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INDEPENDENT POLICE M ONITOR MISSION AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

The Office of the Independent Police Monitor (OIPM) is an independent, civilian police
oversight agency created by the voters in a 2008 charter referendum and which opened its
doors for the first tim e in August of 2009. Its mission is to improve police service to the
community, civilian trust in the New Orleans Police Department (NOPD), and officer safety
and working conditions. The OIPM has six broad responsibilities:

1) To ensure that all complaints regarding police misconduct are classified and

investigated or mediated at the appropriate level and that those investigations are

fairly, timely and thoroughly handled; to ensure that discipline is fair, timely,

appropriate and upheld upon appellate scr utiny. To make information about this

review process available to the public.

2) To monitor NOPD investigations into use of force to identify violations of civil

rights, concerns of officer tactics and safety, risks to life, liberty and property, and

adherence to law and policy.

3) To review and analyze aggregate data from complaints, investigations,

community concerns and public policy in crafting recommendations aimed toward

improving the quality of services by the NOPD.

4) To reach out to inform the community about the OIPM, to listen and respond to

broader community concerns, and prepare the community for engagement in

NOPD policy and practice.

5) To mend police/community relationships by fostering effective

police/community partnership s.

6) To collectpolice commendations, review and monitor police training and

supervision issues and support a healthy and safe working environment for NOPD

employees.
The OIPM is responsible for monitoring the New Orleans Police Department and only the
New Orleans Police Department. Although OIPM works with other criminal justice system
actors, it is not responsible for oversight of any other agency. However, OIPM is mindful of
the impact of these other criminal justice actors upon the operations of NOPD and will
attempt to analyze that impact in future reports . OIPM accomplishes its mission by focusing
on three main activities: complaint and disciplinary system monitoring and review; use of
force monitoring and review; and subject -specific analyses or audits. Our recommendations

to i mprove NOPDO®s accountability systems origi:
=¥ Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
=— June 29, 2018 2



A NOTE FROM THE INDEPENDENT POLICE MONITOR

Pursuant to New Orleans City Code Section21 121 (16) (the PoliTthe Moni
Office of Independent Police Monitor (OIPM) publishes an annual report each year. The
Police Monitords Ordinance provides as foll ows:
The independent police monitor shall be required to issue at least one public report
each year, byMarch 31, detailing its monitoring and review activities and the
appropriate statistical information from the internal investigations office, and other
divisions of the New Orleans Police Department. The independent police monitor
shall be required to report upon problems it has identified, recommendations made,
and recommendations adopted by the New Orleans Police Department. The report
shall also identify commendable performance by the New Orleans Police Department
and improvements made by the department to enhance the department's
professionalism, accountability, and transparency.

In 2017, the OIPM and the New Orleans Police Department (NOPD) worked together to
review the data to be used in the annual reports of both departments. As a result, this year
the annual report will be due on June 30, 2018, to allow OIPM and NOPD to complete this
mutual review.

Thi SatisticalRevi ew of NOPDO s patll of that ceport. Froereio thedOIRMswill
publish the OI PMds OtRMOIStn €si @awdo fonreporeed NOPDOG s
uses of force.

The OIPM is not statutorily permitted to conduct its own administrative investigations,
exceptregarding police details, but does oversee, analyze, and make recommendations
regarding the administrative reviews and use of force investigations of the NOPD.

The OIPM presents t he d2017 activities coatained hggreim forthe he Ol P |
publ i c 6 along witlh somerpreliminary analyses . The OIPM and NOPD are working

together to ensure that the OIPM has complete and in-office accesstothe NOPD® s dat a

systems to review and analyze that data more thoroughly.

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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2017 OIPM USE OF FORCE MONITORING AND REVIEW
ACTIVITIES

NOPDO® s7 UWsd®df Force Annual Report
This year NOPD has drafted an annual report which details the number and types of force
reported during 2017. These reportswillbe i ssued by the NOPDG6s Public
(PIB) and the Compliance Bureau. T h e N O P Xéeport & dat attached because the
report has not yet been finalized. Once their report is finalized it will be availa ble on the
NOPD website.

