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INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW 

Over the past few years, police departments across the country have either begun equipping their officers 
with Body Worn Cameras (BWC) or are considering their use. Among the police departments around 
the country using or considering BWC are Rialto, California; Los Angeles; New York City; Mesa, 
Arizona; Phoenix, AZ; Spokane, Washington; Topeka, Kansas; Albuquerque, New Mexico; 
Greensboro, North Carolina; Oakland, California; and Washington, D.C.  

GOCCP conducted an informal poll by sending a survey instrument to all police chiefs and sheriffs in 
Maryland asking if the used BWC.  Seventy-five agencies completed the survey. The results indicate 
that 15 police departments in Maryland – Hyattsville, Laurel, Colmar Manor, Pocomoke City, 
Greensboro, Snow Hill, Mt. Ranier, Crisfield, Hurlock, Berwyn Heights, the Baltimore Environmental 
Police, Princess Anne, Cambridge, Cheverly and New Carrollton – are currently using BWC. Others – 
including the Baltimore Police Department and the Prince George’s County Police Department – are 
considering their use.  

The audio and video that these cameras record can potentially be used to resolve citizen complaints, train 
officers on proper procedures, document police and citizen behavior, and can even be used as evidence 
in criminal and civil litigation. In addition to these benefits, a recent study suggests that the mere 
presence of BWC may even serve to prevent negative interactions by modifying officer and citizen 
behavior. As a result, the use of these devices may lead to enhanced police accountability, as well as 
improved police-community relations. 

While BWC have many possible benefits, their use also raises some difficult issues for members of the 
public, government agencies, civil liberties advocates, and even the officers who wear the devices. The 
Workgroup on the Implementation and Use of Body Worn Cameras by Law Enforcement (the 
Workgroup) attempted to consider as many of the key issues as possible and make appropriate 
recommendations.  

In the final analysis, the Workgroup was not able to conclusively resolve some of the key issues relating 
to the use of BWC because, as a recent report published by the Department of Justice’s Office of Justice 
Programs indicated, there is limited empirical data on BWC. Nevertheless, the Workgroup hopes that 
this report will help inform what will surely be a broader and more detailed discussion involving the 
General Assembly, law enforcement leaders, policy makers, prosecutors, defense attorneys, civil 
liberties groups, and members of the public.   
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS 

There are several benefits that could be derived from instituting a BWC program. These devices have 
the potential to enhance public safety and improve relations between police and members of the public 
by reducing misconduct, facilitating the resolution of incidents that arise, and improving officer 
training. Other potential advantages include enhancing public confidence in the criminal justice 
system and reducing expose to civil liability.  

Reducing Misconduct Complaints through Improved Police/Citizen Encounters  

The Rialto California Police Department is one of the few law enforcement agencies in the country to 
have studied the use of force and complaints against officers who used BWC relative to a control group 
of officers who did not use BWC. The results were significant. The study results indicated that the use of 
BWC reduced the number of incidents involving the use of force while also reducing the number of 
complaints filed against officers.   

The Rialto Police Department assigned some of its officers to wear BWC to capture all of their 
encounters with citizens for the duration of each shift. The number of incidents in which these officers 
resorted to the use of physical force – including the use of pepper spray, batons, Tasers, firearms, and 
dogs – was compared against the number of incidents that arose during the shifts of other officers who 
were not wearing BWC. The shifts without the recording devices experienced about twice as many 
incidents involving the use of force as the shifts with cameras. 

The Rialto study suggests that when officers and citizens are aware that their actions are being recorded, 
their behavior is modified. The result is that both may be less likely to engage in the type of conduct that 
leads to complaints. The Rialto Police Department cited a nearly 90 percent decrease in complaints 
against officers during the period studied as compared to the year preceding the study. 

The use of BWC by law enforcement in Maryland may be able to yield similar reductions in citizen 
complaints and police use of force incidents. Moreover, the presence of BWC has the potential to foster 
a culture of more polite and respectful interactions between police and the public. This culture change 
may, in turn, lead to greater public engagement with police officers and ultimately to improved public 
safety. 

Facilitating Citizen Complaint Resolution 

Where clear audio and video recordings are available, BWC should provide additional evidence for use 
in investigating and resolving complaints of police misconduct, evidence that may be more objective 
than witness testimony and remain consistent over time.  

Complaints of police misconduct often begin with a statement by a person alleging that one or more 
officers engaged in conduct that violates the law or departmental policy. Officers and other witnesses 
typically give statements to investigators, but in some cases, things boil down to the word of the officers 
against the word of civilian complainants. The resolution of the complaint may therefore rest on a 
credibility determination between the parties involved. Video and audio recordings of police/citizen 
encounters may bring added clarity to the investigations. It is also interesting to note that a recent Police 
Executive Research Forum report stated that, in most cases, the audio and video recorded by the BWC 
supported the officers' accounts of events. 
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Moreover, by supplementing the evidence gathered during the complaint investigation process, BWC 
footage may resolve many allegations more quickly and efficiently. Audio and video recordings may 
also be used to help investigators frame questions posed to officers and complainants. More objective 
evidence from the BWC combined with improved questions may enable law enforcement agencies to 
more quickly resolve complaints to hold officers accountable when necessary, but to also exonerate 
officers who have not engaged in misconduct. A faster and more effective complaint process would 
benefit police and citizens. 

