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Introduction
The Police Working Group of the Lexington Human Rights Committee was constituted in
September 2020 with a work plan that included the request of a set of documents and data sets
from the Lexington Police Department. The last of these documents was received in January
2021. The documents were divided between group members to review and create written
reports. Those written reports are contained in this document. A sample of each reviewed
document is provided in order to give a visual representation for the reader.
A summary of the group’s work will be presented to the Lexington Human Rights Committee on
May 6, 2021. The slides for that presentation are in the appendix.

2

LPD Annual Reports
Filenames: LPD Annual Reports Analytics
Primary lead: Robin Walker
Secondary lead: Tom Shiple
Summary of document contents:
The LPD provided annual reports for FY2018 through FY2020.
The Annual Reports provided a personnel summary that shows that the aggregate number of
full time employees has remained steady at 65 individuals from FY2017-FY2020. However, the
total number of part time employees has fluctuated from a low of 28 individuals to a high of 32
individuals from FY2017-FY2020 with the primary drivers being the number of part time crossing
guards, parking lot attendants and cadets fluctuating up and down throughout this time period.
The Annual Reports also provide a narrative describing the number of new hires and
promotions each year, which ranges between 5-10 new hires and 1-2 promotions for the period
FY2018-FY2020.
The Annual Reports also provide a summary of the total number of most common (a)
complaints and calls for service by category, (b) motor vehicle citations issued, (c) high accident
locations, (d) fines generated by traffic enforcement, and (e) prosecution summary.
In addition, the Annual Reports provide a narrative summary of noteworthy investigations, grant
funding, and programs and initiatives/goals and objectives. The recurring grants appear to
support emergency call services and traffic enforcement.
Conclusions:
While the total number of full time LPD employees has remained steady at 65 individuals, it is
interesting to note that based on the new hire data presented in the Annual Reports there
appears to be a fairly consistent level of attrition of between 5-10 full time employees each year
between FY2017-FY2020. No reasons are provided for why 5-10 FTEs leave each year.
The number of new cadets has remained consistent at 5 from FY2017-FY2020. No data relating
to the number of individuals who apply to be cadets each year or the number of cadets that
become FTE of the LPD.
Between FY2018 and FY2020, the Annual Reports note that only 3 promotions occurred during
that time frame and it appears that each of the individuals that were promoted were male.
Neither the race/ethnicity, nor the gender of the individuals who were promoted were provided in
the annual report.
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The data provided in the Annual Reports related to the total calls for service (e.g., 13,749 in FY
2020) does not appear to match the subtotals for the number of complaints and calls for service
(e.g., 9,531 in FY2020) and motor vehicle citations (e.g., 2,102 in FY2020), so it is difficult to
interpret the data and to see trends as the numbers reported do not appear to add up.
When the Annual Reports are looked at together with the DADRs, it appears that the number of
defensive actions taken by the police are very low when compared to the total number of calls
for service related to general disturbances/disputes, domestic disputes, and medical-section 12
incidents. However, because it is unclear whether any of the DADRs occurred in connection
with motor vehicle stops it is impossible to draw any conclusions related to the total number of
motor vehicle stops/citations reported.
For the team’s reference, I’ve prepared a separate file called “6(a) - LPD Annual Reports
Analytics” where the data collected from the Annual Reports can be reviewed together with a
few tables, so you can see the trends in the data.
Requests for further data or explanations:
Here are a few follow-up questions for the LPD:
1. How many individuals apply to become LPD cadets each year?
a. How many are women?
b. How many are minorities?
2. What are the primary reasons why 5-10 FTE leave each year?
a. How many are voluntary separations each FY?
i.
Do they move out of the area?
ii.
Do they transfer to other police departments?
iii.
Please provide a high-level explanation for the voluntary
separations.
b. How many are involuntary separations each FY?
i.
Please provide a high-level explanation for the involuntary
separations.
3. Please explain why there are so few promotions each year?
4. Please explain whether it is best practice to hire patrol officers who are also
currently enrolled in a police academy and have not finished their training.
5. Please explain whether it is best practice to hire new cadets who are currently
enrolled in a higher education program?
6. Are there funding grants available to support (a) de-escalation training, (b)
anti-bias training, (c) training on how to handle mental health or domestic abuse
service calls, or (d) other training courses focused on soft interpersonal skills for
officers that the LPD could apply for?
7. Are there funding grants available to support the purchase and use of body and
dashboard cameras?
8. Who makes the decisions on what grants to apply for? Who writes the grants?
9. Are there opportunities to hire more officers of color given the annual turnover?
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Recommendations:
The LPD may want to consider taking some of the following actions to enhance the information
provided in the Annual Reports:
1. Noting the gender, race, ethnicity of the individuals who are hired and promoted
each fiscal year as a way to document progress being made to diversify the LPD.
2. List the open positions.
3. List the number of FTEs that leave the LPD each year.
4. Consider applying for and/or securing de-escalation, mental health, and/or
domestic abuse service training programs.
5. Consider applying for and/or allocating LPD budgeted funds to securing body and
dashboard cameras for the LPD.
6. Include type and number of annual training sessions attended by each member
of the LPD.
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Sample Annual Report (2020)

