From: Rebecca Kemble <rebecca@renaissanceresourcesllc.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 1:42 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Cc: Haas, Michael R <MHaas@cityofmadison.com>; Edgerton, Sarah <SEdgerton@cityofmadison.com>;
keetrascob@gmail.com
Subject: Legistar #68625 Implementing Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders and Mayor I’m writing with concerns about the resolution to be introduced at next Tuesday’s meeting regarding the
implementation of a body-worn camera pilot program, and the apparent oversight of GMO 23.63, Use of
Surveillance Policy located in Chapter 23, Offenses Against Public Policy. This ordinance clearly spells out a
pubic approval process before any new surveillance technology, or additional pieces of surveillance
technology already in use, can be used. Since this ordinance was passed in June, 2020, I have spoken with
prior and current Council Presidents about the need for Council to develop and implement these processes. I
know that hadn’t happened by the time of my departure from Council in April of this year.
Since the surveillance ordinance was put in place prior to the Police Civilian Oversight Board being
established in law, it did not contemplate a role for the PCOB in this approval process. However, as co-author
on both GMO 23.63 and GMO 5.20 which established the PCOB as a body that is “...to review and make
recommendations regarding police discipline, use of force, and other policies and activities,
including related to rules, hiring, training, community relations, and complaint processes”, I
strongly recommend codifying a role for the PCOB in the approval process required by 23.63. I’ve
copied Chair Burnette on this email for that reason.

Thousands of hours of staff, committee and Alder time over several years have gone into creating
these two ordinances. I hope you will review and discuss how best to move forward with an
approval process, and follow up on the requirement for annual departmental reports on
surveillance technology and the Annual Surveillance Technology Report.

Thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if any of you would like to discuss this
further.

Rebecca Kemble
4217 School Rd.
608 347-8097

From: jxd@athletics.wisc.edu <jxd@athletics.wisc.edu>
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 1:45 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: [All Alders] Police body cameras

Recipient: All Alders
Name: jerry darda
Address: 15 sturbridge circle, Madison, WI 53717
Phone: 608-831-9420
Email: jxd@athletics.wisc.edu

Would you like us to contact you? Yes, by email

Message:
Please provide our good police officers with needed body cameras which will tell the truth when violent
controversial encounters occur. Folks in our neighborhood think this is no brainer.
Jerry & Bonnie Darda
&
Isabella Marina Rocha

From: annewalker@homelandgarden.com <annewalker@homelandgarden.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 1:40 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Body cams

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders
I am uncomfortable with the idea of police officers wearing body cams. Specifically, I am worried about some of the
unintended consequences of body cams.
Years ago, I needed to file a restraining order and domestic stalking ordinance against my ex-husband. I worked with
rock star police officer Jean Pappalia. Had Officer Pappalia been wearing a body cam, I doubt I would have been as
forthcoming about the issues I was facing. In turn, not being as forthcoming with an officer can result in receiving less
help from the very people who are qualified to provide it.
Respectfully,
Anne Walker

From: Gregory Gelembiuk <gwgelemb@wisc.edu>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 3:37 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Rhodes-Conway, Satya V. <SRhodes-Conway@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Regarding Legistar #68625 Implementing Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders and Mayor,
I am writing regarding Legistar #68625 “Implementing Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program”.
This resolution cites the Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review Committee report, but appears to ignore all the
preconditions specified in the committee report, that the report states should be satisfied before any use of bodycams
here (e.g., requiring a rigorous randomized controlled trial; requiring that the D.A. first make specific firm
commitments to prevent adverse effects; requiring that MPD adopt the policies in the report with at most minor
modifications; etc.). See page 8 of the report:
"While the Committee struggled to come to consensus on whether to recommend for or against BWCs, the
Committee was unanimous that BWCs should only be implemented if done so in a context that includes good
policies and procedures as part of an overall package of reforms that enhances the potential for desired
effects and minimizes the potential for unintended harms as much as possible. Thus, the following should be
strict preconditions for implementation of BWCs.
Madison should adopt a BWC program only if:"
None of that is in place, and there's nothing in the text of the resolution that suggests these conditions will be
required before proceeding with a pilot.
For example, the Dane County District Attorney has not “formally enacted a policy to review any relevant BWC video
before making a charging decision in any case referred by MPD where BWC video is available”, nor has the D.A. “firmly
committed to measures sufficient to prevent an overall increase in charging rates and criminalization in low-level
offenses caused by MPD BWC implementation.” Nor is there in place “a system and or process for sharing BWC video
footage files – preferably an electronic file sharing system if feasible – with the Dane County District Attorney’s Office
and the Public Defender’s Office in time for informing charging decisions for cases referred by MPD for potential
criminal charges.”
Likewise, the report specifies as a precondition that “MPD has formally adopted the BWC policies recommended by the
Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review Committee with, at most, minor modifications that do not alter the essential
substance and principles outlined in this Report and in the Model Policy.” These policies are extensive and contain
many unusual features - for example, the committee report specifies that a new additional discovery process be in
place, giving individuals or their attorneys immediate access to BWC video whenever someone is charged (see policy
provision 8f). Instead, the proposed resolution says “Police Chief Barnes should have input into the specific policies and
procedures governing the use” and that after the pilot, MPD must provide a report “describing… policies and
procedures governing their use”. In terms of policy, the resolution appears to give MPD the latitude to do whatever it
wants.
Importantly, the resolution and fiscal note for this item appear not to take into account that the report specifies a
requirement for “a rigorous, randomized controlled trial as a pilot program, with tracking and analysis of data on key
outcomes, and particularly prosecutorial charging rates.” The full cost of such a trial, including analysis, is not
estimated in the report and thus is not provided in the fiscal note (which appears to assume a cost of only $138,000,
as MPD projected for its original North Side Pilot Project concept). In contrast, here is a grant application for an initial
randomized controlled trial of BWCs in Milwaukee. The grant specifies 50 cameras (similar to the number of cameras
proposed in the resolution for the Madison pilot). The total cost includes a $399,746 contract with the Urban Institute
to administer/analyze the randomized controlled trial.

For operating costs, the proposed resolution specifies only: “$55,000 in operating funds to cover overtime for
processing the video. MPD has indicated that the Department intends to absorb these costs within their existing 2022
adopted operating budget”. Basically, this appears to be saying the cost will be absorbed into departmental overtime.
But the $55,000 only covers the cost of the specific additional positions required for the pilot BWC program (per MPD,
250 hours each for a FSU Lab Technician, a Management Information Specialist 2, a Clerk Typist, and a Program
Assistant 1). Besides not covering the cost of a rigorous randomized controlled trial, this figure doesn’t cover the cost
in time for training all North District patrol officers, sergeants, and Community Policing Team officers to use BWCs
(police departments generally provide 1-3 full days of training) and even more importantly, it doesn’t cover the cost of
officer workload time required for BWCs.
Data from a large number of surveys, worklog analyses, etc. across multiple police departments provide pretty
consistent estimates, that officers wearing BWCs require roughly 30 minutes a shift for BWC-related tasks (e.g.,
reviewing videos for case reports or court testimony, cataloguing videos, tagging videos with meta-data, specifying
individuals or features that need to be redacted, uploading videos, etc.). For extensive documentation of BWC impact
on workload, see Appendix 3 (page 11) here. These are new BWC-related tasks that officers have to spend
administrative time on, with this additional workload reducing time available for patrol and other core policing
functions. Thus, either time spent on existing core policing functions will need to be reduced, or a commensurate
increase in overtime will be required to maintain the same level of service. None of this is accounted for in the fiscal
note.
In addition, I doubt that the $83,000 specified for BWC purchase covers the cost of BWC features the committee
report says must be included. For example, the report specifies that “technologies shall be adopted that automatically
engage the recording equipment whenever squad car lights are activated, squad car doors are opened, officers are
dispatched to an incident by the dispatch center, the camera system detects that an officer is running, or other similar
automatic engagement systems offered by the technology.” Such automatic triggering systems are expensive. But the
$83,000 specified in this proposed resolution is the same amount that MPD originally specified for equipment
purchase and maintenance for a North District pilot project, without any such automatic triggers. The cost of fulfilling
the report’s mandate, for extensive automatic trigger systems, appears not to be covered.
MPD and the alders sponsoring this resolution appear to be proceeding as though the Body-Worn Camera Feasibility
Review Committee report, with its specific content, didn’t exist – ignoring its actual recommendations and, as far as I
can see, just using it as a green light/fig leaf to justify enacting MPD's original pre-committee BWC plan without
substantive modification.
The preconditions and policies in the committee report are designed to ameliorate known adverse effects of
implementing BWCs. As I’ve noted previously, I don’t believe that harms and costs can be sufficiently ameliorated for
BWCs to provide, on balance, a net benefit. The case of BWCs may bear a resemblance to some other technological
“solutions to problems” that were widely implemented and almost universally lauded before their adverse
consequences or lack of efficacy came to be adequately recognized (e.g., nuclear power, asbestos insulation, the
insecticide DTT, lobotomies, etc.). With good reason, I fear that BWCs will exacerbate Madison's sky-high racial
disparities in arrests and prosecutions (one of the highest among U.S. cities), with particular impact in Madison's most
heavily policed communities. But if Madison were to move forward with BWCs, it should at least try to somewhat
mitigate the known negative effects, as specified in the report.

Finally, in case anyone might be interested, here's a documentary worth watching, contemplating bodycams and
surveillance. It has a 93% rating from film critics on the review aggregator site Rotten Tomatoes and was the winner of
the Sundance 2021 Special Jury Prize for Nonfiction Experimentation.
https://superltd.com/films/all-lighteverywhere?fbclid=IwAR24lkLMQkchQcG9omfHHjpkoKLmLLqaywgiHpdYXuj30JEcon7lYQfqsS8

All Light, Everywhere | Super LTD
ALL LIGHT, EVERYWHERE is an exploration of the shared
histories of cameras, weapons, policing and justice. As
surveillance technologies become a fixture in everyday life,
the film interrogates the complexity of an objective point
of view, probing the biases inherent in both human
perception and the lens.
superltd.com

Sincerely,
Dr. Gregory Gelembiuk

From: lbgoodrich@icloud.com <lbgoodrich@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 10:37 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: [All Alders] Police cameras

Recipient: All Alders
Name: Lynn Jenkins
Address: 555 S. Midvale Blvd #214, Madison, WI 53711
Phone: 608-575-8797
Email: lbgoodrich@icloud.com

Would you like us to contact you? Yes, by email

Message:
Please count me as one Madison resident who expects to hold every Madison police officer accountable for
how they manage difficult situations with all of our Madison residents. I want to see what is happening and
then our prosecutors to use that information to keep bad decisions to a minimum. Please vote in favor of the
body cams, even if it means increasing my taxes.