The DOJ/OJP report says that several empirical studies indicate that BWC assist in the resolution of 
citizen complaints.  

Officer Training 

Training for police officers in Maryland could potentially be improved in a number of ways through the 
use of BWC. Recordings could be used for remedial training by correcting the behavior of individual 
officers. If an officer engages in questionable or inappropriate conduct on camera, the recording could be 
replayed for that officer, with feedback from supervisors as to what the officer did incorrectly, how the 
officer should have acted in the situation based on agency policy and the law, and guidance on how he or 
she ought to handle similar situations in the future.  

Video recordings of officer interactions could also serve as teaching tools in the training academy and 
continuing in-service educational programs. BWC footage will capture real-life examples of both 
positive and negative interactions with citizens. Unlike simulations, which may be contrived and viewed 
from a third-person perspective, recordings from BWC will depict an actual incident as it unfolds largely 
from the perspective of an involved officer. 

Recordings from these cameras may also be used to monitor probationary officers’ performance in the 
field. By spot-checking a new officer’s activities once the officer graduates from the academy, a law 
enforcement agency could proactively identify potential problem areas or training deficiencies and 
correct them.   

The Workgroup believes that BWC have the potential to be a useful training tool for law enforcement, 
although the DOJ/OJP report says that this claim is mostly untested. There is some evidence that BWC 
are being used for training in the United Kingdom and by the Miami Police Department here in the 
United States, but according to the DOJ/OJP report, more research is needed to fully evaluate the 
effectiveness of BWC as a training tool. 

Improve Police & Community Relations 

The Workgroup believes that the use of BWC will improve law enforcement’s relationship with 
communities by increasing transparency and adding clarity to police-to-citizen encounters such as stop 
and frisks, field interviews, and arrests. The Workgroup believes that BWC have the potential to 
improve police-community relations by modifying the behavior of both police and citizens, and thereby 
increasing police accountability and the public trust in police.  

Prosecution Support 

The Workgroup concluded that the availability of a video and audio record may help prosecutors 
evaluate the evidence in a case, to include the credibility of witnesses, in deciding how to resolve cases 
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(e.g., plea deals, going to trial, stets, nol prosses, etc.). If BWC can help resolve cases short of trial, it 
may reduce police overtime for court appearances and reduce pending case backlogs in the courts. 
Moreover, where clear audio and visual exists, BWC may also help enhance the recollection of police 
officers for writing reports and for testimony in court. 

It seems logical and intuitive to believe that recorded evidence of criminal activity will facilitate 
prosecutions, and the DOJ/OJP report pointed out that studies in the United Kingdom do show that BWC 
support the successful prosecution of criminal cases. One UK study indicated that cases with 
accompanying BWC evidence were 70 to 80 percent less likely to go to trial than similar cases without 
BWC evidence. 

A BWC program may also promote efficiency in the criminal justice system by advancing case 
resolution and reducing time spent in court. The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), in 
partnership with the National District Attorneys Association and the American Prosecutors Research 
Institute, conducted a survey in 2004 regarding the use of in-car police camera footage in criminal 
prosecutions. The survey of prosecutors “examined the positive and negative aspects of acquiring and 
using video evidence.” Among the prosecutors surveyed, 96 percent said that the use of video evidence 
improved their ability to prosecute cases. Furthermore, the survey reported anecdotal evidence that cases 
involving video evidence were more rapidly resolved. Perhaps most significantly, prosecutors told IACP 
that “the greatest value of video evidence is its ability to refresh the officer’s memory” and “to verify the 
accuracy of written reports and statements surrounding [an] incident.” If these types of benefits were 
derived from the use of in-car video, the audio and video recordings provided by BWC may be even 
more useful. 

Reducing Civil Liability 

It is generally accepted that BWC modify the behavior of both citizens and police. As such, BWC could 
play a role in risk management for law enforcement by reducing the incidents involving force, ultimately 
reducing civil liability and increasing officer safety. By decreasing the number of police misconduct 
complaints, improving the quality and completeness of investigations, and elevating police officer 
training, BWC may eventually result in a decrease in the number of lawsuits filed against law 
enforcement. In addition, lawsuits may be resolved more quickly through settlements in cases where the 
video evidence eliminates disputes about the facts of a case.  Furthermore, as mentioned earlier in this 
report, BWC frequently show no misconduct on the part of officers. Audio and video footage may 
therefore deter the filing of some frivolous claims against police and help law enforcement agencies 
evaluate the merits of a case before engaging in any settlement negotiations. Police agencies that decide 
to use BWC may want to keep accurate data regarding civil liability before and after deployment to 
evaluate the benefit of the recording devices. 