6

7

Defensive Action Data Reports
Filenames: Defensive Action Data Reports
Primary lead: Robin Walker
Secondary lead: N/A
Summary of document contents:
The LPD provided DADRs for 2015-2019. The DADRs for 2015-2017 provided a brief narrative
explanation of the type of force used, the reason for the call, and a brief history of the total
number of incidents documented by the number of officers between 2010-2016. The level of
detail and the type of information provided is inconsistent.
Conclusions:
It is difficult to draw conclusions from such a sparse data set. It is also difficult to compare the
most recent two years to the previous years because the format of the report has changed.
One takeaway is that the number of incidents in which force was used almost doubled from
2018 to 2019. Almost all incidents are related to alcohol, drugs, or mental health (14 out of 15
incidents in 2019). While in each DADR for the last 10 years, the LPD notes that Annual Use of
Force training should continue, it appears with the sharp increase in the number of incidents
related to substance abuse may necessitate a different type of training should be used to better
prepare the LPD for how to de-escalate situations involving alcohol, drugs, and mental illness.
It appears that no information is provided related to the LPD stopping motorists or pedestrians.
For the team’s reference, I’ve prepared a separate file called “6(b) - DADR Data Analytics”
where the data collected from the DADRs can be reviewed together with a few tables, so you
can see the trends in the data.
Requests for further data or explanations:
Here are a few follow-up questions for the LPD:
1. Why did the LPD change the format and level of detail provided in the DADR in
2018?
2. Is it possible for the LPD to provide for 2010-2017 the same information (e.g.,
type of force used, reason for use of force, race, sex, etc.) provided in the current
DADR format?
3. Is there a summary that you can provide that gives a detailed explanation of the
different types of force used and the reason for use of force?
4. How are the police trained to identify race and gender of a subject?
5. How does an officer identify the race and gender of a subject?
6. Is the LPD able to use the DADRs to identify trends, report out on trends, and
modify behaviors and training based on the reported trends?
7. How does the LPD use the DADRs to change or modify its training each year?
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Recommendations:
The LPD should consider updating the DADRs starting in 2010 with consistent information and
details, so it is possible to analyze the data and to be able to report out on trends.
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Sample DADR (2019)
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Sample DADR (2017)
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Citations
Filenames: CitationSummary.pdf, CitationsDemographics.pdf, CitationsByStatute.pdf
Primary lead: Alexis Porras
Secondary lead: Tom, Dan
Summary of document contents:
CitationSummary.pdf, CitationsByStatute.pdf - these reports contained no demographic data, so no
analysis was done on them.
The CitationsDemographics.pdf report provided three years (1/1/2018 to 12/31/2020) of citations ,
organized in 3 separate tables by gender (Female / Male / Unknown). The demographic classifications in
the report merged the fields Race (black/white/asian/etc) and Hispanic/non-Hispanic/unknown , giving
rise to 26 separate groups.

gender

total
citations

# of violation
categories

# of demographic
classifications

Female

3425

101

25

Male

4319

126

23

Unknown

117*

24

9

Totals

7861

136

26

* The data for gender=unknown seem to reflect citations where the process was not completed,
thus gender was not input into the system. Of these 117 citations, 67 are marked as "Void" leaving only 50 citations, much less than 1% of the overall data
Analysis notes:
As a reminder, the demographics in the citation data were entered by the officers based on their own
perception of the perpetrator. To simplify/clarify the 26 demographic classifications, I collapsed the 26
into 3 groups, based on a model of what the officer would perceive at the time of the citation:
comment
Black

Perceived as
Black by
officer

White

Perceived as
White but not
Hispanic
Perceived as
not black,

Other

or not white
or perceived
as Hispanic

demographic classifications in the
data
Black
Black Hispanic Origin
Black Not of Hispanic Origin
Black Unknown
White
White Not of Hispanic Origin
White Unknown
White Hispanic Origin
America Indian/Alaskan Native (3)
Asian/Pacific Islander (4)
Middle Eastern/Indian (3)
Race Unknown
Unknown (4)
(H)ISPANIC (3)

