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Pursuant to paragraph 328 of the Consent Decree, BPD must conduct annual supervision assessments which culminate 

in reports each calendar year. These reports will document specific areas of progress and opportunities for 

improvement. The reports will also synthesize ongoing internal reviews of performance involving supervision 

throughout the year. The goal of these regular performance review mechanisms is to provide ongoing performance 

feedback and accountability on reforms.  

This particular report constitutes the Baltimore Police Department’s first comprehensive inquiry into the nature and 

quality of its supervisory practices. Motivated by its desire to become a self-assessing and self-correcting agency, this 

report explores the many aspects of supervision as they pertain to performance, perceptions, and priorities. 

In particular, the report evaluates supervisors according to the following key metrics: 

1. Effectiveness in ensuring constitutional, properly documented arrests. 

2. Trends in misconduct and adherence to policy.  

3. Performance in the context of use of force scenarios. 

4. Subordinate perception of supervision quality.  

5. Support for health and wellness initiatives.  

6. Recognition of exemplary subordinate performance.  

These metrics present a picture in which BPD supervisors generally excel in the tactical/field aspects of their jobs, but 

face challenges as it relates to administration. The metrics also reveal that supervisors are well regarded by their 

subordinates and recognize officers for actions such as proactive policing, group communication, critical thinking, and 

de-escalation.  

That said, there are several limitations to BPD’s data which preclude us from drawing strong conclusions, but do allow us 

to identify trends. First, the COVID-19 pandemic has had an effect on nearly all aspects of the agency’s operations, 

including supervision. This means that some of our data was collected under atypical conditions which may not 

accurately reflect normal supervisory behavior. 

Second, due to staffing and being in the early stages of our technology implementation, we were able to analyze only a 

small portion of the data from each of the categories below. This limits the depth of our insight and ability to generalize 

the findings.  

Finally, because this is the first report of its kind at BPD, the data that we do analyze lacks a historical context for 

comparison. This makes our conclusions more of a benchmark rather than a revelation of how supervisors have tended 

to act over time.  

The report concludes with a series of recommendations centered upon improving supervisory skill in the area of report 

writing and review, with additional suggestions for more complete documentation of coaching and other performance 

management interactions. It also presents options for improving future iterations of this assessment.  
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As in any evolving organization, the design of such an assessment is limited by the varying stages of development of the 

data from its respective units. Some units in an organization will possess robust data collection mechanisms, while 

others may be in the process of maturing said mechanisms, or even beginning to collect data at all.  

BPD is no exception in this regard, so when the designers created this assessment’s methodology, they made sure to 

account for these differences. The end result is a document which presents supervision according to units’ varying 

stages of development. It is important for the reader to understand this as they peruse these pages. 

As more data sources become available and BPD improves its data infrastructure, additional performance review areas 

will be incorporated into future iterations of this assessment. These areas could include, but are not limited to the 

following:   

 Stops and searches. 

 Sexual assault investigations. 

 Early intervention. 

 Digital performance evaluations.  

 Supervisory non-disciplinary corrective action (NDCA).  

 Settlements/judgments against supervisors, based on databases from Baltimore City’s Department of Legal 

Affairs.  

 Community policing, based on CAD codes, 311 usage, community policing forms, and procedural justice audits.   

 Grievances filed against supervisors through the Fraternal Order of Police.  

Because much of this data is dependent upon large, ongoing technology projects, we cannot assign concrete dates for 

implementation at this time. For example, our Early Intervention System (EIS), currently in its vendor demonstration 

phase, will serve as a platform for a future “supervisor feedback log,” where supervisors will be able to track activities 

such as coaching, performance management discussions, and NDCA, among others.   

Ultimately, there is no one metric that can unilaterally place supervision in a positive light, just as there is no one 

medium of data that can best tell the story. The reader will therefore encounter a panorama of supervision assessments 

from which they will have to draw their own conclusions. Some parts of this panorama are in quantified form; others 

come in narrative. Both are equally important to understanding how supervisors operate at BPD. 

The overall findings of this report are more positive than negative, an encouraging sign for BPD’s reform effort. Despite 

the discrepancies that exist, BPD supervisors are well positioned to become first-rate leaders with additional training. 

The shortcomings documented in this report are not, in our view, insurmountable. On the contrary, they underscore the 

fact that supervisors are performing well in other, more operationally defined functions.  