Investigations and Levels of Force
NOPD uses of force are investigated accordingt o t heir | evel s. OFor repc¢
investigative purposes, the Department categorizes use of force by its members into four (4)
force reporting levels: 612

1 Levelldt he | owest | evel of force, may i nvol ve
and hand control or escort techniques, 0

1 Level 2 dincludes the use of a Taser (CEW); use of an impact weapon to strike a person
but where no contact is made; use of a baton for nonstriking purposes,

1 Level 3-includesany strike to the head (except for a strike with an impact weapon); use
of impact weapons where contact is made (except to the head), regardless of injury; or
the destruction of an animal.

1 Level40t he highest | evel of force, includes all
firearm discharges, uses of force that cause serious injuries, hospitalization, or loss of
consciousness, neck holds, canine bites, multiple Taser aplications.

olt is the policy of this Department that ever)
reported accurately, completely, and promptly, and investigated with the utmost

thoroughness, professionalism and impatrtiality to determine if the officer actions conform to

the |l aw, complies with the Departmentds Chaptert
NOPD training. 6

The Public Integrity Bur e(RIT) dwestifates level4lusesioé st i gat |
force or criminal force; and dis trict supervisors investigate Levels 1-3.

1 See Appendix A, Levels of Reportable Use of Force from NOPD Operations Manual, Chapter: 1.3.6, Paragraph
10-15.

2 As of April 1, 2018 NOPD, has updated this policy. The Levels can now be found in NOPD Operations

Manual, Chapter 1.3.

3 NOPD Operations Manual, Chapter: 1.3.6, Paragraph 1.

”é‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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FIT also investigates any level of force involving a rank equal to or higher than lieutenant, cases
designated by the superintendent or his designee, all critical firearms discharges by any
outside agency includin g university police except State Police and Federal agents.

OIPM RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 2016 ANNUAL REPORT

In its 2016 annual report, OIPM made 7 recommendations to NOPD about record keeping
and reports analysis. The following is the status of thoserecommendations.

2016 Recommendation 1. Regular internal audits of data quality by NOPD to resolve issues
related to record keeping and reports analysis.
NOPD 2016 Response:NOPD did not respond to this recommendation in 2016.
Actions Taken by NOPD: NOPD conducts internal reviews of every use of force to
monitor compliance with reporting requirements and to assess the appropriateness of
uses of force.

2016 Recommendation 2: Arresting someone is one of the mostsignificant types of
interactions between officers and individuals. The following recommendations would
improve the transparency of this process:

1 NOPD should provide clear instructions on data.nola.gov for converting electronic
police report data into numb er of arrests. It would be ideal for NOPD to add two
columns to the dataset:

o Arrested (yes/no)
o0 Suspect ID (a unique, arbitrary ID for the suspect)

1 NOPD should use dropdowns or input validation on all multiple -choice fields of the
police report. This will reduce erroneous classifications.

1 NOPD should clarify how race is determined and what it means for someone who is
arrested to have an ounknowno race.

1 NOPD should determine a single method for reporting all arrests, either using internal
data, or data reported by OPSO. This dataset should be shared with OIPM and
published on data.nola.gov .

NOPD 2016 Response:NOPD did not respond to this recommendation in 2016.
Actions Taken by NOPD: NOPD is working to include the requested fields on

data.nola.gov. Once completed, all the historical data will also be updated. NOPD has

implemented drop -down boxes where possible on the police report application. NOPD

uses the data from the Orleans ParishSher r i f f 6s Of fice and the Yo

calculate the number of arrests. Those agencies are the custodians of their respective

databases and determine if those data should be shared.

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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2016 Recommendation 3: The OIPM would like to be able to review Terry Stops better. The
Ol PM requested NOPDOGs assistance in separating
data currently collected by NOPD.

NOPD 2016 Response:NOPD did not respond to this recommendation i n 2016.

