Final Report
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INTRODUCTION

In the spring of 2014, the St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department (SLMPD) began the process of
evaluating the need and the feasibility of beginning a Body-Word Camera (BWC) program. As Planning
and Research began the process of collecting preliminary information on the topic of BWCs, one of the
most significant events in policing in the last few decades occurred just 8 miles outside of the City of St.
Louis. The reverberations of that event could be felt in communities and police agencies across the
country, and most notably in the St. Louis Region. The changes to policing in the coming months and years
would be profound.

One notable change was the increased emphasis on creating trust aktransparency in law enforcement
agencies. While it has always been the case for SLMPD, many‘law enforcement agencies are not as open
as accessible as they could be. One option that had been e%red andput in place by many agencies was
BWC technology. The thought was if the community is to see whatanofficer sees, there can be some
understanding of the decision making process in p blic interactions.

A growing body of empirical evidence points to
incidents and complaints against officers. According 12 st f the Rialto, olice Department,
use of force incidents declined by 60 pereent across the entiredepartment after the mentation of a
BWC program. In a comparison of shi tilized BWCs'and shifts that did not utilize BWCs, use of
force incidents were 50 percent lower in itilized BWGCs. Perhaps most impressively, the Rialto
ompared to the year prior to BWC deployment.
Results from the Mesa, A i eployment c&*orate the encouraging effects
observed in Rialto: Ju ployment, officers without cameras had 300
percent more compla i ir fficers with cameras; during the entire course of the

effectiveness of BWC educing use of force

ess complaints, against officers who utilized BWCs; use of force
decreased\ by 75%. Similar effects have been seen in

A,

camera). As Chi illiam Farrar of Rialto put it, “Whether the reduced number of complaints was because
of the officers beh better or the citizens behaving better—well, it was probably a little bit of both.”
Beyond the purported-civilizing effect of BWCs, camera footage provides an objective record of police-
citizen encounters. The v xistence of such a record might discourage the filing of false complaints.
Finally, BWC footage is s%es incorporated into police training routines and can yield significant
benefits. BWC footage provides vivid first-person accounts of encounters that can bolster scenario-based

training. Moreover, BWC footage provides officers an opportunity to engage in self-critique and self-
evaluation of performance, an integral part of any educational process.

The implications of launching a BWC program are very significant. If an agency deploys BWCs, the agency
creates a reasonable expectation that the videos will be made available to the news media and the
public. The Department will need to set strict policies on when officers must turn the cameras on and
off. However, the Department must consider Officer safety. Will officers be required to turn on BWCs



regardless of the incident? Will officers be
expected to turn on the BWC first and
worry about defining themselves or the
victim of a crime second? If there is a critical
incident but the officer failed to capture it
on video, the camera program may actually
damage the Departments relationship with
the community. Decisions about whether
to release a particular video to the public
omplex, balancing the public’s
r in seeing a video against a crime

i privacy, for example.
hough™_ increasingly more  police

body-worn cameras, no
As one might expect,

consensus has emerged regarding best practic

program administration approaches vary along such as size, urban
versus rural policing environment, and budgetary con cumented body-
worn camera programs have been pilo ale. Obviously,
such pilot programs are considerably nd while these programs are deeply
informative in many ways, it is unclea heir administrative procedures are replicable for

department-wide programs. \
Following seven years o i ) li epartment is proceeding with a full-
scale body worn came . i eir e atrol staff with 1,000 body-worn

cameras. To administer thei i ying on a single officer who is solely dedicated to
ent maintenance and the training of all officers
excluding C ficers who will assist with equipment issues

raprogram. All SDPD officers are responsible for
r'shift to a cloud-based storage

cubesearch Forum (PERF)

recommends a ca proach to body cameras, in which
the community, offic nd other stakeholders are consulted. PERF
argues that departmen

onsider piloting the program and
evaluating the results befor ementing it department-wide.

Taking into consideration all of the above and the importance of
“getting it right” the SLMPD began a Pilot BWC Program after months
of planning and development in December of 2015. The goals of the
Pilot Program were to assess the technology, assess the needs of the |
Department to fully implement a BWC program, and to gauge public i
and officer opinion on the use of the technology.




PILOT PROGRAM

The SLMPD began the BWC Pilot Program on December 14, 2015.

PILOT PROGRAM DESIGN

The Pilot Program was designed to last 90 days. SLMPD Sergeants were be outfitted with either a chest
mounted or eye-glass mounted BWC provided by a single BWC manufacturer and wore them for 30 days,
before passing them on to the next group.