But we return, again, to the question of data. As individuals on the front lines of this organization, supervisors are 

charged with ensuring that said data is as reliable as possible. They are, in effect, validators of data through their critique 

and feedback on reports. Until this area of supervision and data collection is improved, we will have a limited 

understanding of this critical interface between the officer on the street and the person managing their performance. 



Page 5 of 17 
 

A release without charge or “RWOC” is an arrest that resulted in the subject being released without charge by the 

State’s Attorney’s Office (SAO) after being transported to the Central Booking Intake Facility. There are many reasons for 

why this may happen. For example, the officer may not have had a reasonable articulable suspicion (RAS) for the stop 

which led to the arrest. They may have lacked probable cause (PC) for the arrest itself, or committed a Fourth 

Amendment violation by performing a search without PC. They may have even had RAS and/or PC, but failed to 

document them properly in their incident report.  

However, RWOCs are also subject to extraneous variables such as COVID-19 or the official policy positions of the OSA. In 

2020, the OSA maintained a position of not prosecuting the types of lower-level offenses typically susceptible to an 

RWOC determination, reducing the number of such crimes. The isolation requirements of the pandemic may have had a 

similar effect on RWOCs. For these reasons, it is important to view the decline in RWOC cases shown below with certain 

reservations.  

Nevertheless, the incidence of RWOC may, to a certain extent, be used as a proxy for the quality of supervision. Because 

RWOCs may result from arrests that are unlawful or contrary to policy, reviewing them provides some information to 

BPD about whether officers are making compliant arrests.  

BPD began tracking its RWOC activity in quarter two of 2020, with a total of 9,217 arrests and 391 RWOCs. Our review of 

BPD’s quarterly reports on RWOCs—which represent all arrests/RWOCs made in each quarter—suggests several 

interesting points regarding supervision. First, we should note that the incidence of RWOCs declined during 2020, from 

5.6 percent of total arrests to 3.4 percent at the close of the year.  

 

Figure 1 – RWOCs as a share of total arrests in 2020. The number of RWOCs has been decreasing over time, a positive indicator for 
supervision.  

Another trend was the concentration of RWOCs in not only specific districts (Northeast, Central, and Southern), but also 

among small groups of officers with more than five years of experience. While we cannot say for certain why this trend 

emerged, we can speculate that more experienced officers may have fallen into bad habits which were never corrected, 

while newer officers received better, more current training. Thus, it may be beneficial for supervisors to provide 

updated guidance to their more experienced personnel, since they are more likely to be out of date on training. 
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One way we can understand supervisory practices and performance is to look at officer performance in the districts.  

Regarding the districts, BPD tracks, on an individual basis, the officers who generate the most RWOCs. This allows the 

agency to make targeted supervisory interventions. Some officers, for instance, were responsible for more than nine 

RWOCs each, which is a definite signal for supervisors to act. 

The most common problems identified in RWOC audits were as follows: 

1. In the context of drug searches and arrests, failure to document plainly visible samples of drugs in reports.  

2. Improper use of anonymous public complaints as justification for a reasonable articulable suspicion (RAS).  

3. Use of video evidence (e.g. – door camera or closed-circuit footage) as a pretext for arresting a group of people 

assumed to be parties to a crime, though lacking individualized evidence. 

4. Generally poor report writing and grammar: subjects, verbs, and punctuation which led to the misidentification 

of subjects and confusion about the sequence of events.  

5. Omission of critical information in reports which would have established or strengthened probable cause (PC). 

This would suggest a need for greater meticulousness in report-writing, which is consistent with later findings in this 

study (see pg. 4, “Level 2 Reporting”). It is imperative, then, that supervisors identify the officers struggling with 

concepts, such as RAS, so that proper remediation may be completed. In many cases, officers writing reports did indeed 

have probable cause for their actions, but described the circumstances poorly and failed to use precise language and, 

thus, their cases were dismissed. When compared with our later findings in level 2 reporting, it is clear that supervisors 

sometimes fail to identify such deficiencies when reviewing reports. This represents a supervision failure: instead of 

approving reports with poor descriptions and ambiguous language, supervisors should be referring officers to remedial 

training in this area.  

 

Figure 2 – The northeast district (NE) had the most RWOCs during calendar year 2020. 