The Workgroup noted that the audio and video from BWC will only be useful as a defense against false 
and frivolous civil litigation if the BWC images are available for review when a complaint is filed. Stated 
another way, the agency’s data retention period would have to be long enough to ensure that relevant data 
are preserved for review in the context of civil litigation.  

Officer Safety 

As previously stated in this report, the use of BWC has the potential to dramatically reduce misconduct 
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complaints through improved police/citizen encounters. Based on data made available by law 
enforcement agencies using BWC, it appears as if the presence of the device modifies both police and 
citizen behavior to defuse what could otherwise be hostile situations. The Workgroup concluded that 
BWC may improve officer safety by reducing hostilities between police and the citizens they serve.   

 

POTENTIAL LIMITATIONS & UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES 

Unfunded Mandates 

While the use of BWC may be beneficial in a variety of ways, legislation requiring its use, or dictating 
the specific conditions of usage, may impose unfunded mandates on local jurisdictions. The Workgroup 
believes that any legislative requirements contemplated by the General Assembly regarding the use of 
BWC should carefully consider the financial impact on local law enforcement agencies and local 
jurisdictions.   

Access 

As the use of BWC expands throughout Maryland, the issue of access to recorded information is sure to 
arise. 

The Maryland Public Information Act (MPIA) gives the public a broad right of access to public 
government records without unnecessary cost and delay. The MPIA applies to all three branches of 
Maryland state government, as well as local government entities. This would include state and local law 
enforcement agencies. A public record is defined as the original or copy of any documentary material in 
any form created or received by an agency in connection with the transaction of public business. The 
MPIA clearly states that public records include films and recordings. Most experts believe that audio 
and video recorded by BWC during the normal course of business will become public records subject to 
MPIA requests. 

The MPIA allows an agency to withhold some records, to include investigatory records and the 
disclosure of records that would be “contrary to the public interest,” but the exceptions probably would 
not apply to BWC footage unless it could be clearly connected to an active investigation. 

The desire for openness and transparency, combined with the requirements of the MPIA, may bring 
challenges. Police departments in other parts of the United States have been faced with broad requests 
for information under local public information acts, requests that some agencies found to be costly and 
time consuming.   

While members of the Workgroup believe that access to BWC data will help foster an atmosphere of 
openness and transparency, the Workgroup suggests that the General Assembly be mindful of the fact 
that data requests under the MPIA could have a significant financial impact on law enforcement 
agencies.  In fact, current MPIA rules may need to be modified to reflect this new technology.  

Management Oversight 

There was some concern that police officers who make split second decisions under stressful and chaotic 
conditions will be second guessed by virtue of BWC review. However, the Workgroup concluded that 
many of the benefits of BWC would be negated if police supervisors were unable to review the 
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police/citizen encounters involving officers under their command. The Workgroup believes, for 
example, that law enforcement agencies should have a policy that permits management to conduct 
random reviews of recorded data to monitor officer performance and that also enables management to 
make more frequent reviews of officers who have a history of prior citizen complaints.   

Privacy 

The Workgroup considered how the use of BWC fits in with Maryland’s wiretap law and the 
requirement for two-party consent. Maryland's wiretap law is patterned after its federal counterpart but 
with some key differences. One important difference relative to law enforcement's use of BWC is that 
federal law allows for the interception and recording of an oral communication when one of the parties 
to that conversation provides consent. Maryland's wiretap law, on the other hand, generally prohibits the 
recording of conversations without two-party consent, but there is also a privacy requirement under 
Maryland law. In other words, for the wiretap law to apply there must also be an expectation of privacy 
on the part of the parties to the conversation. The Attorney General's Office, Maryland courts, 
prosecutors, and defense attorneys seem to agree that using BWC to record the audio and video 
interaction between police and civilians on public streets and in public places does not violate 
Maryland’s wiretap law. However, the issue may become less clear if police are in a private residence or 
other area where the civilian party to the conversation may have some reasonable expectation of privacy. 
Under those circumstances, it has been suggested that police may want to ask permission before 
recording. Other members of the Workgroup believe that if a police officer is in any area where he/she 
has a legal right to be, to include entering a private residence in response to a call for service, the party 
interacting with the police has no reasonable expectation of privacy.  

Although members of the Workgroup believe that the use of BWC by law enforcement officers is 
permissible under Maryland's wiretap law, Maryland’s law enforcement executives and policy makers 
may want to study this issue in more detail, especially as it relates to recordings made in private 
residences and other areas where citizens may have an objective and subjective expectation of privacy.  
In the final analysis, some of the actual and perceived legal issues relating to BWC may need to be 
resolved in the courts. Given the complexity of this issue, the General Assembly may want to consider 
modifications to Maryland’s current wiretap law to enable or prohibit the use of BWC under certain 
circumstances to include ones where BWC are used inside private homes and other places where 
citizens may have reasonable expectations of privacy.  

The Workgroup also noted that BWC have the potential to record victims of crime who may have been 
emotionally or physically traumatized as well as accident victims and others who may be involved in 
medical emergencies. These concerns demonstrate the need for policies and procedures relating to 
privacy even when legal issues are not directly involved. As the DOJ/OJP report noted, law enforcement 
agencies using BWC should try to minimize the “collateral intrusion” of the devices.  

