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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In October 2011, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) embarked on a
significant expansion of fixed infrastructure surveillance cameras in Custody Division
with a primary emphasis on Men’s Central Jail (MCJ) and the Twin Towers Correctional
Facility (TTCF). This enhanced fixed infrastructure surveillance camera system was a
key component that has assisted in fostering a higher level of accountability and
professionalism in the Sheriff's Custody Division. Depending on the location of an
incident and the mounting location of fixed surveillance cameras, recorded video can be
a valuable tool in conducting investigations and can assist in supporting or refuting
reported inmate and/or employee conduct.

As important as the fixed cameras have become, they are not a comprehensive
solution. The fixed cameras lack audio recording capability and due to the
predetermined perspective of fixed infrastructure surveillance cameras, numerous
events in the LASD jail system may not be recorded. Often times, significant events
occur out of view of the fixed surveillance cameras. As a result, the Board of
Supervisors (BOS) requested that the LASD explore the use of Personal Video
Recording Devices (PVRD) or body worn video cameras. The use of these devices was
also encouraged by the Citizen’s Commission on Jail Violence (CCJV).

To help organize the task at hand, the LASD Fiscal Assessment Unit (FAU) considered
three primary categories of PVRD deployment options. The first, Deployment Type, is
where PVRDs would be deployed. This consideration was further divided into two
categories, Full Deployment and Strategic Deployment. A Full Deployment would
include nearly all line personnel at a given facility. Strategic Deployment, as the name
implies, involves focusing on particular areas of a given facility. Such key areas could
be identified as a result of high-risk activities and job functions where use of force
concerns are paramount. Strategic Deployments are broken into Phase |, Phase Il and
Phase Ill Deployments for locations and job positions which have been identified as
having historically high uses of force or high liabilities. The Phases are identified as
follows:

e Strategic Deployment Phase | PVRDs deployed in the 25% most critical high
liability positions.

e Strategic Deployment Phase Il PVRDs deployed in the 50% most critical high
liability positions.

e Strategic Deployment Phase Il PVRDs deployed in all critical high liability
positions.



Next, FAU considered Activation Type or when the PVRD would be activated. This was
also segregated into two sub categories, Constant On or Event Based. Constant On
dictates the PVRD is activated at the onset of a shift and left recording throughout the
duration. The PVRD would then be turned in and downloaded at the shift’'s conclusion.
In this deployment, the PVRD could only be turned off when a PVRD user was not
involved in the course of their official duties (i.e. break, restroom, etc.). This method of
use would create the maximum amount of recorded media, would potentially be the
most cost prohibitive and potentially have the greatest resistance from Unions and other
advocates for privacy issues.

Event Based activation dictates the PVRD is activated only in instances dictated by
policy or if the PVRD users feels it would be a benefit to the Department. This
activation method greatly reduces the amount of recorded media that would need to be
stored and proportionally decreases costs for storage. Event Based activation provides
the greatest ability for PVRD users to ensure privacy concerns are mitigated due to the
ability for the user to turn the PVRD on/off as required. The disadvantage to this
method is that it relies upon the PVRD user to consciously activate the PVRD as
needed. When events suddenly occur, the user may be distracted and forget to activate
the device and/or have the inability to turn it on. As a result, some incidents may not be
fully captured on the PVRD.

Lastly, FAU considered video storage. The most significant costs of ownership in a
PVRD deployment have been identified as costs for requisite infrastructure, video
storage and supporting personnel, not necessarily the PVRD device itself.
Comparatively, infrastructure costs are the most significant although the cost to
purchase enough PVRDs for the entire Custody Division may be significant as well.

Storage of Video can be divided into three categories. The first is Network Storage
Infrastructure. This is a storage medium similar to what is being used to store the video
from the cameras at MCJ and TTCF. The second is Non-Network Storage
Infrastructure. FAU determined that many law enforcement agencies use DVDs as their
primary storage medium. Non-Network Storage can be cost effective when only
designated video is saved, such as a use of force or significant event, rather than
saving all routine video. Lastly Cloud Storage Infrastructure was considered. However,
this solution is potentially cost prohibitive in larger deployments and potential security
concerns still need to be addressed.



In response to the recommendation made by the BOS, LASD conducted a test and
evaluation (T&E) of representative forms of PVRDs within MCJ and TTCF in order to
assess the feasibility of implementing a larger scale deployment of PVRD technology at
LASD. Due to the prevalence of numerous PVRD solutions, all PVRDs were grouped
into two primary categories defined as “All-In-One PVRDs” or as “Modular PVRDs.”
Detailed descriptions of these PVRD categories can be found in Chapter IV of this
analysis.

A representative PVRD was evaluated from each of the categories for a period of six
months. The purpose of the evaluation was to help define LASD specifications for a
potential PVRD solution, define infrastructure costs and operational considerations.
Pursuant to an analysis of the PVRD evaluation, it was determined the disparity in
pricing of different PVRD device solutions was minimal as compared to infrastructure
and storage costs. PVRD devices are expected to cost from $500 - $2,000 per PVRD
unit.

One hundred eight deployment options have been identified for consideration. A
comprehensive description of each deployment option and corresponding costs are
detailed in Chapter X of this analysis. Deployment costs range from $618,400 for a
Strategic Phase | deployment at MCJ via a Non-Network Infrastructure to $86,668,017
for a Full Deployment at each custody facility for all line level personnel via a Cloud
Storage solution.> Options are identified via the following table:

PVRD DEPLOYMENT OPTIONS ‘

DEPLOYMENT ACTIVATION | VIDEO STORAGE

TYPE TYPE INFRASTRUCTURE
FULL CONSTANT

DEPLOYMENT | ON NETWORK STORAGE
STRATEGIC EVENT

DEPLOYMENT | BASED NON-NETWORK STORAGE

- - CLOUD BASED STORAGE

Based upon the studies and subsequent suggestions provided by the CCJV, the LASD
Commander Management Task Force (CMTF), the BOS and other entities with a
variety of expertise: this analysis recommends a deployment of PVRDs at MCJ due to
its prominence, historically higher liability operation, hazardous inmate classifications
and overall impact such a deployment would have on the entirety of Custody Division.

1 . . . . .
*All costs are estimated for comparison purposes only. Actual costs will be determined via a procurement process.



This recommended Deployment is identified as:

e OPTION #1ai - Strategic Deployment / Event Based / Phase | utilizing
Non-Network Infrastructure. Approximate cost: $618,400

This deployment would encompass MCJ personnel working in high liability, historically
problematic assignments. PVRDs would be activated during significant incidents and all
recordings would be stored on a DVD medium. Option #1ai can be deployed, with
existing infrastructure and minimal capital expenditures, within a six to eight month
period (Refer to Attachment #87 for details). During that time frame, it is expected
LASD will meet with Unions to help solidify policy and concurrently partner with the
Internal Services Department (ISD) to procure a requisite quantity of PVRDs for
deployment.

Like much of today’s modern video technology, PVRDs are not a perfect solution. They
have limitations such as battery life, video storage capacity and reliability. Yet, without
guestion, PVRDs use in LASD has the potential to capture video and audio recordings
of high liability and rapidly unfolding events that may occur within our custody facilities.
The presence of video evidence has the potential to increase agency transparency,
thereby increasing community trust and positive public perception of law enforcement.
Additionally, video evidence has the potential to increase officer professionalism and
accountability, mitigate citizen complaints against officers, reduce civil liability, increase
efficiency in the handling of many types of cases and deter criminal activity.

The LASD has produced a comprehensive PVRD report through an examination of
LASD T&E results, LASD user input, review of empirical research, interviews with law
enforcement agencies across the United States who are currently using or are
considering the use of PVRD technology in patrol and/or custody environments, as well
as numerous other metrics. The information captured and analyzed may be used to
assist in the decision making process regarding establishing standards, best practices
and deployments of PVRD technology and will further assist in capitalizing on the
benefits of PVRD technology while minimizing potential pitfalls.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department (LASD) is one of the eminent law
enforcement agencies in the nation with 18,000 budgeted employees. These
employees include over 9,000 deputy sheriffs (sworn) and 7,700 civilian personnel
(professional staff). Additionally, the LASD operates one of the largest jail systems
in the nation. Traditionally, when deputy sheriffs graduate from the Los Angeles
County Sheriff's Academy, they are assigned to a custody jail facility for a period of
one to five years. After this initial custody assignment, deputy sheriffs may transfer
to one of twenty-three Sheriff's patrol stations in order to provide policing services to
over four million residents of Los Angeles County.

It is the mission of the LASD Custody Division to serve the interests of Los Angeles
County by providing a secure and safe custodial environment, and to ensure that
these custodial facilities are in full compliance with all state and federal laws, rules
and regulations. This mission is accomplished through a commitment to excellence,
the embodiment of the “Department's Core Values”, “Code of Ethics”, adherence to
LASD Policy & Procedures and all applicable laws.