As noted in figure 2, the Northeast District (NE) had the most RWOCs during calendar year 2020, with a concentration 
among the District Action Team (DAT).  The audits team recommended that the NE district command review the 
operational priorities of DAT to determine the cause of this high concentration. Further examination revealed that 
officers A-E were in the same squad under the same supervision.  Per the staffing charts for 2020, the supervisor was 
transferred to a different district and the position was vacant for an extended period. Absence of a direct supervisor is 
significant, especially when utilizing the number of RWOCs to evaluate supervisor performance. 
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Searches and arrests for narcotics were another area of concern, accounting for more than 80 percent of RWOCs over 

the course of the year. Most of the cases highlighted throughout the reports involved arrests for presumed possession 

or transaction of narcotics, and in these cases, several of the subjects arrested were found with legal amounts of 

marijuana (i.e. – less than 10 grams).  

If we were limited to designating one particular area for supervisory intervention, it would be in the area of narcotics. 

Specifically, addressing the following weak points observed in subordinates: 

1. Differentiating between Reasonable Articulable Suspicion (RAS), which may justify a stop, and Probable Cause 

(PC), which may justify an arrest. Several officers performed legal searches based on RAS, but illegal arrests 

lacking PC. This is a distinction that supervisors must make clear to their subordinates.  

2. When working in teams, sharing and documenting observations made during a suspected drug transaction. 

Several of the RWOC reports noted problems with documentation of the visual observation of drugs, which 

may—if done correctly—have justified an arrest based on PC.  

3. Applying critical thinking skills in relation to drug buyers and sellers. In several cases, officers seemed to 

generalize the existence of PC when, in fact, PC only applied to one of the parties involved in the alleged drug 

transaction.  

 

Figure 3 – The general cause of RWOC seems to be the officers’ poor articulation of the facts surrounding an arrest. However, note 
that 62 percent of RWOCs were decisions made by the Office of the State’s Attorney. 

Despite these observations, we can positively report that BPD’s process for reviewing RWOC does address these 

supervisory concerns. Several of the reports, for instance, provided updates on the progress with respect to 

remediation. Both command staff and the Education and Training (E&T) section are held accountable to deadlines for 

progress, and must document any instances of counseling as well as the outcomes of their interventions. 

The ultimate testament to BPD’s progress in RWOC and supervision remains, as mentioned previously, the generally 

declining incidence of these events (see pg. 6, fig. 1). This suggests that the supervisory interventions conducted as part 
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of the quarterly RWOC reports are making an impact. In later observations from our supervision quality survey1, we note 

that although there is room for improvement, supervisors are indeed helping their subordinates distinguish between 

RAS and PC and write better reports.  

As part of this assessment, BPD analyzed the details of eight out of 11 total completed and sustained internal 

misconduct investigations for “Failure to Supervise.” This review delved into the particular actors, action sequences, 

interviews, and other evidence considered by the Public Integrity Bureau (PIB) to identify possible trends in supervisory 

activity. The perspectives of each actor interviewed for a given case were the object of particular scrutiny. 

Based on the sample examined, our analysis found that the primary strengths of supervision are: 

1. Report review, especially at the lieutenant level. 

2. Tactical coordination between sergeants and their officers. 

3. Honesty and candor of subordinates during interviews.  

In contrast, the primary deficiencies of supervision consist of the following: 

1. Report-writing, timely routing of reports, and general documentation upkeep. 

2. Identification of the proper forms or receipts to be completed after dynamic events.2 

3. Poor or infrequent documentation of performance management conversations with subordinates. 

We arrived at these conclusions based on a meticulous narrative analysis of each case, coupled with a comparison of 

their mitigating circumstances (explained below) and any positive observations. 

It is important to recognize that the supervisory errors observed in this analysis were at times conditioned by 

circumstances beyond a supervisor’s control. These circumstances increased the likelihood of reports being overlooked, 

delayed, incomplete, or created a number of other outcomes diagrammed below. The diagram is intended to show that 

even an honest, relatively effective supervisor is prone to error when such circumstances exist. 

 

Figure 4 – Mitigating circumstances. The misconduct cases examined revealed that when any of the above circumstances were 
present in a case, the outcomes shown were more likely. Note our definition of “Dynamic Events” in footnote 2.   

While staffing and infrastructure (e.g. – availability of proper cars, computers, or other equipment) are known problems 

at BPD, it is interesting to note that misconduct complaint outcomes mirror our earlier findings in the area of RWOC: 

insufficient, untimely, or a complete absence of reporting are weaknesses of BPD supervisors. 

