a camera. As one officer said, “It is not going to change daily interaction. If

am going to stop someone, [ am going to stop him no matter if I have a camera or not.”

Similarly, the officers did not feel as though the BWC would increase their need to
contact a supervisor. Each of the officers stated that they only rarely contact a supervisor,
unless a serious incident has occurred, in which they are mandated to do so. The officers
expressed that they are unlikely to contact supervisors outside of these required
circumstances, even with the BWC. One officer noted that the footage may provide useful
information to supervisors in addressing complaints, but otherwise it would not affect their

interactions with supervisors.

Summary
“In the perfect circumstance, if the camera is in the right place, is on entire time,

56|Page



doesn't fall off, and captures [the] entire incident from the officer going to talk to the citizen

to end of use of force incident, then yes they would be great, because it would take away all

the questions.” --A Patrol Officer from Goodman Section

Goodman Section is the third section to implement BWC after Clinton and Central

Sections. By the time researchers conducted ride-along sessions in this section, officers had
gained some knowledge from the other two sites. Like Goodman Section, Genesee Section
officers’ opinions were inevitably affected by their knowledge of the on-going BWC
implementation in other sections. Despite their mutual experience, officers in these two sections
share extremely similar understandings of current police-community trust: both sections’
officers think that people who often interact with the police have less trust in them, while people
who don’t interact with police show more respect and trust for officers. Researchers noticed that
officers in Goodman and Genesee Section generally had more things to say during the interview
relative to Clinton Section, especially on their concerns about BWC operation and user
experience. As noted, the homogeneity of office sex and experience among the sample limits
generalizability, however, the general picture of work in these two sections is not sharply

divergent from that observed in Clinton.

In both Goodman Section and Genesee Section, officers generally agreed that the
BWC would not cause a big change in policing in terms of impacting officers’ discretion.
They consider the BWC as a hew change in policing to which they will eventually adapt.
However, based on their knowledge of the implementation going on in Clinton and Central
Sections, officers had specific concerns about the hardware, technology, and captioning
capability of the BWC.

Although the officers in Goodman and Genesee Section believed the BWC would
provide only minor benefits, research conducted on the impact of BWCs has been proven to be
much more substantial. Recent research on BWCs has shown that they have great potential to
decrease citizen complaints and usage of force (Ariel et al., 2015) and increase perceived
police legitimacy, leading to more crime reporting (Ariel, 2016). These two changes may be
indicative of behavioral transformations in both police and citizens. Capturing officers’
internal acceptance and presumed impact of the BWC is important as police ultimately play a

role in its effectiveness (Gaub et al., 2016). Research capturing these perceptions prior to and
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after BWC deployment show that the internal acceptance of BWCs can be enhanced as it
becomes a more universally accepted technology (Gaub et al, 2016). Future ride-along

sessions will provide additional insight into the relationship of Rochester’s BWC initiative as

it relates to the current research trend.

58|Page



References

Ariel, B. (2016). Increasing cooperation with the police using body worn cameras.
Police quarterly, 19(3), 326-362.

Ariel, B., Farrar, W. A., & Sutherland, A. (2015). The effect of police body-worn cameras on
use of force and citizens’ complaints against the police: A randomized controlled

trial. Journal of quantitative criminology, 31(3), 509-535.

Mitchell, T. (2017). 6. Police views, public views. Retrieved January 18, 2017, from
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/01/11/police-views-public-views/

President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing. (2015). Final Report of the President’s
Task Force on 21st Century Policing. Washington, DC: Office of Community

Oriented Policing Services.

59|Page


http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/01/11/police-views-public-views/

Appendix A:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Rochester Police Department Patrol Staffing

Officers Sergeants Lieutenants | Investigators
4x2 Work Week* o Total
Section Platoon Wheel A| Wheel B Wheel C X ota
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
Lake 3rd 10 10 10 30 5 1 3
4th 10 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Genesee 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Goodman 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
4th 10 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 3 3 3 9 1 1 0
2nd 3 3 3 9 2 1 1
3rd 3 3 3 9 1 1 1
Central 4th 4 4 1 0 1
5th 10 10 1 0 0
Detail** 10 10 0 0 0
Total 9 9 9 24 51 6 3 3
Patrol Total 99 99 99 60 357 54 15 31
Platoon Hours *Patrol personnel workeithera4dayson 2daysoffrotatingschedule ora
1st 23:00-07:00 fixed 5 days on 2 days off schedule.
2nd 07:00-15:00
3rd 15:00-23:00 ** Central section staffs a unique combination of foot posts and walking beats
4th 19:00-03:00 inthedowntown businessdistrict between its 5th platoon and detail
5th 11:00-19:00 personnel.

Times may vary slightly by Section
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Appendix C:

Pre-Implementation Interview Framework

1. What does a typical work day look like?
(1) How long have you been a police officer?
(2) How long have you been patrolling this area? How long have you been
working on this shift?
(3) What’s your patrol area?
(4) What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience
working here?
(5) What times of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger
workload (Calls for service etc.)?
(6) How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major
crime scene or other issues)
(7) Overall, what do you think the state of police/citizen encounters are right now?
Avre citizens cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the
community you are patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?
(8) What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?
(9) How often do you have to use force to solve a problem?
(10) How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWCs in policing?
(Based on your personal experience and the national trend)
(11) What issues do you want the BWC study to address?
(12) Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have
helped?
2. In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?
(1) Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the
addition of BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter, etc)
(1) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do you
think BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
e Do you think BWC will increase the likelihood of proactive
encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will change response to reactive encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will bring more reliance on supervisor
consultation?
(2) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
e Mentallyill
Family disturbance/domestic dispute
Any early investigative activities (calls toassaults)
Dealing with juveniles
Drug dealing
Gangs
(3) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
e Do you think BWCs will help increase the public’s trust of
police? (Justify certain cases?)
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e Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of
police/citizen encounter?

e What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would
question the camera usage? Why?

e How do you think the appearance of the BWC would
affect the quality/quantity of informational communication
between police and concerned citizens?

e How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?

e How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

e How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative
interviews?

(4) In what ways do you think BWCs would affect domestic violence cases?
(Victim cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)
3. Police perceptions of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)

(1) Do you think BWCs will be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?
If Concern > Benefit:

e What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

e What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could solve a problem in your work?

(2) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(3) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect
your role as an officer?

(4) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera
may present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with
minors, in extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(5) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?
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Executive Summary

I.  Lake Section officers recognized four potential benefits that they anticipated BWCs
would provide to patrol work:

a. Improved police legitimacy from the ability for community members to watch
BWC video, which would demonstrate a more inclusive portrait of police work.

b. The capability to exonerate complaints that may be considered baseless

c. Civilize police-community interactions.

d. Provide enhanced clarity in court proceedings where BWC video may be
considered preferable to written police reports.

Il.  Lake Section officers identified six major concerns that were considered the most
significant in regards to BWC implementation:

a. Restrictions on police preference when considering decisions to arrest,
particularly in domestic incidents.

b. Reductions in information gathered from witnesses as result of witness fear of
retaliation.

c. Potential disciplinary consequences if BWC activation is forgone in situations that
may be considered impractical or unsafe to activate.

d. Concerns that BWC malfunctions may be considered as deception by the general
public.

e. Concerns that the placement of the BWC may not capture the entirety of an
incident.

1. The experiences of officers in other patrol sections where BWC deployment was already

completed influenced the perceptions of officers in the Lake Section.
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Report Summary
Introduction

This report serves as an executive summary of a larger report by both identifying and

summarizing the key findings of the larger report herein.® BWCs have recently been adopted by
police departments nationwide in order to redefine policing, accountability, and transparency.
BWCs are argued to encourage constructive encounters between police and community
members, enhance police legitimacy, improve evidence collection for arrest and prosecution, and
expedite the resolution of internal and external complaints (White, 2014). After receiving broad
support from local communities in Rochester, the Rochester City Council invested financial
support BWCs with additional support in the form of a grant from the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA). A stipulation of receiving federal assistance from the BJA included an
independent evaluation conducted by the Center for Public Safety Initiatives (CPSI). CPSI’s
evaluation of the Rochester Police Department’s (RPD) implementation of BWCs is multi-
faceted, including a variety of qualitative and quantitative data to assess the impact of BWCs on
policing processes and outcomes. This assessment includes, but is not limited to, changes in
crime occurrence, complaints against police, and criminal justice processes (including criminal
and internal investigations).

A component of CPSI’s evaluative strategy was to include ride-along interviews with
RPD officers in order to collect qualitative data on officers’ perceptions and expectations of
body-worn cameras. The study design consists of pre-implementation of BWCs interviews and
post-implementation of BWCs interviews. For these interviews, researchers developed a semi-
structured interview that was designed around anticipated changes in policing and police
processes after BWC adoption (See Appendix A). The researchers interviewed ten RPD officers
from ten beats in the Lake Section in the form of a ride-along (See Appendix B). This report
summary focuses on the results of the Lake Section officer interviews pre-implementation of
BWCs.

3 For additional information, please contact: jmkgcj@rit.edu or see www.rit.edu/cpsi
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Key Findings

Perceived Benefits of Implementing BWCs

The officers of the Lake Section discussed a variety of benefits that they expected BWCs
to deliver to policing. Officers stated that they believed BWCs could: improve police legitimacy,
exonerate officers of falsely filed complaints, provide a civilizing impact on police-community
interactions, and provide utility in court proceedings. Frequently, officers stated that they
believed that BWCs would substantially increase the extent to which the public viewed RPD as
transparent. By being able to request and view BWC video, officers believed that the footage
may be able to help improve the community’s perception of the police. These officers believed
that the BWC video would show that officers genuinely attempt to connect with the individuals
in their communities.

Additionally, officers believed that BWC video will greatly assist in the adjudication of
complaints. Officers believed that in some circumstances, officers face complaints that have no
basis to them. However, by having BWCs, officers will be able to record before, during, and
after an incident, which could provide additional clarity when resolving complaints filed against
them.

Officers frequently mentioned that the BWCs could be used to encourage courteous and
respectful interactions on the behalf of officers as well as community members. Officers believed
that when both parties are aware that their interactions are being recorded, they will modify their
behavior so that there will not be any documentation of either individual engaging in
misconduct.

Lastly, officers mentioned that the BWCs could provide utility in court proceedings.
Often times during trial, juries rely on written reports describing an incident. BWC video was
described as advantageous over written reports as it would visually depict the circumstances of
an incident. As a positive consequence, officers predicted that they would potentially spend less

time delivering testimonies that characterize the scene and incident.

Perceived Concerns of Implementing BWCs
The officers of the Lake Section stated that they had several concerns with the

implementation of BWCs. These fell into five primary concerns that were associated with the
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usage and implementation of BWCs. These concerns were: limited volition in decisions to arrest,
reduced intelligence from witnesses, increased workloads, BWC equipment malfunction, and
BWC placement.

Officers frequently cited that they believed the BWCs could potentially reduce the level
of discretion that officers have when deciding to make an arrest. Domestic violence incidents
were commonly referenced by officers as a type of incident where BWCs would limit discretion
than most. Occasionally in domestic incidents, the content of verbal exchanges between the
involved parties may be considered criminal, but, generally, no arrest is made as they are
considered to be hypothetical rather than remarks grounded in action. With the addition of
BWoCs, officers predicted that official documentation of verbal threats would have to be
considered criminal, which would result in an arrest.

Officers also stated that they anticipated a reduction in information gathered from
witnesses and the general public. The officers believed that the presence of a camera would make
individuals hesitant to speak to the police and hamper investigative efforts. These officers
believed that witnesses to a crime would fear retaliation, as BWC footage is publicly attainable
by other individuals.

Frequently mentioned by Lake Section officers were concerns that BWC-related
functions would significantly increase their workloads. According to the officers, the primary
element in using BWCs that was considered to be the most stressful was camera activation. In
certain circumstances where BWC activation may be considered unpractical or unsafe, officers
stated they would fear for disciplinary action.

Officers also stated that they were concerned about the technical and operational issues
with using BWCs that have been experienced in other sections. In some circumstances, these
technical issues would result in a non-functioning camera during a call-for-service. In these
scenarios, officers said that they were concerned that the general public would consider camera
failure as a deliberate attempt by officers to “cover up the facts.”