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department jail system is comprised of eight
separate custody facilities housing approximately 18,000 inmates per day.® The
average length of stay for an inmate in the Los Angeles County jail system is
approximately 39 days.*

The inmate population in the LASD jail system is generally composed of individuals
charged with crimes and awaiting trial, persons convicted of crimes and sentenced
to one year or less in county jail, and individuals awaiting transfer to state prison
upon conviction. Approximately 70% of the inmates incarcerated in the Los Angeles
County jail system are documented gang members®. The eight LASD custody
facilities are identified as:

1. Men’s Central Jail MCJ

2. Twin Towers Custody Facility TTCF

3. Inmate Reception Center IRC

4. Century Regional Detention Facility CRDF

5. East Facility PDC - East
6. North County Correctional Facility NCCF

* Inmate average population was collected in 2012 from an LASD report titled: “Average Daily Inmate Population”
issued by the LASD Custody Support Services Unit

*The average length stay for an inmate was provided by LASD Custody Support Services Unit on 10/07/2012

> The percentage was provided by Operation Safe Jail (OSJ) Sergeant, Larry Mead, on April 07, 2010.
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7. South Facility® PDC - South
8. Mira Loma Detention Center MLDC

Problem Statement

The LASD jail system is a dynamic and fast paced environment housing inmates
incarcerated for crimes ranging from drunk driving to murder. Additionally, there are
a high percentage of active gang members incarcerated for violent criminal offenses.
This environment creates a unique setting where attacks may be precipitated
against inmates and staff personnel with little to no warning. The danger of violent
attacks is further compounded by the prevalence of jail-made weapons such as
“shanks” or “shives” (jail-made knives).

Deputy personnel are at times required to use force to “control, restrain or overcome
the resistance” of an inmate.” Pursuant to LASD’s Manual of Policy and Procedures
(MPP), department personnel are “authorized to use only that amount of force that is
objectively reasonable to perform their duties” and which is in accordance with the
LASD Force Options chart. Additionally, deputy personnel have a duty to protect the
lives of fellow employees and inmates alike. Refer to Attachment #1 (MPP 3-
01/025.00 Use of Force).

If a deputy sheriff or custody assistant uses force on an inmate, he or she is required
to immediately notify a supervisor (rank of Sergeant or above) regarding the
application of force. The deputy or custody assistant is then required to articulate
the force and the legal justification for the force he or she used.? Unfortunately, in
many incidents the actual event is not documented by way of audio and/or video
recorders. Therefore, the majority of the force investigations regarding an incident
are based on the statements of deputy personnel, inmate witnesses, and the
involved inmate(s).

Due to the sudden nature of violent attacks in custody facilities, custody personnel
are often involved in dynamic and rapidly evolving confrontations. These attacks
often occur in areas that are isolated and where a deputy could be at a perceived
disadvantage. These same areas may not be covered with infrastructure mounted
video surveillance also referred to as Closed-Circuit Television (CCTV) systems.
Additionally, CCTV systems have numerous limitations, to include a fixed mount

® As of March 2010, PDC North Facility no longer operates independently and is now incorporated under South
Facility Command. The old North Facility is referred to South Annex

’ LASD, Manual of Policies & Procedures, 3-01/025.00

8 LASD, Manual of Policies & Procedures, 5-09/430.00
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position and permanent predetermined viewpoint. As a result, CCTV systems
cannot capture and record every area or location where an event may take place. It
would not be cost effective to place CCTV systems throughout the jail system to
capture every isolated area due to the required infrastructure to support such a
system. These CCTYV limitations have identified a need for a more cost effective
technology to augment the existing surveillance system.

The Solution - Personal Video Recording Device (PVRD)

Sheriff Lee Baca created the Commander Management Task Force (“CMTF”) with
the goal of establishing numerous enhancements to policies, procedures and best
practices for the Custody Division environment. At the recommendation of Sheriff
Lee Baca and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (BOS), the CMTF
identified the potential need for a Personal Video Recording Device technology
(PVRD) to be evaluated by LASD custody line personnel.

PVRDs are capable of providing a limited view video and audio recording from the
perspective of the involved personnel wearing a PVRD during an incident. This
limited “first person” perspective may be critical when utilizing recorded video to
substantiate an application of force or to provide a first person perspective of
occurrences within a given incident. This perspective should be considered “limited”
or “partial” as a body worn camera captures a “tunnel vision view” perspective of the
event. Sights not within the viewpoint of the camera are not captured and a PVRD
user may hear sounds which are not clearly picked up by the PVRD microphone. As
a result, the PVRD may capture a limited scope of an incident while not documenting
critical areas that provide an understanding of the incident as a whole.

As an example, numerous police agencies utilize in-car-video whereby a video
camera is mounted to the dashboard of a police car. This video provides a recorded
limited viewpoint of the occurrences directly in front of the police car. In instances,
where such a police car has been involved in a traffic collision, this solitary viewpoint
often does not record critical events occurring outside of the viewpoint of the
camera. Such critical events may include the presence of withesses, actions of
traffic to the sides of the vehicle, the status of a traffic signal, sounds heard prior to
the crash, etc. In such a scenario, the limited viewpoint provided by an in-car-video
camera may not provide the overall contextual understanding as what is
experienced, seen and heard by someone seated in the driver’s seat of the same
vehicle.
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The analogy above can clearly be applied to the use of PVRD systems by law
enforcement officers. A PVRD provides a single recorded viewpoint, which may not
provide context to the totality of the circumstances, sights and sounds experienced
by a peace officer.

Although the viewpoint of a PVRD has limitations, the benefits often outweigh its
detriments. A narrow “first person” recorded video perspective can still provide
context, corroborative evidence, detailed video imagery and an audio recording of
the series of events. This evidence may be a critical factor in winning criminal and
civil cases. Stationary infrastructure mounted surveillance cameras rarely have all of
these combined capabilities and may, at times, have limited probative evidentiary
value.

Equipping custody personnel with PVRDs may ensure a video camera is present
and potentially used in numerous significant incidents involving LASD personnel and
inmates in Custody Division. PVRD recording devices are generally small, robust
and relatively easy to use. The use of these devices can potentially be used to
augment the existing infrastructure mounted video surveillance camera systems
throughout a custody facility environment.
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CHAPTER II: EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

In recent years, many agencies have begun to consider the adoption of Personal
Video Recording Devices (PVRDs), also known as Body Worn Video Cameras.
New technologies have exponentially increased the potential capabilities of law
enforcement agencies and video evidence is rapidly becoming one of the most
important evidentiary tools for peace officers. Police agencies can utilize recorded
video to increase the public’s understanding of police work, reduce frivolous claims,
allegations and lawsuits against their peace officers. In addition to its role in risk
management, video evidence may potentially save law enforcement personnel’s
time, and thus save agency’s valuable resources in terms of time and personnel
costs. PVRDs also have the potential to be used as a training tool, which may
provide valuable feedback. Peace officers would have the ability to see, from a third
party perspective, their positive actions as well as identify areas for improvement.
The deployment of PVRDs also has the capability of increasing officer accountability
through reviews, training and oversight.

In August of 2012, PoliceOne® conducted a survey of 313 law enforcement officers
throughout the country regarding the use of police video, including in-car-video
cameras, body worn cameras and other types of video devices. Of the 313 officers
surveyed, 49.5 percent of the officers stated that their agency uses in-car cameras,
while 33.1 percent stated that their agencies do not use any type of video solution.
Additionally, 12.4 percent of officers reported using both in-car and officer worn
cameras, while only 5 percent of law enforcement officers reported that their agency
utilizes officer worn cameras exclusively (“P1 Survey: Police Video,” 2012).

(See table 1)

° PoliceOne is an online resource focused on information pertaining to law enforcement. www.policeone.com
http://www.policeone.com/police-products/body-cameras/articles/5908468-P1-Survey-Police-Video/
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POLICE ONE SURVEY QUESTION: What type of video solutions does your
agency currently use?

Officer Worn Cameras i 5.0%

Both e 124%

Does not apply: My agency
does not have a video... — 33.1%
In-car/dash cameras “ 49.5%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%

Table 1: Type of Video Solutions Police Agencies Use

Of the agencies represented in the survey that do not currently utilize an officer worn
camera solution, 60.3 percent are not considering its use or deployment™®
(See Table 2).

POLICE ONE SURVEY QUESTION: Is your agency considering/evaluating an
officer worn camera solution, if it currently does not have one?

B No

M Yes

i Does not apply. Agency already
has an officer worn camera
solution.

Table 2: Police Agencies Considering Evaluating Officer Worn Camera

% The Survey did not provide information as to why the 60.3 percent of the agencies are not considering body
worn camera.
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In the same survey, Law enforcement officers were asked about the potential
timeframe for their agency to deploy an officer worn camera solution. Of the
responding officers, 69.3 percent reported that their agency did not plan to deploy an
officer worn solution in the near future (“P1 Survey: Police Video,” 2012).

(See Table 3)

POLICE ONE SURVEY QUESTION: If your agency plans to deploy an officer worn
video solution, what is the timeframe?