Creation of Databases 

There is some concern among the public that police may try to compile massive databases of recorded 
BWC data for purposes of facial and voice recognition. The Workgroup agrees that BWC data should 
not be compiled and used for arbitrary purposes, but that law enforcement access to BWC data is 
necessary and legitimate when used to solve crimes and identify suspects in the course of criminal 
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investigations. The Workgroup suggests that the General Assembly carefully weigh privacy issues 
against the legitimate needs of law enforcement to use all available tools to protect public safety.  

Discovery 

The existence of BWC may create discovery issues, especially with respect to making Brady material 
available to the defense. The Workgroup pointed out that a text file can easily be searched for relevant 
material, but searching recorded audio and video is very difficult unless sections can be identified by a 
police complaint number or some other identifier. The question arose as to who in a police department 
would search files for exculpatory information. This may become labor intensive and expensive for law 
enforcement agencies, especially if additional personnel are needed for that purpose. One possible 
solution would be for officers to, in some way, “tag” segments of audio and video that may be needed as 
evidence in criminal cases and note that in written offense reports. This may make it easier to locate 
evidence and help ensure that discovery rules are followed. 

The potential challenges relating to discovery materials highlight a broader issue relating to BWC. 
Agencies using the technology must ensure that adequate support staff are available to effectively 
manage the volumes of recorded data and produce it as needed.  

Motions to Redact 

As part of criminal trials, members of the Workgroup suggested that recordings may need to be edited in 
response to defense motions and orders from the court. This may be expensive and labor intensive for 
law enforcement agencies, but the exact cost would be a function of the extent to which a law 
enforcement agency utilizes BWC as well as the number of arrests and prosecutions attributable to that 
agency. Because BWC are still an emerging technological tool, it is difficult to determine how extensive 
this issue may become in the future. 

Labor Issues 

The use of BWC by law enforcement may lead to alterations in working conditions under police 
collective bargaining agreements. In fact, a police union in Las Vegas threatened to sue the police 
department because the use of BWC “represented a clear change in working conditions.” The police 
union in New York City has made similar claims regarding the use of BWC. 

One specific issue pointed out by the Workgroup is whether or not an officer who is the subject of an 
internal affairs investigation should be allowed to review recorded audio and video before responding to 
questions posed by investigators. On one hand, it may be valuable to have an officer review BWC 
footage to enhance recall of an incident or to make sure the reports are thorough and accurate. On the 
other hand, watching BWC images prior to providing a statement during a misconduct investigation may 
give the officer an advantage not available to a civilian complainant. Giving the officer, who is the 
subject of a misconduct investigation, access to the BWC recordings may prevent an investigator from 
having an opportunity to assess the accuracy and completeness of the officer's version of events.  

The Workgroup suggested that without some consistency and clarity with respect to how the use of 
BWC fits in with existing collective bargaining agreements, circumstances may vary substantially from 
agency to agency. 

The police departments in Phoenix, Rialto, and Mesa included rank-and-file officers in the development 
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and implementation phases of their BWC programs to help overcome objections. Although that 
collaborative approach shows promise, many unanswered questions remain with respect to BWC and the 
collective bargaining rights of police officers.  

Police Morale 

Some police officers are concerned that BWC recordings will be used to evaluate and critique their 
every move, and as such, some officers may shy away from engaging citizens in ways that are known to 
reduce crime, but that often lead to confrontation, such as stop and frisks, field interviews, and making 
arrests. Including rank and file officers in the development and implementation of BWC programs, 
combined with appropriate policies and procedures, may allay this concern among officers. Some 
members of the Workgroup pointed out that this same argument was raised with respect to the use of 
dashboard cameras, but there is no data to show that the presence of the dashboard cameras reduced 
police productivity. Similarly, there is no evidence available at this time to suggest that the use of BWC 
will negatively impact police productivity. 

Chilling Effect on Community Members 

While BWC are generally seen as improving openness and transparency, thereby leading to improved 
community relations, the use of BWC may have unintended consequences. Some communities, 
especially where there is lingering mistrust of police, may view BWC as a big brother tool for the mass 
recording of civilians. The presence of BWC may also dissuade citizens from speaking to police by 
adding an officious and legalistic tone to police/citizen interactions, even if police have the policy option 
of shutting down recording under such circumstances. Nevertheless, the Workgroup believes that the 
potential benefits derived from the use of BWC outweigh these concerns. Including members of the 
community during the implementation phase may help reduce tensions and suspicions before they arise. 
Moreover, agencies planning to adopt BWC programs may want to use citizen surveys to help determine 
how communities view this technology as it relates to trust and transparency.  

 

POLICY DECISIONS 

In order for law enforcement agencies in Maryland and members of the public to obtain all of the 
potential benefits discussed above, policies should be written and promulgated to provide proper controls 
for the use of this relatively new technological tool. Developing a thorough set of policies and 
procedures governing how audio and video are recorded, stored, and accessed will help ensure that the 
program has the community’s support while meeting the needs of other entities that use the footage. 
Addressing these needs and policy concerns will also ensure that the implementation of this program is 
conducted appropriately while minimizing unanticipated costs and operational problems. 