                                                           
1 See page 10 of this report. Over 45 percent of respondents to the survey indicated that their supervisors “always” review the ir reports in a timely manner, and return them for correction 
when necessary.  
2 By “dynamic events,” we refer to incidents which evolve from one kind of encounter to another. For instance, a routine traffic stop which turns into a drug arrest, or a behavioral health 
crisis which turns into a shootout. Supervisors were found to lose sight of reporting requirements as the complexity of encounters increased.  

Staffing

Late filing

Improper routing/delegation

Improper form selection

Poor Infrastructure

Procedure violation

Dynamic Events

Procedure violation

Improper form selection



Page 9 of 17 
 

A number of positive observations were made through our analysis of these cases. In general, the use of body-worn 

cameras was consistent and facilitated PIB’s evaluation of evidence. Notably, the pass rate for body-worn camera audits 

was 90% (53 out of 59 total audits in the months of July – December 2020). This can be attributable to supervision as 

supervisors observe when a member may not be utilizing the camera properly and offer immediate feedback.  

Supervisors also exercised effective tactical control in cases where it was necessary. Finally, none of the cases yielded 

any acts of insubordination, as officers dutifully carried out the tasks assigned to them. All of this suggests that discipline 

is strong among the police corps. 

According to its experience with other agencies under Consent Decrees,3 BPD has established the threshold of 70 

percent as a performance standard for the proper response, reporting, and review of level 2 uses of force. Our goal is to 

reach 70 percent consistency across these categories before tweaking performance to reach beyond 90 percent. To this 

end, we have developed a proprietary “use of force scorecard,” against which our nine districts are assessed each year. 

BPD began using these scorecards in 2020, so the results shown below should be interpreted as a baseline, not the 

continuation of a trend. We hope to see an improvement from this baseline as BPD’s reforms take effect. It is important 

to note that as of 2021, the Performance Standards Section (PSS) has begun reviewing all level 2 uses of force as part of 

their audit process.  

For this analysis, BPD examined 48 level 2 incidents which occurred in 2020, approximately 20 percent of the 221 total 

cases.4 The global results were encouraging, with level 2 response scores holding at 90 percent or above in all districts 

except one.5 Reporting did not fare as well, but remained close, with three of the nine districts scoring above 80 percent, 

five above 70 percent, and only one below 70 percent. Supervisory reviews of level 2 incidents were BPD’s principal 

shortcoming, where all districts except two scored less than 80 percent.  

Use of Force Summary Scorecard  Review Period: Jan to Sept 2020 

Compilation of the results from current scorecards Distributed: Jan 2021 

   

Command 
# of 

Reviews 
UOF L2 

Response 
UOF L2 

Reporting 
 L2 

Review  Legend 

Central 7 90% 83% 77%  95-100% 

Southeastern 2 99% 86% 71%  90-94% 

Eastern 11 92% 64% 51%  70-89% 

Northeastern 4 88% 77% 77%  ≤ 70% 

Northern 4 91% 72% 55%   
Northwestern 3 95% 84% 92%   
Western 6 93% 76% 81%   
Southwestern 6 94% 70% 54%   
Southern 3 98% 77% 79%   

Figure 5 – Composite scores for BPD's management of level 2 uses of force. Note the higher scores in the "response" category. 

 

 

                                                           
3 Namely, that of the New Orleans Police Department (NOPD). BPD has adapted NOPD’s methodology for auditing  level 2 uses of force for this study.  
4 Despite the fact that our sample represents 20 percent of level 2 use of force cases in 2020, the reader should note that it is not statistically significant.   
5 Level 2 “response” refers to the proper actions that a supervisor must take after a level 2 incident. For instance, an uninvolved supervisor must always respond to the scene of a level 2 use 
of force to conduct an investigation. If present during the incident, the supervisor should direct any subordinates to use proper de-escalation techniques before resorting to force, and 
ensure that any uses of force are reasonable, necessary, and proportional. 
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According to our limited data, most districts excelled in the area of proper response to level 2 incidents. Officers seem to 

be particularly adept at the following: 

1. Accurately capturing events on their body-worn cameras (BWCs). 

2. Ensuring that medical aid is rendered after force is used. 

3. When necessary, using force that is reasonable, necessary, and proportional. 

This may be the result of effective training, a good field training officer, or other factors separate from proper 

supervision. However, supervisors do things like check that their subordinates are properly equipped with BWC and non-

lethal equipment and promote critical thinking as part of the reaction to a level 2 incident.  