7-10 Months i 3.6%
4-6 Months - 5.8%

1-3 Months 9.0%

1 Year or Later - 12.3%

We are not planning to deploy in the
near future

Table 3: Agencies' Timeline to Deploy Officer Worn Video Cameras

In 2002, the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) was commissioned by
the United States Department of Justice Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services (COPS) to evaluate the impact of in-car-video camera systems (video
recording devices mounted inside police vehicles) in state police and highway patrol
agencies. The IACP surveyed more than 3,000 law enforcement officers to determine
what impact, if any, video evidence had on the criminal justice system. In 2004, the
IACP published the results of their study, entitled “The Impact of Video Evidence on
Modern Policing.” Although the IACP study focused on in-car-video, many of the
principles, concepts, best practices and research are applicable to the deployment of
Personal Video Recording Devices. Through empirical research acquired from the
IACP study as well as numerous other sources, information was gathered regarding the
following subjects: Transparency, Professionalism and Accountability, Complaints,
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Increasing Efficiency, Deterrence, Judicial Process, Data Management and Storage,
and Unintended Consequences.

Transparency

The utilization of PVRD technology can illustrate to the public that law enforcement
agencies are striving to improve transparency. Creating policy that encourages law
enforcement officers to record significant contacts with citizens in patrol or inmates
in a custody environment often makes officers more aware of their behavior and the
tactics they use while at work. The willingness to record a law enforcement officer’s
contacts with inmates or the public can assist in sending a message that the
employing police agency values transparency and encourages public scrutiny.

Professionalism and Accountability

Body worn cameras can also be utilized as mechanisms of self-critique as well
as tools for training new peace officers. Although PVRDs generally capture
objective videos that depict incidents from the viewpoint of the responding law
enforcement officer, the PVRD video does not always capture the totality of the
surrounding environment and actions leading up to the event.

Reviewing recorded videos helps peace officers, with varying levels of
experience, determine whether their actions were appropriate or whether there
was a need for improvement (IACP, 2004). With PVRD technology, supervisors
may also have the ability to periodically audit recorded videos and therefore have
the ability to demonstrate that their officers adhere to policy and procedures as
established by their agency. These audits may assist in potentially identifying
areas and actions, which can be improved upon by officers. By forcing officers to
pay more attention to relevant protocols, video evidence has the potential to help
to increase professionalism and performance (Harris, 2010). The IACP (2004)
found that officers who believed their supervisors were auditing their recorded
videos were more likely to be courteous (p. 23).

Although video evidence can potentially be used as an effective training tool, the
presence of a recording device does not guarantee extra consideration or
modification of behavior on behalf of the officer or other involved parties. First,
effectiveness of video evidence is predicated on the fact that the officer has
turned on or activated the recording device. Secondly, the presence of the
PVRD does not necessarily mean that officers will behave any differently. In the
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2004 IACP study, 89 percent of officers indicated the cameras had no effect on
the discretion they used while handling potential use of force situations (p.16).

Complaints

Potentially reducing complaints and meritless allegations against officers can be
a significant benefit realized through the use of PVRDs. The IACP in-car camera
system study examined the impact of video evidence in law enforcement. More
than 3,000 law enforcement officers were surveyed in the IACP study. When
asked how the availability of video evidence affected the number of complaints
against officers, the IACP found that “in cases where video evidence was
available, the officer was exonerated 93 percent of the time; in 5 percent of the
cases the complaint was sustained.” (p.15)

Outcomes of Investigations Based On Videotape
Evidence
100% 93%
80%
S
o T 60%
8 o
S 5 40%
e 2
9 U 0%
a < ° 5% 2%
0% , | , .
Exonerated Sustained Other
Outcome of Complaints

Table 4: Outcomes of Investigations Based on Videotaped Evidence

Without video evidence, the justice system often relies on statements given by
involved parties and witnesses. With the presence of a video recording,
however, law enforcement officers may no longer have to rely solely on the word
of those involved. Video evidence can provide an enhanced perspective and can
act in the capacity of an unbiased witness, to augment interviews and
investigations. The 2004 IACP study found that at least 50 percent of the time,
complaining citizens withdrew their complaint when they were made aware of the
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presence of the recording during a police encounter (p.15). The same study also
found that in the presence of a camera, 48 percent of citizens would be less likely
to file a complaint (p. 21). The use of PVRD recordings may help hold not only
officers, but citizens accountable for their actions and statements.

Increasing Efficiency

Any citizen or inmate complaint that is resolved through the review of a video
recording may mean less administrative paperwork for involved officers and their
supervisors. As a result, agencies may save a significant amount of time and
resources that would have otherwise been spent investigating complaints and
interviewing involved parties and witnesses. The City of Plymouth, United
Kingdom, began using body worn cameras in its police force in 2006 and have
experienced a 14.3 percent reduction in complaints of excessive force and
discourtesy as well as a 22.4 percent reduction in the amount of time officers
spent doing paperwork when an incident was recorded. (City of Spokane, Office
of the Police Ombudsman, n.d., p. 3)

By recording evidence in real time, law enforcement agencies are able to
increase efficiency in record keeping which can potentially lead to decreased
court time for officers as well as prosecutors, and ensure swift resolution of cases
(Harris, 2010, p. 7). David Harris (2010), Pittsburgh School of Law, asserts that
“evidence of what the suspect and the officer did appearing in an unrehearsed,
spontaneous recording will, without doubt, prove superior to any other kind of
post-hoc report, which by its nature would contain only the word of the officer” (p.
8). Providing a video and audio recording of an event as it unfolds can
potentially put the viewer in the mindset of the officer and enable them to better
understand the officer’s actions as well as the emotional state of both the suspect
and the officer. In addition to the paperwork done by the involved officers
themselves, the IACP (2004) found that video evidence lead to an increase in the
number of cases that were resolved at the first line supervisor level, rather than
being forwarded to Internal Affairs sections for formal investigations (p. 15).

Deterrence

According to Professor David A. Harris (2010), implementing a PVRD program
has the potential to deter criminal activity that might have otherwise occurred (p.
18). The Urban Institute Justice Policy Center, in cooperation with the United
States Department of Justice, conducted a study of public surveillance in three
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cities in order to evaluate the use of video surveillance for the purposes of crime
control and prevention. The results were published in September of 2011 and
can be applied to surveillance and video evidence in general. (Dwyer et al,
2011)

Three cities, Baltimore, Chicago and Washington D.C., implemented public
surveillance systems with the intent of deterring crime (Dwyer et al, 2011). In
Baltimore neighborhoods, the crime reduction varied from zero to 35 percent and
in Chicago neighborhoods, the reduction ranged from zero to 12 percent.
Results did not show a marked change in the crime rate that could be attributed
to the surveillance cameras deployed in Washington D.C. The authors of the
study partially attributed the variance to the saturation of cameras in certain
areas. Areas with a higher concentration of surveillance cameras experienced a
larger reduction in crime than areas where the cameras were less concentrated
(Dwyer et al, 2011). It may be inferred, that with the proper saturation of
cameras, law enforcement may potentially realize a reduction in criminal activity.
However, there is a variance in findings of the deterrent effect as it relates to
video surveillance. In a separate meta-analysis conducted by the Constitution
Project Staff for the Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner of
Alberta, Canada, researchers found that the consensus among empirical studies
examining the effects of video surveillance was that video surveillance has little
effect on violent crime (Beech et al, 2007).

In a 2008 study of existing literature regarding the use of Closed Circuit
Television (CCTV), prepared for the California Research Bureau, researchers
measured the effectiveness of video surveillance as reported by 44 agencies
worldwide (Cameron et al, 2008). Forty-one percent of the agencies reported a
statistically significant reduction in crime, 43 percent reported no effect, and 16
percent showed a statistically significant crime increase (Cameron et al, 2008, p.
4). The researchers noted, however, that “many violent crimes may be motivated
by passions, which make individuals less rational, more impulsive, and therefore
less influenced by the risk of detection or apprehension” (Cameron et al, 2008, p.
16). The researchers warn potential users of video surveillance technologies to
“not presume that crime reduction or prevention will occur automatically”
(Cameron et al, 2008, p. 53). Of additional importance, a separate researcher
found that some other locations using CCTV technologies that experienced an
initial deterrent effect saw a diminishing of the effect over time (Phillips, 1999, p.
141). A conclusive study of offenders’ views and motivations as it relates to
deterrence has yet to be conducted.
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Although researchers have not proven definitively that the use of surveillance
technology, including body worn cameras, will absolutely deter crime, some
argue that the potential for deterrence is present in certain environments. Doug
Wyllie (2012) suggests that in a custody setting, “getting a body camera to the
scene early can help to de-escalate a situation” and if an inmate is made aware
early in a confrontation that he or she is being recorded, they will often “cease
their acting out behavior” (para. 6). Also, Hayes and Ericson (2012) assert that
“the use of a camera system, whether in-car or body-worn, can deter violence or
other negative behavior and help to convict a person who would choose to attack
an officer” (p. 6). Some PVRDs have the ability to capture the events
precipitating a violent confrontation, via a pre-recording capability, which can
further help the viewer to gain insight into what the officer may have been
experiencing at the time of the incident. As the use of body worn cameras by law
enforcement agencies is still an emerging technology, the impact, whether
positive or negative, has not yet been definitively established.