Lastly, officers were concerned that the placement of the BWC would hinder the
collection of evidence. Due to its placement on the chest, officers stated that the BWC could
potentially miss body language and other cues that may determine whether an arrest was
justified. Due to these complications, the officers believed that the BWC should be placed closer

to eye level, rather than on the chest.
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Conclusion

The officers of the Lake Section acknowledged a variety of potential benefits that the
BWCs can bring to policing. These benefits included increased transparency, behavioral
modification in officers and civilians, and evidential utility in court proceedings. However, the
officers were not able to endorse the BWCs without concerns, such as limited discretion,
weakened communication between the police and public, increased workload, BWC technical
malfunctions, and BWC placement issues. Whenever a potential benefit of BWCs was discussed,
this was often mentioned in conjunction with a lingering concern. For example, while BWCs
could offer enhanced evidence in court proceedings, this benefit was considered limited due to
concerns that BWCs may malfunction, or reduce discretion from witnesses.

At the time of the ride-along interviews in the Lake Section, other patrol sections within
the RPD were deploying BWCs. It was apparent to researchers that the experience of officers
with BWCs in other sections was an influential factor in the information that the Lake Section
officers provided. Therefore, it should be acknowledged that there is a possibility of potential

biases in the Lake Section officers’ responses.
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Appendix A:
Pre-Implementation Interview Framework

1. What does a typical work day look like?
(1) How long have you been a police officer?
(2) How long have you been patrolling this area? How long have you been
working on this shift?
(3) What’s your patrol area?
(4) What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience
working here?
(5) What times of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger
workload (Calls for service etc.)?
(6) How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major
crime scene or other issues)
(7) Overall, what do you think the state of police/citizen encounters are right now?
Avre citizens cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the
community you are patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?
(8) What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?
(9) How often do you have to use force to solve a problem?
(10) How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWCs in policing?
(Based on your personal experience and the national trend)
(11) What issues do you want the BWC study to address?
(12) Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have
helped?
2. In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?
(1) Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the
addition of BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter, etc)
(1) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do you
think BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
e Do you think BWC will increase the likelihood of proactive
encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will change response to reactive encounters?
e Do you think BWCs will bring more reliance on supervisor
consultation?
(2) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
e Mentallyill
Family disturbance/domestic dispute
Any early investigative activities (calls to assaults)
Dealing with juveniles
Drug dealing
Gangs
(3) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
e Do you think BWCs will help increase the public’s trust of
police? (Justify certain cases?)
e Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of
police/citizen encounter?
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e What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would
question the camera usage? Why?

e How do you think the appearance of the BWC would
affect the quality/quantity of informational communication
between police and concerned citizens?

e How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?

e How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

e How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative
interviews?

(4) Inwhat ways do you think BWCs would affect domestic violence cases?
(Victim cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)
3. Police perceptions of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)

(1) Do you think BWCs will be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?
If Concern > Benefit:

e What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

e What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an
example of how BWC could solve a problem in your work?

(2) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(3) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect
your role as an officer?

(4) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera
may present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with
minors, in extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(5) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?
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Appendix B:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Abstract

This study evaluates the impact of body-worn cameras (BWC) on police work,
police- citizen encounters, and internal administrative procedures of the Rochester Police
Department. In order to understand and measure the impact of BWC, researchers used a
series of quantitative data including, but not limited to, crime occurrence, complaints against
police, and criminal justice processes (criminal and internal investigations) before and after
the camera deployment. This ride-along report is designed as a qualitative study for
researchers to understand the nature of contemporary police patrol work. The purpose of the
ride-along study is to collect qualitative data on officers’ attitudes and expectations of how
the body-worn cameras’ will affect their work. After analyzing the result of each ride-along
interview, researchers extracted several major aspects that were essential in understanding
officers’ current thoughts related to policing and the BWC. By comparing the pre-study
results from different sections, researchers also hope to find out whether or not officers’

attitudes were different between the sections of RPD.

Key words: body-worn camera, ride-along, policing, perception
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Research Purpose
Expectations for body-worn cameras (BWC) are extremely high in the public’s
opinion (Mitchell, 2017), as well as that of policy makers and police administrators (21%
Century Policing Task Force, 2015). The complexity of police work, in terms of the exercise
of discretion, the engagement of the public in sensitive encounters, and the management of
day-to- day operations is likely to yield unanticipated changes in workflow, amendments to

policy (e.g., LAPD video release policy: http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-lapd-

video-policy- 20170131-story.html), and perhaps even changes in patrol officers’ and

citizens’ behaviors (Ariel and colleagues, 2016). It is imperative to have a baseline
understanding of workflow, decision-processes, and routines to understand where, why, and
how changes occurred subsequent to BWC implementation. This motivates the current
research report which details patrol work and the current nature of police-citizen contact
within the Goodman and Genesee sections. First, the methodology is introduced, outlining
the sample of shifts and interview protocol. Next information gleaned from ride-along
sessions via debriefings after encounters with citizens and a semi-structured interview of
officers is distilled to establish a sketch of current patrol practice and to probe expectations

for change that might be expected to accompany the implementation of BWC.
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Methodology

Sample Selection

The Operation Bureau of RPD consists of five patrol sections: Lake, Genesee,
Goodman, Clinton, and Central. Each section is divided into different car beats (See Appendix
A for additional information detailing car beats in subsequently mentioned patrol sections).
Within Lake, Genesee, Goodman, and Clinton Sections there are three platoons (1* Platoon:
23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00); for Central Section there are
five platoons (1% Platoon: 23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00; 4™
Platoon: 19:00- 3:00; 5" Platoon: 11:00-19:00). Central Section’s staffing is different from
the other sections due to its unique combination of foot posts and walking beats in the
downtown business district between its 5th platoon and detail personnel (See Appendix B for
the staffing detail of each platoon).

There are nine police beats in Lake Section: 201, 211, 221, 231, 241, 251, 261, 271,
281, and 291 (See Appendix A). For the ride-along sessions with patrol officers, researchers
first randomly assorted platoons and patrol beats, then randomly assigned the assortments to
four researchers. Each ride-along entailed four hours of observation and questions by
researchers. Thus, each eight-hour Platoon was divided into two four-hour periods for each
researcher to choose. For example: Researcher A was randomly assigned to the assortment of

the 2" Platoon of Beat 201, since 2" Platoon includes the whole eight hours from 7:00 to
15:00, the researcher could choose to do the ride along either from 7:00 to 11:00 or from
11:00 to 15:00 on a week- day based on his/her schedule. A CPSI Research Assistant
contacted the RPD BWC research coordinator in advance to schedule the ride-along sessions.
Overall, it took researchers approximately five weeks to finish all ten ride-along sessions in

Lake Section.

Of the ten officers selected for ride along sessions in Lake Section, six were female
and four were male. For Lake Section, the ten officers assigned for the ride-along interviews
had experience ranging between one and fourteen years of experience. It should be
acknowledged here that although researchers randomly assigned ride-along platoons, the

officers were directly assigned by their supervisors.

Researchers used a previously developed interview protocol as a guideline during ride-
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along sessions (See Appendix C for General Interview Questions for BWC Ride-along
Research). During the interviews, researchers engaged in conversation with patrol officers,
and, depending on the circumstances, new questions were improvised. For example, after a
call-for-service, researchers are expected to ask officers questions like: “Could anything have
been changedif you had a body-worn camera?” The purpose of this type of question is to help
officers relate specific calls-for-service to the BWC. This semi-structured interview format
allowed researchers to explore beyond the framework of prepared questions and expand the
scope of research topics as appropriate. Before each ride-along session, researchers explained
to officers the purpose of the ride-along and provided an oral statement of confidentiality.
Officers’ Perception of Policing and Police Work in Lake Section
In the first section of the ride along interview, researchers asked officers about the
structure of policing and the nature of police work in their respective section. Subsequent
interview questions asked if officers believed the body-worn camera could affect the nature of
police work as well as officers’ expectations of the BWC. Additionally, researchers observed
officers’ interactions with citizens during calls-for- service. Therefore, additional questions
were included based on specific situations without changing the overall structure of the
interview framework in order to provide additional context. Officers provided their experience

with calls for service and nature of the crimes in the section.

Lake Section Ride-Along Findings Officers’ Experience Patrolling Lake Section

Lake Section, located at the north-western side of Rochester, is a district that combines
residential, industrial and commercial areas. The officers interviewed for the ride-along sessions
frequently mentioned domestic violence, drug usage and sales, prostitution, gangs, and gang-
related firearm activity as the primary crime concerns for their patrol area. One officer
recounted his experience with the criminal activity of Lake Section as “an area of vice, [in Lake
Section] there are more serious crimes in comparison to the traffic violations officers [from
other sections] are used to.” Amongst all officers participating in the ride along sessions, there
was a general consensus that the severity and frequency of calls for service varied by location,

with some tending to have higher concentration of crimes than others.

Officer’s Perceptions of Current Police-Community Relationships
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When officers were asked about the prevailing trend of police-community
relationships, the responses elicited were mixed. The observed officers were evenly split
between those believing the community had positive attitudes versus negative attitudes on
policing. One officer mentioned that these differences in the state of community relationships
vary by locality, he stated: “the [type of] crime is the same, it’s just different people,” when
comparing the east end of Lake Section to the west end.

Officers who were optimistic of current police-community interactions stated that the
citizens have generally been cooperative. An officer reinforced this belief by stating that “the
people in Lake Section are great, do the right thing, and care about the community.” Another
officer stated that “most of them (citizens in Lake Section) just want our help. In my beat, a lot
of people are police friendly. In another area | patrolled, the people are not as friendly as

here.”

Officers who perceived the current state of police-community interactions as poor
frequently mentioned that many of the clientele in Lake Section don’t trust the police. One
officer elaborated that “[citizen cooperation] is not good. We rarely get a legit victim who
really wants help. Once I arrived at a scene where two black females were fighting, one of
them started yelling ‘they sent us a white officer like that is going to help?”” Many officers
cited social media as a contributing factor to poor police-community relations by showing
controversial videos of police use of force. An officer mentioned that “the media is really bad
[for police-community relationships] because of what people are seeing on the internet ... they

are consulting the media to come to their conclusions.”

Officer Perceptions of Changes Related to BWC
The largest component of the ride-along sessions investigated how officers perceived
BWC being added as a policing tool during daily patrols. Researchers asked a variety of
questions regarding how the BWC could potentially affect facets of their patrol. We asked
officers their opinions on how BWC could affect different types of encounters or calls,
officer and citizen behavior, community cooperation and trust, and officer workload. For
further information on interview protocol, reference Appendix C. The sections in this paper

below are subdivided into the perceived positive and negative impacts of the BWC on the
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officer’s patrol.

Officers’ Perceptions of BWC Benefits

Most of the officers interviewed stated that they were comfortable with the
implementation of the BWC into their daily patrol activities. Regardless of BWC utilization,
officers stated that they would do their job identically and to the same high standards. Officers
did, however, acknowledge the potential benefits of BWC implementation related to
transparency, behavior modification, and the evidentiary value of the BWC in court.
Subsequent sections detail with specificity the benefits of the BWC recognized by officers.
Transparency

The most frequently mentioned benefit of BWC during the interviews was its ability to
show the officers’ perspective on their daily patrol. One officer mentioned that impaired
police- community relationships that have resulted from negative nationwide media exposure
could potentially be repaired with BWC footage. A few other officers believed that many of
the videos circulating social media were biased in that they do not show the events leading up
the incidents, in which case, BWC could potentially provide justification for officers’ actions.
An officer stated that “we (the police) want to connect with the people ... and that the BWC

will show ‘what is really going on.””

In connection to the beneficial impact of BWC footage on transparency, many officers
believed that the BWC could resolve numerous complaints, particularly use of force
complaints. The belief that that BWC could potentially exonerate officers of falsely filed
complaints was due to the fact that the BWC can capture incidents “before, during, and after”
they have occurred. As the BWC is able to show the events occurring prior to use of force, the

footage could potentially justify such cases.

Behavior Modification Resulting from BWC
One officer mentioned that the BWC can be used to modify the behavior of officers
who are problematic. An officer elaborated on this subject and stated that “[ The BWC] will
change the actions of hot headed officers and their actions towards people. It will also capture

officers’ ‘laziness’ and attend to obvious things happening in the streets that they aren’t
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assigned to.” Additionally, some officers felt that the camera could potentially change the
behavior of the clientele they interact with on their daily patrol. As a result of citizen
acknowledgement of being recorded, some officers believe that their clientele will conduct
themselves in more appropriate ways. For example, a citizen treating an officer disrespectfully

may not do so if the citizen is aware that they are being recorded.

Evidentiary Usage of BWC

Officers often mentioned the benefit of utilizing BWC footage as evidence. One
officer mentioned that during trials without video footage, juries often rely on the written
reports describing the incident. BWC footage may be advantageous over written reports in
these situations as they show the event from the officer’s perception. Furthermore, another
officer stated that BWC footage could potentially be helpful in reducing the amount of time
spent on testimony during trials. In the trial the officer participated in, a large amount of time
was spent characterizing the scene and detailing the incident. The amount of time spent
recounting the elements of the case could have been shortened by referencing the BWC
footage.