Actions Taken by NOPD: NOPD provides the ability to filter for different types of

stops on its stop and search open data set on data.nola.gov. NOPD is also working

with the IPM to provide access to the Field Interview Card database, which documents

stops and searches, in the near future

2016 Recommendation 4: The OIPM and NOPD should work jointly to audit each use of
force case to ensure that officers are using force correctly and the supervisory review efforts
are closely scrutinized.
NOPD 2016 Response: The Compliance Bureau and the Office of the Consent Decree
Monitor and currently performing this task. The NOPD invites the OIPM to watkthese
entities to achieve this goal.
Actions Taken by NOPD: NOPD conducts internal reviews of every use of force to
monitor compliance with reporting requirements and to assess the appropriateness of
uses of force.

2016 Recommendation 5: OIPM understands that NOPD officers and their supervisors have

a pull-down menu within IAPro from whichtosele ct t he or eason OIPMr f or c

recommends that this pull -down menu be refined to allow data analysis to be more helpful.
NOPD 2016 Response:NOPD did not respond to this recommendation in 2016 .
Actions Taken by NOPD: Accor di ng analysid, @R Bafass not anomalous.
Some of the allegations are added after the initial complaint is forwarded to
PIB. Complaints may be initiated by a supervisor, but the supervisor does not have all
the information that arises out of an investigation. The allegation made by the
Supervisor is just that, an allegation of misconduct. The investigation determines if
there is a preponderance of evidence to support the allegation. This shows NOPD is
proactive in investigating possible misconduct by its memb ers.

2016 Recommendation 6: OIPM understands the importance of the Early Intervention
System, which NOPD has been developing. OIPM continues to request in office access to this
system so that its effectiveness can be more closely monitored.
NOPD 2016 Response: NOPD did not respond to this recommendation in 2016 .
Actions Taken by NOPD: The NOPD advised that the information requested, would
not be provided to the OIPM, and was to remain in a secure and confidential manner
as it consists of medicaldocumentation and personal identifiable information on all
empl oyees. The NOPD®&s Technol-Prgtydelepcani on i s
early warning system to meet the needs of the information which the OIPM requested.

”‘,“M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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2016 Recommendation 7: Because ofthe civil rights violations implicated by this preliminary
analysis of disproportional use of force against black people, IPM recommends that NOPD
look closely at disproportional use of force against black people, in addition to
disproportional rates of ar rests and stops.OIPM further recommends that NOPD collect
more data about the outcomes of stops and arrests, especially if they lead to uses of force.
IPM will continue to monitor UOF rates in relation to race of individuals.

NOPD 2016 Response:NOPD did not respond to this recommendation in 2016 .

Actions Taken by NOPD: NOPD analyzes trends in stops, searches, use of force, and

ot her topics as part of i1ts annual reports,
website. In addition, NOPD conducts intern al reviews of every use of force to monitor
compliance with reporting requirements and to assess the appropriateness of uses of

force. NOPD also conducts random sample reviews of stops, searches, and arrests to

monitor compliance with policy.

SUMMARY

Operations at the New Orleans Police Department rely on a multitude of systems, each in

constant evolution. As these systems mature, they serve as tremendous tools for NOPD,

OIPM, and the greater community which we boths er v e . NOPDO&s participat
City s open da tdata.nola.gov is adearexampse tof the potential.

OIPM noted and began discussing thedata quality issues within the data with NOPD in

2016. The OIPM and NOPD have both noted data quality issues separately. The data is

housedi n t he NOPDOGOs compl aint JAPeoh.d use of force d

A first dr af tannod report dd s of folzedwias due by March 1, 2018 and a

final draft was due March 31, 2018. OIPM officially requested access to the IAPro database

and eventually NOPD granted OIPM access to the IAPro database.Building upon

conversations regarding the OIPM 2016 Annual Report, the two agencies NOPD and OIPM

worked together to review the data to be used in the annual reports of both agencies As a
result, this yeards annual report wil/ be due o
complete this mutual review.