From: Mara Eisch <eisch.mara@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:24 AM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: CC Agenda 104
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Please let's get this pilot study done!! What is there to fear from the results of this study?
Mara

From: Jake Winkler <trappedinink@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 2:06 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Police body cam pilot
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

How is next Tuesday's resolution in compliance with GMO 23.63, Use of Surveillance Policy located in
Chapter 23, Offenses Against Public Policy? This ordinance requires a public approval process for new
surveillance tech.
GMO 23.63 was created prior to the creation of the Police Civilian Oversight Board and so does not mention
PCOB, but it would be wise to include PCOB in the process, and indeed this new surveillance resolution is in
the purview of the ordinances that created PCOB.
Most activists are not calling for body cams. If body cams are implemented, the details matter a lot as to the
success (which is why most activists are not pushing for them). Who has access to the footage? Does MPD
have to release footage of an incident on a specific timeline? Not to mention the steep cost to purchase, train
staff, and store the video data.
Jake Winkler
5306 Barton Rd

From: Erin Lemley <afuzzybird@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 2:38 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Say "No" to body-worn cameras pilot
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Madison Alders,
I see that we are once again picking up the issue of body-worn cameras for our police officers, and I am
writing in opposition to the pilot program and to future adoption of the cameras. Although it is tempting to
believe that the program will solve all of our police department's problems, cameras are not a panacea and in
fact will increase money going to our police department that could be going to programs that actually help
reduce crime, such as housing (that's a big one for out city right now, isn't it!), education, healthcare, and
workforce development. We are looking for a quick fix when there isn't one--the fix is to invest in our people.
In addition, this pilot program is clearly against GMO 23.63, as explained by Rebecca Kemble in her letter to
the council.
I am asking you to reject this pilot program and to think of better uses for this money which will positively
impact the lives of our community members in need.
Sincerely,
Erin Lemley
1703 Rowland Ave, Madison, WI 53704

From: Erica Ramberg <erica.ramberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 2:47 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: NO to body cameras
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders and Mayor I’m writing with concerns about the resolution being introduced today regarding the implementation of a
body-worn camera pilot program, and the apparent oversight of GMO 23.63, Use of Surveillance Policy
located in Chapter 23, Offenses Against Public Policy. This ordinance clearly spells out a public
approval process before any new surveillance technology, or additional pieces of surveillance
technology already in use, can be used. Furthermore, the new Police Civilian Oversight Board should
have a critical role in this public approval process.
I ask that you reject item 104 on the agenda. This item erases the work of this council and previous
members to be accountable to the community when considering methods for policing them.
My best
Erica Ramberg
515 Briar Hill Rd, Madison, WI 53711

From: Morgan Mayer-Jochimsen <mmayerjochimsen@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 3:08 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Mayor <Mayor@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposition to body-cam pilot program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders and Mayor I’m writing in opposition to the implementation of a body-worn camera pilot program. This program has not
undergone the required process delineated in GMO 23.63, Use of Surveillance Policy located in Chapter 23,
Offenses Against Public Policy. The ordinance clearly spells out a public approval process before any new
surveillance technology, or additional pieces of surveillance technology already in use, can be used. Since this
ordinance was passed in June, 2020, I am concerned that it has not been implemented and is not being followed.
I hope you will review and discuss how best to move forward with a public approval process.
Thank you,
Morgan Mayer-Jochimsen
423 N Pinckney St. Apt 2
Madison, WI 53703

From: Alexandra Wilburn <wilburnalexandra@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 4:00 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposed to body cams
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Hello,
As Kemble pointed out, this violates an ordinance in place.
Also as an activist I've tried to get footage from Portage Police department, and not only did it take weeks of a
public awareness campaign to get the footage given to myself as an advocate for John King who was brutally
assaulted but we weren't even given all of the footage the department held onto footage even longer making it
difficult for John King to fight for his freedom after being assaulted.
Not to mention the files were incredibly difficult to navigate, and software had to be downloaded to view the
footage.
This is a program that will continue the illogical system of allowing police to oversee themselves.
For those that believe in reform. Whats the point of writing a check for tech that will only cause more process
issues.
Lets get our PCOB, independent monitor FULLY FUNDED and they can have the discussions with
community on bodycams
Best,
Alexandra Wilburn
P.s.
Tell Ismael ozanne to never run for office again as he has failed to bring the Derek chauvin of Dane County to
Justice. Matt kenny should be in prison for intentional homicide of Tony Robinson Jr.
Inpursuitofjustice.net for more info

From: David Keller <david@kellerrealestategroup.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 6:10 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Agenda item 104 (68625) Common Council Meeting Tonight
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders,
I tried to register my support for Agenda item #104 on your Common Council Agenda registration website
today but it was not working, hence I am sending you this email so that my support of the Body Worn Camera
Pilot program is received by each of you.
I wholeheartedly agree with establishing the Pilot program – something many, many other cities throughout
the Country have implemented with success!!!
Thank you and please have the IT department look into why I was not able to register online.
David C. Keller
1102 Winston Drive,
Madison, WI 53711

From: kiramilanich@gmail.com <kiramilanich@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 3:08 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: oppose the body-worn camera pilot program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

I am writing to ask you to oppose item #104; the body-worn camera pilot program. I agree with what former
alder Kemble wrote about this:
“I’m writing with concerns about the resolution to be introduced at next Tuesday’s meeting regarding the
implementation of a body-worn camera pilot program, and the apparent oversight of GMO 23.63, Use of
Surveillance Policy located in Chapter 23, Offenses Against Public Policy. This ordinance clearly spells out a
pubic approval process before any new surveillance technology, or additional pieces of surveillance technology
already in use, can be used. Since this ordinance was passed in June, 2020, I have spoken with prior and current
Council Presidents about the need for Council to develop and implement these processes. I know that hadn’t
happened by the time of my departure from Council in April of this year.
Since the surveillance ordinance was put in place prior to the Police Civilian Oversight Board being established in
law, it did not contemplate a role for the PCOB in this approval process. However, as co-author on both GMO
23.63 and GMO 5.20 which established the PCOB as a body that is “...to review and make recommendations
regarding police discipline, use of force, and other policies and activities, including related to rules, hiring,
training, community relations, and complaint processes”, I strongly recommend codifying a role for the PCOB in
the approval process required by 23.63. I’ve copied Chair Burnette on this email for that reason.
Thousands of hours of staff, committee and Alder time over several years have gone into creating these two
ordinances. I hope you will review and discuss how best to move forward with an approval process, and follow up
on the requirement for annual departmental reports on surveillance technology and the Annual Surveillance
Technology Report. “
Thank you,
Kira Milanich
3741 Johns St
Madison, WI
53714

From: Keith Findley <keith.findley@wisc.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, January 4, 2022 1:02 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Mayor <Mayor@cityofmadison.com>; Aisha Moe
<aishasmoe@gmail.com>
Cc: Tom Brown <tbrown@ulgm.org>; Myadze, Charles <myadzec@gmail.com>; Kapusta-Pofahl, Karen <KKapustaPofahl@cityofmadison.com>; Keith Findley <keith.findley@wisc.edu>; Kim Jorgensen (dokithia@gmail.com)
<dokithia@gmail.com>; Luke Schieve (lschieve@exactsciences.com) <lschieve@exactsciences.com>; Tom Brown
(tbrown@ulgm.org) <tbrown@ulgm.org>; Veronica Figueroa (veronicaf@unidoswi.org) <veronicaf@unidoswi.org>;
Haas, Michael R <MHaas@cityofmadison.com>; Austin, Brian <BAustin@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Body Worn Cameras--New Research

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Mayor and Alders,
As former co-chair of the city’s Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review Committee, I wanted to keep you updated on
the latest research that has emerged on the effects of Body-Worn Cameras (BWCs). As you know, the research to date
has reported wide diversity in effects, depending to a great extent on location and policies under which BWCs are
implemented. One of the key concerns opponents in Madison have expressed is that BWCs might have the unintended
effect of increasing the rate at which police officers arrest or prosecutors charge individuals with low-level offenses. On
that issue, a new randomized, controlled study of the implementation of BWCs in New York City has found that "The
BWC intervention was not associated with any statistically significant changes in the number of arrests, arrests with
force, summons, domestic incident reports, and citizen crime complaint reports. The BWC intervention, however, was
associated with a statistically significant 38.8 percent increase in the count of stop reports submitted by NYPD officers
and a statistically significant 21.1 percent reduction in the CCRB complaints made against police officers (p < .05 for
both outcomes)." In essence, the study found no increase in criminalization, but a reduction in citizen complaints and an
increase in officer compliance with report-writing requirements. The study concluded: "this study finds that the
placement of BWCs on officers can increase their compliance with department directives to document stops of citizens.
These data can then be used to determine whether officers are adhering to the rule of law in their enforcement efforts. In
sum, BWCs could be useful in reducing persistent problems with unlawful citizen stops.”
A copy of the full study is attached.
Best regards,
Keith A. Findley
Professor
University of Wisconsin Law School
975 Bascom Mall
Madison. WI 53706
Cell: 608-335-4544

From: Gregory Gelembiuk <gwgelemb@wisc.edu>
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 11:42 AM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Rhodes-Conway, Satya V. <SRhodes-Conway@cityofmadison.com>; PD

PSRC <PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Regarding the proposed body-worn camera resolution
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders, Mayor, and PSRC Members,
Please see the attached letter, concerning Legislative Item #68625, the bodycam resolution. In the letter, I
briefly note the recommendations of the Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review Committee and the Equal
Opportunities Commission, and I provide an update on multiple new research findings concerning police
bodycams, predominantly from studies published this past year.
Best regards,
Dr. Gregory Gelembiuk

Dear Alders and PSRC members,
I am writing regarding Legislative Item #68625, the proposed resolution to initiate a North District bodyworn camera (BWC) pilot program.
I will start by again noting that the course of action proposed in this resolution completely ignores the
recommendations of the Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review Committee report (while disingenuously
citing the report as its justification). The report specifies 10 “strict preconditions” for implementing
BWCs (e.g., that any BWC pilot must be a “rigorous, randomized controlled trial”, that the District
Attorney must first make certain firm commitments, that MPD must first adopt the report’s model
policy “with, at most, minor modifications that do not alter the essential substance and principles”, etc.).
Note that the report even italicizes the word “only”, for emphasis, in stating “BWCs should only be
implemented if done so” in the context of the specified reforms. See page 8 of the report. The report’s
“strict preconditions”, which the report emphasizes were passed unanimously by the Committee, have
been not fulfilled and are utterly disregarded by the current resolution, which merely uses the report as
a fig leaf to proceed with a pre-existing BWC plan. The report also states: “If the City, MPD, and the DA’s
Office fail to fulfill these preconditions, then the Committee unanimously agrees that BWCs should not
be implemented in Madison.”
In addition, the current resolution completely disregards the recommendations of the Equal
Opportunities Commission. On March 11, 2021, the EOC recommended against proceeding with a BodyWorn Camera pilot program, by a vote of 8 to 2. In addition, the EOC passed the following
recommendation unanimously by a roll call vote: “Given that the Equal Opportunities Commission has
expressed their opposition to the Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program, it is recommended in the event a
Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program is adopted the City utilize the recommendations within the BWCFRC
Report.” Here are minutes of the meeting.
In the remainder or this letter, I will provide some interesting, updated information on BWCs from
studies published this past year (after completion of the Body-Worn Camera Feasibility Review
Committee report). I will start by summarizing the remainder in a brief Abstract (with each sentence in
the Abstract hyperlinked to the corresponding section of this letter).

