REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL
FROM:

Dorothy Ann David, City Manager

DATE:

July 22, 2016

SUBJECT:

Champaign Police Body Camera and In-Car Video Purchase SS 2016-038

A. Introduction: The purpose of this Study Session is to inform Council about body cameras
and seek Council direction for the Champaign Police Department to purchase body cameras in
conjunction with the scheduled replacement of its current in-car video system.
B. Recommended Action: The Administration recommends purchasing body cameras for
police officers in addition to the scheduled upgrade of the current in-car video system.
C. Prior Council Action:
 On January 15, 2002, Council approved Council Bill 2002-011, which authorized the
purchase of 36 in-car video cameras from the State Joint Purchasing Program. The cost for
the initial purchase was $129,707.80.
 Council approved Council Bill 2008-222 and 2008-223 on October 21, 2008, which
authorized the purchase of video equipment, computers to support said equipment, and video
equipment installation services for the Police Department, at a cost of $274,846.
 In Council Bill 2016-107, Council approved the Budget for FY 16/17 on June 21, 2016,
which included funding for one full-time evidence position at the Police Department to assist
with video evidence, at a cost of $71,327 (salary and benefits).
D. Summary:
 Body cameras may provide an increase in accountability and transparency, as well as
possibly protect the public, City, and officers.
 The “Law Enforcement Officer-Worn Body Camera Act” (50 ILCS 706/10 et seq.), which
became effective January 1, 2016, applies to any law enforcement agency which employs the
use of body cameras, and provides minimum standards for written body camera policies.
The Act would dictate many facets of the Department’s body camera program, including any
necessary revisions to the current Mobile Video Recording Policy (See Attachment A).
 A body camera program would be an additional cost and require additional server storage.
 The current in-car video system is due for scheduled replacement.
 As part of the Request for Proposal (RFP) process for new in-car systems, the Department
also tested body cameras.

E.

Background:

1. Body Camera Technology. There are several manufacturers of body cameras and the
technology varies. Generally, body cameras are self-contained units that record audio and video.
These devices can be attached to the officer’s body by various mounting hardware or some can
mount to eyeglasses. Many cameras can be started manually by the officer or set up to be
triggered by an external source such as turning on a squad’s emergency lights or the speed of a
squad car. The recordings are stored on the device internally until they are downloaded via a
secured wireless connection or a wired connection to a server. The recordings are then either
stored on a local server or off-site on “cloud” storage. The recordings are then retrievable for
court purposes, investigations, or other needs. The software available from most body camera
companies allows a police agency to dictate various roles for users, permissions for users, and
retention periods for recordings.
2. Law Enforcement Officer - Worn Body Camera Act (50 ILCS 706/10 et seq). In January
2016, a comprehensive new state law took effect, which included a section regulating the use of
body cameras by police departments. It did not require that police departments purchase and use
the cameras, but it did outline various requirements and regulations for departments that do have
a body camera program. Some of those requirements and regulations are:












Cameras must be capable of recording at least 30 seconds prior to camera activation (prerecord) and for a period of ten hours or more.
Cameras must be turned on at all times when the officer is in uniform and is responding
to calls for service or engaged in any on-duty law enforcement-related encounter or
activity.
If exigent circumstances prohibit the camera from being activated, the camera must be
turned on as soon as possible.
Once activated, the camera may be turned off at the request of the victim of a crime, a
witness of a crime, or a community member who wishes to report a crime, or if the
officer is interacting with a confidential informant. However, an officer may continue to
record or resume recording if exigent circumstances exist or if the officer has a
reasonable suspicion that the witness, victim, or confidential informant has committed a
crime or is in the process of committing a crime.
The camera may be turned off in community caretaking functions, such as welfare
checks. However, cameras must be turned on if the officer has reason to believe the
person on whose behalf the officer is performing a community caretaking function has
committed or is in the process of committing a crime
Officers must provide notice of recording to any person if the person has a reasonable
expectation of privacy; proof of notice must be evident in the recording.
The recording officer and his or her supervisor may access and review recordings prior to
completing incident reports and must disclose that review in the report.
Recordings must be retained by the department on a recording medium for a period of 90
days and cannot be altered, destroyed, or erased prior to 90 days.
Following the 90-day storage period, any and all body camera recordings must be
destroyed unless they are flagged for any of the following reasons:
 A formal or informal complaint has been filed.
 The officer discharged his or her firearm or used force during the encounter.
 Death or great bodily harm occurred to any person in the recording.
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 A detention or arrest was made, excluding traffic stops, which resulted in only a
minor traffic offense or business offense.
 The officer is the subject of an internal investigation or otherwise being investigated
for possible misconduct.
 The video is determined to have evidentiary value in a criminal prosecution.
 The officer requests the video be flagged for official purposes related to his or her
official duties.
If a video is flagged for any of the above-mentioned reasons, it may not be altered or
destroyed prior to two years after the recording was made.
A supervisor may designate the recording for training purposes and retain the video.
Recordings shall not be used to discipline officers unless:
 A formal or informal complaint of misconduct has been made.
 A use of force incident has occurred.
 The encounter could result in a formal investigation under the Uniform Peace
Officers’ Disciplinary Act.
 As corroboration of other evidence of misconduct.
 However, nothing shall prohibit a law enforcement officer from being subject to an
action that does not amount to discipline.
No officer may hinder or prohibit any person (not a law enforcement officer) from
recording a law enforcement officer in the performance of his or her duties in a public
place or when the officer has no reasonable expectation of privacy. The policy must
specifically indicate the potential criminal penalties, as well as any departmental
discipline, which may result from unlawful confiscation or destruction of the recording
medium of a person who is not a law enforcement officer.
Recordings are not subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) except that:
 Any recording which is flagged due to the filing of a complaint, discharge of a
firearm, use of force, arrest or detention, or resulting death or bodily harm shall be
disclosed in accordance with FOIA.
 If the subject of the encounter has a reasonable expectation of privacy at the time of
the recording, any recording which is flagged due to the filing of a complaint,
discharge of a firearm, use of force, arrest or detention, or resulting death or bodily
harm, shall only be disclosed if the subject of the encounter is a victim or a witness,
and the law enforcement agency obtains written permission from that subject or the
subject’s legal representative. A subject of an encounter does not have a reasonable
expectation of privacy if the subject was arrested as a result of the encounter.
The department shall release any video requested by the subject of the encounter or that
subject’s attorney, or the officer or his or her legal representative, in accordance with
FOIA.
Any recording disclosed under FOIA shall be redacted to remove identification of any
person who appears on the recording and is not the officer, a subject of the encounter, or
directly involved in the encounter.
Nothing in the Act will require disclosure of any recording which would be otherwise
exempt under FOIA.
The department must provide an annual report to the Illinois Law Enforcement Training
Standards Board (ILETSB) on or before May first each year, which must include:
 A brief overview of the makeup of the agency and the number of officers using body
cameras.
 The number of body cameras used by the agency.
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 Any technical issues with the equipment and how the issues were remedied.
 A brief description of the review process used by supervisors.
