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Introduction

The 2017 CommunitfPolice relations status report is a collectionlatfa from3 sources

1. Dayton Police Department incident and complaint data analyzed by Dr. Richard Stock
and the CPC Data Committee.

2. Qualitative data collected from listening sessions hosted bydheinity Police
Councll

3. Dayton Citizens Perception Survessultsas they relatéo the Dayton Police Officers

The purpose of this reporttis updateCity of Daytonresidens on the status of communipplice
relations here in Dayton, Ohio. THReport only reflects community sentiméatthe extent that
citizensrepored possible police misconduct to the Professional Standards Bureau or Department
Supervisoyattended listening sessions, and respond#dtet®ayton Community PerceptioniSey.
Thisreport includes recommendatiossd next steps for the future. The ConmityiPolice Council
hopes that you will join us in our efforts to build relationships of mutual trust, fairness, respect and
accountability.




Police Council Executive Summary-Data Report

The Community Police Council (CPC) is excited to presentwitluthe CPC Data
Committee Data Report. We hope that you read this document carefully and use it contents to help
inform any questions you may have or any topics you wish to discuss.

The CPC is a body of community leaders, city officials and Dayton pofioers who
convene monthly and operate under the core values of mutual accountability, fairness, respect and
trust. Since 2011, the CPC has consistently brought both community and police officers to the table
in effort to build positive and working relanships between Dayton police officers and the residents
they serve.

In the spirit of trust and accountability, the CPC assembled a data subcommittee to review
police data as relates to policgizen interaction. The committee collected data and andyieat
the data says about community police relations here in Dayton, Ohio. The information reported here
is data garnered from administrative reports and citizen complaints from the beginning of 2014
through the end of 2016. The committee observed 1r88@ants, which includé06c i t i zens 6
complaintsand880internally generated investigations. It is important to note, these numbers amount
to a fraction of all interactions that DPD officers have with citizens and the data reported here is from
a limited number of categories that are of community concern. To help put this datenspective
pleaseconsider that there were a total of 35,909 arrest made in the time period observed, about a
quarter of which (24.42%) were for gun crimes.

Immediately belas you will find summary highlights of the complete report; however we
encourage you to digest the entire document and engage the CPC with your thoughts for we are
interested in continuing to an environment of fairness, respect, mutual accountabilitysand t

Summary Highlights

Report Highlights from 2014-2016

Total number of Incidents 1386

Use of force reported internally* 472

Use of brce reported by citizens* 53

Poor onduct of officer reported by citizens RS

Reports for lack of service 59

Number of vehicle prsuits 39

Number of forced entries 212

Accusations of racial profiling/bias 17




*When force is used whilmaking arrest DPD officers are requiremreport it. This number reflects hahe number of times officers
used force. This number reflects the number of times that citizens alleged that officers used excessive force. *Poom@snduct
created bycombiningthe following Allegation codes togetheBiscourtesy/ DisrespedDisrespectHarassmentMisconduct Profane
Languag, Rude Strip SearclandUnprofessiongl

Executive Summary Disposition Highlights

There are 4 possible dispositions/findings for an investigation, sustained, not sustained, exonerated
and unfounded.

Dispositions Explained

Sustained Evidenced proved that the incident occurred and it was unlawful
Not Sustained No evidence to prove or disprove that the incident occurred
Exonerated Evidenced proved incident occurred but it was lawful

Unfounded-Evidence proved incident did not occur

Dispostion Highlights
Disposition
Sustained

Not Sustained
Exonerated
Unfounded

Grand Total

Disposition by Race*

Type of Disposition
Sustained

Not Sustained
Exonerated
Unfounded

Grand Total

*100% of sustained incidents result in disciplinary action. Action taken can rangefroral reprimand to
specification and chages.




Listening Sessions Summery

What are listening Sessions?

The Community PoliceCouncil in partnership with the Dayton Mediation Center and tngdh Police
Department has hostedmmunity forumavherethe community has been invited to sit down apdak with
Dayton Police Officers. Here, commity members have expressed hopes, fears, concerns, and
commendations with police officers who patrol their neighborhoods. Below are the(tapidsh e afe s 0 )
conversations that were constantly brougttheC P C @ttention. A summary of the concerns as well as the
DPD and/or the CPCs response to the stated concerns are illustrated in this document, starting on page 19.

Major Themes

Police Presence
Use of Forceand Shooting
Cultural Competency & Diversity

Community Outreach and Involvement

Compliance/Officer Interaction

The Complaint Process

The Discipline Process/Misconduct




Survey Results-Summary

Overall the Dayton Community Perception Survey indicates that most residents have a faienadiie

Dayton Police Officers. However, the results also show some differences in perceptions depending on race
and neighborhood. Immediately below are the overall results for four of the six questions asked regarding
Dayton Police Officers. Fdull results inaiding race and neighborhood breakdasee report starting on

page 26 For futureanalysisof the survey results as they relate to commupidtice relation go to www.
DaytonCPR.com otlick here

Respect shown by Police Respect for DaytonPolice

Very Respectfut40% A Great Deali 62%
Somewhat Respectfut34% Some32%
Somewhat Disrespectfut8% Hardly Any -6%

Very Disrespectful 4%
Not Sure- 14%

DPD Enforces Law ConsistentlyRegardless Police PresenceAppropriate for Needof the

of Race Neighborhood
Strongly Agree-16% Strongly Agree-13%
Agree- 26% Agree-38%
Neutral-20% Neutral-20%
Disagreel1% Disagree14%
Strongly Disagree7% Strongly Disagree7%
Not Sure-20% Not Sure-8%



http://www.daytoncpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Analysis-of-2017-Dayton-Survey-Results-for-the-Community-Police-Council.pdf

Community Police Council Data Report




Potential Uses of IAPRO DataCPC Data Report

Richard Stock, PhD.

Director, Business Research Group
University of Dayton

Community Polie Council Data Committee

l. Introduction and Summary Findings

One source of data on Dayton Police Department interaction with citizemistained in administrative

records gathered by the Professional Standards Blifigeserecordscontain informéion on discipline
investigations. These administrative investigatiarenitiated either internally oby a citizend somplaint.