Abstract
Research does not support the claim, used to justify the proposed resolution, that BWCs improve
community trust. Studies do appear to consistently show that BWCs increase charges filed against
civilians, particularly for lower level offenses, which can contribute to over-incarceration. BWCs produce
perceptual biases that cause people to perceive police officers as less culpable when they use excessive
force, and civilians as more culpable, and a new study found that BWC perspective appears to
exacerbate racial bias in people viewing footage of police use-of-force cases. BWC implementation
appears to increase police officer burnout and turnover. Finally, a recent econometric study that has
been shared with alders, appearing to show benefits in adjudication of complaints due to BWCs, draws
conclusions of questionable validity due to methodological flaws. BWCs serve as another illustration of a
frequent pattern: technological solutions to human problems often have alarming side effects that
aren’t fully understood until the technology is in wide use.

False Premise – the Myth that BWCs Improve Community Trust
As justification for the BWC pilot, the resolution text asserts “body-worn cameras can play a role in
improving… community trust in the actions of law enforcement and the criminal justice system”. But this
is a fiction – inconsistent with overall evidence from existing studies, which consistently appear to show
no improvement in community trust with BWC implementation.
I will note here that the largest study to date examining this question was published on November 22 of
2021 – a carefully designed study involving 3,889 officers (both uniformed and plainclothes) in 20 pairs
of matched treatment and control precincts (serving from 47,418 to 188,666 residents apiece) spread
across all five boroughs of New York City.
Paper: “Do body-worn cameras improve community perceptions of the police? Results from a controlled
experimental evaluation”
Excerpt:
Objectives: Outfitting police officers with body-worn cameras (BWCs) has been suggested to
improve police-community relations. This study evaluates whether the deployment of BWCs on
NYPD officers impacted resident perceptions of the police.
Methods: A cluster randomized controlled trial design was used to test the influence of BWCs on
resident perceptions of the NYPD in treatment precincts relative to control precincts. Dualframe randomly selected telephone surveys were used to collect pre-intervention and postintervention resident perception data.
Results: We find no statistically significant differences between BWC treatment and control
precincts in general perceptions of the NYPD or the average assessment of police officer
behavior among those who have had recent encounters with the NYPD.
Moreover, not only did the study find no significant improvement in perception of NYPD officers, due to
BWCs, among residents overall, but also BWCs produced no significant improvements in perception of
officers within any of the racial/ethnic subgroups examined (i.e., the paper examined white, Black, and
Hispanic subgroups).
I’ll add that the lead author, Anthony Braga, is a BWC proponent who spent a large part of his career
embedded with NYPD. He was highly motivated to obtain an affirmative answer to the question. But
that’s not what the data showed.

BWCs Create Perceptual Biases Favoring Officers at the Expense of Civilians
Many people erroneously believe that BWC video provides unbiased "objective truth". But in reality,
officer mounted bodycams generate strong perceptual distortions/biases. BWCs point outward and
aren't filming the officer, but instead function as an extension of the officer; the fisheye lens makes
people appear closer than they are; the jiggling of the camera makes events seem more
jumbled/threatening; etc. The consequences for interpretation of events become evident as people
view and construct meaning out of the visual stimuli in the videos. The research here finds that, when
viewing an officer's BWC video (as opposed to onlooker video), people tend to identify with the officer

and their racial biases are exacerbated (so that viewers tend to see excessive use of force by officers
against BIPOC individuals as justified).
Paper: "Camera Point-of-View Exacerbates Racial Bias in Viewers of Police Use of Force Videos" (Bailey
et al (2021)).

Excerpt from this paper:

To put a fine point on the findings presented here: the camera perspective of the BWCs
heralded as a panacea for racial inequities in policing exacerbates racial bias such that officers
are found to be more justified in their use of force in videos that present very brutal and violent
interactions. BWC videos have been presented as a leveling factor that will present the 'facts' of
an interaction between citizens and officers. While they may record events and provide
important information to be considered, they record events from a particular perspective to
which we, as human beings, are naturally bound to respond .... BWC perspective exacerbates
racial bias on perceptions of procedural justice. Further, identification with the police officer
fully, and identification with the citizen partially, mediate these relationships.
The perceptual biases that occur with video evidence, driven by pre-existing beliefs and camera
perspective, are well documented. Here is a particularly clear explication from the book “Unfair: The
New Science of Criminal Injustice” by Adam Benforado (2016):
We operate under the illusion that reality enters our brain through our senses unfiltered. But at
any given moment, our race, gender, age, profession, politics, religion, and countless other
identity-defining characteristics and affiliations are coloring what we see.
In a powerful demonstration of this phenomenon, a group of law professors decided to test the
Supreme Court’s conclusion that “no reasonable juror” could watch the footage of the chase
that left Victor Harris paralyzed and see Victor’s evasion of the police as anything but extremely
dangerous and the cause of the eventual crash. The researchers asked a diverse group of 1,350
Americans to watch the video and then offer their impressions.
What they found were clear rifts in perception along ideological, cultural, and other lines
concerning the key issues in the case. A less affluent, liberal, highly educated black woman with
egalitarian and communitarian views was far more likely than a wealthy, conservative white
man supportive of existing social hierarchies and individualism to see Officer Scott and the
police as the primary culprits.
If different people with different backgrounds and identities can look at the same events and
see very different facts, is it also possible that the same person can look at the same events and
see very different facts depending on how information is presented? Over the last few decades,
researchers have conducted a number of experiments showing that when we view events as if
standing in the shoes of the person experiencing them, we are much more likely to attribute the
actor’s behavior to forces and constraints in the surrounding environment than when we adopt
the perspective of an outside observer, in which case we tend to make attributions that focus on
the individual’s disposition and character...
Imagine that you are impaneled on a jury and have to decide whether the defendant’s
confession was voluntary or coerced by the police. As luck would have it, the entire
interrogation was recorded, and you are provided with a videotape from one of three cameras
in the room: a camera directed at the interrogator, a camera directed at the defendant, or a
camera positioned to the side, showing both parties. It would seem reasonable to assume that
regardless of the footage you were shown, you would come to the same conclusion, since all
three cameras captured the exact same scene. When scientists conducted a number of studies
using such a setup, however, they found that perspective made a big difference. By simply

shifting the point of view from the person being questioned to the interrogator, researchers
were able to significantly reduce the number of people who thought the resulting confession
was coerced. Watching the interrogator through the eyes of the suspect, it was a lot easier to
see—and feel—the menace and pressure. Those who watched the videotape that showed both
sides made assessments that fell in between the two conditions.
This bias seems to occur both for minor offenses like shoplifting and for more serious crimes like
burglary, rape, and manslaughter. And it’s surprisingly sticky: Greater expertise (being a law
enforcement officer or a judge), increased accountability, and judicial instructions aimed at
encouraging people to be more mindful of perspective bias all appear to be largely ineffective.
Multiple studies have provided clear and consistent evidence of strong perceptual biases arising from
BWC video, driven by an intersection of situational biases (biases resulting from the interaction between
contextual factors and subconscious cognitive processes) and dispositional biases (biases motivated by
culture, beliefs, values, and group commitments of the viewer).
For example, Sommers (2016) found that:
Participants who saw the encounter with their own eyes [via BWC video] were not significantly
less likely to draw on their prior identification with police when making decisions - but they
were more certain of their opinions if they had a pre-existing tendency to identify with the
police. When we compare the responses of participants given video and nonvideo testimony,
we find that those who saw the videos and already identified with the police were more likely to
express certitude in their judgment that the officer had acted reasonably or unreasonably. This
finding should give pause to advocates who hope that body cameras will make it easier to indict
and convict police officers for excessive force. These results suggest that video evidence fails to
reduce polarization [i.e., polarized interpretations of what happened in an incident] significantly
while simultaneously prompting fact finders who most strongly identify with police to become
more unshakable in their judgments.
Turner et al (2019) found that, for police use-of-force incidents, including police shootings, people
viewing BWC video, as opposed to dashcam video or written police reports about the incident, gave
lower judgements of intentionality (i.e., the extent to which an individual acted with the goal to produce
a specific outcome), lower ratings of blame, and lower recommended punishment for officers using high
levels of force.
Likewise, Jones et al (2019) concluded that “participants who watched body-camera footage, compared
with people who watched surveillance footage of the same encounter, perceived the officer's behavior
as being more justified and made more lenient punishment decisions.” They further note:
Our results demonstrate that some body-camera footage—specifically videos that capture an
officer using his or her body to apprehend a civilian—can lead to biased perceptions of police
encounters that benefit the officer. Our findings suggest that this occurs because: (i) in bodycamera footage, the civilian is the more easily visible figure, thus making less salient the officer's
role in the encounter; and (ii) the body camera—attached to an officer's uniform—is unable to
adequately capture certain use of force movements that are important in determining an
officer's intent.

If you want to witness the jumbled, confusing nature of BWC video for yourself, and the biases it can
elicit in interpretation, here are some examples. 1. Video created by Seth Stoughton, a BWC expert who
is a former police officer himself. BWC video versus stationary camera video of the same interaction. 2.
Video (used in the Turner et al (2019) study) of an officer using excessive force, breaking a car window –
BWC video versus dashcam video. 3. Video (used in the Turner et al (2019) study) of an officer-involved
shooting – BWC video versus dashcam video. For the latter two examples (2 and 3), the BWC video
produced lower judgements of blame and punishment than the dashcam video. 4. Police arrest of an
individual – BWC video versus surveillance camera video. In BWC video, it appears the individual is
clearly resisting arrest – until you watch the surveillance camera video. The officers built their account of
the arrest around the BWC video, and the officers’ account was taken as valid until the surveillance
footage emerged.
The perceptual biases inherent in BWC video underlie a dynamic noted by Henne et al (2021), in their
systematic review of BWC research:
Others have documented how BWC footage, especially when combined with officer accounts of
events, often undermines the credibility of citizen narratives about police violence (Brucato,
2015; Russell-Brown, 2016). By buttressing police explanations, BWCs can operate as repressive
tools against citizens seeking to make claims against law enforcement officers (Brucato, 2015).
Moreover, as Howard Wasserman (a civil rights and constitutional litigation scholar) noted in 2015:
[T]he Supreme Court shows no sign of moving from its view that video can be (and often is) so
conclusive and unambiguous that the court can determine its meaning and jury consideration is
not required. Paradoxically, body cameras may prove worse for civil rights plaintiffs — more
constitutional cases will feature video, offering courts more opportunities to misuse video
evidence and more opportunities to keep cases away from civil juries.
And empirically, Zamoff (2020) found:
Law enforcement defendants prevail on summary judgment nearly four out of every five times
when they have the benefit of a complete bodycam record of the encounter that gave rise to
the lawsuit. This is consistent with the predictions of the commentators who hypothesized that
factfinders would often side with the police when confronted with a real-time video taken from
the officer’s perspective.