Command 
# of 

Reviews 
BWC 

Complete 
Less-Lethal 
Equipment 

Critical Thinking & 
Decision Making 

Medical 
Attention 

Reasonable, Necessary 
& Proportional 

Central 7 86% 86% 86% 100% 89% 

Southeastern 2 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 

Eastern 11 87% 100% 97% 81% 95% 

Northeastern 4 70% 100% 83% 96% 91% 

Northern 4 100% 100% 93% 84% 85% 

Northwestern 3 100% 100% 100% 91% 86% 

Western 6 89% 80% 96% 92% 94% 

Southwestern 6 89% 100% 100% 74% 96% 

Southern 3 100% 100% 100% 100% 94% 

Figure 6 – Given subordinate performance during level 2 incidents, supervisors appear to be maintaining proper unit discipline and 
consistent operations. 

In the area of reporting, subordinates excelled at describing their justifications for use of force. These scores were above 

90 percent across all districts. Subordinates also provided descriptions that were free of boilerplate or conclusory 

language in all but two districts which scored less than 80 percent. Finally, subordinates’ BWC footage tended to confirm 

their justifications and was materially consistent with their descriptions, all of which suggests some competence with 

respect to Policy 725, Use of Force Reporting, Review, and Assessment.  

Again, while factors outside of supervision may account for some of these positive performances, supervisors do get 

part of the credit for effectively communicating the importance of accurate use of force reporting, whether verbally or 

through review of reports.  

However, there are areas of opportunity for supervisor review of reports and communication back to subordinates. 

Scores in the following areas were consistently below 75 percent, the lowest being in the category of “use of force 

options.”   

1. Providing a precise description of the scene, including: 

a. The reason for the initial police presence (Policy 725, 2.1).  

b. Description of the suspect(s) and any witnesses (Policy 725, 2.2.1 – 2.2.3).  

c. Articulation of the threat level and degree of resistance posed by the subject, as well as the events 

leading up to the use of force (Policy 725, 2.2.4 – 2.2.6).  

2. Articulating the options available to the officer prior to the use of force, including de-escalation techniques 

(Policy 725, 2.2.7).  

3. Timeliness in report submission (Policy 725, 2 – 3; see reference to staffing constraints below).   
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The below figure offers a visual representation of the shortcomings in reporting. 

Command 
# of 

Reviews Timeliness 
Incident 

Info 
Subject's 
Actions 

Force 
Options 

Justification 
for Each UOF 

Materially Consistent 
with Video 

Central 7 59% 81% 89% 0% 92% 100% 

Southeastern 2 100% 81% 86% 17% 100% 95% 

Eastern 11 52% 41% 60% 0% 76% 90% 

Northeastern 4 40% 72% 67% 10% 100% 96% 

Northern 4 55% 54% 89% 0% 75% 93% 

Northwestern 3 75% 81% 75% 0% 100% 100% 

Western 6 64% 59% 72% 0% 100% 100% 

Southwestern 6 48% 55% 55% 9% 95% 92% 

Southern 3 64% 43% 86% 0% 100% 98% 

Figure 2 - Subordinate performance in reporting indicates that while compliance with procedure may be strong, the substance and 
detail of reports needs improvement. 

With regard to level 2 review, supervisors seem to be adept at the following tasks related to use of force reviews 

(median scores in parentheses): 

1. Assigning uninvolved supervisors of the proper rank to conduct investigations (100%).  

2. Collecting and handling video evidence (89%). 

3. Conducting proper interviews on scene (80%).6 

4. Properly categorizing uses of force (100%).  

5. Ensuring that their subordinates’ accounts are supported by a preponderance of the evidence (85%).  

However, as seen in the below figure, there are opportunities for growth. While supervisors may understand most of the 

elements of level 2 use of force investigations, they often have late submissions and insufficient feedback. Specifically, 

feedback provided to subordinates scores were low with six of the nine districts scoring less than 30 percent.  

Command 
# of 

Reviews 
Uninvolved 

Sup. at Scene 
Appropriate Rank 

Investigating 
Documented 

Scene Timeliness 
Proper 

Force Level Feedback 

Central 7 100% 100% 85% 59% 100% 29% 

Southeastern 2 100% 100% 50% 100% 100% 0% 

Eastern 11 73% 80% 43% 52% 91% 6% 

Northeastern 4 100% 100% 80% 40% 100% 43% 

Northern 4 100% 100% 50% 55% 75% 0% 

Northwestern 3 100% 100% 100% 75% 100% 75% 

Western 6 100% 100% 95% 64% 100% 41% 

Southwestern 6 67% 100% 26% 48% 100% 10% 

Southern 3 100% 100% 64% 64% 100% 11% 

Figure 7 – Supervisors review scores 

As seen in the figure above, timeliness of submissions of use of force reviews is poor. Seven of nine districts received 

scores of less than 65 percent in this category, and evidence from our analysis of misconduct suggests that supervisors 

often have a backlog of reviews to complete. Finally, scene documentation is sometimes incomplete.  