Classifications
Total = 26
4

3
19

The numbers in brackets represent how
many classifications included
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Applying this to the data gives us the following distribution: (this was very similar for both M & F genders)

As a reminder, the census data for Lexington is as follows:

Conclusions:

Given that the Black population of Lexington is ~1%, it is striking that 6% of citations issued
over the 3 year period were issued to Black drivers.
Due to limitations of the data collection/reporting, it is important to note that:
● The data provided to us did not include any residence address data (zip code for example) that
would enable us to separate the data according to the driver’s hometown. Middlesex county has
~5% Black population.
● Most critically, the data only reflects issued citations, not all traffic stops. The anomaly in the
citation data may reflect a bias in the number of stops or a bias in the number of citations
issued after a stop (or both…).
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Requests for further data or explanations:
1. Citation data that includes the driver’s residential zip code. This must be available since officers
record an address at the time of issuing the citation.
2. Citation data that does *not* collapse the Race data with the Hispanic/NH data, making it easier
to analyze (simply treat these as two separate fields in the output report).
Recommendations:
1. The new statewide system for recording traffic stops could be used to document all stops, not
just those that result in a citation being issued, and the MASSACHUSETTS EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF
PUBLIC SAFETY AND SECURITY has recommended as much in their April 2020 report. The LPD
should adopt the new system and a policy to record all stops.
2. If a bodycam/dashboard-cam system is adopted as recommended elsewhere, random audits of
such footage can be used to review whether drivers are being treated equally regardless of
Race/Gender/etc.