BWC Surveillance and Mass Incarceration
Police body-worn cameras have been marketed to the public as a tool for police reform and
accountability. But as Michelle Alexander notes, BWCs are outward pointing devices that don’t film an
officer, but, rather, everyone the officer interacts with. In reality, BWCs predominantly serve as a tool of
mass surveillance – to gather evidence for use against residents. One manifestation of this is an increase
in the rate at which residents are prosecuted, especially for minor offenses, after police departments
acquire BWCs. This appears to be a consistent pattern, seen across essentially all BWC studies that
gather data on charging rates. This, of course, hits the most overpoliced communities – poor and BIPOC
communities – hardest, since that’s where police officers and police interaction tend to be
concentrated. Madison already has one of the highest rates of racial disparities in arrests and charges
among U.S. cities. A Black resident is ~11 times more likely to be arrested here than a white resident.
Despite a lot of empty talk about addressing that disparity, it’s actually grown worse over time, and
implementation of BWCs would tend to exacerbate this.
Here is a letter I composed a year ago, surveying all BWC studies that had collected data showing their
effect on charging rates. It covers seven studies (of variable quality) and provides further context.
In 2021, two additional BWC studies were published that included data on charging rates. Both further
corroborate this pattern.
One (Clare et al (2021)) is a study in Perth and Bunbury Australia, with BWCs randomly allocated across
shifts. There was a highly significant increase in charges (i.e., rate of charge per computer aided dispatch
job) when officers wore BWCs.
The second (Petersen et al (2021)) was a cluster randomized controlled trial in Miami Beach. Again,
there was a significant increase in charges (i.e., rate of charge per call for service) when officers wore
BWCs, and the ratio of misdemeanor to felony charges was marginally increased.
Essentially all prosecutors use BWC footage to charge residents. Very few use BWC footage to charge
officers. Society does not benefit from implementing a technology that will further increase mass
incarceration, especially of BIPOC residents.
The results of a recent study suggest that, in the long run, incarceration creates more crime than it
prevents (since entry into the criminal justice system, and being burdened with a criminal record, makes
people more likely to subsequently commit further crime). Likewise, a review of 29 studies showed
arrest and formal processing through the juvenile justice system resulted in greater delinquency, and
more crime overall, compared to diversion or doing nothing at all. Similarly, fourteen months after
Baltimore State Attorney Marilyn Mosby implemented a policy not to prosecute low level criminal
offenses, a report by researchers at John Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, examining
outcomes, concluded that declining to prosecute such offenses may avert arrests among individuals
with intersecting vulnerabilities without posing a threat to public safety or resulting in increased public
complaints.
Someone might argue that in some particular cases, BWC footage might help show a defendant’s
innocence. But I would urge people to think about the overall societal systemic effects (of increased
charging due to BWCs, disproportionately for minor offenses), rather than in terms of an individual
anecdote or hypothetical case. In the debate on firearms laws, people too often think in terms of the

hypothetical cases where a good guy with a gun could save people; but at the overall systemic level,
increasing availability of guns results in more deaths, leaving society worse off. The same is true with
BWCs – with both firearms and surveillance, it’s easy to succumb to the erroneous notion that asserting
yet more control will allow us to dominate and solve a problem, when it actually leaves everyone worse
off.
We don’t need to subject yet more people in the criminal justice system and further exacerbate mass
incarceration.

BWCs and Officer Turnover
As the BWC Committee report correctly notes, there is evidence that BWC implementation increases
police officer burnout:
A study of 271 officers across five police departments found that officers wearing BWCs
reported higher levels of burnout compared to those who did not, and this difference was highly
statistically significant. Body-worn cameras can be seen as a form of electronic performance
monitoring of officers, and studies on other forms of electronic performance monitoring have
consistently shown increased burnout and stress…
See Adams & Mastracci (2018) for more details.
I will add here that I recently came across a complementary study (Schuck & Rabe-Hemp (2018)) that
appears to further corroborate and extend this finding. Specifically, Schuck & Rabe-Hemp show that
police “agencies that adopted body-worn cameras had higher rates of voluntary turnover than those
that did not.” Their analysis uses data from 2,239 law enforcement agencies, employing Poisson
regression to test hypotheses about factors that increase or decrease officer turnover rates. Schuck &
Rabe-Hemp conclude:

salary is not the only important predictor of voluntary turnover. The number of additional
economic incentives and participation in a defined benefits retirement plan were independently
related to lower levels of voluntary turnover…. using body-worn cameras on patrol officers was
associated with higher rates of voluntary turnover but not dismissals, and collective bargaining
was associated with lower rates of voluntary turnover.
The magnitude of the effect on turnover of implementing BWCs appears roughly similar (but opposite in
sign) to that of adding an additional economic incentive, having a defined benefits plan, or having
collective bargaining. The apparent BWC-related increase in turnover is consistent with greater burnout
(due to the stress of what may perceived as constant electronic performance monitoring and/or,
potentially, the workload increase that BWCs generate).
In recent years, there has been considerable discussion in Madison government about the problem of
relatively high officer turnover in MPD, and the need to implement measures to decrease this. It would
be wise to consider that, in deciding whether to proceed with a BWC program.

BWCs and Adjudication of Complaints
A recent paper by econometricians (Çubukçu et al (2021)), claiming to find that BWC implementation
increased the rate of sustained police complaints, was shared with the Madison Common Council
several months ago. However, there is good reason to question the validity and generalizability of this
study’s conclusions.
The paper was based on observational data rather than experimental data. In experiments (such as
randomized controlled trials), a researcher intervenes to alter specific variables while holding all others
constant. This allows clear conclusions to be drawn. Making inferences from observational data is more
difficult. To apply statistical and mathematical methods to observational data concerning real-world
sociological questions, an econometrician has to make some quite strong, limiting, and unreal
assumptions (completeness, homogeneity, stability, measurability, independence, linearity, additivity,
strict exogeneity, etc.).
Specifically in this case, Çubukçu et al used a method called differences-in-difference analysis, which is
generally recognized as producing results that are less trustworthy than those from randomized
controlled trials or from certain other econometric methods (such as regression discontinuity analysis).
One reason for the lower perceived credibility of difference-in-differences analysis stems from the

particular strong assumptions it relies on (that often fail to hold in dynamic social situations), as well as
the degree to which it is subject to researcher discretion/manipulation.
In the specific case of Çubukçu et al (2021), it appears that the authors made methodological errors and
that their analysis relied on fundamental assumptions that were violated. In addition, it appears that the
data they used for BWC implementation dates contains errors (which would invalidate the analysis).
Please see Appendix for a full explication of such problems in this paper.
I’ll also note that two of the authors of this study recently published a paper (Sahin & Çubukçu (2021))
analyzing the effect of police dashcam implementation on complaints. This research examined the
impact of police dashcams on the total, dismissed, and sustained excessive use-of-force complaints for
data from 891 police departments in the USA with more than 100 officers. The primary independent
variable was the rate of dashcams per 100 police department employees, and various other factors were
controlled for (e.g., whether the department has a specialized Internal Affairs unit, whether it has
collective bargaining, etc.). Sahin & Çubukçu (2021) concluded:
We found a statistically significant relationship between the in-car camera rates and the number
of dismissed complaints (p < 0.05). As the in-car camera rate increases, so does the number of
dismissed complaints. If a department were to increase its in-car camera rate per 100 officers by
one point, the number of dismissed complaints would increase 1%.
The conclusion, from extensive national data, that police in-car cameras significantly reduce the rate at
which (use-of-force) complaints are sustained seems at odds with the conclusion, from Chicago data,
that body cameras significantly increase the rate of complaints being sustained. This potentially raises
further questions about the validity, or generalizability to other cities, of the Çubukçu et al (2021)
conclusions for Chicago.

Hype and New “Technological Solutions”
Albert Fox Cahn, Esq. (founder and executive director of the Surveillance Technology Oversight Project)
notes:
Bodycam footage...gives only the point of view of the police officers. As a matter of fundamental
human psychology, we’re primed to align ourselves with the actions of the subject..... Simply put:
Showing the officer’s perspective makes viewers defer to their narrative.
Cameras that were sold to the public with the promise of increased accountability also end up
reinforcing the police narrative. This dynamic is yet another example of a disturbing trend:
Technological solutions to human problems often have alarming side effects that aren’t fully
understood until the technology is in wide use.
Ethan Zuckerman, director of the Center for Civic Media at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
writes:
The hope that pervasive cameras by themselves would counterbalance the systemic racism that
leads to the over-policing of communities of color and the disproportionate use of force against
black men was simply a techno-utopian fantasy,

Henne et al (2021) performed a systematic review of the research literature on BWCs and noted how
widespread favorable assumptions about BWCs frequently distorted published research, resulting in
papers that deviated from accepted statistical standards and that sought to rationalize away
unfavorable findings:
[M]any results interpreted as supporting BWCs as a police reform fail to meet accepted
standards of evaluation; that is, they do not adhere to their own guiding methodological
principles…. Many studies inconsistently adhered to accepted statistical logics. At times, authors
recognised this problem, citing issues with statistical power due to low incident rates (e.g.,
White et al., 2018). Others make no note of the statistical issues afflicting their experiments...
For instance, a US-based study found no significant difference in the number of complaints
received by officers wearing BWCs compared to officers not wearing BWCs during their one-year
experiment (Ariel et al., 2015). The authors nonetheless claim that BWCs reduce officer
complaints because of a significant drop across all complaints (that is, for both officers wearing
and not wearing BWCs) during the experimental period compared to the overall number of
complaints received the year prior to BWCs being implemented. Their explanation: BWCs
improve law enforcement behaviour even for officers who observe others wearing the cameras.
They assert a civilising effect despite not conforming to expectations of RCTs….
White and colleagues (2018) [performed research] on the impact of BWCs on violence during
police-citizen encounters. While they acknowledge ‘a persistent undercurrent of racial tension’
in contemporary policing, their methodology does not account for it (White et al., 2018).
Further, they conclude that BWCs have a positive effect on police-citizen encounters since useof-force incidents and citizen complaints seem to drop after the implementation of BWC
technology, even though this finding is not statistically significant.
A systematic review of the BWC research literature by Backman & Hansen Löfstrand (2021) had similar
observations:
In several studies, mixed or negative research findings on the effects of BWCs tend to be
explained away by reference to ‘implementation failures’, and scholars call for further research
on police activation of BWCs or even recommend policymakers not be ‘disheartened’ by the
mixed research evidence and police agencies to ‘consider a BWC program’ (Malm, 2019, p.
121f.; see also Drover & Ariel, 2015; Ariel et al., 2016a; Hedberg et al., 2017; Sousa et al., 2018;
Lawrence et al., 2019). Such arguments are examples of a kind of ‘modifying work’ (Asdal, 2015)
where research articles take part in creating a reality in which the assumption that BWC
technology will solve policing problems is fortified….
In studies of BWC effects, researchers generally started out by recognizing positive expectations
about the effectiveness of BWCs regarding the racialized police crisis in the U.S. In some
research publications, positive expectations are generally held to be true and valid….
We have found that the existing research largely investigates the effectiveness of BWCs worn by
police officers in the U.S., and build upon a set of dominant policing problem representations
drawn on to warrant both BWC research and implementation: the police crisis in the U.S. and
the police use of force, lack of oversight and control of police officers, citizen dissatisfaction and

lack of police legitimacy, and police officer resistance towards BWC use. Assumptions underlying
all four problem representations is that BWC technology will amend these problems and is
legitimate and useful if the public supports it. Taken together, this enhances the representation
of BWC technology as a self-evident means of improving community relations and police
legitimacy.
It is not surprising that research has been unable to find support for the expected effects of
BWCs (with the exception of a decrease in the number of citizen complaints). This has, however,
not curbed some researchers’ enthusiasm for BWC use, who refer to lack of effects as
‘implementation failures’ and recommend police agencies to enforce implementation and
activation of BWCs (Ariel et al., 2016a; Drover & Ariel, 2015; Hedberg et al., 2017; Lawrence et
al., 2019; Malm, 2019, p. 121f.; Sousa et al., 2018).
New “technological solutions” to human problems often come with a great deal of hype, distorting
popular perceptions, news reporting, and research agendas. In an infamous example, in 1949, the
Portuguese neurologist António Egas Moniz received the Nobel Prize in Medicine for his invention of the
prefrontal lobotomy. Now people think “how could that have happened”? But at the time, it made
sense – lobotomies appeared to solve the problem of unmanageable patients with psychiatric
conditions, initially received only glowing news reporting, and many of the initial medical papers
published about lobotomies appeared to demonstrate their benefits. It took considerable time before
we began to recognize and adequately acknowledge the downside.
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The Stop LAPD Spying Coalition notes:

The Movement for Black Lives calls for:

Campaign Zero, the BLM organization advocating for research-based policy solutions to end police
brutality in America, used to endorse BWCs. It now says:

I’ll close with a link to a video of a talk by Michelle Alexander, author of “The New Jim Crow: Mass
Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness”.