Additionally, for the OIPM to fulfill its mandate and duties, the OIPM must have complete

and in-house access to NOPD datasets In fu rtherance of that goal, 2017 is the first year that

OIPM has independent access to a copy of the database that containsise of force

i nformation. We have used the data on data.nol :
cross reference with previously reported numbers. Unfortunately, OIPM is unable to

reproduce alNOPD&s previous f i guam0l6wheseghereisalargey f or

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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discrepancy.5 NOPD and OIPM remain in frequent communication about these issues and
have agreed to discuss a framewak for working together to verify the accuracy and ensure
accesso more data moving forward.

In the interest of sharing our specific findings with NOPD and the public, the remainder of

this section enumerates every data source relevant to this report interms of access, quality,
and methodology.

Data Sources

The following datasets were used for this report:

1 Use of force incidents: 2017 is the first year that OIPM has independent access to a
copy of the database that contains force information. We have used the data on
data.nola.gov to compare with NOPDOs versi ol
reported numbers. We are unable toreproduce al NOPDGO6s previous figur
especially for 2015 where there is a large discrepancy

1 Active NOPD officers : The IAPro DB that OIPM has access to contains officer
information that is not always up -to-date. For the official count of active NOPD
officers in 2017, we use data provided by NOPD. But for providing information about
officers involved in specific uses of force or complaints, we use information from the
IAPro DB.

1 Arrests: OIPM used Electronic Police Reportsobtained directly from data.nol a.gov.

1 United States Census 20100IPM obtained directly from census.gov

Methodology

The following describes details about the steps OIPM has takenduring its analysis . It also
provides clarification about some important terms used throughout the report. Additional
notes on methodology are included along with the actual analysis, where it was deemed
helpful .

Acknowledgement of context
The Office of the Independent Police Monitor would like to acknowledge the pace,
complexity, and danger of the work that officers of the New Orleans Police Department carry

4 According to NOPD some of the discrepancy may be related to the fact that prior to December 2015 they were
operating with a primarily paper driven system. In December 2015 NOPD switched over to Blue Team which is
a paperless electronic system.

5 There is approximately a 50% discrepancy rate in the numbers between NOPD and OIPM data in 2015. There
is approximately a 5% discrepancy rate in the numbers between NOPD and OIPM in 2016.

6 See footnotes 4 and 5.

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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out every day to serve their community. Each use of force represents a complicated real
world interaction that no dataset or single quantitative analysis could capture completely.

In recognition of these complexities, OIPM has tried to present findings that are supported by
the information available and has tried not to jump to conclusions where further
investigation, data normalization, and understanding of context is merited.

FTN & UOF
FTN stands for oforce tracking number 6. It 1s
interaction between NOPD and one or more individuals wherein force was used.

There were 804 FTNsissued in 2017. Those casesvere analyzed for this r eport.

UOF stands for ouse of forceo. It represents a
against a specific person. There werel, 574 UOFsin 2017.

A single FTN corresponds to one or more UOF. If Officer A and Officer B both use their
hands against Individual C, the result would be one FTN, corresponding to two UOF s (one
for each officer). The same pattern would apply if there were multiple types of force used or
multiple individuals that force was used on .

There were 2.6 times more UOFs than FTNs. This means that each incident involved an
average of 2.6different types of force, officers, or individuals .

This report will always clearly label whether FTN or UOF is being used for an analysis, but
the onus is on the reader to remain vigilant of the distinction.

Division Level and Division

The dataset NOPD provided OIPM has incomplete and inaccurate informati on about
division levels and divisions. NOPD is aware of this issue and will be addressing it going
forward.

Race-Based Analysis

Occasionally we will show use of force data in relation to all races that NOPD reports: Black,
Hispanic, American Indian, Asia n, and White. However, much of our analysis shows that
black people (excluding other people of color) in New Orleans experience an overwhelming
amount of force. In most cases, it is clearest to present findings in only two race-based
categories: black peoge, and non-black people (Native American, White, Hispanic, Asian,
and all other races) than it would be to give data for each individual race.