Judicial Process

The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) has performed studies
on camera usage with respect to in-car camera systems. Much of this information
can be extrapolated to PVRDs. The study measured the impact cameras have
had on the judicial process. Done as a collaborative effort with the National
District Attorneys Association (NDAA) and the American Prosecutors Research
Institute (APRI), the study found that of the prosecutors surveyed, an
overwhelming number (91 percent) have used video evidence in court that was
captured from an in-car camera. They reported that the presence of video
evidence enhances their ability to obtain convictions and increases the number of
guilty pleas prior to going to trial. The majority of the prosecutors (58 percent)
reported a reduction in the time they actually spent in court, although when video
evidence was used, 41 percent of prosecutors reported an increase in their case
preparation time. (Hayes & Ericson, 2012, p. 3)

As stated above, of significant note is the potential increase in workload due to
the use of recorded video evidence. Not only may a prosecutor have to increase
case preparation time due to the integration of video evidence, all levels in the
“chain of evidence” may be affected. An arresting officer will have to download
and book video related evidence. If the video recording is utilized during the
preparation of a criminal report, the transcription and review process will add
considerable time to the preparation process of the report. Detectives, handling
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a respective criminal case, may increase the amount of time spent by reviewing
video evidence for each case as well as the amount of time spent managing the
video evidence by technical staff and/or evidence custodians.

Data Management and Storage

One of the most significant findings was that appropriate technology,
infrastructural preparedness, and encompassing policies and procedures can
make the difference in the implementation of an effective PVRD program. The
IACP (2004) suggests, “When it comes to purchasing technology, police
executives must avoid the temptation to settle for an off-the-shelf technology
solution when that solution may not meet an agency’s needs” (p. 29). Video
solutions should be carefully assessed based on the needs of the agency
because a video solution that is effective in patrol environment, for example, may
not be effective in a custody environment.

The storage and management of PVRD recordings is one of the largest and most
underestimated obstacle agencies will face. According to the IACP, “The
purchase, acquisition, duplication, and storage of recorded media requires
personnel time commitment, space, and resources that the majority of agencies
are not prepared to deal with” (IACP, 2004, p. 36). When various agencies were
surveyed, the IACP (2004) found that agencies often were unprepared to handle
“key back-end components such as storing, filing and retrieving video evidence”
(p. 2). Many of the agencies surveyed had not done enough research into the
costs of ownership and long-term maintenance and policy considerations prior to
implementation of the program (IACP, 2004, p. 2). The National Institute of
Justice recommends, “The amount of time required to extract and maintain data
versus the cost of a unit should be strongly considered prior to purchase” (p. 12).
They also suggest that training and logistical operations plans should be in place
prior to implementation.

29



Unintended Consequences

Research also suggests that the
implementation of PVRD programs
may have some unintended
consequences. Law enforcement
agencies should be prepared for
situations in which recordings verify
citizens’ complaints (Harris, 2010).
Although video evidence will serve
mostly to protect officers and the
police agencies they represent, there
will be occasions where the video
actually substantiates a citizen
complaint and police agencies must

“The purchase, acquisition,
duplication, and storage of
recorded media require personnel
time commitment, space, and

resources that the majority of

agencies are not prepared to deal
with” (IACP, 2004, p. 36).
L |

be prepared to deal with those instances. Professor David Harris (2010) also
suggests that “the devices may raise expectations of citizens,” meaning that
citizens may learn to only trust an officer’s word if there is supporting video
evidence, making law enforcement entities “prisoners of the technology” (p. 9).
This trend is also referred to as the “CSlI effect,” which creates unrealistic
expectations in the mind of juries and, in the absence of video footage,
influences their verdicts (Dwyer et al, 2011, para. 7).
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CHAPTER Ill: FIXED INFRASTRUCTURE SURVEILLANCE CAMERAS (CCTV)

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department operates eight separate custody
facilities housing up to 20,000 inmates. In September 2011, the LASD initiated a
campaign to procure and install 1,559 fixed infrastructure surveillance cameras
(CCTV) in several key custody facilities (Refer to Attachment #2 for details). The
table below reflects the described LASD fixed infrastructure surveillance system
expansion:

LOCATION STATUS CAMERAS
MCJ Installed 705
TTCF Installed or in process 739
PDC East Facility Installed 121
PDC South Facility Installed 25

Table 5 Fixed Infrastructure Surveillance Camera Installations by Facility

Fixed infrastructure cameras are defined as video surveillance cameras, which are
installed on various items of infrastructure (walls, ceilings, poles, etc.) throughout a
facility for the purposes of recording events, which may occur. Fixed infrastructure
surveillance cameras generally produce recorded video of excellent quality from a
third party perspective, usually in an “over watch” or elevated position, but generally
do no record sound. As a result, key conversations, commands and statements,
which often provide critical context, are not captured. These cameras record a “fixed
viewpoint” and, based upon positioning, potential “blind spots” may not be recorded
by these cameras.

Fixed infrastructure cameras are typically
the preferred method of recording video in
key areas due to their stationary nature
and high positioning. This positioning
provides 24-hour surveillance at optimum
viewing angles, increasing the potential to ‘
capture an incident on video. -

W

In contrast, PVRDs cannot be continuously used for long periods of time and often
provide a segmented viewpoint of an incident which is only seen from the
perspective of the PVRD user. When a PVRD user is involved in a recorded
incident, the close proximity (arm’s length or less) to a subject or inmate often
produces PVRD video recordings that are of limited evidentiary value. In such
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instances, the camera lens of the PVRD is often too close to the subject or inmate
and only small segments of the person’s body is captured on video. PVRDs do not
have the capability to capture a distant or an aerial perspective of an incident while
fixed CCTV system does.

Many of the areas in LASD custody facilities, which have traditionally generated high
numbers of force and complaints, are now covered by fixed infrastructure
surveillance cameras. The true value of a PVRD deployment is the ability to
potentially provide recorded video and audio to augment the existing infrastructure
surveillance camera systems. Such a PVRD deployment would help “fill in the gaps”
versus being deployed solely as a “free standing” technology. Fixed infrastructure
surveillance cameras, PVRDs and other technologies must be viewed as integrated
systems rather than disparate, freestanding technologies.
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CHAPTER IV: PVRD TEST & EVALUATION

In September 2011, LASD Sheriff Lee Baca working in conjunction with the Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors directed the initiation of a test & evaluation
(T&E) of Personal Video Recording Devices (PVRDSs) for use inside the Los Angeles
County jail system by LASD line personnel.

In February 2011, LASD initiated a T&E to review various types of PVRDs that are
offered to the law enforcement community. The project was undertaken with certain
key considerations: officer safety, evidentiary protocol (criminal, civil, and
administrative), product reliability, and risk management benefits. In the process,
numerous law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies were contacted regarding
their use of PVRDs in order to review their research data and to identify
strengths/weaknesses of the technology as well as the industry’s best practices.

As it pertains to personnel safety, LASD was concerned with any PVRD that may
threaten the safety of the user. Only PVRD systems that were lightweight, did not
conflict with end user’s duty equipment, and did not present themselves as a
possible weapon that could be used against a PVRD user in a use of force incident
were considered for the evaluation.

Personal Video Recording Devices (PVRD) — Categories

The video surveillance market is saturated with PVRD vendors and
manufacturers all of which are purporting to offer the “best” system in the nation.
This is further compounded by countless PVRD systems, which are
manufactured and then rebranded for sale through various distributors with
different names. Due to the expedited timeline for testing and evaluation (T&E),
the LASD elected not to test and evaluate every PVRD available on the market.
Such a T&E would conceivably encompass dozens of recording devices and
potentially lead to a time-consuming and costly evaluation process.

The purpose of the T&E process was not to test individual recording devices or
manufacturers. Rather, the purpose of the T&E was to develop information in
order to determine required PVRD specifications for LASD, the impact a PVRD
deployment would have on existing LASD infrastructure, establish best practices,
define the impact on staffing, and potential costs.
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The LASD team created two primary categories for the T&E which represent the
majority of PVRD models. The two categories are identified as an “All-In-One”
PVRD System and a “Modular System.”

All-in-One PVRD System

An “All-In-One” PVRD solution is a PVRD system in which the recording
device, battery pack, activation mechanism and camera are integrated into
one self-contained unit. This type of system is generally equipped with a
mounting apparatus, which allows the unit to be attached directly to a
user’s belt, lapel and/or other area of a uniform. This system is generally
easy to set up and simple for the average user to understand.

Modular PVRD System

A “Modular” PVRD is constructed of two or more parts, connected
together to form a system. Often these PVRDs use an external camera
connected by a wired system to a battery pack and/or recording device.
This system is often more flexible by offering greater choices of mounting
options and configurations; however, this type of system is generally more
complicated to set up and manage.

Pursuant to the designation of the two above listed categories, the LASD
selected an all-in-one PVRD solution and a modular PVRD system to assist in
defining specifications and requirements for a potential PVRD solution. The
PVRD solutions tested, Taser Axon/Axon Flex (Modular PVRD) and the VieVu
PVR-LE2 (All-in-One PVRD), were used as representative samples of the two
differing categories. According to each manufacturer, the tested PVRD solutions
were designed specifically for use by peace officers in a law enforcement
environment. These two PVRDs were developed with a consideration towards
reliability, simplicity and evidentiary considerations.