References:
● April 2020 report on new system to collect traffic stop data
● Northeastern report on citations for distracted driving:
https://repository.library.northeastern.edu/files/neu:344627/fulltext.pdf
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Sample Citation Demographics
Page 1 of 31. 136 citation categories. 26 race/ethnicity categories. 2018-2020.
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Arrest Log
Filenames:
Arrest Log 18-20 #1.pdf, Arrest Log 18-20 #2.pdf (original data)
2019ArrestLogFromLexington.xlsx, 2019ArrestLogFromState.xlsx (processed 2019 data)
Primary lead: Tom Shiple
Secondary lead: Dan Joyner
Summary of document contents:
The furnished log provides details on each arrest in Lexington for 2018-2020. The date, time,
and location of each arrest is given, as well as the arrestee’s town and zip code, DOB, and
charges filed. The arrestee’s gender and race/ethnicity are not provided.
Starting in August 2020 the state has published arrest data for each jurisdiction in
Massachusetts, to comply with the 2018 criminal justice reforms (see press release). By
searching on Lexington at www.mass.gov/crime-statistics, one can find a record of arrests in
Lexington. The following is provided for each arrest: arrest date, zip code of arrest, arrest
offense and type; and age, sex, race, and ethnicity of arrestee. We see that the data provided
in the Lexington arrest log is different than that provided by the state, but by comparing the
factors in common (arrest date, offense, and age of arrestee) we can reasonably find
corresponding arrests. What’s surprising is that the two logs don’t match up. For 2019, there
are 69 arrests in the Lexington log, compared to 47 arrests in the state log; only 29 arrests
match between the two.
As an aside, Chief Corr provided this note with the data:
An important note – In the Commonwealth of Mass, operating w/o license, operating with
a suspended or revoked license can result in arrest. Lexington stops at least one person
per week for traffic violations or MV crashes who do not have the proper license or other
paperwork. In most cases, these conditions are the result of non-payment of civil
matters (parking tickets, citations, excise tax, child support, etc) or the person is a
foreign national. By policy, Lexington does not arrest in almost all cases because it is
the best practice. Those who do not have a license due to an OUI conviction, habitual
traffic offences or a history of multiple suspensions will be arrested. Why is this
important? Because these administrative non-payments adversely affect those who do
not have money, a higher percentage of black and/or Hispanic operators are impacted.
There is no benefit to the community to use arrest in these cases when most individuals
can simply go to court/RMV and resolve their license issues.
Conclusions:
The arrest log provided by Lexington contains no data on gender, race and ethnicity, so it’s not
possible to analyze the data from a civil rights perspective.
The arrest log provided by the state does provide gender, race and ethnicity, but the extensive
mismatch with the Lexington log makes the provenance of the data uncertain.
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Requests for further data or explanations:
1. Provide the arrestee’s gender, race and ethnicity for each arrest. Since this information
is included in the state’s log, it seems to be public record.
2. Reconcile the differences between the arrest logs from Lexington and from the state.
3. Who is responsible for reporting Lexington arrests to the state database? How often is
this done?
Recommendations:
1. Develop a computer system that can automatically create (without any human redaction)
a log of individual arrests, including all details of each arrest that don’t violate
confidentiality. In particular, include arrestee’s age, gender, race, and ethnicity.
2. Place the de-identified arrest log on a public-facing website for the public to analyze.
This transparency will increase public trust.
3. Ensure that the Lexington arrest log matches the state arrest log, or explain the
discrepancies.
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Sample Arrest Log (2019 - Lexington)
Blue rows are sample matches with blue rows in State log. Orange rows are samples not
contained in State log.
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Sample Arrest Log (2019 - State)
Blue rows are sample matches with blue rows in Lexington log. Orange row is a sample not
contained in Lexington log.
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CAD System Log
Filenames: CADSummary consolidated.xlxs
Primary lead: Tom Shiple
Secondary lead: Dan Joyner
Summary of document contents:
The CAD system covers all calls from 911, direct telephone calls, walk-in reports, and reports
from officers on the street. The supplied file contains a tally of the number of records (hereafter
referred to simply as “calls”) for each month in the 3-year span of 2018-2020. The calls are
broken down across 185 different types. For example, in January 2018 there were 51
residential alarm calls. In all, 41,642 calls are recorded, for an average of 1,157 per month.
There is no information about individual calls, and there is no summary demographic
information about the individuals involved in the calls.
The Police Chief indicated that there exists a “public log” containing the date and time, nature of
the call, location and the officers who responded. However, the Chief notes that:
...the disposition and other information is subject to redaction. To provide the public log
for three years would take weeks of work to read every call and properly redact. The
911 “log” is a confidential document and to print out the “log” and then redact would give
someone the date and time of a call … and no more. The name and address of the
caller is confidential.
Conclusions:
Since there is no demographic information provided, there are no conclusions that can be
reached from a civil rights perspective.
We can divide calls into three broad buckets:
1. Some calls, like a tree down, don’t directly involve a resident as the subject of the call.
However, it would be desirable to have demographic information of the person initiating
the call to ensure that call responses are equitable.
2. For calls that result in a citation or arrest, we know that demographic data is collected. If
demographic data is provided to us in the citation and arrest logs, then we can analyze
those logs for any trends.
3. For calls that might not result in a citation or arrest, like “disturbance” calls, it would be
desirable to have demographic data on both the person initiating the call and the subject
of the call, to understand any trends.
On an unrelated note, the summary CAD system data that has been furnished could be
analyzed to provide a snapshot of the nature of the activities of the LPD. It would be helpful if
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the 185 different call types were grouped into a smaller number of categories to make the data
easier to understand.
Requests for further data or explanations:
1. It would be useful to provide a brief explanation of each of the 185 different call types.
Some of them, like “Wire down”, are obvious, while others, like “Notification” are not.
2. Is there a review of the transcripts of 911 calls for implicit bias or differential treatment of
any protected classes?
Recommendations:
1. Develop a computer system that can automatically create (without any human redaction)
a log of de-identified individual calls in the CAD system.
2. Where possible, collect demographic information of the individuals involved in calls
(initiator and subject of the call). Include this information in #1.
3. Place monthly summaries, as well as call logs (see #1), on a public-facing website for
the public to analyze. This transparency will increase public trust.
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Sample CAD System Log
Page 1 of 21. 185 categories of calls. 36 months of data.
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Staff Demographics
Filenames: PD Officer Demographics.xlsx, PD Civilian Demographics.xlsx
Primary lead: Alexis Porras
Secondary lead: Tom Shiple
Summary of document contents:
Two excel files were provided containing records for each staff member including hire
date, rank, race, gender, and current status. The files were combined and some format
errors (gender & race fields reversed) fixed.
We did not analyze past trends, focused on active status staff.
1. The LPD is predominantly male (80%+) ( 53 of 65 )
2. The LPD is predominantly white (90%+) ( 57 of 65 )
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Sample Demographic Report (Officers)
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Recruit Demographics
Filenames: 2019 test.doc, Demographic of 2020 test.xlsx
Primary lead: Dan Joyner
Secondary lead: Tom Shiple
Summary of document contents:
Recruiting data is provided for the calendar years of 2019 and 2020. For each year, the number
of applicants is shown for the following phases of recruitment:
1. Signed up for written test (i.e., entrance exam)
2. Passed written test
3. Passed written test and physical assessment
These numbers are broken down by gender and race.
This Q&A from LPD’s November, 2020 FAQ describes what happens after the third phase:
What is the procedure for investigating candidates' background and any prior
complaints against them before hiring?
All candidates undergo an extensive background investigation that includes their entire
life experience, prior employment, family history, credit history, criminal and motor
vehicle history, prior military experience and disciplinary history. We interview neighbors
and prior employers. Candidates then must pass a medical examination with drug
testing. All of this material is then used during a psychological examination.
Conclusions:
For 2020, the proportion for the following races stays fairly constant through the first three
phases outlined above: American Indian ~0%, Asian American ~3%, African American ~6%.
For Hispanics, the percentage from the first to third phase falls from 12% to 7%, while for Whites
it increases from 77% to 84%.
Regarding gender, the percentage of females falls from the first to third phase from 14% to 10%.
No data is provided on the breakdown of who was offered jobs.
Requests for further data or explanations:
1. How many recruits were eventually offered jobs each year, and how many accepted?
2. Does the background check include membership in militia groups?
3. What parts of the written test and the physical assessment are most problematic for
applicants?
4. What parts of the background check, medical examination, and psychological
examination are most problematic for applicants?
5. Are any aspects of the hiring process being reconsidered in light of the racial justice
movement?
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Recommendations:
Analyze each phase of the hiring process to determine if there are parts that are problematic for
certain demographic groups in ways that are not material to serving as a successful police
officer.
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Sample Exam Report (2020)
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Training
File name: LPD Training
Primary lead: Karen Laufer
Background/State Requirements for Police Officer Training:
40 hours of annual in-service training are currently required for all sworn Massachusetts police
officers. The type of training is currently discretionary. LPD is required to monitor
implementation of this state requirement. On December 31, 2020 Massachusetts enacted a
landmark police reform bill that will, among other provisions, create a certification requirement
for police officers, establish training requirements, including specific types of training, for all
officers.
Summary:
The response of the LPD to our request for training information consisted of a four-page report
prepared by Captain Mazerall. According to Chief Corr’s statement to Tanya Gisolfi regarding
the information that was provided:
“Captain Mazerall summarized much of our training, but he did not go file to file to record the
training. Some officers pay for their own training in specialized areas, and they are not required
to give us those certificates. The words “de-escalation, diversity, unconscious bias and other
key words may not appear in the title of the trainings…”
The four-page summary provided by Captain Mazerall states as follows: “Training is broken into
two main categories: Training required by statute and all other training to better an employee’s
knowledge, skills, and abilities.” The report further breaks training down into four categories.
1.