Officer’s Concerns of BWC Implementation
While the officers attending the ride along sessions perceived many benefits of
implementing the BWC into their daily patrol, the same officers also recognized its
limitations and expressed concerns with BWC implementation. The concerns that officers
held over utilizing the BWC in their daily patrol can be subdivided into the follow themes:
more limited discretion, reduced intelligence from witnesses or people with knowledge,
increased workload, the possibility of BWC malfunction, as well as the BWC’s placement

on officers.

BWC Limiting Officer Discretion
Nearly all officers mentioned the potential impact of BWC implementation in limiting
the discretion of officers, particularly in domestic incidents. Domestic incidents are usually
resolved through means other than arrest, and are reconciled on scene. Officers stated that
domestic incidents tend to be heated situations, in which people use figures of speech that may
be considered criminal, but are usually not considered to be serious threats unless warranted.
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Officers stated that their discretion, which allows them to discern whether remarks made
during domestic incidents are serious, may be eliminated with the implementation of BWC.
As one officer stated, “sometimes you get to some domestics and they call out of anger and
spite but don’t want much done really. They say things they shouldn’t say around us and we
let it go. However, now that it is on camera and they are being documented ... we will have

to go full out and make an arrest.

Reduced Intelligence
As a result of officers’ reduced discretion potentially leading to more arrests; officers

stated that individuals may be hesitant to talk to police officers wearing the BWC. Officers
stated that witnesses were already hesitant to disclose information to the police, often due to a
fear of retaliation, and implementing the BWC will only increase this hesitation. This
constraint on communication goes beyond speaking to witnesses; one officer stated that the
“BWC might deter people from talking to the police, even joking around, due to being
recorded.” Another officer stated that the BWC has the potential to divide citizens and the
police: “...the community won’t come together with police because of refusing to speak to
police. Call volume could possibly be reduced, because they don’t want to be involved,

videotaped, or seen.”

BWC Workload Concerns
Most officers cited concerns over BWC-related processes creating an increase in their
workloads. One stated that taking additional time to figure out BWC operation could
potentially increase the time to respond to calls. The procedures involved with BWC
processes that were considered troublesome were: docking the BWC, BWC activation before

responding to a call for service, and BWC video uploading and downloading.

The requirement of activating the camera before attending to calls for service was
repeatedly cited by the officers as being likely to be an additional source of pressure in
officers’ daily workloads. This added stress pertains to the potential punitive consequences of
forgetting to turn on the camera before attending to a call for service. An officer elaborated by
stating “what will happen if you forget [to turn on the camera]? If you were to forget the

added step [in their workload] of having a camera, what will be the consequence? For
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example, if you are going to a call and it’s an active call and forget to push a button what

happens?”

Another concern for the BWC increasing officers’ workloads was the possible need
for additional report writing. In connection to the limited discretion resulting from BWC
usage, officers stated that incidents that would have otherwise been resolved on scene,

would lead to more arrests, and subsequently more reports to write.

BWC Malfunctioning

Officers expressing concerns over technical and operational issues with BWC based
their opinions on what officers in other sections had experienced with BWC. The issues
expressed by officers pertained to battery life, BWC attachment, BWC failure, and “beeping”

issues.

Officers stated that they had heard from officers from other sections that the BWC had
a short battery life, resulting in the BWC dying during an incident, and had attachment issues
where the BWC could potentially fall off as a result of physical activity during incidents. Due
to these issues, officers were worried about the potential conclusions the public might
generate in instances of BWC malfunction. One officer stated that “some individuals will

think officers turned [the BWC] off to be deliberate.”

A few officers expressed concerns over a feature included in the BWC where it
exhibits a beeping noise while being operated. Officers who stated concerns over BWC
beeping felt that it could be potentially place officers at risk during incidents. One officer
stated that the “beeping will generally not be a problem, but maybe will be during a risky

search where it could be dangerous.”

BWC Placement
A few officers stated concerns over the positioning of the BWC, which is located
directly in the middle of the chest on an officer’s uniform. Since this positioning is lower than
the officer’s line of sight, officers felt that the BWC may not be able to capture the entirety of

an individual’s body language, or emotions exhibited. This could be potentially problematic as
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capturing an individual’s demeanor can make a large difference in terms of determining

whether or not an arrest was justified.

An officer mentioned that the BWC’s placement on the chest may also be problematic
in the case of a physical altercation. In instances where police may need to exert force in order
to subdue an individual, the camera could easily be grabbed or knocked off. The officer
believed that BWC placement over the shoulder would be more appropriate in these

situations, and would capture footage closer to eye level

Summary

RPD officers from Lake Section acknowledged a myriad of potential benefits of BWC
implementation. These benefits included: increased transparency, behavioral modification
from officers and citizens, and evidentiary usages in court procedures. However, officers also
expressed some concerns with BWC implementation. These concerns included: limited
discretion as a result of the BWC, weakened communication between police and the public,
increased workload, the tendency for the BWC to malfunction, and ineffective BWC
placement. Often, it was stated by officers that the benefits associated with BWC usage were

also closely associated with the previously stated concerns.

None of the officers fully endorsed the BWC without concerns. For example, officers
who stated the potential evidentiary benefits the footage provides in court cases or in response
to complaints later mentioned that the placement of the camera was a limiting factor in these
scenarios. Furthermore, officers who stated that the BWC could serve as a potential
behavioral conditioner also stated that interactions with police could decrease. These
interactions could decrease as a result of privacy concerns around being recorded, or as a
result of increased instances of arrest due to limited discretion. However, even though
concerns about BWC implementation were present, officers stated that once they have
received the BWC, they anticipate to conduct their patrols in the same manner as they had
prior to BWC implementation.

Generally, it appears that younger officers viewed BWC usage more positively, but any

differences in BWC perceptions by age appeared to be subtle. In Lake Section, researchers
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made an effort to request ride-along interviews with more female officers, as officers in ride
along interviews in previous sections were predominately male. However, even upon inclusion
of more female officers in these interviews, there was no detectable difference in the
perceptions of BWC usage by gender.

The experiences of officers with the BWC in other sections was a notable factor in
shaping the responses of the interviews in Lake Section. For example, the concerns regarding
the short battery life of the BWC, and issues with BWC detachment were based upon the
accounts of officers from other sections where the BWC had already been implemented.
Therefore, it should be acknowledged that a potential bias may exist in the interview responses

compared with those of Clinton Section.

Although the officers in Goodman and Genesee Section believed the BWC would
provide only minor benefits, research conducted on the impact of BWCs has been proven to
be much more substantial. Recent research on BWCs has shown that they have great potential
to decrease citizen complaints and police use of force (Ariel et al., 2015) and increase
perceived police legitimacy, leading to more crime reporting (Ariel, 2016). These two changes
may be indicative of behavioral transformations in both police and citizens. Capturing
officers’ internal acceptance and presumed impact of the BWC is important as police
ultimately play a role in its effectiveness (Gaub et al., 2016). Research capturing these
perceptions prior to and after BWC deployment show that the internal acceptance of BWCs
can be enhanced as it becomes a more universally accepted technology (Gaub et al, 2016).
Future ride-along sessions will provide additional insight into the relationship of Rochester’s
BWOC initiative as it relates to post implementation perceptions of officers and the impact on

work processes.
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City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Appendix B:

Rochester Police Department Patrol Staffing

Officers Sergeants Lieutenants | Investigators
4x2 Work Week* "
Section Platoon Wheel A| Wheel B Wheel C 52 1
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
Lake 3rd 10 10 10 30 5 1 3
4th 10 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Genesee 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 5 5 5 15 2 1 0
2nd 7 7 7 21 4 1 2
Goodman 3rd 8 8 8 24 4 1 3
4th 8 8 1 0 2
Total 20 20 20 8 68 11 3 7
1st 7 7 7 21 3 1 0
2nd 8 8 8 24 4 1 2
Clinton 3rd 10 10 10 30 5 1 3
4th 10, 10 1 0 2
Total 25 25 25 10 85 13 3 7
1st 3 3 3 9 1 1 0
2nd 3 3 3 9 2 1 1
3rd 3 3 3 9 1 1 1
Central 4th 4 4 1 0 1
5th 10 10 1 0 0
Detail** 10 10 0 0 0
Total 9 9 9 24 51 6 3 3
Patrol Total 99 99 99 60 357 54 15 31
Platoon Hours *Patrol personnel workeithera4dayson 2daysoffrotatingschedule ora
1st 23:00-07:00 fixed 5 days on 2 days off schedule.
2nd 07:00-15:00
3rd 15:00-23:00 ** Central section staffs a unique combination of foot posts and walking
4th 19:00-03:00 beats in the downtown business district between its 5th platoon and detail
5th 11:00-19:00 personnel.

Times may vary slightly by Section
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Appendix C:

Pre-Implementation Interview Framework

1. What does a typical work day look like?

How long have you been a police officer?

How long have you been patrolling this area? How long have you been
working on this shift?

What’s your patrol area?

What are the major crime concerns of this area based on your experience
working here?

What times of your shift and what days of the week do you have larger
workload (Calls for service etc.)?

How often do you have to call your supervisor? (Use of force report, major
crime scene or other issues)

Overall, what do you think the state of police/citizen encounters are right now?
Avre citizens cooperative? How much trust do you think you receive from the
community you are patrolling (not trusted vs. trusted)?

What are the type of crimes in this area that need citizen input the most?

How often do you have to use force to solve a problem?

How comfortable are you with the idea of using BWCs in policing? (Based
on your personal experience and the national trend)

What issues do you want the BWC study to address?

Was there any situation where you thought having a BWC could have helped?

2. In what ways do you think BWC are going to affect the nature of police work and why?

Do you think there would be a detectable change in policing with the
addition of BWC? (Example: Police citizen encounter, etc)
(1) What are the common crimes in this patrol section? In what ways do
you think BWC will change your job in this particular patrol area?
1. Do you think BWC will increase the likelihood of proactive
encounters?
2. Do you think BWCs will change response to reactive encounters?
3. Do you think BWCs will bring more reliance on supervisor
consultation?
(2) Possible changes in different kinds of encounters/calls?
1. Mentally ill
2. Family disturbance/domestic dispute
3. Any early investigative activities (calls to assaults)
4. Dealing with juveniles
5. Drug dealing
6. Gangs
(3) How’s BWC going to change citizen’s view/cooperation of police work?
1. Do you think BWCs will help increase the public’s trust of
police? (Justify certain cases?)
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5.
6.
7.

Do you think that the BWC will affect the quality of
police/citizen encounter?

What’s your expectation of whether or not citizens would
question the camera usage? Why?

How do you think the appearance of the BWC would
affect the quality/quantity of informational communication
between police and concerned citizens?

How will BWC affect police interaction with witnesses?
How will BWC affect evidentiary usage?

How will BWC affect the possibility of follow-up investigative
interviews?

(4)  Inwhat ways do you think BWCs would affect domestic violence
cases? (Victim cooperation, criminal charge, etc.)
4. Police perceptions of the BWC (Positive, Neutral or Negative)
(1) Do you think BWCs will be an extra burden or do you tend to perceive it as an
improvement that will make your job easier? Why do you think so?
If Concern > Benefit:

What’s your major concern with using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give
an example of how BWC could cause a problem in your work?

If Benefit > Concern:

What’s your expected benefit of using/implementing BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you
give an example of how BWC could solve a problem in your

work?

(2) How comfortable are you with BWC as a new policing technology?

(3) Would the amount of time you’ll have to spend on BWC related work affect
your role as an officer?

(4) Are there locations/situations/encounters where you believe the camera
may present issues, regardless of policy? (e.g., in homes, schools, with
minors, in extreme weathers, particular kinds of events/witnesses)

(5) What’s your thought on BWC vs. officer vision/reaction?
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Executive Summary

In order to identify community expectations and sentiment revolving around body-worn

cameras (BWC), researchers utilized three different methods:

a.
b.
C.

Focus group interviews.
Analyzed dialogue from BWC community presentations.
Community surveys in two Rochester neighborhoods through the TIPS (Trust,

Information, Programs, and Services) police-community endeavor.

Of all the total focus group participant categories, 92.1% believed BWCs would improve

police-community relationships.

Focus group participants offered additional insight in regards to BWCs. Researchers

categorized them into three aspects based on the content:

a.
b.
C.

Enhancements in transparency and accountability.
Concerns with footage manipulation/editing.
BWCs’ inability to serve as a cure-all for improving police-community

relationships.