The records are contained in a database associated with IAPRO. IAPRO is a full service software designed to
facilitate cae management for internal affairs/professional standards departments. Blue Team is a web
enabled application designed to work with IAPRO that permits supervisors out in the field to initiate an
investigation by entering information on citizen complaamsd internal situations such, asesof-force,

vehicle accidents and purssjiand firearm dischargeslnvestigationsnto these incidentare required as a

matter of policy.

In the report that followswo things are provided, a description of thegistigation processnd descriptive

tables pulled from the investigation data basenf2014 to 2016The goal is to illustrate the type of routine

reports the Dayton Police Department could provide on an ongoing basis and suggest some potential uses of
thedata for building better polieeommunity relations

Saurce of the data Of the 1386 incidents recorded from 2014 to 2016, the great majority are initiated due to
internal police procedures that investigations must be conducted for situations inlsieindg ForceForced

Entry, Vehicle AccidentandPursuits Firearm Dischargesnd a variety of other causes, (see Table 1).

Slightly less than a quarter of the investigations are initiated due to ex@amglaint Receipter formal

Citizen Complaints

Nature of the data Three primary categories dominate the 1386 observatitsespf Forcawith 472
observationst-orced Entrywith 212 observations and the consolidated cateBoor Conductvith 195
observations(see Table 2)Note that the first two arlinked to required investigations under current police
department policyFor Use of ForceandForced Entrythere is little variation in the total number of
observations by year across the three year time period. By coRwastConduchas a substaial decrease

in observations with 82 in 2014, 65 in 2015 and 48 in 2Q4k:ged Forceaallegationsalsodecreased from 28
in 2014to 14 by 2016.

Field Investigation: It is important to emphasize that the initial field level investigation is extensively
documented. Written statememtr® taken; reports are requirell;awvailable video and aimlis collected,
photographsre taken and khvailable reports, (MIS, CAD, DIBRS, Citations, medical, booking, FIC, etc.)
are collected Any element of the writtereport that is viewed as incomplete as it proceeds up the chain of
command may result in the report being sent back down for further clarification

!Please notetha t h e descriptions of the investigative process a
Compl ai nt s, I nvestigation Process and Routingo devel opec
Supervisor




Dispositions and Findings Overall There are 4 possible dispositions/findings for an investigafostined
(sufficient evidence to showrongful actoccurred)Not Sustaine@unable to find sufficient evidence to prove
or disprove the allegations of the wrongful)aEixoneratedact occurred but was lawful), atuhfounded
(alleged act did not occur or tigeis no credible evidence to support the complaint

For those incident categories that are generated as a routine matter of internalysdiof, force, Forced

Entry, Firearm Discharge, Vehicle AccidaridVehiclePursuif), Exonerateds the prinary disposition

instead oflUnfoundedbecause the fact the action took place is not under dispute, (see Table 3). Of the 7
categories of most concern in policiéizen interactions,se of Force, Forced Entry, Alleged Forteack of

Service Poor ConductRacial Profiling/BiasandVehicle Pursuif, the percenBustaineds only above 5% for

Poor Conduct, (9%)) arddehicle Pursuit(5%). The 3 categories whelot Sustainethas its highest shares,

(Poor Conduct(26%),Lack of Service(24%), andAlleged Force, (18%)) are categories that are most
dependent suffinienfevidemnte ta govedior disprove the allegations of the wrongful act made in the
complainb because there may be no witnesses to the sit
involved.

Race Differentials in Share of IncidentsFor t hi s i niti al report, the dat a
administrative investigations is compared to aggregate city demographic regarding race (i.e. black and white).
The use of racial adeographics of the entire city is rudimentary as a basis of comparison and can lead to
inaccurate conclusions of the influence of race with regard to police activity, as well as any conclusions about
disparate treatment of citizens by police officers. Thishy the data committee will not draw any

conclusions about racial bias or systemic racism within the Dayton Police Department based on this analysis.
The dda showghat in many of the major incident/ allegations categories, Africanrisarecitizens are
involved at rates higher than their 41% UWYskaire of t
Force (62% of casesRoor Conduct(49%),Alleged Force (53%),Vehicle Pursuit(92%) andracial

Profiling/ Bias (76%). However, these tabulations are based on very small sample sizes, and enough analysis
is yet to be done to provide an explanation as to why this may be at this stage of the process. The
recommendations made at the end of this report are made in the gpéripefuating transparency and trust

between the community and the Dayton Police Department.

Dispositions/ Findings by RaceThere is little difference in the percent of dispositions thaBastainedy

racein any Incident/ Allegation category. dvery incident/ allegation category, the percent of dispositions
that areSustaineds slightly higher for whites than for blacks but the differentials are not substantial except in
a few cases where the numbers sustained are very low for both racesxarfpte, inPoor Conduct.3% of

the cases involving blacks were sustained and 9.1% of cases involving whites but the number of cases
sustained, (6 for blacks and 7 for whites), is extremely low. In Vehicle Pursuit, only 3% of black cases were
sustainedvhile 33% of white cases were but each involved only 1 case that was sustained. The incident /
allegation category with the greatest percent sustaifielfition of Policy had 62% of cases involving blacks
sustained and 77% of the cases involving whitdsnote how few cases there are over a 3 year period, (26

and 17 respectively). The incident/ allegation category with the second greatest number of sustained cases,
Vehicle Accidents, had a virtually identical percent of black and white cases sustaitédand 27%).

Recommendation 1

As a way to build greater community trust, it is suggested timen@inityPolice Council take advantage of

the current professional process the police department utilizes by having a citizen committee routinely review
1) arandom sample of those reports that are most closely related to citizen driven complaints and 2) those
investigations seen as most important from a pal@amunity viewpoint. The review would serve three

8



important purposes. First, it reassures thdiptiat routine active citizen oversight of policiizen

interactions is in place. Second, it provides an additional review layer that could provide valuable feedback to
the police on how their actions are seen by ordinary citizens. Three, it iosttiztes an immediate citizen

role at certain critical times in poli@mmmunity relations.