Equipment Considerations 

One of the first steps facing a law enforcement agency when developing a BWC program will be to 
evaluate the products of various vendors. BWC are built in various formats, including: mounted on 
glasses, lapel mounted, chest mounted, and cap mounted. Lens type is also a factor. High resolution 
cameras provide a clearer and sharper image, but can add to the storage costs by requiring more storage 
capacity. Some BWC are built with GPS capability to improve officer safety, while other units provide 
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built-in playback features so officers may promptly review images that were just recorded. All of these 
features are certainly useful, but they also increase price. 

The pre-record function is one that the Workgroup viewed as especially useful, particularly in agencies 
where turning the recording device on and off occurs at the discretion of the officer under some 
circumstances. BWC units with pre-record capability go back and capture images for some period of 
time prior to when the officer actually activates recording. The pre-record period can be adjusted. The 
benefit of the pre-record function is to provide a recorded record of the events leading up to the time 
when an officer actually activates recording. From the Workgroup’s perspective, the audio component of 
the recording device is critical to reaping the full benefits of BWC. This is especially true with respect to 
resolving citizen complaints. Without discernible audio of both the officer and the citizen complainant 
with whom the officer is interacting, BWC recordings may have diminished evidentiary or training 
value. 

Different agencies contemplating the use of BWC can be expected to value the various equipment 
options differently. Therefore, it is impossible for this Workgroup to make specific 
recommendations regarding equipment. Instead, the Workgroup suggests that agencies considering 
the use of BWC may want to convene an advisory panel of technical and operational experts to help 
examine the range of issues referenced above, and to evaluate vendor demonstrations and proposals in 
order to make the decisions that will maximize benefits for each agency. There are some key capability 
criteria that the Workgroup believes should be considered by any agency considering the use of BWC. 
These criteria also affect the price of the system selected. 

 Image Quality refers to the system's ability to provide a sharp, clear image with minimal 
distortion so the user can identify people and objects. Image quality is typically affected by video 
resolution and frame rate, as well as image stabilization options. 

 Day/Night Operation refers to the equipment's ability to record identifiable video in low light 
conditions and to adjust to changing lighting conditions. 

 Power refers to the type and number of batteries required to power the BWC device. Other 
considerations relating to power are battery run time and the number of times rechargeable 
batteries can be recharged before replacement is necessary Agencies may also want to consider 
some type of backup power source to reduce the possibility of malfunction. 

 Data Storage refers to the capacity and type of data storage included with the initial system 
purchase.  

 Field of View refers to the image width and height that is captured on video at a given distance. 
 Audio Quality refers to the overall quality of the recorded sound. Audio recording can be affected 

by a number of factors to include wind and ambient noise. 
 Data Security refers to software features that protect data integrity such as access, chain of 

custody documentation, and video authentication. 
 Tagging refers to the ability of the BWC unit to capture things such as date and time stamps, case 

or complaint number and case notes. 
 Data Transfer refers to the method by which data is removed from the BWC unit to an external 

storage medium, as well as how quickly this transfer can be accomplished. 
 Where on the body or uniform the BWC is to be worn. 
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Initiating Recording 

One of the major considerations of any BWC program is the degree to which officers have discretion 
over when the BWC units record. Fully recording all events may form a more complete record of the 
shift and minimize instances where an officer simply forgets to turn the camera on when engaging with 
the public, or intentionally fails to activate the recording. Recording an entire shift may also ensure that 
the moments leading up to an encounter are recorded and that hostile encounters are fully documented. 
Reducing officer discretion with respect to what and when to record will not only ensure that relevant 
events are captured and prevent the loss of relevant evidence, but also protect police officers from 
accusations of tampering with the videos. 

However, there are several reasons why recording continuously for an entire 8-10 hour shift may not be 
practical. First, fully recording an entire shift would increase storage costs, increase the amount of time it 
takes to download recorded images to a local server or some other type of web-based storage medium at 
the end of a shift, and create more voluminous records of unimportant events that can make searching 
for relevant images more challenging. In addition, a fully recorded shift may make officers 
uncomfortable, possibly affecting their morale. Perhaps most importantly, a police department may not 
want to record certain situations, such as officer breaks from duty or interactions with informants or 
victims of certain crimes. Furthermore, the Workgroup noted that continuous recording requires 
additional power. While dashboard cameras in police patrol vehicles are able to draw power from the 
vehicle's battery, officers wearing BWC may have to carry some type of extra power source to record 
continually. This, along with the officer's other equipment, may become burdensome. 

Use of BWC with pre-record capability (Please refer the section above entitled Equipment 
Considerations) may be a reasonable option to continuous recording for a law enforcement agency to 
consider.  

