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 O V E R V I E W  

 
Body Worn Cameras (BWCs) are systems that 
capture audio and/or video signals and are 
individually worn by police ofÞcers. These devices 
provide audio and video recording of events that 
ofÞcers encounter. Body Worn Cameras are useful 
to both law enforcement and the public for 
preserving factual representations of ofÞcer-citizen 
interactions. 
 
CPOC wanted to learn more about how the 
Philadelphia Police Department used their BWC in 
practice as well as the Directive 4.21 (Body Worn 
Cameras) which outlines procedures for proper 
BWC operation. Using the guidelines outlined in 
Directive 4.21 as a guide, CPOC developed an 
audit project to assess whether a BWC recording 
was done following the protocols established by 
the police department.  
 
CPOC’s Auditing, Policy, and Research Division 
conducted an audit of a random sample of all 75-
48s from the 18th district generated in February of 
2025.  
 
Note: A 75-48 is an incident report completed by 
police to establish and maintain a permanent 
written record of all founded offenses, arrests, 
complaints, particular incidents, and services 
requiring police action. Different incident types 
can result in the preparation of different 75-48s 
(See PPD Directive 12.11) 
 
For this audit (75) incident reports were randomly 
selected to be audited. Of those reports (38) were 
related to instances that were recorded via BWC 
resulting in (62) total BWC videos being audited 
for this report (many instances were recorded by 
more than 1 ofÞcer). 28 of these reports did not 
include BWC recordings.   
 
Note: 9 of the incident reports in our random 
sample were not shared with CPOC. As such, 
CPOC did not include these reports in our data 
bringing the random sample size to (66) 
incident reports.  
 
A summary of our audit process as well as a 
statistical analysis of our Þndings are detailed in 
the following portions of this report.  

 



  

Auditing, Policy, and Research Division: Citizens Police Oversight Commission 
p. 4 of 12 

 
 

 

 

A U D I T  P R O C E S S :  
 
CPOC used the following criteria to audit the BWC videos in the random sample. The criteria were 
developed using PPD Directive 4.21 which outlines the rules for proper BWC usage. If an incident had 
multiple videos from multiple ofÞcers, all videos were reviewed. The questions used in the audit are 
listed below.  
 

 Did a search / review of PPD’s digital evidence management system produce any notable 
errors in the titling, naming, or categorizing of the BWC video by the ofÞcer?  

 Was the BWC video categorized? 
 Was the BWC video categorized correctly according to the nature of the encounter? 
 What was the BWC video categorized with? 
 What should the BWC video be categorized with?  
 Was the ofÞcers BWC on for the duration of the encounter? 

 If no, did it… (select all that apply) 
o Start Late  
o End Early  

 Did the BWC video include the entire 60 second buffering period?  
 Did the OfÞcer state why they were turning off their BWC before doing so?  
 Did the OfÞcer articulate that they were shutting off their BWC for any of the following 

permissible reasons?  
 Gruesome images or exposed private areas of the human body without a legitimate 

reason to capture such images.  
 OfÞcer(s) entering a religious institution during services.  
 BWC would capture ofÞcer(s) entering a hospital room or private patient area in the 

hospital.  
 A crime scene has been established, and ofÞcer(s) have been placed on post to 

safeguard the scene. 
 

 Was the ofÞcer’s BWC used to record any of the following prohibited activities/behaviors? 
 Non-work-related personal activities / conversations.  
 Places where a reasonable expectation of privacy exists (i.e., locker rooms, dressing 

rooms or restrooms).  
 Conversations with conÞdential informants and undercover ofÞcers.  
 Strip searches. 
 Operational strategies or tactics.  
 Conversations of fellow employees or supervisors during routine administrative 

activities not related to those incidents or events described in Section 3-A.  
 Media captured on a BWC to another recording device i.e., cell phone. 

 
 Were there other ofÞcers on the scene who did not record BWC footage but did have the 

capacity to do so? 
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V I S U A L  

D A T A    
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V I S U A L  
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Yes 
62%

No 
38%

Was BWC Footage Recorded for the 
Encounter?

Recorded 
90%

Did Not 
Record 

10% 

Percentage of Officers that Recorded BWC 
Footage  

Of the 70 total ofÞcers seen wearing BWCs during incidents observed in the random sample, 63 
(90%) of these ofÞcers recorded BWC for the incident. Of all the recording ofÞcers in the sample, 
85% operated their BWC within departmental guidelines (captured full incident, BWC activated from 
standby mode, did not record anything prohibited).  

 

(61) out of the random sample of 66 total incident reports should have had BWC footage attached. 
PPDs Digital Media Evidence Unit provided BWC videos for 36 75-48s and a review of the hard 
copies produced BWC for 2 additional videos bringing the total number of recorded incidents to 
38/61 (62%). The (23) incident reports that should have had BWC footage but did not are detailed 
on pg. 7 and were shared with the 18th district accordingly. 
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V I S U A L  

D A T A   

 

 
 

Incident Type  Number of 
Unrecorded 
Incidents  

Additional Information 

Security Checks 9 Incidents included: Bar/ store checks (5) and 
SEPTA checks (4) 

Vehicle Stops  3 Incidents included: Vehicle stops (3) 

Other Vehicle 
Services  

5 Incidents included: Vehicle repossession (1), 
Responses to abandoned vehicles (3), and Auto 
accidents (1) 

Other Incidents 6  Incidents included: Report of theft (1), Tripped 
alarm (2), Local Þre (1), Invest Prem Domestic: No 
answer (1), and Invest Prem Disturbance: No police 
services needed (1) 

NOTE: During the analysis of this sample, CPOC observed and audited 3 additional 
incidents categorized as a security check that were recorded by the responding ofÞcer(s) 
accordingly.  