The analysis of the community presentation dialogue revealed five primary subject matters

in relation to BWCs:

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

Requests for quarterly reports.

Concerns regarding unstable BWC attachment.

Footage gathering protocols in the incidence of BWC failure.
BWC program costs particularly as it pertains to footage storage.
Officer discretion as it relates to the BWC recording policy.

Community surveys indicated positive perceptions of BWC usage.

a.

68.4% of the respondents from Norton Village and Edgerton Park were aware of
the Rochester Police Department (RPD) using BWCs.

86.1% of the respondents believed that BWCs would improve their community’s
relationship with the RPD.

Across both sites, 85.7% of the respondents believed that the RPD would use BWC

footage fairly and impartially.
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Report Summary

Introduction

This report serves as an executive summary of a larger report by identifying and

summarizing the key findings of the larger report herein.* BWCs have recently been adopted by

police departments nationwide in order to redefine policing, accountability, and transparency.
Although the expectations of BWCs are high, they are speculated to encourage constructive
encounters between police and community members, enhance police legitimacy, improve
evidence collection for arrest and prosecution, and expedite the resolution of internal and external
complaints (White, 2014). After receiving broad support from local communities in Rochester, the
Rochester City Council invested in BWCs with additional support in the form of a grant from the
Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA). A stipulation of receiving federal assistance from the BJA
included an independent evaluation conducted by the Center for Public Safety Initiatives (CPSI).
CPSI’s evaluation of the RPD implementation of BWCs is multi-faceted, including a variety of
qualitative and quantitative data to assess the impact of BWCs on policing processes and
outcomes.

This assessment includes but is not limited to changes in crime occurrence, complaints
against police, and criminal justice processes (including criminal and internal investigations). A
component of the CPSI’s evaluation included identifying the communities’ perceptions and
expectations of the BWC implementation. In order to accomplish this, researchers facilitated
community surveys, community focus groups, and analyzed dialogue exchanged at BWC
community presentations. In subsequent sections of this report are the findings subdivided by the

strategies researchers took to accomplish these goals.

4 For additional information, please contact: jmkgcj@rit.edu or see www.rit.edu/cpsi
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Key Findings

Community Focus Groups

Focus groups are defined as a technique that uses in-depth group interviews where the
subjects of interest concentrate around a particular topic (Thomas, MacMillian, McColl, Hale, &
Bond, 1995). While they are not necessarily representative of a population as a whole, focus group
participants are selected because of their expertise around a particular subject (Thomas et al.,
1995). During the focus groups, researchers utilized the group feedback analysis method (Heller,
1969). Group feedback analysis begins with a survey question that participants respond to
anonymously and after the surveys are completed, the results of the surveys are revealed and
discussions are facilitated around the results. One component in identifying the community’s
views of BWCs includes a focus group question that was incorporated into a pre-existing study.®
For the focus group, one BWC-related item was presented: “The use of BWC cameras is good for
the relationship between the police and the community.” The focus group participants could

29 ¢¢

respond with: “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree.” The survey item was
presented to five different classifications of focus group participants: community groups,
neighborhood groups, police-citizen groups, youth groups, and reentry groups. Across all five
categories, 92.1% of the total participants agreed or strongly agreed that the use of BWCs are
good for police-community relationships.

Discussions were held after displaying the results of the BWC survey item. Researchers
identified three subject matters that were discussed pertaining to BWCs: enhancements in
accountability and transparency, concerns regarding footage manipulation, and limitations in
BWCs’ ability to improve police-community relationships.

The focus group participants believed that BWCs could serve as a behavioral modification
too for police and citizens due to increased accountability. Focus group attendees believed that
BW(Cs would positively influence police-community interactions, creating more respectful
interactions between the two parties. Additionally, the community felt that disseminating BWC
videos could serve as a means to increase police transparency, which in turn predicts an increase
in trust between the police and the community.

Focus group participants also expressed concerns in regards to footage manipulation,
which included video editing, mishandling footage resulting in the footage being “lost,” and

possible disabling of the BWC during tense incidents. Due to these concerns, focus group

% For more information on the CPSI’s Community Views Project, see: https://www.rit.edu/cla/criminaljustice/cpsi/work/bydate
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attendees suggested that an agency independent from law enforcement should be responsible for
the management of BWC data.

Lastly, focus group attendees stated that even if BWCs were used correctly and with high
standards, they are not a cure-all for improving police-community relationships. The participants
believed that while BWCs may help police-community relationships initially, the benefits that
BWCs are presumed to bring to police-community interactions will become acclimated to by
officers and community members over time.

Presentation Dialogue

In order to introduce the idea of BWCs to the public, the RPD hosted four community
presentations in the summer and fall of 2016.% The content of the presentations detailed a variety
of aspects pertaining to BWCs, which included the intended impact of BWCs, an update on the
implementation of BWCs, a description of the operational and technical functions of the BWC,
BWC assignment, and BWC recording and storage policies. To conclude the presentations, the
attendees and sworn personnel of the BWC program had discussions in regards to the
implementation of BWCs. Researchers attended and observed the community presentations and
documented the dialogue from the discussions. Below are the themes of the dialogue from the
meetings based on subject matter.

The primary BWC topics that researchers observed were: dissemination of information,
camera attachment, camera failure, program costs, and the BWC recording policy. First,
attendees expressed interest regarding the dissemination of information regarding the BWC
implementation in the form of quarterly reports. In response, an RPD representative stated that
updates would be delivered to the public six months after implementation, contingent on the
approval of the Mayor and/or the Chief of the RPD.’

During the presentations, attendees were able to examine the BWCs. Attendees expressed
concerns that the attachment of the BWC may be inadequate, stating that additional support such
as Velcro straps may be necessary. The RPD personnel acknowledged these concerns and stated
that Velcro, while a good idea, may also be vulnerable to camera detachment.

Attendees inquired about the procedures that would be taken to gather footage in case of
BWC failure. The RPD personnel explained that they had collaborated with the BWC provider to

address technical problems as they had arisen. Additionally, the presenter stated that while

& For further details, see: http://www.cityofrochester.gov/article.aspx?id=8589967628
’ For a detailed history of BWC efforts on behalf of the City of Rochester and the RPD, see:
http://www.cityofrochester.gov/RPDBodyWornCamera/
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possible, retrieving footage from broken BWCs would be difficult.

Program costs related to the storage of footage was also a major concern expressed by
attendees. The attendees inquired as to whether funding would need to be increased in the case
that footage would need to be backed up. In response, RPD officials stated that they were unable
to predict the cost of storage at the time, and further research would be required to ultimately
make such predictions.

Lastly, attendees and RPD personnel discussed officer discretion in turning BWCs on and
off as it relates to the recording policy. The attendees stated that they preferred officers to have
limited discretion in decisions related to turning on and off their cameras. In response, the RPD
assured presentation attendees that the recording policy was strict in comparison to other police
departments.®Researchers verified the validity of these claims.

Community Surveys—Trust, Information, Programs, and Services (TIPS)®

The third and final mechanism used to identify community perceptions and expectations of
BWoCs is an ongoing door-to-door survey collected periodically to gather information from
community members in various police beats. These surveys are collected in preselected
neighborhoods hosting TIPS initiatives, an event that aims to strengthen police-community
relations while connecting participants with various service providers and local agencies. During
the summer of 2016, the TIPS initiative was held at Norton Village Rec Center and Edgerton Park
in the City of Rochester. TIPS initiatives are police-community engagement events that are held
periodically in Rochester neighborhoods throughout the summer. Researchers surveyed
approximately 27 selected street segments within the boundaries of the establishments on various
topics, including BWC awareness and perceptions of its usage.

The first BWC-related item on the survey was: “Before today, I knew that the RPD is
using BWCs.” The level of awareness between Norton Village respondents and Edgerton Park
respondents were similar, reporting 70.5% and 66.4%, respectively. Researchers then asked
residents about their beliefs as to whether “BWCs will improve their community’s relationship
with the RPD.” To this question, 93.5% of the Norton Village respondents either strongly agree or
agree, while 79.4% of the Edgerton Park respondents agreed or strongly agreed. The last survey
item asked respondents whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement “BWCs will be used
fairly and impartially by the RPD.” The Norton Village respondents largely agreed with this
statement (89.5%), as did the Edgerton Park respondents (81.9%).

8 To see other model policies, see: http://www.cityofrochester.gov/article.aspx?id=8589967630
® For additional information on Project T.I.P.S, see: https://www.campgooddays.org/programs-project-tips
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However, limitations should be acknowledged due to the methodology of the TIPS
surveys. Due to the nature of TIPS surveys in that they are door-to-door surveys during periods of
time where working-class populations are not present to be surveyed, these results are not
generalizable to the population at large.

Conclusion

Utilizing focus groups, community presentation dialogue, and surveys allowed for a
diverse collection of information pertaining to community perceptions of BWCs. Utilizing a
mixed-methods approach couples quantitative data collection that can be coded and scored, with
qualitative data, which enables a deeper and more nuanced understanding of the quantitative data
collected.

TIPS surveys are anticipated to be repeated in following summers. As BWCs are
deployed, the perceptions held by the public may change over time, and could be monitored by the
TIPS survey. As the impact of BWCs on police-community relations, transparency, and
accountability develop, further questions could be added to expand future research. Furthermore,
TIPS surveys are often conducted within different areas of the City of Rochester. These areas are
characterized by different socioeconomic backgrounds, community sentiments, and police
obligations resulting in differences in BWC impact. Therefore, future TIPS initiatives could be
utilized to monitor the impact on different sections of the city.

Future efforts will be made in order to survey the RPD officers’ perceptions and
expectations of BWCs. The RPD officer surveys will include items in regards to BWC efficacy,
efficiency, impact on policing processes, impact on safety, and impact on police-civilian
interactions, among other subject manners. Additionally, subsequent reports will compare officer
perceptions of BWCs before-and-after implementation.
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Abstract

Rochester Institute of Technology was tasked with providing an evaluation of the
Rochester Police Department’s implementation of body-worn cameras (BWC). As part of this
evaluation, quantitative and qualitative data was gathered in order to assess police and
community perceptions prior to BWC implementation. Mechanisms utilized to gather data in
this report were: focus groups, community surveys, police surveys, and dialogue from
community presentations. The goals of this report are to identify shared themes within the
results of the multidimensional analysis of the perceptions held by the Rochester community and

patrol officers prior to BWC camera implementation.

Keywords: body-worn cameras, body-worn camera perceptions, community, police
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Introduction

In December of 2014, President Barack Obama issued an executive order to appoint an
11-member task force to facilitate restoration of police-community relations as resulting from the
current policing climate (President’s Task Force, 2015). Consequently, this task force made 59
recommendations and 92 action items were made towards the community, law enforcement, and
local government. These recommendations were constructed under six “pillars” that serve as the
individual topics to be addressed as a result of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century
Policing. These six pillars are: building trust and legitimacy, policy and oversight, technology
and social media, community policing and crime reduction, training and education, and officer

wellness and safety.

Within the technology and social media pillar, BWC are referenced as a technology to be
utilized for implementation. The expectation of BWC implementation is improved police-
community relations, resulting from increased transparency and accountability. This report
explores those expectations from the perspective of police and the community in Rochester, NY

prior to the implementation of BWC in 2016.

Methodology

This evaluation employs a mixed-method design, utilizing multiple sources for collecting
qualitative and quantitative data to answer questions about police and community perceptions of
BWC. Using a combination of methods and sources allows researchers to collect a more
comprehensive set of data and to triangulate these sources to answer research questions. The
methods utilized by this study include: community surveys, police officer surveys, focus groups,
and an analysis of presentation dialogues. Researchers at the Center for Public Safety Initiatives
(CPSI) attended a variety of meetings, trainings, and presentations, in addition to focus groups,
community dialogues, and collected community and officer surveys. For additional information
of engagement by CPSI researchers, reference Appendix A. Subsequent sections within the
methodology component of this report detail the specific procedures utilized within our mixed-

methods design.
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Community BWC Perceptions

Prior to describing the tasks and procedures involved in the methods of this study, it is
important to highlight the importance of obtaining data on the perceptions of BWC pre-
implementation. The anticipated result of BWC implementation is improved police-community
relations, public trust, accountability, and transparency (President’s Taskforce, 2015). In order to
measure this anticipated effect, the data collection process is two-fold, measuring the perceived
effect of BWC pre-implementation by the community, and by the police officers. The current
national trends of community support for BWC have been remarkably encouraging. According
to a Pew Research Poll, approximately 93% of citizens favor the use of BWC by police
(Mitchell, 2017). Additionally, recent polls indicate that more than half of the public believe that
BWC will encourage cooperation between the police and the public (Mitchell, 2017). Thus
gauging local support or resistance for the BWC initiative as well as strands of community
apprehension is an essential part of the current evaluation and the motivation for collecting data
regarding community views, attitudes, and concerns. To that end three research studies are
outlined below that aim to answer the key questions regarding beliefs about the BWC impact on

the police-community relations.