 

                                                           
6 There are more nuances to this item. Our analysis of misconduct, for instance, revealed that while supervisors may have strong interviewing skills, they sometimes forget to separate the 
members involved in an incident or issue a public safety statement.  
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The results of our analysis of supervision in level 3 use of force incidents generally conform with  the trend observed in 

level 2 incidents. For this analysis, we reviewed the eight Performance Review Board (PRB) reports issued in 2020. While 

this number is small, there is still useful information to consider. Our findings indicate supervisor deficiencies with post-

incident tasks such as scene management and procedures related to the use of force investigation. Some problems in 

tactical management during events also emerged. 

The PRB reports were classified by situation, general problem category, and specific problem actions as shown below. 

The latter refer to tasks which a supervisor either failed to complete, completed incorrectly, or completed late.   

Situation General Problem Area Specific Problem Actions 

 1 – Active shooter Tactical management 
Failed to collect information from security guard 
prior to entering. 

 Tactical management Failed to notify dispatch of the need for SWAT. 

 
Scene management 

After incident, did not sweep building for 
additional victims. 

2 – Threatening vehicle, 
handguns drawn 

Use of force investigation 
Improper classification of use of force. 

 Use of force investigation Improper rank summoned to investigate. 

3 – Trespassing, subsequent 
struggle/arrest 

Use of force investigation 
Improper rank summoned to investigate. 

 Scene management Failed to separate involved members. 

 Use of force investigation BWC not reviewed as part of investigation. 

 Use of force investigation Failed to notify Crime Scene Unit/SIRT. 

4 – Suspect produced weapon 
(BB gun) during argument 

Scene management 
Failed to separate involved members from 
public. 

 
 
 
 
 

Use of force investigation 

Failed to record public safety statement. 

5 – Suspect produces BB gun in 
middle of street 

Scene management 
Failed to record public safety statement. 

6 – Behavioral health crisis, 
suspect produces gun 

Tactical management 
Failed to collect information about the suspect 
prior to arrival. 

 Scene management Failed to identify & separate involved members. 

 Scene management Improper manipulation of suspect’s handgun. 

 Use of force investigation Failed to record public safety statement. 

7 – “Shot spotter” detection, 
fleeing vehicle & shootout 

Tactical management 
Failed to coordinate vehicle pursuit. 

 Tactical management 
Failed to collect information about officer 
gunshot wound, coordinate medical transport. 

 Tactical management Delay in securing the crime scene. 

8 – Fleeing vehicle, suspect 
produces a handgun 

Scene management 
Failed to separate involved members. 

 Use of force investigation Failed to record public safety statement. 

Figure 8 – Classification scheme and findings from review of PRB reports.  

As mentioned, the supervisory issues with respect to level 3 uses of force revolve around three general problem areas: 

tactical management, scene management, and use of force investigation. The options for remediation of these issues 
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through training may include: emphasis on the separation (at the scene) of members involved in an incident, on the 

collection of public safety statements, and on the tactical elements of foot chases, vehicle pursuits, and active shooter 

situations. In the latter three cases, supervisors often preferred to act first rather than take a moment to collect 

information from others at the scene.  

The Officer Safety and Wellness (OSW) section has some of the most robust data collection methods at BPD. As a result, 

we were able to draw from multiple sources for this part of our analysis, namely: 

1. General health and wellness survey, 2020. 

2. Peer team and early intervention dashboards, 2020 and 2021. 

Our findings are generally positive and suggest that in spite of a decline in overall peer team support sessions (yet a rise 

in peer team calls related to workplace issues), supervisors are: 

1. Making early interventions more frequently and achieving success. 

2. Utilizing peer support to help offset the staffing challenges faced by their officers. 

Before discussing more granular trends in this area, we should define “peer support” and “early intervention” for the 

reader. The peer support team at OSW consists of approximately 50 members trained by the International Critical 

Incident Stress Foundation. These members respond to critical incidents such as police-involved shootings and other 

traumatic events (e.g. – witnessing a crime against a child, observing dismemberment during a crash investigation) as 

part of BPD’s standardized procedure. 