Sincerely,
Dr. Gregory Gelembiuk

Appendix
This Appendix delineates flaws/issues in Çubukçu et al (2021).
1. The Chicago police district BWC implementation dates used by Çubukçu et al (2021) (see Appendix
Table 1 of the paper) contain errors. The implementation date that Çubukçu et al (2021) specify for the
4th District (South Chicago) is a year later than that given in a report by the Chicago Office of the
Inspector General (OIG). Moreover, the date given in the OIG report is corroborated by numerous news
reports (e.g., see here, here, and here) and a press release by the City of Chicago. The date used by the
paper’s authors for the 11th District (Harrison) is a month early, when compared to the OIG report,
putting it into a different quarter. These errors would undermine the analysis, which requires valid dates
for the staggered implementation. In addition, there was partial implementation of BWCs in the 14th
District (Shakespeare) starting in early 2015, which is not accounted for at all in the analysis.
2. The analysis in Çubukçu et al (2021) uses a standard difference-in-differences model, though the
outcome variable is a binary dummy variable (e.g., sustained versus other outcomes), rather than a
continuous variable. This creates major problems for difference-in-differences modeling.
Though the paper fails to provide critical details of the modeling approach used, it appears that they
used a Linear Probability Model (LPM) – in essence, acting as though the outcome variable were

continuous. And this would be consistent with the authors’ decision to use robust standard errors,
which would be necessary given heteroscedasticity due to use of an LPM. However, an LPM would yield
biased and inconsistent estimates, and this carries over to estimates of marginal effects. E.g. see Dave
Giles (2012): “in almost all circumstances, the LPM yields biased and inconsistent estimates. You didn't
know that? Then take a look at the paper by Horrace and Oaxaca (2006), and some previous results
given by Amemiya (1977)!”. Moreover, that would matter most when the probabilities are close to zero
or one, as is true for much of the outcome data in this case. Basically, a decision to use a LPM model is
improper here.
Alternatively, it’s possible that they used a nonlinear model (probit or logit). But you can’t just use a
nonlinear model plug-and-play in a difference-in-differences context, given functional form
requirements. As Lechner (2010) explains:
We start with a “natural” nonlinear model with a linear index structure which is transformed by
a link function, G(·), to yield the conditional expectation of the potential outcome. ... The
common trend assumption relies on differencing out specific terms of the unobservable
potential outcome, which does not happen in this nonlinear specification ... Whereas the linear
specification requires the group specific differences to be time constant, the nonlinear
specification requires them to be absent. Of course, this property of this nonlinear specification
removes the attractive feature that DiD allows for some selection on unobservable group and
individual specific differences. Thus, we conclude that estimating a DiD model with the standard
specification of a nonlinear model would usually lead to an inconsistent estimator if the
standard common trend assumption is upheld. In other words, if the standard DiD assumptions
hold, this nonlinear model does not exploit them (it will usually violate them). Therefore,
estimation based on this model does not identify the causal effect.
So their entire analysis uses a fairly indefensible approach (probably a LPM), that can’t be relied on to
give valid estimates of causal effects.
3. Çubukçu et al (2021) interpret their results as being due to an improvement in adjudication given
BWC evidence (leading to more sustained complaints). However, in drawing this conclusion, they appear
to not consider the effects of BWCs on the number of complaints filed. A recent meta-analysis (using
data from all BWC trials to date with complaint data) shows a 16.6% decline in the number of formal
complaints (this was the only statistically significant BWC-produced change in citizen/police behavior
found in the meta-analysis).
The cause of a reduction in complaints when officers wear BWCs has not been fully ascertained, but it is
thought to be driven in substantial part by a reduction in frivolous complaints and by police
departments dissuading potential complainants from filing formal complaints (after informal review of
the BWC video).
Meanwhile, a separate study (Ferrazares (2021)) using a very similar difference-in-differences analysis
estimated a 33% drop in the number of use-of-force complaints in Chicago following BWC deployment,
and a substantial increase in complaints of illegal search. There thus appeared to have been large shifts
in the composition of the pool of complaints. I will also note that among categories of complaints, the
rate at which use-of-force complaints are sustained is especially low (the national average is 8%).

The Çubukçu et al (2021) paper estimates that an additional 9.9% of overall complaints were sustained
following BWC deployment. But if the number of complaints filed is reduced due in large part to civilians
filing fewer frivolous or weak complaints, one would expect a corresponding increase in the rate at
which the remaining complaints are sustained (and a drop in the not-sustained rate), even without any
change in adjudication. A shift in the types of complaints filed, as described by Ferrazares (2021), could
also have this effect. In other words, even if the Çubukçu et al (2021) estimate (of a 9.9% increase in
complaints allocated to the sustain category) were correct, an increase of this magnitude could readily
be explained by a change in number or composition of complaint filings.
4. Difference-in-differences analysis with staggered treatment timing (as in the Çubukçu et al (2021)
study) produces biased estimates of the average treatment effect when there is treatment effect
heterogeneity across units (in this case, districts) or across time (e.g., see Goodman-Bacon (2020), Baker
et al (2021), Sun & Abraham (2020), de Chaisemartin & D’Haultfœuille (2020)). This leads to misleading
inferences (e.g., such estimates can even be of the wrong sign, etc.) and is recognized as a major
problem in econometrics literature.
Çubukçu et al (2021) allow dynamic treatment effects (that change over time) in their second model, in
part addressing this issue. But their specification requires that districts share the same path of
treatment effects. The model allows for differences across districts, via the variable φd,, but it’s time
invariant (the same pre and post treatment). Their approach does not eliminate bias in estimates of
average treatment effect because of potential heterogeneity of treatment effects across districts.
Moreover, such bias would be particularly large when treatment effect heterogeneity is correlated with
treatment timing.
That’s very possibly the case here. According to news reports, districts with the highest crime levels
were prioritized for BWC implementation in the rollout (e.g., a news report describing districts chosen
for the initial wave of BWC implementation notes "The cameras will be used in seven of the most violent
districts across Chicago, mostly concentrated on the South and West Sides”; additional similar news
reports here and here). So the composition of the pool of complaints, demographics, poverty levels, etc.
likely differed across districts in a way that correlated with timing of treatment implementation.
Moreover, a separate analysis of this same Chicago dataset (Ferrazares (2021)) noted changes in the
demographics of complainants following BWC implementation. It seems likely that heterogeneity in
treatment effects across districts would have biased the Çubukçu et al (2021) estimates of average
treatment effect.
5. Çubukçu et al (2021) use an invalid approach to test for pretrends, in order to justify their parallel
trends assumption. They state:
We formally test the validity of the “parallel trends” assumption by performing an event study
analysis that allows the BWCs to have an impact on the outcomes in the periods prior to
deployment. This analysis involves estimating an augmented version of equation (2), in which
both the lead and lagged values of the BWC indicator are included in the model. If the estimates
on the lead (placebo) indicators are meaningful in the statistical sense, then we would worry
that this critical assumption fails and that any effect identified in equations (1) and (2) are
spuriously driven by existing differentials in trends.
They are testing for nonzero coefficients in the pretreatment leads. But as Sun & Abraham (2020) show:

Invalidity of pretrend tests based on pre-period coefficients.
Contamination [from treatment effects in other periods] undermines the practice of testing for
pretrends using pre-period coefficients. Proposition 3 implies that when effects are not
homogenous across cohorts, it is problematic to interpret non-zero estimates for µg as evidence
for pretrends, where the set g contains some leads l < 0. Proposition 4 implies that even with
homogeneous treatment effect, if the effects associated with the excluded periods are not zero,
then contamination may still occur. Therefore without strong assumptions, pre-period
coefficients should not be used to test for pretrends because contamination can lead to
estimates that are non-zero in the absence of pretrends or zero in the presence of pre-trends.
See Sun & Abraham (2020) for more details. Also, as they note, “Callaway and Sant’Anna (2020a)
provides alternative tests for pretrends that do not suffer from this drawback.”
6. Çubukçu et al (2021) correctly acknowledge that “if the racial or ethnic composition of the
complainants change over time in a way that is correlated with the deployment of BWCs”, it would
render their identification strategy invalid. They state that they had performed a regression to check for
this possibility (i.e., a change in racial/ethnic composition), and it didn’t return a statistically significant
estimate. However, such a change is exactly what Ferrazares (2021) found, using a very similar
difference-in-differences analysis run on the same Chicago data. Ferrazares notes a large and highly
significant reduction in white officer-black civilian use-of-force complaints. If racial/ethnic composition
of complainants shifted in this manner in response to treatment, it would violate the assumption of
strict exogeneity that the two-way fixed effect difference-in-differences analysis performed by Çubukçu
et al (2021) relied on. Note that the race of each complainant and officer were included in their model
as covariates. Difference-in-differences analysis does not allow a time-varying covariate that is affected
by treatment and that affects the outcome.
7. In their difference-in-differences model, Çubukçu et al (2021) include covariates specifying
“characteristics of the incident such as whether a police shooting is involved”. Inclusion of such
covariates is questionable, as it requires an assumption that BWC implementation doesn’t affect these
characteristics (otherwise, the strict exogeneity assumption that the analysis relies on would be
violated). With the inclusion of the covariate specifying whether the complaint related to a police
shooting, one must assume that BWC implementation doesn’t influence the number of police shootingrelated complaints relative to other types of complaints. But there’s no justification given for this
assumption, and it may very well be false. I’ll note that Ferrazares (2021) concluded that BWC
implementation caused shifts in the composition of the complaint pool in Chicago.
8. Recent studies using simulations found an extremely high false positive rate for difference-indifferences analyses of the type used by Çubukçu et al (2021). One can simulate thousands of datasets
from a known model (such that one knows “truth”), then perform difference-in-differences analysis and
see how often it arrives at the (known) correct conclusion. For context, I’ll note that when the null
hypothesis is true, a statistical test (e.g., using a standard difference-in-differences two-way fixed effects
model) should reject the null only 5 percent of the time, and when the null hypothesis is false, the test
should have high power to reject it. Here is an excerpt from a paper (Griffin et al (2021)) examining
simulations of differences-in-differences modeling of the effects of state-level policies on opioid
mortality:

In the context of frequentist hypothesis testing, many models yielded high Type I error rates and
very low rates of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis (< 10%), raising concerns of spurious
conclusions about policy effectiveness….
Type I error rates [rates of incorrectly rejecting a true null hypothesis] were very high for the
classic DID two-way fixed effects model (Figure 5a), ranging up to 67%. Cluster SE [standard
error] adjustment greatly reduced the Type I error rates for this model when 5 or more states
implemented a policy, but they were still 2 to 3 times larger than the traditional target of 5%,
ranging from 9% to 17%.... For the two-way fixed effects model (Figure 7a), correct rejection
rates [i.e., power to correctly reject a false null hypothesis] were low across all effect sizes, with
a maximum value of 27%.
Here is an excerpt from a similar paper (Schell et al (2018)) examining the ability of difference-indifferences analysis to draw correct conclusion regarding the effects of state-level firearms law on
firearms mortality:
Almost all of the models that are commonly used in this field demonstrate poor type 1 error
rates when fit to these data. For example, the classic two-way linear fixed-effects model (i.e.,
standard difference-in-differences model), using population weights and without any
adjustment to the SE, have an average type 1 error rate of 0.62 across the six types of simulated
laws we considered (three different numbers of states by two different phase-in periods). This is
12 times the rate of false positives that are expected when using an a = 0.05 level of
significance. Even using a cluster adjustment, the best adjustment to SEs for this model, the
average type 1 error rate is 0.20, still four times higher than the claimed false positive rate.
Somewhat surprisingly, the SE adjustments often made the type 1 error worse, although, in
some cases, clustering adjustments did reduce these errors.
Such simulations of the effects of staggered implementation of policies/laws across the 50 U.S. states
should fairly closely reflect the situation of staggered BWC implementation across 22 Chicago police
districts (e.g. the overall number of units is relatively similar, etc.).
9. Empirical claims based on difference-in-differences analyses are generally recognized as less
trustworthy than those from randomized controlled trials or regression discontinuity designs. This is in
part because difference-in-differences analyses are prone to p-hacking and specification mining, and
require making many assumptions that may be of questionable validity in dynamic social situations
being analyzed. In general, it is much harder to draw valid conclusions from observational data than
from actual experiments (such as randomized controlled trials) in which chosen factor are manipulated
while others are held constant. Imbens (2010) notes that “(R)andomized experiments occupy a special
place in the hierarchy of evidence, namely at the very top.”
“P-hacking,” occurs when researchers collect or select data or statistical analyses until nonsignificant
results become significant. A recent study (Brodeur et al (2020). “Methods Matter: P-Hacking and
Publication Bias in Causal Analysis in Economics”) examined p-values in published papers making
empirical causal claims, to see if the degree of p-hacking varies by analytical method. They conclude:
Our paper contributes to a discussion of the trustworthiness of empirical claims made by
economics researchers… The primary aim of this study is to investigate the extent of the p-

hacking and publication bias problems both in aggregate and by method. Our analysis points to
significant between-method differences, with papers using IV [instrumental variables] and DID
[difference-in-differences] identified as particularly problematic.
They also note:
First, looking at the whole of the distributions we can see that many (around half) of RCT
[randomized controlled trials] and RDD [regression discontinuity design] studies report null
results with large p-values as their main estimates, whereas IV and DID studies typically reject
the null. Second, DID and IV are more likely to report marginally significant estimates than RCT
and RDD.
Basically, it appears that difference-in-differences analyses rarely report null (unexciting) results –
whatever treatment is being tested is usually declared to work (in contrast to the reality that treatments
often don’t give hoped for results). Brodeur et al note that
[A] potential explanation is that some methods offer researchers different degrees of freedom
than others…. For non-experimental methods (like IV [and DID]) there are many stages in the
research process when researchers exercise discretion. This is in contrast to RCTs where there
are fewer researcher degrees of freedom (and where pre-registration is more likely to be
expected).
Similarly, Economist Mark Thoma writes about the problem of “specification mining”, in which a model
can be tinkered with, adding or removing terms, until the analyst obtains the result they want:
There’s a version of this in econometrics, i.e. you know the model is correct, you are just having
trouble finding evidence for it. It goes as follows. You are testing a theory you came up with, but
the data are uncooperative and say you are wrong. But instead of accepting that, you tell
yourself “My theory is right, I just haven’t found the right econometric specification yet. I need
to add variables, remove variables, take a log, add an interaction, square a term, do a different
correction for misspecification, try a different sample period, etc., etc., etc.” Then, after finally
digging out that one specification of the econometric model that confirms your hypothesis, you
declare victory, write it up, and send it off (somehow never mentioning the intense specification
mining that produced the result).
Too much econometric work proceeds along these lines. Not quite this blatantly, but that is, in
effect, what happens in too many cases. I think it is often best to think of econometric results as
the best case the researcher could make for a particular theory rather than a true test of the
model.
For example, Çubukçu et al (2021) include in their difference-in-differences model a covariate specifying
whether a complaint was related to a police shooting or not. That appears an odd choice. They’re not
separating out categories of complaints in any principled, systematic way (e.g., use-of-force complaints,
improper stop and search complaints, etc.) – just adding one completely arbitrary term for whether it’s
police shooting-related or not. Including such a term as a covariate seems even odder when you
consider that BWC implementation might influence police shootings or filings of complaints, such that
addition of the term could violate fundamental assumptions of the difference-in-differences modeling,
rendering the entire analysis invalid.

In his paper “Myths of Murder and Multiple Regression”, Sociologist Ted Goertzel
notes a generalproblem with many such econometric studies examining
sociological questions:
Do you believe that every time a prisoner is executed in the United States, eight
future murdersare deterred? Do you believe that a 1% increase in the number of
citizens licensed to carry concealed weapons causes a 3.3% decrease in the
state's murder rate? Do you believe that 10 to 20% of the decline in crime in the
1990s was caused by an increase in abortions in the 1970s?Or that the murder
rate would have increased by 250% since 1974 if the United States had not built
so many new prisons?
If you were misled by any of these studies, you may have fallen for a pernicious
form of junk science: the use of mathematical models with no demonstrated
predictive capability to draw policy conclusions. These studies are superficially
impressive. Written by reputable social scientists from prestigious institutions,
they often appear in peer reviewed scientific journals. Filled with complex
statistical calculations, they give precise numerical "facts" that can be usedas
debaters’ points in policy arguments. But these "facts" are will o' the wisps.
Before the ink isdry on one study, another appears with completely different
"facts." Despite their scientific appearance, these models do not meet the
fundamental criterion for a useful mathematical model: the ability to make
predictions that are better than random chance.

From: Krystle Shore <krystle.shore@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 12:46 PM
To: PD PSRC <PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>; All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Cc: Rhodes-Conway, Satya V. <SRhodes-Conway@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Resolution to Initiate BWC Pilot Program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Members of the Madison Public Safety Review Committee & Madison Common Council,
Please see my attached letter regarding your upcoming resolution to initiate a BWC pilot program within
the Madison Police Department.

Kind regards,
Krystle Shore, Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Sociology and Legal Studies, University of Waterloo
Office: PAS 2078

Alternate email: kshore@uwaterloo.ca
she/her/hers

From: Daniel Levitin <dnlevitin@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2022 10:42 AM
To: PD PSRC <PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>; All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: PSRC Item 13
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Good morning.
My name is Daniel Levitin, and I am emailing to express my opposition to the body camera pilot
program currently under consideration. In my view, this is quite an expensive program with
minimal upside.
Generally speaking, the claimed benefits of body cameras on police have failed to materialize. In
particular, the widely-claimed advantage of cutting down on police misconduct cannot be
statistically substantiated, even after much effort. Without evidence of efficacy in reducing
police misconduct, it would be better to devote the funding for the program to social services,
since these are well-documented to reduce crime.
I wish to point out as well, and as many others have, that the strict preconditions set forth by the
Feasibility Review Committee. To me, the most crucial of these is point 9, that there be plans in
place for rigorous study to determine whether there are negative side effects of the program such
as rates of charging and plea bargaining. Also important is points 2 and 3 on perceptual bias and
the information that body-worn cameras miss. The resolution creating the program contains no
mention of any of these preconditions by name nor any implementation of the preconditions into
its text. It is therefore my opinion that, even if body-worn cameras were to be introduced in
Madison, which I already oppose, that this resolution introduces them in a particularly negligent
fashion.
I hope you will all vote in opposition to the resolution.
Daniel Levitin
225 E. Lakelawn Pl.
Madison, WI, 53703
(District 2)

From: Bonnie Roe <bonnie.roe@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 8:38 AM
To: Mayor <Mayor@cityofmadison.com>; Bottari, Mary <MBottari@cityofmadison.com>; All Alders
<allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Figueroa Cole, Yannette <district10@cityofmadison.com>; PD PSRC
<PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>
Cc: Barnes, Shon F <SBarnes@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Wake up call on BWCs
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Mayor, Alders, Chair and Members of the PSRC,
Yesterday an officer-involved critical incident took place, where a suspect in an armed robbery
investigation jumped off a balcony and allegedly began firing at officers. Multiple officers
returned fire on the suspect, who was taken to the hospital for his injuries.
The investigation being led by DCI would be greatly aided had the officers been wearing bodyworn cameras. The investigation could be finished faster, therefore shortening the time that five
officers are on investigative leave and arriving at a conclusion about what happened.
Please vote to support the resolution coming before you to implement the body-worn camera
pilot in the north district. We need to join the 21st century and the cities all around us (including
UWPD) and equip our officers with body cameras for the good of the whole community.
Thank you,
Bonnie Roe
District 10

From: Greg Jones <gcjones15@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 9:58 AM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Statement in support of the Body Worn Camera Pilot
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Good morning,
The attached statement is submitted for the upcoming Council meeting on
January 18, 2022.
Greg Jones
608-274-3997

Law Enforcement and Leaders of Color Collaboration
Statement in support of Madison Police Body Worn Camera Pilot
The Law Enforcement and Leaders of Color Collaboration (LELCC) was established following
an officer-involved shooting in Ferguson, Mo. in 2014, but was crystalized following an officerinvolved shooting in Madison WI in 2015. The Collaboration is facilitated by the Dane County
NAACP and United Way of Dane County. Since 2014, community leaders and representatives
from local law enforcement agencies across Dane County have come together to address issues
relating to building trust between law enforcement and communities of color; equity and
inclusion in the workplace; and use of force. The Dane County Chiefs of Police Association has
been a consistent partner in the Collaboration.
In February 2016, the LELCC created a Special Community/Police Task Force which produced
recommendations to change key policing practices relating to the reduction of police use of
force. Recommendations put forward included: 1. Incorporating available technology as a tool
in documenting police and citizen interactions. 2. Dane County law enforcement agencies should
equip patrol cars with dashboard/squad car cameras. 3. Dane County law enforcement agencies
should explore outfitting patrol officers with body worn cameras in communities where they are
desired, with allowing community-supported policies to govern use. 4. Law Enforcement
agencies should conduct random reviews of footage to evaluate officer performance. 5. The
development of clear community-supported policies governing the use, activation and deactivation of dashboard/squad & body worn cameras and/or audio devices.
At the December 15, 2021, meeting, the LELCC expressed desire to reaffirm the use of body
worn cameras and state why police should wear body worn cameras. Members made the
following statements in support of the Madison Police Body Worn Camera Pilot. Body Worn
Cameras:
Provide greater accountability, enhance professional development and training, build
trust, and produce justice.
Provide greater benefit to the investigation process, increased outcomes to legal
challenges, and clearer examination of matters relating to use of force.
Adopting body worn cameras following the pilot project is an acceptable pathway to full
implementation.
There is a need for policies to address privacy concerns when recordings expose private
medical conditions.
Body Cameras are less polarizing and potentially more evaluative, and the city should
move forward with the pilot. The Common Council should consider previous
recommendations and reports during deliberation on body worn cameras.
The LELCC encourages the Madison Common Council to approve the pilot project requested by
the Madison Police Department. Furthermore, we strongly encourage the Council to adopt Body
Worn Cameras for the entire Department as soon as possible.
The adoption of Body Worn Cameras is major reform addressing the entrenched biases that
influence police/community interactions in communities of color. The Council can begin the
remediation process with its approval.
Submitted by the Law Enforcement Leaders of Color Collaboration