Each of the body worn video surveillance systems, mentioned above, currently
have significant deployments with numerous law enforcement agencies in the
United States. Both body worn video surveillance systems record video footage
onto a digital medium, such as an internal memory card. The recording medium
or memory, in these two devices was designed to be internal and non-removable
by the end user, in order to strengthen the evidentiary value of the recorded
media. The LASD quickly identified this feature as a mandatory specification for
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an LASD based PVRD system, which would ultimately be instrumental in
preventing allegations of tampering with video evidence.

Both the Taser Axon Flex and VieVu PVR-LE2 systems were similar in nature in
that videos were recorded and stored internally on the PVRD. Once an incident
was recorded, each type of PVRD was connected via a USB cable to a computer
or other network infrastructure. Video management software, provided by the
PVRD manufacturer, was used to download the recorded video footage onto a
secure computer video storage server. The recorded media could then be
viewed and/or a DVD could be created for purposes of court presentation or
administrative investigations.

Each of the tested PVRDs was a self-contained unit with a rechargeable battery
and supporting software applications. The software application, depending upon
manufacturer, was designed to store and protect the integrity of recorded video
footage. Numerous technological safeguards were integrated into the recorded
video footage to ensure that the integrity of the video was not compromised.
Video management methods include but are not limited to watermarking,
date/time stamps and administrative permissions.

Taser Axon Flex - Modular PVRD System

The Taser Axon Flex PVRD system consists of a small surveillance camera
that also contains the recording medium for the system. This camera is
attached via a cable to a small battery pack, which contains the activation
buttons for the system. Depressing a small button on the system’s battery
pack activates the camera’s recording system. The camera can be worn in
several positions to include, but not limited to:

e Clipped to a lapel

e Clipped to a shoulder epaulet
e Worn around the collar

e Attached to a pair of glasses

The Taser Axon Flex system integrates a recording buffer feature, which
allows the system to continuously record video. The recording buffer records
for a set period of time (thirty seconds) and re-records over the same
recorded loop. Once the recording device is activated, the system saves the
previous thirty seconds of video. The device continues to record in live time
(video and audio) until the recorder is manually shut off. This capability is
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similar to a “TiVo” system for law enforcement PVRD recorders. The end
product is a video that contains the events captured after the user initiated the
recording as well as the thirty seconds preceding the activation.

The “recording buffer” functionality is critical in capturing events that
transpired thirty seconds before a deputy sheriff activates the recorder.
Recording the events preceding an application of force are often times more
important than recording the actual use of force. The events preceding the
application of force are critical as they may show the justification and/or legal
standing for the use of force.

Additionally, the Taser Axon Flex PVRD contains an optional viewing device
with an LCD screen with viewing capability via a wireless Bluetooth
connection. This viewing capability can be important to ensure accuracy and
consistency during an investigation. For example, this viewing capability can
allow a supervisor to review recorded video footage on the PVRD, as needed,
in order to expedite investigation. Refer to product brochure for details,
Attachment #3.

Vievu - All-In-One PVRD System

The VieVu PVRD recording system is a singular device approximately the
size and configuration of a pager. The device is an all-in-one design, which is
generally clipped onto the front of a uniform shirt. The user must slide a small
switch to activate the device, which in turn also exposes
the camera lens. The VieVu records up to four hours of
continuous video footage before the camera’s battery is
depleted. The device can then be connected to a
computer storage server, which would allow the user to
download the video as it simultaneously recharges the
device.

The strength of the VieVu PVRD is its simple and robust design. The device
has one activation method, in which the device can be activated via a slide
switch. The system’s detriments are that there is a maximum battery run time
of four hours, there is no “recording buffer” functionality and there is no
viewing capability in the field. Refer to product brochures for details,
Attachment #4.
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TEST & EVALUATION — METHODOLOGY

It was the intent of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department to conduct a test
and evaluation of body worn video surveillance systems at two LASD custody
facilities. The custody facilities were identified as Men’s Central Jail (MCJ) and Twin
Towers Correctional Facility (TTCF)

PVRDs were issued to line personnel at the above mentioned facilities, on a
voluntary basis. The purpose of the test and evaluation (T&E) was to identify the
strengths and weaknesses associated with the use of body worn video surveillance
cameras in a large-scale custody deployment. Additionally, the T&E identified the
strengths and weakness related to infrastructure integration and operational
considerations. Experiences gained in the T&E process assisted in the development
of potential specifications for the standardization of this type of technology.

The test & evaluation covered a period of six months, commencing on February 1,
2012 and concluding on August 3, 2012. Pursuant to procurement procedures
facilitated by the Los Angeles County Internal Services Department (ISD), each
manufacturer, Taser and VieVu, provided 15 PVRD devices to LASD for purposes of
testing and evaluation at no cost to the County of Los Angeles. Fifteen PVRDs of
one manufacturer was issued to MCJ while fifteen PVRDs from the other
manufacturer were issued to TTCF.

In order to better manage and document the T&E, each of the PVRDs were issued
to and retained by one specific deputy sheriff throughout the duration of the
evaluation. This method provided an enhanced method for tracking information and
helped develop a comprehensive analysis of the results.

Deputies who participated in the PVRD T&E were instructed to use the recording
devices, when safe to do so, in all uses of force and other potential risk management
incidents. PVRD users were instructed to document the following on a weekly basis
for purposes of T&E analysis:

e \What the user liked about the device and/or software
e What the user did not like about the device and/or software
e Potential issues pertaining to the device and/or software

Additionally, informal interviews took place with PVRD users throughout the
evaluation process. Information captured during the evaluation process and
subsequent interviews is synopsized in the section titled “User Input,” located in the
following chapter.
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PVRD Deployment

The two custody facilities selected for the T&E were MCJ and TTCF. Relevant
information concerning each facility is noted below:

MEN’s CENTRAL JAIL (“MCJ”)
e Rated capacity of 5,200 inmates
e Total sworn staffing: 580
e Highest sworn staffing per shift: 171

TwIN TOWERS CORRECTIONAL FACILITY (“TTCF”)
e Houses over 4,000 inmates
e Largest de facto mental health facility in the United States
e Total sworn staffing: 461
e Highest sworn staffing per shift: 129

Deployment and Use

In coordination with custody facility Unit Commanders, the Technical Services
Division (“TSD”) and Sheriff's Command Staff, the PVRD recording devices
were disseminated to training personnel at the above mentioned jail facilities.
The LASD jail training staff was tasked with the following:

e Coordination with TSD on maintenance of the supporting infrastructure

e Setting up an evaluation process/procedure in conjunction with
Administrative Services Division (ASD)

e Setting up and enforcing ad-hoc scenario based training sessions

e Developing a training plan for personnel

e Training all relevant personnel on the use of the PVRD recorders

¢ Inventorying and tracking all issued PVRD recording devices

e Ensuring evaluations were conducted by PVRD users

e Providing line-level maintenance and support

e Maintenance of the PVRD systems

Upon completion of the test and evaluation, all PVRDs were collected,
inventoried and audited by custody facility training personnel. Reports,
evaluations, and relevant documentation were collected and used to develop
research metrics, which was in turn, were analyzed and incorporated in this
report.
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Any malfunctioning or damaged recording devices were identified and
documented. Appropriate administrative procedures were followed to ensure
PVRDs were serviceable and used in an effective manner by deputy personnel.

Department Use of Personal Video Recording Devices

Other than the recent T&E project at TTCF and MCJ, PVRDs have been utilized by
LASD on sporadic basis in a patrol environment. Deputies in patrol have been
encouraged to carry personal audio recorders and utilize them when making contact
with the public such as on a traffic stop. Some deputies have taken it upon themselves
to use PVRD technology instead of audio recorders.

For example, in 2009, a small number of deputies from Palmdale Station individually
purchased Scorpion brand PVRDs for their personal use in patrol situations. The
deputies additionally purchased external hard drives to collect video data. The deputies
utilized the devices for field interviews and citizen contacts.

In 2010, Lakewood Station procured 20 Scorpion PVRDs for use in the city of Hawaiian
Gardens as a deterrent against frivolous complaints, to document a potential use of
force, and as method to increase professional behavior during citizen contacts.
Deputies assigned to the city of Hawaiian Gardens
wore the devices and identified the following
positive and negative attributes of the technology.
They determined that the PVRDs in use broke
easily and malfunctioned often. Currently, only five
of the fifteen devices are functional. The battery life
lasted approximately one hour if constantly \
recording. The batteries would last several days if
used intermittently. The video data was easily
downloaded and significant incident were stored

within the station’s server with permission of the

watch commander. Lakewood Station formulated a unit order to identify protocols for
use of the PVRD technology. For additional details refer to Lakewood Station PVRD
Station Order, Attachment #5
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Approximately five months ago, Santa Clarita’s Domestic Highway Enforcement Team
was issued six Scorpion brand PVRDs from funds acquired through the Los Angeles
Regional Criminal Information Clearinghouse (LACLEAR). Currently, three devices are
functional while three others are not functioning properly. They also received 3-4
external hard drives for video data storage. The total cost was approximately $2,000 for
devices and hard drives. The Team is currently using the devices for traffic stops and
citizen contacts.