Each group consisted of 24 Sergeants with 12 wearing a chest moun WC and 12 wearing an eye-glass
mounted BWC. Sergeants were selected from all six Districts, SWAT, and Special Operations and all three
watches. Specifically, three Sergeants from each District, th ergeants from SWAT, and three Sergeants
form Special Operations. The Sergeants from SWAT and cial Operations wore their cameras for the full
90-day Pilot Program.

PoLicy DEVELOPMENT

The first step in the development of the Pilot Program 'pment ofap that would guide
BWC use during the Pilot. In the wee ing the events in Ferguson, many agencies
including the International Association o of Police,"Department of Justice, Police Executive

endations for the formation of BWC policy.

SLMPD began by reviewin - i tion of Chief‘olice Model Policy on BWCs
released in 2014. SLMP ' : inclu%

orn Cameras for Law Enforcement;
ers Association’s, A*“Model Act for Regulating the Use of Wearable

reds of pages of reports and recommendations, the SLMPD reached out to a number
of jurisdictions aro he country that had deployed BWCs prior to the events in Ferguson, Mo. SLMPD
requested sample policies, for review and inquired about the overall process for implementing a BWC
Wts. The resulting responses were significant. SLMPD received feedback

After reviewin

Program in their given d
from over 20 agencies inclu

e Aberdeen, SD PD; e Hartford, CT PD;

e Aransas Pass, TX PD; e Johnson City, TN PD;

e Arizona DPS; e Johnson County, KS Sheriff’s Office;
e Austin, TXPD; e Lake Havasu City, AZ PD;

e Caldwell County, NC Sheriff’s Office; e Louisville, KY PD;

e Chesapeake, VA PD; e Merced, CAPD;

e Chocktaw, OK PD; e Mesa, AZ PD;

e Fort Worth, TX PD; e Miami-Dade, FL PD;



e Modesto, CA PD; e San Diego, CA PD;
e New Orleans, LA PD; e Seattle, WA PD; and
e Newport News, VA PD; e Topeka, KS PD.

Representatives from SLMPD participated in other opportunities to meet with and discuss BWC
deployment and policy development including professional conferences in Arlington, Texas and
Albuquerque, New Mexico. In Arlington, the International Association of Law Enforcement Planners
hosted a round table discussion with representatives from multiple Texas law enforcement agencies on
the topic of BWC deployment. SLMPD representatives spoke directly to senior command staff in
Albuguerque again to discuss deployment and policy development.

LMPD.is the Missouri Secretary of State’s
the Secretary of State requiring video to be
, the Department would need to dedicate staff

Department BWC program. One of the major concerns faci
retention schedule. Given the evidentiary requirements fr
retained for at least 30 days and evaluated prior to p

Finally, SLMPD reviewed the laws currently in place that woz.Id affg any policy created to manage a

Schedule provided by the Missouri Secretary of S

POL 011 Audio/Video Recordings

Function:
Content:
Retention: 30 Days--Evalua
Disposition:

nation that impact criminal or major case
ape. Extraweo must be retained until

. This retention does not apply to interrogation
d should'b rt of the investigative files—See

SLMPD Pla on Kerasick of the Secretary of State’s Office specifically about

initial policy was eloped with In-Car video in mind. The term

ing the short retention period and reduces the appearance of purging
video for questi h as destroying evidence.

Pending an opinion freamthe City Counselor’s Office or changes in Missouri State Law, it seems as though
the Department must review 4ll video prior to purging it. Jon Korasick did state that it is up to the
Department to draft polic&ocedure, but he would be more than happy to help out and provide any
guidance whenever needed.

Taking all of the above into consideration, SLMPD Planning and Research Staff developed the current BWC
policy (Attachment 1) covering camera position, mandatory recording, prohibited recording, and
evidence/video management. Building heavily on the strengths of other successful programs and policies
and while trying to address the requirements of the State of Missouri, the current policy went in to effect
on December 5, 2015.



BWC TECHNOLOGY

The BWC technology for this Pilot Program was supplied by TASER at no cost to the Department. The
SLMPD field tested the TASER Axon-Body and the TASER Axon-Flex (eye-glass mounted) BWCs. The
Department also utilized TASER’s Evidence.com. Specifications for each model are in Attachment 2.

BWC TRAINING

Prior to beginning the Pilot Program, all participating Sergeants were provided training on the policy, the

operation of the camera technology, and how to manage evidence generated from the BWC Program.