  

Security Checks
39%

Vehicle Stops
13%

Other Vehicle 
Services 

22%

Other Incidents 
26%

(23) Incident Reports With No BWC 
Footage  



  

Auditing, Policy, and Research Division: Citizens Police Oversight Commission 
p. 8 of 12 

 
 

 

V I S U A L  

D A T A   
 

  

 

  

 

Yes
89%

No
11%

Was BWC Activated by All Available Officers 
with BWC on Scene?

Yes
87%

No
13%

Did BWC Footage Capture the Duration of 
the Encounter?

Of the 62 total BWC videos audited by CPOC, 55 (89%) depicted incidents in which all on scene 
ofÞcers equipped with BWC recorded the incident. The incident reports that included ofÞcers who 
did not use their BWC were shared with the 18th district accordingly. 

 

Of the 62 total BWC videos audited, 54 (87%) of these instances were captured in their entirety by 
the recording ofÞcer. The incident reports that did not capture the entire encounter were shared with 
the 18th district accordingly. 
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Yes
98%

No 
2%

Was BWC Activated from Standby Mode?

Yes
100%

Was BWC Recording Categorized Correctly? 

Of the 62 total BWC videos audited, 61 (98%) of these recordings were activated from standby 
mode. This indicates that the recording ofÞcers had their cameras properly turned on prior to 
activation. The instances in which the ofÞcer(s) BWCs were completely turned off prior to the incident 
were shared with the 18th district accordingly. 

Of the 62 total BWC videos reviewed by CPOC, 62 (100%) were categorized appropriately according 
to the nature of the incident and the information provided on the incident report. Proper categorizing 
is critical for evidence preservation and locating relevant BWC footage within the data storage 
system. These results were shared with the 18th district accordingly. 
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A D D I T I O N A L   

F I N D I N G S  
 

Did a search / review of PPD’s digital evidence management system produce any 
notable errors in the titling, naming, or labeling of the BWC video by the ofÞcer?  

No BWC videos audited contained notable errors in the titling, naming, or labeling of the BWC 
video. 

BWCs activated in compliance with Directive 4.21 (captured full incident, BWC activated 
from standby mode, did not record anything prohibited).  

53/62 (85%) of BWC videos audited captured the entire incident, were activated from standby 
mode, and did not record anything prohibited (as deÞned in Directive 4.21), 9/62 (15%) did not 
meet these conditions. 

Did BWC footage capture the duration of the encounter? (Did the BWC start late? End 
early?) 

8/62 (13%) of the BWC videos audited did not capture the incident entirely. 3 of the BWC videos 
ended early and 5 of the BWC videos started late.  

 
Did the ofÞcer state why they were turning their BWC off before doing so?   

3 BWC videos in the sample were deactivated before the end of the incident (which would require 
the ofÞcer to state out loud the reason for deactivation per Directive 4.21).  
 
None (0/3) of these BWC videos depicted an instance in which an ofÞcer stated why they were 
shutting off their BWC before doing so.  
 

Was the ofÞcer’s BWC used to record any of the following prohibited 
activities/behaviors?  

(Non-work-related personal activities / conversations, Places where a reasonable expectation of 
privacy exists (i.e., locker rooms, dressing rooms or restrooms), Conversations with conÞdential 
informants and undercover ofÞcers., Strip searches, Operational strategies or tactics, 
Conversations of fellow employees or supervisors during routine administrative activities not 
related to those incidents or events described in Section 3-A., Media captured on a BWC to 
another recording device i.e., cell phone) 
 
No videos (0/62) in this sample showed any of the above listed prohibited activities/ behaviors.   

 

 

 
 
 
 



  

Auditing, Policy, and Research Division: Citizens Police Oversight Commission 
p. 11 of 12 

 
 

 

A C T I O N   
S T E P S  
 
CPOC recommends the following actions steps to improve compliance with 
Directive 4.21,  
 
Action Step 1: During roll call prior to the start of each shift supervisors should 
remind ofÞcers to activate their BWC while providing backup during calls for 
service. OfÞcers should be instructed that BWCs should be activated prior to 
responding to all calls for service, during all law enforcement related encounters, 
and during all activities involving the general public. 
 
Action Step 2: During roll call prior to the start of each shift supervisors should 
reiterate the importance of using BWC to capture the entire encounter between 
ofÞcers and members of the public. OfÞcers should be reminded to activate the 
BWC before they exit their vehicle for car stops, before they interact with a civilian 
during ped stops, and prior to contact with civilians when the situation allows them 
to do so safely. OfÞcers should be instructed to deactivate their BWC after the 
incident is over, when they have cleared the scene and are available for radio calls.   
 
Action Step 3: 18th District leadership and supervisors should reiterate during roll 
calls that BWC devices should be activated when completing security checks of 
business establishments as well as SEPTA vehicles.   
 
(See directive 4.12: D4.12-AMENDMENT-6-13-24-REDACTED.pdf) 
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C O N C L U S I O N  
 
CPOC is sharing the results of this audit with the understanding that BWC use is a relatively 
new function for a number of ofÞcers within the Philadelphia Police Department. As such, 
minor BWC infractions can be the result of many different variables and may not necessarily 
meet the criteria for an ofÞcer to receive discipline. Thus, CPOC hopes this report can be 
used to assist the Philadelphia Police Department in maintaining consistent compliance with 
Directive 4.21, increasing public trust, and enhancing ofÞcer safety.   

 
 

 
 
 

 

 