To date there has not been a formal deployment of PVRD technology to include a
robust device and/or comprehensive LASD policy related to PVRD technology.
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V. LESSONS LEARNED
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CHAPTER V: LESSONS LEARNED

Throughout the duration of this test & evaluation, numerous strengths, weaknesses,
issues and lessons were identified regarding the deployment of PVRD technologies.
The lessons learned through the PVRD T&E, include but are not limited to, the
following:

e User Input

e Training

e PVRD Camera Perspective

e Video Management & Storage
e Infrastructure

e Deterrence

e Patrol versus Custody

Details on the above listed factors are outlined below:

User Input

Numerous MCJ and TTCF line personnel were given the opportunity to evaluate
the VieVu PVR LE-2 and Taser Axon Flex in conjunction with a PVRD test
administrator.

Over the course of the test and evaluation period, twenty percent of the test
evaluators reported being involved in a use of force while wearing a PVRD
device. Twenty five percent of the PVRD users, who utilized force, stated they
were unable to activate the device in a use of force situation because the incident
was highly stressful and rapidly evolving.

Users indicated the VieVu PVR LE-2 and Taser Axon Flex PVRDs were
generally easy to operate and were reportedly user friendly. A number of the
LASD T&E users did not like the activation and deactivation method of the Taser
Axon Flex. In order to activate the record function on the Taser Axon Flex, the
user has to press a circular button located on the battery pack twice in rapid
succession. To deactivate the Taser PVRD, the user must press down and hold
the same button for three seconds. Using the same mechanism for activation
and deactivation of the device was confusing to new users under stressful
conditions.
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The battery pack was routinely carried on the user’s belt or inside of their uniform
pocket. When the device was activated properly, it produced an audible “beep”
and a red ring of light would glow from the center of the battery pack. Because
the battery pack was often kept in the users’ uniform pocket, some users
reported being unable to see the red indicator light signifying the device had
been activated. Many of the test evaluators believed a visible indicator light was
important for proper use because an audible beep can be missed. As a result,
evaluators were less than satisfied with the Taser Axon Flex’s recording
indicator.

In comparison, to activate the VieVu PVR LE-2, the user must slide the lens
cover straight down. When the lens cover is slid down and locked into place, the
PVRDs’ camera lens and a green backing is exposed. The green backing is
visible by the user and others in the general vicinity, and indicates the device is
recording. In addition, the VieVu PVR LE-2 has a LED status light affixed to the
top of the device. This light indicates the status of the PVRD and warns the user
when memory and or battery are running low.

The test evaluators also critiqued the VieVu PVRD’s mounting positions. Many
of the LASD test evaluators did not like the mounting position of the VieVu PVR
LE-2. The VieVu PVR LE-2 can only be mounted on the front of the uniform via
an alligator clip. This attachment position is very similar to the location many
deputy sheriff’s attach a radio microphone to the front of their uniform shirt.
Several of the test evaluators reported the PVRD interfered with their radio
microphone due to the proximity of the two devices.

Many evaluators of the Taser Axon Flex liked the variety of mounting options that
came with the device. The Axon Flex can be mounted on the users’ shoulder
(epaulet), on the collar, on a hat/helmet, or on a pair of Oakley glasses specially
designed for the Taser Axon Flex camera.
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PVRD Mounting Difficulties

B Users Experienced
Difficulties

B Users Did Not Experiece
Difficulties

Table 6 PVRD Mounting Difficulties

A distressingly common problem reported by LASD test evaluators was that both
PVRD devices routinely fell off during the course of the users’ shifts. Some of
the users reported that their devices fell off while searching inmates and
conducting cell searches. Of the two devices worn, 62 percent of the test
evaluators for the Taser Axon Flex and 66 percent of the test evaluators for the
VieVU PVR LE-2 reported their devices fell off, at least once, during the course
of their daily duties.
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PVRD Devices Returned for Repair

B Devices Serviced

Ml Devices Not Serviced

Table 7 PVRD Devices Returned for Repair

Several of the devices issued to evaluators during the test and evaluation period
had to be returned to their respective manufacturers because they were not
functioning properly. Some of the issues reported include PVRD batteries being
unable to hold a charge, PVRD cables/connectors breaking, PVRDs not “pairing”
or being recognized by the manufacturer’s software and users not being able to
download or view videos recorded on their PVYRDs. Within the six month T&E
time period, 40% of all PVRD users submitted their device for repair or
replacement at least once.
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Experienced Downloading Difficulties

B Experienced Downloading
Difficulties

B Did Not Experiencing
Downloading Difficulties

Table 8 Percentage of Users who Experienced Downloading Difficulties

One of the most time-consuming tasks of the PVRD test and evaluation process was
downloading video from the PVRD devices. LASD Test administrators encountered
issues with software from both manufacturers. Their software would often not
interface properly with computers at MCJ, which, on many occasions prevented test
evaluators from downloading and/or viewing the PVRD files. TTCF did not report
having any software issues, because TTCF has newer and more powerful desktop
computers than MCJ.
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Training

The PVRD T&E administrators and testers suggest a multifaceted training
program. The following components should be included in a PVRD training
program:

Policy and Procedures regarding the use of the PVRD
o When to activate and deactivate the device
o Precursors to a use of force: warning signs of a recalcitrant inmate
o Precursors to a need for evidence: identifying inmates who will
make false allegations
Scenario-based Redman training
Answering FAQs from inmates and the general public regarding the PVRD
Proper downloading, storing, and categorizing of files

Each PVRD user and county employee, who will be in regular contact with a
PVRD user, should know the general guidelines and policies governing the
device. This would help eliminate erroneous assumptions about the device and
clearly define the reasons for using the device. Training must emphasize legal
and policy considerations, especially regarding expectations of privacy. The
training should include, but not be limited to, a peace officer's exemption from the
right to privacy during his or her normal course of duties, recording of
supervisors, department policy and laws relating to privileged communication,
such as attorney-client conversations, etc.

Characteristics of recalcitrant inmates and precursors to a use of force should be
taught in conjunction with the use of a PVRD. Being able to identify these
precursors will aid in capturing video that records incidents from the beginning to
create the best possible video evidence. The training objective of this curriculum
would be to train deputies to immediately activate their PVRD upon contact with
an uncooperative inmate. Refer to Attachment #6 for the LASD recalcitrant
inmate policy.

In order to train deputies to appropriately and reflexively activate and deactivate
their PVRDs, the test evaluators suggest scenario-based Redman training. Such
training consists of a training staff member dressed in a padded Redman suit
playing the role of the inmate, and a custody line deputy sheriff or custody
assistant playing the role of the deputy who must deal with the inmate
appropriately. The scenarios are based on actual incidents involving recalcitrant,
hostile, or aggressive inmates in a custody environment.
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As an example, one Redman training scenario deals with a recalcitrant inmate,
who after appropriate non-physical prompting, complies with a deputy’s verbal
commands. Even though the role player is dressed in a padded red suit the
scenario does not require a use of force.

In another scenario, a recalcitrant inmate, unprovoked, turns and assaults a
deputy. Deputies are trained to use various force options in order to render
control over a given situation. The scenario can last anywhere from five seconds
to a minute. The Redman reacts to the deputy’s actions and safety monitors
decide when the scenario ends.

Scenario-based training will enhance a deputy’s confidence in working with a
PVRD system and help make activating the PVRD a conditioned response. The
custody training staff can also use the PVRD video as a training tool. They can
review the video with the concerned deputy and identify ways for the deputy to
improve his or her tactical thinking and actions when dealing with inmates.

The test users and administrators agree that scenario-based PVRD training
should be introduced to deputies in the Sheriff's Academy. By introducing the
device to recruits in the academy, the use of a PVRD will become second nature
and gain cultural acceptance in this new technology.

As a result of issues experienced during downloading of PVRD videos, “best
practices” and downloading methodologies need to continually improved and
refined. As these best practices are developed, IT personnel, line sergeants, and
deputies will all need to be trained to ensure the LASD PVRD system is an
effective resource for the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department and the
County we serve.

PVRD Camera Perspective

The two PVRD systems tested by LASD shared several strengths and
weaknesses. A significant weakness to both PVRDs was the quality and
positioning of the video camera lens. The cameras are extremely small in size
and as a result do not provide the high quality resolution of a fixed infrastructure
surveillance camera.
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Additionally, it was discovered during the
LASD test and evaluation process that the
PVRDs offered little video evidentiary value
once a physical confrontation started. As
depicted in accompanying photograph, a
PVRD positioned at arm’s length primarily
provides a view of a person’s torso. This
field of vision is significantly less than what
is provided by a fixed infrastructure camera,
which offers an elevated overview
perspective of a given incident. The video
recording clarity, during a contact at arms PVRD Camera Perspective — 2 Feet
distance, is important because this is the
distance where the majority of force takes place.