Recommendation 2

On a seminnual basis the police should provide a set of aggregated tables similar to Tables 1 through 4 that
provide basic information gpolice disciplinary investigations. The purpose is to provide additional
transparency to the disciplinary investigation process. The report also serves as a vehicle for further
conversation within the community on the disciplinary investigation prasessould encourage additional

citizen use of the formal complaint process.

II. Type of Investigation

In the initial Blue Team data entry, investigations are coded by Incident Type, (see Table 1, néxtipage).
incident types ar&se of ForceForced Etry, Complaint ReceipCitizen ComplaintVehicle Accident
Administrative InvestigatigriFirearm DischargeAlleged use of forcandVehicle Pursuit Note that the

incident types are of two typedJse of ForceForced Entry Vehicle AccidentAdminstrative Investigation
Firearm DischargeandVehicle Pursuitre initiated from within the police department as a routine policy.

For example if force is used or a firearm is discharged an investigation must be initiated. The incident types
ComplaintReceipt Citizen ComplainandAlleged use of forcare used when a complaint is received in some
form from a citizen.

In addition to the Incident type code there is typically a code included for the nature of the Allegation. The
allegation code is mom&ften used when the investigation is initiated by a citizen complaint of some type.
There is a long list of potential allegations but the most commoRaaiced Entry, Violation of Policy,
Misconduct, Lack of Service, Alleged Force, Damaged Property ddarant, UnprofessionahdRude

For five of the internally initiated Incident Type categori{gsse of Force, Forced Entry, Vehicle Accident,

Firearm DischargeandVehicle Pursuit, the Allegation category is either always or often left blank given the
descriptive nature of the incident category and the automatic nature of the investigation. For example, any

time force is used, the Dayton Police Department requires an incident report to be entered in Blue Team so

Use of Forceés investigated even imé absence of any allegation. Note that the Allegation code closest to

Use of Force <SAllefjeduse offorae whi ch i s n o tUseopHoncé pird al ei nvch eanc Kin o w
and an internal investigation is conducted. Similar logic appliegearm Discharge Vehicle Accidentand

Vehicle Pursuit Not e t hat Forde@Entrgn cii sd eenxta cctoldye tfihe same as t|
fiForced Entrpy a n d -Im@perbonrelrhave often entered the allegation code as well as the incident code

for tha category.

What should be most striking in Table 1 is how féamplaint receipts(195),Citizen complants, (153) and
Alleged Use of Forcg53), were filed over the 3 year time period. The concern would be that citizens may not
trust that their complatis will be properly investigated.

The numbers showninTable are those after fiduplicated records have
considered duplicative is provided in Appendix A.




Table 1: Incident Type by Allegation, 2014-2016

Incident Type
X 2 o&e
eoQ}Q \fé%(\ -GQ’Q\ \Q{b \\'zr@ 5\<< S
< ,@A (QQ ) < <O 2 2
NS &S E S S
NS A LS e
® /& &P E AL/ 2
Allegation Y L SCSC SRR KO
Blank 472 96 10 69 [ 7 [ 60 33 747
Forced Entry 114 2 116
Violation of Policy 6 16 | 27 | 27 1 1 3 81
Lack of Service 4| 21 4 59
Misconduct 35 [ 16 7 1 59
Alleged Force 4 10 43 57
Damaged Property 4 3 7 1 27| 12| 1 1 55
Other 23] 11| 1 2 37
Harassment 26 8 1 35
Unprofessional 4 21 3 28
Rude 16| 8 1 25
Disrespect 9 9 18
Discourtesy/Disrespect 8 7 15
Profane Language 4 5 2 3 14
Racial Profiling 7 5 1 13
MVR Available 2 2 2 1 7
Lost Property 1 3 1 5
Racial Bias 1 3 4
Missed Taser Usage 2 1 3
Excessive Force 1 1 2
MVR Not Available 1 1 2
Stolen Property 1 1 2
Stop Stick Deployment 1 1
Strip Search 1 1
Incident Total 472 | 214 | 195( 153| 126| 72 | 62 | 53 | 39 1386
Internally Generated by Police

Given the overlapping nature of the coding for Incident Type and Allegations, and the similarity between
some Allegation codes, a decision was made for descriptive purposes to collapse the two codings into one
categoryand lump similar codes. A new allegation code, Poor Conduct, was created by lumping the
following Allegation codes togetheDiscourtesy/ DisrespedDisrespectHarassmentMisconduct Profane
LanguageRude Strip SearclrandUnprofessional

Table2, below, provides a breakdown of the combined Incident/ Allegation code by Year. Three primary
categories dominate the 1386 observatitisg of Forcewith 472 observation$;orced Entrywith 212
observations and the consolidated catedtmgr Conductvith 195 observations. Fbise of Forceand

Forced Entrythere is little variation in the total number of observations by year across the three year time
period. FoiUse of Forcethe number of observations only varied from 150 in 2014 to 163 in 20188nd
2016. SimilarlyForced Entryonly varied from 62 in 2014 to 78 in 2015 and to 72 in 2016. By contrast,
Poor Conduchas a substantial decrease in observations with 82 in 2014, 65 in 2015 and 48 in 2016. Two
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other categories saw noticeable dases from 2014 to 201&\lleged Forceallegations decreased from 28 in
2014 to 14 by 2016.Lack of Servicallegations declined from 24 in 2014 and 25 in 2015 to 10 in 2016.