Each group took part the training prior to beginning their 30 day p’oation in the program.
£

The policy portion of the training consisted of
reviewing the Pilot Program Special Order (SLMPD
Department  Policy). Important areas of
consideration were the circumstances requiring the
camera to be recording, how to document th
existence of a video in the incident report, and ho
to review video evidence.

Each group received training fro

malfunctioning technolog . ‘
Finally, each group was trai ' y access a iew evidence created by the BWC

and the requisite proces g the BWC video evidence. All evidence generated
during this pilo idence‘nd Sergeants were directed on the process for

"

the Sergeants participating in the Pilot Program weekly
surveys were gi veloped using questions that had been used in other BWC Program

evaluations.

The Sergeants were as lete a pre-test survey prior to beginning the Pilot Program. Each
Sergeant was sent a link to question (37 Likert and 5 Free Response) survey via email each week
during the 4 weeks they were assigned a BWC.

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION AND SET UP

The BWC provider sent SLMPD the equipment prior to the start of the Pilot Program. It was the job of the
SLMPD Information Technology Staff to set up all the cameras and docking stations prior to deployment.



USER SET Up

User groups and assigned permissions were setup by Information Technology, Planning and Research, and
Lt. Carnaghi (BWC Project Manager) by looking through each option in the user roles and deciding what
that particular group would need.

User setup involved getting a list of the users compiled into a spread sheet with their full name, email
address, and DSN. This list was then imported to Evidence.com.

Email invitations were sent from Evidence.com to new users to instruct them to setup their new account.
This invitation expires after 48 hours. Anyone that didn’t setup their.account before that expiration had
to be sent a new invitation email. This was a manual process perf; by Information Technology staff.
Some users contacted Lt. Carnaghi and he would contact Information Technology Staff directly to resend
invitations. A few users contacted the Help Desk and an iss I t escalated to the appropriate staff
to resend the invitation.

This initial set up required 9 man hours, with an ad al 4 man hours ek for the duration of the

Pilot Program.

CAMERA SET UP
All cameras had to be manually
Evidence.com. This required two

Technology staff connecting each came
computer and launching software a
assigning it to the Evide
been created. This v
initially.

When the

During the Pilot, since eretesting two different models of cameras, it was very frequent that we
were asked to swap the c tween users as one would prefer to test a different type.

Each docking station was setup with a static IP address and Information Technology staff had to permit
this device to access Evidence.com through the firewall.

ssigned officer. This also had to be changed each time the

Each docking station slot was labeled with which camera was to dock in that particular slot so that officers
wouldn’t accidently grab the wrong camera.

This initial set up required 48 man hours, with an additional five hours per week for the duration of the
Pilot Program.



USER MANAGEMENT

Management of users and cameras after the initial setup required little additional attention. Overall
Information Technology only had three instances that required a technician to go on site and troubleshoot
a camera. In each case, resetting the unit fixed the issue.

Account lockouts were infrequent. Messages are sent to the administrator accounts reporting a lockout
event. Evidence.com would lock the account for 60 minutes, then unlock it, and the user could try again.
Otherwise, the users reached out to one of the two
Information Technology technicians that were
responsible for. system.

officers‘that had m\issed the main training events on
how, to use the“cameras, start and stop recording,
pload. He also walked them through signing
o Evidence.com.

process required three
tio«‘e Pilot Progr

One Inforratiogechnology technician would train

hours per week for

cted multiple forms of data
throughout the Pilot. e Sergvts wearing cameras, use statistics,

and random audits of

from SWAT, and t from Special Operations. The cameras were evenly distributed across watches for

each group.
Total Total Uploads
Numgr of Videos 1114
Hours of Videos 161.43
GB of Videos 119.83

Average Per Day
Number of Videos Uploaded | 13.11

Hours of Video Uploaded 1.9

GB of Video Uploaded 1.41




Group 1 Total Uploads

Number of Videos 300
Hours of Videos 47.31
GB of Videos 34.84

Average Per Day
Number of Videos Uploaded | 10.34

Hours of Video Uploaded 1.63
GB of Video Uploaded 1.2
Group 2 Total Uploads

Number of Videos

Hours of Videos
GB of Videos

GB of Video Upl

Total Uploads
0s 406

60.3
44.8

Average Per Day
of Videos\Uploaded | 14.5

ideo Uploaded 2.15

0 Uploaded 1.6

USER SURVEY RESULTS
Results for the 37 Likert Sca‘stions can be found in Attachment 3.