Taser Axon Flex

Additionally, once a physical confrontation has started, it was the experience of
many users that the PVRD would become dislodged from the person of the
deputy and would fall to the floor. At that point, the PVRD camera would be
pointed in a direction (on the floor) which was not capturing the unfolding event.
In essence, under such circumstances, the PVRD would record only the sound of
an incident. Even though video may not be recorded in, in such circumstances,
audio is still recorded, which can provide corroborative evidence to the actions of
an officer.

While a PVRD video recording depicts visual information from the scene of an
incident, the human eye and brain are likely to perceive a situation differently than
that of a camera.'’ In effect, “Stress Reactions Relating to Using Lethal Forces,
by Dr. William Lewinski, (2002) discussed the affect stress has on officers during
a stressful situation. In the article, Lewinski stated, during a lethal force situation,
“62% of officers had a memory loss for parts of the event; 46% had a memory
loss for some of their actions; 21% had memory distortions in what they saw,
heard or experienced during the event. (Lewinski, 2002,p. 2) As a result, video
recordings may not reflect how the involved peace officer actually perceived the
event. Depending on the speed of the camera, some action elements may not be
recorded or may occur faster than the peace officer can perceive and absorb.
Cameras capture a two-dimensional image, which may be different from a peace
officer’s three-dimensional observation. Lighting and angles may also contribute

™ william J. Lewinski, PhD, documents behavioral factors law enforcement officers experience during stressful
situation. Refer to articles written by Dr. William J. Lewinski, including “New Developments in Understanding the
Behavioral Science Factors in the ‘Stop Shooting’ Response.”
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to different perceptions. It is important to understand that recorded video is only
one piece of evidence to be considered in reconstructing and evaluating the
totality of the circumstances. Some elements may require further exploration and
explanation before an investigation is concluded.

For various screenshots depicting the PVRD perspective at various distances,
please refer to and VieVu PVRD Camera Perspective, Attachment #7 and Taser
PVRD Camera Perspective, Attachment #8.

Video Management and Storage

The T&E PVRD users found the video management system for both
manufacturers to be time consuming and cumbersome. Some of the video
management issues that were identified are as follows:

e The Software the PVRDs used was frequently interrupted by the Sheriff’'s
Department’s firewalls

e Since the Sheriff's Department does not currently utilize a cloud based
storage system, the Sheriff's Department servers were often immediately
overloaded

e There was no set guidelines regarding which videos were to be stored or
which videos were to be deleted

e There was not a backup storage system in place

e There was insufficient personnel who had access or knowledge of how to
download PVRD files after a use of force occurred.

The test and evaluation managers at MCJ and TTCF reportedly dedicated 30 to
40 hours a week managing the PVRD project. A significant amount of time was
spent troubleshooting technical issues. One main issue identified was the need
for increased coordination with the County’s information analysts and the PVRD
technical support teams to resolve technical difficulties. Often, the help of the
Sheriff Department’s information system analysts was requested because the
PVRD technical teams needed administrator rights to fix the software issues.

Within two months of the PVRD project being launched at MCJ, the video
storage server which had been used to store all PVRD videos, reached its
storage capacity. The PVRD files were taken off the MCJ server and a new
computer was acquired, to accommodate the storage of all PVRD data on its
hard drive.
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The test and evaluation users believed a solution to the technical difficulties
encountered could be largely mitigated by establishing a video management
team. The video management team would have knowledge of the infrastructure
and all components relating to the PVRD devices, software, and storage of video.
For more information concerning the Video Management Team please refer to
Chapter 13, Video Management Team.

Infrastructure and Computers

The existing infrastructures at Men’s Central Jail (MCJ) and Twin Towers
Correctional Facility (TTCF) are insufficient to support a large-scale deployment
of PVRDs. Some of the issues with the current infrastructures as identified by
end users and project administrators are as follows:
e Neither facility has a dedicated area to charge their devices
e Neither facility has a secured area to store extra batteries and accessories
e Existing computers at Men’s Central Jail are currently antiquated and
incapable of correctly running the manufacture’s software
e There were not enough computers at MCJ to download data from the
devices
e Men’s Central Jail depleted their initial server storage space within two
months.
e Men’s Central Jail and Twin Towers Correctional Facility identified a need
to improve contact between Los Angeles County information analysts and
the manufacture’s technical support teams

During the test and evaluation of the PVRDs at MCJ and TTCF, several issues
arose regarding the charging of the devices and the storing of the supplies
related to this project. The PVRDs had to be charged at the end of each shift.
This took up several electrical outlets in the Watch Sergeants Office and Training
Office. Electrical wires from the various charging devices created a hazard on
the floor of the office. MCJ and TTCF did not have a dedicated area to store
accessories and devices delivered by the manufacture. The devices are
expensive and should be in a secure location while downloading recorded video.
Many times, users were not able to download be in a secure location with
sufficient space in order to organize and store them properly.

There were several technical difficulties with the computers in use at MCJ. The
computers at MCJ are five to six years old and were not capable of downloading
the recorded VieVu and/or Taser PVRD files. When the PVRD videos would be
downloading, according to both VieVu and Taser, the devices were taking two to
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three times longer than normal. A five-minute video, according to both
manufactures should be downloaded in two to three minutes. At the onset of the
PVRD test and evaluation, a 5 minute video, at MCJ, would take between 15 and
20 minutes. Oftentimes the video would not download at all.

Subsequently, a new computer was installed at MCJ in the Watch Sergeant’s
Office for the sole purpose of allowing participants in the T&E to download their
PVRD videos. Once the designated computer was acquired, MCJ was able to
download a five-minute video within two to three minutes as dictated by the
manufacturers. The single designated computer worked well for the small-scale
T&E. However, one designated computer will not be sufficient for a large-scale
deployment of PVRDs. For example, the designated computer was often
unavailable due to the watch sergeant’s office being used for closed-door
meetings.

Within two months of downloading PVRD videos at MCJ, the designated server
reached its storage capacity. The downloading of PVRD devices ceased for two
months and resumed only after a designated computer with 200GBs of local
storage and an additional 3.62TBs of network storage was acquired. For a large-
scale deployment the LASD will need to substantially increase and upgrade their
computers, memory, and network storage.

According to the T&E administrators at MCJ and TTCF, better communication
and coordination was needed between the Los Angeles County Sheriff
Department’s information system analysts and the technical support teams at
VieVu and Tasers. It was very difficult for both facilities and both companies to
coordinate with one another, implement the software, and keep it running
consistently. Both T&E administrators believe the difficulties can be resolved by
having a designated information system analyst serve as a liaison between both
facilities and both companies.

Operational Considerations

Test and Evaluation project managers encountered numerous operational issues
during implementation of the PVRD T&E program. From the onset, project
managers at MCJ were faced with technical difficulties stemming from the
facility’s lack of current technology. The computers available to the users of the
PVRDs and their supervisors were not equipped with software capable of
supporting either VieVu or Taser software. In addition to difficulties with individual
computers, MCJ network servers were not able to download and or playback
PVRD videos.
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MCJ network servers, also did not have the bandwidth to support download and
playback of PVRD files. After several months of testing, the MCJ network server
failed and a large number of PVRD videos were lost. IT personnel at MCJ were
not able to retrieve the data. Server storage was not large enough to archive the
hundreds of PVRD files that accumulated in the first eight weeks of the pilot
program. Policy will need to be established stating how long PVRD files must be
accessible before they can be overwritten by new files, and a server network will
need to be assembled to accommodate that volume of file storage and data
bandwidth.

The devices themselves also presented issues during the T&E. Several
components of both all-in-one and modular PVRDs broke or were rendered
inoperable. These issues could only be addressed through the respective
manufacturers via telephone. Broken devices were removed from the project
and project managers then had to wait for a replacement device, part or
accessory to be shipped before it could be utilized again. PVRD batteries were
found not to be capable of recording for an entire eight-hour shift. In the case of
the VieVu, the entire device has to be taken out of the field in order to charge the
internal batteries. For the Taser devices, extra batteries were available but were
not included in the price of the device.

The lack of personnel trained in using the software necessary to retrieve the
PVRD videos compounded the technical difficulties experienced at MCJ. On one
occasion, a PVRD video captured a use of force. Line supervisors, sergeants
and lieutenants on duty at the time, lacked operational knowledge of the device
and did not have access to the software necessary to retrieve, view, or duplicate
the video. During this particular incident, a project manager, who was at home at
the time, had to report to the concerned facility in order to retrieve the video for
the supervisors.

Another obstacle faced by project managers was the time it took to manage and
organize the PVRD files. The PVRD program was assigned to and overseen by
each facility’s training office. At MCJ, the training sergeant and one training
deputy were assigned to manage the PVRD files. At TTCF one training deputy
was in charge of managing the files. Downloading, managing, and auditing the
video files from the devices was so time intensive that a MCJ Training Deputy
had to spend the majority of his work week solely dedicated to the task. If
implemented on a large-scale, a facility Video Management Team would have to
be created in order to manage and maintain the PVRD devices and data.