 For each recording used in prosecutions of conservation, criminal, or traffic offenses
or municipal ordinance violations:
o The time, date, location, and precinct of the incident.
o The offense charged and the date charges were filed.
The law also states that the ILETSB shall develop basic guidelines for the use of body
cameras and those guidelines shall be the basis for the written policy governing body
cameras. As of the writing of this memorandum, no such guidelines have been published.
3. Perceived Benefits of Body Camera Technology.
a. Increased Transparency and Accountability. Body cameras would increase the
likelihood that officers’ interactions with citizens are recorded. Right now, the in-car
system’s field of view is stationary and forward-facing. It captures what happens in front of
the squad car. The audio recording from the officer’s transmitter is synced to the video, but
the transmitter’s range is such that audio is often lost if the distance between the officer and
the squad car is too great. An officer with an active body camera would have a recording of
the incident with a field of view generally in front of the officer. As with any video
recording device, the view can be obstructed by weather elements; lack of light; barriers in
front of the officer; or, in the case of a physical struggle, the little to no separation between
the officer and subject. The distance issue with the audio in the current system would be
eliminated with body cameras, as audio would be recorded at the same time as video on the
device. The recordings would be closer in proximity to the incident but will not always
record everything an officer hears, or sees, or be a 100% accurate depiction of what the
officer experienced.
b. Improved Officer Behavior. Two studies, discussed later, found a decrease in
complaints against officers when the departments were using body cameras and one study,
also discussed later, noted a decrease in use of force incidents. There are no clear scientific
studies on the links between body cameras, complaints, or use of force, but proponents argue
the use of body cameras has a positive impact. The belief is that officers are more attentive
to detail and approved procedures when they know they are being recorded.
c. Improved Citizen Behavior. Proponents believe that when people know they are being
recorded they tend to be more compliant and reasonable. Again, there has not been a
scientific study on this claim, only anecdotal evidence that could help explain a reduction in
citizen complaints and use of force.
d. Expedited Resolution of Citizen Complaints. Incidents that do generate citizen
complaints are likely to be better documented by body camera video and audio. Such
recordings could reduce the amount of time spent on investigations because of the potential
for impartial evidence captured by the body camera.
e. Evidence for Arrest and Prosecution. A project in Plymouth, England, reported that
incidents recorded on cameras were more likely to be resolved through guilty pleas than
criminal trials. In Renfrewshire, Scotland, body-worn camera cases were 70% to 80% less
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likely to go to trial. What benefit we might experience in Champaign will depend on the
specific case and the evidentiary value of the recording.
f. Opportunities for Police Training. Videos are sometimes shared with officers who
were not present during an incident to highlight effective communication or tactics, or to
demonstrate areas of improvement.
4. Potential Issues with Body Cameras. Many of these issues are addressed in the Illinois
Law Enforcement Officer-Worn Body Camera Act and will also be addressed in department
policy.
a. Citizen Privacy. Critics of body-worn cameras are concerned about recording people in
places where they have a reasonable expectation to privacy. Furthermore, some believe that
citizens, especially those who wish to remain anonymous, will be less likely to speak with
officers when they know the encounter is being recorded and can be viewed later by others.
The reality is that body cameras often capture in real time the traumatic experiences of
citizens who are victims of crimes, those who are involved in medical emergencies and
accidents, or those who are being detained or arrested. Being recorded could magnify the
emotional trauma they are already experiencing. Recording people in their homes is a
sensitive subject and would be limited by Illinois statute. Additionally, State law has
safeguards in place that allow for a victim or citizen to request that the camera be turned off
as long as they are not suspected of committing a crime.
b. Officers’ Privacy. Because cameras will be turned on only during law enforcement
encounters, no video should capture an officer’s private moments or private conversations.
c. Substantial Financial, Resource, and Logistical Commitment. The National Institute
of Justice states this is one of the more important items for an agency to consider before
purchasing body cameras. If body cameras were implemented at the Police Department, the
number of physical recordings of each incident would double from just an in-car recording to
an in-car recording and a body camera recording. Moreover, the resolution in today’s in-car
and body camera technology compared to that of the outdated in-car system is noticeably
greater, which means more information is contained in a recording and must be stored.
Therefore, it is estimated that if the in-car system is upgraded and body cameras are