In addition, the peer team provides emotional support to officers at their own request or the request of their 

supervisors. Examples of situations in which the peer team may be asked to provide support involve ill family members, 

childcare issues, support for fitness goals, problems with substance abuse, or financial hardship.7 The support sessions 

are referred to as “support and guidance” sessions, which can take the form of an in-person visit, phone call, or video 

interview.  

In contrast, “early interventions” are meetings held with officers who have triggered an alert within BlueTeam, the 

department’s misconduct and use of force reporting system. These consist of a mutual discussion between the officer, 

the officer’s immediate supervisor, and the Director of Health and Wellness, and are accompanied by a remediation plan 

intended to correct the officer’s behavior. 

If the officer successfully completes remediation, the intervention is lifted and the case is closed. If they fail to make 

progress within the allotted time, the intervention is escalated. 

Early interventions are classified by their degree of escalation into phases (one through three), with each phase involving 

a greater number/rank of supervisors, a more complex remediation plan, and different time frame for the completion of 

remediation. A phase three intervention is the most serious of these meetings, at which point the member may face 

termination if their behavior does not change. 

While early interventions may appear to be more disciplinary in nature, they are actually attempts by the department to 

prevent formal disciplinary action. This is because a member’s poor workplace performance is often connected to 

underlying (and undisclosed) work/life conditions, which can be offset by increasing emotional support or enacting 

                                                           
7 During the COVID-19 pandemic, peer team members have also provided logistical support for officers by delivering groceries to those quarantined or picking children up from school, 

among other tasks. 
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performance improvement plans, as examples. In this sense, then, each early intervention represents a potentially 

averted case of formal discipline.  

The wellness survey administered in 2020 serves as the benchmark for understanding supervision in this area. With over 

1,253 responses, BPD gathered important information on some of the most common health concerns in the agency. BPD 

learned that over 55 percent of members completing this survey experienced stress due to supervision over a 12-month 

rolling period. More specifically, this stress was divided amongst the causes of unreasonable work expectations 

(19.15%), unclear work expectations (14.24%), and favoritism (10.78%).  

 

Figure 9 – BPD’s inaugural health and wellness survey (2020) revealed that stress due to unreasonable/unclear work expectations 
was a major concern.  

Our analysis of awards and commendations data revealed that in 2020, the two most common nominations across 
districts were for the life-saving award and general commendation, respectively. The Meritorious Service Board (MSB), 
the BPD entity responsible for conferring awards, received a total of 28 nominations for the former and 17 for the latter. 
Since this is BPD’s inaugural supervision assessment, we were unable to determine whether these figures represented 
the norm for a calendar year. Instead, we have recorded them as a benchmark for future iterations of this assessment, 
noting that one of our recommendations in this area of supervision is to develop more robust data collection 
mechanisms. 
 
The MSB maintained a 97 percent rate of conferral on nominations received in 2020. This suggests that supervisors are 
properly completing Form 050/84, Meritorious Conduct Award, and appending sufficient supporting documentation. 
From a report-writing perspective, this is an encouraging sign given the difficulties observed in other venues of report-
writing. As for their rank distribution, 64 percent of nominations were made for officers (i.e. – subordinates), and 63 
percent of all nominations originated from sergeants. 
 
From the overall and sample data examined, we observed that it was not uncommon for BPD supervisors to nominate 
several officers for the same award in cases of joint action in the field. This was the case, for instance, in one hostage 
situation and another helicopter action, where its crew was attempting to contain a fleeing vehicle.  

10.78%
8.57%

6.16%
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FAVORITISM UNFAIRNESS (IN 
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ASSIGNMENTS, ETC.)
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TRANSPARENCY
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EXPECTATIONS

LACK OF PROCEDURAL 
JUSTICE

Stress due to Supervision by Category - 2020
Missing percentage (37.73%) is due to those who did not experience such stress.
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Aside from these general observations, BPD examined a random sample of eight meritorious service nominations (Form 

050/84) along with their supporting documentation. The narratives in each nomination—that is, supervisors’ 

descriptions of the incidents—were divided according to the following criteria: 

1. Situation: a traffic stop, armed person, robbery, and other such contexts.  

2. Protagonists: the individuals who were the main drivers of action during the incident. Most if not all 

protagonists were usually nominated for the award, with some exceptions. 