Table 2: Number of Incident/ Allegations by Year

Year

Incident/ Allegation Code 2014 2015 2016 Total
Use of Force 150 163 159 472
Forced Entry 62 78 72 212
Poor Conduct 82 65 48 195
Vehicle Accident 37 27 32 96
Firearm Discharge 31 11 19 61
Alleged Force/ Excessive Force 28 18 14 60
Lack of Service 24 25 10 59
Damaged Property 18 15 94 54
Violation of Policy 17 16 16 49
Vehicle Pursuit 11 13 15 39
Racial Profiling/ Bias 5 3 17
All Other Types 37 14 21 72
Grand Total 502 454 430 1386

Intemally Generated by Police

lll. Routing and Disposition of Discipline Investigations

A. Initial Step

An incident that initiates an investigation may be reported through a variety of means to a variety of offices
including the Regional Dispatch Center, (based on a call), City Hall, or within the police department to an
officer, a secretary, a police divs i o n ,

source, typically the investigation begins with the immediate supervisor, (Sergeant/Lietit&hant.
investigating supervisor produces a written report, (see sdettoments oflnitial Field Investigation

t he

chi

ef 0s

of fi

c e

or

t he

Pr of e

below) and provides an initial conclusion of 1 of 4 dispositions, (Sustained, Not Sustained, Exonerated, or
Unfounded). The four dispositions are defined as:

Sustained Investigation established sufficient evidence to clesiow that the wrongful act alleged

in the complaint did occur.
Not Sustained Investigation was unable to find sufficient evidence to prove or disprove the
allegations of the wrongful act made in the complaint.
Exonerated The act described in the comipliadid occur, however, the investigation revealed the act
was lawful and in accordance with established department policy and procedure.
Unfounded- Investigation proved conclusively that the alleged act did not occur and/or the accused

officer did not cormit the act or there is no credible evidence to support the complaint.

®In rare cases where allegations are considered extremely seriouBrtiiessonal Standards Bureau will take initial

responsibility

11



B. Follow Up

Unless a disposition Gustained s recorded the i mmediate supervisor 8
the chain of command as follows, Division Lieuten&ivision Superintendent (Major), and finally the

Professional Standards Bureau. At each step in the chain, the report may be sent back down with requests for
additional information or rewording. As the final step, the field investigation report isrfitbé IAPRO

software system.

If the initial disposition isSustainedhe follow up procedures vary depending on whether the recommended
discipline is a written reprimand or less or involves recommended charges. In the first case, there is a
sequence uphrough the chain of command where the Department advocate becomes involved prior to a final
filing of the investigation in IAPRO. In the second case where there are recommended charges a much more
complicated process begins which includes the policef,diie department advocate, Human Resources and

the Law Department.

C. Dispositions and Findings Overall

In the IAPRO software, there are two categories/ columns that can include one of the 4 dispositions discussed
above that mark the end of the Inveatign process. The first coluniispositions always had an entry.

The second columiindings may have an entry. In a few casgbere the two columns differ, the code

from the Finding column, (as a final result), was used.

Table 3 provides the dissition of incident/ allegations by category over the 2014 to 2016 period. Three

points should be made. First, note that for those incident categories that are generated as a routine matter of
internal policy, Use of Force, Forced Entry, Firearm Disatye, Vehicle Accider@ndVehiclePursuif),

Exonerateds the primary disposition instead @dhfoundedoecause the fact the action took place is not under

di sput e. The action occur rasdwas awfuland imaccomantvith quest i
established department policy and procedure. Second, of the 7 c-dtizemgori es
interactions, Use of Force, Forced Entry, Alleged Fortack of ServiceRoor ConductRacial
Profiling/BiasandVehicle Pursulf, the grcentSustaineds only above 5% for Poor Conduct, (9%)) and

Vehicle Pursuit(5%). Third, note that the 3 categories whii@ Sustainetias its highest share®dor

Conduct (26%),Lack of Servicg(24%), andAlleged Force (18%)) are categories thaate most dependent on

f i n dsufficignt évidence to prove or disprove the allegations of the wrongful act made in the camplaint
because there may be no witnesses to the situation other than the citizen and police officer involved.

12



Table 3: Disposition/ Finding by Incident/ Allegation, 2014-2016

Disposition/ Finding

Not
Unfounded | Exonerated Sustained | Sustained * Total

Incident/Allegation # % # % # % # % # %

Use of force 0 0.0% | 468 | 99.2% 0 0.0% 4 0.8% | 472 | 100%
Forced Entry 0 0.0% | 211 | 99.5% 1 0.5% 0 0.0% | 212 | 100%
Poor Conduct 115 |59.0%| 12 6.2% 51 [26.2%]| 17 | 8.7% | 195 | 100%
Vehicle accident 2 2.1% 67 | 69.8% 0 0.0% | 27 |28.1%| 96 | 100%
All Others 18 |29.0%| 34 | 54.8% 8 12.9% 2 3.2% 62 | 100%
Firearm discharge 0 0.0% 60 | 98.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 61 100%
Alleged Force/ Excessive Force 45 |75.0% 5.0% 11 [183%] 1 1.7% | 60 | 100%
Lack of Service 36 [61.0%| 7 11.9% 14 |23.7% 2 3.4% 59 | 100%
Damaged Property 7 13.0%| 27 | 50.0% 4 7.4% 16 |29.6%| 54 | 100%
Violation of Policy 8 16.3%| 4 8.2% 3 6.1% | 34 |69.4%| 49 | 100%
Vehicle pursuit 0 0.0% 36 | 92.3% 1 2.6% 2 5.1% 39 | 100%
Racial Profiling/ Bias 15 |882%| O 0.0% 2 11.8% 0 0.0% 17 | 100%
Complaint Receipt 0 0.0% 10 |100.0%| O 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 | 100%
Grand Total 246 |17.7%| 939 | 67.7% | 95 | 6.9% | 106 | 7.6% | 1386 | 100%

* Includes 2 Use of Force mcidents i which the finding was "Partially Sustained"

Internally Generated by Police

D. Dispositions andrindings by Race

Table 4 (next two paged)reaks down the Disposition for each Incident/ Allegation categoRebg There

are two basic types of information provided by Table 4. First, in the final column of the table, the percent of

the incident/ allgation cases associateith Blacks' is provided. That perceit set in the context thdfl% of

the City of Daytondés population is African Ameri ca
African Amer i can s ha heeellhighlighted indighttgreyd Secend, thethbéetshiowsn , t
the percent of all dispositions coded in one of the 4 disposition categories by race. For example, with respect

to Use of Force).3% of cases involving a Black citizen was sustained while bf8fases involving white

citizens were sustained. This example also illustrates one of the issues for citizens in interpreting the results.
Since so few cases are sustained irlLtbe of Forcecategory over three years, (1 Black and 3 White cases),
thepercentages shown are based on very small samples.