First, focus groups were used to identify citizen perceptions of BWC implementation through
discussions centering on the results of a single survey question asked on the efficacy of BWC
improving police community relations. These discussions identify potential limiting factors of

BWC on improving police community relations.

Second, researchers attended four community presentations and collected information
regarding initial perceptions, questions, and concerns related to BWC implementation.
Community presentations were informal by nature and were attended by the public. Unique to
community presentations, BWC project officials from RPD were present to engage the
community based on their initial observations of BWC. The community presentations yielded
information regarding initial concerns of the public regarding BWC including: policy,

technology, associated costs, and technical aspects related to the camera.

Third, researchers facilitated community surveys involving items tapping views of BWC.
This method allowed us to acquire BWC perceptions from the wider public, such as those who
haven’t attended community presentations or focus groups. Furthermore, these surveys were
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conducted in different geographic locations, and allow us to collect data from citizens in
different parts of Rochester. These surveys allowed researchers to gauge the awareness of BWC
usage, perceptions of BWC effect on police-community relations, and perceptions on BWC

usage.

BWC Camera Focus Groups

The first component exploring questions relevant to the BWC implementation
incorporated a question related to citizens’ perceptions of the BWC into a pre-existing study
utilizing focus groups. This study conducted a series of focus groups where individuals shared
their opinions while making recommendations to potentially improve the community’s
relationship with local justice system. These focus groups were assembled diverse groups
around common backgrounds or interests. Put differently, focus groups can be classified based
on each focus-group members’ background and/or interest: community member representatives,
citizens who are interested in police-citizen interactions, youth, neighborhood organization

members, and reentry individuals.

This project’s primary goal is to track the Rochester community’s perceptions of the
justice system, especially in regards to police-community relations. The study is focused around
four categories: interaction with the police, community concerns, trust/respect/fairness, and
BWC cameras (BWC). Reports include groups’ opinions and provide recommendations that can

potentially improve relationships with the local criminal justice system.

All focus groups were conducted and analyzed based on group feedback analysis method,
a multidimensional approach to attitudinal measurement in small groups (Heller, 1969).
Researchers/facilitators presented the focus group members with survey questions and allowed
members to finish answering the questions. Researchers then revealed the group survey
responses anonymously to focus group members. A discussion was then held by facilitators to

ask members to explain their responses to ensure thorough qualitative data collection.

BWC Camera Focus Groups--Results
The BWC’s survey item is as follows: “The use of BWC cameras is good for the relationship
between police and this community” (see Figure 1). Focus group participants were able to

29 ¢¢

respond to the statement with: “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree.” In
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Figure 1, responses of strongly agree and agree were coded into “agree,” and responses of
disagreeing and strongly disagreeing were coded into “disagree.” Participants in the focus

groups utilized Turning Point clicker technology to anonymously respond to survey questions.

Amongst the five different categories of focus group participants surveyed on the BWC’s
impact on police-community relations, more than half (61.4%) agreed that the BWC would be
good for the relationship between RPD and the community. Approximately one third of
respondents were neutral (30.7%), and 8% disagreed with the statement. Of all the focus groups
surveyed, reentry group members agreed the most (84.6%) with this survey item, while youth
group members were the least agree (48.1%). Due to the small sample size (N=88) and the
aggregations around common backgrounds and interests, these results may not accurately
represent the general Rochester community. But the findings are consistent with contemporary
national polling that shows very strong community support for BWC and expectations of

improved police-community relations (Mitchell, 2017).

Figure 1: “The Use of BWC Camera’s is Good for the Relationship between Police and the
Community “(N=88)
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BWC Camera Focus Group Discussion
Perceptions of the BWC camera’s potential effect on police-community relations
amongst the focus group participants varied. The mixed responses to the BWC survey item led
to a robust discussion between participants. The discussion held by focus group participants can
be divided into the following aspects: Whether the BWC project could improve police
accountability and transparency, policies needed to prevent BWC footage manipulation, and
whether BWC could serve as a panacea for improving police-community relations.

Across different focus groups, participants generally agreed that the BWC has the
potential to increase accountability and improve transparency between police and the
community. Participants showed understanding that police officers conduct themselves with the
community’s best interests in mind, and overall, expressed hopefulness and positivity that the
BWC would enhance police-community relations. Participants believed that the cameras could
serve as a behavior modification tool for both officers and individuals in the community,
resulting in improved interactions between the two parties. Furthermore, focus group attendees
believed that more transparency in the BWC footage dissemination process could increase trust
between police and the community.

Additionally, focus group participants expressed their interest in the policy aspect of
BWC. Some participants expressed concern about officer discretion in enabling or disabling
camera recording. Participants also would like to know the time that the BWC is supposed to be

activated prior to responding to a call for service.

General concerns regarding the implementation of the BWC revolved around BWC footage
manipulation. Participants voice concerns about the following manipulations: deletion of
footage in incidents by means of video editing, mishandling of footage resulting in “lost”
documentation, and disabling of BWC recording capabilities during incidents. Respondents
generally agreed that the BWC can only increase accountability if the footage is without
tampering. Due to concerns regarding tampering or mishandling BWC footage, participants felt
that an agency independent of RPD should be responsible for investigating footage that is used

as evidence in cases.

In the case that BWC recording procedures are used correctly and are held to high standards,

focus group participants stated that the BWC is still not a panacea to improving police-
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community relationships. Participants stated that the BWC are a tool that could potentially
improve police-community relationships, but the behavioral changes resulting from the cameras

could subside over time as officers and community members become acclimated.

In conclusion, the focus group offers first, a confirmation that there is support among a wide
variety of RPD’s community constituents, pre-implementation, for the thesis that BWC will
improve relations. Importantly this is tempered with concerns for how video footage will be
released (an organizational level procedure) and collected (officer discretion). Overall optimism
that the BWC will be a net positive is quite consistent across the focus groups.

BWC Camera Community Presentations and Dialogue
As Rochester’s Police Department (RPD) proceeded with the implementation of BWC
community presentations were conducted by the department in order to engage the public on
BWC. Resulting from these presentations, we were able to acquire the initial concerns

regarding BWC implementation from the public.

Center for Public Safety Initiatives (CPSI) researchers attended four community
presentations hosted by RPD. Researchers observed presentations, and took notes on the session
as well the questions posed by community members. Of the four community informational

sessions attended, two were held in the summer, and two were held in the fall of 2016.

On June 22, 2016, the first community presentation was organized in Clinton Section
where three community members were in attendance. The second community presentation, with
nine community members in attendance, took place at Central Section’s Police Citizens
Interactive Committee (PCIC) meeting on July 20, 2016. The two community presentations held
in the fall of 2016 were conducted in Lake Section on November 2, 2016, and November 4,
2016. The November 2" presentation had 13 attendees and the November 4™ presentation had
14 attendees.

The community presentations were delivered by utilizing a six-page Power Point spread
detailing many of the aspects of the BWC cameras. These presentations were administered by
the sworn personnel assigned to the BWC program. The purpose of the presentation was to
detail a variety of aspects, including: the intended impact of BWC on the RPD, deliver an update
of the implementation of the BWC, describe technological features of the BWC, discuss camera

assignment, and detail policy related to camera storage and recording. The presentation that was
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delivered was updated over time to reflect iterative changes in policy and implementation of the
BWC.

Community Presentations and Dialogue--Results
Concluding the informational sessions, questions and comments were expressed by
attendees about aspects of BWC. Our intended purpose of attending these community
presentations were to collect initial public questions and concerns of BWC implementation, and

the RPD’s response to the questions and concerns presented by the community.

Community members expressed interest in regards to the dissemination of information
pertaining to the progress of BWC implementation, in the form of quarterly reports. The RPD
representative explained that RPD may present updates to the community six months after the

BWC has finished being deployed, dependent upon the approval of the Mayor or the Chief.

Community members also communicated concerns pertaining to the camera’s attachment
mechanism, stating that it may be inadequate. These concerns were amplified by recent
circumstances in the media where body-cameras could potentially fall off during critical
incidents (Frumin, 2016). During one of the presentations, some community members suggested
that the camera might be more effectively supported with an additional attachment apparatus.
The RPD presenter explained that the camera is not very secure and that some alternatives, such

as Velcro straps, are also problematic.

In addition to physical malfunctions involved in camera attachment, the community also
inquired about technical aspects of BWC operation. These questions inquired by presentation
attendees concentrated around the subject matter of camera failure, such as the likelihood of the
cameras breaking and if footage may be retrieved in the occurrence of camera failure. The
presenting officer explained that RPD has had problems with the cameras malfunctioning and
explained that they have worked with the BWC provider in order to address technical problems
as they appear. They also explained that in the event of camera failure, the process of retrieving

footage would be difficult, but possible.

Civilians attending the presentation also expressed apprehension in regards to BWC
program costs resulting from the storage of footage. One attendee inquired as to whether

funding would need to be increased in the case that footage may need to be backed up. The
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presenter explained that they were unable to predict how much storage would ultimately cost and
that they would need to study the amount of footage stored after the BWC has been fully
deployed.

Furthermore, presentation attendees articulated interested around the perceptions police
officers may hold about the BWC, as well as the ability to adjust to the new technology. RPD
responded to these inquiries by stating that many officers dislike the current police-community
relations climate, but are resistant to change. The RPD presenter went on to explain how officers
tended to be initially skeptical of the BWC, but generally come to value and appreciate it after

personally working with a camera.

Lastly, presentation attendees concentrated on the topic of BWC recording policy.
Recording policy inquiries were directed at officer discretion in enabling or disabling the BWC
video documentation. Attendees believed that officer discretion should be minimized and, in
response, RPD assured that the policy around disabling BWC documentation was strict in

comparison to other departments.

In summary, the dialogues, with their open ended nature and possibility for directly
engaging police regarding BWC focused primarily on technical concerns such as storage, cost,
and durability. This is a surprising divergence from the focus groups and again may not be
representative of the city as a whole since these were are a sample of citizens motivated to attend

the community meeting on BWC.

Community Surveys — TIPS (Trust, Information, Programs, and Services)

The third and final mechanism used to gauge community receptivity of the BWC is an
ongoing door-to-door survey collected periodically to gather information from community
members in various police beats. On July 28" and August 25" of 2016, the Project TIPS
(Trust, Information, Programs, and Services) initiative was held at the Norton Village Rec
Center and Edgerton Park in City of Rochester. The primary purpose of the TIPS initiative is
to improve police-community relations, rebuild trust, and to improve information sharing in
selected neighborhoods. During a TIPS event, representatives from different local services,
community agencies, and law enforcement agencies come to help the community connect
with different services they need. The Center for Public Safety Initiatives (CPSI) developed a
survey focusing on community views of neighborhood safety and law enforcement, and
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administered the surveys to residents who live near each TIPS site with the help of volunteers

and/or law enforcement.

Researchers in CPSI selected approximately twenty-seven different street segments
surrounding the Norton Village Rec Center and Edgerton Park. TIPS surveys standard questions
include: demographics, perceptions of police practices, perceptions of social cohesion, and
feelings of safety. For these two TIPS events, we added additional questions regarding awareness

of BWC implementation by RPD, and the perceptions of BWC usage.

Groups of two to three individuals consisting of volunteers, law enforcement, and CPSI
researchers administered door-to-door surveys at assigned street segments. VVolunteers assisting
in conducting surveys were instructed on survey procedure to ensure consistency and quality of
the results. It should be stated that although researchers randomly assigned groups to pre-planned
street segments, our samples of residents who took the survey were not a result of a random
selection. Therefore, the results from this study cannot be generalized to the population at large.

TIPS (Trust, Information, Programs, Services) Community Surveys--Results

The survey was modified in these to administrations to accommodate a series of
questions about BWC. The first item on the modified TIPS survey pertains to residents’
awareness of BWC camera usage. The item was stated thusly: “Before today, I knew that the
RPD is using BWC cameras.” Most of the Norton Village respondents were aware of RPD’s
usage of BWC cameras (70.5%), and the Edgerton Park respondents’ (66.4% - See Figure 2)
level of awareness of the BWC is similar. Survey responses from Norton Village and Edgerton
Park show no substantial differences.