3. Recommender: rank of the individual making the nomination (sergeant, lieutenant, etc.). 

4. Recognized actions: a list of the actions, techniques, and/or qualities underlined by the recommender in their 

narrative. A series of non-hierarchical “tags” were created to classify the actions presented in each case, namely: 

a. Proactive policing. 

b. Tactical management. 

c. De-escalation. 

d. Critical thinking. 

e. Problem solving. 

f. Life-saving.  

g. Interpersonal skills.  

h. Group communication. 

i. Inter-group communication.  

j. Arrest techniques. 

k. Firearms skills. 

l. Fitness. 

m. Bravery. 

n. Efficiency. 

o. Research. 

p. Teamwork. 

q. Vehicle skills.  

If any of the recognized actions in a nomination fit one of the tags above, that tag was ascribed to the case in question. 

Multiple tags could be ascribed to any single case depending upon the nature of the incident, and every case in our 

sample received multiple tags (i.e. – few were simple incidents).  

These tags are perhaps the most important part of this analysis, since they reveal the actions, techniques, and qualities 

that supervisors are valuing in their subordinates. For example, if, according to their nominations, supervisors are mostly 

recognizing tactical management and proper arrest techniques, then more emphasis may be needed upon the more 

routine, mundane elements of supervision such as coaching, administration, remediation, and the like.  

Our application of the tag system revealed three “tiers” of recognition across the sample. Supervisors are most 

frequently (tier one) praising proactive policing and group or inter-group communication. Tier two comprises the 

broadest set of tags, including de-escalation and critical thinking, while tier three cited fitness and vehicle skills, among 

others. We should underline that on a macro level, most nominations also referenced some form of tactical 

management (see “throughline” in table below), which implies a general appreciation of this skill across the supervisory 

ranks.  
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Figure 10 – Weighted word cloud of most frequent supervisory mentions (“tags”) in nominations. 

The overall panorama of BPD supervision is trending in the right direction. It is clear from our review that supervisors are 

aware of the persistent staffing issues which may affect their subordinates’ performance. To counteract this, supervisors 

are leveraging wellness and training resources to provide support and remediation where needed. 

The broader agency also benefits from an effective system for self-reflection and self-correction. Through our analysis of 

documentation from BPD’s various review boards, we found that the agency consistently identifies challenges in 

supervision, makes recommendations for remedial training, and highlights policy gaps for future revision. This means 

that BPD leadership is taking steps to improve supervision as dictated by available data. 

On the subject of data, there is room for improvement. Certain sections within BPD (e.g. – Meritorious Service Board, 

Public Integrity Bureau) would benefit from new classification schemes which are more amenable to analysis. The 

frequent rotation of staff among units means that while an experienced analyst may be comfortable drawing 

conclusions, a new incumbent may find it difficult to read into results. This problem of “data inheritance” can cause 

reports like this one to appear inconsistent.  

If nothing else is gleaned from this report, the reader should recognize that the crux of BPD supervision lies in the area 

of report writing and review. More specifically, in the process of building cases which either substantiate or discredit an 

officer’s actions. Supervisors must pay greater attention to the procedure involved in use of force investigations. They 

Tier I (3 – 4 mentions) Tier 2 (2 mentions) Tier 3 (1 mention) 

Proactive policing De-escalation Bravery  
Group communication Critical thinking Efficiency 
Inter-group communication Interpersonal skills Fitness 
Teamwork Life saving Vehicle Skills 
 Arrest techniques Firearms skills 
 Research Proactivity (civilian) 
 Tactical management  
Throughline: Tactical management  
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must be able to recognize deficiencies in their subordinates’ reporting, and they must be proactive in providing 

feedback.  

A strong reporting partnership between officer and supervisor leads to well-built cases founded upon RAS and/or PC. 

This, in turn, reduces agency liability and the chances of a release without charge. It also reinforces policy in the mind of 

the subordinate, since a critique from their supervisor can prompt reflection as to the proper course of action in each 

and every incident. This is how the agency can change at the individual level, by empowering each person to assess their 

own actions. 

Despite these challenges, we reiterate our finding that BPD is generally on a path toward improving the quality of its 

supervision. Officer perceptions of their supervisors are improving, and the agency is recognizing vital weak points and 

addressing them. The strength of BPD supervisors in tactical management is a testament to recently revised trainings on 

subjects such as use of force and fair and impartial policing. This inaugural assessment has been instrumental in 

uncovering these facts. We believe that with the development of further training on the subjects discussed, as well as 

incoming technology, BPD will be able to overcome its remaining challenges. 

 

 

 