The results suggest that in many of the major incident/ allegations categories, African American citizens are
involved at rates substantially highsetruefoliseof t hei r
Force (62% of casesRoor Conduct(49%),Alleged Force (53%),Violation of Policy (53%),Vehicle

Pursuit, (92%) andracial Profiling/ Bias (76%). In addition, while the percent black recorded-taced

“I't should be noted that the phrases fiBlacko anfdt AWhiteo
officers to use within the IAPRO software
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Entry, (34%¥ andFirearm Discharge (8%) are below the African Americanpence of t he ci tyo6s
(41%), the number of cases involving blacks is substantially higher than the number involving whites.
Because no race is recorded for a substantial number of cases, thelpjackergcorded is artificially low.

The fact that African Americans are involved at a higher rate than whites in incidents/ allegations is a function
of a variety of factors including differential rates of citizen initiated dispatch calls, arrest ratesnas rates

in different neighborhoods of the city. It is not possible using this data at an aggregate level to tease out the
degree to which officer choice is involved in creating those differentially higher rates.

The results do not suggest much digigee in the percent of dispositions that@ustainedy racein any

Incident/ Allegation category. In every incident/ allegation category, the percent of dispositions that are
Sustaineds slightly higher for whites than for blacks but the differdatée not substantial except in a few

cases where the numbers sustained are very low for both races. For exaRgbe Gonduc6.3% of the

cases involving blacks were sustained and 9.1% of cases involving whites but the number of cases sustained,
(6 for blacks and 7 for whites), is extremely low. In Vehicle Pursuit, only 3% of black cases were sustained
while 33% of white cases were but each involved only 1 case that was sustained.

The incident / allegation category with the greatest percentsedf&iolation of Policyhad 62% of cases

involving blacks sustained and 77% of the cases involving whites but note how few cases there are over a 3
year period, (26 and 17 respectively). The incident/ allegation category with the second greatestfnumber o
sustained cases, Vehicle Accidents, had a virtually identical percent of black and white cases sustained, (24%
and 27%).

Table 4 is the fundamental table of interest when considering citizen concerns about police bias. IAPRO
permits the equivalent bredown by the following categories, (Gender of Citizen, Age of Citizen, Race of
Officer, Gender of Officer, Age of Officer). While those categories may be of interestivisibns by Race
and Gender or Race and Age quickly result in sample sizes ¢hatiatively small. As a result, interpretation
of the reported information, (Percent relative to Population and Percent of cases sustained), quickly loses
meaning given the relatively small number of cases in which the disposisost&@ned

® Most Forced Entry incidents have a blank in the race of citizen involved cdlaoause no one admits to residence and
the property owner is established through property records where race is not identified.
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Table 4 : Disposition/ Finding by Incident/ Allegation by Race, 2014-2016

Disposition/ Finding Percent of
Unfounded Exonerated |Not Sustained| Sustained * Total Incidents
involving
Incident/Allegation # % # % # % # % # % Blacks
Use of force
Black 0l 0.0% 292 99.7% 0] 0.0% 1 0.3% 203| 100% e
White 0l 0.0% 168 98.2% 0] 0.0% 3 1.8% 171 100%
Unknown/ All Others 0 0.0% 8| 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 8| 100%
Forced Entry
Black 0l 0.0% 73] 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 73| 100% 349%
White 0l 0.0% 57 98.3% 1 1.7% 0 0.0% 58| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 0 0.0% 81| 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 81| 100%
Poor Conduct
Black 64| 67.4% 5 5.3% 20] 21.1% 6 6.3% 95| 100% e
White 41| 53.2% 5 6.5% 241 31.2% 7 9.1% 77| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 10| 43.5% 2 8.7% 7l 30.4% 4 17.4% 23] 100%
Vehicle accident
Black 0] 0.0% 29 76.3% 0] 0.0% 9| 23.7% 38| 100% 10%
White 1| 2.2% 32 71.1% 0] 0.0% 12| 26.7% 45| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 1| 7.7% 6 46.2% 0] 0.0% 6| 46.2% 13| 100%
Firearm discharge
Black 0| 0.0% 4 80.0% 0] 0.0% 1| 20.0% 5] 100% %
White 0| 0.0% 1] 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 1| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 0 0.0% 551 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 55| 100%
Alleged Force/ Excessive Force
Black 26| 81.3% 1 3.1% 5] 15.6% 0 0.0% 32| 100% e
White 18| 69.2% 2 7.7% 51 19.2% 1 3.8% 26| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 1| 50.0% 0 0.0% 1| 50.0% 0 0.0% 2| 100%
Intemally Generated by Police

Table 4 continued on Next Page
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Table 4 (Continued): Disposition/ Finding by Incident/ Allegation by Race, 2014-2016