The information collected in the free response portion of the weekly surveys provided vital information
regarding the day-to-day use of the BWCs. Specifically, Sergeants provided feedback on the mounting
systems. For example, Sergeants noted that there was no option for mounting the chest mount model on
the outside of SLMPD winter jackets. This information is important because it will help SLMPD find a
system that provides the best mounting option to fit the needs of the officers.

Similarly, a number of Sergeants expressed their dislike for the cords associated with the glass mount
model. They found the cords to be cumbersome and often times the cords became caught on other
equipment. Some Sergeants did prefer the glass mount option to the chest mount option according to
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their responses. Given the information gleaned in the surveys, it would seem appropriate to select a BWC
manufacturer that offers multiple options and allow officers to select which model they prefer.

Also included in these responses were comments regarding training benefits, evidentiary benefits, safety
concerns, and citizen/officer contact concerns.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

In January 2016, SLMPD Public Information began planning for the community input portion of the BWC
Pilot. Public information contacted Mike Bush of KSDK-Channel 5 News and offered him an up-close and
personal opportunity to showcase the Pilot Program, talk to Sergeants involved in the program, and
ultimately help garner public feedback.

Public Information also developed a survey available on the SLMPD website to be completed by
community members wishing to provide their opinions.

WEBSITE

!February, 20 blic Information
t with Information” Technology to
discuss plans for the body camera
webpage. A  Programmer  Analyst
cLicK To ENTER LD de\‘j the webpage. He spent 32

hours and 45 minutes on the project. This

r
a off o%toryboard at the conclusion of the

includes the removal

open survey.

The body ca . The BWC portion of the SLMPD website is still

erning BWCs, photos, and a couple articles

ay, Marc

On February 9, a KSDK photographer was allowed to record the training process for approximately an
hour. On February 22, Public Information met with Mike Bush to discuss logistics for the body camera
story. The meeting took about 90 minutes.

The Public Information staff then set up interviews with Sergeants that had taken part in the Pilot Program
and on March 3. Mike Bush conducted interviews with Police Commissioner, Colonel Samuel Dotson and
the two selected sergeants that had participated in the Pilot Program. Mike Bush also followed one of the
sergeants in his patrol car and recorded his interactions and experiences with the BWC. The entire
interview process took approximately two hours.

Later in the evening on March 3, Mike Bush was allowed to take a BWC with him to record while he
broadcast the evening news. Mike Bush recorded with the camera for approximately 2-3 hours. The
footage captured during the shadowing of the Sergeant and the broadcast was downloaded and given to
KSDK for their use.



The story was slated to air on Sunday, March 13. The story encouraged viewers to visit the SLMPD website
where they could take a survey to provide feedback. Mike Bush spent approximately 4-5 hours editing
and producing the news story.

PUBLIC SURVEY DEVELOPMENT AND RESULTS
Publicinformation developed a short survey to be used to gauge community support for BWC deployment
in St. Louis. The survey consisted of 12 questions regarding the interactions had by the public with
Sergeants wearing BWCs. Also, included were questions covering general approval or disapproval of BWC
technology.

ugh April 4. Just over 800 citizens
f respondents had not interacted

The survey was active on the SLMPD website from March
responded to the survey. However, it is important to not
with an officer wearing a BWC.

Responses are illustrated in the below graphs an

If you have interacted with a St. Louis police officer who was wearing a body | Number | Percent
camera, how did you become aware you were being recorded?

Missing B 2 .2

| asked the officer if | was being record 9 1.1

| have not interacted with a St. Louis pol 676 83.6
Other 92 11.4
Someone else present o i i { i S as | 5 .6
being recorded

Someone else presen 5 .6
The officer told me | was 20 2.5
Total 809 100.0

HAVE YQ

DO YOU THINK BODY CAMERAS WILL HAVE AN INFLUENCE ON OFFICERS’
BEHAVIOR OR COMMUNICATION WHEN INTERACTING WITH THE PUBLIC?

W Missing MNo MYes

10



DO YOU THINK BODY CAMERAS WILL HAVE AN INFLUENCE ON OTHERS'
BEHAVIOR OR COMMUNICATION WHEN INTERACTING WITH OFFICERS?

W Missing ENo MYes

DO YOU FEEL SAFER KNOWING YOUR INTERACTIONS WITH OFFICERS ARE
BEING RECORDED?

B Missing MNo MYes

DO YOU BELIEVE ALL BODY CAMERA VIDEO RECORDINGS SHOU
AVAILABLE UNDER THE MISSOURI SUNSHINE LAW (FREEDOM O
INFORMATION ACT), INCLUDING VIDEOS DEPICTING VICTIMS AND
JUVENILES?