”‘,“M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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It should be noted that black people + non-black people is always equal to 100% When
reading a graph that shows what percentage of force is used against black people, the reader
may calculate the amount of force used against non-black people by subtracting from 100%?7.

Exhib iting, Deployments, and Discharges

When a police officer firesa gun, itiscalledad di scharged. When a police
CEW/Taser, it is call ed cantrastdwihwbemeandof Thcer O6exh
or a Taserby pulling the weapon out of its holster and pointing it, but not deploying or

discharging .

Individuals

NOPD and OIPM have discussed how to refer to the people that force is used on. Subjects

survivors, citizens objectsvictims, peopleand several other options have been considered.

Following a recommendation from NOPD, OIPM has decided to refer to this group as

0i ndividual so. 't is our hope that this ter mii
persons that force is used against.

2010 US Census

Census information is used extensively throughout the report so that use of force can be
compared to the demographics of the police district that the incident occurred in.

Access

Data was downloaded from census.gov

Quality

This information is increasingly outdated and may not reflect the current demographic make -
up of New Orleans.

Methodology

Census information is not grouped by NOPD district. Census tracts were overlaid with
NOPD districts for the purposes of calculation. Census tracts correlate well to distinct police
districts.

7 For example, if use of force against black people is 72%, then the amount of force used against people who are
not black is 28% (100%- 72%).

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
10

— June 29, 2018



2017 NOPD USE OF FORCE

The analysis section of the UOF repot is split into three sections:
1. Analysis of details pertaining to the NOPD overall.
2. Analysis of details pertaini ng to groupings of NOPD officers.
3. Analysis of details pertaining to the individuals subjected to NOPD actions.

SECTION 1: USE OF FARCE BYALL NOPD

Annual Comparisonii Use of Forceby Year

2500
=wo= FTN NOPD reports

=wo= |JOF NOPD reports
—a— FTN OIPM Analysis
--#- FTN data.nola.gov
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FIGURE 1: TOTAL FTN & UOF BY YEAR

1 There were 604 FTNs in 2017, up by 15 FTNs from the previous year. UOFs decreased
from 1,592 to 1,574.

1 OIPM & NOPD have identical data for 2017. 2015 and 2016 still need to be confirmed.

1 Force jumps between 2014 and 2015. The next year, UOF continues tdimb but FTN
does not.

1 UOF has been rising but FTN about steady. This means more officers, individuals,
types of force used per force incident.

1 2016 is the first year that the database that OIPM accesses (IAPro) was used. Before
then, historic numbers from NOPD are relied on.

,,’,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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1 Furthermore, 2017 is the first year the OIPM has had access to the underlying
database. We are working with NOPD to resolve discrepancies with historic numbers.

(Clarified 12-10-18)

FTN & UOF in 2017 By Month

1I'I.
—— FTN
160 —e— |JOF
=o= |IOF per FTH
8
140
120 £
. 5] L
S 2
C
I 100 %
C ’ -
- 50 FAAY 4 )]
)
I
o0
2
40

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct MNov Dec

Month in 2017
FIGURE 2: FTN & UOF BY MONTH

1 Figure 2 clarifies the relationship between FTN and UOF.

There is high variability between the number of FTN and the resulting UOF.

1 UOF and FTN peak in Feb and August, corresponding to Mardi Gras and
summertime.

1 UOF has its third peak in Nov but FTN is low that month. This leads to an average
UOF/FTN of 4.5 which is around 2 -3 the rest of the year.