2.

3.
4.

Police officer Academy training: A “typical” list of training topics was provided. The
list contains many important topics; however, it contains no detail regarding the dates
of the training, the content of the training, the duration of the training, the manner of
the training, how many and which officers received the training and how the subject
matter of training has changed in recent years. There were no materials provided.
(State) Required Annual In-Service training: This section lists required training for
each of the last five years, consisting of two to four categories each year. The
in-Service training requirement for 2020-2021 includes “implicit bias/domestic
terrorism. There is no detail provided regarding the actual or proposed dates of the
training, the number of officers who attended, or will attend, or the content of the
training. There are no links to materials or program information in the report. It is
notable that the 2020-2021 is the only year during the last five that includes training
regarding bias. However, it is identified as implicit bias/domestic terrorism, which is
ambiguous.
Annual Firearms Training: no specifics are provided
“Other Trainings”. This section of the training report includes a lengthy list, which
includes training on several topics relevant to our working group including a) implicit
bias training (train the trainer) b) Dialogue About Racism c) Criminal Justice Reform
training” and d) cultural diversity. However, there are no details provided regarding:
the content of the training, the date(s) of the training, the number of officers and staff
who were trained or other specifics.
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Conclusions:
The LPD provided a general summary of training that is available to some officers. LPD has not
provided sufficient detail regarding training for us to ascertain whether the LPD is adequately
trained on issues of implicit bias and other matters within the purview of the working group. We
have not seen any information regarding the content of trainings or materials used for training
and education. We do not have any information regarding how and if information regarding
training is maintained and stored.
Requests for Further Data or Explanation:
We would like to request the following data:
1. Details of training conducted regarding implicit bias, diversity, and de-escalation of force
within the last three years for each LPD officer, including the dates of such training if any,
the duration of the training, the content of the training, certificates or other
documentation of training and any other details that can be provided.
2. Details regarding the 2020-2021 in service training regarding implicit bias, including
dates of training, content of the training, attendance and certifications if any, and
documentation of training or planned training.
3. Information regarding future plans for training or other educational efforts regarding
implicit bias, discrimination, cultural differences and de-escalation of force.
4. Information regarding how LPD training information is stored and maintained; description
and identification of personnel responsible for training regarding bias and/or
discrimination and de-escalation and information regarding personnel responsible for
maintaining records.
5. Explanation of funding sources in 2021 and 2022 for LPD training as well as information
regarding decision making for training: a) provided to police officers by LPD or other
state or local institutions b) initiated by police officers independently and paid for
independently c) initiated by police officers and conducted during work hours whether
paid for by the police officer or the LPD.
6. Explanation of whether any training has occurred or will occur as follow up to Chief
Corr’s crosswalk regarding the “8 can’t wait” program, which is available on the LPD
website.
7. All documents or other information relating to plans for compliance with the new state
police reform law provisions regarding training.
Recommendations:

1. Update training data for each LPD employee so that LPD and the community can

2.
3.
4.
5.

easily determine what kind of training each staff member received and the dates for each
training. Include this information in an electronic database that is easy to use and
update.
Create transparency so that the public can review ongoing LPD training and compliance
with state and local requirements through the LPD website.
Require staff members who obtain training independently to provide information and
documentation to LPD and include in the electronic database.
Provide extensive training on implicit bias, diversity and excessive force to all
department employees with annual “refresher training” and document such training
(regardless of whether required by new state law).
Engage in conversations with the LHRC and other community groups annually to
collaborate regarding proposed or actual training on human rights issues and provide
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detailed updates regarding implementation of the new state law and regulations at LHRC
board meetings.
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Sample Training Report
First two pages of four pages.
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Community Outreach
File name: Community Outreach
Primary lead: Karen Laufer
Summary:
The response of the LPD to our request consisted of three documents prepared by Detective
Brian Savage, Community Resource Officer Aidan Evelyn, and Detective Kristina Hankins. All
three documents list community involvement and activities conducted by each individual. Not all
of the activities listed fall within a typical definition of community outreach. The reports include
outreach to many community groups as well as educational and other engagement activities in
the community (for example coaching). The report doesn’t provide specific dates for any of the
meetings, activities and outreach. There did not appear to be outreach targeted to persons of
color, or groups that represent persons of color or other protected classes in the community,
although some of the community outreach to other organizations such as religious organizations
and the LHRC might address issues of relevance to people of color in the community. In
addition, the community resource officer is a member of the National organization of Black Law
Enforcement. We have no information regarding community outreach by other members of the
LPD.
Conclusions:
Frequent community outreach is conducted by the LPD. There are at least two detectives and a
Community Resource Officer actively engaged in community outreach. Based on the
information provided it does not appear that there is community outreach that is currently
targeted to communities or individuals of color in Lexington other than meetings with the LHRC.
However, the LPD engages in and participates in events organized by the Community Coalition
and other groups in Lexington, including the recent vigil against Asian American violence, but
this information was absent from the information that was provided. The LPD also participated
in a town wide/Facebook event and responded to community questions regarding race and race
relations in 2020. There was insufficient information provided to assess whether the current
outreach efforts to communities of color and to promote an understanding and appreciation of
diversity appear to be adequate to meet the needs of the community.
Requests for Further Data or Explanation:
We would like to request the following data:
1. Details of any community outreach designed to reach communities or individuals in
protected classes for the last three years. Please include participation in vigils and
community events.
2. Plans to conduct community outreach and programming to reach communities or
individuals in protected classes in the future, including any details and individuals who
will be engaged in these initiatives.
3. Information regarding Community Conversations 2020 follow up as well as any plans for
future events or follow up in 2021 or future years.
4. Explanation of how community outreach in Lexington and surrounding communities is
organized and planned as well as the division of responsibilities within the Department to
develop, initiate and implement outreach.
5. We would like to request a meeting with Community Resource Officer Evelyn to discuss
outreach to diverse communities, such as METCO families.
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6. Explanation of whether community outreach is the responsibility of only the three officers
highlighted, or whether it is also the responsibility of additional staff in the department.
Please provide any other applicable records for LPD staff.
7. Explanation of whether there are any anticipated changes to community outreach in
response to enactment of the new Massachusetts Police Reform law.
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Sample Community Outreach Reports
Page 1 of 4 of Officer Evelyn. Page 1 of 1 of Officer Hankins.
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Appendix: Presentation to LHRC 5/6/2021
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LHRC Police Working Group
Status Update & Recommendations

May 6, 2021

Agenda
● 2020 Working Group Objectives
● Executive Summary
● Key Data Highlights
● Recommendations
● Open Questions & Next Steps
2