B Missing BNo HYes

AVE THE ABILITY TO TURN OFF VIDEO RECORDING AT
THE REQUEST OF CITIZENS?

The public opinion survey ponse questions also provided insight in to the opinions of the public
regarding privacy concerns, cost, and storage/retention of video evidence.

11



ASSESSING THE DATA

The following assessment is based on the deployment of 800 BWCs.

ANNUAL VIDEO/EVIDENCE ESTIMATIONS
Using the data collected during this BWC Pilot Program, SLMPD calculated an annual estimation on the
number of videos and amount of data for a deployment of 800 cameras.

Annual Estimations Sergeant Pilot? Calls For Service Data*
Number of Videos Uploaded 151,122 53 2%*

Hours of Video Uploaded 21,586 311 746***

GB of Video Uploaded 16,015 779 Sl

Nestimations based on a deployment of 8
*2013 calls for service and self-initiated acti

00c
**calculated w/ only one officer per eve
*** calculated w/ an average call time of 3 utes
*H%*24min/GB '

The estimated number of videos and ama

of expected peryear based on Calls for Service data is

edt m&factors. The primary reason is

also included in the above table.

The large difference in t

the difference in the 2 3 ant an trol Officer. Sergeants in this Pilot
Program were not ans Officer does each shift. Looking at the video and
the associated use data, i that basing the estimated number of videos and data expected

annually o oduce,a signi tly lower estimation than what SLMPD should
expect. ce data), the estimations are low due to the
calculati i icer/onecamera/videa per call. Often times there are multiple Officers

gy needs assessment is based on 800
cameras distributed thr
Operations, and HQ locat
following assessment is base
solution. Information Technology does not recommend the use
of an on-premises storage solution for video evidence
generated by BWCs. The below estimates do not include the
man power to perform evidence management tasks including:
Investigation, seizure, redaction, supplemental reporting, and
submission. Information Technology would recommend that \
evidence seizure be handled by a commissioned unit with a background in mvestlgatlve police work.

out the 3 area stations, Special
should be noted that the
on utilizing a cloud storage
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Information Technology also recommends that there be an assignment responsible for storage of all
associated equipment including: black cases that contain the camera accessories, spare clips, USB cords,
car charger, and mobile devices.

NETWORK HARDWARE NEEDS

At the time of this report, there is currently an inadequate amount of network drops and network
hardware to support a full BWC deployment. Additional network drops and switches will need to be
installed for a full implementation with multiple docks at each site. The (one-time) costs for this are listed
in the table below:

Location Item needed Quantity Cost
North Patrol Network drops 20 $6000
North Patrol Network switch 1 $2000
Central Patrol Network drops $6000
Central Patrol Network switch $2000
South Patrol Network drops 000
South Patrol Network switch 0
Special Operations Network drops sS4

Special Operations Network s $200
SWAT (HQ) Network dr $3000
SWAT (HQ) Network swit $3000
Total $36500

BANDWIDTH NEEDS

Similarly, additional band needed at eachlocation where cameras will be docked. See the

recurring inthe't \
Location Current Bandwidth Proposed Bandwidth Monthly cost increase
South P it/s 100Mbit/s $1000
North Patro 50 /s 100Mbit/s $1000
Central Patrol 50Mbit/s 100Mbit/s $1000
Special Operation 20Mbit/s 50Mbit/s $750
HQ (SWAT) 300Mbit/s 300Mbit/s $0
Total cost $3750 (recurring)

BROKEN/LOST EQUIPMENT

Camera mounting clips broke frequently or were misplaced. Cords for the glass mounted cameras were
also easy to break and required multiple replacements. During the Pilot, Information Technology kept
spare equipment at the Help Desk so Sergeants could get replacements 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.

When it was time to return equipment or to give equipment to the next group of Sergeants that were
testing, Information Technology staff often had to hunt down equipment.

This process required one man hour per week for the duration of the Pilot Program.

13



INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY STAFFING NEEDS
Finally, in order to adequately handle the assumed increase in workload, Information Technology would
need to increase staffing. Overall staffing needs are below.