The Workgroup believes that agencies using BWC should have a policy or general order clearly stating 
when officers must activate recording. The prevailing best practice seems to require officers to record all 
calls for service and all interactions with the public that are enforcement related. Some agencies using 
BWC have specific examples of events they consider to be “enforcement related” listed in their policies 
and general orders. They include but are not necessarily limited to the following: 

 Arrests 
 Car stops 
 Terry stops 
 Stop and frisks 
 Field interviews 
 Responding as back-up for another officer handling a call for service or who is engaged in an 

enforcement-related activity 
 Foot pursuits 
 Other encounters with the public that become hostile or adversarial and that may reasonably 

evolve into an arrest or other enforcement-related activity 
 During the execution of arrest and search and seizure warrants 

The need for a written policy governing when officers must activate recording is demonstrated by an 
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evaluation conducted by the Mesa, AZ Police Department (Please see DOJ/OJP report). During the one-
year evaluation, Mesa used two different test policies governing BWC: one that gave officers wide 
discretion when to record and a much more restrictive policy that limited officer discretion. Recordings 
dropped by 42 percent under the discretionary policy.  

While officers in the field may need some discretion with respect to recording crime victims, witnesses, 
children, informants and members of the community who wish to report information on criminal activity, 
an officer who fails to activate the BWC should be required to either document on camera or explain in 
an offense report the reason(s) why no recording was made. 

Retention 

The length of time that BWC recordings are retained must be carefully considered because this may 
have a significant impact on the privacy of officers and citizens alike. At the same time, for the 
recordings to provide the greatest value to police and citizens, they must be kept for some reasonable 
period of time. 

The data retention period for BWC could be driven by a variety of factors, including but not limited to 
the following: 

 The length of time allotted for a citizen to file a complaint against an officer 
 The time it typically takes to resolve complaints and complete investigations 
 The statute of limitations in criminal cases 
 The period of time permitted for the filing of civil litigation 

One factor that cannot be overlooked when deciding on a retention period is cost. Storing audio and 
video recordings for extended periods requires large storage capacity, and increased storage capacity 
requirements add to the overall cost of a BWC program. 

Members of the Workgroup were unable to agree on an ideal retention period for images recorded by 
BWC. In the final analysis, data retention periods for BWC data may need to be established by either 
legislation or individual agency policy.    

Privacy 

Privacy is an important consideration in the implementation of a BWC program that is related to some of 
the issues referenced when discussing the MPIA. The privacy issue involves both policy and legal 
aspects. (Please refer to Privacy, listed under Potential Limitations & Unintended Consequences for 
more information regarding legal issues).   

Although cameras may provide valuable evidence for complaint resolution and litigation, very sensitive 
information may also be recorded during police/citizen interactions or as police respond to emergencies. 
For example, some individuals may be afraid to report criminal information to the police if they believe 
their identity will be preserved and/or possibly made known during civil or criminal litigation. Officers 
also have privacy concerns. Even while on duty, officers sometimes discuss personal matters when not 
taking police action, and may have legitimate concerns regarding the potential of reprisal for protected 
speech. Moreover, police officers often enter people’s homes and encounter bystanders and victims in a 
wide variety of sometimes stressful and embarrassing situations. Under some circumstances, officers 
may incidentally record people who have no involvement in the matter at hand. A law enforcement 
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agency's policy regarding continuous versus discretionary recording will play a significant role in this area. 

The Workgroup believes that agencies using BWC should have a clear policy in place addressing privacy 
issues to include how to handle inadvertent recordings and private conversations that have no relevance to 
enforcement activities. 

Notice of Recording 

The Workgroup believes that a law enforcement agency developing and implementing a BWC program 
may want to consider whether and how to notify members of the public that officers are recording their 
interactions. Although prior notification may not be a legal requirement (Please refer to the section 
above entitled Privacy), notifying people of the use of these body cameras may nonetheless be beneficial 
since, as discussed earlier in this report, some citizens may change their behaviors in a positive manner 
when they know they are being recorded. 

Each Maryland law enforcement agency using BWC may want to consider this issue when implementing 
a program.   

The General Assembly may want to conduct a more detailed legal review to determine if officers 
should, either routinely or under specific circumstances, be required to notify citizens that they are being 
recorded. 

Access to the Recordings 

As stated earlier in this report, the General Assembly may want to consider limiting access to BWC data 
under the MPIA. One option would be to limit the release of BWC data to persons in interest – those 
people whose voices and/or images have been recorded. 

Maintaining the security and integrity of BWC images is vitally important. Agencies must be able to 
determine whether footage has been viewed or altered, when it was accessed or copied, and by whom. 
This “chain of custody” information will serve many purposes, including:  

 Protecting the integrity of recordings for their use in investigations and court proceedings;  
 Guaranteeing that the footage is not being used inappropriately, such as for commercial or 

entertainment purposes;  
 Laying a foundation for court admissibility; and  
 Establishing whether witnesses have viewed the video before providing a statement or testifying 

in court. 

Written Policies & Procedures 

In order to maximize the many advantages that BWC may provide, the Workgroup believes it will be 
crucial for Maryland law enforcement agencies to develop and implement clear policies governing 
recording, access, usage, storage, retention, and other issues. Law enforcement leaders, police union 
representatives, policy experts, and civil liberties experts nationwide have expressed concern that 
deploying BWC with no official policy in place could undermine public confidence in the program, as 
well as jeopardize the privacy of officers and the public. 