2020 Working Group Objectives
Improve policing in Lexington by:
❏ Collecting and Analyzing Police Data
❏ Gathering stories from diverse members of the Lexington
community related to experiences with LPD
❏ Identifying areas for improvement related to LPD
❏ Making recommendations for improvements to be
implemented and expected outcomes related to policing in
Lexington
3

Progress Against 2020 Working Group Objectives
Collecting and Analyzing Police Data
Gathering stories from diverse members of the
Lexington community related to experiences
with LPD
Identifying areas for improvement related to
LPD
Making recommendations for improvements to
be implemented and expected outcomes
related to policing in Lexington

Analyzed data received
Not started

Completed
Completed
4

Executive Summary
Good News - 2 LPD ofﬁcers do a lot of community outreach
Opportunities - Improve data collection and reporting
○ Insufﬁcient data to do meaningful analysis
○ Additional data needed to see policing trends
○ LPD staff member needed to fulﬁll data requests and
answer questions on a timely basis
○ LPD collaboration essential to accomplish goals of
Working Group
5

Key Data Highlights
Town Annual Reports

10% to 18% annual attrition from 2017-2020.

Defensive Action Reports

# of incidents where force was used doubled from 2018 to 2019. Inconsistent reporting.

Citations

6% of all citations issued to Black drivers. Home zip code not provided.

Arrests

Mismatch between data from state vs LPD. No demographic data provided by LPD.

911/CAD System Calls

No demographic data provided. Data needed on caller also.

LPD Staff Demographics

< 10% of LPD is non-white.

LPD Recruiting
Demographics

> 15% of qualiﬁed* candidates are non-white (* passed physical and written tests).

Training

Summary report lacked detail. No data to analyze.

Community Outreach

Report lists outreach efforts of 2 speciﬁc ofﬁcers. No data to analyze.
6

Recommendations
● Review with LPD what data is collected and can be shared
● Review with LPD what additional data can and should be collected
● Make data publically available to improve transparency and trust
○ Keep data updated on a periodic basis
○ Add demographic data, while keeping data de-identiﬁed
○ Develop processes to automate the creation of data reports
○ Keep reporting format as consistent as possible
● Defer to other organizations to gather stories from diverse members
of the Lexington community related to experiences with LPD
7

Open Questions & Next Steps
Open Questions
● Where do we go from here?
● How does the new MA police reform law and future
regulations impact objectives of Working Group?
Next Steps
● Clearly deﬁne 2021 objectives of Working Group
● Collaborate with LPD to improve data collection and reporting
● Collaborate with other efforts in Town to update LPD policies
and practices to comply with new MA law and regulations
8
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Appendix
Reports on Individual LPD Documents
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6a - Town Annual Reports
●

●

●

●

●
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Attrition - Consistently high level of attrition between FY2017 and FY2020 is concerning
○
Total number of full time LPD employees has remained steady at 65 individuals
○
Attrition of between 5-10 full time employees each year
○
No reasons provided for why 5-10 FTEs leave each year
Promotions - Only 3 promotions between FY2018 and FY2020
○
Only 3 individuals promoted (names appear to be male)
○
Race, ethnicity, or gender of individuals not reported
Cadets - Consistently low level of new cadets between FY2017 and FY2020 is concerning
○
A total of 5 new cadets
○
No data provided related to:
■ Total number of cadet applicants
■ Race, ethnicity, or gender of applicants
■ Number of cadets that become FTE of the LPD
Service Calls - Inconsistent and confusing data
○
Total number of calls for service (e.g., 13,749 in FY 2020) does not match subtotals for the number of
complaints and calls for service (e.g., 9,531 in FY 2020) and motor vehicle citations (e.g., 2,102 in FY2020)
○
Difficult to interpret the data
○
Impossible to see trends as the numbers reported do not appear to add up
Recurring Grants - Limited to emergency call services and traffic enforcement
10
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6a - Town Annual Reports
Recommendations: The LPD may want to consider taking some of the following actions to
enhance the information provided in the Annual Reports:
●
●
●
●
●
●

Note gender, race, ethnicity of individuals who are hired and promoted each fiscal year
as a way to document progress being made to diversify the LPD;
List the open positions;
List the number of FTEs that leave the LPD each year and why;
Consider applying for and/or securing de-escalation, mental health, and/or domestic
abuse service training programs;
Consider applying for and/or allocating LPD budgeted funds to securing body and
dashboard cameras for the LPD; and
Include type and number of annual training sessions attended by each member of the
LPD.
11
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6b - Defensive Action Reports
●
●
●

●
●

Number of incidents in which force was used almost doubled from 2018 to 2019
Most incidents related to alcohol, drugs, or mental health (14 of 15 in 2019)
In last 10 years, LPD notes that Annual Use of Force training should continue
○ Sharp increase in incidents related to substance abuse may necessitate a
different type of training
○ New training needed to better prepare LPD for how to de-escalate situations
involving alcohol, drugs, and mental illness.
Report format changed
○ Difﬁcult to compare most recent two years to the previous years
Recommendations: Update DADRs starting in 2010 with consistent information and
details, so it is possible to analyze the data and to be able to report out on trends.