From: Gisela Wilson <giselawilson@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 3:21 PM
To: PD PSRC <PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>; All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Body Worn Camera Pilot Program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

January 12, 2022
RE: Body Worn Camera Pilot Program
Item 13 (PSRC January 12 meeting agenda)
Dear Members of the Public Safety Review Committee and Alders,
I’m writing today to urge all Alders and members of the Public Safety Review Committee and Alders
to vote NO and reject the Body Worn Camera Pilot Program. The primary reasons to vote No
on the Body Worn Camera Pilot Program are:
1. Implementation of body worn cameras (BWCs) has been tried in numerous cities. Those programs
have failed to improve officer accountability. The predominant reasons being:
(a) BWC footage is from the wrong perspective — it doesn’t show what officers are doing, which
undermines the logic of officer accountability. BWC footage produces strong perceptual biases that
favor police. For example, due to officer movement BWC footage is very wobbly creating an
impression of resistance even when the person or suspect is stationary and accommodating;
(b) BWCs can be turned off or, worse, incidents staged;
(c) It can take years for departments to release BWC footage and often they don’t release all of it;
(d) BWCs generate a preponderance of evidence from officer’s perspective and, for accountability,
that’s not the perspective we need. The primary use of BCW footage has been to defend cops against
charges and complaints and counter third party video and/or testimony. Body cameras further stack
the evidence and tools available in favor of police.
In short, the benefits of police body cams are a myth.
2. Members of Body Worn Camera Feasibility Committee suggested several policy correctives if the
Body Worn Camera Pilot Program were to be implemented. Even though I have strong doubts that
corrective policies would be implemented, the policy correctives have NOT even been
included in the Pilot Program guidelines.
3. Implementation of BWC programs is terribly expensive. The estimates included in the
Feasibility Report come from vendors hoping to sell their products and reel police departments and
cities in. As a result, the cost of implementation is a gross underestimate. Cities implementing BWCs
have documented the cost to be 8-10% of the annual police budget. Given the high expense, several
cities are shutting their BWC programs down. Rather than wanting to be “in style” by implementing
BWCs, Madison should be heeding these newer trends if it wants to be at the forefront.
4. There is ample evidence that primary effect of BWCs is to increase the number of
arrests for petty crimes. Increasing focus on petty crimes are not an optimal use of officers’ time
or taxpayer dollars.
5. Recent studies demonstrate have shown that Body Cameras work to increase, rather
than prevent, racial bias in policing.

6. Review of footage from BWCs would further eat into officer’s time.
7. The benefits of policing, itself, are a myth. Policing is an institution that has been under
reform almost since this country’s inception. Policing is an excuse not to listen to and heed the needs
of those that aren’t part of the white upper classes, which violence of the policing serves to protect.
In summary, throwing good money after bad by investing in the pipe dream that BWCs will improve
officer accountability is irresponsible, especially at a time when so many communities are in crisis.
Sincerely,
Gisela Wilson, PhD
1244 Morrison
Madison, WI 53703
District 6

From: Lisa Hansen <laax86@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 3:22 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; PD PSRC <PDPSRC@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Bodycam Resolution Agenda Item #13
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders and PSRC Members,
I'm writing to you to urge you to oppose the proposed bodycam resolution.
There is research showing several concerns with bodycam use by police.
*There is no statistically significant change in officer use of force vs no bodycam use.
*There is no statistically significant change in misconduct complaints against the police
that a city receives.
*The officers and police departments own and control how the camera and footage are
used.
*The footage is from one perspective, making it an incomplete picture of the event,
which can be used to skew perceptions and create false narratives that help only the
police. Therefore not helping the community to hold police accountable. There is a good
likelihood that the footage will be more likely against citizens for prosecution than to
hold police accountable.
*They can exacerbate racial bias.
*There are concerns of threats to civil rights with use of artificial intelligence, such as
facial recognition, with bodycam footage.
Bodycam programs are very expensive and all of this punitive response does not get at
the root cause of problems that drive a large part of crime in our community. This
money would be better used to invest in our community (education, housing,
healthcare, food access, job seeking / training assistance, public transportation, etc.).
These are the things that will truly help, support, and uplift our community members.
Which helps reduce crime.
Finally, this resolution goes against the recommendations from the Bodycam
Committee report and Equal Opportunities Commission. The Bodycam Committee
specified 10 strict preconditions that have to be fulfilled for bodycames to be
implemented, and if these are not fulfilled then the Committee unanimously agrees that
bodycams should not be implemented here in Madison.
https://www.aclu-wa.org/story/%C2%A0will-body-cameras-help-end-policeviolence%C2%A0
"A comprehensive review of 70 empirical studies of body-worn cameras found that body
cameras have not had statistically significant or consistent effects in decreasing police
use of force."

Thank you.
Lisa Hansen
1302 Dewberry Dr
Madison

From: Greg Jones <gcjones15@att.net>
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 9:37 AM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Cc: Bottari, Mary <MBottari@cityofmadison.com>; Carter, Sheri <district14@cityofmadison.com>;
Barnes, Shon F <SBarnes@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: MPD Body Worn Camera Pilot
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Good morning,
The Dane County NAACP supports the proposed pilot relating to Body Worn
Cameras. Attached is our statement of support. Please enter this statement
into the record and include on the upcoming January 18th council meeting. I
will register to speak.
Feel free to contact me with questions.
Greg Jones, President
608-274-3997

Dane County Branch #36AB
January 3, 2022
To: Madison Common Council
Subject: Dane County Statement on Madison Police Body Worn Cameras Pilot
Dear Council Members,
The Dane County NAACP supports the body worn camera pilot outlined by the Madison Police
Department and recommends immediate approval and implementation of the pilot. Moreover, the Dane
County NAACP requests the Madison Common Council to quickly approve body worn cameras for the
entire department.
Body Worn Cameras:


Can increase transparency and accountability and thus may improve law enforcement legitimacy in
communities of color. There is a lack of trust and confidence in law enforcement.



Can increase civility, i.e., higher rates of citizen compliance to officer commands during encounters and
fewer complaints lodged against law enforcement.



Can lead to a faster resolution of citizen complaints and lawsuits that allege excessive use of force and
other forms of officer misconduct.

Whether they’re worn by an officer or mounted on police equipment, cameras can provide first-hand
evidence of public interactions.
To help ensure that police-operated cameras are used to enhance civil rights, departments must follow the
following guiding principles:
A. Develop camera policies in public with the input of civil rights advocates and the local community.
B. Commit to a set of narrow and well-defined purposes for which cameras and their footage

may be used, particularly in facial recognition applications which could exacerbate existing
disparities in law enforcement practices across communities.
C. Specify clear operational policies for recording, retention, and access. Enforce strict

disciplinary protocols for policy violations.
D. Make footage available to promote accountability with appropriate privacy safeguards in

place.
Decades of distrust between communities of color and law enforcement have been magnified by the
recent rash of police violence perpetrated against unarmed African Americans. We encourage the
Madison Common Council to approve the pilot project and seek to implement body worn cameras
departmentwide.
Submitted by
Greg Jones, President

From: Ryan Hartkopf <ryanhartkopf@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 5:03 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposition to body-worn camera pilot #68625
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Esteemed alders,
I am struck by the lack of detail in the resolution #68625 that seeks to implement a body-worn
camera pilot in Madison. It effectively gives MPD full control over how a body-worn camera
pilot would be executed, and does not address the requirements put forth by the Police BodyWorn Camera Feasibility Review Committee in January 2021.
If a body-worn camera pilot is to be launched in Madison, I would like to see as much care put
into it by the alders as the Feasibility Committee put into their report.
Thank you,
Ryan Hartkopf
6633 Raymond Rd
Madison, WI 53711

From: Dawn Hinebaugh <hinebd@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 5:35 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposition to body cam resolution
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Madison Alders,
I am NOT in favor of the current pilot police body cam resolution and request that you
vote NO. Unfortunately, the resolution does not include ANY of the suggestions from
two city committees that worked long and hard on this issue. That is a big misstep.
In addition, there is no current scientific data that suggests that "body-worn cameras can
play a role in improving both police performance and community trust in the actions of law
enforcement and the criminal justice system". taken from the resolution

Current science does not support police body cams as a way to help stem situations
between police and citizens. In fact, body cams have led to alternative, negative
outcomes such as leading to ICE learning about undocumented folks and using the data
for their benefit. That's just not right.
Please reject the current resolution. Thank you.
Best,
Dawn Hinebaugh
4701 Barby Lane

From: katherineastyer@gmail.com <katherineastyer@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 12:02 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposing item 44, January 18th meeting

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alders,
I am writing you today to ask that you consider opposing item 44 on the January 18th meeting agenda.
Others will say it more eloquently than I, but this is a big expense that could be better spent on other
things (I.e. housing, mental health care, wraparound services). Bodycam footage can be manipulated and
narrated a certain way to bring viewers around to the wearer’s point of view, leading to more justice
system involvement in people’s lives. Please consider alternatives to this proposition.
Thank you and have a good day!
Katie Styer
421 Berwyn drive
Madison

From: BP Dane County <bpsa20pac@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:43 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Harrington-McKinney, Barbara
<district1@cityofmadison.com>; Martin, Arvina <district11@cityofmadison.com>; Evers, Tag
<district13@cityofmadison.com>; Currie, Jael <district16@cityofmadison.com>; Halverson, Gary
<district17@cityofmadison.com>; Myadze, Charles <district18@cityofmadison.com>; Furman, Keith
<district19@cityofmadison.com>; Heck, Patrick <district2@cityofmadison.com>; Albouras, Christian
<district20@cityofmadison.com>; Lemmer, Lindsay <district3@cityofmadison.com>; Verveer, Michael
<district4@cityofmadison.com>; Bennett, Juliana <district8@cityofmadison.com>; Vidaver, Regina
<district5@cityofmadison.com>
Cc: Hart, David <dahiii@hotmail.com>; Kirbie Mack <kirbiemack@gmail.com>; Ruben Anthony
<ranthony@ulgm.org>; Greg Jones <gcjones15@att.net>; Floyd Rose
<president@100blackmenmadison.com>
Subject: Body Worn Cameras Pilot pogram
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Good Afternoon Madison Common Council Members,
Regarding, Common Council Agenda #68625 "Implementing Body-Worn Camera Pilot
Program”.
Attached please find BPSADC's position on the BWC's issue that will be before the Council at
tonight’s January18, 2022 meeting.
Sincerely,
Theresa Sanders, Secretary
BPSADC, Inc.