An additional issue encountered by T&E project managers had to do with time
required at the end of each shift. PVRD users were forced to leave their
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assigned posts early in order to download their PVRD files in the Watch
Sergeant’s Office, and stow the devices to recharge the batteries. Allowing
personnel to leave their assigned posts prior to being relieved by the next shift's
personnel can pose a serious security concern. In order to resolve this issue,
multiple computers dedicated to downloading PVRD video files would have to be
assigned to each floor.

Deterrence

The majority of the PVRD evaluators believed the PVRDs had a positive effect
and acted as a deterrent when dealing with problematic inmates. Some users
reported that uncooperative inmates would cease their negative behavior as
soon as they were made aware they were being video recorded by a PVRD.
One PVRD user at MCJ reported an incident where an inmate accused him of
closing a cell gate on his finger. When the deputy informed the inmate he was
being video recorded via his PVRD, the inmate retracted his false accusation.

Numerous deputy personnel who tested and evaluated the PVRD during the T&E
period at MCJ and TTCF stated they felt that the PVRD provided a potential
deterrent value when dealing with inmates. They indicated the presence of a
PVRD on their person, at times, appeared to deter the behavior of a potentially
recalcitrant inmate because the inmate was aware of the presence of the PVRD
or believed that he was potentially being recorded on the PVRD camera.

Other deputies indicated they believed the presence of a PVRD on their person
seemed to antagonize the inmate and/or exacerbate the situation. Deputies who
experienced this phenomenon remarked that once an inmate saw the deputy
was wearing a PVRD, the inmate would start acting for the camera by becoming
verbally defiant.

PVRD evaluators further reported that on occasion, the presence of a PVRD had
a negative effect on inmates and caused inmates to “perform for the camera.”
This behavior included, but was not limited to, becoming recalcitrant, yelling,
making antagonistic threats, as well making potentially threatening movements.
Numerous evaluators stated they felt some inmates escalated their behavior
while in the presence of jail staff equipped with PVRDs, in attempts to provoke a
reaction from jail staff or instigate a physical confrontation. Several PVRD users
indicated they believed such actions were attempted in order to file a civil lawsuit
against the Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department. Several LASD PVRD
users provided this input during an assessment interview. To develop metrics,
which could statistically quantify a negative reaction from inmates to the
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introduction of a PVRD, would take an extensive period time. Such a study
would have to focus on a wide range of changes and factors in the jail system.
Additionally, such a study would have to attempt to delineate numerous specific
factors, which affect an employee and inmate’s behavior.

The deployment of infrastructure mounted surveillance cameras in conjunction
with PVRDs provides the potential capability to capture an irrefutable record of a
given incident. Additionally, the deployment of surveillance cameras may also
produce a deterrent effect on the behavior of inmates.

A significant potential issue is the concept of diminishing returns in reference to
the deterrent value of PVRDs. The greatest deterrent value of the PVRD is
expected to be experienced when they are first deployed. Once inmates and
department personnel become acclimated to the presence of PVRDs, there may
be a waning awareness of their existence and therefore a diminished deterrent
value. Once the use of PVRD technology becomes a new standard practice, the
deterrent effect and benefit experienced may fade. This phenomenon was
experienced by the Sedgwick County Sheriff’'s Department in Wichita, Kansas
where they discovered a diminished deterrent value over prolonged use of the
PVRD systems. Refer to Attachment #49 for details.

Patrol vs. Custody

The majority of PVRD manufacturers appear to market their systems towards law
enforcement officers in a patrol environment. Although PVRDs can be used in a
custody setting, there is a definitive difference in its application.

In a patrol environment, a law enforcement officer drives in a police car to a call
for service. Upon their arrival, the officer goes through a conscious set of
actions, which help ensure a PVRD is activated and recording prior to contacting
a citizen. As an example, the officer will stop the police car, turn it off and exit.
These conscious acts can help in conditioning the officer to activate the recording
device upon contacting person(s) in a call for service.

In a custody facility, a deputy sheriff is surrounded by inmates and/or potential
threats on a continual basis. This custody environment makes it much more
difficult to differentiate when a deputy sheriff should or should not activate the
recording device. As a result, it is conceivable that a recording device may not
be activated on the onset of an event due to the custody environment these
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personnel are working in. Activating the device for an entire shift is not practical
due to battery life limitations and privacy concerns.

Project Manager

The implementation of a PVRD deployment will require effective management to
ensure an operationally effective system. The Project Manager of the PVRD
deployment should coordinate directly with the Custody Division, Commander
Management Task Force and Technical Services Division to ensure effective
deployment and integration into the LASD cultural mindset.

The PVRD Project Manager will additionally coordinate with various entities to
include legal experts, force experts, policy experts, etc. to ensure consistency
with existing department policies regarding to the use of the devices. This
collaboration with various experts at LASD will ensure specific polices, legal and
operational issues can be identified, considered and revised to ensure
consistency and effectiveness throughout the process.

Implementing an effective project management mechanism is critical to the
successful implementation and integration of this technology at LASD.
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CHAPTER IV. OUTSIDE AGENCIES

As video recordings become an increasingly important form of evidence, law
enforcement entities have begun to embrace this still emerging technology. The
LASD contacted numerous law enforcement agencies across the United States
who have either used or tested Personal Video Recording Devices (PVRDs) in
order to determine the strengths and weaknesses of PVRD technology and
specific agency experiences on the VieVu PVR-LE2 and the Taser Axon Flex
devices. Outside agencies provided the following input regarding this
experiences with PVRD technology:

VieVu PVR-LE2

Current users of the VieVu PVR-LE2 include Union City Police Department,
Coeur d’Alene Police Department, East Bay Regional Parks and Brentwood
Police Department. Users of the VieVu found that the device was easy to use
and they liked the size and portability of the device. When activated, the green
window clearly displayed that the device was
recording, which was not only an indicator to
the user but also to the subject being
recorded. Recorded videos had good picture
and audio quality. Also, users appreciated its
stand-alone, wireless quality. VieVu’ s
proprietary software proved to be user
friendly, enabling users to easily download
and store recorded videos. The back-end
software was provided to purchasing/testing
agencies at no additional cost.

Users of the VieVu PVR-LE2 experienced
several problems during the testing and use of the device. Users from Coeur
d’Alene Police Department disliked the PVR-LEZ2’s lack of still photo capability
and users from East Bay Regional Parks disliked the PVR-LE2’s lack of in-field
viewing capability. The Lake Havasu Police Department, an agency that
ultimately decided not to deploy the VieVu PVR-LE2, reported poor video quality
due to the unstable uniform mount, as well as poor perspective causing constant
blockage from arms and weapons being raised in front of the camera. The most
common problem with the PVR-LE2 was its potential lack of durability. Most
users reported that the clips used to fasten the device to the user’s uniform front
was broken easily and had to be replaced often. Users also stated that the
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cases on the devices split apart and the charging mechanisms did not function
correctly. A representative from East Bay Regional Parks reported that at least
one-third of all devices tested had to be sent back to the manufacturer due to
product defects. Although most agencies found the back-end software easy to
use, East Bay Regional Parks lost a large quantity of videos in the process of a
software update.

The Union City Police Department also tested the VidMic and the VieVu-LE1
before standardizing on the VieVu-LEZ2 for their patrol units. The Coeur d’Alene
Police Department tested and considered the Taser Axon, Teamintel and Digital
Ally FirstVu before standardizing on the VieVu-LE2 for their patrol units.

TASER AXON FLEX

Users of the Taser Axon Flex included Aberdeen Police Department, Polk
County Sheriff’s Office, Edmonton Police Service and Lake Havasu Police
Department. Users of the Taser Axon Flex found the device easy to use. Users
appreciated the various mounting options available to users of the Axon Flex,
particularly those mounting options on the head, which offered a recording from
the officer’s perspective. Users of the Taser Axon
Flex felt that the video and audio quality as well as
company support was excellent. Perhaps the most
commonly noted feature benefit of the Taser Axon
Flex was its recording buffer capability. The
recording buffer capability allowed users to capture
the critical events that occurred just prior to the
activation of the recorder. In the case of Lake
Havasu Police Department, while wearing the Taser
Axon Flex device, one user was involved in the fatal
police shooting of a suspect. A representative from
Lake Havasu police stated that having the video
evidence enabled the County Attorney to make a
quick determination of justification in the shooting.
One issue experienced by other agency users of the Taser Axon Flex was the
durability of the wiring between the controller and the camera. Users did state,
however, that Taser resolved the problem quickly.

Of all agencies that tested PVRD technology, the Polk County Sheriff’s office was
one of the few agencies in the Nation using devices in a custody or correctional
setting. The Polk County Sheriff's Office experienced a death in their jail facility
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one year prior to implementation of their PVRD program where their agency was
unable to fully defend their actions. Existing stationary surveillance cameras,
without audio recording capability, did not provide an encompassing perspective
of the incident. The biggest issue Polk County faced during implementation of
the PVRD technology was training officers to make sure they turned on the
cameras during critical incidents. The Polk County Sheriff's Office feels that the
use of PVRD technology has not only provided invaluable evidence against
allegations, but it has also improved officers’ critical thinking and decision
making.

Lake Havasu City Police Department tested VieVu a