1 Not immediately clear, what is driving UOF most: citizens, types of force, number of
officers?
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Force by Level and Type of Force

1200 [ Taser Exhibited
" L4-Taser
. L2-Taser
L2-Other
L1-Other
1000 ' Head strike while Hancuffed
I Head Strike (No Wep)
0 Hands / Escort tech
B Firearm Exhibited
B Firearm Discharged
800 I Defense Tech / Take-down
B Canine (Mo Bite)
W B cCanine (Contact)
g B EBaton Miss
[
2 600
5
=
400
200
0

L1 L2 L3 L4
Level of force

FIGURE 3: UOF BY LEVEL & TYPE

1 Level 1l and Level 2 force account for the vast amount of force used
1 Exhibiting firearms accounts for as much force as all other types combined.
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Analysis
NOPD classifies UOF incidents into four levels: 1, 2, 3, and 4-- with level 4 being the most
dangerous and level 1 being the least dangerous.

Level 1 Level 2
400
1600
350
1400
300
1200
1000 w 20
= o
2 F
— 200
8 800 £
E 5
3 =z
=z 150
600
100
400
50
200
0 2015 2016 2017
2015 2016 2017
Level L2 force
Level L1 force
Taser No-Hit
Taser Exhibited I L2-Taser
[ Taser Exhibited M L2-Other
B L1-Other B Defense Tech / Take-down
B Hands/ Escort tech I Canine (No Bite)
[ Firearm Exhibited B Baton Miss
I Canine (No Bite)
Level 1 Level 2
1 Level 1 forceis decreasing. 1 Level 2 grew after shrinking the year
1 Exhibiting firearms has not before.
changed. 1 Growth attributable to 66% growth
1 Many officers unholster but d o n « in defense tech/take down.

point weapon which is not
counted as a use of force
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Level 3 Level 4
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Level L4 force
Level L3 force [ Taser Hit
| Rifle (Discharged)
[ Other
B L4-Taser
[ Head strike while Hancuffed
[ Firearm Discharged
B Head Strike (No Wep) [ Canine (Bite)
[ Canine (Contact)
Level 3 Level 4
1 Level 3 doubled from 3 to 6. 1 Level 4 shrunk by 50.
1 Driven by reduction of canine bites
to zero.
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Forceby Level and District
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FIGURE 4: UOF BY DIVISION LEVEL AND TYPE

7th district and Special Operations have most uses offorce.
7th has more than Special Operations. Last year it was reversed

1st (Mid City), 4th (Algiers), 5th (Bywater, Treme, 9th ward) have only L evel 1 and
Level 2 force.

=A =4 =9
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Force by Type and Effectiveness
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FIGURE 5: UOF EFFECTIVENESS BY TYE

OIPM and NOPD have discussedthat NOPD has no consistent internal definition for the
terms oeffectiveo, onot effectiveo, and Ol i mi
provides IAPro suggested the following definitions :

EffectiveThe force used resulted in stopping the threat or action so no further force was
necessary.

Not EffectiveThe force used did not end the threat, and additional force options had to be
utilized to end the threat, or the suspect/combatant esicape

Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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Limited Effectivenesd:he force used initially resulted in compliance, but the
suspect/combatant overcame the force, created an additional threat which resulted in additional
force or hescaped

Basedon comments received from NOPD, it is unlike ly that th esedefinition s areknown and
used by the entire police force.

Analysis
1 Like last year, all forms of taser use stand out as being least effective

1 NOPD self-determines effectiveness. Not clear what the guidelines are.

1 Allfirearm discharges were deemed effective

¢ 59 instances of &hibiting firearms have not been effective. That equals8%.

1 Use of hands not effective 10% of the time

19 How can O6otherd foré8ce always be effective?
Recommendation

OIPM recommends that NOPD include the d efinitions for effectiv e, not effective and limited
effectiveness inthe NOPD Operations Manual. This way all members of the police
department have a common understanding of these terms.

NOPD has agreed to explore how they can bestimplement this recommen dation. One
thought is to put these definitions in Blue Team in addition to the NOPD Operations Manual.

8Si nce t he @hnRaMReport, NOFDéas added more categories for officers to choose from which has
contributed t o the decrease in the percentage in thedothero category.