Having a suitable policy in place is so critical to the deployment of a BWC program that the Police 
Executive Research Forum (PERF) Executive Director Chuck Wexler said in a recent report that if 
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police departments deploy body-worn cameras without well-designed policies and practices, the 
effectiveness of BWC and the public trust they seek to foster could be undermined. While law 
enforcement executives generally agree that policies and procedures are essential, they involve multi-
faceted and complex issues. Every law enforcement agency in Maryland is unique by virtue of size, the 
constituency served, budgets, and other factors. Because of this, law enforcement agencies may find it 
necessary to craft policies and procedures that meet their individual needs and philosophies, as well as 
enforcement tactics and strategies.  

Although there may not be a “one size fits all” policy that can applied to all law enforcement agencies in 
Maryland using BWC, there may be some key elements for agencies to consider.  

The report recently issued by PERF contains additional suggestions for policies and procedures related 
to BWC (Please see attached PERF report) that may be used to help guide the General Assembly and 
individual law enforcement agencies as they consider policies and procedures. 

 

MORE ACCURATE COST PROJECTIONS 

The DOJ/OJP report states that the resource and logistical issues surrounding the use of BWC are 
considerable and are often difficult to fully anticipate. Many of the costs associated with BWC include 
equipment; data storage; staffing hours needed to train officers on the use of the devices; and 
transferring data at the end of a shift to a storage medium. Additional costs may include the processing 
of MPIA requests for data, as well as needed equipment and staff resources for an agency’s internal data 
production needs. Identifying the most accurate cost projections for this program upfront will reduce the 
potential for unanticipated costs at later stages of implementation. 

Factors affecting price include the following: 

 Type of equipment purchased: Cost will be affected by the type and quality of BWC selected 
for use. 

 The storage medium chosen: Cost will also be impacted by a law enforcement agency's choice 
of storage medium, typically either a local server or some sort of web-accessible storage 
medium offered by a third party vendor. Either way, this will be an ongoing recurring expense 
that must be borne by an agency that uses BWC. 

 The number of officers equipped with BWC: Not only will this decision affect the initial cost 
of the equipment, it will also impact cost by driving the amount of storage space needed for the 
recorded audio and video. 

 The data retention period: A longer data retention cycle will increase an agency's data storage 
cost and may also increase costs related to responding to MPIA requests. 

 The department's recording policy: A law enforcement agency's decision on when to require 
officers to record will have an impact on cost. Other things being equal, continuous recording 
will be more expensive than recording only during calls for service and other enforcement-
related encounters with citizens due to the space requirements needed to store the recorded data. 

 Type of police service provided: A police department that primarily does traffic enforcement 
will probably have less data to record and store than a busy urban agency that handles a high 
volume of calls for service and, due to the nature of the working environment, may have far 
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more contact with citizens.  

The initial equipment costs for BWC could, depending on the type of equipment selected, be between 
$400 and $1,000 per unit. The cost of data storage is a recurring expense that could be substantial. 
The major equipment manufacturers of BWC offer cloud-based storage for a fee, but other police 
departments choose to manage data internally.  

Program evaluations done in Mesa and Phoenix indicate that a BWC program affects far more people 
than the officers who wear the devices, and that an agency-wide commitment is needed to support a 
BWC program. What seems clear is that a BWC program requires a financial commitment that is 
much greater than the initial purchase of the cameras. Other things such as training, data storage, 
evidence production, and responding to MPIA requests require ongoing internal management and 
create recurring expenses that may be substantial. Because the effects of a BWC program are so far 
reaching and the costs are often difficult to predict, the DOJ/OJP report suggests that agencies 
considering the use of BWC proceed cautiously with implementation. 

 

RESEARCH & BEST PRACTICES 

According to White (2014), author of Police Officer Body-Worn Cameras: Assessing the Evidence, 
five empirical studies have been conducted as of September 2013 in reference to the use of BWC. 
Three of the studies were conducted in the United States (i.e., Rialto Police Department, Mesa Police 
Department, and Phoenix Police Department), whereas two were conducted outside of the country in 
England and Scotland. Although these studies were intended to help prospective users gain a better 
understanding of BWC, the studies have significant methodological limitations. For instance, the three 
studies that were conducted in the United States were either “carried out by the law enforcement 
agency deploying the technology,” and/or relied “heavily on officer surveys” that asked about 
“perceptions and attitudes rather than measuring behavior” (White, 2014, p. 16). While the three 
studies contained a comparative research design to identify the difference between officers wearing 
BWC and officers not wearing BWC, the same methodology was not used for the England and 
Scotland studies. While the results of the five empirical studies provide some insight into the potential 
benefits and limitations of BWC, design flaws in the studies make it difficult to conclude whether all 
the potential benefits can be realized. The Workgroup believes that as agencies consider 
implementation of BWC programs, they should be aware that conclusive research has not yet been 
conducted.   