Figure 2- Norton Village Respondents’ (N=105) and Edgerton Park Respondents’ (N=107)
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We then asked residents about their belief of whether “BWC cameras will improve

their community’s relationship with RPD.” Survey respondents in Norton Village both

agreed and strongly agreed with this statement overall (93.5%), as did Edgerton Park

survey respondents (79.4% - See Figure 3). Edgerton Park survey respondents agreed less

with this question in comparison to Norton Village respondents.

Figure 3- Norton Village Respondents’ (N=92) and Edgerton Park Respondents’ (N=102)

Perception of BWC Cameras Improving Police-Community Relationships
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We surveyed respondents on whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement that

“BWC cameras will be used fairly and impartially by RPD.” Norton Village respondents largely
agreed with this statement (89.5%) as did Edgerton Park respondents (81.9% - See Figure 4).

Survey responses from Norton Village and Edgerton Park exhibit no substantial differences from

each other.
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Figure 4- Norton Village Respondents’ (N=95) and Edgerton Park Respondents’ (N=94)
Perception of BWC Cameras and Footage Being Used Fairly and Impartially by the RPD
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Survey responses from the BWC camera portion of the TIPS survey in Norton Village
and Edgerton Park show that residents are aware of RPD’s BWC camera usage, demonstrate
trust in RPD’s ability to use the camera, and express confidence in the BWC camera’s ability to
potentially benefit police-community relationships. Overall, survey responses between the two
neighborhoods were generally positive. These findings are consistent with the national trend

found by the Pew Research poll.

Police BWC Perceptions

A fourth element of the study of police community perceptions regarding BWC entails
exploring line officer expectations. The survey of RPD officers regarding expectation of the
BWC impact on community is motivated by the national trend of police-community tensions and
untested expectations that cameras will alleviate this tension. Put differently, prior to
implementation, it is important to gauge officer expectations for BWC to transform police citizen
encounters. The extant research that measures officers’ beliefs about expectations of citizen
behavior change appears to be mixed across several studies considered below. For example, the
Orlando police department survey of 95 officers indicated ambivalence regarding improvement
of citizen behavior due to BWC (Jennings, Fridell, and Lynch, 2015). In contrast the Los
Angeles Police Department pre-implementation survey in Mission and Newton divisions

indicates that only 22% of officers agreed or strongly agreed that citizens would be more
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cooperative and only 34% agree or strongly agree that BWC will improve police-community
relations (Uchida and colleagues, 2016).
In summary pre-implementation surveys indicate ambivalent or skeptical attitudes about the
effectiveness of BWC in bridging the police-community divide. Below we discuss the police
survey conducted in Rochester in this larger context to gauge officer expectations for BWC’s
impact on police-community relations.
Police Officer Surveys — Qualtrics

After the initial preparation stage, in July 2016, Rochester Police Department (RPD)
moved to the BWC camera (BWC) training/testing stage. As part of the evaluation plan, a
survey designed to tap officers’ perspectives on BWC was administered during each training
session. Survey administration and data collection were completed remotely through Qualtrics.
The purpose of the Qualtrics BWC survey was to collect quantitative data on officers’ general
perception about policing, as well as their thoughts on the potential impact of BWC on police-
community relations. The six questions selected for this report acquired information pertaining
officers’ perceptions of potential changes in citizen reactions to the usage of BWC cameras by

officers.

Deployment of the BWC cameras was scheduled to begin at separate time frames for the
various patrol sections. The schedule for BWC camera deployment in RPD patrol sections can
be referenced in Appendix B. As the BWC implementation moved into a new section, officers
in this section would receive trainings on BWC general operation and policies. Surveys were
delivered by BWC trainer through email after each training session and thus have been

administered to 239 officers on a rolling basis since July 2016.

A timestamp specifying the completion date of each survey was used to categorize survey
respondents into samples by their patrol section consistent with the training delivery schedule.
The results of this research make the simplifying assumptions that only the officers of the
section(s) scheduled for BWC training completed the survey at the respective training times and
officers answered each item with due consideration. Consequently, these assumptions should be

acknowledged as potential limitations of this study.

Clinton, Central and Goodman Section completed the training session individually while
Genesee Section and Lake Section’s training sessions were combined. As a result, researchers
need extra identification to differentiate Lake Section results from Genesee Section, and this will
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be included in future BWC reports. Accordingly, Lake Section and Genesee Section are
temporarily categorized into one sample entitled “Lake & Genesee Section” in this report.
Furthermore, it should be mentioned here that the Genesee and Lake Sections have, at the time of
the production of this report, only partially completed the training session. As a result, a smaller
sample size is used for analysis in comparison to other sections’ relatively larger sample size.
The result of this report is limited due to the survey responses currently obtained may not reflect
the views of all officers within the Genesee and Lake sections, but once data collection is
finalized the separation of the sections and reanalysis of data will be undertaken.
BWC Camera Officer Qualtrics Surveys--Results

The first survey item is as stated: “Citizens will be more respectful knowing an officer is

wearing a BWC camera.” On average, more than two-thirds of respondents disagreed (54.4%)

or strongly disagreed (16.7% - See Figure 5) with this statement.

Figure 5: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Will Improve Citizen

Respectfulness
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B Strongly Disagree 15.8% 11.1% 24.4% 9.7% 16.7%
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The second survey item is as stated: “Citizens will be more cooperative with an officer
wearing a body camera.” On average, more than 3/4 of the surveyed officers disagree (60.7%)
with this statement or strongly disagreed with this statement (18.8% - See Figure 6). Similar to
the first statement, respondents maintained a negative perspective on the potential impact of
BWC on citizen behavior.

Figure 6: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Will Improve
Citizen Cooperation
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We also asked officers their perception of BWC cameras in regards to improving police-

community relationships. The item is as stated: “BWC cameras will improve police-community

relationships.” Between all the officers surveyed, more than 3/4 (62.3%) disagreed or strongly

disagreed (16.7% - See Figure 7).

Figure 7: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Cameras Will Improve
Police-Community Relations
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We used another statement to ask officers’ thoughts on BWC’s potential impact on witness

cooperation: “Using BWC cameras will deter witnesses from speaking with officers.” As a whole,

80 percent of officers agreed (62.3%) or strongly agreed with this statement (18.4%- See Figure 8).

Only one of the officers among all of the sections surveyed strongly disagreed with this statement.
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Figure 8: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Will Deter Witnesses from
Speaking with Officers
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We surveyed officers about their perception of using BWC to defend their actions when
facing complaints. The item is as stated: “Citizens will be less likely to file complaints against
officers using body worn cameras.” More than half of all officers surveyed disagreed (53.6%),

or strongly disagreed (10% - See Figure 5) with this statement.
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Figure 9: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Will Reduce Complaints

Filed Against Officers
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The last item surveying officers about their perceptions of citizen reactions to police

officers’ usage of BWC cameras is as stated: “In general, citizens feel that the cameras are an

invasion of their privacy.” Among all of the officers surveyed in patrol sections, about two- thirds

agreed (55.2%) or strongly agreed (10%) with this statement. Nearly half of all the officers

surveyed disagreed (34.3%).
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Figure 10: Officer Qualtrics Respondents’ (N=239) Perception That BWC Will Be Perceived by

Citizens as an Invasion of Privacy
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Overall, officers between Clinton Section, Central Section, Goodman Section, and Lake
& Genesee Sections showed consistency in the way they responded to Qualtrics BWC camera
questions. Variance in overall agreement or disagreement was present; however, differences in
patrol section responses were not substantial with the exception of one survey item. The
statement: “Citizens will be less likely to file complaints against officers using body worn
cameras,” was the one item which experienced notable mixed agreement and disagreement
across sections. On average, nearly half of officers disagreed or strongly disagreed to the

question (63.6%), however, over one third agreed or strongly agreed to the question (36.4%).

In comparison with community surveys, officers appear to be pessimistic about the
impact that BWC will have on their work, the relationship with community, and respect and
cooperation from citizens. This is consistent with national data (PEW) and with the Orlando and

Los Angeles studies discussed at the outset. Police officers surveyed, pre-implementation,
have low expectations for technology serving as solution to human-relations problems in
Rochester and that is consistent with two other departments noted above. The importance of
collecting pre- implementation is to gauge whether these attitudes change over time and
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become more positive as BWC become part of the business process and workflow of the
organization and perhaps demonstrate utility for helping officers accomplish work goals.
Discussion and Future Research

Focus groups, surveys, and presentations facilitated by researchers allowed for a
diverse collection of information on the perceptions of the BWC. Utilizing a mixed-methods
approach in this suite of studies allowed the collection of information that would have been
impossible to gather using only a single data collection method. Common and divergent
themes and subjects from the data gathered offer important cautions regarding the promise of
BWHC. These divergent themes in the data, such as the contrast between police and community
expectations for BWC in improving the police-community relationship could be regarded as
the most important results tapped by the research. This is especially true in light of the
ongoing data collection from officers, the community and other sources that will have post-
implementation attitudes and outcomes as comparisons to these starting points. Future data
collection efforts and the questions that can be answered in a final analysis are explored

below.

TIPS surveys are anticipated to be repeated in following summers. As BWC are deployed,
the perceptions held by the public have potential to adjust to BWC and could be monitored by
the TIPS survey. As the impact of BWC on police-community relations, transparency, and
accountability develop, further questions could be added to expand future research.
Furthermore, TIPS surveys are often conducted within different quadrants of Rochester. These
quadrants are characterized by different socioeconomic backgrounds, community sentiment,
and police obligations resulting from these differences. Therefore, future TIPS initiatives

could be utilized to monitor the impact on different sections of the city.

In addition, the Qualtrics surveys disseminated to collect initial perceptions of the BWC
are scheduled to be repeated. The implementation of BWC could potentially present
additional issues or concerns. Likewise, officers could possibly begin to consider the BWC
as an irreplaceable accessory in their daily patrol and find that BWC solves a variety of
patrol related issues. Therefore, as the utility of BWC unfolds, future Qualtrics results of
BWC perceptions post-implementation will be measureable as differences across survey

administrations. Of particular interest is whether police and community beliefs about BWC
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as a bridging mechanism in that relationship will converge somewhere between their current

optimistic and pessimistic anchor points for each group.
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Appendix A:

Event Date Location Description

BWC Core Meetings February 2, 2016- RPD Researchers attend bi-
December 6, 2016 weekly update

meetings with the

BWC team

Ride-Along

RPD BWC
Community
Presentation

Train the Trainer

RPD BWC
Community
Presentation

Train the Trainer

Train the Trainer

Interview with
Investigators

Meeting with Nick
Petitti

April 2016- May
2016

Wednesday, June,

22" 2016

Thursday, July 7",
2016

Wednesday, July
20", 2016

Wednesday, August
10™, 2016

Monday, August
15", 2016

Tuesday, August
16", 2016

Friday, September
16", 2016

Researchers conduct
ride-along interviews
with officers pre-
BWC
Researchers attended
RPD’s community
presentation to record
questions asked by the
community and their
reactions to BWC
Researchers attended
super-user training to
observe officer’s
interactions with
BWC
Researchers attended
RPD’s community
presentation to record
questions asked by the
community and their
reactions to BWC
Researchers attended
super-user training at
to observe officer’s
interactions with
BWC
RPD Clinton Researchers attended
super-user training to
observe officer’s
interactions with
BWC
Semi-structured
conversational
interview with
investigators on their
opinion of BWC
RPD Meeting to discuss
data collection for
BWC guantitative data

Clinton Section

Clinton Section

RPD Clinton

RPD Central
Section

RPD Clinton

RIT
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Goodman Section
Ride- Along (4*4=16
hours)

RPD BWC
Community
Presentation

RPD BWC
Community
Presentation

Lake Section Ride-
Along (9*4=36
hours)

Genesee Section
Ride-Along (4*4=16
hours)

October 2016-
November 2016

Wednesday,
November 2™ 2016

Friday, November
4™ 2016

October 2016-
November 2016

January 2017

Goodman
Section

Aquinas High
School, Lake
Section

158 Orchard
St., Lake
Section

Lake Section

Genesee
Section

Researchers conduct
ride-along interviews
with officers pre-
BWC
Researchers attended
RPD’s community
presentation to record
questions asked by the
community and their
reactions to BWC
Researchers attended
RPD’s community
presentation to record
questions asked by the
community and their
reactions to BWC
Researchers conduct
ride-along interviews
with officers pre-
BWC
Researchers conduct
ride-along interviews
with officers pre-
BWC
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Appendix B:

RPD’s BWC Deployment Schedule

Section Planned Start Planned Completion
Clinton 07/05/16 10/07/16
Central 10/11/16 11/04/16
Goodman 11/08/16 12/05/16
Lake 12/06/16 1/06/17
Genesee 01/10/17 02/03/17
Special Operations 02/07/16 03/03/17
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Appendix C:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Executive Summary

VI.