Disposition/ Finding

Incidents
Unfounded Exonerated |Not Sustained| Sustained * Total involving
Incident/Allegation # ‘ EC # EC # EC # EC # EC Blacks
Lack of Service
Black 20| 80.0% 2 8.0% 3] 12.0% 0 0.0% 25] 100% 429
White 11| 42.3% 3 11.5% 10] 38.5% o 7.7% 26| 100%
Unknown/ All Others 5| 62.5% 2 25.0% 1l 12.5% 0 0.0% 8| 100%
Damaged Property
Black 4| 19.0% 10 47.6% 1l  4.8% 6| 28.6% 21] 100% 300
White 3| 11.1% 12 44.4% 3] 11.1% 91 33.3% 271 100%
Unknown/ All Others 0l 0.0% 5 83.3% 0] 0.0% 1| 16.7% 6] 100%
Violation of Policy
Black 51 19.2% 3 11.5% 2l 7.7% 16| 61.5% 26| 100% o
White 2] 11.8% 1 5.9% 1l 5.9% 13| 76.5% 17] 100%
Unknown/ All Others 1| 16.7% 0 0.0% 0] 0.0% 51 83.3% 6] 100%
Vehicle pursuit
Black 0l 0.0% 34 94.4% 1 2.8% 1 2.8% 36| 100% 92%
White 0l 0.0% 2 66.7% 0] 0.0% 1| 33.3% 3] 100%
Racial Profiling/ Bias
Black 11| 84.6% 0 0.0% 2| 15.4% 0 0.0% 13| 100% 76%
White 41 100.0% 0 0.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 4] 100%
Complaint Receipt
Black 0l 0.0% 21 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 2| 100% 0%
White 0l 0.0% 5 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 5] 100%
Unknown/ All Others 0l 0.0% 3| 100.0% 0] 0.0% 0 0.0% 3] 100%
All Others
Black 7| 25.9% 17 63.0% 3] 11.1% 0.0% 27| 100% 44%
White 8| 34.8% 11 47.8% 2] 8.7% . 8.7% 23] 100%
Unknown/ All Others 3| 25.0% 6 50.0% 3] 25.0% 0.0% 12| 100%
Total 246| 17.7% 939 67.7% 95| 6.9% 104 7.5%] 1386] 100%
Intemally Generated by Police
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IV. Elements of Field Investigationand Current Review Process
A. Field Investigation

It is important to emphasize that the initial field level investigation is extensively documented. Written
statementsire takerfrom the complainant and all involved civilian witnesses. There are special reports for all
involved and witness officers. An@3 is issued to the involved officers. All available video and audio is
collected, (L3 MVR, RDC calls and/ or radio traffic). Phatgghs of the scene, aimjuries or location of

alleged injuries, damaged property, etc. are takdravdilable reports, (MIS, CAD, DIBRS, Citations,

medical, booking, FIC, etc.) are collected as is information on weather conditions if relevant. d\sanite,

any element of the written report that is viewed as incomplete as it proceeds up the chain of command may
result in the report being sent back down for further clarification.

If the initial field investigation is begun by PSB, the preliminanrikis the same except that all interviews

are recorded. The completed investigation is provided to the PSB Commander without a finding. The PSB
Commander is responsible for determining what the finding will be after review of the report. The routing
paths after the initial finding are similar to what occurs with a division level investigation.

Current Review ProcessAll investigations linked to citizen complaints require a Citizen Letter be sent on
completion of the investigation to the complainiragtp. The letter provides information on disposition of the
complaint and the process of appeal to the Citizen
Appeal Board hears appeals of decisions by citizen if in receipt of a writtealappthe official form within

30 days of the citizen receiving their letter.

V. Recommendations for Proactive Citizen Review

Recommendation 1 There may be a variety of reasons why citizens fail to follow through on complaints.
These reasons may bellad to beliefs about whether the process is fair and whether the police can be trusted.
As a way to build greater community trust, it is suggested tman@inityPolice Council take advantage of

the current professional process the police departmemegtitiy having a citizen committee routinely review

1) a random sample of those reports that are most closely related to citizen driven complaints and 2) those
investigations seen as most important from a pal@amunity viewpoint. The review would sergee

important purposes. First, it reassures the public that routine active citizen oversight efifipkoe

interactions is in place. Second, it provides an additional review layer that could provide valuable feedback to
the police on how their acdtiis are seen by ordinary citizens. Three, it institutionalizes an immediate citizen
role at certain critical times in poli@@mmunity relations.

The details of the processes for setting up the committee, eligibility to serve and required trainingeshould
considered. It would be important that the citizen committee receive appropriate training in police criteria for
Afuse of forceo, Apreponderance of evidenced and ot
investigations. Appropriate pcedures to establish confidentiality would be import&ht the advantages of
proactively involving knowledgeable citizens in the investigation process outweigh the initial difficulties that
might be encountered

Recommendation 2 On a semannual basi the police should provide a set of aggregated tables similar to
Tables 1 through 4 that provide basic information on police disciplinary investigations. The purpose is to
provide additional transparency to the disciplinary investigation process. efdr also serves as a vehicle

for further conversation within the community on the disciplinary investigation process and could encourage
additional citizen use of the formal complaint process.
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Appendix: Duplication Issues

The IAPRO Solution PackageAPRO, Blue Team) is designed to gather information for all citizens and
officers involved in a particular incident and for all allegations involved. This means that when raw data is
pulled from the system, there will be multiple rows linked to the sanigent. So while there are 2116 total
records, those records are associated with just 1311 total incidents, (see Appendix A Table 1).

From a practical point of view, the question becomes what is duplicative when you are trying to get an

accurate picturef police interaction with citizens. For example, when the raw data is pulled from IAPRO,

there are 158 records associated with vehicle pursuits over the 3 year perio(Q26)L4 However, there

are only 37 actual incidents of vehicle pursuits ovarth per i od. T hleecadsdnultple i cat i or
citizens andnultiple officers being involved in the vehicle pursuits. If the goal was to look at an individual

officer level than one would retain all records. The g@b#his reportwas to desdbe more generally the

nature of police/citizen interactions amtiether they varied by racé citizens.

For our purposes, the number of observations was reduced by reducing multiple observations to a single
observation when the incident/allegatiammd the findings/disposition were identical within an incident. The
resulting reduction in observations is shown in Appendix A Table 1. Note that the most dramatic reductions
in observations occurs feehicle pursuitsvhich go from 158 observations to.38he number of observations
remaining is still greater than the number of incidents when within an incident more than one type of finding
or disposition occurred linked to a particular interaction within the incident.

Appendix A Table 1: Incident Type Counts before and afte
"Duplication” Removal

Observations

After
Total Total Removing
Records| Incidents| "Duplications”
Administrative investigation| 115 62 72
Alleged Use of Force 75 43 53

Citizen complaint 269
Complaint Receipt 348
Firearm discharge 66

Forced entry 323
Use of force 617
Vehicle accident 145
Vehicle pursuit 158
Total 2116
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Listening Session Major ThemesReport

Jared Grandy

Erica Fields

CommunityPolice Counci(CPC)
Dayton Police DepartmefibPD)

What are listening Sessions?