”‘,*‘M Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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NOPDOs Determination of Unaut horized
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FIGURE 6: NOPD'S DISPOSITION ON UOF

1 7 unauthorized instances of force.
1 Lastyear there was only one. 7 is more in line with expectation of 6.
T 140, about 10% have outcomes t hat donot ma Kk ¢

9 These 140 incidents have conflicting information about how they have been resolved. Forexample, one field

will say opendingoéednel ahead t oo Gmat heanddi c avhe ciht | nay € ad
the case has been adjudicated and is closedOIPM is concerned that there might be data entry problems.

=9 Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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Reason forUse of Force

Reason for Force
Escape, 66, 4.19%
Tactical Deployments,
74, 4.70% Refuse Verbal
Commands, 342,
21.73%

Battery on a Police
Officer, 65, 4.13%

Resisting Officer with
Weapon, 47, 2.99%

Weapon Exhibited, 45,
2.86%

Flight from an Officer,
194, 12.33%

Other, 297, 18.87%

Resisting Lawful Arrest
444, 28.21%

FIGURE 7: UOF BY REASON

1 Resisting arrest is the most common reasons for force at 28.241°.
1 Other accounts for 18.9% of justifications for force. Other should not be so
common. NOPD must be more specific.

10 The Office of Consent Decree Monitor reviewsi nci dents where oO0resisting arresto
against a personas a part of their oversight efforts. Their findings may be found at
http://consentdecreemonitor.com/

m Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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Reason for Exhibiting Firearms

Reason for Exhibiting Firearms

Weapon Exhibited, 37, Resisting Officer w/ | | Escape, 24, 3.20%
4.94% Weapon, 28, 3.74%

\\‘ Other, 225, 30.04%

Flight from an Officer, Refuse Verbal
121,16.15% Commands, 159,
21.23%

Tactical Deployments,
73,9.75%

Resisting Lawful
Arrest, 82, 10.95%

FIGURE 8: REASONS FOR EXHIBITING FIREARMS

1 30% firearm exhibits are other.
f This is still bigger than the overall other rate, but a decrease from lasty e a stafgering
50%11

11Since the Ol PMds 2016 Annual Report, NOPD has added mor
has contributed to the decrease in the percentage in thedother6 category.
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Service Type orWhat Preceded the Use of Force

Service Type or What Preceded the Use of Force

|| Other, 76, 4.83% |
Pedestrian Stop,

156, 9.91%
T .
Arresting , 438,
27.83%

Call for Service, 528,
33.55%

Traffic Stop, 195,
12.39%

Serving a Warrant,
181, 11.50%

FIGURE 9: UOF BY SERVICE TYHE

1 12.4% of UOFsoccur during a traffic stop, 27.8% during arrest, and 33.5% of UOFs
occur during a call for service.
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Types of Force by Level

FIGURE 10: TYPES OF FORCE LE¥L 1

Level 1
L1-Other, 7,

. 0.60%

Hands / Escort
Tech, 288, 24.62%

Taser Exhibited, >
126, 10.77% ‘

Firearm
Exhibited, 749,
64.02%

FIGURE 12: TYPES OF FORCE LE¥L 3

Level 3

Canine (Contact)

1
14.29%

Head Strike (No Weapon) -
s :
85.71%

Level 1

= -4 —a A

Level 2

1 77.4% take down.

FIGURE 11: TYPES OF FORCE LE¥L 2

- Level 2
Canine (No Bite), \ L2-Other, 1, Baton Miss , 2,
21,5.51% i 0.26% - 0.52%

L2-Taser, 62,
16.27%

Befense Tech /
Take-Down, 295,
77.43%

FIGURE 13: TYPES OF FORCE LE¥L 4

"Head strike while | LEVel 4
Handcuffed, 1,
X

/ L4-Taser, 8,

. 50.00%
Firearm L

Discharged, 7, |
43.75%

Exhibiting firearms is the overwhelming reason for using force .
Combined with exhibiting tasers, accounts for 75% of low level force.
3 times more likely to pull out a weapon than use hands.