VII.

VIII.

On average, most of the Clinton Section officers felt impartial in regards to the
implementation of body-worn cameras (BWCs).
Officers reported four major operational and technological issues regarding BWC usage:
a. Connectivity issues between BWCs and docking stations
b. Inadequate BWC attachment to the officers’ uniforms, with reports of cameras
detaching from the uniform
c. Diminished video and audio quality in low-light situations, or during windy
weather
d. Issues with the activation button’s placement and sensitivity causing accidental
camera activation or deactivation
Officers had multiple interpretations of the BWC recording policy.
a. Some officers had concerns that the BWC recording policy would conflict with
HIPAA laws.
Concerns with Freedom of Information Laws (FOIL) being used to infringe upon the
privacy and safety of civilians and officers.
Officers reported less discretion with the addition of BWCs when used in domestic
incidents, resulting in a higher frequency of arrests.
BW(Cs have generally gone unnoticed by civilians, but have the potential to decrease
information gathered from witnesses because of concerns for privacy.
Officers described increased professionalism in other officers with the presence of
BW(Cs.
Sergeants reported increased workloads in order to assist officers with their BWCs when

technological malfunctions occurred.
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Report Summary
Introduction

This report serves as an executive summary of a larger report by both identifying and

summarizing the key findings of the larger report herein.!° Body Worn Cameras (BWCs) have

recently been adopted by police departments nationwide in order to redefine policing,
accountability, and transparency. BWCs are argued to encourage constructive encounters
between police and community members, enhance police legitimacy, improve evidence
collection for arrest and prosecution, and expedite the resolution of internal and external
complaints (White, 2014). After receiving broad support from local communities in Rochester,
the Rochester City Council invested financial support for BWCs with additional support in the
form of a grant from the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA). A stipulation of receiving federal
assistance from the BJA included an independent evaluation conducted by the Center for Public
Safety Initiatives (CPSI). CPSI’s evaluation of the Rochester Police Department’s (RPD)
implementation of BWCs is multi-faceted, including a variety of qualitative and quantitative data
to assess the impact of BWCs on policing processes and outcomes. This assessment includes, but
is not limited to, changes in crime occurrence, complaints against police, and criminal justice
processes (including criminal and internal investigations).

A component of CPSI’s evaluative strategy was to include ride-along interviews with
RPD officers to collect qualitative data on officers’ perceptions and expectations of body-worn
cameras. For these interviews, researchers developed a semi-structured interview to collect
information that reflects changes in police work after BWC adoption (See Appendix A). The
researchers interviewed ten RPD officers from ten beats in Clinton Section in the form of a ride-
along (See Appendix B). This report summary focuses on the results of the Clinton Section

officer interviews post-implementation of BWCs.

10 For more information, email: jmkgcj@rit.edu or see www.rit.edu/cpsi

129|Page


mailto:jmkgcj@rit.edu
http://www.rit.edu/cpsi

Key Findings

Officers’ General Attitudes on BWC Implementation

In general, the attitude towards BWCs amongst the officers of the Clinton Section was
neutral. Due to the nationwide trend of BWC implementation in police departments, officers
acknowledged that BWCs in the RPD were likely to happen regardless of agency-wide
opposition or support. At the time of the ride-along interviews in the Clinton Section, the officers
had been using the BWCs for three months on average. Due to the limited experience that
officers had with the BWCs, most officers were unable to make conclusive assessments
pertaining to their perceptions of them.

Attitudes on BWC Technology

The officers of the Clinton Section frequently noted many problems and frustrations
regarding the operational and technological functions of the BWC. Of these issues, the most
frequently mentioned were docking stations, uniform attachment, footage quality, and activation
button placement. The most significant issue to the officers was the connective ability of the
docking stations. After recording an incident, officers dock the BWCs inside of their patrol cars
to upload the footage. However, officers reported that docking stations frequently had issues
connecting to the BWCs and would require several attempts before successfully connecting. In
some circumstances, officers were required to return to the headquarters to upload their footage,
which could be time consuming.

Officers also stated that they were having issues with the attachment of the BWC to their
uniforms. During physical engagements such as foot chases, BWCs would occasionally fall off.
Officers viewed this to be quite problematic during incidents involving a physical altercation.
Such footage may be necessary to vindicate or justify an officer’s actions. Officers further
believed that the lack of footage from a dropped or fallen BWC might be viewed as deliberate by
a jury during a trial and/or a supervisor when handling an officer’s complaint.

The quality of video footage was described as poor in low-light situations. The audio
quality during situations with windy weather was also described as problematic. However, in
ideal lighting and quieter environments, the audio and video quality of footage was described as
exceptional. In one situation, the clarity of the BWC produced a high-resolution video that

helped provide context for an officer drawing his firearm in a near use-of-force case.
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Lastly, the sensitivity and placement of the BWC activation button was perceived as
problematic. The BWC is turned on and off via a button located on the front of the device, and
due to its sensitivity, would occasionally depress accidently. This was viewed as a serious issue
in the case of a physical dispute where a camera deactivating could potentially be seen as a
deliberate action by an officer.

Perceived Impact on Officer Workload

How officers perceived the added BWC-related responsibilities was closely connected to
the aforementioned technological issues. In the absence of technological issues, BWC-related
tasks only consumed twenty minutes from a shift on average. However, in the case of docking
station issues, the time spent on uploading BWC footage could be substantially increased.
Additionally, officers viewed the added responsibility of turning on their BWC as very
challenging. Officers feared that they would be subjected to disciplinary measures if they failed
to follow this procedure. However, this was described as most problematic in earlier stages of the
BWC implementation, and it seemed that most officers had adapted to this procedure at the time
of these interviews.

Perceptions of the BWC Recording Policy

Researchers identified differing interpretations of the RPD BWC recording policy. One
set of responses indicated that all incidents and interactions were required to be recorded without
discretion. A differing set of responses indicated that “A” jobs, as they appear Mobile Data
Terminal (MDT), were required to be recorded whereas “B” jobs were up to the officer’s
discretion. “A” jobs are described as more serious calls and “B” jobs are considered less serious.
One other officer cited the “safe and practical” clause in the RPD recording policy when
deciding to record incidents.!

Officers also expressed confusion with how HIPAA laws interact with the BWC
recording policy. HIPAA laws deal with doctor-patient confidentiality, and states that
conversations between patients and doctors are to be kept confidential (Your Rights Under
HIPAA, 2017). As officers often respond to calls in a medical environment, officers expressed
concerns that recording in a hospital environment would potentially infringe upon HIPAA laws.
BWCs, FOIL, and Privacy

Officer concerns for privacy were mentioned in conjunction with FOIL laws. FOIL laws

11 To see the RPD’s BWC Recording Policies, see: http://www.cityofrochester.gov/RPDBodyWornCamera/
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dictate the public’s right to gain access to government records, including BWC footage (Open
Government, 2017). Most officers believed that citizens could request any BWC footage without
restrictions. Officers also believed citizens would be able to access video that could potentially
disclose undercover officers’ identities, the identities of victims or witnesses, among other types
of sensitive circumstances. However, according to the RPD’s BWC policy in Section XIII, the
FOIL policy includes exemptions from the distribution of videos infringing upon the safety,
privacy, or integrity of law enforcement operations.!

BW(Cs and Officer Discretion

While most officers did not feel that their discretion had been limited due to BWCs, a
few officers identified changes in discretion when dealing with domestic incidents. If footage
contains statements in an incident that are considered criminal by law, regardless of factuality,
officers stated that they would be mandated to make an arrest. Before BWCs, officers stated that
they would spend time mediating the situation and attempt to develop a better understanding of
what had occurred before deciding to make an arrest. This was perceived as an issue as officers
felt they would have to make arrests on baseless claims versus factual information.

BW(Cs and Changes in Police-Citizen Encounters

A general consensus amongst officers was that citizens did not notice their BWCs. The
officers suggested that civilians who did notice the BWC would in some cases become more
cooperative, but generally this was not the case. As police often respond to calls where
individuals are emotionally elevated, the presence of a BWC might often be disregarded. In some
instances, officers noticed increased hesitation from witnesses in regards to obtaining
information, citing privacy concerns. In these situations, officers reported having to turn off their
cameras to obtain a statement from these individuals.

Officers stated that regardless of BWCs, they will conduct their patrols in the same
manner. However, across the department, officers have noticed an increase in using more
professional language since the implementation of BWCs. As a result of this, officers stated that
it is possible that BWCs have promoted more respectful interactions.

Clinton Section Sergeants’ Experience with BWCs

Researchers interviewed two of the sergeants from the Clinton Section regarding the

BWC’s impact on their responsibilities. In addition to confirming the aforementioned

experiences of patrol officers, the sergeants stated that BWCs have increased their
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responsibilities substantially. Due to the BWCs’ technical malfunctions, sergeants have had to
spend considerably more time assisting patrol officers with their BWCs to ensure they remain in
working order. Additionally, sergeants have stated that BWCs have not aided in complaint
reduction, as typically complaints are resolved through conversations with the complainant.
While the sergeants believed that BWCs could be an asset to policing, one of the sergeants
described it as a project where the “benefits are yet to be seen.”

Conclusion

The dialogue exchanged between researchers and officers of the Clinton Section were
primarily centered on the technological concerns with the BWC implementation. These issues
included docking stations, uniform attachment, footage quality, and activation button placement
and sensitivity. Generally, officers did not believe that the BWCs significantly added to their
patrol responsibilities, except for when issues occurred with their docking stations.

The researchers identified a variety of interpretations of BWC policy, specifically
pertaining to the recording policy and FOIL policies. As some officers’ concerns were
specifically related to these policies, addressing policy misinterpretations may help to alleviate
many officers’ concerns.

Officers noted that BWCs had a minimal impact on police-civilian interactions, stating
that the BWC generally is unnoticed. However, when dealing with witnesses, officers have
experienced reductions in information gathered from witnesses, while citing privacy concerns.
However, officers have reported observing increased professionalism from their peers in the
presence of BWCs, especially as it pertains to the language used during calls-for-service.

The sergeants of the Clinton Section confirmed the experiences of the patrol officers
within their section. In specific reference to supervisory responsibilities, the sergeants stated that
BWCs have significantly increased their workload due to technological problems experienced.
While they regarded BWCs as an asset, the benefits “remain to be seen.”

The next step of the CPSI’s evaluation includes ride-along interviews in the Genesee
Section after BWC implementation. As the Genesee Section and the Clinton Section are
distinctive from each other in terms of demographics and policing responsibilities, there is an

interest in comparing and contrasting these sections’ responses.
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Appendix A:
A Framework Interview for Post-Implementation Ride Along

a. What does a typical work day look like?

Po0 o

«

h.

How long have you been a police officer?
How long have you been patrolling this area?
How long have you been working on this shift?
How long have you used a BWC?
How long do you spend on BWC related work per day (downloading footage, activating
the camera)? Have BWC related processes contributed significantly to your workload? If
so—has this interfered with patrol operations, and how?
Have you had to contact your supervisor more since using BWC?
How has your attitude towards BWC changed since its first deployment? What part of
the process was difficult for you to get used to? (Ease of use, downloading and uploading
data, camera activation, etc.)
Did you notice other changes after the BWC deployment?

2. Do you think BWC has changed the nature of police work?

a. Have you experienced changes in the nature of policing with the addition of BWC?

i. Do you think BWC made a change on your policing style? Or did you notice that
you become more/less proactive because of BWC?

ii. When you have your BWC on, do citizens you encounter during calls for service
tend to be more compliant/cooperative? Do citizens acknowledge the presence of
BWC during interactions?

iii. Do you think BWC has affected your discretion? Example: whether or not make
an arrest, give a traffic ticket, stop a person, use force, pay more attention to
language etc.,

iv. Has the BWC presented any privacy concerns for yourself? If yes, could you
explain?

b. Possible changes in different kinds of encounters or calls due to BWC?

v. Family disturbances/domestic disputes?
vi. Repeated calls on same individuals?
vii. Early investigative activities
viii. Dealing with juveniles? (Especially in school settings)
How has BWC changed the citizens’ view of cooperation with police work?
i. Do you think there’s a change in citizen’s trust in police after BWC’s
deployment? (Justify certain cases?)

ii. Have you experienced circumstances where citizens questioned the camera and
how the footage is being used or asked you to turn it off?

iii. Has the BWC affected police interactions with witnesses or person with
knowledge? (not general police-citizen interactions) Has the BWC effected the
guality of follow up investigative interviews?

iv. Has any of your BWC footage been used as evidence in court? Or have you
heard of other officers’ footage being used as evidence, what kinds of cases are
they used for?

b. Police Perception of BWC (Positive, Neutral, or Negative)

a.