12
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6c,d - Citations

●
●
●
●

The LPD provided a report with 3 years (2018-2020) of citations , organized by gender
The report merged Race (Black/White/AAPI/etc) and Hispanic/non-Hispanic status, giving
rise to 26 distinct classiﬁcations. We collapsed those 26 into 3 groupings for analysis
purposes: Black/Non-Hispanic White/Other .
Given that the Black population of Lexington is ~1%, it is striking that 6% of citations
issued over the 3 year period were issued to Black drivers
Limitations of the data:

○ The data did not include any residence address data such as zip code to identify the driver’s hometown.
Middlesex county has ~5% Black population.
○ Most critically, the data only reﬂects issued citations, not all trafﬁc stops. The anomaly in the citation
data may reﬂect a bias in the number of stops or a bias in the number of citations issued after a stop (or
both…).
13
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6c,d - Citations

●

LPD should adopt a policy to record all stops, not just those that result in issued citations

●

New statewide system for recording trafﬁc stops can be used to document all stops

●

De-identiﬁed Citation data should be posted on public website for transparency purposes
a. Citation data should include the driver's residential zip code to enable us to identify
what towns the drivers are from.
b. Citation reports should keep separate the data on Race and Hispanic/NH status.
c. Both (a) and (b) would be satisﬁed by providing de-identiﬁed data for each citation
instead of summary data, in a format similar to the arrest log.

14

6e - Arrests
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Lexington Log Snippet - 69 arrests in 2019

State Log Snippet - 47 arrests in 2019, of which 29 match Lexington log

15
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6e - Arrests
●

Lexington log contains no demographic information
○

●

Data from State website contains demographic information
○
○
○

●
●
●

So can’t perform any analysis with a civil rights lens
Some arrests match Lexington log, others don’t, so not conﬁdent in analysis
LPD doesn’t know provenance of State data
Why the mismatch in arrest logs?

Can LPD provide demographic data as the State does?
Recommend to post de-identiﬁed arrest log (with demographic data) on LPD website
Recommend to develop processes to generate this report automatically

16

6f,g - 911 / CAD System Calls

185 categories, 36 months of data, 41,642 total calls
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6f,g - 911 / CAD System Calls
●

No demographic information is provided
○

●

Where possible, it would be desirable to have demographic information of the
person initiating the call
○
○

●

●
●

So can’t perform any analysis with a civil rights lens

Where do calls originate that don’t require police involvement?
Are calls responded to equitably regardless of their source?

Also where possible, it would be desirable to have demographic information of
the subject of the call
Recommend to post de-identiﬁed call log (with demographic data where
possible) on LPD website
Recommend to develop processes to generate this report automatically
18

Pre
-R
ea

d

6h - LPD Staff Demographics
We focused on active
status staff.
1. The LPD is
predominantly male
(80%+) ( 53 of 65 )
2. The LPD is
predominantly white
(90%+) ( 57 of 65 )
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6i - LPD Recruit Demographics, 2020 (by #)

Number of people
20
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6i - LPD Recruit Demographics, 2020 (by pct.)

Percent of group

Test demographic stays proportional throughout three phases. Takeaway: more recruitment of minority groups is needed.
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6j - Training
● In-service training requirement of 40 hours
● Not provided with information sufﬁcient to determine adequacy
of training
● Summary report lacked detail
● New Massachusetts police reform law adopted 12/31/20 will
create certiﬁcation process and training requirements
● Recommendations:
○ Create database for historic and ongoing training for all staff
○ Provide transparency regarding future training and
implementation of new law and regulations
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6k - Community Outreach
● Extensive community outreach by Ofﬁcers Evelyn and Hankins
● Inadequate information provided regarding whether other staff are
engaged in community outreach
● Insufﬁcient information to determine extent, if any, of outreach to
protected groups and individuals
● Recommendation of LHRC dialogue with community outreach ofﬁcer
● Recommendation of LPD outreach to protected groups and
individuals on a consistent basis
● Recommendation of LPD database and department wide
documentation of community outreach efforts
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