There are about as many Level 1 hands as Level 2 take downs.

m Office of the Independent Police Monitor
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SECTION 2:Varying Details About Officers

B MNOPD average
3.5 B Average for officers who used force at least once in 2017

2.5

1.5

Avg FTN/UOF per officer

0.5

FTN Awvg UOF Avg
force.class

FIGURE 14: AVERAGE FORCEPER OFFICER

1 Almost identical to last year.
1 On average, an NOPD officer will be involved in a force incident once every other

year.
1 Only considering officers who used force at least once in 2017, the rate is closer to 3

incidents every 2 years.
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Average FTN and UOF Per Officers Using the Most Force

B Top X officers contribution to FTN
B Top X officers contribution to UOF
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FIGURE 15: AVERAGE FTN AND UO F PER OFFICER

1 These resultsalso very similar to 2016.

About 1/3 (~400+) of officersd use force.

T Of those, 20 officers account for 20% of f or
of those officers are in special operations (see below).

1 Trend is that UOF is higher than FTN, meaning of officers using force more often, they

=

are also more forceful when they do (more i
m Office of the Independent Police Monitor 2017 Annual Repor Use of Force
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Use of Force by Officer Age and Experience

50
—e— 9 officers this age

[ Unknown experience
[ letyrexp

W 11-15yrexp

[ 06-10yrexp

I 00-5yrexp

Number UOF
Percent active officers same age

25 or younger 36- 51 or older Unknown age

Age range

FIGURE 16: UOF BY OFFICER AGE& YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Analysis

1 As officers get older, they commit less force.

1 Officers 31- 35 make up 14% of the police department but are responsible for over 350
incidents of force.

1 In the next age bracket, officers 36- 40 make up 35% of all police on the force(nearly
double the previous bracket), but the amount of force decreases.

1 Experience levels are not enough to explain use of force.

1 Officers older than 31 tend to have over 5 years of experience but continue to use non
negligible amounts of force.

1 Not yet clear how assignment factors into this. Are older officers in administrative
roles where they are less likely to answer calls for service and/or interact with the
public?
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Type of Force by Officer Gender and Race
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FIGURE 17: UOF BY OFFICER GENDER & RACE
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Use of Force by Female Officer Race

UOF by Female Officer Race
Hispanic, 16,
10.19%

White, 52,
33.12%

Black / African
American, 89,
56.69%

FIGURE 17: UOF BY TYPE FOR FEMALE OFFICERS

Use of Force by Male Officer Race

asian / Pacific| UOF by Male Officer Race

Islander, 32, Unknown Race,
2.26% 3,0.21%
Native American,
Hispanic, 61, 1,0.07%
4.31%
White, 716,
Black / African 50.60%
American, 602,
42.54%

FIGURE 18: UOF BY TYPE FOR MALE OFFICERS

Male officers used more force.

White males use more force than all other groups even though they only account for
39% ofpolice officers.

Female officers use force proportional to their representation.

Male officers have the specificdisproportionality of white males using a lot of force.
White male officers account for 50% of force

= =

= =4 =4
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Officer and Individual Injuries

Officer injuries during OF

FIGURE 20: UOF LEADING TO OFFICER INJURY
NOPD police officers face a real risk of injury and death. This is critical to understanding the
context in which officers make decisions to use force. But risk of injury is not unique to
officers. Individuals who are the subjects of police force also face a rsk of injury. Seed UOF
|l eading to individual injuryoé for reference to

are subjected to NOPD use of force. R :
Individual injuries during OF

FIGURE 21: UOF LEADING TO IND IVDUAL INJURY

1 Given most force is exhibiting weapons, the injuries when physical force exerted is higher.
1 Individuals more likely to be injured because of force.
1 Both officers and individuals face a real risk of injury whenever force is used.
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Use of Force by Individual Gender and Race
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1 Males have force used against them more often.
1 Black males have more force used against them than black females.
1 Inversely, white females have more force used against them than white males.
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