Although the DOJ/OJP report cautions against drawing firm conclusion with respect to BWC because 
available research is either limited or has design flaws, the Workgroup concluded that BWC have the 
potential to be useful tools for improving police/ community relations, improving the criminal justice 
system and modifying the behavior of both police and citizens. 

Copies of the PERF and DOJ/OJP reports are attached for the General Assembly’s review. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to help law enforcement agencies in Maryland develop effective BWC programs, the 
Workgroup makes the following recommendations: 

 Agencies contemplating the use of BWC should conduct a careful and thoughtful cost analysis to 
determine sustainability. 

 Agencies considering the use of BWC should assemble a team of technical and operational experts 
to evaluate the equipment, storage options, and other products and services offered by various 
vendors. 

 Agencies using BWC should have a policy or general order in place that has been written and 
promulgated to all officers using the devices, as well as support staff involved with the program.  

 Policies or general orders should address, at minimum, the following: 
o Data retention 
o Access to data 
o Rules regarding activation and recording 
o Privacy rights   
o Where BWC should be worn on the officer’s body or uniform 

 Officers using BWC should be trained according to the requirements of the officer’s own agency 
policy or general order. 

 The Maryland General Assembly should study the current MPIA to ensure that it addresses the 
inevitable issues raised by requests for audio and video recorded by BWC. The General Assembly 
may want to consider limiting the release of data requested under the MPIA to persons in interest.  
This, for example, may include those citizens whose images and/or voices have been recorded by 
BWC. 

 Law enforcement agencies should make the development and implementation of a BWC program a 
collaborative process by including relevant stakeholders such as citizens, community groups, civil 
liberties groups, police union leaders, and prosecutors. 

 Law enforcement agencies contemplating the use of BWC should follow a thoughtful approach 
with respect to program development and implementation to ensure that all relevant factors are 
considered. 
 

CONCLUSION 

 Preliminary information on the use of BWC indicates that they modify the behavior of both police 
officers and citizens to improve police/community relations and reduce misconduct, but more 
research is needed. 

 Options for funding may include, but are not necessarily limited to, federal grants from the 
Department of Justice; non-profits, foundations and other private donor sources; state subsidies; and 
local budget allocations. 

 The use of BWC does not appear to violate Maryland’s wiretap statute when used during 
police/citizen encounters on the street and in other public places.  

 The use of BWC is probably permissible inside private homes and other private areas when an 
officer is invited there in response to a call for service or otherwise has a legal right to be in that 
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location, but the General Assembly may want to conduct a more detailed legal review regarding the 
usage of these devices. One option would be for the General Assembly to specifically authorize 
such use through modification to the state wiretap law.   

 As the use of BWC expands, requests for information filed under the MPIA may correspondingly 
increase. An agency that decides to use BWC should consider how it will respond to data requests 
made under the MPIA. 

 In a few known instances, law enforcement agencies in other states have received very large 
requests for BWC data under their local PIA laws, requests that were expensive and burdensome. 
Because such circumstances could occur in Maryland, we suggest that the General Assembly 
consider changes to the MPIA as they relate to BWC.  

 Adequate security measures should be in place to prevent against unauthorized access to recorded 
information, data tampering and deletion and copying. Security procedures should include audit 
capabilities and Password/User ID controls. 

 An agency using BWC should have a written policy governing their use that has been promulgated 
to all affected personnel. 

 Written policies regarding the use of BWC should include rules regarding the following: 
o When to activate recording, when to turn it off and specific examples of circumstances when 

recording is required, allowed, encouraged, discouraged or prohibited. 
o A broad requirement for officers who are equipped with BWC to record all calls for service 

and all law enforcement-related activities and encounters with citizens. Some examples of 
law enforcement-related activities include: 
 Field interviews 
 Terry stops 
 Stop and frisks 
 Car stops 
 Arrests 
 Execution of arrest and search and seizure warrants 
 SWAT and other tactical deployments 
 Responding as back-up for another officer handling a call for service or who is 

engaged in an enforcement-related activity 
 Foot pursuits 
 During other encounters with the public that become hostile or adversarial and that 

may reasonably evolve into an arrest or other enforcement-related activity 
 Use of force 

o The procedure for transferring recorded audio and video from field units to the agency’s 
preferred storage medium. 

o The length of time that recorded data is to be retained. 
o Who may access and review recorded data, as well as the circumstances under which those 

with access are permitted to conduct data reviews. 
o That BWC are strictly limited to official law enforcement usage, and that officers who use 

BWC for personal reasons may be subject to discipline. 
o Officers should be given some discretion regarding recording when dealing with crime 

victims, witnesses, informants, and members of the community who wish to report 
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information on criminal activity, but an officer who fails to activate the BWC should be 
required to either document on camera or explain in an offense report the reason(s) why no 
recording was made. 

o A requirement that an officer note, in an offense report, whether BWC footage exists 
relative to the incident that is the subject of the report. 

o That any BWC images needed as evidence are duly noted to prevent accidental destruction. 
o That training is required for all officers who use BWC and for all other personnel involved 

in the BWC program.  
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