implemented, the Department’s required server storage would triple, which comes at an
increased cost.
It has been estimated that it takes five to ten hours to redact one hour of video. We do not
know what impact video management will have, but other departments have reported that
they have had to devote “considerable staff and resources” to manage video data, conduct
video redaction, and coordinate with prosecutors.
5. Body Camera Studies. Several years ago, police agencies in various municipalities began
testing and using body cameras. Several events in the last few years have spurred many
conversations about body cameras and their benefits and limitations. There have been two noted
studies of the technology in the United States.
a. Rialto, California. The first study was an evaluation by the Rialto (CA) Police
Department from February 2012 to July 2013. Half of Rialto’s 54 officers were randomly
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assigned to wear a body camera. The study tested the impact of the cameras on citizen
complaints and police use of force incidents, comparing officers who wore the cameras with
officers who did not. The Rialto Police Department saw an 88% reduction in complaints,
from 24 the year before the study to three during the study. Also, use of force incidents fell
60% from 61 to 25. The study does cite lingering questions regarding the behavior dynamics
that may have contributed to the decline in use of force and complaints. For instance, were
the declines in use of force incidents involving a body camera the result of officer behavior,
citizen behavior, or some combination of the two?
b. Mesa, Arizona. A 2012 study conducted by the Mesa (AZ) Police Department assessed
the impact of body cameras on officer behavior as measured through citizen complaints.
During the first eight months of the evaluation there was a 60% decline in complaints against
officers who were wearing the cameras compared to the same officers the year before, and
65% fewer complaints against officers who were wearing the cameras compared to the
officers who were not wearing cameras.
6. Current In-Car Video Technology. The Department has had video cameras in squad cars
since 1992. The current system, Panasonic Arbitrator, was installed in 2008. This permanently
mounted video system also records audio from a wireless transmitter that the officers wear on
their person. The system also records the rear seat area of the vehicle when subjects are
transported in the squad car. Officers are required to record enforcement stops and other
investigative activity including traffic stops, field interviews, and responses to requests for
emergency service. These recordings are maintained on a City server. Recordings are retained
depending on their use. For example, a recording that documents parking enforcement is
retained for 90 days. A recording that is marked as part of a criminal arrest is retained for seven
years. Recordings are used as evidence in the prosecution of traffic violations and criminal
cases, during complaint and internal investigation proceedings, and for training purposes. These
recordings are public records and subject to FOIA and state records acts.
The current in-car systems are past their five-year replacement schedule deadline. As part of our
commitment to transparency and accountability, we wanted to research and test the best
technology we could afford.
7. Request for Proposals. An RFP was prepared seeking qualified vendors to provide in-car
audio/video systems, body cameras, and a digital asset management software system. The RFP
was posted to the City’s website on December 1, 2015, and proposals were due on January 11,
2016. The Department emailed the proposal packet to 48 vendors all of which requested the
packet via the City’s website. Seven vendors replied to the RFP and submitted proposals.
8. Summary of Scope of Proposal. The Scope of Proposal Summary described the main
components of the RFP in which vendors were asked to submit proposals. Requirements to
include in the proposals were:
 A five-year warranty for hardware and software.
 Thirty-five front-facing in-car video cameras and twenty-six rear-facing cameras for the
back seat of squad cars.
 Ability of in-car cameras to activate by a variety of external triggers such as the use of
emergency lights, speed, etc.
 Ability to wirelessly upload video from the in-car camera system into the digital asset
management system.
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Ability to wirelessly upload body camera video into the digital asset management system.
Video system software compatibility with squad car Windows laptop or tablet.
Provide 125 body cameras.
The body camera internal storage must be capable of recording a minimum of 10 hours of
video.
Body camera and in-car camera must have a pre-record option of at least 30 seconds prior
to camera activation.
Ability of body camera to activate the in-car camera system and vice versa.
Provide solutions for a digital asset management software system for in-car video, body
camera video, and other electronic evidence and documents.
Storage solution for video could be cloud-based or locally-hosted storage.
Software solution must have ability to provide an audit trail to determine who has
opened, viewed, or copied specific videos.
Ability to electronically share video files with State’s Attorney’s Office.
Ability of software to integrate with the local Computer Aided Dispatch system and
Records Management System.