Position Current FTE Count Proposed FTE Count Hours dedicated to
BWC per week

Network Admin I 2 5 161

Network Admin | 3 5 138

DEPARTMENT-WIDE STAFFING NEEDS
The costs of purchasing cameras are relatively small compared to the monthly costs of maintaining and
managing the video recordings. SLMPD has also alr perienced a number of open records requests
regarding BWCs. Sunshine requests for video a o related informati ill require a substantial
amount of Department time and resources to ful

Requests of this nature and other administrative tas r"(ion, assignin eras, managing
evidence requests, etc.) associated 3\WCs have led“to other agencies hiring staff to handle the
increased workload. A rough estimate o equired, taking into account about 20 other agencies,
would be one full-time person per 100-1 eployed. Withya deployment of 800 BWCs, SLMPD

C ne admini ive tasks associated with BWCs.
These estimations are h V i e d redaction software utilized

rogram in Mard}OlG after 90 days of deployment. Three groups
d range of ages and experience tested the technology and provided their
Sergeants and the community, and it is clear that both the community
and officers h imi rns. SLMPD, SLPOA, and Citizens all have similar concerns regarding

There are a number of considerations to take into account when evaluating the success of this Pilot
Program. The primary con o keep in mind is that this Pilot Program involves Sergeants and not Patrol
Officers. The nature of &ponse and responsibilities differ for Patrol Officers when compared
Sergeants. Also, Sergeants are typically not the first person on the scene resulting in shorter video

duration during the Pilot Program.

Secondly, it is important to note that many calls require/have more than one officer responding; which
will result in 3,4,5, etc. videos per call when cameras are rolled out to officers. When reviewing video
captured during this Pilot Program, the majority of videos had at least two to three officers in them
illustrating that the video evidence generated will be exponentially more than what SLMPD experienced
during the Pilot Program

14



As a result, the experiences during this Pilot Program are difficult to generalize. SLMPD has attempted
better estimate the annual evidence/data generated by using Calls for Service data to supplement.

The Pilot Program has provided SLMPD with some very important information regarding the day-to-day
use of the cameras. Based on comments from the Sergeants involved, it is evident that SLMPD needs to
find a solution that allows for cameras to be mounted on the officers’ outermost garment. Also, Officers
tend to prefer the chest mount option over the eye-glass mounted camera. However, depending on the
assignment the eye-glass mounted option provides a better view.

For SLMPD, Cloud storage of video evidence is the only feasible option given the amount of data SLMPD
will amass. Also, Cloud storage makes video review and evidence han?rg process more efficient and safe
for both the officer and public. During the Pilot Program, Sergeants were required to manually review and
tag video in Evidence.com. This is an administrative ta%t will, take a significant amount of time
depending on the amount of video generated. Estimates from other law enforcement agencies are from
30-90 minutes per shift on administrative tasks relat WoCs. A back-end solution that ties the video
evidence to calls for service in CAD and I/LEADS is | tive to guarantee er classification of videos,
evidence retention, efficient data management, ficient use of limited

The costs of purchasing cameras are relatively small monthly co maintaining and
managing the video recordings. SLMPE also already experienced a number of open records requests
regarding BWCs. Sunshine requests fo d video related information will require a substantial

aquests, ete.passociated with BWCs have led to
other agencies hiring staf i ase ]. Even if t MPD contracts out the task of
storing the data, the S i assi aff to respond to public requests for particular

videos. This can involve i i i of redacting certain sections of a video. A rough
estimate on staffing requi account about 20 other agencies, would be one full-time person
per 100-150

is woefully bem regarding the handling of video evidence and
e suggestions made to the legislature in the spring of 2016 regarding
BWCsincl i o use them, what should be recorded, what should be available in open
record reque hat is clear is that BWCs are a very controversial issue and legislation
isneedto help g he direction of BWC use and evidence handling.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: SLMPD should field test BWC technology provided by at least one other manufacturer
to evaluate usability, real-time viewing, technical attributes, and technical assistance across models
and manufactures.

Recommendation 2: SLMPD should test CAD/RMS integration options to allow for proper assessment of
administrative time.

Recommendation 3: SLMPD should test integration with In-Car eo options, up to and including

evaluating a new In-Car Video system.

Recommendation 4: SLMPD should test and evaluate the ers” for activating BWCs such as

exiting a vehicle and drawing a service weapon.

BW(Cs based on th
ipation would allow for

ily use of Patrol Officers. A
e thorough evaluation

Recommendation 5: SLMPD needs to evaluate the
second Pilot Program utilizing volunteer p
of the expected data totals.

olutions. A significant amount of time
which SLMPD redacts video evidence.

Recommendation 6: SLMPD needs to

e solutions beyond the storage

ading of video evidence via Wi-Fi or
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ATTACHMENTS
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