From: Gisela Wilson <giselawilson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 2:01 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Tonight's Council Meeting - Item 44 - Implementing Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

January 18, 2022
RE: Body Worn Camera Pilot Program
Item 44 (Common Council January 18 Meeting Agenda)
Dear Alders,
I’m writing today to urge all Alders vote NO and reject the Body Worn Camera Pilot Program. The
primary reasons to vote No on the Body Worn Camera Pilot Program are:
1. Implementation of body worn cameras (BWCs) has been tried in numerous cities. Those programs
have failed to improve officer accountability. The predominant reasons being:
(a) BWC footage is from the wrong perspective — it doesn’t show what officers are doing, which
undermines the logic of officer accountability. BWC footage produces strong perceptual biases that
favor police. For example, due to officer movement BWC footage is very wobbly creating an
impression of resistance even when the person or suspect is stationary and accommodating;
(b) BWCs can be turned off or, worse, incidents staged;
(c) It can take years for departments to release BWC footage and often they don’t release all of it;
(d) BWCs generate a preponderance of evidence from officer’s perspective and, for accountability,
that’s not the perspective we need. The primary use of BCW footage has been to defend cops against
charges and complaints and counter third party video and/or testimony. Body cameras further stack
the evidence and tools available in favor of police.
In short, the benefits of police body cams are a myth.
2. Members of Body Worn Camera Feasibility Committee suggested several policy correctives if the
Body Worn Camera Pilot Program were to be adopted. Even though I have strong doubts that
corrective policies would be actually be implemented in an effective manner, the policy
correctives have NOT even been included in the Pilot Program guidelines.
3. Implementation of BWC programs is terribly expensive. The estimates included in the
Feasibility Report come from vendors hoping to sell their products and reel police departments and
cities in. As a result, the cost of implementation is a gross underestimate. Cities implementing BWCs
have documented the cost to be 8-10% of the annual police budget. Given the high expense, several
cities are shutting their BWC programs down. Rather than wanting to be “in style” by implementing
BWCs, Madison should be heeding these newer trends if it wants to be at the forefront.
4. There is ample evidence that primary effect of BWCs is to increase the number of
arrests for petty crimes. Increasing focus on petty crimes is not an optimal use of officers’ time or
taxpayer dollars.
5. Recent studies demonstrate have shown that Body Cameras work to increase, rather
than prevent, racial bias in policing.

6. Review of footage from BWCs would further eat into officer’s time.
7. The benefits of policing, itself, are a myth. Policing is an institution that has been under
reform almost since this country’s inception. Policing is an excuse not to listen to and heed the needs
of those that aren’t part of the white upper classes, which violence of the policing serves to protect.
In summary, throwing good money after bad by investing in the pipe dream that BWCs will improve
officer accountability is irresponsible, especially at a time when so many communities are in crisis.
Sincerely,
Gisela Wilson, PhD
1244 Morrison
Madison, WI 53703
District 6

From: Nicholas Davies <nbdavies@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 4:12 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: No on body-camera pilot program (68625)
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Hello alders,
I ask you to follow the PSRC recommendation and place this item on file. I think Alder Heck
made a compelling argument for doing so.
The ad-hoc committee recommended a body-camera program only if a set of preconditions could
be met, and I don't see those being met so far or as part of item 68625.
In general, when I consider a body-camera program, what I want to evaluate is whether it will do
more to hold police accountable, or whether it will be used more as a tool of civilian
surveillance. And even if it does confer a benefit overall, whether it's worth the budget and
administrative burden.
A body-camera program is not the same as sending an objective documentary crew out with
every patrol officer. Officers will have control over where the camera is, what direction it's
pointing, and to what extent its view is obstructed. So when capturing the footage, they
effectively have the control of an editor/director.
In addition, it's my understanding that it would be police reviewing the footage, casting further
doubt that, even if it records a tree falling in the forest, the public may never hear a sound.
Our technological options are evolving fast, and I would like to see Madison avoid sinking
substantial cost into this one, when the evidence of its effectiveness is so mixed.
Thank you,
Nick Davies
3717 Richard St

From: Harry Richardson <richardsonharry348@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 5:36 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: no body cameras on police

Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear Alderpersons,
I hope that you will reject this costly experiment of police body cameras. Studies have shown that the
cameras create perception distortion favoring the police. The footage is in the control of the police and
can be edited by them. Future body camera footage could be subpoenaed by ICE and other federal
agencies for facial recognition usage which is subject to unreliability and abuse. Finally reported costs of
a fully implemented program of $23 million dollars over five years is just too costly. This money would
be better spent on social service programs to aid homeless people, cut down on recidivism in jails and so
forth rather than feeding an already bloated police budget. Madison must get at the root of the problems
of why people go to jail and how to prevent incarceration. This proposal will not help resolve this basic
problem. Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.
Sincerely Yours,
-Harry Richardson
456 N Few St

From: Norm Littlejohn <norm.littlejohn@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 6:30 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>; Mayor <Mayor@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: NO BODY CAMS FOR POLICE!
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Hello, Madison Alders and Mayor Rhodes-Conway -- I'm
writing to oppose the pilot program for body cams for Madison
Police Department officers. These expensive cameras have a
history of almost entirely supporting prosecutions, and seldom if
ever helping to make police accountable to the communities
they police. They literally show only the police officers' point of
view, and do not capture everything that happens in a police
encounter with citizens.
We should not spend our money on further empowering police;
they have plenty of tools at their disposal already, and the police
department has had the largest budget of any city department for
years.
Please turn down this pilot program. Thank you.
Norm Littlejohn
2209 Cypress Way #16, Madison

From: Steve Verburg <stverburg@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 6:58 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: please vote no on bodycam pilot
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Members of the Madison Common Council:
I'm writing to urge you to vote against agenda item 44, the bodyworn camera pilot program.
The committee that studied this issued a report calling for a number of conditions to be met
before the city embarked on any bodyworn camera program. These conditions have not been
met. The conditions were intended to ensure that bodyworn cameras don't harm the city or its
residents. This by itself is enough to require that the current proposal be rejected.
Even if all of the conditions were met, bodyworn cameras would be harmful to the community.
I was listening to a "Coffee With A Cop" meeting a few days ago. Attendees were urged to
contact city officials to demand approval of the bodyworn camera pilot. Madison Police
Department Neighborhood Resource Officer Howard Payne told attendees at the Pinney Library
and on a Zoom connection that he personally was an advocate for bodyworn cameras and he
hoped that anyone who agreed with him would advocate for the equipment. Officer Payne
specifically suggested that citizens contact the mayor and alders.
It was telling that Officer Payne compared bodyworn cameras to audio recorders that Madison
police sometimes activate while interacting with the public. Officer Payne said that if the audio
recorder is activated, it is a way to exonerate police officers accused of misconduct.
Tellingly, he made no mention of any possibility that a recording could be used to sustain a
citizen complaint.
There are reasons police organizations favor bodyworn cameras. Police and prosecutors will
always have control over whether recordings are made, preserved, and made available.
Thanks for considering my request that you vote against the proposed bodyworn camera
proposal.
Sincerely,
Steve Verburg
Madison Wi
53716

From: Alexandra Wilburn <wilburnalexandra@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 7:19 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: On body cam opposition
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Unlike some of my fellow abolitionists, I'm not completely against body cameras. I believe we
need an independent monitor and a fully funded and supported PCOB before we implement any
new technological tools for police.
Through observation of incidents; some MPD members do not have the citizens best interest at
heart and neither does district attorney ismael ozanne does not nor the police and fire
commission.
The district attorney in this town has a history of covering up for the police when there is
misconduct (Tony Robinson Jr.) , and the police and fire commission aided in the cover up as
well, So I think we need proper civilian oversight before implementation of more physical tools
for police investigation
Those systems of accountability are full of people who hold protecting the "blue wall" over true
accountability and justice.
I think it is incorrect to implement new technology without an independent-of-police agency to
assure transparent oversight of the roll out of this technology.

Please help get the administrative processes of accountability measures in place before we
implement the physical tools.
Please also ban tear gas as it is banned in war and found in the Quantrone study/report to only
incite not quell the violence.That'd really progress us towards a humane, up to the moral
standards of the times, system of law enforcement (in my opinion)
On Body Cams - There's a man named John Roy King who was assaulted on camera and would
have gotten a longer sentence if there were no cameras. I helped build an awareness campaign to
get people to contact the law enforcement agencies to release the footage because they didn't
release it to the public defender, and took weeks to give the footage to the public. Despite being
on camera the district attorneys office in columbia county decided that John incited the violence
upon himself because he was scared and tried to jump in front of the car, to be in view of the
dash camera. I believe is incredibly ignorant of them to view the footage and still see John as the
problem in the situation instead of the excessive force and violence of the law enforcement
agents.

That's one example of life experience I have that is leading me to my conclusions of waiting for
body cameras.
I want a proper independent monitor and PCOB in place before the body cam pilot program,
because in the hands of a law enforcement department I've received incredible difficulty getting
footage and then the district attornies still blamed John for getting assaulted by law enforcement.
It may not have been MPD in this life experience I am citing but it revealed in my opinion a
glaring issue with cameras -> assurance to access to the footage in a timely manner AND
accountability for people who try to stall public from attaining the footage particularly when it is
involved in someones defense.
Also - Body cameras are cameras and because of lighting and positioning body camera footage is
not an infallible way to see an occurrence.
The Black community (and every community) is not a monolith. I'm reading a book on the
history of abolition and back in the 1800's some Black folk wanted to be removed from this
country to go colonize African, some wanted to keep the union together and end slavery in the
south, some wanted to abandon the south, and have the north start their own country.
Let's not settle for Quasi-liberal, let's be truly progressive. We need systems of accountability
before new technology.

Be Well!
Alexandra Wilburn
P.s.
John King Documentation/footage
John's side of things https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uvskwNmF_iA&t=115s
Dash and body cam of incident
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=udeLj6JQbag&t=1s

From: Veronica Figueroa <artmvfdesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 8:18 PM
To: All Alders <allalders@cityofmadison.com>
Subject: Opposing Body Worn Cameras
Caution: This email was sent from an external source. Avoid unknown links and attachments.

Dear all council members,
Since 2015 the council and other committees have invested endless hours gathering data and
input. The community has also provided input about this issue. Police Body-Worn Camera has
failed to be adapted over and over again. Meanwhile, the relationship between police and the
community has not improved.
For the sake of more data, I took it upon myself to request input from my community (See
document attached). Attached you find a small chart indicating what our community wants. At
this time, the most attainable solutions worth pursuing are police-community relations and police
reform. Please refer to the MADISON POLICE DEPARTMENT POLICY & PROCEDURE
REVIEW AD HOC COMMITTEE to review the recommendation and implement them. I
opposed this old/new request. Let us refocus the conversation here and invest in our communities
and in the relationship building that will create a safer community.
Respectfully,

Veronica Figueroa
Artist & Graphic Designer
MVF Art & Design
https://www.artmvfdesign.org
608-977-4071
3709 School Rd
Madison, WI 53704