The City of Dayton Human Relations Council in partnerstith the Dayton Mediation Center and the
Dayton Police Departméihas held community forums which the community has been invited to sit down
and speak with Dayton Police Officers. Here, community memberseixpvessedhopes, fears, concerns, or
commemlations with police officers who patrol their neighborhooBlslow are the topicéhemes)f
conversations that were constantly brought and wir@imentary about the issues as they stand in Dayton
today. Concluding this report, next steps are outliviéelhope you join us in our efforts moving forward.

Theme 1 The Discipline Process/Misconduct

Community Concern CPC Response

1 The community would like to know about Through the Data Committee, the CPC discover
reprimands and firings. Is there a way to| that 100%of incidents and complaints that were
make that public and ensure the commuy sustained (found to have happened and was ag:
knows officers are being held accountabl| policy) resulted is discipline for the officers

f What is the discipline process for officers involved. Discipline ranges from oral reprimands
who have violated a policy /procedure or| specification and charges. Please refer to the Dz
engaged in any sort of misconduct/abusg report above fomore information.
power?

1 Inthe case of a fatality, why is the Also, The Citizens Appeals board will review
conviction rate of officers not higher? complaint files and investigations periodically, to

1 What is being done to ensure that bias ig €nsure professional standards are consistently r
removed from policing and that there is and bad actors are held accountable.
consistent application of the law regardle
of color/ethnicity?

9 Concerns expressed about officers
investigating complaints with no citizen
engagement

9 Frustration with the gectation that
community members are expected to re
cri minal activity,
same with other officers

1 If police officers do not follow law, why
would citizens follow law?
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Theme 2 The Complaint Process

Community Concern

1 If a community member has a complaint
about an officer or interaction, what can
they do?

If a community member is dissatisfied wi
the findings of the msconduct
investigation, how can they appeal their
complaint? (Follow up questidnHow can
the Citizens Appeals Board work
simultaneously with the Professional
Standards Board so
frustrated by the amount of time is takes
get the CAB?)

Will the reporting of a complaint escalate
an encounter or lead to retaliation?

DPD/CPC Response

A citizen can ask to speak with a police supervig
if they have a complaint about an interaction wit
an officer. But if there is a complaint from a
citizen during an arrest, this complaint may be
handled at a later time so not to escalate the
situation.

Or the citizen can also submit a complaint to the
Professional Standards Bureau which has the
primary responsibility of ensuring that our police
officers respond in a professional manner and a
by proper police procedures in all circumstances
All complaints received by the Professional
Standards Bureau are reviewed and addressed.

The Professional Standards Bureau can be reac
in the following ways:

1 Email the Professional Standards
Bureau

1 Call (937) 3331018

1 Appear in person at 371 W Second

Street, Daton, Ohio, 45402
Send U.S. mail to 371 W Second
Street, Dayton, Ohio 45402

1

Most complaints will require some form of
personal contact with an investigator from the
Professional Standards Bureau. You may be asl
to provide a written or tapeecorded stateent and
to sign a formal complaint. If you are alleging the
you received injuries during your contact with the
police, we will need to photograph the injuries ar
medical reports may be required.

Anonymous complaints are also reviewed for
investigationHowever, each is considered on a
caseby-case basis dependent upon the informati
provided in the complaint.

After a complaint has been thoroughly investigat
a finding is assigned to the case and the
complainant is notified, if the complainant does r
agree with the finding, then s/he can file an appe
with the Citizens Appeals Board (CAB). The CAI
is a fivemember body established, codified and
appointed by the City Commission Ordinance. 1
Dayton Police Depart me
Bureauinvestigates alleged Police misconduct at
i ssues findings and t}
appeals of those findings. Additional duties of thi
CAB include reviewing quarterly reports from the
Professional Standards Bureau regarding
misconduct cases thate under investigation and
working to enhance professional standards withi
the Police Department.
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Theme 3: Cultural Competency, Implicit Bias, and Officer Divesity

Community Concern

DPD/CPC Response

T

The historical perspective of police and
community relations is an integral
component to the current environment;
however such a large portion of the currg
police force is too young to have
experienced mucaf that history. How
much does the police department educat
young recruits and new officers about the
history that still fuels communitgolice
relationships? Is there space for educatir
the police on issues facing communities
they serve?

What type of taining is offered tofficers
that focuson human interaction and/or
racial reconciliation?

Is there space for educating the police of
issues facing lower income and minority
communities?

Police should show empathy while helpir
the community. The commugitvants to
know that officers care about the
neighborhoods in which they serve, see
officer with a smiling face, and see peopl
as people.

The Dayton Police Department struggles with
makingits organizatiormore reflective of the
community that it setes. Because of the lack of
diversity on the department the community often
expresses concerns ab«
interact effectively with community residents. DF
has expressed that it will continue to recruit offic
of color, and the CPCillwcontinue to work with
DPD regarding these issues. While there is no
substitute for a diversity of cultural experiences,
DPD Officers receive 40 hours of training on
cultural competency which is double the hours
mandated by th8tate. Additionally, newecruits
receiveimplicit bias training.

Theme 4. Compliance/Officer Interaction

Community Concern

DPD/CPC Response

)l
)l

What does compliance mean?
Police say, ACompl
|l ater. 0 Does this
individual? (Folow upi How should an
adult respond when an officer comes to t
scene and is immediately rude?)

What should an individual who is stoppe
do to ensure their safety?

How can a citizen easily identify an office
without asking for information?