Do you perceive the BWC as an improvement of policing or do you tend to perceive it as
a burden in your daily work? Why do you think so?
If Burden > Improvement
e What was the most difficult part with using/implementing the BWC?
(Technology? Workload? Discretion? Policy? Privacy Etc.). Can you give
an example?
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If Improvement > Burden

e In what aspects has BWC improved policing? (Technology? Workload?

Discretion? Policy? Etc.). Can you give an example?

Now that you have had the chance to use a BWC, how do you feel about the expanding
usage of BWCs nationwide?
Based on your knowledge of RPD’s BWC implementation and nation-wide BWC
implementation, how do you think RPD’s BWC project could have been improved?
Do you think the amount of time and effort you spend on BWC related work affect your
role as a police officer?

Can you give me some examples of circumstances/locations/encounters where the
presence of BWC (whether it’s on or off) posed a major problem regardless of policy?
(e.g., in homes, schools, with minors, in extreme weathers, particular kinds of
events/witnesses)

Can you give me some examples of circumstances/locations/encounters where the
presence of BWC (whether it’s on or off) helped you solve the problem easily?

Is your opinion of body-worn cameras different now in comparison to when they first
rolled out?

Avre there any shifts or patrol areas that the BWC would provide more utility?

136|Page



Appendix B:

City of Rochester Police Department Sections & Car Beats
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Appendix Vb: Clinton Section Officers’ Perception of Body-\Worn
Cameras in Policing After Implementation: Full Report
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Abstract

This mixed-methods study evaluates the impact of body-worn cameras (BWC) on police
work, police-citizen encounters, and internal administrative procedures of the Rochester Police
Department. To understand and measure the impact of the BWC, researchers use a series of
quantitative data including, crime occurrence, complaints against police, and criminal justice
processes (criminal and internal investigations) pre and post camera deployment. This ride-
along report was designed as a qualitative study for researchers to understand the nature of
contemporary police patrol work. The purpose of the ride-alongs was to collect qualitative data
on officers’ attitudes they have acquired pertaining to body-worn cameras after BWC
implementation and how it has impacted the nature of police work. After analyzing the result of
each ride-along interview, researchers identified several major themes that were essential in
understanding officers’ current thoughts related to policing and the initial effects of BWC.

Key words: body-worn camera, ride-along, policing, perception
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Research Purpose

The public’s expectations for body-worn cameras (BWCs) are extremely high (Mitchell,
2017), and the same may be said of policy makers and police administrators (21 Century
Policing Task Force, 2015). Body-worn camera advocates claim that BWCs deliver enhanced
law enforcement transparency and legitimacy, improved civilian and officer behavior and
interactions, improved evidentiary benefits leading to reduced complaints, and opportunities for
police training (White, 2014). However, current research has identified unintended consequences
in utilizing body-worn cameras, concerning officer and citizen privacy, as well as harming police
relationships with witnesses and victims (Letourneau, 2015). Traditional survey methodologies
may not be able to uncover the full scope of the experienced benefits and consequences of body-
worn cameras. Therefore, we make use of qualitative data in the form of ride-along interviews to
fully explore the subject of body-worn cameras in police patrol

This report describes officers’ experiences with BWCs in the Clinton Section of the
Rochester Police Department (RPD). In this report we first describe the methodology, outlining
the sample of officer patrol shifts and the interview protocol. In subsequent sections, we provide

a detailed assessment of officer experiences with body-worn cameras organized by theme.
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Methodology

Sample Selection

The Operational Bureau of RPD consists of five patrol sections: Lake, Genesee,
Goodman, Clinton, and Central. Each section is divided into car beats (See Appendix A for
additional information detailing car beats in subsequently mentioned patrol sections). Within
Lake, Genesee, Goodman, and Clinton Sections there are three platoons (1% Platoon: 23:00-7:00;
2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3™ Platoon: 15:00-23:00); for Central Section there are five platoons
(£** Platoon: 23:00-7:00; 2" Platoon: 7:00- 15:00; 3" Platoon: 15:00-23:00; 4™ Platoon: 19:00-
3:00; 5" Platoon: 11:00-19:00). Central Section’s staffing is different from the other sections
due to its unique combination of foot posts and walking beats in the downtown business district
between its 5th platoon and detail personnel (See Appendix B for the staffing detail of each
platoon).

Ten observations were drawn from ten police beats in Clinton Section: 207, 217, 227,
237, 247, 257, 267, 277, 287, and 297 (See Appendix A for the location of each car beat in
Clinton Section) within which researchers conducted ride along interviews. The ride-along
interviews were conducted anywhere between four to six months after the initial BWC rollout.
For the ride-along sessions with patrol officers, researchers first randomly assorted platoons and
patrol beats, then randomly assigned the assortments to three researchers. Each ride-along
entailed four hours of observations and questions by researchers. Each eight-hour Platoon was
divided into two four-hour periods for each researcher to choose. For example: Researcher A
was randomly assigned to the assortment of the 2" Platoon of Beat 277, since 2" Platoon
includes the whole eight hours from 7:00 to 15:00, the researcher could choose to do the ride
along either from 7:00 to 11:00 or from 11:00 to 15:00 on a week-day based on his/her schedule.
A CPSI Research Assistant contacted the RPD BWC research coordinator in advance to schedule
the ride-along sessions. Researchers began the ride-along interviews on February 16", 2017 and
finished ten ride-along sessions March 3", 2017.

Officers selected for the ride-along sessions were all males with differences in years of
policing experience ranging from 1 to 25 years. Although this selection reflects the pattern of
staffing in Clinton Section, it should be acknowledged that the sampling result is limited due to
the absence of female officers in the Clinton Section.

To insure the consistency of the interview content, researchers developed an interview
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protocol to be used as a guideline (See Appendix C for General Interview Questions for BWC
Ride-along Research). In the present study, we revised the previous BWC survey framework to
reflect the content of the interviews prior to BWC implementation. The goal of this survey
modification was to identify changes in perceptions and experience after the BWC
implementation. In addition, the interviews followed a semi-structured design which allowed for
researchers to ask further questions pertaining to officers’ experiences with the BWC outside of
the interview framework. Before each ride-along interview, researchers explained the purpose of
the ride-along study and provided an oral statement of confidentiality. Additionally, in order to
keep officer statements within this report confidential, placeholders such as “Officer A” or
“Officer B” were used in order to link statements across officers.

In addition to surveying patrol officers, researchers interviewed two sergeants within the
Clinton Section. As with patrol officers, we developed a semi-structured interview framework
pertaining to sergeants’ perceptions and experiences in relation to the implementation of the
BWC (See Appendix D). Each sergeant interview was approximately an hour long, was

scheduled at the sergeant’s convenience, and was either conducted in person or via telephone.

Clinton Section Ride-Along Findings

The analysis of the ride-along interviews resulted in the identification of several themes
of the patrol officers’ perceptions and attitudes of BWCs. Most of the interview content focused
on the officer’s attitudes toward the BWC technology, the implementation of BWCs, and the
BWCs impact on their workloads. Additionally, we were able to gather information pertaining to
the BWC’s impact on a variety of factors within policing. These factors included: perceptions of
the BWC policy, the BWC as it relates to officer and citizen privacy, the BWC’s impact on
reductions in complaints and discretion, citizen and officer behavioral changes resulting from the

BWC, as well as the overall benefits recognized from the BWC implementation.

Officers’ General Attitudes on BWC Implementation

Following any major change in the processes or nature police work, the existence of
officers who outright support, or dislike the change, is to be expected. Of the ten officers
interviewed, there were only two officers who unreservedly supported BWCs, and two who did

not support BWCs. As a whole, the overarching perception of the Clinton Section officers we

144 |Page



interviewed held neutral opinions of the BWC’s implementation. These same officers stated that
the implementation of BWCs was “bound to happen,” regardless of agency-wide support or
opposition. The officers realized that the implementation of the BWCs was occurring across the
nation, and were prepared for the RPD to be the next agency to adopt them. The officers
recognized that the BWC project was young at the time of their interviews, and that more
acclimation to the BWCs during their patrol would be required before making conclusive
assessments. However, the officers were able to share with researchers their current experiences
with the BWC having approximately four to six months of experience.

Three of the officers interviewed stated that they felt that the BWC was the equivalent of
having “Big Brother” watching them. These officers stated that they believed BWCs were not
necessarily implemented to support officers on their patrols, but rather to monitor the conduct of
police officers. One officer said that the implementation of BWCs symbolizes a general lack of
trust in the officers and stated:

“As a police officer, we already have to undergo a lengthy background check
to become an officer, and the public seems to think we still need BWC to show
our words and actions can be trusted. I don’t like the trend recently that the
public perception of police seems to be we cannot be trusted unless we have a
BWC.” —Officer A

Researchers asked the officers if they felt that the BWC was an improvement or a burden
in their daily patrols. Across the ten patrol officers, the responses were evenly split between
believing that the BWC was an improvement or a burden in policing. The officers’ responses
mainly focused on the technological shortcomings of the camera, which is discussed in further

detail below.

Attitudes on BWC Technology

The officers of the Clinton Section noted many problems and frustrations with the
technological specifications of their BWCs. While most officers were open to using BWCs, and
some even supported its implementation, most officers could not fully endorse the usage of
BW(Cs due to some of the technological issues their patrol section had been experiencing. In this
section, we explore some of the technological issues that officers routinely reported to

researchers. These BWC technological issues included: docking stations, attachment, footage
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quality, and the activation button.

“I generally like the idea of having a camera, just not the ones that we
have. It’s more about the product rather than having to use a camera. Having

a camera can be awesome ... in a perfect world [where the BWC always

works] the BWCs are always useful. ” —Officer B

BWC Docking Stations

The majority of the officers interviewed noted that they had experienced problems with
the docking stations in regards to uploading and tagging videos during their shift. The frequency
in which these problems occurred for officers varied, with one officer noting that these problems
occur “quite often,” while other officers mentioned that it was uncommon for them to experience
any complications. As one officer put it, docking with the BWC tends to be “hit or miss, really.”
Resulting from the docking station issues experienced by officers, the BWCs required several
efforts in order to successfully upload videos, as there was an inability for the docking station to
“recognize” the BWC. In the event of the former, it can “take away five to ten minutes at a time
when it’s not working,” but the officers seem to consider it “more of a frustration than anything,”
rather than a significant problem. When the officers were unable to successfully dock the
camera, they would be forced to return to the Clinton Section headquarters in order to upload and
tag the videos using a computer. Other times, officers would contact their partners to use their
docking station to upload and tag videos. In these circumstances, it was perceived as a nuisance
and took time away from their patrol responsibilities.

Officers had generally stated that this problem was more commonplace during the
beginning stages of the implementation process. One officer, who regularly assisted with the
technical applications of the docking systems, indicated that when the BWCs were first deployed
he was tearing apart three to four docking stations per week. Since the beginning phases of
deployment, it would appear that these issues have been moving towards resolution, and are not

of persisting concern.

BWC Uniform Attachment Issues

Some of the officers mentioned having problems with the manner in which the BWC was
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attached to their uniforms. There were many reports of cameras regularly falling off of officers
who engaged in more physical activities, including, but not limited to, pursuing suspects on foot
or engaging in a physical altercation. One officer noted that “anytime you run, there’s a better
than fifty percent chance it’s going to fall off.” As a result, several officers stated that they would
have to physically hold the camera during foot chases, which significantly slowed down the
officers. In addition, some of the officers stated that this attachment issue could be easily fixed if
there was a second “clip” that would secure the lower portion of the BWC.

Furthermore, officers noted that the loose attachment of the BWC has impacted the
quality of their camera footage. Officers have stated that the BWC “kind of sits at an angle so
you can’t catch half of what is in front of you,” so officers try to carefully position their bodies
when talking with citizens, though this may not be an option in more tense situations. The BWC
also tends to bounce on the chest of the officer, even while walking, and the footage while
running tends to be very blurry. The implications of the impact on footage quality could
potentially result in BWC footage that may not be useable, or differential utility if only some

officers adjust camera and positioning to make up for its shortcomings.

BWC Footage Quality

The officers offered some additional feedback on the general quality of the BWC’s
footage. One common criticism was the poor quality of the camera’s low-light settings. The
officers stated that “the low-light on the camera is terrible,” or “if it’s dark at all, they’re garbage,
you can barely see.” Though this setting was intended to better replicate the sight of an actual
officer in the field, the officers noted that the cameras were unable to capture almost any useful
footage at night, even in areas with streetlights. Otherwise, however, the off