9. Proposals from Vendors. Seven vendors responded with proposals. Four of those vendors
provided multiple proposals. The proposals varied in cost depending on different storage options
that included local storage servers versus cloud-based storage and the amount of cloud-based
storage offered per officer. The following table illustrates the proposals submitted by each
vendor:
Vendor
CDS Office Technology

Local Storage
Option
$517,600

Cloud Based
Storage Option
$586,900

Coban

$604,974

$1,143.784

Digital Ally

$350,939

$410,329

Motorola

N/A

$1,031.283

Utility, Inc.
Taser-Axon

N/A
N/A

$741,000
$593,067.02

Taser-Axon

N/A

$715,211.80

Taser-Axon
Watch Guard

N/A
$366,791

$812,232.83
N/A

Amount of
Cloud Storage
60 GB per month/per
user
Not Stated in
Proposal
600 GB per user per
year
100 GB per user per
year
Unlimited
85GB per user per
year
100 GB per user per
year
Unlimited
N/A

After reviewing submitted proposals, the Police Department narrowed the list of companies to
the four that best met the requirements of the RFP. Taser, CDS Office Technology (CDSOT),
WatchGuard, and Coban were invited to give presentations on their specific proposals. In
February 2016, each of those four vendors gave in-depth demonstrations of their products to
members of the Police Department’s administration. Based on the capabilities of the complete
systems compared to the requirements outlined in the RFP, staff narrowed the selection to two
vendors: Taser and CDSOT. CDSOT is a distributor of the Panasonic Arbitrator video camera
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system, which is the current in-car video system used by the Department. Both vendors were
invited to conduct a six-week testing and evaluation process of their in-car camera, body camera,
and digital asset management software system.
10. Vendor Selection Process. Eight police officers from across the four shifts were selected to
participate in the testing and evaluation process, which lasted six weeks for each vendor. Taser
and CDSOT installed in-car camera systems in two Department squad cars and provided body
cameras to each of the eight officers to test. The officers provided constant feedback to
command staff and completed system evaluation forms at the conclusion of the testing process.
The table attached to this report illustrates a summary of the pros and cons of each system (See
Attachment B).
At the conclusion of the testing and evaluation period, police command staff met and reviewed
the results of the testing process. The Panasonic Arbitrator in-car, body-worn camera, and
digital management system, with the local storage option, supplied by CDSOT was the system
which best fit the needs of the Department based on feedback from the testing officers, the
system’s overall performance, and its compliance with the RFP requirements (See Attachment
C). Panasonic’s digital management system is expected to include basic redaction software by
the end of 2016. The cost was a consideration as well. The Panasonic system cost less than the
majority of the other vendors that responded. Also taken into consideration was that since 2008
CDSOT has been a good partner and has been responsive to the Department’s needs.
11. Equal Opportunity in Purchasing Ordinance. CDSOT has complied with the City of
Champaign Equal Opportunity in Purchasing Ordinance. CDSOT received an Annual Certificate
of Compliance from the Champaign Community Relations Department on June 30, 2016.
CDSOT employs 123 individuals: 33 white females, 86 white males, and 4 minority males.
12. Funding. $384,525 of funding is currently available for this project. This consists of
$291,625 of Capital Equipment Replacement Funds (CERF) earmarked for the in-car video
system replacement, $42,000 of DUI equipment funds which have been set aside for this project,
and $50,900 of 2015 JAG Grant funds. The total purchase price for the project will be
approximately $550,000. The Police Department proposes using money from the Capital
Equipment Replacement Fund Balance to cover the one-time funding need of approximately
$165,475 for the initial purchase. The DUI equipment funding and the 2015 JAG funding are
currently included in the adopted budget expenditures.
The body cameras and in-car video cameras are expected to have a five-year life cycle, plus there
is an anticipated annual recurring cost of $7,175 for licensing and software renewal. Currently,
there is $58,325 of recurring funds included in the Police Department target budget that is
transferred annually to CERF for the replacement of the in-car video system every five years.
The Police Department’s target budget is included in the General Fund. To fund the replacement
of body cameras and the increased licensing and software fees, the Police Department’s target
budget will need to be increased by approximately $51,675 recurring funding.
Upon Council’s approval, a budget amendment will be included with the proposed contract to
use funding from Capital Equipment Replacement Fund balance for the purchase and to increase
the Police Department’s target budget by moving funding from the General Fund’s balance to
cover the increased recurring costs.
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13. Next Steps. If Council supports this proposal, the following steps will be necessary to
accomplish the purchase of body cameras and new in-car systems:
a. Budget Amendment. A budget amendment will be included with the proposed contract
to use funding from Capital Equipment Replacement Fund balance for the purchase and to
increase the Police Department’s target budget by moving funding from the General Fund
balance to cover the increased recurring costs.
b. Purchase. The Administration will return to Council soon to seek approval of a Council
Bill to purchase Panasonic body cameras and in-car systems from CDSOT. If that Council
Bill is approved, installation of new in-car video cameras and the digital asset management
system would occur within approximately three months. Panasonic is currently preparing for
the release of upgrades to the body cameras, which will improve the battery life of the
camera. This release is scheduled to occur in fall 2016, and staff intends to take delivery of
the body cameras after the upgrades are complete. Also, since the completion of the testing
process, Panasonic started production on a magnetic mount for the body cameras. This new
mount will provide additional locations where the officer can wear the camera.
c. Policy. Modifications will be made to the Department’s existing Mobile Video Recording
policy (See Attachment A) to reflect the change in technology and upgrades of the in-car
video system to include:
 When officers will be required to wear the cameras.
 When officers will turn on the cameras and when they will not.
 The situations in which the officer will be required to announce that the encounter is
being recorded.
 Retention schedule.
 Evidence handling.
 Prohibition of officers being allowed to delete recordings.
Modifications to the existing policy will be reviewed by City Legal for compliance with
federal, state, and local law.
d. Training. Before the body cameras can be deployed and the in-car system can be
installed, personnel will need to be trained on both platforms and the new body camera
policy. It is estimated that each officer will receive two hours of training on body cameras
and one hour of training on the in-car system.
F. Alternatives:
1. Direct staff to prepare a Council Bill authorizing the purchase of Panasonic body cameras
and in-car video cameras from CDSOT.
2. Do not direct staff to prepare a Council Bill authorizing the purchase as described, and
provide further direction.
G. Discussion of Alternatives:
Alternative 1 directs staff to prepare a Council Bill authorizing the purchase of Panasonic body
cameras, in-car video cameras, and digital asset management system from CDSOT.
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a. Advantages