Def i ner d twihoffcers

Community safety is the common goal of both the DI
and the community. In light of recent national events
local residents are especially aware of how a routine
traffic stop can turn into a dangerous situation for the
partiesinvolvedT he chart bel ow
recommendations for citizens that will help ensure tr
a traffic/pedestrian stgpendsafely. If an officer has
acted unprofessionally, please contadepartment
supervisor, thérofessionaStandards Bureaar the
Dayton Hunan Relations Council
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WHAT TO DO IF STOPPED BY AN OFFICER

Immediately pull over to the right

Remain seated in the vehicle and do not ope|
any doors unless the officer ordersiyto exit
the vehicle, in which case comply with all
orders immediately

Place your vehicle in park and roll down your
window

I f 1itds nighttime, t
Make sure both of your hands are visibtae

top of the steering wheel is a gblmcation to
place them

Do not make any other movements until the
officer reaches your car and asks to see you
driveroé6s license and

If you must reach into a compartment or
baggage to retrieve ID, inform the officer abog
the location of tk object before reaching for it

Immediately comply with any additional orde
from the officer

If you have a CCW permit and are carrying &
firearm, inform the officer immediately

Do not argue with the officer regarding the
stated reason for the stop

If you are cited you are required to sign the
ticket and accept your copy

Do not argue your case with the officer
Remember that you have a court date (listed
the bottom of the ticket) to question the validi

of the stop or charges and make appeals

Do not ask a supervisor to rescind the citatiof

Do not run from the officer

Take your hands out of your pockets and keep thg
out

If you have a CCW permit and are carrying a
firearm, inform the officer immediately

Do not make sudden moves

Follow instrudions the officer gives you

If the officer is going to pat you down, inform
him/her  of any weapons or sharp objects they

may encounter, but don

Dondt argue with the o

for approaching you

Answerthedf i cer 6 s
ability

questiong

If you feel the officer acted unprofessionally, infori
the officerés supervis
emergency number, 98333-2677
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Theme 5:Community Outreach and Involvement

The CPC and the Daytondice Department have worked well together to put on a number of community
events aimed at giving residents an opportunity to interact with the Dayton Police Department in non
emergency, safe, and fun settings. These events include spduyimetts, commuity block partiespasketball
games, listening tours, andith-based breakfasts. Due to the relatively low number of patrol officers on the
force,DPD hadimplemented a call for service model. This model dictates that a patrdl i spend tibes

time respondingo calls for service. Because calls for service remain consistently high, DPD officers do not
usudly have much time to sperdteracting withresidents whilen duty. However, DPD has made it a

priority to work with the CP@n an effort tabuild relationships ofutual trust, accountability, fairness and
respectvith the community

Some CPC Event Highlights from 20142017

33 CPC Meetings

14 Faith Based Breakfasts

6 Listening Tours

7 National Association ofdvilian Oversite ofLaw Enforcement (NACOLEdnferences and
trainings

6 Block Parties

1 40 Days and 40 Nights Summer Initiative

= =4 =4 A

=
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Theme 6:Use of Force and Deadly Force

Community Concern

T How do officers restrain themselves in
conflict? When do you shoot to injure?
When do you shoot to kill?

What is reasonable force?

Is there a mechanism or databtiss
tracks officer involved fatal shootings in
the area?

= =4

DPD/CPC Response

Use of force is still and will be a national issue fc
a while to come. While the data suggest that
unlawful use of force is not a prolific concern he
in Dayton, the Communitgonetheless wants to
know what DPD6s pol i c}y
To review the policy in its entirety clidkere

APol i ce readthorizeddoruse reasonable
force in response to citizen
resistance/aggression/non-compliance when
necessary to protect life, property and to mainta
order. The responsible exercise of this authority
among the most critical aspects of law
enforcemat. Excessive or unjustified force in
response to resistance/aggression/noncomplian
undermines community confidence in the
department and its officers and will not be
tolerated o

Reasonable Force

The DPD policy is in accordance with the object
reasonableess standard outlined in the Supremeg
Court case osraham v. Conner 490 US. 386, 10
S. CI. 1865nd the guidelines set forth

in the Supreme Court caseTdnnessee v. Gamer,
471 U.s. 1 (1985).

Every incident is reviewed on a cdsgcase basis
to deternme the reasonableness of the officer's
response.

Shootings

Officers train for tactical responses to high risk
situations and part of that training includes how
avoid getting into those situations and/or
deescalating those types of situations.
Unfortunately, some situations progress to being
life threatening, either to the officer or to nearby
civilians. When an officer is in a life threatening
situation and has to use their weapon, the office
shoots to stop the threat. Because when an offi
is forced to use his/her weapon, it is a high stres
situation, officers are trained to shoot at center
mass, which is the largest target, and if hit will
most likely stop the threat. Aiming at center mas
also potentially prevents shots that miss the
intended target from hitting an innocent bystandé
There are some cases when stopping the threat
result in injury and there will be other times whe
stopping thehreat will result in a deatl®fficers
are not permitted to use firearms unless deadly
force is justified because a gunshot wound to an
part of the body can be life threatening.
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Dayton Community Perception Survey

26



2017 Dayton Survey Results As They Pertain to Dayton Police
Officers

Impressions of Police Conduct
Residents gave Dayton police officers very positive marks for respectfulness. Forty percent of residents

said that, in their opinion, City police officemsr e gener al ly fAvery respectful,
are Avery respectful .o By contrast, only 8% said
said they were fAvery disrespectful. o0 Fourteen per

Compared t@016, these numbers show improvement. While the overall number who said police are
generally respectful has held steady at 74%, the
moved up by five percentage points. Meanwhile, the overall numbebelteve police are generally
disrespectful has decreased from 16% to 12%.

As illustrated in the table blow, Africafimericans are only slightly less likely than White
residents to view Daytopolice officers as respectful.

Respect Shown by Police, Segmented by Racial Identity and Land Use Council

Total Respectful Total Disrespectful Not sure
(Very + (Very + Somewhat)
Whites 7% 10% 13%
African -Americans 72% 14% 13%
All others 64% 12% 24%
Downtown 82% 4% 14%
F.R.O.C. 71% 16% 13%
Innerwest 78% 15% 6%
Northeast 75% 9% 16%
Northwest 71% 14% 16%
Southeast 75% 12% 14%
Southwest 73% 11% 16%
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