The addition of body cameras will provide better documentation and a more accurate
record of interactions between officers and the public.
Body camera footage will be used to assist in the prosecution of criminal cases, prove or
refute allegations of officer misconduct, and possibly improve accountability and trust
between the Department and the community.
The new in-car systems will replace the outdated technology that is two years past its
scheduled replacement.
Awards the contract for the purchase to a company that best meets the technology
requirements of the Department and at a lower cost than other vendors.
Department personnel have been using the Panasonic Arbitrator system for almost eight
years and are familiar with the system.
Based on public comments there is community support for the purchase of body cameras.

b. Disadvantages



Requires the expenditure of approximately $550,000, which is approximately $176,000
more than purchasing only the in-car video system.
Requires additional work to handle the redaction of videos requested through FOIA.

Alternative 2 allows Council to provide other direction as to how to proceed with the purchase
of body camera and/or in-car video technology systems.
a. Advantages




The Department could still obtain the necessary upgrade of outdated in-car systems in
need of replacement separate from the purchase of body camera technology if so desired.
The replacement of the in-car video system only would not require the additional
expenditure of approximately $176,000 to purchase the body cameras.
Other advantages would depend on Council direction provided.

b. Disadvantages




If the City does not proceed with the purchase of body camera technology, the
Department and City would not be able to best document officer-citizen interactions.
The Department and City might have one less tool to gather evidence to assist with the
prosecution of criminal cases, internal investigations or the investigation of citizen
complaints.
The Department and City would be missing an opportunity to possibly increase
accountability, transparency, and build trust with the community.

H. Community Input: During the spring and early summer of 2015, more than 175 citizens
and 90 students attended a series of community meetings, which were hosted by the Police
Department. During those dialogues, the Administration openly discussed the Department’s
intention to research and implement new squad car and/or body cameras. The Administration
described the increased resources necessary to implement body cameras, especially in the
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archival and retrieval of the projected increase of recorded video. Community members in
attendance appeared to be largely supportive of the Department’s efforts to pursue the
implementation of body cameras. Also, during public comment portions of past Council
meetings about other police-related topics, community members have suggested to Council that
the City look into body cameras for officers in an effort to increase accountability, trust, and
transparency, as well as build stronger relationships with its citizens. The public will have an
additional opportunity to provide input during the Council study session.
I. Budget Impact: With Council’s approval, funding for this project has been identified for the
initial purchase through the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund, DUI equipment funds, and
2015 JAG funding. Also, General Fund support is recommended to cover the increase in the
annual replacement costs. The specific funding strategy is outlined in the Funding section of this
Council Bill. A budget amendment will be included with the contract approval to appropriate the
funding in the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund and the General Fund for the initial
purchase and annual recurring replacement needs.
J. Staffing Impact: The planned implementation of body cameras includes a body camera for
all sworn officers. All officers, regardless of rank or assignment, will be expected to use the
body camera when they are in uniform engaging in law enforcement activities, consistent with
Illinois law. The implementation of body cameras in addition to the in-car video cameras will
increase the amount of digital evidence that will need to be managed. In response to this, a full
time Evidence Technician was added with the adoption of the FY 16/17 budget. This full time
position was added at a cost of $71,327 in salary and benefits. The primary responsibility of this
full time position will be the management of digital evidence. Additionally, all sworn personnel
at the Department will receive approximately two hours of on-duty training about the proper use
of the body cameras and the body camera policy. Officers will also receive approximately one
hour of training on the proper use of the new in-car systems. All command officers, evidence
technicians, and the Department’s Network Administrator will receive supplemental, on-duty
training about the software, rights and permissions, and technical specifics of the system. The
staffing impact regarding FOIA requests and redaction are unknown and dependent on the
number and scope of requests.
Staff from the Police Department, City Legal, and Finance has worked an estimated 500 hours
on the purchasing process for the in-car and body camera project.

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

Reviewed by:

Nathan Rath
Lieutenant

Anthony D. Cobb
Chief of Police

Molly Talkington
Financial Services
Manager /
Budget Officer

Attachments:
Attachment A - Current Mobile Video Recording Policy 41.11
Attachment B - In-Car, Body Camera, Digital Asset Management Pros and Cons
Attachment C - Request for Proposal
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